3GPP TSG-RAN WG4 Meeting #119			                                　                                R4-26xxxxx
Dalian, China, May 18th – 22nd, 2026 

Agenda item:			8.1.1
Source:	Feature lead (Huawei, HiSilicon)
Title:	AH minutes for 6GR system parameter (Part I)
Document for:	Approval
1. Topic #1: Waveform
0 
1 
Waveform
· Agreement
· Calibrate firstly for further evaluation
· Adopted assumptions
· Power class: PC2 as the baseline
· Interested companies are encouraged to provide PC3 based evaluation too. 
· Channel BW: 100MHz
· Calibration waveform for PA: QPSK without FDSS according to WF in R4-2522450
· Baseline waveform for power gain evaluation: 
· BPSK baseline: Pi/2 BPSK w Pi/2 BPSK DMRS without/with FDSS
· The baseline used is based on company’s declaration. 
· QPSK baseline: QPSK without FDSS
· Interested companies are encouraged to provide the absolute results for the sake of simulation result comparison in coming meetings. 
· Calibration
· According to WF in R4-2522450
· Full RB allocation with 1dB power backoff
· EVM flatness according to section 6.4.2.4.1 in NR spec should also be considered for the baseline waveform.
· EVM flatness performance of the new 6G waveforms may also need to be checked if the transparent filter is assumed.
· This should not be taken as RAN4’s preference between the transparent and non-transparent filter which should be discussed and decided separately.  
· Companies are encouraged to declare whether CFR is considered in their simulations. 
· The format to collect evaluation results if waveform can be further discussed after June RAN meeting
· Evaluation results are collected against the power class MOP per edge, outer, inner RB allocations
· Performance gain will be compared to the best output power supported by NR, and transparent FDSS and power boosting supported by NR are not precluded

PA model
· Agreement
· Calibration framework
· It was agreed that calibration issues will be discussed under UE RF thread
· Parameter correction
· No need to correct the Vmax multiplier parameter regarding the normalized GMP model in the LS sent to RAN1
· TPs for TR 38.760-4 Annex
· Update the TPs when necessary, based on inputs from R4-2605958 and R4-2606083 as well as the collected comments during the meeting
· Observations for PA modelling study regarding the PA’s applicable bandwidth and the impact of non-linearity and memory depth parameters

2. Topic #2: Channel bandwidth
2 
Sub-topic 2-1: Max Channel Bandwidth
Issue 2-1-1: Single set requirements
· Agreement
· Keep the agreement in last meeting unchanged, i.e.
· RAN4 strive to define a single set of UE RF requirements for both single and two RF chain based architectures. 

Issue 2-1-2: Inner guard band
· Proposals 
· Adopt zero guard band as the initial baseline for 2-RF chain architectures to maximize SU.
· Study power and phase continuity across the boundary if the RAN1 design assumes tightly coupled full-band reception.
· WF
· Adopt zero guard band as baseline for 2-RF chain architecture

Issue 2-1-3: RF boundary
· Options 
· Network-indicated: The RF boundary should be indicated by the network (e.g., via SIB1) or configured by the aNB to ensure scheduling is boundary-aware.  
· Transparent approach: Alternatively, some proposals suggest the boundary should be transparent to the network, handled entirely by UE implementation.  
· Specified rule in spec: Strive to define a single, clear rule in the specifications for boundaries in CBWs between 200 MHz and 400 MHz.  
· WF
· RF boundary is considered for 200 MHz < DL CBW <=400MHz for UE implemented with 2-RF chains
· from RAN4 perspective
· 2-RF chains can result in phase continuity, timing misalignment issues. etc.
· Regarding RF boundary info
· It needs to be made aware to at least some of the UE due to the aforementioned limitation 
· For some of the UE, such information is not needed since such limitation can be handled transparently at UE
· RAN4 will continue the discussion and strive for an unified solution. 
· FFS the details considering options regarding NW-indicated, transparent or specific description in the specification
· RAN1 design should also be considered

Issue 2-1-4: DL MIMO capability for SC
· Agreement 
· Mandatory MIMO layers should be defined as a single value without dependency on the number of RF chains.  
· Allow UEs to report optional MIMO layer capabilities for CBWs above 200 MHz compared to those below 200 MHz.

Issue 2-1-5: FFT size
· Agreement 
· Window length mapping: If reflected in specs, a 16k FFT size could be considered for BS Tx EVM window length (DL 400 MHz) and 8k for UE (UL 200 MHz).

