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1	Introduction
We discuss the aspects related to RAN1 LS R1-2302174.
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]2	Discussion
RAN2 has discussed the issue on whether Case 3 is a valid case. since RAN2 has not made consensus, RAN2 has asked the RAN1 views on the issue in the LS R1-2300016

[Proposal 18] Changes related to default CBR parameters are postponed to next meeting. (6/10)

[Session chair]: Check companies’ understanding (assuming R17 default CBR is configured)
· Case 1: partial sensing, R17 normal pool, R17 default CBR – partial
· Case 2a: random selection, R17 normal pool, R17 default CBR – random
· Case 2b: random selection, R16/17 exceptional pool, R16 default CBR
· Case 3: full sensing, R16/17 normal pool, R16 default CBR or invalid case?

· Case 1, 2a, 2b are confirmed. Case 3 will be revisited next meeting. 
RAN2 further discussed Case-3 above at RAN2#120 yet failed to reach consensus on whether or not it is valid. 
Therefore, RAN2 kindly requests RAN1 to provide answer to Q1 below.
Q1: When UE performs full sensing in R16/17 normal resource pool and has full sensing result available, is it a valid case that UE has no CBR measurement results and makes use of R16 default CBR for congestion control? 
RAN1 has made the following reply in the RAN1 LS R1-2302174.
RAN1 reply to Q1:
· From RAN1 perspective, whether case 3 is valid or not is the same in Rel-16 as in Rel-17, and therefore RAN1 recommends to RAN2 that the usage of default CBR configuration for full sensing case in R17 is unchanged compared to R16.

It is concluded in RAN1 that the usage of default CBR configuration for full sensing case in R17 is unchanged compared to R16
[bookmark: _Toc131603376]It is concluded in RAN1 that the usage of default CBR configuration for full sensing case in R17 is unchanged compared to R16
[bookmark: _Toc131603377]RAN1 has confirmed that Case 3 is valid, i.e., UE performs full sensing in R16/17 normal resource pool and has full sensing result available however UE has no CBR measurement results. 
Therefore, RAN2 can just follow RAN1’s recommendation and conclude that Case 3 is valid. 
Therefore, we make the below proposal:
[bookmark: _Toc131603379]In case UE performs full sensing in R16/17 normal resource pool and has full sensing result available however UE has no CBR measurement results, UE makes use of R16 default CBR for congestion control same as in Rel-16.
[bookmark: _Toc70424553][bookmark: _Ref189046994]3 Conclusion
In the previous sections we made the following observations: 
Observation 1	It is concluded in RAN1 that the usage of default CBR configuration for full sensing case in R17 is unchanged compared to R16
Observation 2	RAN1 has confirmed that Case 3 is valid, i.e., UE performs full sensing in R16/17 normal resource pool and has full sensing result available however UE has no CBR measurement results.

Based on the discussion in the previous sections we propose the following:
Proposal 1	In case UE performs full sensing in R16/17 normal resource pool and has full sensing result available however UE has no CBR measurement results, UE makes use of R16 default CBR for congestion control as in Rel-16.
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