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Introduction
This email discussion is for the below offline discussion:
· [AT116-e][703][V2X/SL] SL-DRX for ProSe (LG)
	Scope: See whether any specification efforts are needed to support SL DRX in relay-related ProSe communication/discovery (including assessments in R2-2110106 and R2-2109908). L2 relay and L3 relay can be discussed in separate.  
	Intended outcome: Discussion summary in R2-2111420. 
	       Deadline: 11/8, 17:00 UTC
· Companies are invited to provide feedback on the questions by 11/4, 23:59 UTC. Rapporteur will provide a summary by 11/05, 23:59 UTC and companies can comment on the summary by the deadline of this email discussion (i.e., 11/08, 17:00UTC)
Discussion points
Non-relay-related discovery/communication messages can be reused rel-17 SL DRX design according to the below agreement. 
	<RAN2 116e-meeting agreement>
· RAN2 confirm R17 SL-DRX design can support non-relay-related ProSe communication directly without additional specific solution discussion / specification effort.
· RAN2 confirm the R17 SL-DRX design can support non-relay-related ProSe discovery by reusing SL default-DRX configuration used for communication without further additional specific solution discussion / specification effort.



Some companies propose that relay-related SL discovery/communication messages can be supported by reusing rel-17 SL DRX without additional specific solution discussion/specification effort as the same way of non-relay-related SL communication messages [1]. For example, BC/GC messages having QoS profile (regardless before/after SL connection establishment between remote UE and relay UE) can be mapped into DRX configuration per QoS profile. If the BC/GC relay-related discovery/communication messages don't have QoS profiles between remote UE and relay UE, these messages can reuse the SL default-DRX configuration. On the other hand, UC messages between remote UE and relay UE will be transmitted/received according to the rel-17 DRX design between them. 
But, some other companies have different views that relay-related discovery/communication messages need additional/different GC/BC or UC DRX designs compared to the non-relay-related discovery/communication messages. The relevant potential specification impacts were analysed in [2] and [3]. For example, paging DRX for remote UE may be aligned SL/Uu DRX configuration for meeting latency requirement in SL unicast. And also, it is currently unclear how the Remote UE and/or the Relay UE (if in RRC_IDLE/INACTIVE) sets SL DRX configurations to meet the transmission requirements of these Uu RRC signalling which have no QoS requirements as UP data. Another issue may be that current some agreements for rel-17 SL DRX were made under the assumption that TX UE and RX UE may be served by different serving gNBs, but, relay UE and remote UE could be served by the same gNB. So, different SL DRX design is more desirable considering for this relay related scenario.

Communication message
Relay-related communication message
If the relay-related communication message is needed a different/additional SL DRX configuration, this will occur specification efforts. We need to discuss whether relay-related communication messages can follow the current rel-17 SL DRX design without spec efforts. 
Question 3.1-1. Do you think rel-17 SL-DRX design can be reused for relay-related ProSe communication in layer-2 relay without additional specific solution discussion/specification effort? Please specify the reason.
	[bookmark: _MON_1478933743]Companies
	Yes/No
	Comments

	OPPO
	Yes
	We do not agree “current some agreements for rel-17 SL DRX were made under the assumption that TX UE and RX UE may be served by different serving gNBs”, i.e., instead we understand Ues under same/different gNB are both considered in R17 design w/o difference.
We see the quoted issue of “For example, paging DRX for remote UE may be aligned SL/Uu DRX configuration for meeting latency requirement in SL unicast” as optimization instead of essential blocking issue, simply because there are clearly UE/chipset vendor and network vendor who believed the R17 design is sufficient. Although we are open to further look into optimization if needed, that should not be a blocking excuse for the ones would like to work based on we have already since R17.
We do not see the quoted issue as valid “And also, it is currently unclear how the Remote UE and/or the Relay UE (if in RRC_IDLE/INACTIVE) sets SL DRX configurations to meet the transmission requirements of these Uu RRC signalling which have no QoS requirements as UP data.”. For relay, the communication is of unicast type, so no such QoS-based DRX derivation.

	FirstNet
	Yes
	We need to discuss whether relay-related communication messages can follow the current rel-17 SL DRX design without spec efforts.

