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1 Introduction

This is a summary of the following email discussion:
· [95#32][LTE/V2V] – SPS – Ericsson

-
Discuss and agree to:

-
Additional content - FFS PPPP or LCID 

-
Type of message used, how SPS release is indicated

-
SPS configuration (per Logical channel, per PPPP, or per UE) and how to multiplex data in SPS occasion

-
Content of SPS configuration and SR mask

-
Max number of SPS configuration 


Intended outcome: Email discussion report


Deadline: Thursday 22/09/2016

2 Discussion
During RAN2#95 some of the open issues related to the introduction of an enhanced SPS protocol for sidelink V2V were discussed during an offline discussion [1]. As a result of such discussion, some RAN2 agreements were reached:
	Agreements:
· Multiple SPS can be activated simultaneously
· UE assistance triggers are left to UE implementation.  The network should be able to configure UE assistance information.  

· The UE assistant information includes a set of preferred expected SPS interval, timing offset with respect subframe0 of the SFN0 (frame and subframe number).  FFS if per logical channel.  

· Introduce SPS periodicity values 50ms, 100ms, 200ms, 300ms, 400ms, 500ms, 600ms, 700ms, 800ms, 900ms and 1000ms for V2V UL/SL SPS
UE assistance:

· The UE Assistance Information is allowed to be reported if change in estimated periodicity of packet arrival occurs

· The UE Assistance Information is allowed to be reported if change in estimated offset of packet arrival occurs

· The UE assistance information is configured by the eNB

· The UE Assistance Info can be reported both in case SPS is configured or not

· UE Assistance Info per SPS existing or suggested configuration(s).  Details of configurations are FFS.  

· UE Assistance information reporting is configured by the eNB at least for PC5 V2X.

· Additional Content of UE 
· If configured by the eNB, SPS index of the SPS configuration


The goal of this email discussion is to address the following remaining issues:
· Sidelink SPS configuration

· Maximum number of SPS configurations

· Whether a given SPS configuration is associated to a certain sidelink logical channel (e.g. via LCID, PPPP, etc.)

· How an SPS configuration is released

· Whether SR mask is applicable

· The content of an SPS configuration

· UE assistance information

· How the UE assistance information is configured

· The message used for UE assistance information (i.e. MAC CE or RRC)

· The content of the UE assistance information
In Section 2.1, open issues related to the Sidelink SPS configurations are discussed. In Section 2.2, open issues related to UE Assistance Information are discussed.

2.1 Sidelink SPS Configuration
2.1.1 Maximum number of SPS configurations

Since RAN2 has agreed on the possibility to configure each UE with multiple SPS configurations, the first question is how many SPS configurations can be allowed.
· Question 1a:  Which is the maximum number of SPS configurations that can be configured for a UE?
a) 8

· As the number of PPPP.
b)  Depends on RAN1.
Table 1: Which is the maximum number of SPS configurations that can be configured for a UE?
	Company name
	Preferred option
	Comments

	Ericsson


	a)
	Since the UE can be configured with at most 8 PPPPs, this option seems to be the most future-proof.

	CATT
	A
	There are two type of typical V2X traffic, CAM and DENM messages, each traffic type maps to one logical channel, and each logical channel has two SPS configuration as we suggested below. For future extension we can extend it to 8 SPS configurations. 

	Huawei
	b)
	This may depend on how many bits can be reserved for the field of SPS index in the DCI, which relies on RAN1’s conclusion. We may wait for RAN1’s conclusion on DCI format for sidelink SPS.

	Panasonic
	a)
	From RAN2 point of view RRC should be able to configure max number of SPS configurations in order to be future-proof. Even though there is impact to RAN1, we see it more as an RAN2 decision.  

	Coolpad
	a)
	Agree with Ericsson and CATT.  Agree with Panasonic that this is more like a RAN2 issue to decide.

	ITL
	a)
	We have same view with Panasonic.

	Qualcomm
	b)
	Agree with Huawei that we should wait for RAN1 decision on DCI format details. DCI 5A already reaching very close to its limit and DCI 0 for Uu SPS might not have many bits to re-interpret as SPS index. In our opinion 4 SPS configurations seems reasonable.

	Interdigital
	b)
	We don’t think that linking the number of SPS configurations to the number of PPPP or logical channels makes sense since not every PPPP or logical channel will be associated with periodic behaviour.  We agree with Qualcomm that 4 SPS configurations should be sufficient.

	Samsung
	b)
	We agree with Interdigital that 4 SPS configurations are enough.

	ZTE
	b)
	Agree with Huawei.

	Fujitsu
	a)
	This issue is the scope of RAN2. We agree with Ericsson and CATT.

	OPPO
	b)
	We are also not sure whether links the number of SPS configurations to the number of PPPP or logical channel is reasonable, since SPS configurations could only support part of the PPPP or logical channel, not all of them. Therefore, we consider it makes sense to wait for RAN1 decision considering the limits of DCI format.

	Nokia
	b)
	It is strictly related to the number of SPS indices available in the DCI so RAN1 opinion should be also taken into account. RAN2 can obviously indicate what a preferred maximum amount of SPS configurations is and notify RAN1. We do not think it makes sense to associate it with the amount of PPPP.

	LG
	a)
	We would not need more than 2 configurations in sidelink. But, we could support more than 2 configurations for future proof. We understand that meaningful limitation on this number would come from RAN1 e.g. due to DCI. However, it seems fine with 8.

	Intel
	b)
	Agree with Huawei and we don’t see the need of up to “8”. 


Option a): 7 companies

Option b): 8 companies

Rapporteur comment: RAN2 can assume that up to 8 SPS configurations can be supported. However, this assumption strictly depends on how many bits are allocated to signal the SPS index in DCI format by RAN1.
RAN2 assumption is that up to 8 SPS configurations can be supported. However, this assumption can be revisited depending on the outcome of RAN1 discussion on DCI format design.
· Question 1b:  Which is the maximum number of “active” SPS configurations at any point in time for a given UE?
a) 8
b) Depends on RAN1 
c) Depends on the answer to 1a

Table 1b: Which is the maximum number of “Active” SPS configurations?
	Company name
	Preferred option
	Comments

	Panasonic
	a)
	Since Mode1 SPS is in eNB control, eNB may choose to activate up to 8 (same as RRC Configuration) SPS configurations at the same time.


	ITL
	a)
	We cannot find any reasons to restrict on the number of SPS activation. So, up to 8 SPS configurations can be activated.

	Coolpad
	a)
	Agree with Panasonic.

	Ericsson
	a)
	Agree with previous comments.

