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1	Introduction
During the last meeting’s discussion, companies mainly focused on the RRC-related signaling and the corresponding UE capabilities. According to the agreed WF [1], following agreements have been made:
	Issue 1-2-1-2: The PRB bundling size and frequency domain resource allocation for the co-UE within each PRG of the target UE
· Not introduce separate UE capabilities to proposed 1-bit RRC signalling

Issue 1-2-1-3: The DMRS power boosting for the co-scheduled UE
· Not introduce separate UE capabilities to proposed 1-bit RRC signalling

Issue 1-2-1-4: Time domain resource allocation information of the co-scheduled UE
· Not introduce separate UE capabilities to proposed 1-bit RRC signalling

Issue 1-2-2-1: CSI-RS location of co-scheduled UE
· No RRC signalling is needed




Besides the agreements above, it is undetermined how to design the RRC signaling or even whether to have such signaling on some of the issues. Meanwhile, it is still open with many candidates of UE capabilities except supporting MU-MIMO advanced receiver. 
In this contribution, we shared our views on the RRC signaling details and UE capability signaling. 
2	Discussion
2.1 Required information for R-ML receiver
For each of the required information for the target UE to apply R-ML receiver, there are several proposed options discussed in the last meeting. For the next we provide our views on the details of the RRC signaling for each required information. 
The DMRS port information for the co-scheduled UE
Following are the candidate options on additional RRC based assistant signaling from the agreed WF [1]:
	Issue 1-2-1-1: The DMRS port information for the co-scheduled UE
· Candidate options on additional RRC based assistant signalling:
· Option 1: No need to consider additional RRC signaling for DMRS port
· Option 2: Introduce the assistant RRC signalling such as upper bound on number of ports of co-scheduled UEs to be detected



It is very important for the target UE to know the DMRS port information of the co-scheduled UE as the E-IRC and R-ML receivers both need to consider the interferer channel estimates. 
According to the approved WF [2], it’s agreed that the DMRS port information for the co-scheduled UE will be blind detected by the target UE without any additional network assistance signaling, which we think is reasonable since the co-scheduled UE DMRS port information is dynamically changing slot by slot so that the RRC-based signaling might not be able to help. Furthermore, many bits will be needed for carrying DMRS port information for the network assistance signaling, which will result in unacceptable bit overhead.
In this case, we don’t think it is necessary and feasible to introduce additional RRC/DCI-based network assistance signaling for the co-scheduled UE DMRS port information.
Proposal 1: Do not introduce additional RRC/DCI-based network assistance signaling for the DMRS port information of the co-scheduled UE.
The PRB bundling size and FDRA
Currently we agreed the following as default assumption:
	Issue 1-2-1-2: The PRB bundling size and frequency domain resource allocation for the co-UE within each PRG of the target UE
· Updated RAN4 default assumption:
· For the target and any co-scheduled UEs in different CDM groups and with the same DMRS sequence, the target UE assumes the precoding and resource allocation of the co-scheduled UE are the same in the PRG-level grid configured to the target UE when PRG=2 or 4.


On RRC signaling details, we have following options:
	· On RRC signaling details:
· Option 1: Define RRC bit to indicate assumption information when the related RRC bit is set to true or false 
· Option 2: Introduce dedicated RRC signalling to indicate whether the default assumptions valid or not, up to RAN2 decision on the details
· Option 3: Define RRC signalling to indicate the above assumption information is valid or not


According to TS38.214 5.1.2.3, network can configure the PRB bundling type to static or dynamic with RRC signaling. In the case of dynamic, the network can indicate the used bundling size by DCI. We think it is reasonable that UE can assume the RAN4 assumption by default, and network signals only when the default assumption is not valid.
Proposal 2: Define RRC signaling to indicate when the default assumption of the PRB bundling size and FDRA is not valid
The DMRS power boosting 
We agreed the following as default assumption:
	· DMRS power boosting is the same for both target and the co-scheduled UE.


