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1	Introduction
In this paper we further discuss the miscellaneous issues left from previous RAN3 meetings about SCG activation and deactivation considering the following agreements have been made:

	Activity Notification (easy)
RAN3 does not enhance Activity Notification for the sake of supporting SCG (de)activation for the MN initiated SCG (de)activation. 
F1 interface (easy)
F1 interface enhancement to support SCG (de)activation reuses the principle in Xn interface regarding: 
Codepoint design for SCG (de)activation for UE context setup
Whether/how DU can reject the SCG (de)activation during UE context setup procedure
Whether/how DU can reject the SCG (de)activation during UE context modification procedure
E1 interface (easy)
WA:E1 interface enhancement to support SCG (de)activation is needed to let CU-UP be aware of the SCG state. 
FFS details, e.g. exact signaling and whether/how to reject SCG (de)activation. 
SCG (de)activation during SN initiated SN modification (easy?):
RAN3 supports SCG (de)activation during SN initiated SN modification.
For SCG (de)activation during SN initiated SN modification, if the relevant RRC container is conveyed in the same SN modification required message to (de)activation the SCG, MN cannot reject the SCG (de)activation when accepting the SN modification request (i.e. partial rejection).
Two codepoints in SN addition request (easy)
In the SN addition request message, to set SCG (de)activated, two codepoints are supported (i.e. one for SCG activation, another
for SCG deactivation).
Cause value (easy?)
A new cause value will be introduced to indicate the reason to reject SCG (de)activation. FFS what exactly value.
How to reject SCG (de)activation during MN initiated SN modification (easy?):
WA: For SCG (de)activation during MN initiated SN modification, SN can reject the SCG (de)activation when accepting SN modification request.
Open issue:
Which node is exactly responsible for the SCG activity detection and if any enhancement to E1/F1/Xn interface is needed.




2	Discussion
2.1 SCG (de)activation rejection
Case #1: Rejecting SCG (de)activation during SN addition
It has been discussed in the previous meeting, whether SN can reject the SCG (de)activation during SN addition. In [1], the issue is further discussed in two sub-scenarios:
· Sub-scenario 1: SCG activation during SN addition
· Sub-scenario 2: SCG deactivation during SN addition
For sub-scenario 2, according to companies replies in [1], it seems most companies agree that there is no harm for SN to reject the SCG deactivation during SN addition. Therefore, RAN3 can at least agree that SN can reject the SCG deactivation during SN addition. 
[bookmark: _Toc79140310]RAN3 agrees that SN can reject the SCG deactivation when accepting SN addition, i.e., partial rejection.

For sub-scenario 1, according to companies replies in [1], half companies believe the SN may reject the SCG activation when accepting SN addition in case of the following.
· SCG resource is unavailable at the moment but is expected to be available later
· All bearers are MN terminated split bearer
The other half companies don’t think it is a reasonable implementation for SN to reject the SCG activation when accepting SN addition at the same time since the SN addition will be pointless if the initial intention is to offload some traffic to an activated SCG. 
From out point of view, we share sympathy from both sides. At the same time, if proposal 1 is agreed, for the sake of progress and having a unified solution for the SCG (de)activation SN addition, RAN3 can try to agree that SN can reject the SCG activation during accepting SN addition. After all, MN can trigger SN release or SN change. 
[bookmark: _Toc79140311]For the sake of progress and having a unified solution, if P1 is agreed, RAN3 tries to agree that SN can reject the SCG activation when accepting SN addition, i.e., partial rejection.

[bookmark: _Toc70366052]Case #2: Rejecting SCG (de)activation during MN initiated SN modification
In the last meeting, one working assumption has been made. Since nothing critical is spotted, we can convert this working assumption to agreement.
	WA: For SCG (de)activation during MN initiated SN modification, SN can reject the SCG (de)activation when accepting SN modification request.



[bookmark: _Toc79140312]RAN3 agrees the WA: For SCG (de)activation during MN initiated SN modification, SN can reject the SCG (de)activation when accepting SN modification request.

