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1. Comments
There are multiple comments that are related to potential adjacent channel interference.

Specific comments are: 


“In the July 2007 meeting is was brought up that the TGp proposed amendment may not work in the environment that it is designed for. In presentation IEEE 802.11-07/2133r0 different issues were brought up regarding "two-independent radio model" and interference scenarios in which high speed vehicular communication may not work. There may exist a serious interference problem. TGp WG should seriously look into these potential problems and address them if they exist before proceeding with finalizing the draft”

“Document 07/2133r0 illuminates a systems level coexistence problem relative to adjacent channel interference wherin the transmitters in the adjacent channels are transmitting at different power levels at realistice radio spacings of 2.5 meters or greater”

“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”

“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.”

“The presence of the optional category 2 in Table 17-13a seems to indicate that the improved rejection levels allow for better receiver performance. In light of the cross channel interference test results from SF(11-07-2133-00-000p), it might be beneficial to change the word optional to recommended” 

“It appears that in real-world applications that adjacent channel interference will prevent useful operation of an 802.11p network.”

“Document 07/2133r0 illuminates a systems level coexistence problem relative to adjacent channel interference wherin the transmitters in the adjacent channels are transmitting at different power levels at realistice radio spacings of 2.5 meters or greater.”

2. Commenter’s Suggested Remedy (If appropriate):  
Variations on the theme of eliminating 11p.
3. Background, Explanation, Discussion, etc.:

The concern is that there may be adjacent channel interference, an analysis of which was the subject of the referenced submission. Excuse me, but has there ever been a radio (including all variations of 802.11) that does have the potential for adjacent channel interference? The presentation at the July meeting summarized the results of testing done by some car manufacturers who wanted to quantify the impacts when multiple radios are mounted in the same car or from other cars located near by. This has been thoroughly addressed in the past along with extensive presentations showing simulation, laboratory, and field test results that verify that a system according to this draft will work and will do so with existing chip sets. Adjacent channel interference exists with any radio and is an implementation issue and should not be addressed by the standard. If anything belongs in any standard, it is a frequency and channel management plan at a higher layer than the MAC (and thus outside the scope of 802.11).
4. Recommended Resolution of the Comment:

Reject comments 553, 298, 453, 526, 532, 544, and 546

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

(And instructions to the editor.)
Move to reject comments 553, 298, 453, 526, 532, 544, and 546.

Motion by: _Lee Armstrong______________Date: __2007-09-18_______
Second:  ______________________

	Approve:
	Disapprove:
	Abstain:
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Abstract


Proposed resolution of LB110 comments related to radio interference. There are a number of comments that assert that because 11p has potential adjacent channel interference, it should not be allowed to become part of 802.11
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