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1. Overall Description:

SA2 thanks RAN2 for the LS on WLAN/3GPP radio interworking. SA2 has discussed the questions from RAN2 and come to the following conclusions
Question 1) Which of the three levels of offload granularity (i.e. UE level, APN level, radio bearer level) to WLAN can be supported in Rel-12? Is it feasible to avoid UE DETACH (in case of LTE) for per-UE offloading?

SA2 Reply: The granularity for how traffic can be offloaded in Rel-12 depends on the type of solution that is used for WLAN interworking with EPC, and whether the traffic is routed via the EPC or is non-seamlessly offloaded in WLAN. For EPC-routed traffic it is currently possible to offload per UE and per APN when S2a, S2b or S2c is used. With S2c there is also a possibility to offload per IP flow if IP flow mobility is supported. Solutions supporting IP Flow mobility with S2a and S2b are not specified in Rel-12. When traffic is offloaded using non-seamless WLAN offload (NSWO), offload per IP flow is possible. Please note however that with NSWO, the traffic is not routed via EPC and IP session continuity with 3GPP access is not supported for that traffic. When the UE is connected to LTE and all PDN Connections are handed over to Wi-Fi, the UE is detached in LTE.
Question 2) Do SA2/CT1 specifications include sufficient core requirements to ensure testable UE behaviour?

If not, is it feasible to develop such requirements for ANDSF to ensure testable UE behaviour? When could that be achieved?

SA2 Reply: SA2 is not specifying test cases and can therefore not determine if the specifications include sufficient requirements. If requirements are found to be missing in SA2 specifications, these can be proposed and discussed as company contributions using the normal 3GPP procedures. 
Question 3) Is there any issue if the RAN rule/command makes the UE deviate from the access priority provided by ANDSF? In particular, is there any issue if the RAN rule/command makes the UE deviate from ANDSF ISRP?

SA2 Reply: Deviations from ANDSF policies may be done e.g. when user preferences or the Local Operating Environment is taken into account by the UE. Therefore a strict application of ANDSF policies such as access priorities may not always be performed by the UE. As for RAN rules/commands, SA2 has discussed the question and come to the conclusion that there is no issue if a RAN rule/command makes the UE deviate from the access priority provided by ANDSF, as long as the home operator in roaming cases can influence whether policies provided by H-ANDSF should take precedence over RAN rules/commands provided by the VPLMN (see also reply to question 4).    
Question 4) Is there an issue with RAN rule/command affecting access network selection or traffic steering decision in case of roaming (e.g., user in VPLMN configured by Home PLMN with ANDSF)?

SA2 Reply: See reply to question 3. SA2 would also like to point out that a Rel-12 solution has been specified that allows the HPLMN to control whether a UE will prefer ANDSF access selection policies from the HPLMN or the VPLMN. This solution could be extended to apply also for WLAN/3GPP Radio interworking in roaming scenarios.
2. Actions:

To RAN2 group.

ACTION: 
SA2 kindly asks RAN2 to take the above information into account.
3. Date of Next SA2 Meetings:

SA2#101 
20 - 24 Jan 2014  

Taipei, TW

SA2#102 
24 - 28 Mar 2014 

Malta, MT
