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1 Introduction

CB: # MRDC2_SCGActivation_Deactivation

- Further discussion on the open issues left in R3-212784 and check RAN2 progress
- Partial rejection or full rejection? New cause value?
- For SCG (de)activation during SN addition, if SN can reject the SCG (de)activation when accepting the SN addition?
- Which node is responsible for the SCG activity detection and if any enhancement to E1/F1/Xn interface is needed?
- Impact on F1 and E1 interfaces?

- Capture agreements as stage2/stage3 CRs and check details, split work, if needed

- List open issues for next meeting in the summary

(ZTE - moderator)

Summary of offline disc in R3-214181
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 11:00am UTC Tuesday August 17th
-
Phase 2: Further discussion to capture agreements and open issues


Deadline: TBD pending on the outcome of Phase 1
2 For the Chairman’s Notes 
[TBD]
3 Phase 1 discussion 
Please note that the terms partial rejection and full rejection in the discussion part refer to the following meanings:

Partial rejection: SCG (de)activation request is rejected when accepting the whole procedure.
Full rejection: The whole procedure is rejected due to the rejection of SCG (de)activation request.
3.1 MN initiated SN modification procedure
In the last RAN3 #112 e-meeting, the following WA was made for MN initiated SN modification procedure. 

	WA: For SCG (de)activation during MN initiated SN modification, SN can reject the SCG (de)activation when accepting SN modification request.


Note that in the RAN3 #111 e-meeting, it was agreed to add a new IE with two codepoints in the SN modification response message, which also indicates that partial rejection shall be supported. 
	Add a new IE, e.g., “SCG activation result” with two codepoints in the SN modification response message in order to indicate the SCG is activated or de-activated.


Since majority companies propose to support partial rejection according to the contributions, moderator suggests to confirm the above WA as an agreement, which is is also consistent with the agreement made in the RAN3 #111 e-meeting. 
Question 1: Do companies agree to confirm the WA on supporting partial rejection for SCG (de)activation during MN initiated SN modification as an agreement?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	It’s not necessary to reject the whole modification procedure if the SCG (de)activation request is rejected by SN. Furthermore, confirming this WA will also keep align with the previous agreement for SN modification procedure.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	LGE
	Yes
	

	NEC
	Yes
	The SN can send back the SN Modification Acknowledge with an indication to show the Request of activation or deactivation has been reject. The SCG status in SN will be kept.  

	Huawei
	No or Neutral
	The information contained in a single request is a package, some information are related to some other information. For example, during SN initiated SN modification, in case SCG activation is requested by the SN, besides the SCG activation indication in the SN Modification Required, the corresponding secondaryCellGroup information will probably be provided within the NR RRC Reconfiguration message, the MN should not reject SCG activation and accept the other modifications.
In case of partial rejection, the MN may need to trigger SN modification procedure again to revise some of the parameters.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


3.2 MN initiated SN addition procedure
3.2.1 Partial rejection or full rejection
In the last RAN3 #112 e-meeting, the following agreement was achieved for MN initiated SN addition procedure. 

	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).


Whether to support partial or full rejection for SCG (de)activation during MN initiated SN addition was further discussed into two sub-scenarios in the last meeting [1]:

· Sub-scenario 1: SCG activation during SN addition

· Sub-scenario 2: SCG deactivation during SN addition

Since majority companies propose to support partial rejection for Sub-scenario 2 according to the contributions, and agree that there is no harm for SN to reject the SCG deactivation during SN addition according to the company replies in [1], moderator suggests to agree that SN can reject the SCG deactivation when accepting SN addition (i.e. partial rejection).

Question 3: Do companies agree that SN can reject the SCG deactivation when accepting SN addition (i.e. partial rejection)?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	In case of inter-MN handover without SN change, the SN knows the data status for SN terminated bearer during SN addition. Thus SN can reject SCG activation or deactivation while accepting SN addition in this case.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	It does not seem harmful. 

	CATT
	Yes
	

	LGE
	Yes
	From SN point of view, if it has a lot of resources that can be used during the addition, it may reject the SCG deactivation when accepting the SN Addition procedure, which depends on the implementation of SN.

	NEC
	No
	(What is the “MN Initiated” SN addition?)
In any case, the SN Addition with SCG activation is by default supported from Rel-15. The SN reject the SN addition of SCG activation or deactivation is only for the reason that it is too loaded that cannot reserve resource even for the SCG deactivation. If the SN have enough resource, then it simply just accept and send back addition acknowledge message.

