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1
Opening of the Meeting

Francois Courau, chairman of ETSI TC MSG, opened the meeting at 9:00 on Monday 23rd. He gave the floor to Michele Zarri, from TMobile, who welcomed the participants and explained the meeting arrangements on behalf of the European Friends of 3GPP.

2
Reminder for IPR declaration

The chairman reminded the delegates of the obligation of ETSI members to declare any IPR they might be aware of and related to the work of the committee, and kindly asked to take the necessary actions.

The attention of the members of this Technical Body is drawn to the fact that ETSI Members shall use reasonable endeavours under clause 4.1 of the ETSI IPR Policy, Annex 6 of the Rules of Procedure, to inform ETSI of Essential IPRs in a timely fashion. This section covers the obligation to notify its own IPRs but also other companies’ IPRs.

The members take note that they are hereby invited:

· to investigate in their company whether their company does own IPRs which are, or are likely to become Essential in respect of the work of the Technical Body,

· to notify to the Chairman or to the ETSI Director-General all potential IPRs that their company may own, by means of the IPR Information Statement and the Licensing Declaration forms that they can obtain from the ETSI Technical Officer or http://www.etsi.org/legal/IPR_database/IPRforms-V4.doc."

Members are encouraged to make general IPR undertakings/declarations that they will make licenses available for all their IPRs under FRAND terms and conditions related to a specific standardization area and then, as soon as feasible, provide (or refine) detailed disclosures.

3
Review of the Results of the activities in the different groups

3.1
3GPP SA WG1

M-06-008
3GPP TR 22.967v1.2.2, Transferring of Emergency Call Data (S1-060017)
3GPP SA1

Michele Zarri (SA WG1 Chairman) presented this TR

Michele clarified that this version is the outcome of email discussions and has not yet been officially endorsed by 3GPP SA WG1.

Michele explained that, in his view, the choice of the technology for the transport could be done here, in MSG, and then the details would be solved by 3GPP SA2 and CT groups.
Steven Hayes, chairman of TSG SA, observed that in this particular case it would be preferable to spend more time defining the requirements before asking SA WG2 to study the architecture. This group is heavily loaded and it will take it long time to process the work.

John Watson, Vodafone, noted that there is an ISO specification, apparently being used by car manufacturers, with an MSD size of 28 bytes. He asked what is the byte size that 3GPP has to consider. The chairman clarified that the byte size discussion was held and solved in the first eCall meeting; the eCall Driving Group provided the 140 bytes figure.
Thomas Form (ACEA), explained that the only information ACEA had for the MSD is the ISO specification. If ETSI has a different specification, it would be most welcomed to pass it to ACEA as soon as possible.
John Watson warned that a proper study of the impact and the cost to all involved parties (mobile operators, PSAPs, car manufacturers, etc) should be done before starting the study of the technical solutions. TeliaSonera supported this view. John remarked that the commercial aspects are paramount in this issue, the discussion on the requirements and solutions cannot be separated from commercial aspects.
Rasmus Lindholdm (eCall DG) reminded that the DG has a number of Working Groups, with one focused on the Business Case.

Jan Malestein (PSAP representative) noted that the PSAPs are not approaching eCall looking at cost only, but rather at cost effectiveness. Their priority is a robust solution. It is expected that, this being a public service, funding will be provided by the states.
3.2
eCall Driving Group
M-06-010
Status Report (eCall DG)
Rasmus Lindholm (eCall DG) presented this report

Rasmus clarified that the expectation is to have the transport mechanism decided by June 2006. Ian Harris (RIM) observed that this deadline is unlikely to be met, given the number of open points and the objections raised by network operators. 
John Watson remarked that operators, like car manufacturers or PSAP operators, have most interest in reducing the cost to the minimum. In this sense, the optimum solution for operators would be an inband technology that will not need to install new nodes, or upgrade existing ones. 
Enrico Scarrone (TelecomItalia) and Ulf Nilsson (TeliaSonera) also noted that the deadlines are unlikely to be met, looking at the SA WG1 meeting calendar and SA WG2 work load. 

