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1. Introduction
RAN1 had an email discussion on the FFS points in the congestion control with the following steps: 

· Step 1: Review and update the template if necessary by 20th January.
· Step 2: Collect companies input on each issue by 3rd February.
· Step 3: Prepare a summary of the email discussion by 10th February.
Input from the participated companies is listed in Section 2 and the overall summary is provided in Section 3.

2. Discussions 
2.1. Inclusion of the resource reservation interval in the adaptation of radio parameters

Q: Is it necessary to include the resource reservation interval in the radio parameters to be adjusted in the congestion control? If so, please provide any details of the parameter configurations.
Huawei: Yes, we think it is crucial to include resource reservation interval as a radio-layer adjustable parameter in congestion control.  The general congestion control framework defined by ETSI, a.k.a. DCC, requires information exchange between the access layer and a number of upper layers, via standardized interface (between layers) and standardized information formats. We note these functionalities were developed at that time to work efficiently with one specific technology, which may or may not be optimal when LTE-V2X is adopted as the access layer technology.  While the general framework from ETSI may work, we think it is crucial to enable some important congestion control functionalities in the radio-layer of 3GPP, such that LTE-V2X remains competitive and is flexible to react to any external circumstances.
Qualcomm: No. We think it’s up to application layer to decide the periodicity and should not be mixed with the access layer congestion control.
[Samsung] We are supportive to include reservation interval in the set of parameters. The range of the allowed reservation intervals can be configured per (CBR range, PPPP) which is same as other parameters in the lookup table. 

[Panasonic] We have same view as Huawei and Samsung that resource reservation interval could be included in radio parameter adaptation. 
LGE: We think that resource reservation interval in the radio parameters is not necessary. The appropriate resource reservation interval by congestion control can be naturally determined considering allowed resource size (RB size/retransmission numbers) as well as CR limit. For example, when there are 10000 subchannels (=10  subchannels*1000 ms) per second and CR limit for the UE is 0.2% (20 subchannels) and it is assumed that the subchannel (RB) size is 5~10 and # of retxs is one, then the reservation interval should be 250~500ms. It seems that the inclusion of resource reservation interval in radio parameters is redundant.  
[DOCOMO] We think it is not necessary to include the resource reservation interval in the radio parameters to be adjusted. The resource reservation interval should only be determined by the higher layer data generation. As the value of CBR measurement will be reported to higher layer, congestion control at higher layer can decide suitable reservation interval based on both requirements of V2x application and measured CBR value. 

[CATT] we do not think it is necessary to have CBR level specific resource reservation interval configuration. We prefer to use the existing period configuration of non CBR specific, within which the detailed period selection can be determined and processed by application layer.
[Intel] We think that resource reservation interval could be considered as the radio layer parameter adaptation. System may benefit from large-scale reservation period adaptation while the more precise resource selection may be performed with the knowledge of correct resource reservation interval. We think more evaluation and discussion at the next meeting is needed to conclude on this.

Nokia: No. The interval for CAM messages is controlled by the facilities layer of the ETSI ITS station reference architecture, so it is clearly not a radio parameter. In the ETSI scheme of things, DCC is a cross-layer function and the facilities layer takes the CBR into account when setting the CAM message rate. However, Huawei has pointed out that the ETSI cross-layer DCC may not work properly when LTE-based V2X instead of 802.11p is used in the access layer. It may be true that some changes to ETSI requirements are needed to accommodate LTE-based V2X; however, that is true in more areas than just DCC, so we should assume that all the required modifications are made in ETSI. Hence there is no need to include the resource reservation interval in the adaptation of radio parameters.
Ericsson: No. This can be handled by UE implementation.

