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Introduction
For Rel-18 SI for study on evolution of NR duplex operation, there are three threads [306], [307] and [308] organized for the relevant discussion on RAN4#108, and one ad-hoc meeting is planned for further discussion after 1st round online treatment. 

Topic #5: Regulatory survey 
WF drafting on regulatory survey
[Ad-Hoc Chair] CableLabs provide a WF drafting which can be based on for ad-hoc meeting discussion. The draft can be found in: R4-231xxxx WF on SBFD Regulatory Aspects_v01.doc
	R4-2313868	WF for regulatory aspect
					Type: other		For: Approval
					Source: Cablabs
Abstract: 
Discussion: 
Decision:		Return to.




· Discussion in ad-hoc: 
· Agreement:


Topic #1: General
Revised TP of R4-2311554
[Moderator] Based on offline, Nokia prefer to discuss a draft revision. Because it is not yet shared, it is encouraged to share the plan during ad-hoc if needed. 

	R4-2311554	Differences in RAN1 and RAN4 assumptions for SBFD simulations
					Type: pCR		For: Approval
					38.858 v0.4.0	  CR-  rev  Cat:  (Rel-18)

					Source: Spark NZ Ltd, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Ericsson, CableLabs, Charter
Decision:		Return to.

Issue 1-1-1: Differences in RAN1 and RAN4 assumptions for SBFD simulations 
· Proposals/Observations from R4-2311554: 
· Observation 1. It is a common understanding that RAN1 and RAN4 have some differences in simulation assumptions for SBFD. 
· Proposal 1. To include a new section as Annex E for comparison of RAN1 and RAN4 simulation methodology, assumptions, and potential impacts on the results and conclusions as proposed below.
· Discussion:
· Samsung: In the beginning of this SI, we already have agreement that RAN4 will have simulation assumption following RAN4 methodology. Not sure what’s the purpose and motivation on this. We didn’t see the necessity on this.
· CMCC: We share similar view as Samsung, both RAN1 and RAN4 simulation assumption already captured in the TR. We didn’t see the needs on this. 
· ZTE: This is as business as usual, RAN4 and RAN1 follow their methodology to do the work. Nothing specific for this SI, we didn’t see any special treatment needed on this SI.  
· QC: We share similar view as previous companies. It’s not acceptable to revisit previous agreements; RAN1 and RAN4 have different objectives and different methodology. 
· Nokia: We are not plan to challenge the simulation assumption agreed in RAN4 and RAN1; we want to clarify the difference among RAN1 and RAN4 group. RAN4 can make conclusions based agreed simulation assumption as it is. This is for information purpose. 
· Cablelabs: We agree with Nokia, we don’t want to challenge RAN1 and RAN4 agreed simulation assumption; we just want to clarify the difference.
· Charter: We agree with Nokia and Cablelabs, this is no information purpose. 
· Ericsson: We agree with Nokia and Charter/Cablelabs. 
· Huawei: We share similar view a CMCC/Samsung/ZTE and Qualcomm. It’s hard to comment on RAN1 part for RAN4 experts. 
· Spark: We share similar view as Charter, Cablelabs and Nokia, Ericsson. 