	Ericsson
	No
	As we analyzed in our paper, we see there are a couple of issues which need to be addressed in order to let SL DRX to work properly for relay. For example
[bookmark: _Toc85718762]Paging Issue 1. If remote UE is in RRC IDLE or RRC INACTIVE and relay UE is in RRC CONNECTED, the three DRX configurations including paging DRX of remote UE, SL DRX of remote UE and Uu DRX of relay UE needs to be aligned between each other.
[bookmark: _Toc85718763]Paging issue 2: If remote UE is in RRC IDLE or RRC INACTIVE and relay UE is also in RRC IDLE or RRC INACTIVE, paging DRX of remote UE needs to be aligned with SL DRX of remote UE.
[bookmark: _Toc85718757]Issue 3: For the direction from remote UE to gNB via relay UE, for remote UE in RRC IDLE or RRC INACTIVE, RAN2 needs to study options on how to achieve alignment between SL DRX and Uu DRX of rely UE.
For the above three issues, especially for the first two issues, if they are not addressed, paging for remote UE will be delayed, and become invalid if the delay is too large.
we don’t think they can be categorized as optimization. 
It is infeasible for RAN2 to have proper solutions for the above issues given there is quite limited time left for Rel-17.

	Apple
	Yes
	We agree that SL-DRX design can be reused for relay-related ProSe communication in layer-2 relay. 
For Paging issue 1 raised by Ericsson, we do not think the three DRX cycles needs to be aligned among each other. RRC_CONNECTED Relay UE monitors the POs for remote UE, and wait for the “onDuration” of SL-DRX cycle to deliver the paging to remote UE.  This basciallty can work. The optimizaiton for alignment can be considered in R18, but we can still have the baseline scheme working in R17. The same is true for Paging issue 2.
For issue 3 regaaridng UL traffic, we do not think the Uu DRX of relay UE matters.  Whenever the remote UEs data reached to relay UE in active time of SL DRX, the relay UE will send SR/BSR to solicit UL grants immediately w/o   considering the UU DRX cycles.


	MediaTek
	Yes
	We think Rel-17 SL-DRX design can be reused for relay-related ProSe communication in layer-2 relay without additional spec effort.
Regarding Ericsson’s concern:
· For paging issue 1, we have seveal comments
· We don’t think the alignment between paging DRX of remote UE and SL DRX remote UE is mandatory. When relay UE receives paging message (either via PO monitoring for remote UE or via dedicated NW signaling), the relay UE forwards it to the remote UE when the remote UE is in SL active time. Aligning paging DRX and SL DRX of remote UE may have some latency gain, but the gain may be marginal because we don’t think a remote UE would be frequently paged. Besides, the SL DRX cycle of remote UE is deterined by TX side, i.e. determined by gNB of relay UE. If gNB thinks the paging latency is critical, the gNB can configure a smaller SL DRX cycle for the Rx UE (remote UE).
· Besides, the alignment between Uu DRX of relay UE and SL DRX of remote UE may probably be already supported by Rel-17 design. That is, the remote UE could report paging DRX related configuration as the assistance information to the relay UE and the gNB, and then gNB can accordingly configure Uu DRX of relay UE and SL DRX of remote UE, if NW wants to do it. 
· For paging issue 2 (both relay and remote are in RRC_IDLE/INACTIVE), we think without alignment between paging DRX of remote UE and SL DRX of remote UE, Rel-17 SL DRX design still works although some latency may  be introdued for paging message delivery.
· For issue 3 (uplink traffic), we think current Rel-17 SL DRX design still work even without alginment between Uu DRX of relay UE and SL DRX of relay UE. To be specific, when a relay UE not in Uu DRX active time receives traffic from an RRC_IDLE/INACTIVE UE, the relay UE just trigger SR to request uplink resource. To reduce latency for initatiting UL traffic relay, NW can reconfigure Uu DRX of relay UE to be algined with SL DRX of relay UE which is fully up to NW implementation and is already supported by legacy behavior.
Based on the discussion above, we don’t see blocking issues to reuse Rel-17 SL DRX design for relay-related ProSe communication in layer-2 relay.

	vivo
	No
	We agree with the issues raised by Ericsson. On top of those, some further issues in our mind:
Issue a: How/whether to use SL-DRX for the SI fowarding, paging forwarding and other Uu RRC signalling fowarding? 
· Issue a’: if yes, whether they should share the same SL-DRX configuration as those PC5-QoS based one(s), PC5-S specific one(s), or have a separate SL-DRX configuration. 
Issue b: Whether/how to use the so called “SL-DRX assistance information” after the relay link has been estabished? 
For issue a/a’, it is related to the Uu RRC signalling transfer over SL, which is obviously an SL relay specific issue/scenario that has not been ever touched by SL enh. WI. The performance requirement of the Uu RRC singalling transfer has never been considered during the Rel-17 SL-DRX design; then how can people claim that “reusing” the existing SL-DRX design developped towards only PC5 signalling and UP data is already sufficient? 
For issue b, we enabled the two UEs to reject the SL-DRX configuration provided by the peer UE’s NW. For L2 relaying, the two UEs are completely following the NW control of the same serving gNB. Then, do we allow a remote UE or a relay UE reject the Uu configuration of SL-DRX of its own serving gNB? If not, then we need to ban such “rejection” mechinism for L2 relay case, so to impact the SL assitance information procedure. 
We fully agree with Ericsson’s view that any issue related to Uu signalling/data transfer degradation due to using SL-DRX cannot be regarded as optimization. Especially, for the Uu and SL DRX alignment issues raised by Ericssons above, it has already been discussed and concluded for the non-relay case as necessary a feature; then why in SL relay case it turns out to be an optimization?
What we actually worry more is what if now we conclude to “reuse”, but later (e.g. in correction phase or when somebody really implements R17 SL relay) critical problems are found. Do we then introduce solutions to fix the issues, or we revert RAN2 agreement? We are not 100% sure that all potential issues can be exhausted and thoroughly investigated just in such an email discussion.

