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Introduction

CB: # MRDC2_SCGActivation_Deactivation
- Continue the discussion on open issues from last meeting

- E1, F1 impact?

- Capture agreements and provide TPs if agreeable

(ZTE - moderator)
Summary of offline disc R3-221033
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 January 19th
-
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 (listed from easy to hard):
The SCG Activation Request IE with two codepoints “activate SCG, deactivate SCG” shall be used in the SN Modification Required message.

Add a new IE, e.g., “SCG Activation Status/Request” with two codepoints in the Bearer Context Setup/Modification Request message to inform CU-UP about the SCG state.

Add a specific cause value for data arrival or data on-going in Xn/X2/F1AP.

No need to add a specific cause value for UE related issues, e.g. UE overheating and UE power saving.

No need to add a specific cause value for NW power saving.
Convert the following WA to Agreement:

WA: Define a general cause value, e.g., Failure due to SCG (de)activation, to indicate that the request is rejected due to the rejection of SCG (de)activation.

For SCG activation during SN addition, SN shall set the SCG Activation Status IE to “SCG activated” in the response message when accepting SN addition.

Open issues for phase 2 discussion:
1. Whether CU-UP can reject the SCG (de)activation when accepting the bearer context setup/modification from CU-CP.

2. Whether/how to enhance the E1 inactivity notification procedure.
3. Whether/how to enhance the F1 inactivity notification procedure.

Phase 1 discussion 
Please note that some terms 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.
SCG activation during SN addition: MN requests SCG (de)activation during SN addition
Partial/full rejection for SCG activation during SN addition
In the last meeting, we have agreed to support partial rejection for SCG (de)activation during MN initiated SN modification, and for SCG deactivation during SN addition. It is still FFS whether SN can reject SCG activation when accepting SN addition request during SN addition. 

However, it is hard to reach a consensus according to the contributions. The reasons for each camp are listed as follows.
Partial rejection:

The first selected SN should be the best SN for the UE. Full rejection may lead to unnecessary SN change and signalling overhead [8][15].

If MN wants to offload some DRBs to SN terminated MCG bearers and SN terminated split bearer due to the processing load in the MN, the SN may reject the SCG activation because there are no available resources in the SCG. And the UL/DL data of the split bearer are still transmitted via the MCG [8].

No spec impact is foreseen if RAN3 agrees to support SCG activation rejection during SN addition. Additionally, from the prospective of signalling design, it would be better to allow this flexibility to have a unified solution [10][15].

The MN will not always be aware whether there is data transmission when it setup the DC. For example, when UE initial service request for redundancy data transfer, MN may add SN with SCG activation or deactivation by itself [13].

The WID indicates that the use of SCG (de)activation shall give the SN some control instead of just following the request of the MN, and allowing SN to decide whether to use partial rejection or full rejection is to give the control to the SN [15].

MN can initiate SN release or SN change if it cannot wait for the SCG resource [15].

Full rejection:

In case SN controls PDCP, CU knows when SCG is needed. However, if SN acts as an assisting node, or when it is being only added, it has no knowledge about the data situation and thus it shall rely on the information provided from the MN [1].

When MN decides to add SN, MN aims to offload its traffic. If SN cannot serve, it can simply just reject the whole procedure [3].

No strong technical point is foreseen to have partial rejection for SCG activation during addition procedure [5].

In case MN can wait for the SCG resource, UE service experience will be affected if SCG cannot be activated in time. In case MN cannot wait for the SCG resource, unnecessary signalling overhead may be caused if MN has to add another SN [14].

Form moderator’s point of view, we have already discussed this issue in several meetings, and both camps stay the same position. From moderator’s point of view, we have agreed to support partial rejection, thus it would be better to allow this flexibility to keep align with the other cases. Furthermore, the proponents have proposed a scenario that may need to be supported with partial rejection. The problems pointed out by the opponents are not quite critical since SN can decide whether to use partial rejection and full rejection depending on the actual situation, and MN can also release this SN if cannot wait for the SCG resource. 

Question 1: Do companies agree that SN can reject SCG activation when accepting SN addition request?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	We have agreed to support partial rejection for the other cases, thus we prefer to support partial rejection for this case to have a unified solution. 

