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Abstract of the contribution: This paper discusses the impacts on PCC when using Local Breakout.
Discussion

If the IMS network (e.g. S-CSCF or P-CSCF) is involved in dynamic decision of using Local Breakout, it needs sufficient information to detect whether the UE can use Local Breakout at that time. Such information may include the access network id, PDN GW information, the UE’s local IP address etc. 

Since the IMS network does not have this information, it should retrieve that from other network entities, for example the PCRF.
In non-roaming case, the IMS network can be aware of the access network information of the special UE. But in roaming case, when local IP connectivity is assigned, the IMS network may not get such access network information of the visited network. 
Another case is, in call session, the UE may provide the IP address assigned by the local PDN network in the SDP, but it is not trusted from the perspective of the IMS home network. For validating the UE’s IP-CAN information, appropriate mechanisms should be provisioned in IMS network to get the UE’s IP-CAN information for validation. Maybe it is an appropriate way for the P-CSCF to obtain access network information of the UE from the PCRF, where such information is stored. 
Some requirements may be introduced to PCC for the Local Breakout. 
Proposal
It is proposed to make following modifications to TR23.894,
************ begin of new text *************

6.2.X
Impacts on PCC
The PCRF may be possible to provision visited network access information of a special UE, upon the AF’s request. Also the P-CSCF may subscribe to the changes of visited network access information of a special UE. How does the PCRF provision that information is FFS, and what detailed information should be involved is FFS. 
The PCRF may be involved in dynamic decision of using Local Breakout. Whether it is needed and how to do is FFS.
************ end of new text*************

************ Start of 2nd change *************

6.5
Comparison of the scenarios

The following table summarizes the differences between the three scenarios and identifies areas where additional work is needed.

	
	Dual IP address
	Single IP address - Home P-CSCF
	Single IP address - Visited P-CSCF

	Number of IP addresses obtained by the UE
	2
	1
	1

	IMS signalling anchored in the Home
	Yes
	No
	No

	NAT traversal for media
	ICE/Outbound
	ICE/Outbound
	IMS ALG or ICE/Outbound

	Serving network support of IMS
	Not needed
	Not needed
	Needed

	PCC impact
	Provision visited network access information of UE to the AF (FFS); Whether to be involved in dynamic decision of Local Breakout (FFS);
	None
	S9 may need to include both Rx and Gx functionality (FFS)

	UE impact
	Handling of two IP addresses
	None
	None

	IMS impact
	Indication for establishment of local PDN connectivity during IMS registration (FFS); Decision about Local Breakout on per-session basis (FFS)
	Procedures for discovery of a P-CSCF in the home


	None

	Other EPS impact
	Establishment of additional PDN connectivity upon Attach (FFS)
	None
	None


NOTE: The Dual IP address scenario allows for co-existence of IMS signalling anchored in the home network, along with media streams anchored in the home network, in the visited network or in both.

************ End of 2nd change *************
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