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1 Introduction
In RAN #89-e meeting [1], it is concluded to further discuss 2nd DRX related proposal(s) submitted to RAN#90 e-meeting. In moderator summary last meeting [2], it is encouraged for companies to provide justification for: Benefit for UE power saving, potential specification change(s), work group involvement and interactions, and suggested start timing.
In this RAN#90-e meeting, there are three contributions submitted [3]

 REF _Ref58255442 \n \h 
 \* MERGEFORMAT [4]

 REF _Ref58255444 \n \h 
 \* MERGEFORMAT [5], and the email thread [90E][28][Secondary_DRX] is kicked off per chairman assignment, as quoted below: 

	Dear all,

This is the formal kick off of the email thread on finding a way forward on Secondary DRX handling.

Goal: Generate an agreeable way forward.

Input contributions covered:  2407, 2686, 2717.

Moderator: Weide Wu.

Br,

Balazs.


In the following sections, we will first check companies’ understanding on the potential enhancement items for 2nd DRX in Rel-17 and then check companies’ views on whether and where to include an enhancement item, if agreed. Final conclusion will be drawn from the collection of companies’ views.
2 Potential Enhancement Items for 2nd DRX in Rel-17
From the contributions, the following collect the potential enhancement items related to 2nd DRX in Rel-17. Companies are invited to check and suggest revision, if any.
Topic 1: The potential enhancement items for 2nd DRX in Rel-17 include:

a) Specify UE behaviors that enable joint configuration between secondary DRX group and DCP/wakeup signalling, SCell dormancy, or cross-carrier scheduling
b) Specify means to enable selective wakeup of one or both DRX groups upon DCP/wakeup signalling indication
c)     Specify means to wake up one DRX group from another by a MAC CE
d) Enable UE to report UE assistance information for preferred DRX for either default DRX group or the secondary DRX group
e)  Other potential enhancement item not listed in the above; please specify, if any
Please provide your views/suggestions for Topic 1 in Table 1 below.

Table 1: Whether the potential enhancement items in Topic 1 are complete and clear and what is the suggested revision/addition, if any
	Company name
	Company views on Topic 1

	OPPO_ShiCong
	Clarification: The intention of bullet c) is not clear to us. Now the secondary DRX is there in the spec, meanwhile we have introduced DCP which can be used to trigger the start of on-duration or not, the only restriction is that DCP can not be configured together with secondary DRX, so why we need to introduce MAC CE to wake up DRX group from the other.
Other potential enhancement: in R16, the UE assistance information for preferred DRX is introduced in Power Saving Working Item, however, due to time limitation, preferred DRX only applies to default DRX even if the secondary DRX group is configured, which is a limitation. Thus, one potential enhancement is to enable UE to report UE assistance information for preferred DRX for either default DRX group or the secondary DRX group, which was the majority view in RAN2. 

	CATT
	The discussions of specification impact are limited to feature interaction between secondary DRX group and DRX adaptation (WUS)/SCell dormancy, which leads to mutual exclusive configuration between secondary DRX group and DRX adaptation or between secondary DRX group and SCell dormancy.  There is no discussion on feature interaction between secondary DRX group and cross-slot scheduling.   The selected wakeup of DRX groups were not supported in Rel-16 UE power saving feature due to the overlapped with SCell dormancy.  We don’t see any benefit of introducing selected wakeup of DRX groups by DCP or MAC.   We had shown the aspects and additional works in RAN1 in RP-202717 when secondary DRX group is jointly configured with DRX adaptation and/or SCell dormancy.   
We need additional TUs in Rel-17UE power saving in both RAN1 and RAN2 if additional objective is added.

	Futurewei
	b) is conditioned on the availability of a).

	MediaTek
	We add OPPO’s proposal as d).
From our point of view, the 4 listed enhancements are separated in scope. We understand that a) is to lift the restriction, i.e., to complete the leftover of R16. The other 3 enhancements are new and have no dependency of existing R17 PS features.

	ZTE_YuanGao
	For bullet c), we share similar understanding with OPPO that some clarification is needed for the motivation. 

