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	LB141  Comment Resolution


1. COMMENT:  [From Spreadsheet]
	216
	Adachi, Tomoko
	General
	100
	1
	TR
	I disagree with the resolutions to my comments, CIDs 481, 482 and 483, in the previous ballot. 
IEEE1609.4 covers the MAC layer. It is not only for higher layers. And it is related to WAVE. 
Why do the two, 802.11p and 1609.4, have to split the WAVE issues in the same MAC layer? If WAVE wants to use 802.11, all the issues related to MAC and PHY layers should be specified in 802.11p. 
	As in comment. 


:
2. Commenter’s Suggested Remedy (If appropriate):  [From Spreadsheet]
Comment from previous ballot:

	481
	Adachi, Tomoko
	General
	ii
	1
	TR
	What is the relation between 1609.4? Is it a must to also refer to 1609.4? 
	Clarify. 

	482
	Adachi, Tomoko
	General
	ii
	1
	TR
	The multichannel operation is specified in 1609.4. It seems as though such operation is expected also in 802.11p but the core information is missing from the draft. The channel operation should be covered in 802.11p because it is the item in the MAC. 
	Specify the channel operation if some changes are intended. Do not stray from the original 802.11 channel operation. Do not mandate control and service channels. 

	483
	Adachi, Tomoko
	General
	ii
	1
	TR
	There is no description how the system cope with interference from other overlapping systems. It relates to the reliability of the system and if there is no such mechanism, the system will be unrealistic. 
	Describe how BSS will cope with interference from overlapping BSSs. 


Resolution reference is 08-0586r1 for CIDs 481 and 482 and 08-0584 for CID 483 .
3. Background, Explanation, Discussion, etc.:

Re CIDs 481 and 482, the request is for clarification of IEEE 609.4 and its relationship to 11p. As described in 08-0586r1, there is no mention of 1609.4 anywhere in the 11p draft, thus the comment was out of scope and out of order.
There is a problem with the CID 483 resolution document 08-0584 in that it does not provide a specific reason for declining the comment and anther document that is referenced cannot be found. As shown above, the comment relates a concern about interference within overlapping systems. As a part of the response in 08-0584, this is an implementation issue (shared with every other 802.11 implementation) and the standard, and thus this amendment, is not the place to provide such explanations or usage guidance. 
4. Recommended Resolution of the Comment:

Decline this comment.
5. Motion (if technical and/or significant):

(And instructions to the editor.)
Move to: Decline CID #216.
Motion by: ____________________Date: _________________
Second:  ______________________

	Approve:
	Disapprove:
	Abstain:
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