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1
Introduction
At RAN3#79bis RAN3 received the LS [1]. RAN3 sent a response to question 1 but postponed the response to question 2 to RAN3#80 which is discussed in this paper.
2
Discussion
The question from CT4 addressed in this paper is: 

“Question-2: CT4 would like to know if RAN3 or CT1 would see the approach to add an Additional Warning Area List IE as a protocol extension parameter as a protocol enhancement.”

The LS also explains how that the Additional Warning Area List IE does not provide any new functionality.
“For example, when the Warning Area consists of Tracking Areas and a number of cells, the Warning Area List IE would be populated with the List of Tracking Area IDs and the Additional Warning Area List IE would be populated with the List of Cell IDs (or vice versa). The CBC will have to be configured whether the PLMN supports the Additional Warning Area IE. In the cases where this is not supported, the CBC will have to populate the Warning Area List with a Cell-ID List only or send two separate messages.”
Observation 1: From the information in the LS CT4 indicates that the additional warning area list IE does not add any new functionality but is an optimization.
It is claimed that the upgrade can be performed in a backwards compatible way. Our understanding is that in order to achieve backwards compatibility the extension has to be added with criticality set to ignore. Assume that the MME and CBC supports the version of the protocol where the extension is added but the eNB is of an older release and does not recognize the IE/IE group. From section 10 in [2] it follows that the receiver will handle this as an abstract syntax error according to the following text from 10.3.4.2 [2]:
“If a message initiating a procedure is received containing one or more IEs/IE groups marked with “Ignore IE” which the receiving node does not comprehend, the receiving node shall ignore the content of the not comprehended IEs/IE groups and continue with the procedure as if the not comprehended IEs/IE groups were not received using the understood IEs/IE groups.”
Observation 2: An eNB which cannot interpret the extension ignores the content and continues as if the information was not received.
The MME receives which cells have been started though and if propagated to the CBC the CBC becomes aware that the cells in the extension part of the message have not started the broadcast. In order to get this functionality reliable the complete network needs to be upgraded to support the new Additional Warning Area List IE hence the change can be implemented in a backwards compatible way protocol wise but in reality a network upgrade is necessary.

Observation 3: Addition of an Additional Warning Area List IE is not beneficial because of the need to upgrade the complete network before the CBC activates the new functionality.
When taking observation 1 and observation 3 into account and making a cost versus gain analysis our conclusion is that the cost for the additional warning list IE is a network upgrade and the gain is at best a small reduction in signalling over S1 which does not motivate introduction of the Additional Warning Area List.

Conclusion: The Additional Warning Area List does not provide any significant gain and is likely to require an upgrade of all eNBs in the network.

3
Summary and Proposal

We propose RAN3 to take the conclusion above into account and agree the proposed response LS in [3].
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