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GREEN = Comment resolution reviewed and accepted in an adhoc

YELLOW = Comment resolution reviewed in adhoc, but needs changes before adhoc will accept it

RED = Comment resolution reviewed by adhoc with no consensus reached, and comment is unlikely to find consensus within adhoc, therefore best moved to full TGn
HOT PINK = Comment resolution not yet reviewed, but expected to be controversial

BLUE = Comment resolution not yet reviewed, outline of expected resolution provided, with additional changes needed

NO COLOR = Comment resolution not yet reviewed, and not expected to be controversial

REVISION INFORMATION:

R3:

Marked as green or yellow comments that were discussed during conf call July 2, 2008.

7067: clarified edit instructions

Changed references of 0742r2 to 0742r3

R2:

Added four CIDs: 7154, 7155, 7156, 7157 and provided proposed resolution for each

7153: expanded text changes

R1:

7074: slight change to resolution
7113: resolution has been modified

7067: detailed description of editor instructions now included – resolution remains the same in spirit

7205: slight modification to wording of the proposed text changes – differentiating the use of MCS from Rate as appropriate

7207: modified editor instructions to produce a more logically consistent definition for Basic STBC MCS, but maintaining the spirit of the originally proposed resolution

7208: same as 7207

7215: changed resolution – modified solution – instead of accepting commenter’s change, changed the language of the next subclause to explicitly exclude CF-end in the one place that did not already do so, eliminating conflicting instructions for CF-end rate selection

7217: added mention of SIFS to the description of a control response frame

7226: reworded the proposed text changes to relate to the setting of the MIB variable dot11HTControlFieldSupported instead of to the action of setting the bit in the HT Capabilities element, but the spirit of the resolution is unchanged

7228: expanded editing instructions to standard format

7249, 7250, 7251, 7253, 7254, 7255: turned resolution from simple instructions to explicit editing change instructions

7318: changed “may result” to “might result” in the proposed resolution
8088: resolution modified

	CID
	Commenter(E)
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution


	7073
	Marshall, Bill
	14.40
	7.1.3.1.9
	The meaning of value 1 in the Order field for the HT PHY should not be different than the meaning of value 1 in the Order field for other PHYs. It is a major mistake in this amendment to define a different MAC layer definition for the new PHY. 802.11 has survived quite well with a single definition of the MAC for multiple different PHYs, and that has made it easy for implementations to extend to new PHYs and new MAC features, independent of one another. This is a property that we need to maintain and not give up. This statement is one of the problems identified by comment LB124/6223, which was rejected stating "It is not wise to introduce additional substantial changes and complexity to the standard". This is not a substantial nor complex change, and is needed to maintain the existing architectural model of 802.11.
	change the definition of the Order field to be independent of PHY. Delete "transmitted with a value of HT_GF or HT_MF for the FORMAT parameter of the TXVECTOR,"
	Reject – Many of the amendments to the original standard have defined new behavior for the MAC. Much of the new behavior of the MAC is dependent on the attached PHY with rates and modulation choices being the most obvious PHY characteristics that can affect the MAC behavior. As an example of such a case, the MAC is required to respond with a frame using some particular rate based on the reception of some other rate. Rate information is information that leaves and enters the MAC as an RX/TXVECTOR parameter – it is not found in a MAC field in the MAC portion of the frame – yet if affects MAC behavior. And the same is true for modulation information. Some other fields in the MAC frame have conditional interpretations that depend on other pieces of received information that may be found in other parts of the MAC portion of the frame – e.g. DUR/ID field, QOS control field bits 8-15 have at least four different interpretations that depend on other bits elsewhere. It does not matter whether those other pieces of information are found in other MAC frame fields, or if those other pieces of information are found in the RXVECTOR delivered from the PHY to the MAC along with the frame – in either case, it is information that the MAC possesses on a per-frame basis, and that is enough to allow a precise and consistent interpretation by the MAC. Other rules of MAC behavior are inserted when such new parameter values are created to prevent a newer MAC/PHY combination from sending frames to an older MAC/PHY combination that will cause a failure of the receiving MAC/PHY to properly interpret the received frame.



CID 7073:

Note that the commenter is possibly hinting at a more interesting question:

Is the MAC truly independent of the PHY with which it operates, and if not, why not?

In the transmit direction, the answer for the existing definition of the MAC is clearly NO, since any new PHY can define new TXVECTOR parameters of which an older MAC would have no knowledge and similarly, define new values for existing TXVECTOR parameters. Therefore, an older MAC coupled with a newer PHY would be unable to exercise some of the features of the newer PHY. The simplest example of this is new modulations and rates that are supported by the new PHY. It might be very limiting to restrict any new PHY to the TXVECTOR parameters that existed in the initial PHY descriptions for the purpose of not altering the existing interface between the MAC and the PHY.
The receive case is similar, in that an existing MAC coupled with a new PHY can receive frames with any of various new RXVECTOR parameter values and possibly new RXVECTOR parameters.
But this situation only exists because the original MAC/PHY interface was not properly defined.

If the MAC interface had been properly defined, then it would have included in the PHY characteristics, an enumerated list of the supported values for each of the TXVECTOR and RXVECTOR primitives. In this way, attachment of an existing MAC to any new PHY would allow the old MAC to read in the new possible values for the old TX/RXVECTOR parameters, and any MAC behaviour could be dependent on those values. This does exist for some parameters. Maybe what is really missing is that not all of the relevant parameters are really covered by the existing TXVECTOR/RXVECTOR.
There is possibly one problem with this argument, and that is that if a new TX/RXVECTOR parameter needs to be defined, then the original interface will not support this. Any older MAC cannot be expected to know what to do with the new parameter, and it seems difficult to write a blanket statement into the original MAC specification to cover this case – e.g. if the PHY characteristics SAP returns a TXVECTOR parameter which is unknown to the MAC, then MAC behaviour that is dependent on that parameter shall assume a value of NULL for that parameter  - but what is the MAC to do with an unknown parameter with a NULL value? I suppose that a wrapper could be placed around any description of new behaviour that says “if the value of the parameter is NULL, then do nothing indicated in this subclause” and this would make older MACs compliant with the new standard. But this seems a bit silly.

A similar problem exists within just the MAC, with respect to MAC MIB variables. As new MAC features are added, as is within the scope of just about every PAR, new MIB variables are added in order to provide for parameterization of the new feature, often including an indication of the presence of the feature.

Note that we are on potentially dangerous ground if we have a subclause that says:

If dot11MACFeatureEnabled is TRUE, then do these things. If dot11MACFeatureEnabled is FALSE, then do these other things.

If such phrasing exsits, then an older MAC that does not possess the MIB variable dot11MACFeatureEnabled will not satisfy either condition. So adding new MIB variables and making new MAC behaviors dependent on those variables seems a rather unsatisfying solution.
	7074
	Marshall, Bill
	14.40
	7.1.3.1.9
	The FORMAT parameter in the TXVECTOR doesn't exist for all PHYs, and so a definition of the Order field that depends on TXVECTOR leaves the Order field undefined in many cases. This statement is one of the problems identified by comment LB124/6223, which was rejected stating "It is not wise to introduce additional substantial changes and complexity to the standard". This is not a substantial nor complex change, and is needed to maintain the existing architectural model of 802.11.
	delete "transmitted with a value of HT_GF or HT_MF for the FORMAT parameter of the TXVECTOR,"
	Reject –  If the FORMAT parameter does not exist in a MAC instance, then that MAC cannot possibly transmit a frame with a value of HT_GF or HT_MF for the FORMAT parameter, and the applicable condition is the third one listed – that the Order field is set to 0.  I.e. if no FORMAT parameter exists, it is impossible to fulfill the condition “with a value of HT_GF or HT_MF for the FORMAT parameter of the TXVECTOR.”


	7113
	Marshall, Bill
	19.34
	7.1.3.5a
	value 14 for MAI also means MRQ=1 and MSI=6
	either limit MSI to range 0-5, or change special case of MAI value to 15.
	Counter – Commenter is confused by the bit ordering. TGn editor shall make the following changes: Change figure 7-4c MAI and 7-4d ASELC to ensure that the leftmost bit is labeled bit 0, modify accompanying text, if necessary to conform to any modified numbering. See 7.1.1 “In figures, all bits within fields are numbered, from 0 to k, where the length of the field is k + 1 bits.”

	7116
	Marshall, Bill
	20.09
	7.1.3.5a
	value of6 for MSI conflicts with definition of ASELI
	either limit MSI to range 0-5, or change special case of MAI value to 15.
	Counter – see CID 7113.


