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This submission present proposed resolution for the following CIDs: 403, 161, 404, 233, 333, 256, 385, 278, 479, 515, 525, 145, 442, 407, 209, 207, 577, 38, 216, 419.  The proposed changes for the remaining CIDs are based on REVme/D0.3.

Revision history:
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	CID
	Clause
	Page
	Line
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	403
	
	
	
	Wacky capitalisation
	At 1221.60 and 2359.36 lowercase "Traffic Capability Bitmask".  Lowercase "Traffic Capability flags" (or "Flags") in Clause 6 (6x), 9.4.2.77, p. 1601 (last instance), 11.21.10 (5x),



Proposed changes:
At 1400.39 (D0.3), change “QoS Traffic Capability Bitmasks/Flags definition” to “Definition of the QoS Traffic Capability Bitmasks/Flags field”.	Comment by Mark Rison: typo	Comment by Edward Au: Fixed, thanks!
[image: ]

At 1400.60 (D0.3), change “Bits 0-1 serve as QoS Traffic Capability Bitmask.” to “Bits 0-1 serve as QoS traffic capability bitmask.”.
[image: ]

At 2850.13 (D0.3), change “… construct the QoS Traffic Capability Bitmask …” with “… construct the QoS traffic capability bitmask …”.

At 2850.15 (D0.3), change “… the QoS Traffic Capability Bitmask/Flags of the non-AP STAs …” with “… the QoS traffic capability bitmask/flags of the non-AP STAs …”.  
[image: ]

At 399.49 (D0.3), change “… the QoS Traffic Capability flags …” with “… the QoS traffic capability flags …”.
[image: ]


At 412.59 (D0.3), change “… the QoS Traffic Capability flags …” with “… the QoS traffic capability flags …”.
[image: ]

At 423.57 (D0.3), change “… the QoS Traffic Capability flags …” with “… the QoS traffic capability flags …”.
[image: ]

At 437.51 (D0.3), change “… the QoS Traffic Capability flags …” with “… the QoS traffic capability flags …”.

[image: ]

At 620.47 (D0.3), change “… the QoS Traffic Capability flags …” with “… the QoS traffic capability flags …”.
[image: ]

At 621.31 (D0.3), change “… the QoS Traffic Capability flags …” with “… the QoS traffic capability flags …”.
[image: ]

At 1401.1 (D0.3), change “Bits 4-6 serve as QoS Traffic Capability Flags.” With “Bits 4-6 serve as QoS traffic capability flags”.
[image: ]



At 1914.23 (D0.3), change “QoS Traffic Capability Flags definition” with “Definition of the QoS Traffic Capability Flags field”.
[image: ]

At 1914.16 (D0.3), change “... bits 4-6 serving as QoS Traffic Capability Flags.” with “… bits 4-6 serving as QoS traffic capability flags.”.
[image: ]

At 2849.43, 2849.45, and 2849.46 (D0.3), change “QoS Traffic Capability Flags” with “QoS traffic capability flags”.
[image: ]

At 2849.62 and 2849.64 (D0.3), change “QoS Traffic Capability Flags” with “QoS traffic capability flags”.
[image: ]
Proposed resolution for CID 403:

Revised.

Make the changes shown under “Proposed changes” for CID 403 in <this document>.


	CID
	Clause
	Page
	Line
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	161
	
	
	
	Euphemisms should not be used in lieu of normative verbs
	Change "is recommended to" to "should", etc.



Discussion:
There are 11 appearances of “is recommended to” in D0.3.

At 332.9 in clause 4 (D0.3):
[image: ]
As per the Editor’s Style Guide (09/1034r19), Clause 4 provides a general description of the wireless system.  It should be written in declarative, not normative, language.

At 911.47 and 911.58 in clause 6 (D0.3):
[image: ] 

These are not related to the commenter’s comment as the purpose of “recommended” here is about the usage of DCM to PPDU.

At 1538.25 in clause 9 (D0.3):
[image: ]
As per the Editor’s Style Guide (09/1034r19), normative language shall not be used for describing the encodings of fields.  

At 1684.12 in clause 9 (D0.3):
[image: ]
As per the Editor’s Style Guide (09/1034r19), normative language shall not be used for describing the encodings of fields.  


At 1685.16 in clause 9 (D0.3):
[image: ]
As per the Editor’s Style Guide (09/1034r19), normative language shall not be used for describing the encodings of fields.  

