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Optimal pilot design for OTFS in linear time-varying channels
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This paper investigates the positioning of the pilot symbols, as well as the power distribution between the
pilot and the communication symbols for the orthogonal time frequency space (OTFS) modulation scheme.
We analyze the pilot placements that minimize the mean squared error (MSE) in estimating the channel
taps. This allows us to identify two new pilot allocations for OTFS that save approximately 50% of the pilot
overhead compared to existing allocations. In addition, we optimize the average channel capacity by adjusting

the power distribution. We show that this leads to a significant increase in average capacity. The results provide
valuable guidance for designing the OTFS parameters to achieve maximum capacity. Numerical simulations
are performed to validate the findings.

1. Introduction

To address the growing need for data, it is important to judiciously
consider the design of the modulation scheme of a communication sys-
tem. In recent wireless communication standards, orthogonal frequency
division multiplexing (OFDM) has been widely adopted as the preferred
choice [1]. However, a known drawback of OFDM is its sensitivity to
Doppler shifts, which cause intercarrier interference. In contrast, single-
carrier modulation (SCM) is more robust to Doppler effects but suffers
from intersymbol interference due to multipath delays. As communi-
cation scenarios increasingly involve dynamic environments with both
delay and Doppler spread, known as doubly selective channels, new
modulation schemes have been proposed to improve robustness against
such conditions. Lately, orthogonal time frequency space (OTFS) [2,3]
modulation has received a lot of attention. OTFS defines symbols in
the DD domain and then transforms the signal into the time domain
using the Zak transform [4]. OTFS has been shown to have improved
performance compared to OFDM [3-6], which is attributed to the
fact that OTFS can benefit from diversity in both time and frequency.
Throughout this paper, we will use the name OTFS; however, it is
worth mentioning that the (older) modulation schemes vector OFDM
(V-OFDM) [7], asymmetric OFDM (A-OFDM) [8] and orthogonal se-
quence division multiplexing (OSDM) [5] were shown to be equivalent
to OTFS [9-11]. Therefore, our analysis and conclusions also apply
to these modulation schemes. We will in general use the abbreviation
OTFS to denote the schemes V-OFDM, A-OFDM, OSDM and OTFS,
except when referencing papers written specifically for one of these
modulation schemes.

* Corresponding author.

To get the most out of the OTFS modulation, careful design of
the pilot symbols is required. Although many pilot allocations have
been proposed for OTFS (see, e.g., [12-15]), a comparison and (math-
ematical) analysis of the optimality of these allocations is lacking. We
therefore start with an overview of the work on optimal pilot design
for linear time-invariant (LTI) and linear time-variant (LTV) channels,
and of the work on specific pilot designs for the related modulation
schemes (Section 3). After this, we continue with our proposed work
which has the following main contributions:

» We reformulate the effect of an LTV channel on OTFS modula-
tion (Section 4). This reformulation provides insight into how to
choose the OTFS parameters N and M to design two new pilot
allocations that reduce the pilot overhead by approximately 50%.
These pilot allocations also achieve the MMSE on the estimation
of the channel taps (Sections 5.2 and 5.3) .

We derive a closed form expression for a lower bound on the
channel capacity. The lower bound can be maximized with re-
spect to the power distribution between the pilot and the com-
munication symbols. We show that our new pilot design in con-
junction with the optimal power distribution can significantly
improve the system’s achievable data rate.

Finally, our findings can be used as guidance for designing the
OTFS parameters based on the delay and Doppler spread to
increase the channel capacity.
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Fig. 1. Visualization of the OTFS transmitted signal, {K, N, M} = {18,3,6}.

Notation. In what follows, ®, ®, o and % are used to denote the
Kronecker product, the Khatri-Rao product, the element-wise multi-
plication and the linear convolution, respectively. Let K be a positive
integer and let Py denote a K X K cyclic permutation matrix given by,

0 0 .. 0 1
1 0 .. 0 0
Pe=l0 1 0 :
0 .. 0 1 0

Further, let P’K denote the /I’th power of Py for some integer /. Let N
and M be positive integers. If K = N M, we can rewrite the cyclic
permutation matrix as Py = Iy ®L,, + Py ® Uy, where L, is a cyclic
permutation matrix of size M except for the top right element, which is
zero, and U, is a zero matrix of size M except for the top right element,
which is one (thus Py, = U, +L,,). Similarly, provided / < M, we can
write PIK =Iy® Lﬂfj +Py ® UEQ, where the matrices LX; and UBG
denote the lower and upper part of P’M, respectively. Lastly, we define
the matrix Ay = diag(e/27 /K, ... e/27(K=D/K)

Before we elaborate on the related work, we start by a brief discus-
sion of the signal model in the next section.

2. Signal model

In this section, we discuss the OTFS modulation scheme and the LTV
channel model.

2.1. OTES transmitter

For OTFS, the transmitter characterizes K = N M symbols in the
DD domain (M by N symbols in the delay and Doppler dimension
respectively), collected in the matrix Sp, € CM*N, after which the
symbols are consecutively transformed to the time-frequency and the
time domain by the inverse symplectic finite Fourier transform (ISFFT)
and the Heisenberg transform [3], respectively. Assuming a rectangular
transmit pulse is used [16], the transmitted signal in discrete-time
baseband is given by [9,11],

x = vec(SppFH) = (FE @1,)s, (€))

where F4 denotes the inverse discrete Fourier transform matrix, I,
is an identity matrix of size M and s = vec(Spp). In Fig. 1, a visual
representation of the operation at the transmitter, i.e. (1), is shown.
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2.2. Channel model

Let r(k), h(k,l), x(k), and n(k) denote the discrete-time received
signal, channel impulse response, transmitted signal, and additive chan-
nel noise, respectively. We assume Nyquist-rate sampling, such that
the signals are observed at time instances t, = kT, and time delays
7; = IT,, with T, denoting the sampling period. The received signal is

then described by

L
r(k) = " hik, Dx(k = 1) + n(k).

=0
Note that an LTI channel is subsumed by this model; if a(k,/) = h(l),
the model is time-invariant. Suppose we collect a total of K samples
over time, then estimating all the K(L + 1) channel coefficients is an
ill-posed problem, as in general K < K(L + 1). In order to decrease the
number of coefficients that need to be estimated, the basis expansion
model (BEM) was introduced [17].

