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Revision History

R0 (2013-08-31) – contains a start on assigned comments as of Aug, 2013.  Resolutions proposed for CIDs: 1132, 1135, 1137, 1138, 1139, 1148, 1216, 1258, 1259, 1260, 1311, 1367, 1411, 1412, 1510, 1525, 1548, 1602, 1635, 1660, 1668.
R1 (2013-09-06) – Noted that CID 1139 also covers 1140 and 1141.  Telecon approval of CIDs ready for motion: 1132, 1135, 1137, 1138, 1139, 1140, 1141, 1148, 1258, 1259, 1260, 1311, 1367
R2 (2013-09-16) – Face-to-face in Nanjing approval of CIDS ready for motion: 1411, 1412, 1510, 1525, 1548, 1602, 1635, 1660, 1668.
R3 (2013-09-17) – Updated proposed resolution for CID 1216.

Draft version

Changes are relative to IEEE 802.11-2012 or REVmc D1.0 (as specified below the copy of the comment).

Resolutions ready for review

	CID
	Clause Number

(C)
	Page

(C)
	Line

(C)
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	1132
	8.2.4.5.4
	450
	14
	In Table 8-7, it is not clear what "This combination" represents. Does it represent the value of the Ack Policy subfiled?
	Change the 3rd and 4th paragraph in Bit5 = 1 and Bit 6 = 0 row of Table 8-7 as following.

--- Proposed text ---

This value of the Ack Policy subfield is not used for QoS Data frames with a TID for which a Block Ack agreement exists.

The Ack Policy subfield is set to this value in all individually addressed frames in which the sender does not require acknowledgment. The Ack Policy subfield is also set to this value in all group addressed frames that use the QoS frame format except with a TID for which a Block Ack agreement exist.


References are to REVmc D1.0

Discussion:

Table reference is Ack Policy subfield in QoS Control field of QoS (#100)Data frames (8-10 in D1.5).  Current text for this row is:

	1
	0
	No Ack

The addressed recipient takes no action upon receipt of the frame. More details are provided in 9.23 (No Acknowledgment (No Ack)).

The Ack Policy subfield is set to this value in all individually addressed frames in which the sender does not require acknowledgment. The Ack Policy subfield is also set to this value in all group addressed frames that use the QoS frame format.(#173)

This combination is not used for QoS (#100)Data frames with a TID for which a Block Ack agreement exists.

The Ack Policy subfield for group addressed QoS Null (no data) frames is set to this value.(#225)


The proposed change appears to be simply a clarification, with no technical implication, and the new text is more clear.

Proposed Resolution:
Accept.
	1135
	8.2.4.5.7
	451
	23
	The TXOP Duration Requested subfiled is not exist in a mesh BSS.
	Modify the end of 1st sentence to "in a non-mesh BSS".


References are to REVmc D1.0

Ad-Hoc notes:

MAC: 2013-04-04 18:03:49Z - From Kaz:

(Proposed resolution)

Counter:

The TXOP Duration Requested subfield is exclusively for HCCA. Hence, this field is available in infrastructure BSSs only.

Replace 

"The TXOP Duration Requested subfield is present in QoS Data frames sent by STAs associated in a BSS with bit 4 of the QoS Control field equal to 0." 

with 

"The TXOP Duration Requested subfield is present in QoS Data frames sent by non-DMG STAs associated in an infrastructure BSS with bit 4 of the QoS Control field equal to 0."

Follow-on discussion (in response to Kaz’s comments):

Is "infrastructure BSS" defined somewhere?

Consider 60GHz infrastructure BSS (with AP and DMG STAs), right?  By definition, non-QoS?  Therefore no HC?

Discussion:

Trying to make the change more restrictive as proposed by Kaz has created a number of concerns.  Suggest keeping the change simple, just restricting to non-mesh BSS, as originally proposed. 

Proposed Resolution:
Accept. Revised:
Replace 

"The TXOP Duration Requested subfield is present in QoS Data frames sent by STAs associated in a BSS with bit 4 of the QoS Control field equal to 0." 

with

"The TXOP Duration Requested subfield is present in QoS Data frames sent by STAs associated in a non-mesh BSS with bit 4 of the QoS Control field equal to 0." 

	1137
	7.3.5.6.3
	430
	33
	In the second bullet, conditions of dot11MgmtOptionTODImplemented and dot11MgmtOptionTimingMsmtActivated are missing.
	Change second bullet as

- If dot11MgmtOptionTODImplemented and dot11MgmtOptionTODActivated are true or if dot11MgmtOptionTimingMsmtActivated is true.

And insert 3rd bullet as

- If the TXVECTOR parameter TIME_OF_DEPARTURE_REQUESTED in the PHY-TXSTART.request(TXVECTOR) primitive is true.

	1138
	16.3.6
	1612
	12
	In the 4th sentence, a condition of dot11MgmtOptionTimingMsmtActivated is missing.
	Change the 4th sentence as following.

-- proposed text ---

If all of the following conditions are met, (a) if dot11MgmtOptionTODImplemented and dot11MgmtOptionTODActivated are true or if dot11MgmtOptionTimingMsmtActivated is true, (b) the TXVECTOR parameter TIME_OF_DEPARTURE_REQUESTED is true, then the PHY shall issue a PHY_TXSTART.confirm(TXSTATUS) primitive to the MAC, forwarding the TIME_OF_DEPARTURE corresponding to the time when the first frame energy is sent by the transmitting port and TIME_OF_DEPARTURE_ClockRate parameter within the TXSTATUS vector.


References are to REVmc D1.0

Ad-Hoc notes:

GEN: 2013-05-14 03:47:35Z – See also page 1243L39-47 with typo at Line 45. 