At 2203.18 in clause 10 (D0.3):
[image: ]
As per the Editor’s Style Guide (09/1034r19), normative verbs shall not appear in informative text.  Suggest to replace “is recommended to” with “ought to”,	Comment by Mark Rison: We ought to introduce “ought to”.  So then for informative text we have shall -> present simple, may -> might and should -> ought to	Comment by Edward Au: Agree.  I also checked D0.3 and found the use of “ought to” in a NOTE.

At 2712.59 in clause 11 (D0.3):
[image: ]
Suggest to replace “is recommended to” with “is recommended by AP or PCP to”.	Comment by Mark Rison: I’m not sure about this one.  Who is giving the recommendation here?	Comment by Edward Au: Read the text and I propose to replace “is recommended to” with “is recommended by AP or PCP”.

At 3333.8 in clause 14 (D0.3):
[image: ]
As per the Editor’s Style Guide (09/1034r19), normative verbs shall not appear in informative text.  Suggest to replace “is recommended to” with “can”,	Comment by Mark Rison: as above	Comment by Edward Au: Agree.  I also checked D0.3 and found the use of “ought to” in a NOTE.

At 4132.18 in clause 26 (D0.3):
[image: ]
Agree with the commenter and suggest to replace “is recommended to” with “should”.

At 4136.57 in clause 26 (D0.3):
[image: ]
Agree with the commenter and suggest to replace “is recommended to” with “should”.



Proposed resolution for CID 161:

Revised.

At 2203.18 (D0.3), change “is recommended to” with “can”.

At 2712.59 (D0.3), change “is recommended to” with “is recommended by AP or PCP to”.

At 3333.8 (D0.3), change “is recommended to” with “can”.

At 4132.18 (D0.3), change “is recommended to” with “should”.

At 4136.57 (D0.3), change “is recommended to” with “should”.


	CID
	Clause
	Page
	Line
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	404
	
	
	
	"data field" in PHY subclauses should be "Data field"
	As it says in the comment



Proposed changes:
In D0.3, there are 1034 appearances of “Data field” and “data field”.

The following instances are appeared in the PHY subclauses that require the change from “data field” to “Data field”.

At 3579.60 in clause 20 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 3582.37 in clause 20 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 3583.5 in clause 20 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 3585.41 in clause 20 (D0.3):  
[image: ]

At 3585.58 in clause 20 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 3586.56 in clause 20 (D0.3):
[image: ]
At 3594.44 in clause 20 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 3604.26 in clause 20 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 3613.4 in clause 20 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 3613.48 and 3613.49 in clause 20 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 3613.55 in clause 20 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 3614.57 in clause 20 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 3615.28 and 3615.29 in clause 20 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 3951.35 in clause 24 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 3954.45 in clause 24 (D0.3):
[image: ]
At 3958.50 in clause 24 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 3966.65 in clause 24 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 3967.34 and 3967.35 in clause 24 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 3968.1 in clause 24 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 3968.18 in clause 24 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 3987.40 in clause 25 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 3988.17 in clause 25 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 3988.40 in clause 25 (D0.3):
[image: ]



At 3993.50 in clause 25 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 3995.33 in clause 25 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 3996.16 and 3996.18 in clause 25 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 3996.29 in clause 25 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 3998.50 in clause 25 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 3999.12 in clause 25 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 3999.28 in clause 25 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 4001.22 in clause 25 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 4001.2 in clause 25 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 4002.3 in clause 25 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 4004.6 in clause 25 (D0.3):
[image: ]



At 4013.53 in clause 25 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 4026.1, 4026.3, and 4026.6 in clause 25 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 4026.10 in clause 25 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 4026.13 in clause 25 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 4033.25 in clause 25 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 4034.7 in clause 25 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 4034.50 in clause 25 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 4647.43 in clause 28 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 4679.50 in clause 28 (D0.3):
[image: ]

Proposed resolution for CID 404:

Revised.

Make the changes shown under “Proposed changes” for CID 404 in <this document>.	Comment by Mark Rison: There are no “Proposed changes” for CID 404 in this document	Comment by Edward Au: Thanks and I replace “Discussion” with “Proposed changes”.


