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Comments

Frame Formats
	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Resn Status
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution
	Owning Ad-hoc

	7781
	
	
	
	The $Foo frame Action field does not include VSIEs, MICEs or AMPEEs (per 9.3.3.13)
	Delete the rows with "Last" in the left-hand column at each of 1209.25, 1210.50, 1211.43
	
	EDITOR


Discussion:

Agree, these “orders” are already included in the Action frame.  See 646.35.

Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.

	7779
	
	
	
	"Vendor Specific" should not appear in $Foo frame Action field formats, since the VSIEs are in the Action frame not the Action field (per 8.3.3.13/14)
	Delete the rows at 1209.25, 1210.50, 1211.43, 1147.24, 1187.18, 1188.32
	
	EDITOR


Discussion:

The Vendor Specific “order” is already included in the Action frame.  See 646.35.

1147.24, 1187.18, 1188.32 are  incorrect because this is a subelement ID definition.
Proposed Resolution:

Revised.  Delete the rows at 1209.25, 1210.50, 1211.43.
No change is made at 1147.24, 1187.18, 1188.32 because these locations do not describe an Action field.
(Note to editor, these changes are a subset of those made in CID 7781)

	7306
	
	
	
	Not all the "Optional subelement IDs for" tables have an Extensible column
	Either add one to all tables, or have a statement that if there is no such column none of the elements are extensible
	
	EDITOR


At 1074.10:

	9.4.3 Subelements

Subelements are defined to have a common general format consisting of a 1-octet element-specific

Subelement ID field, a 1-octet Length field, and a variable-length subelement-specific Data field. Each

subelement is assigned a subelement ID that is unique within the containing element or subelement. The

Length field specifies the number ofoctets in the Data field. See Figure 9-587 (Subelement format). 

At the location in this standard that a subelement is defined, the definition might indicate if the subelement is extensible, typically using a table column called “Extensible” in the table in which subelement IDs are defined. A subelement that is indicated as extensible (typically with “Yes” in the “Extensible” column) might be extended in future revisions or amendments of this standard. A subelement that is indicated as extensible through subelements (typically with “Subelements” in the “Extensible” column) might be extended in future revisions or amendments of this standard by defining (additional) subelements within the subelement. 
If the definition of a subelement does not indicate whether it is extensible (e.g. there is no “Extensible” column in a table defining it) that subelement is not extensible.
A subelement that is not defined as extensible will not be extended in future revisions or amendments of this standard. 


Proposed Resolution:

Revised.  

At 1074.26 add a new para: “If the definition of a subelement does not indicate whether it is extensible (e.g., there is no “Extensible” column in a table defining it) that subelement is not extensible.”

	7003
	572.57
	9.2.4.3.2
	
	"Each Address field contains a 48-bit address as defined in 9.2 of IEEE Std 802-2014."Subclause 9.2 of 802-2015 is "Ethertypes", so the reference is wrong.Ditto at 1603.20.
	Change reference to "Clause 8", as there is no subclause of Clause 8 that is specifically for 48-bit addresses.
	
	EDITOR


Discussion:

Note, correct Doc is IEEE Std 802-2014.

The TOC looks like this:
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Proposed Resolution:  Accepted

	7047
	578.41
	9.2.4.5.4
	
	"There may be a response frame to the frame that is received, but it is neither the Ack frame nor any Data frame of subtype +CF-Ack." - normative verb in Clause 9
	Change "may" to "might" in cited text.
	
	EDITOR


Proposed resolution:  Accepted

	7048
	579.18
	9.2.4.5.6
	
	"The AP may use information contained in the Queue Sizesubfield to determine the TXOP duration assigned to the STA." - normative verb in clause 9
	change "may" to "might" in cited text.
	
	EDITOR


Proposed resolution:  Accepted

	7050
	582.11
	9.2.4.6.1
	
	"The response to a reverse direction grant (RDG) may contain Data frames from any TID" - normative verb in Clause 9.
	Change "can" and cite the subclause defining this behavior.Make similar change at line 14.
	
	EDITOR


Context: 582.06:

[image: image2.png]Table 9-10—AC Constraint subfield values
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Proposed Resolution:

Revised.

At 582.11 and 582.14 change “may contain” to “contains”.  At the end of the description, add “, see 10.28.4.”

	7203
	582.40
	9.2.4.6.1
	
	What does the bit after the comma mean in "An RDG is present, as defined by the Duration/ID field"?
	Delete ", as defined by the Duration/ID field"
	
	EDITOR


Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.

	7557
	592.33
	9.2.4.7.3
	J
	" If theAddress Extension Mode is "None", the Mesh Address Extension subfield is not present. For values"Address4" and "Address5&6", the Mesh Address Extension subfield is present following the MeshSequence Number subfield. " duplicates the info in the table
	Delete the cited sentences
	
	EDITOR


Discussion:  There is certainly a flavour of repition here, but in my mind it is acceptable because the two instances are arguably at different levels of abstraction.

Straw poll


Accept comment 1


Reject comment


Abstain 11111

Proposed Resolution:
accepted
	7051
	593.22
	9.2.4.7.3
	
	"The active path selection protocol maydefine additional parameters in the forwarding information." - normative verb in Clause 9
	change "may" to "might" in cited text.Make same change at 618.11, 621.41, 623.37
	
	EDITOR


Discussion:

The cited occurences of “may” are actually a xref that went bad.  Comment CID 7116 fixes these.

Proposed Resolution:

Revised. These locations are damaged cross-references.

Replace “(The active path selection protocol may define … in 14.10.8.4 (Forwarding information).)”

with a cross-reference to 9.3.5.

(Note to editor, this is the same change as in CID 7116).

	7115
	612.59
	9.3.1.14
	
	"individual (group) address" - there is no such thing. This is trying to say something more subtle.
	Reword to avoid subtlety, describing conditions for individual and group separately.
	
	EDITOR


Context: 612.58

	For DMG CTS-to-self frames, the TA field is set to the individual

(group) address of the recipient(s) of the frame that the DMG STA intends to transmit after the DMG CTSto-self frame


Proposed Resolution:

Revised.  Change at the cited location “set to the individual (group) address of the recipient(s) of the frame”
to “set to the individual address of the recipient or the group address of the recipients of the frame”
	7052
	618.55
	9.3.2.1
	
	"One or both of these fields may also be present" - normative verb in Clause 8
	Change "may" to "can" in cited text.
	
	EDITOR


Context: 618.53:

	When a Data frame carries an A-MSDU, the DA and SA values related to each MSDU carried by the

A-MSDU are carried within the A-MSDU.One or both of these fields may also be present in the Address 1 and Address 2 fields as indicated inTable 9-26 (Address field contents).


Proposed Resolution:

Revised.  Change cited sentence to read:

“Zero, one or both of these fields are present in the Address 1 and Address 2 fields …”

	7416
	619.16
	9.3.2.1
	
	In "The QoS Control field is defined in 8.2.4.5 (QoS Control field)." should add "The presence of the QoS Control field is determined by the Subtype subfield of the Frame Control field, as specified in 9.2.4.1.3." to be consistent with the two similar bits of wording for the HT Control field.
	As it says in the comment
	
	EDITOR


Discussion:

The change is consistent with adjacent wording.   

Context 619.16:

	The Sequence Control field is defined in 9.2.4.4 (Sequence Control field).

The QoS Control field is defined in 9.2.4.5 (QoS Control field).

The HT Control field is defined in 9.2.4.6 (HT Control field). The presence ofthe HT Control field is

determined by the +HTC/Order subfield of the Frame Control field, as specified in 9.2.4.1.10 (+HTC/Order subfield).


Proposed Resolution:

Revised.

After cited sentence add: “The presence of the QoS Control field is determined by the Subtype subfield of the Frame Control field, as specified in 9.2.4.1.3.”

This is the change as requested in the comment.

	7531
	622.12
	9.3.3
	
	The IEEE 802.11 standard defines a single Vendor Specific element (221). However, there are many earlier proprietary elements whose Element ID is listed as Reserved in the standard, e.g. 133. Most of the Management frame formats list that Vendor Specific elements can optionally be included after all of the elements listed in the standard. However, I cannot find any clarification on whether the Reserved Element IDs should be included in that category, or whether it is just Element ID 221
	Clarify
	
	EDITOR


Discussion:

A STA that transmits a frame using a reserved value is non-compliant to the standard.