	7075
	Marshall, Bill
	39.61
	7.2.3.1
	An AP that supports a/b/g/n, but is currently operating only a/b/g is still required to transmit the two new HUGE information elements in the Beacon. Consider, for example, an HT AP that establishes a BSS where FORMAT is NON-HT and L_DATARATE is 1. It still has dot11HighTHroughputOptionImplemented set to TRUE, and therefore is mandated to include the HUGE information elements in the SLOW beacons. LB115/5414 was rejected, but the response claimed that the AP has the option to not include them. That is not what the spec says. While we seem to agree on what should happen, it isn't what the spec says. LB124/6209 was rejected by stating "MAC: 2008-05-15 13:30:27Z Reject - While a STA is operating as a member of a BSS, the value of dot11HighThroughputOptionImplemented is constant. However, between instances of operation within a BSS, i.e. between instances of the MLME-START.request or MLME-JOIN.request, the value of any MIB variable may change and the identity of the attached PHY may change, even though the physical hardware may remain unchanged. Therefore, it is unnecessary to make the changes proposed to achieve the intent of the commenter." But the definition of the MIB variable states "This attirbute indicates whether the entity is HT Capable". Also, with a MIB variable name of "dot11HighThroughputOptionImplemented" the implication is that it is constant based on the physical hardware. If the intent is that the value change based on the PHY currently being used, then the MIB variable should be called "dot11HighThroughputOptionUtilized" But there already is a separate MIB variable for that, dot11PhyType, so such a change would be redundant. I believe keeping dot11HighThroughputOptionImplemented as a constant indicating the capability of the device, as it is described in the MIB entry presently, is the correct approach, and changing the conditions under which the HT Capabilities and HT Information elements are included in the Beacon is the correct solution to this problem.
	Change the "Notes" for HT Capabilities and for HT Information to "when dot11HighThroughputOptionImplemented is set to TRUE and dot11PhyType is set to 7 and the FORMAT parameter of the TXVECTOR is not NON-HT" Also acceptable is to change the "is present" to "may be present"
	Reject – The scenario of  purchasing TGn equipment and then deploying it with the TGn functionality disabled is expected to be limited. The additional overhead of about 30 bytes to transmit these elements for this relatively infrequent scenario is minimal. The requested change disallows the option of a TGn AP from sending the beacon at a lower rate to allow for greater range of the BSS, and the existing amendment does not prevent an AP from taking the described action – that is – sending the beacon at a higher rate. This is an option left to the implementer and/or device manager. 

	7141
	Marshall, Bill
	40.09
	7.2.3.1
	may be present only if dot11… is true. This is logically equivalent to the requirement that the element "shall not be present if dot11… is false" Such a restriction indicates a lack of foresight, and I don't think such a restriction should be included in the standard.
	remove "only", leaving "may be present if dot11…"
	Accept – TGn editor to make the changes suggested by the commenter.

	7066
	Fischer, Matthew
	40.12
	7.2.3.1
	The beacon frame format includes the Extended Capabilities element with a condition that contradicts the baseline - specifically, the Tgy portion of the baseline. TGy creates a new bit (Extended Channel Switching) and does NOT require the Ext Cap element to be present in the beacon when this bit is set to one. Other MGMT frames do the same thing.
	Change "The Extended Capabilities element is present if any of the fields in this element are non-zero." to "The Extended Capabilities element is present if any of the fields in this element except Extended Channel Switching are non-zero." Make similar changes in all of the other frame formats in the document that include this element with the same sort of qualifier.
	Counter – see CID 7076

	7050
	Ecclesine, Peter
	40.12
	7.2.3.1
	The Supported Regulatory Classes IE is present in 7.3.2.1/4/5/6/7/8/9 when Extended Channel Switching is true. Future extended capabilites that do not include 11n should also be allowed to not require the presence of Extended Capabilities IE in Beacons and other frames. TGy does not require the Exended Capabilities Element to be present if Extended Channel Switching is true, but this text (and 7.3.2.4/5/6/7/8/9) does. 11n should preserve compatibility with 11y by changing the Note, e.g., "The Extended Capabilities element is present if any of the fields (except Extended Channel Switching) in this element are non-zero." 
	Per comment
	Counter – see CID 7076

	7076
	Marshall, Bill
	40.13
	7.2.3.1
	a major backward compatibility problem has been introduced here. TGy defined one of the bits in the Extended Capabilities element, but did not include it in the Beacon. Therefore a device compliant with the standard can have a non-zero field in the Extended Capabilities element, but not include it in the Beacon. Once 11n is adopted, such a device will become non-compliant. Perhaps the best available solution is to leave it to the device to include this element if it has something important to say by including it. (By rules of recirculation ballot, this comment is valid because of a change in the base document (802.11-2007 as amended by 11y) and "clauses affected by the change" are open for comments)
	change "is present" to "may be present". Same change to all other tables in 7.2.3 that include the Extended Capabilities element. In 11.16, insert at end of first paragraph (page 234 line 8) "An Extended Capabilities information element that contains the 20/40 BSS Coexistence management Support field set to 1 shall be included in transmitted Beacon frames, Association Request frames, Association Response frames, Reassociation Request frames, Reassociation Response frames, Probe Request frames, and Probe Response frames." (I think the list of frames is excessive, paticularly Probe Request; reduce as appropriate).
	Accept – TGn editor to make changes as suggested by commenter.

	7142
	Marshall, Bill
	41.23
	7.2.3.5
	may be present only if dot11… is true. This is logically equivalent to the requirement that the element "shall not be present if dot11… is false" Such a restriction indicates a lack of foresight, and I don't think such a restriction should be included in the standard.
	remove "only", leaving "may be present if dot11…"
	Accept – TGn editor to make the changes suggested by the commenter.

	7143
	Marshall, Bill
	42.22
	7.2.3.7
	may be present only if dot11… is true. This is logically equivalent to the requirement that the element "shall not be present if dot11… is false" Such a restriction indicates a lack of foresight, and I don't think such a restriction should be included in the standard.
	remove "only", leaving "may be present if dot11…"
	Accept – TGn editor to make the changes suggested by the commenter.

	7077
	Marshall, Bill
	42.45
	7.2.3.8
	Is the 20/40 BSS Coexistence really allowed in a Probe Request? If a STA sends a Probe Request with the 20 MHz BSS Width Request field set to 1, does it really prohibit the AP from operating as a 20/40 MHz BSS (as stated in 7.3.2.61)? This seems like a Denial-of-Service attack, since Probe Requests are unauthenticated. This is a followup comment to LB124/6070, which was rejected. Unless there is something in this IE that is needed by the AP to response with a Probe Response, I recommend not including it in the Probe Request.
	delete the 20/40 BSS Coexistence element from the Probe Request
	Reject - The inclusion of this element in the probe request frame allows for a simple upgrade path for legacy STA that desire to restrict the use of 20/40 MHz BSS in their BSA. It is viewed as a simpler change to add an element to a Probe Request for a legacy STA than it is to upgrade the legacy STA to be able to transmit a management action frame, if it cannot already do so. Unassociated STA are allowed to send 40 MHz intolerance indications in order to facilitate coexistence among various users of unlicensed spectrum.

	7144
	Marshall, Bill
	43.22
	7.3.2.9
	may be present only if dot11… is true. This is logically equivalent to the requirement that the element "shall not be present if dot11… is false" Such a restriction indicates a lack of foresight, and I don't think such a restriction should be included in the standard.
	remove "only", leaving "may be present if dot11…"
	Accept – TGn editor to make the changes suggested by the commenter.

	7145
	Marshall, Bill
	43.51
	7.2.3.13
	a NOTE is informative. This statement needs to be normative
	include a normative statement of this restriction, somewhere other than clause 7
	Counter – The cited statemenet cannot be a normative statement because normative statements describe behavior, but the statement here describes the use of a term. But the description of the usage of the term within the document should not be in a note either. TGn editor shall split the second sentence of the NOTE to be an independent paragraph that is not a note, but a declarative statement regarding the use of the term “Action Frame” throughout this document.

	7051
	Ecclesine, Peter
	46.56
	7.3.1.21
	The meaning of the Value 0 should be the channel width specified by the Regulatory Class, as all 11n devices support Extended Channel Switching. This comment also applies to 7.3.1.23 PCO Phase Control, 7.3.1.26 MIMO Control and 7.3.2.58 HT Information.
	Change the Meaning of Value 0 to be the channel width specified by the Regulatory Class.
	Counter – see CID 7067

	7052
	Ecclesine, Peter
	47.60
	7.3.1.23
	The meaning of the Value 0 should be the channel width specified by the Regulatory Class, as all 11n devices support Extended Channel Switching. This comment also applies to 7.3.1.21 Channel Width, 7.3.1.26 MIMO Control and 7.3.2.58 HT Information.
	Change the Meaning of Value 0 to be the channel width specified by the Regulatory Class.
	Counter – see CID 7067

	7053
	Ecclesine, Peter
	50.40
	7.3.1.26
	The meaning of the Value 0 should be the channel width specified by the Regulatory Class, as all 11n devices support Extended Channel Switching. This comment also applies to 7.3.1.21 Channel Width, 7.3.1.23 PCO Phase Control and 7.3.2.58 HT Information.
	Change the Meaning of Value 0 to be the channel width specified by the Regulatory Class.
	Counter – see CID 7067

	7078
	Marshall, Bill
	59.56
	7.3.2.2
	There are numerous features that may be required by an AP before allowing a STA to join a BSS, e.g., RSNA, QoS, and lots of other reasons listed in Table 7-23. Support for the HT PHY should be one more added to that list. No separate mechanism is needed in the standard for this one special case. Further, as rows are added to Table 7-26a, there is no way for the MAC to distinguish between a rate and a membership selector, as it is required to do for the MLME-SCAN.confirm primitive. (Recirculation comment is valid as it is a consequence of the change to 7.3.2.25 that fixed the definition of SPP A-MSDU Required)
	delete the changes to 7.3.2.2 and 7.3.2.14.
	Reject – the commenter has not provided an alternative mechanism that provides the benefit of allowing a STA to make the determination of suitable association before attempting an association, which is what the cited mechanism provides. Just because previous features did not define a mechanism  to allow a legacy STA to discriminate among candidate BSSs earlier than a failed association attempt is no reason to make the next new feature suffer from the same poor style of specification. In fact, it is the other cited features that should be provided with  additional BSSMembershipSelectors to allow similar STA behavior, but the addition of such BSSMembershipSelectors is outside of the scope of TGn.

