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Introduction

CB: # MRDC2_SCGActivation_Deactivation
- Whether/how to enhance the E1 and F1 inactivity notification procedure? 

- When to perform the SCG status notification from CU-CP to CU-UP? 

- Capture agreements, clean up and provide TPs if agreeable
(ZTE - moderator)
Summary of offline disc R3-222430
It is proposed to divide the discussion into two phases:

-
Phase 1: Identify the issues to be discussed in RAN3


Deadline: Please provide your views by 4:00am UTC Wednesday February 23rd
-
Phase 2: Further discussion to capture agreements and open issues


Deadline: TBD pending on the outcome of Phase 1
For the Chairman’s Notes 
Propose the following agreements:

Proposal 1: RAN 3 agrees the following sequence to perform the SCG status notification from CU-CP to CU-UP. Discuss whether this detailed sequence shall be reflected in stage 2 in the phase 2 discussion.
1) CU-CP and CU-UP exchange the Bearer Context Setup/Modification Request/Response (SCG (de)activation indicator is included).
2) CU and DU exchange the UE Context Setup/Modification Request/Response (SCG (de)activation indicator is included).
3) CU-CP and CU-UP exchange the Bearer Context Modification Request/Response (SCG (de)activation indicator is included) if DU rejects the SCG (de)activation but accepts UE Context Setup/Modification Request in step 2.

Proposal 2: MN-CU-CP shall notify the SCG status to MN-CU-UP.

Proposal 3: Add the new general and specific cause values to F1AP as added in Xn/X2AP.

Proposal 4: Add the new general and specific cause values to E1AP as added in Xn/X2AP.

Proposal 5: Enhance the E1 and F1 inactivity notification procedures to provide the assisting information for CU-CP/CU. Discuss how to enhance the E1 and F1 inactivity notification procedures in the phase 2 discussion.

Proposal 6: Provide corresponding 38.423 and 36.423 TPs to align the misalignments between the TS 38.423 and 36.423 BL CRs as presented in R3-222339.

Open issues for phase 2 discussion:
1. FFS whether the detailed sequence to perform the SCG status notification from CU-CP to CU-UP shall be reflected in stage 2?
2. FFS how to enhance the E1 and F1 inactivity notification procedures?
Phase 1 discussion 
When to perform the SCG status notification from CU-CP to CU-UP
In the last meeting, it is still FFS when to perform the SCG status notification from CU-CP to CU-UP. [4] believes that it is up to NW implementation if CU-CP shall inform CU-UP about SCG status before or after CU-CP sends SCG (de)activation request to DU. [5] thinks this depends on different cases. For SCG (de)activation in the context setup, the CU-CP shall informs the CU-UP about the SCG (de)activation before the interaction with the DU. For the SCG (de)activation in the context modification, CU-CP shall inform CU-UP about the SCG activation after the interaction with the DU, and shall inform CU-UP about the SCG deactivation before the interaction with the DU. [6][10] believes that the notification to CU-UP shall all be put after the interaction with the DU..

This issue will be further discussed into 2 sub-scenarios:

-Sub-scenario 1: The Bearer Context Setup Request message is used to inform CU-UP about the SCG (de)activation status.

-Sub-scenario 2: The Bearer Context Modification Request message is used to inform CU-UP about the SCG (de)activation status. 

Sub-scenario 1

According to the contributions, two options are also summarized for this case as below (Related to figure 8.4.x.1-1, 8.4.x.2-1 in the TS 38.401 BL CR).
Option 1: It is up to NW implementation if SN-CU-CP shall inform SN-CU-UP about SCG status before or after SN-CU-CP sends SCG (de)activation request to DU.

Option 2: SN-CU-CP shall inform SN-CU-UP about the SCG (de)activation before sending the UE Context Setup Request message to SN-DU if the Bearer Context Setup Request message is used to inform SN-CU-UP about the SCG (de)activation status. 

According to clause 8.9.2 of TS 38.401, the E1 bearer context setup procedure needs to be placed before the F1 UE context setup procedure. Thus, to keep align with TS 38.401, moderator would suggest option 2. 
Question 1: Companies are kindly asked which option above is preferred.

	Company
	Option
	Comment

	ZTE
	2
	To keep align with TS 38.401.

	Nokia
	Either of the two
	We are not sure that the 38.401 really mandates sending the bearer context setup to the UP before UE context setup in the DU, or that it is currently irrelevant. 

