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1 Introduction
Draft P802.11ad D3 was submitted for 11MEC by the 802.11ad technical editor, Carlos Cordeiro.

Adrian Stephens undertook the WG editor role in the 11MEC.

James Gilb undertook the WG nominee role in the 11MEC.
I, Adrian Stephens,  would like to thank Carlos and James for their contributions to this report.

Note that CID 3213 is a new comment created to track technical changes caused by this report.  Other CID numbers cited relate to comment resolutions from the current letter ballot.

2 Findings
2.1 Numbering of clauses, subclauses, figures, tables and equations
1. The draft uses its own internal numbering spaces for figures.

a. Requested change:  update the draft numbering as shown in the “pink” columns for .11ad in the numbering spreadsheet.

TGad Editor Note: Done.
This will be published as doc 11-08/0644r25 at the conclusion of the 11MEC.

2.2 Numbering of  ANA administered objects

The draft was reviewed against 11-11/0270r5.

1. Many of the TGad names in the ANA database start with mmWave,  those in the current draft DBand.

a. Requested change:  ANA to update these names to match current usage

2. The ANA database shows dot11phy 19-22 assigned to TGad,  but only dot11phy 19 and 22 appear to be defined.  The comments at 520.21 reflect the database, but not the mib.
a. Request the ANA to release dot11phy 20-21.

b. Requested change: Remove 2 lines at 520.23-24.

c. dot11phy 19 was repurposed during the development of this report.

i. It is unused in D3.0,  but changes from the D 3.0 letter ballot required a new dot11phy allocation,  so the value dot11phy was used for this purpose.
2.3 MIB

In the following comments,  the status column has the following meanings:
· MEC – the change is requested to meet requirements of the proposed 11MEC process

· Technical – the change addresses a technical error in the MIB,  not covered by MEC

· Editorial – the change addresses an editorial issue in the MIB
	P802.11ad D3.0 page.line
	Comment
	Recommended change
	Status

	535.08
	The group dot11DBandComplianceGroup is shown in MANDATORY-GROUPS and as a separate (optional) group.   I don’t know whether this will create a compilation error.
	If it does,  remove lines 8-18
	MEC 

	536
	dot11Compliances is (recently) administered by the ANA.   The value 4 is used by TGs.
	I have tentatively assigned the number 9 for this purpose
	MEC

	536.20
	Inserting a duplicate END statement will create a compilation error.
	Remove lines 16-20.
	MEC


Status of MIB:
· MIB was compiled and sent to 802.11 Editor.

· TGad Editor needs to request ANA to allocate dot11Compliances 9

· Request made
· Compiled MIB will appear in D3.1. All issues above resolved.

2.4 WG11 style

Comments are ordered according to ordering in 11-09/1034r2.

1. Figures
a. Generally [Done]
i. Almost all of the “figures formed from tables” use a Roman font. Also  Figure 107, 108, 113, 114, 119, 120, 132, 133, 145
1. For consistency,  these should be adjusted to use the Arial font.

ii. The thickness of cell borders varies from very thin to thick in the same context.

1. No change requested,  but if you are working on the tables,  you might want to provide them all with a consistent appearance.

b. Figure: 6, 18, 19, 20, 21, 26, 32, 34, 35, 36, 37, 39,  41, 46, 47, 49, 51, 57, 58, 60, 66, 68, 71, 73, 75, 80, 83, 85, 86, 87, 88, 89, 90, 93, 131 [Done]
i. uses hyphens rather than justification of bit position lables

ii. Change to use left/right justified labels

c. Figure: 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 17, 148 [Done]
i. octets are shown above the fields

