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1	Overall description
RAN2 had further discussion on the Access Stratum security aspects for 6G and made the following agreements: 
	Agreements 	Comment by InterDigital (Keiichi): I would not frame these as ”agreements” as they have been modified as written by the chair lady. Hence, we could have similar bullet points as in below.	Comment by Nathan Tenny: Agree: The box in the LS should exactly match the box in the meeting minutes, but the content changes shown here are all OK and we could capture them in a separate paragraph to clarify the agreements.  No really strong view on the RAR aspect.
· Currently, in 5G: 
· MAC layer has no Sequence Number and no in-sequence delivery
· MAC CEs can be grouped together with other MAC CEs and/or MAC SDUs
· Certain MAC CEs (e.g. BSR, PHR) Absolute Timing Advance Command and UE Contention Resolution ID, TA)) need to be sent before security establishment. But these are also sent after security activation (except for UE Contention Resolution ID).	Comment by InterDigital (Keiichi): These 2 MAC CEs are sent prior to SMC.
· RAN2 will study the impact of MAC CE SA3 security algorithms (with early guidance to RAN2 ) on RAN2 areas like processing, complexity, latency etc. in close collaboration with SA3. 	Comment by ZTE(Eswar): Seems this was a typo in the agreement. Thanks to Tero for pointing this out. 
Seems the intention was about guidance to SA3 (as guidance from SA3 to RAN2 is already captured in Q1 below)… 	Comment by InterDigital (Keiichi): I think the intention was that SA3 provides early guidance to RAN2 about the security algorithms, and hence, it should be RAN2.	Comment by Nathan Tenny: I had the same understanding as IDCC here.  My recollection is that we were discussing the desire for RAN2 to have early information on what SA3 are considering about the algorithms.
· RAN2 will discuss based on new requirements coming from SA3 how to design the MAC



In addition to the above, RAN2 would like to provide SA3 the following information: 
· BSR/DSR/PHR are “time critical” MAC CEs.  For example, the content of these MAC CEs—and the decision on whether to include them in a transport block (TB)—may only be finalized late in the TB construction process (e.g. after reception of the uplink UL grant) and there is a strict deadline by which these MAC CEs must be ready for transmission.	Comment by InterDigital (Keiichi): I don’t fully understand this sentence, every MAC CE to be included in the TB has the same deadline when they need to be ready for transmission.

It could be rephrased with something like ”and these MAC CEs have lesser processing time prior to the tranmission timing.”
How does that sound?	Comment by Nathan Tenny: It seems OK to me: These MAC CEs may be included late, *and* there is a strict transmission deadline.  We could say “...by which the TB including these MAC CEs must be ready for transmission.”
· For other MAC CEs (i.e. other than BSR/DSR/PHR), it doesn’t mean there are no other RAN2 concerns/considerations. For instance, overhead and complexity is still a strong consideration and may be an issue for MAC CEs in general
· RAN2 will continue to study further the time criticality of all other MAC CEs in UL and DL considering that there are both TX side and RX side processing requirements with the aim to prepare ourselves with an answer if SA3 ask any questions for these.
RAN2 would like to ask SA3 the following: 
For lower layer security:
1. From RAN2 point of view, it would be desirable that SA3 provides RAN2 with some understanding of the security algorithm complexity for the lower layer security – Can SA3 kindly provide this information? 
Other aspects:
2. Is PQC applicable to the air interface? 	Comment by Nathan Tenny: I would like to check whether we have a common understanding on this question.  I realise the wording matches the agreement.  To me, the intention seems to be that we want to know if new post-quantum algorithms are applicable to the protection (integrity and/or encryption) of data on the air interface.

I think we know that “PQC” is applicable to the air interface, in the senses that whatever security we use on the air must be quantum-resistant and the key establishment (today quantum-vulnerable) must be modified to be quantum-safe.  So I think it would be useful to make this question more explicit, if we can reach easy agreement on what it means.

Suggested wording: “Are there expected to be any new PQC algorithms on the critical path for data protection over the air?”
3. Is SA3 considering security (integrity protection) for system information and if yes what is the associated overhead?
2	Actions
To SA3 
ACTION: RAN2 kindly asks SA3 to take the above information into account, provide any feedback and answer the above questions. 
3	Dates of next TSG RAN WG2 meetings
TSG RAN WG2 Meeting #133-bis 		2026‑04‑13 to 2026‑04‑17		Malta
TSG RAN WG2 Meeting #134 		2026‑05‑18 to 2026‑05‑22		Dalian

