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Introduction
Since the support of the SCG SRB for Option 4 (i.e., NE-DC) has not been discussed so far, in this contribution we will discuss whether SRB3 should be supported for NE-DC. 
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]Discussion
In LTE DC [1], the RRC entity is located only at the MeNB and UE side (i.e., shown in Figure 1, left). The purpose of terminating the UE RRC connection only at the MeNB was to reduce complexity and signalling overhead. In fact, in this case we have a centralized architecture where SeNB delivers RRC configurations for the SCG to the MeNB through an RRC container (scg-config) and it is this latter node that makes the final decision and constructs the eventual RRC configuration message that is transmitted to the UE.
However, when it comes to the EN-DC, in the RAN2 #97bis meeting it was agreed that direct RRC messages between NR (as secondary node) and the UE are supported (i.e., Figure 1, right). Further, it was agreed to support the possibility of sending those messages on a separate SRB (i.e., SCG SRB, later renamed SRB3). The motivation for having a direct SRB between NR and the UE for EN-DC is due to the anticipated benefits that this could bring in terms of latency for some RRC procedures (e.g., measurement report sent directly from UE to the SN).


Figure 1 C-plane architecture for Dual Connectivity in LTE DC and EN-DC
Even if for EN-DC it could make sense in some cases to configure the SRB3 e.g., to improve NR mobility performance in high-frequency deployments, this does not imply that for all the MR-DC cases should be the same. In fact, in case of NE-DC the well-known gains for having the SRB3 are not so evident in case when LTE is used at the SN. First of all, assuming that LTE will work on low numerologies, the latencies over the LTE air interface would be much higher than the one of NR (deployed in the MN). A further concern for having the SRB3 in NE-DC is that the LTE RRC specification (i.e., 3GPP TS 36.331) does not support, at the moment, a SCG SRB over LTE. Therefore, this would imply additional effort in the standardization that are not necessary for the time being (i.e., at least in Release 15).
Assuming that LTE will work on low numerologies in case of NE-DC, the latencies over the LTE air interface (at the SN) would be higher than the one of NR (deployed in the MN).
Based on the aforementioned reason, it is straightforward to not have the support of SRB3 for the NE-DC control plane architecture. Thus, we propose:
SRB3 for NE-DC is not supported.
Conclusion
In section 2 we made the following observations: 
1. [bookmark: _GoBack]Assuming that LTE will work on low numerologies in case of NE-DC, the latencies over the LTE air interface (at the SN) would be higher than the one of NR (deployed in the MN).
Based on the discussion in section 2 we propose the following:
1. SRB3 for NE-DC is not supported.
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