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Introduction
This document collets companies’ views on how RAN2 should reply to RAN4’s incoming LS in R2-2008735/R4-2011713 [1].
Questionnaire
During the online discussion on Monday, companies held different views on how to reply to RAN4’s incoming LS in R2-2008735/R4-2011713 [1]. Mainly, there are two ways as follows:
· WF1: simply confirm that RAN4’s definition is in line with RAN2’s understanding 
· WF2: Provide RAN4 with RAN2 understanding on con-current operations as reference, and let RAN4 decide whether their definition is in line with RAN2’s understanding by themselves.
The reason why some companies proposed to adopt WF2 was that it is still unclear in RAN4, and also in the LS, how the part “…while operation is agnostic of the service used on each interface” in the definition actually means by RAN4, so that it is even harder for RAN2 to judge whether this definition is really in line with RAN2’s understanding on simultaneous SL/UL operations. Therefore, the below question is to first ask companies’ views on in which direction the reply LS should go. 
Question 1: In which of the following ways do companies prefer to reply to the RAN4’s incoming LS in R2-2008735/R4-2011713?
· WF1: simply confirm that RAN4’s definition is in line with RAN2’s understanding;
· WF2: provide RAN4 with RAN2 understanding on con-current operations as a reference, and let RAN4 colleagues decide whether their definition is in line with RAN2’s understanding by themselves.
	Companies
	Preferred options
	Comments if any

	OPPO
	1
	Firstly, at least literally, we believe there is nothing wrong to say 

Con-current operation: The simultaneous transmission and reception of sidelink and Uu interfaces while operation is agnostic of the service used on each interface.
In the definition, agnostic of the service in RAN4’s understanding is:
UE is aware of Uu or SL configured in which operating band, but the actual service type transmitted/received in Uu or SL is agnostic from RAN4 perspective.

I.e., there is no point for RAN4 to care about service type, i.e., whether UE can perform simul-transmission/reception for PC5/Uu has nothing to do with the “service type” that is to be carried by each interface. Maybe proponent of WF2 can clarify for which definition of “service type”, it is NOT agnostic to simul-tx/rx from RAN4 perspective.

For the other part, it is also correct to us and can be confirmed as well.

	Huawei
	WF2 preferable; but can accept WF1 if majority wants
	We actually have the same question as OPPO regarding why “service type” has anything to do with RAN4, and this question was also the question of our RAN4 delegate who asked for clarification in RAN4 for several times. However, the situation seems that nobody in RAN4 is clear about this, but this description of “service type agnostic” is still left in their definition. Therefore, it seems nobody can even tell the exact meaning of this RAN4 definition in its current form.

In this situation, a question from us to companies: if nobody can even tell what such “service agnostic” in the definition, and the definition itself, actually mean, how can we judge whether this definition is correct and aligned/misaligned with RAN2 understanding at all? This is why we propose to tell all what we RAN2 can provide to RAN4, and then let they themselves to decide how they should revise/update their definition with sufficient information input from other WGs.

However, we don’t have a very strong view. If a majority of companies wants to go for the simple way and avoid more issues to appear, we are also fine with WF1.

	vivo (Jing)
	WF2 with comments
	No strong view on this but think there is no harm to include RAN2 understanding on con-current operations in the LS. We could first confirm RAN4’s understanding as it is literally not wrong according to the words, and then give the description on con-current operations from RAN2’s perspective as a supplement.

	Qualcomm
	2 
	Our preference is to include RAN2’s understanding, per WF2.  Our understanding from our RAN4 colleagues is that “operation is agnostic of the service used on each interface” means the UE RAN4 performance requirements are independent of the service (e.g., voice or data) is carried on the respective Uu or SL. 


	Ericsson (Tony)
	2
	We have the same understanding as QC and we should consult RAN4 on whether the RAN2 understanding is correct or not.

	Intel
	2
	We are fine to go with WF2 as we think it is better/safer to inform our understanding to RAN4, so they can discuss and decide it better.

	MediaTek
	2
	We generally agree with OPPO and vivo that the wording in the RAN4 LS is not wrong.  However, since it seems there is some uncertainty about whether RAN2 and RAN4 mean the same thing by “service agnostic”, we think it helps to include the RAN2 understanding.

	Lenovo
	2
	We have the same understanding as OPPO, but considering RAN4 situation that provided by Huawei, we think provide RAN2 understanding for “service agnostic” definition is more safe to avoid further clarification. 

	Samsung
	WF1
	We doubt any further information on simultaneous SL/UL operation is necessary and helpful for RAN4. We understand the simultaneous SL/UL operation is service agnostic where the service means any authorized services for the UE over UL or SL.

	CATT
	2 with comments
	We agree with vivo that we can first confirm RAN4 understanding and also provide the RAN2 understanding on con-current operations as a reference.

	Nokia
	2
	Since the wording “operation is agnostic of the service used on each interface” created unclarity and furthermore that phrase seems to irrelevant in the context of concurrent operation of PC5/Uu. Thus we prefer to clarify first of all if RAN4 and RAN2 have the same understanding and eventually encourage RAN4 to remove the “operation is agnostic of the service used on each interface” in case RAN4 can not explain the relevance and meaning of that phrase.