Transfering to MAC
Discussion:

Current 7.3.5.6.3 text is:

	This primitive is issued by the PHY to the MAC entity once all of the following conditions are met:

— The PHY has received a PHY-TXSTART.request primitive from the MAC entity.

— If dot11MgmtOptionTODActivated is true and the TXVECTOR parameter TIME_OF_DEPARTURE_REQUESTED in the PHY-TXSTART.request(TXVECTOR) primitive is true.

— The PHY is ready to begin accepting outgoing data octets from the MAC.



Current 16.3.6 text is:

	If dot11MgmtOptionTODImplemented and dot11MgmtOptionTODActivated are set to true and the TXVECTOR parameter TIME_OF_DEPARTURE_REQUESTED is true, then the PHY shall issue a PHY_TXSTART.confirm(TXSTATUS) primitive to the MAC, forwarding theTIME_OF_DEPARTURE corresponding to the time when the first frame energy is sent by the transmitting port, and the TIME_OF_DEPARTURE_ClockRate parameters within the TXSTATUS vector.


Both of these are missing the dot11MgmtOptionTimingMsmtActivated feature need for TOD information from PHY-TXSTART.confirm.

Proposed Resolution:
Revised.  Change as indicated in the commenter’s proposed change.

Also, change “dot11MgmtOptionMotionTODImplemented” to “dot11MgmtOptionTODImplemented” at 1243L45.
	1139
	17.2.5
	1638
	30
	The 4th sentence can be interpreted as;

(dot11MgmtOptionTODImplemented and dot11MgmtOptionTODActivated) or (dot11MgmtOptionTimingMsmtActivated and TIME_OF_DEPARTURE_REQUESTED).

Though, the definition of TIME_OF_DEPARTURE_REQUESTED in TXVECTOR implies as;

((dot11MgmtOptionTODImplemented and dot11MgmtOptionTODActivated) or dot11MgmtOptionTimingMsmtActivated) and TIME_OF_DEPARTURE_REQUESTED.
	Change the 4th sentence as following.

-- proposed text ---

If all of the following conditions are met, (a) if dot11MgmtOptionTODImplemented and dot11MgmtOptionTODActivated are true or if dot11MgmtOptionTimingMsmtActivated is true, (b) the TXVECTOR parameter TIME_OF_DEPARTURE_REQUESTED is true, then the PHY shall issue a PHY_TXSTART.confirm(TXSTATUS) primitive to the MAC, forwarding the TIME_OF_DEPARTURE corresponding to the time when the first frame energy is sent by the transmitting port and TIME_OF_DEPARTURE_ClockRate parameter within the TXSTATUS vector.

	1140
	18.3.11
	1693
	52
	Same as above.
	Same as above.

	1141
	20.3.21
	1797
	53
	Same as above.
	Same as above.


References are to REVmc D1.0

Discussion:

This is very similar to the wording in the proposed change for CID 1138.  In these cases, there is no technical change, but rather a clarification of the grouping of the logical checks.

Proposed Resolution:
CID 1139: Accept 
CID 1140: Revised, make changes as shown in 11-13/1009r1 for CID 1139.

CID 1141: Revised, make changes as shown in 11-13/1009r1 for CID 1139.

	1148
	8.4.3.4
	445
	52
	Dual band AP products in the field have employed the same BSSID for 5 GHz and 2.4 GHz.  The 802.11 standard should clearly spell out that this is not allowed.
	Add a sentence to clarify that the MAC address in use by the STA in the AP shall be unique.  For example, "Since the BSSID uniquely identifies each BSS, the same BSSID shall not be employed in more than one BSS in a given area. This shall apply even if different PHYs are employed in the STA of each AP."


References are to REVmc D1.0

Ad-Hoc notes:

Work with Chris Hansen on this.  Involve Brian Hart.
Discussion:

Note, the referenced subclause location is 8.2.4.3.4.

As 802.11ad has demonstrated, within some contrains, the same MAC Address can be used for multiple MAC entities.  Such usage must be constrained such that the MAC entities are closely coordinated, and their appearance and behaviour in a bridged LAN cannot confuse the other entities using the LAN.

The commenter has not provided sufficient information to demonstrate that any 802.11 products cause such problems, or that the Standard needs to be more restrictive to prevent problem scenarios

Proposed Resolution:
Reject.  The commenter has not identified a clear problem with the current text.

	1216
	5.2.1
	104
	13
	The LLC definitions":  Huh?  What makes these "LLC definitions".  This clause is defining the MAC-SAP, and the MAC-SAP is not part of the LLC -- it just happens to interface to the LLC (or some LLC, whatever that is).
	Delete "LLC" on this line.


References are to REVmc D1.0

Ad-Hoc notes:

I understand David's point.  However, we can't remove LLC without changing the meaning of this sentence.   It should probably be reworded to refer to the client of the MAC SAP.  Transferring to MAC.
Discussion:

The current text reads:

	The LLC definitions of the primitives and specific parameter value restrictions imposed by IEEE Std 802.11

are given in 5.2.2 (MA-UNITDATA.request) to 5.2.4 (MA-UNITDATA-STATUS.indication).


This sentence is stating that these SAP primitives are defined in the following subclauses (5.2.2 to 5.2.4).  Since these primitives are also defined in ISO/IEC 8802-2 (802.2) as mentioned in the previous sentence, it needs to be clarified that 802.11 has a slight re-definition, and that is what is specified in the following subclauses.

By changing the “LLC definitions … are given in 5.2.2 to 5.2.4” to “IEEE Std 802.11 definitions … are given in 5.2.2 to 5.2.4” we clarify that this is the situation.  

Proposed Resolution:
Revised.  Change “LLC” to “IEEE Std 802.11” in the cited location.

