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Introduction
In last RAN3 meeting, there were discussions on the scenario that SN initiated UE capability coordination procedure. It was agreed that this scenario should be supported. This contribution tries to collect views from companies on the impact to RAN3 spec and make a summary. 
Companies are invited to include their comments in the present document if possible by Wednesday,6PM,CET. Based on the comments collected,we could try to prepare the CR before the deadline of email discussion.
Summarise of the open issue
2.1 Impact on the interaction between SN initiated SN modification procedure and MN initiated SN modification procedure for successful operation.
Currently, for EN-DC, in the description on SN initiated SN modification interaction with MN initiated SN modification procedure, four cases are included, i.e. security key request, UL tunnel address transfer, measurement gap request and DRB ID request. Similarly, UE capability coordination request scenario should also be added.[2]
Q1-1: In EN-DC scenario, for the description on SN initiated SN modification procedure interaction with MN initiated SN modification procedure, should we add the new introduced UE capability coordination case?
	Company
	Opinion (e.g. yes or no)
	Reason (if any)

	CATT
	Yes
	Similarly with other nested SN modification procedure, the UE capability coordination procedure should also be clearly described.

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	SS
	
	Not sure, two loops signalling also fine. It is complex to use nested. It is only MN-SN coordination without RRC message, two loops introduce not much delay. If delay is really the issue, maybe can consider more efficient method.

	Ericsson
	no
	In fact, the CR does not include a new case, but rather remove the conditions under which the nested procedure should not fail. This solution is not acceptable.
Further provide another proposal i.e. Introduce a new IE and describe the inter-dependency of the relevant procedures based on that IE, covering open issues 2 and 3.

	ZTE
	Yes
	It is also suggested to be included, same as other existing case

	HW
	
	The changes proposed tries to describe the content of inter-node container, which is not normal RAN3 style. 


	QC
	Yes
	



In MR-DC scenario, currently, for the interaction between SN initiated SN modification procedure and MN initiated SN modification procedure, only the measurement gap request case is included. It is proposed to include security key update and UE capability coordination procedure [3].
Q1-2: In MR-DC scenario, for the description on SN initiated SN modification procedure interaction with MN initiated SN modification procedure, should we add the UE capability coordination and security key update cases?
	Company
	Opinion (e.g. yes or no)
	Reason (if any)

	CATT
	Yes
	Same as in Q1-1

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	SS
	
	

	Ericsson
	no
	Same as above: In fact, the CR does not include a new case, but rather remove the conditions under which the nested procedure should not fail. This solution is not acceptable.

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	HW
	
	Same as above

	QC
	Yes
	



2.2 Impact on the interaction between SN initiated SN modification procedure and MN initiated SN modification procedure for abnormal condition.
In 36.423, it is clarified that “If the en-gNB, after having initiated the SgNB initiated SgNB Modification procedure, receives the SGNB MODIFICATION REQUEST message including other IEs than an applicable SgNB Security Key IE and/or applicable forwarding addresses or applicable measurement gap pattern or information applicable to release and add the same bearer with different DRB ID, the en-gNB shall regard the SgNB initiated SgNB Modification Procedure as being failed”.
The above paragraph was just inherited from LTE Dual Connectivity. However, since there are more nested SN modification cases introduced for NE-DC scenario, it is possible that SN and MN trigger the SN modification procedure at the same time, e.g. SN request new measurement gap/UE capability coordination towards MN while MN triggers measurement gap/UE capability update procedure at the same time, in this case, it is difficult to make SN be aware of whether the received SgNB Modification Request message is triggered by MN or SN. 
For above issue, one solution proposed in [1]is to introduce a new IE i.e. triggered node IE in SgNB Modification Request message. With this IE, SgNB could clearly know whether the received SgNB Modification Request message is triggered by SN or MN node.
Q2-1: Is above solution agreeable?  
	Company
	Opinion (e.g. yes or no)
	Reason (if any)

	CATT
	Yes
	To enable SgNB clearly know whether the received SgNB Modification Request message is triggered by SN or MN node and behaviour accordingly.

	Nokia
	Yes
	Propose to change the new IE from two code-points to one code-point.

	SS
	No
	SgNB can know whether need to send reject message, without triggered indication.

	Ericsson
	No
	See above

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK78][bookmark: OLE_LINK79]NEC
	No
	Should not allow to introduce new thing that replace the existing way. 

	ZTE
	Yes
	Agree with one code-point suggested from Nokia

	HW
	No
	In R16, we propose another solution by introducing the transaction ID in R3-201091/1092, which can be commonly used. The solution can be further discussed.

	QC 
	
	It should not matter to the SN whether the received SgNB Modification Request message is triggered by MN or SN. If the parameters received in the message are such that SN determines that further coordination with MN is required, then SN again sends the SgNB Modification Required message. Otherwise, SN considers the coordination with MN is successful and does not initiate SN modification procedure again.
[CATT]:For all SN initiated SN modification procedure, if further information from MN is needed,it means there maye a nested SN modification procedure. In this case, SN needs to know whether SN initiate SN modification procedure succeeds or not. 



Conclusion
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]Based on the discussion, our conclusion is as below
[bookmark: _GoBack]Conclusion: The issue is acknowledged by the majority and we needs to fix it in the stage 3 spec. 2 options are available as below:
Option 1:Add description for the interaction which is based on the IE in X2/XnAP level not sub-IEs in RRC container.
Option 2: Introduce a new IE and describe the inter-dependency of the relevant procedures based on that IE. (Rel-16 only)
Proposal: The discussion could be continued in next meeting.
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