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Comments
	CID
	Commeter
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Propsed Change

	4316
	Brian Hart
	68.40
	8.4.2.160.2
	sending
	measuring and reporting


Discussion:
Some measurement is expected to have taken place before the feedback for compressed beamforming is sent back. 
Proposed Resolution:

Rejected. 
	4342
	Brian Hart
	76.33
	8.4.2.166
	AID defined in 8.4.1.8 refers to 8.2.4.2 where it says MSBs = 1,1 "AID in PS-Poll frames"
	Now sent in more that just PS-Poll frames - update this language


Discussion: 

The original text is clear. 
Propossed Resolution: 
Rejected. 
	4391
	Brian Hart
	106.29
	9.12.5
	or the TXVECTOR parameter
	or the RXVECTOR parameter

	4823
	Mark RISON
	106.30
	9.12.5
	On receive you don't directly know the TXVECTOR, only the RXVECTOR
	Change "TXVECTOR" to "RXVECTOR"

	5031
	Sandhya Patil
	106.29
	9.12.5
	it should be "the RXVECTOR parameter FORMAT is equal to 1
	Change to "RXVECTOR"


Context: (TGac draft 2.2 P108L36 )
“A received PSDU is determined to be an A-MPDU when the associated PHY-RXSTART.indication primitive RXVECTOR parameter AGGREGATION parameter is equal to 1 or the TXVECTOR parameter FORMAT is equal to VHT.”
Commenter proposed change:

“A received PSDU is determined to be an A-MPDU when the associated PHY-RXSTART.indication primitive RXVECTOR parameter AGGREGATION parameter is equal to 1 or the RXVECTOR parameter FORMAT is equal to VHT.”
Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.

	4393
	Brian Hart
	107.60
	9.12.8
	"does not generate" seems to strong
	cannot solicit. Ditto P107L63


Context: (TGac draft 2.2 P109L52)
“A data MPDU cannot indicate an Ack Policy of “Implicit Block Ack”, and does not generate a Block Ack response.”
Commenter proposed change:

“A data MPDU cannot indicate an Ack Policy of “Implicit Block Ack”, and does not solicit a Block Ack response.”
Proposed Resolution:

Accepted. 

	4478
	Carlos Cordeiro
	104.51
	9.12.2
	The para starts with "An STA shall not transmit .... in the HT Capabilities element". DBand STAs do not use the HT Capabilities element. Therefore, this statement is wrong for DBand STAs.
	Include "non-DBand" before "STA"


Context: (TGac draft 2.2 P106L57)
“An STA shall not transmit an A-MPDU in an HT_MF or HT_GF format PPDU that is longer than the value indicated by the Maximum A-MPDU Length Exponent field in the HT Capabilities element sent by the intended receiver.”

Commenter proposed change:

“An non-DBand STA shall not transmit an A-MPDU in an HT_MF or HT_GF format PPDU that is longer than the value indicated by the Maximum A-MPDU Length Exponent field in the HT Capabilities element sent by the intended receiver.”
Proposed Resolution:

Accepted. 
	4496
	Clint Chaplin
	107.46
	9.12.8
	No editor's instruction for this sub-clause
	Provide editors instruction for this subclause


Discussion: 

This is already addressed in TGac draft 2.2. 

Proposed Resolution:

Rejected. 
	4786
	Mark RISON
	106.11
	9.12.4
	There is no Minimum MPDU Start Spacing subfield in the A-MPDU Parameters fields of VHT Capabilities elements
	Either add an A-MPDU Parameters field back in the VHT Capabilities element and put a MMSS subfield in there or say you just use the MMSS from the HT Capabilities element


Discussion: 
A VHT STA is also a HT STA, and it is clear the minimum MPDU start spacing subfield should come from the HT Capabilities IE.

Context: (TGac draft 2.2 P108L20)
“If the PPDU is a VHT PPDU, the value of minimum MPDU start spacing that applies is the maximum value in the Minimum MPDU Start Spacing subfields of the A-MPDU Parameters fields of the VHT Capabilities elements across all VHT STAs associated with the transmitting AP or across all peer VHT mesh STAs of the transmitting mesh STA.”
Commenter proposed change:

“If the PPDU is a VHT PPDU, the value of minimum MPDU start spacing that applies is the maximum value in the Minimum MPDU Start Spacing subfields of the A-MPDU Parameters fields of the HT Capabilities elements across all VHT STAs associated with the transmitting AP or across all peer VHT mesh STAs of the transmitting mesh STA.”
Proposed Resolution:

Revised.
	4800
	Mark RISON
	69.36
	8.4.2.160.2
	"ignored" is a bit wooly
	Change "ignored" to "reserved"


Discussion: 

This sentence is removed in TGac draft 2.2, because of CID 4036.
Proposed Resolution:

Rejected.

