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	LB125  Comment Resolution

	CID
	Commenter:
	Clause:
	Addressed By:
	Original Date Prepared

	486
	Noens, Richhard
	General
	Lee Armstrong
	11 May 2008 


1. COMMENT:  [From Spreadsheet]
"The statement "In particular, time frames that are shorter than the amount of time required to perform standard authentication and association to join a BSS are accommodated in this amendment." implies that this is the only or best way to address high mobility environments.  There are other ways to achieve this goal without abandoning one of the core tenants of dot11. "
2. Commenter’s Suggested Remedy (If appropriate):  [From Spreadsheet]
Clarify. 

If there is anything in the document that is required for implementing 802.11p, it should be moved into the draft.
3. Background, Explanation, Discussion, etc.:

This is part of the Introduction which is a place to provide explanatory information that does not or should not be a part of the final standard. If it was appropriate to put this material in the standard amendment it would have been included. A review of the referenced document(s) would have confirmed this. 
When the first draft for 11p was created,  much of this information was included in the draft simply because few people in the 802.11 WG understood what WAVE represented or why it needed to be an amendment to the standard. Many comments rightfully objected to including this information in the draft, thus it was removed from the next draft. This resulted in an equal number of comments asking what WAVE was, why, and the basis for some of the requirements upon which it is based. Thus, the referenced document was created to provide these “why?” comments without putting inappropriate material in the standard.
4. Recommended Resolution of the Comment:

Reject this comment with the above explanation given to the commentor.
5. Motion (if technical and/or significant):

(And instructions to the editor.)
Move to: Reject CID387.
Motion by: ____________________Date: _________________
Second:  ______________________

	Approve:
	Disapprove:
	Abstain:
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