	Qualcomm
	b)
	Similar to previous comment wait for RAN1 to complete DCI design.

	Interdigital
	b)
	Based on the maximum number of SPS configurations which can be configured at the UE, the eNB should be able to activate all of them.

	Samsung
	b)
	

	ZTE
	b)
	Agree with Qualcomm.

	Fujitsu
	a)
	From flexibility point of view, maximum number of “Active” SPS configurations can be set to maximum number of SPS configurations.

	OPPO
	b)
	Agree with Qualcomm and Interdigital.

	Nokia
	c)
	We do not see any particular reason why not to have a possibility to simultaneously activate all configured SPS configurations.

	LG
	a), b)
	We assume that only one or two SPS configurations will be typically active, e.g. CAM and DENM. But, we may need more configurations in parallel in the future. In addition, we agree with Panasonic that eNB can control the number of active SPS configurations for a UE.

Accordingly, we are fine with any number up to 8, if the number is above or equal to 2.

	Intel
	b)
	Similar to previous comment on question 1a. 

	CATT
	b)
	


Option a): 6

Option b): 8

Option c): 1

Rapporteur comment: As for question 1a, also the answer to this question depends on the DCI format design by RAN1. However, RAN2 assumes that all the configured SPS configurations can be active at any point in time.

The number of active SPS configurations at any point in time can be up to the number of configured SPS configurations.
2.1.2 Logical channel association

In some contributions (see e.g. [2]

 REF _Ref461024802 \r \h 
[3]

 REF _Ref461024804 \r \h 
[4]

 REF _Ref461024806 \r \h 
[5]), it is proposed that each SPS configuration should be associated to one (or more) sidelink logical channel. With this option, when using a certain SPS configuration, the UE should prioritize the traffic from the logical channel associated to this SPS configuration over traffic from other logical channels. The traffic to be prioritized can be identified either with the LCID or with the associated PPPP. Companies are encouraged to outline more properties of this traffic association.
Alternatively, the multiple SPS configurations are not associated to sidelink logical channel and the UE performs the legacy logical channel prioritization when using a certain SPS configuration. 
· Question 2:  Can each SPS configuration be associated to one (or more) sidelink logical channel?
a) Yes, there should be an association between SPS configurations and LCIDs
b) Yes, there should be an association between SPS configurations and PPPPs
c) No
d) Yes, there should be an association between SPS configurations and Destination L2 IDs.
Table 2: Can each SPS configuration be associated to one (or more) sidelink logical channel?

	Company name
	Preferred option
	Comments

	Ericsson


	b)
	The main benefit of introducing the multiple SPS configurations is the possibility to properly configure the size of the SPS grant according to the characteristics of the different traffics. 

Therefore, we believe that it is beneficial if the network indicates which traffic type the UE should prioritize when using an SPS configuration. This might also help in case in the same TTI, multiple SPS occasions occur, i.e. the UE prioritizes the SPS occasions that has higher priority.

Between PPPP and LCID, we have a preference to indicate the association between SPS configurations and PPPPs. The reason is that there is no standardized mapping between PPPPs and LCIDs, so PPPPs seem to better reflect the traffic type characteristics. 

The eNB when configuring an SPS configuration can indicate which are the PPPPs that should be prioritized when using such SPS configuration.

	CATT
	a)
	Since PPPP can’t uniquely identify a logical channel, we prefer to associate one SPS configuration to one LCID. 
By the last RAN2 meeting’s agreement, LCID shall be combined with source ID and destination ID to uniquely identify a logical channel. We can restrict the eNB to allocate unique LCID in the spec for SPS configuration only, since there are only 8 SPS configuration by the above agreement. 
The eNB when configuring an SPS configuration can indicate which are the LCIDs that should be prioritized when using such SPS configuration.

	Huawei
	a), d)
	We think that there should be the association between SPS configurations and sidelink logical channels. Specifically, in multiple SPS cases, each SPS is configured/activated to match the traffic characteristics (e.g. periodicity, size, etc.) and to meet the performance requirements (e.g. latency) of some specific logical channel(s). So, logically an SPS configuration activated for a logical channel should be associated with this specific logical channel and prioritizes the transmission of corresponding data. 
We agree with CATT that PPPP cannot uniquely identify a sidelink logical channel and further propose the association between SPS configurations and pairs of LCID and Destination L2 ID. The reasons are as follows: 

1) As for PPPP, it says in 36.321 that “Each sidelink logical channel has an associated priority which is the PPPP. Multiple sidelink logical channels may have the same associated priority.” Which means each PPPP can be associated with multiple sidelink logical channels and does not necessarily uniquely identify a logical channel. As a result, it is possible that different flows of V2X traffic, which associated with the same PPPP, are actually mapped into different logical channels by the UE; otherwise, if all mapped into one logical channel, the actual data arrival may not be periodic any more, even if each flow is periodic. To this end, if an SPS is only associated with a PPPP which functions as the associated priority for multiple logical channels, it is unclear which specific logical channel(s) in this PPPP the SPS configuration is actually associated with and which of them can actually use the related SPS grant. 

2) Also, an LCID may not uniquely indicate a logical channel due to potentially different Destination L2 ID. As SA2 agreed that different destination IDs can be used to identify different V2X services (e.g., PSID or ITS-AIDs), only LCID itself may not be sufficient either to indicate the specific logical channel(s) the SPS configuration is associated with. 
In fact, at transmitter UE, each sidelink logical channel is uniquely identified by a pair of LCID and Destination L2 ID; so we propose the association between SPS configurations and pairs of LCID and Destination L2 ID.

	Panasonic 
	a)
	We agree with Ericsson on the reasoning for linking the SPS configuration to the traffic type. However, we think that traffic is better represented with Logical channel. Reasoning being that different logical channels (traffic type) could have the same PPPP but the packet size, the time offset or the periodicity could still be different and one SPS configuration corresponding to the same PPPP may not be able to fulfil all traffic types with same PPPP but different characteristics.

If UE reports UE assistance information with the LCID, the eNB would use the LCID as the basis for SPS configuration/ activation.

	Coolpad
	b)
	Agree with Ericsson.

	Qualcomm
	b)
	Agree with Ericsson

	Interdigital
	b)
	We agree with Ericsson on the need for prioritization of specific traffic when the UE uses the SPS grant.  We also think that association of SPS with PPPP is more appropriate for sidelink since LCID is assigned by UE implementation and may not have any specific linking to traffic properties.
Regarding the issue of different traffic characteristics (periodicity, offset, or grant size) which may have the same PPPP, this can be resolved by having multiple SPS configurations associated with the same PPPP, as discussed in question 2a.  

