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Introduction
NR V2X work item was approved at RAN#83. The following objectives for coexistence between NR sidelink and LTE sidelink are captured in WID RP-190766[1].
	· 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.


RAN1#96bis meeting [2]  and previous meetings achieved the following consensus on coexistence:
	Conclusion:
· RAN1 does not see any specification impact for support of Long Term Time-Scale TDM for coexistence of NR and LTE sidelinks
Working assumption:
· 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 

Agreements:
RAN1 studies further how to use 
· priority, 
· latency,
· reliability,
· minimum required communication range (as defined by higher layers) if agreed to use
in the physical layer aspects of at least 
· resource allocation and 
· congestion control and 
· resolution of in-device coexistence issues and 
· power control


Widely discussion and working assumption were made during last meeting on the Tx/Tx overlap. In this contribution, we showed our views on the Tx/Tx and Tx/Rx overlap and some potential issues.
Discussion
In last meeting, some consensuses were achieved on the prioritization between LTE sidelink and NR sidelink for short-term time-scale TDM solution. 
Tx/Tx overlap
As per the working assumption, packet priorities of both LTE and NR sidelink will be the metric to determine prioritizing which RAT over another. From physical layer's perspective, packet priorities of LTE sidelink may derived from "Priority" field in SCI, which is originated from higher layer "PPPP". However, for NR sidelink, there are diverse traffic types with a various QoS parameter ranges, including e.g., latency (3ms ~100ms), reliability (90%~99.999%), message rate (10message/s ~ 50message/s) and communication range (50m~1000m) etc. The existing PPPP mechanism with eight levels may not be sufficient to support the Qos differentiation. Besides, for NR sidelink, packet priorities should consider the various Qos attributes defined in TS 22.186, e.g. the latency, reliability and/or communication range etc. 
RAN2 agreed in RAN2#105 that per-flow QoS model is preferred for NR SL unicast and per-packet QoS model is preferred for NR SL broadcast and SL groupcast. Once the QoS framework is developed by RAN2, we can get packet priority of NR sidelink for comparison with LTE sidelinks. Nevertheless, the two packet priorities may not be directly comparable due to different mapping method from different Qos attributes. For example, LTE’s PPPP encodes both the concept of priority and latency/packet delay budget PDB in LTE sidelink and the NR's packet priority may not be exactly same. What's more, the different Qos models between NR unicast sidelink (per-flow) and LTE sidelink (per-packet) may make the directly comparison unable.  
Proposal 1: Confirm the working assumption made in RAN1#96Bis meeting on Tx/Tx overlap.
Proposal 2: From RAN1 perspective, NR sidelink packet priorities should involve at least latency attribute, reliability attribute. 
Proposal 3: RAN1 needs to study how to get comparable packet priorities of both LTE and NR sidelinks.
Tx/Rx overlap
Regarding to this case, companies proposed some rules for simplicity. For example, Tx is prioritized over Rx or always prioritize periodic/semi-static LTE V2X packets over aperiodic NR V2X packets. In our opinion, a number of more important packets will be dropped according to these hard rules, which will lead to unaccepted consequences. Actually, the main difference with Tx/Tx and concerns within Tx/Rx is the packet priority of Rx may be absent before the comparison. To solve this problem, we think it is feasible to configure a default packet priority for Rx packet or a threshold packet priority for Tx packet in this case.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Proposal 4: If Rx priority is not known, set a default packet priority for Rx packet or a threshold packet priority for Tx packet
Conclusion
In this contribution, we discussed some issues in Tx/Tx and Tx/Rx overlap and proposed:
Proposal 1: Confirm the working assumption made in RAN1#96Bis meeting on Tx/Tx overlap.
Proposal 2: From RAN1 perspective, NR sidelink packet priorities should involve at least latency attribute, reliability attribute and priority attribute.
Proposal 3: RAN1 needs to study how to get comparable packet priorities of both LTE and NR sidelinks. 
Proposal 4: If Rx priority is not known, set a default packet priority for Rx packet or a threshold packet priority for Tx packet
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