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Introduction
In this paper, we discuss WLAN priority, taking CT1 priority scheme into consideration. We also discuss the interaction between ANDSF and solution 2, and granularity level of traffic that should be used for traffic steering. 
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Discussion
In TS 24.234, three WLAN Specific Identifier (WSID) lists are defined; they are “Home I-WLAN Specific Identifier list”, “User Controlled WLAN Specific Identifier list”, and “Operator Controlled WLAN Specific Identifier list”. These three lists are stored in USIM, and if “I-WLAN HPLMN Priority Indication” is available in USIM and is set, the priority order is given in the Fig. 1. In the RAN2 #83, RAN2 has agreed user preference always takes precedence over RAN based or ANDSF based rules. But according to the CT1 priority scheme, home I-WLAN is given priority over the user controlled WLAN when I-WLAN HPLMN priority indication is set. We propose to follow the CT1 priority scheme. 
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Fig.1: The priority order among three WSID lists.

Proposal 1: HOME I-WLAN is given priority over user-preferred I-WLANs if I-WLAN HPLMN priority indication is set.

eNB may send a list of WSIDs to UE for network selection. We need to clarify the priority order between this eNB controlled WSID list and the operator controlled WSID list. We think eNB controlled WSID list should be given priority because it provides dynamic information about WLANs deployed in proximity. The operator controlled WSID list is much static information.
Proposal 2: Prioritize eNB controlled WSID list over operator controlled WSID list.

There is a long debate regarding the interaction between ANDSF and RAN rules. We think for legacy ANDSF (i.e. not enhanced with WLANSF) the interaction with ANDSF, defined in solution 2, shall be applied because legacy ANDSF does not consider WLAN radio signal or traffic conditions, etc. However, if enhanced ANDSF is deployed, there is a debate on whether RAN rules should involve in WLAN selection. There are proposals of a single flag to disable/enable RAN rules on WLAN selection. The single flag solution provides more flexibility but the benefit may be marginal because WLANSF has already had WLAN selection function. So we tend to agree RAN rules should not involve WLAN selection if enhanced ANDSF is deployed.
Table 1: WLAN selection.
	Deployment \ WLAN Selection
	Solution 2

	Not deployed or not supported.
	Yes

	Legacy ANDSF deployed.
	Yes (via interaction)

	Enhanced ANDSF deployed.
	No 


Proposal 3: For legacy ANDSF, the interaction with ANDSF defined in solution 2 shall be applied. 
Proposal 4: For enhanced ANDSF, RAN rules should not involve WLAN selection. 

RAN2 has discussed three granularity levels for traffic steering: per-UE, per-APN, and per-IP-flow. It is unknown whether eNB needs to specify exactly which APNs or IP flows to be steered, or UE just steers all traffic. Per-APN and per-IP-flow provide a great degree of flexibility in control of traffic steering, but RAN2 may need to decide which entity (i.e. UE or eNB) decides the granularity level and which APN or IP flow to steer. If the decision point is eNB, UE/CN may need to provide IP flows or APN information to eNB because eNB doesn’t have such information. 
For per-UE traffic steering, all traffic is steered, which seems simper to us. But there is concern on traffic that should not be steered to WLANs. We think if eNB can provide an exception list of traffic, UE will not steer those traffic to WLAN. From the analysis above, we prefer per-UE steering. 
Proposal 5: Adopt per-UE traffic steering and use an exception list to exclude traffic to be steered.
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Conclusion

According to the discussion above, we propose the followings:
Proposal 1: HOME I-WLAN is given priority over user preferred I-WLANs if I-WLAN HPLMN priority indication is set.

Proposal 2: Prioritize eNB controlled WSID list over operator controlled WSID list.

Proposal 3: For legacy ANDSF, the interaction with ANDSF defined in solution 2 shall be applied. 

Proposal 4: For enhanced ANDSF, RAN rules should not involve WLAN selection. 

Proposal 5: Adopt per-UE traffic steering and use an exception list to exclude traffic to be steered.
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