	Nokia
	No
	Well, the moderator summarized the arguments very well. To us, those in the 2nd list are more important…

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	Agree the reasons list by the moderator

	Samsung
	Yes
	Full rejection is always there. It’s supported by default. If some scenarios are identified, in which NW can get benefit from the partial rejection of SCG activation when accepting SN addition request, it should be allowed. We found this kind of scenarios in reference [8]. That’s why we changed our original opinion. And then we will have a unified solution. 

	NEC
	No.
	Again, not find that the partial rejection is more beneficial than just fully reject. 

	E///
	No but
	Thanks for summarizing the reasons for both camps. We don’t see the need to be stuck in this discussion. As said, no strong technical point is seen to have partial rejection in this case. We understand that some companies would prefer certain flexibility during the addition procedure, though the complexity might be raised. Thus, we would suggest moving forward with keeping the activation status in the response message. Whether any restriction needs to be introduced about setting the same value in the request and response can be reviewed later.

	Qualcomm
	No
	Same view as Nokia and NEC. 

	CATT
	Yes
	I agree with E///’s proceed about this issue. We would suggest moving forward with keeping the activation status in the response message. Whether any restriction needs to be introduced about setting the same value in the request and response can be reviewed later.

	
	
	

	
	
	


Moderator summary: (5/9) companies agree that SN can reject the SCG activation when accepting SN addition, (4/9) company says no. Since we have discussed this issue for several meetings and both camp stay the same position, moderator would suggest a compromise way which is proposed by companies as below.

Proposal 1: For SCG activation during SN addition, SN shall set the SCG Activation Status IE to “SCG activated” in the response message when accepting SN addition.
IE naming

According to the contributions, almost all the companies propose to use the SCG Activation Request IE in the SN Modification Required message since MN needs to make a decision on the SCG state change and keep align with other messages. 

Question 2: Do companies agree that the SCG Activation Request IE with two codepoints “activate SCG, deactivate SCG” shall be used in the SN Modification Required message?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	If MN only needs to be notified about the SCG state, the SCG Activation Status IE shall be used. However, MN needs to make a decision on the SCG state change in the SN initiated SCG (de)activation, thus the SCG Activation Request IE shall be used in the SN modification required message.

	Nokia
	No
	This is not that important, so we can accept the “request” name, if we are the only company that says “no”. However, we consider “status” as more logical: in all signalling from the SN, we use “status”. Also, when starting the SN-initiated modification, the SN has already introduced the change (issued the config for the UE), so it is not quite a “request” but already existing “status” (which may be changed back if the MN rejects the procedure).

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	It is ok.

	Huawei
	Yes
	Although RAN3 has agreed that the partial rejection is not supported for SN initiated SCG (de)activation, the MN still can reject the SN modification required message. Therefore we prefer to use the IE name SCG Activation Request.



	Samsung
	Yes
	MN may confirm or refuse the SN Modification Required message. We think the SCG Activation Request IE shall be used in SN Modification Required message.

	NEC
	
	Ok to have the IE name in whichever way can express the action requested by the SN. If cannot reach consensus between SCG Activation Request or SCG Activation Status, our idea is to use the name as SCG Activation Required IE since it is coming by the SN Modification Required message, but, not a big issue so no strong pushing, just hope to follow majority for this question.

	E///
	Yes
	No critical issue on the name. 

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Moderator summary: (8/9) companies agree to use the request IE in the SN Modification Required message, (1/9) company says no but can accept majority’s view. 

Proposal 2: The SCG Activation Request IE with two codepoints “activate SCG, deactivate SCG” shall be used in the SN Modification Required message.
New cause value
[8] proposes to define a new cause value in the E1AP. However, since the E1AP signalling enhancement is still unclear, moderator would like to focus on discussing the cause values for Xn/X1/F1AP at this stage. According to the contributions, some companies propose to use specific cause values to indicate the operation fails due to data arrival or data on-going, UE power saving, UE overheating, and NW power saving.

As for data arrival or data on-going, [8] argues that the MN can know whether it is caused by the data arrival based on the following Activity Notification, and thus a specific cause value for data arrival is not needed. [3][5][10][12][14] propose to introduce a specific cause value for this case since MN can then decide when to re-trigger or not re-trigger SCG deactivation based on this information. Moderator would suggest introducing a specific cause value for data arrival or data on-going to facilitate the progress.
Question 3: Do companies agree to add a specific cause value for data arrival or data on-going? 