The BEM is a model that represents how the channel changes over

time. It approximates the varying channel taps by expressing them
using a lower order basis of size Q + 1 (with 0 + 1 < K),

Q/2

hk, =Y ¢ b,(k). @

9=-0/2
Here b,(k) € C is the function representing the basis and ¢, , € C, for
I =0,...,L and ¢ = -Q/2,...,0/2, are the BEM channel coefficients.
In general O + 1 < K, and thus the total number of coefficients to
be estimated is now lower, casting the problem well posed if K >
Q@+ 1)(L+1).

The BEM can be used with different bases and thus functions b, (k).
Over the past decades, many various bases have been proposed. The
most well-known is the complex exponential BEM (CE-BEM) [17], for
which b, (k) = ¢/“*, @, = 2rq/K. Note that the CE-BEM is quite
comprehensible; the coefficients of the CE-BEM each represent a unique
pair of Doppler shift w, and time delay ;. Some other popular BEMs
are the generalized CE-BEM (GCE-BEM) [18], for which b,(k) = efvak,
o, = 2rzq/(KR), R > 1, the polynomial BEM (P-BEM) [19], the
discrete Karhuen-Loéve BEM (DKL-BEM) [20] and the discrete prolate
spheroidal BEM (DPS-BEM) [21]. Of course, the modeling accuracy of
each choice differs per application.

Remark 1. In the OTFS literature, the so-called delay-Doppler channel
is often used instead of a BEM. However, assuming that the time delays
and Doppler shifts fall on the Nyquist grid, the delay-Doppler channel
coincides with the (conventional) CE-BEM.

In this work, we adopt the CE-BEM due to its intuitive structure and
widespread use in the literature. Assuming that we use a cyclic prefix
and that we model the channel with additive Gaussian noise with zero
mean and covariance R, the received signal is given by

02 L

r:Hx+n:( Z ZC,’qA?(PIK>X+n,
4=-0/21=0

where the vectors r, x and n collect the samples of r(k), x(k) and

n(k), respectively, for k = 0,1,..., K — 1. Note that when Q = 0, the

LTV channel becomes time-invariant and thus coincides with an LTI

channel.

Remark 2. The parameters L and Q denote the maximum time delay
and Doppler shift in the channel, i.e. 7, = LT, and f,.x = O/Q2KT,),
respectively. Although specific channel taps vary, these parameters
remain constant over a long time. Upper bounds for these values are
typically well-known for particular environments, allowing L and Q to
be set to these bounds before communication.
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Table 1
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Comparison of pilot overhead across different modulation schemes and channel models. The minimum pilot overhead values (for all

L and Q) are indicated in bold.

Channel Paper Modulation MMSE optimal Pilot overhead K,
[26,27] SCM Yes 2L+1
LTI [28,29] OFDM Yes L+1
[5] OSDM Yes M
[30-32] SCM Yes QCL+D(@+1)
[31,32] OFDM Yes (L+1DR20O+1)
[12] OTFS Yes QL+ 12O+
LTV [13] OTFS Yes Q2L+ 1)N
[15] OTFS No QL+ 1)N
[33] OSDM No MQ2O+1)
This work OTFS Yes min{(L + )20 + 1), QL + 1)(Q + 1)}

2.3. OTFS receiver

At the receiver, the demodulated signal is given by,
y=Fy®Ir.

To obtain the signal received in the DD domain, the vector y is reshaped
into an M x N matrix, i.e., Y = vec™!(y). Typically, we choose N > Q+1
and M > L + 1 to ensure that the channel can be properly resolved
in both delay and Doppler dimensions, as will become clear shortly.
The literature on OTFS receivers is rich; see, e.g. [6,22-24]. However,
the most straightforward way is to apply a linear MMSE estimator to
estimated the transmitted signal.

3. Related work on pilot design

In this section, we examine the existing literature on the develop-
ment of (optimal) pilot designs.

Designing a pilot signal can be divided into two main components:
pilot allocation and power distribution, which we will treat separately.
Due to its practical relevance, we also briefly discuss pilot design in re-
lation to peak-to-average power ratio (PAPR). We will focus exclusively
on designs where pilot and communication symbols do not overlap,
an assumption that underpins the remainder of this paper. For studies
on superimposed pilot designs, we refer readers to [25] and references
therein.

Throughout the first two subsections, we discuss various pilot allo-
cations for different modulation schemes and different channel models.
A comparison of the pilot overhead of the discussed allocations is
provided in Table 1.

3.1. Pilot allocation for SCM and OFDM

In this subsection, we discuss the existing pilot allocation strategies
for SCM and OFDM. First, we examine literature on LTI channels,
followed by a discussion on LTV channels. Note that OTFS reduces to
SCM when N =1 and M = K, and to OFDM when N = K and M = 1.

Research on pilot allocation dates back to the late 1990s, consider-
ing metrics such as MSE, channel capacity, and the Cramér-Rao bound
(CRB), which often led to similar optimal designs. For LTI channels
(i.e., O = 0), a BEM is unnecessary, and typically, the system is
overdetermined (K > L + 1). In the SCM setting, [26] showed that
clustering at least K, = 2L + 1 pilot symbols, zeroing the leading
and trailing L symbols, yields capacity-optimal results. This structure
was also found optimal under the CRB on the channel tap estimator
in [27], reflecting the equivalence of MSE and CRB under additive
white Gaussian noise.

For OFDM, optimal pilot placement involves only K, = L + 1
equispaced tones. This was shown to minimize the MSE on the channel
taps [28] and maximize a capacity lower bound [26].

Unlike the LTI case, studies on LTV channels generally avoid as-
suming a specific modulation scheme. However, pilot and data symbols
are often separated in either time or frequency, naturally aligning with

SCM and OFDM, respectively. Similar to this work, existing works on
pilot design typically model LTV channels using a CE-BEM.

In [30], assuming time-separated pilots and data, equispaced and
equipowered pilot clusters of length 2L+ 1 (with L leading and trailing
zeros) are shown to maximize a lower bound on average capacity. A
total of Q + 1 such clusters are placed equidistantly in time, reflecting
the Nyquist criterion for Doppler sampling (sampling at twice the
maximum Doppler frequency, Q/2 in normalized baseband). This leads
to a total pilot overhead of K, = QL+ 1)Q + D. This pilot design
effectively probes the channel O +1 times using impulse-like signals, as
visualized in Fig. 2(a). Notably, for Q = 0, this reduces to the optimal
SCM-based design for LTI channels.