Move them octets row to below the fields
d. Figure 8-188 [Done]
i. Bit position labels are poorly justified

ii. Improve justification

e. Figure 40, 91, 92 [Done]
i. Octet counts should not be boxed

ii. Remove boxes here

f. Figure 42 [Done]
i. Justification of single-bit labels should be centred

ii. Centre them

g. Figure 42, 43 [Done]
i. The bits row should have a “Bits:” to the left,  and individual numbers do not have “bit” following them

h. Figure 60  the “Bit” should be “Bits” [Done]
i. Figure 67 [Done]
i. Inconsistent capitalization.  Fields should be initial caps.

ii. I’m not sure about the nesting of subfields under new band and old band.   Is it obvious how to refer to these?  Does the text consistently use:  “the BandID subfield of the New Band field of the Session Transition element” when referencing these fields?

j. Figure 94 [Done]
i. Jackpot!

ii. Bit label row should be above field

iii. Bit labels should be unboxed

iv. Bits ranges should be justified
v. Bit field sizes should be below the field row

k. Figure 95 mixes bits and bytes in a structure. [Done, CID3213]
i. See REVmb D9 Figure 8-453 and 454

ii. Break the DBand A-MPDU subframe into two parts as shown in D9

iii. (And,  yes Figure 8-454 is missing bit counts.  I will submit an SB comment.)

l.  Figure 99, 106, 109, 110, 111, 112, 116, 177, 121, 122, 123, 127, 129, 130, 132, 133, 134, 143, 151, 153, 156, 157, 159, 165, 171 [No changes made]
i. For information: Use of shading makes text less legible, particularly on the printed page.  Some of the use of text carries information,  some is entirely gratuitous.
ii. No change requested.

m. Figure 126 [Done]
i. For information:  This is confused.   Could be improved by using callouts to move transition text away from multiple transitions.

n. Figure 142, 144 [Tried to improve, but open to other suggestions]
i. For information:  After these various patterns have been put through a screen, the appearance on the printed page is hard to predict,  and probably not what you’re expecting to see.

o. Figure 158 [Tried to improve]
i. For information:  text is gratuitously small and unreadable on screen unless zoomed in.

2. Case of true/false

a. TRUE->true at [Done]
i. 235.08 (note your baseline text is incorrectly quoted at line 2)

ii. 523.21

iii. 523.36

iv. 523.50

3. Is set to.  When used as a condition, (i.e., is not related to the act of setting a field) should be reworded,  e.g. “is equal to” or some other rewording. [Done all]
a. 248.01

b. 248.02

c. 248.05

d. 248.07
e. 254.07

f. 254.41

g. 271.07

h. 282.12

i. 294.41

j. 295.06

k. 295.11

l. 295.13

m. 300.26

n. 300.28

o. 316.39

p. 317.26

q. 318.01
r. 322.34

s. 323.12

t. 323.14

u. 324.13

v. 325.23

w. 325.28

x. 336.07
y. 336.12

z. 339.27

aa. 358.05

ab. 379.32

ac. 379.43

ad. 391.36

ae. 391.39

af. 399.34

ag. 406.23

ah. 408.39

ai. 441 “This field is reserved if TRN-LEN is set to 0”

aj. 457 “Packet type is reserved when Training Length field is set to 0.”
ak. 461 “Packet type is reserved when Training Length field is set to 0.”

al. 462 “Only valid when the Tone Pairing Type field is set to 1”

am. 473 “Packet type is reserved when Training Length field is set to 0.”

4. Information Elements.  Remove the word “Information” in all occurrances except at: [Done]
a. 11.48, 11.55,  115.17,  118.2

b. There are 43-4 = 39 such occurances

5. Use of verbs / words
a. Shall [Done, CID3213]
i. Present in Clause 8 at 207.25.   Replace with declarative language or move to clause 9/10.

b. May [Done all]
i. Where not intended to grant permission.  Replace with “can” when the described behaviour is a consequence of the protocol described,  or “might” when expressing a possibility.
1. 39.04 might
2. 39.22 might

3. 45.07 might

4. 71.17 might

5. 71.20 might

6. 74.15, 75.00,  75.22,  76.22,  77.05, 77.24 “may be classified” -> “might be classified”

