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1 Introduction

This contribution is to kick off the following discussion.
CB: # 1002_PRN_PWS

-  LS in is noted

- Discuss RAN3 impacts of PWS for SNPN

- Prepare draft reply LS 

- Summary of offline inly if needed, can go straight to the draft LS

(HW - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-212684 (if needed)

2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose to capture the following:

Proposal 1: To support PWS over SNPN will have minor/limited impact on RAN3 specifications. While the detailed impact analysis can be further looked when the requirement is finally agreed
Propose to agree with the following:  
Proposal a: R3-211443 (LS from SA1) is noted. 

Proposal b: Agree the Reply LS in R3-212801 (revision of R3-212157). 

3 Discussion

A LS is received by RAN3 on the support of PWS over SNPN in [1], with the following contents. 

	1. Overall description:

SA1 has discussed for some time about the lack of service requirements, and stage-2/3 support, for PWS over SNPN, so far missing in Rel-16 and Rel-17 specs. 

SA1 has identified and discussed impacts of certain PWS regulatory requirements for mobile network deployments in venues or areas with large numbers of users (e.g. football stadiums or campus areas), affecting both PLMN and NPNs. In fact, some regulations (e.g. related to EU/NL-Alert PWS systems in Europe) indicate that SNPNs with more than e.g. 25000 users will not be exempt from PWS regulations pertaining to public mobile networks. Thus, the lack of SNPN support for PWS would prevent the possibility to deploy a SNPN network in those type of scenarios.

Therefore, SA1 sees the need to introduce support of PWS over SNPN in Rel-17.  

2. Actions:

To SA2, CT1, RAN2, RAN3.

ACTION: Please take the above into account, and keep SA1 informed in case any relevant stage-2/3 issue, for introducing PWS support of SNPN in Rel-17, is identified.

To SA, CT, RAN.

ACTION: 
SA1 would like to inform TSG groups that SA1 sees the need to introduce support of PWS over SNPN in Rel-17, and kindly ask to provide any feedback in case proper stage-2/3 work is deemed not feasible to complete within the Rel-17 timeframe.


· Issue 1: To what level will RAN3 be impacted to support PWS over SNPN?
As observed from the contributions to this meeting, the moderator think we can go directly to conclude that there is minor or limited impact on RAN3 to support the PWS over SNPN. 
Question: Do you agree that there will have minor/limited impact on RAN3 specifications to support PWS over SNPN? 
Please provide your view on this. 

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	China Telecom
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	


Moderator’s summary:

Based on the company comments, we can agree that there will have minor/limited impact on RAN3 specifications to support PWS over SNPN. 
· Issue 2: The initial impact analysis
R3-211619 and R3-212156 give some analysis of RAN specification impact. 
For example, R3-211619 provides a very nice table listing potential impacts, including:
· Stage 2 update (including 38.300 and 38.401)

· Stage 3 update, where it proposes that it seems reasonable to enable the signalling to indicate that the cell/TA is associated with a particular SNPN, which avoids any possible ambiguities – but this can be further discussed.
Similarly, R3-21216 also proposes that RAN3 needs to discuss whether to include the SNPN identity in the PWS related messages, e.g., whether to include the NID for the Warning Area List IE, (e.g. in the CGI or TAI field) to the NG-RAN. 
It may be beneficial to collect company views on the some impacts at this early stage. The moderator also think that the concrete and final impact analysis can be decided when this requirement is finally agreed. 
Please provide your view (list potential impacts on RAN3 to support PWS over SNPN). 

	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	· The update for 38.300 seems within RAN2 scope
· The update of 38.401 can be considered not relevant to the PWS (as indicated in the 1619 as well). 

· For stage 3, whether to include the NID in the PWS related messages can be further discussed since the cell IDs/TAs (carrying the PLMN ID) are carried in these messages. In current network interfaces, the TAs/Cell IDs are always associated with SNPN network (e.g. the user location information, NGAP interface management messages etc). This logic seems applicable for PWS related messages as well (this can be revisited later). 

