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Introduction
This summary collects the different proposals and main observations related to the AI 8.5 BS RF and coexistence. According to the Chairman’s notes, the scope includes non-spectrum and non-AI BS RF, MSR, BS RF related coverage and efficiency, and the coexistence study.
The following topics have been identified:
· Topic#1: BS RF requirements and related aspects (AI 8.4.1)
· Topic#2: Coexistence studies (AI 8.4.2)
· Topic#3: NTN (AI 8.4.3)
· Topic #4: AAS BS below Hz (AI 8.4.4) 
· Topic#5: Other aspects (AI 8.4.5)
The goal in this meeting is to identify early agreements, freeze the scope of the NTN aspects and hopefully decide on TN coexistence.
Note that in the following, proposals are not necessarily exclusive, they could be complementary. Some major observations have been captured to help the proposal’s understanding. Also, all proposals might not have been “exactly” mentioned in the list of proposals, they might have been merged with others to provide a better readability and rationale. 

Topic #1: BS RF requirements
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2600107
	Nokia
	Observation 1: Current EVM definition, which still includes impairments from time synchronization and equalization require 6GR reconsideration of EVM definition, window size and the method for averaging over the time and frequency.
Proposal 1: It is proposed to study EVM definition for 6GR and take into account differences compared to LTE/NR. 
Proposal 2: To further study if EVM window size for 6GR can be updated. 
Observation 2: RAN4 should discuss the assumptions and study in-band blocking for reasonable 6GR requirements.
Proposal 3: It is proposed to perform simulations with up-to-date deployment assumptions to enable reasonable requirements for in-band and out-of-band blocking.
Observation 3: Conducted out-of-band blocking requirement need to be evaluated for Prefsens for 6GR and wider bandwidths.
Observation 4: Interfering signal type and mean power could be adopted from NR but when introducing new bands, special attention must be given to offsets.

Observation 5: Co-location minimum requirements must be re-evaluated as they assume 30dB coupling loss between interfering transmitter and victim receiver.
Observation 6: Protection of the BS own receiver from its own transmitter can be handled as an implementation issue, for example, by designing a larger isolation than the currently assumed 30 dB between the BS receiver and transmitter.
Observation 7: RAN4 should examine whether the simulation parameters and assumptions used in coexistence studies recorded in TR 38.921 and TR 38.922 would continue to reflect real-life deployment for 6GR or they should be revised.  
Proposal 4. It is proposed to reuse existing 5G TAE requirements. 

	R4-2600276
	CATT
	Proposal 1: New requirements or tests may be introduced for GS/PS in RF or demodulation, RAN4 can wait RAN1 progress and initiate the discussion after RAN1 make progress of the enhancement.
Proposal 2: Comparing the antenna array assumption between 2GHz, 7GHz and FR2, it is proposed to consider defining blocking requirement for around 7GHz and above in FR2 method.
Proposal 3: OBUE requirement for wider channel bandwidth should wait the conclusion of ACLR requirement which should be derived from 6G co-existence study.
Proposal 4: ΔfOBUE should be revisited for new frequency band. But for legacy bands deployed already, it should be no change for ΔfOBUE even wider channel bandwidth is introduced.

	R4-2600724
	Samsung
	Observation 1: The RF feasibility for a stringent Tx EVM requirement should be evaluated at least for the following aspects: Power amplifier; Phase noise and IQ mismatch; Cost and complexity.
Observation 2: The LLS evaluation should be studied and carried out to justify the actual gain in typical and even ideal scenarios for DL throughput.
Observation 3: A complete set of LLS assumptions, as shown in above Table 1, should be carefully discussed, justified and determined. 
Proposal 1: RAN4 to first study the optimal EVM threshold corresponding to the DL throughput performance ceiling using LLS.
Proposal 2: With this EVM threshold, RAN4 could then decide the trade-offs between performance and practical implementations (e.g., feasibility and cost-efficiency) for 6GR RF chain design.
Observation  4: New TAE requirements may be needed to support new features of 6GR air-interface technologies.
Observation 5: The current TAE requirements could be re-evaluated to guarantee its feasibility in 6GR.
Proposal 3: RAN4 to encourage companies to provide useful information of the tolerant time misalignment of their products.

	R4-2600816
	CMCC
	Observation 1: Regarding the modulation order of 6GR DL, RAN1 has not reached any further conclusion at present.
Observation 2: Both conducted and radiated requirements should be defined for this frequency range, but it may be considered to select only one set for BS testing.
Proposal 1: It is suggested that the current excellent EVM requirements should be considered for reuse, and further wait for the conclusion of RAN1.
Proposal 2: Reuse the existing 5G requirements could be adopted as the starting point, based on which further research can be conducted to explore the potential for further improvement of RF requirements.
Proposal 3: New BS type 1-H is not needed for BS type 1-H enhancement.
Proposal 4: The existing RF requirement could be discussed as the starting point.

	R4-2600894
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	EVM
Proposal 1: It is proposed to defer the discussion on the EVM requirements for new 6G modulation unless there is an RAN1 agreement. 
In-band and Out of band blocking
Proposal 2: Since there are no existing non-AAS systems to maintain any equivalence with, it is proposed to study the possibility to remove the link to the existing conducted requirements. A similar approach as FR2 can be adopted, i.e. single declared sensitivity.
Proposal 3: It is proposed to use the same methodology used for FR2 to derive blocking requirement, i.e. blocker vs wanted signal analysis.
Protection of the BS receiver of own or different BS
Proposal 4: protection of the BS receiver for different BS is covered by co-location requirements.
Proposal 5: It is proposed to remove protection requirement of own BS receiver for FDD bands.
OBUE for wider channel BW
Proposal 6: the existing NR OBUE limits for band n104 AAS can be used as starting point for wider channel BW
Proposal 7: For 6GR, it is proposed to discuss whether to adopt single unified approach to define BS OBUE requirements.
RE power control dynamic range
Proposal 8: It is proposed to study the feasibility to extend BS RE power down dynamic range for FR1 bands.

	R4-2600911
	MediaTek inc.
	Observation 1: With current BS Tx EVM requirements in TS 38.104, the required EVM changes with the modulation order without considering the target MIMO layers.
Observation 2: With the EVM values based on current TS 38.104, the max throughput cannot be achieved with more MIMO layers, and the degradation compared to EVM 0% can be huge in some scenarios.
Proposal 1: RAN4 to study a more pragmatic BS TX EVM requirement framework that also takes the number of MIMO layers into account, e.g., define EVM requirements for individual combinations of modulation and layer number, or define the max applicable MIMO layer for the EVM requirements

	R4-2601343
	Ericsson
	BS type 1-H enhancement:
Proposal1: In RAN4 6G study, further study the benefits associated with introducing further flexibility between conducted requirements and OTA requirements together with a new conducted requirement interface after RDN. 
Proposal2: In RAN4 6G study identify alternatives to current specification to allow more OTA requirements using BS type 1-H as starting point. 
Proposal3: In RAN4 6G study further study applicability for the approach allowing for more flexibility in terms of band specific support and/or size of antenna array.
EVM:
Observation1: Conducting throughput comparisons for higher coding rates is not appropriate when the reference used assumes a theoretical EVM value of 0%, as this does not reflect realistic conditions.
Observation2: It would be extremly challenging defining an OTA test procedure for an EVM requirement which takes into account the number of MIMO layers as the OTA chamber testing will be limited to maximum two polarizations.
Proposal4: RAN4 should not further study specifying EVM requirement which takes into account the number of MIMO layers.
Proposal5: RAN4 should not further study EVM requirement for MU-MIMO and better focus on other aspects to be studied in the 6G scope.
Blocking:
Proposal6: In the 6G study further analyze if the non-AAS BS requirement levels originally defined for UTRA and E-UTRA still are relevant for AAS BS operating in bands in the upper region of FR1.
Proposal7: In the RAN4 6G study, work out specification structure to account for band specific in-band blocking requirement levels. 
Proposal8: In the RAN4 6G study, further study the relation between in-band blocking level and out-of-band blocking levels in the upper region of FR1 and above.
Observation3: When new bands are introduced above 7125 MHz, RAN4 needs to consider proper upper frequency limit for the out-of-band blocking requirement. Also, it would be natural to find means to get away from the non-physical interference signal level jump indicated at 12 GHz in Figure 2.3-2.
Protection of the BS receiver of own or different BS:
Proposal9: Retain the protection of the BS receiver of own or different BS requirement, for any BS intended to be co-located with other BS. 
OBUE and wider channel BW:
Observation4: Wider channel bandwidths of 200 MHz and 400 MHz in FR1 are expected to be supported primarily in the new ~7 GHz band and within n104.
Observation5: Band n104 was specified considering a typical channel bandwidth of 50 MHz.
Observation6: OBUE for band n104 were specified considering 50 MHz interval segments and ΔfOBUE of 100 MHz.
Observation7: There is no PSD scaling rule specified in RAN4 between channel bandwidths.
Proposal10: Assuming that 200 MHz and/or 400 MHz channel bandwidths are to be utilized exclusively in bands n104 and approximately 7 GHz, adopt the n104 OBUE requirements as the baseline for 200/400 MHz channel bandwidth.
TAE:
Observation8: The DC feature which is specified since 3GPP release 12 does not have TAE defined, only a total MRTD and MTTD.
Proposal11: for non-colocated feature deployments in 6G: 
· Specify MRTD and MTTD total budget in RRM specification, which allows flexible allocation among subcomponents instead of specifying sub-requirements on part of the system and avoid stating TAE between ARP.
· Remove explicit TAE requirements for non-colocated deployment cases from BS RF specification.
Proposal12: for colocated feature deployments in 6G: 
· For inter-band carrier aggregation, we propose to keep the existing TAE = 3 µs, since the inter band CA case might have to be implemented in separate radios and there could be a complex front haul solution in place.
· For the case of intra band non-contiguous CA we can use a stricter TAE, bigger than, or including, 260 ns.
Proposal13: For optional enhancements to a basic feature like CA and MIMO we prefer to specify robust requirements for the basic feature and optional enhancements should be separated from the base level of the feature and be optional.
Proposal14: RAN4 should wait until other WG come further in their discussions around other schemes such as UL/DL-decoupling or Virtual Carrier, before MRTD and TAE are settled for those features.