7. 172.37 might

8. 212.13 might

9. 212.17 might
10. 217.35 might

11. 217.38 might

12. 221.08 might

13. 227.05 might

14. 240.15 might

15. 240.39 might

16. 242.22 can

17. 242.35 might

18. 270.27 might

19. 273.05 might

20. 284.26 might

21. 290.15 “may result in a collision” might

22. 293.10 might

23. 294.
24. 296.07 might

25. 296.
26. 310.17 might

27. 313.18 can

28. 314.05 might

29. 318.09 can

30. 335.06 can

31. 338.43 might

32. 339.40 can

33. 339.44 might

34. 387.21 might
35. 390.26 might

36. 391.20 (twice), .21 can

37. 392.32 can

38. 395.08 might

39. 399.31 can (can’t grant permission to “one of the STAs”)

40. 405.21 might

41. 406.25 can

42. 413.21 can

43. 416.14 can

44. 417.25 might

45. 504.19 might

ii. Other misuses of “may” [Done]
1. 404.552 “may not” -> “shall not”
iii. Note a number of the remaining “may”s are probably redundant in the sense that they are describing behaviour described or permitted by other parts of this draft.  I did not have time to review them all to determine if the behaviour they describe was permitted elsewhere.  This explains the few “can”s in the list above.
c. Will.  Is deprecated unless expressing simple future fact.   Replace with current tense in the following locations: [Done all]
i. 90.27

ii. 135.18

iii. 149.13

iv. 174.22

v. 175.25, 26, 29
vi. 211.28
vii. 229.19

viii. 244.28

ix. 251.37

x. 254.20

xi. 257.13

xii. 272.30

xiii. 276.13

xiv. 278.16

xv. 279.30

xvi. 283.28
xvii. 284.06

xviii. 297.07
xix. 305.02

xx. 360.23

xxi. 368.04, 25

xxii. 369.23
xxiii. 393.16

xxiv. 454.21

xxv. 460.08

xxvi. 474.14

xxvii. 479.27

xxviii. 486.04
xxix. 494.08, 10
6. Must.  Use of “must” is deprecated by the IEEE-SA style guide

a. 270.13:  must -> needs to

b. 427.17: must -> shall

c. 434.30:  must -> shall 

· CID3112

7. May not,  where it means “shall not”

a. 404.16:  may not -> shall not

TGad Editor Note: Done.

· CID3213.

8. Only.  Generally “only” applied to a verb is wrong,  when it is intended to apply to a condition limiting when the action takes place.  e.g.  “I only breathe clean air” is wrong and “I breathe only clean air” is right.   Note also about ambiguity of “shall only”,   does this mean:  “shall x if y,  and shall not otherwise”,  or does it mean “may x if y, and shall not otherwise”.  Generally “shall only” is probably expressing a constraint “shall not x if not y”,  and this might be a suitable alternative treatment. [Done all]
a. 41.25:  “only available to” -> “available only to”
b. 114.11: “can only transmit in response” -> “can transmit only in response”

c. 128.15: “only supports Key ID 0 for a PTKSA and STKSA.” -> “supports only Key ID 0 for a PTKSA and STKSA.”
d. 164.21: “but is only capable of FD/AF.” -> “but is capable of only FD/AF.”