· Discussion in ad-hoc: 
· Nokia: Provided a revision with a table for comparison. 
· Qualcomm: Parameters/assumptions already provided in TR. 
· Ericsson: After RAN4 has finalized the assumption part for RAN4 part, we can do the comparison. 
· CableLab: Over 100 assumptions in RAN4 already, highlighting the difference could benefit.  
· Qualcomm: Difference between simulations in RAN1/4 is because the purposes of simulations are different. 
· Charter: Difference can be highlighted for comparison, that is the objective. 
· CableLabs/Charter: the section and the framework can be agreed and the detailed contents can be FFS. 
· CableLabs: open to add the paragraph to list the differences comes from different purposes of simulation of RAN1 and RAN4. 
· Agreement:
Topic #4: Impacts on BS RF requirements
Issues discussed on Tuesday BS RF Session
[Moderator] The following agreement achieved on Tuesday online session: 
	 Issue 2-1-3: Multi-carrier BS analysis
· Agreement: 
· During Rel-18 SI, RAN4 will only discuss the interpretation-1 of multi-carrier support for SBFD-capable BS, i.e., SBFD operates in only one BS carrier, and legacy TDD operates in other intra-band BS carrier(s) contiguous or non-contiguous to the SBFD carrier.
· RAN4 didn’t study the feasibility for the case on interpretation-2 of multi-carrier support for SBFD-capable BS i.e., SBFD operates in more than one BS carriers, and legacy TDD operates in the other intra-band BS carrier(s) (if any), which is contiguous or non-contiguous to the SBFD carriers. 
Issue 3-1-3: Time-domain configuration for SBFD-capable BS RF requirement  
· Agreement:
· Proposal 1: For SBFD-capable BS, Existing RF requirements shall be applied in the OFDM symbols/slots others than SBFD symbols/slots; RAN4 discussion shall only be focused on RF requirement impacts in the SBFD symbols/slots. 
· Proposal 2: For SBFD-capable BS, RF requirement impacts for SBFD operation in symbols/slots configured as UL in TDD-UL-DL-ConfigCommon shall be treated as 2nd priority.  
Issue 3-1-4: Frequency-domain configuration for SBFD-capable BS RF requirement  
· Agreement: For SBFD-capable BS, RAN4 RF requirement study shall be discussed by restricting the maximum number of UL subbands for SBFD operation in an SBFD symbol/slot within a TDD carrier to be one.

Issue 3-2-2: Output power dynamics
· Agreement:
· RE power control dynamic range: Same requirements can be applied. 
· Total dynamic range: Requirements applicable for SBFD slots
· FFS for the requirements limit and conformance testing 
Issue 3-2-4: Transmitted signal quality
· Agreement:
· For transmitted signal quality:
· All the existing requirements for frequency error, modulation quality (EVM) and time alignment error (TAE) shall also be applied to BS in SBFD symbols.  
· Further discuss the joint measurement for normal DL symbols/slots and SBFD DL symbols/slots during WI phase. 

Issue 3-2-5: Unwanted emissions
· Agreement:
· OBW: For occupied bandwidth requirement: Apply the existing OBW requirement for the whole BS channel bandwidth in SBFD symbols/slots. 
· OBUE: The RF bandwidth edge from which OBUE is defined is the edge of the carrier (same for both SBFD and non-SBFD symbols/slots).
· Transmitter spurious emission: All the existing requirements shall also be applied to SBFD-capable BS in SBFD symbols, 
· Note: The requirement of protection of the BS receiver of own or different BS is not applicable for TDD operation. 
· Co-location/co-existence: 
· Option 1: Co-location requirement can’t use 30 dB coupling loss as the coupling loss assumption for SBFD capable gNB co-location related requirement.
· Option 2: No update on existing requirements, it’s declaration basis whether BS need to follow the requirements. FFS whether applicable for SBFD symbols/slots. 
Issue 3-2-6: Transmitter intermodulation
· Agreement: 
· FFS whether Tx IMD requirements applicable for SBFD slots/symbols
Issue 3-3-1: Reference sensitivity level and OTA sensitivity
· Agreement:
· For BS type 1-H if supported: The existing requirement for conducted reference sensitivity level shall also be applied to BS in SBFD symbols, i.e, no degradation allowed. 
· For BS type 1-C: FFS whether supported for SBFD capable BS, FFS for the requirements and conformance testing 
Issue 3-3-2: Dynamic range
· Agreement: Dynamic range requirements applicable for SBFD symbols/slots
· FFS for IoT level, and wanted signal power level 
Sub-topic 3-4: Potentially new requirements for SBFD operation
Sub-topic description:
Issue 3-4-1: Transmitter transient period between SBFD and non-SBFD
· Agreement:
· For transmitter transient period between SBFD and non-SBFD or SBFD reconfigurations if needed: requirement shall be introduced to BS in SBFD symbols/slots, by defining the transient period as the time period which the transmitter is changing from the SBFD operation to non-SBFD operation or vice versa, or during SBFD reconfigurations.
Issue 3-4-2: In-channel adjacent subband leakage ratio, In-channel adjacent subband Blocking and adjacent subband selectivity
· Agreement: 
· FFS whether new requirements need to be specified for co-site inter-sector gNB and inter-site gNB with candidate list as following 
· in-channel adjacent subband leakage ratio,
· in-channel adjacent subband blocking and 
· in-channel adjacent subband selectivity.