	CID
	Clause
	Page
	Line
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	233
	
	
	
	"An  IEEE  802.11  implementation  of  a  non-DMG  STA shall" at 1704.37 is weirdly loquacious.  Just say "A non-DMG STA shall".  Ditto "An implementation of a DMG STA shall" at 1704.40, 1707.49, 1707.57.  Just say "A DMG STA shall"
	As it says in the comment



Discussion:
At 2035.16 and 2035.18 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 2038.41 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 2038.53 (D0.3):
[image: ]

Proposed resolution for CID 233:

Accepted

	CID
	Clause
	Page
	Line
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	333
	
	
	
	At 2087.3, "Sector training may also be used for STAs to reduce time for sector discovery and allow STAs, which do not listen to all the sectorized beacons for its power saving." should be "Sector training may also be used by STAs to reduce the time required for sector discovery and to not have to listen to all the sectorized beacons.".  At 3804.45 change "RSNA STAs which do not provide management frame protection" to "RSNA STAs that do not provide management frame protection"
	As it says in the comment



Discussion:
At 2559.4 (D0.3):
[image: ]
Agree with the commenter to replace the sentence to “Sector training may also be used by STAs to reduce the time required for sector discovery and to not have to listen to all the sectorized beacons” but it is better to keep mentioning the “power saving”.

At 5074.62 (D0.3):
[image: ]



Proposed resolution for CID 333:

Revised.

At 2559.4 (D0.3), change “Sector training may also be used for STAs to reduce time for sector discovery and allow STAs, which do not listen to all the sectorized beacons for its power saving” with “Sector training may also be used by STAs to reduce time for sector discovery, and to achieve power saving by not having to listen to all the sectorized beacons”.	Comment by Mark Rison: I don’t know what this means.  To not have to {listen to all beacons for PS}?  {To not have to listen to all beacons}, for PS?  Something else?	Comment by Edward Au: There are two purposes for sector training – namely 1) to reduce time for sector discovery, and 2) to allow STAs not to listen to all sectorized beacons to achieve power saving.

I edited the proposed changes.

At 5074.52, change “RSNA STAs which do not provide management frame protection” to “RSNA STAs that do not provide management frame protection”.


	CID
	Clause
	Page
	Line
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	256
	
	
	
	Half the time the subclause/table caption is "Receiver minimum input sensitivity", half the time it's "Receiver minimum input level sensitivity".  Pick one
	As it says in the comment



Discussion:
The following subclauses use the term “Receiver minimum input sensitivity” for their subclause titles. Note that the contents of these subclauses describe the receiver minimum input level sensitivity.
· 17.3.10.2
· 19.3.19.1
· 20.3.3.8
· 21.3.18.1
· 22.3.18.2
· 23.3.18.1
· 24.3.3.8
· 27.3.20.2
· 28.3.9.8

The following subclauses/tables use the term “Receiver minimum input level sensitivity” for their subclause titles/table captions:
· 16.3.8.2
· 18.4.8.2
· Table 19-23
· Table 20-3
· Table 21-25
· Table 22-22
· Table 23-34
· Table 24-3
· Table 27-51
· Table 28-40
· Table 28-41
· Table 28-42
· Table 28-43
· Table 28-44
· Table 28-45

Proposed resolution for CID 256:

Revised.

Change the title of subclauses 17.3.10.2, 19.3.19.1, 20.3.3.8, 21.3.18.1, 22.3.18.2, 23.3.18.1, 24.3.3.8, 27.3.20.2, and 28.3.9.8 from “Receiver minimum input sensitivity” to “Receiver minimum input level sensitivity”.

	CID
	Clause
	Page
	Line
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	385
	
	
	
	"MULTICHANNEL_SAMPLING_RATE  is  440├ù106  sample/s  for  540  MHz  channel  and 880├ù106 sample/s for 1080 MHz channel" v. "MULTICHANNEL_SAMPLING_RATE is 660├ù106 sample/s for 540 MHz and 1320├ù106sample/s for 1080 MHz." inconsistency
	Make them consistent (re "channel" and full stop)



Discussion:
[image: ]
[image: ][image: ]

Proposed resolution for CID 385:

Revised.

At 4032.29 (D0.3), replace “540 MHz” with “540 MHz channel”.

At 4032.30 (D0.3), replace “1080 MHz” with “1080 MHz channel”.

At 4011.60, 4011.62, 4011.63, and 4011.64 (D0.3), add full stop at the end of the sentence.

The first set of requirements is applicable for CMMG SC mode, and the second set of requirements is applicable for CMMG OFDM mode.	Comment by Mark Rison: This is an editorial comment, not a technical comment.  See below for the editorial inconsistencies	Comment by Edward Au: Thanks for your clarification and I have updated the resolution.