e. 175.04: “is only able to return BS-FBCK during beam refinement” -> “is able to return only BS-FBCK during beam refinement” [done]
f. 222.10, 223.02, 223.20:  “shall only apply for MCSs” -> “shall apply only for MCSs”
g. 227.15: “A-PPDU only responds with an acknowledgement frame, if appropriate, after it receives the last PPDU in the A-PPDU” -> “A-PPDU responds with an acknowledgement frame, if appropriate, only after it receives the last PPDU in the A-PPDU”
h. 228.42: “In the DBand, the EDCAF only operates during CBAPs”->” In the DBand, the EDCAF operates only during CBAPs”
i. 237.34: “AP is only allowed to transmit DBand Beacon frames” -> AP is allowed to transmit only DBand Beacon frames
j. 241.25: “shall only be used within SPs” -> “may be used only within SPs” CID3213
k. 242.25: “shall only schedule SPs or CBAPs during the DTT” -> “may schedule SPs or CBAPs only during the DTT” CID3213
l. 258.01: “shall only grant the request for an extension of an SP if the following SP” -> “may grant the request for an extension of an SP only if the following SP”
m. 276.06: “A responder shall only begin an ScS ACK with an initiator immediately following the successful completion ” -> “A responder shall begin an ScS ACK with an initiator immediately following the successful completion ”  CID3213
n. 279.18: “An initiator RXSS shall only be requested when an initiator is aware” -> “An initiator RXSS may be requested only when an initiator is aware” CID3213
o. 291.26: “The responder shall only initiate the RSS at the start of the ScS slot”->” The responder may initiate the RSS only at the start of the ScS slot” CID3213
p. 292.26: “The responder shall only re-initiate RSS 26 during an A-BFT when the backoff count becomes zero.”-> “The responder may re-initiate RSS only during an A-BFT when the backoff count becomes zero.” CID3213 
q. 312.552: “can only be established when both originator” -> “can be established only when both originator”

r. 338.26: “shall only transition to PS mode after first receiving” -> “may transition to PS mode only after first receiving” CID3213 
s. 340.03: “a STA shall only transmit ATIM frames.” -> “a STA shall transmit only ATIM frames.”

t. 360.24: “The DBand STA shall only set the LP SC Used subfield to 1 if the DBand STA” -> “The DBand STA may set the LP SC Used subfield to 1 only if the DBand STA”
u. 368.20: “should only admit an asynchronous TS if it is able” -> “should admit an asynchronous TS only if it is able”

v. 389.06 & 9 (similar treatment): “should only schedule a candidate SP that overlaps with an existing SP in its BI after it” -> “should schedule a candidate SP that overlaps with an existing SP in its BI only after it”
w. 407.09: “STA shall only attempt to setup relay operation with the 9 destination DBand STA if both the” -> “STA may attempt to setup relay operation with the destination DBand STA only if both the” CID3213
x. 433.38: “The indication shall only be issued once” -> “The indication shall be issued only once [CID3213]
y. 468.11: “DTP can only be applied to the payload” -> “DTP can be applied only to the payload”
9. Which / that.   “which” should be preceded by a preposition,  in which case it is joined to the previous phrase,  or a comma,  in which case it starts an incidental phrase.  Use “that” to continue a condition. [Done all]
a. Example: “ a STA transmits an ACK, which might be lost”,  “a STA transmits an ACK that has the RA field set to the Data frame’s TA field”
b. Correct errors at:
i. 46.20 (that)

ii. 47.20 (that)

iii. 117.14 (that)

iv. 161.12 (, which)

v. 163.25 (that)

vi. 164.31 (that)

vii. 227.03 (that)

viii. 238.33 (that)
ix. 242.41 (that)

x. 250.34 (that)

xi. 250.38 (that)

xii. 253.10 (that)
xiii. 255.16 (that)

xiv. 258.37 (that)

xv. 259.39 (that)

xvi. 276.09 (that) [CID3113]
xvii. 276.10 (that) [CID3113]
xviii. 290.15  “which may result in a collision” -> “, which …”

xix. 317.40 (that)
xx. 318.18 (that)

xxi. 319.34 (that)

xxii. 320.22 (, which)

xxiii. 364.11 (, which) [CID3037]
xxiv. 382.12 (that)

xxv. 387.25 (that)

xxvi. 391.04 (, which)

xxvii. 403.22 (that)

xxviii. 409.13 (that)

xxix. 411.16 (, which)

xxx. 412.26 (, which)

xxxi. 412.29 (, which)
xxxii. 413.26 (, which)

xxxiii. 414.08 (that)

xxxiv. 450.23 (of which)

xxxv. 457.07 (that)

xxxvi. 459.22 (, which)

xxxvii. 461.16 (that)

xxxviii. 472.28 (that)

xxxix. 475.01 (that)

xl. 476.30 (that)

xli. 482.37 (, which)

xlii. 484.12 (, which)

xliii. 540.02 (, which)

xliv. 540.11 “which are” -> “that is”
xlv. 540.39 (, which)

xlvi. 541.01 (that)

