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1. Introduction

This contribution addresses several points in regards to the interworking between ANDSF and RAN policy and proposes some generic rules to be followed in release 12 
WLAN offload models
Different operators may have different offload models for the WLAN interworking. We can generally differentiate between:

· Aggressive offload of the traffic from the RAN to WLAN, 
· Conservative offload of the traffic from the RAN
Irrespective of the model, operator would additionally not want to compromise the service quality.
In addition, the operator may want to offload only a particular type of traffic to the WLAN. 
Existing possibilities within ANDSF:

According to the release 10 ANDSF (e.g. in Inter-system Mobility Policy (ISMP), it is possible to tell the UE over ANDSF that WLAN or 3GPP is preferred. If the operator is following an aggressive offload policy, UE can offload to WLAN (or specific ones indicated by ANDSF) as soon as those WLANs become in range. If operator wants to prevent selection of poor Wi-Fi connections, it may additionally include related policies on WLAN network quality in ANDSF (subject of Release 12 enhancements).
If the operator is following a conservative offload model, it might want to keep the UEs on 3GPP as long as the RAN conditions will not severely impact the user experience. Existing ANDSF policies can be used to tell UE that 3GPP is preferred, but cannot tell UE when it should move to WLAN depending on the RAN conditions (e.g. RSRP). The UE currently relies on observation of local environment conditions to decide if selection of WLAN is appropriate, even though e.g. ANDSF is telling UE that 3GPP is preferred e.g. no 3GPP coverage. 
It should be noted that SA2 are currently defining WLAN network selection policies that will allow provision of a preferred list of WLAN networks and criteria on WLAN quality e.g. BSS load and WAN metrics related policies. This work will be relevant to the work in RAN2, if a solution based on provisioning of RAN policies is adopted. 
We thus make the following observations:

Observation 1: UE should apply both ANDSF policies and RAN policies related to RAN conditions e.g. RSRP thresholds and WLAN related (e.g. BSS Load)..
Observation 2: RAN 2 should avoid duplication of existing policies e.g. related to SSID priority list which are already part of ANDSF policy

Conclusion 1: It is proposed that if both ANDSF and RAN policies are implemented, the UE has to apply both of them. In addition, RAN 2 should avoid standardising any policies (not related to RAN and WLAN local conditions) which already exist in ANDSF to avoid any kind of mismatch and complexity to resolve the mismatch.
Granularity of the offload: 

In general, Vodafone sees three possibilities for the traffic steering granularity:
Possibility 1: On PDN level: With this kind of granularity the operator might decide that all connections to the PDN 1 should stay in 3GPP and all connections to the PDN 2 should be offloaded to the WLAN. It should be noted that RAN normally does not have any information regarding to which PDN the connection is established and therefore it cannot provide any policies for it. 

Observation 3: If needed, the policies for the traffic steering taking into account PDN of the connections should come from the CN, e.g. ANDSF and RAN will not provide any additional mechanisms to enable such policies.

Possibility 2: On QCI level: With this kind of granularity the operator might decide that all connections/bearers having the same QCI. Even the RAN has information regarding the QCI of every bearer, it does not know to which PDN the connection is established and therefore it is questionable if additional policies on the RAN level for the QCI differentiated steering are useful and implementable

Observation 4: RAN does not need to provide any policies per QCI.
Possibility 3: On IP flow level: With this kind of granularity the operator might decide that all connections for a specific service should stay in 3GPP and all connections for another service should be offloaded to the WLAN. RAN is typically unaware of the service and therefore, such policies cannot be provided by RAN without huge changes to the architecture.
Observation 5: If needed, the policies for the traffic steering taking into account service type should come from the CN, e.g. ANDSF and RAN will not provide any additional mechanisms to enable such policies.

Conclusion 2: Based on the observations 3,4 and 5 it is proposed to agree that RAN will not provide any additional mechanism to enable either PDN or QCI and IP flow mobility. If such policies (PDN,IP Flow) are provided by e.g. ANDSF, then the UE will need to consider them and in parallel take the RAN related policies in RAN2 which would be PDN, QCI and IP flow independent.
Summary 
It is proposed to agree on the following:
Conclusion 1: It is proposed that if both ANDSF and RAN policies are implemented, the UE has to apply both of them. In addition, RAN 2 should avoid standardising any policies (not related to the local RAN and WLAN conditions) which already exist in ANDSF to avoid any kind of mismatch and complexity to resolve the mismatch.
Conclusion 2: Based on the observations 3,4 and 5 it is proposed to agree that RAN will not provide any additional mechanism to enable either PDN or QCI and IP flow mobility. If such policies (PDN,IP Flow) are provided by e.g. ANDSF, then the UE will need to consider them and in parallel take the RAN related policies in RAN2 which would be PDN, QCI and IP flow independent.
It is proposed to liaise SA2 and inform them of the RAN2 agreements and proposed way forward.
RAN2 is kindly requested to discuss and agree to the proposals made in this document. 
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