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	4019
	Adrian Stephens
	21.14
	6.5.4.1
	The description of a aCCAtime incorrectly quotes the baseline, which describes it as a minimum.I don't see why the definition needs to be changed for VHT. The VHT CCA section describes how CCA is performed, and there is no need to attempt to summari
	Delete all changes to 6.5.4.1, or at least correctly quote the baseline.


Discussion:

TGac 21.14:

	5402
	Yusuke Asai
	10.12
	6.3.3.3.2
	Four primitive parameters are newly added to MLME-SCAN.request; however, there is no change in semantics of it.
	Add the following four primitive parameters to the primitive parameters for MLME-SCAN.request; VHT Capabilities, VHT Operation, VHTBSSBasicMCSSet and VHTOperationalMCSSet.


Proposed Resolution:
Rejected.  No new parameters are added to the MLME-SCAN.request.   The cited location contains additions to the BSSDescription table, which is associated with the MLME-SCAN.confirm.

	5335
	Yasuhiko Inoue
	10.12
	6.3.3.3.2
	The primitive parameter for MLME-SCAN.confirm is not written here.
	Add the primitive parameters with underlined new items specifying the order of the parameters. For example,"The primitive parameters are as follows:MLME-SCAN.confirm ( BSSDescriptionSet, BSSDescriptionFromMeasurementPilotSet, VHT Capabiliti


Proposed resolution:

Rejected.  The table being amended is the BSSDescription table.   It is cited as a single parameter in the MLME-SCAN.confirm semanatics, so the semantics don’t need to be changed. 

	5404
	Yusuke Asai
	10.33
	6.3.3.3.2
	"VHTBasicMCSSet" should be revised as "VHTBSSBasicMCSSet." Ditto P20/L36.
	As in comment.


Discussion:

The commenter is correct.   The term used elsewhere is “VHTBSSBasicMCSSet” (22 instances).

Proposed resolution:

Accept.

	4547
	Dorothy Stanley
	12
	6.3.7.3.2
	Entry "QMFPolicy" from 11ae D8.0 Page 4 is missing
	Insert "QMFPolicy" on P12L45, after "QosMapSet"


Proposed resolution:

Accept.

	5337
	Yasuhiko Inoue
	12.05
	6.3.7.2.2
	It is not clear whether the VHT Capabilities parameter of the MLME-ASSOCIATE.request includes only contents of the VHT Capabilities Info field or the contents of VHT Capabilities Info field and VHT Supported MCS Set field.
	Clarify, please.

	5338
	Yasuhiko Inoue
	13.01
	6.3.7.3.2
	It is not clear whether the VHT Capabilities parameter of the MLME-ASSOCIATE.confirm includes only contents of the VHT Capabilities Info field or the contents of VHT Capabilities Info field and VHT Supported MCS Set field.
	Clarify, please.


	5339
	Yasuhiko Inoue
	14.01
	6.3.7.4.2
	It is not clear whether the VHT Capabilities parameter of the MLME-ASSOCIATE.indication includes only contents of the VHT Capabilities Info field or the contents of VHT Capabilities Info field and VHT Supported MCS Set field.
	Clarify, please.

	5341
	Yasuhiko Inoue
	15.06
	6.3.7.5.2
	It is not clear whether the VHT Capabilities parameter of the MLME-ASSOCIATE.response includes only contents of the VHT Capabilities Info field or the contents of VHT Capabilities Info field and VHT Supported MCS Set field.
	Clarify, please.

	5343
	Yasuhiko Inoue
	15.61
	6.3.8.2.2
	It is not clear whether the VHT Capabilities parameter of the MLME-REASSOCIATE.request includes only contents of the VHT Capabilities Info field or the contents of VHT Capabilities Info field and VHT Supported MCS Set field.
	Clarify, please.

	5344
	Yasuhiko Inoue
	16.47
	6.3.8.3.2
	It is not clear whether the VHT Capabilities parameter of the MLME-REASSOCIATE.confirm includes only contents of the VHT Capabilities Info field or the contents of VHT Capabilities Info field and VHT Supported MCS Set field.
	Clarify, please.