On RRC signaling details, we have following options:
	Issue 1-2-1-3: The DMRS power boosting for the co-scheduled UE
· On RRC signaling details:
· Option 1: Define RRC bit to indicate assumption information when the related RRC bit is set to true or false 
· Option 2: Introduce dedicated RRC signalling to indicate whether the default assumptions valid or not, up to RAN2 decision on the details
· Option 3: Define RRC signalling to indicate the above assumption information is valid or not


In general, the number of CDM groups without data for all the co-scheduled UE in a MU-MIMO transmission is kept the same, so that it is expected that the same transmission power is applied for all DMRS symbols. Same argument as above, we prefer to consider the RRC signaling to be sent only when the default assumption is not valid, which can also be decided by RAN2 when designing the signaling.
Proposal 3: Define RRC signaling to indicate when the default assumption of the DMRS power boosting for the co-scheduled UE is not valid
Time domain resource allocation 
We agreed the following as default assumption:
	· UE assumes the same PDSCH symbols are allocated to the target and the co-scheduled UEs 


On RRC signaling details, we have following options:
	Issue 1-2-1-4: Time domain resource allocation information of the co-scheduled UE
· On RRC signaling details:
· Option 1: Define RRC bit to indicate assumption information when the related RRC bit is set to true or false 
· Option 2: Introduce dedicated RRC signalling to indicate whether the default assumptions valid or not, up to RAN2 decision on the details
· Option 3: Define RRC signalling to indicate the above assumption information is valid or not


We think it is common to schedule the same time domain resources for all the co-scheduled UEs considering the precoder calculation. For the same reason mentioned above, we prefer to consider the RRC signaling to be sent only when the default assumption is not valid, which can also be decided by RAN2 when designing the signaling.
Proposal 4: Define RRC signaling to indicate when the default assumption of the Time domain resource allocation for the co-scheduled UE is not valid
Frequency domain resource allocation type
We have the following options:
	Issue 1-2-1-5: Frequency domain resource allocation type for the co-UE and the target UE
· Candidate options
· Option 1: UE assume the same frequency domain resource allocation type for target and co-UE, and introduce 1-bit RRC signalling to indicate if default assumption not valid
· Option 2: Not to have this assumption


There is already a default assumption that the target UE and the co-scheduled UE will be PRG aligned. We don’t think it is still necessary to know the information of the frequency domain resource allocation type of the co-scheduled UE for applying the R-ML receiver.
Proposal 5: Do not consider a default assumption and do not define RRC signaling for the information of frequency domain resource allocation type
2.2 UE capability signalling
In RAN4 #108, companies have proposed several UE capability candidates for discussion. Following candidates are captured in the agreed WF [1]:
	Issue 1-3-1: Capability signalling for advanced receiver for MU-MIMO
· Supporting MU-MIMO advanced receiver is an optional feature with capability signaling
· On UE capability signalling details:
	Candidate contents of R-ML capability definition
	If defined, by capability signalling or by UE declaration
	Note

	R-ML with modulation order blind detection
	Option 1: By capability signalling
Option 2: By UE declaration
	

	Maximum number of layers of co-UE or total number of layers for joint detection
	Option 1: By capability signalling
Other options not precluded
	

	Maximum number of DMRS ports for blind detection
	Option 1: By capability signalling
Other options not precluded
	If needed, FFS whether can be derived by subtracting the scheduled MIMO layers for the target UE from maxNumberMIMO-LayersPDSCH

	Maximum modulation orders of interfering DMRS ports supported
	Option 1: By capability signalling
Other options not plecluded
	







