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1. Introduction

In RAN4 #79, many company results [1]

 REF _Ref458245693 \r \h 
[2]

 REF _Ref458245695 \r \h 
[3] provided for adjacent channel coexistence study between LTE V2V and legacy LTE UL showed impact for low speed scenarios. The impact is higher for low speeds since the density of cars is higher due to the assumption of 2.5sec inter-car distance (e.g. ~2315 UEs with 15kmph vs. ~577 UEs with 60kmphr in the urban layout). Further, it was assumed that the total number of active cars was agreed as 1% (derived based on traffic assumption of 1 packet every 100ms), and is independent of the speed. Thus the total active UEs is higher for lower speeds and leads to significant impact to adjacent channel UL performance with max power (no open loop power control) transmissions. 
To alleviate the impact, companies discussed possibility of power controlled transmissions. However, we noted that current R14 V2V WI is based on broadcast transmission and there is no physical layer feedback defined. Hence closed loop power control is not possible. Further, we indicated that the traffic model assumption of 1 packet every 100ms is not realistic for low speeds based on CAM message generation procedure.
In this paper, we provide further details on the CAM message generation to support the argument of revisiting the traffic assumptions for low speeds. This paper borrows heavily from similar discussions in RAN1/RAN2 based on the company papers [5]

 REF _Ref458426724 \r \h 
[6], and the agreed text proposal from RAN2 in [4] on this topic.
2. Discussion and agreements in RAN1/2
In RAN1/RAN2, there have been discussion on the CAM message generation in the context of semi-persistent scheduling for the periodic CAM messages [4]

 REF _Ref458426723 \r \h 
[5]

 REF _Ref458426724 \r \h 
[6]. In this paper, we focus on the periodicity assumptions for CAM message that was discussed in RAN1/2, i.e., on the assumption of 100ms periodicity for CAM messages.
	CAM message generation rules from ETSI TS 302 637-2, and as summarized in [5]

	· The CAM generation interval shall not be inferior to 100 ms;

· The CAM generation interval shall not be superior to 1000 ms, i.e. 1 sec;

· Generate  a CAM, if  

· the distance between current position and the position included in the previous CAM exceeds 4 m; or 

· the absolute difference between current speed and the speed included in the previous CAM exceeds 0.5 m/s; or

· the absolute difference between current heading and the heading included in the previous CAM exceeds 4°.

· The generation rules for the CAM shall be checked every T_CheckCamGen which is equal to or less than 100 ms.


From the above description, we can see the generation of CAM message relates to the vehicle dynamics (speed, position, direction change exceeding thresholds). Thus the CAM message generation is linked to vehicle speeds. Further, as argued in [5], change in position is perhaps the most dominant cause of CAM message generation as compared to change is direction/speed which are expected to comparatively less frequent.
In the current RAN4 coexistence simulation assumptions, we have been using 100ms periodicity for message generation. From the first bullet above, we notice that 100ms is the upper bound on the periodicity that will get triggered only in high speed scenarios. However, RAN4 has been using 100ms independent of the vehicle speeds and is hence an overly pessimistic assumption for very low speed (15kmpr) scenarios.
Further in [5], assuming position change to be the dominant cause of CAM message generation, the CAM message interval is derived as a function of the vehicle speeds. For simplicity, we only provide results for T_CheckCamGen=100ms, noting that the observation of that CAM generation interval is higher for lower vehicle speeds is not affected by this assumption.

Table 1: CAM interval as a function of vehicle speeds for T_CheckCamGen=100ms from [5]
	Speed of the Vehicle, S
	CAM Interval 

	144 km/h ≤ S
	100 ms 

	72 km/h ≤ S < 144 km/h
	200 ms

	48 km/h ≤ S < 72 km/h
	300 ms

	36 km/h ≤ S < 48 km/h
	400 ms

	28.8 km/h ≤ S < 36 km/h
	500 ms

	24 km/h ≤ S < 28.8 km/h
	600 ms

	20.6 km/h ≤ S < 24 km/h
	700 ms

	18 km/h ≤ S < 20.6 km/h
	800 ms

	16 km/h ≤ S < 18 km/h
	900 ms

	0 ≤ S < 16 km/h
	1 sec 


Based on the discussion in [5], RAN2 agreed the following text-proposal for TR 36.885 in [4]. Further we highlight the aspect that relates the CAM generation interval with UE speed.
	Subset of agreed TP for TR 36.885 from [4]:

	Annex X: 
Traffic Characteristics of CAM

[some text omitted]

In scenarios with relative stable vehicle dynamics (e.g. highway), the main trigger for CAM generation is the change of position, i.e. the distance between the current position of the UE and the position included in the CAM previously transmitted by the UE exceeds 4 m, and as such is the main factor affecting the periodicity of the CAM. The triggering conditions of speed change and heading change generate only a few CAMs occasionally, and mainly influence the timing of the CAM traffic.
The period of the CAM typically changes when the vehicle’s speed change exceeds a range.