	7153
	Marshall, Bill
	59.64
	7.3.2.2
	normative procedures do not belong in clause 7
	change "shall be generated" to "is generated". Move the normative statement to 11.
	Counter – TGn editor to make the changes shown in document 11-08-0742r3 under any heading including CID 7153.


CID 7153, 7154, 7155, 7156, 7157:

TGn editor shall make the following changes:

in 7.3.2.2 Supported rates element - p 59 line 59 D5.0,  make the following changes:

The Supported Rates element specifies up to eight rates in the Operational-Rate-Set parameter, as described in the MLME-JOIN.request and MLME-START.request primitives and zero or more BSS membership selectors. The information field is encoded as 1 to 8 octets, where each octet describes a single Supported Rate or BSS membership selector. If the combined total of the number of rates in the Operational Rate Set and the number of BSS membership selectors exceeds eight, then an Extended Supported Rate element is generated to specify the remaining supported rates and BSS membership selectors. The use of the Extended Supported Rates element is optional otherwise. 


TGn editor: in 7.3.2.14 Extended Supported Rates element – p 61 L 32 TGn D5.0, make the following changes:

A STA that is implemented after the existence of the BSSMembershipSelectorSet parameter includes each octet of the Supported rates element that is encoded with the MSB (bit 7) set to 1 and that it does not recognize as a rate in its BSSMembershipSelectorSet parameter. The STA determines if it can support all of the features represented in its BSSMembershipSelectorSet parameter before attempting to join the network. If there are some BSSMembershipSelectorSet values that are not recognized by the STA, the STA does not attempt to join the network.
TGn editor: in 7.3.2.14 Extended Supported Rates element – p 60 L 42 TGn D5.0, make the following changes:

For stations supporting a combined total of eight or fewer data rates and BSS membership selectors, this element is optional for inclusion in all of the frame types that include the supported rates element. For stations supporting more than a combined total of eight data rates and BSS membership selectors, this element is included in all of the frame types that include the supported rates element.
TGn editor: Add a new subclause as follows:

11.1.6 Supported Rates and Extended Supported Rates advertisement
A STA shall include rates from its Operational Rate Set and BSS membership selectors from its BSSMembershipSelectorSet in frames it transmits containing Supported Rates elements and Extended Supported Rates elements according to the rules described in this subclause.

For a STA supporting a combined total of eight or fewer data rates and BSS membership selectors, inclusion of the Extended Supported Rates element is optional in all of the frame types that include the Supported Rates element.
If the combined total of the number of rates in the Operational Rate Set and the number of BSS membership selectors exceeds eight, then an Extended Supported Rate element shall be generated to specify the supported rates and BSS membership selectors that are not included in the Supported Rates element. If the BSSMembershipSelectorSet parameter contains at least one BSS membership selector, then at least one BSS membership selector value from the BSSMembershipSelectorSet parameter shall be included in the Supported Rates element.
NOTE - Inclusion of at least one BSS membership selector in the Supported Rates element ensures that a receiving STA that does not process the Extended Supported Rates element will still receive a BSS membership selector (which it considers to be a basic rate) that it does not support. Any values from the BSSMembershipSelectorSet that are not transmitted in the Supported Rates element are transmitted in the Extended Supported Rates element.
	7154
	Marshall, Bill
	60.04
	7.3.2.2
	normative procedures do not belong in clause 7
	change "shall be included" to "is included"
	Counter – see CID 7153.

	7155
	Marshall, Bill
	60.43
	7.3.2.2
	normative procedures do not belong in clause 7
	move the procedure specification to an appropriate clause
	Counter – see CID 7153. Note that subclause 10.3.2.2.2 already provides normative behavior.

	7157
	Marshall, Bill
	60.47
	7.3.2.2
	normative procedures do not belong in clause 7
	move the procedure specification to an appropriate clause
	Counter – see CID 7153. Note that subclause 10.3.2.2.2 already provides normative behavior.

	7156
	Marshall, Bill
	60.45
	7.3.2.2
	normative procedures do not belong in clause 7
	move the procedure specification to an appropriate clause
	Counter – see CID 7153. Note that subclause 10.3.2.2.2 already provides normative behavior.


	7081
	Marshall, Bill
	65.22
	7.3.2.27
	BlockAck extensions for Compressed bitmap and Multi-TID operation are defined in D5.0 (7.2.1.7.1, 7.2.1.7.3, 7.2.1.7.4, and sort-of 9.10.6) without any restrictions on their use by non-HT STAs. However there is no way for a STA know that the peer STA supports the features prior to sending a BlockAckReq; trial and error in settings does not seem a good solution. Support for this capability needs to be advertised. LB124/6182 and LB124/6213 rejections did not even address this problem, but as with other comments rebutting LB124/6182, the feature as defined works right now without any further changes to D5.0, and the addition of a row in the Extended Capabilities IE does not seem to be too much work for TGn.
	Add row to Table 7-35a, ", Extended Block Ack Capability, This bit in the Extended Capabilities IE is set to 1 if the STA supports Compressed bitmap and Multi-TID BlockAck variants"
	Counter – TGn editor shall change the first sentence in 9.10.6 to read: “The Compressed Bitmap subfield of the BA Control field or BAR Control field shall be set to 1 in all Block-

Ack and BlockAckReq frames sent from one HT STA to another HT STA, and shall be set to 0 if the transmitter or the recipient or both are non-HT STA.” With this change, the determination of whether a STA is HT or not is sufficient to allow a sending STA to know of the capability of the peer. Note that fragmentation is NEVER allowed for frames transferred under a BA agreement between HT STA.

	7079
	Marshall, Bill
	65.22
	7.3.2.27
	The current text in TGn D5.0 allows the use of A-MSDUs for non-HT PHYs, and adequately defines the interoperable behavior independent of whether the HT PHY is being used or not. However, there is no way for the STAs know that each other support the feature; trial and error does not seem a good solution. The only missing piece in general use of A-MSDUs is the advertisement of the capability that is not tied to the advertisement of capability for the HT PHY. The 802.11 architecture defines a single MAC that interoperates with multiple different PHYs, and no pre-11n MAC feature is PHY-restricted as is this one. LB124/6182 rejection noted that it is possible to allow the feature for devices with non-HT PHY, but it was too much work to make the changes. The only change needed is the addition of two entries in an existing table.
	Add two rows to Table 7-35a, first with ", A-MSDU Capability, This bit in the extended Capabilities IE is set to 1 if the STA supports A-MSDU", and a second row with ", Maximum A-MSDU length, This bit is se to 0 for 3839 octets, and set to 1 for 7935 octets"
	Reject – a restriction against use by non-HT STAs does exist - see 9.7c. No new bits are needed, since the feature is defined for use by HT STA, and HT STA are readily identifiable through their transmission of an HT Capabilities Element which also conveys parametric information regarding the use of this feature.

	7080
	Marshall, Bill
	65.22
	7.3.2.27
	The current text in TGn D5.0 adequately defines the requirements for interoperable behavior of STAs using PSMP, independent of whether the HT PHY is being used or not. However, there is no way for the non-AP STA know that the AP supports the feature prior to making the request; trial and error in settings in the ADDTS does not seem a good solution. The only missing piece for general use of PSMP is the advertisement of the capability in a way that is not tied to the advertisement of capability for the HT PHY. The 802.11 architecture defines a single MAC that interoperates with multiple different PHYs, and no pre-11n MAC feature is PHY-restricted as is this one. LB124/6182 rejection noted that it is possible to allow the feature for devices with non-HT PHY, but it was too much work to make the changes. The current text works; the only change needed is the addition of an entry in an existing table, less work than writing the text of that rejection.
	Add row to Table 7-35a, ", PSMP Capability, This bit in the Extended Capabilities IE is set to 1 if the STA supports PSMP operation described in 9.16"
	Reject - The commenter is incorrect. A bit exists in the HT Capabilities element which indicates support or lack thereof, on the part of the AP for PSMP operation. PSMP operation is not completely separated from various other new features, including specifically, RIFS and MTBA. Without the inclusion of these mechanisms, the value of the PSMP mechanism is questionable, since its main objective is to reduce wake time for PS STAs and to reduce the latency of delivery of frames to PS STAs. The dependency of PSMP on these additional features is conveniently conveyed by the fact that the PSMP support bit exists in the HT Capabilities element which can only be transmitted by HT STA and when transmitted, indicates support for the other features. 