	R4-2601843
	ZTE Corporation, Sanechips
	Proposal 1: For minimum EVM requirement of existing 5G modulation order of 6GR, propose to apply the 5G BS EVM requirement as starting point for 6GR BS.
Proposal 2: For the optimal EVM requirement, propose to have some discussion on the necessity and evaluation method to figure out the optimal/enhanced EVM requirement to enable the achievable peak data rate if possible. 
Observation 1: It is quite challenging to support DL 4096QAM while meeting stringent EVM requirements even with the power backoff due to the basic non-linearities from other component except for front-end PA.
Proposal 3: For the MIMO TAE requirement for 6GR BS, propose to conduct the relevant physical layer evaluation with the TAE and different MIMO layers taken into account to define the more appropriate TAE requirement; 
Proposal 4: For TAE requirement among different transceivers for 6GR BS beamforming, propose to discuss the necessity and how to define the requirement for it in 6G day 1; 
Proposal 5: For the intra-band contiguous CA for 6G BS, propose to consider the different requirements for different use case if necessary firstly e.g. the orthogonality to reduce the inter-carrier interference for communications, SSB-less for fast scell activation and spectrum aggregated positioning, then further discuss how and whether to specify the unified TAE requirement.
Proposal 6: For the intra-band non-contiguous CA for 6G BS, propose to discuss the necessary requirement from both with the consideration of NES with SSB-less operation in FR1 and the potential interruption due to Rx sweeping in FR2-1.
Observation 2: The FR1 inter-band CA TAE requirement in co-located scenario as 260ns is feasible.
Proposal 7: For the inter-band co-located CA for 6G BS, propose to discuss the optimal TAE requirement considering the NES with SSB-less operation in FR1 and FR2 UE Common beam management (CBM) in FR2-1,etc.
Proposal 8: For the potential new spectrum utilization mechanism, RAN4 need to discuss and define the corresponding TAE requirement to enable the potential RRM measurement across different carriers.
Proposal 9: For cell phase error requirement in 6G, propose to consider both the worst error requirement 3us and achievable cell phase error requirement under the normal operation mode to guide the relevant RRM requirement definition.
Proposal 10: For cell phase requirement for CJT transmission, propose to have further discussion on the potential required phase alignment requirement with the associated UE measurement reporting information for timing misalignment, freq/ phase offset measurement and reporting. The accuracy of UE measurement reporting will also have direct impacts on the achievable performance at BS side.
Proposal 11: For the ACLR requirement, propose to have some further study on the appropriate ACLR modelling to quantify more realistic interference modelling in the coexistence sharing study and define more proper ACLR requirement;
Proposal 12: For the ACLR requirement, propose to consider the performance balance between ACLR and EVM requirement instead of treating these two requirement separately. 
Proposal 13: For in-band blocking requirement of FR1 non-SBFD BS, propose to consider the BS2UE interference signal as interference type to define the robust in-band blocking requirements and conduct the further study with more relevant coexistence assumptions to identify the appropriate requirement for 6GR BS.
Proposal 14: For out-of-band blocking requirement of FR1 BS, propose to consider the BS2BS CLI as interference type to define the robust OOBB requirements in 6GR.
Proposal 15: .Propose not to define the BS spurious emission requirements for the protection of BS receiver for FDD band which could be implicitly tested by the REFSENS requirements.
Proposal 16: .Propose to consider the following emission mask as starting point for 100MHz, 200MHz and 400MHz and further update it in the WI phase or based on agreed ACLR assumption if agreed in the SI phase.
Proposal 17: for the enhanced 6GR BS type 1-H, propose to discuss the additional OTA requirement in addition to EIRP and EIS requirement for BS type 1-H to reflect the radiated performance more precisely. 




Open issues summary
Sub-topic 1-1: Type 1-H enhancement
Issue 1-1-1: BS type 1-H enhancement scope
· Proposals: The following aspects should be further studied when defining the enhanced BS type 1-H:
· Proposal 1: The benefits associated with introducing further flexibility between conducted requirements and OTA requirements together with a new conducted requirement interface after RDN (Ericsson)
· Proposal 2: The alternatives to include more OTA requirements using BS type 1-H as starting point (Ericsson, ZTE)
· Proposal 3: The applicability for the approach allowing for more flexibility in terms of band specific support and/or size of antenna array (Ericsson)
· Proposal 4: No further study is needed (CMCC)
· Recommended WF
·  
Sub-topic 1-2: EVM
Issue 1-2-1: Baseline for 6G
· Proposals: NR EVM requirements should be considered as baseline for 6G
· Agree (CMCC, Ericsson, ZTE)
· Disagree
· Recommended WF
· The 5G EVM requirements might be considered as baseline for 6G, RAN4 might want to further study if any possible improvement (following issues).

Issue 1-2-2: EVM study scope and methodology
· Proposals: Scope and methodology of the EVM improvement study for the existing 5G modulation: 
· Proposal 1: Study EVM definition taking into account differences compared to LTE/NR and if EVM window can be updated (Nokia)
· Proposal 2: Study first an “optimal EVM threshold” from link level simulations. This “optimal EVM threshold” is when marginal improvements cease to provide meaningful DL throughput gains. From this optimal value, companies could be then further discussed any EVM requirement improvement considering their impediments and constraints. (Samsung)
· Recommended WF
· 

Issue 1-2-3: EVM and MIMO layers
· Proposals: EVM requirement should considered the number of MIMO layers when defining 6G EVM requirement: 
· Agree, define EVM requirements for individual combinations of modulation and layer number, or define the max applicable MIMO layer for the EVM requirements (MediaTek)
· Agree, further discuss the necessity and method to specify an “enhanced” EVM requirement (ZTE).
· Disagree, do not consider the number of MIMO layers in the EVM definition (Ericsson).
· Recommended WF
· 


Issue 1-2-4: EVM requirements for higher modulation and non-uniform constellation
· Proposals: New requirements for higher modulation and non-uniform constellation:
· Proposal 1: Wait for RAN1 progress on those new modulation schemes (CATT, CMCC, Huawei, Ericsson)
· Recommended WF
· It seems indeed premature to start looking at EVM requirements now, RAN4 should better wait for RAN1 to finalize their choices and selected options.

Sub-topic 1-3: In-band and Out of Band blocking for ~7GHz bands 
Issue 1-3-1: Methodology
· Proposals: 6G blocking requirements should be specified based on:
· Proposal 1: Performing simulations with up-to-date deployment assumptions (Nokia, Ericsson, ZTE)
· Proposal 2: FR2 methodology, no equivalence to conducted requirement is needed, based on a single declared OTA sensitivity:
· For ~7GHz (CATT)
· Requirement should be based on the difference between the wanted signal and the blocking signal, considering then the victim system wanted signal level (Huawei)
· Recommended WF
· 

Issue 1-3-2: Band(s) specific blocking requirement 
· Proposals: Consider introducing band specific (or bands’ groups, e.g. ~2GHz, ~3.5GHz, …) in-band blocking requirement levels
· Agree (Ericsson)
· Disagree
· Recommended WF
· 

Issue 1-3-3: In-band blocking vs out of band blocking
· Proposals: Further study the relation between in-band and out of band blocking requirements in the upper FR1 region
· Agree, to ensure consistency, in-band requirement should remain less stringent than out of band one. (Ericsson)
· Disagree 
· Recommended WF
· 




Sub-topic 1-4: Protection of the BS receiver of own or different BS
Issue 1-4-1: 
· Proposals: Remove the protection of the BS receiver of own or different BS requirement
· Agree (Huawei, ZTE):
· For the own BS: covered when testing Rx requirements as the they are tested with Tx on.
· For the protection of different BSs: covered by co-location requirement.
· Observation (Nokia): it can be handled as an implementation issue, designing larger isolation than the assumed 30dB coupling loss which might also be a pessimistic value for higher frequencies.
· Disagree for BS that should be collocated with other BSs (Ericsson)
· Recommended WF
· 


Sub-topic 1-5: OBUE for wider channel BW
Issue 1-5-1: 
· Proposals: OBUE for wider channel BW should wait the conclusion of ACLR from the 6G coexistence study
· Agree (CATT)
· Disagree
· Recommended WF
· Even if RAN4 will decide to redo coexistence study, it’s still unclear how the outcomes of the coex will impacts requirements, issue 1-5-2 should then be acceptable at this stage.

Issue 1-5-2: Baseline
· Proposals: Use n104 OBUE AAS as baseline
· Agree (Huawei, Ericsson, ZTE)
· Disagree 
· Recommended WF
· Using n104 OBUE AAS as a baseline for wider channel bandwidth (200 and 400MHz) seems reasonable at this stage.

Issue 1-5-3: OBUE definition alignment
· Proposals: Further study the adoption of a single unified approach to define BS OBUE (per channel BW, per band, …)
· Agree (Huawei)
· Disagree
· Recommended WF
· RAN4 should look at this aspect, aiming a consistent definition/approach of OBUE requirements.



 Sub-topic 1-6: Time Alignment Error
Issue 1-6-1: Background information 
· Proposals: RAN4 to encourage companies to provide useful information of the tolerant time misalignment of their products, this to establish an acceptable TAE requirement.
· Agree 		(Samsung)
· Disagree
· Recommended WF
· This might be sensitive information, depending on each company implementation. 

