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Comments

	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	434
	168.12
	10.3.2.2.2
	How in the world would the STA know the format of the BSSDescription field? There is no format given here, nor is there any indication how the STA would know which fields to expect to be present and which ones to not expect. How can this field be parsed without this information?
	Give a format for the BSSDescription field.


Proposed Resolution:
Reject.   The referenced material extends a mechanism defined in the baseline.  It lists additional fields to add to the BSSDescription table.  This is an abstract interface in which fields may be present or not, as indicated in the Description column.   Parsing is not an issue for an abstract interface, which is intended to indicate what information is present, not how it is communicated or parsed.

	2536
	168.37
	10.3.2.2.2
	"The STA that is creating the BSS shall be able to support each of the features represented by the set." Either this normative requirement is made elsewhere, in which case this can be turned into informative text, or it should be moved to a more appropriate location. Also, "STA that is creating the BSS" makes no sense in this context.
	Reword: "In order to join the BSS, the STA is required (see 7.3.2.2) to support each of the features represented by the set."


Proposed Resolution:

Counter.   Remove the quoted material:  “The STA that is creating the BSS shall be able to support each of the features represented by the set”. 

There is no need for an additional normative requirement on a STA joining a BSS, as this is already covered by the following text in 7.3.2.2 (p54 l32, D2.03): “The STA shall then determine if it can support all of the features represented in its BSSBasicMembershipSelectorSet parameter before attempting to join the network.

If there are some BSSBasicMembershipSelectorSet values that are not recognized by the STA, then the STA shall not attempt to join the network.”
	497
	170.17
	10.3.6.3.2
	Why does the parameter use the term, may, and not shall in the Description column for the HT Capabilities?
	Change may to shall.

	498
	172.47
	10.3.7.3.2
	Why does the parameter use the term, may, and not shall in the Description column for the HT Capabilities?
	Change may to shall.


Proposed Resolution:

Reject. The “shall” refers to the following text: 

“The parameter shall be present only if the MIB Attribute dot11HighThroughputOptionImplemented is true.”

This is intended to mean that the information shall be absent for a non-HT STA,  which makes sense as a non-HT STA does not know how to interpret the information.

	596
	177.22
	10.3.38
	The new text for MLME-EXTCHANNELSWITCH includes several parameters, however these parameters are included in some but not all of the required primitives. If a parameter appears in the .request primitive then it should also appear in the corresponding .indication primitive. If a parameter appears in the .response primitive then it should also appear in the corresponding .confirm primitive. Also, the inclusion of the PeerMACAdress parameter in the .indication primitive indicates that some form of addressing in inherent in the use of this primitive, therefore the PeerMACAddress parameter might need to be present in all four of the primitives (with a different meaning of destination vs source address depending on the primitive type).
	Add the desired additional parameters to the MLME-EXTCHANNELSWITCH primitives in a consistent way.


Propose Resolution:

Counter.  Resolution of CID 1973 has removed the material referenced here as it is present in our baseline (in the TGy draft).  This comment will be forwarded to the TGy chair for consideration as part of the TGy comment resolution process.
	2539
	182.43
	10.4.3.2
	"aDTT2UTTTime are not used by all PHYs defined within this standard" - fails to mention aMaxCSIMatricesReportDelay.
	Reword: "sDTT2UTTTime and aMaxCSIMatricesReportDelay are not used by all PHYs defined within this standard" and remove the preceding "and"


Propose Resolution:

Accept

	2540
	183.44
	10.4.3.2
	There is no definition of the "aMaxCSIMatricesReportDelay" parameter in the table.
	Add a definition.

	499
	183.45
	10.4.3.2
	previous parameter lists has aMaxCSIMatricesReportDelay as the last item, but the table does not contain this parameter.
	Add a row to the end of the table for aMaxCSIMatricesReportDelay.


Propose Resolution:

Counter.   Add the following row to the end of the table on p183 l43 (D2.00):
aMaxCSIMatricesReportDelay, 

integer,

The maximum time (in units of ms) between the reception of a Sounding Complete (Calibration Position 3) frame and the transmission of the first CSI frame containing channel state information measured from the received Sounding Complete frame.   See 9.17.2.4.2.
Notice: This document has been prepared to assist IEEE 802.11. It is offered as a basis for discussion and is not binding on the contributing individual(s) or organization(s).  The material in this document is subject to change in form and content after further study. The contributor(s) reserve(s) the right to add, amend or withdraw material contained herein.





Abstract


This submission addresses LB97 comments assigned to the author in the MAC ad-hoc,  MGMT SAP comment group.  Resolutions are specified based on TGn D2.03.
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