Ad-Hoc discussion 8/6/13:  Need to clarify that/how we are changing the 8802-2 definitions.
Change the cited sentence to:

The IEEE Std 802.11 definitions of the primitives and specific parameter value restrictions are given in 5.2.2 (MA-UNITDATA.request) to 5.2.4 (MA-UNITDATA-STATUS.indication).
The complete textual context is:

	The IEEE Std 802.11 MAC supports the following service primitives as defined in ISO/IEC 8802-2: 1998:

— MA-UNITDATA.request

— MA-UNITDATA.indication

— MA-UNITDATA-STATUS.indication

The LLC definitions of the primitives and specific parameter value restrictions imposed by IEEE Std 802.11

are given in 5.2.2 (MA-UNITDATA.request) to 5.2.4 (MA-UNITDATA-STATUS.indication).


A comparison of these service primitives in 802.11 5.2.2 through 5.2.4, and in 8802-2-1998, shows that the primitives and parameters lists match exactly.  802.11 does put additional restrictions or semantics on the values of the parameters.  (Note, that 802.1AC-2012 also repeats these primitives, and that definition has different parameter lists and semantic interpretations.  But, that is not referenced by this text, nor this comment.  A fish for another day.)
Proposed Resolution:
Change 

The LLC definitions of the primitives and specific parameter value restrictions imposed by IEEE Std 802.11 are given in 5.2.2 (MA-UNITDATA.request) to 5.2.4 (MA-UNITDATA-STATUS.indication).

to:

IEEE Std 802.11 places specific restrictions and semantics on the parameter values for these primtives, as described in 5.2.2 (MA-UNITDATA.request) to 5.2.4 (MA-UNITDATA-STATUS.indication).
	1258
	8.4.1.7
	505
	38
	"Requested from peer STA as the STA is leaving."  Does "as" mean "because" here?  Is the STA that is leaving the transmitter of the Management frame?  Does "Requested from peer STA" mean that the transmitter of the Management frame is transmitting a request frame?
	Specify what this meaning means.


References are to REVmc D1.0

Discussion:

Note that the cite seems to be on line 26.

It does appear that this means “because” the STA is leaving (the BSS).

Proposed Resolution:
Revised. Note to commenter: “as” means “because” at the cited location.  Also, wording is generally awkward. 
Change “Requested from peer STA as the STA is leaving” to “Requesting STA is leaving” at line 26.  
	1259
	8.4.1.7
	505
	29
	"Requested from peer STA as it does not want to use the mechanism."  Huh?  What does this mean?  The peer STA does not want to use what mechanism?  Does "Requested from peer STA" mean that the transmitter of the Management frame is transmitting a request frame?
	Explain which STA is receiving frames, what mechanism is involved and what the need for configuration has to do with anything.


References are to REVmc D1.0

Discussion:

This is awkward wording.  What appears to be intended is that the requesting STA (of several different DEL<x> or Teardown services) is requesting the action because the STA no longer needs the particular stream or session.

Proposed Resolution:
Revised.  Change “Requested from peer STA as it does not want to use the mechanism” to “Requesting STA is no longer using the stream or session.”  

	1260
	8.4.1.7
	505
	32
	The meaning given here is "Requested from peer STA as the STA received frames using the mechanism for which a setup is required."  Huh?  What is this supposed to mean?   Is this trying to say that something is being requested during the period the STA is receiving frames using a mechanism that needs a setup?  Of what importance is it that the unknown mechanism needs to be configured?
	Replace this explanation with something that makes some discernible sense.


References are to REVmc D1.0

Discussion:

It seems that the intent is to indicate the situation where a mechanism would be required (to initiate a stream or session), but that setup has not happened yet.

Proposed Resolution:
Revised.  Change “Requested from peer STA as the STA received frames using the mechanism for which a setup is required” to “Requesting STA received frames using a mechanism for which a setup has not been completed.”

	1311
	10.1.4.3.2
	1089
	26
	Where is "ProbeTimer" defined?  If it is not a frame, field, element, etc., then its name needs not to use initial caps.
	Replace "ProbeTimer" with "probe timer" throughout the draft.  (Actually this term is only used in three instances, which all happen to be on this page.  So "probe timer" needs to be defined somewhere. What is it?)


References are to REVmc D1.0

Ad-Hoc notes:

EDITOR: 2013-03-12 23:26:13Z - Defining ProbeTimer or relating it to an existing parameter is a technical matter.  Transferring to MAC.
Discussion:

There is no other mention of this term beyond the text in this procedure’s bullet list.  It seems this is intended to be a local variable concept for this procedure.  So, just write it as two words with lower case letters, and no further definition is needed

Proposed Resolution:
Revised.  This is simply a local variable timer, and does need any further qualification or definition.  Change “ProbeTimer” to “timer” throughout this bullet list.

	1367
	N.3.2
	2543
	36
	Not only is "ensure" is not a good word in an IEEE standard, but it is unclear what actions a MAC shall take to 'ensure' anything.
	Replace "ensure" with "verify".


References are to REVmc D1.0

Ad-Hoc notes:

EDITOR: 2013-03-14 00:34:10Z - Don't know how to handle this one.  "and the scheduler should ensure that sufficient cumulative TXOP allocations are made to accommodate retransmissions."  The scheduler is not the guy making the TXOP allocation requests, so cannot take any action to make this condition true.  Transferring back to MAC.
Discussion:

This is informative text, and as such a bit of sloppiness in the terminology can be tolerated.  In this case, the concepts of the “scheduler”, what portion of the MAC generates the Surplus Bandwidth Allowance (see 2542L40) and what portion of the MAC entity “allocates” TXOPs are a bit mixed together.  It would take significant rewriting, and definition of architectural elements (said definition likely to be controversial, and quite different in various implementations) to clarify the usage of these terms.

