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Introduction

- RAN3 shall consider network-based solutions to enable SCG activation in case the UE needs to use SCG resources of a split bearer? To address this issue, a solution based on reporting that a pre-configured BSR threshold is exceeded shall be enabled on X2/Xn/F1?

- Enhance the E1 inactivity notification procedure to let CU-UP inform CU-CP that there is data activity on SCG resources for a split DRB?

- Capture the text for the agreement on MN-CU-CP shall notify the SCG status to MN-CU-UP for MN terminated bearer in stage2?

- Other corrections if needed

- Provide the CRs if agreeable
(ZTE - moderator)
Summary of offline disc R3-223681
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 May 11th
-
Phase 2: Further discussion to capture agreements


Deadline for comments and first version CR: 10:00am UTC Tuesday May 17th

For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following agreements:

Agree R3-223787 (revision of R3-223779), Correction for stage 2 on SCG (de)activation.
Agree R3-223998, Rel-17 Correction for XnAP on the interaction with SN-intiated SCG (de)activation and SN Addition procedure.
Agree R3-223997, Rel-17 Correction for X2AP on the interaction with SN-intiated SCG (de)activation and SN Addition procedure.
No consensus on enhancing E1 inactivity notification mechanism in R17 for SCG (de)activation feature.

No consensus on introducing a solution based on reporting that a pre-configured BSR threshold is exceeded in X2/Xn/F1AP in R17 for SCG (de)activation feature.

Phase 2 discussion 
Corrections for TS 38.401
The draft CR R3-223787 has been uploaded in the CRs to be agreed folder. Please note that the NOTE 1 and NOTE 2 in section 8.4.4.1, .NOTE 1 in 8.4.4.2, and NOTE1 in 8.4.4.3 have been updated.
Question 1: Please comment if companies do not agree with R3-223787.

	Company
	Comment

	CATT
	I support this CR as co source. But the below correction is needed

“NOTE 2: Step 6 and 7 are performed in case there is no SN terminated bearers to be setup” should be “NOTE 2: Step 6 and 7 are not performed in case there is no SN terminated bearers to be setup.”
But I have strange feeling on this change from original R3-223779. Why we use two negative words (not …no…) to state this things. To me, the meaning is same.

	Nokia
	To CATT and ZTE: could be reworded to “steps XX may be performed only in case of MN-terminated bearers”?

	Samsung
	Considering in section 8.4.4.1 the step1 has mentioned the MN indicates the request of SCG activation or deactivation, it means the MN terminated MCG bearer and SN terminated SCG bearer are not included in the below procedures.

In last version Note1 is “Step 2 and 3 are performed in case of SN terminated SCG bearer or split bearer.”

In current version Note1 is “Step 2 and 3 are not performed in case there is no SN terminated bearers to be setup.”  

Logically, the meanings of the above two statements are totally same. 

In legacy 38401 spec, the negative statements are rarely used. And it’s better to use the same style statement in the sub-clause.

There is a new proposed wording as following, would you please review it and share your opinion?

8.4.4.1

Note1: Step 2 and 3 may be skipped in case of MN terminated SCG bearer or split bearer.

Note2: Step 6 and 7 may be skipped in case of MN terminated SCG bearer or split bearer.

Note3: Step 9 and 10 may be skipped in case of SN terminated SCG bearer or split bearer.
In the current 38401 h00 version, the same style statement is used in 8.4.4.2

NOTE: Step 7 and 8 may be skipped in case the SN-DU accepted the SCG activation or deactivation request.
And in the draft CR, this note was proposed to modified to:

NOTE 2: Step 7 and 8 may be skipped in case the SN-DU accepted the SCG activation or deactivation request or in case of MN terminated SCG bearer or split bearer.

	Lenovo
	When we are talking about a signaling from SN CU-CP to SN CU-UP, obviously it is for SN terminated bearer. Same for the signaling from MN CU-CP to MN CU-UP… 

The original NOTEs were for the sake of highlighting it is for bearers using SCG resources. 

Maybe we don’t need any NOTEs after all. I feel everyone has the correct understanding 😊

	Intel
	(1) In last version Note1 is “Step 2 and 3 are performed in case of SN terminated SCG bearer or split bearer.”

