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1.
Introduction
This document summarizes the email discussion: 
[87#32][LTE/ProSe] Parameter configuration of PDCP/RLC/MAC entities (ZTE)

=>
Intended outcome: Email discussion report to next meeting
2.
Discussion
2.1
General aspects
During the RAN2#86 UP session, user plane aspects of ProSe Direct Communication were discussed and a number of agreements were reached on the MAC/RLC/PDCP parameters that need to be configured for ProSe Direct Communication. But how to configure these user plane parameters was left open. The discussion continued at RAN2#87 and was then moved to an email discussion.
As discussed in several papers (e.g. in [1] and [2] which are used as a basis for the email discussion) there are multiple options for ProSe user plane parameters configuration:

1. Fixed in the specification. Simplest approach but also the most inflexible one. Potentially applicable for all parameters and for all UEs (transmitting and receiving UEs, in and out of coverage).
2. Configured by upper layers (e.g. the ProSe Function). Simple approach providing some flexibility (and already assumed for some layer 2 parameters such as the Source Layer 2 ID and Destination Layer 2 ID). Potentially applicable for all parameters and for all UEs (transmitting and receiving UEs, in and out of coverage).
3. Set by UE implementation. Only applicable for parameters that don’t need to be known by the peer (i.e. not applicable for parameters that need to be known by both the transmitting and the receiving UEs).
4. Configured by the eNB in SIB. This approach increases the flexibility but it also increases the SIB overhead. Applicable only for UEs in coverage.
5. Configured by the eNB in dedicated signalling. This is the approach with higher flexibility, with some increase of the dedicated signalling overhead. Although this is the traditional approach used for configuring layer 2 parameters, for ProSe Direct Communication it may have limited applicability since it can only be used to configure parameters for transmitting UEs in coverage.

6. Configured over PC5 in the receiving UE by the transmitting UE. With this approach the transmitting UE can indicate the layer 2 parameters to the receiving UEs in the first transmitted PDU, to be used by the receivers to process subsequent PDUs. This approach is potentially applicable for the configuration of all parameters and for all UEs, including those out of coverage. However the exact mechanism would have to be defined and it is expected to be quite complex. For instance regular retransmission of the parameters would be required, to support UEs that may have not received the first PDU, also greatly increasing the overhead.
Considering the implications of Option 6, the following initial proposal is suggested:

Proposal 1: Option 6 (i.e. configuration of layer 2 parameters over the PC5 interface) shall not be considered, at least in Rel-12.

If Proposal 1 can be accepted, the only way to ensure that layer 2 parameters can also be configured for UEs out of coverage is to adopt Options 1 or 2 (or 3, for parameters that don’t need to be known by the peer) as a baseline. This leads to the following observations.
Observation 1: Option 1 or 2 is anyway needed to provide the default configuration for at least all the PDCP/MAC/RLC parameters for ProSe Direct Communication that need to be known by both the transmitting and the receiving UEs.
Observation 2: Configuration by the eNB (i.e. 4 or 5) is an additional option which can be potentially useful for some PCDP/RLC/MAC parameters for ProSe Direct Communication (among those affecting the transmitting UE only).
Companies are invited to indicate in the table below whether they can agree on proposal 1 above and the related observations (and/or to add further comments on this issue, if needed).
	Company
	Comments

	LG
	We are fine with Proposal 1 considering the Rel-12 time schedule.

We agree with Observation 1 because one common solution would be desirable for in-coverage and out-coverage ProSe UEs.
Our understanding is that Observation 2 is only for Discard timer and maxHARQ-Tx. For those parameters, we don’t see a need of flexible configuration.  

	Fujitsu
	Agree on the above proposal and observations.

	Ericsson
	Proposal 1 is acceptable.

The overhead (over PC5) is already becoming significant. As much as possible should be configured using option 1 or 2.

	CATT
	Agree with Proposal1 and Observation2.

For observation1, Option1 is preferred compared with Option2, since it is not proper for ProSe function to configure the PDCP/RLC/MAC related parameters except the Source and Destination L2 ID.

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	We agree with Proposal 1.

We also Agree with Observation 1. 

In case of Observation 2 we agree with it as we think Periodic and Retransmission timer for ProSe-BSR should be configured using option 5 as they are related to resource consumption in Uu interface.

