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Abstract of the contribution: This contribution addresses the questions from SA2 in LS “Assigning a tel URI to an emergency service request” in S2-094175. 
Discussion
The incoming LS entitled "Assigning a tel URI to an emergency service request", in S2-094175, brings up a number of potential limitations of the existing call back solution in respect of the assumptions on how Tel URIs need to be provisioned. 

The stage 2 and stage 3 solution for call back is the result of quite a number of years of work (5+ years) where more or less all type of solutions have been discussed (from using temporary assigned numbers, re-using existing Tel URIs, to using dedicated emergency IMPU). In fact, the original Rel-7 solution for call back based on Emergency IMPUs was removed during the end of Rel-8 as a result of the final conclusion of the call back discussions in SA2. At this time, the limitations of the solution finally agreed on were quite well known and accepted. 
From the years of discussions on possible solutions for call back, it is clear that all potential solutions will have limitations in respect to how it can fulfill the SA1 requirements. The solutions based on temporary numbers were dismissed at the time due to the LS exchange between SA1 and SA2 (c.f., S1-071894) where SA1 indicated that call back was not to be restricted for a limited time (which temporary numbers implies). 
As indicated in the LS, there are potential limitations with the existing solution when calling a PSAP in the CS network. For a PSAP in the PS network, there are no issues. The so called limitations for CS based PSAP are also subject to interpretation of the SA1 requirements, found in TS 22.101 chapter 10.1.3, on call back to a specific UE, i.e., "The CLI used on call-back shall allow the PSAP to contact the same terminal that originated the emergency call.". The SA1 requirement can be interpreted either as:

-
the call back can be done towards all the UEs of the user as long as it ends up in the UE that placed the call as well (i.e., forking can be used). In this case, the limitations stated in the LS are not applicable, as call back can be done to the shared Tel URI of the user. 
-
the call back is only allowed to be done towards the UE that placed the call. In this case, some of the limitations stated in the LS applies, i.e., that each UE would need a unique identity that can be transported in the CS domain that the call back can be placed towards. This is of course a result of that existing CS network once assumed that the telephone numbers were unique per device, while in IMS this has never been the case. Hence, in IMS, the GRUU was introduced to differentiate the particular device (which cannot be transported in the CS network).  
Not only have the interpretations above technical implications, but also user experience implications. On one side, if the user has a subscription with a shared Tel URI among several UEs, the user will be custom to that incoming calls will be terminated (forked) to multiple UEs. So if a user places an emergency call from an IMS phone e.g., at the bedroom at the top floor and then moves along in the hose, the user may still assume that a call back will come to all phones it posses, also the phone in the living room. If the call back is restricted to the particular UE, this will not happen. 
The other aspect of this of course the reversed case that a user places an emergency call from a shared Tel URI, and then when call back is being done and forked to all the UEs, someone else takes the call e.g., if the number is shared in the hose hold, another family member (who may be physically somewhere else than the one placing the emergency call) would pick up the call.  But that would anyway be the case if the call was originated from a house with several CS terminals so such a user behavior should actually be the default situation for a CS based PSAP.
Conclusion and Proposal
The limitations of the call back solution for emergency were well known when it was agreed, and is the result of ensuring a solution that fulfils all the SA1 requirements. The limitations are restricted to very specific cases when a CS based PSAP is used, and call back to a specific UE only is required, due to the limitations of the CS network. None of the solutions discussed over the years have resolved this, except the use of temporary number, which on the other hand do not fulfill all the SA1 requirements.
It is proposed to:

1) 
Conclude that forking to all UEs of a user is a satisfactory to fulfill the requirement of call back to a terminal.

2) 
Conclude that the scenario stated in the LS from SA2 are acceptable for current releases.
If agreed it is recommended that SA1 communicates these conclusions to SA2 in the reply.
If there is interest in loosening some of the SA1 requirements, such as the time for when call back is applicable, it is proposed to leave such discussion for SA1 to discuss in the timeframe for Rel-10 and onwards.