Since we have already specified DCP in Rel-16 to wake up the default DRX group, it is naturally to use it to also wake up the secondary DRX group or both of the default and secondary DRX group if we agree to support joint configuration of DCP with secondary DRX group in later release.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We think this question is premature to answer, whether the above are complete and clear depend on whether companies have common understanding on the necessity for each objective.

	Samsung
	It is beneficial to further save UE consumption power with a), b) and c).

On the other hand, the motivation of ‘cross-carrier scheduling’ seems unclear in a).
d) can be also studied.

	vivo
	For a), we share similar with CATT that feature interaction between secondary DRX group and cross-slot scheduling is not necessary since no evidences show benefits of such operation.

For c), we are confused to introduce MAC CE based solution to wakeup DRX group(s) other than DCP which is captured in b). What is more popular as we discussed in Rel-16 is to wake up one DRX group from another by DCP. We are fine to further discuss it. At this stage, it is too early to restrict to higher layer solutions. 

Meanwhile, we think b) should be the sub-bullet for a), as b) is the detailed design for a).

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	We think the list covers potential enhancements that have been identified so far.
To OPPO’s comment on MAC CE:
Our proposal is to allow the network to use the MAC CE during the active time. DCP as defined today is always sent outside DRX active time. Please see other explanations below on the use case.

To OPPO’s comment on MAC CE:
Our intention in proposing MAC CE is to avoid RAN1 impact.

To CATT’s comment on SCell dormancy:
In a dormancy SCell, the UE still needs to perform CSI measurements (and reporting on other active UL BWP). Whereas if secondary DRX group with selective wakeup is used, those are not required, i.e. more power can be saved.

	LG
	We think the bullet c) is not for power saving, unlike other bullets. 

The only benefits of bullet c) may be to wake up a secondary DRX for FR2 without waiting for the next on-duration on FR2. However, for large burst of data, it seems not essential in the end because it only enables a bit earlier wake up of the secondary DRX on FR2 while FR1 is still available. Hence, the gain of earlier wake up of the secondary DRX on FR2 may be marginal from throughput perspective. 

	Xiaomi
	Is b) already covered by a)?

Regarding to d), currently the (Long) DRX Command MAC CE controls the DRX cycle switch of both DRX groups. However, it is not necessary that FR2 should also be kept in short DRX while there is only traffic left on FR1. It is nice to have a separate MAC CE to terminate the DRX Short cycle for the other DRX group. 

	CMCC
	Regarding a), the motivation of joint configuration between other power saving techniques and   cross-carrier scheduling is not clear. In R16 what ever the DCP/WUS, secondary DRX and Scell dormancy, they only control the PDCCH monitoring behaviours and has no relationship with the PDCCH is for same-carrier scheduling or cross-carrier scheduling. 
In addition, the comment from CATT and vivo is about “cross-slot scheduling” but not “cross-carrier scheduling” .

Regarding c), we have the similar view as OPPO , the motivation is not clear.

Regarding d), we are fine to discuss it.

	Spreadtrum
	Generally, we are OK with a) and b) from the perspective of UE power saving. But the motivation of ‘cross-carrier scheduling’ in a) is unclear to us.

	Nokia
	The UE power saving WID has already large scope and at the moment RAN2 does not have enough TUs to all the agreed Rel-17 items and objectives. For some items like feMIMO the start of the item in RAN2 is very late and earlier start should be allowed for ensuring better cross-WG communication. Thus, first sufficient TUs should be ensured for all of the existing approved items and objectives before adding new objectives. If sufficient TUs and earlier start for the existing approved items and objectives cannot be ensured in RAN2, none of the proposed new objectives should be agreed. The proposed WID objectives are also more like Stage 2 agreements rather than objectives for the work to be done. If there are additional remaining TUs after ensuring sufficient TUs to the existing items and objectives, we can consider the following minimum changes as already discussed and drafted in the last RAN plenary meeting: 

· Specify minimum changes required to enable joint configuration of secondary DRX group and wakeup signaling or SCell dormancy and to optimize UE CSI reporting for a DRX group in active time if secondary DRX group is configured [RAN2, RAN1]

	Apple
	In general, we are fine with a), b), c), d), except the cross-carrier scheduling part. 

