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	LB125  Comment Resolution


1. Comments addressed in 11-08-1168-01 for which “Counter:OBE” is correct resolution:

CID 73, 75, 81, 82, 88, 89, 91, 371, 477 

2. Comments addressed in 11-08-1168-01 requiring reconsideration:  [From Spreadsheet]









        Proposed Resolution
	49
	Braskich, Tony
	5.2.2a/3/18
	This draft amendment creates a BSS that is similar to an IBSS, but with some features removed or optional.  (For example, the restriction of specifically belonging to a BSS, association & authentication, and synchronization through regular beacon transmission.)  Most changes in this amendment do not appear to be applicable only to a vehicular environment.  Further, some vehicular applications may benefit minimally from the WAVE architecture and may require other designs.
	Illustrate the close relationship to an IBSS by defining the architecture as an "amendment" to IBSS.  Specifically, change the name to something like "simplified" or "unrestricted" IBSS mode.
	Counter: accept suggestion to loosen tie to vehicular environment.  Specific suggestion regarding IBSS is not accepted.  The wording of our resolution needs to wait until our 5.2.2a text is stable.

	50
	Emeott, Stephen
	5.2.2a/3/18
	Its misleading to make claims that WAVE "enbales" the use of 802.11 devices in any specific environment (vehicular or otherwise).  As defined, WAVE is simply one of the modes in which a STA may operate.  The standard should not make a blanket statement suggesting that one mode of operation, such as WAVE, enables a station to meet any or all of the requirments of vehicular environments.
	Modify the first sentence of 5.2.2a to read "Wireless Access in Vehicular Environments (WAVE) defines a mode of operation in which stations communicate directly and for only as long as the LAN is needed."
	Counter - accept in principle.  The new D4.02 language in 5.2.2a refers to "direct" communication, as suggested.  It also avoids overstating what the amendment "enables". .  The wording of our resolution needs to wait until our 5.2.2a text is stable.

	52
	Myles, Andrew
	5.2.2a/3/18
	The text claims that WAVE mode "enables" 802.11 in vehicular environments.

However this is probably over stating the properties of WAVE mode compared to 802.11:
* 802.11 already works well in at least some vehicular environments
* WAVE has far less functionality that 802.11 today (because WAVE requires 1609) and so it is not really comparing apples with apples
	Reduce the claims so that it merely says that WAVE mode is designed as part of solution to support operation in rapidly changing environments
	Counter: Accept in Principle.  The 5.2.2a language in D4.02 does indeed "reduce the claims."  We don't use his precise language since we dropped the Wave Mode term. The wording of our resolution needs to wait until our 5.2.2a text is stable.

	53
	Roy, Richard
	5.2.2a/3/18
	The concept of a WBSS is unnecessary. The additional functionality required to make STAs WAVE capable neither depends on nor does it require any concept of associating in any way  with other STAs. As stated, this amendment specifies functionality that allows STAs to communicate outside the context of any BSS, and the introduction of the term/concept WBSS only confuses the matter, not to mention the implementer. Also, WAVE is not a separate "mode" of operation of a STA.  The WAVE amendment provides additional specifications that allow STAs to communicate (i.e., send data, management, and control frames) outside the context of any BSS.  For example, in addition to all the normal 802.11 functionality, WAVE capable STAs can send data frames without first having to join a BSS.  Furthermore, the modifications to 802.11 being proposed to make the standard applicable to rapidly varying RF environments have application to a large number of systems, not just those anticipated by intelligent transport systems.  The number of units that sucessfully implement and use the "WAVE capabilities" is likely to far exceed the number of vehicles on the planet.  Use of the term "vehicles" to describe the features of the new functionality is limiting. 
	Rename this clause "Communication outside of a BSS" and rewrite it eliminating the concept of WBSS and replacing WAVE mode with WC STAs.  Also remove all mention of "vehicles/vehicular" other than as one possible exampe of a rapidly varying RF environment.   
	This is Counter: Accept in Principle.  We renamed the section, almost as suggested, but not exactly.  We did remove the concept of the WAVE BSS, but did not repalce Wave mode with WC STAs.  We did remove all mention of vehicles and vehicular, at least in D4.02.This is either an Accept or a Counter: Accept in Principle.  We renamed the section, almost as suggested, but not exactly.  We did remove the concept of the WAVE BSS, but did not repalce Wave mode with WC STAs.  We did remove all mention of vehicles and vehicular, at least in D4.02.