Issue 1-6-2: Non co-located feature deployments
· Proposals: For non co-located feature deployments, specify a MRTD and MTTD total budget in RRM and remove the explicit TAE requirements
· Agree 		(Ericsson)
· Disagree, keep 5G TAE requirement 	(Nokia)
· Conduct relevant physical layer evaluation instead of reusing 5G requirements (ZTE)
· Recommended WF
· 

Issue 1-6-3: Co-located feature deployments and inter-band CA
· Proposals: For co-located feature deployments: 
· Proposal 1: Keep existing TAE = 3µs 	(Ericsson, Nokia)
· Proposal 2: Conduct relevant physical layer evaluation instead of reusing 5G requirements (ZTE).
· Recommended WF
· 

Issue 1-6-4: Co-located feature deployments and intra-band CA
· Proposals: For co-located feature deployments: 
· Proposal 1: Keep 5G TAE requirements (Nokia)
· Proposal 2: For intra band CA non-contiguous, use a stricter TAE, bigger than, or including, 260 ns (Ericsson)
· Proposal 3: For intra-band contiguous, intra-band non-contiguous and inter-band, conduct relevant physical layer evaluation instead of reusing 5G requirements (ZTE).
· Recommended WF
· 

Issue 1-6-5: Other aspects
· Proposals: Conduct the relevant physical layer evaluation instead of reusing 5G requirements for TAE for different MIMO layers and TAE among different transceivers:
· Agree (ZTE)
· Disagree, keep 5G TAE requirements (Nokia)
· Recommended WF
· 

Issue 1-6-6: New 6G features
· Proposals: TAE for new 6G features (e.g. UL/DL decoupling, virtual carrier, …) 
· Proposal 1: Wait for other WGs progress 	(Ericsson)
· Recommended WF
· It seems preferable to wait for the completion of the new 6G features before defining any relevant TAE when needed. 


Sub-topic 1-7: Requirements for the cmWave bands
Issue 1-7-1: Conducted and radiated requirements
· Proposals: Conducted and radiated requirements shall be specified
· Agree but consider only one set for BS testing (CMCC)
· Disagree
· Recommended WF
· It was already agreed (WF 2522454) to study both types of requirements. Conformance requirements should then be specified for both types, not only one set.

Issue 1-7-2: Starting point
· Proposals: Consider existing requirements as starting point
· Agree and postpone any discussion, waiting for decision on redoing coex study (CMCC).
· Disagree
· Recommended WF
· RAN4 already agreed to study some 5G requirements for 6G, see above. Also, for some others, the requirements will depend on the spectrum utilization decision as it was also agreed in last meeting. It’s may be too generic then to consider that all existing 5G requirements should be considered as a starting point. 

Sub-topic 1-8: Other (only if time allows)
Issue 1-8-1: ΔfOBUE
· Proposals: ΔfOBUE should be revisited for new frequency band only
· Agree (CATT)
· Disagree
· Recommended WF
· 

Issue 1-8-2: RE power down dynamic range for FR1
· Proposals: Study the feasibility to extend BS RE power down dynamic range for FR1 bands
· Agree, requirement was set based on 64QAM (Huawei)
· Disagree
· Recommended WF
· 

Issue 1-8-3: ACLR
· Proposals: ACLR
· Proposal 1:  Further study the appropriate ACLR modelling (ZTE)
· Proposal 2: Consider the performance balance between ACLR and EVM
· Recommended WF
· 


Topic #2: Coexistence studies
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2600277
	CATT
	Proposal 1: The antenna model should be revisited. The assumption in TR 38.922 can be a starting point and companies can propose other models based on their candidate product in around 7GHz including both n104 and 7125-8400MHz.
Proposal 2: All the power class are proposed to be considered in the simulation and the proportion of each PC can be further discussed.
Proposal 3: Co-existence study should consider larger channel bandwidth. ACLR/ACS requirements for larger bandwidth (up to 400MHz which depending on the conclusion) is a very important issue in 6GR co-existence study.
Proposal 4: Antenna array correlation factor roll-off model needs to be further study in 6GR co-existence.
Proposal 5: At least for new operating band 7.125-8.4GHz and new channel bandwidth up to 400MHz, it is necessary to define new BS RF requirements based on the outcome of 6GR co-existence study. Inherenting existing BS RF requirements for n104 and 100MHz CBW without any study is not reasonable and unacceptable.

	R4-2600379
	Qualcomm Germany
	Observation 1: It is observed that the need for new adjacent‑channel coexistence studies in 6G should be driven by technical evidence rather than the introduction of a new generation. Historical RAN4 work demonstrates that such studies were conducted only when specific interference risks justified updates to RF requirements.
Observation 2: No additional coexistence study was done for sub 6GHz when studying and standardizing NR in RAN4, as the outcome of the LTE coexistence study, documented in TR 36.942, was sufficient. 
Observation 3: No additional coexistence work is needed for sub 6GHz as existing requirements should suffice to ensure protection from adjacent channel operation for 6G SI considerations. 
Observation 4: Existing RF requirements from NR are sufficient for 6G FR2-1 scenarios even if BS AAS parameters are updated to reflect increasing number of antenna elements. 
Observation 5: No additional coexistence work is needed for the frequency ranges 4.4-4.8 GHz, 7.125-8.4 GHz, and 14.8-15.35 GHz, since RAN4 identified the main RF parameters and captured them in TR 38.922.
Proposal 1: If additional coexistence studies are agreed in RAN4, sufficient differentiation with existing studies carried out in NR studies should be first identified.  
Observation 6: Minimum and maximum SINR values used for link adaptation in the RAN4 adjacent channel framework were updated from LTE to NR to accommodate higher modulation orders. 
Proposal 2: If additional coexistence studies are agreed in RAN4, RAN4 to update the minimum and maximum SINR values in the link adaptation framework to account for expected higher modulation orders for 6G. 
Proposal 3: If additional coexistence studies are agreed in RAN4, RAN4 could study how to harmonize in the coexistence framework the incorporation of the parameterized BS AAS steering limits in 6G coexistence studies.
Proposal 4: If additional coexistence studies are agreed in RAN4, proper modeling of UE beamforming gain could be discussed. Both the impact of increasing the number of TXs in FR1 (e.g., 4 or 2 TXs) and the extensions to UE beamforming model (as described in Section 5.2.3.3 in TR 38.803) in FR3 could be addressed.

	R4-2600426
	Xiaomi
	Observation 1: Antenna element configuration for 6425-7125MHz in TR38.921 and the 6GR agreements have significate difference. 
Observation 2: Current UE RF discussion conclusion could affect the coexistence study methodology of 6GR.
Proposal 1: The affect by the larger antenna element configuration should be further studied by the meeting.
Proposal 2: RAN4 can await the UE RF conclusion to decide whether UE power class ACLR mapping should be further analyzed.
Proposal 3: RAN4 should wait WRC-27 conclusion for the potential new IMT bands to analysis the regulation related RF requirements.
Observation 3: There are average antenna gain gap between ideal isotropic antenna pattern and practical engineering omnidirectional antenna pattern.
Proposal 4: RAN4 can consider how to handle the isotropic antenna model in 6G studies.

	R4-2600678
	vivo
	Proposal 1: For 7GHz Uma, the parameter in following table can be considered to update:
Proposal 2: All agreement of this topic during SI is only for co-existence evaluation purpose, whether it can be considered in 6G design is pending on other dedicated topic, e.g., UE RF, BS RF, etc. 

	R4-2600725
	Samsung
	1. The gaps between co-ex studies performed in RAN4 and 6GR target deployment scenarios in different carrier frequencies are quite large, and they are shown as below.
1. The previously available co-existence studies on 700MHz and 2GHz carrier frequencies are majorly from LTE study, which differs significantly with later 5G NR and the current 6G Radio in both system parameters and deployment scenarios. 
Observation 2: The previously available co-existence studies on 4GHz and 7GHz carrier frequencies assumed much less antenna array elements and only partial of the deployment scenarios as given in latest 6G deployment discussion. 
Observation 3: The previously available co-existence studies on 15GHz and 30GHz carrier frequencies also assumed much less antenna array elements, and different scenario (UMa) other than scenarios targeted in latest 6G deployment discussion.
1. RAN4 could discuss the roadmap of new co-existence studies in 6G Radio for the suggested carrier frequencies.
Observation 4: For 7GHz, TR 38.921 studied co-ex with 8x16x2 array size for Urban Macro, TR 38.922 concluded (8x16)×(3x1)x2 array size for Urban Macro, while latest 6G deployment discussion suggested “up to 2304” elements.
Observation 5: With more elements considered, for example 3x1 sub-array in a same 8x16 antenna, the difference in antenna pattern is already significantly large. The 2304 elements proposed in latest 6G deployment discussion would introduce greater impacts in antenna pattern in new co-existence studies alone.
Proposal 1: In 6G Radio co-existence study, use sub-array based AAS model as a baseline assumption for 6G base stations.
Observation 6: The previous co-existence study in TR 38.921 does not study Urban micro, Rural scenarios for 7GHz carrier, which is listed in latest 6G deployment scenario discussion.
Observation 7: The previous assumptions for Urban macro in TR 38.921 assumed one layer of hexagonal grid macro stations, while 6G deployment scenario discussion suggested both one-layer and two-layer layouts. But two layers in latest 6G deployment discussion assumed different carriers in different layers.
Observation 8: The previous assumption for sub-urban macro ISD is 900m, which is much smaller than the assumed 1299 or 1732 meters ISD as discussed in latest 6G deployment scenario discussion.
Proposal 2: RAN4 to consider the deployment related agreements (e.g., ISD, layout) from 6G deployment scenario discussions as the new 6G Radio co-existence study assumptions.
Observation 9: In updated TR 38.901 from Rel-19 7-24GHz channel model study, the sub-urban macro (SMa) was introduced, and aligned with the 6G deployment discussion.
Proposal 3: RAN4 to adopt the updated channel model in TR 38.901, especially for SMa scenario, for the applicable carrier in the new 6G Radio co-existence study.
Proposal 4: RAN4 could adopt assumptions in Table 2.4-1 below as starting point for system level simulation for 7GHz

	R4-2600815
	CMCC
	Observation 1: Certain simulation assumptions for 6GR coexistence studies differ from those adopted for NR coexistence studies.
Observation 2：Prior to confirming the conduct of co-existence studies, the potential impacts arising therefrom and the approach to informing ITU of the relevant circumstances shall be considered at first.
Observation 3：Indoor hotspot and dense urban should also be considered as network scenarios of coexistence study.
Observation 4: For ACLR and ACS modelling, the assumptions in TR 38.921 could be set as starting point.
Observation 5: The 400 MHz channel bandwidth shall be taken into account in the simulation assumptions.
Proposal 1: If it is decided to conduct simulation studies for the ~7 GHz frequency range, the following simulation assumptions may serve as the starting point.

