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1 Introduction
In RP#88-e meeting, Rel-16 TEI of secondary DRX is approved and the following is suggested from the discussion (more details please refer to this link):

	Further suggestion: 

It can be further discussed whether any enhancements to Secondary DRX is needed and whether to do that in Rel-17. Suggest that this can be done while discussing Update to the R17 Power saving WID. 


 

For this meeting, there submitted two contributions with the following proposals:

RP-201595 (Qualcomm, Ericsson, Samsung, Verizon):

	Proposal 1.  In R17 power saving WI, specify necessary spec changes to enable joint configuration between DRX group and WUS or SCell dormancy.

Proposal 2.  In R17 power saving WI, task RAN2 to specify L2 techniques for selectively waking up a DRX group.


 

RP-201657 (vivo):

	Proposal: 

To proceed the existing WI working scope without secondary DRX group in 2020Q4.

To discuss how to handle secondary DRX group enhancement in Rel-17 in future RAN meetings based on the progress of relevant WI and available TUs. 


This email discussion is to find a way forward on the proposals for secondary DRX.
2 Initial Round
From the above contributions, we suggest to first collect companies views for the following questions:

 Q1 (Potential scope item 1): Regarding proposal 1 in RP-201595, please provide your views for adding the following potential scope item under connected-mode power saving enhancements in Table 1 below

	2) - c) Specify minimum changes required to enable joint configuration of DRX group and wakeup signaling or SCell dormancy [RAN2, RAN1]


 

Table 1: Companies’ views on enabling joint configuration of 2nd DRX group and wakeup signaling or SCell dormancy

	Company name
	Company view

	Ericsson
	Supportive (co-signer)

	Futurewei 
	 It is worth considering to maximize the use of these power saving techniques. 

	 CATT
	 We are supportive of feature interaction between secondary  DRX group and DCP/SCell dormancy as long as RAN1 TU is allowed.  During RAN1 discussion on the impact of secondary DRX group in Rel-16, there were concerns on several issues, such as CSI measurements and report of secondary DRX group, UE behavior on DCP monitoring with secondary DRX group, etc…   We are OK to add the proposal to the study but can not have any impact to the current scope of Rel-17 UE power saving enhancement in CONNECTED mode.  

	 Samsung
	We have supportive view since we see a significant gain with the joint operation, but less complexity. Thus we have co-sourced it.

	 LG
	Not supportive.
We think that enabling joint configuration between DRX group and WUS or SCell dormancy is not simple and may need large scope extension in RAN1 and RAN2. In addition, considering discussion and progress are not efficient due to limitations of online meeting, the RAN2 TU is not lightly loaded and the RAN1 TU is already tight to cover the current objectives. Thus, adding a new objective is not suited to the current R17 power saving TU and should be avoided. 

	OPPO 
	We support further enhancements of the dual DRX with DCP /SCell dormancy, we think it's feasible to either add this into the power saving scope of TEI  

	ZTE 
	We would like to focus on the existing scope to have the R17 power saving WI finished on time thus it is not preferred to extend the scope for now. We can see the progress of power saving WI and then decide in future RAN meetings.

	vivo
	Technically, we are positive on this further enhancement for 2nd DRX group. But this bullet is only one direction for the joint configuration of DRX group and wakeup signaling or SCell dormancy. Whether we could down scope the solution direction in RAN plenary needs further discussion. 

Besides, this proposal is not clear for us on how to enable joint configuration of DRX group and wakeup signaling or SCell dormancy. We would first clarify what the intention is:

a.       One wakeup signaling on primary DRX group controls the wakeup of two DRX groups, or One wakeup signaling on primary DRX group only controls the wakeup of primary DRX group, while the 2nd DRX group always wake up. 

b.       Whether the wakeup signaling on primary DRX group can control the Scell Dormancy in secondary DRX group?

In our understanding, all the above options can be handled only in RAN2, i.e. without RAN1 impact. If this is the fact, we can also handle this minimum changes in TEI-17.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We do not agree to add the current proposal right now as it is unclear what is the minimum changes required. In Rel-16 discussion, RAN2 sent LS to RAN1 asking the potential impact on supporting this, and RAN1 did not conclude this analysis and sent LS back to RAN2 that RAN1 could not make consensus. Secondary DRX group has been specified in RAN2 already, and the remaining impact is more to support WUS or dormancy, which is more RAN1 relevant and we do not believe RAN2 can be the lead group. Considering UE power saving scoping has already included objectives which require considerable time for RAN1 discussion, we think we should not add new objectives at this RAN plenary before clearly understanding the impact.

