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1. Overall Description:

RAN2 thanks CT1, SA2 and SA3 for their responses (R2-083669/C1-082552, R2-083678/S2-085267, R2-083683/S3-080911) to the liaison sent earlier by RAN2 on ETWS in R2-082883. RAN2 is further awaiting responses from SA1 with regards to this liaison, and also hoping CT1/SA2 will provide further indications to RAN2 with regards to Q4 in R2-082883 as work progresses in CT1/SA2.

RAN2 also thanks SA1 and SA2 on their liaisons on ETWS in R2-083080/S1-080759 and R2-083091/S2-084460.

Gathering the information provided in the above liaisons and from related specifications, RAN2 has the following understanding with respect to the status/framework of Rel-8 ETWS:

1) General aspects
SA2’s preferred solution is “Enhanced CBS with Optional Information Elements Over Paging Message” described in TR 23.828 [R2-083091/S2-084460], but the extent of CBS functionality that has to be supported for ETWS over Rel-8 E-UTRAN is not clear at the moment [R2-083669/C1-082552].
Security is provided by appending Digital Signatures and Timestamps to the warning information. This security information will be in the order of 50bytes. In general, security mechanism is based on regulatory requirements, and a regulator can put preference on speed of delivery time over security features [TR 23.828] [S3-080522 attached in R2-083683/S2-080911].
2) Primary Notification
From the time of receipt of Primary Notification by the PLMN operator, i.e. the edge of the 3GPP network, Primary Notification shall be delivered within 4 seconds to the UE [TS 22.168].

Primary Notification indicates the type of emergency, and there could be between 2 to 100 emergency types [R2-083080/S1-080759]. Furthermore, it shall be able to indicate within the Primary Notification, (1) some preferred UE behaviours upon reception of the Primary Notification (e.g. whether to display text in the foreground, whether to ring a buzzer, whether to vibrate), and (2) some purposes of the Primary Notification (e.g. testing, training) [TS 22.168].

From SA3 perspective, the “delayed security” approach for Primary Notification mentioned in R2-082882 is acceptable (and SA3 understands that RAN2 takes all effort to design delivery of security information to happen as quickly as possible) [R2-083683/S2-080911].
3) Secondary Notification

The delivery delay requirement of Secondary Notification has not been made clear yet, and RAN2 is currently assuming that delays in the order of tens of seconds (e.g. 10 to 30seconds) are allowed [R2-082883].

In general, there is no upper bound on Secondary Notification message size [R2-083080/S1-080759]. However, there is an upper bound on the CBS message size (15 pages = 15 * 82octets) [TS 23.041].
In order to progress RAN2 work with respect to ETWS over Rel-8 UTRAN and E-UTRAN, RAN2 would further appreciate answers on the following questions:

Q1 (to SA1/SA2)

For the Primary Notification, is there a strict requirement to deliver the security information also within 4seconds? I.e., if thought to be difficult (from a technical/performance perspective) or undesirable (from a protocol complexity perspective) to delivery the security information for Primary Notification within 4seconds, will it be acceptable to adopt a solution in which the Primary Notification information itself meets the 4second delay requirement, but the security information does not? If this is acceptable, what would be the delay requirement of the security information for Primary Notification?
Q2 (to CT1/SA1/SA2)

How many bits are actually required to convey the Primary Notification information?

Q3 (to CT1/SA1/SA2)

In order to progress Stage 3 E-UTRA design for the delivery of Secondary Notification, RAN2 needs to assume some maximum message size for the Secondary Notification. Although RAN2 acknowledges the LS from SA1 [R2-083080/S1-080759] stating that there is no upper bound on the Secondary Notification message size, RAN2 would like to progress work on Secondary Notification assuming that the maximum message size will be equivalent to the maximum CBS message size. Is this acceptable?

Furthermore, RAN2 would like to ask if it can be assumed that only one CBS message for ETWS needs to be delivered via E-UTRA at a time. This is also thought to impact the Stage 3 E-UTRA design for the delivery of Secondary Notification.
2. Actions:
To CT1, SA1 and SA2
ACTION: 
RAN2 kindly asks CT1, SA1 and SA2 to provide feedback for the questions indicated above, and pending questions from the previous RAN2 LS [R2-082883].

3. Date of Next RAN2 Meetings:
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