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Abstract: This document discusses action and response to CT1 regarding their LS in C1-125000 on PSAP call back.
Introduction
In the LS received from CT1 in C1-125000 (S1 TDoc number not available at time of writing) SA1 is asked if from the user perspective the stated requirements on supressing MMTel/Supplementary Services for a PSAP call-back shall be handled:

a) in the network and the UE, or

b) in the network only?
It is not within SA1's remit to make decisions on whether or not solutions that can be provided in either the network or the UE, shall be provided in one or both. This is the decision of either stage 2 or stage 3. SA1's concern is the overall user experience.

MMTel

Looking at the overall user experience for MMTel as defined in 3GPP TS 22.173, it is neutral about whether the UE or the network should perform the checking that an MT call is a PSAP call‑back. The specific wording is:

The use of any of the diversion services on a call identified as a callback to an emergency call, by a user that is not the PSAP, shall be precluded.

Similar wording is also used for HOLD, ICB (Incoming Call Barring), CONF and ECT (Explicit Call Transfer). Therefore, the overall intended user experience is that none of these services shall interfere with a PSAP call-back.
In addition to the above, 3GPP TS 22.101, section 10.1.3 (general call-back requirements) states:

It shall be possible to supply the user’s Directory Number/MSISDN/SIP URI as the CLI to the PSAP to facilitate call-back. The CLI used on call-back shall allow the PSAP to contact the same terminal that originated the emergency call.

The above infers that the same user who made the emergency call shall receive the PSAP call-back. However, diversion services can deny this from happening i.e. diverting the PSAP to whatever destination the user has set. Call diversion can be done by both the network and the UE (e.g. the UE responds to the incoming SIP INVITE with a 3xx response). A UE may be configured to divert a call from an unknown user, e.g. the call could be diverted to a parent if the UE's user is a minor. The network has no control over how the UE can respond to an incoming call.
Therefore, in order to meet the requirement that the same user's UE that made the emergency call shall receive the call-back and meet the requirements for MMTel services, both the UE and the network (in regions where PSAP call-backs are required e.g. by regulation) need to be able to detect when an incoming call is actually a PSAP call-back.
NOVES/IMS MES
Whilst researching the answer to the aforementioned incoming LS from CT1, in 3GPP TS 22.101, it was found that there exist requirements for NOVES/IMS MES as follows:

· Once a UE is aware that an IMS MES has been initiated, the UE shall be able to (subject to user configuration) avoid drawing unnecessary attention to the user (e.g., playing audible tones or flashing brightly) and should confirm this to the user in as private a manner as is reasonable e.g. using text on the screen or audio if headphones are already connected. UE behaviour in an IMS MES  may need to be different relative to the normal configuration.

This states that a UE that supports IMS MES needs to be able to silently alert the user with messages from the PSAP (more details can be found in 3GPP TR 22.871, Use Case #6 as defined in clause 4.6). However, in this case it is not actually a PSAP call-back, but rather, a response by the PSAP to a (SIP) session initiated by the user. This seems to not be wholly in alignment with the stated Use Case #6, since the description states:
Steve encounters a hostage situation where the use of a Voice call would endanger himself and others, Steve is able to silently use Non-Voice Emergency Services to send a message to the PSAP. For example, the silent establishment of NOVES Media could either be made with key pad tones and ring tones being disabled or by ensuring that PSAP will not confirm with call back therefore avoiding a ringing incoming call alert. Or the handset does not audibly alert when receiving text messages from the PSAP, PSAP callbacks receive special treatment such as immediate display, silent announcement, etc.)

As can be seen, the original use case mentions call backs may indicated to be not preferred by the user or any PSAP call-backs receive special treatment. However, this does not seem to have been captured in the normative requirements in 3GPP TS 22.101.

From an overall user experience point of view, if the IMS MES session ends unexpectedly then the PSAP may well call-back the user, which will result in the UE alerting the user in the usual manner. As such, this may very well draw unnecessary attention to the user, which the user sought to prevent e.g. due to the user being in a hostage situation.
Therefore it could be beneficial that if the UE and the network both support the ability to detect PSAP call-backs, then this is utilised to provide for a more user-friendly and consistent experience. Thus, alignment of 3GPP TS 22.101 with the Use Case #6 of 3GPP TR 22.871 is proposed in S1‑131044 and S1‑131045 (CRs to Rel-11 and Rel-12, respectively - Rel-11 is the first release where NOVES/IMS MES was first introduced).
Proposals

It is proposed to:

1. Respond to the incoming LS from CT1 in S1-131105 that whilst it is not in SA1's remit to mandate if solutions should be realised in the UE or network, all types of communication diversion, including those instigated by the UE, need to be precluded in order to meet the requirement in 3GPP TS 22.101 that the same user who initiated the emergency call receives the PSAP call-back.

2. Consider the CRs in S1-131045 and S1-131046 to align the normative requirements in 3GPP TS 22.101 with Use Case #6 from the NOVES TR.