	4801
	Mark RISON
	72.35
	8.4.2.161
	"Set to 0" is a bit close-ended
	Change "Set to  0" to "Reserved"


Context: (TGac draft 2.2 P74L21)
“Set to 0 for 20 MHz or 40 MHz operating channel width.”
Commenter proposed change:

“Reserved otherwise.”
Proposed Resolution:

Revised, for consistency with description for Channel Center Frequency Segment 2. 
	4918
	Matthew Fischer
	104.54
	9.12.2
	Wrong verb sense. The intended receiver sends lots of things which the transmitter might never have received. The transmitter behavior must be predicated on the information that is available to the transmitter, and that information is the frames that have been received from the intended recipient.
	Change "sent by" to "received from" - another instance needs changing on line 56


Context: (104.54) (TGac draft 2.2 P106L62)
“A STA shall not transmit an A-MPDU in an HT_MF or HT_GF format PPDU that is longer than the value indicated by the Maximum A-MPDU Length Exponent field in the HT Capabilities element sent by the intended receiver.”
Commenter proposed change:

“A STA shall not transmit an A-MPDU in an HT_MF or HT_GF format PPDU that is longer than the value indicated by the Maximum A-MPDU Length Exponent field in the HT Capabilities element received from the intended receiver.”
Proposed Resolution:

Accepted. 
	4967
	Nir Shapira
	71.18
	8.4.2.160.3
	RX/TX highest supported data rate is in 1Mb/s resolution. Since actual rates are not integer multiple of 1Mb/s (e.g. 1462.5), suggest to spefically mention data rate should be rounded up in this field. Otherwise there is a potential for confusion.
	change as suggested


Discussion: 

Commenter is correct. However, rounding up can be misleading since it can indicate a rate that is not supported. Therefore, proposed following revision. 
Context: (TGac draft 2.2 P73L15 and L28)
“In units of 1 Mb/s.”
Commenter proposed change:

“Largest rate in units of 1 Mb/s less than or equal to actual data rate.”
Proposed Resolution:

Revised. Also make similar change for Tx Highest Supported Data Rate (P71L32)
	4982
	Osama Aboulmagd
	107.35
	9.12.7
	The EoFis supposed to be set to one in VHT single MPDU format. Shouldn't the "may" be "switched to "shall" in this statement?
	change if necessary.


Context: (TGac draft 2.2 P109L31)
“The EOF field in an A-MPDU subframe with a non-zero MPDU Length field that is the only A-MPDU subframe with a non-zero MPDU Length field in an A-MPDU carried in a VHT PPDU may be set to 1.”
Commenter proposed change:

“The EOF field in an A-MPDU subframe with a non-zero MPDU Length field that is the only A-MPDU subframe with a non-zero MPDU Length field in an A-MPDU carried in a VHT PPDU shall be set to 1.”

Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.
	5032
	Sandhya Patil
	108.07
	9.12.6
	For the SU PPDU case, the padding process is similar to 802.11n and is taken care by pre-EOF padding. Is this  EOF padding applicable to a user in a SU PPDU
	Remove "SU PPDU"


Discussion: 
This line is proposed to be removed by CID 4392 and 4660. Hence, this comment is not longer valid.
Proposed Resolution:
Rejected.
	5039
	Sandhya Patil
	67.24
	8.4.2.160.2
	It is common that an AP overrides the STA's SINR and MCS feedback due to change in group, transmit power offset, change in traffic pattern and size of MPDU, Etc. To compute an MCS optimal for the STA, knowledge of Its receiver capability is helpful. When VHT Link Adaptation Capable subfield = 0, (i.e. does not support link adaptation) this information of STA receiver capability will greatly assist the AP in computing the MCS level and reduces trial and error. The VHT capabilities info field does not include any information on the STA's receiver capability.
	The VHT Capabilities Info field should include some minimal information of the receiver capability to achieve quick convergance of MCS.


Discussion:
The commented highlighted a way to further improve MCS selection. However, it is still unclear the amount of improvement that can be achieved. 
Proposed Resolution:

Rejected.

