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1. Description:
In the S1AP protocol the Concurrent Warning Message Indicator IE in the WRITE-REPLACE WARNING message is applicable only to a CMAS system. This indicator can thus be used as  the means to distinguish between a CMAS and ETWS service. That such a distinction exists is stated in 36.300 [1]. The  Concurrent Warning Message Indicator is therefore an optional IE because it will not be present if the warning message is for ETWS. RAN3 believes that clarification regarding the presence of the Warning Message Indicator IE (i.e. the CBC must always include the Concurrent Warning Message Indicator IE for CMAS warning messages and never include it for ETWS messages) would be helpful by adding something to this effect in perhaps the TS 29.168 tabular semantics description.
Furthermore,  in the TS 36.413 tabular it specifies that the Number of Broadcasts Requested IE in the WRITE-REPLACE WARNING message indicates the number of times the warning message is to be broadcast. The range for the Number of Broadcast as occurs in 36.413 is as follows: 

9.2.1.49
Number of Broadcasts Requested

The Number of Broadcast Requested IE indicates the number of times a message is to be broadcast.

	IE/Group Name
	Presence
	Range
	IE Type and Reference
	Semantics Description

	Number of Broadcasts Requested
	M
	
	INTEGER (0..65535)
	


For CMAS, a value “0” indicates to the eNB that the warning is to be broadcast indefinitely, i.e. until requested otherwise to stop broadcasting. But for the ETWS [2] system a value “0” is not considered valid by the eNB and an eNB reception of it would not result in broadcast of the received warning and further would cause a error resulting in a criticality diagnostics IE returned. The 36.413 specification regarding this is as follows:  
8.12.1.3
Abnormal Conditions

If the Concurrent Warning Message Indicator IE is not present, and if a value "0" is received in the Number of Broadcast Requested IE, the eNB shall not broadcast the received warning message.
Now the reference for the Number of Broadcast IE in 29.168 references 36.413. But  it is not currently specified anywhere that  a value of  “0” should not be sent for ETWS. Neither the MME nor eNB sets the Number of Broadcast Requested value and therefore RAN3 wonders if section 9.3.9 of 23.041 (or in 29.168) might be an appropriate place to add something to the effect that a  value "0" shall not be used for the Number of Broadcasts Requested IE for ETWS, though TS 23.041 does not explicitly mention it applies to LTE.  So perhaps in the TS 29.168 tabular semantics description this could also be added, or even in both specifications.
2. ACTION
to CT4: RAN3 kindly asks CT4 to consider making explicit the following two details in an appropriate specification or specifications and provide their feedback regarding them:
1) Indicate that the Concurrent Warning Message Indicator can be used as the means to distinguish between a CMAS and ETWS service.
2) Indicate that for ETWS a value "0" shall not be used for the Number of Broadcasts Requested IE. 
to CT1: RAN3 kindly asks CT1 feedback on the applicability of LTE  in 23.041.
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