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IEEE P802.11p/D1.0 LB81 Clause 20 comment summary

The comments for Clause 20 for 11p/D1.0, LB81 were reviewed to provide an indiction of the general category of the comment and to identify trends.  This document is provided by the author to help in the comment resolution prosess for LB81.

The table shown below summarizes the categories found for Clause 20 of 11p/D1.0, LB81:
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Cat.

Total

Duplicate

Unique

No.

No.

No.

No.

Category

1

130

46

84

General - typos, punctuation, spelling, wording, editorial form, etc.

2

82

34

48

Missing information

3

73

42

31

Inconsistencies with other sections in 802.11 (ma, k, r, etc.)

4

32

6

26

WRSS/RSSI issues

5

31

9

22

Background info requested for performance and test requirements

6

19

3

16

Accuracy of radio regulations - citations - other similar issues

7

24

8

16

Reorganization of information needed

8

33

19

14

Channel plan issues - 20MHz and 10 MHz and data rate issues

9

19

7

12

Various technical issues, MIB, minor changes in parameters 

10

8

1

7

Limitation is unneeded - draft too restrictive

11

5

0

5

Redundancy in .11p and to other sections of 802.11

12

8

3

5

Channel model issues

13

7

3

4

Clarification requested

14

2

0

2

Channel naming issues

15

1

0

1

Coexistence with non-WAVE concerns

16

1

0

1

General griping

17

1

0

1

Inappropriate material

18

1

0

1

Interoperability concerns (specification defined well enough?)

19

1

0

1

Security issues

478

181

297

Total

A comment was counted as a 'duplicate' if the sub-clause, page, line, Comment and Suggested remedy

were precisely identical to another comment.

It may be likely that a common solution can be found to satisfy all submitting the same comment.

Also, many comments on a given clause or sub clause are very similar.  

Thus, it appears that there are considerably less than 297 unique problems.


Within these categories, the following issues were raised  (partial list):

· Why 10 and 20 MHz channels.  20 HMz channels better for considerations of doppler effects.

· Regulatory issues – missing information, information provided in wrong place, accuracy concerns, can not just insert new regulatory data into standard when a regulatory agency changes the national regulations.

· General editorial – wording, organization, missing information, etc.

· Background information requested and performance requirements issues.

· Redundancy with existing standard and proposed amendments.

· Inconsistencies with existing standard and proposed amendments.

· 64 levels of power issues

· WRSS issues – use RCPI instead

· Channel model issues (and Annex Q)

· Missing information

· Channel naming (should be at the application level)

· Concerns when moving between regulatory domains – since vehicles travel across country borders, how does an OBU handle the change in regulations?

· Question about coexistence with other 802.11 modes.

· 10ppm need? (present is 20ppm), and other technical issues

· MIB issues

Proposed philosophy to address comments

An amendment-wide guide is needed so that the resolutions of comments for all clauses are consistent.  Thus, observations, conclusions, and recommendations from this document are incomplete and must be coordinated with the comments of all other clauses.  The coordination with other clauses may require changes to the observations and recommendations made here for Clause 20.

802.11 (WAVE) is the PHY/MAC “plugin” for WAVE/DSRC applications.  

Amend 802.11 only with the minimum needed.

Review the need to amend if the existing standard and proposed amendments are adequate.

Remove unnecessary limitations.

Use the existing format, style, place for information (in a clause or in an annex), etc. from 802.11.

Remove all upper layer and application requirements that are not necessary to specify the PHY/MAC.
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Abstract


A summary is provided for comments and issues for LB81 submitted Comments for IEEE P802.11p/D1.0.
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