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1. Overall Description:

RAN3 has discussed the scenario where an eNB receives a S1AP WRITE REPLACE WARNING REQUEST message which includes a request of broadcasting with both primary and secondary notifications in ETWS. In the current S1AP protocol, in the S1AP WRITE REPLACE WARNING RESPONSE, only one broadcast status (i.e., either failure or success) can be indicated.
In particular, RAN3 has studied the case where the eNB fails (or only succeeds) to broadcast one of the two requested notifications, either primary or secondary. 
Given that the S1AP protocol currently does not specify the eNB behaviour and the contents of response message towards the MME upon partial success of one of the requested notification, RAN3 has questioned which notification’s broadcast status the eNB should indicate to the MME i.e. failure or success. 
RAN3 also wonders whether, in such a scenario, there are any impacts on the ETWS service if the eNB replies success because the primary notification succeeded while the broadcast of secondary notification failed, or vice versa.

Also, RAN3 is unsure whether there is any necessity of enhancing the Write-Replace Warning procedure with allowing the sending of a partial broadcast status by the eNB since RAN3 understood from  the stage 2 TS 23.401 procedure, i.e., end-to-end procedure between the eNB and CBC, that the MME completes the procedure towards CBC before receiving response message from the eNB. Thus, this kind of partial broadcast status reply could only be terminated in the MME. RAN3 will appreciate some confirmation and additional clarification from SA2 on this understanding. In this case, RAN3 is also unsure whether repetition of failed warning message may need to be done by the MME. 
2. Actions:

To SA2 group:
ACTION: 
RAN3 kindly asks the SA2 group:

· Whether the eNB should reply with failure or success when the primary notification fails and the secondary succeeds,
· Whether the eNB should reply with failure or success when the secondary notification fails and the primary succeeds
· Whether it is necessary to enhance the current Write-Replace Warning procedure with a partial success reply.
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