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Introduction
This scope of the email thread [150] discussion is agenda items 6.8.1, 6.8.4, 6.9.2 for making progress on WIs LTE_NBIOT_eMTC_NTN_req and IoT_NTN_enh with topic below. 
· Topic#1 Issues for UE RF requirements
The aim for the 1st round is to maximise agreement and common understanding on the above aspects.
It is appreciated that the delegates for this topic put their contact information in the table below.
Contact information
	Company
	Name
	Email address

	MediaTek
	Daniel Hsieh
	Daniel.hsieh@mediatek.com

	Qualcomm
	Toni Lähteensuo
	tlaehtee@qti.qualcomm.com 

	Huawei
	Jin Wang
	jinwang@huawei.com 

	Sony
	Kun Zhao
	Kun.1.zhao@sony.com 

	Inmarsat
	Luca Lodigiani
	Luca.lodigiani@inmarsat.com  



Note:
1) Please add your contact information in above table once you make comments on this email thread. 
2) If multiple delegates from the same company make comments on single email thread, please add you name as suffix after company name when make comments i.e. Company A (XX, XX)
Topic #1: Issues for UE RF requirements
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2305506
	Qualcomm Inc.
	Observation 1: ETSI EN 301 681 is applicable only for Geostationary mobile satellite system.
Observation 2: ETSI EN 301 681 includes peak hold emission measurements as well as requirements for measurement averaging time for specific frequency ranges.
Observation 3: ETSI EN 301 681 carrier off-state emission requirement is more stringent than 3GPP requirement.
Observation 4: ETSI EN 301 681 ACS and blocking requirements are set based on SNR degradation and differ from 3GPP requirements.
Observation 5: Both in-band and out-of-band emissions of ETSI EN 301 681 are more stringent than 3GPP general requirements. This applies for both NB-IoT and Cat M1 UEs.
Proposal 1: Given the large discrepancies between ETSI EN 301 681 and 3GPP requirements, discuss which requirements would be captured in 3GPP, would they be mandatory for all UEs supporting band 255 and if there are alternative ways to proceed.

	R4-2304489
	Mediatek India Technology Pvt.
	Proposal 1: The square brackets for A-MPR value in TS 36.102 Table 6.2B.3-1 can be removed as indicated in the proposed CR [2] when no other CR on this topic is available.  
Observation 1:  It is observed in [4] that A-MPR could be also needed when other RB number is applicable. 
Proposal 2: For considering other RB number, to update Table 6.2A.3-1 NS_24’s associated resources-blocks number as indicated in the proposed CR [2] and encourage companies to further confirm.  
Observation 2: Because NTN IoT UE needs to further fulfil ETSI EN 301 681 spurious emission requirements. The requirement of -10dBm per 30kHz measurement bandwidth from 1626.2MHz to 1626.5MHz should be considered for evaluating guard band requirement for band b255 lower limit.
Proposal 3: For fulfilling ETSI EN 301 681 requirement for NTN IoT UE band b255 lower and upper limits, to apply different guard bands for b255 lower and upper limits as a possible solution.
Proposal 4: To consider the network signalling for possible solutions to fulfil ETSI EN 301 681 requirements if necessary.
Proposal 5: Regarding the used remarks NS_xx or NS_xxN for NTN IoT bands, to consider the associated integer values based on LTE approach if there is no specific concern.
Observation 3: Regarding the SystemInformationBlockType2 with additionalSpectrumEmission in TS 36.521-1, It is observed that remark NS_24 uses integer-value 24 but there is no specific usage for remark NS_02 and its’ associated integer-value 2. Not sure whether integer-value 2 could be used for remark NS_02N. 
Proposal 6: Regarding the used remarks NS_02N, to consider the proper associated integer value (e.g., 2 or other unused integer values).

	R4-2304469
	Sony
	Proposal: CR to update NS_24 A-MPR for NB-IoT.

	R4-2304490
	Mediatek India Technology Pvt.
	Proposal: CR to update UE RF requirements for corrections.




Open issues summary and company views collection
Sub-topic 1-1
Sub-topic description: Updates in clauses 4.1, 6.5B.4.3 and 7.6A.3 for corrections.

