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Introduction
In this document we provide further thoughts and arguments on the open issues identified in the email discussion [NR-AH2#12][NR] NR RRCConnectionReconfiguration. 
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]Discussion
Containers for PDCP-Config and SDAP-Config
The email discussion did not conclude whether … 
a) the PDCP-Config and SDAP-Config for each DRB are in a separate container; or 
b) the PDCP-Config and SDAP-Config of all MCG DRBs are in one container and the PDCP-Config and SDAP-Config of all SCG DRBs are in another container; or 
c) the PDCP-Config and SDAP-Config of all DRBs are in a common container.
We don’t see any justification for the last option. Option a) and b) are both feasible. However, as SA3 replied in S3-172080, that the security parameters and keys will be associated with the terminating nodes, i.e., the DRBs terminating in one node will use common security parameters. It may hence be more intuitive to group such set of security parameters with all PDCP (and SDAP) configurations using those parameters, i.e., option b). 
[bookmark: _Toc490243113][bookmark: _Toc490255957][bookmark: _Toc490256463]PDCP/SDAP-Config IEs of DRBs terminating in the same node are associated with the same security key (see S3-172080).
[bookmark: _Toc490255962][bookmark: _Toc490256466]The PDCP-Config and SDAP-Config of all DRBs terminating in the same node are in a common container.
Containers for NR-NR DC
The email discussion did not conclude whether the SCG configuration for NR-NR DC should … 
a) be conveyed as full RRC message and if so, whether it should be the NR RRCConnectionReconfiguration (i.e., embedding an NR RRCConnectionReconfiguration message into another NR RRCConnectionReconfiguration message); or 
b) be embedded directly as IE, i.e., container and/or a message is not necessary for this case

We understand that the primary reason for making the NR SCG configuration (SCG CellGroupConfig) a full RRC message was the introduction of the direct SCG SRB: Full NR RRC messages with separate transaction IDs are exchanged between UE and SgNB irrespective whether they go via the direct SRB or embedded in an LTE RRC message. 
Secondly, several companies wanted to embed the NR RRC message into a transparent container to clarify that the LTE MeNB does not need to comprehend it (due to the desire that a node of one RAT does not need to comprehend the messages of another RAT). 
For NR-NR DC none of these two aspects applies, i.e., there is neither a need to introduce abstraction by means of a transparent container nor has a direct SCG SRB been agreed for that case. 
[bookmark: _Toc490243112][bookmark: _Toc490255960][bookmark: _Toc490256464]For NR-NR DC there is no need to introduce abstraction by means of a transparent container since both nodes belong to the same RAT
[bookmark: _Toc490255961][bookmark: _Toc490256465]For NR-NR DC RAN2 did not introduce a direct SCG SRB and hence there is no need to carry the SCG CellGroupConfig in a full NR RRC message. 
[bookmark: _Toc490243115][bookmark: _Toc490255964][bookmark: _Toc490256467]For NR-NR DC the SCG configuration should be embedded directly as IE, i.e., container and/or a message is not necessary for this case.
Containers for NE-DC
For NE-DC the email discussion did not conclude whether … 
a) The LTE SCG configuration should be conveyed as LTE RRCConnectionReconfiguration message inside a container in the NR RRCConnectionReconfiguration, or 
b) The LTE SCG configuration should be conveyed as an IE inside the NR RRCConnectionReconfiguration.
Since there have been so far no proposals to introduce a direct SCG-SRB for the LTE SeNB, we don’t see a strong need for conveying the LTE SCG configuration as a full messages. If RAN2 concludes that RRM and capability handling for EN-DC and NE-DC works without comprehending “the other RAT’s” configuration, it may still make sense to use a transparent container for the LTE SCG configuration. 
[bookmark: _Toc490243116][bookmark: _Toc490255965][bookmark: _Toc490256468]For NE-DC the LTE SCG-Configuration-r12 IE (not a message) is carried inside the NR RRCConnectionReconfiguration. As baseline, the IE may be carried inside a transparent container. 
Conclusion
In section 2 we made the following observations:
Observation 1	PDCP/SDAP-Config IEs of DRBs terminating in the same node are associated with the same security key (see S3-172080).
Observation 2	For NR-NR DC there is no need to introduce abstraction by means of a transparent container since both nodes belong to the same RAT
Observation 3	For NR-NR DC RAN2 did not introduce a direct SCG SRB and hence there is no need to carry the SCG CellGroupConfig in a full NR RRC message.

Based on the discussion in section 2 we propose the following:
Proposal 1	The PDCP-Config and SDAP-Config of all DRBs terminating in the same node are in a common container.
Proposal 2	For NR-NR DC the SCG configuration should be embedded directly as IE, i.e., container and/or a message is not necessary for this case.
Proposal 3	For NE-DC the LTE SCG-Configuration-r12 IE (not a message) is carried inside the NR RRCConnectionReconfiguration. As baseline, the IE may be carried inside a transparent container.
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