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1   Introduction
Due to the LS C1-142485, CT1 has discussed addition of the same optional category IE in WRWR message to support priority indication of emergency alerts for delivery via LTE access network as this could make the message priority treatment possible regardless of specific radio access network type used to deliver the messages. 

In this contribution, the situations for ETWS and CMAS/CMAS-like warning services are discussed and some proposals are given. 

2   Discussion

2.1   ETWS
For ETWS, according to the specification [2], it is an example of ETWS where one message at a time can be delivered over the radio. Meanwhile, in the light of the specification [3], if Concurrent Warning Message Indicator is not included in the Write-Replace Warning Message Request, the eNB shall immediately replace the existing broadcast message with the newer one. Hence, the priority indication in the WRWR is not needed.

Observation 1: The category IE which indicates the priority of the alert message is not needed for ETWS in LTE.

2.2   CMAS/CMAS-like warning services
For CMAS and CMAS-like warning services (e.g. KPAS and EU-Alert), according to the specification [3], if there is a warning broadcast message already ongoing and the CWM Indicator is included in the Write-Replace warning Message Request, the eNB doesn’t stop existing broadcast message but start broadcasting the new message concurrently. So it means that even if the priority indicator is added to the WRWR, the eNB shall not stop the ongoing CMAS but only send the new CMAS concurrently. Considering the minimum period of SIB12 is 80ms, and the maximum size of a SIB is 1736 bits (217 bytes) when using DCI format 1C or 2216 bits (277 bytes), it seems that the capacity is sufficient for new CMAS messages to be sent concurrently. 

Observation 2: The category IE which indicates the priority of the alert message is not needed for CMAS and CMAS-like warning service in LTE.

Therefore, we propose,

Proposal 1: the category IE which indicates the priority of the alert message is not needed for PWS in LTE.

3   Conclusion
In this contribution, we analyse the ETWS and CMAS cases separately and give some observations and proposal as following,

Observation 1: The category IE which indicates the priority of the alert message is not needed for ETWS in LTE.

Observation 2: The category IE which indicates the priority of the alert message is not needed for CMAS in LTE.

Proposal 1: the category IE which indicates the priority of the alert message is not needed for PWS in LTE.
A corresponding draft response LS is provided in [4].
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