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LB151 Comment Resolution
1. COMMENT:  [From 11-09-0688-00-000p-lb151-tgp-comment-resolution-master.xls]  INSERT Original Comment Here:
	ID
	Commenter
	Clause
	Pg
	Ln
	Type
	Comment
	Suggested Remedy
	Resolution

	122
	Vlantis, George


	J.2
	16

33
	18
	TR
	Defining 10MHz channels in the 5.5GHz-5.7GHz (channel sets 100-140) in Table J-2 is a serious problem without having a co-existence mechanism with 802.11a/n.   802.11p devices would interfere with legacy 802.11a/n deployments.  802.11p would have to specify a scanning algorithm before using these channels.  Either design a co-existence mechanism for legacy 802.11a/n systems, or delete this row in the table, or design a co-existence mechanism for legacy 802.11a/n systems, and renumber the regulatory classes in the following rows.
	Make the suggested changes.  See Doc. #802.11-09-0682


	Accept.  In Table J-2, delete the row with Regulatory Class 16 and Channel spacing of 10MHz.  Renumber the following row with Regulatory Class 17 to 16 (without footnote superscript).  Renumber the last row Regulatory Class the last row  17-255.

	123
	Vlantis, George


	J.2
	16

33
	18
	E TR
	While I'm suggesting deleting this row, there is a typo in the "Regulatory class" box with the value 16 and superscript 1.  There should be no superscript, because the channel set is in the 5.5GHz-5.7GHz band and the footnote does not apply.
	Make the suggested change.  Delete the superscript above 16.


	Counter.   Superceded by CID #122. In Table J-2, the row with Regulatory Class 16 has been deleted.

	155


	Roy, Richard


	Annex I.2.2


	29


	27


	E


	"classifications … is" should read "classifications … are".
	Fix as indicated.


	Accept.  Change “is” to “are” in the first sentence of Clause I.2.2.

	156


	Kenney, John


	I.2.2


	29


	28
	ER
	If I'm parsing the sentence correctly, "is shown" should be "are shown"
	Change "is " to "are"
	Accept.  Same as CID #155.

	157


	Perahia, Eldad


	Annex J


	32
	37
	TR
	If TGp is successful in the marketplace, future systems in the 5.9 GHz band will have great difficulty dealing with legacy TGp deployments on patially overlapping channels, just as TGn had difficulty dealing with patially overlapping 11b/g systems.  The rationale that 5.9 GHz band is licensed and can be managed is not acceptable.  Both 4.9 GHz and 3.65 GHz bands are licensed and TGj and TGy specified non-overlapping channels.
	Disallow partial overlapping 20 MHz channels.  Disallow partial overlapping 10 MHz channels.  Refer to 802.11-2007, 802.11y, and 802.11n D10.0 as to how to properly define channel sets.


	Reject.  See Reason for Rejection of changes to rows 2 and 3 of Table J-1 in Clause 2 of this document #11-09/0682.

	158
	Vlantis, George


	J.1


	32
	45
	T
	Experience has shown (802.11b/g in 2.4GHz band) that having 10MHz channels overlap other 10MHz channels and having 20MHz channels overlap other 20MHz channels is a bad idea for future-proofing purposes, e.g. future 40MHz operation would have to scan 8 (or more) 5MHz channels if they overlap.

In Table J-1, Please modify the channel set for the 10MHz channels to be: 172, 174, 176, 178, 180, 182 and 184.  Please modify the channel set for the 20MHz channels to be 175 and 181.  These changes reflect the channel plan currently used by 1609.   If the channel sets change in the future, they can be modified in the draft through the 802.11m process.
	Make the suggested changes.  See Doc. #802.11-09-0682r0.

	Reject.  Same as CID #157.  See Reason for Rejection in Clause 2 of this document #11-09/0682.

	159
	Kenney, John


	Annex J
	33
	1
	ER
	The editing instructions before Table J.2 say to insert 4 entries.  5 entries are shown (classes 13-17).  It's not clear what the editor is insert and what is baseline.
	Either modify the instructions to refer to 5 entries, or show which of the 5 entries is already in the baseline and which 4 are to be inserted.  
	Counter.  Superceded by CID #122.  In Table J-2, the row with Regulatory Class 16 has been deleted, causing the number of entries to return from 5 to 4.

