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1 Introduction
In R2#86 meeting the meaning of user preference and its scope in the context of RAN WLAN traffic steering was discussed (again). The following line of text in the Stage-2 running CR represents the current status: “User preference takes precedence (FFS whether it does not applies to particular scenarios)”. 
We note that the whole text on user preferences should be removed from stage-2 as RAN Plenary have asked that this aspect shall be captured in higher layer specifications, in RP-141012. This paper anyway intend to address the FFS statement, and elaborates on the typical nature of User Preferences, the required implementation freedom related to user preferences, and proposes a way forward for the FFS statement. 
2 Cases
The UE may connect to and use 

1)  public WLAN related to the operator (e.g. with WLAN IDs provided by the 3GPP network). 

2)  Other public WLANs. The user may have a preferred WLAN operator. 

3)  private WLAN or enterprise WLAN (private to a group). 
WLAN selection conflicts, where User Preferences takes precedence: 

3GPP configuration indicates to do offload to 1) public WLAN related to the operator

A) User preference indicate 3) private WLAN or enterprise WLAN as the highest preference
B) User preference indicate 2) other public WLAN as the highest preference. 

C) User preferences indicate that WLAN will not be used at all, i.e. disabled, turned off

D) User preferences indicate that certain WLANs shall not be used. 
Analysis: All the above cases A-D must be possible and allowed, also case D, as such setting may be the result of having tried the particular WLAN and it didn’t work well. The Operator cannot control the interference in unlicensed spectrum. 
Traffic steering conflicts, where user preferences takes precedence: 
E) 3GPP configuration indicates that a certain class of applications (using a certain APN) shall only use 3GPP RAT, User Preferences indicate that a certain application, part of the said applications, shall use only WiFi.
F)  3GPP configuration indicates that a certain class of applications (using a certain APN) shall be offloaded to WiFi, User Preferences indicate that a certain application, part of the said applications, shall use only use 3GPP RAT.
Analysis: Case F should definitely be possible and allowed. For Case E there is a risk that Operator Service cannot be guaranteed by the operator if user preferences always take precedence.

Complex user preferences

G) We further note that User preferences may take the complex form of a separate rule-system with rules for when to make use of certain WiFi’s, e.g. enterprise, private, public WiFi’s, and which traffic to route there.

Analysis: Case G should be possible and allowed. 

Conclusion: User Preferences shall take precedence, and there are many many cases of user preferences. However bad configurations should be avoided, e.g. for the specific case E when the operator specifies that certain traffic shall always use 3GPP RAT, e.g. in order to guarantee certain service, there is a risk that a conflicting user preference will result In worse service. We think that avoiding bad configurations is an issue that shall be left for implementation, and nothing need to be specified in 3GPP for that. 
3 Conclusions 

Conclusion: User Preferences shall take precedence, and there are many many cases of user preferences. However bad configurations should be avoided, e.g. for the specific case E when the operator specifies that certain traffic shall always use 3GPP RAT, e.g. in order to guarantee certain service. We think that avoiding bad configurations is an issue that shall be left for implementation, and nothing need to be specified in 3GPP for that. 

Proposal: remove the FFS from the stage-2, forget about it, and don’t attempt to address it. 


1/2

