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	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	4780
	
	
	"non-A-MPDU" is explicitly (though confusingly) defined in clause 3.2 asan MPDU which is either not in an A-MPDU or is in an A-MPDU but is aVHT single MPDU. However the spec is not consistent in using this
	8.2.4.5.4: Change "When not carried in an A-MPDU subframe or carried in a VHT single MPDU" back to "In a frame that is a non-A-MPDU frame".9.12.8: Change "The rules for VHT single MPDU operation are the same as the rules for non-A-MPDU operation even though the MPDU is carried in an A-MPDU." to "The rules for VHT single MPDU operation are the same as the rules for operation with other types of non-A-MPDU frame."9.25.4: Change "may transmit a +CF-ACK non-A-MPDU frame or VHT single MPDU" to "may transmit a +CF-ACK non-A-MPDU frame", and check the following "non-A-MPDU" is correct, i.e. that it is intended to cover VHT single QoS Data+HTC MPDUs.9.31.1: Clarify whether "non-A-MPDU" is really intended to include VHT single MPDUs here.


Changes proposed by commenter:

8.2.4.5.4 Ack Policy subfield
	· Ack Policy subfield in QoS Control field of QoS data frames

	Bits in QoS Control field
	Meaning

	Bit 5
	Bit 6
	

	0
	0
	Normal Ack or Implicit Block Ack Request.

In a frame that is a non-A-MPDU frameIn a frame that is a non-A-MPDU frame:

The addressed recipient returns an ACK or QoS +CF-Ack frame after a short interframe space (SIFS) period, according to the procedures defined in 9.3.2.9 (ACK procedure) and 9.19.3.5 (HCCA transfer rules). For QoS Null (no data) frames, this is the only permissible value for the Ack Policy subfield.(#2759)
In a frame that is part of an A-MPDUOtherwise:

The addressed recipient returns a BlockAck MPDU, either individually or as part of an A-MPDU starting a SIFS after the PPDU carrying the frame, according to the procedures defined in 9.3.2.10 (BlockAck procedure), 9.20.7.5 (Generation and transmission of BlockAck by an HT STA), 9.20.8.3 (Operation of HT-delayed Block Ack), 9.24.3 (Rules for RD initiator), 9.24.4 (Rules for RD responder) and 9.28.3 (Explicit feedback beamforming)


9.12.8 Transport of VHT single MPDUs
The rules for VHT single MPDU operation are the same as the rules for non-A-MPDU operation
 with other types of non-A-MPDU frame.
9.25.4 Rules for responder

An RD responder in the OBand(11ad) may transmit a +CF-ACK non-A-MPDU frame 
in response to a non-A-MPDU QoS Data+HTC MPDU that has the Ack Policy field set to Normal Ack and the RDG/More PPDU subfield set to 1.

(commenter states: “and check the following "non-A-MPDU" is correct, i.e. that it is intended to cover VHT single QoS Data+HTC MPDUs.”)

9.31.1 NDP rules
An NDP sequence contains at least one non-NDP PPDU and at least one HT NDP PPDU. Only one PPDU in the NDP sequence may contain an NDP announcement. An NDP sequence begins with an NDP announcement. The NDP sequence ends at the end of the transmission of the last HT NDP PPDU that is announced by the NDP announcement. A STA that transmits the first PPDU of an NDP sequence is the NDP sequence owner. In the NDP sequence, only PPDUs carrying HT NDP and PPDUs carrying non-A-MPDU control frames may follow the NDP sequence’s starting PPDU.

(Commenter states: “Clarify whether "non-A-MPDU" is really intended to include VHT single MPDUs here”)
Proposed resolution:

Revised.

Make changes as indicated by the commenter.

