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1	Introduction
[bookmark: _Toc474247438]At RAN3 #110, the work on the further enhancements for DC and CA was started. Concerning the efficient activation/deactivation for one SCG, following agreements were made:
· MN can initiate SCG (de)activation during SN addition procedure, SN can decide whether to accept or reject SCG (de)activation request after receiving SN addition request message, FFS on how to reject it.
· MN initiated SN modification procedure can be used for support of SCG (de)activation, and SN can decide whether to accept or reject SCG (de)activation request after receiving SN modification request message.
· Activity Notification message sent from SN to MN, can be used for the MN to make final decision on SCG (de)activation. It is FFS whether no spec impacts or the Activity Notification message shall be enhanced, e.g., add a new SCG (de)activation suggestion IE.
At the last RAN2 meeting, as it seems, no conclusions that would affect RAN3 were made.
In this paper, we analyse the problem once again, and propose a solution that is built on the above agreements.
2	Discussion
At RAN3 #110, a discussion started on the principles concerning the activation and deactivation of the SCG resources – but was not completed. At the same time, RAN2 started the discussion. Since RAN2 is the owner of the WI, the general guidance shall be set up there. In particular, the split of responsibility between the MN and the SN shall be agreed in RAN2. 
Observation 1: The decision regarding the responsibility of each of the involved nodes (MN and SN) is up to RAN2. 
2.1	Requesting activation and deactivation
Some companies there propose that, depending on the situation, either node may initiate the SCG (de)activation. In the remaining part of the document we assume this will be the way forward. This seems natural, considering that the main trigger for deactivation is data inactivity – and this may be detected either at the MN or the SN, depending on the bearer configuration.
Observation 2: In this paper, we assume either of the involved nodes may initiate SCG (de)activation.
2.2	Possible rejection of the request
For activation, it may be assumed that the requesting node has some data to be exchanged, which may not be known to the peer node. Therefore, activation request shall not be rejected. There may be an exception related to the SCG status – it may not be possible to be activated, if resources has been reallocated. Therefore, activation request from the SN side shall not be rejected, while the SN shall have the option to reject it – even if used seldom.
Observation 3: The MN does not need to reject an activation request received from the SN; the SN shall have the option to reject activation request from the MN.
For deactivation, if it is requested by the hosting node, it is fairly sure that the assisting node does not need to have the option to reject the request. However, if the assisting node detects inactivity sooner, it may request deactivation, too. It is also possible that both nodes control PDCP for different bearers. Therefore, an option to reject deactivation request may be needed. 
Observation 4: It shall be possible to reject deactivation of the SCG, if the node initiating the deactivation serves as the assisting node.
2.3	Handling of the addition
In the existing mode of operation, the addition of SCG resources (in DC operation) always results in their activation. Therefore, activation at the addition is default and the question is rather: shall it be possible to add SCG resources deactivated? At the past meeting, RAN3 assumed this shall be possible and we are all right to observe the agreement.
Observation 5: SCG activation at the addition is the legacy behaviour of the Addition. SCG deactivation at the addition has already agreed.
In the above chapter, we explained that the SN shall be allowed to reject MN-initiated deactivation. There is no reason why this would not apply to the addition. On the other hand, considering that the deactivation is a separate feature, the SN may decide to admit the addition, but with SCG resources that can’t be deactivated.
Observation 6: Possible rejection of the deactivation at the addition should be independent from the admission of the addition itself.
3	Conclusions
In this paper, we presented a list of observations concerning handling of the activation and deactivation of the SCG resources:
1) [bookmark: _GoBack]The decision regarding the responsibility of each of the involved nodes (MN and SN) is up to RAN2. 
2) In this paper, we assume either of the involved nodes may initiate SCG (de)activation.
3) The MN does not need to reject an activation request received from the SN; the SN shall have the option to reject activation request from the MN.
4) It shall be possible to reject deactivation of the SCG, if the node initiating the deactivation serves as the assisting node.
5) SCG activation at the addition is the legacy behaviour of the Addition. SCG deactivation at the addition has already agreed.
6) Possible rejection of the deactivation at the addition should be independent from the admission of the addition itself.
Based on those, we propose following changes in the XnAP signalling:
· Addition Request: added optional flag indicating SCG is to be added deactivated;
· Addition Request Acknowledge: added optional flag indicating SCG is deactivated;
· Modification Request: added optional flag indicating SCG is to be activated or deactivated;
· Modification Required: added optional flag indicating SCG is activated or deactivated;
· Additional cause value for the change rejection
We propose two CRs (to be endorsed as BLs or TPs) in [1] and [2].
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