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Comment 118, A,
Ed Callaway wrote:
Where is the indication whether or not the optional 250 kb/s mode is available (or being used)?  Shouldn't it be a PIB value, like phyUWBDataRatesSupported for the UWB PHY?

With the following remedy:

Add a phyCSSDataRatesSupported PIB attribute, or add the CSS values to phyUWB
DataRatesSupported and change the attribute name.

BRC Response
Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts your suggested remedy.

TODO: Add  phyCSSDataRatesSupported PIB attribute
Comment 120, A
Ed Callaway wrote:

"The incoming stream of information bits shall be divided into two sub streams by alternatively assigning information bits to either one sub stream."--If Implementer 1 designs a transmitter so that bit 0 goes to the I channel, and Implementer 2 designs a receiver that assumes that bit 0 went to the Q channel, are the two designs interoperable?
With the following remedy:
If they are interoperable, no change is needed (although a note to that effect might be in order, so that this is not FAQ #1 from implementers).  If they are not interoperable, the direction of bit 0 should be specified.

BRC Response

Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts your suggested remedy. The following text shall be added to 6.5a.22:
For each packet the initial position of the DEMUX shown in Figure 20a shall be set  to serve the I path (uppper path). Thus the first bit of the incoming stream of information bits of a packet shall be switched to the I path .
Comment 129, A
Callaway, Ed wrote :
What is the "appropriate timing" for the sub-chirp sequences?
With the following remedy:
Specify the appropriate timing for the sub-chirp sequences, or cite a reference where it is specified.
BRC Response

Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts your suggested remedy.

6.5a.2.8 shall be replaced by the following text
6.5a.2.8 CSK Generator
The CSK Generator shall periodically generate one of the four defined sub-chirp sequences (chirp symbols)  as specified in 6.5a.4.3. Since each chirp symbol consists of four sub-chirps the sub-chirp rate is 4
times higher than the chirp symbol rate.
Comment 245, AP
Callaway, Ed wrote:

What are the tolerances for the values in this table?  Are these minimum, nominal, or maximum values?
With the following remedy:

Supply tolerances and value definitions.

BRC Response

Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts in principal your suggested remedy.
TODO: Add informative text which states that these frequencies and timing values in this table are assumed to be derived from the 40 ppm reference crystal
Comment 247, AP
Callaway, Ed wrote:
"Informative" minimum receiver jamming resistance levels are pretty meaningless, especially when the test conditions are incompletely described as they are here.  (And how is it that the adjacent channel got defined to be 20 MHz offset?)

With the following remedy:

Delete this subclause.

BRC Response

Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts in principal your suggested remedy.

TODO: Make this subclause normative. Define the offset for an  adjacent nonverlapping channel  similiar as it is defined in 802.11b.
Comment 295, AP (Signal tolerance)
Roberts, Richard wrote:

Confused on specifications for sub-chirps.

With the following remedy:

Where are the detailed specifications for the sub-chirps.  I'm looking for a time-frequency mask with tolerances.
BRC Response

Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts in principal your suggested remedy. Since several comments were addressing Tolerances and EVM the TG4a ballot resolution committess suggests to add a paragraph covering this. This paragraph might not necessarily define a time frequency mask though. The specification of a mean square error of the signal might be considered sufficient.

TODO: Add Paragraph on tolerances and refer to it.
Comment 391, A
Gilb, James wrote:
Where is the mapping of the channel number bits to the CSS PHYs define?  bit 18 is straight forward, but with the sub-chirp sequence, the mapping of sequence number to channel number bits is not adequately defined.

With the following remedy:

Add a table or precise explanation of how the multi-bit sequences are mapped into the channel number.

BRC Response

Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts your suggested remedy.
TODO: Add the required table
Comment 405, A
Gilb, James wrote:

The table references the rate of the code, but the rest of the text refer to these as 1 Mb/s mode and 250 kb/s mode

With the following remedy:

Add the data rates to the tables to identify which table applies to the relative modes.
BRC Response

Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts iyour suggested remedy.
TODO: Add data rates to table

Comment 408, AP
Gilb, James wrote:

The symbols are supposed to be modulated with DQPSK, but the exact modulation method isn't specified.  Table 26c is mapping for QPSK, not DQPSK.  Also, it isn't clear how the symbols are modulated on the sub-chirps.
With the following remedy:

Specify how the data is to be modulated.  Also, the description of QPSK to DQPSK mapping is incomplete, please completely specify this with an example.

