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1	Scope of the offline email discussion
This document contains the summary of the offline email discussion “[AT109e][301][NBIOT R14] Clarification on polling bit for RRCConnectionRelease”, as indicated below:
[AT109e][301][NBIOT R14] Clarification on polling bit for RRCConnectionRelease (Huawei)
	Scope: Discuss and review the CRs
	Intended outcome: Agreeable CRs, or decision to e.g. postpone/not agree.
	Deadline: 06-03-2020, 12:00 CET
	Timeline: 
· Companies input: Wednesday, Mar 04th 12:00 CET 
· Rapporteur summary and updated CR (if needed): Wednesday, Mar 04th 17:00 CET 
· Wording comment, if any, on updated CR: Thursday, Mar 05th 12:00 CET 
· Final check, including shadow CR, e-mail discussion stops, Mar 06th 12:00 CET
2	Offline email discussion
R2-2000617	Clarification on polling bit for RRCConnectionRelease	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	Rel-14	36.322		F
Companies are requested to provide comments in the table below (one row for each new comment to better keep track of the discussion – please don’t edit the previous comments).
	Company
	Do you agree with the intent of the CR?
	Detailed comments

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	We prefer slight rewording to be consistent with the text below the note. To my understanding poll field is always present but the value of the field determine whether receiver is polled or not.
NOTE 2: In case the RLC data PDU carries RRCConnectionRelease, E-UTRAN may set P field to "0"omit the poll in the RLC data PDU (see [5]). "

	Sequans
	Yes
	Agree with Qualcomm

	Apple
	Yes
	Agree that explicitly stating “Set P field to 0” would be useful, as the poll field is always included.

	Nokia
	Yes
	Agree with QC for modified note. 

	Mediatek
	Yes
	Agree with Qualcomm

	Ericsson
	No
	We think that the CR is not needed. On the cover page a reference is given to the fast RRC connection release discussion in Rel-14 where it was clarified that when a UE is not polled, it can consider the receipt of RRCConnectionRelease message to be succesfully acknowledged when the UE has sent HARQ ACK. In the CR, it is claimed that this is is not allowed in the RLC specification which implies that a functional change is required. Even if we assume that this is the case, one can not change the normative requirements (in case they existed) with a NOTE. In Rel-14, during the discusion for quick release, it was never discussed whether the network is mandated to set the poll field to “0” or “1”. Adding such a note may imply that only in case the RLC PDU carries RRCConnectionRelease, the eNB may omit the poll bit which is not correct.
Another aspect to consider is the WI code on the cover page which implies that the change is for NB-IoT UEs. However the note below, which is proposed in the CR, is generic
“NOTE 2:	In case the RLC data PDU carries RRCConnectionRelease, E-UTRAN may omit the poll in the RLC data PDU.”
Last but not the least, there was a similar discussion in NR. Please see the details below:
RRC Release and L2
R2-2000341   Poll request in RRC signalling from NW to UE        Ericsson           discussion   Rel-15  NR_newRAT-Core
-     Ericsson explains that there has been NR UEs that requires the network to poll at release, which is wrong.
-     Ericsson proposes to clarify that the network may choose whether to poll or not. 
-     QC think the note will not help and increases the ambiguity and prefers to leave this to impl.  
-     Samsung think this is not a new issue. Network may poll and UE may or may not be able to send Status report
-     MTK agrees that network can choose it to include a poll or not and think this it clear in RLC and would prefer to not specify UE behaviour further.
-     Docomo has understood there are different behaviours in field, and think a clarification can be useful. 
-     Huawei also don’t think we need to clarify. Nokia agrees
=>  There seems to be general understanding that network may choose if to poll for DL RRC transmissions. 
=>  Not much support to clarify UE behaviour
=>  Noted, not agreed

In short, we do not agree with the CR and, if something is really needed, we propose to capture something similar to the text above in the meeting minutes.


	ZTE
	Yes 
	Agree with QC for modified note. 
As there has no abbreviation for eMTC in 36.322, we think it’s not so necessary to explicitly mention NB-IoT or eMTC in this note.

	LG
	No
	This CR is not necessary because neither the UE behaviour or network behaviour changes with this CR. It is not necessary to duplicate the description in both RLC and RRC spcifications. 
Also, further clarification is not needed. Polling is triggered to trigger STATUS reporting. To include a poll, an RLC entity set the P field to “1”. Therfore, “omit the poll” is clear enough to specify the behaviour. 

	Huawei
	Yes
	We agree with QC proposed rewording.



Conclusion: 
Seven companies agree with the intention of the CR and propose a rewording of the NOTE.
Two companies think the CR is not needed. One of the companies indicates that you cannot change the normative behaviour with a NOTE and that the proposed NOTE incorrectly implies that the exception only applies to RRCConnectionRelease message. The company also highlights that similar discussions took place in NR and the understanding was captured in the chair notes. 
Rapporteur has some sympathy for the comment that a NOTE cannot change the normative behaviour. However, many companies think that a clarification is needed, thus we propose to capture the understanding in the chair’s notes.
Proposal: 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Proposal: Capture in the chair’s note ‘There seems to be general understanding that network may choose if to poll for DL RRC transmissions.’
3	Conclusions’
Conclusions:
Proposal: Capture in the chair’s note ‘There seems to be general understanding that network may choose if to poll for DL RRC transmissions.’
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