Considering that the CU-CP only informs the CU-UP about the SCG status and that the DU may keep SCG activated if the CU indicates that it may be deactivated, it may be reasonable to send the indication to the UP only afer the DU responds to the Context Setup. In other cases, it is not relevant.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	1
	In our understanding, both CU-UP and DU may reject the SCG (de)activation and fail the corresponding bearer/UE context setup/modification procedure, so we don’t see strong reason to coordinate with one before the other. We are fine to follow majority view here. 

	Samsung
	2
	Sub-scenario1 is the SN addition with SCG (de)activation procedure. To follow the current process of Bearer Context setup over F1-U is the simple way, which is shown in Figure8.9.2-1 in TS38.401. 
It can cover all the cases about SCG (de)activation procedure during SN addition, since the E1 Bearer Context Modification process is added after the F1 UE context setup procedure and it’s mandatory.

	E///
	1
	We don’t see anything special so the sequence of E1 and F1 procedures needs to be defined. Would prefer to leave for implementation.

	CATT
	
	Share with Nokia. If both UP and DU can reject the request, the order of the steps is not important.

	Huawei
	1
	In this scenario, the CU-UP will follow whatever status informed by the CU-CP, but the DU may refuse the SCG deactivation, therefore it is better to send the information to UP after DU response. 

Or if the deactivation is informed to the CU-UP first, and then DU refuses the deactivation, the CU-CP will need to trigger modification procedure towards CU-UP to update the status.

	Qualcomm
	1
	It is better to leave this to implementation. The vendor can tune the timing of F1/E1 to minimize UP delay and modification.

	NEC
	2
	For this Sub-scenario 1 (E1:Bearer Context Setup) 

Simply just follow what we already have in the current 38.401 i.e. Figure 8.9.2-1. This sequence is important because:

- the E1 Bearer Context Setup Request need to go first to allocate the UL UP TNL address, 
- then this is UL UP TNL address is informed to the DU by UE Context Setup Request message, the DU response with DL UP TNL address
- the DU’s DL UP TNL address is then informed to the CU-UP by the Bearer Context Modification Request message.
Then, since in any case the CP will need to inform the UP the DL TNL address in the DU by the Bearer Context Modification Request message, may be only include the SCG activation/deactivation indication in the Bearer Context Modification Request message is enough. 
So, the sequence will be like:

1. CU-CP and CU-UP exchange the Bearer Context  Setup Request/Response (SCG activation/deactivation indication is not needed)

2. CU and DU exchange UE Context Setup Request/Response (SCG activation/deactivation indication is included)

3. CU-CP and CU-UP exchange the bearer Context Modification Request/Response (SCG activation/deactivation indication is included)

	
	
	

	
	
	


Moderator summary: (4/9) companies support option1, (3/9) companies support option 2, (2/9) company support neither. 

Sub-scenario 2

In the last meeting, we have agreed to add the SCG Activation Status IE in the Bearer Context Modification Request messages which indicates that CU-CP only needs to inform CU-UP about the decision of SCG (de)activation instead of requesting CU-UP to make the decision. We have also agreed that DU can reject the SCG (de)activation when accepting the UE context modification request. Thus in sub-scenario 2, the notification to CU-UP shall be put after the interaction with the DU. If the notification is put before the interaction with the DU, a misalignment may occur: SN-CU-UP may receive a wrong information on SCG status, e.g. it is informed that the SCG is deactivated but in fact the SCG is activated if SN-DU rejects the SCG (de)activation request via the UE Context Modification Response message. 

According to the contributions, two options are summarized for this case as below (Related to figure 8.4.x.3-1, 8.4.x.4-1, 8.4.x.5-1, 8.4.x.6-1 in the TS 38.401 BL CR)..
Option 1: It is up to NW implementation if SN-CU-CP shall inform SN-CU-UP about SCG status before or after SN-CU-CP sends SCG (de)activation request to DU.

Option 2: SN-CU-CP shall inform SN-CU-UP about the SCG (de)activation after sending the UE Context Modification Response message to SN-DU if the Bearer Context Modification Request message is used to inform SN-CU-UP about the SCG (de)activation status. 
Question 2: Companies are kindly asked which option above is preferred.

	Company
	Option
	Comment

	ZTE
	2
	Option 2 is needed to avoid letting SN-CU-UP receive the wrong information about SCG status. 

	Nokia
	2
	

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	1
	Same comment as for Q1. We are fine to follow majority view here.

