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Revision Notes
	R0
	Initial revision

	R1
	Revised after discussions with the group


Comments for Clause 9.12.2
CID 6752
	6752
	David Hunter
	9.12.2
	117.39
	"in the DMG Capabilities element." loses the requirement that this element has to be from the intended receiver.
	Replace "element." with "element received from the intended receiver."


Discussion:

Agree with commenter.

Proposed resolution:
Accept.
Instruction to Editor:
Please make the following changes in TGac D3.1 P123L28 under subclause 9.12.2. 
“A DMG STA shall not transmit an A-MPDU that is longer than the value indicated by the Maximum A-MPDU Length Exponent field in the DMG Capabilities element received from the intended receiver.”
CID 6753
	6753
	David Hunter
	9.12.2
	117.44
	"NOTE--The restriction limits":  what restriction?  The immdediately preceding sentence was about MaxTime on the medium.  That is what restricts the length to 4095?  Doubt that.
	Replace "The restriction" to something that refers specifically to which restriction.


Discussion:
These two sentences are added because of CID 4084 in LB188. See 11-12/0593r0. The restriction applies to a PPDU not exceeding aPPDUMaxTime, and aPPDUMaxTime is 5.484ms for VHT PHY. This is equivalent to a maximum value of LENGTH field in L-SIG field to 4095.
“A STA shall not transmit a VHT PPDU if the PPDU duration exceeds aPPDUMaxTime defined in Table 22-29.

NOTE—The restriction limits the LENGTH field in the L-SIG field of a VHT PPDU to 4095.”
Proposed resolution:

Revise. In reply to the commeter, it is the restriction on PPDU duration in the immediate previous paragraph that creates the limit cited in the NOTE.
Instruction to Editor:
Please make the following changes in TGac D3.1 P123L33 under subclause 9.12.2. 

NOTE—This restriction limits the LENGTH field in the L-SIG field of a VHT PPDU to 4095.”

CID 6754
	6754
	David Hunter
	9.12.2
	117.46
	Removal of this NOTE about the scope of the A-MPDU length is removal of a helpful note about HT implementations.
	Instead of removing this note, specify it as applying to HT transmissions and supplement that with relevant material about the scope of the A-MPDU length in VHT implementations.


Discussion:
The information is available in the NOTE in 8.6.1 A-MPDU format in D3.1
“NOTE—An A-MPDU pre-EOF padding includes any A-MPDU subframes with 0 in the MPDU Length field and 0 in

the EOF field inserted in order to meet the minimum MPDU start spacing requirement.(#6482)”
Proposed resolution:

Reject. The information is available in the NOTE in 8.6.1 A-MPDU format.
Comments for Clause 9.12.3

CID 6755
	6755
	David Hunter
	9.12.3
	117.56
	Deletion of "HT STA and a DMG" from this requirement opens this requirement to all IEEE 802.11 implementations, even pre-HT legacy.  This change is not within the scope of 11ac.
	Instead of deleting "An HT STA and a DMG STA", replace it with "HT, VHT and DMG STAs".


Proposed resolution:

Reject. 
Pre-HT legacy STA does not support A-MPDU, and this requirement would not apply. Therefore, there is no need to make any changes here. 

Comments for Clause 9.12.6

CID 6038
	6038
	Adrian Stephens
	9.12.6
	119.32
	"A VHT STA that delivers one or more A-MPDUs to the PHY (using PHY-DATA.request primitives) as one or more PSDUs"



This introductory sentence may confuse people as to the mapping from A-MPDUs to PSDUs -i.e. it appears to allow more than one A-MPDU per PSDU.
	Replace the first sentence with:  "A VHT STA that transmits a VHT PPDU, which contains one or more PSDUs, each of which contains an A-MPDU, shall construct the A-MPDU(s) as described in this subclause."