	Huawei
	No or Neutral
	Similar comment to Q1.

No clear reason for SN to reject SCG deactivation during SN addition. 

For the inter-MN HO without SN change, the target MN is aware of the SCG status, therefore the target MN should not indicate SCG deactivation if it should not be deactivated.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


According to the contributions and company replies in [1], half companies think that partial rejection shall be supported for rejecting SCG activation during SN addition, and the other half companies think full rejection shall be supported. As stated in [2][14], if RAN3 agrees to support partial rejection for SCG deactivation during SN addition, it would be better to have a unified solution for the SCG (de)activation during SN addition, i.e., RAN3 agrees to support partial rejection for SCG activation during SN addition. After all, MN can trigger SN release or SN change.
Moderator’s view: If receiving the SN addition request acknowledge message including “de-activate”, it is the MN to make the further decision (other than the SN refuses the SN addition procedure"), i.e., the MN can further initiates SN release procedure to this SN and initiates another SN addition procedure with another SN.
Question 4: Do companies agree that SN can reject the SCG activation when accepting SN addition (i.e. partial rejection)?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	In case of inter-MN handover without SN change, the SN knows the data status for SN terminated bearer during SN addition. Thus SN can reject SCG activation or deactivation while accepting SN addition in this case. 

It seems too complicated if full rejection is supported for SCG activation while partial rejection is supported for SCG deactivation during SN addition, and a unified solution may be more straightforward and simple.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	Although it seems rejecting SCG activation while accepting the SN addition will make the SN addition wasted, smart NW implementation can use full rejection whenever SN wants. 

To have a unified solution considering Question 3 and not making the design too fragmented, we are fine to support partial rejection for SCG activation during SN addition. 

	CATT
	Yes
	Support using the unified solution

	LGE
	No
	Partially rejection is not good in this case since the intention of MN’s offloading to this SN cannot be really realized. MN may have other SN candidate to offload the bearers successfully, i.e., partially rejection in this case may let MN lose other opportunity.

	NEC
	No
	In the SN addition procedure, the SN can either accept or reject the procedure, no partial rejection is allowed. 

	Huawei
	No or Neutral
	Similar comment to Q1.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


3.2.1 SCG (de)activation indicator design
In moderator’s view, as long as RAN3 agrees to support partial rejection for Sub-scenario 1 of MN initiated SN addition, a new IE with two codepoints needs to be added in SN modification request acknowledge message to indicate the SCG is activated or deactivated. 
Question 4: Do companies agree to add a new IE with two codepoints in SN modification request acknowledge message to indicate the SCG is activated or deactivated?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	If partial rejection is supported, a new IE with two codepoints is required.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	LGE
	Yes
	

	NEC
	No
	No need for partial rejection in SN Addition procedure, therefore nothing indicator is needed.

	Huawei
	Yes
	If partial rejection is supported, the SN may indicate SCG is activated or deactived, therefore two code points are needed.

If partial rejection is not supported, in case the SN accept the request, the SN  needs to reply the indicator with same value as received from the MN, otherwise the MN may not able to know whether the SN is a legacy SN or a new SN which supports this feature.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


3.3 SN initiated SN modification procedure
3.3.1 Activity Notification
In the last RAN3 #112 e-meeting, the following WA and agreement were achieved for SN initiated SCG (de)activation. 
	WA: RAN3 does not enhance Activity Notification for the sake of supporting SCG (de)activation for the SN initiated SCG (de)activation.

RAN3 supports SCG (de)activation during SN initiated SN modification.


Considering that there seems no objection to confirm the above WA into an agreement in the contributions, the moderator suggests to confirm it as an agreement.

Question 5: Do companies agree to confirm the WA on not enhancing Activity Notification for the sake of supporting SCG (de)activation for the SN initiated SCG (de)activation as an agreement?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	LGE
	Yes
	

	NEC
	Yes
	Probably no need to enhance the Activity Notification, however by implementation the MN can still take this into account when try to initiate SCG activation or SCG deactivation.

	Huawei 
	Yes
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


3.3.2 Partial rejection or full rejection
Another remaining issue for SN initiated SCG (de)activation during SN modification procedure is whether to support partial or full rejection. Slight majority companies believe that full rejection shall be supported, and a critical issue was acknowledged to support partial rejection for SN initiated SN modification procedure in the last meeting as stated in [1][2][14]. There is a principle that MN does not interpret SN RRC message from SN, but include it into MN RRC message as a container to UE directly. If partial rejection is supported for SN initiated SCG (de)activation, SN RRC message shall be modified otherwise UE behavior is not aligned with SCG state. Therefore, only full rejection should be allowed for SN initiated SCG (de)activation in order to keep the above principle in Rel-15.