(2) In current version Note1 is “Step 2 and 3 are not performed in case there is no SN terminated bearers to be setup.”  

Please consider that (1) and (2) are not the same (that's why we asked what about "SN terminated MCG bearer"). For SN terminated MCG bearer, (1) could mean that steps 2 and 3 not performed, which should be (toward SN-CU-UP) - that's why (1) was wrong..



	E///
	The proposed rewording seems a bit strange.

Another alternative will be deleting the notes, instead add the bearer type in the normative text. For example,

2. The SN-CU-CP sends the BEARER CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST message to the SN-CU-UP to setup bearer context and notify the activation or deactivation of the SCG in case of SN terminated SCG bearer or split bearer.

If no consensus can be made on the wording, removal of the notes will be a better wayforward.

	NEC
	The difficult thing is that the CR put all things (both MN terminated bearer and SN terminated bearer) together in one figure. Since these figures are only for the purpose of showing SCG activation/deactivation, so not all necessary signalling/conditions are shown. For example the Figure 8.4.4.1-1 SN addition case, if for MRDC with 5GC with SN terminated split bearer, the step 6, 7 are not in the correct order, they should be in more later after the SN-CU-CP receive the Xn-U Address Indication  message from MN (refer to 37.340).  
So sympathy with Intel.

	
	

	
	

	
	


Moderator summary: Companies still cannot reach a consensus on how to modify the notes, therefore, moderator would suggest removing these notes as a way forward. In 8.4.4.1, NOTE 1-3 were removed. In 8.4.4.2, NOTE 1 and 3 were removed and NOTE 2 was modified. In 8.4.4.3, NOTE 1 was removed, and NOTE 2-3 were modified. Please review the latest revision v1 of draft R3-223787 in the CRs to be agreed folder.

Proposal 2-1: Agree R3-223787 (revision of R3-223779).
DL/UL notification for SCG (de)activation
believes that it is reasonable to enhance the existing E1 inactivity notification mechanism so that the CU-CP is informed not only when there is DL traffic for a split DRB, but when this traffic is such that SCG resources are needed. 
From moderator’s point of view, in case of split bearer, CU-CP can know the SCG leg activity through F1 inactivity notification. This enhancement seems beneficial to support a more efficient E1 notification but it is not essential.
Question 2: Do companies agree to enhance the existing E1 inactivity notification mechanism to inform CU-CP that SCG resources are needed?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	No
	We cannot foresee the necessity to introduce this enhancement.

	CATT
	No
	

	Nokia
	Yes…
	Well, we propose it, so we think it is useful…

	Samsung
	Yes
	In case of MN terminated split bearer, with the proposed E1 enhancement, the MN CU-UP could notify the MN CU-CP the DL traffic status on SCG leg more efficiently.  

But we understand it’s not easy to reach a consensus in this meeting.

	Lenovo
	No
	

	Intel
	Neutral
	The proposal looks reasonable but not essential at the same time…

	E///
	No
	Not sure why this came to second round. It has been proposed for several times though no consensus. Even in the first round, 5 companies out of 8 said no.

	NEC
	Neutral
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Moderator summary: (4/8) companies say no, (2/8) companies say yes, (2/8) companies say neutral. Companies cannot reach consensus on E1 inactivity notification enhancement.
Proposal 2-2: No consensus on enhancing E1 inactivity notification mechanism in R17 for SCG (de)activation feature.
also believes that a similar problem exists in UL, that is how the SN-CU-CP can know that the UE needs SCG when configured with a split bearer which requires UL date sending over the SCG resources. Therefore, [1] proposes a solution based on reporting that a pre-configured BSR threshold is exceeded in X2/Xn/F1AP.

Question 3: Do companies agree to introduce a solution based on reporting that a pre-configured BSR threshold is exceeded in X2/Xn/F1AP.

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	No
	We cannot foresee the necessity to introduce this enhancement.

	CATT
	No
	

	Nokia
	Yes…
	We could at least review the situation and conclude if the current solution can identify correctly that the UL requires SCG to be activated. The solution could then be considered later, if the issue is confirmed.

	Samsung
	No
	

	Lenovo
	No
	

	Intel
	No
	For uplink, tend to share the same view with ZTE. Think MN can monitor UL traffic on MCG resources and detects the need to activate SCG without having BSR based threshold. 