	CID
	Clause
	Page
	Line
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	278
	
	
	
	"From DS" and "To DS" should be referred to as subfields
	Fix in e.g. "In Control frames, To DS and From DS, when present, are both zero."



Proposed changes:

[image: ]
At 877.20 (D0.3), change “To/From DS combinations in Data frames” to “Combinations of To DS and From DS subfields in Data frames”.

At 877.23 (D0.3), change “To DS and From DS values” to “To DS and From DS subfield values”.


[image: ]
At 877.54 (D0.3), change “To DS and From DS” with “the To DS and From DS subfields”.	Comment by Mark Rison: +the	Comment by Edward Au: Thanks and added.

[image: ]
At 878.1 (D0.3), change “To/From DS combinations in Management frames” with “Combinations of To DS and From DS subfields in Management frames”.

At 878.4 (D0.3), change “To DS and From DS values” to “To DS and From DS subfield values”.


[image: ]
At 982.20 (D0.3), change “To DS equal to 0 and From DS equal to 1” to “the To DS subfield equal to 0 and the From DS subfield equal to 1”.	Comment by Mark Rison: +the?	Comment by Edward Au: Thanks and added.

At 982.24 (D0.3), change “To DS equal to 1 and From DS equal to 0” with “the To DS subfield equal to 1 and the From DS subfield equal to 0”.


[image: ]
At 2009.9 (D0.3), change “From DS values” to “From DS subfield values”.

At 2009.12 (D0.3), change “From DS field” to “From DS subfield”.


[image: ]At 2055.32 (D0.3), change “From DS field” to “From DS subfield”.

At 2055.35 (D0.3), change “From DS field” to “From DS subfield”.


[image: ]
At 4304.34 (D0.3), change “To DS and From DS fields” to “To DS and From DS subfields”.


Proposed resolution for CID 278:

Revised.

Make the changes shown under “Proposed changes” for CID 278 in <this document>.



	CID
	Clause
	Page
	Line
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	479
	
	
	
	"using FILS IP Address  Configuration" should be lowercase.  Also "Sender's MAC Address", "FILS IP Address Assignment method"
	As it says in the comment



Discussion:
At 1551.46 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 2854.7 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 3005.45 (D0.3):
[image: ]

Proposed resolution for CID 479:

Accepted.

Note to the Editors:  The locations in P802.11REVme D0.3 are 1551.46, 2854.7, and 3005.45.


	CID
	Clause
	Page
	Line
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	515
	
	
	
	Inconsistency on ellipsis for numeric contents, i.e. whether x,...,y or x,..,y (two dots or three, and space or not).  Also commas not always present
	As it says in the comment



Proposed resolution:
There are (at least) 279 instances of “,..”.

At 1069.11, replace “–28, –27,…–2, –1, 1, 2,…27, 28” with “–28, –27,…,–2, –1, 1, 2,…, 27, 28”
At 2296.50, replace “i=0,..N–1” with “i=0,…, N–1”
At 2296.52, replace “m=0,..N–1” with “m=0,…, N–1”
At 2900.60, replace “j = 0,….k–1” with “j = 0,…,k–1”
At 3421.57, replace “i = 0,1,… NCBPS – 1” with “i = 0,1,…,NCBPS – 1”
At 3423.8, replace “j = 0,1,… NCBPS – 1” with “j = 0,1,…, NCBPS – 1”
At 3423.20, replace “i = 0,1,… NCBPS – 1” with “i = 0,1,…,NCBPS – 1”
At 3430.48, replace “1,…200” with “1,…,200”
At 3510.45, replace “i0,i1,... i(k–1),” with“i0,i1,..., i(k–1),”
At 3594.60, replace “(p1,p2,….,pn-k)” with “(p1,p2,…,pn-k)”
At 3594.62, replace “p2,….,pn-k)” with “p2,…,pn-k)”
At 3834.30, replace “u = 0,….Nu–1” with “u = 0,…,Nu–1”
At 3874.4, replace “n = 0,1,2,….NSYM–1” with “n = 0,1,2,…,NSYM–1”
At 3874.37, replace “n = 0,1,2,….NSYM–1” with “n = 0,1,2,…,NSYM–1”
At 3875.58, replace “n = 0,1,2,….NSYM–1” with “n = 0,1,2,…,NSYM–1”
At 3878.25, replace “n = 0,1,2,….NSYM–1” with “n = 0,1,2,…,NSYM–1”

At 4589.54, replace 4 dots with 3 dots.
[image: ]

At 4590.9, replace 4 dots with 3 dots.
[image: ]

At 4592.11, replace 4 dots with 3 dots.
[image: ]

At 4592.29, replace 4 dots with 3 dots.
[image: ]

At 4595.25, replace “q =0,1,…NBLKS – 1” with “q =0,1,…,NBLKS – 1”

At 4645.9, replace 4 dots with 3 dots.
[image: ]

At 4645.24, replace 4 dots with 3 dots.
[image: ]

At 5876.47, replace “xj,1,..,xj,I” with  “xj,1,...,xj,I”
At 5876.56, replace “sj,1,..,sj,I” with  “sj,1,...,sj,I”

Proposed resolution for CID 515:

Revised.

