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	LB125  Comment Resolution


1. COMMENT:  [From Spreadsheet]
	43
	Emeott, Stephen
	4
	3
	5
	TR
	Since STA in WAVE mode do not use a DS (per 5.2.2a), what wireless access does WAVE provide?  This mode should be called "IBSS on demand" mode or something similar
	Make the suggested change
	“Access” is part of the name. It is just a term used to describe the basis for the amendment, implying access to the wireless medium while also implying access to a WLAN. There is nothing about the term that has any bearing on the content of the standard and thus should not be the basis for a negative technical comment.

	45
	Roy, Richard
	4
	3
	5
	TR
	The modifications to 802.11 being proposed to make the standard applicable to rapidly varying RF environments have application to a large number of systems, not just those anticipated by intelligent transport systems.  The number of units that sucessfully implement and use the "WAVE capabilities" is likely to far exceed the number of vehicles on the planet.  Use of the term "vehicles" to describe the features of the new functionality is limiting. Furthermore, just because the PAR has Vehicles in the title does not mean that the term must be used in the amendment.  
	Replace "vehicular" with "varying" in the acronym so it descriptively reads: "wireless access in varying environments".
	The requirements driving the need for this amendment came from the vehicular environment, thus the term. There is nothing about the term that has any bearing on the content of the standard and thus should not be the basis for a negative technical comment.

	339
	Goodall, David
	11.18.1
	21
	7
	T
	How does a WAVE mode STA know which channel to use when initialising a new WAVE mode BSS?
	Define how a STA initialising a WAVE mode BSS selects the channel on which the new BSS will operate. This may require a change to the MLME-ONDEMANDBEACON.request primitive, e.g. if the channel is provided by a higher layer.
	Partly OBE, but this does’t answer the whole question. STA uses the channel identified in the MIB, this should not require explanation. Basic 802.11 doesn’t provide any description of how to know what channel to transmit a beacon on, why is 11p different?

	368
	Chan, Douglas
	17
	22
	1
	TR
	11p standardizes operation of 802.11 devices in environments where the PHY layer properties are rapidly changing and it re-uses the 11a PHY.  Since each PHY is designed to satisfy certain level of reliable communications for a given environment, has TGp evaluated whether the 11a PHY is capable for handling said rapidly changing PHY properties expected for WAVE operations?  It appears n the latest draft that amendments to Clause 17, i.e. the 11a PHY, is minimal and does not pertain to anything related to the WAVE channel.  
	Analyze if not had, and address accordingly.
	This question has been answered many times, with reference to supporting documents provided in the introduction.

	472
	Myles, Andrew
	General
	100
	18
	TR
	In the last LB I commented:

During the San Francisco meeting, a presentation was given that claims experiments show adjacent channel interference is a significant problem when 11p is used in a way similar to the way it is used by IEEE 1609

I requested:

Please either explain how 11p can be used in its current form or make appropriate modification to either 11p and/or IEEE 1609 so that 11p can be used

The request was declined with 

The judgment of this task group is that  the most effective  solutions (e.g: channel management) to this potential problem are out of the scope of this 11p amendment. 

My response in this LB is:

It is not out of scope of this WG to understand whether or not a proposed amendment will be effective in its intended context. The only conclusion I can draw from the somewhat evasive answer is that the questions and issues raised in San Franciso are still open.
	Please either explain how 11p can be used in its current form or make appropriate modification to either 11p and/or IEEE 1609 so that 11p can be used.
	This is a big misunderstanding of what was being presented and its significance. This was explained to the commentor previous to the LB. The report was from car manufacturers that know little to nothing about wireless comm. and were merely reporting that there is potential interference between adjacent channels when operating in close proximity to each other. Is the commentor implying that there is no such interference possible with existing 802.11 radios? That would be absurd.

	473
	Myles, Andrew
	General
	100
	19
	TR
	In the last LB I commented: 

…it  is now a set of mechanisms without any obvious context.

I suggested: 

Rewrite the document as a standalone standard that references 802.11 but does not amend it. This should be a relatively simple process given the way the document is now written

The TG responded:

The new draft addresses most of the comment concerns, but the PAR specifically identifies this as an amendment rather than a stand-alone document.  See clause 2 of document 2995r0 for more details.

I now respond:

The lack of text in the amendment explaining the context of these seemingly random features that have no relevance to the majority of 802.11 users is of great concern. In particular, it detracts further from the base standard and has the potential to confuse.
	At this point there are a few choices to remedy the situation:

* Withdraw the PAR, which will make the problem go away

* Change the PAR so that 11p is a standalone standard, with context added

* Add context to the current draft, probably in clause 5 or cluse 11

I would be happy with any of these choices but would prefer the second option
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2. Commenter’s Suggested Remedy (If appropriate):  [From Spreadsheet]
Various, see specific comments above.
3. Background, Explanation, Discussion, etc.:

Some of these have specific exlanations provided in the table above.
4. Recommended Resolution of the Comment:

Decline all of these comments.
5. Motion (if technical and/or significant):

(And instructions to the editor.)
Move to: Decline each of the comments listed in this submittal.
Motion by: ____________________Date: _________________
Second:  ______________________

	Approve:
	Disapprove:
	Abstain:
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