	R4-2600895
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Proposal 1: To reduce the workload of co-existence study, only consider PC2 and PC1.5 for the urban macro scenario ~7GHz. 
Proposal 2: Simulation assumptions, including network layout models, propagation models, BS/UE antenna characteristics, and other necessary parameters, shall be determined alongside co-existence scenario(s).
Proposal 3: For 7 GHz, update parameters such as ISD, antenna configuration, indoor UE ratio, and UE power class compared to the TR 38.921 baseline.

	R4-2600912
	MediaTek inc.
	Proposal 1: RAN4 to consider whether and how to add front-to-back ratio even for omni-directional UE antenna assumptions. 

	R4-2601137
	Ericsson
	Observation 1: The BS antenna parameters of 8 GHz from TR 38.922  which include sub-array configuration can be used for the 7 GHz frequency.
Proposal 1: 	No additional co-existence work is needed for ~7 GHz, as the RF parameters have been identified and captured in TR 38.922.

	R4-2601444
	OPPO
	Observation 1: For 7GHz, the RAN1 6G evaluation assumptions are different from RAN4 TR38.921 in terms of CBW, UE Tx pow, BS Tx pow, BS antenna configurations, and indoor UE ratios. And there are slight differences in BS NF, Inter-site distance, and BS antenna height.

Observation 2: 	For PC2 UE with the configurations as shown in table 2 (100MHz CBW) and indoor ratio 20%, the required UL ACIR is 20dB, i.e., UE ACLR is 20dB and BS ACS is 46dB.

Observation 3: 	For PC2 UE with the configurations as shown in table 2 (100MHz CBW) and indoor ratio 40%, the required UL ACIR is 18dB, i.e., UE ACLR is 18dB and BS ACS is 46dB.

Observation 4: 	For PC2 UE with the configurations as shown in table 5 (200MHz CBW) and indoor ratio 20%, the required UL ACIR is 18dB, i.e., UE ACLR is 18dB and BS ACS is 46dB.

Observation 5: 	With the new evaluation assumption defined in RAN1, the required ACIR in 7GHz is much smaller than NR, i.e., 26dB ACIR for PC3 NR vs 18~20dB ACIR for PC2 in 6G.

Proposal 1: 	Based on evaluations results under RAN1 6G configurations, it shows the ACIR needs to be re-visited in 6G.


	R4-2601612
	Nokia
	Proposal 1: Use DL SINRMAX of 40dB.
Proposal 2: Consider UL SINRMAX together with the target uplink SNR.

	R4-2601844
	ZTE Corporation, Sanechips
	Proposal 1: propose to consider the following key assumption difference between LTE/NR and 6GR to derive the 6GR coexistence study. 
Proposal 2: for the ACLR requirement, propose to have some further study on the appropriate ACLR modelling to quantify more realistic interference modelling in the coexistence sharing study and define more proper ACLR requirement;
Proposal 3: for the 6GR coexistence study, propose to consider the coexistence cases as listed in Table 2.1.2-1.
Proposal 4: for the 6GR coexistence study, propose to consider the simulation assumptions as listed in Table Table 2.1.3-1 and Table 2.1.3-2.






Open issues summary
Sub-topic 2-1: Coexistence study for ~7 GHz 
Issue 2-1-1: Decision to re-do coexistence study for ~7 GHz
· Proposals: Should RAN4 redo a coexistence study for ~7 GHz including n104:
· Supporting companies (CATT, Xiaomi, Vivo, Samsung, CMCC, Oppo, ZTE)
Main arguments: 
· Larger BS antenna with more antenna elements
· For 7GHz, TR 38.921 studied co-ex with 8x16x2 array size for Urban Macro, TR 38.922 concluded (8x16)×(3x1)x2 array size for Urban Macro, while latest 6G deployment discussion suggested “up to 2304” elements 
· High power UEs (PC2, PC1.5, PC1)
· Larger channel BW (200 and 400 MHz).
· Indoor UE ratio and  BS antenna height assumptions are different in 6G.
· ISD:
· From 450m to 500m for urban macro
· The previous assumption for sub-urban macro ISD is 900m, which is much smaller than the assumed 1299 or 1732 meters ISD as discussed in latest 6G deployment scenario discussion 
· Some deployment scenarios have not been studied for ~7GHz, e.g. Urban micro, Rural
· UE Noise Figure, from 9 to 12dB 
· Add UE antenna model (TR 38.901) with the assumption of 2Tx / 4 Rx (Vivo)
· Early simulations results indicate the need for a smaller ACIR for coexistence in 7 GHz (~6dB difference) (Oppo)
· Challenging companies (Qualcomm, Ericsson)
Main arguments: 
· Sufficient differentiation with existing studies carried out in NR studies should be first identified:
· No additional coexistence study was done for sub 6GHz when studying and standardizing NR in RAN4.
· No additional coexistence work is needed for sub 6GHz as existing requirements should suffice to ensure protection from adjacent channel operation for 6G SI considerations
· Existing RF requirements from NR are sufficient for 6G FR2-1 scenarios even if BS AAS parameters are updated to reflect increasing number of antenna elements
· Prior to confirming the conduct of co-existence studies, the potential impacts arising therefrom and the approach to informing ITU of the relevant circumstances shall be considered at first (CMCC)
· No additional co-existence work is needed for ~7 GHz, as the RF parameters have been identified and captured in TR 38.922 
· Proposal: All agreement of this topic during SI is only for co-existence evaluation purpose, whether it can be considered in 6G design is pending on other dedicated topic, e.g., UE RF, BS RF, etc.  (Vivo)
· Recommended WF
· Supporting companies provided many arguments to motivate re-doing the coexistence study for ~7 GHz but, most likely, the main issue to resolve is if/how to communicate any update to the regulatory bodies (ITU-R, CEPT, …) as this might impact their coexistence studies with adjacent services. 
· It was proposed to do the coexistence study without deciding if their results should be considered or not later, when specifying BS and UE RF requirements (R4-2600678). If this would avoid further discussion for the time being, this would just postpone the decision to a later date, doing a lot of useless work if finally, RAN4 decides to not consider those results. It’s better to be clear on this aspect already now.
 
Issue 2-1-2: Methodology 
· Proposals: If RAN4 decides to re-do any coexistence study, the following topics shall be studied: 
· Proposal 1: Update the min/max SINR values in the link adaptation framework:
· Update the minimum and maximum SINR values in the link adaptation framework to account for expected higher modulation orders for 6G (Qualcomm)
· Use DL SINRMAX of 40dB (Nokia)
· Consider UL SINRMAX together with the target uplink SNR. (Nokia)
· Proposal 2: Clarify BS AAS modelling outside the steering range 
· Study how to harmonize in the coexistence framework the incorporation of the parameterized BS AAS steering limits in 6G coexistence studies (Qualcomm)
· Proposal 3: Study UE antenna modelling:
· Proper modelling of UE beamforming gain could be discussed. Both the impact of increasing the number of TXs in FR1 (e.g., 4 or 2 TXs) and the extensions to UE beamforming model (as described in Section 5.2.3.3 in TR 38.803) in FR3 could be addressed (Qualcomm)
· RAN4 can consider how to handle the isotropic antenna model in 6G studies (Xiaomi)
· There are average antenna gain gap between ideal isotropic antenna pattern and practical engineering omnidirectional antenna pattern.
· Whether and how to add front-to-back ratio even for omni-directional UE antenna assumptions (MediaTek)
· Proposal 4: Study ACLR modelling:
· For the ACLR requirement, propose to have some further study on the appropriate ACLR modelling to quantify more realistic interference modelling in the coexistence sharing study and define more proper ACLR requirement (ZTE)
· Proposal 5: Study MOP and ACLR mapping
· RAN4 can await the UE RF conclusion to decide whether UE power class ACLR mapping should be further analyzed. (Xiaomi)
· Proposal 6: Study the antenna array correlation factor roll-off model. (CATT)
· Simulations assumptions (Samsung, CMCC, Huawei, MediaTek, ZTE)
· Recommended WF
· RAN4 should decide which of the above topics should be studied before starting any new 6G coexistence study. 

Issue 2-1-3: Simulation assumptions
· Proposals: Proposals on simulation assumptions for ~7 GHz:
· Proposal 1: Use sub-array based AAS model as a baseline assumption for 6G base stations (Samsung)
· Proposal 2: RAN4 to consider the deployment related agreements (e.g., ISD, layout) from 6G deployment scenario discussions as the new 6G Radio co-existence study assumptions (Samsung)
· Proposal 3: Indoor hotspot and dense urban should also be considered as network scenarios of coexistence study. (CMCC)
· Proposal 4: The 400 MHz channel bandwidth shall be taken into account in the simulation assumptions
· Proposal 5: To reduce the workload of co-existence study, only consider PC2 and PC1.5 for the urban macro scenario ~7GHz
· Proposal 6: Simulation assumptions from R4-2600678
· Proposal 7: Simulation assumptions from R4-2600725
· Proposal 8: Simulation assumptions from R4-2600815
· Proposal 9: Simulation assumptions from R4-2600895
· Proposal 10: Simulation assumptions from R4-2600912
· Proposal 11: Simulation assumptions from R4-2601444
· Proposal 12: Simulation assumptions from R4-2601844
· Recommended WF
· The list above is provided for information, as an initial input, for further discussion in next meeting if RAN4 agrees to re-do coexistence simulations.

