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In TS 23.041 v15.1.0 the 5G architecture is as follows:
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Clause 9A mentions that in a Write-Replace-Warning Request and a Stop-Warning Request the CBC will populate the N2 Message Container with all the (ASN.1 encoded) parameters that are needed for the NG-RAN, so the AMF can transparently pass the N2 Message Container through the AMF.

Some IEs are send outside the container because they are to be used by the AMF:

· The Serial Number IE and Message Identifier IE will also have to be send outside the container since the AMF will need a label to identify the message. 
· The List of TAIs IE is (only) send outside the container, since this list is used by the AMF to determine to which RAN nodes the container needs to be forwarded. 
· The OMC ID IE is send outside the container because the AMF writes the trace records to this OMC
· The Send-WRW-Indication flag or Send-SW-Indication flag are used by the AMF to determine if the CBCF wants to receive the Indication messages.
For the response path, we didn't make the AMF transparent. This discussion paper analyses the consequences if we want to make the AMF transparent for the response path too.

Currently specified (non-transparent) behaviour:

The NG-RAN receives the N2 Message Container and either starts broadcast or stops ongoing broadcast (dependent on the message type). The NG-RAN node responds with a Write-Replace-Warning Response or a Stop-Warning Response message. This response contains, amongst others, the Message Type, the Serial Number (SN), the Message Identifier (MI), the Broadcast Completed/Cancelled Area List (BCAL). The AMF may forward the (aggregated) BCAL(s) to the CBCF and the AMF may create Broadcast Empty Area List(s) (BEAL) for those RAN nodes that responded without a BCAL.
Of course, the CBCF will have to subscribe to receiving the BCAL notifications. Then, if the Send-WRW-Indication flag or the Send-SW-Indication flag is present in the WRWR or SWR message then the AMF may aggregate the BCALs it has received from the NG-RAN nodes and subsequently notify that to the CBCF, or notify the CBCF without aggregating. 

Hence, the response path is not transparent to the AMF since the AMF will need to pull the BCAL from each NG-RAN response and aggregate them. The notification to the CBCF will contain the Message Type, SN, MI, the aggregated BCAL and possibly also the aggregated BEAL in case of the SW-Response message. 
Secondly, the AMF may store the BCAL as a trace record on the OMC. The OMC ID may be specified by the CBCF in a parameter of the WRWR or SWR.

The aggregating of the BCALs, the storing of them on the OMC and the creation of BEAL(s) make the AMF non-transparent.
Consequences if we want to make the AMF also transparent on the response path: 
The AMF will become transparent if we don't require the AMF to aggregate BCALs and if we don't request the BCALs to be written to trace records on the OMC.

If the AMF doesn't have to aggregate BCALs then the NG-RAN node can create an N2 Response Container with the Message Type, SN, MI, BCAL inside, which the AMF passes transparently to the CBCF. The Message Type will also have to be send outside the container, which means there is RAN3 impact.
The Send-WRW-Indication flag, the Send-SW-Indication flag and the OMC ID IE will have lost their purpose.

The CBCF will receive all notifications if it has subscribed to receiving them; even those that it doesn't need.

Since the aggregating is optional for the AMF the CBCF will have to be able to receive individual BCALs and BEALs about each NG-RAN node anyway, so there would not be much difference to the CBCF if the AMF doesn't aggregate at all. In fact, the CBCF will receive the responses faster than if the AMF aggregates and waits till it has received responses from all NG-RAN nodes before passing the aggregated list to the CBCF.
The reason to aggregate was discussed in Rel-12 and aggregating saves a lot of overhead in message transport if the AMF sends a single aggregated message to the CBCF instead of a lot of small messages. However, in 5G deployments the number of gNodeBs may be a lot lower than the number of eNodeBs in a 4G deployment, but the number of cells in 5G will be higher than the number of cells in a 4G deployment.
If the CBCF receives the BCALs and BEALs as notification from the AMF then the CBCF doesn't need access to the trace records that contain the same information in a proprietary format. It would be a non-backwards compatible change if we lose the possibility for the CBCF to specify the OMC ID, but the CBCF doesn't need it if it can receive BCALs and BEALs in notifications.
From a one2many perspective, we are fine if the AMF doesn't aggregate and doesn't write the BCALs into trace records. AMF vendors may want to aggregate in order to limit the amount of messages that need to be send to the CBCF (e.g. in case of a country-wide PWS message).
If CT1 decides that also the return path needs to be transparent to the AMF then CRs to TS 23.041 are needed.
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