For the cross-carrier scheduling, If UE is not in DRX active time of the secondary DRX group, but the NW is allowed to schedule the data transmission (PDSCH/PUSCH) via the CCs belonging to the secondary DRX group, there is no power saving gain at all.  

	Ericsson
	We have the same understanding as Futurewei that b) is conditional on a). 

But we also think that b) is conditional on c), i.e. in case FR1 is configured to wake-up via DCP only, then an RRC reconfiguration is required to wake-up FR2 for DL transmissions, which is not an acceptable solution. Furthermore solution b) + c) provide good power savings by only waking up FR1 via DCP, without significant impact on throughput or latency, because FR2 can be woken up quickly when needed. 

In response to OPPO’s comment: solution c) is also motivated when DCP is not configured, because FR2 is likely to drop into sleep due to shorter inactivity timer, but when there is a sudden traffic increase, FR2 can be woken up quickly, avoiding negative impact on throughput/latency and allowing a larger DRX cycle to be configured. 


Moderator comments
From companies’ inputs in Table 1, it is suggested to remove cross-carrier scheduling from item 1-a). The description for the other three potential enhancement items look fine for companies. Consequently, the four potential enhancement items after companies’ check are listed below for reference:

1-a)     Specify UE behaviors that enable joint configuration between secondary DRX group and DCP or SCell dormancy
1-b) Specify means to enable selective wakeup of one or both DRX groups upon DCP indication

1-c)     Specify means to wake up one DRX group from another by a MAC CE

1-d) Enable UE to report UE assistance information for preferred DRX for either default DRX group or the secondary DRX group

3 View Collection for Each Potential Enhancement Item
In this Section, companies’ views on whether and where each enhancement item should be included in Rel-17 will be collected.

Topic 2: Whether and where should the potential enhancement item 1-a) in Topic 1 be included in Rel-17?

i) Yes, in Rel-17 WI of UE power saving enhancements for NR with [RAN2] (please specify) as leading WG
ii) Yes, in Rel-17 TEI

iii) No

iv) Other opinion (please clarify)

Companies are invited to provide views on Topic 2 in Table 2 below:
Table 2: Whether and where should the potential enhancement item 1-a) in Topic 1 be included in Rel-17

	Company name
	Company views on Topic 2

	OPPO
	Either i) or ii) is fine for us, however, it seems it may have impact on RAN1, which is more suitable to put it in R17 Power Saving WI.

	CATT
	Yes. Option iv)

We can support only modified objective a) in Rel-17 UE power saving in the following only if the TU is reasonably increased 

a) Specify UE behaviors that enable joint configuration between secondary DRX group and DCP/wakeup signalling, or SCell dormancy, or cross-carrier scheduling



	Futurewei
	iii) No. WUS/DCP and SCell dormancy use dynamic signalling to enable power saving, while secondary DRX depends more on semi-dynamic configuration to achieve power saving. It is not clear if there is much more power saving gain from additional semi-dynamic configuration when WUS/DCP and SCell dormancy can already allow dynamic on/off of transmission/reception on SCell. 

	MediaTek
	iii) No. Joint configuration complicated test cases and deployment, therefore, we should only enable joint configuration under the condition that it brings real benefits. However, in our contribution RP-202686, it is shown, when DCP/WUS, SCell dormancy or cross-carrier scheduling takes effect, whether 2nd DRX is configured is irrelevant since there is no PDCCH monitoring in SCell(s). Since SCell dormancy provides better performance regardless, there is no need for network to configure both features at the same time, a network should configure SCell dormancy whenever it is possible (e.g. considering the capability of itself and the UE); if SCell dormancy configuration is not available, 2nd DRX can be configured instead. 

