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1.
Introduction
In RAN #79, it was agreed that architecture option 4 (NR-LTE dual connectivity where gNB is master and eNB is secondary, Core network is NG-Core) and architecture option 7 (LTE-NR dual connectivity where eNB is master and gNB is secondary. Core network is NG-Core) should be included in Rel-15 time frame. Thus, in this discussion paper, we present our view on support SRB3 for MR DC from the RAN2 perspective.

2.
Discussion
In EN-DC, the main motivation for having SCG SRB, i.e. SRB3, was that a direct signalling path between the SgNB and the UE is beneficial to allow signalling transactions to exploit the lower latency of the NR interface. In addition, given that generally NR coverage is smaller than LTE coverage due to high-frequency deployments, to have SRB3 is definitely beneficial to support frequent mobility scenario which has no MN involvement, and it will lead a minimized service interruption.
Observation 1. In EN-DC, the main motivation for having SCG SRB, i.e. SRB3, was to allow signalling transactions to exploit the lower latency of the NR interface.

Observation 2. Given that generally NR coverage is smaller than LTE coverage due to high-frequency deployments, to have SRB3 is definitely beneficial to support frequent mobility scenario which has no MN involvement.
Based on the above, there is no difference between option 7(NG EN-DC), and option 3(EN-DC) from the RAN2 perspective except that which core connected to UE is different. Thus, to support SRB3 for NG-EN DC is reasonable and beneficial. On the other hand, in option 4(NE-DC), generally secondary node has larger coverage and the more latency in Uu interface compared to the master node because the secondary node is LTE. Therefore, to have SRB3 for option 4(NE-DC) seems to be small or no gain.

In case of NR-NR DC, if the DC is configured with below 6Ghz and above 6Ghz, similar situation with EN-DC can be occur from the coverage perspective. However, it depends on the combination of the DC so to have SRB3 in NR-NR DC seems to be small or no gain like the case of option 4(NE-DC).
Proposal 1. SRB3 is supported for NG-EN DC.
Proposal 2. SRB3 is not supported for NE-DC and NR-NR DC.

In EN-DC, RAN2 agreed to introduce split SRB in MR-DC allowing duplication of RRC PDUs in order to improve the signalling reliability, e.g. handover command, and decrease the handover failure rate, but split SRB is not supported for SRB0 and SRB3. Compared to the split SRB for both SRB1 and SRB2, since signalling transmitted via SRB3 requires low reliability, so RAN2 can apply the same rule in MR DC.

Proposal 3. Split SRB is supported in NG-EN DC, NE-DC and NR-NR DC.
Proposal 4. Split SRB in MR-DC is not supported for SRB0 and SRB3.
3.
Conclusion
In this discussion paper, we presented our view on support SRB3 for MR-DC from the RAN2 perspective and proposed the following:

Observation 1. In EN-DC, the main motivation for having SCG SRB, i.e. SRB3, was to allow signalling transactions to exploit the lower latency of the NR interface.

Observation 2. Given that generally NR coverage is smaller than LTE coverage due to high-frequency deployments, to have SRB3 is definitely beneficial to support frequent mobility scenario which has no MN involvement.

Proposal 1. SRB3 is supported for NG-EN DC.
Proposal 2. SRB3 is not supported for NE-DC and NR-NR DC.

Proposal 3. Split SRB is supported in NG-EN DC, NE-DC and NR-NR DC.
Proposal 4. Split SRB in MR-DC is not supported for SRB0 and SRB3.
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