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Introduction
Last meeting discussed the dynamic control of PDCP duplication, but limited agreement has achieved,
Introduce the DL radio quality assistance information provided per RLC
Instead, many open issues have been captured during the online session,

Open issue list:
1.	 Which node controls the UL duplication activation of RLC entity? 
2. Assistance information exchange between RLC entities for UL duplication
- UL PDCP duplication activation state
- UL Radio quality index
- UL PDCP duplication activation suggestion
- Assistance information per RLC
3.	 Initial UL duplication configuration
- The number of allowed activated RLC entities from the hosting node to assisting node, fixed number or range?
- Which node determines the initial UL activation state?
4.	 Introduce the DL activation suggestion
- per RLC
- per DRB
5.	 How to implement the agreement Introduce the DL radio quality assistance information provided per RLC in spec
- introduce the flag for per RLC report 
- Just update the text description without flag
- Whether we use one data frame for one RLC report or combine all the report of RLC entities in one data frame

In this contribution, we still provide our opinion on these open issues of dynamic control.
Discussion
Node to control UL duplication activation for each leg
This open issue also involves in whether and how to reply LS to RAN2. Till now, we have two solutions for sending UL Duplication MAC CE:
1. Both MN and SN can indicate activation status for all RLC entities;
2. MN and SN can only indicate activation status for partial RLC entities separately. MN and SN coordinate responsible RLC entities semi-statically.
The first solution follows the current RAN2 agreement. However, as argued by some company, such mechanism may encounter the coordination delay between MN and SN which may impact the real-time performance for transferring UL Duplication MAC CE, and the second solution may offset this coordination delay. In our opinion, the delay concern should be dependent on how frequent the UL Duplication MAC CE can be sent. Even if there’s no requirement in specs, and theoretically it can be sent at the level of milliseconds, since there’s chance for UE that cannot receive the MAC CE promptly because of HARQ retransmission, the UE can successfully receive the MAC CE in the order of tens of milliseconds. Accounting for the subsequent duplicated data transmission, it is proper to transmit UL Duplication MAC CE at least in the order of roughly hundreds of milliseconds. Compared to the proper transmission frequency of UL Duplication MAC CE, the coordination delay between MN and SN will not be the main factor that impacts the performance. So we prefer the first solution which is enough and will not cause too much standardization work between different working groups.
Proposal 1: Adopt a solution which will not impact RAN2 progress for UL duplication MAC CE sent over MN and SN.
Assistance Information exchange for UL duplication
Companies have different understanding on full/partial coordination in this part. To our understanding, only coordination for DL duplication is discussed in earlier email discussion, and full coordination is ruled out for DL duplication. For UL duplication, all solutions on the table are still valid, which we believe is hard to achieve consensus within one left meeting. The only thing we can try to converge is to add UL Radio Quality Index in DL USER DATA frame from hosting node to assisting node, which could be beneficial for the assisting node when deciding the activation state for RLC entities under its own control.
Proposal 2: Add UL Radio Quality Index in DL USER DATA frame.
Initial UL duplication configuration
In our opinion, following R15 principle is enough. Some company argued that only the assisting node knows exactly the LCID of the primary path, as well as which leg is the primary path. However, in R15, the hosting node knows which tunnel corresponds to the primary path upon the initiation of UE Context Setup procedure, by implicitly indicating the first UL UP TNL information as the corresponding tunnel for the primary path in the request message. After reception of UL UP TNL information, the assisting node will obtain the tunnel for the primary path, and respond the corresponding LCID for the primary path in the response message. And the LCID is mainly used for subsequent RRC signaling after UE Context Setup procedure. Therefore, in our opinion, the lack of knowledge on LCID before UE Context Setup Procedure is not a strong argument to let the assisting node configure the initial UL activation state.
Proposal 3: Follow R15 principle, i.e. the hosting node configure the initial UL activation state.
DL activation suggestion
Regardless of how many DL tunnels are used for DL duplication, the DL activation suggestion per RLC entity is always beneficial for different solutions. So we support DL activation suggestion per RLC entity.
Proposal 4: Support DL activation suggestion per RLC entity.
Implement DL radio quality provided per RLC
As discussed and proposed in our co-sourced contribution, we prefer just to update the text without flag for per RLC report.
Proposal 5: Prefer just to update the text without flag for DL radio quality.
Proposal
The paper discussed the remaining issues of dynamic control, and came to the following proposals:
Proposal 1: Adopt a solution which will not impact RAN2 progress for UL duplication MAC CE sent over MN and SN.
Proposal 2: Add UL Radio Quality Index in DL USER DATA frame.
Proposal 3: Follow R15 principle, i.e. the hosting node configure the initial UL activation state.
Proposal 4: Support DL activation suggestion per RLC entity.
Proposal 5: Prefer just to update the text without flag for DL radio quality.

References
[1] R3-196590
[2] R3-197704
[3] R3-201179
[4] R3-201178
[5] TS38.425 v16.0.0
[6] R3-174618, Further discussions on PDCP duplication in high-layer split, Samsung, KT
[7] R3-200259 Consideration on PDCP UL duplication coordination for more than 2 RLC entities, ZTE
[8] R3-200536 Discussion on handling of UL PDCP Duplication status information, CATT
[9] R3-200224 On Coordination for PDCP Duplication with NR-DC/CA Combination, Nokia
[10] R3-200279 Network coordination for UL PDCP duplication, Qualcomm
[11] R3-201049 (TP for NR_IIOT BL CR for TS 38.425): Dynamic control of UL duplication, Huawei