	Lenovo, MotM
	Yes
	Lenovo has reconsidered the topic and following is our current understanding:
Paging alignment is not important as Paging is not an URGENT message – the relay can deliver the paging to the remote UE when remote would be active; which means that even without alignment it still works even though the paging delay maybe larger. Further to this we think, alignment between SL DRX and Uu paging DRX is an optimization. On the other hand, SL relay (as the Tx UE for relay paging to remote UE) can configure suitable SL DRX configuration to remote UE since it knows PO on Uu: to some extend SL relay can align SL DRX and Uu paging by implementation.
On the RRC Signalling: Since, RRC signalling is important, there will be some constraint on DRX Cycle – a gNB can configure the SL DRX Cycle and send it to remote/ relay. For SL relay and remote UE since unicast will be used, then SL DRX configuration is depending on Tx UE/gNB implementation.
Another issue (about inter gNB), is not really an issue we think. It should be obvious that only agreements made for both UEs belonging to the same gNB should be applied. Alternatively and more generally, we think agreement for different gNB can easily applied to same gNB case…

	Nokia
	No
	We share the concerns raised by Ericsson and vivo (discussed in R2-2110106). Furthermore in our understanding the SA2 LS R2-2111237 is not a request to include SL DRX for 5G ProSe. From the prelimary discussion on R2-2109397 vs R2-2100106 i.e. whether to include SL DRX for 5G ProSe it is clear that there will at least some specification impact, especially for L2 relay. Hence we want to exclude SL DRX at least for L2 relay. Given the limited remaining time to complete Rel-17 and to have a unified solution for L2 and L3 we prefer to stick to proposal 3: “RAN2 concludes that SL-DRX for ProSe relay discovery and communication is not supported in Rel-17.”    

	Spreadtrum
	Yes
	We think the SL DRX Rel-17 SL-DRX design can be reused for relay-related ProSe communication in layer-2 relay.
For the issues raised by Ericssson, our view is that Rel-17 SL-DRX can work properly without DRX configuration alignment optimization. UL/SL DRX alignment is discussed and supported in Rel-17 for non-relay case doesn’t mean this feature is not an optimization. Meanwhile, we agree with Lenovo that such alignment, if necessary, can be achieved by relay UE implementation.
For the Uu RRC signalling, we agree with OPPO that the communciation is unicast type and the DRX configuration derivation should not based on QoS.

	ZTE
	Yes
	For paging issue raised by Ericssion, we do not think the allignment among paging DRX of remote UE, SL DRX of remote UE and Uu DRX of relay UE shall be a mandatory requirement to support SL DRX. As we know, it is agreed that TX UE or serving cell of the TX UE can decide the SL DRX configuration based on its implementation, so if TX UE is relay, it can take the PO information of the remote UE into account when it decides the SL DRX of the remote UE. so

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	We expect there is no additional specific solution discussion/specification effort is needed. Otherwise it is not suitable to discuss Relay related issues within this WI. 

	Intel
	Yes with comment
	We also think that there should be no blocking issue to support SL DRX for relay based ProSe communication. Certainly, there is interplay between the paging DRX cycle for the remote UE and the SL DRX for the remote/relay UEs, but simply having the SL DRX configuration (e.g. onDuration timer, inactivity timer) should be sufficient to ensure that the system can work. Optimizations based on synced DRX cycles are certainly possible, but we agree with OPPO that even without those, it should be feasible to support it in Rel-17