	ZTE
	a), d)
	Agree with Huawei, since it says in 36.321 that multiple sidelink logical channels may have the same PPPP, each PPPP can be associated with multiple sidelink logical channels of different V2X traffic which may have different arrival timing and periods.If an SPS is associated with a PPPP and this PPPP is associated with multiple LCIDs, it is unclear which specific logical channel(s) in this PPPP can map to the SPS configuration.



	Fujitsu
	b)
	Agree with Ericsson.

	OPPO
	a)
	We also consider although PPPP could be associated to the UE traffic type, however, considering identifying the different packets with the same PPPP, reporting UE assistance information with LCID is more reasonable.

	Nokia
	c)
	We are wondering what is the reason behind introducing such constraint to limit the usage of certain SPS configuration to a logical channel or PPPP value. Why not to leave such additional flexibility and let the UE do the ultimate mapping?

	LG
	a)
	We assume that multiple SPS in sidelink will be used to cope with periodic message transmissions with different periodicities or resource sizes. Different logical channels having the same PPPP may carry messages requiring different periodicities or resource sizes in transmissions.

	Intel
	a)
	We agree with the companies supporting a). 


Option a): 7
Option b): 5
Option c): 1
Option d): 2
Rapporteur comment: A clear majority of companies prefers that each SPS configuration can be associated to one (or more) traffic type(s). However, given comments provided by companies there is no clear consensus on whether this association should be in terms of LCID or PPPP. Therefore, rapporteur suggests that RAN2 should focus on whether there should be an association between SPS configurations and LCID or PPPP.
Each SPS configuration may be associated to one or more traffic types.
RAN2 to focus on whether this association is in terms of LCIDs or PPPPs.
In the CAM message traffic model, usually different size of packets arrives periodically. It is agreed in RAN1 that the working assumption is one 300-byte message followed by four 190-byte messages. Thus in RAN2 we may map CAM message to one logical channel or PPPP, and different packets of CAM message may have different SPS configuration.
· Question 2a:  If a) , b) or d) is agreed in Question 2, can multiple SPS configuration be associated to one sidelink logical channel or PPPP?
a) Yes, multiple SPS configuration can be associated to one sidelink logical channel or PPPP.
b) No

· Table 2a: can multiple SPS configuration be associated to one sidelink logical channel or PPPP?
	Company name
	Preferred option
	Comments

	CATT

	a)
	Different packets may have different SPS configuration, these SPS configuration should be mapped to one logical channel, and each logical channel maps to a message type(CAM or DENM).

	Ericsson
	a)
	Agree with CATT. It depends on the outcome of Question 2 whether it is the LCID or the PPPP to be associated to multiple SPS configurations, 

	Huawei
	a)
	Considering possible variation in message size of V2X (e.g. CAM), it seems reasonable that one sidelink logical channel is associated with several SPS configurations; for example, one configuration may be used to transmit the small packets, whereas another configuration may transmit the extra data of the large packets.

	Panasonic
	a) 
	Agree with CATT and others.

	Coolpad
	a)
	

	Qualcomm
	a)
	We think that different processes can have similar PPPP as well. So in turn multiple SPS can be associated to one logical channel.

	Interdigital
	a)
	Agree with the other companies.  

	ZTE
	a)
	Agree with CATT, we may map CAM message to one logical channel or PPPP, and different packets of CAM message may have different size or different periods, so it can be associated to multiple SPS configuration.

	Fujitsu
	a)
	Agree with CATT

	OPPO
	a)
	Agree with previous companies.

	Nokia
	b)
	It seems to be weird to associate SPS with LC/PPPP and then go towards assigning multiple SPS configurations per LC/PPPP. However, anyway this question is conditional on the answer to Q2.

	LG
	a)
	We are fine to associate multiple SPS configurations to one sidelink logical channel.


Option a): 11

Option b): 1

Rapporteur comment: A clear majority of companies prefers that one traffic type can be associated to multiple SPS configurations. Whether the traffic type is expressed in terms of LCID or PPPP depends on the outcome of question 2.
One traffic type (i.e. one LCID or one PPPP depending on the outcome of Proposal 4) can be associated to multiple SPS configurations.
2.1.3 How an SPS configuration is released
Besides the eNB explicit release, in the legacy UL SPS an implicit release mechanism has been introduced, i.e. after a certain number of configurable empty transmissions, the UL SPS configuration is released. 

The question is which release mechanism should be used for sidelink SPS release.
· Question 3: Which release mechanism is used for sidelink SPS?
a) After a configurable number of consecutive sidelink SPS occasions not used by the UE, the UE notifies the network and then considers the specific sidelink SPS released
· This is similar to the legacy implicit release mechanism. The UE release notification can be signalled as part of the UE assistance information.
b) Other
c) The eNB configures a valid duration for an SPS activated. When time elapsed exceeds the valid duration since the activation for this specific SPS, the UE and eNB implicitly release the related SPS
d) When UE does not have traffic, it can send UE assistance information to inform this to eNb and eNB can release the SPS configuration.
Table 3: Which release mechanism is used for sidelink SPS?

	Company name
	Preferred option
	Comments

	Ericsson
	a)
	This mechanism is similar to the legacy implicit release, and it gives the possibility to the network to control for how many times a configured sidelink grant can remain unused. 

The only difference with the implicit release is that the UE explicitly informs the network when a sidelink SPS configuration is released.
In response to some companies’ comments: we believe that a) is a baseline behaviour since it is directly inherited from the Uu operation. In our understanding, this mechanism perfectly applies to PC5 as well, and gives the possibility to the network to control for how many occasions the SPS can remain unused.

Regarding c), a drawback seems to be that the implicit release might happen at any point in time, since it might be hard for the Enb to determine the proper duration of an SPS configuration. If at the point of the release the UE is engaged in V2V traffic, the SPS release would potentially cause latency and overhead due to the transmission of UE Assistance Info. On the other hand, it might also happen that due to the timer configuration, the UE keeps the SPS resources too long unnecessarily. So to us, benefits of this release mechanism are not clear.


	CATT
	b),
	a) works perfectly in Uu interface, but not in PC5, because if the empty transmission sent to eNB via Uu, the eNB knows it. If the empty transmission sent via PC5, the eNB doesn’t know it. 

	Huawei
	a), c)
	It seems that option c) is logically quite in line with the release of Mode 2 semi-persistent transmission, where the reserved resources are released after the counter expires. Besides, option c) has an advantage in signalling overhead. So we think that both the explicit notification as in option a) and the implicit release in option c) can be optionally supported as configured by the eNB.