In reply to: “and check the following "non-A-MPDU" is correct, i.e. that it is intended to cover VHT single QoS Data+HTC MPDUs”.  The following non-A-MPDU is correct, i.e., there is no restriction against using a VHT single MPDU in this context.
In reply to: “Clarify whether "non-A-MPDU" is really intended to include VHT single MPDUs here”,  there is no need to constrain the use of VHT single MPDU here.  This sequence will only take place when initiated by an HT beamformer.  As such, a VHT beamformee cannot transmit a VHT single MPDU to the beamformer, and there is no need to add any additional constraint at this point.
	5240
	31.12
	8.2.4.6.3
	Table 8-13a."The STBC Indication subfields contains:Set to 0 if STBC is not transmittedSet to 1 if STBC is transmitted""transmitted" is not well defined;
	add something like: "STBC Indication is set to 1 if the frame from which the MFB was compouted used STBC."


Proposed resolution:

REVISED. The STBC Indication is for the frame on which the MFB estimate was made and this should be reflected in the field description. Editing instructions provided for CID 4964 provided in 11-12-0520r1.
(This is the same resolution as for CID 4964)
	4793
	36.00
	8.3.2.1
	The old note needs to be amended
	Change the new proposed NOTE to a NOTE1 and renumber the existing NOTE to a NOTE2, changing it to say "The maximum frame body size for a data frame carried in a non-VHT PPDU 
is 7951 octets for CCMP encryption of a maximum-size A-MSDU (note that TKIP encryption is not allowed in this case and any Mesh Control fields are part of the A-MSDU subframes). The maximum frame body size if A-MSDUs are not used is 2338 octets for CCMP encryption of a maximum-size MSDU and 2342 octets for TKIP encryption of a maximum-size MSDU, including in both cases an 18-octet Mesh Control field. The frame body size might in all these cases be greater if a vendor-specific cipher suite is used."


Context (D2 p 36): + proposed change
	· Data frame format

Change Figure 8-30 as shown (changing Frame Body field size range to 0-11424 and inserting the note that follows):(#2087)
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MAC Header
· Data frame
NOTE 1 — The maximum Frame Body size (11 424 octets) is arrived at by subtracting the length of the shortest QoS Data frame MAC header (26 octets) and FCS from the maximum MPDU length of 11 454 octets.
NOTE 2—The maximum Frame Body size for a data frame carried in a non-VHT PPDU is 7951 octets for CCMP encryption of a maximum-size A-MSDU (note that TKIP encryption is not allowed in this case and any Mesh Control fields are part of the A-MSDU subframes). The maximum frame body size if A-MSDUs are not used is 2338 octets for CCMP encryption of a maximum-size MSDU and 2342 octets for TKIP encryption of a maximum-size MSDU, including in both cases an 18-octet Mesh Control field. The frame body size might in all these cases be greater if a vendor-specific cipher suite is used.


Proposed Resolution: 

Accepted
	4760
	69.06
	8.4.2.160.2
	The information about which MMPDUs given IEs are present in is, and should be, in 8.3 and should not be duplicated in 8.4
	Delete "in the VHT Capabilities element included in Beacon, Probe Response, Association Response and Reassociation Response frames" and "in the VHT Capabilities element included in Association Request, Reassociation Request and Probe Request frames"


Commenter’s proposed change: (D2.0 69.06)

	When transmitted by a VHT AP


:

Set to 0 if the VHT AP does not support

VHT TXOP Power Save in the BSS.

Set to 1 if the VHT AP supports TXOP

Power Save in the BSS.

When transmitted by a VHT non-AP STA


:

Set to 0 when the VHT STA is not in TXOP

Power Save Mode.

Set to 1 when the VHT STA is in TXOP

Power Save Mode.



Proposed resolution:
Accepted.

	5243
	69.42
	8.4.2.160.2
	"Set to 0 if Rx antenna pattern might change during association.Set to 1 if Rx antenna pattern does not change during association."Not clear what 'during association' means
	mention 'after association' or 'while associated'; also add a reference to the appropriate section


Context (D2):

	Rx Antenna Pattern Consistency
	Indicates the possibility of Rx antenna pattern change
	Set to 0 if Rx antenna pattern might change during association.

Set to 1 if Rx antenna pattern does not change during association.(#3398)

	Tx Antenna Pattern Consistency
	Indicates the possibility of Tx antenna pattern change
	Set to 0 if Tx antenna pattern might change during association.