RAN4 UE demodulation requirements are set based on the certain receiver algorithm assumptions such as MMSE-IRC or Maximum Likelihood receiver, however the UE can implement any receiver algorithm as long as it fulfills the requirements. In this sense, there could be enough to introduce a single Rel-18 MU-MIMO receiver capability, that is, UE can implement either E-IRC or R-ML as long as it fulfills the requirements. 
On top of that, like Rel-17 CRS-IM receiver, it is beneficial from NW point of view to define two different receiver types: one is capable of the blind detection of co-scheduled UE modulation order; another is not capable of the blind detection of co-scheduled UE modulation order. The main reason is RAN4 agreed to ask RAN1 to define DCI-based NW assistance signaling. If UE is capable of blind detection of co-scheduled UE modulation order, NW does not need to send the modulation order information, which saves a few bits in DCI, and this will increase the reliability of control signal reception. 
Proposal 6: Introduce per UE capabilities for Rel-18 MU-MIMO receivers as follows:
· UE supporting Rel-18 MU-MIMO receiver with the blind detection of co-scheduled UE modulation order
· UE supporting Rel-18 MU-MIMO receiver without the blind detection of co-scheduled UE modulation order

In our understanding, the computational complexity of the R-ML receiver depends on 1) channel bandwidth, 2) the number of co-scheduled UE DMRS ports (MIMO layers), and 3) modulation order. 
For example, there are significant complexity difference between the case the co-scheduled UEs are scheduled with {5MHz CBW, 1 DMRS port, QPSK}, and the case the co-scheduled UEs are scheduled with {100MHz CBW, 4 DMRS ports, 1024QAM}. 
If we assume the UE decides the reported capability based on the worst case, we are concerned this may give the UE less opportunity to apply the advanced MU-MIMO receiver. We therefore think it is beneficial to introduce additional capability with
· Maximum number of interfering DMRS ports supported by Rel-18 MU-MIMO receiver.   
· Maximum modulation orders of interfering DMRS ports supported by Rel-18 MU-MIMO receiver.
Regarding the maximum number of interfering DMRS ports, however, in our understanding, this can be limited by the UE capability maxNumberMIMO-LayersPDSCH, that is, if UE reports maxNumberMIMO-layersPDSCH=fourLayers (4) and target UE is scheduled with 2 layers, the UE should be able to mitigate 2 DMRS ports for co-schedule UEs. With this interpretation, UE does not need to signal the maximum number of interfering DMRS ports. 
On the other hand, we think it is beneficial to report the maximum modulation order UE can support. For example, some UE wants to limit the maximum modulation order of co-scheduled UE up to 64QAM (instead of 256QAM or 1024QAM) for wider CBW such as 100MHz. This information is also beneficial for Network to schedule the pairing of UEs. 
Proposal 7: Introduce a per UE capability for Rel-18 MU-MIMO receivers as follows:
· Maximum modulation orders of interfering DMRS ports supported by Rel-18 MU-MIMO receiver.

Proposal 8: RAN4 assume the maximum number of interfering DMRS ports supported by Rel-18 MU-MIMO receiver is derived by subtracting the scheduled MIMO layers for the target UE from maxNumberMIMO-LayersPDSCH.

2.3 UE assistance information
RAN2 defines UE Assistance Information (UAI) signaling in TS 38.331 5.7.4 where UE can inform the network its preference of capabilities. One of the examples of UAI is the maximum number of MIMO layers. With this signaling, UE can report that it prefers to temporarily reduce the number of maximum MIMO layers when UE wants to save battery (Figure 1) or protect from the overheating (Figure 2). 
UEAssistanceInformation-v1610-IEs ::= SEQUENCE {
    idc-Assistance-r16                  IDC-Assistance-r16                  OPTIONAL,
    drx-Preference-r16                  DRX-Preference-r16                  OPTIONAL,
    maxBW-Preference-r16                MaxBW-Preference-r16                OPTIONAL,
    maxCC-Preference-r16                MaxCC-Preference-r16                OPTIONAL,
    maxMIMO-LayerPreference-r16         MaxMIMO-LayerPreference-r16         OPTIONAL,
    minSchedulingOffsetPreference-r16   MinSchedulingOffsetPreference-r16   OPTIONAL,
    releasePreference-r16               ReleasePreference-r16               OPTIONAL,
    sl-UE-AssistanceInformationNR-r16   SL-UE-AssistanceInformationNR-r16   OPTIONAL,
    referenceTimeInfoPreference-r16     BOOLEAN                             OPTIONAL,
    nonCriticalExtension                UEAssistanceInformation-v1700-IEs   OPTIONAL
}
[bookmark: _Ref142318817]Figure 1	UE assistance information for power saving (TS 38.331)
UEAssistanceInformation-v1540-IEs ::= SEQUENCE {
    overheatingAssistance               OverheatingAssistance               OPTIONAL,
    nonCriticalExtension                UEAssistanceInformation-v1610-IEs   OPTIONAL
}