Independently, [31] proposed three MSE-optimal pilot designs. The
first mirrors [30] (time-separated). The second uses frequency separa-
tion, inserting guard bands to prevent pilot-data overlap post-channel.
As visualized in Fig. 2(b), it probes the channel L + 1 times in fre-
quency, using equispaced, equipowered pilots surrounded by Q zeros,
generalizing the OFDM-based design when Q = 0. This second design
has a pilot overhead of K, = (L + DQQ + D). The third, based on
linear chirps [31,32], has lower spectral efficiency and is therefore not
considered further here.

Interestingly, frequency separation outperforms time separation
when L > Q, and vice versa when L < Q in terms of pilot overhead
K, [31,32].! Moreover, for both cases, it suffices that pilot clusters are
equispaced; their absolute positions in time or frequency are irrelevant
for MSE performance.

Finally, [34,35] address scenarios where the Doppler spread is
overestimated. In such cases, changing zero-valued pilot symbols into
nonzero-valued pilot symbols can improve estimation, though this
yields sub-optimal designs because the pilot/data structure is not fully
adapted to the actual channel.

3.2. Pilot allocation for OSDM and OTFS

In this section, we discuss the most relevant existing pilot alloca-
tions for OSDM and OTFS. Note that since the two modulation schemes
are equivalent [10,11], pilot designs proposed for one scheme can be
directly applied to the other.

In [5], the authors approach the (OSDM) modulation from a
sequence-based perspective. They propose allocating one out of the N
available sequences — each of length M - entirely to pilot symbols,
employing a shift-orthogonal sequence. When applied to an LTI chan-
nel, no guard intervals are inserted between pilot and communication
symbols in this design. This idea was later extended to a modulation
scheme termed Doppler-resilient OSDM (D-OSDM) [33], which intro-
duces guard intervals to enhance robustness in LTV channels. A visual
representation of this latter scheme is provided in Fig. 3.

In [12,13], two pilot allocations are proposed for OTFS. The first
approach places a single pilot in the DD domain, surrounded by zeros

1 Note that when L > Q we have 2L + 1)(Q + 1) > (L + 1)(20 + 1) and that
when L < Q we have 2L+ 1)(Q+1) < (L + D2Q + 1).
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Fig. 2. Two methods, as proposed by (a) [30-32] and (b) [31,32].
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Fig. 3. Time-frequency plot for D-OSDM [33].

to prevent interference with communication symbols at the receiver.
The pilot overhead is thus K, = (20 + D)(2L + 1), as visualized in
Fig. 4(a). The second scheme accounts for fractional Doppler shifts,
which occur when the actual Doppler shifts do not align perfectly with
the grid. In this case, all neighboring Doppler bins are set to zero
to mitigate interference. The pilot overhead of this second approach
is therefore K, = N(2L + 1), as illustrated in Fig. 4(b). Note that
both pilot allocations have a higher overhead than the allocations
proposed for SCM and OFDM by [30-32]. To reduce the high pilot
overhead of the fractional Doppler scheme in [12], a different method
is introduced in [24]. The work adopts the GCE-BEM and proposes a
two-step estimation process. In the first step, the BEM order Q is fixed
and R = 1 is used. In the second step, Q is increased by adjusting R
from 1 to 2. Both the channel coefficients and communication symbols
are iteratively refined, incorporating initial demodulation results. By
starting with a reduced BEM order, pilot overhead is significantly
lowered compared to the one-step method in [12], while improving
estimation accuracy through model refinement. However, besides the
higher pilot overhead, the pilot designs for OTFS by [9,12,13,24] did
not provide insight into the design by discussing the pilot signal in the
time-frequency domain, in contrast to the works on SCM and OFDM.

Interestingly, it is possible to characterize pilot designs for OTFS
in the time-frequency domain. In our earlier work [11], we identified
the equivalence of OTFS and OSDM, showing that symbols in the DD
domain appear as repeated structures in the time-frequency domain.
More specifically, each OTFS symbol in the DD domain is repeated N times
in time and M times in frequency.

This phenomenon, also appearing in Fig. 1 (where one red symbol
in the DD domain is repeated N = 3 times in time), is further visualized
in Fig. 4(c), which shows the time-frequency plot of the delay-Doppler
signal of Fig. 4(b).

Note that Fig. 4(c), where the signal exhibits N repeated pilot
clusters in time, each with L leading and trailing symbols set to zero,
closely resembles the time-separated pilot design in [30-32], shown
in Fig. 2(a), where QO + 1 repeated pilot clusters also have L leading
and trailing symbols equal to zero. This raises the question: how many
repetitions are optimal?

Given L + 1 delay taps and Q + 1 Doppler taps, we require at least
QO + 1 time samples and L + 1 frequency samples of the pilot signal.
Since OTFS exhibits N repetitions in time and M in frequency, this
requirement can be met by imposing N > O+1 and M > L+1, and using
one pilot symbol in the DD domain. Alternatively, it is also possible to
meet the sampling requirement for N < Q + 1 and/or M < L + 1,
however, this requires multiple equispaced pilots in the delay and/or
Doppler dimension, respectively, each with appropriate guard bands.
This, however, complicates the pilot design, does not reduce de pilot
overhead, which is why we will not further investigate this option.
With K = NM, we can flexibly choose either N or M (as long as
K/N or K/M remains an integer). In this work, we will exploit this
flexibility to reduce the pilot overhead by approximately 50%, from
K,=QCL+12O+1) to K, =min{(L + D20+ 1), 2L +1)(Q + D}.

Remark 3. A notable difference between SCM and OTFS is that the
repetitions of the OTFS pilot impulses in time have different phases.
As a result, the pilots are not active on all frequencies, whereas the
frequency characteristics of pilot clusters in [30-32] was not explicitly
analyzed. The authors of [30] did, however, observe that periodic
repetition in time implicitly induces repetition in frequency.?

Furthermore, while [30-32] do not specify how communication
symbols are allocated, OTFS inherently provides a form of precoding
for these symbols. In fact, [30] does not consider the structure or coding
of data symbols at all.

2 Quote: “We wish to show in this subsection that our optimal PSAM (...)
enables 2-D sampling and estimation of our time-frequency selective channel.
Intuitively thinking, the Kronecker deltas (...) surrounded by zero-guards implement
time-domain sampling with pilot symbols; furthermore, the fact that these deltas are
periodically inserted implies that they are also equivalent to Kronecker deltas in the
frequency-domain and thus serve as pilot tones as well”.
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Fig. 4. Pilot allocations in the delay-Doppler, (a) and (b), and in the time-frequency domain, (c).

3.3. Power distribution

For distributing power, one can consider how to allocate power
across multiple pilot symbols (if one has multiple) and/or how to divide
the total available transmitter power between the pilot signal and the
communication signal.