	160
	Perahia, Eldad


	Annex J


	33
	4
	TR
	If TGp is successful, future systems in the 5.9 GHz band will have great difficulty dealing with legacy TGp deployments on patially overlapping channels, just as TGn had difficulty dealing with patially overlapping 11b/g systems.  The rationale that 5.9 GHz band is licensed and can be managed is not acceptable.  Both 4.9 GHz and 3.65 GHz bands are licensed and TGj and TGy specified non-overlapping channels.
	Disallow partial overlapping 20 MHz channels.  Disallow partial overlapping 10 MHz channels.  Refer to 802.11-2007, 802.11y, and 802.11n D10.0 as to how to properly define channel sets.
	Reject.  See Reason for Rejection of changes to rows 2 and 3 of Table J-2 in Clause 2 of this document #11-09/0682.

	161
	Perahia, Eldad
	Annex J


	33
	4
	TR
	Coexistence is not addressed between TGp devices operating with 10 MHz channels in the 5.47-5.725GHz band and 11a and 11n devices?
	Remove TGp operation with 10 MHz channels in 5.47-5.725GHz band
	Accept.  Same as CID #122.

	162
	Kobayashi, Mark


	Annex J
	33
	4
	TR
	(Ln 4-37) The recent addition of 10 MHz channel width usage in the 5.475 GHz to 5.725 GHz UNII band creates the possibility of coexistence issues with 20MHz and 40 MHz devices existing in this band.
	Provide a coexistence mechanism or please remove 10 Mhz usage from the 5.475 GHz to 5.725 GHz band.


	Accept.  Same as CID #122.

	163
	Kobayashi, Mark
	Annex J
	33
	4
	TR
	(Ln 4-37) Defining 5 MHz increments for 20 MHz channels in the 5.9 GHz band may create problems with channels that are partially overlapping.
	Please provide larger increments to address the partial ovelap issue.
	Reject.  Same as CID #160.

	164
	Erceg, Vinko
	Annex J
	33
	4
	TR
	(Tab J.1, J.2) In 5.9 GHz band, 20MHz channels are defined in 5 MHz increments. This may create problems when channels are partially overlapping.
	Please address partial overlap issue by choosing larger increments, for example. 


	Reject.  Same as CID #160.

	165
	Erceg, Vinko
	Annex J
	33
	4
	TR
	(Table J.2 ) Seems like that TGp has added recently 10 MHz channel width usage in the 5.475 GHz to 5.725 GHz UNII band. It is not clear that the specification addresses coexistence issues with 20MHz and 40MHz devices existing in the band. 
	Please remove 10MHz channel usage from the 5.475 GHz to 5.725 GHz UNII band or provide coexistence mechanisms.


	Accept.  Same as CID #122.

	166
	Erceg, Vinko
	Annex J
	33
	4
	TR
	(Table J.2 ) Why was 40 MHz spacing removed from channel 102-138 operation?
	Please justify or include 40 MHz spacing (It was present in the Draft 6.0)
	Reject.  Neither the FCC nor the ETSI EN 302571 allow for 40MHz channels in the 5.85-5.925 GHz band.  In the 5.475-5.75 GHz band, the 40MHz channels are defined in the 802.11 baseline.  
In addition, the 40MHz feature was deleted due to LB144 comments on Draft 6.0, as both the co-existence mechanism and the rules that determine when 40MHz frames may be transmitted in the 802.11n draft do not pertain to 802.11p where an AP is not used when the OCBEnabled MIB variable is TRUE.  
Note also, in Annex A.4.3, that CF17 and CF18 depend on CF6, CF8, CF10, and CF 11 and not CF16.
Practically, from a PHY perspective, in the highly mobile .11p environment with multipath, the ISI due to 20MHz’s longer Guard Interval is the primary failure mechanism, and so the additional complexity of 40MHz modulation (sub-carrier plan, FFT, etc.) and cost of additional filters to .11a radios (i.e. .11j, .11a, and .11n) with the same GI as 20MHz wouldn’t merit adding this feature now.  A new PAR to specify 30MHz/40MHz operation in the 5.85-5.925GHz band is not precluded.

