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Introduction
Based on the discussion in previous meeting, it’s allowed for UE to implement either 30MHz dedicated duplexer and n65 duplexer in band n256. The implementation may have impacts on the following requirements as below.
1) Spurious emissions for UE coexistence
2) REFSENS
3) Out-of-band blocking
In this paper, we’d like to analyze the different requirements for different implementation and provide a candidate compromise for these two implementation.
Discussion
We summarize the difference between option 1 (30MHz dedicated duplexer) and option 2 (reusing n65 duplexer) as below.
Table 1 the difference between option 1 (30MHz dedicated duplexer) and option 2 (reusing n65 duplexer) for S-band
	Items
	option 1 (30MHz dedicated duplexer)
	option 2 (reusing n65 duplexer)

	Frequency range for duplexer
	UL: 1980~2010MHz
DL: 2170~2200MHz
	UL: 1920~2010MHz
DL: 2110~2200MHz

	Spurious emissions for UE coexistence
	-50dBm/MHz spurious emission for band n39 (DL: 1880~1920MHz) can be met for this kind of implementation.
	FFS whether -50dBm/MHz spurious emission for band n39 (DL: 1880~1920MHz) can be met for this kind of implementation or not without AMPR.

	Noise Figure
	9dB
	9.5dB

	REFSENS (5MHz)
	-100dBm
	-99.5dBm

	Out-of-band blocking
	FDL_low can be same as operating band definition, i.e. 1980MHz
	FDL_low can be same as FDL_low of band n65, i.e. 1920MHz



Based on the summaries as above, the UE performance for option 1 is better than option 2 considering the better REFSENS, spurious emission protection and better blocking performance and so on. In order to decouple the discussion on duplexer implementation and RF requirements, it’s proposed to specify two bands for different implementation with different RF requirements. Reusing n65 duplexer can be assumed for band n256 and 30MHz dedicated duplexer can be assumed for new band n254.
For band n254, all the RF requirements can be same as band n256 except for spurious emissions for UE coexistence/REFSENS/Out-of-band blocking requirements. Specifying one more band will have no impact on RAN4 workloads.
For band n256, companies, who support the implementation with n65 duplexer, should provide the analysis whether -50dBm/MHz spurious emission for band n39 (DL: 1880~1920MHz) can be met or not.
Proposal 1: In order to decouple the discussion on duplexer implementation and RF requirements, it’s proposed to specify two bands for different duplexer implementation with different RF requirements since it’s agreed that there is no restriction on duplexer implementation for S-band. Reusing n65 duplexer can be assumed for band n256 and 30MHz dedicated duplexer can be assumed for new band n254. For new band n254, all the RF requirements can be same as band n256 except for spurious emissions for UE coexistence/REFSENS/Out-of-band blocking requirements.
3 Summary
Based on the discussion, all the observations and proposals are listed below:
Proposal 1: In order to decouple the discussion on duplexer implementation and RF requirements, it’s proposed to specify two bands for different duplexer implementation with different RF requirements since it’s agreed that there is no restriction on duplexer implementation for S-band. Reusing n65 duplexer can be assumed for band n256 and 30MHz dedicated duplexer can be assumed for new band n254. For new band n254, all the RF requirements can be same as band n256 except for spurious emissions for UE coexistence/REFSENS/Out-of-band blocking requirements.
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