2.2. Handling MAC PDUs with different priorities

Q: How does the UE apply the per-PPPP transmission parameter values to the congestion control when it transmits MAC PDUs with different priorities? An example mentioned in the discussion was to define CR for each PPPP.
Huawei: The resource (re)selection and reservation procedure designed in RAN1 is based on the logic that one resource booking is associated with one logical channel with a particular PPPP. The procedure works fine in the context of MAC PDU multiplexing with different priorities and we don’t observe the need for additional specification.
Qualcomm: We first provide an example to motivate our proposal. Assume a UE has packets of two priorities (P1, P2) with priorities P1<P2. The UE measures the CR usage per PPPP as CR_P1 and CR_P2 respectively. 

· When transmitting the lower priority packet, the UE shall ensure that CR_P1 < CRlimit_P1.

· When transmitting the higher priority packet, the UE shall ensure that CR_P1 + CR_P2 < CRlimit_P2.

Note that this proposal ensures that the resource utilization by this UE is fair when compared to a UE that’s transmitting only priority 1 or priority 2 packets. 

Generalized proposal:

· UE measures the CR per PPPP

· Note: Existing agreements on CBR measurement will give the allowed CR limit per PPPP.

· The UE shall ensure the following limit is met per PPPP

· UE shall ensure 
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· Suffix i and k denote the PPPP of a packet in increasing priority order
[Samsung] We think two issues are mixed in Q2.2

The first one is how to derive the priority for a packet (i.e. MAC PDU)

1) For transmission mode 4, up to 2 SPS resource reservations can be supported in a resource pool. CBR/CR can be measured/calculated as a whole for the 2 SPS reservations. Then, the parameters adjustment is separately done for each SPS reservation. 

2) For a single SPS resource reservation, the MAC PDUs may have different PPPP, the highest PPPP is used to derive the parameters when doing in resource reselection and congestion control.
The second one is regarding definition of CR and CRlimit. In general, we also think it is necessary to define CR/CRlimit related to priority. Otherwise, high priority data may be dropped due to excessive transmission of low priority data. As to the exact definition, we share some views of QC but it is inconsistent to have different kind of definitions for CR and CRlimit. In our view, 
1) CR corresponding to PPPP m should include the sub-channel occupations for all packets with PPPP <= m; 

2) CRlimit corresponding to PPPP m should be the upper limit for CR corresponding to PPPP m.

[Panasonic] We agree with Huawei’s view that resource booking is associated with one logical channel with a particular PPPP, which would be highest one in a MAC PDU. So this PPPP related transmission parameter values could be applied for the congestion control. We share Samsung’ view that CR should include subchannel occupations for all packets but CRlimit corresponds to specific PPPP.
LGE: We have similar view with Qualcomm. For further clarification, since CR limit is defined per PPPP, thus replacing CRlimit_k in Qualcomm’s generalized proposal to the sum of CRlimit_i (where i<=k) is in line with the agreement. 
[DOCOMO] We agree with Huawei’s view that resource (re)selection and reservation is based on a PPPP which may be the highest PPPP of UE’s MAC PDU. But we are open to discuss CR limit for different PPPP and the impact on UE Tx parameters for packets with different PPPP.
[Intel] We think that UE should apply the per-PPPP transmission parameter values to the congestion control when it transmits MAC PDUs with different priorities. The rule should aim to prioritize transmission of packets with high priority.

Nokia: Agree with Qualcomm and LGE; in our understanding the difference between Qualcomm and LGE is only the exact interpretation of CRlimit_k: Does it mean the CRlimit for PPPP=k only or for PPPP<=k? This question can be left to RAN2.
Ericsson: No particular mechanism is needed beyond PPPP-specific CR limit. It is quite debatable whether fairness should be calculated “per UE” or “per PPPP” and we prefer to avoid complicating things further. It anyway appears to be a corner case optimization (UE with multiple simultaneous services + services have different PPPP + channel is congested + higher layer CBR has not dropped the low prio service…).
2.3. Impact on sensing and resource selection procedure

Q: Is it necessary to modify the sensing and resource selection procedure when the congestion control is used? If so, what is the detail of necessary change? For example, is resource reselection triggered when radio parameters change as a consequence of congestion control?
Huawei: We think sensing and resource selection procedure generally works well with congestion control. In case of congestion, transmission parameter adaptation can be adjusted every time UE performs resource reselection. Once adapted, the parameters will be kept unchanged during the entire reservation period. 
Qualcomm: We think that resource selection and congestion control procedures are independent. We should not introduce any dependency in specifications. 