Question 5: Do companies agree not to support partial rejection for SN initiated SCG (de)activation during SN modification procedure? If no, how to solve the above mentioned issue?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	The SN initiated modification case is different from the MN initiated modification case, the principle is still kept if we support partial rejection in MN initiated modification. We shall not just simply reuse the rejection principle of MN initiated modification for SN initiated modification. 

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	Full rejection is always supported if MN wants to reject the whole SN modification required procedure. So we suppose the question is asking not to support partial rejection. 
As explained by moderator, when the RRC container is sent together with the SCG (de)activation indicator in the same Xn message, we should avoid sending RRC container to UE if rejecting the SCG (de)activation. 
If RAN3 is not sure about whether the SCG (de)activation indicator in Xn message can be sent without SN RRC container, RAN3 is suggested to send a LS to RAN2.  

	CATT
	Yes
	Agree with ZTE comments as the reason.

	LGE
	Yes
	

	NEC
	Yes
	Full rejection is by default supported from Rel-15. 

Considering especially for EN-DC case that the LTE side MeNB does not encode the NR RRC message, it would be reasonable not to support partial rejection in SN Initiated SCG activation or SCG deactivation.

	Huawei
	Yes
	We support to use full rejection for SN addition, MN initiated SN modification and SN initiated SN modification for unified solution for the SCG (de)activation.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


3.4 New cause value
In the last RAN3 #112 e-meeting, the following agreement was achieved to introducing a new cause value. However, Some issues regarding the new cause value need to be further discussed. 

	A new cause value will be introduced to indicate the reason to reject SCG (de)activation. FFS what exactly value.


The first issue is when to use the new cause value. [2][9] believe that the new cause value shall only be used in the case that the whole procedure is rejected due to SCG (de)activation request failure, i.e. full rejection. However, [6][11][15] believe that if the request of SCG (de)activation is rejected during partial rejection, the rejection cause shall be provided to indicate the reason of rejecting.

Question 6: Companies are kindly asked which option below is preferred for the new cause value?

1) It shall be used in the case that the whole procedure is rejected due to SCG (de)activation request failure

2) It shall be used to indicate the rejecting reason of partial rejection for SCG (de)activation
	Company
	Option
	Comment

	ZTE
	1)
	If partial rejection is supported, the rejection of SCG (de)activation can be indicated via the response message. There is no need to use the new cause value for partial rejection. 

The new cause value shall only be used when the whole procedure is rejected due to the rejection of SCG (de)activation.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	1) 2)
	No strong view, it seems helpful to indicate the exact reason of SCG (de)activation during full or partial rejection. 

	CATT
	1)
	

	LGE
	1) 2)
	Better to define a new cause value to cover the rejection is because of SCG (de)activation, no matter it is full or partial rejection

	NEC
	1)
	A cause value for the whole rejection.
(Presuming the indicator for showing “activation” or “deactivation” can be used for partial rejection, the cause value is not used or partial rejection. )

	Huawei
	1)
	The cause value is only used for full rejection cases to indicate the receiving node reject the whole request.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


The next issue is the cause value design of the new cause value. According to the contributions, two options are provided. 
-  Option 1: General cause value to indicate that the request is rejected due to the rejection of SCG (de)activation

-  Option 2: Specific reason to indicate the detailed reason for the rejection of SCG (de)activation
Question 7: Companies are kindly asked which option below is preferred.

1) General cause value
2) Specific cause value
	Company
	Option
	Comment

	ZTE
	1)
	SCG (de)activation is a simple function and it’s not necessary to include the specific rejection reason. This may cause unnecessary signalling and slow down the whole procedure.  

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	2)
	If the cause value is only “SCG (de)activation failure”, then it seems cannot be used for any other purpose. We consider it better to introduce cause value that can be used in other scenarios too, to be more future proof.

	CATT
	1)
	We prefer to use the option 1. If the detail cause value is introduced, many kinds value should be listed.

	LGE
	2)
	Better to give clear reason on the rejection

	NEC
	2)
	The receiver needs to know the specific reason, otherwise it cannot know why the procedure is rejected.