Issue 1-1: TS36.102 clauses updates 
· Proposals
· Option 1: Approve corrections for clauses 4.1, 6.5B.4.3 and 7.6A.3 
· Option 2: Other
· Recommended WF
· Agree Option 1. 
· Please also provide feedback to proponent on CR in R4-2304490

Sub-topic 1-2
Sub-topic description: A-MPR 
The main issues are related to:
· NS_24 A-MPR value for category NB1 and NB2.
· In R4-2302381, no difference in Tx noise at 5MHz offset in CatM1 and NB-IoT modes based on measurement. The A-MPR for other NRB for Cat-M1 is missing. 
Issue 1-2-1: NS_24 A-MPR for NB-IoT
· Proposals:
· Option 1: Square brackets are removed from NS_24 A-MPR for NB-IoT 
· Option 2: Other
· Recommended WF
· Agree Option 1. 
· Please also provide feedback to proponent on CR in R4-2304469

Huawei: to applicable power classes, for IoT NTN, we have 3.5dB A-MPR. We wonder if it is applied to both PC3 and PC5.
Mediatek: the framework and sentence are copied from the spec. A-MPR may be used. The same approach as 36.101 is used.
Ericsson: this is for PC3. PC5 does not need A-MPR. It is not related to relative level. If PC5 is considered, we suggested to consider only part of bandwidth.
Huawei: we do not rule out A-MPR for pc5.
Sony: we provided the measurement results last meeting. PC3 needs A-MPR. For PC5, we do not want to rule out.
Huawei: we can put 0.5dB in [ ] for PC5.
Qualcomm: would we put 0.5dB in the spec?
Huawei: without 0.5dB, it means 0dB A-MPR applies for PC5.
Hughes/EchoStar: it is going to apply for all regions or a certain regions? For NR, NS_24 applies only to some region adjacent to TDD band.
Mediatek: this is just for part of region. A-MPR is equal or lower than 3.5dB.
Qualcomm: it is only for protection of band 34. There is no needed for the region whether band 34 is not used. It is under network control. 

Agreement: 
· NS_24 A-MPR for NB-IoT is applied to power class 3
· FFS on whether and what A-MPR is applied to power class 5

Issue 1-2-2: NS_24 A-MPR NRB for Cat-M1
· Proposals:
· Option 1: To consider updating Table 6.2A.3-1 NS_24 NRB and encourage companies to further confirm.
· Option 2: Other
· Recommended WF
· TBA
· Please also provide feedback to proponent on CR in R4-2304490

Agreement: 
· No change is needed for the current specification. RB allocation can be any within the channel bandwidth.
· From testing perspective, RAN5 just pick the “worst” case to test.

Sub-topic 1-3
Sub-topic description: The corresponding value in RRC for remark NS_xxN or NS_xx 
The main issues are related to:
· The corresponding integer value in RRC for remark NS_xxN is not specified.
Issue 1-3: The corresponding value in RRC for NS_xxN or NS_xx 
· Regarding the NS_xxN or NS_xx, the corresponding integer value in the RRC NS signalling, 
· Option 1: reuse LTE approach for NTN IoT, i.e., using global integer value and choose the proper value for NTN IoT band. (e.g., use LTE NS_02 integer value or other value for remark NS_02N)
· Option 2: explicitly indicate which integer value in the NS bits it uses, like defined in NR.
· Recommended WF
· Agree Option 1.
Please indicate preferred integer-value for NS_02N.  

Discussions:
Ericsson: Integer value has already been specified. NTN IoT UE has different NS values compared to legacy NS value. This has been taken care by RAN2. The integer value is the same as Option 1.
Huawei: we share the similar view as Ericsson. Should it be covered by RAN2?
Qualcomm: it is unclear that it is RAN4 work. The change should be done by RAN2 or RAN5.
Mediatek: the issue comes from RAN5. 33 could be used for NS_02N?
Qualcomm: we can check it during second round. Would be there any action for RAN4?
Mediatek: RAN4 does have no any change. Last meeting, companies proposed to use NR approach. We would like to inform RAN5 that the LTE NS value is used.
Huawei: The integer value should be decided by RAN2.

