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Introduction
During RAN plenary in June 2016, a new study item has been approved in [1]. The coexistence tests are divided in two parts: LBT functional tests and multi-node tests. LBT functionalities were discussed and agreed in RAN4#79 meeting and further updated later. LBT functional tests are specified in TS 36.141, while the multi-node tests are captured in TR 36.789. 
Previously, three way forwards [2],[3],[4] have been agreed on coexistence tests for Rel-13 LAA in RAN4#78bis, RAN4#79 and RAN4#80, respectively. In RAN4#81, a number of contributions related to many aspects of multi-node tests for LAA has been discussed extensively, as listed in [9], [10], [11], [12], [13], [14], [15], [16].
In this contribution, we provide discussions related to different traffic test cases and our proposals related to this for multi-node tests. 
Traffic test cases for multi-node tests
The latest agreements are described in [7]. In the following sections we provide our view on the remaining issues which are still open for discussions 
Considering both best effort and voice traffic separately
According to our understanding, when best effort traffic is tested in aggressor link, then it is important to test both best effort and voice traffic in the victim link.
Scenario 1 and 2 in the table below relates to 802.11 victim devices when LAA devices are aggressors. As agreed in [7], Scenario 3 and 4 are mirror scenarios with respect to scenario 1 and 2, respectively. The purpose of the tests in scenario 3 and 4 when IEEE 802.11 is the aggressor is to help 3GPP to validate LAA performance and enhancement of system performance; the test procedures will be exactly the same as the ones defined for scenario 1 and 2, although there will be no pass/fail criterial for IEEE 802.11. Note that, 802.11 technologies considered here are 802.11n and 802.11ac.

	Scenario
	Case
	Victim DUT
	Companion victim DUT
	Aggressor DUT
	Companion aggressor DUT
	Traffic in victim link
	Traffic in aggressor link

	1
	Baseline (1a)
	802.11 AP
	802.11 STA
	802.11 AP
	802.11 STA
	Best effort
	Best effort

	
	Test (1a)
	802.11 AP
	802.11 STA
	LAA eNB
	LAA UE
	Best effort
	Best effort

	2
	Baseline (2a)
	802.11 AP
	802.11 STA
	802.11 AP
	802.11 STA
	Voice
	Voice

	
	Test (2a)
	802.11 AP
	802.11 STA
	LAA eNB
	LAA UE
	Voice
	Voice

	3
	Baseline (3a)
	LAA eNB
	LAA UE
	LAA eNB
	LAA UE
	Best effort
	Best effort

	
	Test (3a) 
	LAA eNB
	LAA UE
	802.11 AP
	802.11 STA
	Best effort
	Best effort

	4
	Baseline (4a)
	LAA eNB
	LAA UE
	LAA eNB
	LAA UE
	Voice
	Voice

	
	Test (4a) 
	LAA eNB
	LAA UE
	802.11 AP
	802.11 STA
	Voice
	Voice

	Note: IEEE 802.11 technologies considered here are 802.11n and 802.11ac



Based on the above discussions, we propose the following: 

Proposal-1: Agree on traffic cases for multi-node tests as described in Section 2.1
Proposal-2: Scenario 2 and 4 will be considered only if LAA BS declares VoIP capability.

Regarding time-multiplexed mixed best effort and VOIP traffic at the aggressor link
One other alternative in addition to traffic cases in Section 2.1 could be to consider time-multiplexed mixed best effort and VoIP traffic in the aggressor link, while considering any traffic type in the victim link. 
As expressed in [9], this kind of traffic case in the aggressor link may be needed to verify whether “if the aggressor adheres to the regulations that specify the channel access rules for carrying a mix of higher and lower priority traffic. Specifically they are needed to test that the aggressor does not piggyback lower priority data with higher priority data in a COT that is obtained using the access parameters of the higher priority data.” [9].
The above mentioned test is an issue under LBT functionality tests, and this is not related to co-existence tests as far as we have understood. In the LBT functionality test, channel priority tests are performed based on the number of priority classes that the BS declares. So, when channel access priority test is done, then it is ensured that only high priority data is transmitted from LAA BS in a COT when the channel is obtained using access parameters related to higher priority class. Having said so, if there is any concern that the mixed traffic case is not covered in the current LBT functionalities tests, then companies are welcome to submit proposals for LBT functionalities tests under maintenance work. 
Thus, our understanding is that, if the traffic test cases as listed in in Section 2.1 are tested properly, then all the necessary coexistence performance with respect to traffic types can be investigated. Thus, we observe that:
Observation-1: The mixed traffic type at the aggressor is primarily an LBT functionality issue
Observation-2: We may not get any additional information compared to test cases in section 2.1 with respect to coexistence behavior
Observation-3: One potential way forward could be: if mixed traffic at the aggressor need to be tested, then this may be handled under LBT functionalities test design as maintenance work.
Thus, we propose the following: 
Proposal-3: RAN4 should make a decision on mixed traffic case at the aggressor link. 

Conclusion
In this paper, we have described our proposals on traffic test cases related to the multi-node throughput tests. The proposals are listed below:
Proposa-1: Agree on traffic cases for multi-node tests as described in Section 2.1
Proposal-2: Scenario 2 and 4 will be considered only if LAA BS declares VoIP capability.

Regarding possibility to use time multiplexed mixed traffic at the aggressor, we observe the following: 
Observation-1: The mixed traffic type at the aggressor is primarily an LBT functionality issue
Observation-2: We may not get any additional information compared to test cases in section 2.1 with respect to coexistence behavior
Observation-3: One potential way forward could be: if mixed traffic at the aggressor need to be tested, then this may be handled under LBT functionalities test design as maintenance work.

Based on the above observation, we propose the following:
[bookmark: _GoBack]Proposal-3: RAN4 should make a decision on mixed traffic case at the aggressor link. 
Based on these proposals and based on the discussions above, we propose a TP in [6].
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