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1. Overall Description:
RAN1 would like to thank RAN2 for their LS in R2-1911679 on UL-SL prioritization. Regarding the questions raised in the LS, RAN1 has discussed and reached the following answers.
1: 	(To be confirmed by RAN1/4) RAN2 work on NR-UL/NR-SL prioritization at least for two scenarios: 1) when UL TX overlaps in time domain with SL TX in the shared/same carrier frequency, and 2) when UL TX and SL TX (in different carrier frequency) share TX chains and power budget. 
2:	(To be confirmed by RAN1/4) RAN2 work on LTE-UL/NR-SL and LTE-SL/NR-UL prioritization at least for scenario when UL TX and SL TX (in different carrier frequency) share TX chains and power budget.

Q1: For the two scenarios agreed by RAN2 for NR-UL/NR-SL prioritization (i.e., 1) when UL TX overlaps in time domain with SL TX in the shared/same carrier frequency, and 2) when UL TX and SL TX (in different carrier frequency) share TX chains and power budget), are they valid scenarios for prioritization from RAN1/4 perspective?
Answer to Q1: Yes, from RAN1’s perspective both scenario 1) and 2) in RAN2’s LS are relevant and valid scenarios for prioritization in Rel-16.

Q2: For the second scenario agreed by RAN2 for LTE-UL/NR-SL and LTE-SL/NR-UL prioritization, (i.e., when UL TX and SL TX (in different carrier frequency) share TX chains and power budget), is it a valid scenario for prioritization from RAN1/4 perspective?
Answer to Q2: Yes, from RAN1’s perspective this is also a relevant and valid scenario for prioritization in Rel-16. During past RAN1 discussions on short-term timescale solution for intra-UE coexistence of LTE and NR SL transmissions, RAN1 made the following working assumption (confirmed in RAN1#97) taking into account of processing time constraint to pass priority information from one RAT to another. Therefore, RAN1 recommends to consider such restriction of additional processing time for the cross-RAT UL/SL prioritization work also in RAN2.
Working assumption in RAN1#96bis, confirmed in RAN1#97:
· For Tx/Tx overlap, 
· If packet priorities of both LTE and NR sidelink transmissions are known to both RATs prior to time of transmission subject to processing time restriction, then the packet with a higher relative priority is transmitted 
· In case the priorities of LTE and NR SL transmissions are the same, then it is up to UE implementation as to which transmission is chosen (e.g., taking into account congestion, etc.)
· If packet priorities of both LTE and NR sidelink transmissions are not known to both RATs prior to time of transmission subject to processing time restriction, then it is up to UE implementation to manage Tx/Tx overlaps (e.g., LTE transmissions are always prioritized, etc.)
· RAN1 does not assume any impact to LTE physical layer specifications
· UE capability is defined for short-term time-scale TDM for in-device coexistence


Q3: Additionally, for LTE-UL/NR-SL and LTE-SL/NR-UL prioritization, is the scenario of “UL TX overlaps in time domain with SL TX in the shared/same carrier frequency” valid or not from RAN1/4 perspective? Please note that RAN2 raise a similar question in R2-1911680, but for another issue, i.e., cross-RAT sidelink configuration.
Answer to Q3: RAN1 has so far not considered such operating scenario where UL and SL transmissions from different RAT are in the shared/same carrier, and RAN1 has no plan to discuss this in Rel-16.


Q4: Till now, the RAN2 conclusion on UL/SL prioritization is limited to the prioritization between MCG UL and MCG SL. Besides that, from RAN1/4 perspective, is there a need to separately consider SCG UL and MCG SL prioritization, e.g., for the scenario of “when UL TX overlaps in time domain with SL TX in the shared/same carrier frequency” and/or “when UL TX and SL TX (in different carrier frequency) share TX chains and power budget”? Q4 includes the following scenarios:
· SCG NR-UL and NR-SL under control of MCG;
· SCG NR-UL and LTE-SL under control of MCG;
· SCG LTE-UL and NR-SL under control of MCG;
Answer to Q4: From RAN1’s perspective, it is not necessary to separately consider SCG UL and MCG SL prioritization in Rel-16. In addition, RAN1 made the following working assumption without targeting a specific operating scenario. RAN1 has no plan to discuss UL/SL prioritization rule for each operating scenario separately in Rel-16.

	Working assumption:
· For the power limited case in supporting simultaneous sidelink and uplink transmissions (SL carrier is different from UL carrier),
· If sidelink transmission is prioritized over uplink transmission, the UE shall adjust the uplink transmission power before the start of the transmission such that its total transmission power does not exceed [image: ] on any overlapped portion. In this case, calculation of the adjustment to the uplink transmission power is not specified.
· If uplink transmission is prioritized over sidelink transmission, the UE shall adjust the sidelink transmission power before the start of the transmission such that its total transmission power does not exceed [image: ] on any overlapped portion. In this case, calculation of the adjustment to the sidelink transmission power is not specified.
· Total sidelink transmit power is the same in the symbols used for actual PSCCH/PSSCH transmissions in a slot in case of simultaneous transmission of sidelink and uplink
· PSCCH/PSSCH transmissions can be dropped in some symbols when there are uplink transmissions with higher priority and the UE cannot keep the same sidelink transmission power in the symbols.
· Selection of the dropped symbols is up to UE implementation where the dropped symbols should include the overlapping symbols.
· If the simultaneous transmission of sidelink and uplink is beyond the UE capability, the one not prioritized can be dropped.
· FFS: when to prioritize which transmission
· FFS: how to address UE processing time
· FFS: whether there is a case of dropping some symbols of uplink transmissions
· Whether/how to address RF transient period is up to RAN4.



2. Actions:
To: RAN2, RAN4
ACTION: 	RAN1 respectfully requests RAN2 and RAN4 to take the above responses into account in their further work.

3. Date of Next TSG-RAN2 Meetings:
3GPP RAN1#99	18 - 22 November 2019   	Reno, US
3GPP RAN1#100	24 - 28 February 2020   	Athens, GR
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