	59
	Engwer, Darwin
	5.2.2a/3/23
	"The need to enter WAVE mode is determined by upper layers" - presumably the "upper layers" reference refers to the upper layers of the ISO protocol stack, upon which 802.11 is built (see 802.11-2007 cl 2 re ISO/IEC 7498-1:1994).  Remember that such layers do not take action, instead, corresponding applications which make use of those layers take actions.  The layers only define a packet format and protocol for use of those packets to perform some action on request from some application.  Hence, the need to enter a given mode cannot be determined by a protocol layer.  That need could be determined by an application or generically by some portion of the Station Management Entity (SME), which is embodied in components that are present at all layers.
	change "upper layers" to "the SME" or "applications outside the MAC".
Adjust the sentence wording as required for proper grammar.
There are multiple references to "upper layers" and "higher layers" within the draft, which all require similar corrections.
This comment empowers the TG to correct those other references too.
	Considering the suggested remedy, we could perhaps counter that we want to include both upper layers and the SME as possible sources of decision, information, and functionality, as we do in D4.02.  Do we want to refer only to SME?  Perhaps we need to discuss with commenter his view that upper layers never take action.  Could use task group discussion on this.  We have two sentences in 5.2.2a of D4.02 that bear on this.  The first is: "The use of this facility is determined by upper layers, which are also responsible for system management and security."  The second is: "STAs communicating outside the context of a BSS do not presume the presence of a DS and may implement services analogous to the DSS as well as security services in the station management entity or higher layers, the specification of which is outside the scope of this standard." The first refers only to upper layers, and should probably refer also to the SME.  The second already refers to both upper layers and the SME.

	60
	Roebuck, Randal
	5.2.2a/3/24
	Add "channelization prioritization" to include IEEE 1609.4.  Other words relate to 1609.3 (system management) and 1609.2 (security).  
	Make sentence read "… system management, channelization/prioritization and security."
	In R4 of the spreadsheet this is categorized as editorial and shown with a resolution "Accepted as stated".  However, D4.02 text does not reflect the suggestion.  I am unclear whether this is something we want to accept or not.  Some say that 802.11 defines MAC behavior for a given channel, but does not define channel selection.  Others point out that 802.11 defines scanning, which is about channel selection.  1609.4 is about moving a device from one channel to another.  See also CID 61.  Group discussion on this needed.

	61
	Dickey, Susan
	5.2.2a/3/25
	The method by which two different STAs agree on a channel for communication is different than for AP/STA or IBSS STAs and should be mentioned here. Otherwise the method for initializing communications in this mode remains unclear.
	Add a sentence after "regulatory domain" that says "Rather than scanning to find other STAs in a neighborhood, a STA in WAVE mode will initially transmit and receive on a channel known a priori to WAVE STAs either through regulatory designation or some other out of band communication."
	I think we can Counter: Accept in Principle.  We can't accept because we don't use Wave mode any more.  But, this contrast to how channel selection is done in traditional BSSs seems useful.  D4.02 Clause 5.2.2a does not currently address this.  It should be added.

	63
	Myles, Andrew
	5.2.2a/3/27
	The paragraph at the head of a list of  bullets should either introduce or summarise the bullets. 

However, this paragraph does neither relative to the following list
	Rewrite paragraph and/or following list so that the paragraph either summarises all of the following list or introduces the following list
	This will probably end up being “Counter: OBE” but we should leave the resolution open until we update the 5.2.2a text.

	66
	Myles, Andrew
	5.2.2a/3/31
	The text states, "Communication within a WAVE BSS allows a LAN to be setup quickly"

This is just wrong because:
* A WLAN, not a LAN, is being set up
* The "communication within a WAVE BSS" is not what allows a WLAN to be "set up"

I suspect  what is meant is that WAVE defines mechanisms that allow a BSS to be set up quickly,  for a STA to join an existing BSS quickly or for STAs to communicate without a BSS
	Change the text to make it accurate
	Accept: D4.02 text avoids the phrase cited in the comment, and reflects the commenter's inference.  The new text is changed to make it accurate, and so accepts the suggested remedy.

