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Baseline specification: IEEE 802.11ac D3.0
COEX CIDs: 6101, 6272, 6365, 6383, 6472, 6475 
	6101
	Liwen Chu
	9.3.2.6
	103.08
	It makes no sense to use non-HT RTS for dynamic bandwidth negotiation.
	Remove non-HT RTS from dynamic bandwidth negotiation
	Rejected. The commenter points that unlike an RTS sent with non-HT duplicate PPDU, an RTS sent with non-HT PPDU frame has no helpful bandwidth indication capability, hence no reason to be included in the paragraph. While this is true, I believe the referred  paragraph wraps the case of RTS sent only on primary channel together with the rest of the cases (i.e. RTS sent on primary and secondary channel(s)). The alternative is to separate the RTS sent on primary channel only from the rest. I propose to keep the current wording.

	6272
	Brian Hart
	9.3.2.6
	103.15
	"a PIFS period" implies a single glance at CCA occuring 25 us before the transmission. But CCA is measured over a duration and in fact that "glance" really consumes the whole PIFS since PIFS (defined as 25us) is used up to support aCCAMidTime (defined as <25us)
	for a PIFS period. Ditto P103L31
	Accepted. See the editing instructions in doc 12/0813 under CID 6272.

	6365
	Sandhya Patil
	9.3.2.6
	103.05
	non-bandwidth signalling TA or TA with no  bandwidth signaling
	as in comment
	Rejected. “bandwidth signalling TA” is now a defined term, see P5L40. And for an easier and more clarified reference it is used here.

	6383
	Wei Shi
	9.3.2.5a
	102.59
	Why is there a restriction here? I thought a VHT STA would need to send a new RTS/or other frame to each VHT STA it wanted to use signaling TA anyway. If it is sending a new RTS then I don't see why it can't go to an non-VHT STA.
	Please consider removing this text.
	Rejected. The commenter believes that there is no need to restrict the TXOP owner in transmitting further RTS frames in this case and asks to remove this restriction. The intention behind this is that a non-VHT STA after receiving the RTS with bandwidth signalling would not be able to obtain the further indication about the negotiated bandwidth and it would not know for instance whether the final negotiated bandwidth is 20MHz or 40MHz.

	6472
	Mark RISON
	9.3.2.5a
	102.19
	Is it permissible to increase the bandwidth during a TXOP by using an RTS/CTS exchange?
	Add after 129.48 a "NOTE---These rules imply that the CH_BANDWIDTH cannot increase from one RTS to the next in a TXOP."
	Rejected. While the suggested note makes sense, it seems it is a mere repeat of the subscaluse it’s following.

	6475
	Mark RISON
	9.3.2.5a
	102.19
	If it's not possible to increase the bandwidth during a TXOP by using an RTS/CTS exchange (see another comment), why would it be desirable to be able to send a second RTS during a TXOP?
	Delete this bullet
	Rejected. The commenter asks what is the reason to allow to send subsequent RTS if the bandwidth is not allowed to increase within the same TXOP, and suggests to remove above bullet that allows sending subsequent RTS after PIFS. The reason to allow sending subsequent RTSs within the same TXOP is to allow the TXOP-owner to efficiently use the obtained TXOP and address multiple STAs.


Resolution for CID 6101: Rejected. 

Discussion: The comment refers to: 
A VHT STA that is addressed by an RTS frame in a non-HT or non-HT duplicate PPDU that has a bandwidth signaling TA and that has the RXVECTOR parameter DYN_BANDWIDTH_IN_NON_HT equal to Static, behaves as follows: 
The commenter points that unlike an RTS sent with non-HT duplicate PPDU, an RTS sent with non-HT PPDU frame has no helpful bandwidth indication capability, hence no reason to be included in this paragraph. While this is true, I believe the referred  paragraph wraps the case of RTS sent only on primary channel together with the rest of the cases (RTS sent on primary and secondary channel(s)). The alternative is to separate the RTS sent on primary channel only from the rest. I propose to keep the current wording.
Resolution for CID 6272: Accepted.
Discussion: The commenter points out that the PIFS duration that is referred in the below sub-clause is actually spent as whole for detection of any signal on the secondary channels. 
Editing instruction: TGac editor to apply the changes as follows
9.3.2.6 CTS and DMG CTS procedure

