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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 question mentioned in the LS:
Question 1: For a UE in RRC_INACTIVE state, is there any use case for AMF to piggyback a non-PDU session related NAS PDU in PDU SESSION RESOURE SETUP REQUEST?

 [Answer]: 
In the existing TS23.502 when UE is CM-CONNECTED state and need to activate one PDU session, there are two scenarios: 
· Case A: If the UE triggered the Service Request while in CM-CONNECTED state, only N2 SM information received from SMF and MM NAS Service Accept are included in the N2 Request.

· Case B: If the Service Request procedure is triggered by the Network (as described in clause 4.2.3.3) while the UE is in CM-CONNECTED state, only N2 SM information received from SMF is included in the N2 Request.

· 

The above NGAP message from AMF to NG-RAN is described as to show what the difference is if only one deactivated PDU session is to be activated when the UE is CM-CONNECTED state. 

If there are other procedure happened simultaneously, e.g. User Configuration Update / SMS to be sent to UE, 


SA2 has not considered on whether the non-PDU session related NAS PDU can be piggybacked with the N2 SM message. SA2 would like to leave this to RAN3 to decide
 
Question 2: Which solution is preferred to inform AMF the non-delivery of the non-PDU session related NAS-PDU in the "Initial Context Setup Request"?
· Solution 1: Use NAS NON DELIVERY INDICATION message to indicate the failure of the NAS delivery.
· Solution 2: Use the "Initial Context Setup failure” to implicitly indicate the failure of the NAS delivery.
[Answer]: 
Normally SA2 does not  specify error handling, but exceptions can be made if there is reasons to do so
. 
One specific case is already defined for RRC inactivated state UE in clause 5.3.3.2.5 of TS23.501 as,
“If the RAN paging procedure, as defined in TS 38.300 [27], is not successful in establishing contact with the UE the procedure shall be handled by the network as follows:

-
If NG-RAN has at least one pending NAS PDU for transmission, the RAN node shall initiate the AN Release procedure (see TS 23.502 [3], clause 4.2.6,) to move the UE CM state in the AMF to CM-IDLE state and indicate to the AMF the NAS non-delivery.”

· 
· 
2. Actions:

To RAN3 group:
ACTION: 
SA2 kindly requests RAN3 to take the responses provided above into account.
3. Date of Next TSG-RAN WG3 Meetings:

3GPP SA2 #144e
12 - 15 April 2021
Elbonia 
3GPP SA2 #145e
17 - 28 May 2021
Elbonia
�The title and Q1 are about RRC Inactive, so CM-IDLE is irrelevant


�Piggybacking of anything else than SERVICE ACCEPT is clearly not allowed according to TS 23.502. 





Zfq, more precisely that SA2 does not forbidden to do that. So it is more suitable to say that we have not considered. 


�At the moment SA2 has not received any reason to change this, so RAN3 will inform us if justification to change the existing specifications arise. 





ZFQ, whether this optimization is necessary, we can let the RAN3 decide. We do not conclude Y/N. 


�I agree this point and propose to add also the reason for it as an intro to the next paragraph.





Zfq, this is not protocol error. The protocol error my understanding is like the message format error. Here it is the normal error case. 





