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1 Introduction
CB: # 114_PWSTest

- Whether the requirements in CT1 is clear enough to trigger the solution discussion in NG-RAN?

- Capture agreements if any

- If no consensus, no further discussion in RAN3 without any LS from other groups

(Ericsson - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-215948
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

It is proposed to either send an LS to CT1 in order to clarify what the text in TS23.041 means or to accept the stage 2 description in TS23.041 and approve the corresponding Stage 3 CRs a in R3-215921 and R3-215922

If an LS is decided to be sent, one possible clarification to the Test Flag description in TS23-041 that could be reported in the LS is the following:
If the Test Flag IE is included in the WRITE-REPLACE WARNING REQUEST message, the NG-RAN node shall process the message as a normal message, i.e, and populate the Broadcast Completed Area List IE with the cell IDs of all cells that are available for broadcast, but it shall not result in broadcast it over the air or in allocation of allocate any over the air resources for its transmission (i.e., it is not possible to cancel the message).
A draft LS is available in R3-216028
3 Discussion

In RAN3-114e recent agreements made in CT1 were discussed. 

The following conclusions were analysed from the discussion paper in [1]:

[quote] …. CT1 made recent agreements to introduce a new “Test Flag” as part of the WRITE-REPLACE-WARNING-REQUEST and WRITE-REPLACE-WARNING-REQUEST-NG-RAN messages that the CBC/CBCF may send to the AMF. The purpose is to enable “to indicate to the NG-RAN node that the request is to be processed and responded to normally, but shall not result in broadcast over the air and shall not allocate any resources (i.e. the request cannot be cancelled)”.

In order to align RAN3 specifications with CT1 specifications additions need to be made over the NGAP and the F1AP. [unquote]

For convenience, an excerpt from TS23041, capturing the agreed introduction of the Test Flag is reported below:

----------------------------Excerpt from TS23.041----------------------------
9.2.16
WRITE-REPLACE-WARNING-REQUEST Request/Indication

	PARAMETER
	REFERENCE
	PRESENCE

	Message Type
	9.3.28
	M

	Message Identifier
	9.3.1
	M

	Serial-Number
	9.3.3
	M

	Repetition-Period E-UTRAN
	9.3.36
	M

	No-of-Broadcasts-Requested
	9.3.9
	M

	List of TAIs
	9.3.29
	O

	Warning Area List
	9.3.30
	O

	Extended Repetition-Period
	9.3.37
	O

	Warning-Type
	9.3.24
	O 

	Warning-Security-Information
	9.3.25
	O 

	Data Coding Scheme
	9.3.18
	O (NOTE 1)

	Warning Message Content E-UTRAN
	9.3.35
	O

	OMC ID
	9.3.31
	O

	Concurrent Warning Message Indicator
	9.3.32
	O

	Send Write-Replace-Warning-Indication
	9.3.39
	O

	Global eNB ID
	9.3.46
	O

	List of NG-RAN TAIs
	9.3.54
	O

	Warning Area List NG-RAN
	9.3.55
	O

	Warning Message Content NG-RAN
	9.3.51
	O

	Global RAN Node ID
	9.3.53
	O

	RAT Selector NG-RAN
	9.3.56
	O

	Warning Area Coordinates
	9.3.63
	O



	Test Flag
	9.3.64
	O (NOTE 2)

	NOTE1:
The Data Coding Scheme IE is not required for ETWS primary notification but it is mandatory for ETWS secondary notification and CMAS warning messages when Warning Message Content E-UTRAN IE is present.

NOTE 2:
This IE may only be included if the CBC sends the request to a PWS-IWF.


9.2.26
WRITE-REPLACE-WARNING-REQUEST-NG-RAN Request/Indication

	PARAMETER
	REFERENCE
	PRESENCE

	Message Type
	9.3.28
	M

	Message Identifier
	9.3.1
	M

	Serial-Number
	9.3.3
	M

	Repetition-Period NG-RAN
	9.3.52
	M 

	No-of-Broadcasts-Requested
	9.3.9
	M 

	RAT Selector NG-RAN
	9.3.56
	M

	List of NG-RAN TAIs
	9.3.54
	O

	Warning Area List NG-RAN
	9.3.55
	O

	Warning-Type
	9.3.24
	O 

	Warning-Security-Information
	9.3.25
	O 

	Data Coding Scheme
	9.3.18
	O (NOTE)

	Warning Message Content NG-RAN
	9.3.51
	O

	OMC ID
	9.3.31
	O

	Concurrent Warning Message Indicator
	9.3.32
	O

	Send Write-Replace-Warning-Indication
	9.3.39
	O

	Global RAN Node ID
	9.3.53
	O

	Warning Area Coordinates
	9.3.63
	O

	Test Flag
	9.3.64
	O

	NOTE:
The Data Coding Scheme IE is not required for ETWS primary notification but it is mandatory for ETWS secondary notification and CMAS warning messages when Warning Message Content NG-RAN IE is present.


