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1   Introduction
So far three separate solutions are described in [1]. The objective of this paper is to present Solution’s 3 advantages over the two remaining proposals.

2   Why Solution 3
There are many advantages Solution 3 presents over remaining two solutions and these are elaborated in this subsection:

1. Operator control and RRM – as said in [1] RAN2 should investigate “Solutions that enable enhanced operator control for WLAN interworking, and enable WLAN to be included in the operator’s cellular Radio Resource Management.” This requirement cannot be truly met when applying Solution 1, since it is relying on ANDSF, which is CN functionality.
2. Dynamicity – there are cases e.g. during RAN overload when it is essential to react fast in order to preserve both system stability and best user experience. This can be easily achieved with Solution 3 by sending offload commands to the UEs, which contribute to the 3GPP load most and at the same time can have good user experience in WLAN. With Solution 1 and 2 offloading process is to big extent random and unpredictable, so the same level of reliability cannot be achieved with it. Moreover when the situation in the network changes System Information needs to be updated and read again by the UEs. This affects both reaction time and UE power consumption.
3. Per UE control and predictability – Solution 3 is the only one providing real per UE control. In Solution 1 or 2 3GPP network has no knowledge about signal level received by the UE. Additionally in Solution 1 RAN has no knowledge about configured ANDSF policies. Although dedicated thresholds can be sent, there is no guarantee that they will have any effect on the UE, which again makes these solutions unpredictable and unreliable.

4. Overall performance – in Solutions 1 and 2 it is the UE, which makes the offloading decision. Naturally the decision is made only basing on the factors local to that specific UE. This implies that these decisions are inefficient when considering the whole system perspective and all users experience. As a consequence it can lead to ping-ponging (randomization makes the solution even more unpredictable and unreliable) and non-optimal user experience.
5. Collocated scenario – it was agreed that “At a later stage it can be analysed whether/which benefits could be achieved if a non-standardized interface between WLAN APs and 3GPP RAN is available.” For collocated small cells/WLAN APs deployment scenario, which will be of high importance for operators in the near future, the internal interface between 3GPP RAN and WLAN will be available. Therefore parameters like RAN/WLAN load will be known for both RATs and thanks to that optimized offloading decisions can be made by the network and radio capacity can be saved by not sending this parameters over the air. This is achievable only with Solution 3. In Solution 1 and 2 it is UE, which makes the decision, so such gains cannot be achieved.
In the SID and in [1] it is stated that RAN2 will “Evaluate the benefits and impacts of identified mechanisms over existing functionality, including core network based WLAN interworking mechanisms (e.g. ANDSF).”. Based on the above considerations it can be judged that neither Solution 1 or 2 brings considerable gains over functionality that exists today in 3GPP. Therefore only Solution 3 can meet the requirements of the Study Item and it should be the one to be specified during WI phase.
Proposal 1: RAN2 is kindly requested to take above points into consideration in the conclusion of 3GPP/WLAN RAN interworking SI.
3   Summary
Proposal 1: RAN2 is kindly requested to take above points into consideration in the conclusion of 3GPP/WLAN RAN interworking SI.
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