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1 Introduction
At RAN2#85bis RAN2 discussed how the UE should act in case the RAN rules are fulfilled for multiple WLANs. It is still FFS whether the UE should select WLAN based on UE implementation or based on a priority provided by the RAN. In this contribution we are analysing this situation and proposed that it should be left for UE implementation to select WLAN.
2 Discussion

Consider the scenario where the RAN rule is fulfilled for a WLAN A and a WLAN B, it was discussed that in this scenario the UE either autonomously selects WLAN A or WLAN B for traffic steering, or whether it should do so based on priorities provided by RAN.

2.1 UE autonomous selection

In this alternative, the selection of WLAN is left to UE implementation, i.e. in case the RAN rules are fulfilled for both WLAN A and WLAN B, the UE is allowed to select to steer traffic to either of these WLANs.

This alternative is probably the simplest approach from a specification point of view however would not provide the operator with control over which WLAN the UE selects in case the RAN rule is fulfilled for more than one WLAN.

Observation 1 UE autonomous selection between the WLANs for which the RAN rule is fulfilled, is a simple alternative.

2.2 Priority based selection

In this alternative, the UE selects the WLAN which has the highest priority out of those WLANs for which the RAN rule is fulfilled.

To achieve this, the RAN has to provide a priority associated with the WLANs, e.g. WLAN A has priority 1 and WLAN B has priority 2. An example is shown in Figure 1 below. If the RAN rules are fulfilled for both WLANs, the UE should offload to WLAN A, not to WLAN B.
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The benefit of the priority based selection is that an operator may have different WLAN networks and may prefer to offload traffic to one WLAN over another WLAN. For example, the operator may have one WLAN (WLAN A) but may also have an agreement to use some partner’s WLAN (WLAN B). In that case, the operator may prefer to offload traffic to its own WLAN as this may reduce cost, compared to offload to the partner’s WLAN.
Observation 2 Priority based WLAN selection provides the operator with more flexibility.

This alternative does of course not require the operator to prioritize different WLANs differently. It would be possible, if the operator does not care which of two WLANs the UE would select, that the RAN indicates the same priority for these WLANs and it would be up to UE implementation to select one of them. We also assume that if there are multiple WLAN APs with the same WLAN identifier, e.g. WLAN AP 1 and AP 2 in Figure 2 below, they would be treated with the same priority and hence it would be left to UE implementation to select which WLAN AP to select.
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On the other hand, the priority based approach has a drawback which may negatively impact user experience. An example is shown in Figure 3 below. In this example, the UE starts in a location where the RAN rule is fulfilled only for the low priority WLAN, i.e. WLAN B. The UE would then of course connect to that WLAN B. However, the UE later moves to a location where the RAN rule is fulfilled also for WLAN A (indicated with a red cross in the figure), the UE would, with the priority based selection, be required to stop routing traffic over WLAN B and instead route the traffic over WLAN A, just to later again move the traffic back to WLAN B, even though traffic steering was allowed to WLAN B all along. Hence, the traffic steering to A and then back to B can be considered unnecessary.
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Observation 3 The priority based selection may result in additional traffic steering between WLANs.

3 Conclusion

In this contribution we discussed how the UE should select WLAN in case the RAN rule is fulfilled for multiple WLANs. Two alternatives have been discussed; selection based on UE implementation or selection based on RAN provided priorities. While the priority based selection provides more flexibility to the operator, it also would introduce additional traffic steering between WLANs. We do not expect that the scenario where the additional operator flexibility would be very common and we therefore propose:

Proposal 1 In case the RAN rule indicates that the UE should steer traffic to multiple WLANs, it is up to UE implementation to select which of the WLANs to steer traffic to. 
To capture this in the specification we believe that the following sentence can be added as to xx.304:
“If, according to this rule, traffic shall be steered to more than one WLAN, it is up to UE implementation to decide which of the multiple WLANs traffic is steered to.”

Proposal 2 If Proposal 1 is agreed a clarifying sentence should be added to xx.304.

In [1] it is shown how this could look in UTMS and in [2] it is shown how this could look in LTE. These CRs also incorporates the changes proposed in [3].
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Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �1�: Example with priority based selection.





Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �2�: WLAN selection with equal priorities.





Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �3�: Additional traffic steering with priorities.
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