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Introduction
Over the period 9th September to 17th October a discussion was held on the SA1 email reflector.  Two topics were discussed, as described below.  An improved version of the TR from SA1#29 is contained in this ZIP file.
Discussion

(U)SIM or no (U)SIM?

There was some discussion around the requirement received from ETSI MSG that a (U)SIM is required for an eCall.  The conclusion of that brief discussion was that 3GPP have standardized the protocols for emergency calls to be placed both when the (U)SIM is present and without a (U)SIM.  Whether a (U)SIM is, or is not, required for an emergency call is a matter for local agreement/legislation and not a 3GPP issue.
Other points

To prevent network overload, eCall mobiles should not be allowed to access the network e.g. for registration/location update, until and unless an emergency has been declared by the in-vehicle system (or through the drive pressing the emergency button). 

We should assume that the eCall mobile is constantly powered up and camped onto the strongest cell at the point when an emergency is declared.  In order to complete the emergency call the mobile will either have to enter the SIM-less Emergency call procedure or it will have to register on the system and then initiate a 'normal' emergency call.  
Should we request CT1 to see whether the time between start of registration and connection to the PSAP could be meaningfully reduced through some combining the Registration Protocol and the Emergency Call protocols?
Various potential means to convey the MSD through the 3GPP system to the PSAP have been offered and discussed.  It was noted that ISO appear to be standardising a solution that assumes that UUS would be used to convey the data.   It was agreed that, while ISO are free to investigate such areas if they wish, it should have no influence on 3GPP.  It seemed to be agreed that 3GPP should express an opinion on the most appropriate channel for this data to be communicated however; SA1 was not the appropriate work group to analyze this issue and make a recommendation.  
It was proposed that SA1 forward this ETSI MSG requirement on to, say, CT1 to analyze and make a recommendation.
Conclusion
The changes made as a result of the e-mail discussion, described above, are consolidated with the minor changes that were made prior to the e-mail discussion.

These are included in the draft document that is part of the zip file.















































































































































































































































