The 802.11 standard does not describe any non-compliant operation (i.e., where a STA might transmit a reserved Element ID). The 802.11 standard does not describe how to respond to non-compliant peers.

Any any manufacturer or group of manufacturers wants to use a value that is reserved for their use,  the onus is surely on them to describe fully how it is used, including relative element transmit ordering.

Proposed Resolution:

Rejected.
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.

	7628
	622.33
	9.3.3.2
	
	"In an MMPDU carried in one or more PPDU(s), none of which are VHT PPDU(s), the maximum unencrypted MMPDU size is 2304 octets." is duplication of T9-19
	Delete this sentence
	
	EDITOR


Context: 622.25:

	The format of a Management frame is defined inFigure 9-57 (Management frame format). The Frame

Control, Duration, Address 1, Address 2, Address 3, and Sequence Control fields are present in all

management frame subtypes. In an MMPDU carriedin one or more non-VHT PPDUs the maximum

MMPDU size is specified in Table 9-19 (Maximum data unit sizes (in octets) and durations (in

microseconds)). In an MMPDU carriedin one or more PPDU(s), all of which are VHT PPDU(s), the

maximum MMPDU size specified in Table 9-19 (Maximumdata unit sizes (in octets) and durations (in

microseconds)) is the maximum MPDUsize supported by the recipient(s) less the shortest management

frame MAC header and FCS. In an MMPDU carried in one or more PPDU(s), none of which are VHT

PPDU(s), the maximum unencrypted MMPDU size is 2304 octets.


Discussion:
The yellow text is a duplicate of the blue text, and embeds magic numbers.   Delete it.

Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.
	7053
	624.29
	9.3.3.2
	
	"Gaps may exist in the ordering of fields and elements within frames" - normative verb in Clause 9
	Change "may" to "might" in cited text.
	
	EDITOR


Proposed Resolution:
Accepted.

	7338
	644.21
	9.3.3.12
	
	Table 9-36---Presence of fields and elements in Authentication frames has "Status" in some cells under "Status Code". This is useless. It should either be "Any" or an explicit list of the permissible statuses.
	Change "Status" to "Any" when it appears alone in a cell
	
	EDITOR


Discussion: 

Worth having a discussion on.   I agree with the direction of the change.

However, is “Any” status code truly allowed, for example in a Shared Key sequence number 2 frame,  or only a subset of the available status codes.

The point is that the “Status code” column is trying to indicate two things:

1. When the field is reserved or not

2. For specific status codes,  how this affects fields 4 onwards

Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.

	7055
	647.15
	9.3.3.15
	
	"One or more vendor-specific elements may appear in this frame" - normative verb in Clause 9
	Change cited text to: "One or more vendor-specific elements are optionally present"
	
	EDITOR


Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.

	7056
	653.01
	9.3.5
	
	"A source mesh STA may be a meshSTA that is the initial source of an MSDU/MMPDU or a mesh STA that receives an MSDU/MMPDU froma mesh path or from a STA outside the mesh BSS and translates and forwards the MSDU/MMPDU on themesh path." - normative verb in Clause 9
	change "may be" to "is" in cited text.Make same change at line 7.
	
	EDITOR


Proposed Resolution:

Revised.  Replace “may be” with “is either” at 653.01 and 653.07.

	7057
	699.29
	9.4.1.49
	
	"may take a value between 2 and 8" - normative verb in Clause 8
	change "may take" to "takes" in cited text
	
	EDITOR


Proposed resolution:

Accepted

	7058
	701.03
	9.4.1.49
	
	" A beamformee may choose to reduce Ns by using a method referred to as grouping" - normative verb in clause 9
	change "may" to "might" in cited text
	
	EDITOR


Proposed resolution:

Accepted

	7185
	715.30
	9.4.1.53
	
	The 10.4.8 is not a hyperlink
	Make it a hyperlink, and fix the ref (it's 11.4.8)
	
	EDITOR


Discussion:  The corrected reference is 11.40.8 Extended NSS BW Support Signaling, not 11.4.8,  as stated.

Proposed resolution:

Revised. At 715.30 change “10.40.8 (Extended NSS BW Support Signaling)” to be a ‘live’ cross-reference to 11.40.8.

	7004
	733.24
	9.4.2.6
	
	There are some flags.
	Request values from the 802.11 ANA and insert them in the draft wherever there is an flag.
	
	EDITOR


Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.

	7117
	739.15
	9.4.2.11
	
	"an element ID of 255the value of the Requested Element ID field" - makes no sense
	delete "an element ID of 255"
	
	EDITOR


Context: 739.15

	The Requested Element ID Extensionsfield contains a list of 1-octet element ID extension values that,

combined with an element ID of 255the value of the Requested Element ID field, identify elements that are requested to be included in the Probe Response or Information Response frame. The values in this field are listed in increasing order.


Proposed resolution:

Accepted.

	7005
	776.07
	9.4.2.21.17
	
	"The Optional Subelements field contains zero or more subelements."I beg to differ. It contains precisely nothing, because no subelements are defined.
	Remove the Optional Subelements field from Figure 9-185 and the para at the cited line.
	
	EDITOR


Proposed resolution:

Accepted

	7006
	776.60
	9.4.2.21.18
	
	"The Optional Subelements field contains zero or more subelements."No it doesn't, because none are defined that it can contain.
	Remove cited para. Remove "Optional Subelements" field from figure 9-186.
	
	EDITOR


Proposed resolution:

Accepted

	7091
	777.61
	9.4.2.21.19
	
	"The FTM Range Subelements field shall include a concatenation of at least Minimum AP Count NeighborReport subelements." -- Normative verb in Clause 9
	Change "shall include" to "includes" at cited location.
	
	EDITOR


Proposed resolution:

Accepted

	7059
	783.24
	9.4.2.22.4
	
	"The STA may use this information to assist in the choice of new channel" - normative verb in clause 9
	change "may" to "might" in cited text
	
	EDITOR


Proposed resolution:

Accepted

	7060
	827.22
	9.4.2.23
	
	"Thisinterval may be used to assist inmaking channel measurements without interference from other STAs" - normative verb in clause 9
	change "may" to "might" in cited location.
	
	EDITOR


Proposed resolution:

Accepted

	7063
	837.44
	9.4.2.26
	
	"Multiple Vendor Specific elements are optionally present in a single frame." -- this whole para really doesn't belong in a description of the format of the element.Also normative verb in Clause 9.
	Move this description to the clauses that define the containing object (i.e. Action frame, Action No Ack frame). And reword to avoid "may".Also search out all locations that include a vendor specific element and ensure they allow zero or more instances.
	
	EDITOR


Context: 837.44:
	Multiple Vendor Specific elements are optionally present in a single frame. Each Vendor Specific element might have a different Organization Identifier value.The number of Vendor Specific elements that may appear in a frame is limited only by the maximum frame size.


Context: 646.35: (Action frame format)

	One or more vendor-specific elements are optionally present. 

These elements are absent when the Category subfield of the Action field is  Vendor-Specific, Vendor-Specific Protected, or Self-protected or when the Category subfield of the Action field is VHT and the VHT Action subfield of the Action field is VHT Compressed Beamforming.


Discussion:

The “multiple” aspect of this is covered already at 646.35.

The “Each Vendor Specific element might have a different Organization Identifier value” deserves at most to be a NOTE.  Absent a statement that adjacent Vendor Specific elements are constrained in some way, the assumption should be that they are not.

(To “Reduce this to absurdity”,  it is not necessary to state that if a VSIE of length 40 B is present,  it is permitted to have another one of a different length.)

And, finally, “The number of Vendor Specific elements that may appear in a frame is limited only by the maximum frame size.” is wrong if “frame” is read to be MPDU.  It is limited by MMPDU size.  And MMPDU max size can, under some circumstances be bigger than max MPDU size.  The limit is MMPDU size,  although packing a frame that would otherwise not be fragmented with VSIE elements, thereby forcing it to fragment would doubtless uncover all kinds of wrong implementation assumptions :0).

Proposed resolution:

Revised.  Delete para at 837.44.

	7064
	843.52
	9.4.2.28
	
	"This element maybe used by the STA for vendor-specific AP selection algorithm when roaming" - normative verb in clause 9
	Change "may" to "might" in cited text.
	
	EDITOR


Proposed resolution:
Accepted.