[Samsung] At subframe n, the resource are (re)selected by the transmission parameters (except for CRlimit) determined by current (CBR, priority). By this way, more aggressive resource allocation might be done by UE. It is then possible that UE only actually transmits on a subset of reserved resource to make CR < CRlimit. The benefit is, if the trend of CBR is decreasing, it allows the UE to occupy more reserved resource or even all reserved resource, hence better V2X transmission under CRlimit is achieved.   

Congestion control should not trigger resource reselection. Otherwise, many UEs those observing higher CBR may trigger resource reselection at the same time, which results in high probability of collisions. Therefore, under congestion control, UE should continue use the ongoing reserved resource until resource reselection triggered by other conditions. 
[Panasonic] We think it is necessary to modify the sensing and resource selection procedure when the congestion control is used. Whether step 2 or step 3 is impacted needs to be discussed. But it may not be necessary to trigger the resource reselection.
[ZTE] While CBR measurement is processing, if a new UE enter, exit, or a new transmission process trigger or release in one area, we think the CBR range measured around this area would change. Even though it has not been determined whether resource reselection is immediately triggered due to the change of the CBR range we think there is no need to do that. Based on our analysis, resource reselection should not be immediately triggered in the event of parameter adaptation. It should only be processed during resource selection.
LGE: It seems better that the current resource (re)selection conditions are kept and congestion control does not trigger immediate resource reselection. The reasons are as follows; Firstly, we think that congestion control is relatively long-term process. Dynamically triggering resource reselection for congestion control is not necessary. Secondly, if many UEs measures high CBR and trigger resource reselection at the same time, high resource collision will be occurred. In summary, when a reselection is triggered by current reselection conditions, UE can adjust resource at next reservation process reflecting the updated CR/CBR measurements. Furthermore, probabilistic resource reselection is applied in current specification, but for congestion control, UE should trigger resource reselection with probability one if current resource size (RB size, retx number and reservation period) is not appropriate. 
[DOCOMO] We prefer to not modifying the sensing and resource selection procedure when congestion control is used. Congestion control should be a relatively long term procedure. If additional resource reselection triggering condition on congestion control is added, UEs in the nearby location may start resource reselection in the same time, which may cause severe collisions. Also it may cause ping-pong effect as CBR may change greatly if all UEs adopt new radio parameters in a short duration. If UE can adopt new radio parameters for congestion control only when reselection is triggered, the impact to the NW can be averaged over a relatively long duration. On the other hand, the delay to adopt new radio parameter is bounded by the counter number.
[CATT] For parameters out of CR-limit, resource reselection should not be triggered by congestion control. When new parameters should be applied, it can omit existing resource keeping probability p checking to speed up congestion reaction process. For parameter of CR-limit, please refer to our answer in section 2.6.
[Intel] We think that congestion control and resource re-selection should be independent procedures as much as possible. However, the impact of congestion control on sensing and resource selection performance needs to be analyzed and taken into account.

Nokia: No, in our view it is not necessary to modify the sensing and resource selection procedure. No need for such a modification has been demonstrated.
Ericsson: Parameters are changed during reselection. No need for additional specification.
2.4. CBR/CR measurement with multiple resource pools
Q: How does a UE measures CBR and CR when multiple pools are configured (e.g., per-pool measurement or cross-pool measurement)? Does a UE measure CR and/or CBR on exceptional pools?
Huawei: RAN1#87 agreed on CBR measurement that “A V-UE measures all the resource pools configured as transmission pools.” We think it is up to eNB configuration, whether CBR exceptional pools are measured, and that measurements corresponding to which pools are reported.