	72
	Dickey, Susan
	5.2.2a/3/37
	Avoidance of scanning is an important part of the reduction of delay, and should be mentioned in the bullet item along with the avoidance of authentication and association.
	Add "Scanning for access points is avoided by transmitting and receiving on a channel known a priori."
	I think this is a good suggestion.  We should accept, subject to agreement on specific words.

	77
	Braskich, Tony
	5.2.2a/3/42
	What is the implication of allowing communication outside a (WAVE) BSS, particularly when beacon generation is optional (11.18.1 states: "STA *may* send subsequent WAVE beacons…"), and a WAVE STA "shall not use active or passive scanning" [11.18].  How does a WAVE STA determine acceptable PHY parameters, such as those exchanged in the Supported rates information element?
	Discovery of PHY parameters of nearby STAs while in WAVE mode does not seem to be robust.  Specify the procedure for WAVE STAs to communicate if they have not "exchanged" beacons nor probe responses.
	I think we can accept this.  We should indeed specify the procedure for STAs to communicate outside the context of a BSS (given that they are not exchanging beaconds or probe responses).  Language to implement this is TBD.

	78
	Emeott, Stephen
	5.2.2a/3/42
	It should be made clear for WAVE mode of operation that "This mode of operation is only possible when IEEE 802.11 STAs are able to communicate directly."
	Make the suggested change
	counter, accept in principle.  Current 4.02 language in 5.2.2a uses the word "direct"

	79
	McCann, Stephen
	5.2.2a/3/42
	If data frames can be transmitted outside of the BSS in an essentially unsolicted manner, then why both with even using the BSS concept. Additionally I didn't think that the base standard mentions broadcast frames, so this may require to be clarified.
	Some text could be added, to explain why a BSS and this alternative mode of non-BSS tranmission are allowed, and the reasons why a STA may want to use either mode. Why not just state that WAVE mode operates outside of a BSS and be done with it.
	We have accepted the main argument - we already accepted his suggestion to "just state that WAVE mode operates outside of a BSS"  He also suggests that we explain why non-BSS transmission is allowed.  We may need to beef that up to satisfy him, or we may need to reject that part of the comment.  Overall I guess this looks like either an Accept or a Counter.  Final resolution needs to wait until we update 5.2.2a.

	80
	Stanley, Dorothy
	5.2.2a/3/42
	What does "outside the context of a BSS" mean? IBSS? Seems as though a new mode is being defined


	
	This comment is not included in 11-08-1168-01.  However, 11-08-514-05 of the spreadsheet classifies the comment as “counter” and shows the following resolution of this comment: “Draft P802.11p defines "communication outside of a BSS" as data frames which may be sent to unicast destination addresses or as a broadcast with a BSSID as the third address that can be used by the receiver to decide whether to accept it. Please also see documents 1134r3, 1024r7, and the latest P802.11p draft.”
However, I cannot find this text in D4.02.  I cannot find any specific definition of the term she asks for.  I think we should supply a definition.  Not sure what the formal resolution of this comment should be, since she does not offer a suggested remedy.

	83
	Engwer, Darwin
	5.2.2a/3/44
	"MAC address" - there are many MAC address fields used within various headers and frame formats.  This statement provides no context for which MAC address among those is being referenced.  Since "data *frame*" is cited rather than MSDU, the address in question might be the Receiver Address (RA), but perhaps the intended address is the MSDU Destination Address (DA).
	change "MAC address" to "destination MAC address"
	This refers to text that no longer exists.  We may want to add back some mention of MAC addresses.  If so, we should take this into account and Counter:AIP.  On the other hand if we do not add back some meniton of MAC addresses we will just Counter: OBE. The final resolution should wait until we get stable 5.2.2a text.

	92
	Rai, Vinuth
	5.2.2a/3/
39-41
	The sentence, "STAs in WAVE mode do not use DS", seems like a very vague statement and I don’t believe that this was the intent in Orlando
	Reword sentence to convey correct intent
	Either accept or counter with an explanation, but not counter: OBE.

