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1 
General Comments While there are several conditions covered in the report and it is acknowledged that it would be difficult to have exhaustive coverage of potential conditions, it seems that the typical blocking of cat 2 SRD devices merit a reference in the report. There is a significant gap between EN300 220 cat 1 and cat 2 minimum blocking requirements, 84dB versus 35dB at 2MHz offset for example. A blocking level of the order of 62dB at 2MHz offset is for example available from multiple manufacturers of Cat 2 SRD devices. Perhaps it could be noted that Cat 2 devices are available with better than EN54-25 blocking performance. 
2
Proposals related to the ECC Deliverables

[Note: proponents are invited to use the following table to provide comments. It is also possible to provide as an annex the proposals with track changes and related justifications.]
	Comment number
	Section number/ Clause
	Paragraph Figure/ Table
	Type of comment (General/ Technical/Editorial)
	COMMENTS
	Proposed change

	XX/1
	5.2.1.1
	Table 13
	Technical
	As there is no difference in the co-channel rejection numbers between Cat 1 and Cat 2 then the same level of failure related to unwanted should be seen in both. The number in brackets is described as blocking only. If this were the case the difference between the first value and that in brackets would be interpreted as the fail rate related to unwanted. However for example this does not match the corresponding cat 1first value in the cases where the value in brackets is zero. 
	It appears the value in brackets describes blocking or blocking + unwanted rather than blocking only. 

	XX/2
	5.2.1.2
	Table 15 
	Technical
	As Comment 1
	As Comment 1

	XX/3
	5.2.1.2
	Table 16 
	Technical
	
	As Comment 1