	ZTE
	2
	Without clear understanding of RAN4’s LS, we should not confirm RAN4’s definition arbitrarily, which may cause miss alignment between RAN4 and RAN2. In consequence, it’s butter to further explain RAN2’s understanding, especially for agnostic of service type which is not clear in RAN4’s LS.

	Apple
	1
	We do not see any need to explain upper layer SL services to RAN4, we can just confirm that those are agnostic to RAN4 operation



Based on the answer to Question 1, below questions intend to discuss what specific contents should be included in the RAN2 reply LS, with the draft LS in R2-2009410 [2] as a reference. An informative Annex is provided on how the below options provided are reflected in [2] (but this is just an example, and does not necessarily mean the final wording which is anyway to be further discussed in the LS reviewing phase).
Question 2: If WF2 is chosen in Question 1, what information should be included in the draft reply LS from RAN2 (Note that multiple options can be selected)?
· Option-A: Clarification on the simultaneous SL/UL operations specified in RAN2 Specs.
· Option-B: The radio resources/parameters for UL and those for SL (especially operation band related, as asked by RAN4) are separated (pre)configured.
· Option-C: The UE can distinguish the data to be transmitted in Uu and in SL respectively, but does not need to be aware of the specific service type (e.g. voice, streaming, etc.) in the AS. 
· Others. If this option is selected, please provide the information you’d like to include in detail.  
	Companies
	Preferred options
	Comments if any

	OPPO
	
	For option-A, we wonder if the text in the draft LS-reply on “RAN2 did not discuss simultaneous reception of Uu and SL, with the assumption that whether/how this is done by the UE is up to the PHY layer operation” is valid, i.e., based on the latest LS reply from RAN1, simul-RX would be reported in capability like for simul-TX. So at least option-A is not needed.

For option-B,  the sentence in the draft LS-reply of “AS is aware of in which operating bands Uu communication and SL communication are respectively performed”  is the same as “UE is aware of Uu or SL configured in which operating band”, so it is also to confirm RAN4 understanding.

For option-C, as replied in Q1 above.

So we still prefer to simply confirm the RAN4 understanding, or if there is no majority view, at least option-A is not needed, and some description can be provided for B and C.

	Huawei
	Option-A&B&C, with minor revision.
	Regarding OPPO’s question on option-A, if one wants to count capability discussion as RAN2 having ever discussed simultaneous Uu/PC5 reception, we can revise the wording as follows:

“How the UE performs simultaneous DL and SL reception is not specified in RAN2 Specs.”

Or, we can even mention nothing about simultaneous RX, but only briefly tell something related to simultaneous TX which RAN2 really discussed and specified.

For companies’ question on why service type has anything to do with RAN4, please refer to our comments in Question 1.

	vivo
	Option B&C
	We can agree that B and C would be enough with possible improved wording.

	Qualcomm
	Others
	Our view is RAN2 should respond with RAN2’s interpretation of con-current operation, to answer RAN4’s question “whether the current definition of con-current operation is aligned with their understanding”

	Ericsson
	Other
	Agree with QC. There is no need to add in the LS additional information that have nothing to do with the definition sent by RAN4.

	Intel
	B, C
	We agree with vivo that capturing B and C should be sufficient.

	MediaTek
	C
	We don’t have a really strong view against including A and/or B if companies prefer, but it seems that C addresses the point of possible confusion.

	Lenovo
	C
	We think option C is most related to RAN4 question on “service agnostic”

	CATT
	C
	We think Option C is already sufficient to the RAN4 question.

	Nokia
	C
	Con-current operation of PC5/Uu is not dependent on the service type transferred over the respective link

	ZTE
	C
	We think the most important is to clear the understanding that AS does not aware of service type(voice, etc), so this is sufficient to explain RAN2’s understanding about agnostic of the service type.



Question 3: If WF1 is chosen in Question 1, how do you interpret the part “…while operation is agnostic of the service used on each interface” and judge that the definition is aligned/misaligned with RAN2 understanding?
	Companies
	Please provide the reasoning/clarification in detail, and the information you’d like to additionally provide in the reply LS (if any) in the case of WF1.

	OPPO
	Our interpretation of “service” is like what is described in option-C of Q2, i.e., voice/streaming and etc.

In other words, we fail to identify a possible definition of “service”, which may collide with RAN4 understanding that “operation is agnostic of the service used on each interface” – we simply do not know why RAN4 need to care about service..

	Huawei
	For companies’ question on why service type has anything to do with RAN4, please refer to our comments in Question 1.

	Qualcomm
	Per Question 1, Our understanding is that “operation is agnostic of the service used on each interface” means the UE RAN4 performance requirements are independent of the service (e.g., voice or data) is carried on the respective Uu or SL.

	MediaTek
	Same understanding as OPPO and Qualcomm about the meaning of “service” here.  We interpret the phrase to mean simply that the RAN4 requirements do not depend on the service type.

