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1
Introduction
In this contribution we discuss which QoS parameters are reasonable to be transferred to the WT when adding or modifying bearers for aggregation.
2
Discussion
For this discussion, we assume the QoS mapping is done by the WT according to the working assumption that was reached in the last RAN3#89bis meeting. This means that the eNB provides information about the QoS parameters of the aggregated bearer to the WT when adding or modifying the bearer. In our understanding, it is the eNB who decides whether to establish a bearer for aggregation or not, and the WT should not reject it except if it already knows that it cannot provide what is expected by the eNB. After the bearer has been admitted and packets are sent over the Xw-U interface, the eNB can use flow control, which will reveal to the eNB how well the WLAN performs and the eNB can take further decisions based on that. This means that the information provided by the eNB shall be used to optimize the mapping on the WT side, but should not be considered too strictly to avoid bearers are not admitted by the WT despite the eNB would have been satisfied with the delivered bandwidth.
Proposal 1: The parameters provided by the eNB should be considered by the WT as a suggestion to achieve an optimal QoS mapping. 

Taking the  Dual Connectivity solution as baseline, we analyse which of the following QoS related parameters should be transferred to the WT:
UE Aggregated Maximum Bit Rate (AMBR)
In LWA, in downlink direction, the eNB is in control of the UE AMBR by deciding how much data is scheduled for transmission over the WLAN branches of the UE’s aggregated bearers. For the uplink direction, as of now, there is no support in LWA. Nevertheless, this aspect is under the responsibility of the UE. Therefore, there is no benefit in transferring AMBR information to the WT.

Observation 1: There is no benefit in transferring UE AMBR information to the WT.
Proposal 2: The UE AMBR should not be sent to the WT.

QoS Class Identifier (QCI) 
It is beneficial to transfer this parameter to the WT: tit can be used on the WT side for a mapping onto the best matching access categories and/or priorities. It shall be noted, however, that OAM support is needed when operator specific QCI values shall be mapped. The mobile network operator and the WLAN operator may have to agree about the possible QoS mapping(s).

Observation 2: The QCI is an important parameter to perform reasonable QoS mapping at the WT.

Proposal 3: The QCI should always be provided by the eNB to the WT at bearer establishment/modification.

Allocation-Retention Priority (ARP)

The ARP IE is used in the eNB to apply admission control. We believe that such functionality should remain within the eNB (and should not be supported by the WT):

Proposal 4: The ARP should not be sent by the eNB to the WT.
Guaranteed Bit Rate (GBR) and Maximum Bit Rate (MBR)

GBR QoS information in dual connectivity consists of GBR bitrate and MBR bitrate and can optionally be provided to the SeNB. Similar to the AMBR parameter, the MBR bitrate is under control of the eNB while the uplink direction is under control of the UE. Therefore, there is no benefit to transfer the MBR bitrate parameter to the WT. GBR bitrate on the other hand can be a beneficial parameter to be provided by the eNB because it can be used to indicate a minimum bit rate that the eNB expects to be provided by the WLAN branch of the aggregated bearer.
Observation 3: There is no benefit in transferring the MBR bitrate parameter to the WT.

Observation 4: GBR bitrate can be used as an optional parameter to optimize QoS mapping at the WT.

Proposal 5: The eNB may, but does not have to, provide the GBR to the WT at bearer establishment/modification. The MBR should not be sent to the WT.
Additional parameters

In addition to the LTE QoS parameters, the eNB could also provide suggestions for the expected mapping on WT side, e.g., the Access Category. However, we do not see this as beneficial, since it is assumed that the mapping on WLAN QoS parameters is done by within WT.

Proposal 6: The eNB should not send any Access Category to the WT at bearer establishment/modification.

3
Conclusions
In this contribution, we analysed the different QoS parameters that could be exchanged at LWA bearer setup/modification and we concluded that:
Proposal 1: The parameters provided by the eNB should be considered by the WT as a suggestion to achieve an optimal QoS mapping.
Observation 1: There is no benefit in transferring UE AMBR information to the WT.

Proposal 2: The UE AMBR should not be sent to the WT.

Observation 2: The QCI is an important parameter to perform reasonable QoS mapping at the WT.

Proposal 3: The QCI should always be provided by the eNB to the WT at bearer establishment/modification.

Proposal 4: The ARP should not be sent by the eNB to the WT.

Observation 3: There is no benefit in transferring the MBR bitrate parameter to the WT.

Observation 4: The GBR bitrate can be used as an optional parameter to optimize QoS mapping at the WT.

Proposal 5: The eNB may, but does not have to, provide the GBR to the WT at bearer establishment/modification. The MBR should not be sent to the WT.

Proposal 6: The eNB should not send any Access Category to the WT at bearer establishment/modification.