10. Definitions

a. 33.15.   The definition of PCP includes reference to specific primitives, which is not allowed as it is under subclause 3.1. Modify the definition of PCP to make it general.
b. Move definition of DBand to non-802.11 and modify it to read:

i. directional band (DBand): A frequency band wherein the Channel starting frequency is above 45 GHz.

ii. NOTE—The Channel Starting frequency for 802.11 STAs is defined in Annex E.

1. (Moving 802.11-specific stuff to a NOTE is OK,  because these get lost when IEEE 1000 is compiled).

iii. Similar treatment of OBand

c. Simplify  definition of PCP to remove redundant DBand

i. An entity that contains one station (STA) and coordinates access to the wireless medium (WM) by DBand STAs that are members of a PBSS.

11. Frame formats [Done all, CID3213]
a. Normative language is not permitted in Clause 8,  as it is intended to describe structure, not behaviour.

b. Errors found at:

i. 207.25  shall be -> is

ii. 127.31 should.  Either reword or move description of generative behaviour to clause 10

12. Primitives [Done all]
a. Patterns.

i. 78.01.  The MLME-RELAYSearch primitives include a confirm,  but not a response.  [Added .response in accordance with normative text. CID3213, CID3047] 

1. This does not fit the recognized patterns because the .confirm is generally used to transport information (e.g. status) from the .response.

2. Either remove the .confirm,  or add a .response

ii. 80.12.  The MLME-RLS.request primitives include a .confirm, but not a .response [Added .response in accordance with normative text. CID3213, CID3049]
1. This does not fit the recognized patterns because the .confirm is generally used to transport information (e.g. status) from the .response.

2. Either remove the .confirm,  or add a .response

iii. 83.01.  The MLME-RLSTeardown.request primitives include a .confirm, but not a .response [Removed .confirm in accordance with normative text. CID3213, CID3050]
1. This does not fit the recognized patterns because the .confirm is generally used to transport information (e.g. status) from the .response.

2. Either remove the .confirm,  or add a .response

iv. Locally generated Status codes [Done, CID3051]
1. The MLME-QAB.confirm contains an “INVALID_PARAMETERS” ResultCode.   This should be removed. 
v. Consistency

1. The MLME-QAB.confirm and .response have significantly different parameter sets,  e.g. QuietPeriodResponse is missing from the .confirm.

a. Align the parameter sets. [Done, CID3051]
2. The MLME-RLS.request parameter set includes RelayTransferParameterSet,  which is missing in the .indication [Included. CID3213]
3. The MLME-RLSTeardown.indication includes a “Reason” parameter that is not part of the .request. [Included. CID3213]
2.5 Other editorial observations

3. You might question the reason for reading the TOC, but it replicates the errors in later parts of the document.  For eacmple, 12.28, the information element name is not properly capitalized in the subclause title (it is lower case).  

[TGad Editor: I went through each sublclause under clause 8 and capitalized it as appropriate. They are:
· Channel Measurement Feedback element
· ADDBA Extension

· Relay Search Request

· Relay Search Response

· Multi-relay Channel Measurement Request
· Multi-relay Channel Measurement Report
· RLS Request

· RLS Response

· RLS Announcement

· RLS Teardown

· Relay ACK Request

· Relay ACK Response
· TPA Request

· TPA Response

· TPA Report

· ROC Request

· ROC Response

· FST Tear Down]

5. 13.21 - 13.54: All of the new subclauses of 8.5.16 and 8.5.17 are just the frame name, whereas in the rest of the draft it appears to be "Frame Name frame format" as the title.  Subclause 8.5.17 also has just the frame name.