Qualcomm: Per-pool measurement. CBR / CR measurement on exceptional pool is not needed.
[Samsung] Congestion level is a metric defined within a resource pool, so CBR/CR should be measured per resource pool even when multiple resource pools are configured;

Exception pools are configured for temporary use, UE may not stay in the resource pool for up to 100ms or 1000ms which is needed for CBR/CR measurement, and hence UE does not need to measure CR and 
CBR on exceptional pool.

[Panasonic] CBR/CR should be measured per resource pool when multiple resource pools are configured. We agree the need to measure CR/CBR even for exceptional pool. Otherwise if exceptional resource pool is very congested, it will impact handover or other temporary usage in the exceptional resource pool.
[ZTE] We think it is necessary to measure CBR on the exceptional pools. In order to mitigate the resource collision, the CBR measurement and reporting on an exceptional pool is beneficial to assist the eNB to adjust the exceptional pool based on the CBR report.
LGE: CR/CBR measurement should be measured per pool basis. Detailed signaling can be discussed in RAN2. On exceptional pool, sensing may not be applied, so CBR measurement is not feasible. 
[DOCOMO] Per-pool measurement is slightly preferred if CBR based Tx pool selection is supported.  
[CATT] We prefer to use per-pool measurement. RAN2 think it use random selection, so measurement on exceptional pool is not needed.
[Intel] Pool specific CR and CBR measurements should be supported. No need to measure CR/CBR on exceptional pools.
Nokia: It should be a per-pool measurement - CBR measurement is per transmit pool.

Exceptional pools:

There is no need for the UE to measure CBR on exceptional pools as input to its own congestion control. However, reporting CBR on exceptional pools to the eNB could be helpful, e.g. to assist with exceptional pool dimensioning; this is a matter for RAN2 to consider (RAN2 email discussion 96#63). RAN1 does not need to decide this.

One caveat is that regulation may require that congestion control be applied within spectrum designated for ITS; the question would then arise whether it is compliant with such regulation to not apply congestion control in exceptional pools.
Ericsson: in line with the existing agreements measurements on exceptional pool are performed.

2.5. CR measurement frequency and filtering
Q: How frequently is CR measured and updated? Is it necessary to introduce any filtering on CR measurement? An example mentioned in the discussion was to measure CR prior to each transmission. Note that RAN1 agreed “RAN2 can discuss whether any high layer operation is needed on CBR measurement.”
Huawei: In our view, congestion control is a long-term process in the order of seconds. Accordingly, we think CR could be updated in the order of seconds, e.g., at the time UE performs resource reselection. We don’t see the strong motivation to apply filtering on CR measurement under such reasoning, but we are open to have such discussions. 
Qualcomm: CR and CBR are both measured prior to each transmission by the UE (on subframe n).

· CBR is measured on [n-a-100, n-a]. Example, a = 4
· CR is measured on [n-b-1000, n-b]. Example b = 4.
Impact of higher layer filtering of CR/CBR measurement need to be evaluated.
[Samsung] CR could be calculated per each transmission. However, the window for CR calculation should include past subframes, current subframe (n) and future subframes. The reason is to take into account certain upcoming transmissions, which will give UE more freedom controlling resource occupation.  For example, if UE transmit many data right before subframe n and high CBR is measured at subframe n, without considering some upcoming transmissions, UE transmission may be completely blocked for a while, it is then harmful to V2X services. 
We are open to discuss whether high layer filter needed for CR. A common scheme may be used to CBR and CR.
[Panasonic] We agree with QC and Samsung’s view that both CR and CBR could be measured/updated per each transmission. 
LGE: We think that this is RAN2 issue. 

[DOCOMO] We agree with HW that congestion control is a long-term process. For example CR can be updated between resource reselections, as CR_limit can be used when UE reselects the resource.
[CATT] In our understanding, CR is a result based on long-term process (second-level), so it is not necessary to specify details such as measure/update CR prior to each transmission.
[Intel] We think that CR and CBR measurements could be measured for each packet transmission. How UE use this measurement can be further discussed.

