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1	Introduction
RAN2 discussed the following two documents which turned in to an offline discussion.

R2-1904036	Restriction of piggybacking of NAS PDUs	Ericsson	CR	Rel-15	38.331	15.5.0	0994	-	F	NR_newRAT-Core
-	Samsung think that this is an SA/CT issue. Ericsson think it is an RRC spec limitation and so this is for RAN2 to decide. Qualcomm agree that RAN2 should decide and wonder if there is a problem with any other NAS message to be piggybacked.
-	ZTE think we have a joint success failure for piggybacked messages. We have a statement on this in LTE but not in NR. And then we could piggyback anything.
-	Intel think a PDU session establishment will always have a DRB establishment and joint success failure is applicable for this case. For other DRB establishments we don't have a NAS message.
-	Nokia think this affects RAN2/3, CT1 and SA2. ZTE think all we can conclude in RAN2 is that if piggybacking is used there would be a joint success failure for that message.
=>	Offline discussion to try to conclude what needs to be captured in RAN2 spec (Offline discussion 18, Ericsson)

R2-1904037	Clarification of NAS piggybacking restriction	Ericsson	discussion	NR_newRAT-Core
=>	Noted

This document is the summary of said offline discussion.
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Discussion
We suggest to first agree on the correct interpretation of the specification and then agree on how to capture the clarification in the specification.
2.1	Interpretation of intended behaviour
The below shows the relevant text from the NR RRC specification. The relevant sentence is highlighted.
	4.2.2      Signalling radio bearers
"Signalling Radio Bearers" (SRBs) are defined as Radio Bearers (RBs) that are used only for the transmission of RRC and NAS messages. More specifically, the following SRBs are defined:
-     SRB0 is for RRC messages using the CCCH logical channel;
-     SRB1 is for RRC messages (which may include a piggybacked NAS message) as well as for NAS messages prior to the establishment of SRB2, all using DCCH logical channel;
-     SRB2 is for NAS messages, all using DCCH logical channel. SRB2 has a lower-priority than SRB1 and may be configured by the network after security activation;
-     SRB3 is for specific RRC messages when UE is in EN-DC, all using DCCH logical channel.
In downlink piggybacking of NAS messages is used only for bearer establishment/modification/release. In uplink piggybacking of NAS message is used only for transferring the initial NAS message during connection setup and connection resume.
NOTE 1:  The NAS messages transferred via SRB2 are also contained in RRC messages, which however do not include any RRC protocol control information.
Once security is activated, all RRC messages on SRB1, SRB2 and SRB3, including those containing NAS messages, are integrity protected and ciphered by PDCP. NAS independently applies integrity protection and ciphering to the NAS messages.




The green describes the piggybacking and the restriction of when piggybacking of NAS messages to RRC reconfiguration can/cannot be done. There has been two interpretations of this sentence:
Interpretation A: any NAS message can be piggybacked

Interpretation B: only NAS messages for PDU sessions can be piggybacked

Interpretation C: Any NAS message can be piggybacked (from RRC perspective) but in downlink, NAS messages are only generated during certain cases as mentioned above in the highlighted sentence (and hence the wording is saying when the AMF can generate these piggy backed messages – per the current NAS specs).

Interpretation D: It seems out of a RAN2 scope.

We here invite companies to provide their view of what is the correct interpretation:
	Company
	Interpretation (A or B)

	Ericsson
	B

	ZTE
	C

	Intel 
	B

	CATT
	B

	Samsung
	D
We are not sure whether RAN2 sorely makes a decision which interpretation is correct, i.e. it actually impacts other WGs (e.g.  RAN3/SA2/CT1).

	OPPO
	B. also, I think this is within RAN2 scope and should be discussed here. Joint success/failure has impact to RAN2.

	LG
	B




2.2	How to capture correct interpretation
We here invite companies to provide their view on how to capture the correct interpretation:

	Company
	Clarification

	Ericsson
	Updated input:
After offline discussion we also think Intel’s proposal is a good approach.
It was mentioned offline that an LS to other groups may be suitable.


	Intel
	Re-use phrasing similar to LTE (the word “dependent” makes it clear):
In downlink piggybacking of NAS messages is used only for one dependant (i.e. with joint success/ failure) procedure: bearer establishment/ modification/ release.


	CATT
	We preffer the sugesstion/wording by Ericsson to include the reference to 38.413. 

	OPPO
	Agree with Intel’s proposal. Joint success/failure should be called out explicitly.

	LG
	We perfer Intel‘s sugesstion. 
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Update the sentence about piggybacking to “In downlink piggybacking of NAS messages is used only for one dependant (i.e. with joint success/ failure) procedure: bearer establishment/ modification/ release.”
Discuss whether to send an LS to CT1, CT4, SA2, RAN3.
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