Make the changes shown under “Proposed changes” for CID 515 in <this document>.


	CID
	Clause
	Page
	Line
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	525
	
	
	
	"Beacon Report" should be "Beacon report" when referring to the report (i.e. not part of a field/element name), ditto Request.  E.g in: fragmented over multiple Beacon Reports, identifies the Beacon Report instance, a response to a Beacon Request, a Beacon Report identified by
	As it says in the comment



Proposed changes:
At 1217.3 (D0.3), change “multiple Beacon Reports” to “multiple Beacon reports”.
[image: ]

At 1217.23 (D0.3), change “multiple Beacon Reports” to “multiple Beacon reports”.
[image: ]

At 1217.45 (D0.3), change “the Beacon Report instance sent as a response to a Beacon Request” to “the Beacon report instance sent as a response to a Beacon request”.

At 1217.48 (D0.3), change “Beacon Report identified by the Beacon Report ID” with “Beacon report identified by the Beacon report ID”.
[image: ]

Proposed resolution for CID 525:

Revised.

Make the changes shown under “Proposed changes” for CID 525 in <this document>.


	CID
	Clause
	Page
	Line
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	145
	11.44
	2495
	39
	PeerMacAddress in the MLME-ESTIMATED-THROUGHPUT.request is spelled "PeerSTAAddress".
	Change "PeerMACAddress" (or "PeerMacAddress") to "PeerSTAAddress".  Same thing at P2495.49, P4574.26, and P4575.52.



Discussion:
At 3000.39 and 3000.49 (D0.3):
[image: ]

At 5898.52 (D0.3):
[image: ]

Note to the Commenter:  The one at P4574.26 (D0.0) is corrected by CID 144.

Proposed resolution for CID 145:

Accepted.

Note to the Editors:  The locations in D0.3 are 3000.39, 3000.49, and 5898.52.  The location 4574.26 (D0.0) identified by the commenter has been resolved by CID 144.

	CID
	Clause
	Page
	Line
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	442
	11.21.13
	
	
	"BSSMaxIdlePeriod" should be "BSS max idle period"
	Change in 11.21.13 (9x)



Discussion:
2853.9, 2853.13 (twice), 2853.14, 2853.29, 2853.30, 2853.32, 2853.44, and 2853.47 (D0.3).
[image: ]

Proposed resolution for CID 442:

Accepted.

Note to the Editors:  The locations are 2853.9, 2853.13 (twice), 2853.14, 2853.29, 2853.30, 2853.32, 2853.44, and 2853.47 in P802.11REVme D0.3.

	CID
	Clause
	Page
	Line
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	407
	10.25
	
	
	"related with" should be "related to" (14x)
	As it says in the comment



Discussion:
There are 15 instances of “related to” in subclause 10.25 and the locations in D0.3 are listed as follows:
2215.48, 2216.12, 2216.44, 2217.30, 2217.31, 2217.50, 2217.51, 2217.56, 2217.58, 2218.5, 2218.7, 2223.6, 2223.36, 2231.25, 2231.41.

Proposed resolution for CID 407:

Revised.

Replace “related with” with “related to” at 2215.48, 2216.12, 2216.44, 2217.30, 2217.31, 2217.50, 2217.51, 2217.56, 2217.58, 2218.5, 2218.7, 2223.6, 2223.36, 2231.25, and 2231.41 in P802.11REVme D0.3.


	CID
	Clause
	Page
	Line
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	209
	12.5.3.3.4
	2574
	61
	"The Nonce field occupies 13 octets, and its structure is shown in Figure 12-21" -- the figure already shows that it occupies 13 octets
	Change to "The Nonce field is shown in Figure 12-21".  Similarly delete "occupies 12 octets, and its structure" at 2585.52



Discussion:
At 3086.61 (D0.3):
[image: ]
[image: ]

At 3097.52 (D0.3):
[image: ]	Comment by Mark Rison: Should this be made to end up as “The GCM none is shown in…” as for CCM?	Comment by Edward Au: I updated the proposed resolution to indicate these are CCM Nonce and GCM Nonce fields.

