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Introduction
At RAN1 #100e meeting, the following agreements and corresponding TPs are endorsed[1]:
	Agreements:
For the constraints on past/future window in CR evaluation:
· n+b shall not exceed the last transmission opportunity of the grant for the current transmission 
· b >= 0
· (b is in slots) b < (a+b+1)/2
Note:
· in the first bullet point above, LTE’s “should” has been replaced by “shall”
Decision: As per email decision posted Mar. 4th, TP (38.215) in R1-2001294 is endorsed.
Agreement:
· UE evaluates CR and applies CR_limit for every (re)transmission.
Decision: As per email decision posted Mar. 5th, TPs (38.214, 38.215) in R1-2001294 are endorsed.
Agreements:
· The slot index in the definition of CBR is the physical slot index.
· The slot index in the definition of CR is the physical slot index.
Agreements:
· The CBR processing time is given by UE capability according to the following table
	µ 
	Congestion process time 1 (slots)
	Congestion processing time 2 (slots)

	0
	2
	2

	1
	2
	4

	2
	4
	8

	3
	8
	16


· A UE shall only apply a single CBR/CR processing time capability in SL.
· CR processing time is the same as CBR processing time.
Decision: As per email decision posted Mar. 4th, TPs (38.214, 38.215) in R1-2001294 are endorsed.


Besides the issues solved by above agreements, there are some remaining issues to be discussed.
Discussions 
Issue 1: The future window for CR
At last meeting, it is agreed that the parameter b in the CR window is 0 or a positive integer, the future window for CR n+b shall not exceed the last transmission opportunity of the grant for the current transmission. The common understanding is that the transmission opportunities of the grant for current transmission can be calculated in CR evaluation. In case of HARQ based retransmission, for the resources reserved by previous SCI but then released due to ACK feedback, an unclear question is whether the resource should be counted in CR evaluation. If following another RAN1 agreement that UE evaluates CR and applies CR_limit for every (re)transmission, when ACK was received, the current grant should be released. Naturally, those resources reserved by previous SCI but released due to ACK feedback should not be counted in CR evaluation.
[bookmark: _Toc37414495]The resources reserved by previous SCI but released due to ACK feedback are not counted in CR evaluation.

Issue 2: TX Power restriction based on speed?
At RAN1#98bis, the following agreement was reached[2]:
Agreements:
· Congestion control can restrict the values of at least the following PSSCH/PSCCH TX parameters per resource pool:
· Range of MCS for a given MCS table supported within the resource pool
· Range of number of sub-channels
· Upper bound of number of (re)transmissions – already agreed in mode 2 AI
· Upper bound of TX power (including zero TX power)
· Congestion control can set an upper bound on channel occupancy ratio (CR), CRlimit.
· Ranges/bounds of the transmission parameters and CRlimit are functions of QoS and CBR.
· In addition to congestion control (in use or not in use), the above parameters can be restricted by reusing the same mechanism as in LTE
· For speed, further discussion on absolute vs. relative speed
· FFS other parameter(s) that can be restricted 
· FFS whether or not to tie the speed with a UE capability
Then during the email discussion after RAN1 #99, the following agreement was achieved:
Agreements:
· Only TX parameter restriction based on absolute speed can be (pre)configured in Rel-16.
Based on above two agreements, one issue should be clarified whether the parameter upper bound of Tx power can be restricted by absolute speed. If following the same mechanism in LTE as agreed in the 4th bullet of the first agreement above, it is not supported to restrict TX power based on absolute speed[3]. For the Tx power restriction, RAN1 specification has introduced the power control mechanism, and we don’t think there is an inevitable bounding relationship between the Tx power and absolute speed. So we’d like to confirm that upper bound of sidelink TX power is not dependent on UE absolute speed.
[bookmark: _Toc37414498]The UE absolute speed does not restrict the upper bound of Tx power on sidelink.
Issue 3: CBR report to gNB
RAN1 #97 meeting agreed following [4]:
Agreements:
· Higher-layer reporting of CBR to the gNB is supported for RRC_CONNECTED UEs.
[bookmark: _GoBack]In the agreement, one issue which needs to be clarified is whether the CBR here refers to only NR SL-CBR or both NR SL-CBR and LTE SL-CBR. Besides reporting NR SL-CBR, reporting LTE SL-CBR to gNB is beneficial for NR Uu controlling LTE sidelink. Consequently we give the following proposal:
[bookmark: _Toc37414499]Both NR SL-CBR and LTE SL-CBR can be reported to the gNB for RRC_CONNECTED UEs.

Conclusion

Based on the discussion, the following observation and proposals are given:
Observation 1:	The resources reserved by previous SCI but released due to ACK feedback are not counted in CR evaluation.

Proposal 1:	The UE absolute speed does not restrict the upper bound of Tx power on sidelink.
Proposal 2:	Both NR SL-CBR and LTE SL-CBR can be reported to the gNB for RRC_CONNECTED UEs.
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