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	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Owning Ad-hoc

	6471
	5.45
	3.2
	Dynamic bandwidth operation is not restricted to RTS-CTS exchanges
	Change to "a control frame exchange (or one involving a VHT Compressed Beamforming frame) [...] using non-HT or non-HT duplicate control frames and VHT Compressed Beamforming frames". Also change the references to "RTS/CTS" (and similar terms, e.g. "protected by CTS frame" etc.) to be more generic, in the context of bandwidth signalling
	COEX


Discussion:

We have to separate out at least the following VHT behaviours:

1. Signalling a CH_BANDWIDTH_IN_NON_HT value

2. The operation of the dynamic bandwidth protocol, signalled with DYN_BANDWIDTH_IN_NON_HT equal to Dynamic.

I believe that the dynamic bandwidth operation is specific to an RTS/CTS exchange.   There is no occurrence of DYN_BANDWIDTH_IN_NON_HT equal to “Dynamic” related to anything except an RTS frame in 802.11 D3.0.

The purpose of RTS/CTS is to test whether a transmission is allowed.   Originally the arrival or non-arrival of the CTS implicitly tests NAV at the receiver.  We extended that to also return an indication of idle CCA in secondary channels during the PIFS prior to reception of the RTS.   The purpose is still to test “carrier sense”.

RTS/CTS is the only frame exchange where sensitivity to NAV is required.

I don’t believe we want a half-way house (e.g. a BAR/BA exchange where BA is sent using a different bandwidth to the BAR) where sensitivity to NAV is not required, but sensitivity to CCA on the secondary channels is.

We could,  perhaps,  make the specificity to RTS/CTS more obvious by having a <<don’t set DYN_BANDWIDTH_IN_NON_HT to “Dynamic” unless its in an RTS frame>> statement somewhere.

Proposed Resolution: (this was strawpolled in July 2012,  but the spreadsheet does not reflect that).

Rejected.  802.11ac only supports DYN_BANDWIDTH_IN_NON_HT equal to “Dynamic” when transmitted in an RTS frame.  All description of dynamic bandwidth operation is specific to the RTS/CTS exchange.

	6798
	38.44
	8.2.5.2
	There is no need to indicate that NAV value is for receiving STAs.
	Remove "at receving STAs"
	EDITOR


Proposed resolution:

Rejected.

The cited text is not incorrect.  The group prefers not to change it as this is quoted baseline text that has been through multiple ballot cycles, and the cited text is not directly affected by the VHT changes.
	6686
	38.55
	8.2.5.2
	"NOTE Any TXOP involving transmission of VHT NDP Announcement frames and Beamforming Report Poll frames therefore uses multiple protection settings." therefore? Incomplete sentence
	
	EDITOR


Proposed Change:

NOTE—Any TXOP involving transmission of VHT NDP Announcement frames and Beamforming Report Poll frames

uses multiple protection settings.

Proposed Resolution: (This was approved by straw poll in the July 2012 session)

Revised.  Delete “therefore” at cited location.

	6235
	39.03
	8.2.5.2
	"Any NDP" but is this defined?
	"Any NDP or ..." be explicit: "HT NDP, VHT NDP or .."
	EDITOR


Context/my proposed change:

	· Pending MPDUs of the same AC

· Any associated immediate response frames

· Any HT NDP, VHT NDP,  or Beamforming Report Poll frame transmissions and explicit feedback response frames(#4528)
· Applicable IFS durations

· Any RDG


Proposed Resolution: (This was approved by straw poll in the July 2012 session)

Revised.  Change “NDP” to “HT NDP, VHT NDP,” with appropriate markup.

	6422
	39.14
	
	"segment" is ambiguous
	Change "segment" to "feedback segment" at 39.14, 41.56, 41.57, 51.48, 51.52, 51.54, 51.61, 148.2, 148.15, 148.28, 148.30, 148.32, 148.33, 148.40, 148.41
Change "segment" to "frequency segment" at 4.8, 4.9, 82.36, 82.44
	EDITOR


Changes (1st part):  

	39.12: The estimated duration for a VHT Compressed Beamforming frame response is determined by assuming that:

— All feedback segments (see 9.31.5 (VHT sounding protocol)) are transmitted, even if a Beamforming Report

Poll frame is used and not all the bits in the Feedback Segment Retransmission Bitmap therein are equal to 1.