Issue 2-1-6: Regulation consideration
· Proposals: Regulation consideration
· Proposal 1: RAN4 should wait WRC-27 conclusion for the potential new IMT bands to analysis the regulation related RF requirements. (Xiaomi)
· From R4-2600426: The potential regulation effect for the BS and UE could not be analyzed clearly on this stage, and it is also impossible to say that BS and UE can reuse n104 the regulation related requirement on the 7.125 – 8.4 GHz frequency range. The similarly issue happens in the 4400-4800MHz and 14-15GHz frequency range.
· Recommended WF
· Even if this is not a written rule, RAN4 usually wait for any available regulation before defining a new band. This could be discussed later when defining this new band(s).

Sub-topic 2-2: Other coexistence studies
Issue 2-2-1: Other coexistence studies
· Proposals: Roadmap for other coexistence studies
· Proposal 1: Discuss the roadmap of new co-existence studies in 6G Radio for the suggested carrier frequencies.(Samsung)
· Co-existence studies on 700MHz and 2GHz carrier frequencies are majorly from LTE study, which differs significantly with later 5G NR and the current 6G Radio in both system parameters and deployment scenarios (Samsung)
· Co-existence studies on 4GHz and 7GHz carrier frequencies assumed much less antenna array elements and only partial of the deployment scenarios as given in latest 6G deployment discussion (Samsung)
· co-existence studies on 15GHz and 30GHz carrier frequencies also assumed much less antenna array elements, and different scenario (UMa) other than scenarios targeted in latest 6G deployment discussion (Samsung)
· Proposal 2: Sufficient differentiation with existing studies carried out in NR studies should be first identified (Qualcomm):
· No additional coexistence study was done for sub 6GHz when studying and standardizing NR in RAN4.
· No additional coexistence work is needed for sub 6GHz as existing requirements should suffice to ensure protection from adjacent channel operation for 6G SI considerations
· Existing RF requirements from NR are sufficient for 6G FR2-1 scenarios even if BS AAS parameters are updated to reflect increasing number of antenna elements
· Recommended WF

As it was agreed, we should prioritize ~7 GHz coexistence study discussion, We could discuss on any roadmap for the other frequency ranges but only if time allows.



Topic #3: NTN
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2600046
	SES
	· Study the varying Timing Alignment for MEO 
· Study the Doppler Shift difference between MEO and LEO
· Study the Doppler Shift per second difference between MEO and LEO
· Study the Channel type for MEO (delay and doppler spread)
· Study timing difference between the cell centre and cell edge for MEO
· Study whether MEO satellites support both 15 and 30 kHz SCS (FR1) and 120 kHz SCS (FR2)
· Study the performance of the MEO satellites with FR1 and with FR2 Numerologies. 
· Study the Co-existence between MEO and a terrestrial network.
· Study the handover and mobility between MEO and GEO/LEO constellation. 
· Study the RF and optical connectivity between MEO and GEO, and MEO and LEO

	R4-2600427
	Xiaomi
	Proposal 1: RAN4 can consider Table-1 as the beginning of the NTN-NTN scenarios discussion for coexistence study.
Proposal 2: RAN4 can consider the coexistence study between 5G NTN and 6G NTN in the existing bands of 3GPP.
Proposal 3: New satellite orbit MEO for S-/Ku-/Ka-band for NTN-TN coexistence could be the second priority of the meeting.
Observation 1: The overlapping scenarios of TN-NTN will face to the challenge of coexistence issue.
Proposal 4: NTN and TN coverage overlap – adjacent channel – ~2 GHz scenario could be the low priority of RAN4.
Observation 2: The study scenarios of vLEO and methodology will have no difference with LEO.
Proposal 5: C-band and Q/V-band NTN coexistence could be the lower prioritize of RAN4.

	R4-2600817
	CMCC
	Proposal 1: With the continuous deployment of NTN networks, it is necessary to initiate NTN-NTN coexistence studies as part of 6GR work.
Observation 1: Satellites deployed at different orbital altitudes exhibit significant differences in RF requirements.
Proposal 2: As a new type of satellite under accelerated deployment, it is necessary to enhance the priority of MEO-related coexistence studies in 6GR.
Proposal 3: Research on the coexistence between TN and NTN needs to continue under the new device/BS architecture and scenarios of 6G.
Observation 2: The scenario where a 1.5km isolation distance between NTN and the TN network, assuming that terminals within the coverage area of the TN network will not connect to NTN, is not reasonable in actual usage scenarios.
Proposal 4: Conducting co-existence studies under the scenario of NTN and TN coverage overlap is highly necessary in 6GR. 
Observation 3: The L-band is associated with a variety of terrestrial and satellite services, thus it is of significant importance to both terrestrial operators and satellite operators.
Proposal 5: It is proposed that the L-band be incorporated into the study scope of the aforementioned three cases.

	R4-2601138
	Ericsson
	Observation 1	A coverage overlap or NTN UEs deployed at the edge of TN cluster itself would result in an extremely high ACIR requirements for TN.
Observation 2	The macro BS transmit power would have to be reduced by ~20 dB for the co-existence to work with 0 km isolation distance assumption which is not acceptable from TN deployment perspective.
Observation 3	RAN4 to de-prioritize #5 option: NTN-TN coexistence study on 6G C-band and consider it as the least-priority among the given candidate options.
Proposal 1	: RAN4 to de-prioritize #3 option: NTN-TN coverage overlap for 2 GHz, as this would imply excessively stringent and non-feasible requirements on TN and jeopardize the backward compatibility with legacy 5G TN networks.
Proposal 2	RAN4 to prioritize #2 option: NTN-TN co-existence studies on MEO satellite orbit type and further investigate the SAN/ VSAT RF requirement impacts.

	R4-2601489
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	1-NTN-NTN coexistence - S-band
Observation 1: Scenario for NTN-NTN coexistence for S band are listed in Table 2.1-1. The need and the motivation of the study should be clarified since the NTN requirements are defined already.
2- NTN-TN coexistence: New satellite orbit MEO for S-/Ku-/Ka-band
Observation 2: Scenarios for new satellite orbit MEO for S-/Ku-/Ka-band are listed in Table 2.1-2. The simulation method described in TR 38.863 may be reused as starting point.
3- NTN and TN coverage overlap – adjacent channel – ~2 GHz 
Observation 3: To avoid the interference from each other, NTN UE cannot be nearby the TN Base Station. And the need/motivation of the simulation should be further clarified.
Proposal 1: the need/motivation of the simulation should be further clarified.
4- NTN-TN coexistence: New satellite orbit vLEO for S-band
Observation 4: Scenarios for new satellite orbit vLEO for S-band are listed in Table 2.1-4. The simulation method described in TR 38.863 may be reused as starting point.

	R4-2601498
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Observation 1: Given that the signal level received from the TN network is significantly stronger than that from the NTN network at the TN/NTN boundary (i.e., 0 km isolation), applying a 0 km isolation rule and forcing NTN UEs to drop at this boundary is not reasonable. Doing so would expose NTN UEs to severe adjacent‑channel interference from TN, leading to unrealistic coexistence assumptions.
Propsoal 1: RAN4 should prioritize Option 1 when studying TN–NTN coexistence in 6G. Option 2 should not be pursued within RAN4, as coexistence challenges in that configuration are better resolved through regulatory spectrum coordination rather than technical coexistence requirements.
Propsoal 2: If an explicit isolation distance is not defined, RAN4 should establish TN–NTN network selection criteria—such as the RSRP‑based threshold above—for use in coexistence evaluations. These criteria should also explicitly consider UEs that lack TN–NTN mobility support.

	R4-2601845
	ZTE Corporation, Sanechips
	Proposal 1: For 5G NR NTN refarming bands, propose to use the RF requirement of 5G NR SAN as starting point and make further improvement if confirmed to be necessary.
Proposal 2: For 6GR NTN SAN, propose not to conduct the NTN coexisting with NTN and leave it up to the regulatory requirement as past unless any coexistence problems identified in the previous SAN specification.
Proposal 3: For 6GR NTN coexistence study, propose to check the regulatory information or the spectrum authorization status for MEO for S/Ka/Ku-band and C-band/Q/V band GEO and LEO600m firstly and further decide the next step action in 6GR phase.
Proposal 4: Propose to support the hybrid beamforming for SAN and leverage the definition method from TN BS with hybrid beamfomring. 
Proposal 5: For MRSS SAN, propose to consider NTN SAN with 4G(in-band IoT NTN)-5G-6G NTN MRSS in the new NTN MSR specification.
Proposal 6: For minimum EVM requirement of 6GR, propose to apply the 5G SAN EVM requirement as starting point for 6GR BS.
Proposal 7: For the optimal EVM requirement, propose to have some discussion on the necessity and evaluation method to figure out the optimal/enhanced EVM requirement to enable the achievable peak data rate if possible.
Proposal 8: For the spatial ACLR modelling, propose to deprioritize this requirement optimization due to its relaxed value. 

	R4-2601867
	Amazon Web Services
	We propose the following items for further discussion and prioritization: 
NTN-TN RF Coexistence Scenario 1 where NTN and TN coverage overlap and where maximum interference requirements in adjacent bands must be defined such to minimize mutual impacts on both systems
· NTN-TN RF Coexistence Scenario 2 where NTN and TN coverage do not overlap and where maximum interference requirements in adjacent and co-channel bands must be defined such to minimize mutual impacts in both systems. Different than scenario 1, interference might be controlled by defining a minimum distance separation between border cells of NTN and TN deployments.
· In practice, given constraints on spectrum availability around the globe and different TN/NTN network operator strategies, a combination of both scenarios is a deployment possibility and hence both scenarios should be studied in RAN4 with 6G parameters in mind and with the goal of harmonizing 6G NTN/TN deployments

	R4-2601994
	ViaSat Satellite Holdings Ltd
	Proposal 1: Prioritize scenarios #1, #2, #5 and #6.
Proposal 2: Prioritize co-channel channel co-existence for deployments with service area spanning different regions/countries.
Proposal 3: Prioritize adjacent channel co-existence for deployments with service area spanning same regions/countries and different regions/countries.
Proposal 4: Adopt aggressor and NGSO satellite parameters in clauses 3.1 and 3.2 as a starting point. Companies are encouraged to submit parameters for additional systems.
Proposal 5: For GSO satellite system, utilize Recommendation ITU-R S.672, Annex 1 (assuming a near-in side-lobe level relative to peak gain of -30 dB) for antenna pattern.
Proposal 6: For NGSO satellite system, utilize Recommendation ITU-R S.1528 recommends 1.3 for the antenna pattern.
Proposal 7: Use the presented framework as the starting point for finalizing the NTN-NTN co-existence methodology.
Proposal 8: Given that the ITU-R studies are likely to be based on above I/N thresholds, use ITU-R metrics as starting point to estimate the acceptable throughput performance degradation for the UE in the victim system.