	ZTE
	iii) No. 
But we are okay if there is a significant majority to do it in Rel-17 (e.g. as part of TEI-17) - i.e. option ii), assuming the scope is limited and suitable for TEI

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	iii)

We think [4] made a good analysis on the gains, which we largely agree. We understand the gains compared with Rel-16 should use WUS and SCell dormancy as the baseline, and the gains are seen limited. With limited gains, but more complicated configurations handling from both UE and network sides as well as various impacts on the R1/R2 specifications (also analysed in [5]), it seems no much value to have such enhancements. 

	Samsung
	i) seems suitable because there could be slightly RAN1 impact, but we support CATT’s suggestion.

	vivo
	Either ii) or iii) is acceptable for us. 

Regarding i), considering the TU for current WI is very limited, it is better to firstly ensure the completion of existing scope in the WI. The progress and whether the allocated TUs are enough for each item are not clear enough, and this lack-of-time situation becomes even worse by eMeetings. How to ensure the current scope of each item could be completed in-time is uncertain. Technically, we are positive on this objective. But we prefer to consider it later for approach i), based on the progress of relevant Wis.

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	We prefer Release-17 power saving WI. We agree with CATT that enhancements related to cross-carrier scheduling should be removed to avoid much RAN1 impact.

We can further discuss general direction for DCP/WUS to avoid RAN1 impact.

· WUS should be configured only on SpCell, as in release-16.
· Conditions for WUS monitoring is completely determined by DRX state of SpCell and independent from DRX state of the secondary DRX group. For example, UE monitors WUS if SpCell is not in DRX active time, even if secondary DRX group is in DRX active time at the same time.

· If WUS is not received or does not indicate wakeup, none of UE’s carriers should wake up, as in legacy;  

If a WUS occasion is not monitored (e.g., SpCell is already in DRX active time) or WUS indicates wakeup, UE should start DRX on duration timers of both DRX groups at their respective next occurrence.

	LG
	iii) No. We also agree with analysis in [4] and doubt whether there is much gain of joint configuration between secondary DRX group and DCP/wakeup signalling, SCell dormancy, or cross-carrier scheduling. 

	Xiaomi
	Either i) or ii) is fine for us. However, pursuing this would involve some cross WG work. If RAN1 can spare considerable time for this in R17 WI, we are OK to add this. But currently we prefer to wait some time to add this in R17 TEI. 

	CMCC
	Either i) or ii) is fine for us.
We are also fine with CATT’s version, but some impacts on RAN1 may be needed.

	Spreadtrum
	Okay with i). 

	Nokia
	iii) No as RAN2 does not have enough TUs for the existing items and objectives.

If sufficient TUs and earlier RAN2 start for items like feMIMO can be first guaranteed, then minimum objective update can be considered to the power saving WID i.e. i)

TEI ii) should not be used when there is already WID on the same area and TEI does not enable proper project management like a work item.

	Intel
	iii) No. We are slightly not in favour of 1a) as they are enhancements that were not agreed in Rel-16.  Also the gain may not be significant and there might be RAN1 impacts. 

	Apple
	We are fine with CATT’s version. 

	Ericsson
	i) or ii) Yes

We think there is no or very minor impact on RAN1, and either i) or ii) are suitable. 


Moderator comments
From companies’ inputs in Table 2, the following statistics can be summarized:

i) Yes, in Rel-17 WI of UE power saving enhancements for NR with [RAN2] (please specify) as leading WG:

· 7 companies: OPPO, Samsung, Qualcomm, Xiaomi, CMCC, Spreadtrum, Ericsson

ii) Yes, in Rel-17 TEI:
· 6 companies: OPPO, vivo, Xiaomi, CMCC, Ericsson

iii) No:

· 8 companies: Futurewei, MediaTek, ZTE, Huawei/HiSilicon, vivo, LG, Nokia, Intel

iv) Yes, in Rel-17 WI of UE power saving enhancements for NR only if TU is reasonably increased:
· 2 companies: CATT, Apple

From the above statistics, there is NO consensus to include the potential enhancement item 1-a), 
“Specify UE behaviors that enable joint configuration between secondary DRX group and DCP or SCell dormancy”, in Rel-17 WI of UE power saving enhancements for NR or a Rel-17 TEI.
Topic 3: Whether and where should the potential enhancement item 1-b) in Topic 1 be included in Rel-17?