	E///
	No
	

	NEC
	No
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Moderator summary: (7/8) companies say no, (1/8) company say yes. Companies cannot reach consensus on introducing a solution based on reporting that a pre-configured BSR threshold is exceeded in X2/Xn/F1AP.

Proposal 2-3: No consensus on introducing a solution based on reporting that a pre-configured BSR threshold is exceeded in X2/Xn/F1AP in R17 for SCG (de)activation feature.
For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following agreements:

Agree R3-223779 (revision of R3-223642), Correction for stage 2 on SCG (de)activation

Agree R3-223780 (revision of R3-223643), Correction for E1AP on SCG (de)activation

NOTE 1 and NOTE 2 proposed in R3-223494 are not needed.

For SCG (de)activation request via SN-initiated SN modification procedure, remove the interaction descriptions with SN Addition procedure in X2/XnAP.

No consensus on enhancing E1 inactivity notification mechanism in R17 for SCG (de)activation feature.

No consensus on introducing a solution based on reporting that a pre-configured BSR threshold is exceeded in X2/Xn/F1AP in R17 for SCG (de)activation feature.

Phase 1 discussion
Corrections for TS 38.401
In the RAN #115 e-meeting, it was agreed that MN-CU-CP shall notify the SCG status to MN-CU-UP for MN terminated bearer. Therefore, [3] proposes changes to capture this agreement.

Question 1: Please comment if companies do not agree with [3] R3-223642.

	Company
	Comment

	Intel
	Need clarifications for Notes 1 and 2 because CR doesn't say anything about the rationale for adding such "in case of SN terminated SCG bearer or split bearer". 

According to Notes 1 and 2, the BRR Ctxt Mod procedure is not performed in case of SN terminated MCG bearer? Can someone explain? 
[Moderator response] In case of MN terminated bearers, bearer context setup or modification towards SN-CU-UP is not needed.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Moderator summary: With the clarification provided above, this CR seems agreeable.
In section 8.4.4 of TS 38.401, the following contents are presented. [2] points out that the high-lightened sentence is not accurate since MR-DC includes EN-DC together with NGEN-DC, NE-DC, and NR-DC. To be precise, it should be described as just “MR-DC with gNB in SN”. And en-gNB/SgNB is interchangeably used in X2AP to indicate gNB in secondary node in case of EN-DC. Thus, [2] proposes to re-word it as “MR-DC with gNB in SN that consists of..”.
	8.4.4
SCG Deactivation and Activation

This clause gives the NR SCG deactivation and activation in EN-DC and MR-DC with NR SN given that the en-gNB and SgNB consists of a gNB-CU and gNB-DU(s). 

8.4.4
SCG Deactivation and Activation

This clause gives the NR SCG deactivation and activation in MR-DC with gNB in SN that consists of a gNB-CU and gNB-DU(s).


Question 2: Do companies agree to merge the above modification proposed in [2] R3-223494 into [3] R3-223642?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	This is correct, but the phrase “gNB in SN” is a bit peculiar… Can we just leave it as “with SN that consists of a gNB-CU and gNB-DU”? That’s clear enough, right?

	Lenovo
	
	No strong view, another alternative could be “EN-DC and MR-DC with 5GC wherein SN consists of a gNB-CU and gNB-DU(s)”.

	NEC
	
	No strong view, choose one which is accepted by majority. I choose Nokia one. 

	Huawei
	No?
	No strong view, maybe no need to change?

There is nothing wrong in current text. In case we introduce such change, the “en-gNB” seems missing, as “gNB” is not able to cover “en-gNB”.

	CATT
	Yes
	Nokia change looks better

	E///
	Yes
	Revise to “This clause gives the NR SCG deactivation and activation procedures in MR-DC given that the SN consists of a gNB-CU and gNB-DU(s).”

	Samsung
	Yes
	“MR-DC with SN that consists of a gNB-CU and gNB-DU(s)”

Just add s based on Nokia change.

	Intel
	Yes
	The current text is wrong. The Nokia's suggestion + Samsung is fine with us. 