It was clear that the issues of registration, attach, location update, which are part of the technical solution, are to be studied in SA WG2 and CT WGs.

M-06-009
Experimentation of emergency call in the GST test sites v2 (GST Rescue, Orange)
Michel Fond and Amaury Denoo (Orange) presented this document
Michel clarified that the data is encapsulated in USSD. Amaury clarified that the trials involved only the sending of information from the vehicle to the PSAP.

Michel explained that one of the conclusions is that the data should be sent to the PSAP before the call is started. The data is sent from the vehicle to the PSAP, and then the PSAP calls back the vehicle. This acts as a filtering system, in case of an accident the PSAP will accept the first call that is made by the involved car, but would reject other incoming call made, for example, by people in cars nearby. The system allows this filtering, if the PSAP wants to apply it, but does not impose it.

The general view on this was the filtering would be implemented by the PSAPs, in the same way as today, and definitely it will not be a task for operators.

John Watson reported that a patent research on this field showed some tens of entries involving the use of USSD for emergencies.

Michele Zarri observed that SA WG1 so far has not considered the possibility of having an intermediate server provider between the vehicle and the PSAP, he asked if this should be the case now.

Rasmus Lindholm clarified that it is not the case. However, in some countries there would be an intermediate centre that might filter some calls. Egil Bovim (KoKom) observed that the case of eCall shouldn't be different to what is done currently for 112 call. In the countries where there is an intermediate call centre for 112, the same centre will end the incoming eCall calls and forward them to the correct PSAP following the same procedure as 112. The data will be forwarded also, how this is implemented is out of scope of the specification in MSG and 3GPP.
Regarding the timing between the voice and data, Emilio Davila (EC) clarified that the requirement from PSAPs has always been to have a voice call to the vehicle; the data can arrive before, at the same time, or a few seconds after the call is established, there is no explicit requirement on this.

John Watson asked if there are requirements concerning the accessibility of the IVS, whether it is envisaged to retrofit these units, and whether the SIM, if used, needs to be accessible. If a SIM is used, John asked how the identity information is managed.

Jan Malstein (PSAP WG) reminded that in many European countries it is not legally allowed to place calls without a SIM. Javier Cabas (Telefonica) noted that although the presence of the SIM is legally required, the registration of the SIM is not. He noted that there are technical proposals available on how to speed up the placing of the call even if the SIM is not registered.

There was some debate on the rationale for the 4 seconds. It comes from 112 requirements in the UK. Rasmus noted that technically speaking, the requirement of the PSAPs is that the eCall call has the maximum priority in the network; the exact time in seconds is secondary. However, politically speaking, it will not be acceptable that eCall has worse performance than the 112 requirement.
3.3
GSMA Europe
M-06-006
GSME position paper on eCall (GSME)
David McDonald (GSME) presented this paper

Emilio Davila (EC) reminded of the profuse documentation and studies available showing the benefits of the eCall system. He welcomed that the network operators are supportive, and reacting with a single voice. Emilio asked operators to provide an assessment of the impact and cost of possible solutions. He reminded also of the performance document being produced in eCall DG, where contribution from operators would be most welcome.

4
Identification of potential architecture and technical solutions
M-06-003
EU PSAPs: eCall PSAP requirements (PSAPs expert group)
Jan Malestein (eCall DG) presented this document
Javier Cabas noted that the call back requirement expressed in this document is new, it hasn't been raised before in the ETSI meetings. Javier asked if the requirement could be interpreted as maintaining the communication, rather than the call centre being able to call back. Jan responded that each member state will have a different requirement on this, but in principle from a PSAP perspective it would be enough if the vehicle tries to reconnect if the call is cut.
Concerning the MSD, Rasmus Lindholm clarified that it being specified now in the eCall DG. The ISO specification that has been circulating is not the final version of the MSD. There is a Work Item for its definition in eCall DG, with two formats being discussed. At this point, the only information that can be provided to 3GPP and ETSI is that the MSD will be less than 140 bytes, but the contents and format have not been completely agreed yet. As soon as the eCall DG finishes this WI, the information will be provided to the ETSI committees.