i) Yes, in Rel-17 WI of UE power saving enhancements for NR with [RAN2] (please specify) as leading WG
ii) Yes, in Rel-17 TEI

iii) No

iv) Other opinion (please clarify)

Companies are invited to provide views on Topic 3 in Table 3 below:

Table 3: Whether and where should the potential enhancement item 1-b) in Topic 1 be included in Rel-17

	Company name
	Company views on Topic 3

	OPPO
	Either i) or ii) is fine for us, however, it seems it may have impact on RAN1, which is more suitable to put it in R17 Power Saving WI.

	CATT
	iii) No.   SCell dormancy would provide more power saving gain than the selected wakeup of DRX group.   

	Futurewei
	iii) No. Similar comment as for topic 2.

	MediaTek
	iii) No. As clarified in our contribution RP-202686 and in topic 2, we do not see additional benefit for joint configuration. When SCell dormancy/DCP/WUS is configured, there is sufficient control on PDCCH monitoring of SCell, therefore, this enhancement is merely a function duplication with no additional benefit.

	ZTE
	iii) No.
But we are okay if there is a significant majority to do it in Rel-17 (e.g. as part of TEI-17) - i.e. option ii), assuming the scope is limited and suitable for TEI

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	iii) Similar comments as the above.

	Samsung
	i) seems suitable because there could be slightly RAN1 impact.

	vivo
	Either ii) or iii) is acceptable for us. 

Regarding i), considering the TU for current WI is very limited, it is better to firstly ensure the completion of existing scope in the WI. The progress and whether the allocated TUs are enough for each item are not clear enough, and this lack-of-time situation becomes even worse by eMeetings. How to ensure the current scope of each item could be completed in-time is uncertain. Technically, we are positive on this objective. But we prefer to consider it later for approach i).

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	i)  Our proposal is to introduce a semi-static configuration by RRC, to avoid RAN1 impact.

Note that this is augmented by the item c), “Specify means to wake up one DRX group from another by a MAC CE”. For instance, semi-statically configure FR2 DRX group should not wake up and allow the network to use the MAC-CE to dynamically wake up FR2 DRX group depending on the traffic needs.

	LG
	iii) No. see comments on topic 2.

	Xiaomi
	Either i) or ii) is fine for us. Similar comment as for topic 2.

	CMCC
	Either i) or ii) is fine for us.

	Spreadtrum
	Okay with i). 

	Nokia
	iii) No as RAN2 does not have enough TUs for the existing items and objectives.

If sufficient TUs and earlier RAN2 start for items like feMIMO can be first guaranteed, then minimum objective update can be considered to the power saving WID i.e. i)

TEI ii) should not be used when there is already WID on the same area and TEI does not enable proper project management like a work item.

	Intel
	iii) No. Same comments as above.

	Apple
	i) or ii).  If supported, we’d like to avoid RAN1 impact. 

	Ericsson
	i) or ii) Yes


Moderator comments
From companies’ inputs in Table 3, the following statistics can be summarized:

i) Yes, in Rel-17 WI of UE power saving enhancements for NR with [RAN2] (please specify) as leading WG:

· 8 companies: OPPO, Samsung, Qualcomm, Xiaomi, CMCC, Spreadtrum, Apple, Ericsson

ii) Yes, in Rel-17 TEI:
· 6 companies: OPPO, vivo, Xiaomi, CMCC, Apple, Ericsson

iii) No:

· 9 companies: CATT, Futurewei, MediaTek, ZTE, Huawei/HiSilicon, vivo, LG, Nokia, Intel

From the above statistics, there is NO consensus to include the potential enhancement item 1-b), 
“Specify means to enable selective wakeup of one or both DRX groups upon DCP indication”, 
in Rel-17 WI of UE power saving enhancements for NR or a Rel-17 TEI.
Topic 4: Whether and where should the potential enhancement item 1-c) in Topic 1 be included in Rel-17?

i) Yes, in Rel-17 WI of UE power saving enhancements for NR with [RAN2] (please specify) as leading WG
ii) Yes, in Rel-17 TEI

iii) No

iv) Other opinion (please clarify)

Companies are invited to provide views on Topic 4 in Table 4 below:

Table 4: Whether and where should the potential enhancement item 1-c) in Topic 1 be included in Rel-17

	Company name
	Company views on Topic 4

	OPPO
	No

	CATT
	iii) No.   