	7076
	845.26
	9.4.2.29
	
	" The AIFSNsubfield indicates the number of slots after a SIFS a STA should defer before either invoking a backoff orstarting a transmission. The minimum value of the AIFSN subfield is 2." -- unnecessary normative verb in clause 9
	Change "should defer" to "defers" in cited text.
	
	EDITOR


Proposed resolution:

Accepted

	7065
	847.28
	9.4.2.30
	
	"The TSPEC allows a set of parameters more extensive than may be needed, or may be available, for anyparticular instance of parameterized QoS traffic" - normative verb in clause 9
	Change "may" to "might" (twice) in cited text.
	
	EDITOR


Proposed resolution:

Accepted

	7067
	850.22
	9.4.2.30
	
	"that may elapse without arrival or transfer of an MPDU belonging to the TS before this TS is deleted by the MAC entity at the HC. " - normative verb in clause 9
	change "may" to "can" in cited text.Make same change at 850.26.
	
	EDITOR


Context: 850.20

	The Inactivity Interval field is 4 octets long and contains an unsigned integer that specifies the minimum amount of time, in microseconds, that may elapse without arrival or transfer of an MPDU belonging to the TS before this TS is deleted by the MAC entity at the HC. 

The Suspension Interval field is 4 octets long and contains an unsigned integer that specifies the minimum amount of time, in microseconds, that may elapse without arrival or transfer of an MSDU belonging to the TS before the generation of successive QoS(+)CF-Poll is stopped for this TS.


Proposed resolution:

Accepted.

	7068
	850.37
	9.4.2.30
	
	"This may help" - unnecessary use of normative verb
	Change "may" to "might" at cited location.
	
	EDITOR


Proposed resolution:

Accepted.

	7070
	861.61
	9.4.2.32
	
	"The TS Delay element is used in an ADDTS Response frame transmitted by an HC and indicates the timeafter which the ADDTS may be retried." - normative verb in clause 9
	Change "may" to "can" and cite subclause that defines this behaviour.
	
	EDITOR


Discussion:

There is no normative behaviour associated with the TS Delay element.  I’m tempted to delete it.  But,  assuming we can’t do that we should fix that.

Proposed Resolution:

Revised.  Change cited sentence to read:

“The TS Delay element is used in an ADDTS Response frame transmitted by an HC and indicates the time after which the ADDTS can be retried, see 11.4.7."”

At 1643.55 change “two” to “three”.
At 1643.60 add a new list item “c) An ADDTS Response frame is received that contains the Status Code field equal to REJECTED_FOR_DELAY_PERIOD. In this case, if the Delay field of the TS Delay element of the ADDTS Response frame is non-zero, the STA that transmitted the ADDTS Request frame shall not transmit another ADDTS Request frame to the same AP until the time indicated by the Delay field has elapsed.”
	7071
	862.22
	9.4.2.33
	
	" It may also be present in the ADDTSRequest and ADDTS Response frames if there are no TCLAS elements." - normative verb in Clause 9
	Change "may also be present" to "is optionally present"
	
	EDITOR


Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.

	7072
	862.64
	9.4.2.34
	
	"The information in this element may be used" - unnecessary normative verb
	Change "may" to "might" in cited text.
	
	EDITOR


Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.

	7073
	863.52
	9.4.2.34
	
	"The HC may set the Service Start Time field and the Service Interval field to 0 (unspecified) for nonpowersaving STAs,"
	Change "may" to "can" and cite the normative text that defines this behaviour.
	
	EDITOR


Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.

	7579
	873.18
	9.4.2.39
	
	" DCF or EDCAF services are " -- what's a DCF/EDCAF service?
	Change to " DCF or EDCAF is "
	
	EDITOR


Proposed resolution:

Revised.  Change cited text to:  " the DCF is or the EDCAFs are "
At 873.22 change “using the DCF or EDCAF over” to “using the DCF or EDCAFs over”
	7009
	896.36
	9.4.2.56.5
	
	"May" in clause 9, in the definition column.
	Change "may" to "might" at cited location.
	
	EDITOR


Context: 896.32:

	When transmitted by an AP: indicates the 

PCO Transition Time to be used during PCO 

operation. The value contained in this field is 

dynamic when transmitted by an AP, i.e., the 

value of this field may change at any time 

during the lifetime of the association of a 

STA with the AP. See 11.17.3 (Operation at a 

PCO active non-AP STA).


Proposed Resolution:

Accepted

	7010
	896.56
	9.4.2.56.5
	
	"may" in Clause 9.
	Change "may" to "might" at cited location.
	
	EDITOR


Discussion:  “can” also works equally well here.

Context: 896.55:

	Indicates support for acting as a reverse 

direction responder, i.e., the STA may use an 

offered RDG to transmit data to an RD 

initiator using the reverse direction protocol 

described in 10.28 (Reverse direction 

protocol)


Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.

	7011
	902.08
	9.4.2.57
	
	"may" in clause 9, definition column.
	Change "may" to "can", as this is reflecting normative behavior described in 11.16.12.
	
	EDITOR


Context: 902.07

	Defines the channel widths 

that may be used to transmit 

to the STA.

See 11.16.12 (Switching 

between 40 MHz and 20 

MHz)


Proposed Resolution:

Accepted

	7012
	904.21
	9.4.2.57
	
	"may" in Clause 9.
	change "may" to "might" at cited location.
	
	EDITOR


Context: 904.13:

	Indicates whether PCO is 

active in the BSS

Present in Beacon/Probe 

Response frames transmitted 

by an AP. Otherwise 

reserved.

Non-PCO STAs regard the 

BSS as a 20/40 MHz BSS and 

may associate with the BSS 

without regard tothis field. 

See 11.17 (Phased 

coexistence operation 

(PCO)).


Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.

	7013
	904.49
	9.4.2.57
	
	"may" in Clause 9.
	Change "may" to either "might" or "can".
	
	EDITOR


Context: 904.49

	A non-HT BSS is overlapping (a non-HT BSS may be detectedby the reception of a Beacon or Probe Response frame that does not include an HT Capabilities element)


Proposed resolution:

Revised.  Change “may” to “might” at cited location.

	7014
	926.11
	9.4.2.69.5
	
	"may" in Clause 9.
	Reword to avoid normative language.
	
	EDITOR


Context: 926.11:

	The following text describes the various subelements that may be included in Diagnostic Subelements field of a Diagnostic Request element (9.4.2.69) or a Diagnostic Report element (9.4.2.70). The format of a Diagnostic subelement is shown in Figure 9-370 (Diagnostic subelement format).


Proposed Resolution:

Revised.  At 926.11 change “may be” to “are optionally”.

	7015
	939.03
	9.4.2.71.1
	
	"may be identified" - "may" in Clause 9
	Reword to avoid normative verb.
	
	EDITOR


Discussion:

Commenter’s location is off by 10 pages.

The Antenna ID field doesn’t define modes of operation of the Antenna(s).

Modes of operation of the antenna is a concept not defined anywhere.

I think the intended meaning is “The Antenna Type field does not change for a specified Antenna ID if the undefined “mode” of operation changes for that antenna.

Context: 929.01
	The Antenna Type field does not change based on different modes of operation of the antenna(s), as

may be identified by the Antenna ID field (see 9.4.2.40 (Antenna element)).


Proposed Resolution:
Revised. Delete cited sentence.

	7016
	963.04
	9.4.2.86
	
	"may be grouped" - "may" in Clause 9.
	Replace "may" with "can" at cited location.
	
	EDITOR

	7017
	963.07
	9.4.2.86
	
	"may be included" - "may" in Clause 9
	Replace "may" with "can" at cited location.
	
	EDITOR


Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.

	7018
	969.04
	9.4.2.89
	
	"may be present" - "may" in Clause 9.
	Replace "may be present" with "is optionally present" at cited location.
	
	EDITOR


Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.

	7019
	969.32
	9.4.2.90
	
	"may use to deliver" - "may" in Clause 9.
	Replace "may" with "can" or "might" at cited location.
	
	EDITOR


Context: 969.31

	The Destination URI element contains URI and ESS Detection Interval values from the requesting STA that the responding STA may use to deliver Event or Diagnostic Report frames. The format of the Destination URI element is given in Figure 9-436 (Destination URI element format).


Discussion:  the question is whether this “use” is described here or not.  There are a number of normative statements in 11.24 that cite this element,  so I believe the answer is yes.  This means we can use “can”.