	Samsung
	2
	It‘s supposed that Option2 should be: SN-CU-CP shall inform SN-CU-UP about the SCG (de)activation after sending the UE Context Modification Response Request message to SN-DU if the Bearer Context Modification Request message is used to inform SN-CU-UP about the SCG (de)activation status.
It’s better for CU-CP to know the real SCG status from DU and then to notify the ‘SCG Status’ to CU-UP during the MN or SN initiated SN Modification with SCG (de)activation procedure.

	E///
	1
	If any rejection is triggered by misalignment of the info, the network should be able to handle as usual, e.g., in the example given above, CU-UP would be re-informed about the SCG status by triggering another modification procedure.

	CATT
	2
	

	Huawei
	1 but
	Last meeting we agreed that partial failure is not supported in this case, but the CU-UP can fail the procedure to refuse the requested SCG status, therefore it is preferred to inform CU-UP first, and then inform DU, as normally the E1 procedure happens before F1 in current 38.401.



	Qualcomm
	1
	Same as Q1. It should be up to vendor implementation to tune the F1/E1 timing to minimize the modification and UP delay. 

	NEC
	2
	Since SN-DU is the one that have L1/L2 radio source, the SN-DU should be first to check whether SCG activation/deactivation is acknowledged, then inform the CU-UP as later, this will be similar to the Bearer Context Setup/UE Context Setup case as in the Question 1.

	
	
	

	
	
	


Moderator summary: (5/9) companies support option 2, (4/9) companies support option 1, (2/9) company support neither. 

In the clause 8.9.2 of TS 38.401, the following procedure has been defined to setup the bearer context in the gNB-CU-UP. It is also noted that we have agreed to add a new IE, e.g., “SCG Activation Status” with two codepoints in the Bearer Context Setup/Modification Request message. To keep align with TS 38.401 and the above agreement, moderator would suggest the following sequence. We shall discuss whether this detailed sequence shall be reflected in stage 2 in the phase 2 discussion.
1) CU-CP and CU-UP exchange the Bearer Context Setup/Modification Request/Response (SCG (de)activation indicator is included).
2) CU and DU exchange the UE Context Setup/Modification Request/Response (SCG (de)activation indicator is included).
3) CU-CP and CU-UP exchange the Bearer Context Modification Request/Response (SCG (de)activation indicator is included) if DU rejects the SCG (de)activation but accepts UE Context Setup/Modification Request in step 2.

[image: image1.emf]gNB-DU gNB-CU-UP gNB-CU-CP

3. F1 UE context setup procedure

Downlink user data

Uplink user data

4. BEARER CONTEXT MODIFICATION 

REQUEST

0. Bearer context setup is 

triggered

5. BEARER CONTEXT MODIFICATION 

RESPONSE

1. BEARER CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST

2. BEARER CONTEXT SETUP RESPONSE


Figure 8.9.2-1: Bearer context setup over F1-U

Proposal 1: RAN 3 agrees the following sequence to perform the SCG status notification from CU-CP to CU-UP. Discuss whether this detailed sequence shall be reflected in stage 2 in the phase 2 discussion.

1) CU-CP and CU-UP exchange the Bearer Context Setup/Modification Request/Response (SCG (de)activation indicator is included).

2) CU and DU exchange the UE Context Setup/Modification Request/Response (SCG (de)activation indicator is included).

3) CU-CP and CU-UP exchange the Bearer Context Modification Request/Response (SCG (de)activation indicator is included) if DU rejects the SCG (de)activation but accepts UE Context Setup/Modification Request in step 2.
believes that the SCG status notification from CU-CP to CU-UP should be performed on both of MN and SN side, which indicates that MN-CU-CP shall also notify the SCG status to MN-CU-UP.

Question 3: Do companies agree that MN-CU-CP shall notify the SCG status to MN-CU-UP?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	No
	We cannot foresee the necessity to let MN-CU-UP be aware for the SCG status. Prefer not to further complicate the issue since this is the last meeting. 

	Nokia
	?
	A UP that hosts PDCP for DRBs using SCG resources shall be notified.

Therefore, if the PDU Session is split, so that some DRBs are hosted at the MN while others in SN, and there split or SCG DRBs on both UPs, then both UPs shall be informed. 

Since the bearer config is known to the MN and, partially, to the SN, the decision to inform the UE or not shall be up to the MN and SN, depending if a node hosts PDCP for DRBs using SCG.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	Why not? If MN CU CP notifies MN CU UP about SCG deactivation, MN CU UP may stop transferring data to SCG. 

