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1
Introduction

During RAN1#76 some further progress was made on resource allocation for ProSe device-to-device communication.  In particular there was the following agreement on two different modes of operation [1]:
· From a transmitting UE perspective a UE can operate in two modes for resource allocation:
· Mode 1: eNodeB or rel-10 relay node schedules the exact resources used by a UE to transmit direct data and direct control information
· FFS: if semi-static resource pool restricting the available resources for data and/or control is needed
· Mode 2: a UE on its own selects resources from resource pools to transmit direct data and direct control information
· FFS if the resource pools for data and control are the same
· FFS: if semi-static and/or pre-configured resource pool restricting the available resources for data and/or control is needed
· D2D communication capable UE shall support at least Mode 1 for in-coverage

· D2D communication capable UE shall support Mode 2 for at least edge-of-coverage and/or out-of-coverage

· FFS: Definition of out-of-coverage, edge-of-coverage, in-coverage
This was followed by discussion at RAN1#76bis on the definitions of out-of-coverage, edge-of-coverage and in-coverage in order to resolve the FFS in the agreement above.
Meanwhile RAN2 made the following agreements at RAN2#85bis [2]:

· A UE is considered in-coverage if it has a serving cell (CONNECTED) or is camping on a cell (IDLE).

· If a UE is out of coverage it can only use mode 2.
· If a UE is in coverage it may use Mode 2 if the eNode B configures it accordingly 

· If a UE is in coverage it may use Mode 1 if the eNode B configures it accordingly

· If the UE is instructed to use Mode 1, there may be exceptional cases where the UE is allowed to use Mode 2 temporarily

· We intend to define the exceptional cases rather than an edge-of-coverage “state”
In addition, RAN1 sent an LS to RAN2 outlining a proposal on the use of a threshold for downlink power measurements in order to determine when to use Mode 1 and when to use Mode 2 [3]. The LS asked if the proposal was compatible and consistent with RAN2’s agreements (reproduced above).
2
Discussion
Following on from the RAN2 agreement, there has been a RAN2 email discussion on the resource allocation details for D2D Communication and a report has been made available on the RAN2 reflector [4].  Part of this discussion was on the exceptional cases where a UE is allowed to use Mode 2 temporarily and how the process of switching between modes is handled generally.  There were two questions considered: 
· The first was that if a downlink power measurement falls below a threshold then should this be used as a trigger to switch from mode 1 to mode 2 resource allocation?
· The second question was if a downlink power measurement is above a given threshold then should this be a trigger to switch from mode 2 to mode 1?
Regarding the first question there was no general agreement between companies.  Some thought it would be useful; especially in poor coverage scenarios and that the UE should be able to make this decision autonomously.  However, others suggest that a measurement report should be sent to the eNode B and that any switch should be under eNode B control if possible.
Regarding the second question of whether a threshold is needed to trigger a switch from mode 1 to mode 2, there was more agreement and a majority thought that such a threshold is not necessary.  The most common justification for this was that a switch like this should be under direct eNode B control.  The conclusion was that there is no consensus yet in RAN2 on either of these questions but it is expected that discussion will continue in RAN2#86 so state behaviour can be agreed.
There is a risk that any agreements that RAN1 make on state-like behaviour will not be compatible with new RAN2 agreements at RAN2#86.  In any case, this state-like behaviour is more in the scope of RAN2 and this would be the most suitable working group to make decisions on it.
Hence, RAN1 should not make any decisions on how the thresholds should be used or even how many there should be. On the other hand, the mechanism of the measurement and the value of the threshold are in the scope of RAN1.  For example, RSRP may be a suitable metric since this is already used for cell power measurements.  
However, RAN1 should at least wait until the reply to LS R1-141818 is received from RAN2. RAN1 will then know if such a metric is required, what the proposed architecture is and how any metrics are used before RAN1 tries to make any decisions about the value of any thresholds.
Proposal 1:  RAN1 should wait for RAN2’s reply to LS R1-141818 before discussing this matter further and attempting to make decisions on coverage definitions or threshold values.
3
Conclusion 
There is no consensus yet in RAN2 on the state behaviour of UEs when switching between resource allocation modes. Decisions in RAN2 may make RAN1 discussions about definitions of in-coverage / out-of-coverage / edge-of-coverage and associated threshold values irrelevant. To avoid the possibility of wasting meeting time RAN1 should not discuss this matter further until the RAN2 reply to the LS [3] is received.
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