Proposed Resolution:

Revised.  At 969.32,  change “may” to “can”.

	7020
	971.53
	9.4.2.92
	
	"which may employ" - unnecessary use of normative verb
	change "may" to "might" at cited location.
	
	EDITOR


Proposed resolution:

Accepted.

	7021
	971.60
	9.4.2.92
	
	"Further information on types of charges may be available" - unnecessary use of normative verb
	Change "may" to "might" at cited location.
	
	EDITOR


Proposed resolution:

Accepted.

	7547
	983.49
	9.4.2.101
	
	"The congestion notification duration values are encoded as unsigned integers in units of 100 us." -- they can obviously not be negative
	Change the para to "The element contains four Congestion Notification Duration fields for the four EDCA access categories to indicate the estimated congestion duration, in units of 100 <micro>s, for each AC at the mesh STA transmitting the congestion notification."
	
	EDITOR


Context:

	The element contains four Congestion Notification Duration fields for the four EDCA access categories to

indicate the estimated congestion duration per AC at the mesh STA transmitting the congestion notification. The congestion notification duration values are encoded as unsigned integers in units of 100 µs.


Proposed resolution:
Rejected.  The statement is correct.  There are many other instances of “unsigned integer” in this context in the standard, so there is no incentive to change this one.

	7023
	1004.06
	9.4.2.121
	
	"This element may be included in ADDTS Request" - normative language in Clause 9
	Change "may be included" to "is optionally present" at cited location.
	
	EDITOR


Proposed resolution:

Accepted.

	7546
	1037.44
	9.4.2.146
	
	"All numeric fields are encoded as unsigned integers." -- none of the fields can take a negative value anyway
	Delete this sentence
	
	EDITOR


Proposed resolution:
Rejected.  The cited statement is correct.  
	7186
	1053.56
	9.4.2.158.2
	
	None of the subclause references in "9.7.12.1 (Rx Supported VHT-MCS and NSS Set) and 9.7.12.2 (Tx Supported VHT-MCS and NSS Set) and 10.40.8 (Extended NSS BW Support Signaling)" are hyperlinks
	Make them hyperlinks and fix the refs (e.g. the last one is 11.4.8). Check all the other subclause references in the change which added Extended NSS BW Support as it looks as if hyperlinking them all might have been overlooked
	
	EDITOR


Proposed resolution:
Revised.

At 715.10 delete the second “(Setting of the Channel Width subfield and Dynamic Extended NSS BW subfield at a VHT STA transmitting the Operating Mode field)”.  (This is plain text).

At 715.31 replace “10.40.8 (Extended NSS BW Support Signaling)” with a live link to 11.40.8.

At 1053.44 replace “8.4.2.157.3 (Supported VHT-MCS and NSS Set field)” with a live link to 9.4.2.158.3.

At 1053.56 replace “9.7.12.1 (Rx Supported VHT-MCS and NSS Set)” with a live link to 10.7.12.1

At 1053.56 replace “and 9.7.12.2 (Tx Supported VHT-MCS and NSS Set)” with “, “ followed by a live link to 10.7.12.2.

At 1053.58 replace “10.40.8 (Extended NSS BW Support Signaling)” with a live link to 11.40.8.

At 1049.54 repalace “Figure 8-553a” with a live link to Figure 9-558.
	7024
	1062.27
	9.4.2.165
	
	"Furthermore, the QuietChannel element indicates the conditions under which the primary 80 MHz channel of the VHT BSS may beused during the quiet interval." - normative verb in Clause 9
	Change "may" to "can" at cited location.
	
	EDITOR


Proposed resolution:

Accepted.

	7025
	1062.31
	9.4.2.165
	
	"The Quiet Channel element may be included in Beacon frames" - normative verb in Clause 9
	Change "may be included" to "is optionally present" at cited location.
	
	EDITOR


Proposed resolution:

Accepted.

	7094
	1072.24
	9.4.2.172
	
	"When the Block Ack window size expected to be used by the transmitter of the element does not match any of the values shown in the table, the transmitter uses the next lower value in the table.""expected to be used by the transmitter" - who does the expecting? What does it mean for a STA to expect anything?
	Reword to avoid anthropomorphic verbs and the passive voice.
	
	EDITOR


This author can see the commenter’s point.  However, there are 198 instances of “expected” and there is no point fixing up just one.

Proposed resolution:
Rejected.  The term “expected” is reasonable in the context of estimating or predicting throughput.
	7026
	1081.18
	9.4.5.1
	
	"The ANQP-elements that may be configured" - normative verb in clause 9
	Change "may" to "can" at cited location.
	
	EDITOR


Proposed resolution:
Accepted.

	7027
	1081.26
	9.4.5.2
	
	" Each ANQP-element may be returned in response" - normative verb in Clause 9
	Change "may" to "can" at cited location.
	
	EDITOR


Discussion: The “Each ANQP-element” is meaningless.   The two sentences can be collapsed.

Context: 1081.25:

	The Query List ANQP-element provides a list of identifiers of ANQP-elements for which the requesting

STA is querying. Each ANQP-element may be returned in response to an Query List ANQP-element using the procedures in 11.25.3.2.2(Query List procedure)).


Proposed resolution:

Revised. Replace the whole para at 1081.25 with:

“The Query List ANQP-element provides a list of identifiers of ANQP-elements for which the requesting

STA is querying, see 11.25.3.2.2(Query List procedure)).”

	7162
	1081.48
	9.4.5.2
	
	The use of the terms "ANQP query response" and "ANQP response" mean the same thing. When these are an action (as opposed to a Noun), the term should be "ANQP response", as the verb 'query' is already within the ANQP acronym - Access Network Query Protocol.The use of the terms "ANQP query", "ANQP Query" and "ANQP query request" all mean the same thing. When these are an action (as opposed to a Noun), the term should be "ANQP request", as the verb 'query' is already within the ANQP acronym - Access Network Query Protocol.
	Change all occurances of "ANQP query response" to "ANQP response", when these terms are used as an action and not as Nouns.
	
	EDITOR


(From 11-16-287r0) with modification.

Proposed Resolution:  to both CID 7162 (EDITOR) and CID 7163 (MAC)
Revised.
Change the following occurances of “ANQP query” to “ANQP request”:

977.13. 1810.50, 1819.27

Change the following occurances of “ANQP query request” to “ANQP request”:

1081.48, 1808.46, 1808.48, 1808.49, 1813.26, 1813.43 (x2), 1813.46

Change the following occurances of “ANQP query respose” to “ANQP response”:

1081.49, 1081.51, 1808.54, 1808.59, 1813.29, 1813.47

Change the following occurances of “ANQP Query” to “ANQP request”:

1808.41, 1811.8

At 1808.54 change “ANQP query request’s Query List ANQP-element” to “Query List ANQP-element response”

At 1811.21 change “ANQP Query List procedures” to “query list procedure”

At 1808.48 change “ANQP Query List” to “Query List ANQP-element”

Change heading of 11.25.3.2.2 from “Query List procedure” to “Query list procedure”
	7028
	1082.42
	9.4.5.4
	
	"Venue Name ANQP-element may be used to provide" - normative verb in Clause 9.
	Change "may" to "might" at cited location.
	
	EDITOR


Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.

	7029
	1082.42
	9.4.5.4
	
	"For example, theinformation may be used to assist a user in selecting the appropriate BSS with which to associate. Zero ormore Venue Name fields may be included in the same or different languages." - two normative verbs
	Change "may" to "might" at line 43. Change "may" to "can" at line 44.
	
	EDITOR


Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.

	7030
	1084.56
	9.4.5.6
	
	"Each Network Authentication Type Indicator defines additional information that may be communicated." - normative verb in Clause 9.
	Change "may" to "can" in cited text.
	
	EDITOR


Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.

	7031
	1085.03
	9.4.5.6
	
	"Higher layerprotocols on the non-AP STA may indicate to the user that accounts may be created." two normative verbs in Clause 9 in one sentence.Bingo!
	Change "may" to "might" (twice) in cited text.
	
	EDITOR


Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.

	7032
	1085.27
	9.4.5.7
	
	" This list may be returned in response to a GAS Queryusing procedures in 11.25.3.2.3 (Roaming Consortium procedure). " - normative verb in Clause 9
	Change "may" to "can" in cited text.Make the same change at 1092.28.
	
	EDITOR


Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.