Discussion:
Agree with commenter.
Proposed resolution:

Accept. 
Instruction to Editor:

Please make the following changes in TGac D3.1 P125L13 under subclause 9.12.6. 
“A VHT STA that transmits a VHT PPDU, which contains one or more PSDUs, each of which contains an A-MPDU, shall construct the A-MPDU(s) as described in this subclause.”
CID 6039 / 6113 / 6040 / 6114 / 6556
	6039
	Adrian Stephens
	9.12.6
	119.41
	"A-MPDU subframes with 0 in the MPDU Length field provided that each added subframe and the

complete A-MPDU meet all the following:"



The "provided that" condition should apply to both bullets - i.e. the constraints are true even when no zero-length subframes have been added.
	Promote the "provide that.." to body text,  and turn the bullet list that follows into a dashed list at level 1.

	6113
	Liwen Chu
	9.12.6
	119.42
	"provided that each...(see 9.19.2.2 (EDCA TXOPs)) for the primary AC" should be applied to non-zero-length A-MPDU subframe and zero-length A-MPDU subframe.
	Change L41L42 to:

----A-MPDU subframes with 0 in the MPDU Length field

Each added subframe and the complete A-MPDU meet all the following:

	6040
	Adrian Stephens
	9.12.6
	120.01
	"have 0 in the MPDU Length field provided that each added subframe and the

complete A-MPDU meet all the following:"



The "provided that" condition should apply to both bullets - i.e. the constraints are true even when no zero-length subframes have been added.
	Promote the "provide that.." to body text,  and turn the bullet list that follows into a dashed list at level 1.



Merge the sentence "and provided that" that follows into this dashed list.

	6114
	Liwen Chu
	9.12.6
	120.01
	"provided that each..." should be applied to non-zero-length A-MPDU subframe and zero-length A-MPDU subframe.
	Change L1L2 to:

----A-MPDU subframes with 0 in the MPDU Length field

Each added subframe and the complete A-MPDU meet all the following:

	6556
	Sigurd Schelstraete
	9.12.6
	120.03
	Clarify scope of sub-bullets on lines 3-9. Probably, these sub-bullets are conditions for both of the bullets "- have a TID ..." and "- have 0 in the MPDU Length field ..."

Currently, the positioning of the sub-bullets would indicate they only appy to the second bullet.
	Clarify and modify text accordingly.


Discussion:
Agree with all commenters. 
Proposed resolution:

Revise. See changes in 11-12/987r1 under heading “CID 6039 / 6113 / 6040 / 6114 / 6556”.
Instruction to Editor:

For CID 6039 and CID 6113,

Please make the following changes in TGac D3.1 P125L23 under subclause 9.12.6. 
“— A-MPDU subframes with 0 in the MPDU Length field
provided that each added subframe and the complete A-MPDU meet all the following:

— A-MPDU content constraints (see 9.12.1 (A-MPDU contents)) for the intended recipient

— length limit constraints (see 8.6.1 (A-MPDU format) and 9.12.2 (A-MPDU length limit rules)) for the intended recipient

— minimum MPDU start spacing constraints (see 9.12.3 (Minimum MPDU Start Spacing field)) for the intended recipient

— TXOP duration limits (see 9.19.2.2 (EDCA TXOPs)) for the primary AC”
For CID 6040, CID 6114 and 6556,

Please make the following and similar changes in TGac D3.1 P125L48 under subclause 9.12.6. 
“— have 0 in the MPDU Length field
provided that each added sub-frame and the complete A-MPDU meets all of the following:

— A-MPDU content constraints (see 9.12.1 (A-MPDU contents)) for the intended recipient

— length limit constraints (see 8.6.1 (A-MPDU format) and 9.12.2 (A-MPDU length limit rules)) for the intended recipient

— MPDU start spacing constraints (see 9.12.3 (Minimum MPDU Start Spacing field)) for the intended recipient”
CID 6284 / 6555
	6284
	Brian Hart
	9.12.6
	119.56
	"once for each" but only one PPDU containing multipke A-MPDUs
	once for the

	6555
	Sigurd Schelstraete
	9.12.6
	119.55
	Further clarify relationship between initial A-MPDU length and APEP_LENGTH.
	Change "The A-MPDU_Length[n] for user n ..." to "This initial value of A-MPDU_Length[n] for user n".

Also add sentence at end of paragraph: "The same initial value of A-MPDU_Length[n] shall also be used as APEP_LENGTH[n] in TXVECTOR."


Discussion:
For CID 6555, agree with commenter. 

