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	LB144  Comment Resolution


1. COMMENT: (with previously approved resolutions)
	CID
	Commenter
	Clause
	Pg
	Ln
	Ty
	Comment
	Suggested Remedy
	Comment resolution.

	7
	Cam-Winget, Nancy
	1.2
	2
	8
	TR
	While this new bullet better sets the stage for a new "mode", it doesn't really provide any more clarity for what this "mode" (or conditions, would be)…and I presume that both devices have to be in the same "mode" to interoperate. So what aspects of 802.11 is being used?
	Clarify how this "mode" interoperates or uses 802.11 and better summarize the "mode" in use.
	Decline – Aside from the lack of reference to “mode” in the draft, this is not the place to describe such things. General descriptions are provided in Clause 5 and specific operational rules/capabilities/prohibitions are defined in other clauses. For example, the first bullet in this list is: “Describes the functions and services required by an IEEE 802.11™-compliant device to operate

within ad hoc and infrastructure networks as well as the aspects of STA mobility (transition) within those networks.” This bullet does not describe what ad hoc or infrastructure networks are or how they interoperate so why should this new bullet have such descriptions.

	8
	Chaplin, Clint
	1.2
	2
	9
	T
	"outside of an independent or infrastructure network"  "Independent" doesn't work for me.  What the heck is an "independent" 802.11 network.  Change to IBSS?
	"outside of an IBSS or infrastructure network"
	Accept

	9
	Chu, Liwen
	3
	2
	12
	T
	It is good to provide a definition of OCB. So please add the OCB definition.
	as proposed
	Counter -  all instances of “OCB” were removed due to previously considered comments

	13
	Montemurro, Michael
	4
	2
	19
	T
	There is no definition for OCB
	Add a definition. I assume it means "Out of Context of BSS".
	Counter -  all instances of “OCB” were removed due to previously considered comments

	39
	Roy, Richard
	6.1.1.2
	3
	34
	TR
	Material describing how the priority parameter in MAC service primitives is to be interpreted when transmitting data frames outside a BSS is missing.  
	Add text describing how the TID value is used is such cases including allowance for its use as a peer-to-peer STA Block Ack exchange identifier.
	Decline – consensus of the group is that this is not required. Related comments in other clauses were also declined, see CIDs

	40
	Strutt, Guenael
	7.1.3.1.2
	4
	6
	TR
	TGs will require a subtype to indicate that the management frame contains a header that allows it to send an element to a STA that is not its immediate neighbour (the "Multihop Action" frame, see same clause in D2.09 page 10). I understand that all Task Groups are competing for the precious subtype resource, but I'd like to point out that the reason why Task Group 's' did not reuse an existing Action frame is because something before the action frame content (i.e. the MAC header) needs to indicate the presence of the Mesh Control field in the body of the frame.
	I'm not sure how to proceed with this.  I can think of a variety of solutions: 1) We could overload a subtype and let the type of network determine what to do with the action frame (i.e. the action would be "multihop action" if sent between two STAs that are part of an MBSS, and "Timing Advertisement" if sent between two STAs within the 802.11p framework -- not particularly elegant but it works). 2) Maybe TGp could use a regular action frame?  I mean, why use the last remaining subtype if it doesn't actually have a hardware dependency?  I understand this could be said of many other subtypes but this happens to be the *last one*.
	Decline - This frame specifically requires the use of a Timestamp inserted which is a feature with hardware dependency and is a feature of management frames.  Also this is not the "last remaining" subtype.

	41
	Durand, Roger
	Table 7-2
	4
	15
	TR
	If either the "To DS" or the "from DS" bit is set to 1 the comment " for data frames outside of a BSS, this standard does not define procedures for using this combination of field values" serves no purpose
	Remove the 11p comment
	Counter, change words added to be “or a data frame from STA to STA when dot11OCBEnabled is true.

	208
	Malarky, Alastair
	A.4.15
	22
	40
	T
	Change "communications outside the context of a BSS" to "communication of data frames outside the context of a BSS"
	As per comment
	Counter, change to  “Default EDCA parameters for communications

when dot11OCBEnabled is true” 

	242
	Adachi, Tomoko
	General
	100
	1
	TR
	I disagree with the resolution to my comment CID 216 in the previous ballot. 
Reliability should be a key feature to WAVE, but it is said that the solution to interference with overlapping BSSs depends on implementation. 
If there is a probablity or expectation to do multi-channel operation, it is clear to be worse. 
The issue should be addressed somewhere and as the access mechanism is based on 802.11, 802.11p should be the place. 
	As in comment. 
	Decline,
We are neither altering nor undermining the basic 802.11 methods for accessing the channels. We are typically communicating STA to STA without a BSS.