	7033
	1093.44
	9.4.5.16
	
	" the URI at which an EAS messagemay be retrieved as described in 11.25.7" - normative verb in Clause 9
	Change "may" to "can" in cited text.
	
	EDITOR


Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.

	7035
	1113.42
	9.6.3.2.1
	
	"There may be one or more TCLAS elements in the ADDTS frame." - unnecessary normative verb in Clause 9.
	Change "may be" to "are" in cited text.
	
	EDITOR


Discussion: the TCLAS element is optional (see 1113.07).    “may be one or more” is equivalent to “are zero or more”.

Proposed resolution:

Revised. Change “may be one or more” to “are zero or more”.

	7036
	1113.45
	9.6.3.2.1
	
	" There may be one Expedited Bandwidth Request element" - normative verb in Clause 9.
	Replace cited text with "An Expedited Bandwidth Request element is optionally present"Make similar change at line 53.
	
	EDITOR


Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.

	7078
	1114.44
	9.6.3.2.2
	
	"The optional TSPEC element defines a TS that can use the allocation should the allocation be createdsuccessfully." -- unnecessary use of the normative verb "should"
	change "should .. be" to "if .. is"
	
	EDITOR


Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.

	7037
	1119.01
	9.6.3.6
	
	"There may be zero or more Intra-Access Category Priority elements," - normative verb in Clause 9.
	Change cited text to "Zero or more Intra-Access Category Priority elements are present,"
	
	EDITOR


Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.

	7040
	1147.23
	9.6.8.17
	
	"The Vendor Specific subelement may be included" - unnecessary use of the normative verb. Also limits to a single copy of this subelement.
	Change to "Zero or more Vendor Specific subelements are included"Make the same change at 1187.17, 1188.31.
	
	EDITOR


Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.

	7041
	1150.62
	9.6.8.23
	
	"The optional Avoidance Request field contains a TXOP Reservation field, as defined in 9.4.1.44 (TXOPReservation field) and may be present when the Status Code field is not SUCCESS" - normative verb in Clause 9
	Change "may be present" to "is optionally present" in cited text.
	
	EDITOR


Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.

	7042
	1187.14
	9.6.14.6
	
	"The Location Indication Options subelement may beincluded" - normative verb in Clause 9.I also note, for completeness, that the WG11 style is "present" not "included" in this context. However, to minimize changes, I'm not proposing any change to "included" here, as it would need changes throughout this other table and similar tables that do not follow WG11 style.
	Change "may be included" to "is optionally included".Make matching changes at: 1188.07, 1188.10, 1188.13, 1188.17
	
	EDITOR


Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.

	7044
	1250.35
	9.7.1
	
	"The length of an A-MPDU addressed to a particular STA may be further constrained as described in 10.13.2 (A-MPDU length limit rules)" - normative verb in Clause 9
	Change "may" to "can" in cited text.
	
	EDITOR


Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.

	7045
	1251.32
	9.7.1
	
	"Pattern that may be used to detect an MPDU delimiter when scanning for an MPDU delimiter" - normative verb in Clause 9
	Change "may" to "can"
	
	EDITOR


Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.

Other comment groups
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	7686
	1056.13
	9.4.2.159
	It says "The maximum value of theTXVECTOR parameter MCSof a PPDU"
	Change to "This parameter"
	EDITOR
	
	EDITOR: 2016-02-19 15:45:45Z - The second para is a further constraint. Reword this and create exception in first para. Send to reflector. Also review text at top of 1055.

Notes from minutes:
5.5. CID 7686 
5.5.1. Review comment
5.5.2. Discussion that the 2nd paragraph is a further constraint that causes an extra constrant on the first paragraph and so need to rework a bit.
5.5.3. First Paragraph it says that either the map is the max or not, and the second says that this max can be adjusted in certain methods. The second paragraph may be better placed as a note or in the text. 
5.5.4. Putting a qualifier for both paragraphs would be better.
5.5.5. ACTION ITEM #2.1: Adrian to propose text and send to reflector for review.
5.5.6. Note that in the Rx direction on page 1055 is a similar issue.


EDITOR: 2016-02-05 11:11:37Z - Changed to "Frame Formats" and request review.


Context: 1056.01
[image: image3.png]Table 9-247—Supported VHT-MCS and NSS Set subfields (continued)

Tx VHT-MCS
Map

Indicates the maximum value of
the TXVECTOR parameter
MCS of a PPDU that can be
transmitted at all channel
‘widths supported by this STA
for each number of spatial
streams.

The maximum value of the
TXVECTOR parameter MCS
of a PPDU is further modified
by the Extended NSS BW
Support subfield, as described
in9.42.158.2 (VHT
Capabilities Information field)
and the Dynamic Extended NSS
BW Support field of the
Operating Mode field in
9.4.1.53 (Operating Mode
field).

The format and encoding of this subfield are
defined in Figure 9-560 (Rx VHT-MCS Map
and Tx VHT-MCS Map subfields and Basic
'VHT-MCS And NSS Set field) and the
associated description.





Notes from the minutes:

Notes from minutes:
5.5. CID 7686 
5.5.1. Review comment
5.5.2. Discussion that the 2nd paragraph is a further constraint that causes an extra constrant on the first paragraph and so need to rework a bit.
5.5.3. First Paragraph it says that either the map is the max or not, and the second says that this max can be adjusted in certain methods. The second paragraph may be better placed as a note or in the text. 
5.5.4. Putting a qualifier for both paragraphs would be better.
5.5.5. ACTION ITEM #2.1: Adrian to propose text and send to reflector for review.
5.5.6. Note that in the Rx direction on page 1055 is a similar issue.
Proposed Rewording of definition: at 1056.06 in the “definition” column.
	If transmitted by a STA in which dot11VHTExtendedNSSBWCapable is not true, Indicates the maximum value of the TXVECTOR parameter MCS of a PPDU that can be transmitted at all channel widths supported by this STA for each number of spatial streams.

If transmitted by a STA in which dot11VHTExtendedNSSBWCapable is true, this field combined with the Extended NSS BW Support subfield and the Dynamic Extended NSS BW Support subfield of the Operating Mode field determine the maximum value of the TXVECTOR parameter MCS of a PPDU as described in 9.4.2.158.2 (VHT Capabilities Information field) and 9.4.1.53 (Operating Mode 
field).


Proposed Resolution:

Revised.  Make changes under CID 7686 in <this-document>. 

This changes clarify the different 

These are comments owned by EDITOR,  excluding MAC Operation & MAC Management,  not in the Editorials comment group and not marked submission required.

	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Resn Status
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution
	Comment Group
	Ad-hoc Status
	Ad-hoc Notes

	7513
	
	
	
	"DSE enablement" (or without space and/or uppercase) is spurious since E stands for enablement
	Delete the "enablement" in all cases. Also change "DSE disablement" to "DSD" and define the term just before DSE
	
	Terminology
	
	Changed to Terminology. Needs some thought.


Discussion:

There are a bunch of “DSE” related terms.   “DSE” is used as an adjective, not a noun.

1
56
DSE Registered

2
29
DSE Enablement

3
27
DSE Power

4
19
DSE procedures

5
18
DSE power

6
17
DSE Measurement

7
15
DSE Deenablement

8
13
DSE measurement

9
11
DSE LCI

10
8
DSE registered

11
7
DSE bit

12
7
DSE3:M

13
6
DSE functions

14
6
DSE STA

15
5
DSE service

16
4
DSE Dependent

17
4
DSE frequency

18
4
DSE timer

19
4
DSE2:M

20
3
DSE_BAND

21
2
DSE deenablement

22
2
DSE dynamic

23
2
DSE field

24
2
DSE request

25
2
DSE time

26
2
DSE(MDR

27
2
DSE) in

28
2
DSE)). A

29
2
DSE; otherwise

30
1
DSE are

31
1
DSE dependent

32
1
DSE elements

33
1
DSE enablement

34
1
DSE is

35
1
DSE location

36
1
DSE operating

37
1
DSE status

I would not support changing some to DSD and others to DSE.  That way the cohesiveness of the terminology is lost.
This terminology has not changed in D5.0, so this comment is out of scope.

Proposed resolution:

Rejected.
The DSE term is used in many contexts as an adjective.  Introducing DSD for just one of these would create confusion.

	7392
	
	
	
	There are a handful of "TDLS Peer Key"s
	Change all of them to "TDLS PeerKey"
	
	Terminology
	Discuss
	Changed to "Terminology" comment group.
There is no such term as "TDLS PeerKey".


