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Proposed Resolutions
	1
	To use HT functions in direct link, information of HT Capabilities Information field in the DLS Request and Response frames should be indicated to the SME. 
	Add clauses 10.3.25.2 (MLME-DLS.confirm) and 10.3.25.3 (MLME-DLS.indication) and add HT Capabilities to those primitive parameters. 
	Proposed accept.

	59
	There are dot11RTSEPPSuccessCount and dott11RTSEPPFailureCount. As the word EPP is not used and it is L-SIG protection instead, the names should be changed. 
	Change the names of the counters to appropriate ones. 
	Proposed Accept.  Replace EPP by LSIG.   Do a global search and replace for these names.

	60
	There are dot11RTSEPPSuccessCount and dott11RTSEPPFailureCount. As the word EPP is not used and it is L-SIG protection instead, the names should be changed. 
	Change the names of the counters to appropriate ones. 
	Proposed accept.  Covered by response to CiD 59.

	65
	Aggregated PPDU is A-MPDU. 
	Change "aggregated PPDU" to "A-MPDU". Also "non-aggregated PPDU" should be changed to other appropriate word, such as "single MPDU". 
	Proposed accept.

	108
	This section looks a little vague and non-specific. 
	Eliminate it, or fill it in with the relevant changes.
	Proposed reject.  The changes help the reader of Annex C to determine its scope more accurately.  See CID 3152.

	414
	It is a bit ambiguous to have a definition for just the term 'aggregate' particularly as there is both MPDU and MSDU aggregation.
	Suggest changing this term to Aggregate PSDU to clarify.
	Proposed counter.  The D1.03 draft contains definitions for both "aggregate MSDU (A-MSDU)" and "aggregate MPDU (A-MPDU)".   Instruct the editor to replace any uses of the word "aggregate" with one of these two terms.

	437
	"The parameter may be present only if the MIB attribute dot11HTCapabilityImplemented is true."
	"The parameter shall be present only if the MIB attribute dot11HTCapabilityImplemented is true."
	Proposed counter.  Note this relates to clause 10.3.6.1.2.
"The parameter shall be present only if the MIB attribute dot11HighThroughputOptionImplemented is true."

	438
	"The parameter may be present only if the MIB attribute dot11HTCapabilityImplemented is true."
	"The parameter shall be present only if the MIB attribute dot11HTCapabilityImplemented is true."
	Proposed reject.  This parameter will be absent when associating with a non-HT AP.

	441
	"capable when gets associated." Huh?
	Correct the grammar. "when it associates" is suggested.
	Proposed counter. See CID 7499.

	507
	I believe that this description must remain accurate whether a device is HT or not. So mandating this here for non HT devices seems unnecessary.
	Make presence contingent on some MIB variable or capability.
	Proposed counter.  Replace: "The 20/40 capable BSS/IBSS shall insert this parameter." with "Present only when the BSS is operating in 20/40 mode."
Also, for consistency make the same change in 10.3.15.4.2.
Also,  for consistency replace "The 20/40 capable BSS/IBSS shall insert this parameter." in 10.3.15.1 with "Shall be present when the BSS is operating in 20/40 mode."

	508
	I believe that this description must remain accurate whether a device is HT or not. So mandating this here for non HT devices seems unnecessary.
	Make presence contingent on some MIB variable or capability.
	Proposed counter.  See resolution to CID 507.

	509
	I believe that this description must remain accurate whether a device is HT or not. So mandating this here for non HT devices seems unnecessary.
	Make presence contingent on some MIB variable or capability.
	Proposed accept.  See CID 2750

	549
	Throughout the section the description of transmit beamforming switches between AP-to-STA terminology and STA-to-STA terminology.  To avoid confusion, consistent terminology should be used throughout the section.
	Consistently describe beamforming examples and procedures between "STA A" and "STA B" in the text and figures of this section.  Replace instances of "AP" and "Client".
	Proposed accept.

	745
	The last sentance in the first paragraph on p106 is very confusing and seems to be contradictory.
	Reword or remove sentance
	Proposed accept.  Roughly half the paragraph has been reworded by prior resolutions in D1.03 thus: "An HT STA that asserted the L-SIG TXOP Protection Support field upon association that receives an L-SIG protected PPDU containing valid L-SIG Parity and HT-SIG CRC fields and that contains no valid MPDU from which a Duration/ID value can be determined shall, at the end of the PPDU, update its NAV to a value equal to L-SIG duration - HT-SIG duration.This NAV update operation takes place at the termination of the time/length value represented in the HT-SIG field."

	780
	self conflicting.
	how can you have a green field if a non-HT STA is present? Need green field defintion.
	Proposed counter.  Greenfield defines a PPDU format,  not a mode of operation of the BSS.  The signalling added in CID 4079 addresses the condition under which greenfield PPDUs should be protected.