----------------------------End of Excerpt from TS23.041----------------------------
In TS23.041 the Test Flag is defined as follows:

----------------------------Excerpt from TS23.041----------------------------
9.3.64
Test Flag

The Test Flag IE may be included to indicate to the NG-RAN node that the request is to be processed and responded to normally, but shall not result in broadcast over the air and shall not allocate any resources (i.e. the request cannot be cancelled).

----------------------------End of Excerpt from TS23.041----------------------------
During the online discussion it was mentioned that:

-
The purpose of the Test Flag is to run a sanity check on the infrastructure that is supposed to transport a PWS message up until the message reaches the over-the-air transmission point, but without broadcasting the message over the air. 
the infrastructure on which the delivery of PWS relies on is defined by different 3GPP WGs. It consists of a signalling route from e.g. CBC to AMF, a signalling route from AMF to RAN and a signalling route within a potentially split RAN. This is why the Test Flag solution was derived from CT1 (at stage 2) as CT1 maintains the overall system view on PWS.

- the advantage of the Test Flag is that such test procedures on the infrastructure do not consume over the air resources nor they imply the UE needs to “wake up” and check the relevant SIBs.

- (Some) operators need the Test Flag capability to check PWS availability (i.e. then need to sanity check the infrastructure supporting PWS message delivery) because their government has imposed requirements on PWS availability, especially if the government pays for the service.

- Without the Test Flag functionality, issues affecting PWS transmission may be discovered only at the time when a PWS message needs to be signalled. The latter causes to miss broadcasting of the affected PWS message, which is, in some countries, not acceptable.

-
The discussion on the usefulness/reason of the added feature should be addressed in CT1, since CT1 agreed the stage 2 CR and subsequently CT approved it and published it in TS 23.041 v17.2.0. RAN3 is asked to implement the stage 3 CRs or to recommend to CT1 clarifications that would make the specifications less ambiguous (if at all needed).

-
The wording of the text in TS23.041 could be improved.

Question 1: Is the stage 2 description in TS 23.041 clear enough? If not, what improvements could be suggested to make it clearer?

	Company
	Answer
	Comment

	Ericsson
	The text is clear
	TS23.041 is very clear in specifying the receiver´s behaviour of the Test Flag. It says that the test flag is used “to indicate to the NG-RAN node that the request is to be processed and responded to normally, but shall not result in broadcast over the air and shall not allocate any resources”, hence there seems to be no clear missing parts to this description. 

Perhaps the text may be improved with a description of what could be deduced at system level if the PWS Write Replace Warning message including the Test Flag fails/succeeds to be delivered.  A rewording example could be as follows:

The Test Flag IE may be included to indicate to the NG-RAN node that the request is to be processed and responded to normally, but shall not result in broadcast over the air and shall not allocate any resources (i.e. the request cannot be cancelled). If the procedure associated with the Test Flag results into a failure, the management system may use this information to trouble shoot the issue causing the failure and allow for successful future delivery of PWS messages.


	One2many
	Text is clear, but …
	The red text may clarify the RAN node behaviour:

If the Test Flag IE is included in the WRITE-REPLACE WARNING REQUEST message, the NG-RAN node shall process the message as a normal message, i.e, populate the Broadcast Completed Area List IE with the cell IDs of all cells that are available for broadcast, but it shall not result in broadcast over the air or in allocation of any over the air resources (i.e., it is not possible to cancel the message).

	Nokia
	Not clear
	It is not clear what “process the message as a normal message” means, particularly when the sentence goes on to state “shall not result in…” and lists everything associated with processing the message as a normal WRWReq.

Regarding the red text:

· it does not seem possible to infer it from the CT1 text

· it is not clear what “available for broadcast” means

· the usage of the Broadcast Completed Area List IE in this manner does not seem backwards compatible, since the gNB in this case is not being asked to broadcast anything (so how can gNB declare that broadcast has been completed in any of its cells?)

