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1. Introduction
[bookmark: _Toc510607461]CEN TC 278 WG 15 has sent an LS to TSG SA and CT [1] concerning aligning eCall over IMS (referred to by CEN as NG eCall and IMS-eCall) with CEN specifications. The LS points out the following:
(1) “CEN/TC 278/WG 15 has developed multiple standards related to eCall and IMS-eCall” and “Those standards are based on existing specifications from 3GPP”.
(2) “On 6 February 2024, a new Delegated EU Regulation for PSAPs was adopted” (for support of IMS-eCall). “Besides other requirements, it requires PSAPs to support CEN/TS 17184:2022 (and the subsequent version EN 17184) and CEN/TS 17240:2018 (and the subsequent version EN 17240) from 2026 onwards.”
(3) “On 14 February 2024, a new Delegated EU Regulation for vehicles and in-vehicle eCall systems (IVS) was adopted” (for support of IMS-eCall).” “Besides other requirements, it requires in-vehicle eCall systems to support CEN/TS 17184:2022 and CEN/TS 17240:2018 from 2026 onwards.”
(4) “The latest revision of CEN/TS 17184:2022 contains HLAP requirements that mostly align with 3GPP and ETSI specifications (e.g. 3GPP TS 23.167, 3GPP TS 24.229, ETSI TS 123 167 and ETSI TS 124 229), but with some differences in IVS behaviour that would result in different NG eCall support by a 3GPP/ETSI compliant IVS versus a CEN compliant IVS.”[footnoteRef:1] [1:  CEN specifications allow for 3GPP compliance as an option where there are differences in IVS requirements. But the evaluation in the LS shows that for some differences, the CEN requirements would result in more reliable eCall over IMS service.] 

(5) Regarding “Differences between 3GPP/ETSI and CEN HLAP Requirements”, nine cases (labelled 1 through 9) are identified and described in terms of their justification for alignment, leading to a conclusion that “CEN/TC 278/WG 15 considers that 3GPP alignment for cases 1 to 5 above is needed and asks 3GPP to provide alignment prior to when the Delegated EU Regulations are expected to become effective (1 January 2026). For cases 6 to 9 above, CEN/TC 278/WG 15 considers that 3GPP alignment would provide improved support for some use cases and asks 3GPP to take this into account when determining whether, when and how to provide alignment”.
Given the imminent EU mandate that cites CEN specifications and not 3GPP or ETSI specifications (see (2) and (3) above), the differences between CEN and 3GPP (see (4) above) and the justification provided in the LS (see (5) above) for aligning cases 1 to 5, it is considered that 3GPP alignment for cases 1 to 5 is needed. For the remaining cases 6 to 9, where alignment is at the discretion of 3GPP, it is considered that some evaluation is needed over whether to provide alignment. 
It is noted that the CEN LS in [1] refers to the latest published versions of CEN/TS 17184:2022 and CEN/TS 17240:2018 at the time the LS was sent. However, both specifications are being revised to ENs which should be published later in 2024 and are likely to be used to determine compliance to the EU regulations. Therefore, the excerpts quoted below from CEN/TS 17184:2022 are taken from the latest EN revision of this which should be published by the time any changes are made in 3GPP.
2. Stage 2 versus Stage 3 Alignment 
Alignment in Release 19 with CEN should fit the start of deployment in 2026 but a TEI19 WI in SA2 may not be possible due to the freeze of stage 2 for Release 19 in December 2024. However, CT1 is not subject to a stage 3 freeze for Release 19 until September 2025, so stage 3 alignment could be possible in CT1 using a new Rel-19 WI. If CT1 were to make alignment changes for stage 3, SA2 could later make corresponding stage 2 changes using category F CRs. This is a matter for SA to decide. But assuming that this is acceptable to SA, CT1 might go ahead with stage 3 alignment in Rel-19 as described below.
3. Stage 3 alignment for CEN cases 1 to 5
3.1 Case 1
CEN states the following for Case 1 in [1]. 
	1. CEN has different requirements for a test NG eCall, because it shall include MSD transfer while using IMS over packet switched networks (see CEN/TS 17184:2022 § 7.3.2).
According to the CEN requirements a test NG eCall shall include the MSD transfer but corresponding 3GPP procedures and signalling are currently not defined.
Justification for 3GPP alignment with CEN: test eCalls are an important instrument to support the vehicle type-approval tests, where a test lab needs to verify compliance of the IVS with the CEN standards, without interfering with PSAP emergency services. Especially after vehicle crash tests and sled tests, test eCalls to a dedicated PSAP test point are currently used for the CS-based eCall type-approval and MSD verification is part of the defined test procedure (see EU Regulation 2017/79 Annex I and II).



