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1. Introduction and background
At RAN3#112-e, RAN3 received an LS from SA1 in [1] where it was stated that “SA1 sees the need to introduce support of PWS over SNPN in Rel-17” and asked RAN3 to “keep SA1 informed in case any relevant stage-2/3 issue, for introducing PWS support of SNPN in Rel-17, is identified”.
Two documents were presented at the same meeting considering the impact [2,3], and it was agreed that “Support of PWS over SNPN will have minor/limited impact on RAN3 specifications; the detailed impact analysis can be further looked when the requirement is finally agreed”.

In response, RAN3 sent an LS in [4], stating that it anticipated minor impact and considered it feasible to support within the rel-17 timeframe. Similar answers have been provided by other groups including RAN2.
Finally, SA has replied to this correspondence in [5], indicating that it approved a CR to introduce service requirements to support PWS over NPN in rel-17, and asking relevant stage 2/3 WGS to proceed with normative work. 
This document summarizes the impact discussion from RAN3#113-e and proposes a way forward.
2. Review of impact analysis and discussion of way forward 
From [2,3] and the associated “offline discussion” in RAN3, three types of changes were identified:

1) Stage 2 general support (38.300)
2) Stage 2 related to RAN sharing (38.401)
3) Stage 3 signalling (38.413 / 38.473)
The first change (38.300) is a simple removal of the statement that ETWS/CMAS is not supported in SNPN. This can be done either in RAN2 or RAN3, and a draft CR is provided for possible consideration [6]. We propose that RAN3 endorses this change and either (a) endorses the CR or (b) liaises RAN2 to indicate endorsement of the change.

Proposal 1: Endorse change in CR in [6], and either endorse CR itself or liaise RAN2 to indicate endorsement of the change.

The second change (38.401, see [2]) was somewhat discussed, and the view seems to be that this is more general than PWS; hence it is proposed to handle this via a separate correction process, if deemed necessary.

Proposal 2: A potential change to 38.401 (related to RAN sharing) may be considered separately as a correction since this is not specific to PWS.
The third potential set of changes basically introduce NID in PWS related messages. As stated in [2], the reasoning for this is motivated by need to select the right target cells or tracking areas for the PWS related action / signalling – but this is only an issue if one gNB hosts two distinct cells with the same NR cell ID (i.e., 36-bit ID) and different SNPNs (or equivalent for tracking area and tracking area selection), and also at the same time the AMF is shared between the same SNPNs. This scenario seems unlikely, and it was pointed out that the same scenario is strictly not supported for UE paging today.
Overall, this seems only needed for a very special case, and in addition so far it was not deemed necessary. Hence it is not considered essential for PWS support in SNPN at this stage. Companies can bring it for future consideration if the use case can be justified, and the consequences considered in general (not just for PWS).

Proposal 3: Agree that stage 3 changes are not essential at this stage; adding NID to PWS messages can be considered in future if use case can be justified, and the consequences considered in general (not just for PWS).
3. Conclusions

This document has reconsidered the support of PWS over SNPN in the light of previous discussions and LS correspondence, and as a result the following proposal are made:

Proposal 1: Endorse change in CR in [6], and either endorse CR itself or liaise RAN2 to indicate endorsement of the change.

Proposal 2: A potential change to 38.401 (related to RAN sharing) may be considered separately as a correction since this is not specific to PWS.

Proposal 3: Agree that stage 3 changes are not essential at this stage; adding NID to PWS messages can be considered in future if use case can be justified, and the consequences considered in general (not just for PWS).
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