	R4-2602136
	THALES
	Proposal 1: RAN4 should make an effort and try not descope from priorities already proposed for NTN.
Proposal 2: RAN4 should extend the NTN work to consider the topics currently discussed in RAN1
Proposal 3: RAN4 to agree on the satellite (SAN) parameters provided at R4-2522244 - SAN Characteristics for 6GR (Thales, ESA, Viasat, Eutelsat Group, Airbus, SES, Hispasat, RAN4#117).



Open issues summary
 Sub-topic 3-1: Coexistence study
Issue 3-1-1: Coexistence study – priority settings
· Proposals: 
· SES: 
· Study the Co-existence between MEO and a terrestrial network (SES)
· Xiaomi: 
· New satellite orbit MEO for S-/Ku-/Ka-band for NTN-TN coexistence could be the second priority of the meeting. 
· NTN and TN coverage overlap – adjacent channel – ~2 GHz scenario could be the low priority of RAN4. 
· C-band and Q/V-band NTN coexistence could be the lower prioritize of RAN4.
· CMCC:
· As a new type of satellite under accelerated deployment, it is necessary to enhance the priority of MEO-related coexistence studies in 6GR.
· Research on the coexistence between TN and NTN needs to continue under the new device/BS architecture and scenarios of 6G. 
· Conducting co-existence studies under the scenario of NTN and TN coverage overlap is highly necessary in 6GR 
· The scenario where a 1.5km isolation distance between NTN and the TN network, assuming that terminals within the coverage area of the TN network will not connect to NTN, is not reasonable in actual usage scenarios
· New proposal: It is proposed that the L-band be incorporated into the study scope of the aforementioned three cases.
· Ericsson:
· RAN4 to de-prioritize #3 option: NTN-TN coverage overlap for 2 GHz, as this would imply excessively stringent and non-feasible requirements on TN and jeopardize the backward compatibility with legacy 5G TN networks
· RAN4 to prioritize #2 option: NTN-TN co-existence studies on MEO satellite orbit type and further investigate the SAN/ VSAT RF requirement impacts 
· RAN4 to de-prioritize #5 option: NTN-TN coexistence study on 6G C-band and consider it as the least-priority among the given candidate options 
· Huawei (mainly from observations and contribution, not from proposals) 
· Scenarios for new satellite orbit MEO for S-/Ku-/Ka-band are listed in Table 2.1-2. The simulation method described in TR 38.863 may be reused as starting point. 
· The need/motivation of the simulation (NTN and TN coverage overlap – adjacent channel – ~2 GHz) should be further clarified 
· To avoid the interference from each other, NTN UE cannot be nearby the TN Base Station
· Scenarios for new satellite orbit orbit vLEO for S-band are listed in Table 2.1-4. The simulation method described in TR 38.863 may be reused as starting point 
· For these two cases (C and Q/V bands) , in our view the use case is not clear and could be low priority at least.
· Qualcomm:
· RAN4 should prioritize Option 1 (NTN complementary to TN, with roaming agreement) when studying TN–NTN coexistence in 6G. Option 2 should not be pursued within RAN4, as coexistence challenges in that configuration are better resolved through regulatory spectrum coordination rather than technical coexistence requirements  
· If an explicit isolation distance is not defined, RAN4 should establish TN–NTN network selection criteria—such as the RSRP‑based threshold above—for use in coexistence evaluations. These criteria should also explicitly consider UEs that lack TN–NTN mobility support. 
· ZTE:
· For 6GR NTN coexistence study, propose to check the regulatory information or the spectrum authorization status for MEO for S/Ka/Ku-band and C-band/Q/V band GEO and LEO600m firstly and further decide the next step action in 6GR phase.
· Amazon:
· RAN4 should prioritize a study item to evaluate mutual NTN/TN interference requirements when both systems overlap in coverage and operate in adjacent bands 
· New proposal: RAN4 should start a study item to define adjacent and co-channel interference requirements and define a minimum NTN/TN operation safe distance such to allow both TN and NTN to operate efficiently while reducing the coverage gap between both systems
· Thales:
· RAN4 should make an effort and try not descope from priorities already proposed for NTN 

Note that the following proposals are not included above as it was already agreed that SAN-SAN coexistence study will be priority #1 in the list of NTN coexistence studies:
· For 6GR NTN SAN, propose not to conduct the NTN coexisting with NTN and leave it up to the regulatory requirement as past unless any coexistence problems identified in the previous SAN specification. (ZTE)
· Scenario for NTN-NTN coexistence for S band are listed in Table 2.1-1. The need and the motivation of the study should be clarified since the NTN requirements are defined already. 
· With the continuous deployment of NTN networks, it is necessary to initiate NTN-NTN coexistence studies as part of 6GR work 

· Recommended WF
· The following table tries to summarize the companies view and make a tentative conclusion on the priority settings for NTN coexistence studies. 
Further discussion will be required regarding the NTN-TN with coverage overlap, as there are significant differences in the companies’ views.
	
	MEO
Ku and Ka bands
	NTN and TN coverage overlap
S-band
	vLEO
	C band
	Q/V band

	SES
	High
	
	
	
	

	Xiaomi
	high
	Low
	
	Low
	Low

	CMCC
	High
	High
	
	
	

	Ericsson
	High
	Low
	
	Low
	

	Huawei
	Seems acceptable?
	To be justified
	Seems acceptable?
	Low
	Low

	Qualcomm
	
	Should not be pursued
	
	
	

	Amazon
	
	High
	
	
	

	Tentative conclusion
	#1
	#2 or not pursued?
	#5
	#4
	#3



Also, there were new late proposals for further discussion and priority settings:
· SAN-SAN coexistence in the L-band (CMCC)
· MEO in the L-band (CMCC)
· NTN and TN coverage overlap in the L-band (CMCC)
· Define adjacent and co-channel interference requirements and define a minimum NTN/TN operation safe distance such to allow both TN and NTN to operate efficiently while reducing the coverage gap between both systems (Amazon)
· If an explicit isolation distance is not defined (Moderator: NTN/TN coex in S-Band) , RAN4 should establish TN–NTN network selection criteria—such as the RSRP‑based threshold above—for use in coexistence evaluations. These criteria should also explicitly consider UEs that lack TN–NTN mobility support. (Qualcomm)



Sub-topic 3-2: NTN-NTN coexistence
Issue 3-2-1: Scenarios
· Proposals: The following scenarios have been proposed
· Proposal 1: Consider the following table as the beginning of the NTN-NTN scenarios discussion for coexistence study (Xiaomi)
	
	GEO
	LEO
	MEO

	GEO
	√
	LEO600 vs GEO
LEO1200 vs GEO
	√

	LEO
	--
	LEO600 vs LEO1200
LEO600 vs LEO600
LEO1200 vs LEO1200
	LEO600 vs MEO
LEO1200 vs MEO

	MEO
	--
	--
	Same orbit
Different orbits



· Proposal 2: Prioritize the following scenarios #1, #2, #5 and #6 (Viasat):
	No.
	Aggressor
	Victim
	Type of interference

	1
	NGSO DL
	GSO UL
	Adj-channel /Co-channel

	2
	NGSO DL
	NGSO UL
	Adj-channel / Co-channel

	5
	NGSO DL
	GSO DL
	Adj-channel / Co-channel

	6
	NGSO DL
	NGSO DL
	Adj-channel / Co-channel



· Proposal 3: Scenario for NTN-NTN coexistence for S band are listed in Table 2.1-1. (Huawei – Observation)
	No.
	Aggressor
	Victim

	1
	NTN DL
	NTN DL

	2
	NTN UL
	NTN UL



· 
· Recommended WF
· 

Issue 3-2-2: Study types
· Proposals: The following 
· Proposal 1: can consider the coexistence study between 5G NTN and 6G NTN in the existing bands of 3GPP (Xiaomi)
· Proposal 2: Prioritize co-channel channel co-existence for deployments with service area spanning different regions/countries. (Viasat)
· Proposal 3: Prioritize adjacent channel co-existence for deployments with service area spanning same regions/countries and different regions/countries. (Viasat)
· Recommended WF
· .

Issue 3-2-3: Satellite antenna parameters
· Proposals: The following satellite antenna parameters have been proposed: 
· Proposal 1: Satellite parameters from R4-2601994 (Viasat)
· Proposal 2: Satellite parameters from R4-2602136 (Thales)
· Recommended WF
· Note that there are some differences between the 2 contributions, e.g. beam diameter.
Issue 3-2-4: Satellite antennas model
· Proposals: The following satellite antenna models have been proposed:
· Proposal 1: For GSO satellite system, utilize Recommendation ITU-R S.672, Annex 1 (assuming a near-in side-lobe level relative to peak gain of -30 dB) for antenna pattern (Viasat)
· Proposal 2: For NGSO satellite system, utilize Recommendation ITU-R S.1528 recommends 1.3 for the antenna pattern (Viasat) 
· Recommended WF
· 
Issue 3-2-5: Simulations methodology
· Proposals: NTN-NTN simulations methodology
· Proposal 1: Follow methodology proposed in R4-2601994 (Viasat)
· Recommended WF
· 
Issue 3-2-6: Performance metrics
· Proposals: NTN-NTN performance metric
· Proposal 1: Use I/N thresholds as used in ITU-R (Viasat) 
· Recommended WF
Sub-topic 3-3: SAN RF
Issue 3-3-1: MEO aspects
· Proposals: The following topics have been proposed for further study:
· Proposal 1: Study the varying Timing Alignment for MEO (SES)
· Proposal 2: Study whether MEO satellites support both 15 and 30 kHz SCS (FR1) and 120 kHz SCS (FR2) (SES)
· Proposal 3: Study the performance of the MEO satellites with FR1 and with FR2 Numerologies. 
· Proposal 4: Study the RF and optical connectivity between MEO and GEO, and MEO and LEO
· Recommended WF
· Additional information would be needed for Proposal 1 and proposal 4 to confirm those aspects could be studied in the scope of the 6G BS RF and coexistence study.
· And the following proposals should most likely be handled in the 6G RRM or 6G demod discussion:
· Study the Doppler Shift difference between MEO and LEO
· Study the Doppler Shift per second difference between MEO and LEO
· Study the Channel type for MEO (delay and doppler spread)
· Study timing difference between the cell centre and cell edge for MEO
· Study the handover and mobility between MEO and GEO/LEO constellation. 

