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Interpretation of a Motion to Adopt
A motion to approve this submission means that the editing instructions and any changed or added material are actioned in the TGaf Draft.  This introduction is not part of the adopted material.

Editing instructions formatted like this are intended to be copied into the TGaf Draft (i.e. they are instructions to the 802.11 editor on how to merge the text with the baseline documents).

TGaf Editor: Editing instructions preceded by “TGaf Editor” are instructions to the TGaf editor to modify existing material in the TGaf draft.  As a result of adopting the changes, the TGaf editor will execute the instructions rather than copy them to the TGaf Draft.
The editing instructions are shown in bold italic. Four editing instructions are used: change, delete, insert, and replace. Change is used to make corrections in existing text or tables. The editing instruction specifies the location of the change and describes what is being changed by using strikethrough (to remove old material) and underscore (to add new material). Delete removes existing material. Insert adds new material without disturbing the existing material. Insertions may require renumbering. If so, renumbering instructions are given in the editing instruction. Replace is used to make changes in figures or equations by removing the existing figure or equation and replacing it with a new one. Editorial notes will not be carried over into future editions because the changes will be incorporated into the base standard.

This amendment’s baseline is IEEE Std 802.11™–2012, as amended by

· Amendment 1 802.11ae-2012
· Amendment 2 802.11aa-2012
· Amendment 3 P802.11ad Draft 8.0
· Amendment 4 P802.11ac Draft 3.0
	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	2029
	86.00
	8.5.8.28
	Do you really want a Lenth field to deternmine the number of reeated fields?   Seems the wrong way round, the Length field is determined by the nuber of repeated Device Identication Info and Chennel Descriptor
	Delete the text in figure 8-460g on Length field and repeated fields


Discussions: 
Comment CID 2029 questioned about the usage of the length field to determine the number of repetition of the Device Identification Information and Channel Schedule Descriptor fields. The Device Identification Information and Channel Schedule Descriptor fields both contain TLV format. So they self determine their length. When such frame is constructed, the length of these two fields are firstly determined, then according to the number of repetition of these two fields, the total length of the element is determined and written into the length field. It is more straightforward to understand the length information rather than the number of repetition information that is used to calculate the length information afterwards. 
Propose: Rejected for CID 2029 per discussions in document 802.11-13/0251r0. 

	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	2034
	101.00
	10.43.7
	The phrases " a NCC responding STA" and " a NCC requesting STA" are used.  This is clumsy and should also be "an NCC..).  I suggest that these be replced by "a STA repsonding to NCC" and "a STA requesting NCC".
	Throughout 10.43.7 replace "a NCC responding STA" with "a STA responding to NCC" and "a NCC requesting STA with "a STA requesting NCC".  Also in 10.43.7.1 and 10.43.7.2


Discussions: 
Comment CID 2034 proposed to replace the writing style of NCC requesting STA. This writing style is inherited from 802.11v and already incorporated in IEEE std.802.11-2012. Prose not to replace the already known writing style with something we are not familiar with. However, “a NCC” should have been changed to “an NCC”. 
Propose: Revised CID 2034 as “Throughout 10.43.7 replace "a NCC responding STA" with " an NCC responding STA " and "a NCC requesting STA” with " an NCC requesting STA ".  Also in 10.43.7.1 and 10.43.7.2”
Editing Instructions
TGaf Editor: in section 10.43.7, 10.43.7.1 and 10.43.7.2, replace "a NCC responding STA" with " an NCC responding STA " and "a NCC requesting STA” with " an NCC requesting STA ".
	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	2073
	12.00
	6.3.95.1.2
	ChannelQueryTimeLimit doesn't have any protocol or defined behavior that would affect interoperability.  This seems to be a local implementation feature.
	Delete the ChannelQueryTimeLimit parameter.


Discussions: 
Comment CID 2073 said CAQ is a local implanted feature. CAQ may involve STA and AP of different vendor to interoperate. The ChannelQueryTimeLimit parameter is definitely needed. Propose to reject this comment. 
Propose: Rejected for CID 2073 per discussions in document 802.11-13/0251r0. 

	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	2074
	13.00
	6.3.95.3.1
	What does it mean to, "establish a channel query relationship"?  This seems to be a simple request/response exchange, with no "relationship" being created by the exchange.
	Change "This primitive indicates receipt of a request from a specific peer MAC entity to establish a channel query relationship with the STA processing this primitive." to "This primitive indicates that a (Protected) Channel Availability Query frame was received from a peer STA."


Discussions: 
Comment CID 2074 said the wording of “relationship” is not appropriate. The proposed wording is more close to the traditional way of defining the primitives. Propose to accept the comment. 
Propose: Accepted for CID 2074 per discussion and editing instructions in document 802.11-13/0251r0. 
Editing Instructions
TGaf Editor: replace section 6.3.95.3.1 with “ This primitive indicates that a (Protected) Channel Availability Query frame was received from a peer STA.”
	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	2075
	17.00
	6.3.96.2.2
	TRANSMISSION_FAILURE is a local implementation issue, not an interopability concern, and therefore out of scope for the 802.11 Standard (with rare exceptions - and this isn't one of those).
	Delete the TRANSMISSION_FAILURE ResultCode.  That leaves no valid Result except SUCCESS, which makes this parameter useless.  Further, since there is already a more detailed result (a "Reason Result Code") embedded in another parameter, it seems that this paramter doesn't really carry very useful success or failure information.  Therefore, just delete the ResultCode parameter completely.   Same thing in two more places.


