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Introduction

Interpretation of a Motion to Adopt

A motion to approve this submission means that the editing instructions and any changed or added material are actioned in the TGy Draft.  This introduction, is not part of the adopted material.

Editing instructions formatted like this are intended to be copied into the TGy Draft (i.e. they are instructions to the 802.11 editor on how to merge the TGy amendment with the baseline documents).

TGy Editor:  Editing instructions preceded by “TGy Editor” are instructions to the TGy editor to modify existing material in the TGy draft.   As a result of adopting the changes, the TGy editor will execute the instructions rather than copy them to the TGy Draft.

Summission Note: Notes to the reader of this submission are not part of the motion to adopt.  These notes are there to clarify or provide context.

Review of comment validity rules:
a)  Comments must be on changed text or
b)  Comments on text affected by changed text
c)  Comments on text referred to by outstanding unresolved comments
Comment 4043 on clause 9.8.3 is the only LB112 negative comment being recirculated, and no LB116 comments referred to clause 9.8.3. Comment 4043 was accepted by the Working Group.
General
CID: 5013

	5013
	General
	 
	 
	E
	N
	As the Working Group has approved the recirculation of Draft P802.11k D10.0, the baseline for 11y should be updated
	per comment


Discussion: This amendment’s baseline is stated on page 1, and the change being recirculated is P802.11r changing from D7.0 to D8.0. P802.11k D10.0 and subsequent revisions are the baseline for P802.11y. Whenever P802.11y is changed, it will be updated to amend its current baseline.
Proposed Comment Resolution: “Out of Scope. P802.11k D9.0 is in the baseline for P802.11y D6.0. Whenever 802.11y is changed, it will be updated to amend its current baseline.”
Propose Reject Comment 5013 as Out of Scope for this recirculation letter ballot.

Proposed Resolution:

Reject based on discussion in 07/2951r0: 5013
Clause 5
CID: 5002, 5003, 5004, 5010, 5011, 5012, 5018, 5019, 5020, 5024, 5025
	5002
	5.3
	3
	34
	T
	Y
	The use of the editor instruction, change, requires indication of what is to be changed by using underscore or strikethrough.  Neither is present and therefore how is the editor's instruction to be applied?
	Indicate the change or changes being requested.

	5003
	5.3.1
	3
	62
	T
	Y
	The use of the editor instruction, change, requires indication of what is to be changed by using underscore or strikethrough.  Neither is present and therefore how is the editor's instruction to be applied?
	Indicate the change or changes being requested.

	5004
	5.3.2
	4
	16
	T
	Y
	The use of the editor instruction, change, requires indication of what is to be changed by using underscore or strikethrough.  Neither is present and therefore how is the editor's instruction to be applied?
	Indicate the change or changes being requested.

	5010
	5.3
	3
	57
	E
	N
	o) DSE should be underscored to show insertion, as it was in Draft 4.0
	per comment

	5011
	5.3.1
	4
	12
	E
	N
	j) DSE should be underscored to show insertion, as it was in Draft 4.0
	per comment

	5012
	5.3.2
	4
	27
	E
	N
	g) DSE should be underscored to show insertion, as it was in Draft 4.0
	per comment

	5018
	5.3
	3
	57
	e
	n
	changes to this list are not shown with underlining
	underline DSE on line 57

	5019
	5.3.1
	4
	12
	e
	n
	changes to this list are not shown with underlining
	underline DSE on line 12

	5020
	5.3.2
	4
	27
	e
	n
	changes to this list are not shown with underlining
	underline DSE on line 27

	5024
	5.2.8.3
	3
	14
	E
	N
	Change from "In order to " to "To"
	As in comment

	5025
	5.3
	3
	57
	E
	N
	As the editing instructions are to "change", list item "o DSE" should be underlined. Similarly on page 4, lines 12 and 27.
	As in comment


Discussion: No changes to clause 5 text were made in P802.11y D6.0, no meanings of clause 5 draft text occurred due to changed text elsewhere, and there are no LB112 negative comments in recirculation on clause 5. 