	Huawei
	1)
	Agree with ZTE

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


3.5 F1 interface related issues

In the last RAN3 #112 e-meeting, the following agreement was achieved for F1 interface. 

	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


All companies agree to reuse the principle in Xn/X2 interface for F1 interface according to the contributions. Thus, moderator will propose mirror agreements for F1 interface after achieving agreements for Xn interface.

It is noted that the codepoint design for SCG (de)activation during UE context modification is not mentioned in the above agreement. Therefore, moderator suggests to add the agreement that the codepoint design for SCG (de)activation during UE context modification also reuses the principle in Xn interface.

Question 8: Do companies agree to add the agreement that the codepoint design for SCG (de)activation during UE context modification also reuses the principle in Xn interface?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	LGE
	Yes
	

	NEC
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


It is also noted that gNB-DU initiated UE context modification required procedure is also enhanced for SCG (de)activation in the agreed SCG BL CR to TS 38.473[19]. Therefore, moderator suggests to add the agreement that whether/how CU can reject the SCG (de)activation during UE context modification required procedure also reuses the principle in Xn interface.

Question 9: Do companies agree to add the agreement that whether/how CU can reject the SCG (de)activation during UE context modification required procedure also reuses the principle in Xn interface?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	No
	In our understanding, it’s CU-CP that decides/triggers SCG (de)activation based on information collected from DU, CU-UP. For example, DU can inform CU-CP about the UE inactivity using UE INACTIVITY NOTIFICATION. 

We don’t see strong motivation to let DU requires the SCG (de)activation explicitly. 

	CATT
	
	Need further study whether the DU can initial the deactivation

	LGE
	No
	Agree with Lenovo

	NEC
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


3.6 E1 interface related issues 

In the last RAN3 #112 e-meeting, the following WA was made for enhancing E1 interface. 
	WA:E1 interface enhancement to support SCG (de)activation is needed to let CU-UP be aware of the SCG state. 


Since majority companies propose to enhance E1 interface according to the contributions, moderator suggests to confirm the above WA as an agreement.

Question 10: Do companies agree to confirm the WA on enhancing E1 interface to support SCG (de)activation to let CU-UP be aware of the SCG state as an agreement?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	Since it is beneficial to let CU-UP be aware of the SCG state, we agree to confirm the WA as an agreement.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	LGE
	Yes
	

	NEC
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Some companies believe that the principle for Xn interface cannot be reused for E1 interface according to the contributions and the company replies in [1]. Thus, the enhancements for E1 interface shall be discussed in details.

For the same reason as Xn interface, the moderator provides the similar question for E1 interface about the SCG (de)activation indicator design in the request messages and how to reject SCG (de)activation. Whether to add a SCG (de)activation indicator in the response message shall be discussed after reaching an agreement on how to reject the SCG (de)activation. 

3.6.1 Bearer context setup procedure
Question 11: Do companies agree to add new IE with two codepoints in the Bearer Context Setup Request message to indicate the SCG is requested to activate or de-activate?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	CU-CP shall be able to initiate both SCG activation and deactivation requests since it controls SCG. 

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	Following Xn interface principle.

	CATT
	Yes
	

	LGE
	Yes
	

	NEC
	
	For the Bearer Context Setup procedure, CP only need to indicate “deactivation” since the “activation” is always by default needed for the CU-UP to work i.e. to receive data whenever after bearer context and tunnels are established. The “deactivation” indication from the CU-CP is for the CU-UP to inform the CU-CP when any data is received during inactivated status.

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Question 12: Companies are kindly asked which option below is preferred.

1) Not allowed to reject SCG (de)activation

2) Partial rejection shall be supported 
3) Full rejection shall be supported 

	Company
	Option
	Comment

	ZTE
	1)
	CU-CP controls SCG and the CU-UP resources, thus there seems no need to allow CU-UP to reject SCG (de)activation request from CU-CP. CU-CP just needs to inform CU-CP about the SCG state. 

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	2)
	Following Xn interface principle, depending on Q3 and Q4, it could be partial rejection.
Full rejection is by default supported in our understanding.  

	CATT
	2)
	

	LGE
	1)
	

	NEC
	3)
	Full rejection is by default supported from Rel-15.  We think no need for partial rejection as for the CU-UP, the reason for not accepting “deactivation” request is only for the case when the function is not supported. If no resource is available, then same as today, just reject the whole procedure.

	Huawei
	3)
	Full rejection of deactivation shall be supported.

