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1 Introduction

Document [1] makes some observations about inter-cell resource coordination for D2D and proposes some examples for further discussion and decision. It seems to us that some of the assumptions made in [1] are not frequently found in real deployments, and therefore it seems premature, at best, for RAN3 to agree on this basis for its future work.
2 Discussion
2.1 Scenarios with “Proximal” Cells

It is observed in [1] that inter-cell resource coordination is needed for managing the possible interference due to D2D operation.  It is to be noted that inter-cell interference due to D2D may have varying levels of severity according to the type of D2D service (i.e. discovery or communication) or deployment (i.e. synchronous or asynchronous). For this reason, the potential benefits (if any) are also expected to be different. While there may be many possible examples of inter-cell D2D coordination (one of which was made in [3]), whether D2D resource coordination is actually needed or simply beneficial may be difficult to assess, due to the many implications. In any case, RAN3 may not be the most authoritative working group to discuss all such implications (which are in fact being currently discussed in RAN1 and RAN2).

One example in particular is made in [1], where two cells which are not neighbors are within D2D range (Fig. 2 in [1]). Such a scenario is deemed so compelling as to introduce a new definition of “proximal” cells (i.e. cells which are not necessarily neighbors).

While we cannot exclude such a scenario beforehand, we should note the following:
1. Given that UEs have a lower maximum output power and much less directive antennas than eNBs, in many cases it will be very difficult for the UEs in the picture to have a good QoS for their D2D communication, assuming that it will be even possible to establish such a link;

2. The given scenario is probably likely to result from some very peculiar (and possibly even temporary) blocking situation from obstacles etc.;
By assuming some sort (any sort, really) of D2D resource configuration exchange strictly between neighbor cells, the green, blue and yellow cell of Fig. 2 in [1] will achieve the same result, but with the added benefit that all cells in the figure (including the blue cell in the middle) will be fully aligned as to the configuration of all the others. This will be enormously beneficial in case of e.g. mobility of UE A and/or B towards the blue cell in the middle.
In any case, it is worth noting that the solution proposed in [1] is not the only possibility. The same result might be achieved by e.g. one of the D2D UEs measuring (or obtaining) the resources used by the other D2D UE and then reporting them to its own serving eNB. In this case, there would be no need for D2D resource coordination between the two non-neighbor eNBs.

Given the above, the benefit of exchanging D2D resource configuration between non-neighbors is, in our opinion, very limited. The scenario proposed does not seem like a compelling use case, and it may be adequately covered using information exchange between neighbors without the need for additional configuration by the operator.
Proposal 1: The scenario with “proximal” cells does not seem like a compelling use case, and it is adequately covered by exchanging information between neighbors only; no additional OAM configuration is necessary.
2.2 The Need for SIB Exchange
In [1] it is also proposed that SIB information is needed to be exchanged between eNBs. No supporting arguments are given, and RAN2 documents are referenced instead. Given that discussion on this topic is still ongoing in RAN1 and RAN2, and that RAN3 is not the most authoritative working group to discuss SIB issues, we would argue that Proposal 3 in [1] does not seem appropriate to discuss here.  We also note that this is only one of several alternatives still on the table in RAN2 for this issue.
Proposal 2a: Proposal 3 in [1] cannot be adequately discussed in RAN3; RAN3 should wait for the conclusion of the discussions in RAN2 before discussing the actual information to be exchanged between eNBs for D2D coordination.
It is also proposed [1]
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[2] to exchange between eNBs the time at which an eNB will change its D2D resource allocation. We believe this is not necessary. D2D coordination seems to have more commonalities with heterogeneous network deployments than with SIB broadcast. In heterogeneous networks, neighbor cells exchange their resources in order to coordinate their transmission and eliminate interference, without the need to exchange the exact time of a configuration change. It would seem sensible to work in a similar way also for D2D coordination, considering that a D2D resource mismatch between eNBs is likely to be less severe than a heterogeneous network resource mismatch.
Proposal 2b: It is not necessary to exchange between eNBs the time at which D2D resource allocation will change.
2.3 X2 Message Exchange and Delay Sensitivity

In [1] it is observed that for synchronous deployments the receiving cell needs “to have a notion of the time of the cell”, and for asynchronous deployments the receiving cell needs only a “rough notion of timing”. It is correctly noted that discussion is still ongoing in RAN1, yet a proposal (Proposal 4) is made for approval in RAN3. As for the SIB issue in the previous section, we would argue that it is premature for RAN3 to discuss synchronization issues which are still ongoing in RAN1.
Proposal 3: Proposal 4 in [1] cannot be adequately discussed in RAN3; RAN3 should wait for the conclusion of the discussions in RAN1 before discussing timing exchange between eNBs for D2D coordination.
3 Conclusions and Proposals
A few of the proposals and observations made in [1], in our opinion, are not entirely correct. We have therefore exposed some additional arguments for discussion, and we would like to propose the following:
Proposal 1: The scenario with “proximal” cells does not seem like a compelling use case, and it is adequately covered by exchanging information between neighbors only; no additional OAM configuration is necessary.

Proposal 2a: Proposal 3 in [1] cannot be adequately discussed in RAN3; RAN3 should wait for the conclusion of the discussions in RAN2 before discussing the actual information to be exchanged between eNBs for D2D coordination.

Proposal 2b: It is not necessary to exchange between eNBs the time at which D2D resource allocation will change.
Proposal 3: Proposal 4 in [1] cannot be adequately discussed in RAN3; RAN3 should wait for the conclusion of the discussions in RAN1 before discussing timing exchange between eNBs for D2D coordination.

Proposal 4: Given all the reasons above, the text proposal in [2] cannot be agreed by RAN3 as it is.
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