Sub-topic 1-4
Sub-topic description: ETSI EN 301 681 harmonised standard requirements for band 255
The main controversial issues are related to:
· The applicability of the ETSI EN 301 681 mobile satellite system, spurious emission requirements, ACS and blocking requirements, in-band emission requirements. 
· The discrepancies between ETSI EN 301 681 and 3GPP requirements. Need to have the correct interpretation or common understanding about those requirements, and then how to find proper ways to proceed.
Issue 1-4-1: ETSI EN 301 681 for Geostationary mobile satellite system 
· Observations (as background): 
· ETSI EN 301 681 is applicable only for Geostationary mobile satellite system.
· Proposals:
· Option 1: ETSI EN 301 681 is applicable only for Geostationary mobile satellite system.
· Option 2: Other
· Recommended WF
· Agree Option 1.

Discussions:

Agreement: Agree Option 1

Issue 1-4-2: ETSI EN 301 681 spurious emission requirements
· Observations (as background): 
· NTN IoT UE needs to further fulfil ETSI EN 301 681 spurious emission requirements. The requirement of -10dBm per 30kHz measurement bandwidth from 1626.2MHz to 1626.5MHz should be considered for evaluating guard band requirement for band b255 lower limit.
· ETSI EN 301 681 spurious emission requirements for band 255 lower and upper limits are different.
· Regarding fulfilling ETSI EN 301 681 spurious emission requirements for NTN IoT band 255 lower and upper limits
· Proposal 1: reuse the same approach (guard bands for fulfilling FCC spurious emission requirements).
· Proposal 2: consider A-MPR approach for band 255 lower and upper limits.
· Proposal 3: consider the network signalling for guard band or A-MPR for fulfilling ETSI EN 301 681 requirements if necessary.
· Recommended WF
· Regarding ETSI EN 301 681 spurious emission requirements, to study guard bands and/or A-MPR values for band 255 lower and upper limits for NB-IoT and Cat M1. To study other requirements is not precluded if necessary. 

Inmarsat: we are OK with studying futher. This ETSI requirements were written a long time ago. Why do we need revert? We need better solution than AMPR and guardband. We do not agree to use A-MPR and guardband as general solution. We really encourage companies to check the implementation.

Issue 1-4-3: Other ETSI EN 301 681 requirements 
· Observations (as background): 
· ETSI EN 301 681 includes peak hold emission measurements as well as requirements for measurement averaging time for specific frequency ranges.
· ETSI EN 301 681 carrier off-state emission requirement is more stringent than 3GPP requirement.
· ETSI EN 301 681 ACS and blocking requirements are set based on SNR degradation and differ from 3GPP requirements.
· In-band emissions of ETSI EN 301 681 are more stringent than 3GPP general requirements. This applies for both NB-IoT and Cat M1 UEs.
· Proposals
· Option 1: discuss which requirements would be captured in 3GPP, would they be mandatory for all UEs supporting band 255 and if there are alternative ways to proceed.
· Option 2: other
· Recommended WF
· Sending an LS to ETSI to ask if they could consider an update to the L-band requirement to more closely align with 3GPP would be reasonable. In parallel, 3GPP can study A-MPR and guard band about meeting emission requirements.

Inmarsat: we are OK to sending LS to ETSI. There are number of comments. A-MPR is not a good approach. Guardband could be considered in the lower and upper edge. We need consider operator deployment.
Ericsson: we are not sure if we can ask regulator to change their requirement. We should consider the content. We usually take regulatory into consideration.

Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
Sub-topic 1-1 
	Company
	Comments

	MediaTek
	Issue 1-1:
Option 1

	Qualcomm
	Issue 1-1: We are ok with all changes in CR R4-2304490.

	Huawei
	Sorry for the late comments, but some additional issues in the spec are identified during review.
1) Table 6.5A.3.2-1, “dBm” is missing in the SEM limit. Suggest to change the column title to “Channel bandwidth/Spectrum emission limit (dBm) | 1.4MHz” similar to that for NS_24.
2) Table 6.5A.4.4.3-1: NS_24, the value for Measurement bandwidth is missing, should be “1MHz”; same error for Table 6.5B.4.4.3-1.