	5066
	Sigurd Schelstraete
	68.36
	8.4.2.160.1
	Confusing definition
	Replace definition with "If SU beamformee capable, set to the maximum number of supported beamformer antennas minus one"


Context: (TGac draft 2.2 P70L36)
“If SU beamformee capable, set to maximum value minus 1.”
Commenter proposed change:

“If SU beamformee capable, set to the maximum number of supported beamformer antennas value minus 1.”
Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.
	4491
	Clint Chaplin
	68.43
	8.4.2.160.2
	"If SU beamformer capable, set to value minus 1"
	"If SU beamformer capable, set to maximum value minus 1"

	5067
	Sigurd Schelstraete
	68.43
	8.4.2.160.1
	Confusing definition
	Replace definition with "If SU beamformee capable, set to the maximum supported value of NUM_STS minus one"


Context: (TGac draft 2.2 P70L43)
“If SU beamformer capable, set to value minus 1.”
Commenter proposed change:

“If SU beamformer capable, set to the maximum supported value of NUM_STS value minus 1.”
Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.
	5068
	Sigurd Schelstraete
	69.44
	8.4.2.160.1
	Meaning of "association" is ambiguous
	"association" could mean either the process of associating or the total time that a STA remains associated with the AP. Change wording to clarify that the latter is intended here.
Same comment for lines 46, 48 and 50.


Discussion: 

This is already addressed in TGac draft 2.2 by CID 5268 and 5269.

Proposed Resolution:

Rejected.
	5082
	Sigurd Schelstraete
	107.04
	9.12.6
	Value of subframe padding octet unspecified
	No value is specified for subframe padding octet.
Explicitly state that the value is unspecified and vendor discretionary.


Discussion:

Value of EOF field is defined explicity in Section 9.12.7 (Setting the EOF field of the A-MPDU delimiter). Suggest adding reference to this statement.  
Context: (TGac draft 2.2 P109L10)
“First, while A-MPDU_Length < PSDU_LENGTH for that user and A-MPDU_Length mod 4 != 0, add a subframe padding octet and increment A-MPDU_Length by 1.”
Commenter proposed change:

“First, while A-MPDU_Length < PSDU_LENGTH for that user and A-MPDU_Length mod 4 != 0, add a subframe padding octet (see 9.12.7 (Setting the EOF field of the A-MPDU delimiter)) and increment A-MPDU_Length by 1.”
Proposed Resolution:

Revised.

	5083
	Sigurd Schelstraete
	107.10
	9.12.6
	Value of EOF padding octet unspecified
	No value is specified for EOF padding octet.
Explicitly state that the value is unspecified and vendor discretionary.


Discussion:

Value of EOF field is defined explicity in Section 9.12.7 (Setting the EOF field of the A-MPDU delimiter). Suggest adding reference to this statement.  

Context: (107.10) (TGac draft 2.2 P109L14)
“Finally, while A-MPDU_Length < PSDU_LENGTH for that user, add an EOF padding octet and increment A-MPDU_Length by 1.”
Commenter proposed change:

“Finally, while A-MPDU_Length < PSDU_LENGTH for that user, add an EOF padding octet (see 9.12.7 (Setting the EOF field of the A-MPDU delimiter)) and increment A-MPDU_Length by 1.”
Proposed Resolution:

Revised.

	5084
	Sigurd Schelstraete
	107.33
	9.12.7
	Use of EOF field for non-zero length subframes
	Is there a reason the last A-MPDU subframe with non-zero length can not have EOF set to one, even if it's not the only subframe? This looks like a valid use of EOF.


Discussion:

Noted in P109L33. The EOF field in each A-MPDU subframe with a non-zero MPDU Length field that is not the only A-MPDU subframe with a non-zero MPDU Length field in the A-MPDU shall be set to 0.
Proposed Resolution:

Rejected.

	5263
	Simone Merlin
	106.10
	9.12.4
	"the value of minimum MPDU start spacing that applies is the maximum value in the Minimum MPDU Start Spacing subfields of the A-MPDU Parameters fields of the VHT Capabilities elements across all VHT STAsa ssociated with the transmitting AP or across all peer VHT mesh STAs of the transmitting mesh STA."

there is no such a subfield in VHT Capab.
	refer to the HT field


Context: (TGac draft 2.2 P107L56)
“If the PPDU is an HT PPDU, the value of minimum MPDU start spacing that applies is the maximum value in the Minimum MPDU Start Spacing subfields of the A-MPDU Parameters fields of the HT Capabilities elements across all HT STAs associated with the transmitting AP or across all peer HT mesh STAs of the transmitting mesh STA. If the PPDU is a VHT PPDU, the value of minimum MPDU start spacing that applies is the maximum value in the Minimum MPDU Start Spacing subfields of the A-MPDU Parameters fields of the VHT Capabilities elements across all VHT STAs associated with the transmitting AP or across all peer VHT mesh STAs of the transmitting mesh STA.”
Commenter proposed change:

“If the PPDU is an HT or VHT PPDU, the value of minimum MPDU start spacing that applies is the maximum value in the Minimum MPDU Start Spacing subfields of the A-MPDU Parameters fields of the HT Capabilities elements across all HT or VHT STAs associated with the transmitting AP or across all peer HT or VHT mesh STAs of the transmitting mesh STA.”
Proposed Resolution:

Revised.
Abstract


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