Other issues not yet discussed on Tuesday BS RF Session
[Moderator] The following issues are not discussed on Tuesday online session yet: 

Issue 3-1-5: TP for detailed TR skeleton for impact on BS RF requirements  
· TP from Samsung: 
	[bookmark: _Toc134691837]10.1	Impact on BS RF requirements
Editor's note: This section captures the impact on BS RF requirements
10.1.1 General
Editor's note: This section captures the general analysis for BS RF requirements, and also some general assumption which shall be based for the detailed analysis for BS RF requirements. 
10.1.2 Impact on BS TX requirements
Editor's note: This section captures the RF requirement impact analysis for all existing BS TX requirements, which has been specified in TS38.104 already. 
10.1.2.1 Base Station output power and radiated transmit power
10.1.2.2 Output power dynamics
10.1.2.3 Transmit ON/OFF power
10.1.2.4 Transmitted signal quality
10.1.2.5 Unwanted emissions
10.1.2.6 Transmitter intermodulation
10.1.3 Impact on BS RX requirements
Editor's note: This section captures the RF requirement impact analysis for all existing BS RX requirements, which has been specified in TS38.104 already. 

10.1.3.1 Reference sensitivity level and OTA sensitivity
10.1.3.2 Dynamic range
10.1.3.3 In-band selectivity and blocking
10.1.3.4 Out-of-band blocking
10.1.3.5 Receiver spurious emissions
10.1.3.6 Receiver intermodulation
10.1.3.7 In-channel selectivity
10.1.4 Potentially new requirements for SBFD operation
Editor's note: This section captures the analysis for potentially new requirements for SBFD operation, which has not been specified in TS38.104 for non-SBFD operation. 

10.1.4.1 Transmitter transient period 
10.1.4.2 In-channel adjacent subband leakage ratio, 
10.1.4.3 In-channel adjacent subband Blocking and adjacent subband selectivity




· Discussion in ad-hoc: 
· 
· Agreement:
· Use the TP as the baseline for the TP drafting for the section 10.1 for BS requirement impact. 
	10.1	Impact on BS RF requirements
Editor's note: This section captures the impact on BS RF requirements
10.1.1 General
Editor's note: This section captures the general analysis for BS RF requirements, and also some general assumption which shall be based for the detailed analysis for BS RF requirements. 
10.1.2 Impact on BS TX requirements
Editor's note: This section captures the RF requirement impact analysis for all existing BS TX requirements, which has been specified in TS38.104 already. 
10.1.2.1 Base Station output power and radiated transmit power
10.1.2.2 Output power dynamics
10.1.2.3 Transmit ON/OFF power
10.1.2.4 Transmitted signal quality
10.1.2.5 Unwanted emissions
10.1.2.6 Transmitter intermodulation
10.1.3 Impact on BS RX requirements
Editor's note: This section captures the RF requirement impact analysis for all existing BS RX requirements, which has been specified in TS38.104 already. 

10.1.3.1 Reference sensitivity level and OTA sensitivity
10.1.3.2 Dynamic range
10.1.3.3 In-band selectivity and blocking
10.1.3.4 Out-of-band blocking
10.1.3.5 Receiver spurious emissions
10.1.3.6 Receiver intermodulation
10.1.3.7 In-channel selectivity
10.1.4 Potentially new requirements for SBFD operation
Editor's note: This section captures the analysis for potentially new requirements for SBFD operation, which has not been specified in TS38.104 for non-SBFD operation. 

