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Background
At the S4#45 it was agreed in TR26.967 (S4-070608) that unmodified CTM as standardized can not fulfill the eCall requirements.  This conclusion was confirmed by both SA#37 and MSG#16, and “the Commission noted that the analysis proved that CTM performance is far from the requirements”.  Also, the Commission’s insistence on sticking by the eCall requirements was made clear, as was the Commission’s view that the eCall requirements are not debatable.  

To avoid failing to meet the Commission’s Spring 2008 revised deadline for deciding on the most suitable eCall data transport technology, with standardization complete and a full solution available by the end of 2008, Airbiquity would like to propose that we first agree to Phase 2 comparison criteria.  In the interest of completing the work on time, it is critical at the beginning of the comparison that we agree upon a set of comparison criteria that will not later be modified. 
Discussion
The timeline originally identified by the European Commission was that standardization work would be complete by the end of 2005.  Given the 3GPP’s “Analysis paralysis” that only recently has changed, this deadline has been forced to slip.  However, it is expected that further delay will result in mandates for a solution that already has been developed, deployed and is successfully demonstrated in over 6 million vehicles to fulfill the requirements of a post crash notification system similar to eCall.  So, in addition to the eCall requirements already captured in TS 22.101, for a Phase 2 comparison, additional considerations were suggested at or following SA#37 and MSG#16 that may be insightful when comparing the proposed solutions.  
Recommendation
To discourage undue delay, we propose to limit our analysis of the Phase 2  eCall comparison criteria to the eCall requirements reflected in TS22.101, plus the additional considerations  mentioned during or following the SA#37 and the MSG#16 meetings.
A timeline for the Phase 2 comparison work highlights a decision on in-band modem technology by next Spring, with a standardized solution available by the end of 2008.

Phase 2 eCall comparison criteria (with exception of what is marked as changed below, this text is unchanged from TR 26.967)
1. The data may be sent prior to, in parallel with, or at the start of the voice component of an emergency call
2. Should the PSAP request additional data then this may be possible during the established emergency call
3. The realisation of the transfer of data during an emergency call shall minimise changes to the originating and transit networks
4. Both the voice and data components of the emergency call shall be routed to the same PSAP or designated emergency call centre
5. The transmission of the data shall be acknowledged and if necessary data shall be retransmitted

6. A UE configured only to transfer data during emergency calls (eCall-only UE) shall not generate signalling to the network besides what is needed to place an emergency call
7. With the exception of the eCall specific MSD data transmission requirements mentioned in Section 5 of TR 26.967, considered necessary for the satisfactory operation of the eCall service, all existing TS12 emergency call requirements shall apply
8. An eCall shall consist of a TS12 emergency call supplemented by a minimum set of emergency related data (MSD)
9. An eCall may be initiated automatically, for example due to a vehicle collision, or manually by the vehicle occupants

10. The Minimum Set of Data (MSD) sent by the In vehicle System (IVS) to the network shall not exceed 140 bytes
11. The MSD should typically be made available to the PSAP within 4 seconds measured from the time when end to end connection with the PSAP is established
12. Should the MSD component not be included in an eCall, or is corrupted or lost for any reason, then this shall not affect the associated TS12 emergency call speech functionality
13. A call progress indication shall be provided to the user whilst the MSD transmission is in progress
The following four issues for consideration were suggested in or following the SA#37 and MSG#16 meetings:

1. In-band modem as a long-term solution and the applicability for VoIP

2. Location of in-band modem components (transmitter and receiver for both up and downlink

3. Simultaneous data and voice communication

4. Ability to satisfy all four use-cases presented in S4-070519 (Use cases presented in better detail at the bottom of this document

a. eCall in 2019 – part 1
b. eCall in 2019 – part 2
c. eCall with [automatic] re-transmission
d. parallel voice and data
------------------------- Use Cases from S4-070519 ----------------------------
Use case 1: eCall in 2019 – part 1

Use case

The car places an eCall, however the only available network in the area where the crash occurs only supports Voice over IMS and not TS12.
Use case 2: eCall in 2019 – part 2 

Use case

A car crash occurs and in the eCall message the following information is sent to the PSAP:

1. A more accurate position based on new positioning systems (e.g. Galileo)

2. Speed and direction of the car prior the crash (e.g. Position 15 and 30 minutes before the crash)

3. enhanced “vehicle identification number” that had to be extended due to the volume of car manufactured each year globally

4. information from the various car sensors that could be used to assess the amount of damage as well as where the impact occurred

5. information on the number of passengers on board the car

Use case 3: eCall with re-transmission

Use case

The communication channel is not of good quality and retransmission of the eCall data is required. The in vehicle system is informed of the corruption of the data and requires the retransmission automatically without involving either the user or the emergency call operator who eventually receives the correct data only once.

Use case 4: parallel voice and data

Use case

The communication channel is such that the transmission of the MSD requires more than the 4 seconds given as guideline. The user is not able to talk during the transmission of the MSD, and thinking that the call has failed he/she hangs up and re-establishes the eCall.