Discussion:

There are ~180 instances of PeerKey, and 10 of “Peer Key”.  So, clearly “PeerKey” is the name we use for this protocol and related concepts.
This is unfortunate.  Really it should be “peer key”, but let’s grandfather the awkwardness of “PeerKey”.

In the last ballot we changed “TDLS Peer Key” to “TPK”.  We missed one.
Proposed resolution:

Revised.
Change “Peer Key” to “PeerKey” at 61.24, 61.25, 80.54, 2030.41, 2834.06
Change “TDLS Peer Key” to “TPK” at 2030.48.

	7487
	
	
	
	The motioned resolution to CID 5235 per 15/0532r30 has not been effected
	Implement the proposed resolution, namely "REVISED (EDITOR: 2015-07-17 02:57:38Z) - Replace para at 1709.21 with "A STA with dot11OCBActivated equal to true shall not join or start a BSS".Delete the para at 1709.26." (D4.0 refs, of course)
	
	Editing defect from SB0
	
	Editorial


Discussion:

Goodness only knows how this didn’t get edited,  as the edit notes claim to show the change was reviewed.  Anyhow,  the commet is correct.
Proposed resolution: (D5.0 references)

Revised. 

Replace para at 1739.21 with "A STA with dot11OCBActivated equal to true shall not join or start a BSS".
Delete the para at 1739.26.

	7508
	
	
	
	The term "Vendor OUI" is used in 3 places, but not defined
	Define it in Clause 3 as being an OUI other than 00-0F-AC
	
	Terminology
	
	Clarity/consistency (Small scope)


Proposed resolution:

Revised. 

Insert in 3.2 in alphabetic order:

“vendor organizationally unique identifier (
OUI):  An OUI is that is not the IEEE Std 802.11 OUI (00-0F-AC).”

	7630
	
	
	
	There are references to "payload" in the MAC but this term is not defined
	Change to "frame body" at 578.55, 578.56, 578.58, 857.51, 1307.34, 1752.34, 1755.58, 1946.31, 1950.1, 1956.20, 1958.26Change to "information" at 1020.37, 1037.51, 1842.49Change to "SNAP body" at 1741.56, 1814.56, 1862.53, 2104.48Delete at 1806.44, 1804.47, 1934.56
	
	Terminology
	
	


Discussion:
“payload” is used with at least these different meanings:

· The plaintext that is encrypted

· The entire frame body

· The entire MPDU or A-MPDU (from PHY perspective)
Regardless, “Frame Body” is well defined (e.g. 565.03).   It is open to question whether we should attempt to replace one colloquial term with another “frame body”.
So, I propose that “Frame Body field” should be used.

The proposed change at 857.51is questionable.

	The value of the Filter Offset subfield is the number of octets from the beginning of the MSDU or MMPDU at which the Filter Value is compared. A value of 0 for the Filter Offsetindicates that the Filter Value subfield is to be compared to the first octet of the payload prior to encryption following the MAC header.


This talks about “MSDU or A-MSDU” and “prior to encryption”, so I don’t see how this can be replaced with “frame body”.  I don’t recommend making this change.  However the second sentence is a special case of the first, and is unnecessary. It can be deleted with no harm.
At 1946.32:

	CCMP encrypts the payload of a plaintext MPDU


Does replacing “payload” with “Frame Body field” create any ambiguity about which fields are included?  I’ll assume not.

At  1842.49:

	A STA shall send an Information Response frame with an empty payload in response to a received

Information Request frame that solicits information about a single target STA, asidentified by the Subject

Address field within the Information Request frame, if


See the Information Response frame format at 1226.63.  This includes a fixed field and a “one or more DMG Capabilities elements” as well as optional elements.

It is unclear to me what an “empty payload” is. It isn’t an empty Information field, to be sure, to be sure.  It it, however, reasonable to send no requested or provided elements, and this is permitted by the frame format (1227.04).
I disagree with these changes: “Change to "SNAP body" at 1741.56, 1814.56, 1862.53, 2104.48” as Annex H (3415.15) defines “Payload” in this context.
Straw poll:  Do you prefer?

· To make changes (as shown below)

· To make no changes

Proposed resolution:

Revised.
At 857.50: delete “A value of 0 for the Filter Offsetindicates that the Filter Value subfield is to be compared to the first octet of the payload prior to encryption following the MAC header.”

At 1842.49 change: “an empty payload” to “no requested or provided elements”.

Change “payload” to "Frame Body field" at 578.55, 578.56, 578.58, 
1307.34, 1752.34, 1755.58, 1946.31, 1950.1, 1956.20, 1958.26
Change “payload” to "information" at 1020.37, 1037.51

Delete “payload” at 1806.44, 1806.47, 1934.56
	7631
	
	
	
	"primary channel of the BSS" (and similar things ending "channel of the BSS") is pleonastic, since "primary channel" is defined as a characteristic of the BSS
	Delete "of the BSS" in all instances (about 21)
	
	Terminology
	
	EDITOR: 2016-01-28 14:17:48Z - Changed to "Terminology".


Discussion:  This comment is also out of scope.

Proposed Resolution:

Revised.

Change all “channel of the BSS” to “channel”, except at: 158.03, 1732 (3 instances)

	7230
	
	
	
	Change dot11*ProbeDelay* to dot11*NAVSync* (see CID 6568)
	As it says in the comment
	
	Terminology
	Discuss
	EDITOR: 2016-01-29 12:04:15Z - The change is small enough. But I'd like to determine group consensus before making the change.


Contexts:

	its NAV, or  until a period of time equal to the dot11DMGProbeDelay has transpired, whichever is earlier.   10.36.6 C

he channel is not the operating channel, wait for dot11RMMeasurementProbeDelay, or until a  PHY-RXSTART.indication primitive has

NAV,  or until a period of time equal to at least dot11TDLSProbeDelay has transpired (this combined event is  indicated

lue,  dot11RadioMeasurementActivated TruthValue,  dot11RMMeasurementProbeDelay Unsigned32,  dot11RMMeasurementPilotPeriod Unsign

meout Unsigned32,  dot11OCBActivated TruthValue,  dot11TDLSProbeDelay Unsigned32,  dot11TDLSDiscoveryRequestWindow Unsi

 62  63  64   IEEE P802.11-REVmc/D5.0, Jan 2016   dot11RMMeasurementProbeDelay OBJECT-TYPE  SYNTAX Unsigned32  MAX-ACCESS read-w

 { false } ::= { dot11StationConfigEntry 102 }    dot11TDLSProbeDelay OBJECT-TYPESYNTAX Unsigned32 (1..65535) UNITS "mi

urationMax  dot11DMGEcssClusterReportDurationMin  dot11DMGProbeDelay  }  Unsigned32,  Unsigned32,  Unsigned32  dot11Ma

VAL { 1000 } ::= { dot11DMGOperationEntry 17 }    dot11DMGProbeDelay OBJECT-TYPESYNTAX Unsigned32 (0..10000) UNITS "mi

ementImplemented, dot11RadioMeasurementActivated, dot11RMMeasurementProbeDelay, dot11RMMeasurementPilotPeriod, dot11RMLinkMeasur

ementImplemented, dot11RadioMeasurementActivated, dot11RMMeasurementProbeDelay, dot11RMMeasurementPilotPeriod, dot11RMLinkMeasur

ementImplemented, dot11RadioMeasurementActivated, dot11RMMeasurementProbeDelay, dot11RMMeasurementPilotPeriod, dot11RMLinkMeasur

ementImplemented, dot11RadioMeasurementActivated, dot11RMMeasurementProbeDelay, dot11RMMeasurementPilotPeriod, dot11RMLinkMeasur

urationMax, dot11DMGEcssClusterReportDurationMin, dot11DMGProbeDelay }   STATUS current  DESCRIPTION  "Attributes that

,  dot11TDLSResponseTimeout,  dot11OCBActivated,  dot11TDLSProbeDelay,  dot11TDLSDiscoveryRequestWindow,  dot11TDLSACDe

ementImplemented, dot11RadioMeasurementActivated, dot11RMMeasurementProbeDelay, dot11RMMeasurementPilotPeriod, dot11RMLinkMeasur


Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.
	7268
	
	
	
	It says "-SAP"
	Change the hyphens to spaces (about 46 instances). If you really insist, you can keep them for labels in figures (but decide whether they should be hyphens or underscores), I suppose, but I just don't see the point even of that
	
	Terminology
	Discuss
	EDITOR: 2016-01-29 12:20:42Z - We previously rejected a comment to change "_SAP" to " SAP", and the same comment reappeared in this ballot. I dutifully copied the former reject for that comment. But we have not seen this specific comment before.
Looking for group input. Is there any harm or benefit in having "*-SAP" vs "* SAP"?