	
	
	


Moderator summary: (6/9) companies say yes, (3/9) companies say no strong view. To follow majority’s view, moderator would suggest merging the following correction to [3] R3-223642.
Proposal 1: Agree R3-223779 (revision of R3-223642).
	8.4.4
SCG Deactivation and Activation

This clause gives the NR SCG deactivation and activation in EN-DC and MR-DC with NR SN given that the en-gNB and SgNB consists of a gNB-CU and gNB-DU(s). 

8.4.4
SCG Deactivation and Activation

This clause gives the NR SCG deactivation and activation procedures in MR-DC given that the SN consists of a gNB-CU and gNB-DU(s).


also states that for the case of SN addition, partial rejection is not allowed for “activation” request from MN. If SN-DU cannot accept the “activation” request during UE context setup (i.e. steps 4/5), SN-DU would fail the whole procedure, and in this case, SN-CU-CP has to tear down the bearer context established during steps 2/3 and inform the failure to the MN. This has not been properly reflected. Thus, [2] proposes to add NOTE 1 as below in case SN-DU cannot accept the “activation” request.

	NOTE 1:
In case SCG cannot be activated at the SN-DU when requested, the SN-CU-CP initiates the Bearer Context Release procedure to tear down the bearer context in the SN-CU-UP instead of steps 6 and 7, then inform SCG activation failure by sending the SN Addition Request Reject message to the MN instead of step 8.


In addition, [2] believes that steps 6-7 shall be optional due to the following agreement made in the last meeting, thus the following NOTE 2 is needed. Moderator would like to clarify that this agreement is indicating that including the SCG (de)activation indicator is optional instead of using Bearer Context Modification Request message is optional. This procedure is designed based on the section 8.9.2 of TS 38.401 (the BEARER CONTEXT MODIFICATION procedure of steps 4-5 cannot be skipped). As proposed in [3], steps 6-7 may be skipped in case of MN terminated SCG bearer or split bearer instead of the SN-DU accepting the SCG (de)activation request. Thus, it seems that NOTE 2 is not needed.
Modify the signalling procedures of the SN addition with SCG (de)activation in the TS 38.401 BL CR as presented in the SOD. In this case, it is optional to include the SCG (de)activation indicator in the Bearer Context Modification Request message.

	NOTE 2: Steps 6 and 7 may be skipped in case the SN-DU accepted the SCG activation or deactivation request.


Question 3: Do companies agree to add NOTE 1 and NOTE 2 as proposed in [2] R3-223494?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	No
	We don’t need to consider the failure case in stage 2, otherwise the whole procedure will become too complicated. So NOTE 1 is not needed.

NOTE 2 is also not needed since it is not aligned with previous agreements.

	Nokia
	No/Yes
	Note 1 seems correct, but not really needed – usually we don’t specify in stage-2 failure scenarios.

Note 2 is all right and may be relevant, but it should refer to steps 6 and 7 (in [2], it is 7 and 8).

	Lenovo
	
	NOTE 1 and 2 are technically correct, while we agree with ZTE to not make stage 2 spec complicated as for other cases. 

	NEC
	no
	Agree with ZTE. In case of SN addition, especially NOTE 2 is not technically correct because if the SN-DU accepted the SCG activation, the SN-DU’s user plan TNLA need to be given to the SN-CU-UP so the step 6, 7 are needed. 
If want, then can tell in step 6 the including the SCG (de)activation indicator is optional, but also feel no need to mention in stage 2 as the SCG Activation Status IE is an optional IE in Bearer Context Modification Request message.

	Huawei
	No
	Neither is needed. 

Stage 3 (TS 38.473) modification (below in 3.2 discussion) makes more sense to indicate the failure procedure for E1AP on SCG (de)activation than stage 2 modification.

Agree with moderator. In case of SN Addition with SCG (de)activation, based on Bearer context setup over F1-U procedure in section 8.9.2 of TS 38.401, Bearer Context Modification procedure cannot be skipped, even SCG (de)activation indicator is optional present.

	CATT
	No
	Agree with above

	E///
	No
	Nothing wrong with Note 1, but agreed with Nokia, there is no need to specify the failure procedures in stage-2.

Note 2 would cause more confusion on the optionality of IE or signaling. 
Considering notes have less power of enforcement, we would prefer to leave the changes out.

	Samsung
	No
	Neither is needed, agree with above.