	7163
	Marshall, Bill
	69.10
	7.3.2.37
	All other subelements are assigned the same ID as in Table 7-26
	Change 3 to 45, 4 to 61, and 5 to 62.
	Accept – TGn editor to make the changes suggested by the commenter

	7164
	Marshall, Bill
	69.23
	7.3.2.37
	subelements assigned here match the ID assigned in Table 7-26
	delete "except that the first octet of the element is replaced by the Sub-Element ID as specified in Table 7-43b"
	Accept – TGn editor to make the changes suggested by the commenter

	7165
	Marshall, Bill
	69.27
	7.3.2.37
	subelements assigned here match the ID assigned in Table 7-26
	delete "except that the first octet of the element is replaced by the Sub-Element ID as specified in Table 7-43b"
	Accept – TGn editor to make the changes suggested by the commenter

	7166
	Marshall, Bill
	69.31
	7.3.2.37
	subelements assigned here match the ID assigned in Table 7-26
	delete "except that the first octet of the element is replaced by the Sub-Element ID as specified in Table 7-43b"
	Accept – TGn editor to make the changes suggested by the commenter

	8105
	Ji, Lusheng
	70.19
	7.3.2.57.2
	having "PSMP support" bit as part of HT Capability will burden non-HT but PSMP capable STAs to implement the processing of the whole HT Capability IE, most of its contents irrelevant to such non-HT STAs. seems a waste.
	remove "PSMP support" bit from HT Capability IE, in stead in 7.3.2.27 make bit 1 of the extended capabilities IE "PSMP support" capability bit. 
	Reject – see CID 7080


	7171
	Marshall, Bill
	73.37
	7.3.2.57.3
	This NOTE should be a normative statement in an appropriate clause for normative behavior
	move this statement, changing "includes" to "shall include", to an appropriate clause
	Reject – this statement remains as a note because it reminds the reader of normative behavior that is found elsewhere.

	8103
	Vlantis, George
	79.46
	7.3.2.58
	A pure 802.11n BSS operating in the 5GHz band may use unprotected GF preambles. However, the pure 802.11n BSS may happen to overlap an 802.11a legacy BSS (or a .11n/.11a mixed BSS) causing STAs in the 802.11a BSS to get false DFS detections. (c.f. Doc #11-08-0351 from Doug Chan) due to their inability to recognize the GF preamble and due to the short duration of the GF packet. In LB124, the body indicated that it wasn't convinced by the test results but does not indicate which additional tests should be executed to eradicate any doubt.
	This is a toughie. Greater minds than mine will have to grapple with this one. It seems either the rule on line #46 would need to be modified for the 5GHz band, or some procedural (e.g. Doc. #11-08-0351) solution needs to be found.
	GF DFS

	7054
	Ecclesine, Peter
	81.07
	7.3.2.58
	The meaning of the Value 0 should be the channel width specified by the Regulatory Class, as all 11n devices support Extended Channel Switching. This comment also applies to 7.3.1.21 Channel Width, 7.3.1.23 PCO Phase Control and 7.3.1.26 MIMO Control.
	Change the Meaning of Value 0 to be the channel width specified by the Regulatory Class.
	Counter – see CID 7067

	7067
	Fischer, Matthew
	81.08
	7.3.2.58
	Table 7-43q - the STA Channel Width field has a meaning that is really only applicable for operation in bands and regulatory classes that support at least 20 MHz channels, and possibly 20/40 MHz channels as well. There needs to be some adjustment to the description of this field (STA Channel Width), and of the Supported Channel Width Set field of the HT Capabilities element to account for other channel widths. As an example, the descriptions for the STA Channel Width field indicate that the value of 0 means a 20 MHz channel width and it refers to 11.14.12. I also note that the Primary Channel field makes reference to 11.14.12, which is 20 and 20/40 specific. - thanks to Peter E., explorer of new spectrum, to point this out.
	Maybe change the wording so that it is more generic with respect to the current regulatory class of operation - something along the lines of replacing "Set to 0 for a 20 MHz channel width" to "Set to 0 when the channel width is the base channel width for the current regulatory class." I am not certain if "current regulatory class" has any technically specific meaning. And my new wording implies that somewhere, we have defined "base channel widths" - probably in a new column in the tables in annex J. And the language for the meaning when the value is 1 also needs to be updated, probably suggesting something like "the channel width may be other allowed channel widths within the current regulatory class" - and again, there should be yet another column in the tables in annex J for "other allowed channel widths" - A simpler option is to state that these bits are reserved and shall all be zero whenever the regulatory class is not one in the range x to y, where x to y includes the channels that allow 20/40 MHz operation and receivers shall ignore these bits when operating in those regulatory classes. I.e. do not bother with the possibility that a double-wide channel is allowed outside of the existing reg classes for which it has been defined so far in TGn. If someone wants to add that later, let them figure it out.
	Counter – TGn editor to make the changes shown in document 11-08-0742r3 under any heading including CID 7067.


CID 7067:

TGn Editor: within subclause 7.3.2.58 HT Information element on p 81 L 8 of TGn D5.0, (within Table 7-43q), in the row that has the entry “STA Chanel Width” in the column “Field value”, change the value found in the column labelled “Encoding value” as shown:
Set to 0 to indicate use of the basic channel width as specified in the for the current operating regulatory class in Annex J,
Set to 1 to indicate use of any channel width in the Supported channel width set that is also an allowed operating width for the current operating regulatory class as described in the behavior limits for the regulatory class as described in Annex I and Annex J
TGn Editor: within subclause Annex J Annex J(normative) Country information element and regulatory classes on p 475 L 1 of TGn D5.0, add a column to tables J-1, J-2 and J-3 with the label “Basic channel width (MHz)” and include the following values for the new column: For any row that includes a value of 40 MHz for the channel spacing column, place the value “20” in the new column. For all other rows add the value “equal to Channel Spacing” to the new column.
TGn Editor: within subclause Annex J Annex J(normative) Country information element and regulatory classes on p 475 L 4 of TGn D5.0, add editing instructions and a new paragraph of text to become the 10th paragraph of clause Annex J of the baseline document, with the text of the new paragraph as follows:

Basic channel width is used to determine the maximum allowed value of operating channel width for STAs that are members of a BSS that supports variable operating channel widths.

	7000
	Adachi, Tomoko
	89.42
	7.4.10.4
	"The PSMP Parameter Set field is followed by zero or more STA Info fields." If there is no (=0) PSMP STA Info field, there should be no meaning to send a PSMP frame. 
	Change it to "The PSMP Parameter Set field is followed by one or more PSMP STA Info fields."
	Counter – Tgn editor to make changes shown in document 11-08-0742r2 under any heading including CID 7000. Commenter to note that an AP sending an initial PSMP frame cannot predict the outcome of the transmissions of frames in the DTT and must wait for the UTT to determine if retries may be needed. Only then can it determine if a new PSMP with non-zero PSMP STA Info field should appear later in this PSMP service period. However, before it reaches this point, it must prepare all PS STA for the possibility that some non-zero retries are needed (i.e. that additional PSMP frames and DTTs and UTTs will be needed), and it does this by using the MORE PSMP bit in the initial PSMP frame. After seeing the MORE PSMP bit=1, all PS STA expect a subsequent PSMP frame. After the first PSMP sequence, they will continue to stay awake waiting for the next PSMP frame. If it turns out that no additional PSMP is needed, then the AP should send a PMSP with zero entries and MORE PSMP=0 in order to allow the waiting STA to return to the sleep state.


CID 7000:

TGn Editor: within subclause 9.16.3 Unscheduled PSMP on p 160 L 37 of TGn D5.0, in the last sentence of the subclause, change “can” to “may”.

	7190
	Marshall, Bill
	93.54
	7.4a.3
	the contents permitted in an A-MSDU needs to be normative, so it doesn't belong in clause 7
	move this subclause to 9.7d
	Counter – see CID 7191, the resolution of which creates an instance of “shall” in 9.7d which refers to the content tables found in this subclause.


	7205
	Marshall, Bill
	113.56
	9.6.0c
	Since the BSSBasicRateSet includes all the mandators rates, how can it be empty? If it can possibly be empty, then there are many places in the TGn amendment that don't cover that case; if it can't be empty, then the behavior in 9.6 will never be used.
	add an informative NOTE explaining how the BSSBasicRateSet might possibly be empty.
	Counter – TGn editor to make changes shown under any heading including CID 7205 found in document 11-08-0742r3. Note to the commenter: there is no statement in the baseline or in the draft that makes any requirements about which rates are included in the BSSBasicRateSet and there never has been from the initial version of the initial standard, leaving the possibility of the BSSBasicRateSet being empty. The introduction of a separate set of MCS values within the TGn draft allows for the possibility of a BSS to be set up that has either no basic rates and MCSs, or that has some basic MCSs and no basic rates, among other possible choices.


CID 7205:

TGn editor shall make the following changes:

in 9.6.0f.6 p 115 line 37 D5.0,  change the phrase “using a rate in the BSSBasicRateSet or BSSBasicMCSSet parameter” to “using a rate in the BSSBasicRateSet or an MCS in the BSSBasicMCSSet parameter, or a rate from the mandatory rate set of the attached PHY if both the BSSBasicRateSet and the BSSBasicMCSSet are empty.”

in 9.6.0g.2  p 115 line 65 D5.0, change “using one of the rates in the BSSBasicRate set parameter.” To “using one of the rates in the BSSBasicRate set parameter or a rate from the mandatory rate set of the attached PHY if the BSSBasicRateSet is empty.”

in 9.6.0g.2 p 116 line 6 D5.0, change “using a rate from the BSSBasicRateSet parameter.” To “using a rate from the BSSBasicRateSet parameter or using a rate from the mandatory rate set of the attached PHY if the BSSBasicRateSet is empty.”
in 9.6.0g.3 p 116 line 17 D5.0, change “If not operating during the 40 MHz phase of PCO, a CF_End control frame shall be sent at any rate in BSSBasicRateSet.” To “If not operating during the 40 MHz phase of PCO, a CF_End control frame shall be sent at any rate in BSSBasicRateSet or from the mandatory rate set of the attached PHY if the BSSBasicRateSet is empty.”
in 9.6.0g.4 p 116 line 47 D5.0, change “the transmitting STA shall transmit using a rate from the BSSBasicRateSet parameter.” To “the transmitting STA shall transmit using a rate from the BSSBasicRateSet parameter or from the mandatory rate set of the attached PHY if the BSSBasicRateSet is empty.”
	7206
	Marshall, Bill
	113.63
	9.6.0d
	Since the BSSBasicMCSSet includes all the mandators MCSs, how can it be empty? If it can possibly be empty, then there are many places in the TGn amendment that don't cover that case; if it can't be empty, then the behavior in 9.6 will never be used.
	add an informative NOTE explaining how the BSSBasicMCSSet might possibly be empty.
	Counter – see CID 7205. Note that nowhere in the baseline or in the amendment is there any statement that says that the BSSBasicMCSSet shall include the mandatory MCSs. Same for the BSSBasicRateSet.

	7207
	Marshall, Bill
	114.08
	9.6.0e
	Definitions belong in clause 3, and basic STBC MCS is already defined.
	Delete the definition from 9.6.0e. Re-word this paragraph to state how it is calculated: "The basic STBC MCS is the lowest MCS index of the BSSBasicMCSSet parameter."
	Counter – TGn editor to make changes shown under any heading that includes CID 7207 within the document 11-08-0742r3.

	7208
	Marshall, Bill
	114.12
	9.6.0e
	the term "basic STBC MCS" is defined; it makes no sense to say the term is only defined when the Dual Beacon field is set to 1 (or other conditions) -- it is always defined. I think what might be meant here is what happens if the lowest MCS index of the BSSBasicMCSSet is greater than 7.
	reword this to state what is really meant. Possibly delete paragraph at line 12 and change line 15 from "but the Basic STBC MCS is not defined" to "and the Dual Beacon field is set to 0 and the Dual CTS Protection field is set to 0"
	Counter – TGn editor to make changes shown under any heading that includes CID 7208 within the document 11-08-0742r3.


CID 7207, 7208:

TGn editor shall make the following changes:

in 9.6.0f.6 Basic STBC MCS - p 114 line 8 D5.0,  make the changes shown:

The Basic STBC MCS has the value NULL when any of the following conditions is true:


-When the Dual Beacon field in the HT Information element is set to 0, and the Dual CTS Protection field in the HT Information element is set to 0
-when no HT Information element is present in the most recently received Association Response frame that was addressed to this STA
- if the BSSBasicMCSSet is empty or does not exist
- if the lowest MCS of the BSSBasicMCSSet is greather than 7

If none of the above conditions is true, then the Basic STBC MCS is the lowest MCS index of the BSSBasicMCSSet parameter.

When an MCS from the Basic STBC MCS is required in 9.6.0f and 9.6.0g but the Basic STBC MCS has the value NULL, the STA shall select a mandatory MCS of the attached PHY.
	7209
	Marshall, Bill
	115.15
	9.6.0f.5
	Whatever CH_BNDWIDTH value chosen by STA1 somehow causes STA2 to support it? If only it was that easy!
	change "shall be supported by both the addressed recipient STA" to "shall be chosen among the ones supplied by the addressed recipient STA"
	Counter – TGn editor to make changes shown under any heading that includes CID 7209 within the document 11-08-0742r3.


CID 7209:

TGn editor shall make the following changes:

in 9.6.0f.5 Rate selection for +CF-Ack frames - p 115 line 11 D5.0,  make the changes shown:
For a frame of type (QoS) Data+CF-Ack, (QoS) Data+CF-Poll+CFAck, or (QoS) CF-Poll+CF-Ack, the rate or MCS and TXVECTOR parameter CH_BANDWIDTH used to transmit the frame shall be chosen from among those supported by both the addressed recipient STA and the STA to which the ACK frame is intended.
	7212
	Marshall, Bill
	115.62
	9.6.0g.2
	I disagree with your resolution to LB124/6253. The fact that a Basic BA/BAR is being handled differently here needs an explanatory note
	insert the text from the rejection of LB124/6253 into the document as a NOTE below the first paragraph of 9.6.0g.2
	Counter – TGn editor to make changes shown under any heading that includes CID 7212 within the document 11-08-0742r3. Commenter should not that the exception noted here is one that was introduced with the introduction of the basic BA and BAR formats by TGe and has existed as part of the baseline for many years. TGn has added new cases and found it necessary to integrate the new language with the old language, but the cited statements regarding basic BA and BAR are unchanged technically from what they were in the baseline, albeit, reworded. The commenter should also note that the TGn group has NOT extended the same exceptions regarding TX rate selection to the new compressed and multi-TID variants of the BA and BAR frames.


CID 7212:

TGn editor shall make the following changes:

in 9.6.0g.2 Rate selection for control frames that initialize a TXOP - p 116 line 65 D5.0,  add the following text:
 

NOTE - Because of their utility in resolving contention and in establishing a NAV, most control subtype frames that initiate a frame exchange are subject to explicit limitations regarding the choice of transmission rate with the intent of ensuring maximum possible coverage and receptibility of the frame. But the Basic BlockAckReq and Basic BlockAck frames are subject to fewer restrictions because their use at times will mimic a typical DATA-ACK exchange, where no BSS BasicRateSet rate restriction exists on the DATA frame. In addition, the Basic BlockAck frame is significantly larger than the other control frames.

	7213
	Marshall, Bill
	116.12
	9.6.0g.2
	When L-SIG TXOP protection is used for an HT PPDU, what is the rate selection rule?
	supply the rule for the missing case
	Counter - TGn editor shall add the following sentence at the end of 9.6.0g.2 Rate selection for control frames that initialize a TXOP in TGn D5.0 “When L-SIG TXOP protection is used and a control frame initiates a TXOP, an HT

STA shall select an MCS from the SupportedMCSSet of the intended receiver.”

	7215
	Marshall, Bill
	116.23
	9.6.0g.3
	this paragraph contains an exception to the rules given in the first two paragraphs of this subclause. It needs to be accounted in the normative statements in the first two paragraphs
	Insert at end of first two existing paragraphs of this subclause ", except as given below"
	Counter – TGn editor to make changes found in document 11-08-0742r3 under any heading that includes 7215.


CID 7215:

TGn editor: in 9.6.0g.3 Rate selection for CF_End control frames - p 116 line 15 TGn D5.0, change the text as shown:

If not operating during the 40 MHz phase of PCO, a STA that transmits a CF-End control frame that is not at the end of a TXOP that was obtained through the use of the dual CTS mechanism shall transmit the frame using a rate in BSSBasicRateSet.

If operating during the 40 MHz phase of PCO, a STA that transmits a CF-End control frame that is not at the end of a TXOP that was obtained through the use of the dual CTS mechanism shall transmit the frame using an MCS from the BSSBasicMCSSet parameter.

A STA that transmits a CF-End control frame at the end of a TXOP that was obtained through the use of the dual CTS mechanism shall transmit the CF-End control frame with the same value for the TXVECTOR parameter STBC as was used for the transmission of the RTS control frame at the beginning of the TXOP.

TGn editor: in 9.6.0g.4 Rate selection for control frames that are not control response frames - p 116 line 41 TGn D5.0, change the first part of the second paragraph as shown:

If a control frame that is a BlockAckReq or BlockAck and that is not a control response frame is not the first frame transmitted within a TXOP, is not the frame that terminates a TXOP (CF_End), and the control frame is carried in a non-HT PPDU, the transmitting STA shall transmit the control frame using a rate supported by the receiver STA,
	7217
	Marshall, Bill
	116.29
	9.6.0g.4
	Control response frame had previously been defined in 9.6, but the text has been deleted.
	Insert a sentence defining control response frame. CTS or ACK?
	Counter - At the end of subclause 9.6.0g.1 General rules for rate selection for control frames at P 115 L 58 of TGn D5.0, TGn editor shall add the sentences: “A control response frame is a Control frame that is transmitted as a response to a reception a SIFS time after the frame that elicited the response, e.g. CTS in response to an RTS reception, ACK in response to a DATA reception, BA in response to a BAR reception. Iin some situations, the transmission of some of these Control frames may not be a Control response transmission, such as when a CTS is used to initiate a TXOP.”

	7219
	Marshall, Bill
	116.60
	9.6.0g.5
	Control response frame had previously been defined in 9.6, but the text has been deleted.
	Insert a sentence defining control response frame. CTS or ACK?
	Counter - See CID 7217.

	7221
	Marshall, Bill
	117.50
	9.6.0g.5.2
	It is unclear whether the calculation of CH_BANDWIDTH is to be done prior to the calculation of CandidateMCSSet, thereby allowing restrictions based on selected CH_BANDWIDTH to be applied during the calculation of CandidateMCSSet (as seems to be indicated by th text at lines 50-51), or whether the calculation of CandidateMCSSet is done first and then the calculation of CH_BANDWIDTH based on the calculated CandidateMCSSet (as seems to be indicated by the text at lines 27-28).
	Clarify. Re-work the text at lines 27-28 and/or 50-51 so they do not conflict.
	Counter – TGn editor to make changes shown under any heading that includes CID 7221 within the document 11-08-0742r3.


