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Introduction

Shortly before the recent SA4 meeting in Philadelphia there was some correspondence amongst CEN TC 278 WG 15 chair (source), the ETSI MSG chair, the 3GPP SA4 and SA1 chairs on the relaxation of eCall requirements.
Attached.

Problem statement

It is obvious that there is no common understanding about eCall requirements amongst the stakeholder involved . Thus running the risk that eCall specifications will not meet the requirements. 
It seems to be the right timing to take into account of the here attached information.
SA1 is kindly invited  to note and discuss the CEN TC 278 WG 15 requirements. 
-----Original Message-----

From: COURAU FRANCOIS [mailto:Francois.Courau@ALCATEL-LUCENT.FR] 

Sent: Monday, June 30, 2008 5:03 PM

To: MSG@LIST.ETSI.ORG

Subject: FW: Liaison Statement from CEN TC278 WG15 to ETSI MSG

Dear Kari and Enrico

I just received the following information from our colleagues in CEN working on the real information to be transfered as part of the inband info for eCall.

Knowing that soon SA WG4 will perfrom analysis of the different candidates it seems to be the right timing to take into account of the here attached information.

Francois Courau

ETSI TC MSG chairman

-----Original Message-----

From: bw_csi@compuserve.com [mailto:bw_csi@compuserve.com] 

Sent: lundi 30 juin 2008 16:56

To: COURAU FRANCOIS

Subject: Re: Liaison Statement from CEN TC278 WG15 to ETSI MSG

Francois,

Just noticed a typo on my cover letter - the meeting was June 08 (2008), not 06

Bob

On 30 Jun 2008, at 15:20, COURAU FRANCOIS wrote:

Thanks for this information I shall transfer this information also to

3GPP SA WG1 and SA WG4 for their consideration.

Francois

-----Original Message-----

From: CSI-Bob Williams [mailto:bw_csi@fastmail.fm]

Sent: lundi 30 juin 2008 16:00

To: COURAU FRANCOIS; Mike Sharpe; Emilio Davilla-Gonzalez; Jelte

Dijkstra

Subject: Liaison Statement from CEN TC278 WG15 to ETSI MSG

Francois,

Further to our discussions earlier this year regarding your LS, and

our consequent review of real needs for eCall MSD.

As previously indicated to you, in our February meeting we proposed to

soften the famous 4 second requirement because it was not well based

enough to merit a 'requirement' for less than 4 seconds, and we have 

reduced the amount of 'reserved for future use/additional data space' 

( which was 70+ bytes when the whole message itself was only this 

length, by approximately halving this. Also we now propose to send 

data in ASN.1 BER which as you know is efficient, well defined and minimises message length where there is no actual data value. This has been confirmed by WG decision at our June 06 meeting.

The net effect is that the TRANSMITTED message (all previous

statements that I have seen for the famous 144 bytes ignore message 

overhead and assume only semantic data) should not exceed 100-104 

bytes maximum (there is some final massaging to do to the exact ASN.1 

PER representation which will make it finish up somewhere between 

these figures).

I hope this makes your/3GPP task just a  little less onerous to

achieve success. As there are no additional demands it should not 

require any changes to the planned tests, only perhaps an easing of 

the criteria for adjudging success.

Prompt deliverables both from ETSI MSG and CEN TC278 remain a priority for the EC.

John Watson (Airbiquity) wanted to delay sending the LS to you until

you had completed your tests, but the WG rejected this on the basis 

that the reduced demands may be material to your evaluation of the 

tests, and that any impacts are for your committee to judge, not our 

committee to deny access to information that may be important.

I believe that 15722 is now stable and the current version will be

submitted to DIS ballot. I do not expect any substantive changes from 

hereon in, and the defined requirement is nor based on sensible 

assessment of requirements rather than 'someone once said we could 

have 144 bytes so that is now our minimum requirement  even if we are 

using only half of it!

We are making good progress with the Pan European Operating

Requirements for eCall. I had hoped to have this sent for CD ballot at our meeting this week. But we simply ran out of time to address all of the comments, so will have to finish this task in September. However for internal information of MSG I will send you the current draft as soon as the edits agreed at the meeting are incorporated. But I must stress that this is still a WD and further improvements may be expected. Of particular relevance in the document  (and one of the long debate reasons that we were unable to conclude comment resolution within the meeting) is the hoary old subject  that the vehicle manufacturers (Daimler, PSA, Renault, Audi, VW Ford are active members of the WG) insist that it is an operating requirement that any system recommended must be fit for the life of the vehicle and in the event that this cannot be assured adequate notice and viable migration possibilities must be provided. I cannot but concur that from the vehicle manufacturers and users point of view this is clearly a requirement, but am aware of the consequent problems. Therefore I am insisting that only the requirement is in our documents and that requirements for guarantees etc are excluded. The how continuity/ migration is achieved I will leave in  the capable hands of your committee/3GPP/Politicians and regulators

:)

I wish your upcoming meeting and the upcoming tests every success

Bob Williams

