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Introduction
In the RAN#102 meeting, new WID: Evolution of NR duplex operation: Sub-band full duplex (SBFD) has been approved. It’s expected to start the RAN4 meeting from April meeting. Since we have already reached good progress on the SBFD BS RF impacts in SI phase and outcome was captured in TR 38.858. In this contribution, we would like to share some further views on these remaining open issues.
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2.1. Potential new requirement
2.1.1  In-channel adjacent subband leakage, Blocking and adjacent subband selectivity 
Regarding the RF requirement for co-site inter-sector and inter-site interference requirement, we could consider the requirement separately:
1) for the co-site inter-sector, since there are some sub-band interference leakage from other sectors in the co-site scenario, the minimum receiver performance degradation should be ensured, however it might be difficult to define the requirement in this scenario since different vendors might have different capability on this scenario, some vendors are capable to reject higher interference power from other sectors and some other vendors might be not. From our understanding, the conformance testing for co-site inter-sector scenario is still necessary, however the power levels and configurations for other SBFD sectors could be left up to the vendors declaration with satisfying the minimum refe nsense sensitivity degradation.   
2) for the inter-site scenario, BS CLI problem in certain scenario is still one major problems. From our understanding, if necessary, this could be left up to the BS implementation. However considering the multi-vendor deployment without any coordination on the BS CLI problem, it’s better to define the minimum requirement or otherwise coordination solutions specified in other approach.
Proposal 1: for the co-site inter-sector, in-channel blocking, in-channel selectivity and in-channel sub-band leakage, this could be left up to the vendor declaration without defining any specific power or freq offset of the corresponding requirement.
Proposal 2: for the inter-site scenario, propose to further discuss how to handle the BS CLI problem e.g. with RAN4 minimum RF requirement (usually worst assumptions) or with other coordination schemes defined in other WGs. 
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Figure 2.2.1-1: Example of REFSENS requirement for SBFD BS
Conclusions
In this contribution, we want to share some initial views on RF requirements for SBFD BS and proposals/observations are made as following:
Proposal 1: for the co-site inter-sector, in-channel blocking, in-channel selectivity and in-channel sub-band leakage, this could be left up to the vendor declaration without defining any specific power or freq offset of the corresponding requirement.
Proposal 2: for the inter-site scenario, propose to further discuss how to handle the BS CLI problem e.g. with RAN4 minimum RF requirement (usually worst assumptions) or with other coordination schemes defined in other WGs. 
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