BRC Response

Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts in principal your suggested remed

TODO: Add further illustrative information.
Comment 409, AP
Gilb, James wrote:

The function ones() isn't defined.
With the following remedy:

Define the function.

BRC Response

Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts in principal your suggested remedy and suggests to either define or avoid the usage of the function “ones()”
Comment 410, A
Gilb, James wrote:

The figure seem to indicated discontinuities in some of the frequencies, e.g., in I, and that the frequency doesn't end on omega=0.

With the following remedy:

Clarify if the figure is wrong or if that is an accurate representation of the frequency.

BRC Response

Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts your suggested remedy
TODO: Add informative text clarifying that the figure is correct and that the dicontinuities.are existent but harmelss because they appear when the windowing function goes to zero.
Comment 412, A
Gilb, James wrote:

The variable c_{n,k} is not defined in the standard.
With the following remedy:

Define the variable, otherwise the equation won't work.
BRC Response

Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts your suggested remedy.
TODO: Add proper definition of c_{n,k}
Comment 413, R
Gilb, James wrote:

It seems that s^m(t) should be zero outside of the chirps, but that isn't reflected in the equation.

With the following remedy:

Change the equation to show that s^m(t) is zero outside of the chirp.

BRC Response

Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  Unfortunately the TG4a ballot resolution committee regrets to inform you that this comment and its suggested remedy are proposed to be rejected. TG4a ballot resolution committee thinks that s^m(t) is properly defined. Please note that the windowing function is zero outside of the subchirp time interval. Nevertheless we agree that some informative text might be helpful.
TODO: Add informative text
Comment 414, AP
Gilb, James wrote:

tau_m isn't shown in the figure as indicated in the text.
With the following remedy:

Add tau_m to the figure.

BRC Response

Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts in principal your suggested remed. Since the time gaps in the figure are derived from tau_m but are not identical to tau_m, tau_m can not explicitly be added to the figure. Obvoisuly the describing text is misleading.

TODO: Add informative text
Comment 415, A
Gilb, James wrote:

In Figure 20d, it should be k=4 not k=41.
With the following remedy:

Change as indicated.

BRC Response

Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts your suggested remedy.
TODO: Correct typo
Comment 416, A
Gilb, James wrote:
ks/s is kilo-seconds/second and Ms/s is mega-seconds/second
With the following remedy:

Use either ksymbols/s or kbaud and Msymbols/s or Mbaud

BRC Response

Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts your suggested remedy.
TODO: Use ksymbols/s and Msymbols/s
Comment 417, AP
Gilb, James wrote:
A subclause cannot be made informative, particularly when it has formal language in it (i.e., shall).
With the following remedy:

Delete "Informative.

BRC Response

Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts in principal your suggested remedy. 
SEE COMMENT 247
Comment 418, A
Gilb, James wrote:
Table 11 is the wrong cross reference.

With the following remedy:

Fix the cross reference (Table 26f, I think) and check all other xrefs in the document and fix them as well.

BRC Response

Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts your suggested remedy.
TODO: Check and Fix
Comment 467, A
Gnoske, Eric wrote:
Figure 20e: why two spectral density plots?

With the following remedy:

correct x-axis labeling

BRC Response
Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts your suggested remedy.

TODO: Fix x-axis labeling and add informative text explaining that the two plots are for two adjacent subchirps.
Comment 468, AP (Signal tolerance)
Gnoske, Eric wrote:
acceptance criteria for tolerance of frequency steepness of chirp modulation (df/dt)
With the following remedy:

Please add the respective criteria

BRC Response
Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts in principal your suggested remedy. Since several comments were addressing Tolerances and EVM the TG4a ballot resolution committess suggests to add a paragraph covering this. This paragraph might not necessarily define a time frequency mask though. The specification of a mean square error of the signal might be considered sufficient.

TODO: Add reference to paragraph on Tolerances and EVM
Comment 483, A (Sensitivity)
Gorday, Paul wrote:

Assumed that this sensitivity spec applies to the 1 Mbps manadatory mode. What is the sensitivity spec for the optional 250 kbps mode?
With the following remedy:

Add text to clarify, and consider adding a lower sensitivity spec for the optional 250 kbps mode.