10.1.4.1 Transmitter transient period 
10.1.4.2 In-channel adjacent subband leakage ratio, 
10.1.4.3 In-channel adjacent subband Blocking and adjacent subband selectivity




Issue 3-3-3: In-band selectivity and blocking
· Proposals/Observations from Samsung: 
· Proposal 1: ACS requirement shall be determined by RAN4 co-existence study, and for the definition of ACS requirement:
· Conducted ACS: Self-interference from TX from transmission in the DL subband(s) is not relevant in the conducted testing.
· OTA ACS: The OTA sensitivity degradation shall be taken into account to determine the level of wanted signal and interference signal mean power.
· Proposal 2: For in-band blocking requirement:
· Conducted in-band blocking: Self-interference from TX from transmission in the DL subband(s) is not relevant in the conducted testing.
· OTA in-band blocking: The OTA sensitivity degradation shall be taken into account to determine the level of wanted signal and interference signal mean power.
· Proposal 3: For ACS and in-band blocking, the requirements shall be defined out of the BS channel bandwidth instead of uplink subband. 
· Proposals/Observations from Ericsson: 
· [bookmark: _Toc142657540][bookmark: _Toc142657541]Observation 1: For SBFD, the RX blocking requirement is based on signal levels from the DL of other operators BS.
· Observation 2: There are no requirements enabling co-location of SBFD with another operators BS. A blocking requirement considering co-located BS could be introduced, however it would not enable co-location as the other operators BS TX emissions would still badly desensitize the SBFD receiver.
· [bookmark: _Toc142657542]Observation 3: Co-location of SBFD BS with other operators BS is not possible.
· Proposal 4: Study further the DL signal level from other operator BS to assume when defining the SBFD RX blocking requirement.
· Proposals/Observations from ZTE: 
· Proposal 5a: for ACS, IBB, NBB requirement, propose to consider this requirement out of uplink carrier bandwidth instead of uplink sub-band.
· Proposal 5b: to consider two sets of requirement for ACS/IBB/NBB requirement: 1) with the self interference only;  2) with self interference and in-sector co-channel interference;

· Discussion in ad-hoc: 
· Ericsson: in-band blocking need to further check for SBFD. 
· ZTE: The existing in-band blocking requirement applies?
· Ericsson: need to FFS the detailed requirement. 
· Agreement: 
· ACS requirement and the interference level shall be determined by RAN4 co-existence study, and for the definition of ACS requirement:
· Conducted ACS: Take the existing wanted signal of ACS requirement by using the existing reference sensitivity level. 
· OTA ACS: The OTA sensitivity degradation shall be taken into account to determine the level of wanted signal and interference signal mean power.
· In-band blocking requirement and the interference level shall be determined by RAN4 co-existence study, and for the definition of In-band blocking requirement:
· Conducted In-band blocking: Take the existing wanted signal of In-band blocking requirement by using the existing reference sensitivity level. 
· OTA In-band blocking: The OTA sensitivity degradation shall be taken into account to determine the level of wanted signal and interference signal mean power.

Issue 3-3-4: Out-of-band blocking
· Proposals/Observations: 
· Proposal 1 (Samsung): For out-of-band blocking requirement:
· Conducted out-of-band blocking: Self-interference from TX from transmission in the DL subband(s) is not relevant in the conducted testing.
· OTA out-of-band blocking: The OTA sensitivity degradation shall be taken into account to determine the level of wanted signal and interference signal mean power.
· Proposal 2 (Huawei/Ericsson): no change is needed for Receiver spurious emission, out-of-band blocking. 
· Proposal 3 (ZTE): 
· Proposal 3a: for general OOBB requirement, the existing interfering power level for SBFD UL symbols/slot are applicable, wanted signal of general OOBB requirement should consider the self interference and in-sector co-channel interference in addition to OOBB interfer power; 
· Proposal 3b: FFS for co-location OOBB requirement similar as co-location spurious emission and Tx intermodulation requirement; 

· Discussion in ad-hoc: 
· Agreement: 
· For out-of-band blocking requirement: no change is needed for out-of-band blocking, except. 
· OTA out-of-band blocking: The OTA sensitivity degradation shall be taken into account to determine the level of wanted signal mean power.

Issue 3-3-5: Receiver spurious emissions
· Proposals/Observations from Samsung/Huawei/Ericsson/ZTE: 
· Proposal 1 (Samsung/Huawei/Ericsson/ZTE): For receiver spurious emissions (for both conducted and OTA tests): Apart from existing requirements for normal reception on UL symbols, no need to specify additional receiver spurious emissions requirement for SBFD operation in SBFD symbols.