	Verizon
	We are supportive of further enhancement of 2nd DRX grop. We believe the companies can work out areas that are not clear.

	Apple
	We support the further enhancement in R17 and we believe the joint configuration can bring more gain on UE power saving.

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Support (proponent).

We do not think RAN2 is fully loaded with the current WI scope.

	MediaTek
	We understand that there is something missing for 2nd DRX, therefore, we support the enhancement to complete 2nd DRX.

	xiaomi
	From power consumption point of view, we definitely support the joint configuration of DRX group and wakeup signaling or SCell dormancy to further reduce UE power. However, pursuing this would involve some cross WG work since RAN2 had sent a LS to RAN1 and RAN1 could not make consensus. So it is hard to say the change to the spec is minimum. If RAN1 determine that only minimum effort is required, we are OK to add this. Otherwise, it might be safer to add this when power saving WI makes more progress and allow time to handle new objectives.

	Intel
	We don’t have strong view on the proposal but we are hesitant to include it in the existing WI given that it increases the scope. If the existing WI is preferred, we would like to postpone the decision until existing WIs progresses.

	Nokia
	We would not like to add more objectives at this point of time especially as the UE power saving WID already has lots of objectives. If new objectives are added, it should also be clarified in the objectives that CSI reporting enhancement are defined to allow only one DRX group in active time. (i.e. to allow report of CSI on a cell in a DRX group that is not in active time for the other DRX group that is in active time.)

	InterDigital
	We are supportive of this work


  

Q2 (Potential scope item 2): Regarding proposal 2 in RP-201595, please provide your views for adding the following potential scope item under connected-mode power saving enhancements in Table 2 below

	2) - d) Specify L2 techniques for selectively waking up a DRX group [RAN2]


 

Table 2: Companies’ views on selectively waking up 2nd DRX group

	Company name
	Company view

	Ericsson
	Supportive (co-signer)

	 Futurewei
	It may be premature to limit it to L2 techniques, and exclude L1 possibility similar to WUS concept.

	 CATT
	 We don’t agree to have selective wakeup in RAN2.   During Rel-16 power saving study, the power saving gain has been shown on selective wakeup of SCells through indication from power saving signal/channel.  The selective wakeup of secondary DRX group could be achieved by the enhancement of DCP in RAN1.   

	 Samsung
	We have understood that RAN2 can lead this topic, which would be mostly described in RAN2 specifications. 

	 LG
	Not supportive. 
Even without selective wake up, the UE would be in Active Time if there is larger amount of buffered data and leave Active Time if buffered data are all handled. 
The only benefit may be to wake up DRX on FR2 without waiting for the next coming on duration of FR2. However, for large burst of data, it seems not essential in the end because it only enables a bit earlier wake up of DRX on FR2 while FR1 is still available, hence, the gain of earlier wake up of DRX on FR2 might not be meaningful from throughput perspective. In addition, throughput enhancement is not a scope of this Item.

	OPPO 
	Maybe the scope of enable joint configuration of dual DRX and DCP has already covered the selectively waking up the 2nd DRX group, we don't need to make it explicity and can leave the details into WG discussions.

	ZTE 
	Can be discussed after we decide to extend the R17 power saving WI.

	vivo
	In our understanding, this proposal will have some impact on the active time, which will also has some impacts in RAN1, e.g. the CSI reporting. Furthermore, it has also impact to the WUS content and DCI format in RAN1. Thus, it is hard to just specify L2 techniques in RAN2 without RAN1 impact. RAN1 work is also needed on this item. As observed in this contribution, RAN1 part of the power saving WI is near full. We prefer not to specify only L2 techniques for selectively waking up a DRX group. 

If majority companies wants to have it, we can study this further optimization with more TU allocation, or we can consider it in DC/CA further enhancement WI, which may have better progress by now.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We do not agree to add the proposal into the scope now. There is no performance gains analysis on this proposal, comparing with the solution adopted in Rel-16 as WUS+Dormancy, and we think any new enhancement should first clarify the extra gains compared with existing solution to avoid fragmenting the UE power solutions. 