A VHT STA that is addressed by an RTS frame in a non-HT or non-HT duplicate PPDU that has a bandwidth

signaling TA and that has the RXVECTOR parameter DYN_BANDWIDTH_IN_NON_HT equal to Static,

behaves as follows:

— If the NAV indicates idle and CCA has been idle for all secondary channels (secondary 20 MHz

channel, secondary 40 MHz channel and secondary 80 MHz channel) in the channel width indicated

by the RTS frame's RXVECTOR parameter CH_BANDWIDTH_IN_NON_HT for a PIFS period prior

to the start of the RTS frame, then the STA shall respond with a CTS frame carried in a non-HT or

non-HT duplicate PPDU after a SIFS period. The CTS frame's TXVECTOR parameters

CH_BANDWIDTH and CH_BANDWIDTH_IN_NON_HT shall be set to the same value as the

RTS frame's RXVECTOR parameter CH_BANDWIDTH_IN_NON_HT.

— Otherwise the STA shall not respond with a CTS frame.
A VHT STA that is addressed by an RTS frame in a non-HT or non-HT duplicate PPDU that has a bandwidth

signaling TA and that has the RXVECTOR parameter DYN_BANDWIDTH_IN_NON_HT equal to Dynamic,

behaves as follows:

— If the NAV indicates idle, then the STA shall respond with a CTS frame in a non-HT or non-HT

duplicate PPDU after a SIFS period. The CTS frame's TXVECTOR parameters CH_BANDWIDTH

and CH_BANDWIDTH_IN_NON_HT may be set to any channel width for which CCA on all secondary

channels has been idle for a PIFS prior to the start of the RTS frame and that is equal to or less than

the channel width indicated in the RTS frame's RXVECTOR parameter

CH_BANDWIDTH_IN_NON_HT.

— Otherwise the STA shall not respond with a CTS frame.

Resolution for CID 6365: Rejected.
Discussion: The comment refers to: 
A STA that receives an RTS frame addressed to it considers the NAV to determine whether to respond with CTS unless the NAV was set by a frame originating from the STA sending the RTS frame (see 9.19.2.2 (EDCA TXOPs)). Thus, in this subclause, “NAV indicates idle” means that the NAV count is 0 or that the NAV count is not 0 but the non-bandwidth signaling TA obtained from the TA field of the RTS frame matches the saved TXOP holder address. 
where  “the non-bandwidth signaling TA” is used to refer to a TA address that is obtained by setting the TA-signalling bit to zero. The term “bandwidth signalling TA” is now a defined term, see P5L40. And for an easier and more clarified reference it is used here.
Resolution for CID 6383: Rejected.
Discussion: The commenter refers to: 

A VHT STA that initiates a TXOP by transmitting an RTS frame with the TA field set to a bandwidth signaling TA shall not send an RTS frame to a non-VHT STA for the duration of the TXOP.
The commenter believes that there is no need to restrict the TXOP owner in transmitting further RTS frames in this case and asks to remove this restriction. The intention behind this is that a non-VHT STA after receiving the RTS with bandwidth signalling would not be able to obtain the further indication about the negotiated bandwidth and it would not know for instance whether the final negotiated bandwidth is 20MHz or 40MHz.   

Resolution for CID 6472: Rejected. 
Discussion: The comment refers to:
The PIFS may be used as described in the following list and shall not be used otherwise:

…

— A TXOP holder transmitting an RTS with a bandwidth signaling TA within a multiple frame transmission sequence, as specified in 9.19.2.4 (Multiple frame transmission in an EDCA TXOP)
And the commenter is asking to add a note in P129L48 as follows: 
NOTE-These rules imply that the CH_BANDWIDTH cannot increase from one RTS to the next in a TXOP.
While the suggested note makes sense, it seems it is a mere repeat of the subscaluse it’s following. 
Resolution for CID 6475: Rejected.
Discussion: The comment refers to:
The PIFS may be used as described in the following list and shall not be used otherwise:

…

— A TXOP holder transmitting an RTS with a bandwidth signaling TA within a multiple frame transmission sequence, as specified in 9.19.2.4 (Multiple frame transmission in an EDCA TXOP)

The commenter asks what is the reason to allow to send subsequent RTS if the bandwidth is not allowed to increase within the same TXOP, and suggests to remove above bullet that allows sending subsequent RTS after PIFS. The reason to allow sending subsequent RTSs within the same TXOP is to allow the TXOP-owner to efficiently use the obtained TXOP and address multiple STAs.
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