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1 Introduction

It is proposed in [5] to exchange D2D resource pool information for Type 1 between neighbor eNBs, using X2 signaling. We believe this is unnecessary and potentially dangerous. Some of the facts that seem to speak against such a proposal were already presented and discussed in previous RAN3 meetings; we will briefly recall them in this document.
2 Discussion
Type 1 discovery resources, controlled by the eNB, can be signaled using SIB19; information about resource pool used by neighbor cells can also be included [2]. Any UE can read the neighbor cell ID associated with the RX parameters of the RX pool as it is broadcasted from its serving cell, without the need to read SIB19 of the neighbor cell.
Observation 1: The UE can read Type 1 discovery resource information, including those used by neighbor cells, from the SIB19 of its serving cell.
Furthermore, looking at the recent RAN2 agreements [6], some scenarios are proposed in [5] which are claimed to justify X2 signaling for discovery resource pools. One of the scenarios does not seem to make sense: the one where the serving eNB does not provide discovery TX resource pools, yet it indicates to the UE that it is expected to request resources from the serving cell for that carrier. This seems to want to “emulate” Type 2B resources (UE-associated) possibly through an inefficient partitioning of Type 1 resources. It seems, overall, unclear what the benefit of supporting such a scenario would be.
Observation 2: The benefit of a scenario where the serving eNB does not provide discovery resource pools yet expects the UE to request such resources from the serving cell for that carrier, is unclear.
For all other scenarios, it is worth noting that:

· This resource pool is not subject to frequent change (as even [1] admitted);

· The “advantage threshold” for X2 signaling over OAM seems to be set by [5] as e.g. anything more frequent than every week; this seems to be quite arbitrary, as the actual need to change D2D resource pool allocations in a cluster of neighbors and its dynamics have to date not been proven;
· Typically D2D resources allocated from this pool to one or more UEs will not be used continuously in a certain time period (i.e. their “activity factor” is likely very low).

Given the above, if an eNB1 signals information about its resource pool to a neighbor eNB2, it is actually signaling that there is a non-zero probability that one or more UEs in a certain cell may be using a subset of these resources at some point in time. This information seems useless both for e.g. interference coordination (because it is too generic) and for e.g. ProSe UE mobility optimization (because exchanging the resources actually configured for the specific ProSe UE at handover [2] is much more effective and is already possible).
Observation 3: Without additional knowledge about neighbor eNB resource allocation (on a time basis), signaling Type 1 resource pool information only tells that there is a non-zero probability that at least UEs in a certain cell may be using a subset of the signaled resources at some point in time.
This information is too generic to have any value for the receiver.
In fact, in some cases exchanging such information might cause harm. If the receiving eNB2 decides to avoid these resources (due to their being potentially interfered), this will result in a suboptimal performance (i.e. reduced air-interface capacity). As this information spreads over X2, the capacity reduction will spread to all other neighbor eNBs.
Observation 4: Exchanging Type 1 discovery resource information over network interfaces does not seem useful and might even result in reduced capacity of neighbor eNBs.
Proposal 1: Exchanging Type 1 discovery resource information over network interfaces does not seem justified.
Proposal 2: Given that Type 1 discovery resources are not subject to frequent change, it is appropriate to configure resource pool information in a cluster of neighbor eNBs to be broadcasted in the respective SIB19s.
3 Conclusions and Proposals
We have shown that exchanging D2D resource information over network interfaces, as proposed by [5], has very serious drawbacks and does not seem to have significant advantages. On top of the (usual) tradeoff between signaling vs. OAM exchange, in this case 

Our observations and proposals are summarized below.
Observation 1: The UE can read Type 1 discovery resource information, including those used by neighbor cells, from the SIB19 of its serving cell.
Observation 2: The benefit of a scenario where the serving eNB does not provide discovery resource pools yet expects the UE to request such resources from the serving cell for that carrier, is unclear.
Observation 3: Without additional knowledge about neighbor eNB resource allocation (on a time basis), signaling Type 1 resource pool information only tells that there is a non-zero probability that at least UEs in a certain cell may be using a subset of the signaled resources at some point in time.
Observation 4: Exchanging Type 1 discovery resource information over network interfaces does not seem useful and might even result in reduced capacity of neighbor eNBs.

Proposal 1: Exchanging Type 1 discovery resource information over network interfaces does not seem justified.

Proposal 2: Given that Type 1 discovery resources are not subject to frequent change, it is appropriate to configure resource pool information in a cluster of neighbor eNBs to be broadcasted in the respective SIB19s.
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