	804
	missing section
	formal description of MAC operation, empty.
	Proposed reject.  802.11e established the precident of not maintaining Annex C.   It is not feasible for TGn to maintain Annex C as it is dependent on 802.11e behaviour.

	840
	text should be changed to read the following:
	… "to signal whether it is MIMO capable when it associates with another STA"  
	Proposed counter. See CID 7499.

	850
	In clause 7.2.2.1 A-MSDU, page 31, line 6, it states "The A-MSDU lifetime is defined by the maximum lifetime of its constituent MSDUs. An A-MSDU may be transmitted until its lifetime expires or it is received correctly at the receiver...".  This section is for A-MSDU definition, and "lifetime" is not shown as a field of an A-MSDU. Therefore the text is out of position.  
	Create a new section in clause 9 discussing the access rules for a station using A-MSDU including the lifetime calculation for A-MSDU. Additionally, specify the access rules when an A-MSDU aggregates MSDUs with different user priorities (or mapping to access category at MAC).    
	D1.03 9.7b has been introduced.  It would be a suitable home for this subsection.

The lifetime calculation could be moved there.

Regarding the channel access rules, they are easy to specify as follows: "An A-MSDU is composed of MSDUs with the same TID value.  The channel access rules for a QoS Data MPDU carrying an A-MSDU (or fragment thereof) are the same as a Data MPDU carrying an MSDU (or fragment thereof) of the same TID."

	988
	L-SIG TXOP protection is not defined
	Define L-SIG TXOP protection
	Proposed accept.  D1.03 includes the following definition: "3.n22 non-HT SIGNAL field transmit opportunity protection (L-SIG TXOP): A protection mechanism in which protection is established by the non-HT SIG Length and Rate fields indicating a duration that is longer than the duration of the packet itself."

	1001
	use correct term
	substitute the correct term for "a Basic STBC MCS" which I think is "BSSSTBCBasicMCS" or something like that
	Proposed counter.  Replace "a Basic STBC MCS" with "the Basic STBC MCS, as signalled in the Basic STBC MCS field of its HT Information Element"

	1002
	vague language
	change "be the actual timestamp" to "be set so that it equals the value of the STA’s TSF timer at the time that the data symbol containing the first bit of the timestamp is  transmitted to the PHY plus the transmitting STA’s delays through its local PHY from the MAC-PHY interface to its interface with the WM [e.g., antenna, light-emitting diode (LED) emission surface]."
	Proposed counter.   Remove the sentence: "The TSF timestamp of the secondary beacon shall be the actual timestamp" as the behaviour described in 11.1.2 (reproduced by the commenter in the proposed resolution) applies to any beacon transmission.  It is therefore not necessary to repeat this for secondary beacons.

	1003
	incorrect language
	change "shall be" to "shall contain values which are"
	Proposed counter.  Replace: "Broadcast/multicast traffic transmitted after the secondary beacon shall be identical to the broadcast/multicast traffic transmitted after the primary beacon." with 
"After transmission of a secondary beacon, the AP shall repeat the transmission using the Basic STBC MCS of all broadcast or mulitcast MPDUs that were transmitted since the previous beacon transmission."

This also contains the resolution to CID 1004.

	1004
	missing adjective phrase
	add to the end of the paragraph: "except that the frames shall be transmitted using the BSSSTBCBasicMCS."
	Proposed accept. This is incorporated into the response to CID 1003.

	1005
	need another sentence to define primary beacons
	add a paragraph: "Beacons which are not secondary beacons are primary beacons."
	Proposed counter.  It it preferable to avoid defining a new term if it is just used in one place.

Replace: "... shall be identical to the primary beacon" with "... shall be identical to the previous beacon transmission in which the Secondary Beacon field is set to 0."

	1010
	some wording problems
	change "The MIMO Power Save feature allows a STA to spend most of its time with only one active Rx chain." to "The MIMO Power Save feature allows a STA to operate with only active RX chain for a significant portion of time."
	Proposed accept.

	1015
	the language in the clause explicitly mentions an RTS as triggering the mode change - the text needs to be explicit that any frame with RA=dynamic MIMO power save STA's address will suffice
	change add a sentence: "Any frame with the value in the RA field matching that of the dyanmic MIMO power save STA shall cause the dynamic MIMO power save STA to enable all of its RX chains for the duration of the current TXOP."
	Proposed accept.

	1016
	eliminate article confusion + insert a shall
	Change "The receiver" to "A dyanmic MIMO power save STA" change "between RTS/CTS" to "between an RTS/CTS" change "true MIMO" to "a true MIMO" change "always enables" to "it shall always enable" change "multiple" to "additional" change the last "it" to "itself"
	Proposed accept.