	Qualcomm
	Broadly agree with Huawei and our paper R3-211619. 
Agree that the update in 38.300 can be considered in RAN2 scope, and that the update of 38.401 is anyway a general issue. Both however are needed, whichever way it is done.

For stage 3, the issue to be checked is the case of ambiguity in case of RAN sharing. Right now we don’t need to worry about this because the SNPN functionality supported so far does not require the CN to finger specific cells (for example UE access and mobility do not require this type of functionality).  However this is clearly a minor job (to check, and if needed to change).

	ZTE
	For stage 2, We agree to have some changes to TS38.300 and TS38.401.
For stage 3, from our point of view, it is unnecessary to include the SNPN identity in the PWS related messages. During the discussion in R16, when we discuss paging in SNPN, NID was not added into TA/cell list on the relevant interfaces, e.g., NG/F1 interface. Hence, if NID should be added into PWS area, can the same principle be applied to paging?

	Ericsson
	Guess the intention of initial impact analysis was the get a rough feeling what we might need to do. This was done and we could close this activity. Details to be further looked at once we start officially with the work.

	Nokia
	Agree that stage 2 changes are covered elsewhere. Agree to look at stage 3 changes only as part of this feature. Changes deemed minor and feasible R17.


Moderator’s summary:

It can be concluded that the detailed impact analysis can be further looked when the requirement is finally agreed. 
· Issue 3: RAN3 plan to support this feature
In R3-212156, it proposes that if PWS over SNPN is to be supported, the Rel-17 eNPN WI scope should be revised accordingly, or this can be triggered by the incoming LS. 
The moderator thinks maybe it is helpful to collect some initial views. 
Question: if the PWS over SNPN is to be supported, will this be included in the eNPN WID, or triggered by incoming LS? Is there any need to include the conclusion into the reply LS, if any agreement can be made? 
Please provide your view. 

	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	Proponent. Both ways are possible. Note that whether to include PWS over SNPN in the eNPN WID could be addressed under the remit of RAN plenary. 
No strong view to include this aspect into the rely LS. 

	Qualcomm
	This seems like RAN plenary decision; for that reason seems not essential to include in the LS (although inclusion in the WI may be easiest way for sure, and we are ok to suggest that if there is a consensus). The key point is the expected impact. And all LSs are going to RAN/SA etc.

	ZTE
	It can be included into the eNPN WID.

	Ericsson
	same view as Qualcomm, minimize politics in RAN3 ;-)

	China Telecom
	If the PWS over SNPN is agreed to be supported, it should be included in the eNPN WID.

	Nokia
	Up to RAN decision.


Moderator’s summary:

No need to include this info the reply LS. 
· Issue 4: The contents of response LS

Given the fact the R3-211620, and R3-212157 are pretty aligned, the moderator may suggest to take 2157 as baseline, and propose the following contents. 
	RAN3 has made initial analysis to introduce PWS support for SNPN in Rel-17, and understood that there will have minor impact from RAN3 perspective. 


Note that whether/how to include the plan to support PWS in the reply LS can be discussed for the Issue 3 above. 
Please provide your view or any revisions. 

	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	Ok to have a simple reply as above. 

	Qualcomm
	No strong opinion, but from 211620 we think it should be good to add that we think it is feasible to complete these updates within the Rel-17 time frame. The above implies it, but maybe it should say so explicitly.

	ZTE
	Simple reply is fine.

	Ericsson
	no strong view, I guess we agree that the LS shouldn’t be a long essay.

	China Telecom
	Agree with HW

	Nokia
	OK but rephrase a bit “RAN3 has made initial analysis to introduce PWS support for SNPN in Rel-17, and RAN3 anticipates minor impact from RAN3 perspective”


Moderator’s summary:

A simple reply LS can be pursued. Details of the reply LS can be reviewed at the next step. 
4 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed
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