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1. Overall Description:

SA2 thanks RAN3 for their LS on NAS Non delivery for RRC Inactive state. SA2 has the following answer on the two questions mentioned in the LS:
Q1/ RAN3 would like to ask SA2 to clarify the meaning of the above statement in TS 23.501 for the considered scenario and clarify whether option 1/ or option 2/ is the expected behaviour?

[Answer]: The understanding from SA2 is that Option 2/ is the expected behavior. That means if NG-RAN has pending NAS PDU (PDU Session Release message) not delivered to UE and the UE is in RRC Inactive, the NG-RAN needs to send NAS non-delivery to AMF before sending the UE Context Release Request. 
In the TS23.502 similar description can be found at clause 4.13.3.7, 
“-
If the delivery of the NAS PDU containing the SMS fails e.g. if the UE is in RRC Inactive and NG-RAN paging was not successful, the NG-RAN initiate the UE context release in the AN procedure and provide notification of non-delivery to the AMF. The AMF provides an indication of non-delivery to the SMSF.”

Here for the non-delivery NAS PDU it is clearly mentioned that the notification of non-delivery need be sent to the AMF. The reason is that based on the NAS PDU in the notification of non-delivery message, the AMF can notify the related AMF service consumer(s), i.e. SMSF, on which NAS PDU has not been successfully delivered to the UE. Similarities also applies to the other AMF service consumer, e.g. PCF send NAS PDU to the UE. Without this notification message, the AMF does not know which AMF service consumer and NAS PDU(s) has not been transferred to UE as only the un-reachable information is received from NG-RAN. 
In the PDU Session release case it is impossible to report the failure information in the PDU session release response message. Using the same approach can simplify the AMF design. The AMF based on the non-delivery NAS PDU determines which AMF service consumer(s) are to be notified. Otherwise the AMF need remember which AMF service consumer(s) have sent the NAS PDU(PDU Session release message in this case) to the NG-RAN. This cause inconsistent handling and unnecessary complexity. 
Q2/ In general, does SA2 see any other scenario for which the 5GC expects the NAS-non-delivery report in addition to those failed NAS-PDUs in the DL NAS Transport message?
[Answer]: The NAS non delivery report applies to the case if the NAS PDU is transported via DL NAS Transport message or the NAS PDU is PDU Session release message. This is due to in other case the failure information can be reported to the AMF via the corresponding response message. 

SA2 has updated the specification to make it clear that failure information can also be conveyed via the corresponding response message.  
2. Actions:

To RAN3 group:
ACTION: 

SA2 kindly requests RAN3 take the above answer into consideration.
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