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Overall description
CT1 thanks SA2 for their LS on eCall over IMS questions.

CT1 has discussed the 2 methods mentioned by SA2 for PSAP retrieval for the updated MSD, namely:

· Method A: the SIP INFO method defined in IETF RFC 6086 and conforming to the method of supporting updated MSD transfer defined in IETF draft-ietf-ecrit-ecall-07; 

· Method B: the method using a separate data channel which can be set up during the IMS session establishment as well and would transfer MSD using MSRP

A majority of companies in CT1 prefer to use Method A for PSAP retrieval of the updated MSD because these companies are of the opinion that:
· Methods similar to method A consisting of carrying application data in SIP signalling have already been standardized by CT1 or OMA for features such as Presence, SMS over IP, OMA SIMPLE IM and MCPTT. The data for these features can be up to 1299 octets. Therefore those companies see no issue with frequent transfers of at least 1299 octets of application data in SIP signalling messages.
· Method A has the following advantages over method B for the purpose of transferring the updated MSD:

· requires less standardization effort (in 3GPP or elsewhere) as it leverages from the IETF solution

· generates less signalling, is more scalable and more efficient in terms of allocated network resources since signalling is generated only if and when the PSAP needs to request an updated MSD, whereas with Method B a separate data channel is always set up at session establishment regardless of whether an updated MSD will be needed, which requires TLS signalling and media plane signalling.
· is more reliable

· avoids support of new protocols (e.g. specific use of an HLAP over MSRP) at the PSAP side
One company in CT1 prefers to use Method B for PSAP retrieval of the updated MSD because this company is of the opinion that:
· Methods similar to Method A consisting of carrying application data in SIP signalling are not used in emergency services.

· There would not be more standardization effort in Method B as standardization effort in 3GPP is similar for both methods and IETF is expected to update the draft according 3GPP requirements

· Method A will cause the updated MSD to be sent using QCI of the SIP signalling IP flow (i.e. QCI=5) which will influence the success of other IMS emergency calls
· Method A generates load of SIP infrastructure of the operator, thus influencing success of other IMS emergency calls. Since frequency of sending INFO request is not limited by stage-1 requirements, load on operator's SIP infrastructure is unpredictable.
· Method B only requires one SIP transaction, in order to negotiate and establish the data channel, while Method A requires at least one new SIP transaction for every MSD to be sent. The company also indicated that, in their understanding of RFC 6086, it would not be allowed to send MSD in INFO responses, and a new INFO transaction is therefore needed for every MSD to be sent. The company has raised the issue in IETF.

· SIP INFO messages can be rejected/discarded by the network (e.g. due to overload) more probably than an MSRP message. Moreover, SIP INFO messages are passed via more entities than MSRP messages. Thus the Method A is less reliable.
· if new service requirements require the MSD to be larger than 140 octets in future (e.g. to tens or hundreds of thousands of octets), method A would impact the SIP entities handling the eCall emergency call as those SIP entities may be unable to forward SIP bodies of such length, thus decreasing likelihood of successful retrieval of the updated MSD from the UE.

· Method B gives operator a freedom to select either the use of another QCI of a dedicated bearer (e.g. QCI=9), thus not influencing success of other IMS emergency calls, or use of QCI of SIP signalling bearer (i.e. QCI=5).
· Method B does not generate load of SIP infrastructure of the operator, thus not influencing the success of other IMS emergency calls
· In Method B, there is no need to use TLS as the MSRP is sent using emergency bearers and within the operator’s network and thus confidentiality protection is provided using E-UTRAN mechanisms and EPS core network mechanisms.
· if new service requirements require the MSD to be larger than 140 octets in future (e.g. to tens or hundreds of thousands of octets), Method B would not impact the SIP entities handling the eCall emergency call, thus not influencing likelihood of successful retrieval of the updated MSD from the UE.
· HLAP is similar to request/response/ack exchanged as part of IETF draft-ietf-ecrit-ecall-07
Two companies in CT1 believed that the priority of messages related to emergency requests should be subject to operator policy.
Another company in CT1 expressed the view that both Method A and Method B are workable.
2
Actions
To SA2 

ACTION: 
CT1 kindly asks SA2 to take the answer above into account.
3
Dates of next TSG CT WG1 meetings
TSG CT WG1 Meeting 99
25-29 July 2016
Tenerife, Spain
TSG CT WG1 Meeting 100
17-21 October 2016
TBD, P.R. of China