Approved LB 106 Comment Resolution document 07/2080r2 on pages 5 and 6 directed the TGy editor to underline ‘DSE’ in three places in clause 5.3, and the text was underscored in P802.11y Draft4.0, but inadvertently the underlines were lost in P802.11y Draft 5.0, and were unchanged in P802.11y Draft 6.0. The TGy editor will repair the draft text to match approved comment resolutions.
Comment 5024 is editorial, and as TGy editor, I will consider it when P802.11 D6.0 is editorially changed.
Proposed Comment Resolution: “Out of Scope. No changes to clause 5 text were made in P802.11y D6.0, no meanings of clause 5 draft text occurred due to changed text elsewhere, and there are no LB112 negative comments in recirculation on clause 5. The TGy editor will repair the draft text to match approved comment resolutions.” 
Propose Reject comments 5002, 5003, 5004, 5010, 5011, 5012, 5018, 5019, 5020, 5024, 5025 as Out of Scope for this recirculation letter ballot.

Proposed Resolution:

Reject based on discussion in 07/2951r0: 5002, 5003, 5004, 5010, 5011, 5012, 5018, 5019, 5020, 5024 and 5025

Clause 7

CIDs: 5005, 5006, 5007, 5017, 5021, 5026, 5027, 5028
	5005
	7.2.3.1
	5
	30
	E
	Y
	The editorial notes in Red are stated on page v are not part of the final version, however the text found on page 1; first line under title in square brackets indicates different versions of the documents being referenced. 
	I am confused as to whether the correct versions were used to create this draft. Confirm that the current versions of each document were used.  This occurs for every Red Editorial NOTE, not just to this clause.


Discussion: EDITORIAL NOTES are not part of an amendment, and recirculation comments on EDITORIAL NOTES are not valid negative comments. This amendment’s baseline is stated on page 1, and the change being recirculated is P802.11r changing from D7.0 to D8.0. The 802.11 WG assigned numbers are documented in 07/1942, and r10 was in effect at the time P802.11y D6.0 was sent to recirculation letter ballot. Document 07/2213 is used by amendment editors to coordinate clause, figure and table numbering, and r6 was in effect at the time P802.11y D6.0 was sent to recirculation letter ballot. I can find no change in P802.11y D6.0 that is a result of changing the P802.11r baseline to D8.0.
Proposed Comment Resolution: “Out of Scope. EDITORIAL NOTES are not part of an amendment, and will be removed before it is published. At the time P802.11y D6.0 was approved for recirculation, the correct baseline was stated on page 1 - [This amendment’s baseline is IEEE Std 802.11™–2007, as amended by 802.11k (based on P802.11k-D9.0) and 802.11r (based on P802.11r-D8.0).].”
Propose Reject Comment 5005 as Out of Scope for this recirculation letter ballot.
	5006
	7.2.3.9
	7
	5
	T
	Y
	Table 7-15 for Probe Response frame body contains two different information elements with the same order, 30.
	Uniquely number the information.

	5007
	7.3.2
	7
	37
	T
	Y
	The instruction contains 'update the "Reserved" range of codes row appropriately.  Since this Table contains a Reserved row with Element IDs updated on line 55, I am confused as to what is being updated.  Is there another "Reserved" range in any of the existing tables or ammendments for Table 7-26
	Clearly state what is the editing instruction.

	5017
	7.2.3.9
	7
	5
	E
	N
	Supported Regulatory Classes was changed from Order 32 to 30 in Draft 5.0, when DSE registered location was order 30. Supported Regulatory Classes should have remained Order 32.
	per comment


Discussion: P802.11y D4.0 Table 15 correctly numbered Supported Regulatory Classes as Order 32, but inadvertently it was changed to Order 30 in P802.11y D5.0, and was unchanged in P802.11y D6.0. The TGy editor will correct the Order of Supported Regulatory Classes when updating the draft baseline to include P802.11k D10.0.
Proposed Comment 5006, 5017 Resolution: “Out of Scope. The TGy Editor will correct the Order entry when updating the draft to include the current baseline.”