For LTI channels, employing OFDM, [29] proved that L + 1 pilot
tones with equal energy is optimal with respect to the MSE on the
channel taps. The optimal power distribution between pilot and com-
munication signals was derived in [26,29]. These results were extended
to stochastic channels in [36]. A similar derivation for LTV channels
was provided by [26,29], yielding significant gains.

In most OTFS pilot designs, only a single pilot symbol is specified
in the delay-Doppler domain, which focuses the concern on the power
allocation between the pilot and the communication signal. While it
is recognized that assigning different power levels to pilot and com-
munication signals impacts the performance [9,12,13], no optimality
analysis has been provided in these works. Additionally, to the best of
the authors’ knowledge, an optimal power distribution has (also) not
been derived in the existing literature on OSDM.

This work aims to fill this gap and provides a closed-form expression
to identify the optimal power allocation.

3.4. Pilot designs mitigating PAPR for OTFS

A PAPR analysis of OTFS is conducted in [37], revealing that
increasing pilot power significantly raises the PAPR. This contradicts
the claim in [12] that the “spread-spectrum nature of OTFS” allows
for higher pilot power without PAPR increase. Unfortunately, the pilot
structure details (e.g., guard size) are not fully disclosed in [37]. More-
over, while the optimal power distribution is found empirically, the
lack of theoretical analysis limits the generalizability of the findings.

An alternative scheme aimed at PAPR reduction is proposed in [15].
Here, the pilot from [12] is modified by extending it along the delay
axis using a Zadoff-Chu (ZC) sequence and inserting a cyclic prefix. This
configuration, shown in Fig. 5, significantly reduces PAPR, albeit at the
cost of increased BER.

It is worth noting that both [15,33] make use of shift-orthogonal
sequences, yet they differ in their pilot-data separation strategy: [33]
achieves separation in the frequency domain, while [15] does so in
the time domain. This suggests that D-OSDM may exhibit improved
PAPR performance as well, compared to the impulse pilot scheme for
OTFS [13], although this comes at the cost of reduced BER perfor-
mance.

Another approach is presented in [14], where multiple pilots are
placed at the corners of the DD domain, each with surrounding guard
symbols. However, the rationale for this placement is unclear, and
although a comparison with [12] is included, the use of different
estimators per pilot design render the comparison inconclusive.

4. OTFS modulation through the LTV channel

In this section, we explore the interaction of the OTFS modulation
scheme with a CE-BEM channel with L temporal delays and Q Doppler
shifts. It will be observed that the modulation scheme transforms the
time-varying channel into a time-invariant channel in the DD domain.
Furthermore, the received signal, in the DD domain, can be represented
as a circularly shifted form of the transmitted signal (in the same
domain).

If we receive K samples over time, where K is factored as K = N M,
the received signal can be expressed as,

r :H(Ff\{ ®I,)s+n

02 L
< > Zc,qu’;P’K>(Fﬁ ®I,)s+n

4=-0/21=0

[
PK

/2 L
Y YAy @AY [ay o L)+ @y 2 U
q=—0/2 1=0
X (FE®@Iy)s+n
Q/2 L
Ny N+(
=Y Y, [(A‘;,IN ® AUNLYY + (AL Py ® AY) U(A/;)]
q=—0Q/2 1=0
x FE®@Iy)s+n
02 L
N N
= Y Y [(ALFE @ ALVLY) + (AL PYFY © AYNUO) s+
q=-0Q/2 1=0

3

At the receiver side we first demodulate the signal,

y= (FN ® IM)I'
o2 L
=Y Yo, [(FNA?\,FZ ® AYNLY) 4 (Fy AL PyFH @ A%NUE\I})]
==0/210
x s+ (Fy @ I,,)n. C)]

Then, if the vector y is reshaped into an M x N matrix we can write,

Y = vec \(y)

or 1

Y Y Al [LGSFEALFy + UG SFUPy ALFy | + Ny
=-0p2i

or 1

Y Y Al [LGSPY + UDSERPy AL Fy | + NFy
=021

op L

Y DAyt [Lysey + Uy spydiag
q=-0/21=0
X (e2O-IN | mi2m(N==q)/N )] +NFy



1. van der Werf et al.

Signal Processing 239 (2026) 110223

f« >
A
A |:| Data
[] Ppilot
E [ ] Cyclic prefix
g [ ] Guard zeros
5 : K
g :
12 M
N
>3
o
L1L y YV
R Ll
Time [s]

(b) Time-frequency domain.

Fig. 5. Pilot allocation as proposed by [15].
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Q2 L
= D Y W0 (P, SPY) +NFy, 5)
4=-0/21=0
where
e/2mam/K | ifm>1,
Wiglnn =19 o ) (6)
eJ2mqm/K ,—j2n(n q)/N, ifm<lI,

form=0,1,...,M —-1,n=0,1,..., N — 1. From (5), we learn that the
delay tap / (circularly) shifts the rows of S. Similarly, the Doppler tap
q (circularly) shifts the columns in S. Therefore, the first and second
dimensions of S are often called the delay and Doppler dimensions,
respectively. The channel coefficient ¢, , and the matrix W, , apply a
change in amplitude and phase.

5. Optimal pilot design for OTFS

In this section, we will propose a new pilot design for OTFS mod-
ulation, taking into account the relationship between the channel and
the transmitted signal, as derived in the previous section. The following
steps will be followed:

(1) We begin by establishing a criterion that ensures no overlap
between pilot and communication symbols at the receiver (and
consequently at the transmitter), and analyze the pilot allocation
schemes that satisfy this condition. (Section 5.1)

(2) Then, we derive the allocations with minimum number of pilot
overhead. (Section 5.2)

(3) We show that for fixed pilot power, these allocations achieve
a channel estimate that minimizes the MSE on channel taps.
(Section 5.3)

(4) Finally, we optimize the power distribution between the pilot
and the communication symbols with respect to the channel
capacity. (Section 5.4)

5.1. Step (1) analyzing possible pilot allocations

We will assign the available symbols to pilot and communication
symbols. Let K. and K, denote the number of pilot and communication
symbols, such that K = K, +K,. In matrix vector notation, this division
can be written as s = (@, + Pps,). Here, @, € {0,1})*Ke and
@, € {0, 1}%*Kp are selection matrices containing only K, and K,
columns of Iy, indexed by p, € {0,1}**! and p, € {0, 1}¥*!. We have
1% pc =K. and 1L p, = K, and a symbol is either used for the pilot
or communication, hence p. +p, = 1g-

After demodulation we can write our received signal as,

y=Fy @L)HFL @ 1)) @5, +Pys,) + (Fy ®1y)n
=Hpp(P s + Ppsp) + W.