	244
	Durand, Roger
	General
	100
	3
	TR
	The "dot11OCBenabled" operation is poorly defined thru-out the 11p draft 6.0 doc. Relative to standards expectations for completeness relative to the basic concept of why we need to do this. 
	define "dot11OCBenabled" operation
	Decline, see the definition and thurough description in 5.2.11.



	245
	Durand, Roger
	General 
	100
	4
	TR
	The "dot11OCBenabled" operation is poorly defined thru-out the 11p draft 6.0 doc relative to operation outside of a BSS. 
	define "dot11OCBenabled" operation outside of a BSS
	Decline, see the definition and thurough description in 5.2.11.



	247
	Durand, Roger
	General
	100
	6
	ER
	The overall 11p 6.0 document appears to have gone thru a labotomy relative to recent document revisions regarding details and why 11p is doing what it is doing. I believe 802.11p has moved the wrong way by removing basic needed details in order to comprehend what and why 11p exists as the present document now asks far more questions, then it answers. Simply removing entire portions of the document doesn't answer multiple previous technical comments. 
	Increase document detail so that someone skilled in the 802.11 art can read this document and understand what 11p is doing and why.
	Addressed in doc 596

	98
	Stephens, Adrian
	7.3.2.26
	7
	4
	T
	I think the baseline standard is confusing and misleading in description of how the OUI is represented.   Treating the field as a 3-octet integer,  the least significant bit of the least significant octet is transmitted first.   Treating the OUI as a 3-octet sequence,  the least significant bit of the leftmost (which maps to the most significant when converting between the OUI 3-octet sequence and an integer as shown in http://standards.ieee.org/regauth/oui/oui.txt) octet is transmitted first.   Treating the field as a "MAC address" as suggested in STD-2007 7.3.2.25.1,  the I/G bit,  which normally is represented as the most significant bit of the leftmost octet,  is transmitted first.   i.e. we appear to have 3 incompatible encodings.

The correct answer is the second one - i.e. treating it as a sequence of octets transmitted most significant octet and least significant bit first.

This lack of clarity is not necessarily TGp's problem,  but seeing as you are touching this text,  you should at least provide a less ambiguous description of the new encoding.

Same comment in 7.4.5.
	Definine the Organization Idenfier as carrying carrying an OUI or an IAB field.  (strictly it's not an IAB,  but only 40 bits of an IAB).

Then state for OUI,  "An OUI is specified as a 3-octet sequence as xx-yy-zz.  The OUI field is the 3 octet sequence containing xx,yy,zz. The least significant bit of 'xx' octet is transmitted first."

Then state for IAB,  "The IAB is specified as a 3-octet sequency xx-yy-zz and a 24-bit integer range abc000-abcfff in base 16 representation where a represents the value of the most significant nibble, and so on.   The IAB field is the 5 octet sequence containing xx,yy,zz,a * 16 + b, c * 16 + d,  where d is a 4-bit value specified by the vendor.  The least significant bit of octet 'xx' is transmitted first.
	Counter.

The OUI field in other elements (e.g. see 7.3.2.25.1) defines the field to use MAC ordering.  To be consistent this is what is proposed.  
Covered in 503.

	99
	Cam-Winget, Nancy
	7.3.2.26
	7
	9
	TR
	This new modification to the vendor specific OUI seems to break backward compatibility.  Implementations today may already be hardcoded to presume the length is 3 and not check its proper value, breaking compatibility.
	Create a new version e.g. new Element ID for this vendor specific IE
	Declined. Previous suggestion:
Any STA which currently is limited to 3-octets has no way of interpreting the vendor specific element for specific 24-bit OUIs that have been shared over multiple vendors/organizations by the IEEE Registration Authority.  For such STAs supporting the vendors/orgnaizations that have been assigned the longer unique identifiers, the amendment allows them to use the IE.  The solution does not break compatibility.
Alternative would be to counter with reference to the OUI solution.

Covered by 503


2. Background

3. Recommended Resolution of the Comments:

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

(And instructions to the editor.)
Move to accept the Recommended Resolutions to these comments and the Recommended changes to P802.11p D6.01 noted above and instruct the editor to make these changes to P802.11p D6.01.
Motion by: ___ _________________Date: ___________
Second:  ______ ________________

	Approve: 
	Disapprove: 
	Abstain: 


References:




Abstract


This submission proposes resolutions to miscellaneous comments identified as “general”.
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