Discussion Comment 5007: There are several ‘Reserved’ rows in Table 7-26 Element IDs. The editing instruction refers to the following ‘Reserved’ row, as shown in P802.11y D6.0. 
Proposed Comment Resolution: “Out of Scope.The editing instruction and the ‘Reserved’ row were unchanged in P802.11y D6.0. The TGy editor will clarify the editing instruction when updating the draft to include the current baseline, possibly by deleting the ‘Reserved’ row from both the table and the editing instruction.”
Propose Reject Comments 5006, 5007, 5017
	5026
	7.3.2.49
	8
	64
	E
	N
	Simply referencing RFC 3825 is sufficient as the title is included in the references.
	Delete "Dynamic…Information"


Discussion: Agree that in the base standard, the full title of IETF RFCs appear only in clause 2. As TGy editor, I will consider this when P802.11 D6.0 is editorially changed.
Proposed Comment Resolution: “Out of Scope. No change to this text was made in P802.11y D6.0, no change in meaning occurred due to changed text elsewhere, and there are no LB112 negative comments in recirculation on this text.”
Propose Reject Comment 5026.
	5021
	7.4.7a
	11
	27
	e
	n
	TGk has defined Public Action frames in 7.4.7
	coordinate with TGk on numbering here

	5027
	7.4
	11
	22
	E
	N
	TGk Draft 10 adds Public Action frames, modify to add the new frame types. Also impacts 11.3.
	As in comment

	5028
	7.4.7a.1
	11
	32
	T
	N
	"The Publice Action Frame is defined to allow inter-BSS communication". It seems as though use of the new DSE frames is broader than just "inter-BSS communication". These frames are used between STAs that are not part of a BSS yet. 
	Suggest changing from
"defined to allow inter-BSS communication" 
to 
"defined to allow iner-BSS communication and to enable DSE operation. 


Discussion: Commenters note that P802.11k D10.0 has defined Public Action frames, and that will become part of P802.11y’s current baseline when P802.11y D6.0 is changed. When P802.11y D6.0 is changed to include current P802.11k text, then a decision will be taken about revising the introductory sentence in this clause. 
Proposed Comment Resolution: “Out of Scope. No change to this text was made in P802.11y D6.0, no change in meaning occurred due to changed text elsewhere, and there are no LB112 negative comments in recirculation on this text.”
Propose Reject Comment 5021, 5027 and 5028.

Proposed Resolution:

Reject based on discussion in 07/2951r0: 5005, 5006, 5007, 5017, 5021, 5026, 5027, and 5028
Clause 9.8
CID: 5029
	5029
	9.8.1
	18
	22
	E
	N
	Suggest changing from "receive such a Beacon frame directly from an enabling STA" to "receive such a Beacon frame from an enabling STA". Is there a "non-direct" option?
	As in comment


Discussion: By law, there is no “non-direct” option, and all dependent STAs must operate under the direct control of the enabling STA.
Proposed Comment Resolution: “Out of Scope. No change to this text was made in P802.11y D6.0, no change in meaning occurred due to changed text elsewhere, and there are no LB112 negative comments in recirculation on this text.”
Propose Reject Comment 5029.
Proposed Resolution:

Reject based on discussion in 07/2951r0: 5029
Clause 10
CID: 5037

	5037
	11.9a.1
	 
	 
	T
	N
	I know that nobody cares very much about Clause 10,  and the 802.11 architecture is broken anyway,  but for consistency (and I prefer my SAP interfaces the consistency of clotted cream) the "Extended Capabilities" parameter should be added to all MLME primitives that have a "CapabilityInformation" parameter.
	Add an "Extended Capabilities" parameter to all MLME primitives that have a "CapabilityInformation" parameter.


Discussion: P802.11y has made the presence of SupportedRegulatoryClasses in several service primitives conditional on dot11ExtendedChannelSwitchEnabled being true. P802.11y logic uses the presence of SupportedRegulatoryClasses in several service primitives for the operation of Extended Channel Switching, but no operation is based on the presence of Extended Channel Switching in the Extended Capabilities information element. Commenter notes that P802.11y has added an Extended Capabilites definition for Extended Channel Switching, but has not made any MLME changes to clause 10 as a consequence of the existence of a defined field in the Extended Capabilities information element.
Proposed Comment Resolution: “This comment is not a comment which must be satisfied. P802.11y logic uses the presence of SupportedRegulatoryClasses in several service primitives for the operation of Extended Channel Switching, but no operation is based on the presence of Extended Channel Switching in the Extended Capabilities information element.”
Propose Reject Comment 5037.
Proposed Resolution:

Reject based on discussion in 07/2951r0: 5037
Clause 11.3
CID: 5014
	5014
	11.3.a
	36
	28
	E
	N
	Draft 11k D10.0 changes this statement by removing 'are Class 1.', but as the statement is part of the definition of Class 1 frames, the phrase 'are Class 1.' is redundant anyway.
	Remove 'are Class 1.' from statement a.2.vii