Issue 2-1-6: Max CBW for other frequency ranges
· Proposals 
· FR2-1 
· Option 1: 400MHz
· Option 2: 800MHz
· Sub-6GHz FDD bands
· Option 1: 50MHz
· Option 2: 100MHz
· Sub-6GHz TDD bands
· Option 1: 100MHz
· Option 2: 200MHz
· WF
· FFS

Sub-topic 2-2: Min Channel Bandwidth
Issue 2-2-1: Band specific min CBW
· Agreement
· In general, defer the discussion of min CBW for specific bands to WI stage 
· For ~7GHz, larger minimum CBW could be considered, while the specific value depends on inputs from operators

Issue 2-2-2: 3MHz specific
· Proposals 
· Proposal 1: No need to consider the applicability of 3MHz for NTN bands which is above 3GHz with 15kHz SCS for the moment, unless there is clear request from operators.
· Proposal 2: For the applicability of 3MHz for NTN bands above 3GHz, the targeting NTN bands above 3GHz and the necessity for 3MHz operation should be justified.
· Proposal 3: RAN4 should agree that, for operator requested bands, 3 MHz shall be specified as the mandatory minimum channel bandwidth for 15 kHz SCS on a band specific basis.
· WF
· Defer the discussion of the applicability of 3MHz for NTN bands above 3GHz unless there is clear request from operators or the necessity is well justified
· Keep the previous agreement relevant to 3MHz CBW unchanged, i.e., 3 MHz could be considered as an optional minimum CBW for 15 kHz SCS

Sub-topic 2-3: Numerology
Issue 2-3-1: SSB SCS for FR2-1
· Proposals 
· Option 1: For 6G FR2-1 frequency range, only 120 kHz SCS is suggested for SSB.  
· Option 2: For 6GR FR2-1, the SCS of synchronization signal should be 240 kHz, while the SCS of data/control channels can be 120 kHz.
· Option 3: For FR2-1 SSB numerology, limit with single choice either 120kHz or 240kHz as per band basis
· Option 4: Postpone the decision on this issue in or after June RAN plenary meeting
· WF
· FFS in next meeting

Issue 2-3-2: SCS for FR1 SDL bands
· Agreement
· if FR1 SDL is introduced in 6G 15k SCS is considered for these operating bands
· s29/s67/s75/s76

Sub-topic 2-4: Asymmetric CBW
· Recommended WF from FLAgreement
· LO assumption
· Option 1: Adopt the assumption of separate DL/UL LO architectures for TDD band ~7GHz as the baseline for <=200MHz for handheld UE, FFS for >200MHz
· Option 2: Adopt the assumption of separate DL/UL LO architectures for TDD band ~7GHz 
NOTE: Total number of LO is FFS, which is transparent to NW, implication of switching time is FFS
· UL placement
· Allow flexible UL placement within the DL CBW without restrictions as starting point
· Furter evaluation on pros and cons of center and edge placements from requirements perspective
· RF requirements
· Study on whether and how UL emission requirements could be enhanced and [spectral utilization should be scaled or defined] relative to the wider DL CBW.
· NW impact should also be considered
· SRS switching
· Request guidance from RAN1 regarding the SRS sounding framework to ensure RAN4 RF requirements align with the final 6G physical layer design.
· Switching time requirement will be studied under UE RF topic
· Encourage companies provide contributions on swithing time
· Check whether to consider the support of two UL RF chains as a UE capability to enable transmissions beyond 200 MHz. 