Case #3: Rejecting SCG (de)activation during SN initiated SN modification
In the last meeting, many companies acknowledge the issue that for SCG (de)activation during SN initiated SN modification, if the relevant RRC container is conveyed in the same SN modification required message to (de)activation the SCG, MN cannot reject the SCG (de)activation when accepting the SN modification request (i.e. partial rejection).
However, since the issue is related to RAN2, i.e., if the same SN modification required message to (de)activate the SCG may convey the relevant RRC container to modify relevant RRC configuration, companies prefer to wait for RAN2’s decision. In our view, we don’t see any reason to not allow SN to modify the SCG RRC configuration when initiates the SCG (de)activation, but if companies are still concerned, RAN3 is suggested to consult RAN2 for the sake of progressing. 
[bookmark: _Toc79140313]RAN3 supports the scenario that SN may modify the SCG RRC configuration when initiates the SCG (de)activation, i.e. the relevant RRC container is conveyed in the same SN modification required message to (de)activation the SCG. Otherwise, RAN3 is suggested to consult RAN2 for the sake of progress. 
[bookmark: _Toc79140314]RAN3 agrees that MN cannot reject the SCG deactivation when accepting SN modification required, i.e., full rejection.

2.2 On cause value in case of SCG (de)activation rejection
In the last meeting, RAN3 agreed to introduce a new cause value to indicate the reason to reject SCG (de)activation. 
	A new cause value will be introduced to indicate the reason to reject SCG (de)activation. FFS what exactly value.



In terms of the exact value needed, RAN3 has to first clarify what could be the reason causing a SCG (de)activation rejection. In our understanding, it could be listed as following:
SCG activation rejection can be caused by:
· No radio resources available
· UE needs to save power
· Base station needs to save power
 SCG deactivation rejection can be caused by:
· Data arrival in UL or DL
We also note there exists a cause value implying no radio resource available for DC scenario.
	No Radio Resources Available
	The cell(s) in the requested node don’t have sufficient radio resources available.
In the current version of this specification applicable for Dual Connectivity only.



Therefore, possible new cause values reflecting SCG (de)activation rejection reasons could be:
· UE power saving, and preferring deactivated SCG
· NW power saving, and preferring deactivated SCG
· Data arrival, and preferring activated SCG 
[bookmark: _Toc79140315]RAN3 considers introducing the following causes to reflect the SCG (de)activation rejection reason:
a. [bookmark: _Toc79140316]UE power saving, and preferring deactivated SCG
b. [bookmark: _Toc79140317]NW power saving, and preferring deactivated SCG
c. [bookmark: _Toc79140318]Data arrival, and preferring activated SCG 

2.3 On SCG activity detection
In the last meeting one open issue was noted about SCG activity detection, and if any enhancement to E1/F1/Xn interface is needed.
	Open issue:
Which node is exactly responsible for the SCG activity detection and if any enhancement to E1/F1/Xn interface is needed.



In our view, it should be clear that it is CU-CP that makes the SCG (de)activation decision based on information collected from CU-UP, DU, and the peer CU-CP via E1/F1/Xn interface. We don’t foresee any enhancement to E1/F1/Xn interface much needed though. 
[bookmark: _Toc79140319]It is CU-CP that makes the SCG (de)activation decision based on information collected via E1/F1/Xn interface. CU-UP and DU do not request/decide SCG (de)activation explicitly.  

2.4 Support of SCG (de)activation over E1/F1 interface
	F1 interface (easy)
F1 interface enhancement to support SCG (de)activation reuses the principle in Xn interface regarding: 
Codepoint design for SCG (de)activation for UE context setup
Whether/how DU can reject the SCG (de)activation during UE context setup procedure
Whether/how DU can reject the SCG (de)activation during UE context modification procedure
E1 interface (easy)
WA:E1 interface enhancement to support SCG (de)activation is needed to let CU-UP be aware of the SCG state. 
FFS details, e.g. exact signaling and whether/how to reject SCG (de)activation. 



In the last meeting, RAN3 made a working assumption that E1 interface enhancement to support SCG (de)activation is needed to let CU-UP be aware of the SCG state. Considering CU-UP may only transfer data to DU in case SCG is activated, it seems beneficial to let CU-UP be aware of the SCG activation/deactivation state. Thus, RAN3 is suggested to convert the working assumption to agreement.
[bookmark: _Toc79140320]RAN3 agrees the WA: E1 interface enhancement to support SCG (de)activation is needed to let CU-UP be aware of the SCG state.

