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[bookmark: _Ref465963108]Introduction
In RAN1 #114bis, the following conclusion was made. 
Conclusion
The following specification in TS 38.214 is interpret as the UE may assume that “CDM groups without data” are not used for data transmission for any co-scheduled user in the same serving cell.
	When receiving PDSCH scheduled by DCI format 1_1, the UE shall assume that the CDM groups indicated in the configured index from Tables 7.3.1.2.2-1, 7.3.1.2.2-2, 7.3.1.2.2-3, 7.3.1.2.2-4 of [5, TS. 38.212] contain potential co-scheduled downlink DM-RS and are not used for data transmission, where "1", "2" and "3" for the number of DM-RS CDM group(s) in Tables 7.3.1.2.2-1, 7.3.1.2.2-2, 7.3.1.2.2-3, 7.3.1.2.2-4 of [5, TS. 38.212] correspond to CDM group 0, {0,1}, {0,1,2}, respectively.


 
In R4-2403086, RAN 4 “request RAN1 to provide clarification on the understanding of the above RAN1 conclusion if any”, because of the related discussion on whether DMRS power boosting information for advanced receiver is still needed. 
The following is the summary of RAN4 status regarding the above discussion. During the RAN4 discussion, majority of the companies think that, based on the above RAN1 conclusion, the previous required RRC indication on ‘Whether the DM-RS power boosting configurations (i.e., Number of DM-RS CDM groups without data, TS38.214 table 4.1-1) of all the co-scheduled UE(s), which has the same DM-RS sequence as the target UE, is the same as the target UE.’ in R4-2316980, is no longer needed since RAN1 already agreed that UE may assume that “Number of DM-RS CDM groups without data, TS38.214 table 4.1-1) of all the co-scheduled UE(s), which has the same DM-RS sequence as the target UE, is the same as the target UE”. Additionally, they think that if RAN2 introduces the signalling and UE implements solely based on RAN1 conclusion, misalignment between network and UE may occur.
At the same time, some companies think that, the scheduling of co-scheduled UEs with non-aligned DMRS power boosting between co-scheduled UEs is not prohibited based on the above RAN1 conclusion, because RAN1 only concluded that UE “may assume” rather than “shall/should assume” such scheduling, so they think that it is optional for BS to perform such scheduling, and UE can also “may not assume” this scheduling, then they think that it is still necessary to introduce the RAN2 RRC signalling, otherwise there could be interoperability issue between BS and UE, causing UE performance degradation.



[bookmark: _Ref525738522][bookmark: _Ref471731770][bookmark: _Ref462669569]Discussion on Reply LS on RRC network assistant signalling for advanced receiver on MU-MIMO scenario
In our understanding, the conclusion made in RAN1 allow a UE aways legitimately make the assumption that “CDM groups without data” are not used for data transmission for any co-scheduled user in the same serving cell. A reasonable BS should respect the conclusion. If a BS violate the conclusion, it takes the consequence of performance degradation, as a UE may assume that “CDM groups without data” are not used for data transmission for any co-scheduled user, which is misaligned with BS implementation. Based on this analysis, we don’t see the need to introduce the RRC parameter of DMRS power boost ratio for MU.
[bookmark: _Ref102041626]Proposed response to RAN 4 (CC RAN2): RAN1’s understanding of the conclusion (regarding “CDM groups without data”) made in #114bis is the following. 
· A UE can aways legitimately make the assumption that “CDM groups without data” are not used for data transmission for any co-scheduled user in the same serving cell. Base station should be aware of that assumption and avoid schedule co-scheduled user in the same serving cell transmit data on the “CDM groups without data”. If a base station ignores that conclusion in scheduling, it takes the consequences of performance degradation. From RAN1 perspective, there is no motivation to introduce RRC signaling of DMRS power boosting information of co-scheduled UEs for advanced receiver. 
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The following response to RAN 4 (CC RAN4) is proposed. 
Proposed response to RAN 4 (CC RAN2): RAN1’s understanding of the conclusion (regarding “CDM groups without data”) made in #114bis is the following. 
· A UE can aways legitimately make the assumption that “CDM groups without data” are not used for data transmission for any co-scheduled user in the same serving cell. Base station should be aware of that assumption and avoid schedule co-scheduled user in the same serving cell transmit data on the “CDM groups without data”. If a base station ignores that conclusion in scheduling, it takes the consequences of performance degradation. From RAN1 perspective, there is no motivation to introduce RRC signaling of DMRS power boosting information of co-scheduled UEs for advanced receiver. 
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