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Introduction
In RAN4#110 meeting, A LS R4-2403086 [1] was sent to RAN1 with following information:

· Question 2: Based on the below RAN1 conclusion, whether the DMRS power boosting information for advanced receiver is still needed.

	Continuation of discussions triggered by R1-2307902 (rejected) from RAN1#114 
R1-2310120         Clarify number of CDM groups without data for DMRS              Qualcomm Incorporated
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.






· RAN4 answer: 
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.
To RAN1
ACTION: 	RAN4 respectfully request RAN1 to provide clarification on the understanding of the above RAN1 conclusion if any.

In this contribution, we discuss the possible response from RAN1 corresponding to the LS.
Discussion
In the past meeting, RAN1 made a conclusion to clarify the UE assumption on the number of CDM groups without data for DMRS that the UE may assume that “CDM groups without data” in TS 38.214 are not used for data transmission for any co-scheduled user in the same serving cell. That is, resources for “CDM groups without data” in 38.214 is only used for DMRS transmission of target UE and co-scheduled UEs. Some RAN4 companies would thought that “UE may assume” is weaker than “shall/should assume” and gNB is free to perform such scheduling restriction. However, as long as UE can make this assumption for detection/interference measurement, gNB is expected to perform corresponding scheduling. Otherwise, the detection performance would be degraded at UE. In RAN1 specification, “UE may assume” is a weak restriction at UE, but a strong restriction for gNB. 
In this case, 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.’ is not needed since this configuration is expected to be consistent among co-scheduled UEs. If RAN2 introduces the signaling, there would be collision between the RAN1 conclusion.
Proposal: Send a LS to RAN4 and RAN2 to clarify the following:
· The conclusion on “CDM groups without data” at RAN1 implies that gNB is expected to ensure that“CDM groups without data” are not used for data transmission for any co-scheduled user in the same serving cell.
· 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.’ is not needed from RAN1 perspective. 
References
[1] R4-2403086, Reply LS on RRC network assistant signalling for advanced receiver on MU-MIMO scenario, RAN4(chinatelecom), RAN4#110 meeting. 