Set to 1 if Tx antenna pattern does not change during association.(#3398)


Discussion:

It’s clear that the intended meaning was “during the lifetime of an association”.

Proposed Resolution:

Change “during association” to “during the lifetime of the current association”.  Make this change at p69 lines 43, 46, 49 and 51.

Add “See 10.38.6.” after lines  46 and 51.

	5308
	73.49
	8.4.2.162
	Even though at P72L54, it is stated that the Extended BSS Load element reports utilization information "by MU capable STAs", it is not clear from the definitions of "VHT [40/80/160] MHz Utilization" whether the equations are also applicable to SU.
	Please insert the following paragraph at P73L49, prior to the paragraph starting with "The VHT 40 MHz Utilization field is defined":?The utilization of the VHT channels by MU-capable STAs is determined by the equations defined in the following paragraphs.?


Proposed Resolution:

Rejected.  From the equations at 73.55, 73.64 and 74.07, and the definition at 74.19 it is clear that the [VHT] xx MHz Utilization fields include both SU and MU transmissions.   The proposed addition is in conflict with the existing text.
	4709
	77.11
	8.5
	Earlier versions of the spec (e.g. mb/D8.0) included a restriction on the number of elements in certain MMPDUs. This restriction was deleted from the text by mb/D12.0 because it was covered by a catch-all "The maximum MMPDU size is 2304 octets". However, the maximum MMPDU size is now more than 2304 octets
	Add back sentences of the form "The number and length of the Foo elements in aBar frame is limited to 2304 octets." in Diagnostic Request, Diagnostic Report, BSS Transition Management Query, BSS Transition Management Request and BSS Transition Management Response frames' description


Rejected.  

The commenter does not indicate why such a limitation should be necessary.  It a VHT device is already capable of receiving a longer MMPDU, there is no obvious need to arbitrarily limit the MMPDU lengths of these specific MMPDUs.

	4821
	98.42
	9.7.6.5.3
	"all VHT MCSs and all MCSs that X" is ambiguous
	Change "all VHT MCSs and all MCSs that" to "all VHT MCSs and the MCSs that", or even better, put the "all VHT MCSs" as the second term of the Boolean (make this change in a) above too)


Discussion:

98.42 contains the text:  “Eliminate from the CandidateMCSSet all VHT MCSs and all MCSs that have an index that is higher than the index of the MCS of the received frame.”

The issue here is that VHT and HT MCSs mean different things.   VHT does not embed N_SS,  whereas the HT MCS does.

For example, consider the case when the frame eliciting the Response is a 40 MHz HT PPDU N_SS=2,  BPSK, R=0.5.  This is MCS index 8.
The condition:  “all VHT MCSs … that have an index that is higher” eliminates the VHT MCS 9,  but leaves MCSs 0..8,  i.e. up to 324Mbps (N_SS=2, CH=40 MHz).

This comparison is non-sensical.   It also makes no sense except in the case that a VHT STA is responding to a VHT STA has transmitted data using an HT format PPDU.   There is no reason why the responding STA cannot use an HT MCS in this case.
See also at 98.35:

	· If the frame eliciting the response is within a non-HT PPDU,

· Eliminate from the CandidateMCSSet all VHT MCSs and the MCSs that have a data rate greater than the data rate of the received PPDU (the mapping of MCS to data rate is defined in 20.6).

· Find the highest indexed MCS from the CandidateMCSSet. The index of this MCS is the index of the MCS that is the primary MCS for the response transmission.

· If the CandidateMCSSet is empty, the primary MCS is the lowest indexed MCS of the mandatory MCSs.


This implies comparison between HT and VHT MCSs,  and HT MCSs with N_SS>1 will win.
Generally any comparison between HT and VHT MCS index values is meaningless.
So we have a choice:

1. Reword the MCSs selection rules to allow meaningful comparison between VHT and HT MCSs

a. Compare N_SS first, then compare index offset from start of table for that N_SS.