BRC Response
Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts  your suggested remedy.
TODO: Specify -85dBm for 1Mb/s and -91dBm for 250kb/s
Comment 484, AP
Gorday, Paul wrote:
If this section really is "informative", then the "shall" terminology should be removed.

With the following remedy:

Replace "shall" with "should".  Check with IEEE style guidelines, but I believe "should" is viewed as a suggestion, while "shall" is a requirement.

BRC Response
Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts in principal your suggested remedy.
SEE COMMENT 247
Comment 496, A
Hach, Rainer wrote:

Since UWB supports variable data rate and on the fly detection of data rate, this feature could be adapted for CSS PHY too.
With the following remedy:

Add data rate information to the CSS PHY and use Data Rate related primitives for UWB and CSS

BRC Response
Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts your suggested remedy.
TODO: Harmonize the handling of data rates with UWB. Add an indicatation of the data rate to the PHY header.
Comment 497, A
Hach, Rainer wrote:

Since UWB supports variable data rate and on the fly detection of data rate, this feature could be adapted for CSS PHY too.
With the following remedy:

Add data rate information to the CSS PHY and use Data Rate related primitives for UWB and CSS

BRC Response
Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts your suggested remedy.

SEE COMMENT 496
Comment 526, A, (aMaxPHYPacketSize)
Janbu, Øyvind wrote:

Table 6  -  Why is the aMaxPHYPacketSize extended from 127 to 255 for CSS? This doesn't seem to come from the PAR, and also has some problems.  aMaxPHYPacketSize is a constant within the PHY, and is not readable from the next higher layer. Thus, the layer above the MAC cannot know the maximum payload length it can use from the MAC.   In addition, it is not really consistent to define aMaxPHYPacketSize as a constant and then say it is PHY dependent. Then it isn't a constant anymore, it should have been a read only MAC PIB in stead.

With the following remedy:

Use aMaxPHYPacketSize = 127 for all PHYs.

BRC Response
Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts your suggested remedy.

Comment 532, A
Janbu, Øyvind wrote:

The parallel to serial converter should probably include an endianess statement, to be unambiguous.

With the following remedy:

Include a requirement on endianess.
BRC Response
Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts your suggested remedy.
TODO: Include the requested statement
Comment 533, R
Janbu, Øyvind wrote:

Figure 20a :  Shouldn't there be a minus-sign in the feedback path of the differential encoder? Also, the feedback is fed back to a "multiplier" sign, but this should be a plus in stead?

With the following remedy:

Possibly change the figure according to the comment.

BRC Response
Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  Unfortunately the TG4a ballot resolution committee regrets to inform you that this comment and its suggested remedy are proposed to be rejected  The TG4a ballot resolution committee thinks that multiplying complex values of unit magnitude is a valid way to express an differential phase encoder.
Comment 534, A
Janbu, Øyvind wrote:

The parallel to serial converter should probably include an endianess statement, to be unambiguous.

With the following remedy:

Add a requirement that the least significant bits of the code word (c0 and c1) shall be transmitted first, and the most significant bits of the code word shall be transmitted last.

BRC Response
Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts your suggested remedy.
TODO: Include the requested statement
Comment 535, A
Janbu, Øyvind wrote:

There is no mentioning of how the feedback path is initialized, which I believe will affect the initialization phase of the differential coding.

With the following remedy:

Specify how the feedback path is initialized.

BRC Response
Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts your suggested remedy.
TODO: Add specification of initial state
Comment 537, A
Janbu, Øyvind wrote:

The specification on how the "DQPSK symbols shall be modulated onto the stream of sub-chirps" is in my opinion vague.

With the following remedy:




none
BRC Response
Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts your comment.
TODO: Add information on the usage of DQPSK
Comment 604, AP, (aMaxPHYPacketSize)
Martin, Frederick wrote:

The original aMaxPHYPacketSize was limited to 127 bytes to accomodate two-chip solutions where a serial port between the chip limited turn-around time for long packets.  For consistency, we should keep the same maximum PHY packet length for all PHYs.
With the following remedy:

Limit aMaxPHYPacketSize to 127 bytes for CSS.