The period of the CAM remains unchanged and therefore the CAM can be regarded as periodical with a certain periodicity when the vehicle is travelling at a relatively stable speed within a certain range which depends on vehicle speed.

A speed change or heading change is likely to affect the timing offset of a series of CAMs occasionally, and such timing offset change may lead to misalignment between SPS timing and CAM timing which further results in the risk of the V2X delay requirement not being satisfied. 

In addition, the CAM message size is variable. The CAM message size is about 121 ~ 320 Bytes without certificate and about 230 ~ 429 Bytes with certificate.


Observation 1: RAN4 coexistence simulation assumptions are currently using CAM message generation interval independent of the vehicle (UE) speed. Further, the assumption being using is an actual upper bound and is overly pessimistic for low vehicle speeds.
Observation 2: From the CAM message generation rules [ETSI TS 302 637-2], it can be seen that generation of CAM message relates to the vehicle dynamics (position, direction, and/or acceleration). Further the main (frequent) trigger is expected to be position and thus links the CAM message generation interval to vehicle speed.

Proposal 1: Revisit the simulation assumption on number of active UE of 1% (that was derived assumed CAM message generation interval of 100ms) to accurately reflect that message generation interval is dependent on UE speed.
3. Proposal on CAM message interval / active UEs
We propose to adopt the table proposed in [5] (repeated above in Table 1) relating UE speed to the message generation interval. We simply add a column to covert CAM interval to number of active UEs that RAN4 has been using.
Proposal 2: Adopt the following assumption on # of active UEs as a function of vehicle speed (based on R2-163807):
Table 2: CAM interval / number of active UEs as a function of vehicle speeds

	Speed of the Vehicle, S
	CAM Interval
	Average number of active UEs in a given subframe

= (1/CAM Interval * 100) %

	144 km/h ≤ S
	100 ms
	1%

	72 km/h ≤ S < 144 km/h
	200 ms
	0.5%

	48 km/h ≤ S < 72 km/h
	300 ms
	0.33%

	36 km/h ≤ S < 48 km/h
	400 ms
	0.25%

	28.8 km/h ≤ S < 36 km/h
	500 ms
	0.2%

	24 km/h ≤ S < 28.8 km/h
	600 ms
	0.17%

	20.6 km/h ≤ S < 24 km/h
	700 ms
	0.14%

	18 km/h ≤ S < 20.6 km/h
	800 ms
	0.125%

	16 km/h ≤ S < 18 km/h
	900 ms
	0.11%

	0 ≤ S < 16 km/h
	1 sec
	0.1%

	Note 1: Assumes T_CheckCamGen=100ms
	


4. Conclusions
In this paper, we propose to revisit the current RAN4 assumption on number of active UEs (derived from assumption on CAM generation interval) as follows:
Observation 1: RAN4 coexistence simulation assumptions are currently using CAM message generation interval independent of the vehicle (UE) speed. Further, the assumption being using is an actual upper bound and is overly pessimistic for low vehicle speeds.

Observation 2: From the CAM message generation rules [ETSI TS 302 637-2], it can be seen that generation of CAM message relates to the vehicle dynamics (position, direction, and/or acceleration). Further the main (frequent) trigger is expected to be position and thus links the CAM message generation interval to vehicle speed.

Proposal 1: Revisit the simulation assumption on number of active UE of 1% (that was derived assumed CAM message generation interval of 100ms) to accurately reflect that message generation interval is dependent on UE speed.

Proposal 2: Adopt the following assumption on # of active UEs as a function of vehicle speed (from R2-163807):

Table 3: CAM interval / number of active UEs as a function of vehicle speeds

	Speed of the Vehicle, S
	CAM Interval
	Average number of active UEs in a given subframe

= (1/CAM Interval * 100) %

	144 km/h ≤ S
	100 ms
	1%

	72 km/h ≤ S < 144 km/h
	200 ms
	0.5%

	48 km/h ≤ S < 72 km/h
	300 ms
	0.33%

	36 km/h ≤ S < 48 km/h
	400 ms
	0.25%

	28.8 km/h ≤ S < 36 km/h
	500 ms
	0.2%

	24 km/h ≤ S < 28.8 km/h
	600 ms
	0.17%

	20.6 km/h ≤ S < 24 km/h
	700 ms
	0.14%

	18 km/h ≤ S < 20.6 km/h
	800 ms
	0.125%

	16 km/h ≤ S < 18 km/h
	900 ms
	0.11%

	0 ≤ S < 16 km/h
	1 sec
	0.1%

	Note 1: Assumes T_CheckCamGen=100ms
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