	1020
	article confusion
	change "The STA" to "A STA" at the beginning of each of the first three paragraphs
	Proposed counter. See CID 7499.

	1021
	clumsy wording
	change "when gets associated" to "when it successfully associates"
	Proposed counter. See CID 7499.

	1022
	wording changes
	change "accordingly" to "according to" change "associates" to "successfully associates"
	Proposed counter. See CID 7499.

	1023
	wording changes, including adding a shall
	change "and inform its peers" to "and when it does so, shall inform other STA"
	Proposed counter. See CID 7499.

	1025
	indicate the precedence between the different signalling methods for communicating the MIMO power save mode
	add text that says that the last received MIMO power save mode indication is the current one
	Proposed counter. See CID 7499.

	1298
	vague terminology
	replace the sentence "All STAs in the BSS shall protect Green Field PPDUs when there is at least one non-HT or non-GF STA associated with this BSS." with "A STA which is associated with a BSS shall protect Green Field PPDUs when there is at least one non-HT or non-GF STA associated with that BSS."
	Proposed counter: "A STA that is associated with a BSS shall protect Green Field PPDUs when its AP transmits an HT Information element with the Non-Greenfield STAs Present field set to 1."

	1315
	missing information
	at the end of the sentence, add "through the end of the current L-SIG TXOP."
	Proposed counter.  There is no such thing as an L-SIG TXOP,  only an L-SIG duration. The sentence has been clarified in D1.03 thus: "After transmission of an L-SIG TXOP Protection initial response frame, the responder’s HT Mixed Mode PPDU transmissions shall contain an L-SIG Duration that extends to the endpoint indicated by the MAC Duration/ID field."

	1485
	there seem to be quite a few instances of the use of the term "frame" which should really usually be "MPDU"
	find suspect uses of "frame" and replace with "MPDU" or "A-MPDU" or "PSDU" or "MSDU" or whatever, as appropriate
	Proposed reject.  The usage in this amendment follows the baseline.  Frame and MPDU are synonyms.  Frame tends to be used in clause 7.  MPDU and frame are used elsewhere without distinction.  There is no point adopting any alternative convention in 802.11n unless we also fix up the thousands of uses in the baseline.

	1557
	No changes to this section at all?
	The draft seems to specify quite a number of changes
	Proposed reject.  The commenter does not provide a recommended change.   However, in response to the commenter,  please see response to CID 3152.

	1977
	"MTID" and "Compressed BA" would be better combined into a single 2-bit field, especially since "Compressed BA" by itself doesn't always mean Compressed BA
	Make change indicated in comment
	Proposed counter.  The commenter is confusing the "Compressed BA" field with the Compressed BlockAck frame format.   In order to reduce the possibility of confusion,  rename the "Compressed BA" field as "Compressed Bitmap"

	2237
	The frame formats would be much better shown as a Figure than a table
	Change to a Figure showing sizes of each field, and a short paragraph below with the information currently in the "Value" column
	Proposed counter.   A tabular notation is used in the baseline for management frames and the QoS action frames.
Propose that the "name" and "value" (D1.03) columns be removed.  Any any normative specification in these columns be placed after the table.  (This makes them look just like the QoS Action frame format).

Note,  other changes proposed in Frame move the definition of fixed fields or structures out of the action frame definition,  this simplifies the task of making this change as most of the normative specification will have been removed. 

For consistency,  perform the same operation in all HT action frame subclauses.

	2550
	Suggest reorganizing this text
	9.13 is generally about protection schemes. Change title of 9.13 to be just that (Protection mechanisms). Add 9.13.1 "Overview of protection mechanisms" with a few sentences about what the problem is that they are trying to solve. Like the first few sentences currently in P802.11REV-ma-D6.0 9.13, except that its too specific to NAV. Then 9.13.2 "Protection mechanisms for non-ERP receivers" with current text. Then 9.13.3 "Protection mechanisms for different HT PHY options", 9.13.4 "L-SIG TXOP protection", 9.13.5 "Protection mechamisms for Aggregation Exchange sequences"
	Proposed counter.  A similar structure was adopted in D1.03 (see submission 11-06-0962r0).

	2551
	If 9.14 is not combined with 9.13, then the notion of "protection" needs some clarification
	Add text defining the notion of "protection" at the start of 9.14
	Proposed reject.  9.13 now includes 9.14, and the introductory text in 9.13 suffices:  "9.13.1 Introduction These protection mechanisms ensure that a STA defers transmission for a period of time. These mechanisms are used to insure that non-ERP STAs do not interfere with ERP-frame exchanges between ERP STAs and that non-HT STA do not interfere with HT-frame exchanges between HT STAs. Thereby, allowing non-ERP and/or non-HT STAs to coexist with ERP and/or HT STAs."