Discussion: Commenter notes that P802.11k D10.0 has defined Public Action frames, and that will become part of P802.11y’s current baseline when P802.11y D6.0 is changed. When P802.11y D6.0 is changed to include current P802.11k text, then a decision will be taken about whether ‘are Class 1.’ is redundant text.
Proposed Comment Resolution: “This comment is not a comment which must be satisfied. No change to ‘are Class 1.’ was made in P802.11y D6.0, no change in meaning occurred due to changed text elsewhere, and there are no LB112 negative comments in recirculation on this text.”
Propose Reject comment 5014.

Proposed Resolution:

Reject based on discussion in 07/2951r0: 5014

Clause 11.9a.3.1
CID: 5022, 5030

	5022
	11.9a.1
	40
	17
	E
	N
	While I understand what you mean, this sentence could generate confusion.
	If poosible, rewrite this sentence to say this in a less contorted manner.


	5030
	11.9a.3.1
	39
	8
	E
	N
	Change from "with dot11DSERequired false" to 
"with dot11DSERequired se to  false"
	As in comment


Discussion: Commenters note that descriptive statement is terse, and could be stated more clearly. As TGy editor, I will consider them when P802.11 D6.0 is editorially changed.
Proposed Comment Resolution: “Out of Scope. No change to this text was made in P802.11y D6.0, no change in meaning occurred due to changed text elsewhere, and there are no LB112 negative comments in recirculation on this text.”

Propose Reject comment 5022, 5030.

Proposed Resolution:

Reject based on discussion in 07/2951r0: 5022 and 5030

Clause 11.14.1
CIDs: 5031, 5032, 5033, 5034
	5031
	11.14.1.1
	41
	1
	T
	N
	Here and in subsequent clauses, "Message" is used, this should be changed to "frame"
	As in comment

	5032
	11.14.2
	43
	32
	E
	N
	These last 2 paragraphs are still harder than they need to be to understand the types of STAs being defined. 
	Suggest moving the 3 sentences in lines 38-41 that describe "fixed STAs" to immediately follow the one sentence in line 32. 
Begin a new paragraph with the sentence in line 33 beginning " An enabling STA.."
Begin a new paragraph with the sentence in line 34 beginning "A dependent STA" 

	5033
	11.14.2
	43
	43
	E
	N
	"..may operate as an AP…and relay Public Action frmaes from a dependent STA to its enabling STA" requires a bit more explanation - as for WDS? Over the air? Over the DS? Undefined?
	Provide more description of how the "relay" is accomplished.

	5034
	111.4.4
	45
	 
	E
	N
	Font seems small
	 


Discussion: CID 5031 says “message” should be changed to “frame”, but we note “message” is proper and used in 8.2.2.2 Open System authentication. No justification is given for the change.
Proposed Comment Resolution: “This comment is not a comment which must be satisfied. Changing “message” to “frame” is not required for specification of the enablement handshake, and "message" is not incorrect.”

Discussion: CID 5032 suggests a reordering of sentences in 11.14.2 for better understanding. 
Proposed Comment Resolution: “This comment is not a comment which must be satisfied. Another reordering would move the first sentence of the third paragraph down to the start of the fourth paragraph, so that all fixed STA operation is described in the last paragraph.”
Discussion: CID 5033 is about the use of Public Action frames by a registered STA that is not an enabling STA, and acting as an AP in an infrastructure BSS.

Proposed Comment Resolution: “This comment is not a comment which must be satisfied. Requester STA and Reponder STA fields are defined for enablement, deenablement, and DSE measurement request and response messages for use by intermediate STAs. DSE Registered Location Announcement and Extended Channel Switch Announcement frames lack Requester/Responder STA fields and are not relayed by intermediate STAs.”
Discussion: CID 5034 says the font seems small.

Proposed Comment Resolution: “This comment is not a comment which must be satisfied. The text is 10 pt, as specified in the IEEE Standards Style Manual.”
Propose Reject comments 5031, 5032, 5033, 5034.

Proposed Resolution:

Reject: based on discussion in 07/2951r0; 5031, 5032, 5033, 5034
Clause 17.3.10.5
CIDs: 5008, 5015, 5023
	5008
	17.3.10.5
	48
	50
	T
	Y
	Is a change being made to the name of the clause heading 17.3.10.5?  If so, where is the instruction?
	Add instruction to change 17.3.10.5 clause header as indicated.

