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Introduction
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]In this contribution, we show our view on the remaining issues for the PDCP duplication. 

[bookmark: _Toc462951621][bookmark: _Toc462951630][bookmark: _Toc465023135][bookmark: _Toc465023136][bookmark: _Toc465346829]Discussion
When performing the duplication of the PDCP PDUs
In RAN2#101 meeting, RAN2 made the agreement that the PDCP entity transmits duplicated PDCP PDU only when requested by lower layers, as in legacy LTE. However, there are some different understanding on when to submit the duplicated PDCP PDU to the RLC entity.
We think that the companies consider two options as shown below:
· Option 1. The PDCP entity submits the duplicated PDCP PDU to both RLC entities when requested by one of RLC entities.
· Option 2. The PDCP entity submits the duplicated PDCP PDU to the RLC entity that requests submission.

For the Option 2, the PDCP entity should manage the buffer for the duplicated PDCP PDU since the PDCP entity submits the duplicated PDCP PDU to the two RLC entities at different time. Then, we think that the Option 2 increases the complexity as follows:
· When calculating the data available for transmission, the PDCP entity needs to indicate different data available for transmission to each lower layer. This is because the PDCP entity should consider the PDCP PDUs not submitted to the one of the RLC entities. 
· In current specification, only one PDCP state variable, i.e., TX_NEXT, is considered since the PDCP entity sequentially transmits the PDCP PDUs. However, if the PDCP entity submits the duplicated PDCP PDU at different time, the new state variable may need to be introduced to identify/manage the duplicated PDCP PDUs not submitted to one of the RLC entities.
Moreover, the same issue was treated in NR, and RAN2 made the agreement that the PDCP modelling assumes that the submission to different RLC entity is done at the same time and a same PDCP data volume is indicated to both MAC entities.
On the other hand, the Option 1 does not have to manage the buffer for the duplicated PDCP PDU and does not need to introduce a new state variable. Thus, the additional complexity is negligible. Thus, we prefer to go for the Option 1. 
Proposal 1. The PDCP entity submits the duplicated PDCP PDU to both RLC entities when requested by one of RLC entities.

Usage of the ul-DataSplitDRB-ViaSCG for PDCP duplication
The ul-DataSplitDRB-ViaSCG is introduced for the DC. This parameter indicates whether the PDCP entity transmits PDCP PDUs via SCG or not. However, this parameter can only be used for the DC. In other words, this parameter cannot be used for the CA PDCP duplication. Therefore, a new parameter is needed to indicate the primary leg and the secondary leg for PDCP duplication. 
Proposal 2. For PDCP duplication, a new parameter is introduced for indicating the primary leg and the secondary leg.

[bookmark: _Toc450908196][bookmark: _In-sequence_SDU_delivery]Conclusion
In this contribution, we discuss some issues for PDCP duplication. And we propose following proposals:
Proposal 1. The PDCP entity submits the duplicated PDCP PDU to both RLC entities when requested by one of RLC entities.
Proposal 2. For PDCP duplication, a new parameter is introduced for indicating the primary leg and the secondary leg.
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