Nokia: CR is evaluated before each transmission. However, we don't view measurement of past CR as required; what matters is predicted future CR, not measured past CR. The UE measures CBR; the pair of CBR and PPPP is mapped to a CR_limit; the UE then chooses radio parameters such that the CR it predicts based on the chosen radio parameters and expected future transmissions meets the CR_limit.

Ericsson: CR and CBR influence the choice of parameters at each reselection instance. We think that it is sufficient to ensure that the UE has updated measurements at the time of reselection.
2.6. Detailed UE behavior related to CR_limit

Q: How will the specifications describe the detailed UE behavior related to CR_limit?
Huawei: CR_limit is considered only when UE performs resource reselection. Then, transmission parameter adaptation is evaluated and decisions are made by the UE to ensure that the resource utilization in the forthcoming resource utilization period is less than CR_limit.
Qualcomm: Meeting the CR limit (and other radio parameters) is up to UE implementation.
[Samsung] If CR limit is exceeded, UE could work on a subset of currently reserved resources, including reduction of number of PSSCH RB, number of retransmissions, and/or dropping packets 

[Panasonic] In case CR_limit is exceeded, UE should adjust the radio parameter first. If it still makes CR exceeds CR_limit, UE could transfer the packets to exceptional resource pool temporally in case exceptional resource pool’s CR/CBR does not exceed the limit.
LGE: If CR_limit is exceeded, UE should adjust the radio parameters for the next resource reservation process (not dynamically). As discussed in Q 2.1, CR_limit can determine resource reservation interval. Within the range of subchannel sizes, UE can determine its resource reservation interval up to UE implementation.
[DOCOMO] We think it can be up to UE implementation.
[CATT] We agree with Qualcomm that it is up to UE implementation.
[Intel] If any UE behavior is specified it should not cause resource reselection. This aspect may need more consideration subject to agreements on other aspects.

Nokia: For every transmission, the UE evaluates the current CBR and determines the applicable CR_limit(s) for each PPPP of the current transmission. It is then up to UE implementation how to meet the applicable CR_limit(s) within the bounds set by the ranges of MCS, number of PSSCH RB and number of retransmissions.

Ericsson: Up to UE implementation.
2.7. Dropping packet transmissions

Q: Is it necessary to specify packet dropping procedure in the congestion control? If so, what is the detailed procedure?

Huawei: We don’t think packet dropping procedure needs to be specified. Traffic shaping in case of congestion control can be achieved by adjusting the resource reservation interval parameter.
Qualcomm: No (as indicated in 2.6, it’s UE implementation).
[Samsung] Since we already specify CR limit, exact behavior on which packet(s) should be dropped is up to implementation
[Panasonic] We are fine to not specify dropping procedure. 
LGE: Not necessary. If some of packets are dropped, the next resource reservation may not be perceived by the other UEs. This causes another resource collision. Therefore, we think that it is desirable to avoid the packet dropping as much as possible. If packet dropping is specified for fast adaptation of congestion control, one of retransmission packets can be dropped (when the number of retx for a MAC PDU is 2), but not to cause resource collision due to packet dropping, resource allocation indication via SCI should be maintained. For example, if a UE drops one subframe, one of transmissions can be dropped, but the UE should indicate the other subframe if the UE reserve two transmission resources. Note that this indication is to avoid resource collision when the UE does not drop the packet in some cases. 