Proposed resolution for CID 209:

Revised.

At 3086.61 (D0.3), replace “The CCM nonce occupies 13 octets, and its structure is shown in Figure 12-21 (CCM nonce).” with “The CCM Nonce field is shown in Figure 12-21.”

At 3097.52 (D0.3), replace “The GCM nonce occupies 12 octets, and its structure is shown in Figure 12-28 (GCM nonce format).” with “The GCM Nonce field is shown in Figure 12-28.”.


	CID
	Clause
	Page
	Line
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	207
	12.5.3.4.1
	2578
	10
	Figure 12-23--CCMP decapsulation block diagram is still fuzzy
	De-fuzz it



Discussion:
At 3090.01 (D0.3):
[image: ]

Proposed resolution for CID 207:

Rejected.

The Editors have already tried their best to improve the resolution of the figure. This comment will be passed to the IEEE SA editor for consideration during publication editing.	Comment by Mark Rison: Huh?  How come the CCMP figure is fuzzy but the GCMP one is not?


	CID
	Clause
	Page
	Line
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	577
	19.3.11.7.4
	3000
	21
	The size and font of the letter "Z" in this line and also within the title of Figure 19-12 seems to be inconsistent with the size and font of the letter "Z" within the rest of the paragraph (e.g. P3000L17).
	Change the size and font of the letter "Z" in the cited sentence to be the same as the letter "Z" in the sentence at P3000L17. Also change the letter "Z" within the title of Figure 19-12



Discussion:
At 3511.15 and 3511.21 (D0.3):
[image: ]


Proposed resolution for CID 577:

Revised

[bookmark: _GoBack]At 3511.15, 3581.1, 3581.2, and 3581.3, change the font type of “Z” to Times New Roman.



	CID
	Clause
	Page
	Line
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	38
	D2.2
	4330
	51
	Maximum bandwidth allowed for an S1G channel in Singapore is 4 MHz.
	In Table D-4 modify Maximum BW allowed
(MHz) entry for Singapore from 8 to 4.




Discussion:

At 5645.57 (D0.3):
[image: ]

Proposed resolution for CID 38:

Accepted.


	CID
	Clause
	Page
	Line
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	216
	12.7.4
	
	
	Extremely weird parenthesis oddities are scattered around this subclause
	Change "[This" and "(This" to ". This".  Change "field.]" to "field."  Change "value.)" to "value."



Discussion:

At 3150.1 (D0.3), there is a redundant “[” prior to “This”.
At 3150.10 (D0.3), there is a redundant “]” after “field.”.
At 3150.16 (D0.3), there is a redundant “(” prior to “This”.
At 3150.19 (D0.3), there is a redundant “)” after “value.”.
[image: ]

Proposed resolution for CID 216:

Accepted.

Note to the Editors:  The locations are 3150.1, 3150.10, 3150.16, and 3150.19 in P802.11REVme D0.3.


	CID
	Clause
	Page
	Line
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	419
	
	
	
	"Mesh Data" should be "mesh Data" except at the start of a sentence/heading/etc., and should be followed by "frame" except if followed by "and blah frames" or similar
	As it says in the comment



Proposed resolution:

At 228.60, replace “A Mesh Data” with “A mesh Data”.
[image: ]

At 985.15, “for Mesh Data” with “for mesh Data frame”.
[image: ]

At 986.27, replace “for Mesh Data” with “for mesh Data frame”.
[image: ]

At 1040.1, replace “for Mesh Data” with “for mesh Data”.
[image: ]

At 1040.47, replace “Mesh Data” with “mesh Data”.
[image: ]

At 3340.49, replace “Mesh Data” with “mesh Data”.
[image: ]

At 3340.56, replace “Mesh Data” with “mesh Data”.
[image: ]

At 3340.61, replace “Mesh Data” with “mesh Data”.
[image: ]

At 3341.32, replace “Mesh Data” with “mesh Data”.
[image: ]


At 3341.47, replace “Mesh Data” with “mesh Data”.
[image: ]

At 5857.58, replace “in the mesh data case” with “in the mesh Data frame case”.
[image: ]

Proposed resolution for CID 419:

Revised.

Make the changes shown under “Proposed changes” for CID 419 in <this document>.
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