	2553
	In addition to stating that Green Field PPDUs shall be protected, the text needs to state how this is done.
	State how Green Field PPDUs are protected, or provide a cross reference to the clause where this is specified.
	Proposed accept.  After "shall protect Greenfield PPDUs" add "using any of the protection mechanisms described in 9.13.15.1 <D1.03 reference: Protection mechanisms for A-MPDU… / Overview>".

	2657
	Beam forming should only be used for unicast frames.
	Specify what frames may use beam forming.
	Proposed reject.  9.20.1 states: "In order for a transmitting STA to calculate an appropriate steering matrix for transmit spatial processing when transmitting to a specific receiving STA, the transmitting STA needs to have an accurate estimate of the channel that it is transmitting over."
However, if an implementation found some way of using the mechanisms described here to determine the channel accurately for all STA in its BSS, and could find a way to use those channels to determine a beamsteering matrix that improved reception at those STA, why should the standard seek to prohibit that?

	2658
	It is not clear how to invoke Mac protection for transmissions using beam forming.  MAC protections such as RTS/CTS and beacon initiated CFP all designed for omni-directional data  transmissions since the protection frames are broadcast.  With beam forming, area covered by MAC protection mechanism is no longer the same as data transmission, hence no longer effective.
	Either take beam forming out of this specification, or provide a reasonable solution such as directional MAC to solve this problem.
	Proposed reject.   The purpose of beamforming is not to extend range (which is limited by omidirectional RTS/CTS and signal field transmission), but to increase rate at range.   The range of the BSS is limited by the omnidirectional transmissions, and this is not changed by the existence of beamforming.    Current systems successfully cope with a disparity of protection range (RTS/CTS) and data range.

	2750
	Addition to an existing MLME interface must be conditional on a MIB variable or equivalent
	Add that these fields are only present if dot11HTCapabilityImplemented is set true
	Proposed accept.  Add the following to the Description for both HT elements: "The parameter shall be present only if the MIB attribute dot11HighThroughputOptionImplemented is true."

	2751
	missing several parameters added by 11r
	track 11r
	Proposed accept.  The D1.03 is up to date with respect to 802.11r D2.1.

	2752
	missing several parameters added by 11r
	track 11r
	Proposed accept.  The D1.03 is up to date with respect to 802.11r D2.1.

	2753
	missing several parameters added by 11r
	track 11r
	Proposed accept.  The D1.03 is up to date with respect to 802.11r D2.1.

	2756
	Table at line 10 of this page belongs in 10.3.15.1.2
	Move table to 10.3.15.1.2
	Proposed accept.

	2766
	"using a Basic STBC MCS." - This clause is MAC procedures, and this statement is very PHY-specific.  Statement needs to be made in terms of MAC and PLME/PHY interfaces.
	Suggest "using a second PHY or set of PHY characteristics."
	Proposed counter.  This value is signalled in the HT Information element.  See response to CID 1001.

	2767
	The offset of half a beacon period, if that information is to be used in any way by the STA, needs to be normative on the AP.
	Either make such a normative statement about sending the secondary beacon, or delete the statement about TBTT being half period.
	Proposed accept.  Replace ", so that STAs know that the TBTT for this beacon has an offset of half a beacon period." with ". The target transmission time for the secondary beacon is TBTT plus half a beacon period."

	2772
	"using a Basic STBC MCS." - This clause is MAC procedures, and this statement is very PHY-specific.  Statement needs to be made in terms of MAC and PLME/PHY interfaces.
	Suggest "using a second PHY or set of PHY characteristics."
	Proposed counter.  Replace "a Basic STBC MCS" with "the Basic STBC MCS, as signalled in the Basic STBC MCS field of its HT Information Element"

	2773
	"using a Basic STBC MCS." - This clause is MAC procedures, and this statement is very PHY-specific.  Statement needs to be made in terms of MAC and PLME/PHY interfaces.
	Suggest "using a second PHY or set of PHY characteristics."
	Proposed counter.  Replace "a Basic STBC MCS" with "the Basic STBC MCS, as signalled in the Basic STBC MCS field of its HT Information Element"

	2774
	"using a Basic STBC MCS." - This clause is MAC procedures, and this statement is very PHY-specific.  Statement needs to be made in terms of MAC and PLME/PHY interfaces.
	Suggest "using a second PHY or set of PHY characteristics."
	Proposed counter.  Replace "a Basic STBC MCS" with "the Basic STBC MCS, as signalled in the Basic STBC MCS field of its HT Information Element"

	3152
	Annex C is informative, not normative.  Was changed in P802.11REV-ma-D6.0.
	Delete all changes to Annex C, as they are no longer needed
	Proposed counter.  Update subclause to track changes in the baseline.  However,  because there is already a statement of exclusion relating to QoS STA in the baseline,  it does not harm to add the same statement relating to HT STA,  as it helps the reader of Annex C to discover the scope of what it does actually support.