[DOCOMO] We think it can be up to UE implementation.
[CATT] Congestion control is a cross-layer procedure, and application layer can determine proper period and inform it to lower layer. Therefore, dropping packet is not necessary in our understanding. But we can also accept that it can be left to UE implementation as long as there are no spec impaction. With this consideration, we propose to remove the option of “zero power transmission” under “Maximum transmission power” item. For example, if the actual UE transmission periodicity is 500ms, but it send SA indicating reservation period =100ms, this will misguide other UE. At 500ms, collision happened since there was no resource reservation. We think it is better to select proper resource reservation interval based on actual packet interval.
[Intel] We feel that more discussion is needed depending on other details of UE congestion control behavior.
Nokia: No detailed procedure needs to be specified. LGE's proposal on SCI behaviour when dropping a retransmission merits further discussion.

Ericsson: We think it is sufficient to allow for packet dropping based on congestion control. Details can be left up to UE implementation.
2.8. Congestion control for non-adjacent SA/data case

Q: It was agreed that separate CBR is measured on SA pool and data pool when non-adjacent SA/data transmission is configured. How does the congestion control operate in such a configuration?

Huawei: RAN1#87 agreed to introduce but up to UE implementation how CBR measurement of SA pool is utilized in congestion control. We don’t think any additional specification work is needed.
Qualcomm: For SA pool, only a subset of congestion control radio parameters is applicable (i.e. CRlimit and transmit power). Idea is if SA pool is congested, only thing the UE can do is to drop the packet (or reduce the transmit power if so configured). 
[Samsung]  The benefit of using CBR of SA pool for congestion control is not clear, and hence we prefer that all specified congestion control behavior should be based on CBR of data pool.  The usage of CBR of SA pool can be up to UE implementation.

[Panasonic] We should not revisit previous agreements. In this sense, separate CBR is measured on SA pool and data pool when non-adjacent SA/data transmission is configured. The benefit of such operation is finer congestion control for data and SA resource pools separately.
LGE: Separate CBR measurement is applied for non-adjacent SA/Data pools, some of additional parameters for SA pool can be configured such as transmission power and CR limit of SA because SA format (RB size/MCS) is fixed. In current specification, 3dB PSD offset between SA/Data is applied. When power control is independently applied for SA and data, PSCCH power and PSSCH power should satisfy each constraint while maintaining the 3dB power offset. 

Retransmission number of SA/data should be same. For this condition, the transmission of both data and SA should be limited when meeting either the CR limit of SA pool or the CR limit of the data pool.
[DOCOMO] Only using CBR of data pool for congestion control would be enough. As SA resource and data sub-channel have one-to-one mapping relationship and data can occupy more than 1 sub-channels, SA pool is rarely more congested than data pool.
[CATT] The congestion control method on PSCCH transmission is limited, e.g. RB size and MCS are fixed within SA format; also, No. of transmission and power setting between SA and DATA is restricted by each other. Furthermore, it is still unclear whether CR measurement can be applied for SA. So in general we suggest that it can be implemented by UE.
[Intel] UE should comply with PSSCH congestion control. It can be left up to UE implementation how UE utilizes additional measurement on PSCCH in case of non-adjacent resource allocation.

Nokia: The rationale for introducing a separate CBR measurement for the SA pool was that the optimal response to high CBR on the data pool would take the CBR of the SA pool into account. One way to achieve this would be to define a CR on the SA pool, by analogy with the CR on the data pool, and include a limit on the CR of the SA pool in the radio parameters controlled by congestion control.

Ericsson: We think it is up to UE implementation. No additional specification is needed.
2.9. Other topics
[Samsung] We’d like to confirm the understandings on one more issue, i.e. how to determine UE transmission power after the introduction of congestion control? In our view, UE should scale down the Tx power calculated by open loop power control to be lower than the max Tx power corresponding to the current PPPP/CBR range.