	5345
	Yasuhiko Inoue
	17.34
	6.3.8.4.2
	It is not clear whether the VHT Capabilities parameter of the MLME-REASSOCIATE.indication includes only contents of the VHT Capabilities Info field or the contents of VHT Capabilities Info field and VHT Supported MCS Set field.
	Clarify, please.

	5346
	Yasuhiko Inoue
	18.22
	6.3.8.5.2
	It is not clear whether the VHT Capabilities parameter of the MLME-REASSOCIATE.response includes only contents of the VHT Capabilities Info field or the contents of VHT Capabilities Info field and VHT Supported MCS Set field.
	Clarify, please.


	5347
	Yasuhiko Inoue
	20.07
	6.3.11.2.2
	It is not clear whether the VHT Capabilities parameter of the MLME-START.request includes only contents of the VHT Capabilities Info field or the contents of VHT Capabilities Info field and VHT Supported MCS Set field.
	Clarify, please.

	5348
	Yasuhiko Inoue
	20.11
	6.3.11.2.2
	It is not clear whether the VHT Operation parameter of the MLME-START.request includes only contents of the VHT Operation Info field or the contents of VHT Operation Info field and VHT Basic MCS Set field.
	Clarify, please.


Discussion:

I believe it is intended to be the entire element, like every other parameter that cites an element.

The question is whether we need to make this more obvious.   If we decide so, we are potentially saying that every other parameter that cites an element without calling out the entire element in some way is open to mis-interpretation. The wording in HT Capabilities is almost identical.  

Proposed resolution (to all):

Rejected.  The wording used here parallels that of REVmb D12 for the HT Capabilities element (see 131.48).   The VHT Capabilities parameter is intended to specify the entire contents of the VHT Capabilities element, not some subset of it.

	4017
	Adrian Stephens
	12.06
	6.3.7.2.2
	"that are supported by the MAC entity"The capabilities are not solely the properties the MAC. Things like which MCSs are supported are clearly a PHY function.
	Replace "MAC entity" by "STA"; or remove "by the MAC entity".Make change globally in this context in Clause 6.


Context: 12.06:
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Proposed change: (to Description)

Specifies the parameters in the VHT

Capabilities element that are supported by

the STA. The parameter is present if

dot11VHTOptionImplemented is true and is

absent otherwise.
Proposed Resolution:

Revised.   Change “MAC entity” to STA at: 12.06,  13.09,  14.08, 15.08, 15.64, 16.49, 17.36, 18.24, 20.18, 20.27, 38.21, 40.38
	5483
	Zhendong Luo
	12.33
	6.3.7.3.2
	The term "RMEnabledCapabilities" is not clearly defined. Refer to the standards of IEEE802.11-2007,IEEE802.11k-2008 and 802.11n-2009, which the "RRM" means "Radio Resource Measurement".We propose here should either give the definition of "RM" or change th
	"RMEnabledCapabilities" here should be changed into "RRMEnabledCapabilities" in subclause "6.3.7.3.2", and the same for "6.3.7.4.2", "6.3.7.5.2","6.3.8.3.2","6.3.8.4.2","6.3.8.5.2"


Propose Resolution:

Rejected.

As identified at 1.47, this amendment is based on P802.11REVmb D12.  During its life-time REVmb modified the “RRM” terminology, which was used inconsistently in 802.11k, to “RM”.   802.11ac D2 correctly quotes its baseline at the cited location.

	4548
	Dorothy Stanley
	14
	6.3.7.5.2
	Entry "QMFPolicy" from 11ae is missing in the list of entries in the base text
	Insert "QMFPolicy" after "QoSMapSet," P14L45.Similarly in 6.3.8.3.2 and 6.3.8.5.2, also entry missing in 6.3.11.2.2


Proposed Resolution:

Accepted. 