Sub-topic 3-5: Spectrum utilization
Issue 2-5-1: General consideration for evaluations
· Proposals 
· Monotonic trend consideration for GB: 
· Option 1: Considering applying a monotonic relationship with guard band sizes and channel bandwidth sizes only to newly defined 6GR CBWs. (Huawei)
· Option 2: Study how to establish a monotonic relationship where guard band sizes increase (or at least do not decrease) as channel bandwidth increases. (CATT, ZTE)
· Option 3-1: If keeping monotone increasing for the guard band, it should make sure the SU in 6GR is not smaller than NR for the same channel CBW(ZTE).
· Option 3: RAN4 shall maintain the monotonic relationship between CHBW and SU e.g. The spectrum utilization should keep monotone increasing trend for all channel bandwidths. (Xiaomi)
· Option 4: For 6G, RAN4 to study if it is essential to make channel ‘nesting’ fully flexible while preserving UE emissions compliance. ‘Nesting’ refers to when a UE does not support a BW as wide as the cell specific BW, and fully flexible nesting drives the GB monotonicity requirement (Qualcomm)
· Option 5: RAN4 should consider choosing minimum guardbands for 6G such that the minimum guardband for each channel bandwidth is less than or equal to the minimum guardband for each wider channel bandwidth of the same SCS. (T-Mobile)
· Single SU/Multiple SU
· Proposal 1: RAN4 shall specify single SU as per {channel bandwidth, SCS} combination with agonistic to spectrum refinement technology implementation. (Xiaomi)
· Proposal 2: It’s suggested to allow two sets of SU, Y% and X %, Y>X. 3GPP RAN4 requirements are based on X% and RAN1/2 spec can support Y%. this is especially beneficial for IoT devices which can’t support better spectrum confinement technique. (CMCC)
· Power class
· RAN4 to clarify which power class is used for SU evaluation for 200MHz (vivo)
· Timing of SU evaluation
· Proposal 1: RAN4 shall decide SU in later stage after relevant 6G RF requirements are stable enough (Xiaomi)
· Proposal 2: It would be a bit early to carry out the SU evaluation. (ZTE)
· Recommended WF from FL
· Monotonic trend consideration: 
· Whether monotonic relationship for guard band could be established depends on further evaluation, at least SU should not be smaller than NR in order to keep such relationship
· Single SU/Multiple SU
· RAN4 specify single SU as per {channel bandwidth, SCS} combination
· Power class
· PC2 should be considered for SU evaluation for CBW >=100MHz

Issue 2-5-2: Method to derive the SU evaluation cases for 6GR
· Options 
· Equation based 
· Option 1: Determining usable RBs and feasible guard bands through a generic, equation-based method derived from established regular bandwidth-to-guard band relations from 5G. (Nokia, Samsung)
· For a new channel bandwidth, both the next smaller and next larger established channel bandwidths should be considered when deriving candidate RB allocation and guard band values. (Samsung)
· Option 2: Whether equation based adopted depends on further SU evaluation
· It is premature to consider equation-based method, and it shall be verified by simulation to meet the RF requirements. (ZTE)
· Regarding 6G spectrum utilization, RAN4 may adopt an equation-based methodology, but only after checking that the resulting number of RBS is validated for every single channel bandwidths and SCS configurations covered by this approach. (Ericsson)
· Minimum guard band based (1RB)
· 6G SU is increased compared to 5G by designing NRB such that the minimum guard-band is the closest and higher value to 1RB bandwidth of the considered SCS. (Skyworks)
· NR baseline based
· Option 1: Using existing SU from NR as baseline unless strong motivation well justified for the evaluation and improvement
· Option 2: Reuse the current SU for existing NR CBW w/o further evaluation
· Recommended WF from FL
· Defer the discussion of method to derive SU and focus on the evaluation firstly
· Companies can still use the preferred method to generate cases for SU evaluation 

Issue 2-5-3: MRSS consideration
· Options 
· Option 1: it’s suggested to only focus on 6G single RAT rather than MRSS for SU enhancement analysis. (CMCC)
· Option 2: Within the scope of the 6G spectrum utilization study, RAN4 shall only evaluate the addition of an even number of resource blocks (RBs) to the NR maximum transmission bandwidth to enable efficient MRSS scheduling and secure 6G initial deployment success. (Ericsson)
· Option 3: RAN4 to study the impact on MRSS operation for an odd number of additional RBs in the 6G transmission BW configuration, compared to 5G. (Qualcomm)
· Recommended WF from FL
· Follow the considerations by most companies and consider MRSS during the SU evaluation 
· If additional RBs could be added for certain CBWs compared to NR, even RBs should be considered for the evaluation