	167
	Wang, Qi
	Annex J
	33
	4
	TR
	(Table J.2 ) TGp seems to have added 10 MHz channel width usage in the 5.475 GHz to 5.725 GHz UNII band. This may cause coexistence issues with 20MHz and 40MHz devices operating in the same band, and the coexistence issues are not addressed by TGp. 
	Please remove 10MHz channel usage from the 5.475 GHz to 5.725 GHz UNII band or provide mechanisms for coexistence. 


	Accept.  Same as CID #122.

	168
	Malarky, Alastair
	Annex J
	33
	4
	TR
	The channel set for regulatory class 14 in Table J-2 should read 171-184.  I do not agree with the changes that were made between 11-09/0488r3 and 11-09/0488r4.
	Revert the channel set numbers to 171-184 for regulatory class 14 in Table J-2.


	Accept.  In the second row of Table J-2 with Regulatory Class 14, the list of 7 numbers in the Channel should be replaced with the range 171-184, as per the detail in Clause 4 of this document #11-09/0682.

	169
	Vlantis, George
	J.2
	33
	16
	T
	Experience has shown (802.11b/g in 2.4GHz band) that having  20MHz channels overlap other 20MHz channels is a bad idea for future-proofing purposes, e.g. future 40MHz operation would have to scan 8 (or more) 5MHz channels if they overlap.

In Table J-2, Please modify the channel set for the 20MHz channels to be consistent with ISO 21215.   Currently, ISO 21215 specifies two 20MHz channels, 173 and 175 that do overlap.  Please consult with the authors of ISO21215 and update the 802.11p draft.  If the channel sets change in the future, they can be modified in the draft through the 802.11m process.
	Make the suggested changes.  See Doc. #802.11-09-0682


	Reject.  Same as CID #160.

	170
	Malarky, Alastair
	Annex J
	33
	17
	E
	The number of additions in the editorial instruction to the table do not match the number of entries provided
	Match instruction to table.
	Counter.   Same as CID #159.  Number of entries in Table J-2 have been reduced from 5 to 4.

	171
	Malarky, Alastair
	Annex J
	33
	17
	TR
	The channel set for regulatory class 17 in Table J-2 should be deleted.  I do not agree with the changes that were made between 11-09/0488r3 and 11-09/0488r4.
	Delete regulatory class 16 in Table J-2.  Update J.2.2


	Counter.  The row with Regulatory Class 16 (10MHz) has been deleted by CID #122.  The row with Regulatory Class 17 (20MHz) has been aligned with the .11a/n legacy in the 2.475-2.7GHz ISM band due to LB144 comments on Draft 6.0 with regard to aligning with the .11 baseline.

	172
	Erceg, Vinko
	Annex J
	33
	18
	TR
	Regulatory class 16 is indicated in the bottom of the table as corresponding to the 5.9 GHz band. 
	Please correct, remove superscript "1". 


	Counter.  Same as CID #123.

	173
	Roy, Richard


	Annex J
	33
	38
	TR
	40MHz channels were in D6.0 and have been removed in D7.0. There is no technical reason for doing so, and the inclusion of 40MHz channels could be very useful going forward in the 5.9 band.  The argument for removal apparently arose from belief that the 802.11 single channel MAC/PHY standard is responsible for specifying how a system implementer might deploy an 802.11 system using mulitple channels.  While implmentation of MAC/PHY functionality that allows the successful deployment of such systems is well within the scope of 802.11, the description of how this accomplished at the system level is informative at best, but in either case, well outside the scope of 802.11.   In particular, it is up to those implementing the system to set the "rules of multichannel operation" and if overlapping channels are desirable, they should be implementable and allowed. 
	Reinsert the 40MHz channels in the channel sets as in D6.0.


	Reject.  Same as CID #166.