	Alcatel-Lucent
	We are fine with Proposal 1 in view of the time left for the WI.
The baseline should be that all the parameter configurations by default should be provided by the mechanism in Option 2 and discuss what parameter configuration should use other mechanism.

	ETRI
	We agree with Proposal 1 and Observation 1 as baseline.
For Observation 2, the parameters related to Uu interface, e.g. ProSe BSR, can be configured by eNB.

	Intel
	We agree with Proposal 1 and Observation 1.

We also agree with Observation 2, but additionally think that options 4 and 5 should only be used in cases where it really makes sense for the eNB to have control over configuration of the parameter. In many cases, we think the eNB will not have enough information (e.g. about the traffic to be sent via PC5) to make a good configuration decision. 

	General Dynamics
	We agree with the above proposal and observations.

	Nokia Networks/Nokia Corporation
	We agree with Proposal 1.

We are fine with Observation 1 but in some cases the option 3 (left to UE implementation) is also needed. See our preferences under each parameter in this document.

We don't see the need for eNB configuration (option 4 and option 5) but if we later decide any of the parameters need to be semi-statically reconfigured then we need to revisit again and see whether this can be done by eNB or by upper layers.

	InterDigital
	We are fine with Proposal 1 as well.

For Observation 2, we think that at least for Rel-12, it will be preferable to fix the PC5 PDCP/RLC/MAC parameters in the specification, using Option 1 as much as possible. We do not see any clear motivation at this point to signal dedicated parameters for the transmitting entities.  

	Kyocera
	We can agree the Proposal 1.

Regarding Rel.12 ProSe Direct Communication, it seems not to be assumed that there are a lot of traffic types. So it's not necessary to introduce multiple parameters for the configuration in order not to increase MAC PDU payload.

Both Option 1 and 2 can become the baseline of the parameter configuration because D2D UEs can use same value among in-coverage, out-of-coverage and partial-coverage.

	Panasonic
	Support Proposal 1 and the two observations.

	ITRI
	We agree with the above proposal and observations.

	Huawei/HiSilicon
	Given the time constraints for Rel-12, we are ok to move forward without further considering Option 6 at this time.  We have some reservations about Observation 1, in that we don’t see a clear scenario where Option 2 would be appropriate for RAN related parameters.

	ZTE
	Clearly we agree with proposal 1 and related observations. 

We also agree with many that observation 2 is valid in principle for just a few parameters and in practice probably only for the ProSe BSR related parameters (section 2.4.2) 

	Samsung
	Ok with proposal 1.


· All the companies who joined the email discussion could agree on proposal 1 and the related observations (with some remarks). It is then suggested to confirm the agreement of Proposal 1 during the meeting:
Proposal 1: Option 6 (i.e. configuration of layer 2 parameters over the PC5 interface) shall not be considered, at least in Rel-12.
The configuration options are then discussed separately for each parameter in the following sections. 

2.2
PDCP parameters

2.2.1
Discard timer
The discard timer is applicable only for the transmitting UE and is started in the transmitter for each PDCP SDU received from the higher layers. When the transmission of the PDCP SDU has not yet been initiated in the UE at the expiry of this timer the PDCP SDU is discarded. The value could be selected to match the characteristics of the traffic, which could be unknown to the eNB. So the most reasonable candidate solutions seem to be Option 2 (configuration by upper layers) or Option 3 (set by UE implementation). 

Companies are invited to indicate in the table below the option (among 1, 2 and 3) that should be considered as baseline (possibly indicating also the preferred value, in case of Option 1). Additionally, companies could indicate whether they see the need to allow eNB configuration and in case whether Option 4 or 5 is preferred.
	Company
	Comments

	LG
	Option 3 is enough.

	Fujitsu
	Option 3 as baseline. 

No need to allow eNB to configure it since eNB has no idea on the characteristics of the traffic in the transmitting UE side.

	Ericsson
	This can be left to UE implementation as it only impacts the transmitter side.

	CATT
	Option3 as baseline. Option4/5 can be enhancement for UE in coverage. The parameter value configured by Option3 can be replaced by the parameter value configured by Option4/5.



