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1 Introduction
This contribution aims at summarizing offline discussion on the following comeback:

CB: # 14_PWSconcurrentBroadcast

- What is the correct interpretation of NGAP w.r.t. this feature?

- Anything missing from current NGAP w.r.t. this feature?

(SS)
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2 Summary
After further checking the current NGAP/S1AP specification, we can observe that the existing RAN3 specifications (NGAP and S1AP) are developed under the understanding that concurrent broadcasting is a mandatory feature of CMAS. Thus, NGAP/S1AP specifications have required since Rel-10 that the Concurrent Warning Message Indicator IE is always present in the WRITE-REPLACE WARNING REQUEST message when the warning message is CMAS. The Concurrent Warning Message Indicator IE is used by the gNB/eNB to determine which SIB to use and to perform the concurrent broadcasting. 
Some companies have expressed doubts whether this is consistent with CT1 specification (TS 23.041, Section 9.1.3.4.2/9.1.3.5.2):
	9.1.3.4.2
Warning Message Delivery Procedure

<unrelated part is omitted>
CBC shall set the Concurrent Warning Message (CWM) indicator in all Write-Replace Warning Request messages, if the PLMN supports concurrent warning message broadcasts.

<unrelated part is omitted>

NOTE 3:
If concurrent warning messages are not supported, this requires the CBE/CBC to take care that 'lower' priority warnings are not sent while a higher priority warning is still being sent.


Observation 1: There may be misalignment between RAN3 and CT1 specifications. 

However, some companies think that such misalignment does not cause any problem in the real deployment. Thus, we feel it is beneficial to send the LS to CT1 for further clarification on concurrent broadcasting feature of CMAS. 
Observation 2: It is beneficial to send the LS to CT1 for further clarification on concurrent broadcasting feature of CMAS. 
About the content of the LS, the main intention is to ask CT1’s view on whether there is any identified use case when it is beneficial for the CBC to not set the Concurrent Warning Message indicator for a CMAS type of system.
In addition, we also discuss the resultant RAN3 actions based on the response from CT1: 
· If CT1 responds that there are no cases in which concurrent broadcasting is not used by CMAS, RAN3 will consider that:

· The existing NGAP/S1AP specification is well aligned with the CT1’s design for CMAS
· To support the concurrent broadcasting over F1, the Notification Information IE can be used by gNB-DU to perform concurrent broadcasting. To make the specification clear, some clarification text can be added in TS38.473
· If  CT1 responds that in some cases, the concurrent broadcasting is not used for CMAS, RAN3 will consider that:

· Since the existing system does not cause any problem, the NGAP/S1AP until Rel-15 works well. Thus, RAN3 will not modify Rel-15 NGAP/S1AP.
· For F1AP, RAN3 may consider to introduce CWM indicator IE to align with CT1 design in Rel-15, but inclusion of the IE is conditional mandatory for sibType8 (i.e. CMAS)
· Whether the revision to CT1 and RAN3 specs is needed in Rel-16 or not needs further discussion. 

With the above discussion, we propose the following way-forwards:

· Send LS to CT1 for clarification: is there any identified use case when it is beneficial for the CBC to not set the Concurrent Warning Message indicator for a CMAS type of system?

· Depending on the response, RAN3 has following actions:

· Regardless of the answer, RAN3 will not make any modification to Rel-15 NGAP/S1AP specifications w.r.t to concurrent broadcasting for CMAS
· If CT1’s response is “yes”, RAN3 reuses the Notification Information IE to support concurrent broadcasting for CMAS, and some clarification text may be added to TS38.473

· If CT1’s response is “no”, RAN3 considers to introduce Concurrent Warning Message Indicator IE over F1 interface as conditional mandatory for sibType8 (i.e. CMAS). Whether the revision to CT1 and RAN3 specs is needed in Rel-16 or not needs further discussion