2. Constrian the control response PPDU type so that comparison between VHT and HT MCSs is never necessary.

a. non-HT -> either HT or VHT,  but type of response is known prior to 9.7.6.5.3

b. HT->HT MCSs only considered

c. VHT -> VHT MCSs only considered

	Simone’s email:

My intention was to say: 

a) If the frame eliciting the response is within a non-HT PPDU,

1) Eliminate from the CandidateMCSSet all VHT MCSs. Moreover, eliminate all  and the MCSs that have a data rate

greater than the data rate of the received PPDU (the mapping of MCS to data rate is defined in

20.6)

b) If the frame eliciting the response is within an HT PPDU,

1) Eliminate from the CandidateMCSSet all VHT MCSs. Moreover eliminate  and all MCSs that have an index that is

higher than the index of the MCS of the received frame.
i.e. the intention was to eliminate the VHT MCS when the requester frames is non-HT or HT. In that case there is no issue with index comparison

in case the soliciting frame is VHT, I read the paragraph and it seems to be working; there is comparison only among rates, Nss, coding rate..

So the above two changes may be enough




Proposed resolution:

Revised.

Change 98.31 as follows:

a) If the frame eliciting the response is within a non-HT PPDU,

1) Eliminate from the CandidateMCSSet all VHT MCSs. Moreover, eliminate all  and the MCSs that have a data rate

greater than the data rate of the received PPDU (the mapping of MCS to data rate is defined in

20.6)

Change 98.42 as follows:
b) If the frame eliciting the response is within an HT PPDU,

1) Eliminate from the CandidateMCSSet all VHT MCSs. Moreover eliminate  and all MCSs that have an index that is

higher than the index of the MCS of the received frame.
	4541
	125.43
	9.29.2.2
	"in the HT format" is ambiguous -- is the VHT variant of the HT control field in the HT format or not?
	It would be much simpler simply to have the HT Control field and the VHT Control field, then drop "variant" and "in the HT format". In that case this addition and the addition on line 52 are unnecessary.


Context: (D2, 125.36)
	9.29.2.2 Unidirectional implicit transmit beamforming

Insert the following as the first paragraph of this section:

This section assumes that the HT Control field is in the HT format.
9.29.2.3 Bidirectional implicit transmit beamforming

Insert the following as the first paragraph of this section:

This section assumes that the HT Control field is in the HT format.

9.29.2.4 Calibration

9.29.2.4.3 Sounding exchange for calibration

Insert the following as the first paragraph of this section:

This section assumes that the HT Control field is in the HT format.

9.29.2.4.4 CSI reporting for calibration

Insert the following as the first paragraph of this section:

This section assumes that the HT Control field is in the HT format.


Discussion “in the HT format” is colloquial language without definition.
We have several ways of fixing this:

· (Option 1) Fix up the language shown above to something unambiguous

· “For the purpose of this subclause, all references to the HT Control field should be read as referring to the HT variant HT Control field.”

· (Option 2) Add a default interpretation to HT variant and remove any “HT variant” or “HT format” statements elsewhere that are not required for clarity.
· e.g. at 28.66 add:  “References to the “HT Control field” without any additional qualification implicitly refer to the HT variant of the HT Control field.
· (Option 3) Refer to the HT variant as the HT control field and the VHT variant as the VHT control field throughout.

· This is probably the cleanest solution, and the most work.
My long-term preference is the last one (Option 3).  Such changes can’t affect implementations because what we’re talking about here is purely terminology.   So we can afford to take our time to get it right.  
But we can’t ignore the specific issue of ambiguity raised by the commenter,  so I propose  making minimal changes at this point to satisfy the specific objection raised,  and we can consider a submission  that might propose option 3 in a later ballot.
I also show a proposed resolution for Option 2, should the group prefer to address the commenter’s specific issue with change of smaller scope.

Proposed Resolution (Option 3): 
Revised. Agree that the statement is ambiguous.
Replace “in the HT format” with “the HT variant” at 125.43, 125.52, 125.65 and 126.07.
This resolves the ambiguity raised by the commenter.