Although how to reject SCG (de)activation in Xn interface is not fully concluded yet, RAN3 can try to agree the general principle similar as the agreements made for F1 interface last time. 
E1 interface enhancement to support SCG (de)activation reuses the principle in Xn interface regarding: 
· Two codepoints design for SCG (de)activation for bearer context setup
· Whether/how CU-UP can reject the SCG (de)activation during bearer context setup procedure
· Whether/how CU-UP can reject the SCG (de)activation during bearer context modification procedure
[bookmark: _Toc79140321]E1 interface enhancement to support SCG (de)activation reuses the principle in Xn interface regarding: 
d. [bookmark: _Toc79140322]Two codepoints design for SCG (de)activation for bearer context setup
e. [bookmark: _Toc79140323]Whether/how CU-UP can reject the SCG (de)activation during bearer context setup procedure
f. [bookmark: _Toc79140324]Whether/how CU-UP can reject the SCG (de)activation during bearer context modification procedure

Another issue we could foresee which has E1/F1 impact is that, in case different principles, i.e. full rejection or partial, are adopted for SCG (de)activation rejection in MN initiated SN modification and SCG (de)activation rejection in SN initiated SN modification, E1/F1 interface may have to distinguish whether the SCG (de)activation from CU-CP is initiated by MN or SN. Only then, CU-UP and DU can determine if it can reject the SCG (de)activation when accepting the bearer/UE context modification from CU-CP.
[bookmark: _Toc79140325]RAN3 discusses how can CU-UP and DU understand whether the SCG (de)activation is triggered by MN or SN in the bearer/UE context modification message from CU-CP, if different principles, i.e., full rejection or partial rejection, are adopted for SCG (de)activation rejection in MN initiated SN modification and SCG (de)activation rejection in SN initiated SN modification.
3	Conclusion
Based on the discussion above, we propose:
Proposal 1	RAN3 agrees that SN can reject the SCG deactivation when accepting SN addition, i.e., partial rejection.
Proposal 2	For the sake of progress and having a unified solution, if P1 is agreed, RAN3 tries to agree that SN can reject the SCG activation when accepting SN addition, i.e., partial rejection.
Proposal 3	RAN3 agrees the WA: For SCG (de)activation during MN initiated SN modification, SN can reject the SCG (de)activation when accepting SN modification request.
Proposal 4	RAN3 supports the scenario that SN may modify the SCG RRC configuration when initiates the SCG (de)activation, i.e. the relevant RRC container is conveyed in the same SN modification required message to (de)activation the SCG. Otherwise, RAN3 is suggested to consult RAN2 for the sake of progress.
Proposal 5	RAN3 agrees that MN cannot reject the SCG deactivation when accepting SN modification required, i.e., full rejection.
Proposal 6	RAN3 considers introducing the following causes to reflect the SCG (de)activation rejection reason:
a.	UE power saving, and preferring deactivated SCG
b.	NW power saving, and preferring deactivated SCG
c.	Data arrival, and preferring activated SCG
Proposal 7	It is CU-CP that makes the SCG (de)activation decision based on information collected via E1/F1/Xn interface. CU-UP and DU do not request/decide SCG (de)activation explicitly.
Proposal 8	RAN3 agrees the WA: E1 interface enhancement to support SCG (de)activation is needed to let CU-UP be aware of the SCG state.
Proposal 9	E1 interface enhancement to support SCG (de)activation reuses the principle in Xn interface regarding:
a.	Two codepoints design for SCG (de)activation for bearer context setup
b.	Whether/how CU-UP can reject the SCG (de)activation during bearer context setup procedure
c.	Whether/how CU-UP can reject the SCG (de)activation during bearer context modification procedure
Proposal 10	RAN3 discusses how can CU-UP and DU understand whether the SCG (de)activation is triggered by MN or SN in the bearer/UE context modification message from CU-CP, if different principles, i.e., full rejection or partial rejection, are adopted for SCG (de)activation rejection in MN initiated SN modification and SCG (de)activation rejection in SN initiated SN modification.
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