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Introduction
In the RAN1#100b-e meeting, issues regarding signaling of resource pool, including periodicity of resource pool bitmap, length of the bitmap, excluded slots, and reserved slots were thoroughly discussed. Unfortunately, companies’ views were quite diverse, and no consensus were achieved during last meeting.
In addition, the indication of MCS tables (if necessary) and MCS table determination were discussed and the following agreement was made [1]:
	Agreements:
· The MCS table is indicated by 1st SCI, the number of MCS tables is (pre-)configured per resource pool.           
· 64QAM table is (pre-)configured as default. 
· Zero, one or two additional tables can be additionally (pre-)configured. 
· Using the 256QAM and/or low-SE MCS tables
· The number of bits in the 1st SCI for the indication is determined based on the number of MCS tables (pre)-configured for the resource pool
· 0, 1, or 2 bits
· Over-writing the (pre-)configured MCS table(s) by PC5-RRC is NOT supported
· A UE is not required to decode the 2nd SCI or the PSSCH associated with a 1st SCI if the 1st SCI indicates an MCS table that the UE does not support


According to the current specification [2], one PT-RS configuration is (pre-)configured per resource pool. In case of more than one MCS table is (pre-)configured for a resource pool, the mismatch between the (pre-)configured PT-RS configuration and the scheduled MCS table may occur.
In this contribution, we provide our views on the remaining issues of the resource pool configuration, and the potential solution to solve the mismatch between the (pre-)configured PT-RS configuration and the scheduled MCS table when multiple MCS tables are supported.
Remaining issues on the resource pool configuration
2.1 The excluded slots
In the RAN1#100e meeting, the following working assumption was made regarding the excluded slots:
	· (Working assumption) slots not having at least Y-th, (Y+1)-th, .....,(Y+X-1)-th symbols in a slot semi-statically for UL as indicated in TDD-UL-DL-ConfigCommon, where 
· X is sl-LengthSymbols
· Y is sl-StartSymbol


The main concern of the above working assumption is how to support the partial coverage scenario, where an in-coverage UE and an out-of-coverage UE (obtaining the TDD pattern by the PSBCH) should have the same understanding on the slots for applying the bitmap so that they are able to communicate with each other. In the RAN1#100b-e meeting, there were intense discussions on this issue, however, companies shared quite diverse opinions. In general, three opinions can be summarized on how to obtain the excluded UL slots:
· Option 1: Confirm the WA, i.e., the UL slots are indicated in TDD-UL-DL-ConfigCommon
· Option 2: The UL slots are indicated by TDD-Config in PSBCH, and further rules should be specified to derived the TDD-config in PSBCH from TDD-UL-DL-ConfigCommon
· Option 3: The UL slots are indicated by a new signaling in SIB for SL operation based on TDD-UL-DL-ConfigCommon, which has the same content as TDD-config in PSBCH.
For option 1, since the TDD-Config in PSBCH has much coarse granularity than that of the TDD-UL-DL-ConfigCommon due to the limited payload size, if the WA is confirmed without any further clarification, the NW needs to restrict the configuration of the TDD-UL-DL-ConfigCommon to ensure that the in-coverage UE and an out-of-coverage UE share the same understanding of the UL slots for applying the bitmap. For instance, there are 7 semi-static UL slots in TDD-UL-DL-ConfigCommon, meanwhile, the granularity of the TDD-Config in PSBCH is 4 UL slots. To gurantee the alignment, 4 semi-static UL slots can be configured by TDD-UL-DL-ConfigCommon, the remaining 3 slots has to be configured as Flexible, and additional TDD-UL-DL-ConfigDedicated signalling is needed to indicate them as UL. The pros and cons of option 1 are listed as follows:
· Pros: There is no more spec impact, and the aligment of TDD-UL-DL-ConfigCommon and TDD-Config in PSBCH is done by NW implementation.
· Cons: Leads to some configuration restrictions on the NW Uu link.
On the other hand, option 2 and option 3 can ensure the alignment without causing limitations on the TDD-UL-DL-ConfigCommon configurations. For option 2, further rules should be defined to derive the TDD-Config in PSBCH from the TDD-UL-DL-ConfigCommon signaling. The pros and cons of option 2 are listed as follows:
· Pros: Ensure the alignment easily without configuration restriction or loss on the Uu operation. 
· Cons: Further derivation rules should be specified, is not friendly to accommodate diverse TDD configurations. 
For option 3, UL slots are indicated by a new signaling in SIB for SL operation by using the same content in PSBCH. It can be up to network/operator to secure the alignment, which leaves network/operator a full flexiblity for the transformation from Uu TDD configuration to SL-TDD-Config, and achieves better forward compatibility as well as saving UE implementation cost. More details can be referred to our company's companion [3]. The pros and cons of option 3 are listed as follows:
· Pros: Ensure the alignment easily without configuration restriction or loss on the Uu operation, up to network/operator to secure the alignment.
· Cons: New signaling should be specified, which has RAN2 impact.
From our perspective, all the three opinions can work in case of partial coverage scenarios. Considering the fact that option 1 leads to some NW configuration restrictions (though trivial), option 2 requires more specification impact and is not friendly in flexibility wise, we slightly prefer option 3.
Proposal 1: From the perspective of not introducing NW configuration restrictions and flexibility wise, we slightly prefer option 3 than option 1 and option 2. 