The requirements for a test NG eCall referenced in CEN/TS 17184:2022 § 7.3.2 [2] are as follows.
	7.3.2 Activation of a test eCall 
The in-vehicle system shall provide a way to activate a test eCall, for example by simulating the eCall triggering event, in order to test the IVS. 
[deleted]
Almost all requirements of manual and automatic eCalls, which are not specific to an emergency call (e.g. support of MSD transfer, voice communication, callback, MSD updates, eCall-only mode and HLAP timers) also apply for test eCalls. The major differences are listed below: 
1. Test eCalls shall use a regular IMS call (not IMS emergency call) to a non-emergency or any other service URN and shall not mimic an emergency services call from the (signalling) perspective of a PLMN. 
2. Test eCalls are not allowed in limited service conditions. 
3. Test eCalls shall contain an MSD, where the test bit is set according to EN 15722 (except for tests specifically agreed with a PSAP). 
[deleted]



While a test eCall is not an emergency call (i.e. not an eCall over IMS), most signalling requirements for an eCall over IMS remain applicable. UE requirements for a test eCall could thus be added in TS 24.229 [2] (as part of clause 5.1.6.11) and could incorporate current requirements (in clause 5.1.6.11) for call establishment and transfer of updated MSD.
Observation 1:	Alignment for CEN Case 1 can be added in the eCall clause 5.1.6.11 in TS 24.229.
3.2 Case 2
CEN states the following for Case 2 in [1]. 
	2. CEN has different requirements for transfer of an updated MSD during a PSAP callback while using IMS over packet switched networks (see CEN/TS 17184:2022 § 7.7.3 and 7.11). 
According to the CEN requirements a PSAP shall be able to request MSD updates during a PSAP callback and the IVS shall transfer MSD updates accordingly but corresponding 3GPP procedures and signalling are currently not defined. 
Justification for 3GPP alignment with CEN: without alignment, the NG eCall would not provide an equivalent set of features compared to CS-based eCall where a PSAP can retrieve the MSD for a callback. The alignment would enable a PSAP to retrieve updated MSD when calling back an IVS.



The requirements for transfer of an updated MSD during a PSAP callback in CEN/TS CEN/TS 17184:2022 § 7.7.3 [2] are as follows.
	7.7.3 After session clear-down 
In the event that the PSAP operator decides that he/she requires that a new/updated version of the MSD is sent/re-sent by the IVS responsible for the eCall system to the PSAP after call clear-down, he/she shall first call back the IVS as described in 7.11. 
NOTE The eCall using IMS over packet switched networks solution currently defined in ETSI TS 122 101, ETSI TS 123 167 and IETF RFC 8147 does not support authentication by an IVS that an incoming call is from a PSAP and consequently use of the procedures defined in 7.7.2 to enable a PSAP operator to obtain an updated MSD from an IVS as part of callback from the PSAP might not be supported by the IVS.  



The CEN requirements can be supported by making current requirements in TS 24.229 clause 5.1.6.11.3 [2] for transfer of an updated MSD applicable also to a PSAP callback. An indication to a UE that an incoming call is from a PSAP is already supported in TS 24.229 [2] using a Priority header field, although it is noted in TS 24.229 clause 5.1.2A.2 that “The UE is not aware whether a trust domain for the Priority header field exists in the operator's network”. This might be resolved by making provision of updated MSD for an incoming call from a PSAP contingent on a preceding eCall over IMS from the UE (e.g. occurring within the previous 12 hours).
Observation 2:	Alignment for CEN Case 2 can be added in the eCall clause 5.1.6.11 in TS 24.229, with an additional contingency on a recent previous eCall over IMS.
3.3 Case 3
CEN states the following for Case 3 in [1]. 
	3. CEN has different requirements for an event where the IVS receives a SIP response code of the form 4xx/6xx containing a positive MSD ACK while using IMS over packet switched networks (see CEN/TS 17184:2022 § 7.4.5, 7.6.2 and 7.13.3.3). 
According to the CEN requirements the IVS shall remain registered (if not in limited service state) and shall wait for a potential PSAP callback, while the 3GPP requirements require the IVS to immediately retry the eCall in the CS domain if available or over another PS RAT or PLMN. 
Justification for 3GPP alignment with CEN: alignment would avoid unnecessary additional eCall attempts to PSAPs who may be busy (which may worsen any PSAP congestion situation) and allow a PSAP to call back the IVS when a PSAP operator is available. If the IVS reattempts the eCall in the CS or PS domain, it is not ensured that the new call attempt would be handled by the same PSAP and it is possible that a call back from the original PSAP would then fail due to the IVS being engaged in the eCall reattempt.