[TGad Editor: Added “frame format” to all of them.]

6. 16.32 This subclause is listed as "(informative)" but the style guide requires informative sections to be in an informative Annex as all Clauses in a standard are normative.

Action:   Remove “(informative)” or  move this material to an informative annex.

[TGad Editor: removed “(informative)” and in the first paragraph highlighted that the state machines are an example. Note that the current language in the subclause is not normative anyways.]

7. 20.54 There is not supposed to be a .1 subclause unless there is also a .2 to go with it.  Is that enforced in 802.11?  (note, this is in the new Clause 21).  This occurs in a few places (another reason to check the TOC).

[TGad Editor: I went through each and every subclause under clause 21 and ensured there is no hanging subclause (this is already the case in the other clauses) or that there is no .1 unless there is also a .2. Indeed, there were several instances, but that has been fixed.]

8. 24.45 and 24.49: Consistency in figure titles, do we call them a "<name> field format" or just "<name> field"?  Both are used.

[TGad Editor: Done. Added “format” at the end of all field names.]
9. 28.31-34: Consistency in table titles, one uses just the frame name, the other includes "frame".

[TGad Editor: Done.

· Added “frame format” to the first 2 tables 

· Added “Action field format” to the remaining 2 tables.]

10. 28.50-55 and 29.1-5: The field names are not correctly capitalized

[TGad Editor: Done.]

11. 29.36 and 29.40: The title is just "Header fields", could it be "OFDM header fields" and "SC header fields" or similar?

[TGad Editor: Done.]
13. 34.40: Space between 15 and dB.  AFAIK the IEEE convention is to have a space between the number and the unit.

[TGad Editor: Done. In addition, I also fixed dBm/GHz/MHz/us/ns.]

14. 38.15: I think this text should say "Centralized Coordination Service Root" to match the acronym.
[TGad Editor: Done (as part of LB177 (D3.0) comment resolution).]

2.6 IEEE Standards Style Manual

1. Homogeneity [Done]
a. Annexes B,C,E,M,W
i. See any recent published draft on how to format this title

ii. Arial font

iii. (informative) on separate line

iv. Title on separate line.

v. Thus

[image: image1.emf]
3 IEEE-SA MEC

The draft was submitted to IEEE-SA at the same time as 11MEC.   

There were no SECTION I (“must be satisfied before ballot”) comments,  except the boilerplate reminder about copyright letters.   The full text of the MEC response is reproduced in Annex A.

The following material is quoted from the IEEE-SA MEC report by Francesca Drago,  together with the response from the TGad editor.

	Absolute verbiage in informative text

The use of “ensure”

1. As per the IEEE 2009 Style Manual: A "shall" statement shall not be placed in an informative NOTE. This includes the word ensure because it is often interpreted as a guarantee.

2. Please substitute the word(s) ensure in both of the NOTES on page 368 (lines 2, 23). A possible work-around is to say something like, "an STA shall verify that XYZ is working properly and shall take corrective action if it is not," or, "an STA shall check to see that XYZ is working properly and shall take corrective action if it is not."

Response from IEEE 802.11ad:

· The first note has been changed to: “Note that, with an isochronous Extended DBand TSPEC, the allocation period defines the period over which the channel time allocation repeats. The scheduler should check that at least the minimum allocation is made within each allocation period. The allocation may be composed of multiple SPs. The scheduler also checks that each SP making up the allocation is no shorter than the minimum SP duration. The scheduler is free to position the SPs that make up the allocation anywhere in the allocation period. The scheduler may allocate up to the maximum allocation each allocation period if resources permit.”