	Qualcomm Incorporated
	UE implementation (option 3)

	Alcatel-Lucent
	Do not see the need to deviate from Option 2

	ETRI
	Option 3 is preferred.

	Intel
	UE implementation. 

	General Dynamics
	Option 3 – UE implementation

	Nokia Networks/Nokia Corporation
	For Discard timer we prefer option 3 (UE implementation).

	InterDigital
	Option 3.

	Kyocera
	No preference.

However, this parameter should be longer than multiple SA periods to avoid un-necessary discard.

	Panasonic
	UE implementation (Option3)

	ITRI
	UE implementation as baseline.

	Huawei/HiSilicon
	Option 3 as baseline. Option 5 could be an enhancement for in-coverage UEs

	ZTE
	Option 3 – UE implementation

	Samsung
	Option 3.


· 15 companies indicated that this could be left to UE implementation (at least as a baseline), while one company indicated that there is no reason not to allow upper layer configuration. It is then suggested to agree on the following  proposal:

Proposal 2: The configuration of the Discard timer shall be left to UE implementation.
2.2.2
Pdcp-SN-Size
The pdcp-SN-Size needs to be known by both the transmitting and receiving UEs. SA3 recently agreed that “A 16 bit counter is maintained per PDCP entity”, where “the counter is same as the PDCP SN in regular LTE”. This seems to suggest that the pdcp-SN-Size for ProSe Direct Communication could probably be considered as fixed (16 bits) in the specification. 

Companies are invited to indicate in the table below their understanding and which option should be considered (in this case only option 1 and 2 seem potentially applicable). In case of Option 1 the preferred value could also be indicated.
	Company
	Comments

	LG
	Option 1. 
As SA3 already agreed to 16 bit COUNT, pdcp-SN-Size could be fixed to 16 bit. 

	Fujitsu
	Option 1 and fixed as 16bits

	Ericsson
	This should be set to 16 bits in the specification to correspond to the COUNT value decided by SA3.

	CATT
	Option1. 16 bits to align with the COUNT value.

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Fixed to 16 bits, as decided by SA3 for Counter.

	Alcatel-Lucent
	This is not a configurable parameter anyway. Fixed to 16 bits.

	ETRI
	Option 1.

Pdcp-SN-Size is fixed to 16 bits which the same as the counter value as SA3 agreements.

	Intel
	COUNT field fixed to 16 bits per SA3 decision. Due to the different PDCP header structure for PC5 compared to Uu, we consider that Pdcp-SN-Size is not really applicable for PC5.

	General Dynamics
	Option 1 – fixed to 16 bits

	Nokia Networks/Nokia Corporation
	Currently the PDCP SN is only the LSBs of the whole Count. So not sure if SA3 have taken this in to account. We should take the SN sizes currently configurable for UM bearers (7 or 12 bits) as a reference since we agreed on RLC UM for D2D. Given the different possible values for Pdcp-SN-Size we prefer the option to configure it (at least semi-statically). So we prefer option 2.

	InterDigital
	Fixed to 16 bits

	Kyocera
	Option 1

In order to support the broadcast identity as the destination ID, it seems more preferable to introduce Option 1.

	Panasonic
	Option 1. Size should be fixed to 16bits

	ITRI
	Option 1

	Huawei/HiSilicon
	Option 1. Align with SA3 agreement.

	ZTE
	Option 1 - 16 bits. However we share Intel’s understanding that – based on SA3 decision – in the PDCP header on PC5 we should probably name the field as ‘COUNT’ or something similar rather than ‘PDCP SN’ and specify a fixed COUNT-size (16 bits) rather than a (fixed) Pdcp-SN-size.   

	Samsung
	Option 1


· 16 companies indicated that this could be fixed in the specification, while one company indicated that this should be left to upper layer configuration. It is then suggested to agree on the following  proposal:

Proposal 3: The Pdcp-SN-Size shall be fixed to 16 bits in the specification.
2.2.3
MaxCID and ROHC profiles
MaxCID and the ROHC profiles are both related to header compression and their configuration should be handled in the same way. Both the compressor and de-compressor should be aware of these parameters. So they are applicable for both the transmitting UE and the receiving UEs. The configuration should be related to the traffic characteristics, and so a reasonable solution seems to be Option 2 (configuration by upper layers).
Companies are invited to indicate in the table below which option should be considered for these parameters (in this case only option 1 and 2 seem potentially applicable). In case of Option 1 the preferred values could also be indicated.
	Company
	Comments

	LG
	Option 1.