The requirements for a SIP response code of the form 4xx/6xx containing a positive MSD ACK in CEN/TS CEN/TS 17184:2022 § 7.4.8 [2][footnoteRef:2] are as follows. [2:  The reference to clause 7.4.5 in the LS seems to be a mistake and should have been to clause 7.4.8.] 

	7.4.8 Call rejection 
If the IVS does not receive a 200 (OK) response to its INVITE the call is considered to be rejected by the PSAP.
If the IVS receives a final response with a SIP response code of the form 6xx (e.g. 600 – Busy Everywhere) or 4xx (e.g. 486 – Busy Here) containing an ACK for the MSD indicating successful receipt and decoding of the MSD by the PSAP, then the IVS shall consider transfer of the MSD to be successful (since the PSAP has indicated successful receipt and decoding of the MSD) and, unless in limited service state, shall remain registered in the mobile network and shall wait for a PSAP operator to call back the IVS (see 7.11). 
[deleted]



The CEN requirement above can be supported by changing the requirements in TS 24.229 clause 5.1.6.11.2 [2] to treat a 4xx or 6xx response to an INVITE, not in limited service state, that has a positive acknowledgment for the MSD as being equivalent to a successful eCall that is now released. 
Observation 3:	Alignment for CEN Case 3 can be added in the eCall clause 5.1.6.11.2 in TS 24.229.
3.4 Case 4
CEN states the following for Case 4 in [1]. 
	4. CEN has different requirements for an event where the IVS receives a SIP 200 OK response containing a negative MSD ACK while using IMS over packet switched networks (see CEN/TS 17184:2022 § 7.6.3). 
According to the CEN requirements the IVS shall continue the NG eCall, but shall not resend the MSD, unless requested by the PSAP, while the 3GPP requirements require the IVS to immediately attempt to send the MSD using the in-band modem. 
Justification for 3GPP alignment with CEN: alignment would avoid in-band modem signals to a PSAP that supports NG eCall but not inband eCall, which may disturb voice communication (e.g. see case 5 below). The negative MSD ACK implies that the PSAP is NG eCall capable and could thus request MSD later using SIP rather than inband signalling.



The requirements for a SIP 200 OK response containing a negative MSD ACK in CEN/TS CEN/TS 17184:2022 § 7.6.3 [2] are as follows.
	7.6.3 Unsuccessful receipt by the PSAP of initial MSD 
If the MSD check fails (no MSD or data are corrupt or incomprehensible) the PSAP shall send a negative application layer acknowledgement to the IVS indicating that the format check was unsuccessful. 
[deleted]
The IVS responsible for the eCall system shall not attempt to re-send the MSD after it has received a negative application layer acknowledgement. The PSAP may, during the call, request a new/updated MSD at any time within the defined limits (see 7.7). 
[deleted]



The CEN requirement above can be supported by changing the requirements in TS 24.229 clause 5.1.6.11.2 [2] to treat a SIP 200 OK response containing a negative MSD ACK as an indication that the MSD should not be resent using the in-band modem.
Observation 4:	Alignment for CEN Case 4 can be added in the eCall clause 5.1.6.11.2 in TS 24.229.
3.5 Case 5
CEN states the following for Case 5 in [1]. 
	5. CEN has different requirements for support of MSD reception by a PSAP using in-band modem over packet switched networks (see CEN/TS 17184:2022 § 7.8). 
According to the CEN requirements the inband MSD reception over packet switched networks is an optional feature for a PSAP that supports eCall over IMS where the PSAP only instigates the MSD transfer if it supports the inband feature. The 3GPP requirements assume that a PSAP supporting eCall over IMS always supports inband MSD reception over packet switched networks (see 3GPP TS 24.229 § 4.7.6) and allow the IVS to instigate sending of the MSD using the in-band modem. 
Justification for 3GPP alignment with CEN: alignment would modify the assumptions related to mandatory and optional PSAP features in 3GPP TS 24.229 § 4.7.6.