	174
	Malarky, Alastair
	J.2.2
	33
	46
	TR
	Only STAs under behavior limit set 17 are required to be registered with the ULS.  I do not agree with the changes that were made between 11-09/0488r3 and 11-09/0488r4.
	Change "...set 17 or 18…" to " …set 17…"
	Accept.   Change “…set 17 or 18…” to “…set 17…”.


	175
	Ecclesine, Peter
	Annex I
	33
	47
	TR
	The measurement density sentence here does not apply to the US 4.94 GHz band (see 47 CFR 90.1215), and should be changed and moved to the end of the next insertion, which follows the end of baseline I.2.3
	Delete first inserted sentence in I.2.3, add final sentence to end of I.2.3 text "The measurements of transmit spectral density are made
using a 100 kHz resolution bandwidth and a 30 kHz video bandwidth."
	Assigned to Jeremy Landt.  Refer to Resolution and Motion in Doc. #11-09/0704.

	176
	Malarky, Alastair
	J.2.3
	34
	11
	TR
	Both regulatory classes 16 and 17 should be covered.  However if the comment to Table J.2 by the same commenter is implemented, the current text does not need changed.
	Add regulatory class 17 to the first sentence, if commenter's other comment to Table J.2 is not implemented.
	Counter - Superceded.  The row with Regulatory Class 16 (10MHz) has been deleted by CID #122.  The row with Regulatory Class 17 (20MHz) has been aligned with the .11a/n legacy in the 2.475-2.7GHz ISM band due to LB144 comments on Draft 6.0 with regard to aligning with the .11 baseline.

The former Regulatory Class 17 has been renumbered as Regulatory Class 16, so the line is now correct.  No change is necessary.

	177
	Ecclesine, Peter
	Annex J
	33
	17
	TR
	Table J.2 Regulatory class 16 is not in the 5.9 GHz band, and should not have footnote 1.
	Delete footnote 1 from Regulatory class 16.
	Counter.  Same as CID #123.

	178


	Ecclesine, Peter
	Annex J
	33
	27
	TR
	Table J.2 Regulatory class 17 should not have TPC and DFS Behaviors.
	Delete Behaviors 3 and 4 from Regulatory class 17.
	Counter - Superceded.  The comment refers to Regulatory Class 16 in Draft 7.0.  Both Regulatory Classes 16 and 17 should have had Behavior Sets 3 and 4 for DFS and TPC.  The row with Regulatory Class 16 (10MHz) has been deleted by CID #122.  The row with Regulatory Class 17 (20MHz) from Draft 7.0 has Behavior Sets 3 and 4 included.
The former Regulatory Class 17 has been renumbered as Regulatory Class 16. No change is necessary.

	179
	Ecclesine, Peter
	J.2.3
	34
	12
	TR
	Add Regulatory class 17 to the normative statement.
	"STAs in Regulatory Classes 16 and 17"


	Counter - Superceded.  Same as CID #176. 


2. 
Reasons for Rejection:

(Taken from Alastair’s e-mails of 6/9/2009 to George Vlantis and Eldad Perahia and 6/17/2009 to the 1609 reflector:)

The following factors were included in TGp's assessment of channel assignments that we have introduced.

Only one standard will be permitted in the 5.9 GHz band by the FCC.   This differs markedly from any other assignment by the FCC.  Note that this is already codified in 47 CFR Parts 90 and 95 where ASTM 2213 is cited by the FCC.  47 CFR parts 90 and 95 will ultimately trace to IEEE 1609 and hence to IEEE 802.11 (p), but not until these are approved.   The rationale for such a decision by the FCC is because the service is to be nationwide inter-operable and involves safety of life where timing is critical.  Therefore unlike TGj and TGy licensed band assignments, where multiple standards can exist, in the 5.9 GHz band there is no need to worry about another system or multiple standards having to co-exist.

Under IEEE 1609, the spectrum may be subdivided into channels of different bandwidth in any area of operation.  Thus there could be some 5 MHz , some 10 MHz and some 20 MHz channels all simultaneously in use in one area, but of course all non-overlapping.   