BRC Response
Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts in principal your suggested remedy.

SEE COMMENT 526

Comment 603, AP, (aTurnaroundTime)
Martin, Frederick wrote:

It is not clear to me what constitutes a chirp symbol or why the requirement for aTurnaroundTime is different than non-CSS channels.

With the following remedy:

either change the requirement to be consistent with other PHYs or add a footnote explaining why the difference is needed.

BRC Response
Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts in principal your suggested remedy.

TODO: Harmonize with other PHY if possible
Comment 604, R, (Sensitivity)
Martin, Frederick wrote:

Sensitivity of -80 dB seems like an aggressive spec.  I agree that it could be done, but in a low-cost or short range application, it may be unnecessarily limiting.

With the following remedy:

Suggest that the spec be relaxed to -70 dBm or -75 dBm.
BRC Response
Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  Unfortunately the TG4a ballot resolution committee regrets to inform you that this comment and its suggested remedy are proposed to be rejected . In order to meet the PAR requirement of enhanced range lower sensitivity values are necessary.
Comment 662, A
Meyer, Klaus wrote:

table 26e: Why is Tsub not integer multiple of tau1, tau2 or tau3?
With the following remedy:

An integer multiple of tau3 would simlify the implementation? Request for clarification

BRC Response
Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts in principal your suggested remedy.
TODO: Add informative text mentioning that the timings can be generated by integer multiples of a 32MHz ref crystal
Comment 663, R
Meyer, Klaus wrote:
Pulse shaping defined in section 6.5a.4.4. In-between chirps, cf. table 20d,  the quality of the system (e.g. capacity in networks with a lot of clusters) also depends on the level of  LO leakage.  Therefore, an acceptance criteria for LO leakage seem to be missing to quality the system.

With the following remedy:

Pls. add a respective system quality parameter.
BRC Response
Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  Unfortunately the TG4a ballot resolution committee regrets to inform you that this comment and its suggested remedy are  proposd to be rejected . Specification of LO leakage seems to be an implementation issue and is out of the scope of the standard.
TODO: Discuss with commenter
Comment 666, AP, (Signal tolerance)
Meyer, Klaus wrote:
application of EVM criteria to CSS phy unclear

With the following remedy:

Pls. add an additional clause to define EVM calculation for CSS phy more precise

BRC Response
Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts in principal your suggested remedy. 
SEE COMMENT 295
Comment 716, A
Roberts, Richard wrote:

Question on Figure 20c.
With the following remedy:

First, there is a typo on Figure 20c ... remove the reference to Figure 3.Secondly, I didn't see an explaination of why the time gaps aren't constant.

BRC Response
Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts iyour suggested remedy.
TODO: Add informative text explaining the background of the time gaps
Comment 717, AP, (Signal tolerances)
Roberts, Richard wrote:

Time-Frequency Mask.
With the following remedy:

In addition to the equations, wouldn't a time-frequency mask with tolerances be appropriate.

BRC Response
Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts in principal your suggested remedy.
SEE COMMENT 295
Comment 718, A
Roberts, Richard wrote:

Figure 20e

With the following remedy:

What is the data sequence used in making the spectral plots?  Should we use a particular sequence.

BRC Response
Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts iyour suggested remedy.
TODO: Add the required information
Comment 781, A
Shellhammer, Steve wrote:

There is no statement on what is assumed in terms of duty cycle or typical packet duration for the various standards.  Those parameters have a significant effect on PER.

With the following remedy:

Add statement on what is the typical packet duration and transmission duty cycle for the various standards.
BRC Response
Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts your suggested remedy.
TODO: Add the required information

Comment 785, A
Shellhammer, Steve wrote:

The text states that the calculations are based in clauses 5.3.2 and 5.3.6 of IEEE 802.15.2.  However, that standard does not include those clause numbers.

With the following remedy:

Fix the references

BRC Response

TODO: Fix the references

Comment 786, A
Shellhammer, Steve wrote:
The plot showing the BER for CSS does not correspond to the equation for BER given in E3.1.8.  The SNR required to get a 10^-4 BER using the formula is greater than 12 dB, while in the figure the SNR required for such a BER is only around -7 dB.  This is a difference of 19 dB.