The requirements for a SIP 200 OK response containing a negative MSD ACK in CEN/TS CEN/TS 17184:2022 § 7.6.3 [2] are as follows.
	7.8 MSD transfer using in-band modem (optional)
The IVS may optionally support the in-band transfer of the MSD using a modem similar to the transfer in circuit switched networks. The in-band MSD transfer shall only be requested by the PSAP when it detects that the incoming call is an eCall. The PSAP system may or may not offer this feature (it is optional).
[deleted]
NOTE 2 According to ETSI TS 124 229 clause 4.7.6 "A PSAP supporting eCall over IMS supports: (...) receipt of the MSD using audio media stream encoded as described in 3GPP TS 26.267 (…) the ability to request an updated MSD using audio media stream encoded as described in 3GPP TS 26.267 (...)"
In a situation where the eCall is connected, but the MSD was not embedded in the SIP INVITE, the PSAP can initiate an in-band modem transfer, provided that this feature is enabled in the PSAP system. 
[deleted]



The CEN requirement above can be supported by rewording the PSAP assumptions in TS 24.229 clause 4.7.6 [2].
Observation 5:	Alignment for CEN Case 5 can be added in clause 4.7.6 in TS 24.229.
4. CEN cases 6 to 9
4.1 Case 6
CEN states the following for Case 6 in [1]. 
	6. CEN has different requirements and procedures for an event where the eCall support flag (ECL) is not set at the moment an eCall is triggered (see CEN/TS 17184:2022 § 7.13.1.2). 
According to the CEN requirements the IVS shall set up an IMS emergency voice call (without MSD transfer and without use of eCall URNs), while the 3GPP requirements require the IVS to include an eCall URN in the SIP INVITE but no MSD and to attempt to transfer the MSD using the in-band modem after the eCall is established. 
Justification for 3GPP alignment with CEN: if the PLMN does not support NG eCall (e.g. does not support NG eCall URNs) or if no PSAP supporting NG eCall is available, the eCall would probably be routed to a PSAP that supports emergency calls but not eCall. An attempt to transfer MSD using the in-band modem would then fail and could disturb the voice path. If a PLMN does support NG eCall and if a PSAP is available that supports the inband version of eCall but not NG eCall, the 3GPP requirement may be more suitable.



The non-alignment for case 6 is based on different assumptions for IMS over eCall capability in a PLMN. If a PLMN is IMS over eCall capable, then the only circumstance in which the eCall support flag would not be set in a cell is where there is not at least one eCall over IMS capable PSAP to which an eCall over IMS can be routed. Since the CS in-band version of eCall will continue to be used by legacy IVS deployed before the new EU mandate and will thus continue to require support from CS in-band capable PSAPs, it is a safe assumption that an eCall over IMS could be routed by an eCall over IMS capable PLMN to such a PSAP as currently supported in 3GPP stage 2 (TS 23.167 [3]) and stage 3 (TS 24.229 [2]). The MSD can then be delivered to the PSAP in-band. With the CEN requirement, there is almost no possibility to deliver the MSD. The CEN requirement, as noted in the LS, assumes that the PLMN has not set the eCall support flag because it does not support eCall over IMS. This seems a pessimistic assumption as there will be pressure on PLMNs to support eCall over IMS in order to justify complete phase out of 2G/3G support, which must otherwise be minimally retained to continue to support the CS in-band version of eCall. 3GPP alignment with CEN is thus seen as not needed for this case. This could be reviewed later in case there are PLMNs that do not support eCall over IMS after the EU mandate has started.
Observation 6:	Alignment for CEN Case 6 does not seem needed at the current time. This observation can be reviewed again later. 
4.2 Case 7
CEN states the following for Case 7 in [1]. 
	7. CEN has different requirements for an event where the eCall support flag (ECL) is set at the moment an eCall is triggered but where the IVS later receives a SIP 200 OK response not containing a positive or negative MSD ACK while using IMS over packet switched networks (see CEN/TS 17184:2022 § 7.6.4). 
According to the CEN requirements the IVS shall continue the NG eCall as a normal IMS emergency voice call, but shall not resend the MSD, while the 3GPP requirements require the IVS to immediately attempt to send the MSD using the in-band modem.
Justification for 3GPP alignment with CEN: same as Case 6



