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Abstract of the contribution: This contribution considers the co-existence of UE-initiated and Network-initiated handling
1. Discussion
This contribution considers the following two open issues.
(1) Co-existence of UE-initiated and Network-initiated IP Flow Mobility
A mechanism is needed to avoid that the application of both UE initiated and network initiated NBIFOM to a PDN connection leads to conflicts.
First, we consider the UE-initiated cases. An UE is more efficient to evaluate the followings rather than a network.  
1) the change of the access network condition, 
2) ANDSF ISRP, 
3) dynamic thresholds based on Rel-12 RAN based solution, etc.
Most of all, a UE can catch quickly the loss of WLAN access and bad condition of the access network. So it is possible for the UE to start any action quickly to keep the service continuity.
That is, according to the access network condition, user preference and the ANDSF or pre-configured policy, a UE decides to initiate the IP flow mobility over 3GPP access and to send the routing rule to the network. It means that the service on the corresponding IP flow could not be provided efficiently at the current access network (e.g. WLAN access). Therefore, the network should accept the decision from the UE. 
Also, if a UE decides to initiate the IP flow mobility over WLAN access, it would be expected that it is already evaluated based on operator’s policy and user preference. Maybe a UE evaluates the ANDSF ISRP rues and decides to select WLAN access as the best access network for the corresponding IP flow, or user preference could be considered first. Therefore, the network should accept the decision from the UE.
If the operator wants to restrict any specific access for the corresponding IP flow, the operator can have the restriction using the legacy ANDSF ISRP or pre-configuration.

The other way, let’s consider the network-initiated cases.

The network wants to initiate the IP flow mobility over 3GPP access due to a specific IP flow service which requires the high quality of service. However, maybe UE doesn’t want to change the current access network (e.g. WLAN access) at that time because of low charging benefit. Therefore, the network can request a UE to update the routing rule but the final decision is left in a UE side. Or after receiving UE’s assistance information (e.g., condition on WLAN access and UE’s preference), the network can request the proper update on the routing rule to the UE and it is likely to be accepted.
Also, if the network initiates IP flow over WLAN access for the corresponding IP flow, a UE has to evaluate the condition on WLAN access at that point after receiving the request from the network. Depending on the condition on WLAN access and user preference, it can be accepted or not. Or after receiving UE’s assistance information (e.g., condition on WLAN access and UE’s preference), the network can request the proper update on the routing rule to the UE and it is likely to be accepted.

Therefore, we propose that the routing rule from the UE takes precedence over the routing rule from the network.

(2) H-ANDSF policy vs. NBIFOM policy of visiting network.
In case of roaming, the H-ANDSF may configure certain routing policy in the UE to drive certain routing decision. However, such routing policy may not be aligned with the routing rules configured by the visiting network for NBIFOM policy. 
First, the UE decides to apply H-ANDSF rule or V-ANDSF rule based on the legacy mechanism. For example, when the UE is roaming in a VPLMN not contained in the list of "VPLMNs with preferred WLAN Selection Rules”, the UE decides the routing rule update based on H-ANDSF rule.

That is, the UE is configured if it prefers WLAN selection rules provided by the HPLMN or not. According to the UE configuration, user preference, WLAN access condition, etc., the UE decides to initiate IP flow mobility. Then, with our proposal, the visiting network should accept the update request of the routing rule from the UE.

However, if the UE selects the V-ANDSF rule, it is expected to be aligned with the NBIFOM policy of the visiting network.

Proposal
It is proposed to agree the following changes to 3GPP TR 23.861. Also, it is proposed on top of Annex-X Merged documentation v8 which is proposed by Rapporteur.
* * * * Start of 1st Change * * * *
7.3.x.1.5        Co-existence of UE-initiated and Network-initiated handling 


The UE decides to initiate the IP flow mobility over a certain access network, based on operator’s policy, the access network condition, the user preference, etc. The routing rule from the UE takes precedence over the routing rule from the network.
NOTE: 
If the operator wants to restrict any specific access for the corresponding IP flow, the operator can have the restriction using the legacy ANDSF ISRP or pre-configuration.

The network initiates the IP flow mobility over a certain access network, a UE has to evaluate the condition on WLAN access at that point after receiving the request on routing rule update from the network. Depending on the condition on WLAN access and user preference, it can be accepted or not. Or after receiving UE’s assistance information (e.g., condition on WLAN access and UE’s preference), the network can request the proper update on the routing rule to the UE and it is likely to be accepted.

The UE decides to apply H-ANDSF rule or V-ANDSF rule based on the legacy mechanism. That is, the UE is configured if it prefers WLAN selection rules provided by the HPLMN or not. According to the UE configuration, user preference, WLAN access condition, etc., the UE can decide to initiate IP flow mobility and the routing rule from the UE takes precedence over the routing rule from the network.
NOTE: 
V-ANDSF ISRP rule shall be aligned with the NBIFOM policy of the visiting network.

* * * * End of Changes * * * *
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