	Panasonic
	b) 
	We assume that the UE sends the SidelinkUEInformation according to the current RRC CR:
“initiate transmission of the SidelinkUEInformation message to indicate it no longer requires V2X sidelink communication transmission resources”

SidelinkUEInformation would indicate which SPS configuration(s) are no longer required (stage 3 details).

	ITL
	a)
	We have similar understanding with Ericsson. For stage 3 details on the reporting, we can consider following UE behaviour: 

“UE initiate transmission of the SidelinkUEinformation message to inform the network when a sidelink SPS configuration is released.”

If above message is not preferred to indicate the released sidelink SPS configuration, introduction of new MAC CE can be considered.

	Coolpad
	a), c)
	Both a) and c) are needed.

	Qualcomm
	c) and d)
	In RAN1 it is assumed that, UE is not supposed to transmit empty packets in SL to avoid unnecessary reservation of SPS resource for next transmission in case of Mode 4 (i.e. UE autonomous case). To align with this behaviour we think option a) is not correct.

RAN1 also agreed that “Both explicit release and an implicit release mechanism for SPS over Uu are supported” so we agree with c).

We also need d) because if UE is aware that there is no more traffic then it should indicate to the eNB (in similar way when it indicated to eNB UE assistance information for possible SPS configuration.


	Interdigital
	d)
	We think that since the UE is already determining the triggers for change in periodicity and timing offset, it should also be able to determine when an SPS configuration is no longer needed.  We also think that this option is similar to what was proposed by Panasonic.
If d) is provided, we see no need for option c), as this option may lead to the UE making additional requests for a new SPS configuration following each implicit release (and therefore unnecessary signalling).


	Samsung
	d)
	Agree with Interdigital.

	ZTE
	d)
	It is necessary that the UE needs to notify the network that the specific sidelink SPS can be released since the eNB cannot know it by itself. But it is unnecessary to limit the number of sidelink empty transmissions before the UE notifies the network to release the SPS resource. It is up to UE implementation.

	Fujitsu
	a) and c)
	Option a) is similar to legacy implicit release. It is necessary that UE informs eNB to release the SPS when there is no available data for transmission. In option c), eNB controls the SPS configuration. In addition, option c) can reduce the signalling overhead.

	OPPO
	d)
	We consider it makes sense for the UE to report whether it has data or not for further transmission, and eNB could release the configuration explicitly. With this, c) actually is not needed.

	Nokia
	a) and possibly c)
	Implicit release (as in the legacy SPS) seems to be the most straightforward option. Solution c) seems to be somewhat contradicting with the SPS principle (i.e. to have a kind of “fixed/short-term SPS”). However, it can be used in the case that e.g. eNB anyway need to make the update of SPS allocation after certain time period due to e.g. change of periodic or offset or message size.

	LG
	b) 
	We assume that this release mechanism aims to support only DENM, not CAM. We wonder if any implicit release mechanism is necessary.

	Intel
	d)
	I think b) proposed by Panasonic is same as d) now. 


Option a): 6
Option b): 3
Option c): 5
Option d): 6

Rapporteur comment: Rapporteur assumes that option b) is same as option d), i.e. it is up to UE implementation to judge whether a sidelink traffic is terminated and inform the eNB about that. In total 9 companies are supporting that.
On the other hand, there are 11 companies (a+c) supporting a release mechanism configurable by the eNB.
Given the above, rapporteur suggests that the eNB may configure a release mechanism and that RAN2 should further discuss whether option a) and/or option b) is supported. However, if no release mechanism is configured by the eNB, it is up to UE implementation to determine when a sidelink traffic is terminated and inform the eNB about that.
The eNB may configure the UE with a sidelink SPS release mechanism.
RAN2 to discuss whether one or both the following release mechanisms may be configured by the eNB.
a. After a configurable number of consecutive sidelink SPS occasions not used by the UE, the UE notifies the network and then considers the specific sidelink SPS released.
b. The eNB configures a valid duration for an SPS activated. When time elapsed exceeds the valid duration since the activation for this specific SPS, the UE and eNB implicitly release the related SPS.
Proposal 2 If a sidelink SPS release mechanism is not configured by the eNB, it is up to UE implementation to determine when a sidelink traffic is terminated and report this information to the eNB.
2.1.4 On the SR mask

In legacy LTE, the eNB when configuring a logical channel can setup an SR-mask (logicalChannelSR-Mask). This functionality can be useful in SPS. If the UE is configured with an SR-mask for a certain logical channel, it is not allowed to send SR when data becomes available for transmission on that logical channel. Advantage of the SR-mask mechanism is that the SR resource consumption/interference, as well as the UE battery consumption is limited.

With the introduction of the sidelink SPS, the question is whether the SR-mask mechanism used in legacy LTE can be extended also to the sidelink case.

· Question 4: Should a sidelink SR-mask mechanism be introduced?
a) Yes, the eNB indicates the LCIDs for which the sidelink SR-mask applies
b) Yes, the eNB indicates the PPPPs for which the sidelink SR-mask applies
c) No

d) Other

Table 4: Should a sidelink SR-mask mechanism be introduced?

	Company name
	Preferred option
	Comments

	Ericsson
	b)
	One of the benefit of SPS is the possibility for the network to reduce the burden on the SR resources both in terms of interference and capacity. Additionally, also UE battery consumption is alleviated if the UE does not send SR. This result can be achieved by configuring an SR mask per logical channel.

The same legacy benefits can be achieved if the SR-mask is introduced for the sidelink, i.e. the UE does not send SR for the PPPP for which SR-mask is configured. 
In response to Huawei comments: while we do agree that there might be traffic situations where the usage of SR mask is not foreseen, there might be other scenarios (e.g. highways, platooning, etc.) where instead the dynamic of V2V traffic can be considered quite stable, as we have discussed several times during the WI. In such cases, the SR mask might turn to be useful since, as indicate above, it limits the SR overhead/interference, without dramatically impacting the latency.

Regarding the second issue raised by Huawei, we believe that it can be solved by implementation by associating the larger traffic to another SPS configuration (see question 2a). Additionally, not all traffic types might be subject to this size variation.



	CATT
	a)
	SR mask is used to prohibit the UE frequently request SR, and now for V2X use case, we think SR mask should be introduced to prohibit the UE frequently request SR for a certain kind of service so we think eNB should indicates the LCID that SR applies. 