	Qualcomm
	No with comment
	For relaying on PC5 using unicast, Relay UE and Remote UE are not the same as UE1 and UE2 equally paired for a unicast on PC5. 
For example, using the current Tx centric SL DRX configuration procedure for Mode 1, UE1 forwards its Rx UE’s (i.e. UE2’s) assistance info to its gNB and receives the SL DRX for the traffic from UE1 to UE2 ONLY from its gNB; similarly, UE2 forwards its Rx UE’s (UE1’s) assistance info to its gNB and receives the SL DRX for the traffic from UE2 to UE1 ONLY. For Relay case, if Relay UE is UE1 and Remote UE is UE2, then Relay UE receives SL DRX for relaying the DL traffic to remote UE on PC5 and Remote UE receives SL DRX for relaying the UL traffic to Relay UE on PC5. Relay UE’s Uu DRX is aligned with the SL DRX for DL relaying on PC5 and Remote UE’s Uu DRX is aligned with the SL DRX for UL relaying on PC5. Alternatively, for RRC Ideal or Inactive, the UE1 configures the SL DRX for the traffic from the UE1 to UE2 ONLY, vice versa, UE2 configures the SL DRX for the traffic from UE2 to UE1. If Relay UE is RRC Connected and Remote UE is RRC Idle or Inactive, Relay UE receives SL DRX configuration from gNB for DL relaying on PC5 and Remote UE configures SL DRX for UL relaying on PC5.
Basically, do we want treat Relay UE and remote UE equally as the UE1 and UE2, or do we want Relay UE has more decision power for optimizing the Relay UE’s traffic for DL and UL with gNB and relaying on PC5 with all different unidirectional SL DRXs with different Remote UEs on PC5?
Overall, Relay covers many design aspects which are not considered for the current SL DRX design. For example, Relay UE and Remote UE at different RRC states, different PC5 RRC connections for sidelink communication and relaying on PC5, service continuation with direct and indirect switching, etc. Applying the current SL DRX design directly to Relay case, may not cause fundamental or catastrophic functional failures, but may cause many CRs for optimizations needed for Relay UE or remote UE in Rel 18 WI Relay Enhancement.  

	CATT
	No
	We share the same view as E and vivo.

	CMCC
	Yes
	We think SL-DRX design is enough and can be reused for relay-related ProSe communication in layer-2 relay. 

	Philips
	No
	Agree with Ericsson

	InterDigital
	No
	We agree with Ericsson.  Furthermore, SL DRX is based on connected mode DRX.  For a remote UE in IDLE/INACTIVE, we would need a mechanism which is based on IDLE/INACTIVE DRX for the system to work properly.  While there is nothing broken, we don’t think SL-DRX was designed with the relay use case in mind.

	China Telecom
	Yes
	We think SL-DRX design can be reused for relay-related ProSe communication in L2 relay basically without additional specification effort. Potential enhancements can be considered in the future release.



Question 3.1-2. If you answered “NO” on question 3.1-1, describe what specific rel-17 SL DRX spec/design change could be expected?
	Companies
	Comments

	Ericsson
	See our comments for Q3.1-1, for the issues which are highlighted by us, necessary spec changes are required of course.

	Vivo
	See comments for Q3.1-1. We want to avoid even further disucssions on the issues themselves, regardless of what specific solutions/Spec changes are needed.

	Nokia
	At the moment AS layer can not even differentiate between relay-based and non-relay based discovery without any further interaction with other WGs (SA2) such that higher layers provide this differentiation . To us it is obvious that there is specification impact and that there is specification effort (including sending Lses) needed to include SL DRX. Hence it is too late (given we are formally at the end of Rel-17 timeframe) to complete this task properly in Rel-17. 

	Qualcomm
	In our view, an optimized solution for Relay case is needed which may cause additions to the current SL DRX specs and time is running out for going through this process.

	CATT
	The issues mentioned in Q3.1-1 should be discussed and specified.

	Philips
	RAN2 would need to work on aligning the different DRXs: SL DRX of remote UE, Uu DRX of remote UE, SL DRX of Relay UE and Uu DRX of Relay UE.

	InterDigital
	A SL DRX solution which is applicable to the relay use case should be studied thoroughly.  We think this cannot be done in Rel17, and should be part of Rel18 scope.



Question 3.1-3. If the answer to question 3.1-1 is “NO” and RAN2 finally decides not to support rel-17 SL DRX for relay-related communication messages in layer-2 relay as the result, is there any additionally required SL DRX design to prohibit from applying rel-17 SL-DRX on the relay-related SL communication messages?
	Companies
	Yes/No
	Comments

	OPPO
	No
	Actually, that is one of our point, there is actually nothing to stop the usage of SL-DRX for relay case, unless we do it artifically.
Furthermore, we would like to ask the Q from another perspective, i.e., if from the opponent perspective there is a need for “additionally required SL DRX design to prohibit from applying rel-17 SL-DRX on the relay-related SL communication messages”, this design/tool can be already a compromise way-out, i.e.,
· The proponent of SL-DRX for ProSe can avoid using this tool (including both UE / chipset vendor and NW vendor), while
· The opponent of SL-DRX for ProSe can enable this tool (including both UE / chipset vendor and NW vendor)
Considering there are both UE/chipset vendor and NW vendor in both camps.