	4273
	Brian Hart
	19.62
	6.3.11.2.2
	Extended BSS Load and Extended Power Constraint change during BSS lifetime, so need to passed via more than just the start request.
	Find a better interface - e.g. a) generated entirely inside MLME, b) sent via MIB variable, c) some other SME-driven config operation. Check what happened for Legacy Power constraint and BSS Load elements


Discussion:

On the Extended BSS Load:   Looking at REVmb, there are no interfaces or MIB variables supporting “BSS Load”.  I think the assumption is that the MLME determines values for the BSS load based on its own internal observations.   The same should apply for the Extended BSS Load.

This means that the Extended BSS Load should be removed from 19.62, but it it not necessary to add anything elsewhere.

On Extended Power Constraint:  

Looking at REVmb usage for “Power Constraint”, it is present:

· In the Beacon frame

· In probe responses

· In timing advertisement frames

· In the TIMING ADVERTISEMENT sap primitives

· Not in the START.request

· Not in the MIB

· Not in the BSSDescription table

So it appears to be “magically known” by the MLME when transmitting

The same is, of course, true for the Extended Power Constraint.

So the question is whether we fix one or both of them.   The proposed resolutions does this.
Note, it also shows that these elements are “adopted” if present in an IBSS.

Proposed Resolution:
Revised.

The Extended BSS Load is generated internal to the MLME,  like the BSS Load.

Editor:  at 19.62,  remove the Extended BSS Load parameter.

The Extended Power Constraint and Power Constraint are both present in Beacons and Probe Response, and there is no interface through which they can be supplied.

Editor:  copy 6.3.11.2.2 (MLME-START.request) from REVmb D12, then insert Power Constraint and Extended Power Constraint parameters.

Add the following entry to the table in 6.3.11.2.2:
Power Constraint / Power Constraint element / as defined in 8.4.2.16 /  The Power Constraint element contains the information necessary to allow a STA to determine the local maximum transmit power in the current channel.  Present if

dot11SpectrumManagementRequired is true and is optionally present if dot11RadioMeasurementActivated is true.
Extended Power Constraint / Extended Power Constraint element / as defined in 8.4.2.165 /  The Extended Power Constraint element contains the information necessary to allow a STA to determine the local maximum transmit power in the current channel when the channel width is 80 MHz or more.  Present if dot11VHTOptionImplemented is true, the STA Channel Width subfield of the VHT Operation element indicates a channel width of 80 MHz or wider, and dot11SpectrumManagementRequired is true. 
At 6.3.3.3.2  (BSSDescription table) add two entries:

Power Constraint / Power Constraint element / as defined in 8.4.2.16 /  The Power Constraint element contains the information necessary to allow a STA to determine the local maximum transmit power in the current channel.  Present if

dot11SpectrumManagementRequired is true and is optionally present if dot11RadioMeasurementActivated is true. / Adopt

Extended Power Constraint / Extended Power Constraint element / as defined in 8.4.2.165 /  The Extended Power Constraint element contains the information necessary to allow a STA to determine the local maximum transmit power in the current channel when the channel width is 80 MHz or more.  Present if dot11VHTOptionImplemented is true, the STA Channel Width subfield of the VHT Operation element indicates a channel width of 80 MHz or wider, and dot11SpectrumManagementRequired is true. Optionally present if dot11VHTOptionImplemented is true, the STA Channel Width subfield of the VHT Operation element indicates a channel width of 80 MHz or wider, and dot11RadioMeasurementActivated is true. / Adopt

	4274
	Brian Hart
	20.34
	6.3.11.2.2
	Power constraint is also optionally present if dot11RadioMeasurementActivated is true
	Optionally allow if dot11RadioMeasurementActivated is true


Discussion:
This is the case for the Power Constraint, so Extended Power Constraint should mirror.

Also note that the insertion in BSSDescription of Extended Power Constraint have already been adjusted to allow this.  So we only have to change existing instances in Clause 6.