	3374
	It is said that all the fields except Timestamp shall be the same as in the primary beacon. This may cause false behaviour if TIM element is forced to be the same. Consider the following case: Non-AP STA (in sleep mode) receives primary beacon indicating it has buffered data. Non-AP STA retrieves the buffered data using legacy or APSD mechanisms BEFORE the secondary beacon => this would cause resetting the TIM field. Now if the TIM element is repeated in the secondary beacon the STA may believe that it has again buffered data which may not be true => it awakes unnecessarily.
	TIM element should reflect the actual situation in the secondary beacons.
	Proposed accept.

	3606
	Define HT and non-HT RTS/CTS frames
	As in the comment
	Proposed counter.  Replace: remove "non-HT" from "A non-HT RTS/CTS sequence may be used for this purpose" as rules defined elsewhere will ensure that RTS/CTS is a single spatial stream

	3888
	I did read 9.23.8 and still not sure what non-HT duplicated (a new term is). Please clarify
	Please clarify
	Proposed accept.   The terminology now used is non-HT duplicate, and a definition has been added to clause 3.

	4008
	dot11HTCapabilityImplemented not defined in MIB
	Replace with HighThroughputOptionImplemented/ or define new attribute
	Proposed accept.

	4009
	dot11HTCapabilityImplemented not defined in MIB
	Replace with HighThroughputOptionImplemented/ or define new attribute
	Proposed accept.

	4010
	dot11HTCapabilityImplemented not defined in MIB
	Replace with HighThroughputOptionImplemented/ or define new attribute
	Proposed accept.

	4011
	dot11HTCapabilityImplemented not defined in MIB
	Replace with HighThroughputOptionImplemented/ or define new attribute
	Proposed accept.

	4012
	dot11HTCapabilityImplemented not defined in MIB
	Replace with HighThroughputOptionImplemented/ or define new attribute
	Proposed accept.

	4013
	How does the transmission of the secondary beacon reconcile to the PSMP Service Interval schedules that have already been established as stated in 11.4.4(page 147, lines 11-14); the transmission time of the secondary beacon, may co-incide with the scheduled service interval of an STA.
	Once an STBC capable QSTA is admitted into the BSS,does it include a recycling of the TSPEC's that have already been established. This would be a very high overhead.
	Proposed reject.   The commenter proposes no change. 
In reply to the commenter - the service period is not necessarily tied to the beacon interval,  or any multiple or submultiple of it - although it may be.   An AP may position a service period so that it doesn't collide with either beacon or secondary beacon - i.e. by using the same period as the beacon and a start offset that is not half a beacon period.

	4016
	A STA may dynamically …
	Reduced MIMO Capability Management Action Frame is not defined in Table n20;  
	Proposed counter. See CID 7499.

	4529
	What is an aggregate PPDU? I think you mean MPDU
	replace "PPDU" with "MPDU"
	Proposed counter.  See resolution to CID 65

	5120
	A  system containing 1-stream devices can adversely impact the operation of 2-stream devices and the effective bandwidth available to the latter.  The result is that the applications running on the 2-stream devices may not work as intended.  It is unclear how this undesirable effect is mitigated by the proposed draft.
	Clarify how this issue is addressed by the current draft. Define a mechanism that resolves this problem.
	Proposed reject.  The same issue already exists with .11b vs .11g devices.   The AP has a degree of control over this by defining an appropriate basic rate/mcs set,  and refusing association from devices that don't support characteristics it desires.  It is neither desirable not feasible to standardise this behaviour.

	5123
	A PS-mode STBC STA in range to decode normal beacon may retrieve all of its buffered data between the primary and secondary beacon. Hence it would make sense to not copy the TIM from the primary beacon into the STBC beacon
	allow for STBC beacon's TIM field to differ from primary beacon TIM
	Proposed accept.

	5125
	Single stream HT-RTS-CTS may be used as well to enable multiple Rx Chain
	Change "non-HT RTS/CTS sequence may be used..." to "either a non-HT RTS/CTS or a HT-RTS/HT-CTS with single stream may be used to ..."
	Proposed counter.  This is unnecessarily verbose and introduces new terms HT-RTS and HT-CTS.    Remove "non-HT" as shown in CID 3606.

	5130
	in table 6. The ack for frame appearing in ULT under MTBA/PSMP is to be received in THE subsequent DLT
	replace "in a subsequent DLT" by "in the subsequent DLT"
	Proposed reject.  The requested change places unnecessary constraints on the scheduler within the AP.  It is already aware of any QoS requirements and can schedule MTBA transmissions in a timely fashion without demanding they always come next.