	Verizon
	Support.

	Apple
	We can start the discussion in RAN2 first.

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Support (proponent).

We do not think RAN2 is fully loaded with the current WI scope.

	MediaTek
	Similar comment as HW, we do not support this enhancement due to lack of performance analysis. In addition, we have concern on the potential complication between 2nd DRX group wake-up and WUS/DCP.

	xiaomi
	We can understanding the motivation is to wake up the FR2 a little bit early without waiting for the next coming on duration. We can first study the gain in RAN2.

	Intel
	We think that this is overlapped with simultaneous DCP and secondary DRX. Therefore, we don’t see need to explicitly pull out it without technical discussion. 

	Nokia
	We would prefer not to add more objectives at this point of time especially as the UE power saving WID already has lots of objectives. 

	InterDigital
	We are supportive of this work


  
Q3 (Timeline consideration): Regarding the proposal in RP-201657, companies are further invited to provide views on the potential timing for including the supported scope item(s) in Table 3 below:
Table 3: Companies’ views on the potential timing for including the supported scope item(s)

	Company name
	Company view

	Ericsson
	We do acknowledge the overload situation in the WGs.

 

The objectives proposed above have been scoped in order to have a chance of being specified in Rel-17 timeframe. We also want to highlight that RAN1 already did evaluate their potential impact of these enhancements in Rel-16, and we understand that they are minor.

	 Futurewei
	 We have sympathy on Vivo’s proposal, and think RAN#90 may be a better time to consider addition to the power saving WID, when RAN plans to go over the scopes of Rel-17 WIs for timely completion.

	 CATT
	 We understand the concern from vivo on the TU limitation.   We are OK to include the secondary DRX group in the study of Rel-17 UE power saving enhancement as long as the Rel-17 TU is permitted without any impact existing objective of UE power saving enhancement for CONNECTED mode UE.   

	 Samsung
	We have also identified the TU issue. We can try avoiding any enhancement resulting in heavy change. Currently, we have assumed a minor change on it.

	LG
	We prefer not to include a new scope into Rel-17 power saving WI. 
As explained in Q1 and Q2, we think that it should be cautious to add a new objective and need to focus on the current objective first to finish it on time. 

	OPPO 
	Yes, we can leave it to next meeting and even make it as a TEI 17.

	ZTE 
	If we have good progress on R17 power saving WI, extension of the scope can be evaluated in the future meetings. Otherwise, joint configuration between DRX group and WUS /SCell dormancy can be discussed as R17 TEI .

	vivo
	As the current situation is that Rel-17 SI/Wis have just been started, the current progress of Rel-17 items have very low completion level. Considering the load in RAN1 and RAN2, 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 existing scope of each item could be completed in-time with the allocated TU is uncertain. Thus, we prefer not to consider this further optimization by now. We think how to handle the secondary DRX enhancement in Rel-17 could be postponed in the future RAN plenary meeting, based on the progress of relevant Wis (not only power saving, but DC/CA further enhancement WI is also one possibility to consider), e.g. after March meeting.  

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	As we explained above, RAN1 has not concluded/discussed thoroughly on any of the above objectives in Rel-16, and it is premature to adopt new objectives directly into the WI for the above. We agree with VIVO it is not the timing to include new stuff, as the overall Rel-17 timing is under pressure. We should first focus on completing the tasks existing in the current scope instead of adding new ones.

	Verizon
	We also understand the workload issue. We hope the community can find a middle ground

	Apple
	We don’t expect this enhancement to be complicated, and current TU allocation can cover the discussion

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Agreement should be captured in this RAN meeting. Exact time allocation in which meeting can be left to management of each involved WG.

	MediaTek
	RAN1/2 TU concern is real and the new scope, if agreed, should not jeopardize the original scope, so we should only start new scope after sufficient progress of the WI, i.e. new scope can start 1Q after WI start. Due to the potential interaction with other power saving features, we’d like to keep the discussion in power saving WI, instead of TEI. 

	xiaomi
	we can wait until RAN #91 to decide if it is possible to add new objectives based on the progress of R17 power saving

	Intel
	We are concerned about adding this in the existing WIs as it increases the scope. We would like to postpone the decision until existing WIs progresses.