	Ericsson
	No
	Since relay discovery and communication will use different L2 ID or service code compared to non-relay discovery, services, therefore, gNB or TX UE can just not configure SL DRX for L2 Ids which are associted with SL relay.

	Apple
	No
	Agree with OPPO, it takes extra UE implementation efforts to restrict the UE to not apply SL-DRX for relay communicaiton while the SL-DRX can be used for non-relay traffic, It is much simpler to have no artificial restriction at all. 

	MediaTek
	No
	We share same view with OPPO. We do not see the need to artifically prevent UE from apply SL DRX for relay communication. From chipset vendor perspective, we believe SL relay shall support SL DRX to reduce power consumption in the SL modem. Othewise, we are afraid that power consuming issue would prevent SL relay from commercial success.

	Vivo
	No
	On the other hand, it at least takes extra discussion time to further justify the feasibility to directly reuse, in order to derive a reliable conclusion.

	Lenovo, MotM
	No
	Agree with Oppo comments.

	Nokia
	No
	It does neither take UE implementation effort nor gNB implementation effort since TX-UE and/or gNB simply do not apply SL-DRX for L2 Ids associated with SL relay. Hence to exclude SL DRX for 5G ProSe does not have any specifiaction/implementation effort (in contrast to what the question implies).

	Spreadtrum
	No
	Same view with OPPO.

	ZTE
	No
	According to current agreement, how to configure SL DRX can be up to NW/TX UE implementation, it seems no need to give artificial restriction for SL relay case.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	

	Intel
	No
	We are not sure if it is worth putting in the exercise to restrict applying SL DRX for relay communication in this case

	Qualcomm
	No
	No need for the case not supported.

	CATT
	No
	In specification, when and which SL DRX configuration is used should be described clearly. It is obvious that the cases without SL DRX description should not use SL DRX.

	CMCC
	No
	Same understanding with OPPO.

	Philips
	No
	No need for additional specification.

	InterDigital
	No
	As we did with Rel16 V2X UEs with respect to Uu DRX, we can simply have a common understanding that DRX does not apply to a remote UE in Rel17.

	China Telecom
	No
	Agree with OPPO.



Summary Question 3.1-1/2/3):
· Supporting companies [11/18]: OPPO, FirstNet, Apple, MediaTek, Lenovo, Spreadrum, ZTE, Huawei, Intel, CMCC, China Telecom
· Non-supporting companies [7/18]: Ericsson, vivo, Nokia, Qualcomm, CATT, Philips, Interdigital
[7/18] companies don’t support reusing rel-17 SL DRX design for relay-related ProSe communication in the layer-2 relay. They believe there are spec impacts when rel-17 SL DRX design for relay-related ProSe communication applies for relay-related ProSe communication in layer-2. They think transmitting/receiving paging, SIB, or Uu RRC signaling under rel-17 SL DRX design may be required spec modification/change. Also, the upper layer may need to send an indication for differentiating relay and non-relay discovery messages. This may occur spec impact and [7/18] companies think it is needed to be investigated more thoroughly. So, they want not to apply rel-17 SL DRX design for relay-related ProSe communication in layer-2 in this release.
But, [11/18] companies support to reuse of rel-17 SL DRX design for relay-related ProSe communication in the layer-2 relay. They admit there may be some issues to applying rel-17 SL DRX design for relay-related ProSe communication in the layer-2 relay, but they think those issues are optimization issues. So, they assume reusing rel-17 SL DRX design for relay operation in the layer-2 relay is still workable without spec efforts.
So, Rapporteur suggests the following proposal according to the majority company’s views.
Proposal 1: RAN2 confirms Rel-17 SL-DRX design can be reused for relay-related ProSe communication in layer-2 relay without additional specific solution discussion/specification effort.


Question 3.1-4. Do you think rel-17 SL-DRX design can be reused for relay-related ProSe communication in layer-3 relay without additional specific solution discussion/specification effort? Please, specify the reason.
	Companies
	Yes/No
	Comments

	OPPO
	Yes
	We do not agree “current some agreements for rel-17 SL DRX were made under the assumption that TX UE and RX UE may be served by different serving gNBs”, i.e., we understand Ues under same/different gNB are both considered w/o difference.
We see the quoted issue of “For example, paging DRX for remote UE may be aligned SL/Uu DRX configuration for meeting latency requirement in SL unicast” not related to L3 relay.
We do not see the quoted issue “And also, it is currently unclear how the Remote UE and/or the Relay UE (if in RRC_IDLE/INACTIVE) sets SL DRX configurations to meet the transmission requirements of these Uu RRC signalling which have no QoS requirements as UP data.” Is valid. For relay, the communication is of unicast type, so no such QoS-based DRX derivation.

