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	LB144  Comment Resolution


1. COMMENT: (with previously approved resolutions)
	CID
	Commenter
	Clause
	Pg
	Ln
	Ty
	Comment
	Suggested Remedy
	Comment resolution.

	249
	Myles, Andrew
	General
	100
	8
	TR
	The current draft appears to add nothing of value to 802.11 devicees operating outside the 5.9GHz band and only uses a few 802.11 features for devices operating in the 5.9GHz band.

Even worse, many of the changes to the 802.11 standard make reading the standard in the context of regular 802.11 devices more confusing that it already is.
	I know this is an old comment, but it is now time to refine 802.11p as a separate document becaise there is only negative value from it being defined as an amendment.
	Decline


2. Background

This comment has been repeated (with various wording) in every 11p ballot. It seems necessary to provide additional response over and above the explanations that have been given 5 times previously (not counting the responses given during the PAR discussions).
Suggesting at this stage of standards development that TGp change their document from an amendment to a stand-alone document represents two different issues that must be addressed. These are:

1. A challenge to the underlying process of standards development, and

2. The specific objections relative to 11p

With respect to the underlying process:

· The IEEE has a process in place that emphasizes consensus building following a structured flow from concept to final standard.

· Idea        PAR        draft       WG ballot       Sponsor ballot       published standard.

· Each step is voted on with rules pertaining to these ballots.

· Voting never has to be unanimous, those opposed to the group’s consensus and conclusion are expected to accept their defeat and move on. 
· 11p has passed WG ballot, these comments are asking the WG to ignore the process and the prior voting results. 

With respect to 11p:
The reasons the TG wanted, and still wants, the draft to be an amendment rather than a standalone document are:

1. Ability to use both existing and future 802.11 chip sets (this is being done with deployed systems, it is not speculation)
2. Use as many elements of the existing standard as possible. These are the exceptions::

a. Major problem is in the time to associate, we need <25msec whereas standard 802.11 association is in multiple seconds

b. Need for PHY to work in the vehicular environment

i. Vehicles traveling at 200 kph, closing rates of up to 400 kph 

ii. Extreme multipath that changes rapidly and continuously

c. Need for total communications security, not just PHY/MAC

3. Maintain compliance/compatibility over time. Creating a stand-alone document would mark a point of departure from the base standard which has been proven many times with other standards to result in the spin-off document being an orphan that eventually is incompatible with the base standard. It is not as simple as updating the stand-alone every time the base standard is modified, there is both the problem of doing so, but also that eventually the base document amendments are incompatible and such incompatibility grows over time as new amendments are introduced.
4. The governments of Australia, US, Canada, European Union, Korea, Taiwan, and others are actively pursuing deployment of  systems that are compliant with the 802.11 standard, including the 11p amendment. Licensed spectrum for 11p operation is in place for North America and Europe and in planning for other regions.
5. 11p contains features upon which 11v and 11u are dependent. A timely completion of 11p will help these other TGs.
3. Recommended Resolution of the Comments:

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

(And instructions to the editor.)
Move to Decline CID #249.
Motion by: ___ _________________Date: ___________
Second:  ______ ________________

	Approve: 
	Disapprove: 
	Abstain: 
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Abstract


This submission proposes resolution to CID #249 which requests that the TG draft be presented as a stand-alone document instead of as an 802.11 amendment.
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