Issue 2-5-4: Requirements assumptions
· Proposals 
· General
· Both UE and BS RF requirements should be taken into account for 6GR SU evaluation. (ZTE)
· it’s challenging to define one unified BS PA model, infra-vendors can provide analysis based on their PA models. It’s FFS whether such PA models should be provided as simulation assumptions with final simulation results or not. (CMCC)
· The final maximum RB allocation and minimum guard band should be determined based on evaluation with applicable baseline RF requirements, including SEM, ACLR, EVM, ACS and blocking. (Samsung)
· Tx requirements
· SEM0 (1st MHz outside the channel)
· SEM0 failures when increasing SU: RAN4 studies the appropriate measures to avoid having SU dictated by edge allocations. (Skyworks)
· For SU analysis, RAN4 should study how to define SEM requirement for 1st MHz outside the channel, being compliant with the regulation but also considering the characteristics of the adjacent system and protection that is necessary, as this likely has direct impact onto needed guard bands. (LGE)
· It is proposed to evaluate the SEM compliance with 1RB edge allocation while for ACLR, full RB allocation is used to check the ACLR (OPPO)
· SEM vs EVM (Note: better spectrum confinement may degrade the EVM)
· Study 6G SU considering SEM, and EVM RF requirements. (LGE)
· To further study the EVM impact of WOLA before making decision on increasing the SU (OPPO)
· For spectrum utilization study, the impairment assumptions for 5G NR are re-used with improved IQ image rejection ratio (IQ image: -34dB).  (MediaTek)
· Rx requirements
· RAN4 to discussed whether narrowband blocking still served as the worst case for SU evaluation from Rx requirement side. (vivo)
· Recommended WF from FL
· Both UE and BS RF requirements should be taken into account for 6GR SU evaluation
· UE Tx requirements
· Whether SEM0 could be relaxed will be discussed under UE RF topic
· With existing NR SEM0 requirement, companies can evaluate MPR for edge RB allocation
· Performance degradation on EVM should be considered with spectrum confinement techniques to meet SEM especially SEM0 requirement
· Check whether better carrier leakage, IQ image requirements could be adopted for SU evaluation. If so, discuss the applicable values
· UE Rx requirements
· Check whether narrow band blocking requirements still need to be considered

Issue 2-5-5: Candidate CBW for evaluations
· Proposals 
· Proposa1: For existing combinations {CHBW, SCS}, taking existing SU from NR as baseline unless strong motivation well justified for the evaluation and improvement. And considering following case on evaluation work (Xiaomi)
· FR1 FDD 15kHz: 5MHz CHBW, 10MHz, 15MHz
· FR1 TDD 30kHz: 10MHz, 15MHz, 20 MHz, 25 MHz and 30 MHz
· FR2-1 TDD 120kHz: 50 MHz
· Proposal 2: New channel bandwidth which is not existed in NR i.e., >50MHz Channel bandwidth for 15kHz, and >100MHz CHBW over than 30kHz SCS shall be prioritized over than existing channel bandwidth (Xiaomi).
· Proposal 3: RAN4 studies the following specific CBW/SCS combinations for SU enhancement (QC)
· {5, 7, 10 and 15} MHz channels for 15 kHz SCS 
· {10, 15, 20, 25, 30} MHz channels for 30 kHz SCS
· Proposal 4: Besides the prioritized CBW and SCS combination as approved in last meeting, further enhancement can be achieved for following CBW and SCS combinations with candidate enhanced value. (CMCC)
· {30, 35, 40, 45, 50} MHz channels for 15 kHz SCS 
· {60, 70, 80, 90, 100} MHz channels for 30 kHz SCS
· Others (FL Note: other similar proposals are skipped)
· Recommended WF from FL
· Continue evaluation of CBWs agreed in last meeting, i.e.
· “RAN4 start the evaluation from May meeting, and the prioritized cases including existing small CBWs with lower SU <95% and larger CBWs of 200MHz and 400MHz”
· SU for other CBWs are not precluded, pending on inputs from companies

Issue 2-5-6: Implementation consideration
· Proposals 
· Proposal 1: the Max. SU which determine the design complexity of analog filters including Anti-alias filter and Reconstruction filter. (CATT)
· Proposal 2:Δω (Transition Band) in digital domain, which determine the design complexity of digital filters. (CATT)
· Proposal 3: If a certain new filter technology is to be introduced in 6GR, it is proposed to carefully study the complexity, time domain influence and corresponding impact on UE performance caused by such new filter technology. (OPPO)
· Recommended WF from FL
· Implementation complexity for advanced spectrum confinement techniques must be considered during the SU evaluation 

Issue 2-5-7: Spectrum confinement 
· Proposals 
· On evaluation, RAN4 can take windowing (WOLA) with 2% ~5% length (Xiaomi)
· No consensus on spectral confinement technical (ZTE)
· Different window length leads to large different MPR. In NR SU, filter agnostic way is used. (OPPO)
· Recommended WF from FL
· No assumed spectrum confinement techniques for the evaluation, which are subject to the choice of companies
· During the evaluation, issues discussed in 2-5-1 to 2-5-6 should be considered especially for the implementation complexity and impact to EVM requirement regarding the spectrum confinement techniques

