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1. Introduction
Regarding the remaining aspects of NR V2X simulation assumptions, the following proposals were discussed on Monday online session:
Proposals:
· For NR V2X evualation, the traffic scenario for unicast, groupcast, or broadcast is separately performed
· May revisit if significant issues are found
· Note: this is not intended to have any impact on analysis regarding co-existence cases 
Proposals:
· The transmitter-receiver association model in TR 37.885 is used (copied below), with setting X and Y to [150 meters for Urban and 320 meters for Freeway] as baseline
· Other values of X and Y are not precluded. 
Proposals:
· For unicast and multicast, Z % of vehicles generate messages with setting Z to 100 % as baseline. 
· Other values of Z are not precluded.

Discuss further offline to identify baseline simulaton profile(s) for unicast, groupcast, and/or broadcast:
· Note: this is not intended to perform calibration of evaluations

Proposals:
· As in the case of periodic traffic model 1, the first packet arrival time is also randomized for other traffic models in TR 37.885 (i.e., with a random starting point for each UE”) 

This contribution summarizes offline discussion outcome on the above topics.

2. Offline discussion summary
Simulation profile:
Proposals: The following table is used as the simulation profile.

	
	Unicast
	Multicast
	Broadcast
	Mixture

	Sidelink frequency (GHz)
	6, 30
	6, 30 
	6, 30
	6, 30

	Traffic models
	Periodic: Medium intensity; [50] ms inter-packet arrival, [50]% vehicles generate packets.
Aperiodic: Medium intensity, 100% vehicles generate packets.
Periodic and aperiodic traffic are simulated separately.
	Periodic: Medium intensity; [50] ms inter-packet arrival, [50]% vehicles generate packets.
Aperiodic: Medium intensity, 100% vehicles generate packets.
Periodic and aperiodic traffic are simulated separately.
	Periodic: Medium intensity; [50] ms inter-packet arrival, [50]% vehicles generate packets
Aperiodic: Medium intensity, 100% vehicles generate packets.
Periodic and aperiodic traffic are simulated separately.
	33%, 33%, 34% vehicles generate unicast, multicast, broadcast packets, respectively. For each traffic type, 50% is periodic and 50% is aperiodic.
Periodic: Medium intensity; 100 ms inter-packet arrival
Aperiodic: Medium intensity

	Simulation environment, UE drop and mobility
	Highway: Option A
Urban: Option A
	Highway: Option A
Urban: Option A
	Highway: Option A
Urban: Option A
	Highway: Option A
Urban: Option A

	Number of Tx/Rx antenna elements for vehicle UE*
	2Tx/4Rx for 6 GHz
FFS for 30 GHz
	2Tx/4Rx for 6 GHz
FFS for 30 GHz
	2Tx/4Rx for 6 GHz
FFS for 30 GHz
	2Tx/4Rx for 6 GHz
FFS for 30 GHz

	Antenna model for vehicle UE
	Option 1
	Option 1
	Option 1
	Option 1

	Channel model
	As defined
	As defined
	As defined
	As defined

	SL simulation bandwidth (MHz)
	20 MHz for 6 GHz
100 MHz for 30 GHz
	20 MHz for 6 GHz
100 MHz for 30 GHz
	20 MHz for 6 GHz
100 MHz for 30 GHz
	20 MHz for 6 GHz
100 MHz for 30 GHz


* Note: The number of antennas can be increased for the evaluations for transmissions using more than 2 layers.

Distance for the transmitter-receiver association:
Proposals:
· The transmitter-receiver association model in TR 37.885 is used, with setting X and Y to [150 meters for Urban and 320 meters for Freeway] as baseline.
· Other values of X and Y are not precluded. 
· When evaluating V2I based on Uu, it is assumed that the packet is generated at the location where UE-type RSU is placed.

Randomization of packet arrival time:
Proposals:
· As in the case of periodic traffic model 1, the first packet arrival time is also randomized for other periodic traffic models in TR 37.885 (i.e., with a random starting point for each UE”) 

Other topics:
The following additional topics were also discussed. It is suggested to check if the following proposals are agreeable. If not, it is suggested to have email discussions for them.

Reduction of vehicle blockage in Case 2 “Maximum antenna height value of TX and RX < Blocker height”
=> Some companies commented that that the current vehicle blockage is too high compared to the additional measurement, it was argued.
Proposals: Check if the following change is agreeable.

	When a V2V link is in NLOSv, additional vehicle blockage loss is added as follows:
-	The blocker height is the vehicle height which is randomly selected out of the three vehicle types according to the portion of the vehicle types in the simulated scenario.
-	The additional blockage loss is max {0 dB, a log-normal random variable}.
-	Case 1: Minimum antenna height value of TX and RX > Blocker height
-	No additional blockage loss
-	Case 2: Maximum antenna height value of TX and RX < Blocker height
-	Mean: 12.5 9+ max(0, 15*log10(d)-41) dB, standard deviation: 4.5 dB
-	Case 3: Otherwise
-	Mean: 5+ max(0, 15*log10(d)-41) dB, standard deviation: 4 dB



Wrap-around issue
=> Some companies commented that, as the signal propagation is good in the current NLOSv model, 2 km road length is insufficient to model the interference characteristics.
Proposals: Check if the following is agreeable.
· If the above proposal for the additional loss is not agreed, increase the minimum road length of the highway scenario to 10 km.

Delay spread of the fast fading channel model for NLOS
=> Some companies commented that the link performance in NLOS has error floor due to the unbounded delay spread of the current fast fading channel in NLOS.
Proposals: Check if the following is agreeable.
· Adopt one of the two options proposed in R1-1811264.
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Option 1: Reduce std of delay spread for link level simulations
· Option 2: Use CDL models for link level simulations