CID 7221:

TGn editor shall make the following changes:

in 9.6.0g.5.2 Control response frame MCS computation - p 117 line 33 D5.0,  make the following changes:

If a control response frame is to be transmitted within an HT PPDU in accordance with rules in 9.6.0g.6, then the selection of the value for the channel width (CH_BANDWIDTH parameter of the TXVECTOR) of the response transmission according to 9.6.0g.7 is performed first and then the the responding STA shall choose an MCS from a set of MCS called the CandidateMCSSet. The CandidateMCSSet is determined using the following rules:
	7224
	Marshall, Bill
	118.22
	9.6.0g.5.3
	How does control ever get here in the algorithm being described. Subclause 9.6.0g.5.2 didn't leave any cases uncovered for an alternate to be used
	Adjust the normative language in 9.6.0g.5.1 and/or 9.6.0g.5.2 to allow an alternate rate to be chosen
	Counter – TGn editor to make changes shown under any heading that includes CID 7224 within the document 11-08-0742r3.


CID 7224:

TGn editor shall add the following sentence to the end of subclause 9.6.0g.5.1 Selection of a rate or MCS:

An alternative to the rate or MCS selected according to this subclause may be selected according to 9.6.0g.5.3.

TGn editor shall add the following sentence to the of subclause 9.6.0g.5.2 Control response frame MCS computation:
An alternative to the MCS selected according to this subclause may be selected according to 9.6.0g.5.3.

	7226
	Marshall, Bill
	122.39
	9.7a
	This paragraph duplicates the requirements of the previous paragraph
	delete it
	Counter – TGn editor to make changes shown under any heading that includes CID 7226 within the document 11-08-0742r3. The paragraphs are different, since they include different reasons for setting the same field to the same value.


CID 7226:

TGn editor shall make the following changes to subclause 9.7a High Throughput Control field operation p 122 L 39 of TGn D5.0:

If the value of its MIB variables dot11HTControlFieldSupported is true, a STA shall set the +HTC Support subfield of the HT Extended Capabilities field of the HT Capabilities element to 1 in HT Capabilities elements that it transmits.

A STA that has a value of true for at least one of its MIB variables dot11RDResponderOptionImplemented and dot11MCSFeedbackOptionImplemented shall set dot11HTControlFieldSupported to true.


	7227
	Marshall, Bill
	123.27
	9.7c
	A STA that does not have the HT extensions implemented will certainly not be transmitting A-MSDUs. Stating a requirement of such an obvious fact is unnecessary
	delete first sentence in paragraph at line 27
	Reject – the sentence was added because there were a number of individuals that did make the claim that a STA that did not have the HT extensions might be transmitting A-MSDUs.

	7228
	Marshall, Bill
	123.29
	9.7c
	reuirement that MIB attribute dot11HighThroughputOptionImplemented be true is trivially true before a STA might possibly be sending an A-MSDU
	delete this phrase from the requirement, leaving sentence to state "A STA shall not transmit an A-MSDU to a STA from which it has not received a frame containing an HT Capabilties element."
	Accept – TGn editor to make changes shown under any heading that includes CID 7228 within the document 11-08-0742r3.


CID 7228:

TGn editor shall make the following changes to subclause 9.7c A-MSDU operation p 123 L 27 of TGn D5.0:

A STA that has a value of false for the MIB attribute dot11HighthroughputOptionImplemented shall not transmit an A-MSDU. A STA shall not transmit an A-MSDU to a STA from which it has not received a frame containing an HT Capabilities element.
	7229
	Marshall, Bill
	123.35
	9.7c
	unclear what the phrase "not aggregated within an A-MPDU" refers to
	change to "and the A-MSDU is not aggregated within an A-MPDU"
	Accept – TGn editor to implement commenter’s suggested change.

	7230
	Marshall, Bill
	123.41
	9.7c
	the A-MSDU Supported field is in the BlockAck Parameter Set field
	change "ADDBA response frame" to "BlockAck Parameter Set field"
	Counter – change “ADDBA response frame” to “BlockAck Parameter Set field of the ADDBA response frame”

	7231
	Marshall, Bill
	124.20
	9.7d.2
	zero MPDU Delimiters doesn't add much padding
	change "Zero or more" to "One or more"
	Reject – the language is much simpler in the subclause with the current wording. I.e if it is just changed to “one or more” than that makes it a mandate that at least one is included, when zero padding is allowed. One could change the wording so that the “shall” in the phrase “the MPDU length field set to 0 shall” could be changed to “may” when “zero” is changed to “one” but this change causes a loss of the explicit requirement that the padding consist of zero-length delimiters as opposed to non-zero length delimiters. One could start to expand the language to accommodate all of these changes, but then it loses its currently concise expression.

	8086
	Stephens, Adrian
	124.25
	9.7d.3
	"An HT AP may transmit an A-MPDU containing MPDUs with a group addressed RA." This appears to give it carte blanche to transmit this frame at any time.
	Either turn this into an informative NOTE, or constrain the statement by adding "as specified in x.x.x.x" with appropriate references.
	Counter – TGn editor shall change the cited sentence into an informative note, and place the note in a separate paragraph to appear after the paragraph from which it is extracted.

	7240
	Marshall, Bill
	125.23
	9.7h
	also needed is a condition on the MIB variable dot11ShortGIOptionInTwentyEnabled
	insert at end of sentence, "and the MIB variable dot11ShortGIOptionInTwentyEnabled is set to TRUE."
	Accept – TGn editor shall make the change suggested by the commenter.

	7242
	Marshall, Bill
	125.29
	9.7h
	also needed is a condition on the MIB variable dot11ShortGIOptionInFortyEnabled
	insert at end of sentence, "and the MIB variable dot11ShortGIOptionInFortyEnabled is set to TRUE."
	Accept – TGn editor shall make the change suggested by the commenter.

	7243
	Marshall, Bill
	126.05
	9.9.1.2
	very confusing NOTE
	change "that depends on TXOP duration remaining" to "(that depends on TXOP remaining duration)"
	Counter – TGn editor to change “that depends on TXOP duration remaining operates using” as found at p 126 L 4 in subclause 9.9.1.2 EDCA TXOPs of TGn D5.0  to “is restricted by”

	7244
	Marshall, Bill
	126.41
	9.9.1.4
	normative statement needed here
	change "can transmit" to "may transmit"
	Reject – the normative statement is contained in the referenced subclause and need not be repeated here because it would be redundant to say that a STA may operate according to subclause x.y.z.

	7247
	Marshall, Bill
	131.59
	9.10.1
	"may or may not" - the "or may not" is implicit with the normative use of "may"
	change "may or may not" to "may"
	Accept – TGn editor shall make the change suggested by the commenter.

	7248
	Marshall, Bill
	131.61
	9.10.1
	What is "Otherwise" referring to? If it is referring to the "may or may not", what is left?
	delete "Otherwise", change "if" to "If"
	Accept – TGn editor shall make the change suggested by the commenter.

	7249
	Marshall, Bill
	133.40
	9.10.4
	"passed up" is too imprecise wording for a normative statement in the standard. Is it like the restaurant that I "passed up" last night?
	restore the original text, "indicated to the MAC client using the MA-UNITDATA.indication primitive"
	Counter – TGn editor to make changes shown under any heading that includes CID 7249 within the document 11-08-0742r3. The problem with using the MAC primitive suggested by the commenter is that the primitive is at the top of the MAC, and the operation being performed here is to pass the packet from one point in the MAC protocol stack to another point in the MAC protocol stack without actually passing it out of the top of the MAC just quite yet – this explains why the language was changed by TGn. See figure 6-1 – the processes here are represented by the Block Ack Reordering box – there are five additional MAC functions to be performed before the primitive can be invoked.

	7250
	Marshall, Bill
	133.41
	9.10.4
	"passed up" is too imprecise 
	restore the original text, "indicate"
	Counter – see CID 7249


CID 7249, 7250, 7251, 7253, 7254, 7255

TGn editor shall change text found in subclause 9.10.4 Receive buffer operation on p 133 L 38 of TGn D5.0 as shown:

If a BlockAckReq frame is received, all complete MSDUs and A-MSDUs with lower sequence numbers than the starting sequence number contained in the BlockAckReq frame shall be indicated to the MAC client using the MAUNIDATA. indication primitive passed up to the next MAC layer process as shown in figure 6-1. Upon arrival of a BlockAckReq frame, the recipient shall indicatepass up the MSDUs and A-MSDUs starting with the starting sequence number sequentially until there is an incomplete MSDU or A-MSDU in the buffer.

If, after an MPDU is received, the receive buffer is full, the complete MSDU or A-MSDU with the earliest sequence number shall be indicated to the MAC client using the MA-UNIDATA.indication primitive passed up to the next MAC layer process.

The recipient shall always indicate the reception of pass MSDUs and A-MSDUs up to the next MAC layer process to its MAC client in order of increasing sequence number.