For CID 6284, agree in principle. There is only one VHT PPDU. PLME-TXTIME.request is used to determine the time required to transmit a particular PSDU for each user. The change specified to this CID is “VHT PPDU” to “user”.
Proposed resolution:

Revise. See changes in 11-12/987r1 under heading “CID 6284/ 6555”.
Instruction to Editor:

Please make the following changes in TGac D3.1 P125L36under subclause 9.12.6. 
“This initial value of A-MPDU_Length[n] for user n is used as the APEP_LENGTH[n] parameter value for the PLME-TXTIME.request (see 6.5.7 (PLME-TXTIME.request)) primitive. The PLME-TXTIME.request is then invoked once for the VHT PPDU. The PLME-TXTIME.confirm (see 6.5.8 (PLME-TXTIME.confirm)) primitive provides the TXTIME parameter and PSDU_LENGTH[] parameters for all the users for the transmission. The same initial value of A-MPDU_Length[n] shall also be used as APEP_LENGTH[n] in the PHY-TXSTART.request primitive.”
CID 6676
	6676
	Simone Merlin
	9.12.6
	119.61
	Subsequently, for each user n; I understad that rules listed below will limit the users interested in this part, but it may be clearer to state: "for each REMINING user n, not in the set of users that are destinations of previously added A-MPDUs"
	clarify as suggested


Discussion:
I think the original wording (i.e. for each user n) is appropriate, since the paragraph here is intended to be loop through every user in the set. Use of “remaining” would means some users have already been process prior to this. 
Proposed resolution:

Reject. Original wording (i.e. for each user n) is appropriate. No change is required.
Comments for Clause 9.12.7

CID 6759
	6759
	David Hunter
	9.12.7
	120.41
	It is not the field that is nonzero or not, but the value of the field.  Also, values of numeric fields are clearer when written as numerals.
	Replace the first two sentences with:

"The EOF field in an A-MPDU subframe may be set to 1 when the value of the subframe's MPDU Length field is not 0 and that is the only A-MPDU subframe whose MPDU Length field is not 0 in an A-MPDU carried in a VHT PPDU.  The EOF field in each A-MPDU subframe shall be set to 1 when that subframe is not the only A-MPDU subframe in the A-MPDU whose MPDU Length field value is 0."


Discussion:
Agree in principle. Nonzero is used widely within the baseline specification, and do not think it is any less unclear. 
Proposed resolution:

Revise. See changes in 11-12/987r1 under heading “CID 6759”.
Instruction to Editor:

Please make the following changes in TGac D3.1 P126L23 under subclause 9.12.7. 
“The EOF field in an A-MPDU subframe with the MPDU Length field with a nonzero value that is the only A-MPDU subframe with the MPDU Length field with a nonzero value in an A-MPDU carried in a VHT PPDU may be set to 1. The EOF field in each A-MPDU subframe with the) MPDU Length field with a nonzero value that is not the only A-MPDU subframe with the MPDU Length field with a nonzero value in the A-MPDU carried in a VHT PPDU shall be set to 0.”

Comments for Clause 9.12.8

CID 6286
	6286
	Brian Hart
	9.12.8
	120.62
	Bullets 3, 4 and 5 are missing references. Notes arguing for a specific behavior without references are very dangerous - oftentimes the normative language just doesn't exist
	Add references (3x)


Discussion:
Agree with commenter.
Proposed resolution:

Revise. See changes in 11-12/987r1 under heading “CID 6286”.
Instruction to Editor:

Please make the following changes in TGac D3.1 P126L45 under subclause 9.12.8. 
“— A data MPDU cannot indicate an Ack Policy of “Implicit Block Ack”, and does not generate a Block Ack response. (see 8.2.4.5.4 (Ack Policy subfield))
— A data MPDU could indicate an Ack Policy of “Normal Ack”, which solicits(#6503) an ACK immediate response. No Block Ack agreement is necessary in this case. (see 8.2.4.5.4 (Ack Policy subfield))
— The MPDU could be a management frame that solicits an ACK response. (see 8.6.3 (A-MPDU contents))”
Abstract


This submission contains proposed comment resolutions to comments received during WG letter ballot 188.
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