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1. Introduction

Since RAN2#59, the following activities on the MAC specification have taken place:

· Email approval of text proposals on Random Access procedure and HARQ in R2-073883 and R2-073884

· A MAC conference call was held on Thursday, September the 20th. The proposed ways forward and related text proposals are included in section 2 of this document.
· An email discussion is being held regarding the length of the MAC header field L and will be summarized in R2-074471
2. Discussions
2.1. MAC Open Issues list
The list of MAC open issues was updated and provided in R2-074205.
2.2. MAC conference call discussions

2.2.1. C-RNTI vs RA-RNTI

2.2.1.1. Proposed way forward
· C-RNTI only not an option at this point

· At the next meeting the group can make a majority decision between RA-RNTI only or both RA-RNTI and C-RNTI
2.2.1.2. Text Proposal

Not applicable
2.2.2. MAC header – Omission of last L field
2.2.2.1. Proposed way forward
· L field is omitted for the last MAC element, whether it’s a control, data or padding element
2.2.2.2. Text Proposal

In subclause 6.1.2 :
Each tuple of MAC PDU header fields corresponds to a MAC SDU or a MAC Control element. Each MAC PDU tuple and each MAC SDU or MAC Control element is similarly ordered in the MAC PDU.
Each MAC PDU tuple consists of the three header fields LCID/L/E but for the last one which consists solely of LCID/E fields.
2.2.3. MAC header – How to signal padding
2.2.3.1. Proposed way forward

· LCID or MAC control element is used to indicate padding
2.2.3.2. Text Proposal

Not applicable
2.2.4. MAC header – Multiple LCIDs or Type field for control elements
2.2.4.1. Proposed way forward
· MAC can perform several actions (i.e. transmit multiple MAC control elements) in a single MAC PDU.
· Three options have been identified, further discussion needed in the next meeting

· Several LCIDs (i.e., type of MAC control element identified by LCID)

· one LCID and one type field per MAC control element

· one LCID and several types of MAC control elements per MAC control PDU

2.2.4.2. Text Proposal

In subclause 6.1.2 :
A MAC PDU consists of a MAC header, zero or more MAC Service Data Units (MAC SDU), zero, one or more MAC Control elements, and optionally padding; see figure 6.1.2.1.
2.2.5. MAC header – Length of L field
2.2.5.1. Proposed way forward
· Email discussion
2.2.5.2. Text Proposal

Not applicable
2.2.6. Scheduling Information – Granularity of buffer reporting
2.2.6.1. Status
· Minutes of RAN2 LTE Ad-hoc from June 2006 states in the chairman’s summary: 
Scheduling:

Per UE assignment (for one allocation type) i.e. no per RB allocation

· But RB restrictions can apply for certain assignment e.g. for long lived assignments

Per “group of RB” measurement reporting. Groups defined by e.g. RRC

Each RB has a priority. UE serves RB in priority order.

· 36.300 states in subclause 11.3
Uplink buffer status reports are needed to provide support for QoS-aware packet scheduling. Uplink buffer status reports refer to the data that is buffered in the logical channel queues in the UE MAC. The uplink packet scheduler in the eNB is located at MAC level. Uplink buffer status reports may be transmitted using MAC signalling (e.g. as a specific type of MAC control PDU). A way to separately signal buffer status reports for different QoS classes may be used. To define the exact content of buffer status reports and the possible use of physical layer signalling are FFS.
2.2.6.2. Proposed way forward
The minutes from LTE ad-hoc and 36.300 not contradicting each other. Since groups are configurable (e.g. defined by RRC), the resulting buffer status reports may be per bearer or per group of bearers. Single bearer reporting is simply a particular case of a group of bearers.
2.2.7. Scheduling Information – Buffer reporting

2.2.7.1. Proposed way forward

· Absolute buffer reporting is supported

· At the next meeting the group can continue the discussion on whether relative buffer reporting should be supported as well
2.2.7.2. Text proposal

Not applicable