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	We think a general cause value is enough. But we are fine to accept a specific cause value for data arrival or data on-going as a compromise. 

	Nokia
	No?
	We think arguments in [8] relevant, but we can accept majority’s preference in this case.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	From NW implementation point of view, we believe it is beneficial for the peer RAN node to understand the reason of SCG deactivation rejection. It is a bit dependent on when the peer RAN node sends activity notification if the judgement relies on the activity notification. 

	Huawei
	No
	For the rejection of the SCG deactivation, the reason only include the data arrival. Therefore a general cause is enough. 
For the rejection of the SCG activation, the reasons include the data arrival, and the power saving of network or UE. The MN can know whether it is caused by the data arrival based on the following Activity Notification. Also we think the MN does not need to distinguish the reasons of the power saving of network or UE. 

	Samsung
	Yes
	The specific cause for data is a clear notification to the peer RAN node. 

	NEC
	Yes
	We propose at least to have a dedicated cause value “Failure SCG Deactivation due to data on-going”.

	E///
	Yes
	A specific value would be useful for the network to identify the rejection. We can start with a “due to data arrival or incoming data”. For others, open to check in the future.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	It does not harm to add new cause value, though the value is low as discussed in [8].

	CATT
	No
	Share with Huawei. The generic reason cause value is enough for rejection. If majority would like to introduce more specific cause value, we can accept. But we need limit the values to avoid introducing too many cause value. 

	
	
	

	
	
	


Moderator summary: (6/9) companies agree to add a specific cause value for data arrival or data on-going, (3/9) company says no. Since we have discussed this issue for several meeting and two of the opponents say they can accept majority’s view, moderator would suggest adding a specific cause value for data arrival or data on-going.

Proposal 3: Add a specific cause value for data arrival or data on-going in Xn/X2/F1AP.
As for the UE issues, some companies argue that some specific cause values such as UE overheating and UE power saving shall be introduced. As analyzed in [15], If SRB3 is not enabled, the UE assistance information message including UE overheating and UE power saving information shall be sent from the UE to MN via SRB1, then MN shall forward this information to SN. If there are UE issues such as UE overheating and UE power saving, MN will not initiate SCG activation request at all. If SRB3 is enabled, SN can not get the information related to the UE issues via SRB3 when SCG is deactivated according to RAN2’s agreement. Thus, there is no need to introduce UE related cause values to inform MN why the SCG activation request is rejected.

Another issue is that whether specific cause values related to UE issues shall be introduced to inform SN why the SCG activation request is rejected. There is only one extreme case that may need this specific cause value is that SN initiates SCG activation right before MN forwards the UE related information to SN. It seems that it is not necessary to introduce UE related cause values for this case since SN will soon obtain the UE related information from MN. Furthermore, so far, RAN3 has not received any request from RAN2 to introduce any UE related specific cause values. Thus, moderator would suggest not introducing specific cause values related to UE issues according to the above analysis.

Question 4: Do companies agree to add a specific cause value for UE related issues, e.g. UE overheating and UE power saving? If yes, please provide the detailed scenario where this kind of cause value may be needed, and how MN could benefit from introducing this kind of cause value. 
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	No
	We cannot foresee the necessity to introduce UE related specific cause values. A general cause is enough for both UE and NW related issues.

	Nokia
	No?
	Is the SN aware of the situation of the UE with such details? These causes can be added at the last moment, if needed.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Yes?
	We have in mind the second scenario described by the moderator that the SN might trigger SCG activation while MN may reject due to the new power saving information received from the UE. 

	Huawei
	No
	See the answer in Q3.

	Samsung
	No
	UE related information is obtained by MN from UE, and MN may forward the message to SN if needed in RRC container. It’s not necessary for the message to be seen on X2AP/XnAP.

	NEC
	No
	Agree with ZTE.

	E///
	Maybe not for now
	RAN2 is discussing some UE specific causes, for example, overheating. RAN3 can hold until we discover anything is missing.

	Qualcomm
	No
	For overheating, the MN knows the overheating assistance info to SN. For power saving, the use case is not clear. Let’s wait for RAN2 progress and not to define UE related cause for now.