The mechanism of channel access in IEEE 1609 does not involve scanning but instead a nationwide "control channel" defined in IEEE 1609 which provides local (or regional) assignments of the channels in use.  Because of the likelihood of mixed channel bandwidths, scanning is not appropriate.   However at this time it is premature to specify the control channel since there are discussions and plans ongoing that may shift the control channel to optimize the spectrum use. 

At this time we feel it is therefore premature to force a fixed channel assignment in 802.11.  Perhaps we should add a restriction statement about a non-overlapping constraint in Sections J.2.2 and J.2.4.  Would something like the following statement adequately address your concerns?

STAs operating with 5.9 GHz will transmit on channels known in advance or obtained via out-of-band communication or over-the-air frame exchange.  Any such set of channels will be regulated to be non-overlapping in any local area and to result in nationally interoperable communication.” 

Finally I note that you were also indicating you were not sure we had covered DFS correctly.  DFS will be covered by the equipment that transmits the channel assignments via the control channel, i.e. it is responsible for DFS procedures for the area it is in.  Because the control channel is not an IEEE 802.11 concept but one in IEEE 1609, we cannot define the DFS procedures in IEEE 802.11.   (Perhaps we should also add a statement into section J.2.3 identifying that higher layers invoking these channel sets are responsible for complying with DFS.) 
3.
Recommended Resolution of the Comments:

See the right column of the table above for the resolutions of the individual comments.
4 Resulting Annex J Tables based on Recommended Changes to P802.11p D7.0 above:

Table J.1—Regulatory classes in the United States
	Regulatory Class
	Channel starting frequency (GHz)
	Channel spacing (MHz)
	Channel set
	Transmit power limit (mW)
	Transmit power limit (EIRP)
	Emissions limits set
	Behavior limits set

	161
	5.0025
	5
	170-184
	760
	44.8 dBm
	7
	17, 18

	171
	5
	10
	171-184
	760
	44.8 dBm
	7
	17, 18

	181
	5
	20
	172-183
	100
	23 dBm
	7
	17, 18

	19-255
	Reserved
	Reserved
	Reserved
	Reserved
	Reserved
	Reserved
	Reserved


Table J.2—Regulatory classes for 5 GHz bands in Europe
	Regulatory Class
	Channel starting frequency (GHz)
	Channel spacing (MHz)
	Channel set
	Transmit power limit (mW)
	Transmit power limit (EIRP)
	Emissions limits set
	Behavior limits set

	131
	5.0025
	5
	170-184
	-
	33 dBm
	7
	17, 18

	141
	5
	10
	172, 174, 176, 178, 180, 182, and 184

171-184
	-
	33 dBm
	7
	17, 18

	151
	5
	20
	172-183
	-
	23 dBm
	7
	17, 18

	161
	5
	10
	100, 102, 104, 106, 108, 110, 112, 114, 116, 118,  120, 122, 124, 126, 128, 130, 132, 134, 136, 138, and 140
	-
	30 dBm
	7
	17, 18

	17 16
(Note to 11p Editor:no super-script)
	5
	20
	100-140

100, 104,  108, 112,   116, 120,  124, 128,  132, 136,  and 140
	-
	30 dBm
	7
	1, 3, 4, 17, 18

	18 17-255
	Reserved
	Reserved
	Reserved
	Reserved
	Reserved
	Reserved
	Reserved


5.  Motion: It is moved to accept the Comment Resolutions in Doc. #11-09/0682 to P802.11p/D7.0 and instruct the editor to make the changes in P802.11p/D7.0 as provided herein above in Item 1.

Moved by _______________________________      Seconded by _____________________________________

For ________

Against _________

Abstain __________



































































Abstract





This submission primarily resolves the Annex J Comments in LB151 (and a few editorial comments from Annex I). This submission aligns Annex J Table J.1 and Table J.2 of 802.11p Draft 7.0 with the 802.11 baseline specification for the 5.470-5.725 GHz band and to align the tables with the regulations and usages in the United States and Europe for the 5.9 GHz band (or to leave the channels flexible.)








Submission for Annex J
page 6
George Vlantis, STMicroelectronics