The non-alignment for case 7 is based on similar assumptions to those for case 6. Since the eCall support flag (ECL) is set in case 7, the PLMN must be eCall over IMS capable, meaning that receipt by an IVS of a SIP 200 OK response not containing a positive or negative MSD ACK would imply that an eCall over IMS capable PSAP was not available and that the PLMN has probably routed the eCall to a CS in-band eCall capable PSAP based on the eCall sos service URN in the SIP INVITE. In that case, the current 3GPP requirement to resend the MSD in-band is appropriate. CEN, however, assumes that even though the PLMN is eCall over IMS capable, the eCall may have been routed to a PSAP that does not support CS in-band eCall. This assumption does not appear likely while CS in-band capable PSAPs remain to support legacy IVS. Therefore, as in case 6, 3GPP alignment with CEN is seen as not needed. This could also be reviewed again later.
Observation 7:	Alignment for CEN Case 7 does not seem needed at the current time. This observation can be reviewed again later. 
4.3 Case 8
CEN states the following for Case 8 in [1]. 
	8. CEN has different requirements for an event where an eCall fails completely while using IMS over packet switched networks (see CEN/TS 17184:2022 § 7.4.8). 
According to the CEN requirements the IVS shall try to reattempt the NG eCall for a period of up to 2 minutes, while the 3GPP requirements require the IVS to immediately retry the eCall in the CS domain if available or over another PS RAT or PLMN. 
Justification for 3GPP alignment with CEN: CEN/TS 17184:2022 does not include support for eCall using the CS domain, which is included instead in CEN EN 17905. When the CS domain is absent (e.g. 2G/3G support has been phased out), the CEN/TS 17184:2022 requirement is similar to 3GPP but additionally ensures that the IVS will keep trying to establish an eCall for up to 2 minutes. When the CS domain is present, CEN/TC 278/WG 15 agrees that the 3GPP requirement is valid. 3GPP alignment with CEN in this case can then just include the 2 minutes retry requirement.



The non-alignment for case 8 seems fairly minor. 3GPP spec.s do not mandate that an IVS keep retrying on the same PLMN and RAT, but do mandate a retry using CS if available and allow a retry using a different PS RAT for the same PLMN. Additionally, implementations are free to retry an eCall on a different PLMN and even to retry on the same PS RAT in the same PLMN. Alignment for this case thus does not seem needed and can be left to implementation.
Observation 8:	Alignment for CEN Case 8 does not seem needed and can be left to implementation. 
4.4 Case 9
CEN states the following for Case 9 in [1]. 
	9. CEN has different requirements for an event where an eCall drops after successful call establishment (200 OK) but where there was no positive MSD ACK (either in a 200 OK or inband) while using IMS over packet switched networks (see CEN/TS 17184:2022 § 7.13.4.2). 
According to the CEN requirements the IVS shall try to reattempt the NG eCall for a period of up to 2 minutes, while the 3GPP requirements assume the eCall was successful and do not require the IVS to retry the eCall. 
Justification for 3GPP alignment with CEN: alignment would increase the probability of successful transfer of the MSD. As a PSAP can call back the IVS (if not in limited service state) and request MSD (if there is alignment for case 2), CEN/TC 278/WG 15 agrees that alignment for this case seems less essential.



As noted by CEN, case 9 does not seem significant for a UE in normal state where the PSAP would receive a GPSI (e.g. MSISDN) and could call back the UE.  Reattempting an eCall over IMS then by the UE could even prevent a successful callback from the PSAP. For a UE in limited service state, the usefulness of a retry would probably depend on the duration of the initial eCall up until the call dropped. For a short duration (e.g. less than 1 minute), a retry could be useful as that would provide another opportunity to successfully send the MSD as well as allow a PSAP operator to obtain more information from the vehicle occupant(s). For a longer duration (e.g. more than 1 minute), the PSAP operator might have already obtained all necessary information from the vehicle occupants (if able to talk) and a retry then might only add more call burden to the PSAP. This aspect could be left to implementation and it is not proposed here to change 3GPP spec.s.
Observation 9:	Alignment for CEN Case 9 is not needed for an IVS in normal state and can be left to implementation for an IVS in limited service state.  
5. Conclusions
The following observations have been made.
Observation 1:	Alignment for CEN Case 1 can be added in the eCall clause 5.1.6.11 in TS 24.229.
Observation 2:	Alignment for CEN Case 2 can be added in the eCall clause 5.1.6.11 in TS 24.229, possibly with an additional contingency on a recent previous eCall over IMS.
Observation 3:	Alignment for CEN Case 3 can be added in the eCall clause 5.1.6.11.2 in TS 24.229.
Observation 4:	Alignment for CEN Case 4 can be added in the eCall clause 5.1.6.11.2 in TS 24.229.
Observation 5:	Alignment for CEN Case 5 can be added in clause 4.7.6 in TS 24.229.
Observation 6:	Alignment for CEN Case 6 does not seem needed at the current time. This observation can be reviewed again later. 
Observation 7:	Alignment for CEN Case 7 does not seem needed at the current time. This observation can be reviewed again later. 
Observation 8:	Alignment for CEN
Observation 9:	Alignment for CEN Case 9 is not needed for an IVS in normal state and can be left to implementation for an IVS in limited service state.  
These lead to the following proposal.
Proposal:	Task CT1 to discuss having a new Rel-19 Work Item to align 3GPP specifications with CEN for CEN cases 1 to 5. This can be followed by stage 2 alignments in SA2, if acceptable to SA.
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