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1. Introduction

In email discussion [1, 85bis#11] and [2], one point that was discussed is on where the final decision of the traffic steering decision should be specified; whether it should be in NAS or in the AS specifications
In this contribution, this point is further discussed and our preference is also provided.
Note: The term NAS (Non Access Stratum) is used in this contribution in reference to the upper layers i.e. the layers of the protocol stack above the access stratum.
2. Discussion
2.1 NAS vs AS for traffic steering decision

There are basically 2 ways to model this for specification purpose:

1. NAS makes the final decision for traffic steering

2. AS makes the final decision for traffic steering

For (1), the AS provides to the NAS the traffic steering preference (i.e. WLAN or 3GPP) with a list of one or more WLAN identifiers (for offload to WLAN) that fulfills the conditions specified in the RAN specification. Upon receiving this preference from the AS, the NAS can either override AS preference if it goes against the user preference or if the UE is provisioned with ANDSF policy, or perform traffic steering based on the AS preference. For the latter, NAS will decide which traffic/APN can be offloaded based on the routing granularity information received from the CN.
For (2), it is assumed that the NAS provides the user preference, presence of ANDSF policy and routing granularity information to the AS. Based on this, the AS can decide on whether to perform RAN rules and to make WLAN network selection and traffic steering decision. However, it still can’t do traffic steering by itself as only NAS can perform the traffic steering. Hence the AS still has to indicate the traffic steering command to the NAS to perform the AS decision.
Either way is possible as modelling options for specification purposes.  Note that this does not necessarily have a bearing on the implementation – UE could implement either of the two options irrespective of the model chosen for the specification.  However, (2) does mandate some additional implementation requirements as it requires NAS to provide additional information to the AS.
(2) will require significantly more specification effort in CT1 and RAN2 to define the information transfer between NAS and AS and to specify the decision algorithm in AS. Currently, there is no precedence where NAS provides configuration information to the AS other than during RRC Connection establishment. For (1), it is just straight forward forwarding of the RAN preference to the NAS and it can be considered as one of the preferences (among ANDSF and user preferences) 
Prior to this WI, traffic steering is already specified in the NAS specification (e.g. TS23.402, TS24.302, TS 24.244, TS 24.303) and it provides rules for the final decision of the traffic steering. Therefore, (1) is more aligned to the current specification and it is more logical to continue with this model for specifying the traffic steering. Any indication between AS and NAS is not testable in a UE anyway and hence in terms of testability, both options are the same.  We do not understand any concern about testability as it is already mentioned from the CT1 LS on this topic that CT1 specification is testable (See [3]).
Hence it is proposed that we should model as NAS makes the final decision for traffic steering:

Proposal#1: NAS makes the final deicision for traffic steering.

2.2 Common condition for RAN rules and ANDSF
It is proposed in [4] to use common conditions for the AS mechanism and for ANDSF so that only the AS specification needs to specify these conditions and the ANDSF can request the AS to provide the outcome of these conditions if it indicated to AS that it is needed.
The main advantage of this approach is that there is no need to specify the same conditions in both AS specification for RAN rules and the NAS specification for ANDSF. However such approach has negative points.
ANDSF that takes these conditions (related to RAN assistance parameters) into consideration may depend on whether the Access Stratum of the UE implements the conditions. Based on the current model, the AS just has to forward the thresholds and measurement to the NAS in order to support ANDSF policy that takes into consideration of the RAN assistance information. With the proposed approach, it will mean that the AS will have to implement more in order to support ANDSF rules that takes into consideration the RAN assistance information (e.g. it needs to compare for every conditions required by ANDSF instead of just providing the RAN assistance information and measurements to the ANDSF). Operator that supports ANDSF may be more difficult to get the UE to support it if it requires more functions to be included. 
The interactions between the ANDSF and RAN rules will not be simplified as claimed in [4]. For example, the AS will have to continuously and unnecessarily evaluate RAN conditions unless additional interaction between NAS and AS is implemented to control when to evaluation and when not to evaluate the RAN conditions. Furthermore, not all the conditions defined in the AS will be used by ANDSF rules or the active ANDSF rules. Unless a control from NAS is implemented, the AS will continuously and unnecessarily evaluate those conditions and report them to the NAS. In addition, although SA2 is still yet to decide if the UE can be configured with default RAN assistance thresholds from ANDSF, SA2 already agreed that “when the UE is roaming, if the ANDSF rules from HPLMN apply and the UE has received RAN assistance parameters from the radio access network, the UE shall use the thresholds from the ANDSF and shall ignore the corresponding RAN assistance parameters”. This means in the case of conditions based approach proposed in [4], if the use of default RAN thresholds is agreed to by SA2, the NAS will still have to indicate to the AS, the default thresholds’ values, when to use these default thresholds values and when to stop using them. This means more complexity with the condition based approach.
Furthermore, such approach will also go against the current model in ANDSF where the NAS get information from the WLAN module and the 3GPP AS if the condition related to the WLAN also come from the 3GPP AS. Currently, ANDSF can get the WLAN information (e.g. BSS load and WLAN metrics) directly from the WLAN module. The common condition approach suggested in [4] does not go with the current model specified in the CN specification.
Hence it is proposed that the conditions related to the RAN assistance parameters for the ANDSF and RAN rules should be specified separately.
Proposal#2: The conditions related to the RAN assistance parameters for the ANDSF and RAN rules should be specified separately.

4. Conclusion

It is requested than RAN 2 considers the following proposals:
Proposal#1: NAS makes the final decision for traffic steering.

Proposal#2: The conditions related to the RAN assistance parameters for the ANDSF and RAN rules should be specified separately.
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