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CID 7374 (R)
	7374
	0
	　
	General
	1. PCO doesn't resolve the issue of overlapping 11g/b BSS: 11b/g devices do not understand duplicate packets (CTS-to-self in duplicated non-HT mode is useless). 2. How the AP detects that the PCO is not providing a performance benefit in order to deactivate it? 3. PCO introduces a jitter (due to "Operation transition time" and dot11PCO40MaxDuration) that is not tolerable for real time applications. 4. Non-HT stations in PS mode could wake-up during 40MHz phase.   
	Remove PCO from the spec.


Proposed Resolution: 

Reject
1. 

The problem of 25 MHz channel separation in 2.4 GHz is not a global general problem. In region where channels from 1 to 13 are available (such as in Japan), there are cases where deploying channels 1, 5, 9, and 13 is more efficient by considering co-channel and inter-channel interference. The deployment may be decided by the actual environment and the availability of the channel. In other words, 40 MHz mode is option itself, so the usage can be decided when its effect is expected in each situation. 
2. 

There are various information that the AP can use: 

· Static information of the number of each frame type (20 MHz PPDU or 40 MHz PPDU) during 20 MHz and 40 MHz phases

· Counter information of FCS errors, retry, or fail during 20 MHz and 40 MHz phases

The algorithm of whether to use the function or not is a matter of local policy at the AP and it doesn't need to be specified in the standard. 

3. 

The maximum and minimum duration values of 20 MHz and 40 MHz phases are defined as MIB attributes in order to cope with jitter. These MIB attributes can be set within the range to satisfy the requirement. When the AP decides that the support of jitter sensitive application is difficult, then the AP can deactivate PCO. 
4. 

The AP is enabled to transmit a non-HT duplicate CTS-to-self and 40 MHz CF-End to reserve the primary and secondary channels again for the 40 MHz phase. 
CID 11377 (A)

	11377
	59
	8
	7.4.7.3
	Size of "PCO Phase" is not specified. 1-bit, 8-bit, 16-bit, 32-bit?
	As in comment


Proposed Resolution: 

Accept
This comment is already resolved in D1.05. The size is specified. 

CID 1232 (A)

	1232
	59
	　
	7.4.7.3
	PCO Phase field needs to be defined
	Define the PCO Phase field as a new subclause within 7.3.1 (i.e. as 7.3.1.x)


Proposed Resolution: 
Accept
This comment is already resolved in D1.05. The field is defined in a new subclase within 7.3.1. 
CID 1516 (R)

	1516
	129
	23
	9.23.1
	Sufficient rules and modes for 40/20MHz operation are described in 9.32.2. The PCO mode adds unnecessary complexity to the document for minimal benefit
	Remove PCO here, in 11.16, and throughout the document


Proposed Resolution: 
Reject

40 MHz transmission uses two 20 MHz channels. 

PCO is a mode that an AP reserves the two channels for STAs of the BSS including itself to transmit in 40 MHz. 

So it is clear that the contention between 40 MHz access and 20 MHz access is reduced and the performance of both 20 MHz and 40 MHz transmission will improve. 

Also, it is possible at the receiver to reduce the implementation load of interference tolerance to secondary channel. 
CID 9888 (R)

	9888
	154
	　
	11.15.2
	 using 40 MHz in 2.4 GHz is going to downgrade performance of legacy BSSs. 40 MHz should be moved from 2.4 GHz. 
	Remove 40/20 MHz and PCO operation for 2.4 GHz.


Proposed Resolution: 

Reject
The problem of 25 MHz channel separation in 2.4 GHz is not a global general problem. In region where channels from 1 to 13 are available (such as in Japan), there are cases where deploying channels 1, 5, 9, and 13 is more efficient by considering co-channel and inter-channel interference. The deployment may be decided by the actual environment and the availability of the channel. In other words, 40 MHz mode is option itself, so the usage can be decided when its effect is expected in each situation. 
CID 1556 (R)

	1556
	156
	3
	11.16
	Current protection mechanisms do not do enough to protect legacy devices that happen to be running on an extension channel of a 40MHz HT system 
	Making PCO Mandatory will mitigate this situation somewhat


Proposed Resolution: 

Reject

The transmission of 40 MHz itself is option and each mode has suitable and unsuitable situations. 
CID 4277 (R)

	4277
	156
	3
	11.16
	PCO mode adds unnecessary complexity to the standard. There are sufficient rules for handling 40/20 operation.
	Remove PCO mode


Proposed Resolution: 

Reject

There are benefits over 20/40 MHz operation and it can also reduce the implementation load of interference tolerance at the receiver. See resolution for CID 1516. 
CID 3605 (R)

	3605
	156
	　
	11.16
	PCO is way too complex mechanism to manage co-existence when addition of a secondary CCA, some judicious scanning is sufficient. Let us not have another "me too" mechanism which requires extremely complex management and will never be implemented.
	Delete all references to PCO


Proposed Resolution: 
Reject

An AP can do the CCA in 40 MHz when it transmits the non-HT duplicate CTS-to-self for reserving the secondary channel to start a 40 MHz phase. As the primary channel is already reserved, the 40 MHz CCA will have the same effect of doing the CCA in the secondary channel. 
See resolution for CID 1516. 

CID 7197 (C)

	7197
	157
	10
	11.16.1
	The paragraph allows non-AP PCO STAs to be associated in PCO BSS. This scenario allows non-AP PCO STA to send CF-End frames in duplicated mode and thus impact the integrity of 40MHz transmission time as directed by AP PCO STA. 
	Add an HT capability for AP so that it could reject associating non-AP STAs that are not capable of PCO operation.


Proposed Resolution: 

Counter
The PCO AP knows that a STA is PCO capable by the PCO field set to 1 in the HT Extended Capabilities field in the HT Capabilities element of an Association Request. 
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