Proposed resolution:

Revised.  At 20.34,  at the end of the Description add:  “Optionally present if dot11VHTOptionImplemented is true, the STA Channel Width subfield of the VHT Operation element indicates a channel width of 80 MHz or wider, and dot11RadioMeasurementActivated is true.”

	4018
	Adrian Stephens
	19.64
	6.3.11.2.2
	The inserted parameter "Extended BSS Load" does not have a table entry
	Add a description of this parameter at 20.35, or remove it.


	5406
	Yusuke Asai
	20.35
	6.3.11.2.2
	A row corresponding to "Extended BSS Load" is missed in the associated table.
	"Add a row for ""Extended BSS Load"" with the following parameters:- Name: Extended BSS Load- Type: As defined in Extended BSS Load element- Valid range: As defined in 8.4.2.162 (Extended BSS Load element)- Description: Provide the information on band


Discussion:

See CID 4273.
Proposed resolution:

Revised.  Delete cited parameter at 19.64.

(Note to editor, this is a subset of changes made by CID 4273) 
	4275
	Brian Hart
	20.36
	6.3.11.2.2
	Allowed MCS values are actually more constrained than this, due to the more efficient encoding adopted in 11ac. And note a desire to crop the basic rates from below
	Don't provide more flexibility at the interface than the MLME can deliver


Discussion:

The issue arises because the MLME interface described MCSs as a “set” (which nicely matches the HT feature, but not the VHT feature).  Worse,   the type is given as a “set of integers”, which seems hardly applicable.
As to “note a desire to crop the basic rates from below”, I understand Brian intends to bring a presentation on this concept.   Assuming that this comment is not the entire “hook” for that presentation,  I don’t think we need to address this point in this comment resolution.   If this resolution is somehow inconsistent with what Brian want’s then he’ll need to revise it.
Context:   existing description:
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Propose resolution:

Revised.   At 20.40,   replace “Set of integers” with,
“Set of Integers, constrained so that the MCS values are expressable using the encoding described for the VHT Basic MCS Set field in 8.4.2.161.”
	4516
	David Hunter
	20.4
	6.3.11.2.2
	The last cell on this line and line 48 do not contain the usual text specifying when the related parameter is present in the primitive invocation.
	On this line and line 48 include specifications of when these parameters are present.


Proposed resolution:

Revised.   At the end of the descriptions at 20.40 and 20.48 add:  “Present when dot11VHTOptionImplemented is true; otherwise, this parameter is not present.”

	5367
	Yongho Seok
	20.49
	6.3.11
	Add Quiet Channel element into MLME-START.request primitive.
	As per comment.


Discussion:

There are a number of issues with this proposal:

1. It doesn’t support the dynamic nature of the Quiet element as described in REVmb D12 10.9.3:  “The AP or mesh STA may stop scheduling quiet intervals or change the value of the Quiet Period field, the Quiet Duration field, and the Quiet Offset field in Quiet elements as required.”

2. It is nothing to do with VHT, and is out of scope.

Admittedly, we don’t have an MLME interface that adequately describes there the Quiet Element comes from.

Proposed resolution:

Disagree.  Parameters that are static are appropriate components of the MLME-START.request primitive.

The Quiet Channel element is dynamic, in that it may or may not be there, and its contents are subject to change (See 802.11REVmb D12 p 1108.26).  Furthermore, as this mechanism is not relevant to the VHT amendment, the proposed change is out of scope.
	5008
	Robert Stacey
	21.07
	6.5.4.1
	This primitive needs an aCCAMidTime parameter
	Add one


Proposed Resolution:

at 21.25 add the following new row:

aCCAMidTime / integer / For Clause 22 PHYs,  the maximum time (in microseconds) the CCA mechanism has available to asses the medium to determine whether an IEEE 802.11 transmission is present on a non-primary channel.

	4019
	Adrian Stephens
	21.14
	6.5.4.1
	The description of a aCCAtime incorrectly quotes the baseline, which describes it as a minimum.I don't see why the definition needs to be changed for VHT. The VHT CCA section describes how CCA is performed, and there is no need to attempt to summari
	Delete all changes to 6.5.4.1, or at least correctly quote the baseline.


