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1	Overall description
RAN4 thanks RAN1 for LS on DCI signalling for advanced receivers. After discussion in RAN4, RAN4 has the following answers to the questions from RAN1:
· Question 1: Whether this new signaling in DCI is introduced in DCI format 1_2 in addition to DCI format 1_1?
· RAN4 does not see an issue in introducing DCI in DCI format 1_2 and respectfully ask RAN1 to decide if the new signalling in DCI can also be introduced in DCI format 1_2.
· Question 2: Whether this new signaling in DCI is supported for one or more DL multi-TRP schemes?
· For S-DCI mTRP: There is no support of MU-MIMO with mTRP. TS 38.214 clarifies that indices of {9,10,11} and {12 or 31} are used for mTRP transmission. UE shall assume all remaining ports are not scheduled for other UE.
· For M-DCI mTRP, there is no limitation in the specification, so here it can be supported.
· RAN4 has not specifically considered mTRP, however RAN4 does not see any particular reason to exclude mTRP.
· Question 3: Whether this new signaling in DCI is supported when the RRC parameter maxNrofCodeWordsScheduledByDCI is configured as 2?
· RAN4 sees no issue to support the scenario where new signaling in DCI is supported when the RRC parameter maxNrofCodeWordsScheduledByDCI is configured as 2, hence RAN4 respectfully ask RAN1 to decide if new signaling in DCI can be supported when the RRC parameter maxNrofCodeWordsScheduledByDCI is configured as 2.
· Question 4: Whether the new signaling in DCI is supported when the RRC codeBlockGroupTransmission is configured?
RAN4 does not see an impact on the UE MU-MIMO demodulator/baseband feature with relation to codeBlockGroupTransmission.
· Question 5: Whether the new signaling in DCI is supported when Rel-18 DMRS is configured?
· Since Rel-18 DMRS Demod is not completed yet and Rel-18 will have more layers and complex MU-MIMO combinations RAN4 prefers to focus on Rel-17 for now.
· Question 6: In the content corresponding to “Bit field mapped to index” =6, whether or not the phrase “In each individual PRB allocated to the target UE, the following condition is satisfied” should be replaced by “In each individual PRB PRG allocated to the target UE, the following condition is satisfied”?
· RAN4 already has an agreement for the UE to by default assume target UE and coUE aligned on PRG level. In addition, it is agreed to introduce RRC signaling to indicate if the default assumption does not hold.
As the default assumption already covers alignment on PRG level, DCI should remain on PRB level to cover the situation where the NW signals that the default assumption is not valid, hence UE cannot assume PRG level alignment.
· Question 7: For “Bit field mapped to index” =1/2/3/4/5, does “empty PRB without co-scheduled UE” is allowed “in all the PRBs” of the target UE.
· For index 1/2/3/4/5 RAN4 agree to the statement: “empty PRB without co-scheduled UE” is allowed “in all the PRBs” of the target UE.

2	Actions
To RAN WG1 
ACTION: 	RAN4 respectfully request RAN1 to take the above information into account when designing the corresponding network assistance signalling for advance receivers.

3	Dates of next TSG RAN WG 4 meetings
[bookmark: OLE_LINK53][bookmark: OLE_LINK54]TSG-RAN WG4 Meeting #109		13 Nov. – 17 Nov., 2023	Chicago, US
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