	5015
	17.3.10.5
	48
	50
	E
	N
	Title of clause is changed but editing instruction to do so appears below it. Move the editing instruction from line 53 to line 49
	per comment


Discussion: Approved LB 109 Comment Resolution document 07/2364r2 on page 4 directed the TGy editor to put an editing instruction before the title of 17.3.10.5, but inadvertently the editing instruction “Change the title of section 17.3.10.5 as indicated:” was missing in P802.11y Draft 5.0, and was unchanged in P802.11y Draft 6.0. The TGy editor will repair the draft text to match approved comment resolutions.

Proposed Comment Resolution: “Out of Scope. No change to this text was made in P802.11y D6.0, no change in meaning occurred due to changed text elsewhere, and there are no LB112 negative comments in recirculation on this text. The TGy editor will repair the draft text to match approved comment resolutions.”
Propose Reject Comments 5008 and 5015.

	5023
	17.3.10.5
	53
	20
	E
	N
	Determining the domain of the CCA-ED thresholds in this note with the CCA-ED thresholds listed in I.2.4 is confusing.
	It would be helpful to clarify the distinction between the CCA-ED thresholds in 17.3.10.5 and I.2.4 and tie that together with Behaviour 15 listed in Table I.3.


Discussion: The note could be changed to more clearly state its CCA-ED thresholds apply when not required by Annex J. “NOTE—CCA-ED may be used in bands when not required by Annex J. In these cases (when current Regulatory Class information does not require use of CCA-ED), the CCA-ED threshold should …” Commenter agrees this is less confusing than the current text.
Proposed Comment Resolution: “This comment is not a comment which must be satisfied. The note could be changed to more clearly state its CCA-ED thresholds apply when not required by Annex J. Commenter agrees with a proposed clarification discussed in 07/2951r0.”
Propose Reject comment 5023.

Proposed Resolution:

Reject: based on discussion in 07/2951r0; 5008, 5015 and 5023

Annex D
CIDs: 5009, 5016

	5009
	D
	55
	55
	T
	Y
	The instruction states, "… insert five entries …".  However only four appear.  Did the fifth one fall off the bottom of the page or get lost on the top of the next?  Only four new elements appear on the next page, so I think the change is to the instruction.
	Change five to four line 55

	5016
	Annex D
	55
	55
	E
	N
	Four new entries are being inserted but the editing instruction says to insert five. Draft 4.0 had five insertions, Drafts 5.0 and 6.0 have four insertions. Correct the editing instruction.
	per comment


Discussion: Approved LB 106 Comment Resolution document 07/2080r2 on page 30 directed the TGy editor to delete dot11StationConfigEntry, and the text was removed in P802.11y Draft4.0, but inadvertently the editing instruction was not changed. The editing instruction was unchanged in P802.11y Drafts 5.0 and 6.0. The TGy editor will repair the draft text to match approved comment resolutions.

Proposed Comment Resolution: “Out of Scope. The editing instruction was unchanged in P802.11y D6.0. The TGy editor will correct the editing instruction when updating the draft.”
Propose Reject Comments 5009, 5016

Proposed Resolution:

Reject: based on discussion in 07/2951r0; 5009 and 5016

Annex J
CIDs: 5035, 5036

	5035
	J.2
	70
	62
	E
	N
	Change from "is introduced as a" to "provides a", since when the Tgy amendment is incorporated into the base standard, time will have elapsed.
	As in comment

	5036
	J.2
	71
	12
	E
	N
	Missing punctuation at the end of line 12
	As in comment


Discussion: Both these editorial comments are improvements to existing D6.0 text. As TGy editor, I will consider them when P802.11 D6.0 is editorially changed. 
Proposed Comment Resolution: “Out of Scope. No change to this text was made in P802.11y D6.0, no change in meaning occurred due to changed text elsewhere, and there are no LB112 negative comments in recirculation on this text.”

Propose Reject Comment 5035, 5036.

Proposed Resolution:

Reject: based on discussion in 07/2951r0; 5035 and 5036




Abstract


This document is aligned with P802.11-2007, P802.11k/D9.0, P802.11r/D8.0 for baseline, P802.11y/D6.0,and addresses all the LB116 comments.
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