	Huawei
	c)
	If the SR-mask is introduced to sidelink, there can be the following 2 problems: 

· Firstly, in case the periodicity of a sidelink logical channel changes (e.g. CAM), the UE may need some time to observe the arrival interval of a number of V2X messages so as to detect the new periodicity, and the SPS potentially configured with the previous periodicity may not work well any more. Then, for the V2X messages during such observation of traffic periodicity, since the new periodicity has not yet been determined, the UE may still need dynamic scheduling to transmit them, in case it is configured with SPS based on the previous periodicity. However, if the SR-mask is configured to this specific logical channel, it will prevent the UE from triggering the SR and requesting dynamic scheduling for those V2X messages during periodicity change as discussed above, which, as a result, will lead to potential packet losses. 
· Secondly, the size can be variable for V2X messages, (e.g. CAM). When a large packet arrives in a sidelink logical channel and exceeds the TB size of the SPS grant, the UE may be prevented from triggering SR and requesting sufficient resources to support the transmission of the large packet if this logical channel is configured with an SR-mask. This may also result in potential packet losses. 

Due to the above 2 problems, we do not think that the SR-mask should be introduced to sidelink.

	Panasonic
	a)
	Same view as CATT. 

	ITL
	a)
	Same view as CATT.

	Coolpad
	b)
	Same view as Ericsson.

	Qualcomm
	c)
	We agree with Huawei that from safety point of view it is not correct approach to restrict SR transmit, as there is possibility that traffic pattern has changed compared to SPS configuration. So by the time new configurations are provided UE should be allowed to use dynamic resource request.

	Interdigital
	c)
	Same view as Qualcomm and Huawei.

	Samsung
	c)
	We agree with Huawei.

	ZTE
	c)
	Similar view as Huawei. Unlike VoIP the periodicity of V2X traffic may be unstable. If the UE speed changes, the data arrival periodicity of a logical channel maybe change and dynamic scheduling is needed. If the SR-mask is configured to this logical channel, The UE cannot trigger the SR and request dynamic scheduling which may lead to packet losses. 

	Fujitsu
	c)
	Agree with Qualcomm and Huawei.

	OPPO
	c)
	Agree with Huawei

	Nokia
	c)
	We agree with Huawei in case of SL. However, for UL SPS, option a) might be considered as SPS can be used to send BSR or UE assistance information instead of SR.

	LG
	a)
	Same view as CATT

	Intel
	c)
	Agree with Huawei. 


Option a): 4

Option b): 2

Option c): 9

Rapporteur comment: In total 6 companies (a+b) prefer to introduce a sidelink SR mask mechanism. Since there is no enough majority to conclude on this issue, the rapporteur suggests that RAN2 should further discuss this issue.
RAN2 to further discuss the need of sidelink SR mask.
2.1.5 The content of an SPS configuration

The SPS configurations are provided by the eNB to UEs in RRC signalling. In this section, the detailed content of an SPS configuration is discussed.

In the following, it is presented a list of possible parameters to be included and related short description. Note that additional L1 parameters (e.g. MCS, transmitting power, (V2V) SPS-RNTI etc.) might need to be included, but this is left to RAN1 discussion.

· Question 5:  Which of the following parameters should be included in an SPS configuration?
a) Sidelink SPS scheduling interval. 

· The specific SPS periodicity for the SPS configuration.
b) The index of the SPS configuration.  

· The index is used by PDCCH in DCI to (re)activate/release a configured SPS configuration. The SPS index can also be used in the UE assistance information as agreed in RAN2#95.
c) The LCID associated to the SPS configuration 
· The presence of this field depends on the outcome of Question 2.
d) The PPPP associated to the SPS configuration 
· The presence of this field depends on the outcome of Question 2.
e) Number of sidelink empty transmissions before release
· The presence of this field depends on the outcome of Question 3.
f) The carrier in which this SPS configuration applies
· In case of multi-carrier sidelink transmissions, it indicates the carrier in which a specific SPS configuration applies.
g)  The Destination L2 ID associated to the SPS configuration. 

· The presence of this field depends on the outcome of Question 2.
h) The valid duration associated to the SPS configuration.

· The presence of this field depends on the outcome of Question 3.
Table 5: Which of the above parameters should be included in an SPS configuration?

	Company name
	Preferred option
	Comments

	Ericsson
	a), b), d), e), f)
	Given our answers to question 2) and 3), we believe that both the PPPP and the number of SL empty transmissions before release need to be associated to an SPS configuration.

Also the carrier to which an SPS configuration applies might be beneficial considering that sidelink V2V can be operated in multiple carriers.

	CATT
	a), b), c), f)
	a, b, c refer to our answer to Question 1,2,3. 
For e), we can leave to UE implementation, the eNB doesn’t have to configure the number of sidelink empty transmissions before release.

	Huawei
	a), b), c), e), g), h)
	Given our answer to question 2), we think that the pair of LCID and Destination L2 ID needs to be associated with an SPS configuration, in order to indicate the sidelink logical channel the SPS configuration is associated with. Also, given our answer to question 3), option e) and h) may be also needed, we think. 
For f), we think that the carrier information is more relative to the position of the SPS grant assigned and may thus be more properly indicated by a CIF field included in the DCI (which already exists in DCI format 5A and is thus also possible in the DCI for SL SPS) as the inter-carrier scheduling in legacy CA. If there is no CIF field in the DCI used for SL SPS, the SL grant should be applied to the carrier where the DCI is received.

	Panasonic
	a), b), c) 

FFS on f)
	As for f) we assume that RAN2 did not discuss/ decide if SPS can be configured on Secondary carriers. If required, DCI can also be used to activate on any specific serving frequency.

	ITL
	a), b), d), e) FFS on f)
	Same view as Ericsson except f). RAN1 agreed to introduce CIF field in DCI for V2V but the details are FFS. After RAN1 discussion on that, we can decide whether f) is required in SPS configuration.

	Coolpad
	a), b), d), f), h)
	

	Qualcomm
	a), b), d), f), h)
	Not sure why g) is required?

	Interdigital
	a), b), d).
	Given our responses to questions 2 and 3, we think PPPP is needed.  
Regarding f), we think use of the DCI for scheduling on different PC5 carriers is more in line with multi-carrier operation in Uu.

	Samsung
	a), b)
	

	ZTE
	a), b), c), f),g)
	Agree with CATT, and g) is also needed.

	Fujitsu
	a),b),d),e),h)
	

	OPPO
	a), b), c), f)
	

	Nokia
	a), b)
	The remainder is dependent upon the answers to preceding questions.

	LG
	a), b), c)
	Regarding f), we assume that DCI will indicate the frequency while RRC configures a set of frequency candidates.

