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Issue 1-2-5: Waveform 
· Proposals from companies:
· P1 (CMCC): it is proposed to consider the MRSS impact when discuss the waveform for 6GR
· RAN1 agreed that the waveforms defined in 5G NR are supported as the basis for 6GR
· For other waveform for 6GR, impact on MRSS need to be considered
· P2 (LGE):
· No impact on 5G-6G MRSS by basis waveforms below.
· UL : CP-OFDM and DFT-s-OFDM
· DL : CP-OFDM
· Defer study of impact on 5G-6G MRSS by other waveforms after RAN1 conclusion
· P3 (Samsung): Based on RAN1 agreement, no much RAN4 impacts foreseen from waveform aspect and modulation aspect
· P4 (OPPO): It’s unnecessary to restrict the waveform, modulation and channel bandwidth for 6G-5G MRSS operation in RAN4 spec
· P5 (ZTE): for waveform for MRSS between 5G and 6GR, propose to follow the agreement reached in RAN1
· P6 (Xiaomi): No other system parameters i.e., channel bandwidth, modulation orders and waveform impact foreseen on MRSS except Numerology, channel raster and sync raster.

· Recommended WF for coffee break AH discussion：
· Based on RAN1 agreements on basis waveform below, no RAN4 impact on 5G-6G MRSS foreseen from waveform aspect.
· UL : CP-OFDM and DFT-s-OFDM
· DL : CP-OFDM
· FFS RAN4 impact on 5G-6G MRSS by other waveforms if agreed by RAN1

AH discussion:






Issue 1-2-4: Channel bandwidth 
· Proposals from companies:
· P1 (CMCC): it is proposed to consider the impact on MRSS when discussing irregular channel bandwidth. The solution to support irregular channel bandwidth may have impact on MRSS support
· P2 (Apple): it is proposed to focus on large channel bandwidth (e.g. >5MHz) for 5G-6G MRSS
· P3 (LGE): Consider common restriction on supported CBW for a single and common CBW is configured for 5G-6G MRSS
· CBW ≥ max (min 5G CBW, min 6G CBW)
· P4 (Samsung): RAN4 not to consider 5G-6G MRSS for small channel bandwidths. FFS the boundary above which MRSS can be applied
· P5 (OPPO): It’s unnecessary to restrict the waveform, modulation and channel bandwidth for 6G-5G MRSS operation in RAN4 spec
· P6 (ZTE): for irregular channel bandwidth except for 6MHz and 7MHz, propose not to discuss the MRSS between 5G and 6G
· P7 (Xiaomi): No other system parameters i.e., channel bandwidth, modulation orders and waveform impact foreseen on MRSS except Numerology, channel raster and sync raster.

· Recommended WF for coffee break AH discussion：
· Sub-issue 1: Whether to have some restriction on supported bandwidth for 5G-6G MRSS 
· Option 1 (Apple, Samsung): Not consider 5G-6G MRSS for small channel bandwidths, focus on large channel bandwidth (e.g. >5MHz) for 5G-6G MRSS
· Option 2 (LGE) Consider common restriction on supported CBW for a single and common CBW is configured for 5G-6G MRSS
· CBW ≥ max (min 5G CBW, min 6G CBW)

AH discussion:







Issue 1-2-3: Sync raster 
· Proposals from companies:
· P1 (Xiaomi): RAN4 needs to further evaluate sync raster design for 6GR on 5G migration bands pending on RAN1 progress.
· P2 (Apple): RAN4 discussion on sync raster should consider several high-level points as starting point,
· How can raster design help to improve initial access performance? 
· Should we reduce the raster for MRSS only to a subset of the already defined set? 
· Should we couple raster design to minimum channel bandwidth?
· Design principle on how to place 5G and 6G sync raster, e.g. FDM or TDM, pending RAN1 progress on common signal design.
· P3 (Spreadtrum, UNISOC): Keep a single set of sync raster s in 6G with and without MRSS
· P4 (LGE): Focus sync raster for non-MRSS and consider it as starting point for MRSS
· P5 (Samsung): RAN4 to evaluate sync raster pending on RAN1 progress on SSB design
· P6 (OPPO):
· Whether the sync raster of 6G will be impacted by 6G-5G MRSS depends on the SSB design and SSB sharing between 5G and 6G each other.
· If 5G/6G sharing the SSB each other, the 5G sync raster should be a subset of the 6G sync raster to facilitate a 6G UE could detect the 5G sync raster. 
· If 5G/6G not sharing the SSB each other, the 5G UE mis-detecting 6G SSB and 6G UE mis-detecting 5G SSB should be avoided.
· If RAN1 has avoided the mis-detection from SSB design, RAN4 don’t need any special treat for the sync raster.  
· If not, the sync raster may need stagger between 5G and 6G
· P7 (ZTE): for sync raster of MRSS BS, propose to postpone the discussion in RAN4 until RAN1 has reached sufficient progress for the initial access for MRSS deployment
· P8 (ISSDU, NTU): RAN4 can establish baseline sync-raster configurations with frequency offsets of 10, 15, and 30 kHz and timing periodicities of 5, 10, and 20 ms

· Recommended WF for coffee break AH discussion
· Consider following high-level aspects as starting point for Sync raster discussion in RAN4
· How can raster design help to improve initial access performance? 
· Should we reduce the raster for MRSS only to a subset of the already defined set? 
· Should we couple raster design to minimum channel bandwidth?
· Design principle on how to place 5G and 6G sync raster, e.g. FDM or TDM, pending RAN1 progress on common signal design?
· Whether to keep a single set of sync raster s in 6G with and without MRSS

AH discussion:







Issue 1-2-7-1: general consideration for RF requirements     
· Proposals from companies:
· P1 (CATT): For MRSS BS, any additional BS RF requirements arising from MRSS support should be subject to the 6G BS RF requirements. 
· P2 (Nokia): RAN4 to focus RF work on MRSS topic for channel raster and sync raster definition
· P3 (Apple): 
· Compatible RF requirement between 5G and 6G will benefit BS implementation supporting 5G-6G MRSS, which can be considered when developing 6G and 5G-6G MSR specification.
· UE either support 5G or 6G in MRSS. So, it is supposed that no RF requirements impact due to MRSS and it just need to follow normal RF requirements for SA mode.
· P4 (LGE): No need to evaluate 5G/6G RF coexistence for 5G-6G MRSS
· P5 (Samsung): No RF requirement impacts are foreseen at this stage for 5G-6G MRSS
· P6 (Ericsson): When designing BS RF requirements, take into account that compatibility between 6GR and legacy requirements is needed to facilitate multi-standard BS that can handle both 6GR and legacy RATs
· P7 (ZTE):
· for MRSS BS, apply new 6GR BS RF requirements to MRSS BS supporting both 5G and 6G.
· for MRSS BS, propose to consider the TN BS with 5G-6G TN MRSS in the existing TN MSR specification and NTN SAN with 5G-6G NTN MRSS in the new NTN MSR specification.
· P9 (QC): RAN4 should study the feasibility of adopting the same or similar RF requirements for 6G as for NR (particularly regulatory requirements) to facilitate easier refarming of existing bands

· [bookmark: _GoBack]Recommended WF for coffee break AH discussion：
· No need to evaluate 5G/6G RF coexistence for 5G-6G MRSS
· Study additional BS RF requirements arising from MRSS support, in addition to 6G BS RF requirements.


AH discussion:





