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	360
	Montemurro, Michael
	11.1
	Given the speeds that these radios are traveling relative to each other, I would think it would be a challenge to do rate adaptation. Would it be better to limit the rates to a minimum value(s)?
	Consider restricting the data rates that are advertised for WBSS.
	Declined
	Although in practice, to ensure good performance,  the data rates advertised by a WAVE station in high vehicle speed environments may indeed be a subset of those available from the PHY, this is a system implementation issue that requires no additions to the standard.

	443
	Engwer, Darwin
	11.14.2
	"or to a DS".  The text does not precisely articulate how a STA will transmit data to the DS.  See also my comment re clause 5.2.2a.  If WAVE STAs only link to each other then, like IBSS STAs, maybe there is no need for the DS at all.  So why is it included here?  Be careful when referencing the DS and consider the implications of transferring data to it or through it.
	Clarify how the STA transfers data to the DS, or remove the reference to the DS.
	Acceptede
	This issue is discussed in DCN 11-08/0252r0 and addressed by the motion to change the draft in that document.

	444
	Bai , Fan
	11.14.2
	Fig11-19. The 1st key issue related with this WAVE advertisement process is: how to terminate the WAVE advertisement process? This question, in fact, includes two sub-questions: (1) whether there is a need for WAVE provider to terminate the WAVE advertisement process? (2) if needed, how to terminate? (i.e., what is the appropriate operation procedures for both WAVE provider and WAVE user, after WAVE termination)? 
	If this question is identified as a 'true' question for standard community to address (based on the consensus), here are at least three technical options for standard working groups to consider for termination procedure: (1) The WAVE provider periodicallly announces its WAVE advertisement (with a given frequency). If a WAVE user does not hear from any WAVE advertisement for a long time, WAVE user will deem that WAVE provider implicitly terminated its WBSS; This approach is called "soft state" approach; (2) The WAVE provider will announce an explicit "termination" message before it wants to terminate the WBSS service. In this case, no periodical message of WAVE advertisement is used; This is called "hard state" approach; (3) or, standard working group can state that this termination procedure is not in the scope of PHY and MAC layer, which should be addressed in upper-layer standard (i.e. 1609.3 or similar), and 11p amendment will not address this issue at all. However, such an explicit statement should be given in the document. 
	Accepted.
	This issue is addressed by the new text in Clause 11.18 in DCN 11-08/0251r1, which makes it clear that it is not the responsibility of the initiator to terminate a WAVE BSS.

	446
	Bai , Fan
	11.14.2
	Fig11-19. The 3rd issue (not very critical) is the reliability enhancement for WAVE advertisement. This illustrated WAVE advertisement procedure is under an implicit assumption that all the message (especially WAVE On-Demand Beacon Frame) are reliably received. However, the reliability can not always be guarantted under all the situation. Naturally, the following question is: does standard society want to include the reliability enhancement mechanism for this WAVE advertisement procedure? The answer could be two: (1) yes, this one should be regulated; (2)No, since it is out of scope and other entity should address it (either upper-layer standard or implementator's private solution). If the answer is yes, what is the solution? 
	Suggest the working group to discuss this issue and reach the consensus. No matter what is the result (put provide this enhancement mechanism, or decline it since it is out of scope), a sentence should be explicilty given so that the implementator is aware whether they have the freedom to do the reliability enhancement mechanism.  
	Declined.
	Implicit in all 802.11 wireless communication is the possibility that a given frame will not be received. System implementers will be aware that any broadcast communication does not have guaranteed delivery, and that application or implementation specific methods must be used to meet system communication requirements. 




































































Abstract


This document includes suggested resolutions for the remaining comments from LB110 on Clause 11, comment IDs 360, 415, 443, 444 and 446. Motions for changes to the TGp draft are made in other documents, so this document is for information only.
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