	Lenovo
	We have the same understanding as OPPO and Qualcomm, that the RAN4 requirement has nothing to do with the service or data that carried on UL or SL.

	Samsung
	We understand as the simultaneous SL/UL operation is service agnostic where the service means any authorized services for the UE over UL or SL.

	Apple
	Same understanding as OPPO and Qualcomm
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[Rapporteur’s Remarks]: From the answers of companies provided to Question 1, it seems that a clear majority of the companies share the views of Qualcomm and OPPO. It is seen that the commonality between Qualcomm and OPPO comments is that “RAN4 performance requirements should be independent of the service (e.g., voice or data) that is transmitted/received on the Uu or SL respectively”. Therefore, this should be upgraded to the RAN2 understanding of this RAN4 definition of “Con-current operation”. On the other hand, it is also observed that a majority of companies select WF2, and would like to only share this RAN2 understanding with RAN4 in the reply LS, and encourage RAN4 to make the final decision. Hence, it is proposed to include the above RAN2 understanding in the reply LS. 
Moreover, it is found that the majority would like to provide more information to facilitate RAN4’s decision making, by selecting Option-C in Question 2. It is, therefore, also proposed to provide information in Option-C, i.e. “The UE can distinguish the data to be transmitted in Uu and in SL respectively, but does not need to be aware of the specific service type (e.g. voice, streaming, etc.) in the AS” in the reply LS for RAN4’s reference.
Proposal 1: Agree the below RAN2 understanding on RAN4 definition of “Con-current operation”, and inform RAN4 of this RAN2 understanding in the reply LS:
· for a UE that can perform simultaneous transmission/reception of Uu and PC5, RAN4 performance requirements should be independent of the types of services (e.g. voice, streaming, etc.) that are transmitted/received respectively on Uu and on PC5.
Proposal 1a: Include in the reply LS the additional information that “The UE can distinguish the data to be transmitted in Uu and in PC5 respectively, but does not need to be aware of the specific service type (e.g. voice, streaming, etc.) in the access stratum” for RAN4’s reference.
Conclusion
Based on companies’ views collected, it is proposed to go for the majority’s preference, with the following proposals:
Proposal 1: Agree the below RAN2 understanding on RAN4 definition of “Con-current operation”, and inform RAN4 of this RAN2 understanding in the reply LS:
· for a UE that can perform simultaneous transmission/reception of Uu and PC5, RAN4 performance requirements should be independent of the types of services (e.g. voice, streaming, etc.) that are transmitted/received respectively on Uu and on PC5.
Proposal 1a: Include in the reply LS the additional information that “The UE can distinguish the data to be transmitted in Uu and in PC5 respectively, but does not need to be aware of the specific service type (e.g. voice, streaming, etc.) in the access stratum” for RAN4’s reference.
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1. Overall Description:
RAN2 would like to thank RAN4 for the LS on definition of NR V2X con-current operation (R4-2011713). RAN2 checked the below definition as asked by RAN4 in the LS, and would like provide the feedback as follows.
Con-current operation: The simultaneous transmission and reception of sidelink and Uu interfaces while operation is agnostic of the service used on each interface.
In the definition, agnostic of the service in RAN4’s understanding is:
[bookmark: OLE_LINK5]	UE is aware of Uu or SL configured in which operating band, but the actual service type transmitted/received in Uu or SL is agnostic from RAN4 perspective. 
In RAN2 understanding, a UE can perform Uu transmission and SL transmission simultaneously, if the UE capability allows, and this is already supported in the MAC Specs (TS 38.321/36.321). RAN2 did not discuss simultaneous reception of Uu and SL, with the assumption that whether/how this is done by the UE is up to the PHY layer operation.	Comment by Huawei: Option-A: Clarification on the simultaneous SL/UL operations specified in RAN2 Specs.	Comment by Panzner, Berthold (Nokia - DE/Munich): RAN1 has informed RAN2 in LS R1-2007339 that a separate capability bit for simultaneous reception of sidelink and downlink will be introduced (simulateneous transmission of sidelink and uplink already specified in FG 15-16)
RAN2 would also like to point out that the resource configurations (e.g. carrier frequencies, resource pools, etc.) for Uu and those for SL are (pre)configured to the UE separately, so the UE’s AS is aware of in which operating bands Uu communication and SL communication are respectively performed. Also, the UE’s AS can distinguish the data to be transmitted in Uu and in SL respectively, as informed by the upper layers, but the specific service types (e.g. voice, streaming, etc.) are invisible in the AS.	Comment by Huawei: Option-B: The radio resources/parameters for UL and those for SL (especially operation band related, as asked by RAN4) are separated (pre)configured.	Comment by Huawei: Option-C: The UE can distinguish the data to be transmitted in Uu and in SL respectively, but does not need to be aware of the specific service type (e.g. voice, streaming, etc.) in the AS.
	
2. Actions:
RAN2 respectfully asks RAN4 to take above information into consideration in their future work.

3. Date of Next TSG-RAN WG2 Meetings:
TSG RAN WG2 Meeting #113e	25 January – 5 February 2021	eMeeting