OverheatingAssistance ::=           SEQUENCE {
    reducedMaxCCs                       ReducedMaxCCs-r16                   OPTIONAL,
    reducedMaxBW-FR1                    ReducedMaxBW-FRx-r16                OPTIONAL,
    reducedMaxBW-FR2                    ReducedMaxBW-FRx-r16                OPTIONAL,
    reducedMaxMIMO-LayersFR1            SEQUENCE {
        reducedMIMO-LayersFR1-DL            MIMO-LayersDL,
        reducedMIMO-LayersFR1-UL            MIMO-LayersUL
    } OPTIONAL,
    reducedMaxMIMO-LayersFR2            SEQUENCE {
        reducedMIMO-LayersFR2-DL            MIMO-LayersDL,
        reducedMIMO-LayersFR2-UL            MIMO-LayersUL
    } OPTIONAL
}
[bookmark: _Ref142318890]Figure 2	UE assistance information for overheating protection (TS 38.331)
As we proposed in the previous section, if RAN4 agrees that the maximum number of interfering DMRS ports supported by Rel-18 MU-MIMO receiver depends on the UE capability maxNumberMIMO-LayersPDSCH, it is straightforward that the Rel-18 MU-MIMO receiver capability can be aligned with the reported preferred maximum MIMO layers. For example, if UE reports maxMIMO-LayerPreference-r16=2, network can interpret the UE can 1) receive PDSCH with two layers without co-scheduled UE interference mitigation, or 2) receive PDSCH with 1 MIMO layer and mitigate one co-scheduled UE DMRS port. Alternatively, RAN4 should introduce a dedicated UE assistance information to inform the preferred total maximum MIMO layers for Rel-18 MU-MIMO receiver for both power saving purpose and overheating protection purposes. 
Proposal 9: UE can report its preference of the maximum number of interfering DMRS ports supported by Rel-18 MU-MIMO.
· Option 1: Reuse the existing IEs: maxMIMO-LayerPreference-r16 or reducedMIMO-LayersFR1-DL. The preferred maximum DMRS ports are derived by subtracting the scheduled MIMO layers for the target UE from maxMIMO-LayerPreference-r16/reducedMIMO-LayersFR1-DL.
· Option 2: Introduce a dedicated UE assistance information to inform the preferred total maximum MIMO layers for Rel-18 MU-MIMO receivers 
2.3 Reply LS
RAN4 had sent an LS [4] to RAN1 for the purpose of introducing DCI based signaling for MU-MIMO interference cancellation by applying R-ML receiver. RAN1 has sent an Reply LS to RAN4 by the end of last meeting in Toulouse with the agreement of introducing this specific signaling [3].
In this section, we would like to discuss the follow questions asked by RAN1 in the Reply LS [3] related to the previous LS [4] sent by RAN4 in RAN4 #107 meeting. 
· Question 1: Whether this new signaling in DCI is introduced in DCI format 1_2 in addition to format 1_1?
· DCI 1_2 is the short DCI format mainly used for URLLC scenario. We don’t see any need on applying MU-MIMO interference cancellation in URLLC scenario. In this case, it is sufficient to only introduce this new signaling in DCI format 1_1 only.

· Question 2: Whether this new signaling in DCI is supported for one or more DL multi-TRP schemes?
· We think there is no impact from RAN4 perspective on extending this new signaling to DL multi-TRP scenario as long as the UE is capable of supporting both multi-TRP schemes and R-ML receiver (Rel-18 advanced receiver).