	Intel
	Yes
	For Note 1, OK, if companies don't want to capture the failure case, then so be it.
For Note 2, now I understood this is not correct. Thanks for clarifications and helps for my understanding. 


	
	
	


Moderator summary: For NOTE 1, (8/9) companies say no, (1/9) companies say yes. For NOTE 2, (7/9) companies say no, (2/9) companies say yes. Majority companies don’t agree the corrections proposed add NOTE 1 and NOTE 2 as proposed in [2] R3-223494.
Proposal 2: NOTE 1 and NOTE 2 proposed in R3-223494 are not needed.
Corrections for E1AP
In E1AP, two codepoints are introduced for the SCG Activation Status IE to indicate if the SCG is activated or deactivated. However, it is not clear whether CU-UP can initiate the failure procedure in case it cannot follow the SCG deactivation status in 8.3.1.3. Furthermore, in 9.3.1.105, the semantics description of the SCG Activation Status IE is redundant and not aligned with the other specifications. Therefore, [4] proposes to correct these two issues. 

thinks that since the “or cannot treat SCG with the indicated activation status” has been added for the failure operation of Bearer Context Setup procedure in section 8.3.1.1 in E1AP, a similar description is also needed for the failure operation of Bearer Context Modification procedure. Therefore, [2] proposes to add the corresponding description in 8.3.2.3.

Based on the above proposals in [3] and [4], moderator would propose the following corrections for E1AP.

Correction 1
	8.3.1.3
Unsuccessful Operation
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Figure 8.3.1.3-1: Bearer Context Setup procedure: Unsuccessful Operation.

If the gNB-CU-UP cannot establish the requested bearer context, or cannot even establish one bearer, or cannot treat SCG with the indicated activated or deactivated status, it shall consider the procedure as failed and respond with a BEARER CONTEXT SETUP FAILURE message and appropriate cause value.


Correction 2

	9.3.1.105
SCG Activation Status

The SCG Activation Status IE indicates the status of SCG resources.

IE/Group Name

Presence

Range

IE Type and Reference

Semantics Description

SCG Activation Status

M

ENUMERATED (SCG activated,  SCG deactivated, ...)





Correction 3
	8.3.2.3
Unsuccessful Operation
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Figure 8.3.2.3-1: Bearer Context Modification procedure: Unsuccessful Operation.

If the gNB-CU-UP cannot successfully perform any of the requested bearer context modifications, or cannot treat SCG with the indicated activated or deactivated status, it shall respond with a BEARER CONTEXT MODIFICATION FAILURE message and appropriate cause value.




Question 4: Do companies agree with the above corrections for E1AP?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	For better clarification and alignment.

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	It’s ok.

	NEC 
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	Indicating the failure procedure for E1AP on SCG (de)activation is needed

	CATT
	Yes
	

	E///
	Yes with comments
	Corrections 1 and 2 are fine.

Correction 3 needs rewording. One suggestion would be “cannot handle SCG with the indicated activation status”. Same changes should apply to Bearer Context Setup failure procedure.

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	
	
	


Moderator summary: All the companies agree with the above corrections for E1AP. Moderator would suggest introducing the following corrections as below.

Proposal 3: Agree R3-223780 (revision of R3-223643).

Correction 1
	8.3.1.3
Unsuccessful Operation
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Figure 8.3.1.3-1: Bearer Context Setup procedure: Unsuccessful Operation.

If the gNB-CU-UP cannot establish the requested bearer context, or cannot even establish one bearer, or cannot handle SCG with the indicated activated or deactivated status, it shall consider the procedure as failed and respond with a BEARER CONTEXT SETUP FAILURE message and appropriate cause value.


Correction 2

	9.3.1.105
SCG Activation Status

The SCG Activation Status IE indicates the status of SCG resources.

IE/Group Name

Presence

Range

IE Type and Reference

Semantics Description

SCG Activation Status

M

ENUMERATED (SCG activated,  SCG deactivated, ...)





Correction 3
	8.3.2.3
Unsuccessful Operation
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Figure 8.3.2.3-1: Bearer Context Modification procedure: Unsuccessful Operation.

If the gNB-CU-UP cannot successfully perform any of the requested bearer context modifications, or cannot handle SCG with the indicated activated or deactivated status, it shall respond with a BEARER CONTEXT MODIFICATION FAILURE message and appropriate cause value.