— They are transmitted at a rate no lower than that which would be used if they were control response

frames (see 9.7.5.6 (Rate selection for other data and management frames)).

41.53: The Feedback Segment Retransmission Bitmap field indicates the feedback segments to be polled in a VHT

Compressed Beamforming report, which is contained in one or more VHT Compressed Beamforming frames

(see 9.31.5 (VHT sounding protocol)). The bit in position n (n=0 for LSB and n=7 for MSB) is set to 1 when

the feedback segment with the Remaining Feedback Segments subfield in VHT MIMO Control field set to n is requested. The bit in position n is set to 0 when the feedback segment with the Remaining Feedback Segments subfield in VHT MIMO Control field set to n is not requested.

51.45: Indicates the number of remaining feedback segments for the associated

VHT Compressed Beamforming frame:

Set to 0 for the last feedback segment of a segmented report or

the only feedback segment of an unsegmented report.

Set to a value between 1 and 6 for a feedback segment that is neither

the first nor the last of a segmented report.

Set to a value between 1 and 7 for a feedback segment that is not

the last feedback segment of a segmented report.

In a retransmitted feedback segment, the field is set to the same

value associated with the feedback segment in the original transmission.


51.56: Set to 1 for the first feedback segment of a segmented report or the

only feedback segment of an unsegmented report; set to 0 if it is not

the first feedback segment or if the VHT Compressed Beamforming

Report field and MU Exclusive Beamforming Report field are not

present in the frame.

In a retransmitted feedback segment, the field is set to the same value associated

with the feedback segment in the original transmission.
148.01: … ceeds the VHT beamformer’s maximum MPDU length capability, the VHT Compressed Beamforming report shall be split into up to 8 feedback segments, with each feedback segment sent in a different VHT Compressed Beamforming frame and containing successive portions of the VHT Compressed Beamforming Report information followed by any MU Exclusive Beamforming Report information. Each of the feedback segments except the last shall contain the maximum number of octets allowed by the VHT beamformer’s maximum MPDU length capability. The last feedback segment may be smaller. Each feedback segment is identified by the value of

the Remaining Feedback Segments subfield and the First Feedback Segment subfield in the VHT MIMO

Control field as defined in 8.4.1.47 (VHT MIMO Control field); the other non-reserved subfields of the VHT

MIMO Control field shall be the same for all feedback segments. All feedback segments shall be sent in a

single A-MPDU and shall be included in the A-MPDU in the descending order of the Remaining Feedback

Segments subfield values.

NOTE—The feedback segments of a VHT Compressed Beamforming report are not MSDU/MMPDU fragments and can be

included in an A-MPDU as described in this section.

In its first attempt to retrieve a VHT Compressed Beamforming report from a VHT beamformee that is not

the one indicated by the first STA Info field, a VHT beamformer shall transmit a Beamforming Report Poll

frame to poll all possible feedback segments of the VHT Compressed Beamforming report from the VHT

beamformee, by setting all the bits in the Feedback Segment Retransmission Bitmap field of the Beamforming Report

Poll frame to 1.

If a VHT beamformer fails to receive some or all feedback segments of a VHT Compressed Beamforming

report, the VHT beamformer may, subject to the condition on VHT SU-only beamformees described at the

end of this subclause, request a selective retransmission of missing feedback segments by transmitting a Beamforming Report Poll frame with the Feedback Segment Retransmission Bitmap field set as described in 8.3.1.20 (Beamforming Report Poll frame format) to indicate the feedback segments requested for retransmission. If the VHT beamformer fails to receive the feedback segment with the First Feedback Segment field set to 1, it may request a selective retransmission of missing feedback segments assuming the VHT Compressed Beamforming report is split into 8 feedback segments. The VHT beamformer may also request the retransmission of all feedback segments by setting all the bits in the Feedback Segment Retransmission Bitmap field of the Beamforming Report Poll frame to 1.

A VHT beamformee that transmits a VHT Compressed Beamforming report including the VHT Compressed

Beamforming Report information and any MU Exclusive Beamforming Report information in response to a

Beamforming Report Poll frame shall either transmit only the feedback segments indicated in the Feedback Segment

Retransmission Bitmap field in the Beamforming Report Poll frame excluding the indicated feedback segments that do not exist at the VHT beamformee or transmit all the feedback segments that exist at the VHT beamformee

disregarding the Feedback Segment Retransmission Bitmap field in the Beamforming Report Poll fame.

