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1 Introduction

CB: # 5_PWSoverNPN
- Include the NID in the PWS related messages? Include the NID in the Paging message?

- The core network may not filter TAI/CGI list of warning area by the target NIDs, In this case, if NID for warning area is needed, It is proposed to align the SNPN paging, to add NID into TAI/cell list in the relevant NG/F1 paging message?

- Stage2/3 CRs, if agreeable
(Qualcomm - moderator)
Summary of offline disc in R3-214137
2 For the Chairman’s Notes
Propose the following:
R3-20xxxa, R3-20xxxc merged

R3-20xxxc rev [in xxxg] – agreed

R3-20xxxd rev [in xxxh] – agreed

R3-20xxxe rev [in xxxi] – agreed

R3-20xxxf rev [in xxxj] – endorsed

Propose to capture the following:

Agreement text…
Agreement text…

WA: carefully crafted text…

Issue 1: no consensus

Issue 2: issue is acknowledged; need to further check the impact on xxx. May be possible to address with a pure st2 change. To be continued…
3 Discussion
3.1 General
At RAN3#112-e, RAN3 replied to an LS from SA1 stating that the impact from SNPN support of PWS was small and could be implemented in rel-17. In response to this and various other similar LS replies, SA agreed a requirement CR, and requested WGs to provide the normative support in stage 2 /3, as reported in their LS received at this meeting [1].

The moderator would like first to check that there is a consensus to go ahead and agreed the required changes.

Q1: Can we state that “RAN3 agrees to implement required changes for PWS support in SNPN in response to the LS” (with details to be worked, as below)?
	Company
	Comment

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


3.2 First proposed change: stage 2
Currently TS 38.300 states that PWS is not supported for SNPN. References [4] and [7] propose essentially the same change, i.e., removal of this restriction.
Since TS 38.300 is shared e.g., with RAN2, it could be questioned whether RAN3 should go ahead with this. However, the restriction applies to both groups, and it seems reasonable that RAN3 endorse this change. Ultimately RAN2 is the group that approves it, so how this process takes place can still be discussed.

Moderator’s proposal is that the change in [4]/[7] (removal of restriction) be endorsed in RAN3. How to proceed with stage 2 (send the CR for RAN2 approval or simply LS RAN2) can be further discussed.

Q2: Do you agree with the above proposal? Any additional comments

	Company
	Comment

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


3.3 Second proposed change: stage 3
Stage 3 changes are proposed in [5,9,10] and also discussed in [2,6,8,12].
At the high level, the basic question is whether there is a need to include the NID in PWS related messages.

Ref [6] makes the argument that the scenario where NID is required is unlikely, and in general the existing PWS signalling indicates the cells unambiguously. It also notes that the scenario was anyhow already discussed and not supported for paging, and so it is a more general issue (in other words, the decision is whether to revisit the rel-16 decision not to support the corner case scenario, and this is strictly not a PWS/SNPN matter).
Ref [2] argues that NID should be added as it is also indicated in the Initial UE Message. It is not clear however if this applies to the same scenario, for example in case of RAN sharing (e.g. on same cell ID or even physical cell), the ULI indicates unambiguously the serving SNPN towards the CN. However, in PWS with RAN sharing, such scenario may not require NID signalling.

Ref [8] also proposes to add the NID to the PWS messages to avoid broadcasting warnings over not intended cells. In the moderator’s understanding, this possibility could only happen if there were two distinct cells with the same cell ID under the same gNB serving different SNPNs (and the AMF is also shared). Linking this to the paging use case, it also proposes including the NID in the Paging message (i.e. revisit the rel-16 decision, which seems to be about the same scenario).
Ref [12] proposes (in P1 and P2) that there is no need to introduce NID in the PWS TAI field or PWS CGI field. However, it also states that if companies have concerns and the signalling is introduced, then paging messages should also be aligned.

The moderator’s understanding is therefore that the scenario where there could be an ambiguity was considered in rel-16, but it was considered that either the scenario was unlikely, or disambiguation could be performed e.g. by using TA.

At first, this discussion therefore seems to be pre-empted by the rel-16 design. There are therefore two options:

Option 1: Following rel-16 paging, it is not essential to add NID to PWS messages. If needed, the general issue can be revisited as a separate item in TEI-17; however, for now (PWS support of SNPN), there is no immediate need to add NID.

Option 2: Add NID to PWS messages as part of the current PWS support in SNPN (if so, probably we should do the same for the paging message).

Q3: Please express a preference from the above options; add any further comments and/or justification as needed.
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3.4 Additional issues, if any

Please feel free to add any issues or aspects missing from the above.

	Company
	Comment

	
	

	
	

	
	


4 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]
If needed
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