2.2 Periodicity, length of bitmap, and reserved slots
On the periodicity of the resource pool bitmap, the discussions in last meeting was nearly reached the consensus of 10240 ms, as that defined in LTE-V, and we propose to support this as the periodicity of the resource pool bitmap.
Proposal 2: For the periodicity of resource pool bitmap, 10240 ms is used.
On the length of bitmap, an interim proposal was made to set possible values as 10,11,12, …, 160, and FFS other values. In LTE-V, the length of the bitmap was designed according to the number of UL subframes within 100ms with respect to FDD or TDD configurations. For NR V2X, a similar rule can be reused in consideration of the flexible NR TDD patterns. To be specific, since all TDD patterns divide 20ms, and considering the largest SCS of 120kHz, the bitmap length can be up to 160. Considering that the length of bitmap with values smaller 10 seems unnecessary, we are fine to agree with the interim proposal.
Proposal 3: The possible values for the bitmap length for the slots of resource pool configuration are 10,11,12, …, 160.
With the above proposal 1 and proposal 2, the reserved slots still exist, and we propose to take the majority views in last meeting and propose to confirm the WA.
Proposal 4: Confirm the WA made in RAN1#100e, i.e.,
· Reserved slots which are determined by the similar steps in Subclause 14.1.5 of TS36.213
[bookmark: _Ref31533076]PT-RS configuration for resource pool
In the RAN1#100b-e meeting, it was agreed that one, two or three MCS tables can be (pre-)configured per resource pool, and the MCS table is indicated by 1st SCI. However, note that based on the current specification, one PT-RS configuration is (pre-)configured per resource pool. In case that more than one MCS table is (pre-)configured for a resource pool, the mismatch between the (pre-)configured PT-RS configuration and the scheduled MCS table may occur. Taking the PT-RS time density as an example, if the time density field is present, a set of 3 ptrs-MCS indices are (pre-)configured, which indicate the threshold of the PT-RS time domain transmission density. However, note that different MCS tables cover different SNR ranges, if only one PT-RS configuration is (pre-)configured per resource pool, it cannot adapt to multiple MCS tables supported by the resource pool. To solve this potential issue, we propose that multiple PT-RS configurations should be (pre-)configured corresponding to the multiple MCS tables per resource pool.
Proposal 5: Multiple PT-RS configurations should be (pre-)configured corresponding to the multiple MCS tables per resource pool.
Conclusions
In this contribution, we discuss the remaining issues of the resource pool configuration, and the potential solution to solve the mismatch between the (pre-)configured PT-RS configuration and the scheduled MCS table when multiple MCS tables are supported, and the following proposals are made:
Proposal 1: From the perspective of not introducing NW configuration restrictions and flexibility wise, we slightly prefer option 3 than option 1 and option 2. 
Proposal 2: For the periodicity of resource pool bitmap, 10240 ms is used.
Proposal 3: The possible values for the bitmap length for the slots of resource pool configuration are 10,11,12, …, 160.
Proposal 4: Confirm the WA made in RAN1#100e, i.e.,
· Reserved slots which are determined by the similar steps in Subclause 14.1.5 of TS36.213
Proposal 5: Multiple PT-RS configurations should be (pre-)configured corresponding to the multiple MCS tables per resource pool.
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