	Intel
	a), b), c)
	


Option a): 15
Option b): 15
Option c): 7

Option d): 6

Option e): 4

Option f): 7
Option g): 2

Option h): 4

Rapporteurs comments: There is a clear majority of companies that would like to introduce in the SPS configuration the SPS scheduling interval (a) and the SPS index (b). Whether the LCID (c) or the PPPP (d) should be added depend on the outcome of Proposal 4. Whether e) and/or h) should be added depend on the actual release mechanism in Proposal 7. Regarding f), some companies mention that this information can be signalled in the DCI rather than in RRC, therefore it is suggested that RAN2 further discuss this.
The following parameters should be included in an SPS configuration
a. Sidelink SPS scheduling interval

b. The index of the SPS configuration

c. FFS the LCID or the PPPP to be associated to an SPS configuration (depending on Proposal 4)
d. FFS the number of sidelink empty transmissions before release and/or the valid duration associated to the SPS configuration (depending on the outcome of Proposal 7)
e. FFS the carrier in which an SPS configuration applies
2.2 UE Assistance Information
2.2.1 How the UE assistance information is configured

In RAN2#95, it was agreed that the UE assistance information can be reported both in case SPS is configured or not. 
An additional question is whether the report of the UE assistance information should be configured by the eNB only for certain logical channels/PPPP. In this the case the UE will just report the periodicity/offset changes of the traffics associated to those logical channels/PPPP configured by the eNB [2]

 REF _Ref461024802 \r \h 
[3]. 

Alternatively, the UE assistance information, if configured, is reported by the UE for any logical channel/PPPP. 

· Question 6: How the UE assistance information is configured?
a) The UE assistance information is only reported for certain LCIDs as configured by the eNB in RRC

b) The UE assistance information is only reported for certain PPPPs as configured by the eNB in RRC
c) The UE assistance information is reported by the UE for any LCID/PPPP
d) The UE assistance information is reported by the UE for any logical channel identified by a pair of LCID and Destination L2 ID.
Table 6: How the UE assistance information is configured?
	Company name
	Preferred option
	Comments

	Ericsson
	b)
	It is beneficial for the network to limit the amount of UE assistance information signals. 

If the network does not have the possibility to indicate for which traffic types the UE assistance information is desired, the UE might send UE assistance information for any traffic type. This might not be good in terms of overhead, especially if e.g. the network is not interested in configuring SPS for certain traffic types. 

	CATT
	a)
	As our preference in question 3, SPS configuration should be associated to one logical channel, so the UE assistance information should also be configured per logical channel. 

	Huawei
	d)
	The UE assistance information may be reported only when some periodicity is detected for some of the V2X sidelink logical channels. So it may not be the case that the UE sends the assistance information for any types V2X traffic, (e.g. 
periodic traffic) and further result in excessive overheads. 

Furthermore, the eNB may not be clear for which sidelink logical channels or PPPPs the V2X traffic is actually periodic. Therefore, the eNB may not limit the logical channels/PPPPs for which the UE assistance information is allowed, in order to avoid that the traffic of some logical channels actually arrives periodically but is prevented from sending UE assistance information.

	Panasonic
	c)
	In general UE shall report UE assistance information only for logical channels which carry periodic data, e.g. CAM messages, and are hence suitable for SPS. We see no relation between PPPP and periodicity, Therefore the eNB should be able to enable/disable the assistance reporting feature, but not restrict it to certain PPPPs or LCIDs.

	ITL
	c)
	Same view as Panasonic.

	Coolpad
	b)
	Agree with Ericsson

	Qualcomm
	b)
	

	Interdigital
	c)
	We don’t see a need for the eNB to restrict the UE assistance information to be reported only for specific logical channels or PPPP, as the UE determines the periodicity of traffic (based on UE implementation) and would only report assistance information when traffic associated with a PPPP is determined to be periodic.

	Samsung
	c)
	Agree with Panasonic.

	ZTE
	c)
	UE assistance information can be reported when some new periodicity for the V2X sidelink logical channel is detected and used as the reference information for SPS configuration. As we said in section 2.1.2, SPS configuration should be associated to logical channel, so the UE assistance information should also be reported per logical channel. The eNB may indicate whether UE is allowed to report UE assistance information, but it may not limit the logical channels/PPPPs for which the UE assistance information is allowed.


	Fujitsu
	b)
	Agree with Ericsson

	OPPO
	c) 
	We agree with Panasonic that UE assistance information can be reported for any LCID/PPPP, and how to support the corresponding service is determined by eNB. Therefore, limitation on the UE assistance information reporting is not needed.

	Nokia
	c)
	If SPS configuration is not LCID/PPPP specific. However, if LCID/PPPP specific SPS configuration is agreed within the aforementioned questions, the UE assistance information should be mapped in a similar manner (i.e. LCID/PPPP specific.)

	LG
	a)
	If SPS is not configured, Sidelink BSR can be triggered for eNB to configure SPS. Once SPS is configured, UE assistance information can be reported.

	Intel
	c)
	


Option a): 2
Option b): 4
Option c): 8

Option d): 1

Rapporteur comment: In total, there are 7 companies (a+b+d) that would like to introduce some form of restriction to the report of UE assistance information in order to limit the amount of overhead. On the other hand, there are 8 companies (c) that believe that the UE should report the UE assistance information for any LCID/PPPP with no limitation. Since there is no clear majority, rapporteur suggests that RAN2 further discuss whether there is the need for a mechanism to limit the amount of overhead due to UE assistance information.

RAN2 to further discuss whether the UE assistance information should only be reported for certain traffic types (e.g. LCID/PPPP), in order to limit the overhead of UE Assistance Information.
2.2.2 How the UE Assistance Information is delivered
In RAN2#95 meeting, it was discussed whether the UE assistance information shall be delivered in a MAC CE or in RRC.

Some companies (see e.g. [2]

 REF _Ref461024806 \r \h 
[5]

 REF _Ref461109909 \r \h 
[6]

 REF _Ref461109910 \r \h 
[7]

 REF _Ref461109912 \r \h 
[8]

 REF _Ref461109913 \r \h 
[9]) proposes to send the message in MAC CE. Among the benefits of MAC CE, it is mentioned the lower latency and overhead compared with a full RRC message and the fact that a closer termination of the message might be beneficial implementation-wise since SPS (re)activation-release happens via PDCCH [2]

 REF _Ref461024806 \r \h 
[5]

 REF _Ref461109910 \r \h 
[7]. On the other hand, RRC would have the merit of being more reliable than MAC CE [5].
Companies are encouraged to provide more design details of their preferred option.  
·   Question 7:  In which message the UE assistance information is delivered?
a) In a new MAC CE

b) In a new RRC message
c) In existing RRC message UEAssistanceInformation with some new fields introduced.
Table 7: In which message the UE assistance information is delivered?
	Company name
	Preferred option
	Comments

	Ericsson
	a)
	MAC CE has the merit of lower latency. Since the UE assistance information can be used by the eNB to (re)activate/release an SPS configuration, a termination in RRC seems to be cumbersome because (re)activation/release happens in PDCCH and ideally the (re)activation/release indication should be sent as soon as possible.

