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Introduction
This contribution address the issue on the following CB
CB: # 97_SgNBinit_SgNBmod
- clarify scenario for Rel-16 only; no Rel-15 change needed
-  consensus to address scenario with behavior text / abnormal conditions?
- no trans ID agreeable
- any additional IEs needed?
(CATT - moderator)
Summary of offline disc R3-202570
For the Chairman’s Notes
Propose the following:

[bookmark: OLE_LINK3][bookmark: OLE_LINK6]It is agreed to introduce a new SN Triggered IE in SGNB MODIFCIATION REQUEST/S-NODE MODIFCAITION REQUEST message in Rel-16

Rel-16 CR for XnAP and X2AP is provided and it is proposed to agree the following two CRs
R3-202736 – agreed
R3-202737 – agreed

Discussion
3.1 Issue to resolve:
During the online discussion, there are comments that it has been described in the spec that MN would reject SN Modification Required message sent by SN if MN has already initiated SN modification procedure, so no further clarification/update is needed. However, the issue here is in the SN node. After SN sends SN Modification Required message towards MN, it may expect to receive SN Modification Request message which is triggered by SN in some cases. Currently, there is no means for SN to know whether the received SN Modification Request message is triggered by SN or not.
Observation: It is true that it has been specified that MN would reject the SN Modification Required message if MN already send SN Modification Request message. However, in the SN side, SN still could not differentiate whether the received SN Modification Request message is trigger by SN or not.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK14][bookmark: OLE_LINK15]3.2   Case 1:MR-DC with 5GC connected 
For MR-DC with 5GC connected, till now, at least in the following 6 cases, nested SN modification procedure would be triggered.
· Measurement gap request for FR1
· Measurement gap request for FR2
· UE capability coordination including P-max, BandCombination etc.
· NR CGI report Request
· E-UTRAN CGI report Request
· Security key update 
However, currently, in 38.423, for the interaction between SN initiated SN modification procedure and MN initiated SN modification procedure, only the first case i.e. Measurement gap request for FR1 is described. At the same time, for the abnormal case handling, security key update and data forwarding is described. Obviously, correction is needed.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK16][bookmark: OLE_LINK17]In the previous discussion, it is clarified that the description in Xn/X2 AP should be based on the IE in X2/XnAP level not sub-IEs in RRC container, it is not proper to list all of the cases via description on sub-IEs in RRC container.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK12][bookmark: OLE_LINK13]If we describe based on IEs in X2/XnAP level, only M-NG-RAN node to S-NG-RAN node Container could be described. However, for most of the MN initiated SN modification procedure, the MN would include M-NG-RAN node to S-NG-RAN node Container IE to update parameters in CG-ConfigInfo no matter it is triggered by MN or SN. So, it seems more reasonable solution is to have explicit indication in the message to let the SN node know whether the message is triggered by SN node.
Since it seems not agreeable to introduce transaction ID , we propose to introduce a new optional  IE i.e.SN triggered  in S-NG-RAN-NODE MODIICAITON REQUEST message to make the SN aware whether the received message is trigger by SN or not in Rel-16
Proposal 1: It is proposed to introduce a new optional  IE i.e. SN triggered  in S-NG-RAN-NODE MODIICAITON REQUEST message to make the SN aware whether the received message is trigger by SN or not in Rel-16.
If a company has different view, input in the following is appreciated.

	Company
	Comment

	HW
	Agree to introduce a new indication. Some typo in the corresponding CRs: triggered -> triggered. 

	Ericsson
	Fine to introduce a new optional IE as a starting point. But what about the procedural text? “... considers xy ... ”, what does this exactly mean for the receiving node? The current text is not sufficient and probably it has to be placed within an interaction sub section.

	
	



3.3 Case 2:EN-DC
For EN-DC scenario, the problem is similar. Some nested SN modification procedure is missing in the spec which is not suitable to described case by case. We propose to follow the similar solution as in MR-DC with 5GC connected.
Proposal 2: For EN-DC, It is proposed to introduce a new optional  IE i.e. SN triggered  in SgNB MODIICAITON REQUEST message to make the SN aware whether the received message is trigger by SN or not in Rel-16.
If a company has different view, input in the following is appreciated.

	Company
	Comment

	HW
	X2 change is also required. Semantics description needs to be aligned with Xn.

	Ercisson
	Same comment as for Xn

	
	



For your convenience, we also provide the Rel-16 only CR in the draft inbox.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK78][bookmark: OLE_LINK79]Conclusion
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]Based on the discussion, observations and discussions are provided as below:
It is agreed to introduce a new SN Triggered IE in SGNB MODIFCIATION REQUEST/S-NODE MODIFCAITION REQUEST message in Rel-16

Rel-16 CR for XnAP and X2AP is provided and it is proposed to agree the following two CRs
R3-202736 – agreed
R3-202737 – agreed
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