Here Hpp = (Fy ®IM)H(FZ ®I,,) and w = (Fy ®I,,)n. At the receiver,
we can divide the received signal into a communication part and a
pilot part, where we denote the communication part by y. = 'I’f y
and the pilot part by y, = ’I’g y. Here, the matrices ¥, € CK*Re and
Y, € CK*Rp denote selection matrices, similar to the definition of
@, and @, and contain R, and R, columns of Iy indexed by p. €
{0,1}%*! and p, € {0,1}%*!, respectively. It is important to mention
that the ¥ matrices are selecting all the received symbols that include
a communication symbol (for ¥ ) or a pilot symbol (for \Ilp). Thus, if
® is designed, ¥ follows automatically. Besides, note that the selection
of ¥, is larger than that of @, i.e. R. > K., because the transmitted
communication symbols are spread out by the channel. A block diagram
of the pipeline is shown in Fig. 6.

In order to facilitate a low-complexity receiver, we design the pilot
and communication signals such that they do not interfere at the
receiver. This configuration permits independent processing of chan-
nel estimation and symbol estimation. Hence, we have the following
criterion:

C1 There is no overlap between pilot and communication symbols at
the receiver side.

It follows from C1 that we should have Tf Hpp®@, =0and ¥ 11)1 Hpp @, =
0. From the interaction between the channel and the modulation, as
derived in (5), we know that this is possible as long as the pilot and
communication symbols are guarded by zeros accordingly, so that the
shift operations of the channel do not mix them.

The communication part is given by

Ye =Py =WIHpp(Pes. + Dys,) + P w =PI Hpp® s, +w,. @)
and the pilot part is given by
Yp =¥y = Y Hpp(®cs. + Ppsy) + ¥/ w =¥ Hpp@ps, +w,.  (8)

Recognizing that the LTV channel (circularly) shifts the rows and
columns of the transmitted symbols Spp, we can deduce which type
of pilot allocation respects C1. We identify that every pilot allocation
must consist of one of the three “basic” cases. Strictly speaking, a com-
bination of multiple such cases is also possible. This requires multiple
equispaced pilots in the delay and/or Doppler dimension, each with
appropriate guard bands. This, however, complicates the pilot design,
does not reduce the pilot overhead and does not improve the channel
estimation, which is why we will not further investigate this option.
The “basic” cases are:

(1) “Island case” - in case the pilot symbol “area” is embedded both
in the delay 4nd Doppler direction by communication symbols,
in order to have nonzero pilot symbols, the “area” should be at
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Fig. 7. DD configurations satisfying C1.

least (2Q+1)x(2L+1), thus K, > 20+DQ2L+1). See Fig. 7(a) for
a visualization. Note that this pilot allocation requires N > 20+1
and M > 2L+ 1.
(2) “Doppler slab” - in case the pilot symbol “area” is embedded
only in the delay direction but not in the Doppler direction, the
“area should be at least N x (2L + 1), thus K, > NQL+ D).
See Fig. 7(b) for a visualization. Note that this pilot allocation
requires N > Q+ 1 and M > 2L + 1.
“Delay slab” - in case the pilot symbol “area” is embedded only
in the Doppler direction but not in the delay direction, the “area
should be at least (20 +1)x M, thus K, > 20+1)M. See Fig. 7(c)
for a visualization. Note that this pilot allocation requires N >
20+1and M > L+ 1.

3

=

Having determined the possibilities for the pilot design, we are
interested in its symbol overhead and the estimation performance.

5.2. Step (2) determining the pilot allocations with the lowest overhead

The minimum number of pilot symbols for each case is given by

(1) “Island case” - K, =20+ 1H(2L+1), consequently only one pilot
symbol is nonzero.

(2) “Doppler slab” - K, = (Q + 1)(2L + 1), thus choosing N = Q0 + 1,
consequently only one row containing Q + 1 pilot symbols is
nonzero.

(3) “Delay slab” - K, = (20 + 1)(L + 1), thus choosing M = L + 1,
consequently only one column containing L + 1 pilot symbols is
nonzero.

It is clear that case (2) and case (3) will require less pilot overhead
compared to case (1), for every choice of L and Q. Therefore, it is cru-
cial to examine whether there are any performance distinctions among
these pilot designs. In the subsequent section, we will demonstrate that
all these designs (1, 2, and 3) achieve the same minimum MSE.

5.3. Step (3) showing MMSE optimality

The pilot part at the receiver side can be rewritten as
H
Yp = Tp HDD‘I’pSp +w, = Zc + Wp, (©)]

where ¢ € CLHD@+DXI contains the coefficients ¢, of the BEM and
where the columns of Z € CR*IHD@+D are given by,

Ly gin = 'I’f(FN @ Iy) (ALPY) (Fl @ Iy)®ps,,. (10)

Let ¢ represent a channel estimator. Our objective is to minimize
the MSE of this estimator, that is, E[(c — &) (¢ — ¢)]. Note that we
have a linear model, and consequently the MSE can be minimized
by the linear MMSE (LMMSE) estimator. Assume the channel taps
are independently distributed following a Gaussian distribution with
a mean of zero and potentially varying variances, such that E[cc?] =
diag([c? o-f' 1) =R, and let E[wpwg 1=R, , then, the expression

0’ " Ter,
for the LMMSE estimator is

H
¢=(RJZRY + 2R 2) ) Ty, an
If we assume that the noise is white, i.e. R, = o2Ig, then R, =
E[(FY @ I,,)nn” (Fy ® I,)] = 621, and consequently,

R, =E¥ wwi¥ =¥ RY¥, = I | Ry 12)
As a result, we can rewrite the LMMSE estimator as

¢= (2R +2"2) 7 2" (Ze+w,). a3

The MSE of this estimator is given by,
Elic - 0 (c - =E[tr ((c - &)(c— )]

-1
B 1 14)
=tr (Rc' + ;ZHZ> .

n
To reach the minimum MSE, the pilot symbols should be placed such
that Z* Z is diagonal ([36], Lemma 1). Note that the columns of Z are
given by
Ligin = ¥y Fy ®1y) (ALPY) FY @ 1,)Ps, s
=¥ vec (W, o (P, vec ' (@,s,)P])) .

Let S, = vec*1(¢psp). The elements of the matrix Z#Z can be rewrit-
ten® as in (16).