The maxCID can be fixed to 15. 
ROHC profiles can be fixed to, e.g., ROHC uncompressed, ROHC RTP, ROHC UDP, and ROHC IP.

	Fujitsu
	Option 2

	Ericsson
	It can be decided in specification which ROHC profiles a UE shall support. These could be ROHC uncompressed, ROHC RTP, ROHC UDP, and ROHC IP.

The maxCID value should also be set in specification. The maxCID for communication over ROHC must not impact the number of supported sessions over Uu (similar thinking as for the number of HARQ processes).

	CATT
	Option1. Agree with LG.

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Agree with LG

	Alcatel-Lucent
	Do not see the need to deviate from Option 2

	ETRI
	Option 1. Agree with LG.

	Intel
	Agree with LG. The proposed set of ROHC profiles seems to be sufficient to support the Public Safety PTT application.

	General Dynamics
	Option 2

	Nokia Networks/Nokia Corporation
	For Max CID and ROHC profiles we prefer option 2 (configured by upper layers).

	InterDigital
	Option 1 

	Kyocera
	Option 1, and with regard to maxCID, default value (15bits) will be reasonable.
In layer 2, there is no principle to judge what kind of traffic UE transmits, so some receiving Ues can’t decompress the PDCP PDU. Therefore, it’s preferable to introduce Option 1.

However, if RAN2 specifies the traffic type associates with LCID, Option 2 can be introduced.

Additionally, Regarding the RoHC function, if some Ues start to monitor the groupcast/broadcast of D2D Communication in the middle of the communication, they couldn’t know the original headers indicated by CIDs, so they may not be able to decompress PDCP PDU. Therefore, it can be worth discussing whether or not RoHC functions for Cellular Communication can be reused for D2D Communication.

	Panasonic
	Option 1

	ITRI
	Option 1

	Huawei/HiSilicon
	Option 1 for Max CID (15)
At least for Rel-12, agreeing to a fixed set of profiles may be sufficient. However, we share Kyocera’s concern that the current RoHC implementation defined for cellular network may not function well for D2D, given its intermittent nature..

	ZTE
	Option 1 for Max CID (15).

For ROHC profiles we could have default values predefined in the specs as well. However we think it would be good to allow upper layer configuration (i.e. Option 2) to replace the default value.

	Samsung 
	Option 1


· 13 companies indicated that these parameters could be fixed in the specification, while 4 companies indicated that they should be left to upper layer configuration. It is then suggested to agree on the following  proposal:

Proposal 4: MaxCID shall be fixed to 15 in the specification. Default values for ROHC profiles shall also be defined in the specification. It can be discussed further whether to allow replacement of the default values by upper layer configuration.
2.3
RLC parameters

2.3.1
sn-FieldLength
Similarly to the pdcp-SN-Size, both the transmitter and receiver should be aware of this parameter in order to correctly interpret the RLC PDU. For RLC UM, either a 5 bits or 10 bits SN field can be used. For ProSe Direct Communication a small value is probably sufficient.
Companies are invited to indicate in the table below which option should be considered for these parameters (in this case only option 1 and 2 seem potentially applicable). In case of Option 1 the preferred values could also be indicated.
	Company
	Comments

	LG
	Option 1.

Sn-FieldLength can be fixed to 5 bits.

	Fujitsu
	Option 1 and fixed as 5 bits

	Ericsson
	This value should be set in specifications.

	CATT
	Option 1. Fixed to 10 bits.

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Option 1 and value set to 5 as we are designing for low data rate system in Rel-12.

	Alcatel-Lucent
	Do not see the need to deviate from Option 2

	ETRI
	Given the data rates of Direct Communication is low in Rel-12, Option 1 and 5 bit SN field are acceptable.

	Intel
	Agree with LG

	General Dynamics
	Option 1 and fixed to 5 bits for Rel-12

	Nokia Networks/Nokia Corporation
	Similar to Pdcp-Sn-Size, for sn-FieldLength also we prefer option 2 (configured by upper layers).

