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1 Introduction
This contribution discusses the Tx Profile issues related to SA2 LS [1]. We try to ask some fundamental questions concerning the requested functionality known as “Tx Profile”, inviting other companies to reconsider this solution and pre-dominant approach.
2 Discussion 

SA2 LS provides a potential approach based on Tx Profile to solve the possibly incompatible PC5 PHY Tx format with the following considerations [1]:

a)
The “Tx Profiles” are configured in the UE and associated with the V2X services (PSID or ITS-AID).

b)
The content of the “Tx Profile” can be specified by the AS layer, e.g. similar to that of “radio parameters” container defined in Rel-14 (i.e. SL-V2X-Preconfiguration in TS 36.331).

c)
The V2X layer can check the V2X services of a packet from the upper layer (e.g. based on PSID or ITS-AID) and locate the corresponding “Tx Profile”. The V2X layer passes the packet to AS layer with a pointer to the identified “Tx Profile”. 

d) 
Indicating the 3GPP Release version at upper layer does not seem future proof.

RAN2 started the email discussion on Tx Profile to tried to collect the stage-3 details on how to implement the Tx Profile, based on SA2 input [2]. The list of Tx profile in Question 1 of the email discussion [2] is actually the release information (e.g. rel-14 only, rel-15 only, either rel-14 or rel-15, rel-15 64QAM only), which seems to conflict with SA2 finding expressed in bullet d) above (“Indicating the 3GPP Release version at upper layer does not seem future proof.”). In order to design the proper Tx Profiles in RAN2, it is necessary to understand how Tx Profile is actually used by the upper layers and what is the basis for the upper layer to associate the V2X services (i.e. PSID or ITS-AID) to the Tx Profile. 
If Tx profile is selected on service group basis, e.g. depending on whether it is a Safety or Non-Safety service, it seems that two Tx profiles would be sufficient. One Tx Profile that should support mandatory Tx format from the first release is designed for Safety-related services. Another Tx profile that can support optional/enhanced Tx formats in the later release is designed for non-safety services. 

Observation 1: Two Tx Profiles would suffice, if the differentiation to be done is just to distinguish basic Tx format (e.g. Rel-14 compliant, safety-related) from the more advanced Rel-15 (non-safety related).

If the split is done on the individual service basis, i.e. that different services may be associated to different Tx profiles, the finer granularity on different Tx formats supported in different release and their combination should be supported by Tx profile design. However, it is still not fully clear how upper layer determines which service should use or be associated with certain Tx profile (e.g. what to associate with the Tx profile that supports 64QAM)? 
Perhaps it is also considered that Tx profile selection may be related to regulation requirements, e.g. government may mandate 64-QAM is supported in all the vehicles capable of V2X services in the country. In this case, Tx profile should be designed to support and differentiate the Tx formats that has potential to be mandated by regulation.
Observation 2: Different usage of Tx profile in upper layer may result in different Tx profile design in the lower layer.  
It is hard for RAN2 to design a good solution concerning Tx profile details without knowing further information on how Tx profiles are potentially used by the upper layer. Therefore, it is proposed:
Proposal 1: RAN2 replies to SA2 and kindly requests further information on the usage of Tx profile in order to properly design Tx Profile’s Stage-3 details.

The details of suggested response can be found in the draft LS [3]. This draft LS can be of course enhanced with other suggestions worked out by RAN2.
3 Conclusion
This paper was meant to underline uncertainties still remaining as the details of Tx Profile are worked out. In the course of the TDoc, the following has been observed and proposed:

Observation 1: Two Tx Profiles would suffice, if the differentiation to be done is just to distinguish basic Tx format (e.g. Rel-14 compliant, safety-related) from the more advanced Rel-15 (non-safety related).

Observation 2: Different usage of Tx profile in upper layer may result in different Tx profile design in the lower layer.  
Proposal 1: RAN2 replies to SA2 and kindly requests further information on the usage of Tx profile in order to properly design Tx Profile’s Stage-3 details.
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