H
2} g (L) P+ ap(L+1)

— vecH ! —q H / —4
= vec (W, 5 0 (P S,Py" ) ) W livec (W0 (PSP ) )

T
@ [vec* (Wlwn o (PIA;SPP;“ )) ovec (W,Mzo (PESPP;V”))]

x diag (TPWII){)

3 Where (a) uses the fact that if a, and a, are two column vectors and X is
a diagonal matrix, then aXa, = vec(a] © a{’)diag(X) = (ajoa,)" diag(X).
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_ T I axp—4d ) —q
=vec! (W, oWy, 0 (P SiP ) o (PR S, P2 )
x diag (¥, 1! ) 16)

For the diagonal elements, i.e. (I;,q;) = (,.9,) € {0,1,....,L} X
{0,1,...,0}, we have,

2lla, = vecT (W} oW, o (P, (S708, ) Py ) ) diag (¥, 9 )
=vec” ( (Pl (S;e8, ) Py ) ) diag (¥,1)
=vec! ((Pﬂw (S;’osp) P;;’)) Py

O (os )" —gHg —
_<s os) lexl_spsp_Pp’

a7)

p P
where in (b) we have used the fact that p, is selecting all the symbols
that include a pilot symbol after passing through the channel. Thus, the
diagonal of Z*Z only contains the total power P, of the pilot symbols.
Note that the diagonal elements do not depend on K,,. If ZHZ must be
diagonal, then the off-diagonal elements of Z¥ Z must be zero, that is,

(1, q1) # (U, q2)- (18)

By inspecting (16) for (/,, q;) # (I, g,), we see that, left of the element-
wise product, the pilot symbols are shifted by /; in the delay direction
and ¢, in the Doppler direction, while on the right of the element-wise
product, the pilot symbols are shifted by /, in the delay direction and
¢, in the Doppler direction. From this observation we can deduce that,
to have the outcome equal to zero, the pilot symbols in the delay-Doppler
domain, that is the matrix vec™! (DPpsp), should have shift orthogonal rows
and columns.
We can draw some conclusions:

H _
2 rq (L) Pt (L+1) = 0,

(1) “Island case” - For a fixed power P, this pilot allocation, with
K, =(20+1HQ2L+1) and with only one nonzero pilot symbol in
the middle, achieves the minimum MSE. However, it uses more
pilot symbols compared to the “Doppler slab” and “Delay slab”
case.

“Doppler slab” - For a fixed power P, this pilot allocation, with
K, = (0 + D2L + 1) and with O + 1 nonzero pilot symbols,
achieves the minimum MSE if and only if the nonzero pilots
are shift orthogonal in both delay and Doppler direction at the
same time. The only option adhering to this orthogonality is
to have only one nonzero pilot symbol. This is visualized in
Fig. 8(a). Although in the figure the pilot symbol is placed in the
middle, the symbol could be placed anywhere along the Doppler
direction (the delay position is fixed).

“Delay slab” - For a fixed power P, this pilot allocation, with
K, =20+DHIL+1D and with L + 1 nonzero pilot symbols,
achieves the minimum MSE if and only if the nonzero pilots are
shift orthogonal in both delay and Doppler direction at the same
time. The only option adhering to this orthogonality is to have
only one nonzero pilot symbol. This is visualized in Fig. 8(b).
Although in the figure the pilot symbol is placed in the middle,
the symbol could be placed anywhere along the delay direction
(the Doppler position is fixed).

2

—

@3

(7

To recap, given C1, the pilot allocations with the lowest pilot
overhead are (also) allocations that attain the minimum MSE. The latter
result is supported by simulation experiments, as shown in Fig. 8(c),
where the average MSE of the channel taps is computed over 100 Monte
Carlo runs. In each run, a new channel and noise realization is drawn
from their respective distributions, with ‘Tcz, .= 1/((L+1)(Q+1)) for all
[ and q.

Note that the pilot allocations using the ZC sequence does not
achieve the MMSE performance. This is because the pilot symbols in the
DD domain do not produce shift-orthogonal rows and columns. For the
current parameters, {K,L,Q} = {411, 8,8}, the resulting performance
gap is approximately 3dB, although this difference depends on the
specific simulation parameters.
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Moreover, the three cases, the island case, Doppler slab, and delay
slab, do achieve the same MMSE; however, our proposed Doppler
slab and delay slab do so with less pilot overhead. As a result, the
proposed allocations can fit more communication symbols. When the
three allocations would operate at the same data rate, the proposed
allocations will have a better BER than the island case, since in practice,
the latter will have to use higher-order constellations, or less error
correction coding. Therefore, our proposed Doppler slab and delay slab
allocations are the preferred options. In order to use the least overhead
at all times, we must choose the Doppler slab (set N = Q + 1) in
case Q < L, and we must choose the delay slab (set M = L + 1) in
case Q > L. With this decision rule, we can attain a pilot overhead of
K, =min{(L + )20 + 1), 2L + 1)(Q + 1)}

As the optimal pilot allocation is now determined, the next step is
to optimize the power distribution between the pilot and the commu-
nication symbols.

5.4. Step (4) optimizing the power balance

Suppose we have a total power budget P, which can be distributed
between the pilot and communication symbols. Let P, = «P and
P,=(1-a)P, where «a € [0, 1] controls the power allocation between
communication and pilot symbols, while the total power constraint
P. + P, = P is satisfied. We can then optimize a performance measure
with respect to this power balance.

Since pilot overhead is critical in time-varying communication sys-
tems, we first (step 2 of our approach) focused on reducing this over-
head as much as possible. This naturally also maximizes the time-
frequency occupancy of the communications symbols, and hence im-
plicitly focuses on capacity.* Therefore, in this step 4, it makes sense
to also optimize the power distribution in terms of the channel capac-
ity. Moreover, channel capacity is the primary performance metric in
communication systems. Unlike the BER, which depends on modulation
order and channel coding, channel capacity provides a modulation-
and coding-independent measure of link performance. It also has a
closed-form expression, making it suitable for system analysis and
optimization. Finally, systems that transmit large amounts of data and
employ adaptive modulation and coding can approach the channel
capacity in practice.

The received communication part is given by,

Ye = 'I'CHHDD‘PCSC +w, = Hs, + w,. 19)

The capacity of the channel, averaged over the random channel H,
induced by the coefficients in ¢, is given by (see [30,38]),

1

C= E
K+ L

max Z(ye;selO) | - (20)

p(se). Pe=Els{’sc]
Here, I(y.;s.|€) is the conditional mutual information between the
received signal y, and the transmitted symbols s., given the channel
coefficient estimate ¢, p(s.) is the probability distribution of s, with
fixed energy P.. Note that we divide by K + L to account for the cyclic
prefix of length L.

