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1. Introduction

In this contribution the comments related to the updates on the MAC specification after RAN2#62 are listed and a proposal to capture them in either the 36.321, the MAC parameters list or the MAC open issues list is made.
2. Discussion
	#
	Comment
	Proposed way forward


	C001
	Two quick comments about the table 7.1-1. 

     1) The values from  FFF3 to FFFE are common for both FDD and TDD, but now its only for FDD. I believe this is a typo.

     2) We have agreed that no SC-RNTI, so the value FFFF can be reused for other purpose. But it's now lost in the table.

 
	1) columns merged for FFF3 to FFFE

2) moved P-RNTI and SI-RNTI to FFFE and FFFF
side note : Power control RNTIs are missing

	C002
	1. In case of HO, RRC expects an indication from MAC if RA is successful. However, in sec.5.1.4, for the explicitly signalled preamble case there is no mention of this. 

  One possible way of addressing this could be adding an 'else' in sec.5.1.6 to indicate success to RRC besides the indication of recovery from failure.

2. In Sec.5.1.3, it is mentioned that RA problem is indicated to upper layers when PREAMBLE_TRANSMISSION_COUNTER = PREAMBLE_TRANS_MAX + 1, 

   so in sec.5.1.6, the recovery indication should be on the condition PREAMBLE_TRANSMISSION_COUNTER > PREAMBLE_TRANS_MAX instead of  ' >= ' . 

3. In sec.5.1.5, (page 22, under the last 'else' of the section), there is a mention of indication to the higher layers. 

   Our understanding is that we continue RACH procedure in this case and the failure indication to RRC happens only once under the condition mentioned in sec.5.1.3. 

4. In sec.5.1.5, the last 'discard the Temporary C-RNTI' is redundant.

5.Owing to the change in 'TA' size in MAC CE to 8 bits, we wonder if the 'TA' in RAR (sec.6.1.5) needs to be changed to '8' bits as well.

6. In sec.5.4.2.1, the number of HARQ processes is still [FFS], our understanding is that this is agreed to be '8'. 

7. In RAN2#62, there was a mention of indicating the appropriate layer name instead of generic term 'higher/upper layers', where ever it is clear. The updated specification

doesn't seem to take this into account.
	1)The case of successful RA with dedicated preamble is covered in 5.1.4 : 

-
if the Random Access Preamble was explicitly signalled (i.e., not selected by MAC):

-
consider the Random Access procedure successfully completed.
(the case of successful RA when contention based is covered in 5.1.5)
=>no action 

2) Thanks for catching this. 5.1.6 changed to 
-
if the PREAMBLE_TRANSMISSION_COUNTER is greater than PREAMBLE_TRANS_MAX:

3) Thank you for spotting this. We missed that when capturing R2- 082731:

Suggested change:

-
consider this Contention Resolution not successful and discard the successfully decoded MAC PDU and provide an indication to the higher layers.

4) It is needed if no [PDCCH or matching msg4] was received
=> no action

5) there has been no change pertaining to TA MAC CE captured after RAN2#62 . The length is [8] bits. No change to TA in RAR are needed.
NOTE: The TA in the RAR (11 bits) is used for initial ranging and, hence, needs to be larger than the TA MCE (8 bits) which is used for TA maintenance. 

=> no action

6) We are not aware that such a decision has been minuted. If we have missed such a decision, we would be happy to receive a reference to it.

Although, to our understanding, not concluded in RAN2 yet, 8 would indeed seem to be the natural consequence of the current RAN1 status for FDD. For TDD, it would seem to depend on the UL/DL configuration. We propose to try to capture this at RAN2#62bis.
=> no action
7) during the meeting it was agreed to =>  Not have reformulations related to higher/lower/upper/RRC… (bullet 4).
=> no action



	C003
	Section 5.1.3:

According to the agreement in RAN2#62, after preamble-trans-max, RRC is informed and starts a separate timer. Our understanding is that this is only for the case of UL data resuming.
	It is our understanding that it is RRC that will make the difference between handover, establishment, re-establishment and ‘true’ UL data resuming and MAC should not be aware of which of the 4 scenarios above is happening.