	Nokia
	We would prefer not to add new objectives due to the current high workload in RAN WGs


Summary (initial round):
For the 1st question related to resolving joint configuration of 2nd DRX and WUS/DCP or SCell dormancy, there are total 17 companies expressing their views, as summarized below:

· Yes (11 companies): Ericsson, Futurewei, CATT (if not impact RAN1 scope), Samsung, OPPO, Verizon, Apple, Qualcomm (RAN2 load ok), MediaTek, Xiaomi, InterDigital

· No (6 companies): LG (TU concern), ZTE (TBD in future meeting), Huawei (minimal change unclear), Intel (TBD in future meeting), Nokia (already many objectives), vivo (if involving RAN1)

Based on the related RAN1 LS to RAN2, R1-2002961, there converge the potential issues due to secondary DRX  (more details can also be checked in the email discussion log available @ https://list.etsi.org/scripts/wa.exe?A2=ind2004D&L=3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG1&O=D&P=4052181). Although RAN2 decision is excluding joint configuration in order to limit the CR scope, the issues with joint configuration remain in current NR specification. Majority of companies (11 out of 17) support to resolve the issues with cross-WG effort, and the major concern of opponents is not to impact existing scope and the TU usage. 

  

For the 2nd question related to selectively waking up 2nd DRX group, there are 17 companies expressing their views as summarized below:

· Yes (9 companies): Ericsson, Futurewei (include RAN1), Samsung, vivo (include RAN1 and more TU), Verizon, Apple, Qualcomm (RAN2 load ok), Xiaomi (RAN2 study first), InterDigital

· No (8 companies): CATT, LG (limited gain), OPPO, ZTE (TBD in future meeting), Huawei (no analysis), MediaTek, Intel, Nokia (already many objectives)

This scope item looks controversial, and opponents of this proposal question the additional benefit since WUS/DCP can include SCell dormancy indication if both features are configured. As around half of the companies object this proposal, we suggest not to include this proposal in the final way forward.

 

For 3rd question related to decision time for potential additional scope item(s), there are 16 companies expressing their views, as summarized below:

· RAN#89e (5 companies): Ericsson, CATT (if sufficient TU), Samsung, Apple, Qualcomm (TU management up to each WG)

· RAN1#90e (5 companies): Futurewei, OPPO, ZTE, vivo, MediaTek, Xiaomi

· Others (6 companies): LG (No), Huawei (No), Verizon (N/A), Xiaomi (RAN#91e), Intel (After existing WI items are done), Nokia (No)

By the above, there are 10 out of 15 companies suggest to have a time limit for making the decision on whether to include the additional scope item(s). 

3 Intermediate Round

Based on the summary in the previous section, the following way forward is suggested for intermediate round of discussion:
Proposed way forward (intermediate round):
In RAN#90e meeting, decide whether to include the following item, with potential revision, into the scope of Rel-17 WI of UE power saving enhancements:

	Specify minimum changes required to enable joint configuration of secondary DRX group and wakeup signaling or SCell dormancy and to clarify UE CSI measurement/reporting if secondary DRX group is configured [RAN2, RAN1]


Table 4: Companies’ view for the proposed way forward
	Company name
	Company view/suggested revision

	Intel
	Since the moderator’s proposal is to conclude in the next meeting, we could also discuss the exact objective in the next meeting while the propose objective can be baseline. 

	Ericsson
	Since we cannot reach consensus in this meeting on the complete "package" for how to update the Power Saving WID, we suggest to postpone this whole discussion until the next plenary meeting and hence not update the Power Saving WID, for now.

	ZTE
	We understand that there is interest to support joint configuration but it seems that companies are not urgent to make decision this meeting or in RAN#90e according to the comments under Q3.
With limited progress of the power saving WI and uncertainty of the workload introduced by joint configuration, we are not confident enough to say that conclusion can be reached next meeting. Thus, we agree with vivo , OPPO  and Huawei  that it is premature to include the objective right now and prefer to postpone the discussion to December plenary.

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	We support the proposed objective with small changes as follows.

· Specify minimum changes UE behaviors that require minimum changes in RAN1 specifications to enable joint configuration of secondary DRX group and wakeup signaling or SCell dormancy and to clarify UE CSI measurement/reporting if secondary DRX group is configured [RAN2, RAN1]

 
We suggest that we agree on the new objective in this meeting. The priority of the work among different objectives in RAN1 and RAN2 can be left to WG management.