	Sony
	Issue 1-1:
Option 1


 
Sub-topic 1-2 
	Company
	Comments

	MediaTek
	Issue 1-2-1:
Option 1
Issue 1-2-2:
Option 1

	Qualcomm
	Issue 1-2-1: Support option 1
Issue 1-2-2: A-MPR is needed for all RB allocations, therefore we are ok with option1, though our understanding was that the earlier notation captured the same thing. There is no harm to make it clearer. 

	Huawei
	For both issues: Is the A-MPR applicable for both PC3 and PC5? Or should it be different?
Issue 1-2-2: No change to N_RB.
N_RB as defined in Table 5.3A-1 is “transmission bandwidth configuration” not for the L_CRB for active transmission. Changing it to ≤6 would contradict the definition of N_RB.

	Sony
	Issue 1-2-1:
Option 1. Also okay to take 4490 instead of 4469, since the same change is also covered in 4490. 
Issue 1-2-2:
No strong opinion, similar understanding as Qualcomm, the intention of original notation stands for the same thing.

	Ericsson
	Issue 1-2-1:
Option 1
Issue 1-2-2:
My interpretation without the change is the same with the change. Without change, it also means RB allocation can be any. From testing perspective, RAN5 just pick the “worst” case to test.



 
Sub-topic 1-3 
	Company
	Comments

	MediaTek
	Issue 1-3:
Option 1. 
We think the integer-value 2 is proper for remark NS_02N. To use integer-value 2 for remark NS_02N as the starting point if there is no other proper proposed integer value.  

	Qualcomm
	Issue 1-3: The specification change seems to be in RAN2 and/or RAN5 domain so it would be useful to raise this topic in those groups. It should be noted though that NS_02 is used in 36.101 (clause 6.6.2F.2.1) and it would be better to avoid potential confusion with that requirement.

	Huawei
	Is this an issue for RAN2?

	Ericsson
	Issue 1-3: in latest 36.331, the signaling is extended to support 36.102, seems the value of NS signaling is extended and the range is from 33.

SystemInformationBlockType2-NB field descriptions
additionalSpectrumEmission
The UE requirements related to IE AdditionalSpectrumEmission are defined in TS 36.101 [42], clause 6.2.4F and TS 36.102 [113], clause 6.2B.3 for NTN capable UE.
AdditionalSpectrumEmission
If an extension is signalled using the extended value range (as defined by IE AdditionalSpectrumEmission-v10l0), the corresponding original field, using the value range as defined by IE AdditionalSpectrumEmission i.e. without suffix) shall be set to value 32, if signalled. UE supporting an LTE band assigned NS values larger than 32 as defined in TS 36.101 [42], clause 6.2.4 and TS 36.102 [113] clause 6.2A.3 for NTN capable UE, needs to support extension signaling (as defined by IE AdditionalSpectrumEmission-v10l0).

AdditionalSpectrumEmission information element
-- ASN1START

AdditionalSpectrumEmission ::=		INTEGER (1..32)

AdditionalSpectrumEmission-v10l0 ::=	INTEGER (33..288)

-- ASN1STOP





 
Sub-topic 1-4 
	Company
	Comments

	MediaTek
	Issue 1-4-1:
Option 1.
Issue 1-4-2:
We are okay to study guard bands and/or A-MPR values. We can provide results in next meeting.  

	Qualcomm
	Issue 1-4-1: Agree option 1
Issue 1-4-2: Support proposal 3. Especially for cat M1 UE the required guard band may be large so it is better to keep both A-MPR and guard band in the toolbox. We will study this further. In the recommended WF, it would be good to mention that it is useful to check whether in-band requirements would need any A-MPR.
Issue 1-4-3: As observed the ETSI requirements including the principles used differ from 3GPP. We think sending an LS to ETSI to ask if they could consider an update to the L-band requirement to more closely align with 3GPP would be reasonable. In parallel, 3GPP can keep studying A-MPR and guard band needed to meet emission requirements.