Discussion: 

We resolved comment 6549 thus: “REJECTED (EDITOR: 2015-04-30 14:16:57Z) - X_SAP and X SAP are both valid and do not create any ambiguity.  The former is used as a label for the SAP (usually on a figure showing an architecture).  The lattter names the SAP.”

There are about 50 instances of “*-SAP”,  mainly *=PHY,  but also MLME and MAC.

This comment is also out of scope.

Proposed Resolution:

Rejected.

The comment is out of scope:  i.e., it is not on changed text, text affected by changed text or text that is the target of an existing valid unsatisfied comment.
	7744
	8.42
	3.1
	
	Why are "Authentication Server" and "Authenticator" capitalised?
	Lowercaseify
	
	Terminology
	Discuss
	EDITOR: 2016-01-29 13:51:32Z - Likewise is "Supplicate" (noted in another Ad-hoc note). Needs group discussion as we have to determine whether these are proper names from another context (therefore capitalized) or merely REALLY IMPORTANT STUFF we invented ourselves.


Discussion:   I thing we could craft a reject indicating these terms are adopted from 802.1x.

The comment is also out of scope.

Proposed Resolution:

Rejected. The comment is out of scope:  i.e., it is not on changed text, text affected by changed text or text that is the target of an existing valid unsatisfied comment.

	7164
	108.52
	4.5.9
	
	The generic advertisement service (GAS) is used for both network discovery and selection purposes.
	Change the following sentence "The generic advertisement service (GAS), described in 4.5.10 (Generic advertisement service (GAS)), provides both support for a STA's network selection and a conduit for communication by a non-AP STAwith other information resources in a network before joining the wireless LAN"to"The generic advertisement service (GAS), described in 4.5.10 (Generic advertisement service (GAS)),provides both support for a STA's network discovery and selection and a conduit for communication by a non-AP STAwith other information resources in a network before joining the wireless LAN"
	
	Architecture
	
	Editorial


Proposed change:

	The generic advertisement service (GAS), described in 4.5.10 (Generic advertisement service (GAS)), provides both support for a STA's network discovery and selection and a conduit for communication by a non-AP STAwith other information resources in a network before joining the wireless LAN.


Proposed resolution:

Accepted.

	7291
	731.22
	9.4.2.3
	
	It says "This allows any value in the supported rates set", but there is no such set
	Delete "in the supported rates set"
	
	Terminology
	
	


Discussion:

In D4.0 (CID 6483) we replaced references to a “supported rates set” with “operational rates set” and added a definition.  However,  the
reference below is clearly to the contents of the field.

Context: 731.21:

	NOTE—Because the BSS membership selector and supported rates are carried in the same field, the BSS membership selector value cannot match the value corresponding to any valid supported rate. This allows any value in the supported rates set to be determined as either a supported rate or a BSS membership selector.


Proposed Resolution:
Accepted.

	7605
	1063.50
	9.4.2.167
	
	It was deemed in D4.0 comment resolution that "FTM Format and Bandwidth" needed the "FTM" because it was otherwise too general (CID 6243). The same is true of "Status Indication" and "Value"
	Rename these subfields to "FTM Status Indication" and "FTM Value" respectively
	
	Editorials
	Discuss
	EDITOR: 2016-02-02 12:05:27Z - I see no reason to change this. But we should have a group discussion.

Possible rejections are:
"Rejected. The names of these field accurately relate to their contents are specific to the Fine Timing Measurement Parameters element."

"Rejected. The comment is out of scope: i.e., it is not on changed text, text affected by changed text or text that is the target of an existing valid unsatisfied comment."



EDITOR_Q: 2016-02-01 22:23:16Z - A group discussion is needed.


Straw poll on telecon:

EDITOR: 2016-02-19 15:41:30Z - 

Straw poll:

1. Change the names of the fields as specified in this comment  11

1.5 Change the name of the field as indicated in CID 6243 11111

2. Leave them as is 1111

3. Abstain 111

The intent of the group is to reverse the rejection of CID 6243:

	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Resn Status
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution
	Owning Ad-hoc

	6243
	
	
	J
	We don't normally adorn field names with the technology they pertain to
	Delete the "FTM" in "FTM Format and Bandwidth" throughout
	REJECTED (MAC: 2015-07-17 04:24:09Z): Format and Bandwidth is too genertic. In addition, the VHT Operation element has "VHT Operation Information" field. Similarly, the HT Operation element has "HT Operation Information" field.
	EDITOR


Proposed Resolution:
Revised.
Change “FTM Format and Bandwidth” to “Format and Bandwidth” globally.

This ensure consistency of terminology between fields in this structure.

	7271
	1573.01
	11.2
	
	"The power management mode of a STA is selected by the PowerManagementMode parameter of the MLME-POWERMGT.request primitive." -- not for a mesh STA
	Add "or MLME-MESHPOWERMGT.request" after "request" and make a similar addition to the next sentence
	
	MAC Management
	
	Editorial


Context:

	The power management mode of a STA is selected by the PowerManagementMode parameter of the

MLME-POWERMGT.request primitive. Once the STA updates its power management mode, the MLME shall issue an MLME-POWERMGT.confirm primitive indicating the success of the operation


Proposed Resolution:

Revised.  At 1573.02 change “MLME-POWERMGT.request primitive” to “MLME-POWERMGT.request or MLME-MESHPOWERMGT.request primitive”.
At 1573.03 change “MLME-POWERMGT.confirm primitive” to “MLME-POWERMGT.confirm or MLME-MESHPOWERMGT.confirm primitive respectively”.
	7784
	1621.01
	11.3.4.3
	
	This para is duplicated in 11.3.8
	Delete this para
	
	MAC Management
	
	Editorial


Context: 1621.01, 11.3.4.3 (Authentication – Destination STA)

	An AP may provide neighbor report information to a STA that requests authentication or association by responding with an Authentication or (Re)Association Response frame that includes the Reason Code field set to REJECTED_WITH_SUGGESTED_BSS_TRANSITION and that includes one or more Neighbor Report elements


Context: 1633.12:

	11.3.8 Neighbor report information upon rejection with suggested BSS transition

An AP may provide neighbor report information to a STA that requests authentication or association by responding with an Authentication or (Re)Association Response frame that has the Reason Code field set to REJECTED_WITH_SUGGESTED_BSS_TRANSITION and that includes one or more Neighbor Report elements.


Discussion:

I agree there is duplication.  As these are aparently cut & paste,  I see no reason to keep both.

Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.

	7785
	1626.19
	11.3.5.3
	
	This para is duplicated in 11.3.8
	Delete this para
	
	MAC Management
	
	Editorial


Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.

	7632
	1758.27
	11.24.4.1
	
	"Upon reception of a new Location Configuration Request frame, the STA shall override any previously received Location Configuration Request frame with the new frame. " -- it's not the frame which is overridden but the information contained therein
	Change to "Upon reception of a new Location Configuration Request frame, the STA shall override any information from a previously received Location Configuration Request frame with the new frame. "
	
	MAC Management
	
	Editorial


Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.

	7445
	1879.34
	11.40.7
	
	This (last) para is entirely covered by the previous (penultimate) one
	Delete this para
	
	MAC Management
	
	Editorial


Discussion:  this is arguably out of scope because no non-editorial changes have been made to the text.

The cited para is strictly unnecessary, because joining is a necessary precursor to (re)association.  However it might be worthwhile leaving a NOTE to avoid too much subtlety.

Proposed Resolution:

Revised.
Replace the para at 1879.35 with the following:
“NOTE--A VHT STA does not attempt to (re)associate with a VHT AP unless the STA supports (i.e., is able to both transmit and receive using) all of the <VHT-MCS, NSS> tuples in the Basic VHT-MCS And NSS Set field in the VHT Operation element transmitted by the AP because the MLME-JOIN.request primitive is a necessary precursor to (re)association.”