The commenter does not provide sufficient information to resolve the comment as he or she preferred. A submission from the commenter listing all the places which need changes to change from "HT/VHT variant HT Control" to "HT/VHT Control" terminology would be necessary to achieve his or her preferred outcome.

	4475
	135.28
	10.3
	Your baseline includes 11ad, which has made many changes to this subclause
	Apply the changes from your baseline


Proposed Resolution:

Revised.  Make changes as shown in <this document>.

Make the following changes:

	· STA authentication and association

· Association, reassociation, and disassociation

· PCP/AP association receipt procedures

Change the 2nd paragraph by inserting a lettered list element h) following element g) and re-lettering subsequent elements as follows:

Upon receipt of an Association Request frame from a non-PCP/non-AP STA for which the state is State 2, State 3, or State 4, the AP's MLME shall associate with the non-PCP/non-AP STA using the following procedure:

· The SME shall refuse an association request from an HT STA that does not support all the MCSs in the BSSBasicMCSSet parameter.

· The SME shall refuse an association request from a VHT STA that does not support all the MCSs in the VHTBSSBasicMCSSet parameter.(#3182)
· PCP/AP reassociation receipt procedures

Change the 2nd paragraph by inserting a lettered list element g) following element f) and re-lettering subsequent elements as follows:

Upon receipt of an Association Request frame from a non-AP STA for which the state is State 2, State 3, or State 4, the PCP/AP's MLME shall associate with the non-AP STA using the following procedure:

f) The SME shall refuse an association request from an HT STA that does not support all the MCSs in the BSSBasicMCSSet parameter.

g) The SME shall refuse a reassociation request from a VHT STA that does not support all the MCSs in the VHTBSSBasicMCSSet parameter.(#3182)



	4546
	144.43
	10.39
	"has a value of true for" sounds like this is an attribute of an AP, not the value of a variable.
	Replace "that has a value of true for dot11VHTOptionImplemented" with "whose dot11VHTOptionImplmented attribute is true" and "the STA that has a value of false for dot11VHTOptionImplemented." with "a STA whose dot11VHTOptionImplemented attribute is false."


Context:

	Only an AP that has a value of true for dot11VHTOptionImplemented may transmit a Group ID Management

frame. A Group ID Management frame shall not be sent to the STA that has a value of false for

dot11VHTOptionImplemented.


Discussion:

Agree that “has a value of true for” is awkward.  However the proposed resolution introduces the word “attribute”, which is contrary to WG11 style.  This is the concern of the commenter.

(See also comment 4186, (MU ad-hoc,  assigned to Yongho).  Resolution of this comment is likely to remove the second reference to dot11VHTOptionImplemented in the text shown in context.
Proposed change:

An AP may transmit a Group ID Management

frame only if dot11VHTOptionImplemented is true . A Group ID Management frame shall not be sent to the STA that has a value of false for dot11VHTOptionImplemented.

	4470
	144.44
	10.39
	the STA
	a STA


Discussion:

Agree with the change,  but any change that resolves 4186 is likely to touch this text.

Proposed resolution:

Accepted

	4847
	144.65
	10.39
	What is "a valid response"?
	Change to "... acknowledged Group ID Management frame transmitted to the STA"


 Context:
	An MU PPDU shall be transmitted to a STA based on the content of the most recently transmitted Group ID

Management frame to the STA with valid response.


Proposed resolution:

Revised.

Change cited sentence to read:

An MU PPDU shall be transmitted to a STA based on the content of the Group ID Management
frame most recently transmitted to the STA and for which an acknowledgement was received.
Abstract


This submission contains proposed comment resolutions to comments received during WG letter ballot 187.





The comments included are : 4780,  5240,  4793,  4760,  5243,  5308,  4709,  4821,  4541,  4475,  4546,  4470,  4847





R2:  All comments reviewed and approved by straw poll at 2012-05-09 TGac ad-hoc.








�Note, this reverts earlier changes.


�Reverts an earlier change.


�Check this is fixed by Yongho.


�Check to see how Yongho modified this text.
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