However, the phrase can be reworded to avoid the word “ensure”.

Proposed Resolution:
Revised.  Replace “and the scheduler should ensure that sufficient cumulative TXOP allocations are made to accommodate retransmissions” with “and the scheduler should consider these retransmissions in the cumulative TXOP allocations”.

	1411
	8.4.2.6
	546
	23
	What does "prepared to deliver" mean?   This occurs in 5 places.
	Clarify.


References are to REVmc D1.0

Discussion:

No concept could be identified of traffic that is buffered, but not “prepared to deliver”.  Thus, this phrase appears to be redundant.  Remove it.

The context of the change is:

	Each bit in the traffic-indication virtual bitmap corresponds to traffic buffered for a specific neighbor peer mesh STA within the MBSS that the mesh STA is prepared to deliver or STA within the BSS that the AP is prepared to deliver at the time the Beacon frame is transmitted


Ad-Hoc notes:
Suggested: Revised. Change “for a specific neighbor peer mesh STA within the MBSS that the mesh STA is prepared to deliver or STA within the BSS that the AP is prepared to deliver” to “for a specific neighbor peer mesh STA of a mesh STA or STA with the BSS of an AP”.

Rejected this proposal, the concept is useful.

Consider 11ah in this area.

Proposed Resolution:
Reject: The comment fails to identify changes in sufficient detail so that the specific wording of the changes that will satisfy the commenter can be determined.

	1412
	6.3.26.2.2
	185
	33
	Why do ADDTS, DELTS, ADDBA and DELBA need any special "timer" treatment?
	Remove the timeout from the service primtives (6.3.26.2.2's parameters and 6.3.26.3.2's ResultCode and associated text, etc.).  Note that for ADDBA, this is the ADDBAFailureTimeout, not the BlockAckTimeout which is needed.  Remove the timeout from the figures and text in 10.4 and 10.5.


References are to REVmc D1.0

Ad-Hoc notes:

GEN: 2013-07-15  - Straw Poll:
         Prefer Leave:  1
         Prefer: Remove Timeouts - 3
         Prefer: Fix Addt.request – 0 
         Won’t say/don’tcare: 5

Propose Resolution: Revised: Remove ADDTS.request and ADDBA.request timeouts.  This includes all references to them and associated MIB variables (dot11ADDba*, dot11ADDTS*)

Proposed steps: defer to the telecom for review for more stronger preference after more review.

GEN: 2013-06-07 Agree to defer
Discussion:

The passing of time is good for wine and kimchi.  It doesn’t seem to help comment resolutions mature.  It’s time to digest this one once and for all.

Proposed Resolution:
Revised: Remove ADDTS.request and ADDBA.request timeouts.  This includes all references to them (including service primtives (6.3.26.2.2's parameters and 6.3.26.3.2's ResultCode and associated text, etc. as well as the timeout from the figures and text in 10.4 and 10.5) and associated MIB variables (dot11ADDba*, dot11ADDTS*).  Note to Editor that for ADDBA, this is the ADDBAFailureTimeout, not the BlockAckTimeout which is needed.

	1510
	8.4.2.26
	630
	50
	"In Beacon and Probe Response frames transmitted by an AP [...]

In Beacon frames transmitted by a non-AP STA: [...]

Otherwise: [...]".  Don't the first two cases already cover all possibilities, i.e. everything is either an AP or a non-AP STA?
	If the second case is only meant to cover non-AP STAs in an infrastructure BSS, say so


References are to REVmc D1.0

Discussion:

This is discussing a field within the Extended Capabilities element.  The Extended Capabilities element is in several frame types, not just Beacons (or Probe Responses).  The Otherwise case covers the other frame types.

Proposed Resolution:
Reject.  The Extended Capabilities element is in several frame types, not just Beacons (or Probe Responses).  The Otherwise case covers the other frame types.

	1525
	8.4.1.4
	500
	29
	"No subfield is supplied for ERP as a STA supports ERP operation if it includes all of the Clause 19 mandatory rates in its supported rate set." seems wrong on several counts: surely a single 11g rate is enough to indicate this, but also it's only true in the 2G4 band
	Fix (flaps hands around ineffectually)


References are to REVmc D1.0

Discussion:

This is the trouble caused by putting explanation in the Standard.  This sentence adds no technical specification to the Standard, but was intended to explain why a subfield that might be expected (ERP capability) is not needed.  If a STA supports ERP, it must by definition support all the manadatory rates of that (2G4 only) PHY.  This seems like valid, and correct, informative content.

Proposed Resolution:
Revised.  Change the cited sentence into a “NOTE –“

	1548
	8.4.2.55.4
	678
	9
	"in units of 1 Mb/s, where 1 represents 1 Mb/s, and incrementing by 1 Mb/s steps to the value 1023, which represents 1023 Mb/s." sounds like a Monty Python sketch
	Change to just "in units of 1 Mb/s."  Also at 2162.33


References are to REVmc D1.0

Ad-Hoc notes:

EDITOR: 2013-03-08 01:16:34Z - Requires the editor to understand Monty Python.  Transferring to MAC.
Discussion:

The only technical value of the existing long-winded text is that it makes it clear the value is in the range 1 to 1023.