· The first note has been changed to: “Note that, with an asynchronous Extended DBand TSPEC, the DBand STA registers the minimum allocation it expects within the allocation period while an SP request is in effect that is greater than the minimum allocation specified. In addition, the STA expects that each allocation is at least Minimum Duration microseconds in duration provided the outstanding SP request is at least that much. In admitting an Extended DBand TSPEC, the PCP/AP should check that there are sufficient resources available to meet the TSPEC requirements.”



4 Output documents

During this 11MEC process, in addition to this submission, the following document was updated:

· 11-08/0644r25 – the number alignment working document

5 References

· 11-11-0615r3 – the 11MEC process

· 11-09/1034r3 – the working group style document
· 11-08/0644r25 – the numbering spreadsheet

· 11-11/0270r6 – the ANA database

· IEEE Standards Style Manual-2009

6 Annex A
Email from IEEE-SA containing MEC report:  (some email addresses and irrelevant comments removed)

	From: F Drago 
Sent: Friday, July 08, 2011 8:33 PM
To: Stephens, Adrian P
Subject: MEC for P802.11_D3


Dear Adrian Stephens, 

Attached is the MEC for P802.11_D3. [snip] 

As you're no doubt aware, if tables, figures, or text have not been borrowed from another published source, there is no need to secure copyright permission letters. However, if this is not the case, copyright permission letters have to be submitted to me before the draft can go to ballot. 

During our MEC review of above draft amendment, it was noted that some of the editorial instructions provided seemed ambiguous and could possibly cause delays down the line. Therefore, we thought it best to bring them to your attention early. For example: 

· On p. 51, for the table changes to follow line 9: The first row (and third row) contains a series of ellipsis (…) that extends across all five columns. We assume that these ellipses indicate omission of existing material (i.e., prior rows BSSID and SSID), and not that the table be amended to insert this row (and the other) of ellipses and omit virtually all other rows, with the final result: a table that appears exactly like the six-row table on p. 51, beginning on line 10. (FYI: This assumption will be applied globally.) 

· On p. 51, for the table changes to follow line 9: Following the second/final row of ellipses, three rows of new information are provided, beginning with DBand Capabilities in the Name column and ending with Relay Capabilities in the Name column. We assume that these rows must append to the end of existing table (as shown in 802.11REVmb/D9.0) and that there are no more rows to follow. (FYI: In cases like this, going forward, it would be helpful to include not only a final row of ellipses but also the row of information directly above the required table-ending insertion [i.e.,Time Zone].) 
· In P802.11REVmb_D09, tables E-1 to E-3, the rows contain numerical ranges in column 1, Operating Ranges (e.g., in Table E-1, 34-255), whereas the replacement row provided in the amendment contains only one numeral (e.g., in Table E-1, 34). 
1. Does the latter completely replace the former, with no subsequent rows to follow? 

2. Does the latter replace the former and subsequently require renumbering of the last row? That is, in Table E-1, the last two rows' column 1, Operating Ranges, would be amended to contain 34 and 35-255, respectively.
We assume that No. 1, above, is correct. 
Of course, I'd be happy to address any questions or concerns you may have about the MEC or anything herewith.         

Sincerely, 

Francesca Drago
Program Manager, Document Development
*************************************************
IEEE Standards Association 
445 Hoes Lane/Piscataway/NJ 08854
IEEE -- Advancing Technology for Humanity
*****************************************************
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	SECTION I: Items/issues that shall be resolved before the ballot begins:
Copyright

· If applicable, all copyright permission for excerpted text, tables, and figures shall be submitted to the IEEE prior to the start of ballot <next recirculation>. If there are missing permission response letters, please submit them immediately to me.

Prior to sending them to me, please ensure that the following are included in each response letter you obtain from the copyright owner:
· The permission response is on company letterhead (where applicable) or the original email from the copyright owner should be forwarded to me if the individual is the copyright owner (rather than a company)

· Permission has to be granted

· for nonexclusive, irrevocable, royalty-free permission and require world rights for use of the material in the standard (either modified or unmodified, as requested by you),

· to modify and reprint in all future revisions and editions of the standard, and

· for use in all media known or hereinafter known.