	Ericsson
	comments
	In our views, even for L3 relay, it would be beneficial to align SL DRX of remote UE and Uu DRX of relay UE in order to reduce latency for delay sensitive services. However, we also acknowledge that, there are few critial issues for L3 relay than L2 relay.

	Apple
	Yes
	For L3 realy , we do not see a problem because SL-DRX is only uased in PC5 hop and remote UE is not supposed to get any RRC configuration from gNB. So, any Uu-based DRX configuration will not affect rentoe UE opeariaon. Then, reagrding the relay UE’s alignment of DRX cycles, this is an optimization. Even w/o this optimization, the baseline scheme can work in Rel-17.

	MediaTek
	Yes
	For L3 relay, remote UE is invisible to gNB and thus gNB does not configure SL relay specific confiugration, e.g. no specific SL-LCH configuration for relay. Thus, the communicaiton between relay and remote is fully up to sidelink design (including both R16 NR-V2X and R17 SL enhancement), and thus it seems straightforward that SL DRX design, as a critical SL enhancement feature, support relay communiaction naturally.

	vivo
	
	Share Ericsson’s view.

	Lenovo, MotM
	Yes
	We assume our input to 3.1-1 still apply here.

	Nokia
	Comments
	Although L3 has way less issues than L2 (not only wrt SL-DRX) and it apparently seems SL DRX can be applied to L3 relay without too much specification impact, we are not sure if companies can state that there is zero impact in applying SL DRX for L3 relay. Since RAN concluded that common L2- L3 aspects should be stressed and a unified solution for both L2 and L3 relay is baseline, we do not see a need to have SL DRX for L2 relay only in Rel-17. 

	Spreadtrum
	Yes
	For L3 relay, the alignment between Uu and SL DRX can be left to UE implementation.

	ZTE
	Yes
	We do not see any specification effort is needed for L3 relay since current SL DRX can work.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	Same for the answer for 3.1-1

	Intel
	Yes
	For L3 case, the system can work fine without any need for interaction between Uu signaling and SL DRX at all.

	Qualcomm
	Yes with comment
	L3 relay is mostly above SL DRX managed at AS, thus there may be fewer issues comparing with L2 relay case.

	CATT
	See comment
	For L3 relay, additional access latency of remote UE in indirect link should also be avoided.

	CMCC
	Yes 
	R17 SL-DRX design can be reused for relay-related ProSe communication in L3 relay without additional specific pecification effort.

	Philips
	Yes
	Agree with MediaTek.

	InterDigital
	Yes
	Agree with MediaTek

	China Telecom
	Yes
	Similar to our view in 3.1-1



Question 3.1-5. If you answered “NO” on question 3.1-4, describe what specific rel-17 SL DRX spec/design change could be expected?
	Companies
	Comments

	
	

	
	

	
	



Question 3.1-6. If the answer to question 3.1-4 is “NO” and RAN2 finally decides not to support rel-17 SL DRX for relay-related communication messages in layer-3 relay as the result, is there any additionally required SL DRX design to prohibit from applying rel-17 SL-DRX on the relay-related SL communication messages?
	Companies
	Yes/No
	Comments

	OPPO
	
	Same response as in Q3.1-3


	Ericsson
	
	If RAN2 agrees to not support SL DRX for L3 relay, we don’t see additional design for RAN2 to prohibit from applying SL DRX.

	Apple
	
	Same response as in Q3.1-3


	MediaTek
	
	Same response as in Q3.1-3

	vivo
	
	Refer to our comments in Q3.1-3.

	Lenovo, MotM
	
	Same as earlier.

	Spreadtrum
	
	Same response as in Q3.1-3

	ZTE
	
	Same response as in Q3.1-3


	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	Same response as in Q3.1-3

	Qualcomm
	No
	No need for the case not supported.

	CATT
	
	Same response as in Q3.1-3



Summary Question 3.1-4/5/6):
· Supporting companies [12/17]: OPPO, Apple, MediaTek, Lenovo, Spreadrum, ZTE, Huawei, Intel, CMCC, Philips, Interdigital, China Telecom
· companies adding some comments[5/17]: Ericsson, vivo, Nokia, Qualcomm, CATT
[12/17] companies support to reuse of rel-17 SL DRX design for relay-related ProSe communication in the layer-3 relay similar to layer-2 relay. [5/17] companies add some comments, but they think there may be less issue than layer-2 relay. 
So, Rapporteur suggests the following proposal according to the majority company’s views.
Proposal 2: RAN2 confirms Rel-17 SL-DRX design can be reused for relay-related ProSe communication in layer-3 relay without additional specific solution discussion/specification effort.

