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	LB110  Comment Resolution


1. COMMENT:  [From Spreadsheet]  INSERT Original Comment Here:
	ID
	Commenter
	Clause
	Pg
	Ln
	Type
	Comment
	Suggested Remedy
	Recommended Resolution

	6
	Caam-Winget, Nancy
	General
	1
	1
	TR
	While small changes to the OFDM PHY specification are described, the core of the operations described are independent of 802.11.  This is an indication that perhaps it should not be an inherent amendment to 802.11.
	This specification seems better suited as a standalone specification and should be rewritten accordingly, and  bring in more overview and operation text that was in P1609.1
	Decline.  This would be counter to the approved PAR.  The features and functions of P1609.1 are beyond the scope of 802.11. See clause 2 of this document for more details.

	9
	Ecclesine, Peter
	General
	1
	1
	TR
	This work should be a Standalone Standard to better have unchanged unambiguous meaning in the vehicular technology timeframe. The fact that the 11p draft is not tracking the baseline of 802.11 is testimony to the amount of coordination that would be imposed on the other 802.11 Task Groups to maintain WAVE mode unchanged over a decade or more. I haven't mentioned 11n and the VHT Study Group, but obviously they will make changes to Clauses 11 and 17.
	Change draft type to be a standard based on 802.11-2007, so that no other amendments or subsequent revised base standards are needed to completely specify WAVE mode.
	 Decline.  The new draft addresses most of the comment concerns, but the PAR specifically identifies this as an amendment rather than a stand-alone document.  See clause 2 of this document for more details.

	12
	Myles, Andrew
	general
	1
	1
	TR
	This proposed amendment is much better than previous versions in that it no longer contains higher layer concepts not relevant to 802.11

However the problem now is that it is now a set of mechanisms without any obvious context.
	Rewrite the document as a standalone standard that references 802.11 but does not amend it. This should be a relatively simple process given the way the document is now written
	Decline.  The new draft addresses most of the comment concerns, but the PAR specifically identifies this as an amendment rather than a stand-alone document.  See clause 2 of this document for more details.

	15
	Durand, Roger
	General
	1
	1
	TR
	This amendment has been so reduced in size that it lacks an abilty to stand alone.The draft documents have been edited in a manner that what remains actually creates confusion with the rest of 802.11. 
	Either- rewrite the document increasing the detail so as to enable the document to be a standalone entity and create another annex. Or, wherever 802.11p is creating rules those rules should be clearly called out to only apply to the automotive 5.9 GHz band.
	Decline.  The TGp draft amendment is not intended to stand alone. The new draft addresses most of the comment concerns.  See clause 2 of this document for more details.

	24
	Myles, Andrew
	1.2
	2
	2
	TR
	The text characterises the amendment as providing features for "rapidly varying environments"

One reading of this goal is that these features can be used for rapidly varying environments throughout the spectrum. In fact, the features are explicitly designed for the 5.9GHz band for use with the IEEE 1609 protocols. They are not applicable to the other bands
	Either be more explicit as the purpose of the amendment (in terms of spectrum) or move all of the amendment into a standalone standard
	Decline.  The new draft addresses most of the comment concerns. The change to 1.2 implies that this is for WAVE; however, it may be applicable to other functions.  See clause 2 of this document for more details.


2. Background, Explanation, Discussion, etc.:

The issue of creating WAVE as a stand-alone specification rather than an amendment to IEEE Std 802.11 has been addressed many times during earlier TGp sessions as well as when the DSRC committee developed the ASTM document that referenced the 802.11a.  The decision was to join the IEEE 802.11 Working Group and develop an amendment to 802.11 for DSRC which became WAVE.  Each time the issue has been raised the judgment of the TGp task group has been to remain as an amendment to 802.11.  
The new draft addresses most of the comment concerns, but the PAR specifically identifies this as an amendment rather than a stand-alone document.

3. Recommended Resolution of the Comments:

See the right column above for the resolutions of the individual comments.
4. Recommended Changes to P802.11p D3.0:

There is no changes required to IEEE P802.11p/D3.0 based on the comment resolutions specified in clause 1 of this document.
5. Motion (if technical and/or significant):

Move to accept the Recommended Resolutions to these comments and the Recommended changes to P802.11p D3.0 noted above and instruct the editor to make these changes to P802.11p D3.0.
Motion by: ___Francois Simon________________Date: 
Second:  ______________________

	Approve:
	Disapprove:
	Abstain:
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Abstract


This paper addresses the comments on “Stand-alone” classification.  It includes responses to CR#:  6, 9, 12, 15, and 24. 
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