Issue 3-2-3: Study extension
· Proposals: The following topics have been proposed for the 6G NTN study extension 
· Proposal 1: RAN4 should extend the NTN work to consider the topics currently discussed in RAN1 (Thales)
· Set 1 of Key Features for 6G NTN, including at least:
· NTN-related technical considerations should be addressed early in the 6G study, including in waveform design, frame structure, channel coding, AI/ML, and evaluation assumptions. 
· The following aspects should be considered in the design of 6GR radio interface:
· Challenges inherent to NTN radio links such as like high Doppler shifts, large and variable round-trip times (RTT), and low signal-to-noise ratios (SNRs).
· GNSS independent Physical layer operation
· Compatibility with diverse satellite orbits, such as Very LEO, LEO, MEO, and GEO.
· Set 2 of Key Features for 6G NTN (for harmonized 6GR design for TN and NTN, technical aspects affected by NTN characteristics), including at least:
· Time and frequency synchronization 
· FFS: whether to support pre-compensation of RTT and Doppler at UE and/or Network side.
· Physical layer should be designed to work independently of GNSS
· Frame structure
· Coverage enhancements
· PAPR reduction for NTN downlink transmission
· Ultra-low BLER avoiding HARQ in NTN
· Beam hopping and longer SSB periodicity
· Duplexing mode: Support of FDD, HD-FDD and TDD duplexing modes 
· NTN Propagation impairments
· Positioning, Navigation and Timing
· [bookmark: _Hlk221041636]6G NTN coexistence with IoT-NTN or NR-NTN in same beam
· Recommended WF
· The list is extremely vast and high level, some topics are even not 6G SAN RF related. 
· It would be better to decline from this list what issue should be studied and in which agenda item this should be done (UE, BS, RRM, …). Then, we could further discuss those which should be added to the list that has already been agreed in last RAN4#117 meeting (R4-2522454).



Issue 3-2-4: Other
· Proposals: The following topics have been also proposed to be added in the list of 6G SAN RF study
· Proposal 1: Support the hybrid beamforming for SAN and leverage the definition method from TN BS with hybrid beamforming (ZTE)
· Proposal 2: For MRSS SAN, consider NTN SAN with 4G(in-band IoT NTN)-5G-6G NTN MRSS in the new NTN MSR specification (ZTE)
· Proposal 3: For minimum EVM requirement of 6GR, apply the 5G SAN EVM requirement as starting point for 6GR BS (ZTE)
· Proposal 4: For the optimal EVM requirement, propose to have some discussion on the necessity and evaluation method to figure out the optimal/enhanced EVM requirement to enable the achievable peak data rate if possible (ZTE)
· Proposal 5: For the spatial ACLR modelling, deprioritize this requirement optimization due to its relaxed value. (ZTE)
· Recommended WF
· Proposal 2 should be discussed in AI 6G spectrum sharing
· For proposal 3 and 4, there is already a similar discussion for TN in this thread (topic #1 – sub-topic 1-2). It’s proposed to follow the discussion in that thread to avoid any duplication and confusion.
· Proposal 5 doesn’t have to be discussed. 

Sub-topic 3-4: SAN parameters for future work
Issue 3-3-1: SAN parameters
· Proposals: Revised satellite parameters have been shared in RAN4#117 meeting. The proposal is to agree on the proposed values and use them a reference for future work in NTN:
· Agree on the satellite (SAN) parameters provided at R4-2522244 - SAN Characteristics for 6GR (Thales, ESA, Viasat, Eutelsat Group, Airbus, SES, Hispasat, RAN4#117).
· Disagree 
· Recommended WF
· The proposal should be agreeable. Still, an understanding of the potential impacts (if any) on the work done previously based on the “old” parameters might be required.



Topic#4: AAS BS operating in bands below 1 GHz
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2600818
	CMCC
	Observation 1: AAS BS operating in bands below 1 GHz offers the advantage of enhanced coverage, while it also presents challenges including cost overheads and pending verification of co-existence performance.
Observation 2: The cost and power consumption implications arising from the deployment of AAS BS operating in bands below 1 GHz shall be taken into account.
Observation 3: AAS BS operating in bands below 1 GHz features architectural differences compared with existing BS.
Observation 4: Bands below 1 GHz are predominantly deployed in urban macro and rural macro scenarios.
Observation 5: HPUE for FDD is of great significance for 6GR networks.
Proposal 1: It is proposed that the antenna architecture of AAS BS operating in bands below 1 GHz be clarified as a priority prior to the initiation of co-existence studies.
Proposal 2: If the co-existence study on AAS BS operating in bands below 1 GHz is confirmed to be conducted, the following system parameters may serve as references.

	R4-2600896
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Proposal 1: Include the following guidance in the next reply LS to ECC PT1: 
AAS BS antenna model in section 7.1 of TR 38.922 and the parameter set in the table below can be used in 700 MHz, 800 MHz and 900 MHz operating bands, including the specific frequency ranges requested by ECC PT1 (i.e., in-band: 738-788 MHz, 791-821 MHz and 925-960 MHz and Out-of-band: below 694 MHz, 733-757.5 MHz, 823-832 MHz, 863-865 MHz, 874.4-880 MHz and 919.4-925 MHz).:
Proposal 2: Provide further detailed guidance on the application of the correlation factor for the out-of-band antenna array gain in the simplified out of band antenna model for the bands below 1 GHz: 
· Consider both correlation factor of 0 and correlation factor of 1 in the system level simulations, and depending on the results, select one for worst-case scenario. 
· RAN4 to verify (before PT1 May meeting) whether it is possible to down-select on the above two alternatives. 
· As fall-back solution (for the purpose of workload reduction in the bullet above), consider correlation factor of 0.5.
Proposal 3: Establish a technical framework (including inputs parameters, expected outcomes, timeline, etc.) towards definition of a band‑agnostic model for the out-of-band antenna array gain modelling, under 6G SI.
Proposal 4: RAN4 to provide additional feedback to ECC PT1 on parameters for AAS BS operation in bands below 1 GHz not later than the following deadlines: 
· For 700 MHz and 800 MHz frequency bands: RAN4#118-bis (April 2026), 
· For 900 MHz band: RAN4#120 (August 2026).

	R4-2601079
	Ericsson
	Observation 1: The parameters for Option 1 and Option 2 are similar assuming 16 transceivers but different sub-array size. The smaller sub-array size assumed for Option 2 will penalize the total gain capability. 
Observation 2: The parameter values for the array antenna model cannot be selected arbitrary, since many of them are dependent on each other, e.g. element half-power beam widths and element gain, sub-array size and steering range, etc. Therefore, the parameters values need to be determined carefully as a package. 
Observation 3: Parameters (e.g. mechanical tilt and vertical steering range) related to a specific deployment scenario which heavily depends on assumptions on UE vertical distribution, mast height, ISD, etc. require more discussion.
Observation 4: The array beamforming drops approximately 3 dB for array correlation 0.5. At array correlation 0.2, the array factor drop is approximately 6 dB. 
Observation 5: At array correlation equal to 0, the array factor reduces to 0 dB but the element/sub-array factor gain still remain. The suppression due to array decorrelation is typically much lower than the suppression achieved in the RF filter.  
Observation 6: To be able to establish a relevant correlation roll-off model RAN4 need to further study the characteristics of the steep slope between correlation 0 and 1. It is expected that the characteristics of the correlation roll-off is non-linear. Eventually, some more break points are needed in the model described in TR 38.922 will be needed to more accurate capture the correlation roll-off properly.  
Based on the observations we propose following:
Proposal 1: Considering the ECC PT1 request regarding 700, 800, 900 MHz bands, establish relevant parameters for AAS BS operating within the frequency range 694 to 960 MHz.  
Proposal 2: For wanted signal modelling, assume following element parameter values: Am=SLAv=30 dB, j3dB=90 deg., q3dB=65 deg. and GE,max=6.4 dBi.
Proposal 3: For wanted signal modelling, assume following element separation parameter values: dv,sub=0.7l, dh=0.5l and dv=Msub.dv,sub
Proposal 4: For wanted signal modelling, assume following sub-array size: Msub=5.
Proposal 5: For wanted signal modelling, assume following array parameter values: M=2 (rows) and N=4 (columns).
Proposal 6: To further progress the work with remaining parameter values RAN4 need to agree on deployment parameters (such as ISD, UE distribution and mast height) for relevant deployment scenarios for AAS BS operating below 1 GHz.
Proposal 7: For an AAS BS operating within 694 to 960 MHz use the AAS BS array antenna model described in TR 38.922 for the wanted signal.
Proposal 8: For out-of-band modelling define parameters for decorrelation roll-off model described in TR 38.922, clause 7.3.2.1.2. Eventually, additional break points would be required to establish an accurate and relevant model. 
Proposal 9: For out-of-band roll-off further collect AAS BS characteristics considering different carrier bandwidth configurations and implementations.  

	R4-2601600
	Nokia
	1. RAN4 to discuss the deployment scenarios/MIMO performance/required EIRP/antenna gain before making a decision on antenna model parameters.
1.  No strong opinion on option 1 or 2.
 Center vertical steering range symmetrical around the pretilt i.e. 86-100 degrees.
 Companies to provide technical evidence (like actual measurement results of the actual antenna array in the targeted frequency range) to support their out-of-band array antenna gain modelling proposals.


