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1 Introduction

In RAN2#106 meeting, RAN2 made the following agreements on SL/UL prioritization in cross-RAT [1].

Agreements on UL/SL prioritization: 

3: 
LTE-solution should be applied to LTE UL and NR SL cross-RAT case (if needed). FFS on the need of this prioritization.

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.

In RAN2#107 meeting, RAN2 sent the LS to check the view of RAN1/RAN4 on the scenarios for SL/UL prioritization including cross-RAT [2].
Agreements on prioritization between UL and SL: 

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.

3:
RAN2 sends LS to RAN1/4 to 1) ask RAN1 work on power sharing between UL TX and SL TX when they use separated TX chains but share power budget, 2) to check view of RAN1/4 on the validity of LTE-SL/NR-UL, LTE-UL/NR-SL prioritization scenario when UL/SL overlap in time domain in the shared/same carrier frequency, and 3) to check view of RAN1/4 on the necessity of MCG-SL/SCG-UL prioritization.

For this RAN2#108 meeting, RAN2 has received a reply LS on SL/UL prioritization from RAN1[3] and a reply LS on cross RAT configuration from RAN4[4]. 
This contribution is to discuss the SL/UL prioritization in cross-RAT with consideration of the view from RAN1 and RAN4.
2 Discussion
According to [3], the prioritization scenarios of LTE-UL/NR-SL in different carrier frequency and LTE-SL/NR-UL in different carrier frequency are possible with the constraint of processing time to pass priority information from one RAT to another. Since RAN1 confirms that the LTE-UL/NR-SL prioritization and the LTE-SL/NR-UL prioritization in different carrier frequency are possible scenarios, RAN2 can make a conclusion that the LTE UL and NR SL cross-RAT prioritization is needed. 
	Captured from [3]
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.


When the prioritization between cross RAT traffic i.e., NR-UL/LTE-SL and LTE-UL/NR-SL is needed and available, we suggest RAN2 use LTE solution to decide which interface is prioritized without changing LTE protocols as the agreements in [1]. 
Proposal 1. The LTE-solution should be applied to LTE-UL/NR-SL prioritization and LTE-SL/NR-UL prioritization when UL TX and SL TX are in different carrier frequency.

We understand that RAN1 will not consider the scenario of LTE-UL/NR-SL in the same carrier frequency in this release although RAN4 is doing co-existence study in licensed band. Based on RAN1’s feedback, RAN2 does not have to consider this case in cross RAT SL/UL prioritization at least for this release. 
	Captured from [3]
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.


Proposal 2. The prioritization of LTE-UL/NR-SL in the shared/same carrier frequency is not supported in Rel-16.

RAN4 confirms that the scenario of LTE-SL/NR-UL in the same carrier frequency is not possible. So this case does not have to be supported for SL/UL prioritization in cross RAT.
	Captured from [4]
Question 2: For case 2, where the NR Uu controls LTE SL, RAN2 would like to check with RAN4 whether NR Uu can share the same frequency with LTE SL?

Answer 2: As NR Uu (at licensed bands) and LTE SL (at Band 47 only) are supported in different operating bands, this case is not possible to share same frequency.


Proposal 3. The prioritization of LTE-SL/NR-UL in the shared/same carrier frequency is not supported.

According to the RAN1 working assumption [3], it is not necessary to separately consider SCG UL and MCG SL prioritization in Rel-16. RAN2 does not have to further discuss the SL/UL prioritization in MR-DC and can conclude that the same prioritization in SA should be applied in MR-DC.

	Captured from [3]
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. 


Proposal 4. The same UL/SL prioritization rule of SA should be applied for MR-DC.
3 Conclusion

RAN2 is requested to discuss and capture the following proposals:
Proposal 1. The LTE-solution should be applied to LTE-UL/NR-SL prioritization and LTE-SL/NR-UL prioritization when UL TX and SL TX are in different carrier frequency.

Proposal 2. The prioritization of LTE-UL/NR-SL in the shared/same carrier frequency is not supported in Rel-16.
Proposal 3. The prioritization of LTE-SL/NR-UL in the shared/same carrier frequency is not supported.

Proposal 4. The same UL/SL prioritization rule of SA should be applied for MR-DC.
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