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1 Comments and resolutions for document 13-99
	#
	Subclause
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	1
	9.4.1
	In current channel model document, I can find several std. dev. values of log-normal shadowing for different environments only from UWB matlab code.
	Add log normal shadowing:

"Log-normal shadowing : standard deviation [x] dB" 

	
	
	Shadowing may be included in a path loss model (to count for effects of surroundings), when such path loss is a simplification. The path loss models in the channel model document do not require shadowing, except for the UWB band.
	Do not add shadowing.

	2
	9.4.1
	Small-scale fading is missing. Even though it is not used for common scenario, it should be informed for no confusion.
	Add small-scale fading:

"- Not considered for common scenario.
 - It may be modelled up to proposers for additional scenario. (e.g. MIMO)"

	
	
	This is unclear. MAC proposers will use a PHY abstraction. That is, a path loss model, PER vs SNR curves and a reference receiver parameters. However, a better clarification on how to compute such PER from the scenario layout and link budget is needed.  
	See 1.1 of Document DCN 13-0100 for such clarification.

	3
	9.4.1
	Noise affects to performance. It should be fixed for common scenario.
	Add bandwidth number for common scenario:

"[y] MHz (for common scenario)"
I suggest 5 MHz (BT, Zigbee) or 20 MHz(WiFi).

	
	
	This is PHY proposal dependant and one of the problems of having a reference PHY as well.
	The PAR suggests a bandwidth of 10 MHz, typically.

	4
	9.4.1
	Time duration for data transmission should be fixed for common scenario because it affects to link performance. It is dependant to how much time is required to deliver a specific information size.
	Add Reference time duration for data transmission:

"- [x] usec to transmit [y] bytes (up to proposers)
 - [z] usec to transmit 16 bytes at BPSK 1/2 (for common scenario) "The value ‘z’ should be decided. I suggest 32 usec or 64 usec. '16' is borrowed from information size of discovery scenario.

	
	
	Data rates and frame structure is PHY proposal dependant. However, there is a need of a reference frame structure.
	The PAR suggests a data rate of 10 Mbps, typically for communication and 1 Mbps for discovery with half duty cycle (16 bytes are transmitted follow with a silence period equivalent to 16 bytes). The total simulation time is already set to 10 sec. 

	5
	9.4.2.1
	Common PHY mode needs more clear explanation about simulation condition.
	Update related texts:

"Common PHY mode is referred to DCN13-0058 which curves with x-axis as SNR and y-axis as PER(Packet Error Rate) is driven under the assumption of using convolution code to 150 bytes per packet at AWGN channel. PER for the discovery packet length 16 bytes is obtained by the following equation: PER'=1-PER^(16/150)"

	
	
	PER curves is PHY proposal dependant. The suggested curves are for reference PHY. This requires better clarification. In a previous email the x-axis was said to be Es/N0.
	 See 1.2 of Document DCN 13-0100 for such clarification.

	6
	9.4.2.2
	"- Average number of discovered PDs over the simulation time" needs more clarification.
	Update related texts:

"- Average number of discovered PDs over the simulation time.
(Notice: The PD already discovered is not counted when it is discovered again.)"

	
	
	Editorial
	Note that PDs already discovered are not counted when those are re-discovered again.

	7
	9.4.3.1
	Common PHY mode needs more clear explanation about simulation condition.
	Update related texts:

"- Common PHY mode is referred to DCN13-0058 which curves with x-axis as SNR and y-axis as PER(Packet Error Rate) is driven under the assumption of using convolution code to 150 bytes per packet at AWGN channel. PER for the certain packet length M bytes is obtained by the following equation: PER'=1-PER^(M/150)"

	
	
	PER curves is PHY proposal dependant. The suggested curves are for a reference PHY. This requires better clarification. In a previous email the x-axis was said to be Es/N0.
	See 1.1 of Document DCN 13-0100 for such clarification.

	8
	9.4.3.1
	256 bytes / 100 msec = 20.48 kbps, and 1024 bytes / 100 msec = 81.92 kbps. This data rate is so tiny that it does not reflect real world traffic condition.
	TG8 discussed about data rate at PAC application matrix as following:
low: 5~50 kbps, mid: 50~500 kbps, high: 500~10,000 kbps
So I suggest to replace these value to the followings:
"- 512 bytes (for low data rate)
 - 8,192 bytes (for mid data rate)"
They are interpreted to 40.96 kbps and 655.36 kbps.
High data rate case can be assessed by full buffer model.

	
	
	100 msec was chosen too quickly. A better value is 0.82 msec. This gives meaningful data rates according to the PAR.
	Change 100 msec to 0.82 msec.

	9
	9.4.3.1
	Full buffer is required to see maximum system performance.
	Update related texts as followings:

"Full buffer (for high data rate) 
- latency is not measured at this parameter.
Poisson (for low and mid date rate)
- Inter arrival time : mean 100 msec"

	
	
	Agree
	Change 100 msec to 0.82 msec.

	10
	9.4.3.2
	Test scenarios for dense environment is missing.
	Add texts from agreed document:

"
Test scenarios are defined as following way:
- Density test (for common scenario)
• The number of Tx PDs is increasing as 1, 2, 4, … , up to 512.
- MPDU length test (for additional scenario)
• The MPDU length is increasing as 512, 1024, … , up to 8192 bytes.
- MPDU arrival test (for additional scenario)
• Mean of inter arrival time is increasing as 100, 50, 25, … , down to 6.25 msec.
These testing values are recommended to be presented as x-axis.
"
I modify to inter arrival time to see high arrival rate situation. Existing text is here: 100, 200, 400, … up to 800 msec
It was non-sensed text because data rate will be degraded as inter arrival time increases.

	
	
	This comment does not belong to sub-clause 9.4.3.2, which only describes the scenario layout. In fact the TGD does not have a subclause corresponding to clause 1.7 Test Scenarios of document 13-80-r1, which was agreed by TG8 in the Vancouver meeting.
	Add sub-clause 9.4.3.4 corresponding to clause 1.7 of document 13-80-r1. Add the suggested text except for Density test, because the number of PDs is set already in clause 9.4.2.1 and clause 9.4.3.2 describes how to deploy them, including high density of PDs.

Place the mean inter-arrival time test as optional as it does not offer meaningful results. 

	11
	 
	Reference system model for optional scenario is missing. It can be useful for comparison and calibration.
	Add subclause 9.4.3.4 and related texts from agreed document:

 

"
9.4.3.4. Reference system model
This model is optional, for calibration and comparison.
The reference system model is simplified based on IEEE802.11g-2003. (Refer to the link.)
The following conditions and parameters are recommended.
"
Texts has a table, so I just refer to the uploaded document (DCN15-13-0099-00-0008).

	
	
	The TGD does not have a subclause corresponding to clause1.8 Proposed reference system (optional) of document 13-80-r1, which was agreed by TG8 in the Vancouver meeting.
	Add sub-clause 9.4.3.5 corresponding to clause 1.7 of document 13-80-r1.
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