A VHT beamformer shall not transmit a Beamforming Report Poll frame to a VHT SU-only beamformee unless

it has received at least one feedback segment of the VHT Compressed Beamforming report from the VHT

beamformee in the current frame exchange sequence.


Changes (2nd part)

	4.07: 4) 80+80 MHz non-HT duplicate: A transmission format of the physical layer (PHY) that replicates

a 20 MHz non-HT transmission in two frequency segments of four adjacent 20 MHz channels where

the two frequency segments of channels are not adjacent.

82.36: Defines the channel center frequency

for an 80 and 160 MHz VHT BSS

and the frequency segment 0 channel center frequency

for an 80+80 MHz VHT

BSS. See 22.3.14 (Channelization).
82.43: Defines the frequency segment 1 channel center

frequency for an 80+80 MHz VHT

BSS. See 22.3.14 (Channelization).


My proposed additional changes (3rd part):

	50.47:  In a VHT Compressed Beamforming frame not carrying all or part of a VHT Compressed Beamforming Report field, the fields Nc Index, Nr Index, Channel Width, Grouping, Codebook Information, Feedback Type

and Sounding Sequence Number are reserved, the First Feedback Segment field is set to 0 and the Remaining Feedback Segments field is set to 7.


Proposed Resolution: (This was approved by straw poll in the July 2012 session)
Revised.  

Make changes shown in <this document> under CID 6422,  these changes agree with the commenter’s changes and also make similar changes that were missed.

	6204
	2.43
	3.2
	The baseline has a definition for TX power which was deleted in 12/379r6 during D2, but D3 does not delete that definition
	Delete the definition as per 12/379r6
	MAC


Proposed resolution:

Rejected.  The deletion was performed as approved.  See 4.23.

Context:  4.23:

	transmit power: The effective isotropic radiated power (EIRP) when referring to the operation of an

orthogonal frequency division multiplexing (OFDM) physical layer (PHY) in a country where so regulated.


	6208
	3.53
	3.2
	"Single MPDU" is a dangerous definition. Very each to write "single MPDU" meaning "one MDPU" not this definition
	Find a more distinctive term - e.g. mono MPDU and VHT mono MPDU, etc
	MAC


Discussion:

This was discussed in July and not quite finished.

The straw poll taken then was:

Straw poll:

· Remove definition of “single MPDU” and add “VHT single MPDU” where previously “single MPDU” with no VHT prefix was used to indicate either VHT single MPDU or legacy MPDU. – 8/0

· Keep definition and rename it (S-MPDU). – 2/0

· Do nothing. – 0/5

Proposed Resolution:
Revised.

At 3.49, remove the editorial note.

At 3.52, remove “single MPDU” and re-instate (i.e. replace with) “nonaggregate medium access control (MAC) protocol data unit (non-A-MPDU) frame” 

At 3.56 remove “, or a frame that is transmitted as a very high throughput (VHT) single MPDU.”
(These changes remove all .11ac changes to the definition,  which can now be removed from the .11ac draft.)
At the following locations replace “single MPDU” with “non-A-MPDU frame or VHT single MPDU”:

33.24,  134.56, 134.65, 135.01, 
At 120.54  replace “single MPDU” with “non-A-MPDU frame”.
At 120.55  replace “single MPDU” with “non-A-MPDU”.

At 134.48 revert the edit – i.e. it now reads “(either transmitted as a non-A-MPDU frame or within an A-MPDU)”
	6809
	106.09
	9.7.6.1
	I am willing to accept nearly 100% of the blame for having created this situation and I am 100% unhappy with it and have been hating myself ever since I noticed what it looks like once the edits have been executed. In D3.0, we now have the following three terms: single MPDU, A-MPDU and VHT single MPDU. Two of them look very similar, but they are the wrong two.
	Throughout the document, rename "VHT single MPDU" to "VHT single MPDU A-MPDU" and use "non-A-MPDU" whenever you want to refer to a PPDU that contains no MPDU delimiters - I don't know if this is the best solution, but it makes the name of this thing more similar to the name of the other thing of the three similarly-named things that this thing more closely resembles in construct and it is 8:58 PM EST on June 25, 2012 so that is everything that you are going to hear about this thing for now... (I'm lying about the time) - or whatever...