Let the channel estimate be given by ¢, and let the estimated channel
matrix be denoted by H,, then the received communication part can be
rewritten as,

Yo = Hes, + (H, — H)s, + w, = Hes, + v, @D

where v = (H, —H,)s +W,.. Now, since no knowledge is available at the

transmitter about the channel, it is reasonable to assign equal energy to

all communication symbols, i.e. RSC = %IKC. With a fixed (i.e. equal)
c

4 Interestingly, a similar connection between channel capacity and channel
MMSE has been noticed in [30].
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Fig. 8. (a) and (b): Pilot allocations satisfying (i) C1, (ii) achieving the MMSE (Z" Z diagonal), and (iii) having the lowest overhead. (c): Performance compared to existing pilot

schemes, for {K, L,Q} = {441,8,8}.

communication symbol power, a lower bound on the channel capacity
is given by [30,38],

C> —E |logdet (1 Fe potiy i 22
2K+L og det chRc+ch ctle : (22)
Here,
P ~ 2 ~ 2
R, = E[w#] = ?C]E[(HC —-H)H, - H)" 1+ 071 «g.- (23)
C

The goal is to determine the appropriate power distribution, that is,
select a, to maximize the lower bound on the channel capacity C. To
express the lower bound in terms of the power distribution parameter
a, we proceed with some derivations. First of all, we can write (see

Appendix A for a detailed derivation),
E[(H, - H)H, - H)T < E [tr (e - &)c - &)] 1. 24)

Secondly, because the pilot allocation makes Z* Z diagonal, we can

write
-1 -1
R+ Lzi7 di - PI
« T iag(log, . --»07, D7+ = Polizsio+n
o2 o2 02 2
T €00 1 Lo
= diag Tie P e B (25)
n o P n cLo P
so that, the channel MSE (14) is given by,
o2
A A C/q %n
E [tr(c — &)(c — c)H (26)
[ % qZO o2+ 0'2 P
We can then combine (24) and (26) to rewrite R, as
R, < —E [tr(c - &)(c - "] Iz _+ ol
C
[21 27)
- % 2
= Zzaz_‘_gz 2 + o | Tk

CIOq

Finally we can derive a looser lower bound on the capacity from (22)
as

> - Eliogdet (1, + LR A
ZK+L ogdet RC+?V cH

>

IE logdet [ I +—

=
=3

o
Il

[e)

K

(28)
Now lastly, we rewrite IfICIfICH .
We can show that (refer to Appendix B for the derivation),
Q/2 L

tr(E[ﬁcﬁf]) K. Z Zo-%=

4=—0/21=0

Q/2 L

2 Yo ho

q=-0/21=0

P c,q

29
0’2+PO'2 (29)

This motivates us to normalize the channel matrix H, as

(30)

where Ifl’c is the normalized channel matrix. We substitute this normal-
ization and the expression obtained in (27) in the lower bound on the
capacity (C in (28)) and obtain,

-1

L Q)2 % ¢
P | P cgom
g:—E logdet I + = —CZ — +0
K+ L K. | K. per i Q/26121+o'2 P, n
Q/2 L
x Ko ) Zm H’H’H>]
¢=—0/21=0
1 Y
= K_+LE [logdet <IRC + pH'cHéH>] s (31)
where, using the expression for o‘é in (29),
-4
2 2 -1
Q/2 L deqq P, L Q)2 quan 5
p=F Z Po K. 2 2 P, ton
/210” + pc, ¢ =0 q=—0/2 %n T %,

Remark 4. Note that p is essentially a signal-to-interference-plus-noise
ratio (SINR). The numerator contains the energy related to the (target)
signal, i.e. H_s_, while the denominator contains the interference energy
due to the channel estimation error, related to (H, —ﬁc)sc, and the noise
energy.

We can maximize p with respect to P, = aP and P,(1 — )P to
optimize C in (31) (since the normalized channel matrix is independent
of the power distribution). Let P be the total transmitter power, and set
P.=aP and P,=(-a)P; thus, p becomes a function of . The optimal
power distribution is given by

* = arg max p. (32)
a

Before proceeding to the simulations in the next section, we make
some remarks with respect to the complexity and implementation of
our proposed pilot design.

Note that using a different pilot allocation does not increase or de-
crease complexity of the communication system. Determining the opti-
mal power distribution requires maximizing a one-dimensional (concave)
function, which has negligible complexity compared to the channel or
symbol estimation steps, which typically involve matrix inversions or
iterative algorithms. The complexity of our pilot design is therefore
comparable to that of existing designs.
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Table 2

Parameters for the simulations in Fig. 9.
Parameters Channel 1 Channel 2 Channel 3
K 441 441 441
] 6 8 2
L 6 2 8
SNR,, 20 dB 20 dB 20 dB
Ufm 1/((@+ DL +1), V{lq} /(@ + DL +1), V{lq} L/((Q+ DL +1), V{lq}
Island case - {N, M, a,} {21,21,0.7015} {21,21,0.7834} {21,21,0.7834}
Doppler slab - (N, M, ayy} {7,63,0.7270} {9,49,0.7922} (3.147,0.7910}
Delay slab - {N, M, ayy) {63,7,0.7270} {147,3,0.7910} {49,9,0.7922}

Implementation of our pilot design in practical systems is not signif-
icantly different from existing approaches. All discussed pilot designs
assume that L and Q are known, which is reasonable in practice as
noted in Remark 2, and that the noise level ‘7;21 is available. In modern
communication systems, the noise level is typically tracked by the
receiver, since both channel and symbol estimators depend on it.

The only additional requirement of our method is knowledge of the
channel tap distribution, i.e., the variances 03 . These can be estimated
using a probe signal, or a preamble, and in practice, this distribution
tends to remain stable over multiple communication packets as well.

6. Simulations

In this section, we validate the theoretical findings and compare our
framework with related work.

6.1. Numerical validation

We simulate three baseband channels (i.e., frequency shifts between
0 and 1 and time delays of multiples of the sampling frequency) with
different parameters, which are specified in Table 2.