	CATT
	No 
	Share with ZTE

	
	
	

	
	
	


Moderator summary: (1/9) companies agree to add a specific cause value for UE related issues, (8/9) company says no. At this stage, we cannot foresee the necessity to introduce UE related cause values, thus moderator would suggest not introducing specific cause values related to UE issues. 
Proposal 4: No need to add a specific cause value for UE related issues, e.g. UE overheating and UE power saving.
As for NW power saving, since proponents have not provided detailed analysis on how MN could benefit from introducing this kind of cause value, moderator would suggest not introducing NW power saving related cause values to avoid introducing too many cause values for SCG (de)activation.
Question 5: Do companies agree to add a specific cause value for NW power saving? If yes, please provide the detailed scenario where this kind of cause value may be needed, and how MN could benefit from introducing this cause value. 
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	No
	We cannot foresee the necessity to introduce UE related specific cause values. A general cause is enough for both UE and NW related issues.

	Nokia
	No
	Power saving is signalled separately, so SCG activation state is not related to this (i.e. a cell that is “off” for power saving may have SCG that is formally activated.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Yes?
	If SN decides to switch off the PSCell for the power saving purpose, it is better to let MN be aware, so MN can trigger a SN change instead of repeatedly trying to activate the SCG. 

	Huawei
	No
	See the answer in Q3.

	Samsung
	No
	Agree the reason listed by moderator.

	NEC
	No
	Agree with ZTE.

	E///
	Not for now
	

	Qualcomm
	No
	No strong opinion. Probably not to define for now, given majority view above.

	CATT
	No
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Moderator summary: (1/9) companies agree to add a specific cause value for NW power saving, (8/9) company says no. At this stage, we cannot foresee the necessity to introduce NW power saving related cause values, thus moderator would suggest not introducing NW power saving related cause values to avoid introducing too many cause values for SCG (de)activation. Since specific cause values are not introduced for UE and NW related issues, a general cause is needed for those cases.
Proposal 5: No need to add a specific cause value for NW power saving. 
Proposal 6: Convert the following WA to Agreement:

WA: Define a general cause value, e.g., Failure due to SCG (de)activation, to indicate that the request is rejected due to the rejection of SCG (de)activation. 

How to inform CU-UP about SCG (de)activation status

In the last meeting, we have made a WA on introducing a new IE to inform CU-UP about SCG (de)activation status. [5] proposes to reuse the existing DL Tx Stop IE instead of introducing a new IE, and the legacy is workable depending on implementation. However, the opponents argue that this scheme is not efficient since it only informs CU-UP to stop the DL data transmission and CU-UP will still reserve the UL resources for this UE [7]. Furthermore, the DL TX Stop IE is on DRB level, and we need to modify it for all SCG DRBs to reuse it, which is not efficient from signalling overhead point of view [7][10]. Moderator would suggest introducing a new IE since it is simpler and more straightforward compared with reusing the existing DL Tx Stop IE.

Question 6: Do companies agree to add a new IE, e.g., “SCG Activation Status” with two codepoints in the Bearer Context Setup/Modification Request message to inform CU-UP about the SCG state?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	The DL Tx Stop IE is not originally designed for SCG (de)activation. Enhancement may also be needed to reuse this IE. Adding a new IE is more straightforward and is not a big cost.

	Nokia
	Neutral
	The existing signalling could be combined with the flow control information to know when SCG is activated. However, we also acknowledge the discussion so far and the achieved WA, so we accept the new IEs, too.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	Same view as ZTE. 

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	the DL Tx Stop IE is used for CU-CP to command CU-UP to stop or resume the transmission. It's not suitable for SCG (de)activation scenario.

	NEC
	Yes
	

	E///
	No but
	We would be fine if majority goes for a new indicator.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	
	
	


Moderator summary: (7/9) companies agree to add a new indicator in the Bearer Context Setup/Modification Request message, (1/9) company says neutral, (1/9) company says no but can accept majority’s view. 

Proposal 7: Add a new IE, e.g., “SCG Activation Status/Request” with two codepoints in the Bearer Context Setup/Modification Request message to inform CU-UP about the SCG state.

Open issue 1: Whether CU-UP can reject the SCG (de)activation when accepting the bearer context setup/modification from CU-CP.

