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	“Sponsor Ballot 01” Comment Resolution


1. Comment:  [From 11-10-0239r0-sb1-tgp-comment-resolutions-master.xls(2) ]
	C ID
	Name
	Cat
	Pg
	Subclause
	Line
	Comment
	Must Sat
	Proposed Change
	Recommended Resolution

	2004
	Ecclesine, Peter
	Technical
	20
	18.3.10.2
	14
	Both in 17.3.10.2 and 17.3.10.3 should qualify the use of dot11ACRType with dot11OCBEnabled true, to stay in scope of the 11p PAR.
	Yes
	Qualify the optional enhanced optional ACR and non-adjacent channel rejection with dot11OEBEnabled true two places in clause 17.
	Agree in Principle.
The optional enhanced performance specifications for ACR and non-adjacent channel rejection are device performance characteristics based on hardware implementation and not a behavior.
The dot11ACRType element in the MIB should be a read-only status attribute written by the PHY management entity and remain independent of the value of operating band or dot11OCBEnabled’s state.  The read-only attribute will equal 2 if the PHY satisfies the optional specification.   The DEFVAL for dot11ACRType should be specified to be 1.
Additionally, the MIB has some editorial issues, e.g. unsigned enumerated types are preferred.
 The PICS OF5.2.1 and OF5.3.1 are correctly consistent and not constrained by CF2.1 or CF17.
Therefore:
(1) In Annex D, within the definition of the “Dot11PHYOFDMEntry” sequence, on page 27, lines 31 and 32, change the underlined “INTEGER” to the underlined “Unsigned32” for both dot11StationClass and dot11ACRtype”.

 (2) In Annex D, within the definition of the “Dot11PHYOFDMEntry” sequence, on page 27, line 31, change the underlined “dot11StationClass” to the underlined “dot11STATransmitPowerClass”.
(3)  In Annex D, within the definition of the “dot11StationClass” element, on page 27, line 37, change the name of the element from “dot11StationClass” to “dot11STATransmitPowerClass”.

(4)  In Annex D, within the “dot11StationClass” element, on page 27, line 38, change the SYNTAX statement from “SYNTAX INTEGER (1..4)” to

“SYNTAX Unsigned32 { Class A(1), Class B(2), Class C(3), Class D(4)  }”.
(5)  In Annex D, within the “dot11ACRType” element, on page 27, line 47, change the SYNTAX statement from “SYNTAX INTEGER (1..2)” to

“SYNTAX Unsigned32 { Table 17-13(1), Table 17-13a(2)  }”.

(6) In Annex D, within the definition of the dot11ACRType MIB element, on page 27, line 48: Change the value of MAX-ACCESS from “read-write” to “read-only”.

(7) In Annex D, within the definition of the “dot11ACRType” element, on page 27, line 51: 

Within the quotes following “DESCRIPTION”, insert a new paragraph where the first line is “This is a status variable.” and the second line is “It is written by the SME.”

(8) In Annex D, within the definition of the “dot11ACRType” element, on page 27, line 53: 

After the last line of the “DESCRIPTION” quotation, append the line “DEFVAL { 1 }”.
(See Clause 2 of Doc. #11-10/0285r3 for an illustration of the consequences of these changes.)

	2018
	Worstell, Harry
	General
	18
	 11.20
	40
	With the introduction of dot11OCBEnabled, there is a huge coexistance problem with legacy devices in the bands commonly used for infrastructure networks. If an 11p-capable device operating in the 2.4 or 5 GHz band were to have dot11OCBEnabled set true, and operate outside the context of the existing infrastructure BSSs within range, it would have serious performance implications on the existing BSSs.
	Yes
	Either specify the coexistance procedures that shall be followed before a STA uses the procedures in 11.20, or disallow it. The preferred solution is to insert a paragraph in J.2 (before the J.2.1 subheading) "Unless otherwise stated, dot11OCBEnabled shall be set false."
	Agree in Principle.
The default value for the MIB variable dot11OCBEnabled is stated in the DESCRIPTION of the MIB element in Annex D, page 27, line 15.   However, there is a deficiency that the statement “DEFVAL { false }” which assigns the default value is omitted.   (See DEFVAL examples in 802.11ma-2007 and in 802.11mb D2.01.)
Therefore (same as CID 2019):

In Annex D, page 27, line 16, append a new line after the DESCRIPTION, the line: “DEFVAL { false }’

	2019
	Worstell, Harry
	Technical
	33
	J.2
	9
	For the 5.9 GHz band the standard states that dot11OCBEnabled shall be set true, but it is unspecified for other bands.
	Yes
	Insert a paragraph in J.2 (before the J.2.1 subheading) "Unless otherwise stated, dot11OCBEnabled shall be set false."
	Agree in Principle.

The default value for the MIB variable dot11OCBEnabled is stated in the DESCRIPTION of the MIB element in Annex D, page 27, line 15.   However, there is a deficiency that the statement “DEFVAL { false }” which assigns the default value is omitted.   (See DEFVAL examples in 802.11ma-2007 and in 802.11mb D2.01.)

Therefore (same as CID 2018):

In Annex D, page 27, line 16, append a new line after the DESCRIPTION, the line: “DEFVAL { false }’

	2020
	Worstell, Harry
	Technical
	19
	11.20
	8
	"When operating in a band for which dot11OCBEnabled is permitted to be false" but there is no normative text that states whether that MIB variable is permitted to be false.
	Yes
	delete the cited phrase, leaving "A STA for which dot11OCBEnabled is true shall use information from the CF Parameter Set element of all received Beacon frames"
	 Agree in Principle.

The behavior of a STA receiving a beacon frame containing the CF Parameter Set element must be specified unambiguously and normatively, regardless of the operating band and the state of dot11OCBEnabled. 

