3GPP TSG-RAN WG1 Meeting #116bis	R1-2403001
Changsha, China, Apr. 15th – 19th, 2024

Title:	Draft LS reply on RRC network assistant signalling for advanced receiver on MU-MIMO scenario
[bookmark: OLE_LINK57][bookmark: OLE_LINK58][bookmark: _Hlk158804191]Response to:	R4-2403086/R1-2401954
[bookmark: OLE_LINK59][bookmark: OLE_LINK60][bookmark: OLE_LINK61]Release:	Rel-18
Work Item:	NR_demod_enh3-Core

Source:	Nokia [RAN WG1]
To:	RAN WG4, RAN WG2
[bookmark: OLE_LINK45][bookmark: OLE_LINK46]Cc:	-

Contact Person:	Karri Ranta-aho
	Karri.ranta-aho@nokia.com

1	Overall description
[bookmark: _Hlk147921351]RAN1 would like to thank RAN4 for their LS on RRC network assistant signalling for advanced receiver on MU-MIMO scenario (R1-2401954/R4-2403086). 
The LS states that, based on the RAN1#114 conclusion “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.” a discussion on the exact meaning of “UE may assume” was causing a disagreement on whether RRC signalling should still be introduced for the case where the UE is not making this assumption.
	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.



RAN1 has been using the “the UE may assume” phrase in UMTS, LTE and NR specifications extensively. It is intended to mean that the UE implementation is allowed to be based on the stated assumption (as per TR 21.801 table E.3) while this is not setting a requirement to network implementation, i.e. the UE is allowed to maintain the stated assumption regardless of what the network is doing. If in some cases the assumption does not hold, then it is the network’s problem, while the UE implementation is still allowed to maintain the stated assumption.
In 3GPP terminology as extensively used by RAN1 specifications, the “UE may assume” does not imply that the UE can also “may not assume”, nor that 3GPP should specify for the cases when the assumption does not hold.
2	Actions
To RAN2 and to RAN4
ACTION: 	RAN1 respectfully asks RAN2 and RAN4 to take the above clarification on the RAN1 usage of the phrase “the UE may assume” in consideration in their further work.
3	Dates of next TSG RAN WG1 meetings
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