If the above information is not included in the response letters sent to you, you will need to request revised letters from the copyright owner. Please inform me if the copyright owner does not agree to grant permission for these items.

Sample permission request and response letters are available at the following Internet location: 

http://standards.ieee.org/develop/mecform.html
The following items indicate the need for copyright permission letters:

· Excerpted text in x.x.

· Table X

· Figure X

· Reproduced document in Annex X

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

SECTION II: Items/issues that shall be resolved (if applicable) before the final recirculation
Trademarks or service marks

Please review the use of trademarks in the draft, if applicable. References to commercial equipment or products in a standard shall be generic and shall not include trademarks or other proprietary designations. Where a sole source exists for essential equipment or materials, it is permissible to supply the name of the trademark owner in a footnote. The proper use guidelines for trademarks shall be determined by the trademark owner. Trademark owners must grant written permission before their trademarks may be referenced in a standard.

Registration objects

Please review the use of registration of objects in the draft, if applicable. If the draft contains a registration of objects (for additional information, visit the IEEE Standards Web site <http://standards.ieee.org/regauth/index.html>), the working group shall submit the document to the IEEE Registration Authority (IEEE-RA) for mandatory coordination (submit to a.n.weaver@ieee.org for review). The text containing the registration information should be highlighted in the draft and the clause should be noted in the email. If the working group believes that the draft may potentially contain a registration of objects or if the working group would like information about setting up a registration, contact the IEEE-RA as early as possible to prevent a delay in approval by the IEEE-SA Standards Board. Search on the following words: object identifier, unique identifier, and assignment of unique numbers.

Absolute verbiage in informative text

The use of “ensure”

3. As per the IEEE 2009 Style Manual: A "shall" statement shall not be placed in an informative NOTE. This includes the word ensure because it is often interpreted as a guarantee.

4. Please substitute the word(s) ensure in both of the NOTES on page 368 (lines 2, 23). A possible work-around is to say something like, "an STA shall verify that XYZ is working properly and shall take corrective action if it is not," or, "an STA shall check to see that XYZ is working properly and shall take corrective action if it is not."

Please note that the following are next steps for this project.

a) After you have implemented this review, create the pdf that will be used for ballot (remember that the draft number shall be rolled to reflect that changes have been made to this document, e.g., P1234™/Dx+1).

b) Upon completion of the invitation to ballot, upload the pdf that will be used for ballot. 

1. Login to myProject and click the Balloting tab

2. Click Initiate Sponsor Ballot  
3. Select your project from the PAR drop down list 
4. Enter the Ballot Open Date 
5. Enter the Ballot Close Date (should be minimum of 30 days)

6. Enter the Draft #: (must match the draft number in the draft)

7. Select File for Uploading:  Click the Browse button to find your draft file. The file must be in pdf. 
8. Review the system-generated text.  If you would like to add additional instruction or information, use the Sponsor Text area.

9. Click Initiate Ballot.
c) Note that compliance with items in Section I will be reviewed by the Staff Liaison when you upload the pdf to the URL in item b). The Project Editor will not review your draft until the Ballot MEC, which occurs during the Sponsor ballot.

d) The RevCom MEC will occur after you submit the final balloted draft to RevCom. At that time you will also be required to submit the document source file. If the figures are not native Word or Framemaker graphics, each graphic shall be submitted as a separate file following the requirements outlined in Clause 16 of the IEEE Standards Style Manual.




http://standards.ieee.org/resources/development/writing/writinginfo.html

Thank you for the opportunity to review this draft. If you have any queries about the comments in this mandatory editorial coordination, please contact Francesca Drago via email (drago.f@ieee.org).


cc: Trish Gerdon
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