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Background
The TGp working group draft “Draft P802.11p_D3.03.pdf” discusses channel rejection in Clause 17 and Annex D.  This submission proposes two clarifications.  These are considered editorial, as they merely clarify what the working group draft implies.  We request the editor implement these editorial clarifications.
Issue #1: the definition of the MIB attribute dot11ACRType in Annex D does not explain what meaning is attached to each of the specified values.  
This MIB attribute has two defined values, 1 and 2.  Our previous letter ballot text, D3.0, defined the MIB attribute with the following text, which explained what each of those values meant:

“The Adjacent/Alternate Channel Rejection performance: Category 1 or Category 2.”
We still have two sets of channel rejection, but we no longer refer to them as Category 1 and Category 2.  Instead, we have the “baseline” adjacent/alternate channel rejection levels specified in 802.11-2007 Table 17-13, and we have a set of “enhanced performance” adjacent/non-adjacent channel rejection levels specified in Table 17-13a of our working group draft.  The text in Annex D was changed so that it no longer uses the obsolete terms.  The new text, however, is unclear: 

“The Adjacent/Alternate Channel Rejection enhanced receiver performance.”
We propose to modify the Annex D text defining dot11ACRType to:

“The Adjacent and Nonadjacent Channel Rejection performance: 
when this attribute = 1 the levels in Table 17-13 apply;
when this attribute = 2 the levels in Table 17-13a apply.”
Issue #2:  the text in Clause 17 refers to “enhanced performance” without clarifying how that is indicated.

There are two sentences in Clause 17 that invoke the channel rejection levels in Table 17-13a.  One appears in Clause 17.3.10.2, “Adjacent Channel Rejection.” The other appears in Clause 17.3.10.3, “Nonadjacent Channel Rejection.”   The two sentences are identical:

“In WAVE mode, if enhanced performance is desired, the corresponding rejection shall be no less than that specified in Table 17-13a.”
The phrase “if enhanced performance is desired” is ambiguous for two reasons.  First, enhanced performance may always fairly be considered as desired.  Second, there is no attempt to indicate how this phrase relates to the MIB attribute dot11ACRType.  We propose to replace the sentence above in Clause 17.3.10.2 with:

“For a STA in WAVE mode, if enhanced performance is indicated by dot11ACRType, the adjacent channel rejection levels in Table 17-13a shall apply.”

We further propose that the same sentence in Clause 17.3.10.3 be replaced with:

“For a STA in WAVE mode, if enhanced performance is indicated by dot11ACRType, the nonadjacent channel rejection levels in Table 17-13a shall apply.”


































































Abstract


We propose minor amendments to Clause 17 and Annex D to clarify the relationship between the MIB attribute dot11ACRType and the channel rejection specifications in Tables 17-13 and 17-13a. 
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