The current BL CR does not exclude this in our understanding. 

	Samsung
	Yes
	We have had the agreement: CU-UP shall be aware of the SCG (de)activation state. In our understanding, the MN-CU-UP has been included already.

	E///
	Yes
	In E1AP BL CR, we don’t differentiate whether the SCG status is informed for MN or SN.

	CATT
	Yes 
	For split PDU use the SCG, it is needed. But as above companies said, we didn’t exclude it in our spec

	Huawei
	Yes
	Useful for MN terminated split/SCG bearer.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	Agree with Huawei. It is needed for MN terminated split/SCG bearer.

	NEC
	Yes
	OK to inform also the MN-CU-UP about the SCG activation/deactivation status.

	
	
	

	
	
	


Moderator summary: (7/9) companies say yes, (1/9) company says no, (1/9) companies say it depends. Moderator would suggest following majority’s view.
Proposal 2: MN-CU-CP shall notify the SCG status to MN-CU-UP.
New cause value
It is noted that we have agreed to add a specific cause value for data arrival or data-ongoing in Xn/X1/F1AP. But the new cause value is not introduced in the TS 38.473 BLCR, thus [8][12] propose to add both the specific cause value and specific cause value 
in the TS 38.473 BL CR. From moderator’s point of view, we have already discussed whether the new cause values shall be used for full rejection and/or partial rejection, and the conclusion is that we have agreed that the use of the new Cause is not limited to particular scenarios, and it will be up to implementation, which indicates that the new cause values may also be used for partial rejection, thus it is needed to add them in F1AP.

Question 4: Do companies agree to add the new general and specific cause values to F1AP as added in Xn/X2AP?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	To keep align with the previous agreements.

	Nokia
	?
	The same causes as defined for Xn/X2 shall be added in F1AP.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	Agree with Nokia

	E///
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	ok
	No strong view.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	NEC
	Yes
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Moderator summary: All the companies agree to add the new general and specific cause values to F1AP as added in Xn/X2AP.

Proposal 3: Add the new general and specific cause values to F1AP as added in Xn/X2AP.
thinks these two cause values shall also be introduced in E1AP to let CU-CP understand the reason of the failed bearer context setup/modification procedure. 

Question 5: Do companies agree to add the new general and specific cause values to E1AP as added in Xn/X2AP?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	No
	We cannot foresee the necessity to introduce these cause values to E1AP. Prefer not to further complicate the issue since this is the last meeting. 

	Nokia
	No
	Agree with ZTE. Can always be added in future, if found necessary.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	We agreed in last meeting that if CU CP notifies SCG deactivation while CU UP has downlink data arrival, CU UP can reject the BEARER CONTEXT MOD REQ procedure. It is beneficial for CU CP to understand the reason of the rejection. 

We believe it is straightforward without additional complexity. 

	Samsung
	Yes
	One of the agreements we had in last meeting is In case the UP can not follow the decision made in the CP, then the BEARER CONTEXT SETUP/MODIFICATION FAILURE message will be sent by the UP.
The two causes could be used to tell CP the detail failure causes. 

	E///
	Neutral
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	ok
	No strong view.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	NEC
	Yes
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Moderator summary: (5/9) companies say yes, (2/9) company say no, (2/9) companies say neutral. Moderator would suggest following majority’s view.
Proposal 4: Add the new general and specific cause values to E1AP as added in Xn/X2AP.
Whether/how to enhance the E1 and F1 inactivity notification procedure
A controversial issue left from the last meeting is that whether/how to enhance the E1 and F1 inactivity notification procedure to provide the assisting information for CU-CP. 
For E1 interface, some companies argue that the legacy E1 inactivity notification mechanism needs to be enhanced to provide the assisting information. The main reasons are listed as follows.

The existing E1AP signalling can’t provide information about SCG need in case of split DRBs [1][8].
The legacy E1 inactivity notification mechanism has three levels including DRB/PDU session/UE level. The DRB level has to be set in the inactivity notification procedure for SCG (de)activation. And then the UE level and PDU session level could not be used, the related function/features, which are not bound with SCG (de)activation, would not work as expected [8].
MN-CU-CP could not get any assistant information about SCG (de)activation status explicitly if it only relies on the F1AP UE Inactivity Notification to determine the SCG (de)activation [8].

