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1. Overall Description:

GERAN would like to thank GERAN 2 for their Reply LS on Earthquake and Tsunami Warning System (G2-080112) and SA2 for their LS on ETWS (S2-075874).  As requested by GERAN2, GERAN would like to provide additional feedback on ETWS to SA1 and SA2.  Clarifications on these points would help us better evaluate ETWS solutions for GERAN.
GERAN notes that to guarantee the delivery of the Primary notification within the 4 seconds requirement, the disaster notification message would need to be sent in the paging message.  Based on the discussion on the LS from GERAN2, some network operators have expressed that they may not wish to have an aggressive BS_PA_MFRMS value in order to reduce the paging cycle duration, therefore, in the worst case scenario, the delivery of the primary notification of (BS_PA_MFRMS value=9 x one 51 multiframe duration=235 ms x 2 paging cycles to guarantee the delivery of ETWS to 100% of mobiles in a cell ==) 4.2 seconds is unavoidable.  This would suggest that the requirement of 4 seconds may be too strict given the network dimensioning limitation adopted by some GSM operators.  As a result, GERAN would like to ask SA1 to take into account of this possible limitation.  

Furthermore, GERAN would like to highlight the restriction in the paging message size to convey ETWS information.  The note below from TS 22.168 Section 5.5 has been observed:

Note: The amount of data to be sent within a Primary Notification would be a few bytes to achieve quick information delivery.

A larger amount of data may be needed for countries with no extensive Earthquake disaster training.  Therefore, it may be preferable for some operators not to adopt a less strict requirement for the Primary notification in order to have more flexibility in the delivery time to convey a larger amount of data.

GERAN would also like some clarification on one of the aspects defined in TR 22.968 which describes a “legacy” MS supporting PWS (ETWS being the subsystem) is subject to regulatory requirements and/or operator's policy.  A definition of legacy handsets would be helpful to help determine a suitable ETWS solution for GSM, e.g. a legacy GERAN MS supporting GPRS Class B capability, etc.  Furthermore, it would be helpful to know the level of support these devices will need to display the notification in a meaningful way to subscribers living in countries without disaster warning training.
2. Actions:

To SA1 and SA2
ACTION: 
GERAN kindly asks SA1 and SA2 to provide further clarification and recommendation on the points highlighted in the discussion above.
3. Date of Next GERAN Meetings:

GERAN#38

12th – 16th May 2008

Malaga, Spain
GERAN#39

25th – 29th August 2008
Florence, Italy
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