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1 Introduction

In last RAN2 meeting, the following agreements [1] on prioritization between UL and SL are made. The general principle is to use the QoS requirement of both SL and UL transmissions to judge whether the SL transmission is to be prioritized over UL or not. One FFS point is the need/impact to consider SCG UL for UL/SL prioritization.
Agreements on UL/SL prioritization: 
1: 
For NR UL and NR SL prioritization, the QoS requirement of both SL and UL transmissions can be used to judge whether the SL transmission is to be prioritized over UL or not, FFS on how the QoS requirement of SL and UL transmission can be taken into account.

2: 
For NR UL and NR SL prioritization, MSG1/3 for RACH procedure and PUSCH for emergency PDU connection are always prioritized over SL transmission.
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4:
For NR UL and LTE SL cross-RAT case, RAN2 aims at no change to LTE SL protocol, and LTE-solution is the baseline (if needed). FFS on the need of this prioritization.

5:
The priority value based solution can be applied to PC5-RRC messages as well, and default value can be defined in the spec, and allows (pre-)configuration to override it.

6:
RAN2 does not consider the scenario where SL is controlled/configured by SN in Rel-16 NR-V2X.
7: 
For UL/SL prioritization, RAN2 further discuss the need/impact to consider SCG UL for UL/SL prioritization.
8:
RAN2 aims at a general solution for UL/SL prioritization for different cast types.
In the post RAN2 #106 meeting email discussion [2], one issue regarding the prioritization between SCG UL and SL is not concluded. We here discuss this problem and propose to have a unified solution, regardless the UL is on MCG or SCG.
2 Discussion 
Between UL and SL, the decisive factor of RF chain sharing is the spectrums used in UL and SL. If the UL and SL use adjacent spectrums or even the same spectrum, it’s likely the same RF chain is exploited for two links. During the email discussion, it was mentioned that the probability of shared/same carrier for some combinations, e.g., LTE UL and NR SL, may be very low. However, we think it falls out of RAN2 expertise to decide. 5GAA is now working on the NR V2X spectrum and RAN2 might better work on a unified solution assuming that the shared/same carrier is true for all combination cases.

Observation 1: Whether any combination case between UL and SL shares the same carrier is out of RAN2 expertise.

Proposal 1: RAN2 should better work on a unified solution based on the assumption that the shared RF chain is true for all the combinations.

Regarding MCG UL, since the cross RAT control/configuration function is supported in Rel-16, accordingly the prioritization between different RATs, e.g., NR UL/LTE SL and LTE UL/NR SL should be enabled. Then together with the basic combination of NR UL and NR SL, it’s clear RAN2 should support the prioritization between the following combinations.
· Combination of MCG NR UL and NR SL

· Combination of MCG NR UL and LTE SL

· Combination of MCG LTE UL and NR SL

Proposal 2: For MCG case, RAN2 should support the three combination cases on prioritization: NR UL and NR SL, NR UL and LTE SL, and LTE UL and NR SL.

The problem then comes to the combination of SCG UL and SL. According to the agreement made in the last RAN2 meeting, the SL is not controlled/configured by SN in Rel-16 NR V2X. Based on this understanding, it was argued that the issue becomes the capability colliding between MCG and SCG. And since the MAC entities of MCG and SCG should be separated, the prioritization rule which is specified in MAC entity is not applicable to colliding between CGs. Regarding this interpretation, we believe that SL MAC entity is not necessarily shared with MCG MAC entity. The reason is in MCG configured SL, the control operation in MCG to SL should be done on RRC layer, but not MAC layer. 

Furthermore, another argument is SCG may provide non time critical services. Hence, the prioritization between SCG UL and SL is not a critical problem, and could be left to next release. To our understanding, there is no restriction on how to split the services into MCG and SCG. That is to say, SCG has all the freedom to also carry time critical services, which justifies the necessity to support the prioritization between SCG UL and SL.
Observation 2: SCG UL and SL still has the collision problem due to RF sharing.

Regarding the solution for the SCG UL and SL collision, it’s good we could have it for free as long as the prioritization scheme in Proposal 2 can be supported. It’s easy and natural to extend those principles into SCG UL and SL cases without introducing anything else. To wrap up, we suggest to have a unified prioritization scheme for MCG UL/SL and SCG UL/SL.

Proposal 3: Suggest to have a unified prioritization scheme for MCG UL/SL and SCG UL/SL.
· Combination of NR UL (MCG or SCG) and NR SL

· Combination of NR UL (MCG or SCG) and LTE SL

· Combination of LTE UL (MCG and SCG) and NR SL

3 Conclusion

In this contribution, we discussed the prioritization between SCG UL and SL and suggest to have a unified solution for MCG UL/SL and SCG UL/SL.
Proposal 1: RAN2 should better work on a unified solution based on the assumption that the shared RF chain is true for all the combinations.

Proposal 2: For MCG case, RAN2 should support the three combination cases on prioritization: NR UL and NR SL, NR UL and LTE SL, and LTE UL and NR SL.

Proposal 3: Suggest to have a unified prioritization scheme for MCG UL/SL and SCG UL/SL.
· Combination of NR UL (MCG or SCG) and NR SL

· Combination of NR UL (MCG or SCG) and LTE SL

· Combination of LTE UL (MCG and SCG) and NR SL
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