Issue 2-5-8: Suggested SU
· Proposals 
· Existing CBW/CBW<=100MHz
· CBW>100MHz
· Recommended WF from FL
· Further evaluate with consideration of issue 2-5-1 to issue 2-5-7 

Issue 2-5-9: Other aspect
· Proposals 
· [bookmark: _Toc225767542][bookmark: _Toc228783681][bookmark: _Toc226019088]RAN4 to discuss how to mitigate UE testing increase when number of channel bandwidths in 6GR will be larger compared to 5G. (Nokia)
· RAN4 should discuss if an indicator should be broadcast in 6G to indicate if the 5G or 6G minimum guardbands are used in the cell. (T-Mobile)
· Recommended WF from FL
· FFS the proposals once there is a clear view of targeted SU based on further evaluations 

Sub-topic 3-6: Irregular channel bandwidths
· Recommended WF from FL
· Reach consensus on definition of irregular CBW
· E.g., irregular CBW refers to bandwidths not explicitly listed in the regular set (e.g., smaller granularity, non-5MHz based, between 5–15 MHz).
· Collect views and requests from operators on the potential irregular CBWs as inputs for the solution study
· If few irregular CBWs are foreseen for 6G, to check whether standardization of these CBWs like 6MHz and 7MHz for 5G NR could be considered for 6G
· Prioritize the study of 6 MHz and 7 MHz as dedicated cases or within the first 6G release.
· To manage standardization and testing complexity, prioritize solutions that reuse existing RF requirements (such as the next larger CBW approach) or utilize UE-transparent solutions like overlapping channels from the network perspective.
· Study possibility of generic interpolation formula and scalable guard band definitions to create a future-proof specification that does not require new entries for every unique operator request.
· Collect inputs from operators on potential step sizes, particular for those larger than 100MHz CBW

3. Topic #3: Other
3 
Sub-topic 3-1: UE antenna number
The main proposals are based on the inputs for this meeting.
· Main proposals
· Proposal 1: Number of Tx/Rx antennas needs to discriminate with following factors:
· DL and UL shall be considered separately
· Applicable sub-frequency range
· Applicable device assumption on form factor limitation e.g. IoT, MBB, and FWA
· Proposal 2: For IoT device, consider 1T1R as baseline and 1T2R as optional in FR1 including around 7GHz. 
· Proposal 3: For MBB UE, number of Tx/Rx can be further decided by per sub-frequency rang basis
· Proposal 4: Dynamic UE capability for number of Tx/Rx antennas can be considered under different states (foldable UE) and different operating modes e.g. or high performance mode/power saving mode.
· Proposal 5. To consider higher Tx/Rx antenna number in order to achieve the targeted spectrum efficiency in IMT-2020.
· Proposal 6: A normal 6G UE (handheld UE) should have higher capabilities than 5G handheld UE
· Proposal 7. To consider 4Tx/8Rx for 6GR handheld UE and 8Tx/8Rx even 8Tx/16Rx for 6GR FWA UE on around 7GHz spectrum.
· WF
· FFS

Sub-topic 3-2: Intra-band contiguous CA simplification
· Proposals
· Proposal 1: For 6GR, consider restricting IBC-ULCA for configurations where the ULCA aggregated BW cannot be supported by a single carrier CBW. This means that if we assume that 6GR will support single carrier 200MHz UL CBW, then the 6GR UE RF requirements for IBC-ULCA should be introduced only for aggregated CBW greater than 200MHz.
· Proposal 2: In 6GR and to address issues reported in [1], revisit the IBC-ULCA equations that define the MPR for non-contiguous outer 1/outer 2 RB allocations. As an alternative solution, RAN4 may also be considered to no longer support non-contiguous RB allocations within an intra-band contiguous ULCA configuration.
· Recommended WF from FL
· Check whether requirements for intra-band contiguous UL CA can be specified only for aggregated CBW > 200MHz
· Revisit the intra-band contiguous UL CA equations that define the MPR for non-contiguous outer 1/outer 2 RB allocations
· Companies are encouraged to check the issues identified in R4-2602132 for 5G

