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	LB92  Comment Resolution

	CID
	Commenter:
	Clause:
	Addressed By:
	Original Date Prepared

	350
	Sanwalka
	General
	Lee Armstrong
	1/16/07


1. COMMENT:  [From Spreadsheet]
There is no need to define a new frame format. Much of the information in the new Action frame is already in a Beacon and the new information can be added as an Element. All that needs to be done is to specify what IEs can be present in a WBSS Beacon. Also that forces Beacons to be transmitted in a WBSS. The current rules only apply to an IBSS or an infrastructure BSS. We can create new rules for WBSSs such as Beacons are only transmitted in response to a SAP request.
2. Commenter’s Suggested Remedy (If appropriate):  [From Spreadsheet]
Remove the definition of the new Action frame and its use. 

Background, Explanation, Discussion, etc.:
It was established, and has been repeatedly restated and verified, that traditional 802.11 beacons will not satisfy the WAVE requirements for extremely low latency.
3. Recommended Resolution of the Comment:
Decline, no action
4. Motion (if technical and/or significant):
(And instructions to the editor.)
Move to decline comment ID350    

Motion by: __L Armstrong____________Date: ___1/16/07______________
Second:  ______________________
	Approve:
	Disapprove:
	Abstain:
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	LB92  Comment Resolution

	CID
	Commenter:
	Clause:
	Addressed By:
	Original Date Prepared

	1010, 1011, 1012, 1013
	Bagby
	General
	Lee Armstrong
	1/16/07


5. COMMENT:  [From Spreadsheet]
1010: I find it extremely disrespectful that the TG has issued a subsequent lettter ballot and not yet completed the processing of comments from the prior letter ballot for TGp. In the comment resolution file, all the white highlighted line appear to have no action from the Tg at all. This set of comments includes multiple comments from me re the prior draft. I counted about 150.
1011: TECHNICAL comments from the prior LB that have no response and there where about an equal number of editorial comments that have not been processed yet. I will not review in detail a draft only to have the comments ignored by the TG. The Tg is not required to agree or accept all commetns recevied, but it is required to consider and respond to each and every comment.

1012: >2) Additionally, multiple of my prior comments were "countered" and the reason given was large changes adopted in some session of TGp - but the corresponding changes are not marked in the provided resline copy of D2 - so there is no reasonable way to determine what changes were actualy made.

1013: >3) Some of my prior comments were countered but the changes do not improve the draft, in fact they make them worse. For example, my prior comment 222 pointed out the problems with the use of the word "user" - the counter was to remove the definitnion of user - but new text in the redline makes more use of the (Now undefined) term user....

6. Commenter’s Suggested Remedy (If appropriate):  [From Spreadsheet]
1010: From my viewpoint the best remedy to the TGP situation is to delete the entire TGp draft and disband the task group. TGp simply does not describe any needed funtionality that is not already handled by 802.11 without the TGp changes. 
1011: From my viewpoint the best remedy to the TGP situation is to delete the entire TGp draft and disband the task group. TGp simply does not describe any needed funtionality that is not already handled by 802.11 without the TGp changes.
1012: From my viewpoint the best remedy to the TGP situation is to delete the entire TGp draft and disband the task group. TGp simply does not describe any needed funtionality that is not already handled by 802.11 without the TGp changes.
1013: From my viewpoint the best remedy to the TGP situation is to delete the entire TGp draft and disband the task group. TGp simply does not describe any needed funtionality that is not already handled by 802.11 without the TGp changes.

Background, Explanation, Discussion, etc.:

The fact that the previous LB failed has a different impact on comment resolution than if it had passed. There is no requirement that 100% of all previous comments be individually addressed. The TG tried to do so, but this was often impossible, especially for those clauses that were either eliminated or completely rewritten. An honest attempt was made to ensure that all comments that were still applicable after the re-write were addressed even if the spreadsheet did not specifically identify a formal completion. I suggest that the commenter refer to 802.11 Policies and Proceedures relative to failed ballots.
Considering the number of times that the need for 11p has been explained, both in presentations and in the PAR itself, I find the commenter”s suggested remedy to be extremely disrespectful (to use his words).
7. Recommended Resolution of the Comment:
Decline, no action
8. Motion (if technical and/or significant):

(And instructions to the editor.)
Move to decline comments ID1010, 1011, 1012 and ID1013   

Motion by: __L Armstrong____________Date: ___1/16/07______________
Second:  ______________________

	Approve:
	Disapprove:
	Abstain:
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Abstract


This document describes proposed resolutions to multiple “general” category comments resulting from LB92.











Submission
page 4
Lee Armstrong, Armstrong Consulting, Inc.