	7028
	No description of the impact to the MAC of an HT environment
	Complete Annex C
	Proposed duplicate of 804

	7042
	There is no HT capability element called "Max number of Rx spatial channels"
	please clarify, or remove sentence
	Proposed counter. See CID 7499.

	7229
	The statement "The Fragment Number subfield is always set to 0." should be eliminated. The Simply BlockAck case is the original 11.e BlockAck and Fragment numbers maybe used.
	Fix it.
	Proposed accept

	7341
	The formal description of MAC operation is incomplete; actually it's non-existant truth be told. The only logical conclusion is that the drafters didn't believe that the HT mode would require any changes to the previous formal description of the MAC.  I don't believe this is the case.  I believe the MAC is significantly impacted by the proposed amendment and that a formal description of those changes, and the amended operation thereof is necessary.
	Add the modifications to and a complete formal description of the MAC operation as required.
	Proposed duplicate of 804

	7350
	This table contains a number of unclear shalls, making an informative section normative. What does "shall receive" mean?
	Remove table
	Proposed accept.  This has already been actioned in D1.03 in approved submission 11-06/755r2.

	7472
	"when there is at least one non-HT or non-GF STA  associated with this BSS": How would an individual STA know that?
	Specify that the AP has to set a certain field in an HT IE to indicate the condition and that the STA has to obey what is indicated in this field.
	Proposed duplicate of 4079

	7476
	"a Basic STBC MCS" - implies there's more than one of them, which is wrong
	Replace with "the basic..."
	Proposed accept.

	7489
	It seems that the operation of PCO is a bit like the operation of TSF or beaconing, and should be in section 9.
	Find it a new home in section 9.
	proposed duplicate of 2855

	7497
	This section doesn't describe how a STA should respond to a peer's static MIMO power saving mode.
	Add the statement: " In the case of static MIMO power save mode, the STA maintains only a single active Rx chain active will in this mode. 

An HT STA shall only transmit single-stream packets directed to a STA that is in static MIMO power save mode."
	Proposed counter:  same intent, but corrected for grammar: "In the case of static MIMO power save mode, the STA maintains only a single active Rx chain active while in this mode. 

An HT STA shall only transmit single-stream packets directed to a STA that is in static MIMO power save mode."

	7499
	This section seems to be an earlier version of 11.2.3.1  certainly there is no management action frame called reduce MIMO capability.  This has been replaced by the static MIMO power saving mode.
	Remove the whole subclause.
	Proposed accept. Remove whole subclause

	7610
	"All STAs in the BSS shall protect Green Field PPDUs when there is at least one non-HT or non-GF STA associated with this BSS."
This needs to be related to signalling in the beacon.
	Replace with "All STAs in the BSS shall protect Green Field PPDUs when the Non-GF Devices Present subfield of the Additional HT Informtiaon Elements element is set to 1".
	Proposed counter,  see 4079.

	7703
	A-MSDU or MSDU.   Although the draft has updated some sections that use the term MSDU to "A-MSDU or MSDU",  a thorough review is necessary to make sure we've caught them all.
	Perform a review of the baseline documents looking for MSDU and determine if it refers to an MSDU (related to LLC interface) or an "A-MSDU or MSDU",  which is more or less everything else.
	Proposed accept.  See submission 11-06-1316-00-000n-lb84-submission-related-to-frame-mpdu-and-msdu-terminology.doc.

	7704
	A-MPDU or MPDU.   Although the draft has updated some sections that use the term MPDU to "A-MPDU or MPDU",  a thorough review is necessary to make sure we've caught them all.
	Perform a review of the baseline documents looking for MPDU or "frame" and determine if it refers to an MPDU or an "A-MPDU or MPDU".
	Proposed accept.  See submission 11-06-1316-00-000n-lb84-submission-related-to-frame-mpdu-and-msdu-terminology.doc.

	7874
	There is no way to use HT mode in direct link.
	Add specification for DLS.
	Proposed accept.  Covered by CID 1.

	9984
	"Each sequence may include multiple PPDUs sent and received" This sentence is incomplete.  There could be multiple receivers that the initiator sends/receives PPDUs to/from. If this is the case, then, very likely the AP is the owner of the TXOP. Hence, only AP should send the CF-End frame, because it will be hard to decide as to which STA should transmit the CF-End under this scenario.  Again, the problem of unfairness and setting of NAV in OBSS is obvious in this case. 
	Change it to: "Each sequence may include multiple PPDUs of the same AC sent and received with the same or different STAs. Under this scenario, only the AP sends a CF-End frame to truncate the TXOP". 
	Proposed counter.  The sentence is intended to be informative,  so may is inappropriate. It is unclear what the normative intent of "only the AP sends" is, and the statement is not true as a non-AP may validly want to truncate an EDCA TXOP.

