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Comments (Medium Scope)
	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Owning Ad-hoc
	Ad-hoc Status
	Ad-hoc Notes

	7146
	134.10
	5.1.5.1
	A role-specific behaviour is not shown for a DMG relay.If security on a DMG relay is established for each leg of the relay, then the data-flow must pass through the controlled port, and therefore be shown in the role-specific behaviour.
	Determine whether to show a role-specific behaviour for a DMG relay, which would be similar to a mesh STA.
	MAC
	Submission Required
	Clarity/consistency (Med scope)


Status:  Asked Mark H agreed to be assignee.
	7046
	577.19
	9.2.4.5.2
	"The requirement to respond to that TID is nonbinding, and a STA may respond with any frame." - normative verb in Clause 9.
	Either move to Clause 10/11, or change to non-normative and reference clause defining the behavior.
	MAC
	Submission Required
	Clarity/consistency (Med scope)


Context: 577.16

	In QoS Data +CF-Poll frames, the TID subfield in the QoS Control field indicatesthe TID of the data. In

QoS (+)CF-Poll frames of subtype Null, the TID subfield in the QoS Control field indicates the TID for

which the poll is intended. The requirement to respond to that TID is nonbinding, and a STA may respond

with any frame. For STAs where dot11OCBActivated is true, traffic streams are not used and the TID

always corresponds to a TC.


The normative statement matching this is at 1367.35:

	Upon receiving a QoS (+)CF-Poll frame, a STA may

send any frames, i.e., QoS Data frames belonging to any TID as well as Management frames in the obtained TXOP. MSDUs may be fragmented in order to fit within TXOPs.


Proposed Resolution:
Revised. At cited location change “and a STA may respond with any frame” to
“and a STA can respond with any frame (see 10.22.3.5.1).”

	7049
	579.28
	9.2.4.5.6
	" A queue size value of 255 is used to indicate an unspecified or unknownsize. If a QoS Data frame is fragmented, the queue size value may remain constant in all fragments even ifthe amount of queued traffic changes assuccessive fragments are transmitted." - normative verb in Clause 9
	I am unclear whether this is the only instance defining this behavior.If so, move to Clause 10/11. If not, can "may" to "can" and cite subclause defining this behavior.
	MAC
	Submission Required
	Clarity/consistency (Med scope)


Context:

	The queue size value is the total size, rounded up to the nearest multiple of 256 octets and expressed in units of 256 octets, of all MSDUs and A-MSDUs buffered atthe STA (excluding the MSDU or A-MSDU of the present QoS Data frame) in the delivery queue used for MSDUs and A-MSDUs with TID values equal to the value in the TID subfield of this QoS Control field. A queue size value of 0 is used solely to indicate the absence of any buffered traffic in the queue used for the specified TID. A queue size value of 254 is used for all sizes greater than 64 768octets. A queue size value of 255 is used to indicate an unspecified or unknown size. If a QoS Data frame is fragmented, the queue size value may remain constant in all fragments even if the amount of queued traffic changes assuccessive fragments are transmitted.


Discussion:

I didn’t find any normative statement that matched this “may”.   To a certain extent,  this is “obvious”,  because the timing of when MSDUs are received across the MAC-SAP is not visible to the outside world.  An implementation might have all kinds of buffering and/or delay,  so exactly when MSDUs are include in a reported Queue Size subfield is implementation dependent.

I guess we can add a “may” statement.

Context: 1367.58:

	A QoS STA shall use QoS Data frames for all MSDU transfers to another QoS STA. The TID in the QoS

Control fields of these frames shall indicate the TC or TS to which the MPDU belongs. Furthermore, either the Queue Size subfield shall indicate the amount of queued traffic present in the output queue that the STA uses for traffic belonging to this TC or TS, or the TXOP Duration Requested subfield shall indicate the duration that the STA requests for use in the next TXOP for traffic belonging to this TC or TS. The queue size value reflects the amount on the appropriate queue not including the present MPDU.
The queue size value may remain constant in all QoS Data frames that are fragments of the same MSDU even if the amount of queued traffic changes as successive fragments are transmitted.
In order to inform the HC of queue status, a STA may use the QoS Null frame indicating the TID and the queue size or TXOP duration request (also see 10.22.3.5.2 (TXOP requests)).