In case of SN initiated SN modification, SN will send the SN Modification Required towards the MN to indicate the request of SCG deactivation. After receive the message, MN CU-CP has to inquiry every MN CU-UP(s) get the results for SCG (de)activation to feedback to SN. It would save more time if MN CU-CP can feedback SN immediately based on the information provided by CU-UP(s) proactively [8].
In case of MN initiated SN modification, MN CU-CP does not know when to initiate the procedure without the proactive notification from CU-UP(s) about SCG (de)activation [11].
The legacy E1 inactivity procedure could not cover some SCG (de)activation scenarios without enhancement [8].
Question 6: Do companies agree to enhance the legacy E1 inactivity procedure to provide the assisting information for CU-CP?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Neutral
	Fine to follow majority’s view 

	Nokia
	Yes
	As compared in [1], if there is explicit SCG activation information provided on E1, the CU-UP will stop providing data to the DU. Thus, DU will never indicate data activity once SCG is deactivated. Therefore, to support data activation, the indication to the CU-CP must come from the CU-UP. However, in case of split DRBs, the existing indication does not tell if the UP needs MCG or SCG – so the CP will have to activate SCG even when there is little data that may be directed to the MCG alone. Hence, a small enhancement to indicate that SCG is needed in case of a split DRB shall be implemented.

If the CU-UP is informed about SCG status via the flow control, as proposed before, the E1 enhancement is not needed – the DU can indicate data activity also when SCG is deactivated. But RAN3 decided otherwise and an explicit indication on E1 is added. Hence the need for E1 enhancement to support activation.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	No
	In case of split DRB, the CU will rely on F1 inactivity procedure not E1 inactivity procedure to understand the situation.

The main argument from proponents is it is simpler to indicate the inactivity for the whole SCG using 1 bit rather than indicating the inactivity in per SCG DRB manner. But we already have E1 and F1 inactivity procedures that together can help CP to determine the inactivity of SCG DRBs, and seems all companies can agree … Even it is originally for RRC state transfer decision, but can also be used for SCG (de)activation. 

	Samsung
	Yes
	Thanks for moderator’s good summary, all of our concerns have been listed above.

In case of split DRB, if the CU only relies on F1 inactivity procedure to understand the situation as Lenovo said above, it means only SN-CU-CP could initiate the SN modification with SCG (de)activation procedure since it’s no way for MN-CU-CP to get the notification from SN-DU directly.

But we have defined MN initiated SN modification with SCG (de)activation procedure. MN should have the ability to know when the SCG could be (de)activated according to MN side requirement in any cases, which include the split DRB case also.

	E///
	No
	The proactivity and time saving are just possible optimization. Prefer to focus on important functions in R17. 

	CATT
	No
	The CP can work well on the SCG (de)activation with the existing message 

	Huawei
	
	Not essential, but fine if majority prefer to have it.

	Qualcomm
	
	These are not essential functions and could be treated with low priority.

	
	
	

	
	
	


Moderator summary: (3/8) companies say no, (2/8) company say yes, (2/8) company say not essential, (1/8) company says neutral.
For F1 interface, some companies argue that the legacy F1 inactivity notification mechanism may not be sufficient to provide the assisting information for CU-CP. The main reasons are listed as follows.

The criteria for deactivating the SCG and sending UE into inactive state may be different, the legacy F1 inactivity notification procedure may not be able to help CU make right decisions [8][12]. 

The F1 inactivity notification procedure only works when it is confirmed that DU supports UE inactivity monitoring through the UE context setup procedure or UE context modification procedure. If it is not enabled, without assistance information from DU, CU is not able to make the decision on when to perform SCG (de)activation [8][12].

The F1 inactivity notification procedure only provides the assisting information related to user plane data, which cannot cover other scenarios related to DU itself, such as the power saving or exceptions [12].

[8] and [12] also argue that compared with enhancing the F1 inactivity notification mechanism, it is more simple and straightforward to add an indicator indicating SCG activity status in the UE context modification required message.
Question 7: Do companies agree to introduce an indicator indicating SCG activity status in the UE context modification required message to provide the assisting information for CU-CP?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	As summarized above, we think this enhancement is beneficial and flexible. If the F1 inactivity notification function is not enabled, CU cannot make the right SCG (de)activation decision.

	Nokia
	Neutral
	We think the existing signallig is technically enough, but we are fine to add a separate indication, if RAN3 prefers so. However, as discussed above, it can work only when SCG is activated, it can’t help when SCG is deactivated and the UP does not send any data to the DU.