Discussion:

I reviewed the definition and uses of VHT single MPDU,  and they relate all to its being an MPDU.  The proposed change to “VHT single MPDU A-MPDU” is wrong,  because it is then talking about the container,  not the contents.

I don’t know if the change below does anything to ease the commenter’s angst.

Proposed Resolution:

Revised.  The resolution of comment 6208, as shown in 11-12/1007r1 removes the definition of “single MPDU” and generally replaces occurances of “single MPDU” with “non-A-MPDU frame or VHT single MPDU”.
Alternative proposed Resolution:

Rejected.   The uses of the term VHT single MPDU all relate to its being an MPDU, not an A-MPDU.  So the proposed renaming would mislead.

Status: (2012-09-03)  I have confirmed with the commenter that the changes in 6208 addresses his concern.
	6520
	26.36
	7.3.4.5
	What does "detect" mean in the description of "LISTEN_TO_GID00"?
Detection typically means establishing the physical presence of a packet. This precedes any knowledge of the GID. As such, it is not possible to not detect a packet based on the value of GID.
Is the real intention to not pass this packet from PHY to MAC depending on the GID?
	Clarify and modify wording accodingly.
	PHY

	6521
	26.40
	7.3.4.5
	What does "detect" mean in the description of "LISTEN_TO_GID63"?
Detection typically means establishing the physical presence of a packet. This precedes any knowledge of the GID. As such, it is not possible to not detect a packet based on the value of GID.
Is the real intention to not pass this packet from PHY to MAC depending on the GID?
	Clarify and modify wording accodingly.
	PHY


Discussion:

This relates to filtering in the PHY.   

Document 11-12/0503r4 for CID 4113 proposed some changes, but this proposal was not accepted due to a discussion on how to respond to “filtered” in the MAC.   I believe that discussion is orthogonal to the modifications in the PHY to support the concept of filtering based on content of the PHY SIGNAL fields.

I propose to fix up the filtering in the PHY.   The MAC can later choose whether to treat RXERROR=filtered as a special case,  or move the indication to a some other PHY primitive.   These are details we can resolve in the fullness of time.

However, note that the concept of “filtered” did get into D3.0, as the RX PLCP state machine was modified to include the material introduced from CID 4113.   So we have at least an inconsistency to fix up.

Proposed changes:

To the list of RXERROR codes in 802.11-2012 7.3.5.13.2 p377, after “Unsupported Rate” add:

· Filtered. This value is used to indicate that during the reception of the PPDU, the PPDU was filtered out due to a condition set in the PHYCONFIG_VECTOR.

NOTE – this case might occur in a VHT STA due to GROUP_ID filtering in the PHY layer.

change 22.3.21 as follows:

22.3.21 PLCP receive procedure

…

If Group ID in VHT-SIG-A has a value indicating an MU PPDU (see 9.17a (Group ID and Partial AID in

VHT PPDUs)), the PHY shall decode VHT-SIG-B. If the VHT-SIG-B indicates an unsupported mode, the

PHY shall issue the error condition PHY-RXEND.indication(UnsupportedRate).

If VHT-SIG-B was decoded the PHY may check the VHT-SIG-B CRC in the SERVICE field. If the VHTSIG-

B CRC in the SERVICE field is not checked a PHY-RXSTART.indication(RXVECTOR) shall be issued.

The RXVECTOR associated with this primitive includes the parameters specified in Table 22-1 (TXVECTOR

and RXVECTOR parameters).

The PLCP optionally filters out the PPDU based on the GroupID and MU NSTS fields of VHT-SIG-A and the contents of the PHYCONFIG_VECTOR as follows:

· The PLCP shall not filter out the PPDU if one of the following is true:
· (g = 0) and (l00 is true)

· (g = 63) and (l63 is true)
· (0 < g < 63) and (m[g] = 1) and (nSTS[p[g]] > 0)
· where
· lNN is the one of the LISTEN_TO_GIDNN parameters of the PHYCONFIG_VECTOR
· m[g] is the Membership Status Array field of the GROUP_ID_MANAGEMENT parameter of the PHYCONFIG_VECTOR for group g
· g is the value of the GroupID field of VHT-SIG-A 
· nSTS[u] is the value of the MU NSTS field of VHT-SIG-A for user u
· p[g] is the User Position Array field of the GROUP_ID_MANAGEMENT parameter of the PHYCONFIG_VECTOR for group g
· 
· Otherwise the PLCP may filter out the PPDU.

