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Baseline documents: 11ac D4.0
The document proposes resolutions for the following CIDs: 

MAC: 7209, 7225, 7215, 7137, 7391, 7374, 7390, 7283, 7252, 7251

	7209
	9.3.2.9a
	125.32
	This is not true. Also this section is informative and should avoid the use of "should". A BAR could still be sent if a previous A-MPDU contained MPDUs requiring acknowledgement.
	Change to read: "A BlockAckReq frame would typically not be sent to a STA in the case where the A-MPDU to the STA contained no MPDUs requiring acknowledgement. It could be sent if MPDUs in a previous A-MPDU remain unacknowledged."
	Revise. See  the editing instruction in document 12/1371r2 under CID 7225.

	7225
	9.3.2.9a
	125.07
	Why do we need this sentence ("No BlockAckRequest frame should be sent to a STA in the case where the A-MPDU to that STA contained no MPDUs requiring acknowledgement.")? To what A-MPDU is it referring? A should statements seems not appropriate given the purpose of this section.
	Remove the sentence.
	Revise. See  the editing instruction in document 12/1371r2 under CID 7225.


TGac Editor: Apply the following changes starting from P125L7 
9.3.2.9a MU acknowledgement procedure



NOTE - A BlockAckRequest frame would typically not be sent to a STA in the case where the A-MPDU to the STA contained no MPDUs requiring acknowledgement. It could be sent if MPDUs in a previous A-MPDU remain unacknowledged.



	7215
	9.3.2.5a
	122.50
	Does a Txop holder have to transmit at least one VHT PPDU if it starts a Txop with RTS/CTS using signaling TA?
	Add note to say that there is no such restriction.
	Reject. It is true that there is no restriction regarding sending VHT PPDUs during a TXOP which is started by exchanging RTS/CTS with BW signalling. However, there is no strong reason to state this or other non-existing restrictions in the specification. 


	7137
	9.3.2.6
	123.37
	The preceding two paragraphs were unnecessarily difficult to parse, but this paragraph seems to be written to obfuscate.
	Replace lines 37-43 with something clearer, such as:  "A STA shall respond to an RTS with a CTS after a SIFS period, but only if the NAV indicates idle and the STA meets one of the following three criteria:  (i)  non-VHT and addressed by an RTS frame;  (ii) VHT and addressed by an RTS frame that both (a) is carried in a non-HT or non-HT duplicate PPDU, and (b) has a non-bandwidth signaling TA;  or (iii) VHT and addressed by an RTS frame that has neither a non-HT nor a non-HT duplicate format."  The preceding two paragraphs would benefit from similar reordering.  By the way, did the original really mean to require that the addressed STA respond with a CTS?  Thought CTS was always optional after receiving an RTS.
	Reject. The proposed change does not seem to make the referred paragraph easier to readers. Also, it seems the preceding two paragraphs would not benefit from a similar change.


Discussion: The commenter proposes to replace the referred paragraph
“A non-VHT STA that is addressed by an RTS frame or a VHT STA that is addressed by an RTS frame carried

in a non-HT or non-HT duplicate PPDU that has a non-bandwidth signaling TA or a VHT STA that is addressed

by an RTS frame in a format other than non-HT or non-HT duplicate behaves as follows:

— If the NAV indicates idle, the STA shall respond with a CTS frame after a SIFS period.

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

 with the following:
“A STA shall respond to an RTS with a CTS after a SIFS period, but only if the NAV indicates idle and the STA meets one of the following three criteria:  
(i) non-VHT and addressed by an RTS frame;  
(ii) VHT and addressed by an RTS frame that both (a) is carried in a non-HT or non-HT duplicate PPDU, and (b) has a non-bandwidth signaling TA;  or 
(iii) VHT and addressed by an RTS frame that has neither a non-HT nor a non-HT duplicate format.” 
The proposed change does not seem to make the referred paragraph easier to readers. Also, it seems the preceding two paragraphs would not benefit from a similar change.
	7391
	9.3.2.3.4
	122.19
	I *think* the point of this new item is that in a VHT BSS, just like an HT BSS, you might want to address different STAs within the TXOP, but that only in the VHT BSS signalling TA do you need to have a PIFS gap so secondary channel sensing can take place
	Add a NOTE to clarify that there is no implication that non-VHT HT STAs can't send RTSes to more than one STA during a TXOP
	Reject. The referred concept for non-VHT STAs is stated to be valid in 9.19.2.2, but not valid in 9.3.2.6. So the baseline spec is ambiguous about such capability for non-VHT STAs. However, it is also out of the scope of 11ac to clarify this capability for non-VHT STAs. It is therefore more appropriate to take this comment to TGmc.  