· Question 3: Whether this new signaling in DCI is supported when the RRC parameter maxNrofCodeWordsScheduledByDCI is configured as 2? 
· UE can be scheduled with 2 codewords if the RRC parameter maxNrofCodeWordsScheduledByDCI is configured as 2. When 2 CWs are scheduled, in 38.214, it states UE is not expected being co-scheduled with another UE. Thus, we don’t think this new signaling in DCI is supported in this case.

· Question 4: Whether the new signaling in DCI is supported when the RRC codeBlockGroupTransmission is configured?
· We think there is no impact from RAN4 perspective on extending this new signaling to CBG transmission as long as the UE is capable of supporting both CBG transmission capability and R-ML receiver (Rel-18 advanced receiver). 

· Question 5: Whether the new signaling in DCI is supported when Rel-18 DMRS is configured?
· We think there is no impact from RAN4 perspective on extending this new signaling to CBG transmission as long as the UE is capable of supporting both Rel-18 DMRS capability and R-ML receiver (Rel-18 advanced receiver).

· 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”?
· It’s also been discussed in the last RAN4 meeting that the majority view is to replace all the ‘PRB’ to ‘PRG’ in each bit field index, as it’s agreed previously that the PRG alignment is necessary condition for applying R-ML receiver.

· 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.
· No, we don’t think it is allowed since bit field index 0 indicates non-existence of co-scheduled UE or non-existence of co-scheduled UE with the same DMRS sequence. So, bit field index ‘1/2/3/4/5’ should be implicitly indicating there is indeed co-scheduled UE with the same DMRS sequence in all the PRBs of the target UE.
Proposal 10: Propose following responses to RAN1 questions:
· Question 1: Whether this new signaling in DCI is introduced in DCI format 1_2 in addition to format 1_1?
· Response: Not to introduce this new signaling in DCI format 1_2.
· Question 2: Whether this new signaling in DCI is supported for one or more DL multi-TRP schemes?
· Response: No impact from RAN4 perspective to support both this new signaling in DCI and DL multi-TRP schemes based on UE’s capability.
· Question 3: Whether this new signaling in DCI is supported when the RRC parameter 
maxNrofCodeWordsScheduledByDCI is configured as 2? 
· Response: This new signaling in DCI is not expected to 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?
· Response: No impact from RAN4 perspective to support both this new signaling in DCI and DL multi-TRP schemes based on UE’s capability.
· Question 5: Whether the new signaling in DCI is supported when Rel-18 DMRS is configured?
· Response: No impact from RAN4 perspective to support both this new signaling in DCI and DL multi-TRP schemes based on UE’s capability.
· 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”?
· Response: 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”
· 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.
· Response: For “Bit field mapped to index” =1/2/3/4/5, “empty PRB without co-scheduled UE” is not allowed “in all the PRBs” of the target UE.
3	Summary
In summary, we provided our views on the RRC signaling details and UE capability signaling.
We summarized our proposals as follows:
Proposal 1: Do not introduce additional RRC/DCI-based network assistance signaling for the DMRS port information of the co-scheduled UE.
Proposal 2: Define RRC signaling to indicate when the default assumption of the PRB bundling size and FDRA is not valid
Proposal 3: Define RRC signaling to indicate when the default assumption of the DMRS power boosting for the co-scheduled UE is not valid
Proposal 4: Define RRC signaling to indicate when the default assumption of the Time domain resource allocation for the co-scheduled UE is not valid
Proposal 5: Do not consider a default assumption and do not define RRC signaling for the information of frequency domain resource allocation type
Proposal 6: Introduce per UE capabilities for Rel-18 MU-MIMO receivers as follows:
· UE supporting Rel-18 MU-MIMO receiver with the blind detection of co-scheduled UE modulation order
· UE supporting Rel-18 MU-MIMO receiver without the blind detection of co-scheduled UE modulation order
Proposal 7: Introduce a per UE capability for Rel-18 MU-MIMO receivers as follows:
· Maximum modulation orders of interfering DMRS ports supported by Rel-18 MU-MIMO receiver.
Proposal 8: RAN4 assume the maximum number of interfering DMRS ports supported by Rel-18 MU-MIMO receiver is derived by subtracting the scheduled MIMO layers for the target UE from maxNumberMIMO-LayersPDSCH.
Proposal 9: UE can report its preference of the maximum number of interfering DMRS ports supported by Rel-18 MU-MIMO.
· Option 1: Reuse the existing IEs: maxMIMO-LayerPreference-r16 or reducedMIMO-LayersFR1-DL. The preferred maximum DMRS ports are derived by subtracting the scheduled MIMO layers for the target UE from maxMIMO-LayerPreference-r16/reducedMIMO-LayersFR1-DL.
· Option 2: Introduce a dedicated UE assistance information to inform the preferred total maximum MIMO layers for Rel-18 MU-MIMO receivers 
Proposal 10: Propose following responses to RAN1 questions:
· Question 1: Whether this new signaling in DCI is introduced in DCI format 1_2 in addition to format 1_1?
· Response: Not to introduce this new signaling in DCI format 1_2.
· Question 2: Whether this new signaling in DCI is supported for one or more DL multi-TRP schemes?
· Response: No impact from RAN4 perspective to support both this new signaling in DCI and DL multi-TRP schemes based on UE’s capability.
· Question 3: Whether this new signaling in DCI is supported when the RRC parameter 
maxNrofCodeWordsScheduledByDCI is configured as 2? 
· Response: This new signaling in DCI is not expected to 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?
· Response: No impact from RAN4 perspective to support both this new signaling in DCI and DL multi-TRP schemes based on UE’s capability.
· Question 5: Whether the new signaling in DCI is supported when Rel-18 DMRS is configured?
· Response: No impact from RAN4 perspective to support both this new signaling in DCI and DL multi-TRP schemes based on UE’s capability.
· 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”?
· Response: 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”
· 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.
· Response: For “Bit field mapped to index” =1/2/3/4/5, “empty PRB without co-scheduled UE” is not allowed “in all the PRBs” of the target UE.
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1	Overall description
RAN4 thank RAN1 for the Reply LS (R1-2308598) on required DCI signaling for advanced receiver on MU-MIMO scenario. 
RAN4 discussed the questions listed in the Reply LS (R1-2308598) and reached the agreements below for each question.
· Question 1: Whether this new signaling in DCI is introduced in DCI format 1_2 in addition to format 1_1?
· Agreement: Not to introduce this new signaling in DCI format 1_2.