	7161
	1897.04
	11.46
	
	What is this about "entities wishing" at the start of this paragraph? This wording should be clarified. In addition, it may be useful to suggest to clarify what entities may do with the parameter.
	Change the paragraph to read "Entities which may control the traffic steering decision of a device benefit from able to predict the throughput that might potentially be obtained through a link with an STA. Those same entities also need to know what the current expectation for throughput is for network selection purposes (by comparing the expected throughput with an existing throughput). The MLMEESTIMATED-THROUGHPUT.request and MLME-ESTIMATED-THROUGHPUT.confirm primitives together provide an interface to allow such entities, operating through the SME, to obtain an estimate of throughput for MSDUs sent between the STA that corresponds to the PeerMACAddress indicated in the parameter list of the MLME-ESTIMATED-THROUGHPUT.request primitive and this STA."
	
	MAC Management
	
	Editorial


Cited text: 1897.01: with changes proposed by commenter

	Entities which may control the traffic steering decision of a device benefit from able to predict the throughput that might potentially be obtained through a link with an STA. Those same entities also need to know what the current expectation for throughput is for network selection purposes (by comparing the expected throughput with an existing throughput). The MLMEESTIMATED-THROUGHPUT.request and MLME-ESTIMATED-THROUGHPUT.confirm primitives together provide an interface to allow such entities, operating through the SME, to obtain an estimate of throughput for MSDUs sent between the STA that corresponds to the PeerMACAddress indicated in the parameter list of the MLME-ESTIMATED-THROUGHPUT.request primitive and this STA.



Critique:

1. Grammar “Entities which”

2. Unnecessary normative verb “may”

3. Grammar “from able”

4. Questionable grammar “an existing throughput”

Changes proposed here:

	Entities outside the scope of this standard that might control the traffic steering decision of a device benefit by being able to predict the throughput that might be obtained through a link with a STA. Those same entities also need to know what the current estimate of throughput is for network selection purposes (by comparing an estimated throughput with existing throughput). The MLME-ESTIMATED-THROUGHPUT.request and MLME-ESTIMATED-THROUGHPUT.confirm primitives together provide an interface to allow such entities, operating through the SME, to obtain an estimate of throughput for MSDUs sent between the STA that corresponds to the PeerMACAddress indicated in the parameter list of the MLME-ESTIMATED-THROUGHPUT.request primitive and this STA


Proposed resolution:
Revised.  Make changes in <this-doc> under CID 7161.  These changes address the issues in the change proposed in the comment and correct various grammatical issues.

	7653
	1944.14
	12.5.2.6
	
	We killed most of the "monotonically incrementing"s but left one
	Change to "strictly increasing"
	
	Security
	
	Editorial


Discussion:  We missed making this change in SB0.  That might be because this is in TKIP, which is deprecated.  But I can’t find anything to support that supposition.
Proposed Resolution:

Accepted.

	7215
	2235.10
	16.2.3.5
	
	In Table 17-1, "Lockedclocks bit0 = not1 = locked" makes no sense
	Change to "Lockedclocks bit:0 = not locked1 = locked"
	
	Other PHY
	
	Editorial


Discussion,  this is really an accept,  but various line breaks got eaten by the tools.

Proposed Resolution:

Revised.
Change Contents of “B2” cell at 2235.10 to:

“Locked clocks bit:

0 = not locked

1 = locked”

(Note to commenter,  this is what you asked for with line breaks wrongly consumed by the tools reinstated.)

	7247
	2236.28
	16.2.3.6
	
	"a length extension bit shall be placed at bit position B7 in the SERVICE field" duplicates information in the table above
	Change to "a length extension bit is present in the SERVICE field" and change "service field (b7) bit" to "length extension bit" at line 35
	
	Other PHY
	
	Editorial


Discussion:  cited location should be 2235.28.  There’s an additional instance of ‘service field (b7) bit’ not covered by the commenter’s proposed change.
Proposed Resolution:

Revised. 
Change cited text to "a length extension bit is present in the SERVICE field" 

and change "service field (b7) bit" to "length extension bit" at lines 35 and 45.
	7248
	2236.35
	16.2.3.6
	
	It is not clear what the length extension bit is set to if the rate is not 11 Mbps
	Say it is reserved in this case
	
	Other PHY
	
	Editorial


Proposed Resolution:

Revised.

At 2235.39 add a new para: “The length extension bit is reserved when the data rate is not 11 Mb/s.”
	7299
	2240.55
	16.2.5
	
	"long or short PHY" makes no sense -- there's only one PHY
	Append "preamble"
	
	Other PHY
	
	Editorial


Proposed resolution:

Revised.
At 2240.49 change “long PHY preamble and header” to “long PPDU format”.

At 2240.55 change “a long or short PHY” to “the long or short PPDU format”

At 2240.21 change “short PHY” to “short PPDU format” and change “long PHY” to “long PPDU format”.

	7423
	2292.11
	17.3.9.7.4
	
	It says "The relative constellation RMS error, averaged over subcarriers, OFDM PPDUs, and packets, " -- what is a "packet"?
	Change to read "The relative constellation RMS error, averaged over subcarriers and OFDM PPDUs, "
	
	Other PHY
	
	Editorial


Proposed resolution:

Accepted.

	7411
	2504.51
	21.2.5.2
	
	"PHY-TXSTART.request(TXVECTOR) primitive is issued" -- to what? There is no OFDM PHY
	Use "as if" wording, as above
	
	VHT PHY
	
	Editorial


Context: 2504.46 with changes proposed here.
	The Clause 21 (Very High Throughput (VHT) PHY specification) TXVECTOR parameters in Table 21-1 (TXVECTOR and RXVECTOR parameters) are mapped to Clause 17 (Orthogonal frequency division multiplexing (OFDM) PHY specification) TXVECTOR parameters in Table 17-1 (TXVECTOR parameters) according to Table 21-3 (Mapping of the VHT PHY parameters for NON_HT operation) and the PHY operates as if a Clause 17 (Orthogonal frequency division multiplexing (OFDM) PHY specification) PHYTXSTART.request(TXVECTOR) primitive was issued.

NOTE—When the FORMAT parameter is set to NON_HT and the NON_HT_MODULATION parameter is set to NON_HT_DUP_OFDM in a PHY-TXSTART.request(TXVECTOR) primitive, the behavior of the VHT PHY is defined in Clause 21 (Very High Throughput (VHT) PHY specification).


Discussion:

There is a single PHY – the Clause 21 PHY.  Certain behaviours are defined in Clause 17,   but it’s still a Clause 21 PHY.
Proposed Resolution:

Revised.  At 2504.51 insert “PHY operates as if a” before “Clause 17”.  At 2504.52 change “is” to “was”.

	7475
	2574.60
	21.3.11.4
	
	"After the STA's MLME is configured using the PHYCONFIG_VECTOR parameterGROUP_ID_MANAGEMENT" -- the PHYCONFIG_VECTOR does not configure the MLME, it configures the PHY
	Change "STA's MLME" to "PHY"
	
	VHT PHY
	
	Editorial


Proposed resolution:

Accepted

	7236
	2756.22
	B.4.9
	
	It says "Set SERVICE field bits for locked clocks, and length extension (B0, B2, B3, B5, B6, and B7)" but b0, b3, b5 and b7 are now reserved
	Delete the parenthesis
	
	PICS
	
	Editorial


Proposed resolution:

Accepted

	7498
	3401.61
	G.1
	
	"Data type Null Data subtype bit equal to 1." -- which bit is that?
	Refer to the specific bit in the Frame Control field
	
	Frame Exchange Sequences
	
	Editorial


Proposed resolution:

Revised.

At 3401.07 change “Data type CF-Ack subtype bit equal to 1” to “Data type CF-Ack subtype bit (Frame Control field B4) equal to 1”

At 3401.09 change “Data type CF-Poll subtype bit equal to 1” to “Data type CF-Poll subtype bit  (Frame Control field B5) equal to 1”

At 3401.61 change “Data type Null Data subtype bit equal to 1” to “Data type Null Data subtype bit  (Frame Control field B6) equal to 1”

At 3402.07 change “Data type QoS subtype bit equal to 1” to “Data type QoS subtype bit (Frame Control field B7) equal to 1”
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This document contains some proposed resolutions to SB1 comments.





The comments trivial technical comments that are “owned” by EDITOR.


R1: updated based on individual feedback received.





R2: updated following TGmc Telecon and during TGmc F2F.
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