	Nokia
	 While we prefer not adding more objectives to the UE power saving WID due to large scope already, we see that clear new objective is better and more efficient approach for RAN WG work than dong the work in TEI (which was proposed by some companies.

We would like to propose the following update to the objective on the CSI reporting:

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

Qualcomm ’s update proposal to the objective is also OK for us.

	LG
	 At this point in time, we may not fully know the impact by joint configuration of DRX group and wakeup signaling or SCell dormancy. Thus, we should be careful to say that the impact is minimum and the load is not a problem.
If companies still want to have joint configuration as one objective, we should evaluate the gain of joint configuration first to have a clear scope of what we aim to do and see required changes at least roughly. 
Given that there are already many objectives in power saving, joint configuration would not be an urgent one to be added and the current objectives should be prioritized. We think it is desirable to see the progress of the existing objectives first and then decide whether to add new objective or not. Thus, we would like not to discuss this in RAN#90e meeting and want to wait the decision until WGs make good progress of the existing objectives.

	Huawei
	 We understand there is interest to support the new added objectives, however it is still unclear to us what is the exact impact and difficult for us to justify whether the change is small or not. In the cited LS by the moderator, it was stated RAN1 cannot confirm whether the impact is little or not, RAN1 has identified impact on detecting DCI format 2_6, and did not conclude whether there is impact on SCell dormancy as well as CSI measurements/reporting. Thus we are not convinced this can be agreed right now as a WI objective without clear analysis. In addition we also want to repeat that all these mentioned aspects are impacting RAN1 and thus to have RAN2 as the leading group is not that suitable, and the justification to have new objectives should mainly consider RAN1 workload. Thus we agree with Vivo and OPPO that it is premature to include the objective right now and we’d like to postpone this discussion to December plenary, when the progress of UE power saving can be assessed for existing objectives.

	OPPO
	 Though majorities (12 vs 5) show interesting on enabling joint configuration of DCP and Dual DRX, it seesm companies are not ready to include this objective into any of the existing WIs at least in this meeting, so we would suggest to postpone this to next RP and leave the wording masage there.

	vivo
	1. Regarding the 1st question, our view is that further clarification on proposal from proponent is needed. Whether we support to have this joint configuration depends on the what direction is the intention. If we could resolve this joint configuration only in RAN2 simply, we could be positive. But before that, could you please put vivo in the group of “NO”? Thanks.

2. Regarding the proposed way forward, we think the conclusion should be there is no decision in this RAN meeting, based on the inputs from different companies. We can revisit this topic in future RAN plenary meetings, once good progress has been made on the existing WID objectives and TU become available for this part. This can be driven by contributions anyway.  

	CATT
	The UE CSI measurement/reporting were discussed with potential impact to RAN1 specification when introducing secondary DRX group.   The impacts of secondary DRX to DCP  also include other scenarios, such as the DCP monitoring at PCell outside Active Time before next DRX ON and secondary DRX is within Active Time.   We need to study all areas of impact not only to CSI measurements/reporting.  
Since the feature interaction between secondary DRX and DCP/SCell dormancy would be included in the study of Rel-17 UE power saving enhancement, we could simply adding 
“Study the feature interaction and system impact when secondary DRX group is configured together with DCP/SCell dormancy”


 

Summary (Intermediate round):
From the collected views, we see the following still require further resolving:

· How to ensure “minimum changes”

· Working group(s) involvement and interactions
· When to start the work
4 Fine-tuning Round

From RAN1 LS response (R1-2002961) on secondary DRX group to RAN2, RAN1 identified 2nd DRX impact to WUS/DCP but still have diverse views on the impact to SCell dormancy and CSI measurement/reporting, as quoted below:

	· RAN1 has identified that there is RAN1 impact of secondary DRX related to the UE’s behavior of detecting DCI format 2_6 and the respective procedures.

· Some companies identified that there may be RAN1 impact on CSI measurements/reporting, whereas some companies stated there is no such impact.

· Some companies identified that there is RAN1 impact on SCell dormancy, whereas some companies stated there is no such impact.


Based on the RAN1 input to RAN2, the following proposal with one possible RAN2 and RAN2 cowork model for resolving the joint configuration issue is suggested for fine-tuning round of discussion:
 Proposal (fine-tuning round):
In RAN#90e, decide whether and how to resolve the feature interaction issue(s), if identified, with WUS/DCP, SCell dormancy and CSI measurement/reporting when secondary DRX group is configured.