M-06-004
In-band modem data transfer for eCall (Airbiquity)
Liang Hong (Airbiquity) presented this document
Liang explained that the modem has been tested with the Narrowband AMR, GSM Full Rate and Half Rate codecs. It has also been successfully tried with voice over IP.

The difference between this and the DTMF solution, also inband, is that Airbiquity's modem allows for error correction and repetitions. 

To Ian Harris (RIM), the best solution to the problem of eCall is one like this, an inband channel that conveys the data and the voice together. This way the impact on the network is minimized.
David Williams (Qualcomm) raised the point of the robustness of the voice channel, this will have to be checked. Also, an impartial analysis of the performance of the modem is needed.
Michele Zarri asked if the inband modem would work also with a Bluetooth phone. Liang explained that Airbiquity doesn't see this system working without an embedded system, however the modem can work over Bluetooth.
Liang explained that the 140 bytes would take around 6 seconds to be transmitted. The data rate over the air would be around 7 kpbs. Liang noted that it would be possible to transmit data and voice at the same time, the modem works as a "blank and burst" system. However, if it is used this way, the resulting data rate would be very low.
It was clarified that there is no impact on the 3GPP specifications. However, the issues of terminal behaviour (registration, loc update) remain.
M-06-005
eCall Working Group “In Vehicle Functionality (ECIV)” (ECIV)
Thomas Form (ECIV) presented this document
Regarding the MSD definition in slide 7, it was agreed that the correct size to be considered is 140 bytes. Jan Malestein noted that the wish list from the PSAPs for the information to receive is very long. Having additional information available would allow the PSAP operator to perform the secondary dispatch at the same time as the first, something that is usually done only when the first dispatch arrives to the accident. In this sense, the restriction to 140 bytes seems arbitrary, why not use 200 bytes like in the US?

The chairman observed that this is an issue of designing a system that can evolve to cope with new data. Furthermore, the system should be able to handle the evolution to Voice over IP.
5
Review of the time plan for completion of the work

Emilio Davila (EC) reported that there is a meeting scheduled for the 16 March where European Commission and PSAP representatives from all member states to discuss E112 issues. The intention is to agree on a set of requirements for eCall as well.

Considering the comments raised during the day, Emilio reminded that the view of the EC is that the system should have as little impact as possible on any stakeholder. He asked for involvement in the different Working Groups of eCall DG. In particular, the performance requirements document needs inputs from the mobile operators in order to accurately recollect the delays in different parts of the network. Also, contribution on the evolution of the networks, in particular the foreseen migration to Voice over IP, would be most welcome

Michele Zarri noted that SA WG1 shouldn't continue working on this if some requirements from the eCall DG are still missing. Rasmus observed that the requirements affecting the work in ETSI/3GPP as stable, the deliverables from eCall DG can be used already by SA WG1 if necessary. The open issues in eCall DG Working Groups don't affect the work in ETSI.
The issue of the SIM/SIMless calls is still open; some European countries mandate that SIM-less calls can be placed, whereas other countries mandate that only phones with SIM can place calls. SA WG1 will have to produce requirements for both cases. 

SA WG1 has briefly discussed the cases of a car being scrapped, or the owner changes, or it is stolen. These have impact on the identification and the management of the SIM. For the PSAPs, the identification of the owner of the car is not a priority; the interest would be to avoid malicious calls.
Another issue is the selective disabling, it should be possible to de-activate an IVS that is malfunctioning.
As a summary, a number of reasons to have a SIM were identified:
- Identification. MSD will contain vehicle identification, so it shouldn't be used as a major argument to have the SIM

- Compliance with regulations. Some European countries require that emergency calls are placed with a SIM inserted
- Possibility for the PSAP to call back. The SIM is needed to be able to call the phone in the vehicle. For this, it is also necessary to perform the Location Update procedure. 
- Ability to disable a given IVS. 
6
Any Other Business

No discussions
7
Closing of the meeting

The chairman closed the meeting at 16:30, thanking the participants for their work. A follow up MSG meeting will be scheduled before the summer, the exact date to be decided.
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