In the MAC CE, the offset can be represented with a 14-bit field to indicate the subframe in which a transmission is expected with respect to subframe0 of SFN0. 

The periodicity can be represented with a 4-bit index which indicates the estimated periodicity value among the agreed values (50ms, 100ms, 200ms, 300ms, 400ms, 500ms, 600ms, 700ms, 800ms, 900ms and 1000ms).
If MAC CE is used, when the UE assistance information needs to be transmitted it seems reasonable to assume that the UE can trigger SR.

	CATT
	b) Or c)
	The UE assistance information is used to assist the eNB to configure the SPS configuration, due to the last meeting discussion, the UE assistance information is only sent to the eNB in case some certain threshold is met so the UE assistance information is not sent very constantly, and the RRC message seems good for configuration purpose. 
I am okay with using existing RRC message UEAssistanceInformation

	Huawei
	c)
	Latency may not be a problem for RRC reporting, as this UE assistance message should be quite small and does not need segmentation in RLC, and thus can be reported in the first UL grant scheduled by the eNB.

In addition, one main advantage of using RRC for UE assistance information is that the trigger for it does not need to be standardized and thus minimize standard impact. However, if using MAC CE, the UE assistance information may lead to changes of SR triggering condition. On the other hand, as indicated by 
ignalling, RRC reporting is more reliable than MAC CE as RLC retransmissions can be performed in case MAC transmission and retransmissions fail.
Another reason to use RRC message is that, when the traffic periodicity of some logical channel changes, the eNB may not only (re-)activate/release an SPS, but also need to (re-)configure/add an SPS configuration, which should be done via RRC. To this end, it may be more logical for an RRC message sent from the UE to trigger such SPS re-configuration, but seems very strange to use a MAC CE to do so.

Based on the above reasons, we prefer to use RRC message for UE assistance information, and we think this can be done by adding the related fields into the existing UEAssistanceInformation, instead of introducing a new message.

	Panasonic
	b) or c)
	We think that SidelinkUEinformation message could be reused to convey the assistance information. But we could be fine also to have a new RRC message for V2V/X purpose.

	ITL
	c)
	Same view as Huawei.



	Coolpad
	b) or c)
	Both b) and c) are fine.  We don’t see big differences among these two.

	Qualcomm
	a) and c)
	We think RRC message is required for detailed reporting (outcome of question 8). However small changes like offset and size can be reported by MAC CE.

	Interdigital
	a) and  (b or c)
	We think that for offset change, the UE assistance information reported using a MAC CE seems more reasonable, since the offset change will be enacted by the eNB using PDCCH signalling to the UE.  We also think the number of bits required for such offset reporting could be further reduced by reporting the offset relative to SFN 0 (modulo X), and subframe 0.
For periodicity changes and request for new SPS configuration, RRC messaging makes more sense since periodicity and association to PPPP/LCID are included in the SPS RRC configuration, and it would be strange to have such RRC-related configurations changed by MAC signalling. 
A new RRC message, or use of the existing Assistance information are both acceptable. 

	Samsung
	b) or c)
	RRC message (both b and c) are fine.

	ZTE
	a)
	Agree with Ericsson. Compared with MAC CE, the RRC 
ignalling is more reliable since its transmission support the ARQ feedback. However, the latency for MAC CE transmission is much lower than that of RRC 
ignalling. Compared to transmission reliability, we think lower latency is more important. So MAC CE is more appropriate to carry UE assistant information.

	Fujitsu
	c)
	We don’t see the latency problem. So, it is better to reuse existing RRC message.

	OPPO
	a)
	Considering that the latency between the UE traffic changing and eNB SPS triggering should be minimized, MAC CE is much more appropriate to do the job.

	Nokia
	a)
	As the main purpose of UE assistance information is to choose/activate proper SPS configurations, MAC CE seems to be the right choice.

	LG
	a)
	We assume that this message will be used to help eNB MAC entity control SPS. Thus, it seems logical to use MAC CE.

	Intel
	b) or c)
	


Option a): 7
Option b): 6
Option c): 10

Rapporteur comments: There is no clear majority on whether MAC (7 companies) or RRC (10 companies) should be used. Therefore, rapporteur suggests to further discuss this issue. However, if RRC is used, from companies comment it seems that re-using the existing UE assistance information (with some new fields) is the preferred option.

RAN2 to further discuss whether the UE Assistance Information for V2V should be sent over MAC or RRC

If RRC is used to carry UE assistance information for V2V, the existing UEAssistanceInformation (with some new fields) can be adopted.
2.2.3 The content of the UE Assistance Information 
In RAN2#95, it was agreed that at least the following fields should be included in the UE assistance information.

· The estimated periodicity of packet arrivals

· The estimated offset with respect to subframe0 of the SFN0

· The SPS index of the SPS configuration (if SPS is configured by the eNB)
The question is which other parameters should be included in the UE assistance information, besides the above agreed parameters. 

· Question 8: Besides the agreed parameters, which other parameters should be included in the UE assistance information?

a) The associated LCID 
· The UE indicates the LCID to which the content of the UE Assistance Information is associated. Benefit of this information might be to aid the eNB for example to properly (re)activate/configure an SPS grant [3][2], in case e.g. no SPS configuration is associated to this LCID.

b)   The associated PPPP
· The UE indicates the PPPP to which the content of the UE Assistance Information is associated. Benefit of this information might be to aid the eNB for example to properly (re)activate/configure an SPS grant [2], in case e.g. no SPS configuration is associated to this PPPP.

c) The estimated packet size

· The UE indicates the estimated packet size of next transmission. Since V2V traffic (e.g. CAM) might be subject to occasional change in size (see [10]), benefit of this information might be to aid the eNB to properly dimension the SPS grant [1].
d) The Destination L2 ID for the associated logical channel. 
· The UE indicates the Destination L2 ID of the sidelink logical channel to which the content of the UE Assistance Information is associated. Benefit of this information might be to aid the eNB, for example, to properly (re)activate/configure an SPS grant [3], in case e.g. no SPS configuration is associated to this Destination L2 ID.
Table 8: Besides the agreed parameters, which other parameters should be included in the UE assistance information?
	Company name
	Preferred option
	Comments

	Ericsson
	b), c)
	The indication of PPPP in the UE assistance information is beneficial since it helps the eNB in understanding which traffic type is affected by the periodicity/offset change. 
The indication of PPPP might be particularly useful in case there is no association between the PPPPs and SPS (e.g. if option c is selected in question 2) or if this PPPP is not associated yet to any existing SPS configuration.
The indication of c) can also be beneficial since it further helps the eNB in properly dimensioning the SPS grant.


