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During March 2017 RAN plenary meeting, it was agreed to support co-existence of LTE UL and NR UL within the bandwidth of an LTE component carrier. The relevant part in the latest WID [1] is copied below:
	-	NR-LTE co-existence mechanisms [RAN1, RAN2, RAN4];
-	Support co-existence of LTE UL and NR UL within the bandwidth of an LTE component carrier and co-existence of LTE DL and NR DL within the bandwidth of an LTE component carrier, and identify and specify at least one NR band/LTE-NR band combination for this operation.
-	Minimize impact to NR physical layer design to enable this co-existence.
-	No impact to the ability of legacy LTE devices to operate on the LTE carrier co-existing with NR
-	No implication that all UEs have to support simultaneous connection of NR and LTE in the bandwidth of an LTE component carrier, in accordance with RP-172104


In RAN1#92bis meeting [2], the following conclusion was made and the noted RAN1 agreement needs to be clarified.
	Conclusion:
The existing agreements were made before RAN2 defined SUL and non-SUL as a single serving cell
· One TB is mapped to one DL/UL carrier.
· Re-transmission of a TB cannot take place on different carrier than the initial transmission.
So far this implies for some companies that for SUL, the re-transmission of a TB should not take place on a different carrier than the initial transmission. Other companies believe re-transmission may take place on a different carrier in case of SUL and UL.
· If intention for previous agreement was to be worded “per cell” then it would be restricted to CA
· RAN1 should discuss whether to clarify the existing agreements
· Note: in SUL there is only one cell and one HARQ entity


This contribution provides our views on re-transmission issue for SUL and some considerations on NE-DC with architecture option 4. 
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On re-transmission issue for SUL
In RAN2#100 meeting, the following agreements have been made. 
	Agreement:
· HARQ process can continue when BWP/SUL switching occurs.
· For same cell, one common HARQ entity is used for both UL and SUL.


[bookmark: _GoBack]Since one common HARQ entity is used for UL and SUL for the same serving cell, re-transmission is allowed to be taken place on the different uplink than the initial transmission in the same serving cell configured with SUL from RAN2 perspective. For the RAN1 agreement with regard to re-transmission of a TB cannot take place on different carrier than the initial transmission, it is only made for serving cell with a single uplink carrier due to the fact that this agreement was made before RAN2 defined SUL and non-SUL as a single serving cell. Actually, the aim of the concerned agreement is to eliminate re-transmission of a TB on different cell than the initial transmission, and the word “carrier” should be interpreted as “cell”. When it comes to the case of serving cell configured with SUL, re-transmission on different uplink carrier than the initial transmission within the same serving cell is already supported in the specifications. As no consequent drawback is identified, there is no need to exclude re-transmission of a TB on different uplink than the initial transmission for SUL case.
Observation 1: For uplink transmission, re-transmission of a TB on different uplink than the initial transmission in the same serving cell is already supported.
On NE-DC with architecture option 4
For NE-DC (i.e. with architecture option 4), NR is the MCG and LTE is the SCG. The potential RAN1 impact is in the area of UL power control.
For EN-DC, the UE shall reduce the power at NR side if the total transmit power would be higher than its supported maximum transmit power. Namely, LTE is prioritized than NR. For NE-DC, NR shall have higher priority than LTE since the gNB plays the role similar to MeNB. Thus the power control mechanism for EN-DC needs to be re-considered for NE-DC. Particularly, the priority rule for UE behavior on resolving transmit power limitation or concurrent transmission collision between NR and LTE may be modified. Moreover, when taking sub-slot transmission of LTE into account, more investigation is needed on the priority rule. 
Observation 2: Power control mechanism for NE-DC (architecture option 4) needs further consideration.
Conclusions
In this contribution, we discuss remaining issues related to SUL and NE-DC. The following observations are given:
Observation 1: For uplink transmission, re-transmission of a TB on different uplink than the initial transmission in the same serving cell is already supported.
Observation 2: Power control mechanism for NE-DC (architecture option 4) needs further consideration.
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