	Sony
	Issue 1-4-1:
Option 1.
Issue 1-4-2:
Fine with the recommended WF. Suggest keeping all options open for now for FFS. 
Issue 1-4-3:
Okay with option 1, and also fine to send LS to ETSI. We may also consider checking with ETSI the source/reason (e.g., which system it intends to protect to/protect from) for such a stringent requirement.

	Ericsson
	Issue 1-4-3:
We are not sure to send LS asking ETSI to align the requirement with 3GPP, maybe some investigation is needed.

	MediaTek
	Issue 1-4-3:
We have the same view as Qualcomm and Sony. We think sending LS to ETSI with providing 3GPP information could be good for 3GPP and ETSI for the NTN development. We think the study of guard-band and A-MPR for emission requirements in RAN4 is not precluded.

	Inmarsat
	Issue 1-4-1:
We are not ok with capturing this in the spec, the orbit applicability is irrelevant for the purpose of defining RF requirements for TX.
Issue 1-4-2:
We don’t think any guard band is required to meet the EN 301 681 spurious requirements as these can already be met. 
Issue 1-4-3:
We are ok with sending an LS to ETSI to discuss alignment of the requirements, but we encourage companies to look a things in perspective.  ETSI specs have been written many years ago with older technology in mind, and yet they can be met.  Are we saying that 3GPP cannot meet requirements with current technology without resorting to destructive methods like power reduction (A-MPR) and guard band that massively affect spectrum usage efficiency?  
We strongly disagree with using A-MPR or guard bands to fix an issue that should be met by implementation.



CRs/TPs comments collection
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2304469 (Sony)
	MediaTek: 
We are okay with the CR.

	
	Huawei: Is the A-MPR applicable for both PC3 and PC5? Or should it be different?

	
	Qualcomm: ok, but change is overlapping with MediaTek CR

	
	Sony: okay to take 4490 and drop this one. 

	R4-2304490
(MediaTek)
	MediaTek: 
Regarding one change about NS_24 A-MPR value for NB-IoT in this CR. That one can be removed. Other parts can be kept. 
Revised CR is needed.  

	
	Huawei: Please consider our comments in the open issues. Additionally, for  Section 4.1 would it be better to use “E-UTRA” instead of “LTE”? The former is already defined in Abbr. Maybe “E-UTRA satellite UE”

	
	Qualcomm: ok.




Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#1-1
	Issue 1-1: TS36.102 clauses updates 
· Proposals
· Option 1: Approve corrections for clauses 4.1, 6.5B.4.3 and 7.6A.3 
Tentative agreements:
To revise R4-2304490
Candidate options:
To agree Option 1 with adding more corrections in revision of R4-2304490
Recommendations for 2nd round:
To revise R4-2304490

	Sub-topic#1-2
	Issue 1-2-1: NS_24 A-MPR for NB-IoT
· Proposals:
· Option 1: Square brackets are removed from NS_24 A-MPR for NB-IoT 
GTW Agreement: 
· NS_24 A-MPR for NB-IoT is applied to power class 3
· FFS on whether and what A-MPR is applied to power class 5
Candidate options:
To update NS_24 A-MPR for NB-IoT in revised R4-2304490 based on 1st-round GTW agreement
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Further discussion on how to handle NS_24 A-MPR for NB-IoT in revised R4-2304490 based on the 1st-round GTW agreement 

Issue 1-2-2: NS_24 A-MPR NRB for Cat-M1
· Proposals:
· Option 1: To consider updating Table 6.2A.3-1 NS_24 NRB and encourage companies to further confirm.
GTW Agreement: 
· No change is needed for the current specification. RB allocation can be any within the channel bandwidth.
· From testing perspective, RAN5 just pick the “worst” case to test.
Candidate options:
None.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
None. Issue 1-2-2 can be closed.  

	Sub-topic#1-3
	Issue 1-3: The corresponding value in RRC for NS_xxN or NS_xx 
· Regarding the NS_xxN or NS_xx, the corresponding integer value in the RRC NS signalling, 
· Option 1: reuse LTE approach for NTN IoT, i.e., using global integer value and choose the proper value for NTN IoT band. (e.g., use LTE NS_02 integer value or other value for remark NS_02N)
· Option 2: explicitly indicate which integer value in the NS bits it uses, like defined in NR.
Tentative agreements:
To agree “Reuse LTE approach for NTN IoT, i.e., using global integer value”
Candidate options: 
Proposal 1: Reuse LTE approach for NTN IoT, i.e., using global integer value instead of NR approach
Proposal 2: To discuss integer value for remark NS_02N in RAN4#107 meeting if received LS from RAN2/RAN5. 
Recommendations for 2nd round:
To agree Proposals 1 and 2.  