	7374
	9.3.2.5a
	122.59
	Why is it that "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."?
	Add a clarifying NOTE
	Revise. See  the editing instruction in document 12/1371r2.


Discussion: If a TXOP is initiated by sending an RTS frame with BW signalling TA, the unintended non-VHT receiving the RTS frame keep the address of the TXOP-holder including the signalling TA, hence they would not recognize if the TXOP-holder sends an RTS with a non-BW signalling TA address.
TGac Editor: Apply the following changes 
9.3.2.5a VHT RTS procedure

A VHT STA transmitting an RTS frame carried in non-HT or non-HT duplicate format and addressed to a

VHT STA shall set the TA field to a bandwidth signaling TA and shall set the TXVECTOR parameters

CH_BANDWIDTH_IN_NON_HT and CH_BANDWIDTH to the same value. If the STA sending the RTS

frame is capable of dynamic bandwidth operation (see 9.3.2.6 (CTS and DMG CTS procedure)), the STA

shall set the TXVECTOR parameter DYN_BANDWIDTH_IN_NON_HT to Dynamic. Otherwise, the STA

shall set the TXVECTOR parameter DYN_BANDWIDTH_IN_NON_HT to Static. 

A VHT STA that initiates a TXOP by transmitting an RTS frame with the TA field set to a bandwidth signalling TA shall not send an RTS frame to a non-VHT STA for the duration of the TXOP.
NOTE – A Non-VHT STA considers the bandwidth signaling TA as the address of the TXOP holder. If an RTS frame is sent to a non-VHT STA during a TXOP that is initiated by an RTS frame with a bandwidth signaling TA, the non-VHT STA does not recognize the RTS sender as the TXOP holder.
	7390
	9.3.2.5a
	122.59
	"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." -- sorry, I still don't understand why, despite the resolution of CID 6383.  I also don't understand why the restriction is only there for the first frame in the TXOP (i.e. what if a BW-signalling RTS is first used later on in the TXOP?)
	Add a NOTE explaining why, in such simple terms that even I could understand it
	Revise. See  the editing instruction in document 12/1371r2 under CID 7374.


	7283
	9.3.1
	121.23
	Please elaborate on "fast collision inference" procedure
	Please clarify, or maybe add reference to describe what is fast collision inference.
	Reject. The cited phrase  appears to be coming from the 11mb baseline draft, and it seems it is more appropriate to take this CID to TG 11mc.


Discussion: The commenter cites “fast collision inference” from below paragraph in 9.3.1. However, the cited phrase appears to be coming from the11mb baseline draft, and it seems it is more appropriate to take this CID to TG 11mc. 
The RTS/CTS exchange also performs both a type of fast collision inference and a transmission path check.

If the return CTS is not detected by the STA originating the RTS, the originating STA may repeat the process

(after observing the other medium-use rules) more quickly than if the long data frame had been transmitted

and a return ACK frame had not been detected. An RTS/CTS exchange by VHT STAs also performs fast collision

inference on the secondary 20 MHz channel, secondary 40 MHz channel and secondary 80 MHz channel,

and helps the VHT STA transmitting the RTS determine the available bandwidth at the responder.
	7252
	9.3.2.9a
	124.14
	Clarify "one of them"

As the sentence is currently written, "one of them" appears to refer to MDPUs, which is the subject of the sentence.
	Replace "one of them" with "one of the A-MPDUs"
	Accept. See  the editing instruction in document 12/1371r2.


TGac Editor: Apply the following changes 
9.3.2.9a MU acknowledgement procedure

The acknowledgement procedure performed by a STA that receives MPDUs that were transmitted within a VHT MU PPDU is the same as the acknowledgement procedure for MPDUs that were not transmitted within a VHT MU PPDU.

NOTE—All MPDUs transmitted within a VHT MU PPDU are contained within A-MPDUs and the rules specified in 8.6.3 (A-MPDU contents) ensure that there can only be an immediate response to one of the A-MPDUs.
	7251
	9.3.2.5a
	122.50
	How should the TA for an RTS be set for cases where an MU transmission is planned in the TXOP?

When the AP plans to send an MU transmission, several STAs will be adressed at once. Are there any restrictions on which STA's TA should be used in the RTS (I'm assuming the RTS will always adress a single STA)? Even if there are no specific requirements, a note for cases involving MU may be helpful.
	Clarify
	Reject. The current rules in 11ac spec allows an AP to send multiple RTS to whatever subset of the clients in the MU group and expect CTS for each of the RTSs. The order of the STAs that each is addressed by an RTS frame is up to implementation.
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