If the enhancement is agreeable, we prefer to use a class-2 procedure for this, because activity/inactivity may change more frequently than other changes are neded.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	No
	The main argument from proponents is it is simpler to indicate the inactivity for the whole SCG using 1 bit rather than indicating the inactivity in per SCG DRB manner. But we already have E1 and F1 inactivity procedures that together can help CP to determine the inactivity of SCG DRBs, and seems all companies can agree … Even it is originally for RRC state transfer decision, but can also be used for SCG (de)activation.

	Samsung
	Yes
	A new class-2 procedure for this is a better way indeed if the F1 enhancement could be agreed. It can cover all the SCG (de)activation case, such as power saving and dynamic data rate.

	E///
	No
	The reasons given seem not fully valid, for example, if F1 Inactivity Notification is not enabled. Current signaling is workable to inform SCG status. Furthermore, no reason to define any new procedure for this potential optimization.

	CATT
	No
	The existing message can support 

	Huawei
	
	Not essential, but fine if majority prefer to have it.

	Qualcomm
	No
	The existing signaling is enough.

	NEC
	May be no
	Just wonder why want to enable the SCG deacivation function but not enable the F1 inactivity notification function.

	
	
	


Moderator summary: (4/9) companies say no, (2/9) company say yes, (1/9) company says not essential, (1/9) company says neutral, (1/9) company says may be no. Companies have diverging views on E1 and F1 enhancement to provide the assisting information for CU/CU-CP. Moderator would suggest enhancing the E1/F1 inactivity notification procedures as a compromise and discussing how to enhance the E1/F1 inactivity notification procedure in the phase 2 discussion.
Proposal 5: Enhance the E1 and F1 inactivity notification procedures to provide the assisting information for CU-CP/CU. Discuss how to enhance the E1 and F1 inactivity notification procedures in the phase 2 discussion.
Stage 3 alignment
It is noted that the following contents highlighted in blue are added in the TS 38.423 BL CR, while the corresponding contents are not added in the TS 36.423 BL CR. [10] thinks it is not necessary to add the specific description since there is general description as highlighted in yellow. Thus, it is proposed to remove the added contents in 8.3.4.3 in TS 38.423 BL CR to keep align with TS 36.423 BL CR.
	8.3.4.3
Unsuccessful Operation
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Figure 8.3.4.3-1: S-NG-RAN node initiated S-NG-RAN node Modification, unsuccessful operation.

In case the requested modification cannot be performed successfully the M-NG-RAN node shall respond with the S-NODE MODIFICATION REFUSE message to the S-NG-RAN node with an appropriate cause value in the Cause IE.
In case that the Required Number of DRB IDs IE was included in the S-NODE MODIFICATION REQUIRED message and if the M-NG-RAN node is not able to provide additional DRB IDs, the M-NG-RAN node shall respond with the S-NODE MODIFICATION REFUSE with an appropriate cause value in the Cause IE.

The M-NG-RAN node may also provide configuration information in the M-NG-RAN node to S-NG-RAN node Container IE.

If the SCG Activation Request IE is included in the S-NODE MODIFICATION REQUIRED message, and the M-NG-RAN node is not able to accept the Request, the M-NG-RAN node shall respond with the S-NODE MODIFICATION REFUSE with an appropriate cause value in the Cause IE.



There are also some other misalignments between the TS 38.423 and 36.423 BL CRs. Therefore, it is proposed to align these two BL CRs as presented in [11] R3-222339.

Question 8: Do companies agree to 1) delete the above description highlighted in blue in the TS 38.423 BL CR, 2) align the other misalignments between the TS 38.423 and 36.423 BL CRs as presented in [11] R3-222339?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	For 1), the general description is enough, no need to add specific description for SCG (de)activation. 

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	E///
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	NEC
	Yes
	

	
	
	


Moderator summary: All the companies agree to align the misalignments between the TS 38.423 and 36.423 BL CRs as presented in R3-222339.

Proposal 6: Provide corresponding 38.423 and 36.423 TPs to align the misalignments between the TS 38.423 and 36.423 BL CRs as presented in R3-222339.
Phase 2 discussion 
Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed
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(TP to SCG BL CR of TS38.401) Discussion on open issues for SCG (de)activation (Samsung)
other

R3-222338
TP for SCG BL CR to TS 38.401 (ZTE)
other

R3-222339
TP for SCG BL CR to TS 38.423 36.423 (ZTE)
other

R3-222340
(TP for SCG BL CR to TS 38.473) Assisting information from F1 for SCG (de)activation (ZTE, Samsung, China Telecom)
other
Specific and specific?
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