	R4-2601846
	ZTE Corporation, Sanechips
	Proposal 1: Propose to consider the following antenna configuration for AAS BS operating below 1GHz.







Open issues summary
Sub-topic 4-1: Antenna model and antenna parameters
Issue 4-1-1: Deployment scenarios
· Proposals: To further progress on antenna parameters, RAN4 should first agree on the targeted deployment scenarios for AAS BS operating below 1 GHz:
· Proposal 1: Rural
· Proposal 2: Suburban areas
· Proposal 3: Dense urban
· Proposal 4: Air to ground
· Proposal 5: No need to discuss further the deployment scenarios and associated parameters.
· Proposal 6: Other
· Recommended WF
· Most likely rural, suburban and urban scenarios should be considered in those frequencies. RAN4 should then agree on the relevant worst case to determine the following parameters: 
· ISD? Required EIRP/antenna gain?
· UE distribution?
· Mast height?
· Any difference between 700MHz, 800MHz and 900MHz?

Issue 4-1-2: Antenna model
· Proposals: For an AAS BS operating within 694 to 960 MHz, use the AAS BS array antenna model described in TR 38.922 
· Agree (Huawei, Ericsson)
· Disagree
· Recommended WF
· Checking all companies contribution, this doesn’t seem controversial and the antenna model described in TR 38.922 should be used for below 1 GHz as well. 
Issue 4-1-3: Element parameters
· Proposals: Agree on the following element parameters values:
· Proposal 1: front-to-back ratio:  Am = 30dB (Huawei, Ericsson, ZTE)
· Proposal 2: side-lobe suppression: SLAv = 30 dB  (Huawei, Ericsson)
· Proposal 3: horizontal half power beamwidth: j3dB = 90 deg. (Huawei, Ericsson, ZTE)
· Proposal 4a: vertical half power beamwidth: q3dB=65 deg (Huawei, Ericsson)
· Proposal 4b: vertical half power beamwidth: q3dB=90 deg (ZTE)
· Proposal 5a: peak gain: GE,max= 6.4 dBi with 2dB ohmic loss (Huawei, Ericsson)
· Proposal 5b: peak gain: GE,max= 5 dBi with 2dB ohmic loss (ZTE)
· Recommended WF
· At least, Am = 30dB, SLAv = 30 dB and j3dB = 90 deg should be agreeable. 

Issue 4-1-4: Element separation parameters
· Proposals: Agree on the following element separation parameters values:
· Proposal 1: Vertical element separation in sub-array: dv,sub=0.7l, (Huawei, Ericsson, ZTE)
· Proposal 2: Horizontal sub-array separation: dh=0.5l (Huawei, Ericsson)
· Proposal 3: Vertical sub-array separation: dv=Msub * dv,sub
· Recommended WF
· Those proposals should be agreeable, the dv value will depend on the agreed sub-array size.

Issue 4-1-5: Sub-array size
· Proposals: Agree on the number of element rows in sub-array
· Proposal 1: Msub=4 (Huawei, ZTE)
· Proposal 2: Msub=5 (Ericsson)
· Recommended WF
· To be further discussed

Issue 4-1-6: Array parameter values
· Proposals: Agree on the following array parameter values:
· Proposal 1: Number of sub-array rows in array: M = 2 (Ericsson, Huawei, ZTE)
· Proposal 2: Number of sub-array columns in array N=4 (Ericsson, Huawei, ZTE)
· Recommended WF
· Those proposals should be agreeable.
· 
Issue 4-1-7: Center vertical steering range
· [bookmark: _Hlk221096416]Proposals: The center vertical steering range symmetrical around the pretilt i.e. 86-100 degrees, assuming pre-tilt of 3 degrees:
· Agree (Nokia)
· Disagree
· Recommended WF
· 

Note: The other antenna parameters would need further discussion based on outcomes of issue 4-1-1 and 4-1-5.


Sub-topic 4-2: Out-of-band antenna model
Issue 4-2-1: Model
· Proposals: For out-of-band modelling define parameters for decorrelation roll-off model described in TR 38.922, clause 7.3.2.1.2.:
· Agree, additional break points might be needed (Ericsson)
· Agree (Huawei)
· Disagree
· Recommended WF
· The model defined in TR 38.922 clause 7.3.2.1.2 should be used as baseline at least.

Issue 4-2-2: Response to ECC PT1 
· Proposals: The following reply to ECC PT1 could be considered regarding the out of band antenna model:
· Proposal 1: Provide the following guidance (Huawei)
· Consider both correlation factor of 0 and correlation factor of 1 in the system level simulations, and depending on the results, select one for worst-case scenario. 
· RAN4 to verify (before PT1 May meeting) whether it is possible to down-select on the above two alternatives. 
· As fall-back solution (for the purpose of workload reduction in the bullet above), consider correlation factor of 0.5.
· Proposal 2: Companies to provide technical evidence considering different carrier bandwidth configurations and implementations (Ericsson, Nokia)
· Recommended WF
· 
Sub-topic 4-3: Timeline
Issue 4-3-1: Timeline
· Proposals: RAN4 to provide additional feedback to ECC PT1 on parameters for AAS BS operation in bands below 1 GHz not later than the following deadlines:
· Proposal 1: aligned with next ECC PT1 meetings on the corresponding frequency ranges (Huawei)
· For 700 MHz and 800 MHz frequency bands: RAN4#118-bis (April 2026), 
· For 900 MHz band: RAN4#120 (August 2026).
· Proposal 2: 
· Recommended WF
· 
Sub-topic 4-4: Coexistence studies
Issue 4-3-1: Coexistence studies with AAS BS operating below 1 GHz
· Proposals: RAN4 should run coexistence studies with AAS BS operating below 1 GHz:
· Proposal 1: The antenna architecture of AAS BS operating in bands below 1 GHz be clarified as a priority prior to the initiation of co-existence studies (CMCC)
· Proposal 2: If the co-existence study on AAS BS operating in bands below 1 GHz is confirmed to be conducted, the following system parameters may serve as references. (CMCC)
· Proposal 3: Others
· Recommended WF
· No company proposed to perform a coexistence study with AAS BS operating below 1 GHz, this should not be needed.



Topic #3: Other aspects
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2600379
	Qualcomm Germany
	Observation 7: During NR, adjacent‑channel coexistence work is spread across multiple TRs, which can lead to fragmentation and inconsistent assumptions across bands, deployments, and scenarios. 
Proposal 5: RAN4 to consider developing a unified coexistence framework and request proponents to provide additional details—such as scope, structure, and main aspects to be covered for the coming meeting. As a starting point, below lists of parameters could be harmonized across RAN4 coexistence work and collected in the unified framework. 
· Network layout models (entails both BS and UE dropping)
· Propagation models
· Antenna parameters (for different frequency ranges)
· Uplink power control configuration 
· Received power model
· ACLR/ACS/ACIR modeling 
· Link level mapping 


	R4-2601847
	ZTE Corporation, Sanechips
	Proposal 1: For the conformance testing of U6GHz EEIRP mask in 6G, propose to consider the unequally distributed test beams across the whole coverage regions from the time domain (e.g. 6GR BS need to provide the sensing or UAV service with periodic beams steering upwards) in addition to the equally distributed test beams in Rel-19.  
Proposal 2: For TRP measurement in conformance testing specification, propose to conduct the theoretical study and evaluation in RAN4 to define the appropriate TRP testing method. 

	R4-2601879
	Ericsson
	Proposal 1: Start 6G coexistence framework for all potential features in 6G with common assumptions to guide the future coexistence work in 6G feature development.

	R4-2602136
	THALES
	Proposal 3: RAN4 to agree on the satellite (SAN) parameters provided at R4-2522244 - SAN Characteristics for 6GR (Thales, ESA, Viasat, Eutelsat Group, Airbus, SES, Hispasat, RAN4#117).






Open issues summary
Sub-topic 5-1: New framework to collect common RAN4 assumptions
Issue 5-1-1: New framework
· Proposals: RAN4 should initiate a new framework (TR) to collect common assumptions:
· Proposal 1: RAN4 to consider developing a unified coexistence framework and request proponents to provide additional details—such as scope, structure, and main aspects to be covered for the coming meeting. As a starting point, below lists of parameters could be harmonized across RAN4 coexistence work and collected in the unified framework (Qualcomm)
· Network layout models (entails both BS and UE dropping)
· Propagation models
· Antenna parameters (for different frequency ranges)
· Uplink power control configuration 
· Received power model
· ACLR/ACS/ACIR modeling 
· Link level mapping 
· Proposal 2: Start 6G coexistence framework for all potential features in 6G with common assumptions to guide the future coexistence work in 6G feature development. (Ericsson)
· Recommended WF
· The proposals should be agreeable, it would be relevant to have a common reference for all RAN4 studies and avoid any discrepancies in assumptions. 
Also, if Thales’ proposal 3 in R4-2602136 (to agree on the satellite (SAN) parameters provided at R4-2522244) is agreed, the satellite parameters should also be collected in this new TR.

Sub-topic 5-2: EEIRP mask in band n104
Issue 5-2-1: EEIRP mask in band n104
· Proposals: The following proposals related to the EEIRP mask in band n104 have been made: 
· Proposal 1: For the conformance testing of U6GHz EEIRP mask in 6G, propose to consider the unequally distributed test beams across the whole coverage regions from the time domain (e.g. 6GR BS need to provide the sensing or UAV service with periodic beams steering upwards) in addition to the equally distributed test beams in Rel-19 (ZTE)
· Proposal 2: For TRP measurement in conformance testing specification, propose to conduct the theoretical study and evaluation in RAN4 to define the appropriate TRP testing method (ZTE)
· Recommended WF
· Those proposals come late as the scope for the 6G study for BS RF aspects was already frozen in last RAN4#117 meeting and RAN4 already agreed on priority settings for the listed items. 
· They might be discussed later if time allows but most likely not in the coming meetings then.


