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	“Sponsor Ballot 01” Comment Resolution


1. Comment:  [From 11-10-0239r0-sb1-tgp-comment-resolutions-master.xls(2) ]
	C ID
	Name
	Cat
	Pg
	Subclause
	Line
	Comment
	Must Sat
	Proposed Change
	Recommended Resolution

	2002
	Ecclesine, Peter
	Technical
	30
	I.2.2
	3
	The term "transmit power classification" is inserted into a clause named "transmit power levels" without any standards definition. When we remove explicit references to laws, Station Transmit Power Classification will be undefined, just as it is undefined outside 5.9 GHz in the USA (what is it's value in Europe?).
	Yes
	Define Station Transmit Power Classification in Annex I before using it in the context of US 5.85-5.925 GHz.
	 Agree in Principle.
The crux of the comment  is that the phase “transmit power classifications” should agree with the title and the headings of Table I.5a, and also the “ITS non-mobile” operating behavior should be mentioned in the text. 

Therefore:

(1) On page 29, lines 27-28, replace the entire sentence beginning with “The maximum allowable transmit power classifications…” with the following text:  “The maximum allowable STA transmit power classifications for ITS non-mobile operations in the U.S. 5.85-5.925 GHz band are shown in Table I.5a.”
(2) On page 30, lines 3-4, in the title for Table I.5a, replace the word “Transmit” with the phrase “STA transmit”.


	2015
	Malarky, Alastair
	Technical
	28
	I.1
	38
	ETSI ES 202663 now defines emission limits and behaviour for ITS operations for Europe for the 5.9 GHz and RLAN bands.
	No
	Add ETSI ES 202663 to Europe entries for Table I.1, to emission limits set 7 in Table I.2 and to behaviour limits set 18 in Table I.3.
	 Agree in Principle.
Therefore:

(1) After Table I.1, on page 28, line 26,  insert the bold, italicized editorial instruction: Append to the list of Documents for Europe, the entry:  “, ETS 202-663 [B7a]”
(2) Within Table I.2, on page 28, line 37, prepend the entry “ETS 202-663 [B7a], Clause 5” before the two entries in the Europe column (i.e. “ETSI EN 302 571” and “ETSI EN 301 893”).
(3)  Within Table I.3, Behavior limits sets 17, on page 28, line 52, prepend the entry  “ETS 202-663 [B7a], Clause 5” before the entry “ETSI EN 302 571” 
(4)  Within Table I.3, Behavior limits set 18, on page 29, line 5, prepend the entry “ETS 202-663 [B7a], Clause 5” before the entry “ETSI EN 302 571”.
(5)  On page 29, line 19, prepend  “ETS 202-663 [B7a] and ”

before “ETSI EN 301 893-1.” 

	2016
	Malarky, Alastair
	Technical
	29
	I.2.2
	40
	ETSI ES 202663 now EIRP limits for ITS operations for Europe for the 5.9 GHz band and RLAN bands.
	No
	Add "33 dBm. Additional limitations apply per ETSI ES 202663 [B<n>]"
	 Agree.  

ETSI ES 202663 (3) specifies in “Table 2: European channel allocation” of subclause 5.3 “Channel allocation” that for all “Channel type” rows in the ITS band, the maximum “TX power limit” entry is 33dBm.
Therefore:

Within Table I.4, on page 29, line 41, change the lone hyphen to “33 dBm (2W). Additional limitations apply per ETS 202-663 [B7a], Clause 5."

	2017
	Malarky, Alastair
	Editorial
	33
	 
	48
	ETSI ES 202663 now defines requirements on ITS operations for Europe for the 5.9 GHz band and RLAN bands.
	No
	Add ETSI ES 202663 to the bibliography
	 Agree.
Therefore:

On page 33, line 43, immediately below the “P.1 General” title, insert the bold, italicized editorial instruction “Insert the following after reference [B7]:” followed by inserting a normal text line in regular font that reads “[B7a] ETS 202-663 V1.1.0 (2009-11), Intelligent Transport Systems (ITS); European profile standard for the physical and medium access control layer of Intelligent Transport Systems operating in the 5 GHz frequency band. 35 “