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 legacy E1 inactivity notification can’t separate DL traffic over MCG resources from the traffic needing SCG resources. Thus, in case of a split bearer, the SCG has to be activated when there is even little DL data. The legacy F1 inactivity notification mechanism could work only if the DU sets the flow control so that the CU-UP “leaks” data to deactivated SCG, when the SCG activation is needed. Thus, it is more efficient to enhance the E1 inactivity notification procedure to explicitly inform CP whenever SCG is needed [2].
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 [11].
MN CU-CP could not get any assistant information about SCG (de)activation status if it only relies on the F1AP UE Inactivity Notification to determine the SCG (de)activation [11].

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 [11].
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].
Question 7: 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
	E1 information comes from the scheduler, so from the very point where decisions on using SCG for data transmission are made. Considering that the existing information per DRB/PDU session/UE does not differentiate MCG from SCG, it is very easy to add a small flag telling when DRB actually needs SCG or not.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	No
	Legacy Bearer Context Inactivity Notification can distinguish the traffic over different DRB, and CU-CP has the knowledge if the DRB is an MCG DRB, SCG DRB or split DRB. 

If the legacy Bearer Context Inactivity Notification indicates DL data arrival for SCG DRB, it is a good reason for the CU-CP to activate the SCG. 

In case of split DRB, first of all, if the SCG is currently deactivated, the CU-UP shall not transfer DL data to SCG leg. Besides, for split DRB, CU-CP can decide whether to activate the SCG based on the traffic load over the current MCG leg (since the SCG is currently deactivated) indicated by the legacy Bearer Context Inactivity Notification. 

Based on above, it seems the legacy Bearer Context Inactivity Notification can serve the purpose. 

	Huawei
	No
	In our understanding, the CU-CP knows the bearer types of all the DRBs and then knows the activity of the SCG level.

	Samsung
	Yes
	Thanks for moderator’s summary, our opinions about why E1 shall be enhanced have been listed above. We think that the legacy inactivity notification procedure could not cover some SCG (de)activation scenarios without enhancement.

For example, there is a MN terminate split bearer, whose MCG leg and SCG leg use the same DRB ID (DRB1). The UE’s SCG status is activated. When the data of the DRB1 is only on going on MCG leg, and does not go to the SCG leg for a while. It’s assumed that only DRB1 uses the SCG resources on MN side. 
In this condition, MN should initiate SN Modification with SCG deactivation. But the legacy E1 inactivity notification message will not be sent by MN-CU-UP to MN-CU-CP since DRB1 has data on MCG leg. How does MN-CU-CP know when to send the SN Modification Request since all UE’s PDCP function and status are run and known by MN-CU-UP(s) only? 
Without any assisting information from MN-CU-UP, another way is that MN-CU-CP asks MN-CU-UP(s) whether it should deactivate SCG. It’s not related with legacy inactivity procedure, and it’s not a feasible way we think.

	NEC
	
	Basically want to have a comprehensive solution including the  possibility of using E1 inactivity notification.  First was thinking that the UP does not have any SCG activation/deactivation status, but rather the UP shall hold the resource even if the SCG is deactivated. Then when there is DL data arrive at the UP, the UP can inform the CP that the DL data is arriving. Therefore, use of the E1 inactivity mechanism for such purpose is seen appropriate.

If the existing E1 Inactivity mechanism as it is, not enough to tell the CU the DL activity of the SCG, then giving some enhancement is OK.

	E///
	No
	Share the view with Lenovo

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	It is useful to differentiate MCG and SCG in the Inactivity Notification.

	CATT
	No
	Share the view with Lenovo

	
	
	

	
	
	


Moderator summary: (3/9) companies agree to enhance the legacy E1 inactivity procedure to provide the assisting information for CU-CP, (2/9) company says neutral, (4/9) company says no. Since companies still have diverging views, moderator would suggest discussing whether/how to enhance the E1 inactivity notification procedure in the phase 2 discussion.
Open issue 2: Discuss whether/how to enhance the E1 inactivity notification procedure in the phase 2 discussion.
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 F1 inactivity notification procedure is on DRB level while the SCG (de)activation is on UE level which is not beneficial for CU to make the right decision [11][17]. 

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 [11][17].