We captured the text of R2-082731, which indicates RA problem to upper layer then, and was agreed at RAN2#62.
Note that, as also agreed, DL data resuming does not generate an indication to upper layers.
=> no action

	CO04
	One initial comment : I noticed that you have changed the order of the tests in the NDI :

Let me clarify the original intention : since the NDI does not exist for the BCCH process, we need to test it first.
	We have changed the order to make the most frequent occurrence appear first. Since NDI does not exist on format 1C it cannot have been incremented. Also in any case these are OR conditions so the order should be irrelevant. To make the text bullet proof we propose to add the text highlighted in pink.

For each received PDU:

-  if the NDI, when provided,  has been incremented compared to the value of the previous received transmission for this HARQ process; or

	CO05
	To our understanding, the change in Chapter 5.3.1 proposed in 2201 was agreed (it was not on the list of unagreed changes) but is not implemented:

 

-
Else if a downlink assignment for this TTI has been configured: 
(i.e., delete the redundant part after and)

	Thank you for spotting this. Rapporteurs agree that this text is redundant and also noticed that a similarly redundant piece of text could be removed from 5.4.1. For consistency both instances are deleted as indicated below:

5.3.1

-
else, if a downlink assignment for this TTI has been configured and a downlink assignment for this TTI has not been received on the PDCCH for the UE’s C-RNTI, Temporary C-RNTI or RA-RNTI 
5.4.1
else, if an uplink grant for this TTI has been configured and an uplink grant for this TTI has not been received on the PDCCH, nor in a Random Access Response

	CO06
	5.3.2.2 it says Temorary
	Thanks, replaced with Temporary

	CO07
	1. I have assumed that the case of RRC triggered RA is now covered by the case of MAC initiated RA, if not then I think there are some problems with how RRC triggered RA is describe in the revised text. If this is true then the removal of the phrase 'upon request from higher layers' from section 5.1.1 creates a mystery regarding how RRC triggered RA is mapped to MAC. I wonder if it should be clarified in 5.1.1 that MAC can trigger RA either for UL data arrival or reception of a message for transmission from RRC. Furthermore, I wonder if 5.1.1 should include a reference to a dedicated signature and expiry timer being received by MAC for a RA, currently 5.1.1 indicates that dedicated signatures are only provided by PDCCH. 

2. For PDCCH triggered events I think we have agreed that RA stops when PREAMBLE_TRANS_MAX has been reached. From the proposed 321 text it seems that this is not explicitly stated, rather MAC just stops transmitting signatures when the total is met. I wonder if a formal statement that for the PDCCH case the RA terminates when PREAMBLE_TRANS_MAX signatures are completed would aid clarity. At present it seems that MAC does not know that it is free to start another RA procedure i.e. the PDCCH one could be viewed as ongoing.  As a side effect of this I wonder if this would then enable removal of the sentences:

-     if the Random Access procedure was initiated by the MAC sublayer itself; or

-     if the Random Access procedure was initiated by a PDCCH order and the PREAMBLE_TRANSMISSION_COUNTER is less than PREAMBLE_TRANS_MAX:

allowing the associated instructions to be completed in all cases except for the PDCCH case which would stop when the max transmissions have been made.

Your opinion would be welcome.

 
	1) We agree it is not clear now that RRC may provide the Random Access Preamble and PRACH resource.
In 5.1.1 we added  
“The PDCCH order or RRC optionally indicates a Random Access Preamble and PRACH resource” 

2) It may be nice to clarify that the RA procedure is terminated when PREAMBLE_TRANS_MAX is reached and PDCCH order is used, especially since there is now a note “when UE receives a request for a new Random Access procedure while another is already ongoing, it is up to UE implementation whether to continue with the ongoing procedure or start with the new procedure”. It needs to be clear that when a new PDCCH order is received, UE has no choice if the previous RA due to PDCCH order reached PREAMBLE_TRANS_MAX.

However we feel that this is outside of the scope of this resolution of comments. Rapporteurs may bring a contribution to the next RAN2 meeting to address this. 


	CO08
	In 5.3.2.2, why does it say “For each received PDU”, since there is no PDU at this stage. We think it should be “For each received TB” for consistency with text in 5.3.2.1.
	You are correct, changed to “TB”
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