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1 Introduction

In the last meeting, a WF on LAA LBT priority classes was proposed [1]. In this contribution, we present our views on the issues of defining LAA LBT priority classes.
2 LAA LBT priority classes
LBT priority classes based on EDCA have been useful for Wi-Fi to manage QoS. It would also be beneficial to enable such flexibility for LAA, as an additional tool for the scheduler to manage QoS over the unlicensed band. Nevertheless, it should be discussed if specification of LAA LBT priority classes is essential for Rel-13 considering the limited time remaining for Rel-13.

In our view, the specification impacts to RAN1 or RAN2 should be limited to specifications of the LBT procedure and parameter values (e.g. multiple access engines procedures, CCA defer period details (number of CCA slots), contention window sizes, TXOPs), as well as the mapping from QCI (or radio bearer type) to the LBT priority class. How the scheduler can ensure QoS of radio bearers by making use of LBT priority classes would be eNB implementation matter. Nevertheless, the specification impact seems non-trivial, and RAN2 may need to be involved. 
Observation 1: Specification impact of defining LAA LBT priority classes is non-trivial.
Unlike WI-Fi, LAA has more tools at its disposal to manage QoS. The eNB can decide which data of which radio bearers is mapped to which carrier(s) (in licensed or unlicensed spectrum). Hence, it is possible for the eNB to map radio bearer requiring higher QoS to the licensed carrier, which is an effective way to manage QoS. This is in line with RAN2’s opinion (see Sec 7.2.2.4 “QoS control” of TR 36.889). 
Observation 2:  To manage QoS, radio bearer requiring higher QoS can be mapped to the licensed carrier
Based on the above observations, at least for Rel-13, it seems that defining one LBT priority class would be sufficient. Effort to define more classes in Rel-13 time frame should be deprioritized. In any case, more priority classes can be defined in the future release. Our proposals are as follows:

Proposal 1: Defining LAA LBT priority classes should be considered a low priority issue for Rel-13.

Proposal 2: Due to the extremely limited time remaining for Rel-13 specification, we recommend only specifying one LBT priority class (best effort) for LAA. Definitions of more LBT priority classes can still be done in future releases.
3 Conclusions
In this contribution, we presented our views on the need to define LAA LBT priority classes for Rel-13. Our observations and proposals are given below.
Observation 1: Specification impact of defining LAA LBT priority classes is non-trivial.
Observation 2:  To manage QoS, radio bearer requiring higher QoS can be mapped to the licensed carrier
Proposal 1: Defining LAA LBT priority classes should be considered a low priority issue for Rel-13.

Proposal 2: Due to the extremely limited time remaining for Rel-13 specification, we recommend only specifying one LBT priority class (best effort) for LAA. Definitions of more LBT priority classes can still be done in future releases.
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