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	LB110  Comment Resolution


1. COMMENT:  [From Spreadsheet]  INSERT Original Comment Here:
	ID
	Commenter
	Clause
	Pg
	Ln
	Type
	Comment
	Suggested Remedy
	Recommended Resolution

	449
	Rai, Vinuth
	17.3.8.8
	19
	42
	ER
	The inserted Type 4 text does not parallel the existing text.
	Omit “A fourth temperature range,” at the start of the sentence, and also omit “from” after “defined as”.


	This comment is deemed editorial and delegated to the document editor for consideration in developing future drafts. Please note that the IEEE standards are edited professionally prior to publication.

Refer to document 2906r0 for explanation.

	450
	Kavner, Doug
	17.3.8.8
	19
	45
	E
	Redundant
	Delete "A fourth temperature range,"


	This comment is deemed editorial and delegated to the document editor for consideration in developing future drafts. Please note that the IEEE standards are edited professionally prior to publication.

Accept the suggested remedy.


	466
	Bai , Fan
	17.3.10.1
	20
	22
	TR
	what is the final recommendation for mask? Category 1 or 2 as required minimum? 
	given the technical evidence provided by technical presentation in 2007 July San Fransisco meeting, a strict regulation on mask will help to improve the DSRC communication reliability. Suggest to put a sentence like "category 1 is suggested/recommended..." or some other sentence with similar effect. 
	Changes are proposed to subclauses 17.3.10, 17.3.10.1 (deleted), 17.3.10.2, and 17.3.10.3.  Refer to clause 2 of document 08-cls17_add for new text.

	477
	<Last Name>, <First Name>
	17.3.10.1
	20
	32
	TR
	Consider making Category 2 mandatory? New category?
	
	Changes are proposed to subclauses 17.3.10, 17.3.10.1 (deleted), 17.3.10.2, and 17.3.10.3.  Refer to clause 2 of document 08-cls17_add for new text.

	478
	Rai, Vinuth
	17.3.10.1
	20
	32
	TR
	The presence of the optional category 2 in Table 17-13a seems to indicate that the improved rejection levels allow for better receiver performance. In light of the cross channel interference test results from SF(11-07-2133-00-000p), it might be beneficial to change the word optional to recommended
	Replace otional with recommended


	Changes are proposed to subclauses 17.3.10, 17.3.10.1 (deleted), 17.3.10.2, and 17.3.10.3.  Refer to clause 2 of document 08-cls17_add for new text.


2. Background, Explanation, Discussion, etc.:

These Comments are associated with comments related to “Clause 17 - Additional” comments classification
17.3.10 PMD receiver specifications

Insert the following statements after the first statement in 17.3.10:

Two categories of receivers are allowed in the WAVE mode. They are designated Category 1 and Category 2. The Category 2 stations have greater out-of-channel rejection to provide better system performance in a noisy signal environment.

17.3.10.2 Adjacent channel rejection

Insert the following statements and new table, Table 17-13a, at the end of 17.3.10.2, renumbering as necessary:

An optional enhanced performance mode is recommended for safety applications in the vehicular environment.  In WAVE mode, if enhanced performance is desired, the corresponding rejection shall be no less than that specified in Table 17-13a.
Table 17-13a—WAVE enhanced receiver performance requirements
	Modulation
	Coding

Rate (R)
	Adjacent channel

Rejection (dB)
	Nonajacent

Channel rejection (dB)

	BPSK
	1/2
	37
	44

	BPSK
	3/4
	36
	43

	QPSK
	1/2
	34
	41

	QPSK
	3/4
	32
	39

	16-QAM
	1/2
	29
	36

	16-QAM
	3/4
	25
	32

	64-QAM
	2/3
	21
	28

	64-QAM
	3/4
	20
	27


17.3.10.3 Nonadjacent channel rejection
Insert at the end of 17.3.10.3:

An optional enhanced performance mode is recommended for safety applications in the vehicular environment.  In WAVE mode, if enhanced performance is desired, the corresponding rejection shall be no less than that specified in Table 17-13a.
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Abstract


This paper addresses the comments addressing “Clause 17 Additional” comments.  It includes responses to CR#: 449, 450, 466, 477, and 478.
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