	InterDigital
	Option 1

	Kyocera
	Option 1 (5bits)

This parameter should be synchronized among transmitting and receiving UEs. Additionally, there is no principle to judge what kind of traffic UE transmits in Layer 2. Therefore, it’s preferable to introduce Option 1.

Out-of-order delivery of RLC PDU wouldn’t occur at Rel.12 ProSe Direct Communication without HARQ retransmission in Physical layer. So it’s not necessary to use the longer SN (10 bits) size in order to prepare the reordering. So the shorter SN size is preferable.

	Panasonic
	Fixed in specification (Option 1). 

	ITRI
	Option 1

	Huawei/HiSilicon
	We think it would be more flexible to select Sn-FieldLength based on the application (may be similar to Nokia’s view?) However, this would imply using something like Option 6 to coordinate between TX and RX Ues. If we are not considering Option 6 in Rel-12, per proposal 1) then the best solution would be Option 1. However, we don’t agree that all D2D applications would necessarily be low rate. Therefore we think that 10 bits would be a safer choice. 

	ZTE
	Option 1 - 5 bits

	Samsung
	Option 1


· 15 companies indicated that this could be fixed in the specification, while 2 companies indicated that this should be left to upper layer configuration. Among the companies supporting a fixed value, 7 indicated this should be set to 5 bits while 2 indicated this should be set to 10 bits. It is then suggested to agree on the following  proposal:

Proposal 5: The sn-FieldLength shall be fixed to 5 bits in the specification.
2.3.2
T-reordering
T-reordering is used by the receiving RLC UM entity to set the maximum waiting time for out of order RLC PDUs. This parameter is applicable only for the receiver. When it comes to the ProSe Direct Communication, if the HARQ design in RAN1 can guarantee in order delivery, this parameter is no longer necessary, otherwise this parameter needs to be configured for the receiving UEs.
In case the configuration of this parameter will be needed, companies are invited to indicate in the table below which option should be considered (in this case only option 1, 2 and potentially 3 seem applicable). 
	Company
	Comments

	LG
	Option 1.

T-reordering can be fixed to 0 if in-order delivery is guaranteed by physical layer. Otherwise, T-reordering can be fixed to, e.g., 20 ms.

	Fujitsu
	According to the following RAN1’s agreement on the T-RPT design, we understand that this parameter is no longer necessary since PHY HARQ can guarantee in order delivery.

RAN1 agreement: Starting from the beginning of the T-RPT pattern, the first four 1’s correspond to the first MAC PDU, the next four 1’s correspond to the next MAC PDU, etc

	Ericsson
	This can be left to implementation.

	CATT
	Option 3.

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Option 1

	Alcatel-Lucent
	Agree with Fujitsu that this T-reordering is no longer needed.

	ETRI
	If in-order delivery is guaranteed by RAN1, T-ordering is meaningless.

We have no strong opinion but Option 1 fixed as 0 or Option 3 is acceptable.

	Intel
	Our understanding that the RAN1 has still not fully concluded whether the transmission scheme will provide in order delivery. Once it is concluded, we think will should be possible to agree a single fixed value.

	General Dynamics
	Agree with Fujitsu and Alcatel-Lucent that this parameter is not needed.

	Nokia Networks/Nokia Corporation
	We have the same understanding as Fujitsu, Alcatel-Lucent and GD. This parameter is not needed.

	InterDigital
	Agree with Fujitsu. There is no need to support re-ordering given RAN1 agreement. To minimize changes in specification, this can be achieved by fixing T-reordering to 0 in specification.

	Kyocera
	Either Option 1 or Option 2 will do.

	Panasonic
	We agree with others that t-reordering is not necessary given the RAN1 agreement on T-RPT.

	ITRI
	Agree with Fujitsu

	Huawei/HiSilicon
	Our understanding is a little bit different than Fujitsu and some other companies. The RAN1 agreement means that there can not be out-of-order MAC PDUs for one SA. However, we can envision a scenario where the resource allocations of 2 or more SAs overlap in time. In this case out-of-order PDUs may occur.

So from our perspective, Option 3 seems most appropriate, as the RX UE has all the information needed to address this. 

	ZTE 
	Option 1. Fixed to 0 in the specification (after final confirmation from RAN1)

	Samsung
	Option 1.