	93
	Stephenson, Dave
	5.2.2a/3/
42-45
	The text states, "WAVE mode allows communication outside the context of a BSS."  However, the text (nowhere in the document as far as I can tell) provides a definition of "outside the context of a BSS".  Outside of this context, it is unclear how a STA discovers the presence of another STA within radio range.
	Provide a detailed definition of "outside the context of a BSS" and provide details on how one STA discovers and communicates with another STA in this scenario.
	I think we should accept both parts of suggested remedy.  First sentence of new text attempts a definition of a sort, but it needs improvement ("without having to …").  There will be a debate probably over what it means to satisfy the second part of his suggestion.

	94
	Stephenson, Dave
	5.2.2a/3/
42-45
	The text states, "WAVE mode allows communication outside the context of a BSS."  However, the text (nowhere in the document as far as I can tell) provides a definition of "outside the context of a BSS".
	Provide a description of the purpose and type of information a STA will communicate outside the context of a BSS.
	Note, comment text is identical to 93, but remedy is different.  Suggest we say Counter.  We do provide one example of a purpose: "This allows immediate …" (second sentence).  We do not and really cannot descrbe the type of information.  This is not OBE.

	475
	Roy, Richard
	All/100/100
	The concept of a WBSS is unnecessary. The additional functionality required to make STAs WAVE capable neither depends on nor does it require any concept of associating in any way  with other STAs. As stated, this amendment specifies functionality that allows STAs to communicate outside the context of any BSS, and the introduction of the term/concept WBSS only confuses the matter, not to mention the implementer. 
	Remove the description of and all references to WBSS from the document. Also rewrite the intro to reflect the contents of the recommended change.
	Accept

	330
	Cam-Winget, Nancy 
	11.18/21/1
	This section states that "a STA in WAVE mode shall not join an infrastructure BSS or IBSS and it shall not use MAC sublayer authentication or association".  This goes to the heart of establishing an 802.11 session, this seems to void the 802.11 security model.  While upper layers may provide security, L2 must provide the ability to provide security as well....such as those defined in 5.3.
	If 11p is eradicating use of 802.11 security, it should modify at least Clause 5.3 and 8 to state that these are not used and further clarifications should be made in Clause 11.18 as well.
	The commenter’s concern remains even though we removed the WAVE BSS concept.  This needs to be addressed one way or another.

	369
	Myles, Andrew
	11.18.3/
22/5
	The text provides advice on how to update the TSF value on reception. It is based on existing text in 11.1.2.4.

However, in both cases this text is unnecessarily complex. 
	The TSF represents the time the symbol containing the first bit of the TSF was transmitted/received (ignoring propagation delay). The text should say, "it shall update its TSF timer by adding the received TSF to an estimate of the time since the  symbol containing the first bit of the TSF was received". A similar change should be made to 11.1.2.4.
	The text to which the commenter refers remains, now in 11.18.2 (D4.02).  This comment needs to be addressed.  We might want to reject on the basis that the text he criticizes is in the baseline, and this is thus a RevMb issue.

	372
	Hamilton, Mark
	11.18.3
/22/9
	This paragraph includes an algorithm used (presumably) by the MLME (since it is in the MLME section, and doesn't specify otherwise) to optionally synchronize the STA's TSF to received frames.  But, there is no service primitive to inform the MLME whether synchronization is desired or not.
	Add some explanatory text about how this synchronization is done or not as an option.  For example, is it actually the SME that not only decides whether to synchronize, but also does the synchronization via the SET/INCTSFTIME primitives?  Or, does the MAC/MLME do this automatically upon frame recept, and the option is contolled some other way?
	The commenter’s concernremains even though we removed the WAVE BSS concept.  This needs to be addressed one way or another.


3. Comments adequately addressed in 11-08-1178-02:

CID 43, 45, 86
4. Comments addressed in 11-08-1178-02 requiring further consideration 









       

      Comment
	339
	Goodall, David
	11.18.1/21/7
	21
	7
	T
	How does a WAVE mode STA know which channel to use when initialising a new WAVE mode BSS?
	Define how a STA initialising a WAVE mode BSS selects the channel on which the new BSS will operate. This may require a change to the MLME-ONDEMANDBEACON.request primitive, e.g. if the channel is provided by a higher layer.
	Partly OBE, but this does’t answer the whole question. STA uses the channel identified in the MIB, this should not require explanation. Basic 802.11 doesn’t provide any description of how to know what channel to transmit a beacon on, why is 11p different?
	This explanation could be better

	368
	Chan, Douglas
	17
	22
	1
	TR
	11p standardizes operation of 802.11 devices in environments where the PHY layer properties are rapidly changing and it re-uses the 11a PHY.  Since each PHY is designed to satisfy certain level of reliable communications for a given environment, has TGp evaluated whether the 11a PHY is capable for handling said rapidly changing PHY properties expected for WAVE operations?  It appears n the latest draft that amendments to Clause 17, i.e. the 11a PHY, is minimal and does not pertain to anything related to the WAVE channel.  
	Analyze if not had, and address accordingly.
	This question has been answered many times, with reference to supporting documents provided in the introduction.
	Modify the explanation to be less dismissive

	472
	Myles, Andrew
	General
	100
	18
	TR
	In the last LB I commented:

During the San Francisco meeting, a presentation was given that claims experiments show adjacent channel interference is a significant problem when 11p is used in a way similar to the way it is used by IEEE 1609

I requested:

Please either explain how 11p can be used in its current form or make appropriate modification to either 11p and/or IEEE 1609 so that 11p can be used

The request was declined with 

The judgment of this task group is that  the most effective  solutions (e.g: channel management) to this potential problem are out of the scope of this 11p amendment. 

My response in this LB is:

It is not out of scope of this WG to understand whether or not a proposed amendment will be effective in its intended context. The only conclusion I can draw from the somewhat evasive answer is that the questions and issues raised in San Franciso are still open.
	Please either explain how 11p can be used in its current form or make appropriate modification to either 11p and/or IEEE 1609 so that 11p can be used.
	This is a big misunderstanding of what was being presented and its significance. This was explained to the commentor previous to the LB. The report was from car manufacturers that know little to nothing about wireless comm. and were merely reporting that there is potential interference between adjacent channels when operating in close proximity to each other. Is the commentor implying that there is no such interference possible with existing 802.11 radios? That would be absurd.
	This explanation is insulting to many parties

	473
	Myles, Andrew
	General
	100
	19
	TR
	In the last LB I commented: 

…it  is now a set of mechanisms without any obvious context.

I suggested: 

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

The TG responded:

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 document 2995r0 for more details.

I now respond:

The lack of text in the amendment explaining the context of these seemingly random features that have no relevance to the majority of 802.11 users is of great concern. In particular, it detracts further from the base standard and has the potential to confuse.
	At this point there are a few choices to remedy the situation:

* Withdraw the PAR, which will make the problem go away

* Change the PAR so that 11p is a standalone standard, with context added

* Add context to the current draft, probably in clause 5 or cluse 11

I would be happy with any of these choices but would prefer the second option
	
	No explanation provided.  Need an explanation.

	95
	Engwer, Darwin
	6.2.1.1.2
	4
	9
	TR
	re inclusion of the BSSID in the list of primitive parameters - how would an ISO or IEEE protocol layer above L2, which is the entity that generates the .request primitive, have knowledge of the BSSID?
	Cite a normative reference to a protocol above L2 that has the capability of knowing or obtaining the BSSID, otherwise this is a data set layer violation - therefore remove the BSSID parameter from the parameter list.
	Believe that the current draft may at least partially resolve this, but decline to go further at this time. (See if the current draft is adequate).
	In what way does the current draft partially resolve this?

	98
	Adrian, Stephens
	6.2.1.1.2
	4
	11
	TR
	It is not enough,  IMHO,  to indicate that the basic service set parameter is optional.

Same comment wherever this occurs in clause 6.
	Indicate that this is present if and only if the STA is in wave mode.
	Believe that the current draft may at least partially resolve this, but decline to go further at this time. (See if the current draft is adequate).
	In what way does the current draft partially resolve this?

	99
	Marshall, Bill
	6
	4
	11
	TR
	presence of an optional parameter in an interface primitive needs to be dependent on the setting of a MIB variable in order to be backward compatible with prior implementations
	add at start of line 11 "Basic Serivce set identification is only present if dot11WAVEEnabled is set to true.". Same change on lines 31 and 49.
	Believe that the current draft may at least partially resolve this, but decline to go further at this time. (See if the current draft is adequate).
	In what way does the current draft partially resolve this?

