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Introduction

This discussion document is an attempt to document the issues that need to be covered before PSAP callback is completed, and for each issue specification text is believed to be required.

Supplementary service handling
Whether the UE, or the application server, has the responsibility of ensuring that the called user does not interrupt the communication with the PSAP (except by clearing or otherwise turning off the phone). 

This is primarily prevention of the provision of supplementary services, although it is possible to use SDP sendrecv parameters to also interrupt communication, and these should be included in the discussion. 

Key issue from the previous meetings discussion was whether this functionality should be in the network, or in the UE, or both, and an LS was sent to SA1 as a result, for which we will still be awaiting an answer. It should be noted that the answering this does fall outside the scope of SA1, in that SA1 is meant to describe what happens from the human user viewpoint, and there is no difference in this respect between the network providing the functionality, or the UE.

Application server handling

Independent of the supplementary services identified above, application servers may need to take special handling of PSAP callbacks, and special approachs may be needed for legacy application servers. At the last meeting it looked like agreement might be had on a dual approach – explicit rejection by the application server of barred capabilities when the call is an emergency callback, and identification of emergency callback at the filter criteria and not sending the callback to critical application servers where they were legacy and did not support emergency callback. 

For the two supplementary service CRs so far agreed, this has been covered.

Trust of the PSAP callback indicator

The proposed indicator in the Priority header field is trusted in the network because the PSAP is assumed to be part of the trust domain. 

For the access, under what circumstances can the UE trust this indicator?
Priority of callbacks

Emergency calls may optionally be given priority, both on the access and in the network.

Priority. Had no discussion on any form of priority, be it signalling, media, or access. 

It has been claimed that the emergency ARP cannot be used on callbacks because of technical issues but details have not been provided. SRVCC will not be possible, but that may not be an issue in all networks.
If we have signalling priority, then we need discussion of whether the esnet namespace could be used for it.

There is currently no specific current stage 1 and stage 2 requirement. No requirements forseen. However see no issue with giving priority if emergency registration is used. 
We see no issue with allowing esnet priority namespace for signally priority if that is desired by the operator; this will require some minor changes.
PCC handling of callback

Not clear whether the Rx interface should be required to support any form of priority for media or signalling bearers at the moment. See also comment on priority above.

PCC stage 2 specification of callback not accepted because not resolved at stage 2. (It was a release 9 proposal). Service urn is flag on emergency call and could use this on callback. Stage 2 action if needed.
Which binding to use for callback at the S-CSCF

Nothing is currently specified. In fact the current 24.229 text can be interpreted that the emergency registration creates a normal binding, and therefore is available for delivery of all calls, in the same manner as the bindings created by a normal registration. Explicit text is required.

Can the emergency binding be used at the S-CSCF?
It has been claimed that the stage 2 doesn't cover it (but the stage 2 is indeterminate because the change that was removed (and left unclear about any binding) was only to release 10 (as MCC failed to implement the original release 11 text against the release 11 CR from NSN). It is also claimed that there are problems with CSFB (so far lacking any clarity) and so on.

However, at the moment there is no requirement to create a normal registration at the same time as an emergency registration, and it is not possible to interpret the stage 2 such that the callback should be rejected in this case.
A proposal is made to this meeting that the bindings for emergency registration are used in the absence of any other registration (there is no requirement to maintain a normal registration at all times). If this does not occur then a valid callback will have to be failed.
CS fallback

CS fallback. No discussion of any special requirements for this so far.

There is no emergency callback in the CS domain. If an emergency callback is delivered to the UE in IMS, and PS to CS session transfer occurs, what happens? And what happens if CS to PS session transfer subsequently occurs?
If the normal registration is used above, then CS fallback will be possible, as will SRVCC. If the emergency registration is used to deliver the PSAP callback, then neither will be possible.
Interworking

There is text in 3GPP TS 23.167: 6.2.5. 
"The MGCF may:

-
Determine based on the operator policy if an incoming call form the PSTN is for the purpose of PSAP call-back. The operator policy decision may be based on that the call is from an emergency centre or from a PSAP and/or any other information made available to the MGCF.

-
Include a "PSAP call-back indication" in the SIP session establishment request if an incoming call is determined to be for the purpose of PSAP call-back."
Based on this there is a need for the indicator to be supported by the MGCF and possibly for some mention in 3GPP TS 29.163.