	Futurewei
	iii) No. The usefulness and benefit seem to be marginal.

	MediaTek 
	iii) No, same concerns of no benefit and function duplication.

	ZTE
	iii) No.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	iii)

It is a bit unclear what the exact proposal is on 1-c. There was no clear proposal from the reference paper and also the gains are not shown clearly.

	Samsung
	i) seems fine so that c) can be discussed together with a), b) and d) in R17 UE power saving.

	vivo
	iii) No, see the reason in Topic 1.

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	i)

The intention is the network can configure FR2 DRX group should not wake up (item b) and then use the MAC-CE to dynamically wake up FR2 DRX group depending on the traffic needs.

Again, RAN1 impact should be avoided.

	LG
	iii) No. It seems like throughput enhancement and the gain would be marginal. 

	Xiaomi
	No at present. We can understanding the motivation is to wake up the FR2 a little bit early without waiting for the next coming on duration. But we are not sure how much gain.

	CMCC
	No
The motivation of c) is not clear.

	Spreadtrum
	iii) No

	Nokia
	iii) No as RAN2 does not have enough TUs for the existing items and objectives.

If sufficient TUs and earlier RAN2 start for items like feMIMO can be first guaranteed, then minimum objective update can be considered to the power saving WID i.e. i)

TEI ii) should not be used when there is already WID on the same area and TEI does not enable proper project management like a work item.

	Intel
	iii) No. The benefits are not clear.

	Apple
	We are fine to discuss it together with a), b), but would like to understand/evaluate  the gain first. 

	Ericsson
	i) or ii) Yes


Moderator comments
From companies’ inputs in Table 4, the following statistics can be summarized:

i) Yes, in Rel-17 WI of UE power saving enhancements for NR with [RAN2] (please specify) as leading WG:

· 4 companies: Samsung, Qualcomm, Apple, Ericsson

ii) Yes, in Rel-17 TEI:
· 2 companies: Apple, Ericsson

iii) No:

· 13 companies: OPPO, CATT, Futurewei, MediaTek, ZTE, Huawei/HiSilicon, vivo, LG, Xiaomi, CMCC, Spreadtrum, Nokia, Intel

From the above statistics, there is NO consensus to include the potential enhancement item 1-c), 
“Specify means to wake up one DRX group from another by a MAC CE”, 
in Rel-17 WI of UE power saving enhancements for NR or a Rel-17 TEI.
Topic 5: Whether and where should the potential enhancement item 1-d) in Topic 1, if specified, be included in Rel-17?

i) Yes, in Rel-17 WI of UE power saving enhancements for NR with [RAN2] (please specify) as leading WG
ii) Yes, in Rel-17 TEI

iii) No

iv) Other opinion (please clarify)

Companies are invited to provide views on Topic 5 in Table 5 below:

Table 5: Whether and where should the potential enhancement item 1-d) in Topic 1, if specified, be included in Rel-17

	Company name
	Company views on Topic 5

	OPPO
	The UE assistance information enhancements for the secondary DRX is a pure RAN2 one, we are fine to put it TEI17 or in R17 Power Saving WI.

	CATT
	iii) No

	Futurewei
	iii) No for now.

	MediaTek
	iii) or ii) if there is majority. We agree UE assistance information enhancement only concerns RAN2 and orthogonal to current R17 PS discussion. Considering its scope and no dependency, TEI is suitable.

	ZTE
	iii) No.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	iii) No

	Samsung
	i) seems fine so that d) can be discussed together with a), b) and c) in R17 UE power saving.

	vivo
	iii) No

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	ii) Agree with OPPO’s comment above.

	LG
	iii) No.