Discovery message
Relay-related Discovery message 
After reviewing [1] and [2], rapporteur understands that there is no critical problem in terms of reusing the SL-DRX of the non-relay-related discovery message for relay-related discovery message. To be clear, we can discuss whether rel-17 SL DRX can be reused for relay-related discovery messages.
Question 4.1-1. Do you think the rel-17 SL-DRX design can be reused for relay-related ProSe discovery in layer-2 relay by reusing SL default-DRX configuration used for communication without further additional specific solution discussion/specification effort? Please specify the reason.
	Companies
	Yes/No
	Comments

	OPPO
	Yes
	We did not identfy an argument point against discovery from the opponent camp/paper.

	Ericsson
	comment
	Although we don’t see critial issue to support SL DRX for discovery. However, we prefer to treat SL discovery in the same way as SL communication so that we don’t create different treatments for different relay sceanrios.

	Apple
	Yes
	No issue identified to just resuse the default SL DRX configuraiton for relay disocvery for both L2 and L3.

	MediaTek
	Yes
	We do not see identified issues to reuse Rel-17 SL DRX design for relay-related Prose discovery for both L2 and L3.

	vivo
	comment
	Share the view of Ericsson. Also, the impact on the performance of relay discovery due to SL-DRX may affect the subsequent relay communication, e.g. delaying the discovery of a candidate relay and postponing connecting to the NW. To overcome this drawback, potential solution/Spec impact may be needed, e.g. having a separate SL-DRX config for relaying discovery considering its potential performance requirement in the AS in relay scenarios. 
In addition, using SL-DRX may impact the SD-RSRP measurements (just like SL-DRX impact on sensing), which may also involve RAN4 impacts on the meas criteria. Impacts on SD-RSRP measurements may also impact I2D path switch by the gNB. Potential solution/Spec impact may be needed to avoid such impacts (or at least illustrating what to do with the affected SD-RSRP measurement).

	Nokia
	comment
	Share Ericsson’s view

	Spreadtrum
	Yes
	We did not see any issues to reuse Rel-17 SL DRX for relay discovery for both L2 and L3.

	ZTE
	Yes
	We do not see any issue to reuse Rel-17 SL DRX design for relay related Prose discovery for both L2 and L3.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	We did not see any issues to reuse Rel-17 SL DRX for relay discovery for both L2 and L3.

	Intel
	Yes
	There is nothing conceptually different between discovery and non discovery related communication when it comes to SL DRX operation

	Qualcomm
	Yes comment
	If relay discovery is treated the same way (e.g., priority, latency, etc.) as the non-relay discovery. 

	CATT
	See comment
	For mode A, remote UE start to transmit discovery message when Uu RSRP of serving cell is below a configured threshold. Especially for the remote UE in RRC-CONNECTED, it will impacts relay (re)selection if SL DRX is used for discovery message. For model B discovery, relay UE should receive and response the discovery message in time. It is unnecessary to restrict relay discovery message only be transmitted in some times.

	CMCC
	Yes 
	Reuse R17 SL DRX design is fine for us.

	Philips
	Comment
	If as per question 3.1-1 SL DRX is not supported for L2 Relays, it does not seem logical to support it for discovery in L2 Relay.

	InterDigital
	Comment
	Same view as Ericsson.

	China Telecom
	Yes
	No issue is identified for reusing SL-DRX for relay discovery for L2/L3 relay.



Question 4.1-2. If you answered “NO” on question 4.1-1, described what specific rel-17 SL DRX spec/design change could be expected?
	Companies
	Comments

	
	

	
	

	
	



Question 4.1-3. If the answer to question 4.1-1 is “NO” and RAN2 finally decides not to support rel-17 SL DRX for relay-related discovery messages in layer-2 relay as the result, is there any additionally required SL DRX design to prohibit from applying rel-17 SL-DRX on the relay-related SL discovery messages?
	Companies
	Yes/No
	Comments

	OPPO
	
	Same response as in Q3.1-3


	Ericsson
	
	Same response as for Q3.1-3

	Apple
	
	Same response as in Q3.1-3


	MediaTek
	
	Same response as in Q3.1-3

	vivo
	
	Same response as for Q3.1-3

	Spreadtrum
	
	Same response as in Q3.1-3

	ZTE
	
	Same response as in Q3.1-3

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	Same response as in Q3.1-3

	Qualcomm
	No
	No need for the case not supported.

