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Introduction
In LS R1-2208329(R2-2209207) from RAN2, an issue of resource pool index in DCI format 3_0 was raised that “current DCI Format 3_0, as specified in TS 38.212, cannot schedule any resource in the pool(s) indicated by sl-DiscTxPoolScheduling, since the “Resource pool index” field in DCI format 3_0 is currently unable to refer to any pool configured by sl-DiscTxPoolScheduling.”[1] 
To handle this issue, RAN2 reached an agreement on the parameter “I” related to the “Resource pool index” field in DCI Format 3_0 in TS 38.212, but the relationship between the value of the “Resource pool index” field in DCI Format 3_0 and the resource pool ID is not clear if both the resource pools for NR SL discovery and NR SL communication are configured.
In this contribution, the clarification on the value of the “Resource pool index” field in DCI Format 3_0 was discussed, and a proposed way to handle this issue was provided.
Discussions 
[bookmark: _Hlk115188388]In order to additionally cover the following use cases discussed in last RAN2 meeting: 
-	Case 1: UE is configured to transmit only NR SL discovery;
-	Case 2: UE is configured to transmit both NR SL discovery and NR SL communication.
RAN2 agreed that the parameter I related to resource pool index in DCI Format 3_0 in TS38.212 is the number of resource pools for transmission configured by the higher layer parameter sl-TxPoolScheduling, if configured, and sl-DiscTxPoolScheduling, if configured. Also, according to TS 38.331, the total number of the resource pools configured in sl-TxPoolScheduling and sl-DiscTxPoolScheduling is no larger than 8[1]. 
Based on RAN2’s agreement, the length of the bits in “resource pool index” field is clear, but the relationship between the value of the “Resource pool index” field in DCI Format 3_0 and the resource pool ID is not clear yet. There are two ways to interpret the relationship:
Way 1: Each value of the “Resource pool index” field is indexed sequentially from 0 in sl-TxPoolScheduling and sl-DiscTxPoolScheduling as specified in TS 38.331.
Way 2: Each value of the “Resource pool index” field is corresponding to sl-ResourcePoolID of a resource pool as specified in TS 38.331.
In RAN1’s perspective, NR SL discovery can be treated as NR SL communication, and it can be transformed in the same pool as NR sidelink communication. An example as shown in figure 1, the resource pool with RP ID (resource pool ID) #4 was configured for both SL discovery and SL communication. 
Based on Way 1, the resource pool with RP ID #4 was indexed as #4 and #5 in the field of the “Resource pool index”. and the order of sl-TxPoolScheduling and sl-DiscTxPoolScheduling should be specified. In this example, the resource pool in sl-TxPoolScheduling takes first order, and next are the resource pools in sl-DiscTxPoolScheduling.
While on Way 2, to indicate the resource pool with RP ID #4, only one value of the “Resource pool index” field in DCI Format 3_0, e.g. 3.
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Figure 1: An example of RP identifier
Comparing the two ways above, Way 2 seems more flexible to indicate the resource pool for both/either NR SL discovery and/or NR SL communication in DCI Format 3_0. Considering the total number of the resource pools configured in sl-TxPoolScheduling and sl-DiscTxPoolScheduling is no larger than 8, that means in mode 1, the resource pool ID should not be larger than 8. Based on above discussion, Way 2 can be taken to handle the issue of resource pool index in DCI format 3_0, the following proposal is given and send LS to RAN2 based on the conclusion to ask if any concern.
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[bookmark: _Toc115256662][bookmark: _Toc115256935]Option 1: To clarify that the value of the “Resource pool index” field in DCI Format 3_0 is corresponding to sl-ResourcePoolID in TS 38.331.
[bookmark: _Toc115256663][bookmark: _Toc115256936]Option 2: To clarify that the value of the “Resource pool index” field in DCI Format 3_0 is indexed sequentially from 0 in sl-TxPoolScheduling and sl-DiscTxPoolScheduling as specified in TS 38.331.
[bookmark: _Toc115256664][bookmark: _Toc115256937]The order of sl-TxPoolScheduling and sl-DiscTxPoolScheduling is up to RAN2 and send LS to RAN2.
Conclusion
According to the discussion above, the following proposal is presented:
Proposal 1:	Down-select one of the following two options:
•	Option 1: To clarify that the value of the “Resource pool index” field in DCI Format 3_0 is corresponding to sl-ResourcePoolID in TS 38.331.
•	Option 2: To clarify that the value of the “Resource pool index” field in DCI Format 3_0 is indexed sequentially from 0 in sl-TxPoolScheduling and sl-DiscTxPoolScheduling as specified in TS 38.331.
-	The order of sl-TxPoolScheduling and sl-DiscTxPoolScheduling is up to RAN2 and send LS to RAN2.
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