Proposed Resolution:
Revised.  Change to “in units of 1 Mb/s in the range 1 to 1023.” in both of the cited locations.
	1602
	9.19.3.2.4
	985
	
	What does "PHYCCA.indication primitive is clear" mean?  Also p. 987
	Change to refer to IDLE


References are to REVmc D1.0

Ad-Hoc notes:

Yes, make it IDLE.  Needs wordsmithing.  And, find them all.
Discussion:

The current text is:

	If the beginning of such reception does not occur during the first slot time following a SIFS, then:
a) If the transmitting STA is the HC, it may initiate recovery by transmitting at the TxPifs slot boundary after the end of the HC’s last transmission only if the PHY-CCA.indication primitive is clear during the CCAdel period preceding the TxPifs slot boundary as shown in 9-14 (DCF timing relationships).

b) If the transmitting STA is a non-AP QoS STA, and there is an MPDU for transmission, it shall initiate recovery by transmitting at a PIFS after the end of the last transmission, if PHY-CCA. indication primitive is clear, the polled TXOP limit is greater than 0 and at least one frame (re)transmissions can be completed within the remaining duration of a nonzero polled TXOP limit.


Fix this, per the Ad-Hoc notes.

It seems that the second usage may have also been missed (due to end of line hyphenation?) during the recent wording cleanup of PHY-CCA timing, so this is a chance to fix that, too.

Proposed Resolution:
Revised.  At 985L41, change “the PHY-CCA.indication primitive is clear” to “the PHY-CCA state indicates IDLE”.  At 985L48, change “if PHY-CCA.indication primitive is clear” to “if the PHY-CCA state indicates IDLE during the CCAdel period preceeding the TxPifs slot boundary”. Also change “PHY-CCA.indication(idle)” to “PHY-CCA.indication(IDLE)” and “PHY-CCA.indication(busy)” to “PHY-CCA.indication(BUSY)” throughout the Draft, for example at 986L7, 1089L28, 1790L36 and 1790L39.

	1635
	
	
	
	10.2.2.12 says you don't drop packets because they are younger than Listen Interval, but 10.2.1.6 allows you to drop them for any other reason.  Is this the IEEE 802.11 version of http://imgace.com/wp-content/uploads/2012/10/security-breach1.jpg ?
	Put some kind of restrictions on when an AP may drop Bus


References are to REVmc D1.0

Ad-Hoc notes:

Note references are now 10.2.2.12 and 10.2.2.6.k, respectively.

10.2.2.12 is quite clear that it is the AP aging function that "shall not cause" the AP to drop MSDUs sooner than the ListenInterval, but that any other reasons (including other lifetime limits) can cause such drops.  

10.2.2.6.k does say only "may" for the aging function's use of ListenInterval (or WNM-Sleep Interval, which isn't mentioned in 10.2.2.12), and otherwise says "any implementation-dependent reasons".

So, they are a bit out of alignment.

What is the correct resolution?  To require ("shall") an AP to never drop a buffered BU before the ListenInterval?  Surely, that is not enforcable or practical to claim with the vaguries of reality and the potential to be unexpectedly flooded with packets that must be buffered.

It seems that changing 10.2.2.12 to "should" would be more consistent with reality.  But, this appears to be counter to the direction of the commeter's suggestion.

What we mean is, "really, really should, but not quite shall" - that's hard to say.
Discussion:

Current text in 10.2.2.12:

	Any AP aging function shall not cause the buffered BU to be discarded after any period that is shorter than the ListenInterval of the STA for which the BUs are buffered. The exact specification of the aging function is beyond the scope of this standard.

NOTE—This aging function is independent of (i.e., in addition to) other causes of MSDU discard within the MAC, such as due to the operation of a per-TS MSDU lifetime, or related to dot11QAPEDCATableMSDULifetime.


Current text in 10.2.2.6.k:

	An AP may delete buffered BUs for implementation-dependent reasons, including the use of an aging function and availability of buffers. The AP may base the aging function on the Listen Interval specified by the STA in the (Re)Association Request frame or the WNM-Sleep Interval specified by the non-AP STA in the WNM-Sleep Mode Request frame.


Also, similar text is in 10.2.2.7.g, which simplifies the discussion:

	An AP shall have an aging function to delete pending traffic buffered for an excessive time period.  The exact specification of the aging function is beyond the scope of this standard.


Discussion at face-to-face meeting:

Proposal was:
Revised.  Change 10.2.2.12 as shown:

Any AP aging function shall not cause the buffered BU to be discarded after any period that is shorter than the ListenInterval or WNM-Sleep Interval of the STA for which the BUs are buffered, unless required due to other causes of MSDU discard (such as as due to the operation of a per-TS MSDU lifetime, or related to dot11QAPEDCATableMSDULifetime) or implementation-specific reasons (such as availability of buffers). The exact specification of the aging function is beyond the scope of this standard.

NOTE—This aging function is independent of (i.e., in addition to) other causes of MSDU discard within the MAC, such as due to the operation of a per-TS MSDU lifetime, or related to dot11QAPEDCATableMSDULifetime.
Change 10.2.2.7.g as shown:

An AP shall have an aging function to delete pending traffic buffered for an excessive time period, as described in 10.2.2.12.  The exact specification of the aging function is beyond the scope of this standard.
Change 10.2.2.6.k to:

An AP shall have an aging function to delete pending traffic buffered for an excessive time period, as described in 10.2.2.12.  The exact specification of the aging function is beyond the scope of this standard.
Straw Poll, on this proposed resolution, or reject this comment:

Reject: 9

Proposed resolution: 3

Agreed to decline the comment.

Proposed Resolution:
Reject: The comment fails to identify changes in sufficient detail so that the specific wording of the changes that will satisfy the commenter can be determined.

	1660
	10.2.2.6
	1101
	31
	"A single buffered BU" -- is this just saying not more than one buffered BU, or saying nothing else but (a single) buffered BU?
	Make the wording unambiguous


References are to REVmc D1.0

Ad-Hoc notes:

Resolved in 652r1
Discussion:

Current text is:

	A single buffered BU for a STA in the PS mode shall be forwarded to the STA after a PS-Poll has been received from that STA.


