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1.
Discussion
In RAN2 #101 bis meeting, RAN2 received Reply LS (R2-1806413) from SA2 with the following contents. 

	SA2 would like to provide the following as a potential approach under the assumption that a static/semi-static configuration, e.g., Tx Profile, can satisfy RAN’s requirements and solve the incompatible PC5 PHY format issue.
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.


Observation 1. SA2 think 3GPP Release version at upper layer does not seem future proof.
According to the RAN1 agreement made in RAN1#92bis, transmit diversity is not supported in RAN1. Additionally, Puncturing is always allowed to use for Rel-14 UE as well as Rel-15 UE. 
	· Transmit diversity is not specified in RAN1 specifications 


Observation 2. No parameter input for Transmit diversity and puncturing needs in Tx profile.
Then, remaining features as candidates for Tx profile are ‘64QAM’ and ‘rate-matching’. However, final decision for ‘64QAM’ and ‘rate-matching’ is pending in RAN1. 

Observation 3. ‘64QAM’ and ‘rate-matching’ can be candidate features for Tx profile. However, final decision for those features is pending in RAN1
Four combinations for parameters in Tx profile can be expected depending on RAN1 outcome. 
Table 1. Possible RAN1 outcome and parameters in Tx profile
	
	Rate-matching is optional
	Rate-matching is mandatory

	64QAM is optional
	Case 1) Two parameters needs to represent each feature in Tx profile.
	Case 2) at least, one parameter needs to represent ‘64QAM’

	64QAM is mandatory
	Case 3) at least, one parameter needs to represent ‘Rate-matching’
	Case 4) at least, one parameter needs to represent both of ‘64QAM’ and ‘Rate-matching’


Observation 4. Possible RAN1 outcome can be as follow:
· Case 1) Both of ‘Rate-matching’ and ‘64 QAM’ are optional
· Case 2) ‘Rate-matching’ is mandatory and ‘64 QAM’ is optional
· Case 3) ‘Rate-matching’ is optional and ‘64 QAM’ is mandatory

· Case 4) both of ‘Rate-matching’ and ‘64 QAM’ are mandatory

Additionally, RAN 1 discussion for those features had been done as follows:
	1. Whether Rel-15 UE supporting rate-matching shall support 64 QAM is FFS

2. Whether Rel-15 UE shall support rate-matching is FFS

3. Rate-matching is required to support 64QAM


According to the RAN1 discussion, Case 3) in table 1 is not feature. According to 3) above, if UE received Tx profile with 64QAM is allowed but ‘rate-matching’ is not allowed, it should be considered as mis-configuration/error.
Observation 4. Case 3) is not feasible according to RAN1 agreement

Proposal 1. RAN2 takes into account that if UE received Tx profile with ‘64QAM is allowed’ but ‘rate-matching is not allowed’, it should be considered as mis-configuration/error.
For case 1), possible combinations for two features such as ’64 QAM’ and ‘rate-matching’ should be represented in Tx profile. Thus, two parameters needs to represent whether or not each feature is allowed to use. In two parameters needs in Tx profile, single parameter, ‘Rel 15’ is not appropriate to cover all combinations of two parameters in Tx profile. Parameter name to represent each feature is more appropriate in this case. 
Observation 5. For case 1), each feature name is appropriate as parameter in Tx profile because single parameter, ‘Rel-15’ cannot cover possible combinations. 

For case 2), at least, one parameter in Tx profile need to represent whether or not ’64 QAM’ is allowed’. If ‘Rel-15’ is used for parameter in Tx profile, the following question is raised:
· What if ‘Rel-15’ means ‘64QAM is allowed’, how to represent ‘64QAM is not allowed’? 
‘Null’ or ‘Rel-14’ cannot be parameter to represent ‘64QAM is not allowed’ because ‘64QAM is not allowed’ also include ‘Rate-matching is allowed’. Single parameter ‘Rel-15’ is not enough for case 2). 
Observation 6. For case 2), ‘Rel-15’ is not enough to represent whether or not ‘64QAM is allowed’ while ‘Rate-matching is allowed’.
According to observation 5) and 6), in the case 1) and case 2) at least one of features is optional, single parameter ‘Rel-15 is not appropriate. 

Proposal 2. In the case 1) and 2) at least one of features is optional, do not use ‘Rel-15’ for parameter in Tx profile.
For case 4), at least, one parameter needs in Tx profile. ‘Rel-15’ can be appropriate parameter for Tx profile as compared to other cases. ‘Rate-matching’ and ‘Tx profile’ can be parameter for Tx profile as well but ‘Rel-15’ can save 1 bit relatively. However, what if some feature is introduced as optional in future release, the feature cannot be represented by ‘Release version’ as seen in observation 5), observation 6) and proposal 2). 

Proposal 3. In future release, if optional feature is introduced, ‘release version’ is not appropriate for parameter in Tx profile. Thus, for future proof, do not use ‘Rel-15’ for parameter in Tx profile but use feature name. 
2.
Conclusion
In this contribution, it is addressed on RAN2 issues regarding The way to represent transmission mechanisms in Tx profile as follows.

Observation 1. SA2 think 3GPP Release version at upper layer does not seem future proof.
Observation 2. No parameter input for Transmit diversity and puncturing needs in Tx profile.
Observation 3. ‘64QAM’ and ‘rate-matching’ can be candidate features for Tx profile. However, final decision for those features is pending in RAN1
Observation 4. Possible RAN1 outcome can be as follow:
· Case 1) Both of ‘Rate-matching’ and ‘64 QAM’ are optional
· Case 2) ‘Rate-matching’ is mandatory and ‘64 QAM’ is optional
· Case 3) ‘Rate-matching’ is optional and ‘64 QAM’ is mandatory

· Case 4) both of ‘Rate-matching’ and ‘64 QAM’ are mandatory

Observation 4. Case 3) is not feasible according to RAN1 agreement

Proposal 1. RAN2 takes into account that if UE received Tx profile with ‘64QAM is allowed’ but ‘rate-matching is not allowed’, it should be considered as mis-configuration/error.
Observation 5. For case 1), each feature name is appropriate as parameter in Tx profile because single parameter, ‘Rel-15’ cannot cover possible combinations. 

Observation 6. For case 2), ‘Rel-15’ is not enough to represent whether or not ‘64QAM is allowed’ while ‘Rate-matching is allowed’.
Proposal 2. In the case 1) and 2) at least one of features is optional, do not use ‘Rel-15’ for parameter in Tx profile.
Proposal 3. In future release, if optional feature is introduced, ‘release version’ is not appropriate for parameter in Tx profile. Thus, for future proof, do not use ‘Rel-15’ for parameter in Tx profile but use feature name. 
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