We call a channel ‘Doppler dominant’ if Q > L and ‘delay dominant’
if 0 < L. Thus, Channel 2 and Channel 3 are Doppler and delay
dominant, respectively. We define the signal-to-noise ratio with respect
to the transmitted signal x as,

_Exfix] _ P

SNR, = = —.
%~ E[nHn] Ko}

We set P = 1, and change the value of 62 according to the desired
SNR. In all simulations, the (pilot and communication) symbols are
uncoded QPSK symbols. The channel coefficients ¢, , are realizations of
a (independent) complex Gaussian process with zero mean and variance
"cz, =1/((Q + 1)(L + 1)). For all three channels we draw ten noise and
channel realizations, and calculate the average capacity. The results are
shown in Fig. 9. We can draw the following conclusions. First of all, the
Doppler slab and delay slab, which alter the modulation parameters N
and M according to the channel, exhibit higher capacity in all three
channels, compared to the ‘island case’ proposed in [12,13]. Moreover,
we note that either the Doppler slab or delay slab performs the best,
according to whether the channel is Doppler or delay dominant. This
is to be expected, since the Doppler (delay) slab has the lowest pilot
overhead for a Doppler (delay) dominant channel. Finally, we can
see that all three pilot allocations benefit from the optimal power
allocation. We see that, indeed, the maximum is reached at the power
distribution a,p. In the simulation for Fig. 9, we considered only
those pilot allocations for OTFS that achieve the channel MMSE. For
allocations that do not attain the MMSE, a general expression for the
channel estimation error is not available, making it nontrivial to derive
a meaningful lower bound on the channel capacity.

In Fig. 10, we illustrate (with lines without markers) how the
capacity optimal power distribution, obtained from (32), evolves with
different noise levels. We set {K,Q, L} = {441,2,6} and consider two
different channels: in Fig. 10(a), we use channel taps with identical
distributions, while in Fig. 10(b), we let the variance of the channel taps

10

decay exponentially. The capacity-optimal power distribution evolves
differently per channel, but both curves saturate to « = 0.5 for high
noise levels. A similar trend was found for SCM in [30].

Additionally, we plot (with lines with markers) the power distri-
bution that is optimal in terms of BER. The minimum BER over 50
Monte Carlo runs has been found by simulating every combination of
noise level and power distribution. Results at extremely high and low
noise levels are omitted, as the BER saturates to 0 (low noise level)
and 0.5 (high noise level) for all power distributions, so no meaningful
optimum can be identified in those cases.

Fig. 10 shows that the BER optimal power distribution closely fol-
lows the capacity-optimal power distribution, even for D-OSDM, which
employs a pilot design not suited for our capacity optimization. This
suggests that (32) can be used not only to optimize channel capacity
but also to improve the BER.

6.2. Comparison with related work

So far, we have compared our proposed pilot designs to the ‘island
case’ pilot allocation from [12,13] using our capacity optimal power
distribution for all cases. Here, we explicitly compare the capacity of
our power distribution with the one originally used in [13]. To ensure
fairness, we align the parameters used in [13] with those discussed in
this paper.

Let s, denote a pilot symbol and let s. denote a communication
symbol, then in [13] the pilot and communication SNR were defined
per symbol, that is,

Ispl? Ellsc/?
SNR, = P SNR, = [Isel ].
" o

Note that the relation to our SNR of the transmitted signal (thus pilot
and communication signal together) is given by SNRy = %SNRIJ +
%SNRC. We can relate the notion of SNR per symbol of [13] to our
power distribution parameter,

K.SNR,

“~ K.SNR, +SNR,"

Then, in Table 3 we list: the parameters that were used in [13] (first
four columns), “our” parameters that follow from that (fifth to ninth
column), and the parameters for the optimal pilot design (last four
columns). We can see that the a that follows from [13] differs a lot
from the optimal distribution o*. In fact, we see that modifying the
power distribution can lead to a substantial improvement in perfor-
mance (compare seventh and ninth column). Furthermore, selecting the
appropriate values for M and N can further enhance performance as
we can see in the eleventh column.

Note that an increase in SNRy, from 21.6 dB to 27.7 dB and from
25.5 dB to 29.0 dB is more than double the amount of power. It is
important to highlight that this increase in power leads to only a minor
BER improvement in [13] as well as a minor capacity improvement
as seen in the seventh column. By contrasting the optimal power
allocation with the actual power distribution, the slight increase in BER
becomes more understandable; the power increase is counteracted by
the bad power distribution.
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Fig. 9. Performance of the pilot allocation schemes with respect to the power

(b) Channel 2: Q =8, L = 2.

(¢) Channel 3: Q =2, L = 8.

distribution for three different channels.
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Fig. 10. Capacity optimal power distribution (i.e., (32)), versus BER optimal power distribution.

Table 3
Results of the comparison with [13] for a simulated channel with Q =2, L = 6. The SNR and capacity values are listed in dB and bit/s/Hz,
respectively.

Island case Doppler slab Delay slab

M =128, N =16

M =686, N=3 M =7, N =294

Parameters from [13], cf Fig. 14 Resulting parameters [13]

Sub-optimal choice Sub-optimal choice: Optimal choice:

SNR, SNR, o BER SNR, @ C(a) a Cla*) a* Cla*) o Cla)
50 20 1 ~l1-1072 21.6 0.66 3.92 0.91 414 091 417 091 4.18
60 20 1 =85-107° 27.7 0.17 4.01 0.91 550 0.91 555 0.91 5.56
50 25 1 =2.1073 25.5 0.86 5.04 0.91 5.05 0.91 5.09 0.91 5.10
60 25 1 =15-107° 29.0 0.39 5.09 0.91 575 0.91 5.81 091 5.81

7. Conclusions

In this paper, we have aimed to contribute to the understanding of
how to design pilot signals for OTFS. We conducted an investigation
into the literature on pilot design and established connections between
the work on LTI and LTV channels, SCM, OFDM and OTFS modulation.

We have proposed two new pilot allocations for OTFS, that adjust
M or N according to the channel parameters L and Q. Our pilot
allocations save approximately 50% on pilot overhead compared to
the conventional allocation, while still achieving the MMSE for chan-
nel estimation. We have also addressed the aspect of optimizing the
power distribution between the pilot and communication signal with
respect to the channel capacity. Our results indicate that selecting an
appropriate power distribution significantly enhances a (lower bound
on the) channel capacity of the communication system. Moreover, we
empirically show that, across different channel settings, our proposed
power distribution, although optimized for capacity, also minimizes the
BER.

In summary, our research demonstrates that the careful selection of
OTFS parameters, together with pilot design (including the allocation

11

and power distribution) can lead to a significant improvement in the
performance of an OTFS based communication system.
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Appendix A. Derivation 1

We derive an upper bound in Eq. (33) (which is given in Box I).
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