	CATT
	
	Same response as for Q3.1-3



Question 4.1-4. Do you think the rel-17 SL-DRX design can be reused for relay-related ProSe discovery in layer-3 relay by reusing SL default-DRX configuration used for communication without further additional specific solution discussion/specification effort? You can describe the reason.
	Companies
	Yes/No
	Comments

	OPPO
	Yes
	We did not identfy an argument point against discovery from the opponent camp/paper.

	Apple
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	No
	Baseline of SL_relay WI was and is to focus on unified solution for both L2 and L3 relay and the use common design for L2 and L3 as much a possible. We do not understand why we introduce features like SL-DRX dependent on the architecture (here L3). Features should be introduced per release. Hence we do not see a justification to specify SL-DRX for relay-related discovery and restrict it to L3 relay only.  

	Spreadtrum
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	Same comment as in Q4.1-1

	Qualcomm
	Yes with comment
	In general, L3 relay is mostly above AS managing the details of SL DRX, thus there may be fewer issues comparing with L2 relay case.

	CMCC
	Yes
	

	Philips
	Yes
	

	InterDigital
	Yes
	

	China Telecom
	Yes
	



Question 4.1-5. If you answered “NO” on question 4.1-4, described what specific rel-17 SL DRX spec/design change could be expected?
	Companies

	Comments

	
	

	
	

	
	



Question 4.1-6. If the answer to question 4.1-4 is “NO” and RAN2 finally decides not to support rel-17 SL DRX for relay-related discovery messages as the result in layer-3 relay, is there any additionally required SL DRX design to prohibit from applying rel-17 SL-DRX on the relay-related SL discovery messages?
	Companies
	Yes/No
	Comments

	OPPO
	
	Same response as in Q3.1-3


	Apple
	
	Same response as in Q3.1-3


	MediaTek
	
	Same response as in Q3.1-3

	Spreadtrum
	
	Same response as in Q3.1-3

	ZTE
	
	Same response as in Q3.1-3


	Qualcomm
	No
	No need for the case not supported.



Summary Question 4.1-1/2/3/4/5/6):
· Supporting companies [10/17]: OPPO, Apple, MediaTek, Lenovo, Spreadrum, ZTE, Huawei, Intel, CMCC, China Telecom
· Companies adding some comments[7/17]: Ericsson, vivo, Nokia, Qualcomm, CATT, Philips, InterDigital
Some companies suggested that common design for discovery message should be considered regardless of layer-2/3 relay and rapporteur think that opinion is agreeable. So, the rapporteur makes the summary under the assumption that the answer of layer-2 relay discovery is represented as the answer of layer-3 discovery. 
[10/17] companies support to reuse of rel-17 SL DRX design for relay-related ProSe discovery in the layer-2/3 relay. [7/17] companies think that potential spec impact may exist when rel-17 SL-DRX design is reused for relay-related ProSe discovery in layer-2/3. So, they want that the discovery message can be handled together with the relay-related ProSe communication message expecting spec impact.
Rapporteur cannot find to differentiate the solutions between L2 and L3 discovery message, so, suggests the following proposal: 
Proposal 3: RAN2 confirms Rel-17 SL-DRX design can be reused for relay-related ProSe discovery by applying SL default-DRX configuration used for communication without further additional specific solution discussion/specification effort.

Others
If you think that additional issues/questions other than those in Section 3/4 is needed, please describe freely.  
	Companies
	Comments

	
	

	
	

	
	



 Conclusion
Proposal 1: RAN2 confirms Rel-17 SL-DRX design can be reused for relay-related ProSe communication in layer-2 relay without additional specific solution discussion/specification effort.
Proposal 2: RAN2 confirms Rel-17 SL-DRX design can be reused for relay-related ProSe communication in layer-3 relay without additional specific solution discussion/specification effort
Proposal 3: RAN2 confirms Rel-17 SL-DRX design can be reused for relay-related ProSe discovery by applying SL default-DRX configuration used for communication without further additional specific solution discussion/specification effort.

References
[1] [bookmark: _Ref80362613]R2-2109397 Report from session on LTE V2X and NR SL Discussion on R17 SL-DRX applicability to ProSe service (OPPO, ZTE, Apple, MediaTek, China Telecom, Spreadtrum, China Mobile, Huawei, HiSilicon)
[2] R2-2110106 Discussion on SL-DRX for ProSe (vivo, Ericsson, InterDigital Inc., Lenovo, Motorola Mobility, CATT, ASUSTek) 
[3] R2-2109908 Impact analysis between SL DRX and SL relay (Ericsson)
