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1. Introduction
At the last RAN2 MBMS parallel session, it was decided that e-mail discussion about MAC header for MBMS progress to fininalize a CR to 25.321. Small discussions were made only from Motorola, Samsung and LG. The following issues were discussed.
2. Summary of e-mail discussion

The following three topics were discussed on the e-mail reflector.

· Size of MBMS-Id field for MTCH
· TCTF field for MCCH/MTCH
· On/off of MBMS-Id field like R99 C/T field when only one MTCH is mapped to FACH.
2.1 Size of MBMS-Id field
Motorola, Samsung and LG prefer 4 bit size for MBMS-Id. The other companies did not show any preference on the reflector. Thus, 4-bit MBMS-Id seems to be agreeable. However, Motorola mentioned that we need to check whether or not the limitation of 15 services per FACH is sufficient to meet operator needs. Since there are 8 FACH channels per SCCPCH from RRC specification, 4-bit MBMS-Id results in max. 120 services per SCCPCH. If it is felt that max. 120 services per SCCPCH is not OK, then we may need to find a larger size, e.g. 16-bits [1]. 
2.2 TCTF field for MBMS channels
The basic assumption of TCTF field is that when MBMS channel (i.e. MCCH/MTCH/MSCH) is multiplexed with R99 channel (i.e. CCCH/DCCH/BCCH/DTCH) on the same FACH, the MBMS channel utilize one of reserved codes from the R99 TCTF table. 
On top of that, Samsung proposed to introduce a new MBMS specific TCTF table used in the case that only MBMS channels are mapped to FACH [2]. Samsung believes the proposal is an optimized option.Concerning this proposal, Motorola and LG showed a different feeling. They think that it would be simple to utilize only remaining codes of R99 TCTF table in all cases. LG also mentioned that gain from new MBMS specific TCTF is negligible compared to a total size of RLC PDU.
Regarding TCTF size, Motorola said that it would be beneficial that a TB size for MCCH/MTCH/MSCH is a multiple of 8 bits because we could share a TB size with any of the existing logical channel, i.e. CCCH/DCCH/BCCH/DTCH. LG feels that it is a good approach, but Samsung may have different opinion on it. 
According to Motorola’s approach, TCTF sizes in detail would be:

· TCTF for MTCH and MSCH - 8 bits

· MTCH TCTF  - 4 bits (if 4 bits MBMS id) - Note that in this case we should require that 'MBMS id' field to always be present even in the case of one MTCH mapped to FACH
· MTCH TCTF  - 8 bits (if 16 bit MBMS id) - Note in this case we could allow 'MBMS id' field to be absent is one MTCH mapped to FACH
· MSCH TCTF - 8 bits
2.3 On/off of MBMS-Id field like R99 C/T
Samsung proposed that it is beneficial that MBMS-id field is not applied when only one MTCH is mapped to FACH as R99 C/T field. LG also feel that this sugguestion is beneficial. However, Motorola said that if MBMS-Id size is 4 bits with 4-bit TCTF for MTCH, we should require that 'MBMS id' field to always be present for a TB size to be a multiple of 8 bits. 
3. Conclusion
Derived from the discussion above, we proposes a separate CR for MAC header [3] including the following points.
· 4-bit TCTF and 4-bit MBMS-Id for MTCH
· In this case, MBMS-Id is always present to share a TB size with any of CCCH/DCCH/BCCH/DTCH.

· On the reflector, companies did not show any objection to 4-bit MBMS-Id.

· If it is felt that 120 services per SCCPCH is not sufficient, we propose 8-bit TCTF and 16-bit MBMS-Id as Motorola. In this case, we could allow 'MBMS id' field to be absent when only one MTCH is mapped to FACH. As another possibility, we could specify both options by selection of UTRAN RRC (i.e. 4-bit MBMS-id and 16-bit MBMS-id) to allow controlling trade-off between bit saving and service multiplexing. But, simplicity seems to be better.
· 8-bit TCTF for MCCH

· We could share a TB size with any of CCCH/DCCH/BCCH/DTCH
· 8-bit TCTF for MSCH

· We could share a TB size with any of CCCH/DCCH/BCCH/DTCH

In addition, if in the case that only one MTCH is mapped to FACH we feel that optimization needs to be specified, MBMS specific TCTF [2] could be also considered.
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