Sub-topic 3-3: TR skeleton update for system parameter
In RAN4#116bis (Oct. 2025), 6G SI rapporteur companies have provided the skeleton for RAN4 TR 38.760-4 (R4-2513028) and it was noted without further discussion. At this meeting, the rapporteur requested that the TR skeleton be refined and agreed upon.
The suggested update of TR skeleton for system parameter is provided as below:
	[bookmark: _Toc129708876]4.1	System Parameters
4.1.1	Waveform
4.1.2	Modulation
4.1.2.1	UL 1024QAM
4.1.2.2	DL 4096QAM
4.1.2.3	Constellation shaping
4.1.3	Channel Bandwidth Widths
4.1.3.1	Max channel bandwidth
4.1.3.2	Min channel bandwidth
4.1.3.3	Asymmetric channel bandwidth
4.1.3.4	Irregular channel bandwidth
4.1.4	FFT size
4.1.4	Numerology
4.1.6	Number of receivers
4.1.7	Number of transmitters
4.1.5	Spectrum utilization
4.1.6	Channel arrangementSynchronization signal
4.1.6.1	Channel raster
4.1.6.2	Sync raster
4.1.6.3	Channel spacing
4.1.9	Raster
4.1.10	Spectrum utilization
4.1.11	Irregular channel bandwidth
4.1.712	Device types
4.1.7.1	Smallest max channel bandwidth
4.1.7.2	Other


[bookmark: _Toc129708886]Annex <A> (normative): PA models
<Normative annex for a Technical Specification>



· WF
· Agree the suggested changes regarding system parameters for TR 38.760-4

4. Annex (previous agreements)
To facilitate the discussion of interim milestone, the previous RAN4 agreements regarding channel bandwidth and numerology are captured as below for reference.
4 
Max Channel Bandwidth
Some identified issues for UE supporting max CBW for DL 400MHz and UL 200MHz:
Guard band and RF requirements with different implementations:
· Agreement:
· Strive to define a single set of UE RF requirements for both single and two RF chain based architectures. 
· RAN4 can further discuss the necessity to specify the boundary between two RF chains from RAN4 perspective. 
· FFS whether Zero GB for 2 RF chains architecture is considered as the baseline.
· Chair: we target to conclude this issue in May meeting. 

MIMO layer capability
· Agreement:
RAN4 assumes the UE capability related to the DL MIMO layer is agnostic to different UE architectures, i.e. single and 2 RF chains, to support more than 200MHz CBW/BWP.
· Different UE capabilities for potential different device types can be further discussed. 
· It is FFS for the related UE capability for 200MHz or less CBW/BWP.

Asymmetric channel bandwidth: 
· Agreement
· FFS any restriction on UL bandwidth placement within DL 400 MHz, LO architecture assumption in DL and UL and potential RF retuning for DL-UL switching
· Chair: max CBW related aspects including asymmetric CBW for DL400MHz and UL200MHz will continue to be discussed in the system parameter thread. 

Min Channel Bandwidth
· Agreement:
· Adopt the 5/10/50 MHz min CBW mapping for 15/30/120 kHz SCS as a general assumption for 6GR. Min CBW for specific bands could be considered case by case, depending on the spectrum status and operators’ request.
	SCS
	CBW
	Note

	15kHz
	5MHz
	3 MHz as an exception for some specific bands

	30kHz
	10MHz
	· Baseline for FR1/Sub-6GHz TDD.
· Larger min CBW for ~7GHz band, including refarmed n104, could be considered

	120kHz
	50MHz
	Baseline for FR2-1.



· For some bands with larger spectrum, e.g., ~7 GHz, operators’ inputs are needed to check whether larger min CBW could be possible to improve initial access efficiency.
· 3 MHz could be considered as an optional minimum CBW for 15 kHz SCS, restricted to specific bands, e.g., below 1 GHz for TN and at least below 3GHz for NTN, based on identified regulatory/spectrum needs. Specific band(s) which support min 3MHz CBW will be further determined in WI stage based on operators’ request.
· It is FFS on the applicability of 3MHz for NTN bands which is above 3GHz with 15kHz SCS.
· Coordinate closely with RAN1 on this matter.

Numerology
· Agreement
· CP Length: Leave the determination of whether only Normal CP will be supported for 6GR TN communication to RAN1.
· RAN4 assumes the discussion will be postponed on the numerology for the 15 GHz band until the end of 2026 or until ITU-R spectrum confirmation is received.
· Confirm the principle that the same SCS should be applied to both the synchronization channel (SSB) and data/control channels within the same band for FR1 
· No further Investigation into the impact of potential multiple numerologies in specific ranges (e.g., ~2.5 GHz) where multiple numerologies may coexist.