	Xiaomi
	We are open to study the UE assistance information enhancements for the secondary DRX since we have studied this in RAN2. It doesn't seem like much effort is needed to reach a consensus.  And it is nice to consider a separate MAC CE for Dual DRX groups. 


	CMCC
	Either i) or ii) is fine for us.

	Spreadtrum
	iii) No

	Nokia
	iii) No as RAN2 does not have enough TUs for the existing items and objectives.

If sufficient TUs and earlier RAN2 start for items like feMIMO can be first guaranteed, then minimum objective update can be considered to the power saving WID i.e. i)

TEI ii) should not be used when there is already WID on the same area and TEI does not enable proper project management like a work item.

	Intel
	ii) We think this is a RAN2 only topic and can be handled in TEI-17. We prefer to limit the enhancement to signalling a separate preferredDRX-InactivityTimer value for the secondary DRX group, as in email discussion “[AT110e][037][TEI16] Secondary DRX” (R2-2006331).

	Apple
	i)  or ii).  It’s reasonable to extend the UAI to cover the secondary DRX group case. 

	Ericsson
	i)  or ii) Yes


Moderator comments
From companies’ inputs in Table 5, the following statistics can be summarized:

i) Yes, in Rel-17 WI of UE power saving enhancements for NR with [RAN2] (please specify) as leading WG:

· 6 companies: OPPO, Samsung, Xiaomi, CMCC, Apple, Ericsson

ii) Yes, in Rel-17 TEI:
· 8 companies: OPPO, MediaTek, Qualcomm, Xiaomi, CMCC, Intel, Apple, Ericsson

iii) No:

· 9 companies: CATT, Futurewei, MediaTek, ZTE, Huawei/HiSilicon, vivo, LG, Spreadtrum, Nokia

From the above statistics, there is NO consensus to include the potential enhancement item 1-d), 
“1-d)
Enable UE to report UE assistance information for preferred DRX for either default DRX group or the secondary DRX group”, 
in Rel-17 WI of UE power saving enhancements for NR or a Rel-17 TEI.
4 Summary
In the email discussion titled [90E][28][Secondary_DRX], whether and how to include potential enhancements related to 2nd DRX in Rel-17 are discussed. In particular, companies’ views for the following four items are summarized below:

1-a)  Whether to specify UE behaviors that enable joint configuration between secondary DRX group and DCP or SCell dormancy in Rel-17

	Company view
	Yes, in Rel-17 WI of UE power saving enhancements for NR
	Yes, in Rel-17 TEI
	No
	Yes, in Rel-17 WI of UE power saving enhancements for NR only if TU is reasonably increased

	#Supporting companies
	7
	6
	8
	2

	Observation
	No consensus in including this potential enhancement in Rel-17


1-b)  Whether to specify means to enable selective wakeup of one or both DRX groups upon DCP indication in Rel-17

	Company view
	Yes, in Rel-17 WI of UE power saving enhancements for NR
	Yes, in Rel-17 TEI
	No

	#Supporting companies
	8
	6
	9

	Observation
	No consensus in including this potential enhancement in Rel-17


1-c)  Whether to specify means to wake up one DRX group from another by a MAC CE in Rel-17

	Company view
	Yes, in Rel-17 WI of UE power saving enhancements for NR
	Yes, in Rel-17 TEI
	No

	#Supporting companies
	4
	2
	13

	Observation
	No consensus in including this potential enhancement in Rel-17


1-d)  Whether to enable UE to report UE assistance information for preferred DRX for either default DRX group or the secondary DRX group
	Company view
	Yes, in Rel-17 WI of UE power saving enhancements for NR
	Yes, in Rel-17 TEI
	No

	#Supporting companies
	6
	8
	9

	Observation
	No consensus in including this potential enhancement in Rel-17


From the above statistics, there is no consensus to include any potential enhancement in Rel-17. The following conclusion is therefore suggested for closing the email discussion on 2nd DRX in RAN Plenary:

Conclusion
There is no consensus to include Secondary DRX enhancement in Rel-17 (whether in WI of UE Power Saving Enhancements for NR or a TEI).
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