· Based on R1-2002961 and the corresponding RAN1 email discussion
· Start with RAN2 clarification/update on UE behaviors with WUS/DCP when secondary DRX is configured

· RAN1 specification change and check for SCell dormancy and CSI measurement/reporting take into account RAN2 update(s) for resolving the feature interaction issue with WUS/DCP 

Although the intention is to achieve more specific agreement for the decision in next meeting, companies’ feedbacks still prefer more open discussion, as collected in Table 5 below:
Table 5: Companies’ view for the proposal of fine-tuning round

	Company name
	Company view

	CATT
	Thanks for the summary and proposal.   In R1-2002961,  it states “RAN1 has identified that there is RAN1 impact of secondary DRX related to the UE’s behavior of detecting DCI format 2_6 and the respective procedures.”    The main issues of specification impacts remain in RAN1 when secondary DRX and DCP are configured together.  Since we would not study any impact of secondary DRX to DCP/SCell dormancy in working group at this meeting, we don’t think starting the discussion in RAN2 would help in finding the solution of impact in RAN1 specification.   

Thus, we could simply have a conclusion “To further discuss in RAN#90e”.    

	Futurewei
	We have similar understanding that the main concerns of joint configuration of secondary DRX group and DCP/SCell dormancy come from RAN1 issues. Hence, it is not clear what RAN2 would be able to progress on the possible configuration without RAN1 input. We may just agree on the main sentence of your proposal, without the following bullets, i.e. “
In RAN#90e, decide whether and how to resolve the feature interaction issue(s), if identified, with WUS/DCP, SCell dormancy and CSI measurement/reporting when secondary DRX group is configured.

	Ericsson
	rather than agree now that something should be agreed in the next plenary, we think it is sensible to postpone the whole discussion to the next plenary to allow companies to think more about this topic.
If companies insist that we should anyway agree today (=RAN#89) that we should agree something tomorrow (=RAN#90), then we are not OK to exclude the other objective from RP-201595, namely  this bullet should be in-scope of the potential agreement at RAN#90: "Specify L2 techniques for selectively waking up a DRX group [RAN2]".

So in our view, either we postpone the topic completely, or we include both objectives in the proposal.

	LG
	Thanks for the summary and the proposal.
We agree with other company’s observation below that there are clear RAN1 issues and it doubts whether RAN2 can make helpful progress on it without RAN1 input/involvement.

In addition, we also think that joint configuration would not be an urgent one and the existing objectives should be prioritized, so it would be better to have discuss joint configuration after more progress on the existing objectives. 

Thus, in our view, postpone this topic and discuss further at the next plenary, i.e., “Postpone this topic and further discuss in RAN#90e”.

	Qualcomm
	We too agree that the proposal is rather too specific about the direction of further discussion that needs to be taken going forward.
We understood out of this discussion that the new objectives, if agreeable, should be more precise in order to avoid time consuming open discussions in the involved WGs. 

With that, we can support CATT proposal to have a simple conclusion “To further discuss in RAN#90e”.

	vivo
	Thanks for your summary and proposal. We are fine to have a simple proposal that joint configuration could be further discussed in future RAN meetings. Companies can have more time to align with the interaction between RAN1 and RAN2 on the minimum change of this joint configuration. We should be careful of the open discussion in WGs if this was added into the scope. 

	OPPO
	Seems majorities think the scope of this enhancements should be minimized, and people have different views/understandings on the minimized scope so it's hard to reach consensus here. So, we're also ok to postpone this dicussion to next plenary meeting and leave the scope definition there. 

	Huawei
	Just echo what other companies already commented, we think CATT’s proposal to further discuss this in next RAN plenary is a reasonable suggestion.


5 Final Round
Taking into the companies’ feedback, the following conclusion is proposed for companies’ final comments:

Proposed conclusion:
Further discuss secondary DRX related proposal(s) submitted to RAN#90 e-meeting.
For efficient discussion and potential decision in RAN#90 e-meeting, companies are encouraged to provide contributions on whether and how to include 2nd DRX related item(s) in Rel-17 WI of UE power saving enhancements, preferably with justification for the following:

· Benefit for UE power saving

· Potential specification change(s)

· Work group involvement and interactions

· Suggested start timing, if necessary