	ZTE
	Not clear
	The issues raised by Nokia should be clarified.

	Ericsson
	Reply to Nokia
	In light of the comments from Nokia, a good clarification to the text from CT1could be the following:

If the Test Flag IE is included in the WRITE-REPLACE WARNING REQUEST message, the NG-RAN node shall process the message as a normal message, i.e, and populate the Broadcast Completed Area List IE with the cell IDs of all cells that are available for broadcast, but it shall not result in broadcast it over the air or in allocation of allocate any over the air resources for its transmission (i.e., it is not possible to cancel the message).
In the text above the ambiguity associated to “process the message as a normal message” has been removed and the functionality has been explained in more details. 

The test flag functionality is new, it is not a correction. Hence the use of e.g. the Broadcast Completed Area List IE will be new if the Text Flag IE is supported. 

Yet, the addition of the Test Flag IE is backwards compatible because RAN nodes that do not support it can handle the Write Replace Warning Request as per legacy descriptions. 

Another approach could be to make the Test Flag criticality “reject”. In these cases a node that does not support the text flag functionality will simply reject the procedure.

	Huawei
	Not clear
	Agree with Nokia about these issues.

And furthermore, why we has to use a successful response? Note that we have already defined many abnormal cases in which the NG-RAN node does not need to broadcast over the radio in section 8.9.1.4 TS38413, with this in mind, the AMF can do the “test” via reusing existing abnormal cases without add any new IE over NGAP, and based on the failure response, the AMF is able to know that the NG-RAN is able to handle the message, and the signaling path is available. 

To E///, it is quite confused…. if as you said “The test flag functionality is new, it is not a correction.”, why the CRs are submitted as Cat F?


Conclusion:

2 companies believe that the description in TS23.041 should be clarified.

2 companies believe that the text in TS23.41 is clear, but provide clarifications in reply to the comments raised with respect to TS23.041. 
The following text has been proposed as a possible clarification of TS.23.041:

If the Test Flag IE is included in the WRITE-REPLACE WARNING REQUEST message, the NG-RAN node shall process the message as a normal message, i.e, and populate the Broadcast Completed Area List IE with the cell IDs of all cells that are available for broadcast, but it shall not result in broadcast it over the air or in allocation of allocate any over the air resources for its transmission (i.e., it is not possible to cancel the message).
It is proposed to send an LS to CT1 and to suggest the text above as clarification.
Question 2: Should an LS be sent to CT1 to recommend clarifications to their specification in TS23.041?

	Company
	Answer
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Not necessarily
	We do not think there is an immediate need for an LS. However, if RAN3 agrees that the text in TS23.041 needs to be improved an LS can be triggered.

	One2many
	Not necessarily
	We do not think there is an immediate need for an LS. However, if RAN3 agrees that the text in TS23.041 needs to be improved an LS can be triggered.

	Nokia
	No
	CT1 has not sent RAN3 an LS requesting any action.

	ZTE
	No
	Agree with Nokia.

	Ericsson
	Reply to Nokia and ZTE
	The point raised by Nokia and ZTE is that it seems not clear how to interpret the text in TS23.041. If RAN3 finds TS23.041 unclear, this is a good reason to send an LS to CT1 and clarify the functionality description.

If RAN3 does not want to communicate to CT1, this implies that the Stage 2 description is clear. RAN3 should then simply implement the Stage 3 corresponding to Stage 2, otherwise Stage 2 and Stage 3 will be inconsistent.

	Huawei
	No
	


Conclusion:

2 companies do not see the need to send an LS to CT1 because they find the text in TS23.041 clear enough. However, these companies are open to send an LS to CT1.

2 companies claim that the text in TS23.041 is not clear but believe that an LS to CT1 is not needed.

[Moderator´s comment: If RAN3 believes that Stage 2 descriptions need to be clarified, then RAN3 should send an LS to the WG of competence. Refusing to send an LS implies that there is no issue with the Stage 2 description and that Stage 3 can be supported accordingly] 
Proposal: 
It is proposed to either send an LS to CT1 in order to clarify what the text in TS23.041 means or to accept the stage 2 description in TS23.041 and approve the Stage 3 CRs a in R3-215921 and R3-215922
4 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed
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