	Sub-topic#1-4
	 Issue 1-4-1: ETSI EN 301 681 for Geostationary mobile satellite system 
· Proposals:
· Option 1: ETSI EN 301 681 is applicable only for Geostationary mobile satellite system.
GTW Agreement: Agree Option 1
Candidate options:
None.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
None. Issue 1-4-1 is closed. 

Issue 1-4-2: ETSI EN 301 681 unwanted spurious emission requirements
· Regarding fulfilling ETSI EN 301 681 spurious emission requirements for NTN IoT band 255 lower and upper limits
· Proposal 1: reuse the same approach (guard bands for fulfilling FCC spurious emission requirements).
· Proposal 2: consider A-MPR approach for band 255 lower and upper limits.
· Proposal 3: consider the network signalling for guard band or A-MPR for fulfilling ETSI EN 301 681 requirements if necessary.
· Recommended WF
· Regarding ETSI EN 301 681 spurious emission requirements, to study guard bands and/or A-MPR values for band 255 lower and upper limits for NB-IoT and Cat M1. To study other requirements is not precluded if necessary. 
Tentative agreements:
Consider fulfilling ETSI EN 301 681 unwanted spurious emission requirements for band 255, FFS on possible solutions (e.g., guard bands and/or A-MPR values, etc.)
Candidate options:
Proposal 1: Consider fulfilling ETSI EN 301 681 unwanted spurious emission requirements for band 255, FFS on possible solutions (e.g., guard bands and/or A-MPR values, etc.)
Proposal 2: To study other emissions requirements in ETSI EN 301 681 is not precluded if necessary.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
To agree proposals 1 and 2. 

Issue 1-4-3: Other ETSI EN 301 681 requirements 
Tentative agreements:
To agree sending LS to ETSI. 
FFS on LS content
Candidate options:
Proposal 1: To agree sending LS to ETSI. 
Proposal 2: FFS on LS content
Recommendations for 2nd round:
To agree proposals 1 and 2.



CRs/TPs
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”

	R4-2304490

	“to be revised”

	R4-2304469
	“to be merged with revised R4-2304490”



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator can provide summary of 2nd round here. Note that recommended decisions on tdocs should be provided in the section titled ”Recommendations for Tdocs”.


Recommendations for Tdocs
1st round 
New tdocs
	New Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	Comments

	R4-23xxxxx
	WF on LTE_NBeMTC_NTN_UERF
	MediaTek Inc.
	

	
	
	
	



Existing tdocs
	Tdoc number
	Revised to
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-2304490

	R4-23xxxxx

	CR to 36.102 for NTN IoT UE RF requirements corrections
	Mediatek India Technology Pvt.
	Revised
	

	R4-2304469
	R4-23xxxxx

	CR to 36.102 for A-MPR of NS_24
	Sony
	Merged into revision of R4-2304490

	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	



Notes:
1) Please include the summary of recommendations for all tdocs across all sub-topics incl. existing and new tdocs.
2) For the Recommendation column please include one of the following: 
a. CRs/TPs: Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
b. Other documents: Agreeable, Revised, Noted
3) For new LS documents, please include information on To/Cc WGs in the comments column
4) Do not include hyper-links in the documents

2nd round 

	Tdoc number
	Revised to
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-23xxxxx
	
	CR on …
	XXX
	Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
	

	R4-23xxxxx
	
	WF on …
	YYY
	Agreeable, Revised, Noted
	

	
	
	
	
	
	



Notes:
1) Please include the summary of recommendations for all tdocs across all sub-topics.
2) For the Recommendation column please include one of the following: 
a. CRs/TPs: Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
b. Other documents: Agreeable, Revised, Noted
3) Do not include hyper-links in the documents