Discussions: 
Comment CID 2075 said TRANSMISSION_FAILURE parameter of the CSM primitive is not needed. We agree that reason result code is already contained in the ChannelScheduleManagment paremter. So we agree that the ResultCode parameter can be deleted.
Propose: Accepted for CID 2075 per discussions and editing instructions in document 802.11-13/0251r0. 

Editing Instructions
TGaf Editor:in section 6.3.96 delete ResultCode in the text and also the related entries in the tables. 
	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	2076
	13.00
	6.3.95.2.2
	INVALID_PARAMETERS is only meaningful in the 802.11 Standard if/when it is communicated in protocol as an actual response status due to the peer entity determining something is invalid in a request.  In the case here, it is used in the local implementation sense of the requester submitting an invalid request, and is not carryed in protocol.  Thus, it doesn't affect or define interoperability, and so is beyond the scope of the Standard.
	Delete INVALID_PARAMETERS from the ResultCode list.  Same thing in two more places.


Discussions: 
Comment CID 2075 said TRANSMISSION_FAILURE parameter of the CSM primitive is not needed. We agree that reason result code is already contained in the ChannelScheduleManagment paremter. So we agree that the ResultCode parameter can be deleted.
Propose: Accepted for CID 2075 per discussions and editing instructions in document 802.11-13/0251r0. 

Editing Instructions
TGaf Editor:in section 6.3.96 delete ResultCode in the text and also the related entries in the tables. 
	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	2077
	29.00
	6.3.99.4.2
	No reason to have a ResultCode parameter that can only ever have one value.
	Delete the ResultCode parameter.


Discussions: 
We agree ResultCode can be deleted because a more detailed ResultCode is already contained in the NetworkChannelControl parameter. 
Propose: Accepted for CID 2077 per discussions and editing instructions in document 802.11-13/0251r0. 

Editing Instructions
TGaf Editor:in section 6.3.99 delete ResultCode in the text and also the related entries in the tables. 
	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	2078
	29.00
	6.3.99.4.2
	"This primitive is generated by the SME to schedule an accepted network channel control request."  Huh?
	Change to "This primitive is generated by the SME to schedule the transmission of a network channel control response."


Propose: Accepted for CID 2078 per editing instructions in document 802.11-13/0251r0. 
Editing Instructions
TGaf Editor: replace 3.4.99.3 with “This primitive is generated by the SME to schedule the transmission of a network channel control response.” 
	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	2087
	45.00
	8.4.1.53
	CSM operation procedures do not describe requesting to add or delete timeslots.
	Delete success with additional timeslots added and success with timeslots deleted values.

	2091
	45.00
	8.4.1.53
	Channel Schedule Management Mode is a waste of an octet to signal whether the channels are TV or WLAN. The same information can be conveyed as a bitfield in the Reason Result Code.
	Change Reason Result Code to be 7-bit field and Channel Schedule Management Mode to be 1-bit field in the same octet here and 8.4.5.3 and 8.5.8.28.

	2092
	45.00
	8.4.1.53
	Channel Schedule Management Mode is unnecessary as the Channel Schedule Descriptor is a compound TLV, and the presence or absence of Operating Class field is known by the Subtype octet.
	Remove Channel Schedule Management Mode and 8.4.5.3 and 8.5.8.28 and the first paragraph on page 46.


Discussions: 
Comment CID 2087 said CSM requests adding or deleting slots. This is a misunderstanding of the commenter. “Success with additional timeslots added on the requested channels” means the request is accepted and compared with the last time query, there are new slots available to use. With this option, the whole channel list doest have to be transmitted all the time. Propose to reject comment CID 2087. Comment CID 2091 and 2092 said Channel Schedule Management Mode is not needed because either the Reason Result Code or the Channel Schedule Descriptor compound TLV can perform the function. However, the Management field is actually meaningful only on the requesting direction when the reason result code has to be set to 0 or 1 and the channel schedule descriptor is empty. So neither field fulfils the requirements. Propose to reject CID 2091 and 2092. 
Propose: Rejected for CID 2087, 2091 and 2092 per discussions in document 802.11-13/0251r0. 
	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	2126
	38.00
	8.2.6.2.6
	Potential double indication of the Channel Availability Starting Time
	Indicate when UTC is used and when timestamp is used. add country code.


Discussions: 
There are two options provided for the starting time of CSM. One is UTC and the other is left open for different type of implementation. There is no mandatory requirement to associate them to countries. So there is no need to add country code here and it is up to user to choose which one to use. 
Propose: Rejected for CID 2126 per discussions in document 802.11-13/0251r0. 

Editing Instructions
TGaf Editor:in section 6.3.99 delete ResultCode in the text and also the related entries in the tables. 
	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	2094
	58.00
	8.4.5.4
	NCC Transmission Failure is not set or processed in 10.43.7 procedures.
	Delete TRANSMISSION_FAILURE value.


Discussions: 
TRANSMISSION_FAILURE is set as code number 4 in section 10.43.7. Propose to reject the comment. 
Propose: Rejected for CID 2094 per discussions in document 802.11-13/0251r0. 
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