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Discussion and Decision

1
Introduction
At WG2#70bis, it was decided that RACH contention resolution, for the case where the UE includes a C-RNTI MAC CE in msg 3, would be resolved if a PDCCH transmission addressed to the C-RNTI was received on the PCell. It was, however, left open whether the grant can only relate to the PCell or whether the grant can also be for resources on a SCell. This Tdoc proposes that a grant for a SCell should not be excluded. 
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Discussion
At WG2#70bis it was agreed that RACH contention resolution, for the case where the UE includes a C-RNTI MAC CE in msg3, would be resolved if a PDCCH transmission is received addressed to its C-RNTI. In the case of a PDCCH order response using contention signatures this could provide a DL or an UL grant. In the case of a RACH transmission initiated by the UE MAC, it would provide an UL grant for a new transmission. It remains to be decided whether these grants should relate solely to the PCell or whether grants for SCells can also resolve contention.

The frequency with which contention resolution occurs when the UE is configured for carrier aggregation is likely to be very low. It seems unlikely that a PDCCH order would not identify a dedicated signature, and, unlikely that a UE that has activated SCells would not be assigned SR capacity. If this is true, then in situations where contention needs to be resolved the eNB may only have the PCell available on which to make grants.

If the contention resolution grants are restricted to PCell resources, by the standard [1] then, in principle, the eNB loses some flexibility and the UE must check whether the grant is for PCell resources before resolving contention, rejecting resolution if the grant is not for the PCell. If the grant is permitted to be on either an SCell or the PCell, this checking is not needed, although the UE would have to check that an UL grant on an SCell is for a new transmission. These could be viewed as minor issues. 
A second issue is whether additional testing is required if the grant is permitted to be on an SCell. 

We do not have a strong opinion either way and could agree to either solution; however, given that one has to be selected we propose that grants to SCells should be permitted. 
3
Conclusion
This Tdoc proposes that for contention resolution when carrier aggregation is configured, grants for SCells should be permitted in the PDCCH transmission that resolves contention, i.e. msg4 addressed to the C-RNTI.
References

[1] 3GPP TS 36.321, Media Access Control protocol specification 