LGE: When a UE changes the resource pool, for example zone-based pool separation is configured or the UE wakes up a moment ago, CR can be reset to zero if the UE did not use the selected resource pool for the last 1000ms. In this case, the UE will try to use large portion of resource at the beginning of transmissions, which leads to resource congestion and/or unfairness usage of resources. We think that this issue can be discussed. 
3. Summary
This section summarizes input from the companies and proposal of the email discussion moderator.
Inclusion of the resource reservation interval in the adaptation of radio parameters:
· 4 companies agreed its necessity but 6 companies did not.
· Proposal 1: Continue discussion in RAN1#88 on the need to include the resource reservation interval in the adaptation of radio parameters
Handling MAC PDUs with different priorities:
· Multiple companies discussed how to relate CR and CRlimit. A detailed relation was proposed and several companies agree to its principle that the agreed per-PPPP CRlimit should prioritize transmission of packets with higher priority.
· Proposal 2: Discuss how to relate CR and CRlimit. The following proposal can be used as the starting point:

· UE measures the CR per PPPP

· The UE shall ensure the following limit is met per PPPP

· UE shall ensure 
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· Suffix i and k denote the PPPP of a packet in increasing priority order
Impact on sensing and resource selection procedure
· No specific impact was mentioned in the email discussion, and majority companies agreed that congestion control and resource selection are independent. Note that the existing sensing and resource selection procedure will not be affected if no specific agreement is made during the congestion control discussion.
· Proposal 3: Strive for completing the congestion control design without affecting the existing sensing and resource selection procedure.
CBR/CR measurement with multiple resource pools
· Majority companies agreed per-pool measurement of CR and CBR. No consensus was observed on the need for CBR measurement on the exceptional pool (3 supported, 5 not supported).
· Proposal 4: Agree that CBR/CR measurement is per resource pool and continue discussion on the need for CBR measurement on the exceptional pool.

CR measurement frequency and filtering

· Two alternatives were mentioned on the CR evaluation timing (at each transmission and at each resource selection). No specific proposal was made on the filtering of CR measurement, and, considering the existing agreement, the moderator thinks that RAN1 can skip the discussion on the CR measurement filtering.
· Proposal 5: Discuss the CR evaluation timing considering the two alternatives and also discuss the exact time window in which the CR is calculated:
· Alt 1: At each transmission time
· Alt 2: At each resource selection time
Detailed UE behavior related to CR_limit
· Majority companies mentioned that how to meet the constraint made by CRlimit is up to UE implementation.
· Proposal 6: Agree that how to meet the constraint made by CRlimit is up to UE implementation.

Dropping packet transmissions
· Majority companies agreed that no specific procedure needs to be defined for the packet dropping, and the moderator thinks that “UE implementation” in proposal 6 can allow this. Some companies mentioned a potential issue on the consistency between the resource reserved/indicated by an SCI and dropping (or zero power setting) in the actual transmission.
· Proposal 7: Agree that packet dropping is allowed by Proposal 6 and no detailed dropping rule is needed. Continue discussion in RAN1#88 on any potential issue in the relationship between packet dropping and SCI content.
Congestion control for non-adjacent SA/data case
· Different views were expressed on whether additional congestion control behaviour is defined using the CBR measured on the SA pool.
· Proposal 8: Continue discussion in RAN1#88 on the following options:

· Option 1: UE performs radio parameter adaptation only using CBR measured in the data pool.
· Option 2: On top of congestion control using CBR measured in the data pool, additional radio parameter adaptation is performed using CBR measured in the SA pool.

· Option 2-1: Parameter adaptation using CBR measured in the SA pool is up to UE implementation.

· Option 2-2: A subset of radio parameters (e.g., CRlimit, transmit power) is applicable for SA pool.
Others topics
· Two additional topics were raised and the moderator proposes to continue discussion on them.
· Proposal 9: Check in RAN1#88 whether the following is the common understanding.

· “UE should scale down the Tx power calculated by open loop power control to be lower than the max Tx power corresponding to the current PPPP/CBR range.”
· Proposal 10: Discuss in RAN1#88 whether there is an issue of resetting CR when the UE changes the transmit resource pool.

· In addition, the moderator thinks that CR and CBR need to be defined in TS 36.214. So the following is proposed:
· Proposal 11: Prepare 36.214 text for the definition of CR and CBR.
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