On the other hand, the CU-UP shall not be able to reject SCG activation request, the CU-UP is just be informed about SCG activation.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


3.6.2 gNB-CU-CP initiated bearer context modification procedure

Question 13: Do companies agree to add new IE with two codepoints in the Bearer Context Modification Request message to indicate the SCG is requested to activate or de-activate?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	CU-CP shall be able to initiate both SCG activation and deactivation requests since it controls SCG. 

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	Following Xn interface principle.

	CATT
	Yes
	

	LGE
	Yes
	

	NEC
	Yes
	CU-CP to tell CU-UP if the “deactivated” is changed to “activated” or the “deactivate” is requested.



	Huawei
	3)
	Full rejection of deactivation shall be supported.

On the other hand, the CU-UP shall not be able to reject SCG activation request, the CU-UP is just be informed about SCG activation.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Question 14: Companies are kindly asked which option below is preferred.

1) Not allowed to reject SCG (de)activation

2) Partial rejection shall be supported 
3) Full rejection shall be supported 

	Company
	Option
	Comment

	ZTE
	1)
	CU-CP controls SCG and the CU-UP resources, thus there seems no need to allow CU-UP to reject SCG (de)activation request from CU-CP. CU-CP just needs to inform CU-CP about the SCG state. 

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	2) if it’s MN initiated
	As one example, if CU-CP requests SCG deactivation but there is DL data arrival at CU-UP, it seems straight forward for CU-UP to reject the SCG activation.

In case of whether it’s partial rejection, following Xn interface if it’s MN initiated modification, then partial rejection can be used. It’s FFS how to distinguish MN initiated or SN initiated SCG (de)activation. 
Full rejection is by default supported in our understanding.  

	CATT
	2)
	

	LGE
	1) 
	

	 NEC
	3)
	Full rejection is by default supported from Rel-15.  We think no need for partial rejection as for the CU-UP, the reason for not accepting “deactivation” request is only for the case when the function is not supported. 

	Huawei
	3)
	Full rejection of deactivation shall be supported

On the other hand, the CU-UP shall not be able to reject SCG activation request, the CU-UP is just be informed about SCG activation.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


3.7 SCG activity detection
In the last RAN3 #112 e-meeting, one open issue was noted for SCG activity detection. 

	Open issue:

Which node is exactly responsible for the SCG activity detection and if any enhancement to E1/F1/Xn interface is needed. 


Companies have diverging views on this issue. [12] has analyzed this issue in detail and also proposes a possible solution to solve the inter-operability issue among multiple entities. In moderator’s view, it would be better to first clarify which node is exactly responsible for the SCG activity detection, and then discuss the possible enhancement. 

Question 15: Companies are kindly asked which node is exactly responsible for the SCG activity detection.

	Company
	Comment

	ZTE
	We agree with the analysis in [14] for this question. As long as the CU-CP makes the final decision of SCG (de)activation, the source of SCG activity information does not seem to be critical.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	In our understanding, it should be CU-CP makes the SCG (de)activation decision based on the information collected from DU or CU-UP. CU-UP and DU will of course detect any data traffic and inform CU-CP as in legacy, e.g., via UE INACTIVITY NOTIFICATION, or BEARER CONTEXT INACTIVITY NOTIFICATION.

	CATT
	Agree with Lenovo

	LGE
	CU-CP is responsible for the SCG activity detection and decision

	NEC
	For CP-UP split, during the deactivated state, when the CU-UP receive DL data, it needs to inform the CU-CP by using the current DL Data Notification procedure. 

Regardless of CP-UP split or not, during the deactivated state, when any UL is received, the gNB-DU trigger any action to the gNB-CU.

Therefore it should be the CU-CP to make the decision.

	Huawei
	CU is responsible for SCG activation detection.

For DL data arrival, CU-UP is aware of that.

For UL data arrival, it is FFS in RAN2 how to indicate to the network.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Question 16: Companies are kindly asked if any enhancement to E1/F1/Xn interface is needed .

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	No
	No need to enhance E1/F1/Xn interface.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	No
	We don’t foresee necessary enhancement to E1/F1/Xn interface for SCG (de)activation apart from what has been discussed.

	CATT
	No
	

	LGE
	No
	

	NEC
	
	Not sure about the question. But apart what have been discussed above, not sure what to enhance,

	Huawei
	No
	Same view as Lenovo.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


4 Phase 2 discussion 
5 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed
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