	2018
	Worstell, Harry
	General
	18
	 
	40
	With the introduction of dot11OCBEnabled, there is a huge coexistance problem with legacy devices in the bands commonly used for infrastructure networks. If an 11p-capable device operating in the 2.4 or 5 GHz band were to have dot11OCBEnabled set true, and operate outside the context of the existing infrastructure BSSs within range, it would have serious performance implications on the existing BSSs.
	Yes
	Either specify the coexistance procedures that shall be followed before a STA uses the procedures in 11.20, or disallow it. The preferred solution is to insert a paragraph in J.2 (before the J.2.1 subheading) "Unless otherwise stated, dot11OCBEnabled shall be set false."
	Agree in Principal.
The default value for the MIB variable dot11OCBEnabled is stated in the DESCRIPTION of the MIB element in Annex D, page 27, line 15.   However, there is a deficiency that the statement “DEFVAL { false }” which assigns the default value is omitted.   (See DEFVAL examples in 802.11ma-2007 and in 802.11mb D2.01.)
The value of dotOCBEnabled being true would only occur in Subclauses J.2.2 and J.2.3, page 33.
Therefore:

In Annex D, page 27, line 16, append a new line after the DESCRIPTION, the line: “DEFVAL { false }’

	2019
	Worstell, Harry
	Technical
	33
	J.2
	9
	For the 5.9 GHz band the standard states that dot11OCBEnabled shall be set true, but it is unspecified for other bands.
	Yes
	Insert a paragraph in J.2 (before the J.2.1 subheading) "Unless otherwise stated, dot11OCBEnabled shall be set false."
	Agree in Principal.

The default value for the MIB variable dot11OCBEnabled is stated in the DESCRIPTION of the MIB element in Annex D, page 27, line 15.   However, there is a deficiency that the statement “DEFVAL { false }” which assigns the default value is omitted.   (See DEFVAL examples in 802.11ma-2007 and in 802.11mb D2.01.)

The value of dotOCBEnabled being true would only occur in Subclauses J.2.2 and J.2.3, page 33.

Therefore:

In Annex D, page 27, line 16, append a new line after the DESCRIPTION, the line: “DEFVAL { false }’

	2021
	Vlantis, George
	General
	32
	J.1
	43
	The European DSRC band is 70MHz wide, i.e. 5.855GHz to 5.925 GHz (whereas the U.S. DSRC band is 75MHz wide, i.e. 5.850 to 5.925GHz). This implies that the European DSRC band can only accommodate fourteen non-overlapping 5MHz channels (instead of the U.S.'s fifteen). Channel 170 is incorrect in Regulatory Class 6 of Table J.2. (See Slide #4 of Doc. #802.11-09/0700r6 for the mathematical derivations.)
	No
	Change the Channel Set range for Regulatory Class 13 of Table J.2 from "170-184" to "171-184". Merci. Grazie. Danke. Gracias. Epharisto. Takk. Thanks.
	Agree.  

ETSI ES 202663 (3) specifies in “Table 1: Frequency allocation in the European Union” of subclause 5.2 “Frequency allocation” that the Frequency Range for ITS usage is 5.855GHz to 5.925GHz.

There is a consistency error in the PICS of D10.0 that was introduced as a consequence of deleting mandatory requirements from subclauses J.2.2 and J.2.3 in the initial Sponsor Ballot and not updating the PICS.  In subclause A.4.3, CF17 no longer depends on the CF8, CF10, and CF11 behaviors.  CF17 now only depends on CF6, the OFDM PHY.  

Therefore:

Within Table J.2 “Regulatory classes in Europe”, on page 32, line 43, change the “Channel set” range for Regulatory Class 13 of Table J.2 from "170-184" to "171-184".
Within sublause A.4.3’s Table, change the Status entry of the CF17 row from “CF6&CF8&CF10&CF11:O”to “CF6:O” by deleting “&CF8&CF10&CF11”.


2. Background (Discussion)
Not Applicable.
3. Recommended Resolution(s) of the Comments

See the right column of the table above for the resolutions of the individual comments.

4. Motion:

(And instructions to the editor.)
Move to accept the Recommended Resolutions to these comments and the recommended changes to P802.11p D10.0 noted above and instruct the editor to make these changes to the latest draft of P802.11p.
Motion by: ____________________Date: __________
Second:  _____________________________

	Approve:  
	Disapprove:  
	Abstain:  
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Abstract


This submission addresses the Annex I and Annex J comments that were submitted during the 1st recirculation Sponsor Ballot (SB01) of the 802.11p amendment Draft 10.0(1).


Comment resolutions to CIDs 2002, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2018, 2019, and 2021, plus recommended changes relative to Draft 10.0 (if applicable) are provided for consideration by the Comment Resolution Committee.
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