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Discussion
In previous meeting, the pass/fail criterion for the throughput test, in which best effort traffic is used, has been discussed [1-6]. The proposals ranges from comparing the mean throughput of the baseline scenario to the mean throughput of the coexistence scenario, to comparing a number of percentile points, say 25%, 50%, and 75% of the throughput distribution between the two scenarios.   

To determine which proposal is most appropriate, we provide our analysis in the following aspects:

1. Commonly used throughput metrics in LTE: whenever we evaluate throughput performance for LTE, we focus on two common metrics, namely mean user throughput and 5% cell edge user throughput. For cell edge user throughput, there is a good reason. Since cellular networks need to support seamless mobility, meaning even if a user moves to the cell edge, it can still stay connected by transmitting and receiving some amount of traffic. In this regard, the 5% user throughput serves as a good indicator. However, it is worth mentioning that we don’t check other percentile point in the throughput distribution for LTE.
2. Necessity of best effort traffic in Wi-Fi environment: For Wi-Fi networks, as we understand, mobility is not as important as for cellular networks and coverage is anyway quite limited. Therefore, 5% cell edge throughput will be less of a concern. From this perspective, mean throughput, or median throughput (i.e. 50% of the throughput distribution) if preferred, as an indicator of throughput performance will be good enough for best effort traffic. If more percentile points are proposed, good justifications should be provided
3. Testing time and complexity: to design tests in a cost-effective manner, testing time and complexity should always be kept in mind. In our understanding, testing the mean or median throughput alone will require a good amount of time to finish a test, taking into account various steps involved in a test such as test set-up, calibration, execution and debug [7]. Also, based on the discussion so far, there seems to be good consensus on the tolerance range of the pass/fail criterion to be 10%. This is a reasonable value for mean or median throughput; however, it is less clear if it still is for other percentile points, especially for below 50th percentile considering the potential large variation. Given the limited time to complete this SI so as to facilitate the upcoming commercial LAA deployment, it is desirable to focus on mean or median throughput at first.
It is also worth discussing the selection between mean or median throughput briefly. In most cases, especially when the throughput distribution is not symmetrical, it seems more desirable to use median throughput to represent a user’s typical throughput. If the distribution is sysmetrical, then anyway there is no much difference between mean and median. So it would seem appropriate use median throughput as the metric for comparision. 
From the above analysis, we therefore believe that adopting the median throughput as the pass/fail criterion for the throughput test is a good tradeoff between necessity and test time/complexity.  
Proposal: Adopt median throughput with 10% tolerance as the pass/fail criterion for the throughput test. 
Conclusion

In this contribution, we further discuss the pass/fail criterion and propose:
Proposal: Adopt median throughput with 10% tolerance as the pass/fail criterion for the throughput test. 
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