Corrections for Xn/X2AP
There are interaction descriptions with SN addition procedure for SN initiated SN modification procedures in Xn and X2APs. [2] proposes to delete these descriptions since they are not meaningful as all they say is that SN “may” use the IE included in the SN ADDITION REQUEST message.
Moderator has checked the email discussion for the interaction descriptions in RAN3 #112-e meeting. The intention of the descriptions is to say that if the MN uses the SCG Activation Request IE in the SN addition request messages, it means it supports the feature and thus the SN may trigger the SN initiated modification procedure without the risk it will trigger error resolution. Therefore, moderator would suggest keeping the interaction descriptions.
In TS 36.423:

Interaction with the SgNB Addition Preparation procedure:

If the SCG Activation Request IE was included in the SGNB ADDITION REQUEST message, the en-gNB may use the SCG Activation Request IE in the SgNB initiated SgNB Modification procedure.
In TS 38.423:

Interaction with the S-NG-RAN node Addition Preparation procedure:

If the SCG Activation Request IE was included in the S-NODE ADDITION REQUEST message, the S-NG-RAN node may use the SCG Activation Request IE in the S-NG-RAN node initiated S-NG-RAN node Modification procedure.

Question 5: Do companies agree to keep the interaction descriptions in Xn/X2AP?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	It was introduced to avoid using SN-intiated SCG state change in case the MN does not support it (the SCG Activation Request IE in the MOD REQD has criticality ‘ignore’).

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	NEC
	No
	Try to avoid using another way for knowing the capability of the other node. In fact, isn’t it obvious? feel no need to mention in the specification.

	Huawei
	Yes
	It is used to implicitly indicate the node capability.

	CATT
	Yes
	

	E///
	No
	We have many similar cases in the specifications, i.e., same IE in both addition and modification procedures. It is not a good practice to start writing such interactions to implicitly indicate the node capabilities. 
And if companies would like to have more discussion on this topic, CB#5 could be a better place.

	Samsung
	No
	Agree with E///

It’s not a specific problem for SCG activation feature.

	Intel
	No
	Thanks for clarifications, which I now understood the intention. But the interaction description itself doesn't seem to reflect the intention well, that's why creating confusion. 

Basically, we don’t want to let SN initiate SCG state change when the MN doesn't support the feature. Then, would be it cleaner to make the SCG Activation Request IE as "reject" in SN MOD REQD, instead of interaction description? 

And in 8.3.4.2, the subsequent sentences doesn't seem belonging to the interaction with the SN Addition procedure, so it is more confusing..
Interaction with the S-NG-RAN node Addition Preparation procedure:

If the SCG Activation Request IE was included in the S-NODE ADDITION REQUEST message, the S-NG-RAN node may use the SCG Activation Request IE in the S-NG-RAN node initiated S-NG-RAN node Modification procedure.

If the Conditional PSCell Change Information Required IE is included in the S-NODE MODIFICATION REQUIRED message, the M-NG-RAN node shall, if supported, consider that the request provides the configuration update for the list of PSCells prepared at the target SN, as described in TS 37.340 [8]. 

If the CG-CandidateList is included in the S-NG-RAN node to M-NG-RAN node Container IE in the S-NODE MODIFICATION REQUIRED message, the M-NG-RAN node shall, if supported, use it for the purpose of CPAC.
[Moderator response] The correction of the subsequent sequences shall depend on whether we have XnAP CR for SCG (de)activation for this meeting. If we don’t have this CR for SCG (de)activation, moderator would suggest discussing this correction in CB: # MRDC2_CPAC.


	
	
	


Moderator summary: (5/9) companies say yes, (4/9) companies say no. If we change the criticality of the SCG Activation Request IE to “reject”, this may cause the failure of the whole procedure, which seems not necessary. An similar example is that the Location Information at S-NODE Reporting IE is included in both addition and modification request messages, but no interaction description has been introduced for this IE. Therefore, moderator would suggest deleting the interaction descriptions in Xn/X2AP for SCG (de)activation feature.

Proposal 4: For SCG (de)activation request via SN-initiated SN modification procedure, remove the interaction descriptions with SN Addition procedure in X2/XnAP.
DL/UL notification for SCG (de)activation
believes that it is reasonable to enhance the existing E1 inactivity notification mechanism so that the CU-CP is informed not only when there is DL traffic for a split DRB, but when this traffic is such that SCG resources are needed.