With the following remedy:

Fix the figure

BRC Response

TODO: Fix the figure

Comment 787, A
Shellhammer, Steve wrote:

The PER plot does not specify what the 802.11b packet duration or duty cycle.  Both of those parameters significantly affect PER

With the following remedy:

Specify the 802.11 packet duration and duty cycle

BRC Response
Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts your suggested remedy.

TODO: Reference specification of packet durations and duty cycle given in response to comment 781

Comment 788, A
Shellhammer, Steve wrote:

The dimensions of Foffset is not specified.  Assumingly it is in MHz

With the following remedy:

Specify dimensions

BRC Response
Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts your suggested remedy.

TODO: Reference specification of packet durations and duty cycle give in response to comment 781

Comment 789, A 
Shellhammer, Steve wrote:

The only PER curve with 802.11b interference is with 20 MHz offset.  There needs to be a co-channel PER plot or an explanation for why that will not occur.

With the following remedy:

Add figure for co-channel 802.11b interference

BRC Response
Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts your suggested remedy.
TODO: Add figure for co-channel 802.11b interference
Comment 790, A, (Duty cycle assumptions)
Shellhammer, Steve wrote:

The 802.11b PER curve assumes 1% CSS duty cycle.  That is quite low.
With the following remedy:

Explain why you use only 1% duty cycle or supply a curve with higher duty cycle.
BRC Response

Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts your suggested remedy. The following explanation shall be added to the Coexistence annex:

The assumption of 1 % duty cyle for 15.4a devices has been introduced in 15-05-0632-00-004b-coexistence-assurance-802-15-4b.doc, page 5. Under the assumption of 4a devices being battery powered and having a life time of at least one year the 1 %  assumption can be hardened by taking into account state of the art numbers: 

A typical AA battery has a capacity of 1.8 Ah. A typical 15.4 device operating at 2.4 GHz has a Tx current of 30 mA.  If the device does only transmits during its entire life time the result would be 30/1800=60h of operation.  Over a life time of one year =365*24h=8760h the duty cycle would be 0.0068 which is clearly below 1%. 

In reality traffic generated by several nodes will accumulate. On the other hand a significant part of the battery power will be spent in receive mode (which requires more current than the transmit mode for many implementations). 
Thus the 1% duty cycle still seems valid even for networks of 4a devices.
Comment 791, A
Shellhammer, Steve wrote:
The 802.11b PER curve is only supplied with 20 MHz offset.  There needs to be a co-channel curve.

With the following remedy:

Add co-channel curve.

BRC Response
Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts your suggested remedy.
TODO: Add requested co-channel curve
Comment 792, AP
Shellhammer, Steve wrote:
The CSS with BT interference curve states that it does not take into account spreading gain.  Why is that?  Needs to be fixed.
With the following remedy:

Modify curve to include spreading gain.

BRC Response
Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts in principle your suggested remedy. As a matter of fact the statement “does not include spreading gain” is wrong and will be deleted.

Comment 793, A
Shellhammer, Steve wrote:
The BT PER curve with CSS interference assumes only 1% duty cycle.  Needs to be higher or and explanation is required.

With the following remedy:

Change duty cycle or explain why you use only 1% duty cycle.

BRC Response
Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts your suggested remedy. See response to comment 790.

Comment 794, A
Shellhammer, Steve wrote:
Once again 1% duty cycle is assumed.

With the following remedy:

Increase duty cycle or explain why 1% is reasonable.

BRC Response
Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts your suggested remedy. See response to comment 790.

Comment 796, A
Shellhammer, Steve wrote:
The receiver sensitivity for 15.4a is listed twice, at 1 Mb/s, with different values.  Clearly this is incorrect. My guess is that one of these is for 250 kb/s.
With the following remedy:

Fix receiver sensitivity values.

BRC Response
Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts your suggested remedy.

Comment 797, A
Shellhammer, Steve wrote:
This document considers coexistence with 802.11b but does not consider coexistence with 802.11g.
With the following remedy:

Add analysis of coexistence with 802.11g.

BRC Response
Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts your suggested remedy.

TODO: Provide requested analysis
Comment 801, A
TAG, 802.19 wrote:

Out of date reference

With the following remedy:

Should update 802.15.1-2002 to 802.15.1-2005
Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  The TG4a ballot resolution committee accepts your suggested remedy.