The text should read: “A STA shall use information from the CF Parameter Set element of all received Beacon frames, without regard for the BSSID, to update its NAV as specified in 9.3.2.2.”
Therefore (same as CID 2010):

Change the first sentence of the last paragraph of subclause 11.20, on page 19, line 8 as follows:

(1) Delete the clause “When operating in a band for which dot11OCBEnabled is permitted to be false,”

(2) Capitalize the word “A” before the word “STA”.

(3) Delete the clause “for which dot11OCBEnabled is true”.

	2010
	Stephens, Adrian P
	
	19
	11.20
	8
	"When operating in a band for which dot11OCBEnabled is permitted to be false, a STA for which
dot11OCBEnabled is true shall use information from the CF Parameter Set element of all received Beacon
frames, without regard for the BSSID, to update its NAV as specified in 9.3.2.2."
Unless there is something in 9.3.2.2 that excludes behaviour when OCBEnabled is true, this statement is unnecessary.
	Yes
	Turn statement into a NOTE-- and adjust language to informative.
	Agree in Principle.

History:  CID 1064 during the initial SB on D.9.0 addressed the following sentence added by TGp to subclause 11.1:  “A STA for which dot11OCBEnabled is true is not a member of a BSS, and is not required to synchronize to a common clock or use these mechanisms.” 
The commenter pointed out that the first paragraph of subclause 11.1.2.3 of the 2007 baseline, states: “STAs shall use information from the CF Parameter Set element of all received Beacon frames, without regard for the BSSID, to update their NAV is specified in 9.3.2.2.” 
So, the statement added to subclause 11.1 causes an ambiguity whether the mechanism of setting the NAV for Contention Free Periods is still required as stated in the subordinate subclause 11.1.2.3.
Whereas many of the BSS and I-BSS mechanisms in clause 11 are not required when dot11OCBEnabled is true, the mechanisms that are required for transmitting data frames are explicitly stated in TGp’s subclause 11.20. 

Hence the paragraph in question was added to the draft to specify that the NAV behavior of 9.3.2.2 is normatively required. 

However, a new ambiguity was introduced by this paragraph as pointed out in CID 2020.  Because the receive behavior for CF Parameter Set would be undefined in the cases where the value of dot11OCBEnabled is not permitted to be false (i.e., by J.2.2 and J.2.3), it is necessary to remove the conditionals that were introduced by the TGp text when compared to the 2007 baseline 11.1.2.3 text. 
Therefore (same as CID 2010):

Change the first sentence of the last paragraph of subclause 11.20, on page 19, line 8 as follows:

(1) Delete the clause “When operating in a band for which dot11OCBEnabled is permitted to be false,”

(2) Capitalize the word “A” before the word “STA”.

(3) Delete the clause “for which dot11OCBEnabled is true”.


2. Illustration of the consequences of the editorial instructions for CID 2004 when applied to Annex D, page 27 of TGp D10.0:
The consequences of steps (1) and (2) of the “Recommended Resolution” for CID 2004 are shown as it affects “dot11PhyOFDMEntry”:
Dot11PhyOFDMEntry ::=
        SEQUENCE { dot11CurrentFrequency               INTEGER,

                   dot11TIThreshold                    Integer32,

                   dot11FrequencyBandsSupported        INTEGER,

                   dot11ChannelStartingFactor          Integer32,

                   dot11FiveMHzOperationImplemented    TruthValue,

                   dot11TenMHzOperationImplemented     TruthValue,

                   dot11TwentyMHzOperationImplemented  TruthValue,

                   dot11PhyOFDMChannelWidth            INTEGER,
                   dot11STATransmitPowerClass          Unsigned32,
                   dot11ACRType                        Unsigned32 }
The consequences of steps (3) and (4) of the “Recommended Resolution” for CID 2004 are shown as they affect “dot11StationClass”:

dot11STATransmitPowerClass OBJECT-TYPE
         SYNTAX Unsigned32 { Class A(1), Class B(2), Class C(3), Class D(4) }
         MAX-ACCESS read-write

         STATUS current

         DESCRIPTION

           “The station transmit power class: Class A=1, Class B=2,

            Class C=3, Class D=4.”

       ::=  { dot11PhyOFDMEntry 5 }

The consequences of steps (5) through (8) of the “Recommended Resolution” for CID 2004 are shown as they affect “dot11ACRType”:

dot11ACRType OBJECT-TYPE
         SYNTAX Unsigned32 { Table 17-13(1), Table 17-13a(2) }
         MAX-ACCESS read-only
         STATUS current

         DESCRIPTION

           “This is a status variable.

            It is written by the SME.
            The Adjacent and Nonadjacent Channel Rejection performance:

              When this attribute = 1 the levels in Table 17-13 apply;

              When this attribute = 2 the levels in Table 17-13a apply.”

         DEFVAL { 1 }
     ::=  { dot11PhyOFDMEntry 6 }

3. Recommended Resolution(s) of the Comments

See the right column of the table above for the resolutions of the individual comments.

4. Motion:

(And instructions to the editor.)
Move to accept the Recommended Resolutions to these comments and the recommended changes to P802.11p D10.0 noted above and instruct the editor to make these changes to the latest draft of P802.11p.
Motion by: ___George Vlantis_______Date: __03 March 2010____
Second:  _____Wayne Fisher___________

	Approve:  9
	Disapprove:  0
	Abstain:  0
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Abstract


This submission addresses five comments that were submitted during the 1st recirculation Sponsor Ballot (SB01) of the 802.11p amendment Draft 10.0(1).


Comment resolutions to CIDs 2004, 2010, 2018, 2019, and 2020, plus recommended changes relative to Draft 10.0 (if applicable) are provided for consideration by the Comment Resolution Committee.
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