· The majority of the companies indicated that – based on RAN1 decision - this parameter might not be needed/should be fixed to zero in the specification, while at least 3 companies indicated that this should be left to UE implementation (mainly because in their understanding RAN1 as not decided yet on in-order delivery). It is then suggested to agree on the following  proposal:

Proposal 6: In case of final confirmation of the RAN1 agreement about in-order delivery, T-reordering shall be fixed to 0 in the specification. Otherwise it shall be left to UE implementation.
2.4
MAC parameters
2.4.1
maxHARQ-Tx
This parameter indicates the maximum number of transmissions for HARQ and it’s only applicable for the transmitter. During the last RAN1#78 meeting it was agreed that for ProSe Direct Communication the number of transmission of a MAC PDU is fixed to 4, so it seems that this parameter is no longer needed.
Companies are invited to indicate in the table below their understanding and, if configuration of this parameter is considered as needed, which option should be considered.
	Company
	Comments

	LG
	Option 1.
maxHARQ-Tx can be fixed to 4.

	Fujitsu
	Agree with ZTE/LG and 4 is fixed in the specification

	Ericsson
	According to our understanding RAN1 decided to transmit each TB 4 times. So maxHARQ-Tx can be fixed to 4 in the specifications.

	CATT
	Agree with maxHARQ-Tx fixed to 4. 

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Option 1 and fixed to 4

	Alcatel-lucent
	It is not a configurable parameter. It should be fixed to 4 in the specification.

	ETRI
	Option1 and fixed to 4 as RAN1 agreements.

	Intel
	Agree with above comments.

	General Dynamics
	Agree with the above comments – Option 1, fixed to 4

	Nokia Networks/Nokia Corporation
	For maxHARQ-Tx we prefer option 1 (fixed in specification) and be set to a value of 4 to align with RAN1 agreement. Not sure if there will be a need for a different maxHARQ-Tx value in a future release. If it is so then we may need to consider a way to semi-statically reconfigure it.

	InterDigital
	Option 1. Follow RAN1 agreement and fix this to 4 in specification.

	Kyocera
	No preference, but Option 1 seems to be the simplest.

	Panasonic
	Option1. Value should be set to 4 according to the RAN1 agreement. 

	ITRI
	Option 1 and fix this to 4 considering RAN1 agreements

	Huawei/HiSilicon
	Option 1. Fixed to 4 per RAN1 agreement.

	ZTE
	Option 1. Fixed to 4 in the specification

	Samsung
	Option 1. Fixed to 4.


· All companies agreed that this parameter should be fixed to 4 in the specification. It is then suggested to agree on the following  proposal:

Proposal 7: max-HARQ-TX shall be fixed to 4 in the specification.
2.4.2
periodic-BSR-Timer and retxBSR-Timer (for ProSe BSR)
These parameters are needed only for the transmitting UE and only when the UE is in RRC_CONNECTED using mode 1 resource allocation. So it makes sense to configure these parameters via RRC signalling.
Companies are invited to indicate in the table below which option should be considered. 
	Company
	Comments

	LG
	We think these timers are out of scope of this e-mail discussion. These parameters are related to Uu interface and should be configured by the eNB, i.e., Option 5.

	Fujitsu
	This parameter is a dedicated Uu parameter. It should be configured by dedicated RRC signaling just like other dedicated Uu parameters, i.e., Option 5.

	Ericsson
	We think these parameters are out of scope of this e-mail discussion. But it is nevertheless good to discuss them. We think they can be configured using RRC signaling, similar to how the “legacy versions” are configured.

	CATT
	Agree with LG, Fujitsu and Ericsson. This parameter can be configured by eNB using dedicated RRC signaling in Uu interface.

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Option 5 configured by eNB 

We think it is in the scope of this email discussion as well because we are discussing all parameters for PDCP, RLC, MAC. We also think it is very minor issue and doesn’t require separate discussion.

	Alcatel-Lucent
	Agree with the others that the parameters are out-of-scope of the email discussion.
Like any other MAC configurations over the Uu, these parameters can be configured over RRC signaling.

	ETRI
	Option 5.

We think that theses parameters are out of scope of this e-mail discussion. However, these are the only parameters related to the user plane which are not discussed yet.

