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1. Introduction

In this contribution the comments related to the updates on the MAC specification after RAN#61bis are listed and a proposal to resolve them is made.
2. Discussion
	#
	Comment
	Proposed way forward


	C01
	This is a minor quick comment. Based on the RAN1’s LS (R2-081417), RV sequence is 0,2,3,1.

But on the text proposal in the section 5.4.2.2, it says “0,2,1,3”. Maybe, this should be corrected.


	Agree, the text has been updated accordingly.

	C02
	I have one comment about the LCID tables (Table 6.2.1-1 and 6.2.1.-2). 

In the CP disscussion, we agreed to have fixed mappings between SRBs and their corresponding LCIDs.  These tables  may be the best place to reflect the agreement. It is suggested to add two entries with fixed  LCID values in the tables for SRB1 and SRB2 respectively.
	MAC has no notion about SRBs, but RRC does; MAC knows only about DCCH vs CCCH. Thus, it would seem more appropriate to capture the mapping in the RRC spec.
No change.



	C03
	section 5.4.3.1.
A statement is added to the description of the first round of LCP, that there are no PBR limitations for CCCH and DCCH  (" except CCCH and DCCH which have no PBR limitation")
In the U-Plane session based on R2-081887 it was agreed, that there will a PBR value "infinite", which essentially means that there are no PBR limitations for the corresponding logical channel.
Therefore I guess that the desired behaviour, no PBR limitation for CCCH and DCCH, can be achieved by network configuration, i.e. setting the PBR value to "infinite" for those logical channels. Hence I am wondering whether this additional text is really required.
It should be also noted that section 5.4.3.1 says, that a PBR value is assigned for each logical channel (including CCCH and DCCH).

	The two approaches to capturing this agreement (i.e., by hard-coded exception in MAC or by hard-coded configuration in RRC) appear to both do the trick. Since preferences appears to differ, MAC Editors propose that RAN2 decides on a preferred approach at RAN2#62. MAC Editors will bring an input paper. 

Removed text “except CCCH and DCCH which have no PBR limitation”

	CO4
	Text "uplink message including CCCH" is not clear - agree that we had one instance of this before but messages do not include logical channels - they are mapped to them.
	Text

“… including CCCH”

is changed to

“… including the CCCH SDU” 

	CO05
	5.1.2 - else ....if the uplink message containing the C-RNTI...has been transmitted one or more times...." - why not simply say "is being retransmitted". The current text is not precise enough. The temporal context of the transmission is not clear in the current text.
	Text

“...has been transmitted one or more times, …”

changed to

“…is being retransmitted, …”

	CO06
	5.1.4 - in the first NOTE - why do we need "If an uplink transmission is required" - why else will the eNode B provide a grant?
	The text in question is copied from Chairmain’s minutes. Unless restricted to the cases where an UL transmission is needed, the requirement to provide >=80-bit grant would  in conjunction with the agreement that a grant is always provided in the RA Response mean that the eNB would not be allowed to signal a 0-sized grant for the cases where no UL transmission is desired.

The text is clarified as follows:

“If an uplink transmission is required , e.g., for contention resolution”


	CO07
	5.1.4 Second NOTE - what does first grant refer to? and why is this NOTE required given that we have the first NOTE. Also we agreed on no "UE behavior is not defined..." text.
	Rapporteurs captured the agreement below from the minutes which uses the specific wording “UE behavior is not defined”.

6. UE shall select preamble from same preamble group after contention loss; if the UE obtains a different UL grant size, UE behaviour is not defined.

It is clarified as follows:
NOTE: If within a Random Access procedure, an uplink grant provided in the Random Access Response for the  same group of Random Access Preambles has a different size than the first uplink grant allocated during that Random Access procedure, the UE behavior is not defined

	CO08
	5.1.5 - Is "discard the Temporary C-RNTI" clear? What does discard mean - stop using? Or promote it and the UE no more calls it a Temporary C-RNTI?
	Not sure what is not clear here. If something is discarded, it should no longer be available so the UE would by necessity stop using it, no? In addition, when promotion is required before discarding it is specified with “set the C-RNTI to the value of the Temporary C-RNTI”


	CO09
	5.4.2.2 - Did we agree on a "redundancy version set size"?
	Thank you for reminding us. No, we indeed suggested and agreed to replace

“modulo the redundancy version set size”

With

“modulo 4”

	CO10
	5.7 - did we not conclude long time ago that DRX is configured by RRC? The section starts out with [RRC/MAC].
	Thank you for spotting this old FFS. Now updated to read only RRC.

	CO11
	5.7 - is the indent appropriate in " -
During the Active Time, the UE shall for each downlink subframe: ". Seems not.
	To our best understanding the indentation is correct. The “During the Active Time …” statement only applies " When a DRX cycle has been configured …". The text after the comma (i.e., the “, the UE shall for each downlink subframe”) can/should however be left out since it is already given by the corresponding UE shal part of the “When a DRX cycle has been configured, the UE shall for each downlink subframe:”.

 

	CO12
	Reference : In section 6.1.3.4 The UE Contention Resolution Identity MAC control element is identified by MAC PDU subheaders with LCIDs as specified in table 6.2.1.1  6.2.1-2
	Corrected in 6.1.3.4

	CO13
	In table 6.2.1.1 the [..] around Timing Advance can be removed since the MAC CE is now defined


	Thank you for spotting this. 

Corrected in 6.2.1.1

	CO14
	All the details of the UE Contention Resolution Identity are now settled, the […] can be removed in table 6.2.1.1
	Agreed. Corrected in 6.2.1.1

	CO15
	On that same table (6.2.1.1) why are LCID, CCCH and Identity of the logical channel not “boxed” in the same table as the elements below?
	Agreed. Restored borders in the upper part of table 6.2.1.1
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