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Abstract of the contribution: This paper discusses whether the Local Break Out and the emergency APN concepts can be harmonised to reduce the number of different scenarios that would be needed to be supported by UE's and networks.
1. Introduction
During Rel-7 and earlier the concept of the Emergency-APN was developed. Main characteristics are providing local bearers and local P-CSCF, specifically for roamers. During Rel-8 the Local Breakout (LBO) concept was developed. It also enables local bearers and local P-CSCF for roamers. This paper discusses whether and how both concepts may be harmonised to reduce the number of potential scenarios that would need to be supported by UEs and networks.
2. Discussion
A Local Break Out Access Point (LBO-APN) can provide local bearers and local P-CSCF for roamers like the earlier designed Emergency-APN. A roamer that uses the LBO-APN may use this APN also for emergency services.

The LBO-APN can be used with local or with home P-CSCF. If the UE uses the local P-CSCF there is no further need for IP-CAN preparations, the UE can immediately initiate the IMS emergency service. This is similar to users registered in their home PLMN where also IMS emergency services may be initiated by the UE without any further IP-CAN preparations.

A roaming UE using LBO-APN and a home P-CSCF needs to discover first a local P-CSCF and may need to perform IMS emergency registration. This is comparable to the Emergency-APN. But the APN activation is not required as the LBO-APN is already activated.
Roaming UEs that use their home-APN for IMS start with an activation of the LBO-APN, discover local P-CSCF, perform emergency IMS registration and initiate IMS emergency service. All from scratch like it needs to be done always with using the Emergency-APN.

Like the Emergency-APN the LBO-APN usage may be supplemented by emergency indicators in RRC and/or NAS signalling, e.g. to ask for higher priorities or to enable unauthenticated/unauthorised operation (e.g. UICC-less).

It becomes obvious that the LBO-APN can be used in the same way like the Emergency-APN. However all scenarios of configuring and using Emergency- and LBO-APNs in parallel can be avoided. When roamers use the LBO regularly this avoids also the need for multiple PDN and IMS connectivity. For roamers using the LBO-APN regularly also the emergency services performance improves as usage of special IP-CAN procedures is minimised.

3. Conclusion

The LBO-APN can provide all functionality of the Emergency-APN. Using the LBO-APN reduces the overall complexity for specifications, UEs and networks as otherwise both need to be supported and their interaction too. For roamers it can also improve the emergency service performance.
If this approach is found to be useful Nokia Siemens Networks are glad to provide an adequate update for the Emergency TR.

Furthermore, it needs to be discussed how an LBO-APN is to be defined and where to be documented.
3GPP

SA WG2 TD


