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Discussion
In [1], an LS is received from RAN4, where the RAN4 answer to question 2 is centred around the phrase “may assume” in the RAN1 conclusion in RAN1#114b. It was pointed out that “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”.
[bookmark: _Hlk160110680]Conclusion
The following specification in TS 38.214 is interpreted 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.


The conclusion in RAN1#114b itself is the clarification of existing spec, where the spec says：
 
“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.” 

It is clear from the spec that UE “shall assume” existence of potential co-scheduled downlink DM-RS and not used for data transmission. In our understanding, there is no motivation for gNB to indicate CMD groups without data where there is no co-scheduled downlink DM-RS. A proper gNB implementation should be such that when the UE is indicated CDM groups without data, there is co-scheduled downlink DM-RS and no data for all co-scheduled UEs. In our understanding, the text in spec is clear and the conclusion in RAN1#114b was to further align the common understanding and no RRC signalling is needed. 
Conclusion
In our understanding, the text in spec is clear and the conclusion in RAN1#114b was to further align the common understanding and no RRC signalling is needed.
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