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Introduction
In the previous RAN4 meetings, we have reached the following agreement that RAN4 will not introduce any sub-band selectivity requirement for legacy UEs, however it’s still open for further discussion of RF requirements of SBFD capable UEs. Therefore in this contribution, we want to share some further views on the necessity of defining new RF requirements for SBFD UEs.
	RAN4 shall not introduce new RAN4 requirement for sub-band selectivity for legacy UE till Rel-18.
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First of all, based on the following link budget calculation within CLI within TDD carrier and assuming 1 meter separation distance between aggressive and victim UEs. For the cell center regions as shown in Figure 1a, these kind of CLI problems is not not serve since the UE maximum output power is still maintained in relatively low level due to the uplink power control at the UE side.
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Figure 1a. the illustration of UE2UE CLI [using ACLR/ACS instead of IBE for link budget calculation]
However for the cell center regions as shown in Figure 1b, these kind of CLI problems is much worse than in the above case. In this scenario, the victim UEs performance would be severely impacted indeed. However RAN1 could provide some CLI measurement for the coordination of such coexistence scenarios. However the following up question is whether the usefulness of defining new RF requirement of SBFD capable UE could really help resolve the CLI situation if happened. 
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Figure 1b. the illustration of UE2UE CLI [using ACLR/ACS instead of IBE for link budget calculation]
In the following figure 2 and 3, we provided some initial simulation results for FR1 Urban macro scenario where UE IBE mask is used within SBFD carrier. It could be found that the coexistence performance at 33dBc ACIR is around 8% cell edge throughput loss and around 3% cell average throughput loss. In other words, from the system level perspective instead of focusing on extreme concern scenario, the coexistence performance in this scenario is still acceptable. If SBFD UE could further improve its IBE requirement close to ACLR requirement if possible and downlink selectivity requirement close to 33dBc, then its coexistence performance could be further improved. It could be understood that to achieve the ACLR and ACS requirement on the sub-band configuration from network will impose the additional complexity especially considering the sub-band configuration from network perspective could any PRB size level, then its implementation complexity for sub-band selectivity would be close to BWP level filtering somehow.
In short, if sub-band configuration is still similar as UE specific carrier bandwidth configuration level, then sub-band filtering should be still achievable based on the existing UE implementation, if sub-band configuration is not aligned with UE specific carrier bandwidth, then it should be left up for UE capability or UE implementation.
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Figure 2. FR1 Urban macro scenario, NR TDD DL interfering SBFD DL@4GHz  [receiver sub-band selectivity=33dBc]
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Figure 3. FR1 Urban macro scenario, NR TDD DL interfering SBFD DL@4GHz [receive sub-band selectivity=16dBc]
In fact, based on the intermediate simulation results obtained for UE to UE CLI within the carrier and BS to UE ACI so far, the ACI is mainly c-oming from TN DL instead of TN UL CLI. 
Conclusions
In this contribution, we want to share further analysis on SBFD capable UE and proposals are made as following:
Proposal 1: if sub-band configuration is still similar or the same as UE specific carrier bandwidth configuration level, then sub-band filtering should be still achievable based on the existing UE implementation, if sub-band configuration is not aligned with UE specific carrier bandwidth, then sub-band selectivity should be left up for UE capability or UE implementation.
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