Editor replace: "Each sequence may include multiple PPDUs sent and received" with "Each sequence might include multiple PPDUs of the same AC sent and received"

	10029
	Naming of blockAck flavors to N-… seems a little bit odd. Need better names for blockAck features. 
	 
	Proposed counter.  Other editorial changes have changed the N- to HT- in D1.03.

	10300
	The authentication of the HT Control fileld is not defined. The proposal is to change the related sentence in the 802.11ma-D5.2. Add the following after "The AAD does not include the header Duration field, because the Duration field value can change due to normal IEEE 802.11 operation (e.g., a rate change during retransmission)."
	Add the following after "The AAD does not include the header Duration field, because the Duration field value can change due to normal IEEE 802.11 operation (e.g., a rate change during retransmission). "The AAD does not include the header HT Control field, because the HTC field can be incorporated or expelled due to normal IEEE 802.11n operation (e.g., can be included or excluded during retransmission). Example: The initator transmits agrergation with MPDUs containing the HTC with feedback request. This aggregation gets BA, so the feedback request has been delivered. But part of these MPDUs should be retransmitted. There is no need to attach HTC to those MPDUs. 
	Proposed duplicate of 11992

	10314
	Capability should be mandatory for HT-APs, optional otherwise.
	Modify Status column accordingly.
	Proposed reject. The PICS correctly represents the requirements of the preceding clauses in which support for HT-delayed BA is implicit if you support delayed BA and you are an HT STA.

	10317
	Capability should be mandatory for HT-APs, optional otherwise.
	Modify Status column accordingly.
	Proposed reject.  The PICS correctly represents the functionality of the preceding clauses in which a STA never has to offer an RD grant,  and a STA that is offered an RD grant can completely ignore this.

	10321
	Capability should be mandatory for HT-APs, optional only in STAs which implement HTM11.2.
	Modify Status column accordingly.
	Proposed reject.  The PICS correctly represents the functionality of the preceding clauses in which a STA need never generate a +HTC frame, and a STA need never generate a response that is modified in any way by the existence +HTC frame.

	10322
	Capability should be mandatory for HT-APs, optional only in STAs which implement HTM11.1.
	Modify Status column accordingly.
	Proposed reject.  The PICS correctly represents the functionality of the preceding clauses in which a STA need never generate a +HTC frame, and a STA need never generate a response that is modified in any way by the existence +HTC frame.

	10328
	Capability should be mandatory for HT-APs, optional otherwise.
	Modify Status column accordingly.
	Proposed reject.  The PICS correctly represents the functionality of the preceding clauses in which support for STBC is optional for both non-AP STAs and APs.

	10329
	Capability should be mandatory for HT-APs, optional otherwise.
	Modify Status column accordingly.
	Proposed reject.  The PICS correctly represents the functionality of the preceding clauses in which support for STBC is optional for both non-AP STAs and APs.

	10343
	After combination of the base standard (802.11ma), subsequent ammendments and more focused individual changes, there remain unresolved inconsistencies between the text in this clause and other clauses.  This applies to this clause and all subclauses thereof.
	Resolve the inconsistencies.
	Proposed reject.  The commenter does not provide sufficient information to determine either the problem or a remedy that would suffice.

	10364
	After combination of the base standard (802.11ma), subsequent ammendments and more focused individual changes, there remain unresolved inconsistencies between the text in this clause and other clauses.  This applies to this clause and all subclauses thereof.
	Resolve the inconsistencies.
	Proposed reject.  It is hard to understand how the additional statement that something is not described is inconsistent.

	10519
	11.16 is a MAC layer function, not really MAC Management function. It would be better placed in clause 9
	as in comment
	proposed duplicate of 2855

	10574
	The offset of half a beacon period, if that information is to be used in any way by the STA, needs to be normative on the AP.
	Either make such a normative statement about sending the secondary beacon, or drop the statement about TBTT being half period.
	Proposed duplicate of 2767

	10577
	If a probe request is being transmitted on a channel upon which decodable traffic has been present during the latest 802.11k scan, the probe shall be sent at a rate corresponding to the lowest AP rate detected rather than the lowest possible rate. and probe transmission must respect CCA and CFP protocols, including the extension channel, if any.
	Insert normative text such as "Probe requests are a supplementary requests for information.  Scheduled transmissions and transmissions in progress shall supercede probe requests in priority."
	Proposed duplicate of 2770

	10712
	Greenfield operation shall not be possible if a scan detected existing APs are operating.
	Institute initialization process consistent with legacy equipment including 802.11k scan.
	Proposed duplicate of 2924