TODO: Check and update references

Comment 808, A
TAG, 802.19 wrote:
There are two 802.15.4a CSS 1 Mb/s with different receiver sensitivities.  Why is this?  Something is wrong, but not enough information is present to determine a suggestion. Clause 6.5a.5.3 states -80dBm or better.  There is no mention of a -87 dBm receiver sensitivity in the main text, so where does it come from? If the mistake was one of the 1 Mb/s CSS should be a 250 kb/s CSS, then there is still no supporting text within the main text that makes this differentiation
There was no proposed remedy
BRC Response
Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  
TODO: Update CA annex according to specified sensitivities

Comment 814,  (Identical to 785)
TAG, 802.19 wrote:
The text states that the calculations are based in clauses 5.3.2 and 5.3.6 of IEEE 802.15.2. However, that standard does not include those clause numbers.
Comment 815,  (Identical to 786)
TAG, 802.19 wrote:
The plot showing the BER for CSS does not correspond to the equation for BER given in E3.1.8.  The SNR required to get a 10^-4 BER using the formula is greater than 12 dB, while in the figure the SNR required for such a BER is only around -7 dB.  This is a difference of 19 dB.

Comment 816,  (Identical to 787)
TAG, 802.19 wrote:
The PER plot does not specify what the 802.11b packet duration or duty cycle.  Both of those parameters significantly affect PER
Comment 817,  (Identical to 788)
TAG, 802.19 wrote:

The dimensions of Foffset is not specified.  Assumingly it is in MHz
Comment 818,  (Identical to 789)
TAG, 802.19 wrote:

The only PER curve with 802.11b interference is with 20 MHz offset.  There needs to be a co-channel PER plot or an explanation for why that will not occur.

Comment 819,  (Identical to 790)
TAG, 802.19 wrote:

The 802.11b PER curve assumes 1% CSS duty cycle.  That is quite low.

Comment 820,  (Identical to 791)
TAG, 802.19 wrote:

The 802.11b PER curve is only supplied with 20 MHz offset.  There needs to be a co-channel curve.

Comment 821,  (Identical to 792)
TAG, 802.19 wrote:

The CSS with BT interference curve states that it does not take into account spreading gain.  Why is that?  Needs to be fixed.

Comment 822,  (Identical to 793)
TAG, 802.19 wrote:

The BT PER curve with CSS interference assumes only 1% duty cycle.  Needs to be higher or and explanation is required.

Comment 823,  (Identical to 794)
TAG, 802.19 wrote:

Once again 1% duty cycle is assumed.

Comment 825,  (Identical to 796)
TAG, 802.19 wrote:

Comment 826,  (Identical to 797)
TAG, 802.19 wrote:

The receiver sensitivity for 15.4a is listed twice, at 1 Mb/s, with different values.  Clearly this is incorrect. My guess is that one of these is for 250 kb/s.
Comment 836, R, Band plan considerations
Shimada, Shusaku wrote:

2.4GHz CSS channelization imply this frequency scheme would not be adequate to combined node with legacy 15.4 and 15.4b, rather likely to be combined with 11b/g devices. In addition, 14MHz bandwidth modulation scheme seems to be hard to coexist in the sense of network implementation strategy rather than separation distance evaluation to mitigate interference.  FHSS like nature of CSS should be taken account of if it can abide by the international rules and domestic regulation of each countries .

With the following remedy:

In case of 2.4GHz CSS the backward compatibility with 15.4/4b using identical channelization with them may make sense, and narrower modulation bandwidths than 5MHz and 10MHz are worth to contemplate.

BRC Response

Thank you for your comment on this aspect of the 802.15.4a draft standard.  Unfortunately the TG4a ballot resolution committee regrets to inform you that this comment and its suggested remedy are proposed to be rejected due to the following reasons:

1) Chirp signals require a certain bandwidth (to be precise a certain bandwidth-time product) in order to have good orthogonality between up and down chirp.

2) Wider bandwidth reduces the risk of deep fading. Thus, less fading margin needs to be provided.

3) Good coexistence and simple deployment in an environment with given WLAN infrastructure is assured when the CSS band plan matches the WLAN band plan.
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