Discussion:
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REVmb D12 399.12:
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REVmb changed the description late in its life from “minimum” to “maximum”.

So TGac doesn’t have to create this distinction.

However the commenter’s point about “don’t see why it needs to be changed for VHT” is incorrect, as the timing of determination of CCA on non-primary channels is subject to different constraints.

Current text:

For Clause 14-21 PHYs, tThe minimum time (in microseconds) the CCA mechanism has available

to assess the medium within every time slot to determine whether the medium is busy or idle.;

otherwise the maximum time (in microseconds) that the CCA mechanism has available to detect

the start of a valid 802.11 transmission within the primary channel and to assess the energy on the

medium within the primary, secondary, secondary40 and secondary80 channels that fall

inside the operating channel, in order to determine the values of the STATE and channel-list

parameters of the PHY-CCA.indication primitive.
It is arguable that the description of energy detect applies also to 802.11n,  and therefore could be described in terms of “non-primary” or “secondary” channels.

However, the minimum change that satisfies the inconsistency is the following:

For Clause 14-21 PHYs, tThe maximum time (in microseconds) the CCA mechanism has available

to assess the medium within every time slot to determine whether the medium is busy or idle.;

otherwise the maximum time (in microseconds) that the CCA mechanism has available to detect

the start of a valid 802.11 transmission within the primary channel and to assess the energy on the

medium within the primary, secondary, secondary40 and secondary80 channels that fall

inside the operating channel, in order to determine the values of the STATE and channel-list

parameters of the PHY-CCA.indication primitive.
Proposed resolution:

Revised.  at 21.14 Change “minimum” to “maximum”.  Note this is a change without markup, because it corrects the quoting of the baseline.

	4517
	David Hunter
	21.42
	6.5.8.1
	If "user" here is not the same as "user" in "user priority", "remote authentication dial-in user service" and "methods for users to access emergency services" (all of which are in 11mb), then this new use of "user" needs to be defined.  Is this "user" really referring to a person who sends and receives information?   Is a "multiple user" someone we'll soon find walking down the street?  (Or maybe just in dark alleys?)
	Either define this new usage of "user" (which appears not to be found in 11mb), or, better, replace it with a more descriptive name.


Proposed resolution:
Reject.  “User” here is used (albeit implicitly) in the context of “multi-user” and “single user”.

Google shows ~3M hits on “multi-user” MIMO and ~1M on “single-user MIMO”.

The .11ac draft has ~260 occurances of “MU” standing for “multi-user” and 160 standing for “single-user”.

The terminology is used extensively in this context both externally and within 802.11ac, so no change to the “user” terminology is warranted.  However, a note is added as follows to avoid any ambiguity at this point.

Editor:  at 21.43, add the following:

“In this context, “user” identifies the multiple PSDUs of a MU transmission as described in 7.3.5.2.2 and 22.2.2.”
To address commenter’s final points: “user” identifies a component part of a multi-user transmission.  At various points in the PHY receiver this is a group of related spate-time streams, a group of related spatial streams,  or related octets that comprise a single PSDU.  Moving further up the 7-layer model, the model stops short of the human layer,  so it is out of scope of the ISO 7-layer model, and certainly out of scope of the P802.11ac to determine whether a person actually receives any information.  It is also outside the scope of P802.11ac to speculate on whether multiple-users will be found either shortly or at any future time walking in any location, such locations being either dark or not.
Abstract


This submission contains proposed comment resolutions to comments received during WG letter ballot 187.








The 27 comments included are assigned to the Author, and cover topics in Clause 6.  They are:


5402,  5335,  5404,  4547,  5337,  4017,  5483,  5338,  4548,  5339,  5341,  5343,  5344,  5345,  5346,  4273,  4018,  5347,  5348,  4274,  5406,  4275,  4516,  5367,  5008,  4019,  4517
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