	10713
	Greenfield operation shall not be possible if an active scan determines that existing APs are operating.
	Institute initialization process consistent with legacy equipment including active scan.
	Proposed duplicate of 2924

	11082
	"MTID" and "Compressed BA" would be better combined into a single 2-bit field, especially since "Compressed BA" by itself doesn't always mean Compressed BA
	As in comment
	Proposed duplicate of 1977

	11787
	Annex C is informative, not normative.  Was changed in 11ma D6.0
	Delete all changes to Annex C, as they are no longer needed
	Proposed duplicate of 3152

	11871
	Nss=1 (incl. STA to STA) should benefit from other HT enhancements over 11a and 11g, such as ABF, Short-GI and LDPC
	HTP2.3.2 optional, not mandatory
	Note,  the comment wrongly refers to Annex C.
Proposed reject.  This entry in the PICS states that Nss=2 is mandatory for an AP, but not a non-AP STA.   There is nothing preventing support of only Nss=1 between STAs,  which is what the commenter appears to want.

	11909
	HTM11.1:   QoS Null embedding can be used with HT Control for Link Adaptation in immediate response exchange
	add reference to 7.2.2.2 to HTM11.1
	Proposed accept

	11910
	HTM11:  No reference to link adaptation with implicit feedback
	Add HTM11.3:  Protocol capability: Link adaptation using implicit feedback; References 7.1.3.8, 7.2.2.2, 9.19.5 (proposed new section), 9.20.2; Status: CF15:O
	Proposed reject.   This PICS entry relates to MCS feedback.  There is nothing we need to say about implicit MCS feedback, because there is no associated signaling or normative behaviour.   Implicit TxBF feedback does have associated signalling and behaviour,  and this is included in item HTM12.

	11945
	Add the following line for clarity.
	Add: The ACK policy field in BlockAckReq and BlockAck is only defined for N-Delayed BlockAck. 
	Proposed accept

	11947
	Add the following line for clarity.
	Add: The ACK policy field in BlockAckReq and BlockAck is only defined for N-Delayed BlockAck.  It is reserved under N-Immediate BlockAck. 
	Proposed accept

	11948
	Add the following line for clarity.
	Add: The ACK policy field in BlockAckReq and BlockAck is only defined for N-Delayed BlockAck.  It is reserved under N-Immediate BlockAck. 
	Proposed accept

	11949
	Add the following line for clarity.
	Add: The ACK policy field in BlockAckReq and BlockAck is only defined for N-Delayed BlockAck.
	Proposed accept

	11952
	Add the following line for clarity.
	Add: The ACK policy field in BlockAckReq and BlockAck is only defined for N-Delayed BlockAck. It is reserved under N-Immediate BlockAck.
	Proposed accept

	11954
	Meaning is not clear. Needs some rewording.
	
	Proposed accept.   D1.03 incorporates changes according to CID 1422 and CID 7653,  which may provide the requested clarification.

	11992
	The authentication of the HT Control field is not defined. The proposal is to change the related sentence in the 802.11ma-D5.2. Add the following after "The AAD does not include the header Duration field, because the Duration field value can change due to normal IEEE 802.11 operation (e.g., a rate change during retransmission)."
	Add the following after "The AAD does not include the header Duration field, because the Duration field value can change due to normal IEEE 802.11 operation (e.g., a rate change during retransmission). "The AAD does not include the header HT Control field, because the HTC field can be incorporated or expelled due to normal IEEE 802.11n operation (e.g., can be included or excluded during retransmission). Example: The initiator transmits aggregation with MPDUs containing the HTC with feedback request. This aggregation gets BA, so the feedback request has been delivered. But part of these MPDUs should be retransmitted. There is no need to attach HTC to those MPDUs. 
	Proposed accept, although the editor will need to edit for use of language (e.g. "expelled").

	11994
	Third party shall respect the +HTC frames
	Insert the following at the end of the sub clause: "All HT STA shall update their NAV settings using the duration value of the +HTC frames as appropriate under the coordination function rules " 
	Proposed counter.  The D1.03 draft includes the following text: "An HT STA that does not support +HTC shall decode the Order field (see 7.1.3.1.10 (Order field)) of the
Frame control field and perform the CRC on the extended length of the MPDU in order to properly respect
any Duration/ID field setting." 

	12007
	Change the rule for the static MIMO power save to be not dependent on beaconing
	Change the last sentence to: "An HT STA that
transmits this frame should wait to receive the non MIMO frame for transitions into static MIMO power save mode before locally operating its MIMO power save mode."
	Proposed counter. See CID 7499.
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These comments were discussed and approved at the TGn MAC ad-hoc.
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