· Question 2: Whether this new signaling in DCI is supported for one or more DL multi-TRP schemes?
· Agreement: No impact from RAN4 perspective to support both this new signaling in DCI and DL multi-TRP schemes based on UE’s capability.

· Question 3: Whether this new signaling in DCI is supported when the RRC parameter 
maxNrofCodeWordsScheduledByDCI is configured as 2? 
· Agreement: This new signaling in DCI is not expected to 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?
· Agreement: No impact from RAN4 perspective to support both this new signaling in DCI and DL multi-TRP schemes based on UE’s capability.

· Question 5: Whether the new signaling in DCI is supported when Rel-18 DMRS is configured?
· Agreement: No impact from RAN4 perspective to support both this new signaling in DCI and DL multi-TRP schemes based on UE’s capability.

· 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”?
· Agreement: 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”

· 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.
· Agreement: For “Bit field mapped to index” =1/2/3/4/5, “empty PRB without co-scheduled UE” is not allowed “in all the PRBs” of the target UE.
 
2	Actions
To RAN WG1 
ACTION: 
RAN4 kindly ask RAN1 to take the above responses into account for the required DCI signaling design.
3	Dates of next RAN WG 4 meetings
TSG RAN WG4 Meeting #109			13rd – 17th Nov. 2023   	    	Chicago, US
TSG RAN WG4 Meeting #110			26th Feb. – 1st Mar. 2024   	Athens, Greece