TGn editor shall change the instance of the phrase “passed up the MAC protocol stack” that appears in subclause “9.10.7.2 HT-Immediate Block Ack architecture” on p 134 L 54 of TGn D5.0 with “passed up to the next MAC layer process”

TGn editor shall change each instance of the phrase “passed up the MAC architecture stack” that appears in subclause 9.10.7.6 Receive Reordering Buffer Control operation beginning on p 137 L 49 of TGn D5.0 with “passed up to the next MAC layer process”

	7251
	Marshall, Bill
	133.47
	9.10.4
	"passed up" is too imprecise 
	restore the original text, "indicated to the MAC client using the MA-UNITDATA.indication primitive"
	Counter – see CID 7249

	7252
	Marshall, Bill
	133.49
	9.10.4
	paragraph #5 of the base text is missing.
	If it is intended to be deleted, show it with strikethrough. Otherwise, show it
	Accept – TGn editor shall include the original paragraph #5 in its place – the text is “All comparisons of sequence numbers are performed circularly modulo 2^12.” (editor to note that the exponent is actually shown as superscript with no “^” symbol)

	7253
	Marshall, Bill
	133.50
	9.10.4
	"passed up" is too imprecise 
	restore the original text, "always indicate the receiption of", and change "up the MAC protocol stack" to "to its MAC client"
	Counter – see CID 7249

	7254
	Marshall, Bill
	139.15
	9.10.7.6
	"passed up" is too imprecise 
	reference the MA-UNITDATA primitive
	Counter – see CID 7249

	7255
	Marshall, Bill
	139.19
	9.10.7.6
	"passed up" is too imprecise 
	reference the MA-UNITDATA primitive
	Counter – see CID 7249

	8088
	Stephens, Adrian
	144.07
	9.13.4
	The "Signal Extension" is not properly parameterised. We should certainly not include a magic 6us here.
	Create a Clause-20 PHY attribute aSignalExtension with the values described here, add to the PHY characteristics table description in 10.4.3 and the instantiation in 20.4.4 Replace "Signal Extension" with "aSignalExtension" in this formula and in the where clause reference the PHY characteristics confirm result. Make the same replacements for all formulae using Signal Extension defined in the TGn Draft.
	Counter – see CID 8069, which deletes Signal Extension from this subclause. This leaves the only mention of Signal Extension wholly within the PHY subclause. There is no reason for this intormation to be communicated to the MAC, so no cross-layer signaling is needed. Instead, internal PHY parameters would do the trick, but the use of Signal Extension within 20.4.3 TXTIME is effectively already internally parameterized, so no change is needed.


	8069
	Morioka, Yuichi
	144.62
	9.13.4
	Subtraction of "Signal Extension" is not necessary in the L_LENGTH calculation. NAV Duration values include this Signal Extension, therefore so should the L_LENGTH calculation in order to maintain fairness.
	delete "- Signal Extension" from the equation.
	Counter – TGn editor to delete all references to Signal Extension from this subclause.

	8070
	Morioka, Yuichi
	148.57
	9.13.5.4
	Subtraction of "Signal Extension" is not necessary in the L-SIG NAV calculation. NAV Duration values include this Signal Extension, therefore so should the L-SIG NAV calculation in order to maintain fairness.
	delete "- Signal Extension" from the equation.
	Counter – TGn editor to delete all references to Signal Extension from this subclause.

	7299
	Marshall, Bill
	149.29
	9.15.1
	the text of this NOTE is inconsistent with the normative behavior given in this subclause
	Delete "NOTE - ", making this a regular normative paragraph
	Reject – the note is not inconsistent – the commenter is confusing RD exchange with TXOP – the two are not equivalent – as the note says, a TXOP can contain multiple RD exchanges – the note helps to clarify this relationship and so, should stay. There is nothing normative in the note, and nothing normative needed from the note, so the note shall remain as a note.

	7300
	Marshall, Bill
	149.29
	9.15.1
	normative text is needed in this statement
	change "can include" to "may include"
	Reject – this would only be needed if there were some other statement in the specification prohibiting the behavior, and no other statement permitting the behavior. The first type of statement does not exist in the draft, and the statements in the normative portions of this very subclause provide the required permission.

	7301
	Marshall, Bill
	149.29
	9.15.1
	multiple recipients is ambiguous - multicast, or multiple exchange sequences each unicast?
	change "multiple recipients" to "different recipients"
	Accept – TGn editor shall make the change suggested by the commenter.

	7303
	Marshall, Bill
	149.48
	9.15.3
	what is carrying the grant here? If the RD grant is inside an A-MPDU, the conditions should apply to every MPDU in the A-MPDU
	change "every MPDU in an A-MPDU, carrying the grant" to "every MPDU in an A-MPDU carrying the grant,"
	Counter – TGn editor to change “unless the MPDU, or every MPDU in an A-MPDU, carrying the grant” to “every MPDU carrying the grant or every MPDU in an A-MPDU carrying the grant” at about p 149 L 48 of TGn D5.0.

	7304
	Marshall, Bill
	149.51
	9.15.3
	conditions a) and b) combine to cover both non-A-MPDU and A-MPDU
	combine a) and b), "A QoS data MPDU with the Ack Policy field set to any value except PSMP Ack (i.e., including Implicit Block Ack Request)"
	Accept – TGn editor shall make the change suggested by the commenter.

	7306
	Marshall, Bill
	150.01
	9.15.3
	this NOTE contains a normative requirement
	remove "NOTE -". Change "is required to" to "shall"
	Reject – it is a note because it is a repeat of normative information that appears in 9.7a paragraph 3.

	7307
	Marshall, Bill
	150.37
	9.15.3
	the behavior described in this NOTE does not follow from the normative statements above. This should be a separate normative statement.
	remove "NOTE 5 - ", change "is not allowed to" to "shall not". Change "can" to "may" on line 39.
	Counter – TGn editor shall delete the phrase “unless a later response PPDU is correctly

received containing the RDG/More PPDU field set to 0.” From the cited note on p 150 L 40 of TGn D5.0. Commenter to note that the previous normative statements clearly delineate the cases when either SIFS or PIFS may be used by the initiator and the note repeats this information using some sort of converse conditions. SIFS use is only allowed when frames are correctly received, and PIFS is used in other cases, or optionally, in the case of a  correctly received frame. The information in the note does not contradict this and does not add to it. If the perceived issue is the lack of the modifier “correctly received” on item c), this is actually implied by the phrase “receiving a response PPDU” one level up, coupled with the definition of “reception” given in subclause 7.1.1


	7309
	Marshall, Bill
	150.51
	9.15.3
	the behavior described in this NOTE does not follow from the normative statements above. This should be a separate normative statement.
	remove "NOTE 7 - ", change "can" to "may"
	Reject –The behavior described in the note is already specified in the cited 9.13.6.2 in the context of a TXOP, which is how it was meant here, so adding normative language here would be redundant. It must be understood that an RD exchange sequence is NOT a TXOP but is contained within a TXOP. If the RD exchange sequence is not intended to be the end of the TXOP, then the rules of 9.13.6.2 clearly do not apply. If it is, then the rules of 9.13.6.2 can be used – because of the RD exchange context, this seems like the correct place to put the note if it is expected to be found by a reader looking for answers to questions of CF-END and RD exchanges.

	7310
	Marshall, Bill
	150.52
	9.15.3
	the behavior described in this NOTE does not follow from the normative statements above. This should be a separate normative statement.
	remove "NOTE 7 - " from line 51, Change "never transmits" to "shall not transmit"
	Reject – The restriction given here regarding the RD responder behavior is according to rules already stated in 9.13.6.2, which clearly do not allow a STA that is NOT the TXOP holder to transmit the CF-End to truncate the TXOP. The note here is intended to remind the reader that the RD responder is NOT the TXOP holder and seems appropriately placed in the RD rules subclause.

	7311
	Marshall, Bill
	150.56
	9.15.4
	normative statement needed here
	change "starts" to "shall start"
	Reject – “shall” can only be used to describe behavior when the subject for the verb shall is an entity, but the cited phrase has as its subject a condition or state or term that is not an entity and that cannot engage in an action, so shall is inappropriate.

	7313
	Marshall, Bill
	150.63
	9.15.4
	the behavior described in this NOTE does not follow from the normative statements above. This should be a separate normative statement.
	remove "NOTE 2 -", change "can" to "may"
	Accept – TGn editor shall make the change suggested by the commenter.

	7317
	Marshall, Bill
	156.03
	9.16.1.4
	normative statement needed here
	change "can" to "may"
	Accept – TGn editor shall make the change suggested by the commenter.


	7318
	Marshall, Bill
	158.15
	9.16.1.6
	the behavior described in this NOTE does not follow from the normative statements above. This should be a separate normative statement.
	remove "NOTE 3 -", change "can" to "may", change "causes" to "shall cause" on line 20
	Counter – TGn editor shall make the change suggested by the commenter, but also change “and results” to “and might result” on line 20


	8090
	Stephens, Adrian
	207.15
	11.2.1.7
	The changes don't go far enough. They removed some of the "at least", but not all. The point is that "at least" is wrong. A STA selects between STBC or non-STBC, but mustn't receive both because that would cause duplication.
	Remove the "at least" at 207.15 and 207.16.
	Accept – TGn editor shall make the change suggested by the commenter.

	8091
	Stephens, Adrian
	207.45
	11.2.1.8
	The changes don't go far enough. They removed some of the "at least", but not all. The point is that "at least" is wrong. A STA selects between STBC or non-STBC, but mustn't receive both because that would cause duplication.
	Remove the "at least" at 207.45 and 207.46.
	Accept – TGn editor shall make the change suggested by the commenter.