Question 6: Do companies agree to enhance the existing E1 inactivity notification mechanism to inform CU-CP that SCG resources are needed?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	No
	We have discussed this issue in several meetings but cannot reach a consensus. At this stage, it would be better focus more on correction instead of enhancement.

	Nokia
	Yes
	DL was indeed discussed, so it is a matter of checking if there is any change of opinions to correct this known problem in the agreed solution.

	Lenovo
	No
	In case of SN terminated split bearer, SN CU-CP can still understand the usage of SCG leg of the split bearer from F1 inactivity notification. 

Nothing is broken from what we can see. 

	Huawei
	No
	Not essential.

	CATT
	No
	

	E///
	No
	This topic has been discussed though no agreement is made.

	Samsung
	Yes
	In case of MN terminated split bearer, with the proposed E1 enhancement, the MN CU-UP could notify the MN CU-CP the DL traffic status on SCG leg more efficiently.  
But we understand it’s difficult to reach a consensus in this meeting.

	Intel
	Neutral
	From explanations above, the proposal looks reasonable but not essential at the same time. 

	
	
	

	
	
	


Moderator summary: (5/8) companies say no, (2/8) companies say yes, (1/8) companies say neutral. Companies cannot reach consensus on E1 inactivity notification enhancement.
Proposal 5: No consensus on enhancing E1 inactivity notification mechanism in R17 for SCG (de)activation feature.
also believes that a similar problem exists in UL, that is how the SN-CU-CP can know that the UE needs SCG when configured with a split bearer which requires UL date sending over the SCG resources.

As analyzed in [1], there are two options to address this:

Either the UE informs the MN explicitly about the need to use SCG resources for a split bearer (and then the MN requests SCG activation).

Or, the MN monitors UL traffic on MCG resources and detects the need to activate SCG on its own.

The 1st option was considered in RAN2, but not agreed. The 2nd option is fully up to RAN3, so [1] proposes to consider this problem in RAN3. In details, the hosting node, which knows the ul-DataSplitThreshold value, can inform it to the MN CU, which could then pass the information to the DU hosting MCG resources. This information may have a form of a threshold referring to a MAC BSR (Buffer Status Report) from a UE related to a specific logical channel group. Once this threshold is exceeded, the DU hosting MCG resources shall inform the MN CU which either forwards the information to the SN, or directly requests activation of SCG itself.
Question 7: Do companies agree to introduce a solution based on reporting that a pre-configured BSR threshold is exceeded in X2/Xn/F1AP?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	No
	We cannot foresee the necessity to introduce this enhancement.
If this solution is supported, then why we need to have a separate DL solution? It seems that only enhancing X2/Xn/F1AP is enough, there is no need to enhance E1AP in the above question.

	Nokia
	Yes
	As explained in [1], if no solution is introduced, in case SCG is deactivated, but there is an application that requires high UL throughput, there is no way to indicate it to the network. The problem is that RAN3 focused on solutions checking DL throughput – if there DL data flow, the SCG may be activated. But if there is a case of an application requiring much higher UL throughput than in DL, there is no way to let the network know SCG shall be activated for UL traffic.

	Lenovo
	Prefer No
	RAN2 has defined mechanism to let UE indicate e.g., UL data arrival, via RRC UE Assistance Information signaling for NW to activate SCG. The simplest solution would be to reuse the same indicator. 

	NEC
	No
	Agree with Lenovo.

	Huawei
	No
	

	CATT
	No
	

	E///
	No
	Share similar view as Lenovo. The simple indicator from UE would help the NW to make decision on the usage of SCG resources.

	Samsung
	No
	Agree with Lenovo

	Intel
	No
	Share the similar view as Lenovo. 

	
	
	


Moderator summary: (8/9) companies say no, (1/9) company say yes. Companies cannot reach consensus on introducing a solution based on reporting that a pre-configured BSR threshold is exceeded in X2/Xn/F1AP.

Proposal 6: No consensus on introducing a solution based on reporting that a pre-configured BSR threshold is exceeded in X2/Xn/F1AP in R17 for SCG (de)activation feature.
Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed
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