The text seems clear; exactly one buffered BU shall be forwarded.  It is not “no more than one” although there is a scenario where the AP has no buffered BU to forward (not a normal situation for a properly behaving non-AP STA, but possible due to race conditions, timeouts, etc.).  

The second part of the commenter’s question seems to be asking of any other frames (besides a buffered BU) may be forwarded.  This sentence is not restrictive that other frames may not be sent, but that would need to be in addition to the single buffered BU.

During review of 11-13/652r1 a straw poll was taken indicating that the majority of the members on the call did not think the current language was ambiguous or needed to be changed.  That resolution was not recorded in the database somehow, apparently, and therefore has not been formally voted by the TG.

Face-to-face discussion:
Proposed Change the cited text as to:

When a PS-Poll has been received from a STA in the PS mode, if any BUs are buffered for the STA, then exactly one such BU shall be forwarded to the STA.
It ain’t broke, don’t fix it.
Proposed Resolution:
Reject.  The current text is clear.  A single buffered BU is delivered.
	1668
	8.2.4.1.10
	444
	
	In the definition of the Order bit, make it clear that "QoS Data" means the set of Data type frame subtypes where the msb of the subtype is set, not the one frame type+subtype
	As it says


References are to REVmc D1.0

Ad-Hoc notes:

MAC: 2013-03-19 15:26:30Z - 

8.3.2.1 says, "Data frames with a value of 1 in the QoS subfield of the Subtype field are collectively referred to as QoS Data frames."

Thus, "QoS Data frame" should be clear in 8.2.4.1.10.  

Perhaps an argument could be made that the ordering of these subclauses is unfortunate, or that the definition of "QoS Data frame" is too burried.  We could consider moving it to 8.2.2 with all the other messy "QoS (+)<word>" stuff.

Finally, we had discussed that "data" versus "Data" could also cause confusion, and 8.2.4.1.10 conveniently uses both versions within 2 lines of each other.  We can fix that here, since we've found it (make them both "QoS Data").  Fixing all the rest is the subject of other comments, and has general agreement that anyone with enough ambition has permission to do the work.
Discussion:

This is basically the same comment as CIDs 162, 163, 164, 165, 264 and 267.  CIDs 162, 163, 164 and 264 the TG decided to reject on the pre-letter-ballot round of commenting.  This rejection was due mostly to the amount of work it would take to find all occurances of this construct and determine a rewording to clarify each.  CIDs 165 and 267 were deferred, referencing submission 11-12/1229 for a pending resolution.

Recommend this CID be moved to GEN, and cross-referenced to CIDs 165 and 267, and document 11-12/1229.  All three CIDs can be rejected (suggested rejection just below) unless 11-12/1229 is updated and reviewed in Nanjing.

Proposed Resolution:
Reject: The comment fails to identify changes in sufficient detail so that the specific wording of the changes that will satisfy the commenter can be determined.

Resolutions still pending further work
	CID
	Clause Number

(C)
	Page

(C)
	Line

(C)
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	11
	8.4.1.9
	446
	10
	(For Diane Lacey, 802.11-2012 publication editor)
Ed writes: 're heading for second column: Do we want to use "ResultCode" instead of "Name" [or "Name (ResultCode)"? We refer users to this table WRT ResultCodes, e.g., the MLME-ADDTS.response primitive uses ResultCode to determine status.'

Adrian writes: 'we'd need to add text to explain the relationship to parameters in Clause 6'.
	Align name of Status codes Table8-37 "name" column with usage in clause 6.   Perhaps add a note describing any convention we have before the table.  "Status Codes that are parameters of Clause 6 primitives are often called a ResultCode."

	91
	8.4.1.9
	446
	10
	All StatusCodes and ResultCodes should have a name
	It's just easier to talk about these, if they have a name.


References are to IEEE 802.11-2012
Ad-Hoc notes:

Worse, there are two tables of Status Code values (Table 8-37 and Table 8-253), depending on where it is used.  (And the spelling sometimes has a space "Status Code" and sometimes not "StatusCode".)  
Discussion:

Proposed Resolution:

	1261
	8.4.1.7
	505
	57
	"SMEcancels the mesh peering instance with the reason other than reaching..."  Huh?  Can there be multiple instances of peering between two STAs?  What does the receiver of this Management frame care about some other STA's SME?  And "reason other than" doesn't indicate anything -- isn't this "for unknown reasons"?
	Replace this explanation with "Mesh peering cancelled for unknown reasons."


References are to REVmc D1.0

Ad-Hoc notes:

Ask Kaz

Discussion:

Proposed Resolution:

	86
	8.2.4.1.7
	384
	58
	Bufferable Management frames was intended (my opinion) to talk about frames that it made sense for an AP to buffer for a PS STA.  We then mixed in allowing PM=1 only in bufferable management frames, but PM=1 is a STA tx concept, and those don't necessarily go together.  For example, a DeAuth can be buffered - good.  But a STA can send a DeAuth that enters PS mode?  That seems wrong/odd/confusing.
	Devise a better rule for which frames can set the PM subfield.  These should be frames which can go from non-AP STA to AP, or to peer IBSS/MBSS STAs, and where power management mode change makes sense.  Also, check P1008.30 (subclause 10.2.2.4), which restates this for the IBSS case - probably just delete this limitation here as it is redundant (or replace with text similar to 10.2.1.2's fourth paragraph).

	89
	8.2.4.1.7
	384
	58
	Does PM bit apply to any/all Control frames (not sent by an AP)?
	Clarify PM bit on Control frames, adding to the discussion for Management and Data frames.  Note, 10.2.1.2 has discussion about requiring a frame exchange that includes and ACK or BlockAck, so Control frames (today) probably can't do PM set, but that could change out from under this text (look out for TGai!)