If the PPDU is filtered out, the PLCP shall issue a PHY-RXEND.indication(Filtered) primitive.
Following training and signal fields, the coded PSDU (C-PSDU) (which comprises the scrambled and coded

PLCP SERVICE field, PSDU and pad) shall be received. The number of symbols in the C-PSDU is determined

by Equation (115).
change 26.36 “Value” as follows:

When true, indicates to the PHY not to filter out PPDUs with GROUP_ID field equal to the value 0.
change 26.40 “Value” as follows:

When true, indicates to the PHY not to filter out PPDUs with GROUP_ID field equal to the value 63.
Proposed resolution:

Revised.  Make changes as shown in <this document> for CIDs 6520 and 6521.   These changes modify the cited text to refer to “filtering out” and introduce text in 22.3.21 describing the process of “filtering out” PPDUs based on the value of this parameter.
Straw poll:

· remove mechanism describing filtering on GID in the PHY and provide a means for the MAC to perform that filtering – 2/6
· remove mechanism describing filtering on the GID in the PHY and say nothing about how to filter it in the MAC – 8/1
· add filtering for partial AID description here – 3/7
· Don’t decide now – 19/3
Status:  Action: Menzo to bring a submission on EIFS vs DIFS after filtering.
There was a long discussion.   Sentiment against the ability to filter by GroupID 0 vs 63 was expressed,

as this means that transmission of VHT RTS/CTS is ineffective in setting the NAV.   There are no rules describing how to set LISTEN_TO_GID parameters,  leaving it open to ignore these frames.

While not a criticism of this resolution,  a resolution of this discussion may result in a different outcome,  such as disallowing or restricting the use of these parameters,  making any description of filtering by them of no value.
	6522
	26.58
	7.3.5.2.2
	The second argument is called "USER_POSITION", but it is described as "index of the user" in the text below. This looks inconsistent.
	Change "USER_POSITION" to user index.
	PHY


	6221
	26.64
	7.3.5.2.2
	"optionally present"
	"present for a MU PPDU; otherwise not present"
	PHY


Context:

	7.3.5.2 PHY-DATA.request

7.3.5.2.2 Semantics of the service primitive

Change as follows:

The primitive provides the following parameters:

PHY-DATA.request(DATA, USER_POSITION)

The DATA parameter is an octet of value X'00' to X'FF'.

The USER_POSITION parameter is optionally present and indicates the index of the user in an MU PPDU

to which the accompanying DATA octet applies.


Discussion:

Agree with the commenter.   I personally think the extra layer of indirection causes confusion, because it merely serves to allow the MAC-PHY interface to re-order users, and raises questions about whether the on-air signalling relates to position or index.  No OTA signalling relates to index,  which is purely an arteface of the MAC-PHY interface.   So the reference to “of the user in an MU PPDU” is positively harmful.  

Proposed Change:

7.3.5.2 PHY-DATA.request

7.3.5.2.2 Semantics of the service primitive

Change as follows:

The primitive provides the following parameters:

PHY-DATA.request(DATA, USER_INDEX)

The DATA parameter is an octet of value X'00' to X'FF'.

The USER_INDEX   parameter (typically identified as u for a VHT STA, see NOTE 1 at end of Table 22-1) is present for an MU PPDU and indicates the index of the user in the TXVECTOR to which the accompanying DATA octet applies; otherwise not present.
Proposed resolution (to CID 6522): (This was straw polled successfully in July 2012)
Revised.  Make changes under CID 6522 in <this document>.

Proposed resolution (to CID 6221): (This was straw polled successfully in July 2012)
Revised.  Make changes under CID 6522 in <this document>.

	6366
	94.07
	8.5.23.1
	For consistency entries in Table 8-821ah against "non" time priority frames under Time Priority should probably contain the value "No".
	For Value = 1 and 2, put "No" under Time Priority field.
	MAC


Discussion:

Agreed.  This is consistent with the baseline (e.g. 2012 p763).

Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.