· Agreement: 
· For receiver spurious emissions (for both conducted and OTA tests): Apart from existing requirements for normal reception on UL symbols, no need to specify additional receiver spurious emissions requirement for SBFD operation in SBFD symbols.

Issue 3-3-6: Receiver intermodulation
· Proposals/Observations: 
· Proposal 1 (Samsung/Ericsson): For receiver intermodulation requirement:
· Conducted receiver intermodulation: Self-interference from TX from transmission in the DL subband(s) is not relevant in the conducted testing.
· OTA receiver intermodulation: The OTA sensitivity degradation shall be taken into account to determine the level of wanted signal and interference signal mean power.
· Proposal 1a (Ericsson): Investigate whether an additional requirement based on a single input signal placed to cause IM with the RX sub-band provides any additional robustness, and whether such a requirement is anyhow implicitly captured by the SBFD RX blocking requirement.
· Proposal 2 (Huawei): No specific receiver intermodulation is needed for SBFD
· Proposal 3 (ZTE): for receiver intermodulation requirement in the SBFD uplink symbols/slot, further consider IMD between CW/NBB/general intermodulation interfering signal intermodulate with SBFD DL transmission as shown in Figure 2.2.6-1.
[image: ]
Figure 2.2.6-1: Example of Rx intermodulation requirement for SBFD BS
· Agreement: 
· RX intermodulation requirement and the interference levels shall be determined by RAN4 co-existence study, and for the definition of RX intermodulation requirement:
· Conducted RX intermodulation: Take the existing wanted signal of RX intermodulation requirement by using the existing reference sensitivity level. 
· OTA RX intermodulation: The OTA sensitivity degradation shall be taken into account to determine the level of wanted signal and interference signal mean power.
· FFS whether an additional requirement based on a single input signal placed to cause IM with the RX sub-band provides any additional robustness, and whether such a requirement is anyhow implicitly captured by the SBFD RX blocking requirement.

Issue 3-3-7: In-channel selectivity
· Proposals/Observations from Samsung/CATT: 
· Proposal 1 (Samsung): For in-channel selectivity: Except the wanted signal and interfering signal shall be located in the configured UL subband, the existing requirements for in-channel selectivity shall still be applied. 
· Proposal 1a (CATT): Requirements are different for SBFD slot and normal slot, but it’s not necessary to test it. 
· Proposal 2 (ZTE): 
· Proposal 2a: for ICS requirement of SBFD UL symbols/slots, to consider both DL transmission as interfer in addition to image interfer and UL configuration as wanted signal;
· Proposal 2b: to further discuss the IoT level for ICS requirement of SBFD uplink symbols/slots;
· Proposal 2c: to further discuss the FRC for wanted signal and interference signal for ICS requirement of SBFD UL symbols/slots in the WID phase.
· Agreement: 
· In-channel selectivity
· The requirement shall be studied based on that the wanted signal and UL interfering signal shall be located in the configured UL subband. 
· FFS the wanted signal and interfering signal levels in future work item. 

Topic #2: Implementation Feasibility of SBFD: FR1 BS
View Collection on TPs for FR1 BS
[Moderator] FR1 BS Text Proposals: 
	T-doc
	Company
	Section/Sub-section related
	Comments

	R4-2313012
	Ericsson
	TP on Section 9.1: Background for analysis (the company responsible for Section 9.1)
	Company-A: 

	
	
	
	Company-B:

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	R4-2311637
	CATT
	TP on Section 9.4: Feasibility of FR1 Local Area BS aspects (the company responsible for Section 9.4)
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	R4-2311638
	CATT
	TP on Section 9.2: Feasibility of FR1 Wide Area BS aspects (CATT tech. input)
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	R4-2312288
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	TP on Section 9.2: Feasibility of FR1 Wide Area BS aspects (Nokia tech. input)
TP on Section 9.3: Feasibility of FR1 Medium Range BS aspects (The company responsible for Section 9.3)
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	R4-2312309
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	TP on Section 9.2: Feasibility of FR1 Wide Area BS aspects (Huawei tech. input on self-interference part)
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	R4-2312310
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	TP on Section 9.2: Feasibility of FR1 Wide Area BS aspects (Huawei tech. input on co-channel inter-subband co-site inter-sector interference part)
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	R4-2313013
	Ericsson
	TP on Section 9.2, 9.3 and 9.4: Feasibility of FR1 BS aspects (Ericsson tech. input)
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	R4-2313170
	ZTE Corporation
	TP on Section 9.3 and 9.4 (ZTE tech input on the self-interference analysis table for FR1 MR and LA BS)
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	R4-2313214
	Qualcomm CDMA Technologies
	TP on Section 9.2: Feasibility of FR1 Wide Area BS aspects (QC tech. input on self-interference part)
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	R4-2313537
	Samsung
	TP on Section 9.2: Feasibility of FR1 Wide Area BS aspects (The company responsible for Section 9.2)
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	




· Discussion points in ad-hoc: 
· Working procedure for TPs?
· View collection -> Individual TP revision -> Responsible company combine
· Other issues?
· Nokia: Conclusions have been contained in some of TP, which should be avoided.
· CMCC: Based on work splitting we agreed, and rely on responsible companies for individual sections. 
· Agreement:


Issue 2-1-34: Self-interference analysis results
[Moderator] In RAN4#107, the following agreement has been achieved: 
	Issue 1-1-5: MR and LA-BS SBFD with 1dB sensitivity degradation 
· Agreement:
· For implementation feasibility study, RAN4 confirm FR1 MR and LA SBFD gNB with 1dB sensitivity degradation due to self-interference is achievable. 
· FFS on co-site inter-sector interference impact.



· Proposals/Observations from ZTE: 
· Proposal 1: to confirm that MR and LA SBFD with 1dB sensitivity degradation is feasible.
· [Moderator]: Seems existing agreement covers already?

Issue 2-2-1: Interference suppression/cancellation for co-site inter-sector co-channel CLI
· Proposals/Observations from Samsung: 
· Observation 1: Installing EM conjugated structure between sectors can provide additional inter-sector spatial isolation at the level of 25dB.
· [bookmark: _Hlk132021905]Observation 2: Considering the distinct beamforming directions for different sectors, RAN4 can further study the additional spatial isolation value contributed from the suppression given by beamforming sidelobe, e.g., whether or not 10dB is feasible for FR1 BS implementation.
· Observation 3: Digital IC is technically feasible to cancel the residual co-channel co-site inter-sector interference.
· Proposals/Observations from ZTE: 
· Observation 4: FR1 antenna isolation among different sectors separated in the vertical domain on the mast are expected to be around 60dBc which is much less than 100dBc.

Issue 2-2-2: Analysis table results for co-site inter-sector co-channel CLI
· Proposals/Observations from Samsung: 
· Observation 1: Samsung’s input for co-site inter-sector co-channel CLI for FR1 BS is provided in the following table, in which the interference from one co-site sector can be suppressed to the level lower than noise floor by [4.2dB/4.6dB~29.2dB].

Topic #3: Implementation Feasibility of SBFD: FR2-1 BS
View Collection on TPs for FR2-1 BS
[Moderator] FR2-1 BS Text Proposals: 
	T-doc
	Company
	Section/Sub-section
	Comments

	R4-2312311
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	TP on Section 9.5: Feasibility of FR2 BS aspects for self-interference (the company responsible for Section 9.5)
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	R4-2312312
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	TP on Section 9.5: Feasibility of FR2 BS aspects for co-channel inter-sub-band co-site inter-sector interference (the company responsible for Section 9.5)
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	R4-2313014
	Ericsson
	TP on Section 9.5: Feasibility of FR2 BS aspects (Ericsson tech. input)
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	R4-2313215
	Qualcomm CDMA Technologies
	TP on Section 9.5: Feasibility of FR2 BS aspects (QC tech. input)
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	R4-2313538
	Samsung
	TP on Section 9.5: Feasibility of FR2 BS aspects (Samsung tech. input)
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	



· Discussion points in ad-hoc: 
· Working procedure for TPs?
· View collection -> Individual TP revision -> Responsible company combine
· Other issues?
· Agreement:
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