	120
	
	
	
	The exception for the PM bit in Probe Responses sent in response to unicast Probe Requests in an IBSS makes no sense
	Get rid of this special case (in 3.2, 8.2.4.1.7 and 10.2.2.4)

	121
	
	
	
	It's not clear enough which Control MPDUs have non-reserved PM bits and when.  Note for example that 8.2.4.1.7 implies the PM bit in ACKs sent by a non-AP STA are not reserved
	Make it clear


References are to IEEE 802.11-2012

Ad-Hoc notes:

10.2.1.2 has rules in the 4th paragraph, which are not consistent with 8.2.4.1.7.  10.2.1.2 makes more sense.  Keep those rules (modified by CID 89, perhaps).  Modify 8.2.4.1.7 to reference those rules (and 10.2.2.4 and 13.14).  Make 10.2.2.4 align with 10.2.1.2.
Note that the list of frames with PM bit, and the meaning of that bit in those frames, in 8.2.4.1.7's third bullet list is quite contradictory to 13.14.  I believe 13.14 is the correct set of rules, but this should be checked with a mesh expert.
Change 8.2.4.1.7's lists by retaining the existing first paragraph and changing the rest to:

In an infrastructure BSS, the following applies:
- The Power Management field is valid only in frame exchanges as described in 10.2.1.2.  In such exchanges, a value of 1 indicates that the STA will be in PS mode. A value of 0 indicates that the STA will be in active mode.
- The Power Management field is reserved in all management frames transmitted by a STA to an AP with which it is not associated.
- The Power Management field is reserved in all frames transmitted by the AP.

In an IBSS, the Power Management field is valid only in frame exchanges as described in 10.2.2.4.  In such exchanges, a value of 1 indicates that the STA will be in PS mode. A value of 0 indicates that the STA will be in active mode.

In an MBSS, the Power Management field is valid only in frame exchanges as desscrbied per the mesh power mode transitions rules in 13.14. 
Change 10.2.2.2 6th paragraph, first sentence, from
"To change Power Management modes, a STA shall inform the AP through a successful frame exchange as described in Annex G initiated by the STA and that includes an Ack frame or a BlockAck frame from the AP."
to 

"…a non-AP STA shall inform the AP through a successful frame exchange described in Annex G, initiated by the non-AP STA, including a management, extension or data frame and that includes an ACK frame, or that includes a BlockAck frame from the AP."

OR (Mark Hamilton to consider - ACK only from the AP does not change semantics?)


"…a non-AP STA shall inform the AP through a successful frame exchange described in Annex G, initiated by the non-AP STA, including a management, extension or data frame, and that includes receiving an acknowledgment (ACK frame or BlockAck frame) from the AP."
Discussion:

Being discussed in the context of 11-12/1199
Also, see CIDs 119, 122.  Daniel Cohn Mark Rison/Mark Hamilton to work on this

See discussion on proposal in 11-13/0131r1.

Proposed Resolution:

	88
	9.19.2
	874
	1
	EDCAF operation needs help to improve understanding - it has not evolved well.  For example, 9.19.2.3 has become a convoluted machine built from 4 separate bullet lists. 9.19.2.3 and 9.19.2.5 both discuss backoff counter decrements, and when they occur.  9.2 shows EDCA as "on top of" DCF, but EDCA TXOPs violate 9.3.4.3 (6th paragraph).  Etc.
	This needs off-line work, and a thought-out proposal.


References are to IEEE 802.11-2012

Ad-Hoc notes:

Discussion:

Proposed Resolution:

	129
	
	
	
	The relationship between PHYs is not clear (e.g. are 11 Mbps PPDUs ERP PPDUs?)
	Clarify the relationship between PHYs, and whether the PPDUs sent by a PHY which another PHY depends on are considered PPDUs of that other PHY


References are to IEEE 802.11-2012

Ad-Hoc notes:

Mark Hamilton took it under review to do some homework on this one.

GEN - Straw Polls suggested in 11-12/1229:
The term “ERP PPDU” occurs once.

Generally we have three ways of describing PPDUs:

· By the identity of the STA that generates them

· By the modulation class

· By the values of TXVECTOR parameters that determine the format of a PPDU.

Clearly the only thing that matters is OTA formatting, not the identity of the STA that generates them.  So an HT STA can generate an ERP-OFDM (non-HT) PPDU.   The waters are slightly muddied when the OTA signal isn’t exactly the same when generated by the legacy device (e.g. an 802.11g STA) and a later device (802.11n) generating a legacy signal.

Such is the case for an 802.11n device transmitting a non-HT PPDU using more than one antenna – it is the same as the legacy signal, except for antenna-specific cyclic shifts, to avoid unintentional Beamforming.

In the case of an HT STA, it has only a single PHY – the Clause 20 PHY.  But it can generate OTA signals largely described by Clause 19, because this incorporated by reference into Clause 20.  This architectural model is explicit in Clause 19 and Clause 20, and implicit in Clause 17.

So we could define an ERP-OFDM PPDU as follows:

· A PPDU generated by a STA with a Clause 19 PHY,  and with MODULATION=ERP-OFDM

· A PPDU generated by an HT STA with FORMAT=NON_HT, NON_HT_MODULATION=ERP-OFDM

We have some definitions that do this,  for example:

	non-high-throughput (non-HT) physical layer convergence procedure (PLCP) protocol data unit

(PPDU): A Clause 20 physical layer (PHY) PPDU with the TXVECTOR FORMAT parameter equal to

NON_HT.


But we also have a lot of “assumed definitions” such as the use of ERP PPDU.

The question is whether this is adequately clear or not, and if not, if we care enough to change anything.

Straw Polls:

Is the existing architectural model of a PHY with “backwards compatibility” clear enough?

Yes

No

If no, do we care enough to do anything about it?