	6480
	116.23
	
	A VHT STA is an HT STA. Saying "HT or VHT STA" implies that in places where only "HT STA" is written, VHT STAs are not covered
	Change "HT or VHT STA" to "HT STA" at 116.23, 118.3, 121.37, 121.48, 128.28, 128.38, 128.40, 260.22. Also fix 118.21
	MAC


Context (118.21):

NOTE—An HT AP, a VHT AP, and an HT mesh STA and a VHT mesh STA can each transmit an A-MPDU containing

MPDUs with a group addressed RA.

Proposed change to 118.21:

NOTE 1—An HT AP, andand an HT mesh STA can transmit an A-MPDU containing

MPDUs with a group addressed RA.
NOTE 2 – As a VHT STA is an HT STA, NOTE 1 also applies to VHT APs and VHT mesh STAs.
Proposed Resolution:

Revised. 

Change "HT or VHT STA" to "HT STA" at 116.23, 118.3, 121.37, 121.48, 128.28, 128.38, 128.40, 260.22.
Revert changes to NOTE at 118.21, change it to NOTE 1,  and insert NOTE 2 following it:

“NOTE 2 – As a VHT STA is an HT STA, NOTE 1 also applies to VHT APs and VHT mesh STAs.”

	6693
	119.43
	9.12.6
	I would thik that all the restriction listed belove the second bullet, apply to the netore A-MPDU construction. I suggest to not list them under the second bullet, but in the main body. Same at P120L2
	
	EDITOR


Proposed Resolution:

Rejected. 

The repeated sections are not repeating normative statements, are a reminder of the constraints defined elsewhere.  As such, repetition does no harm and places the reminder close to the behaviour that is affected by it.

	6634
	125.08
	
	Why do we need more than one example of a frame exchange sequence? The original "on receipt of an ACK" is also flawed since it is not a frame exchange sequence but a single frame receipt.
	Remove edits and modify the original to read "..such as an ACK received in response to a QoS Data frame."
	MAC


Context:

	A multiple frame transmission within the TXOP occurs when an EDCAF retains the right to access the medium following the completion of a frame exchange sequence, such as on receipt of an ACK frame or on receipt of a VHT Compressed Beamforming frame sent in response to either a VHT NDP Announcement frame or a Beamforming Report Poll frame.


Discussion:

The question as to whether we need to add to the examples is a valid one.

I disagree with “The original "on receipt of an ACK" is also flawed since it is not a frame exchange sequence but a single frame receipt”

because I view “on receipt of an ACK” as matching “the completion of a frame exchange sequence”,  not just “a frame exchange sequence”.

Based on my interpretation,  the addition made by .11n is correct.  I don’t strongly care to keep it.  If we were later in the process,  I would want to avoid spurious changes,  but we’re probably not there yet.

Proposed resolution:

Revised.   At 125.08 Delete “frame or on receipt of a VHT Compressed Beamforming frame sent in response to either a VHT NDP Announcement frame or a Beamforming Report Poll frame”.

In reply to the comment, no additional change is necessary because “on receipt of an ACK” correctly matches “the completion of a frame exchange sequence”.
	6091
	150.27
	10.2
	It is not clear if VHT PPDU can be transmitted after PS Poll is received and if VHT PPDU is allowed what is the allowed bandwidth.
	Clarify it.
	MAC


Discussion:

I believe it is clear – Annex G is normative and describes those frame exchanges that can result from a PS-Poll.
Proposed Resolution:

Rejected.  The sequences for PS-Poll are defined in Annex G.  10.2.1 describes the delivery of a single buffered BU per PS-Poll. Either an Ack or a single Data MPDU may be returned as the response to a PS-Poll. The existence of a VHT PPDU creates no ambiguity. 

	6779
	155.47
	10.15.12
	It is not clear whether "is not required" is a "may" or not.
	Replace "is not required to" with "might not" -- or replace "A VHT STA is not required to perform any of the" with "The" and on line 48 replace "Request." with "Request is optional in VHT STAs."
	MAC


Discussion:

We are following the well-trod path of:

· We don’t quite understand the spec we are creating

· We get comments of the form “does this apply to VHT?”

· We add various bits of non-normative text to educate each other.

· We get comments on that informative text.

· We eventually delete it.

Proposed resolution:

Revised.   Remove the sentence at 155.47.

In reply to the commenter, 10.15.12 contains no normative requirements for non-2.4GHz STAs, so the statement at 155.57 adds nothing.

