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Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk510705081]In the RAN1#98 meeting the following agreements regarding in-device coexistence were made:

Agreements:
[bookmark: _Hlk20912705]Unless packet priorities of both LTE and NR sidelink are known to both RATs prior to time of collision (subject to processing time restriction), then
1. It is up to UE implementation to handle LTE Tx/NR Rx overlap.
2. It is up to UE implementation to handle NR Tx and LTE Rx overlap.

Agreements:
· RAN1 understand that NR V2X priority field and PPPP are directly comparable i.e. the same numerical value has the same meaning in both the RATs. 
· Ask SA2 to confirm the understanding. If understanding is incorrect, please provide solution. 

According to the WID [1] the following objectives have been defined for the specification of the in-device coexistence of NR SL and LTE SL.
· Solutions for ‘not co-channel’ in-device coexistence between LTE and NR sidelinks
· TDM-based solutions as per the study outcome [RAN1, RAN2, RAN4]
· FDM-based solutions with static power allocation as per the study outcome [RAN4]
· This will not consider the case where LTE and NR sidelinks are in the same frequency band.
· No impact to LTE specifications at least from RAN1 and RAN2 perspective.

In this contribution we discuss final details of the TDM-based coexistence solutions for NR and LTE sidelinks.
Discussion on short term TDM
According to the WID RAN1 should focus on TDM based solutions. For short term TDM, conclusions on two details are still needed. These issues are discussed below. Regarding long term time-scale TDM, RAN1 concluded that it does not require any RAN1 specification changes. Regarding FDM methods, according to the WID these methods should be discussed in RAN4. There may be some impact to RAN2 and RAN1 specifications as well, but those issues can be discussed later if needed.
Tx/Rx coexistence
In the RAN1#98 meeting the UE operation for Tx/Rx overlap of LTE and NR sidelink transmissions was discussed and the UE behaviour for the case when packet priorities are not known was agreed. It should be noted that Rx priority of the transmission can be known in some cases but not always. Priority of the Tx transmission is known at the UE so prioritization for TX/Rx case can be done when priority of the Rx packet is known. We think that UE should do prioritization between Tx/Rx if it has the needed information available. In the case that Tx and Rx have the same priority, UE can select whether to transmit or receive the packet.   

Proposal 1: For Tx/Rx overlap if packet priorities of both LTE and NR sidelinks are known before the collision at the UE (subject to processing time restriction), then the packet with a higher relative priority is transmitted/received. If the packet priorities are the same, prioritization is up to UE implementation.

[bookmark: _Hlk20920432]Priority of S-SSB, PSFCH and PSSCH carrying only CSI/RSRP
NR V2X transmissions that do not carry user data do not have associated priority. Association could be made based on e.g. ongoing data transmission or priority of S-SSB, PSFCH and PSSCH carrying only CSI/RSRP could be (pre)configured. Also in the LTE, the priority of e.g. LTE SLSS could somehow be specified for example by (pre)configuration, but this may be considered modification to LTE SL and is out of the scope of the current work item.

The priorities of S-SSB, PSFCH and PSSCH carrying only CSI/RSRP should not be the same. If UE drops one of the S-SSB transmissions, this may not have any impact to ongoing data transmissions. On the other hand, if PSFCH is dropped it results in retransmission so it should have rather high priority. Regarding CSI/RSRP, the importance of these transmissions depends on how much the new value differs from previously transmitted value. Transmitting UE has the best knowlwdge on priority so it may be better to leave determination of priority up to UE implementation. Regarding PSFCH carrying HARQ-ACK, priority could be associated with the corresponding PSSCH. It seems that S-SSB, PSFCH and PSSCH carrying only CSI/RSRP should typically have different priority levels and the rules for determining the priority are different and often based on the information available only in the UE. So, we think that it may be sufficient to leave the prioritization of all these transmissions up to UE implenetation.

Observation 1: In general priorities of S-SSB, PSFCH and PSSCH carrying only CSI/RSRP cannot be considered to be the same.

Proposal 2: For coexistence of S-SSB, PSFCH and PSSCH carrying only CSI/RSRP with simultaneous LTE SL transmission, prioritization of these channels is up to UE implementation. 

Conclusion
In this contribution, issues related to coexistence of NR SL and LTE SL have been discussed. Based on the discussion, the following observation and proposals were made:

Proposal 1: For Tx/Rx overlap if packet priorities of both LTE and NR sidelinks are known before the collision at the UE (subject to processing time restriction), then the packet with a higher relative priority is transmitted/received. If the packet priorities are the same, prioritization is up to UE implementation.
Observation 1: In general priorities of S-SSB, PSFCH and PSSCH carrying only CSI/RSRP cannot be considered to be the same.

Proposal 2: For coexistence of S-SSB, PSFCH and PSSCH carrying only CSI/RSRP with simultaneous LTE SL transmission, prioritization of these channels is up to UE implementation. 
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