	CATT
	c
	a) and b) are not needed since the eNB understand how to map the SPS configuration to logical channel or PPPP.

	Huawei
	a), d)
	As mentioned above, a sidelink logical channel is uniquely identified by its associated LCID and Destination L2 ID pair. Concerning the possibility of one PPPP/LCID associated with multiple logical channels, we propose to use both a) and d). 

For packet size, we prefer to use sidelink BSR. If the packet size is included in the UE assistance information, it means that the UE itself should judge what specific packet size ought to be reported to the eNB. However, according to the CAM characteristics captured in TR 36.885, the message size of CAM can experience rather remarkable variation (e.g. without certificate vs. with certificate). In this case, it would be very difficult for the UE itself to decide an appropriate packet size reported to the eNB. By contrast, in legacy SPS, the packet size is determined by the eNB from BSR via eNB implementation. So we hope to follow the legacy operation, and leave this issue to eNB implementation rather than UE. 

Additionally, if the SPS index is included in the UE assistance information as agreed before, it seems that the association between SPS configurations and sidelink logical channels is also necessary. This is because, when the traffic periodicity of a specific logical channel changes, the UE should know what the SPS configuration associated with this logical cahnnel is and report its index accordingly. Otherwise, if without such association, the UE is unclear about which SPS index should be the right one to report.

	Panasonic
	a) ,c)
	We agree with Ericsson that indication of the estimated packet size helps eNB in determining SPS grant properly. 

	ITL
	c)
	Same view as CATT.

	Coolpad
	b)
	We agree PPPP should be indicated in the UE assistance information.  For estimated packet size, we think it can be handled by BSR mechanism.

	Qualcomm
	b) and c)
	Since periodicity and offset are already agreed we need b) and c) as well.

	Interdigital
	b) and c)
	We agree with Panasonic and Ericsson that c) helps with the determination of the grant size by the eNB, also when the UE requests a new SPS configuration during initiation of a new type of periodic transmission (not only for change in message sizes for existing periodic transmissions).
For b), this may not be required for reporting of changes to an existing configuration (e.g. offset change), since the SPS index would be used by the UE to reference an existing configuration, but would be needed to identify the association between PPPP and SPS configuration in the case a new SPS configuration is required at the UE for a PPPP/logical channel.


	Samsung
	c)
	Same view as CATT.

	ZTE
	a),c),d)
	a) is useful in case that no SPS configuration is associated to this LCID. Then it can help the eNB configure a new SPS configuration associated to this LCID.

c) is useful, it help the eNB decide appropriate SPS grant.

d) is also useful, it will differentiate different V2X services.

	Fujitsu
	c) and c)
	Both b) and c) can assist eNB to configure the proper SPS.

	OPPO
	a) , c)
	Same view as Panasonic.

	Nokia
	c)
	We agree with the CATT’s opinion.

	LG
	None
	If no SPS is configured, we assume that UE assistance information is not triggered, but sidelink BSR is triggered.

	Intel
	a) and possibly d)
	


Option a): 5
Option b): 5 (assuming that Fujitsu preference is b) and c))
Option c): 11
Option d): 3
Rapporteur comments: 10 companies (a+b) would like to indicate in the UE assistance information the traffic type to which the UE Assistance Information is associated. Whether it is the PPPP or the LCID to be included in the UE assistance information can be further discussed. Also many companies see a benefit in indicating in the UE assistance information the estimated packet size.
Besides the already agreed parameters, the UE assistance information may contain the following fields: 
f. The traffic type to which a given UE assistance information refers to
g. The estimated packet size
RAN2 to further discuss whether the traffic type associated to a given UE assistance information is expressed in terms of LCID or PPPP.
3 Conclusion
Based on the discussion in section 2, the rapporteur proposes the following:
Proposal 1
RAN2 assumption is that up to 8 SPS configurations can be supported. However, this assumption can be revisited depending on the outcome of RAN1 discussion on DCI format design.
Proposal 2
The number of active SPS configurations at any point in time can be up to the number of configured SPS configurations.
Proposal 3
Each SPS configuration may be associated to one or more traffic types.
Proposal 4
RAN2 to focus on whether this association is in terms of LCIDs or PPPPs.
Proposal 5
One traffic type (i.e. one LCID or one PPPP depending on the outcome of Proposal 4) can be associated to multiple SPS configurations.
Proposal 6
The eNB may configure the UE with a sidelink SPS release mechanism.
Proposal 7
RAN2 to discuss whether one or both the following release mechanisms may be configured by the eNB.
a.
After a configurable number of consecutive sidelink SPS occasions not used by the UE, the UE notifies the network and then considers the specific sidelink SPS released.
b.
The eNB configures a valid duration for an SPS activated. When time elapsed exceeds the valid duration since the activation for this specific SPS, the UE and eNB implicitly release the related SPS.
Proposal 8
If a sidelink SPS release mechanism is not configured by the eNB, it is up to UE implementation to determine when a sidelink traffic is terminated and report this information to the eNB.
Proposal 9
RAN2 to further discuss the need of sidelink SR mask.
Proposal 10
The following parameters should be included in an SPS configuration
a.
Sidelink SPS scheduling interval
b.
The index of the SPS configuration
c.
FFS the LCID or the PPPP to be associated to an SPS configuration (depending on Proposal 4)
d.
FFS the number of sidelink empty transmissions before release and/or the valid duration associated to the SPS configuration (depending on the outcome of Proposal 7)
e.
FFS the carrier in which an SPS configuration applies
Proposal 11
RAN2 to further discuss whether the UE assistance information should only be reported for certain traffic types (e.g. LCID/PPPP), in order to limit the overhead of UE Assistance Information.
Proposal 12
RAN2 to further discuss whether the UE Assistance Information for V2V should be sent over MAC or RRC
Proposal 13
If RRC is used to carry UE assistance information for V2V, the existing UEAssistanceInformation (with some new fields) can be adopted.
Proposal 14
Besides the already agreed parameters, the UE assistance information may contain the following fields:
a.
The traffic type to which a given UE assistance information refers to
b.
The estimated packet size
Proposal 15
RAN2 to further discuss whether the traffic type associated to a given UE assistance information is expressed in terms of LCID or PPPP.
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