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 [11][17].

and [17] 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. However, [3] proposed to wait for RAN2 progress to further discuss this issue. From moderator’s point of view, it seems that companies still have diverging views on this issue. Thus, moderator would suggest postponing the discussion on this issue and focus more on the issues where more progress could be made. 

Question 8: Do companies agree to postpone discussing whether/how to enhance the F1 inactivity notification procedure to the next meeting?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	It’s very likely that we cannot achieve a consensus on this issue. We’d better focus more on the issues where more progress could be made.

	Nokia
	No, unless “leaking data” not needed.
	F1AP information, without changes, can be used to deactivate SCG. However, there is a problem of activating SCG – once the CU-UP is informed about SCG deactivation, it stops sending data to SCG, so the DU will not know it is needed and will never send “active” again. To overcome this, the UP has to “leak” some data to deactivated SCG, which is rather bad implementation (and has to be specified, otherwise it does not work).
However, if it is explained how the F1AP signalling could help to activate SCG without “leaking data”, we are fine to discuss it!
[Moderator response] In this case, CU-UP can provide assisting information to CU-CP, CU-CP can then decide when to re-activate SCG. However, only enhancing E1 may not be enough. In case of MN terminated split bearer, user data can be sent directly to SN-DU, and CU-UP is not aware of this situation. It would be more beneficial to let DU indicate whether SCG is needed for this case. We can further discuss whether both E1 and F1 enhancement are needed in the phase 2 discussion.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	It is ok to discuss next meeting depending on RAN2 progress about UE triggered SCG activation. 

	Huawei
	No
	The CU-CP can use the ‘Not active’ to deactivate the SCG. RAN2 has agreed to not support the UE triggered SCG activation. RAN2 are discussing the MCG fast recovery when the SCG is deactivated. But we think the network will also to activate the DRB transmission in the MCG fast recovery during the SCG deactivation.

	Samsung
	No
	The criteria for deactivating the SCG and sending UE into inactive state may be different. To differentiate the two scenarios, the legacy F1 should be enhanced.
Only one meeting is left to discuss R17 function issues and solutions. Some contributions are on the table now. It’s better to discuss them instead of postponing. 

	NEC
	Yes
	To have a more comprehensive thinking and solution, can postpone. 

	E///
	Yes
	RAN2 continues discussing on UE triggered SCG activation, and probably they may agree on the RRC solution. Then RAN3 can check the possible impacts over F1.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	Same view as NEC

	CATT
	Yes
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Moderator summary: (6/9) companies agree to postpone the discussion on whether/how to enhance the F1 inactivity notification procedure to the next meeting, (3/9) company says no. Since companies still have diverging views and it is pointed out that the F1 enhancement may be related to E1 enhancement, moderator would suggest discussing whether/how to enhance the F1 inactivity notification procedure in the phase 2 discussion.
Open issue 3: Discuss whether/how to enhance the F1 inactivity notification procedure in the phase 2 discussion.
Phase 2 discussion 
Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed
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(TPs to SCG TS 38.423, 36.423 BL CRs) Leftover issues on SCG activation deactivation (Huawei)
other

R3-220481
Support of SCG Activation and Deactivation (Lenovo, Motorola Mobility)
CR0623r2, TS 38.463 v16.8.0, Rel-17, Cat. B

R3-220482
Left issues on SCG activation and deactivation (Lenovo, Motorola Mobility)
discussion

R3-220571
(TP to SCG BL CR of TS38.473) Discussion on open issues for SCG (de)activation (Samsung)
other

R3-220572
(TP to SCG BL CR of TS38.401) Discussion on open issues for SCG (de)activation (Samsung)
other

R3-220931
Discussion on efficient Activation/Deactivation for SCG (CATT)
discussion

R3-220932
(TP for SCG BLCR for TS 38423)efficient Activation/Deactivation for SCG (CATT)
other

R3-220969
TP for SCG BL CR to TS 37.340 (ZTE)
other

R3-220970
TP for SCG BL CR to TS 38.423 36.423 38.463 (ZTE)
other

R3-220971
(TP for SCG BL CR to TS 38.473) Assisting information from F1 for SCG (de)activation (ZTE, Samsung, China Telecom)
other
R3-215951
Summary of offline discussion on SCG activation and deactivation