	6318
	157.57
	10.26.2
	As VHT variant HT control field does not have DEI bit, 10th paragraph of 10.26.2 "Stream Classification Service procedures" needs to be modified.
	Modify IEEE P802.11aa D9.0 p.98 Line 9-11 as following.
- All matching MSDUs have their drop eligibility indicator set using the value from the Drop Eligibility subfield of the Intra-access Category Priority element in the DEI subfield of the HT variant HT Control field, as defined in 8.2.4.6.2.
	MAC


Discussion:

We should fix all such references.   The comment caught one of the three I believe need to be chagned (98.09 in .11aa D9 corresponds to p109 in 802.11aa-2012).
Proposed Resolution:

Revised

(Page numbers are related to 802.11aa-2012.)
At the following locations:

p81 in “in which the HT Control field is present, the DEI field is equal to 1”,  

p82 in “in which the HT Control field is present and the DEI field is equal to 1”,

p109 in “element in the DEI subfield of the HT Control field”

change “HT Control field” to “HT variant HT Control field”

	6443
	134.16
	9.23.5.3
	"re-association" has been misinterpreted as "repeated (non-re)association"
	Change to "reassociation"
	MAC


Discussion:

Whether it has been misinterpreted or not is moot.  The proposed change brings this usage into line with the baseline.

Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.

	6397
	161.23
	10.39.1
	what is "80+"?
	change to "80+80"
	MAC


Context:

	A VHT STA uses the VHT Transmit Power Envelope element only for TPC of 80 MHz, 160 MHz and

80+80 MHz transmissions. A VHT STA shall include zero Subband Triplet fields in a Operating/Subband

Sequence field in the Country element of an 80, 160 or 80+ MHz Operating Class.


Discussion:  

“80+” is a behaviour limit set that identifies the secondary 80MHz of an 80+80 operating channel.

So the cited language is confusing operating classes and behaviour limits.

A more correct statement would be: 

“… of an 80 or 160 MHz Operating Class, or of an 80 MHz Operating Class with an 80+ Behaviour Limit.”.  However, the last part is unnecessary because it is included in “of an 80 MHz Operating Class”.

Proposed Resolution:

Revised.  Change “80, 160 or 80+” to “80 or 160”.

In reply to the commenter,  it is not necessary to call out 80+80,  as this rule applies independently to the primary and secondary segments of an 80+80 MHz operating channel due to the dependency on “80 MHz operating class”.
	6390
	224.42
	22.3.8.2.3
	Wording
	change "Otherwise MU[x] NSTS sets to 0 where
x is not listed in USER_POSITION" to "When
x is not listed in USER_POSITION, MU[x] NSTS is equal to 0"
	EDITOR


Status:  Allert has volunteered to provide a resolution for this comment.
Context:

	NOTE—in MU[x] for values listed in USER_POSITION, x represents USER_POSITION[u] where u is the

user index described in Table 22-12 (Fields in the VHT-SIG-A field). Otherwise MU[x] NSTS sets to 0 where

x is not listed in USER_POSITION.


Proposed Change:

NOTE—in MU[x] for values listed in USER_POSITION, x represents USER_POSITION[u] where u is the

user index described in Table 22-12 (Fields in the VHT-SIG-A field). When x is not listed in USER_POSITION, MU[x] NSTS is equal to 0.
Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.

Abstract


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





Proposes resolutions to comments:


6471(coex), 6798(editor), 6235(editor), 6422(editor), 6204(mac), 6809 (mac), 6520 & 6521 (phy), 6522(phy),  6366(mac), 6480(mac), 6693(editor), 6634(mac), 6091(mac), 6779(mac), 6318(mac), 6443(mac), 6397(mac),





Status of comments:





Approved by straw poll in July, but not showing as straw polled (and not motioned) in the database:


6471(coex), 6798(editor), 6686 (editor), 6235(editor), 6422(editor),  6522(phy), 6221(phy) 





Allert has volunteered for 6390(editor),  however a resolution is also presented below, if needed.


Pending discussion:


6208 (mac) 





Discussed and deferred:


6520 & 6521 (pending Menzo presentation on EIFS vs DIFS for filtered PPDUs)





R1:  Added resolutions to CIDs 6091, 6318, 6366, 6390, 6397, 6443, 6480, 6634, 6693, 6779
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