Yes (note, those voting yes may be asked to write a submission providing recommended changes)

No.

Discussion:

Proposed Resolution:

	148
	
	
	
	What is HEMM anyway?  What does "HCCA, EDCA mixed mode" mean?  Which elements of HCCA and EDCA are used in HEMM?
	Clarify


References are to IEEE 802.11-2012

Ad-Hoc notes:

[MAH proposal] Well, clearly it means some sort of "both" mode for a given TS.  But, what exactly that means in terms of usage are not specified, agreed.  Needs submission.

Mark H will contact Graham Smith and Alex Ashley and see if they are willing to help.
Discussion:

11-13/126r3 discussed in January 2013.  No discussion since?

Proposed Resolution:

	234
	
	
	
	Is b0 of the PVB required to be set if b0 of the bitmap control is and b0 of the PVB refers to AID 0?  If AID 0 required to be shown in the PVB if b0 of bitmap control is set?
	Clarify


References are to IEEE 802.11-2012

Ad-Hoc notes:

GEN: 2013-01-17 07:04:53Z - Proposed Revised.

- In 8.4.2.7, after the para which starts "When dot11MgmtOptionMultiBSSIDActivated is false" add a "NOTE---The bit numbered 0 in the traffic indication virtual bitmap need not be included in the Partial Virtual Bitmap field even if that bit is set."

- In the same para, and in the "Method A" and "Method B" paras below, change "in the bitmap" to "in the traffic indication virtual bitmap"

- In the next para, and in the para which ends "Otherwise, an AP uses Method A." below, change "in the virtual bitmap" to "in the traffic indication virtual bitmap"

- In Figures O-2 and O-3 show the AID 0 bit in the PVB as 1 and split the arrow from AID 0 to point at both the Bitmap Control b0 and the PVB b0.  Similarly, on O-5, show the AID 0 bit in the PVB as 1.

- In Figures O-1 to O-7 change the captions to:

  - say "Partial" first

  - have "Bitmap" in caps

  - not have "Example" in caps

  - say "Bitmap" (for O-7)

- Ditto for the title of Annex O

- Change "bit map" (case-insensitively) to "Bitmap"

- Change "bitmap control" (case-insensitively) to "Bitmap Control"

- "Traffic Indicator bit" is used exactly once in the spec, despite the grandiose uppercase letters -- change to "traffic indication virtual bitmap bit"



-----------------------------

Dec 7 Telecon: Defer for now – Mark R and Mark H to look at seeing if they can agree on what the root is and how to find a potential solution.
Discussion:

Proposed Resolution:

	257
	
	
	
	Reassociation to the same AP behaviour is not clearly defined (e.g. effect on TSes, whether failure leaves you unassociated, whether you need to re-do 4WH, meaning of PM bit in Reassociation Request, etc.)
	Clarify


References are to IEEE 802.11-2012

Ad-Hoc notes:

GEN: 2013-01-15 01:27:43Z Change Assigment to Mark Hamilton



from 12-1229r4

- Discussion:

I believe that reassociation to the same AP should be exactly the same as an initial association,  except for:

1. What to do when the reassociation request fails, in which case we should leave things unchanged

2. The effect on the DS may be different, as the address map already exists and is current



We could attempt to clarify this by a statement in 10.3.



Proposed Resolution:

Revised.   Add the following to 10.3.5.5 at 1021.15,  after item i).

“When the ResultCode of the reassociation is SUCCESS, and the CurrentAPAddress in the MLME-REASSOCIATE.indication is the address of the AP (i.e., the non-AP STA is reassociating to its current AP), the SME treats this as a new association (i.e., discards any retained state related to the earlier association), except:

• MSDUs queued or buffered for that STA might be retained for subsequent transmission

• The DS might not be notified of any change of association state.”
Discussion:

Proposed Resolution:

	1025
	8.2.4.1.8
	443
	46
	"The More Data field is set to 0 in group addressed frames transmitted by the AP when no more group addressed BUs that are part of an active GCR-SP remain to be transmitted by the AP during this GCR-SP."



Does this addition by .11aa conflict with the the first sentence of the preceding para: "The More Data field is set to 1 in group addressed

frames transmitted by the AP when additional group addressed bufferable units (BUs) that are not part of an

active GCR-SP(11aa)remain to be transmitted by the AP during this beacon interval."
	Make cited statements consistent.


References are to REVmc D1.0

Ad-Hoc notes:

Mark will confirm with Alex.

I believe that the GCR operation is intended to be separated from 'normal' group addressed frame transmission, so the paragraphs about the More Data bit should say "part of an active GCR-SP" or "not part of an active GCR-SP" on every mention of a group addressed frame.

Thus:

"The More Data field is set to 1 in non-GCR-SP group addressed frames transmitted by the AP when additional group addressed bufferable units (BUs) that are not part of an active GCR-SP remain to be transmitted by the AP during this beacon interval. The More Data field is set to 0 in non-GCR-SP group addressed frames transmitted by the AP when no more group addressed BUs that are not part of an active GCR-SP remain to be transmitted by the AP during this beacon interval and in all group addressed frames transmitted by non-AP STAs.

The More Data field is set to 1 in GCR-SP group addressed frames transmitted by the AP when additional group addressed BUs that are part of an active GCR-SP remain to be transmitted by the AP during this GCR-SP. The More Data field is set to 0 in GCR-SP group addressed frames transmitted by the AP when no more group addressed BUs that are part of an active GCR-SP remain to be transmitted by the AP during this GCR-SP."

As an aside, it is noted that these paragraphs are getting very wordy, and the second sentence is the inverse of the first.  This could be simplified by making the second sentence, "The More Data field is set to 0 otherwise."
Discussion:

Proposed Resolution:

Abstract
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