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Introduction
During RAN1#85 meeting, for QoS issue of eLAA, some principles were agreed [1]:
· When the UE performs Cat. 4 LBT, it uses the priority class signaled by the eNB 
· There is no additional restriction at the UE (other than the multiplexing rules defined in RAN2) on the type of the traffic that can be carried in the scheduled subframes.
· eNB shall not schedule the UE more subframes than what is needed to transmit all the traffic corresponding to the same LBT priority class or lower (i.e., with a lower number in the LBT priority class table) than the signaled LBT priority class based on the latest BSR and received UL traffic from the UE.
· The eNB is responsible for making sure that the mapping between QCI and LBT priority class is consistent with section 5.7.1 in TS 36.300.
· The eNB is expected to take the QCI with the lowest priority in the logical channel group into account when defining the LBT priority class for a logical channel group
In this contribution we’ll discuss and propose how to capture these agreements at RAN2.
Discussion
Based on RAN1 conclusion, the priority class a UE used for Cat. 4 LBT should be signalled by eNB.
Proposal 1: For all logic channel configuration, eNB signals the UE the priority class it should use for Cat. 4 LBT.
Same as for DL, the priority class should be determined by the eNB based on the QCI value. Also as indicated by RAN1, the same QCI-LBT priority class mapping mechanism used for DL could apply for UL cases. 
Proposal 2: The eNB should determine the priority class for each logic channel based on its QCI and the same QCI-priority class mapping mechanism as described in section 5.7.1 of TS 36.300.
For UL, the BSR reporting is per LCG but not logical channel, thus from the eNB side, it is not possible to obtain the detailed buffer status for each logic channel. And if the QCIs in one LCG are not the same, then for the fairness reason, all logic channels should be treated with lowest QCI in that LCG, and should use the corresponding priority class based on that lowest QCI value.
Proposal 3: If the QCI of each logic channel in the LCG are not the same, than each logic channel’s LBT priority class should be determined based on the QCI of the lowest priority in that LCG.
Once the priority class is determined, obviously for efficiency reason, the eNB should not schedule more traffic than what is needed for this priority class.
Proposal 4: eNB shall not schedule the UE more subframes than what is needed to transmit all the traffic corresponding to the same LBT priority class or lower (i.e., with a lower number in the LBT priority class table) than the signaled LBT priority class based on the latest BSR and received UL traffic from the UE.
Conclusion 
It is proposed to discuss and capture the following proposals at RAN2:
Proposal 1: For all logic channel configuration, eNB signals the UE the priority class it should use for Cat. 4 LBT.
Proposal 2: The eNB should determine the priority class for each logic channel based on its QCI and the same QCI-priority class mapping mechanism as described in section 5.7.1 of TS 36.300.
Proposal 3: If the QCI of each logic channel in the LCG are not the same, than each logic channel’s LBT priority class should be determined based on the QCI of the lowest priority in that LCG.
Proposal 4: eNB shall not schedule the UE more subframes than what is needed to transmit all the traffic corresponding to the same LBT priority class or lower (i.e., with a lower number in the LBT priority class table) than the signaled LBT priority class based on the latest BSR and received UL traffic from the UE.
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