	100
	Chu, Liwen
	7.1.3.3.3
	4
	31
	TR
	Wildcard BSSID is used in Data frames in WAVE mode. In section 7.2.2, BSSID is used to help identify if the broadcast frames should be accepted (if the sender and the receiver are in the same BSSID). 11p uses IBSS mode if the operation is not defined in 11p. But IBSS mode does not define how to use wildcard BSSID to accept a data frame in section 7.2.2.  
	define how to accept a frame when wildcard BSSID is used.
	Believe that the current draft may at least partially resolve this, but decline to go further at this time. (See if the current draft is adequate).
	I don’t know that this is the correct resolution, let alone explanation.  Perhaps we can say that the baseline text adequately defines how to accept a frame with wildcard BSSID?  Current text has not been modified in a way that partially addresses this, I don’t believe.

	102
	Stephenson, Dave
	6.2.1.1.2
	4
	9-12
	TR
	The text adds BSSID to the MA-UNITDATA.request primitive.  However, this is unnecessary since that lower MAC will know the BSSID after it joins the WAVE BSS.  I suspect the BSSID has been added for the purposes of communication "outside the context of a BSS"; however since it is unclear to me what is meant by that or how it will be used, I have made this comment.
	Delete the text.
	Believe that the current draft may at least partially resolve this, but decline to go further at this time. (See if the current draft is adequate).
	We should be able to provide a better explanation than this.

	103
	Stephenson, Dave
	6.2.1.1.2
	4
	29-32
	TR
	The text adds BSSID to the MA-UNITDATA.request primitive.  However, this is unnecessary since that lower MAC will know the BSSID after it joins the WAVE BSS.  I suspect the BSSID has been added for the purposes of communication "outside the context of a BSS"; however since it is unclear to me what is meant by that or how it will be used, I have made this comment.
	Delete the text.
	Believe that the current draft may at least partially resolve this, but decline to go further at this time. (See if the current draft is adequate).
	Looks like a duplicate to CIDs 102 and 104 – resolve them consistently.

	104
	Stephenson, Dave
	6.2.1.1.2
	4
	47-50
	TR
	The text adds BSSID to the MA-UNITDATA.request primitive.  However, this is unnecessary since that lower MAC will know the BSSID after it joins the WAVE BSS.  I suspect the BSSID has been added for the purposes of communication "outside the context of a BSS"; however since it is unclear to me what is meant by that or how it will be used, I have made this comment.
	Delete the text.
	Believe that the current draft may at least partially resolve this, but decline to go further at this time. (See if the current draft is adequate).
	Looks like a duplicate to CIDs 102 and 103 – resolve them consistently.

	347
	NONAME, 2101
	11.18.1
	21
	11
	TR
	Text does not state that timestamp shall be set. If it is going to be used in later protocls, this should be clafified.
	Change "sets the value of the timestamp" to "shall set the value of the timestamp".
	
	No explanation provided

	411
	Marshall, Bill
	A
	24
	21
	TR
	nothing in the normative text attaches the 5.9GHz PHY to the MAC extensions for WAVE BSS Support.  While they will likely be implemented together, the PICS should reflect the normative requirements of the standard.  As such, a separate row in the IUT configuration should be added for WAVE support
	Add another row at line 21, with next available CF<n>, WAVE support, 11.18, O.2, Yes/No.  In the following PICS entries, change the ones that are concerned with MAC functionality (A.4.4 and A.4.15) to reference this new CF<n>, and leave the ones that are purely PHY-related (A.4.8) to CF6A.
	
	No explanation provided

	414
	Adrian, Stephens
	A.4.4.4
	25
	50
	TR
	"WAVE MAC resumes operation within 2 TUs"

Where does this requirement come from?   It cannot be clause 7 or clause 10?
	Add a reference to defining normative text in clause 11 or remove this requirement.
	
	No explanation provided

	416
	Ecclesine, Peter
	Annex A
	26
	7
	TR
	PICs Status does not show the correct baseline that is being modified. 11y D10.0 changes are not shown.
	Update the baseline to match approved amendments and current drafts of unapproved amendments, then show the changes.
	
	No explanation provided
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Proposes comments to be reconsidered.  Focuses on comments resolved via 11-08-1168-01 and 11-08-1178-02.
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