	Intel
	Option 5 configured by eNB

	General Dynamics
	Option 5, configured by the eNB. We agree with the above comment from Qualcomm.

	Nokia Networks/Nokia Corporation
	Existing configuration option used in legacy releases should be used since this is for UE WAN communication.

	InterDigital
	Option 5, configured by RRC signaling similar to legacy BSR timers. We are also wondering if there a need to have different timer values for ProSe BSR?  

	Kyocera
	No preference.

	Panasonic
	Option5. These parameters are for the Uu interface and hence should be configured by eNB same as for the legacy BSR related parameters. 

	ITRI
	Option 5, configured by the eNB.

	Huawei/HiSilicon
	Option 5.

	ZTE 
	Option 5 (by the way, we think this was part of the email discussion, which was not restricted to the PC5 interface)

	Samsung
	Option 5


· All companies agreed that these parameters should be configured via RRC signalling. It is then suggested to agree on the following  proposal:
Proposal 8: periodic-BSR-Timer and retxBSR-Timer shall be configured by RRC signalling.
2.4.3
Logical channel prioritization
At RAN2#86 it was agreed that a UE may establish multiple logical channels per source/destination combination. However, in Rel-12 all these logical channels are mapped to one specified logical channel group and it is up to the UE implementation in which order to serve the logical channels. This means that logical channel prioritization related parameters (bucketSizeDuration, prioritisedBitRate, Logical Channel priority, bucket size) don’t need to be configured. If for any reason the decision taken at RAN2#86 will be reverted, this aspect will have to be re-discussed during the meeting. 
2.4.4
Source Layer 2 ID and Destination Layer 2 ID
As agreed at RAN2#85, no AS signalling is required for configuring the Source Layer 2 ID and the Destination Layer 2 ID, which need to be configured by upper layers.
2.4.5
Logical channel ID
Intel: We propose to also discuss logical channel ID as discussed in our RAN2#87 contribution on ProSe L2 parameters (R2-143222).
	Company
	Comments

	Intel
	Option 3 - UE implementation.

In RAN2#86 it was agreed that a UE implementation may establish multiple logical channels for a given Destination Layer 2 ID, and to choose the order in which to serve those logical channels. Furthermore, it was agreed that the LCID uniquely identifies a logical channel within the scope of one Source/Destination Layer 2 ID combination.

Given these agreements, it is reasonable for the UE implementation to select any LCID that is currently unused at the time that it establishes a logical channel for the Destination Layer 2 ID. There is no need the for the receiving UE to be configured with any LCID prior to the reception of the first MAC SDU associated with that LCID. The reception of this first MAC SDU will trigger the establishment of the PDCP/RLC entity, also as agreed at the last meeting.

	ZTE
	Option 3 – UE implementation (at the TX side). We did not include this in the discussion because with the agreement at RAN2#86 we assumed it was already agreed this is left to UE implementation.


· There was limited discussion on this aspect. But it seems agreeable that the Logical channel ID will be left to UE implementation. It is then suggested to agree on the following proposal.

Proposal 9: The Logical channel ID shall be chosen by the transmitting UE based on UE implementation.
3.
Conclusions

The following proposals can be derived from the email discussion:
Proposal 1: Option 6 (i.e. configuration of layer 2 parameters over the PC5 interface) shall not be considered, at least in Rel-12.
Proposal 2: The configuration of the Discard timer shall be left to UE implementation.
Proposal 3: The Pdcp-SN-Size shall be fixed to 16 bits in the specification.
Proposal 4: MaxCID shall be fixed to 15 in the specification. Default values for ROHC profiles shall also be defined in the specification. It can be discussed further whether to allow replacement of the default values by upper layer configuration.
Proposal 5: The sn-FieldLength shall be fixed to 5 bits in the specification.
Proposal 6: In case of final confirmation of the RAN1 agreement about in-order delivery, T-reordering shall be fixed to 0 in the specification. Otherwise it shall be left to UE implementation.
Proposal 7: max-HARQ-TX shall be fixed to 4 in the specification.
Proposal 8: periodic-BSR-Timer and retxBSR-Timer shall be configured by RRC signalling.
Proposal 9: The Logical channel ID shall be chosen by the transmitting UE based on UE implementation.
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