	7061
	Engwer, Darwin
	213.23
	11.3.2.4
	I understand the desire to protect the AP and the non-AP STA from an attacker who generates a spurious Association Request frame. After all, one can reasonably expect that a non-AP STA would not, under normal circumstances, issue an Association Request to an AP with which it is already associated (although there are cases where this can legitimately happen). However, the situation is different in the case of reassociation. Remember that a non-AP STA is free to and relies upon the ability to send a reassociation request frame to the AP with which it is currently associated at any point in time (and not as part of a BSS transition or FT). This is the mechanism that the non-AP STA uses to adjust its association parameters with the AP. Hence I think it is inadvisable to apply the "ping SA-refresh sequence" to re-association requests. Instead I suggest that the non-AP STA be given the option to protect a reassociation request frame (using the 802.11w mechanisms) when it is sending the reassociation request frame to the AP with which it is currently associated and also has a valid, current Security Association (SA) with that AP.
	Delete the b1) paragraph from clause 11.3.2.4 along with all other text in the 802.11n draft amendment that relates to using the ping security-association-refresh sequence with respect to reassociation requests.
	Reject – The text shown is part of the baseline and is included here without changes only for the purpose of providing a complete context for the changes that are being proposed by TGn. Because TGn is not modifying the cited text, the comment is invalid.

	7082
	Marshall, Bill
	215.42
	11.5.1.3
	There is a fundamental problem with the type of Block Ack agreement being based on the _capabilities_ of the two STAs, rather than the _current operating modes_ of the two STAs. Consider a device that supports a/b/g/n PHYs but is operating in a/b/g mode - it will have dot11HighThroughputOptionImplemented set to TRUE, and meets the definition in the standard of an HT STA. Based on responses to prior comments (e.g., LB124/6182), such a STA does not include the HT Information element in management frames. If it establishes a Block Ack agreement, it is ambiguous whether that agreement is an HT-Immediate/HT-Delayed or an Immediate/Delayed agreement, as the signaling is identical and the decision is based on hidden information. Such a Block Ack agreement may actually end up with one of the STAs thinking it is Immediate/Delayed and the other thinking it is HT-Immediate/HT-Delayed. This comment is a restatement of rejected LB124/6213, whose rejection did not mention this problem.
	Signaling and use of HT BlockAck needs to be explicit. Two changes are needed to address this problem. (1) one of the "Reserved" bits in the BAR Control field (figure 7-13) and in the BA Control field (figure 7-16) needs to be defined to mean HT-Immediate/HT-Delayed, and (2) another field needs to be added to the ADDBA Action frame (or another Action frame ADDHTBA) to signal an HT-Immediate/HT-Delayed Block Ack agreement.
	See CID 7075

	7366
	Marshall, Bill
	216.47
	11.7
	requirement is added here that the AP forward the DLS Request without decoding all of the fields in the body of the frame. That doesn't match the normative behavior given in 11.7.1.2.
	Update the normative behavior of the AP in 11.7.1.2 so that it shall forward the dls Request "independently of whether the AP is capable of decoding all of the fields in the body of the frame"
	Counter – TGn editor to make changes shown under any heading that includes CID 7366 within the document 11-08-0742r3.


CID 7366:

TGn editor shall make the following changes to subclause 11.7 DLS operation p 216 L 41 of TGn D5.0 (bullet item d)):

The AP forwards the DLS Response frame to STA-1 (step 2b in Figure 11-15) if appropriate (see 11.7.1.2), independently of whether the AP is capable of decoding all of the fields in the body of the frame.

	7023
	Chan3, Douglas
	217.08
	11.9
	Resolution of CIDs 6074 and its duplicates does not appear to have taken into all evidences that has been presented, and thus is not an acceptable resolution. Firstly, although false radar detects are not limited to those caused by HT-greenfield signals, because 11a and 11n WLANs are expected to coexist in close proximity in the near future, we can foresee false detects created by GF to occur at a higher frequency than other non-radar RF signals. This unfavorable and unfair effect can cause disruptions to the operations of 11a OBSSs, undermining their performances -- thus opposing to the interoperabilty intended in TGn's PAR. Secondly, the TG has been regularly presented with measured results of false radar detects caused by GF transmissions, in fact since the TGn began resolving its first LB. Moreover, these results have shown progressively more practical scenarios each time (see 08/666 and the references therein for the complete history of evidence that has been presented), and thus showing the problem is not merely hypothetical but very realistic. And so, how can the TG claims it "does not feel this is an issue to act upon until further evidence is provided," as in the resolution text? Sufficient evidence showing this problem exist has been presented.
	A simple and effective solution can be to prohibit HT-greenfield in DFS bands or disable HT-greenfield when there are 11a OBSS, or effectively accept the text proposed in 08/0302r5. Alternatively, as it has been pointed out that the likelihood of false detects occur much higher with GF frames that are of 50-100 microseconds in duration, we can consider just strictly disallowing these GF fames when there are 11a OBSS. As an alternative, we also propose the TG to accept 08/302r6.
	Group

	7014
	Chan2, Douglas
	217.08
	11.9
	Resolution of CIDs 6074 and its duplicates does not appear to have taken into all evidences that has been presented, and thus is not an acceptable resolution. Firstly, although false radar detects are not limited to those caused by HT-greenfield signals, because 11a and 11n WLANs are expected to coexist in close proximity in the near future, we can foresee false detects created by GF to occur at a higher frequency than other non-radar RF signals. This unfavorable and unfair effect can cause disruptions to the operations of 11a OBSSs, undermining their performances -- thus opposing to the interoperabilty intended in TGn's PAR. Secondly, the TG has been regularly presented with measured results of false radar detects caused by GF transmissions, in fact since the TGn began resolving its first LB. Moreover, these results have shown progressively more practical scenarios each time (see 08/666 and the references therein for the complete history of evidence that has been presented), and thus showing the problem is not merely hypothetical but very realistic. And so, how can the TG claims it "does not feel this is an issue to act upon until further evidence is provided," as in the resolution text? Sufficient evidence showing this problem exist has been presented.
	A simple and effective solution can be to prohibit HT-greenfield in DFS bands or disable HT-greenfield when there are 11a OBSS, or effectively accept the text proposed in 08/0302r5. Alternatively, as it has been pointed out that the likelihood of false detects occur much higher with GF frames that are of 50-100 microseconds in duration, we can consider just strictly disallowing these GF fames when there are 11a OBSS. As an alternative, we also propose the TG to accept 08/302r6.
	Group

	7005
	Chan, Douglas
	217.08
	11.9
	Resolution of CIDs 6074 and its duplicates does not appear to have taken into all evidences that has been presented, and thus is not an acceptable resolution. Firstly, although false radar detects are not limited to those caused by HT-greenfield signals, because 11a and 11n WLANs are expected to coexist in close proximity in the near future, we can foresee false detects created by GF to occur at a higher frequency than other non-radar RF signals. This unfavorable and unfair effect can cause disruptions to the operations of 11a OBSSs, undermining their performances -- thus opposing to the interoperabilty intended in TGn's PAR. Secondly, the TG has been regularly presented with measured results of false radar detects caused by GF transmissions, in fact since the TGn began resolving its first LB. Moreover, these results have shown progressively more practical scenarios each time (see 08/666 and the references therein for the complete history of evidence that has been presented), and thus showing the problem is not merely hypothetical but very realistic. And so, how can the TG claims it "does not feel this is an issue to act upon until further evidence is provided," as in the resolution text? Sufficient evidence showing this problem exist has been presented.
	A simple and effective solution can be to prohibit HT-greenfield in DFS bands or disable HT-greenfield when there are 11a OBSS, or effectively accept the text proposed in 08/0302r5. Alternatively, as it has been pointed out that the likelihood of false detects occur much higher with GF frames that are of 50-100 microseconds in duration, we can consider just strictly disallowing these GF fames when there are 11a OBSS. As an alternative, we also propose the TG to accept 08/302r6.
	Group

	7002
	Audeh, Malik
	217.08
	11.9
	GF transmissions can cause false detection in the 11a U-NII 2 band, causing large disruption to systems and clients. This problem is even more pronounced in a mesh network where an entire cluster could be rendered inoperable for a period of time. Even if there are some channels remaining, the inabiility to use other channels limits system-wide mesh capacity severely.
	Implement changes as suggested in document 08/351r2 and 08/302r6, or later revisions.
	Group

	7041
	Chu, Liwen
	217.64
	11.9.7.2
	Since an 20/40 MHz IBSS can change from one 20/40MHz channel to another 20/40MHz channel, allowing a 20/40 MHz IBSS to change to a 20MHz IBSS is reasonable. If there is any technical difficult to disallow this, clearly describe this difficulty. 
	Change the draft accordingly.
	Reject – the complexity of identifying a STA to perform the role of leader in the decision to change width, and then ensuring that all STA in the IBSS receive the information that indicates that they should change width has been investigated. Previous drafts contained language to allow the behavior but subsequent analysis suggested that the proposed solution was incomplete and not readibly fixable. The commenter is welcomed to provide a complete, bug-free solution that would be considered by the group.
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This document contains proposed resolutions for a subset of the MAC comments from LB 129 of the TGn D5.0 document.
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