Proposed Resolution:
Revised.

At 579.29, delete “. If a QoS Data frame is fragmented, the queue size value may remain constant in all fragments even if the amount of queued traffic changes assuccessive fragments are transmitted”.

At 1367.64 before “In order to inform” insert a new sentence: “The queue size value may remain constant in all QoS Data frames that carry fragments of the same MSDU even if the amount of queued traffic changes as successive fragments are transmitted.”
	7074
	586.05
	9.2.4.6.2
	" all or part of an MSDU or A-MSDU should discard the MSDU or any MSDUs containedwithin the A-MSDU in preference toMSDUs carried in MPDUs whose DEI subfield is equal to 0." - this is clearly behaviour, and doesn't belong in Clause 9.
	Move to Clause 10
	MAC
	Submission Required
	Clarity/consistency (Med scope)


Context: 586.01:

	The DEI subfield of the HT Control field is 1 bit in length and is set by the transmitting STA to indicate the suitability of the corresponding MSDU or A-MSDU to be discarded if there are insufficient resources at the receiving STA. If there are insufficient resources, a STA that receives an MPDU whose DEI subfield is equal to 1 carrying all or part of an MSDU or A-MSDU should discard the MSDU or any MSDUs contained within the A-MSDU in preference to MSDUs carried in MPDUs whose DEI subfield is equal to 0. See 11.27.2 (SCS procedures). In an MMPDU, the DEI subfield is reserved. The mechanisms for determining whether the resources are insufficient or when to discard MSDUs or A-MSDUs are beyond the scope of this standard.


Proposed resolution:
Revised.

At 586.04 delete: “If there are insufficient resources
, a STA that receives an MPDU whose DEI subfield is equal to 1 carrying all or part of an MSDU or A-MSDU should discard the MSDU or any MSDUs contained within the A-MSDU in preference to MSDUs carried in MPDUs whose DEI subfield is equal to 0.”

At 586.07 before: “11.27.2” insert “10.10a and”.
At 1335.25 insert the following new subclause

“10.10a MPDU processing

A STA in which dot11SCSActivated is true that has insuffient resources and that receives an an MPDU whose DEI subfield is equal to 1 carrying all or part of an MSDU or A-MSDU should discard the MSDU or any MSDUs contained within the A-MSDU in preference to MSDUs carried in MPDUs whose DEI subfield is equal to 0.”
Status:

Talking to Ganesh
	7075
	738.44
	9.4.2.10
	"The Requested Element IDs within a Request element transmitted in a Probe Request frame should notinclude an element ID that corresponds to an element that will be included in the Probe Response frame" - this is behaviour, not frame format, and doesn't belong in Clause 9.
	Move to Clause 10/11
	MAC
	Submission Required
	Clarity/consistency (Med scope)


Context: 738.41

	The Requested Element IDs are the list of elements that are requested to be included in the Probe Response or Information Response frame. The Requested Element IDs are listed in order of increasing element ID. The Requested Element IDs within a Request element transmitted in a Probe Request frame should not include an element ID that corresponds to an element that will be included in the Probe Response frame even in the absence of the Request element, or will be excluded from the Probe Response frame even in the presence of the Request element as described by the notes in Table 9-34 (Probe Response frame body). The Requested Element IDs within a Request element transmitted in an Information Request frame do not include an element ID that corresponds to an element that will be included in the Information Response frame even in the absence of the Request element, as shown in Table 9-386 (Information Response frame Action field format). A given element ID is included at most once among the Requested Element IDs.


Discussion:

There is no obvious place to move this language to – i.e. the logic describing the contents of the probe request frame is distributed.
We could add a new subclause, e.g. 11.1.4.3.4a “Contents of a Probe Request frame” to contain this language.

 However, I question that value of the cited statement.  Because this is only a “should”, peers have to cope with following this recommendation or not following it.  The difference is extra overhead OTA to request information that would have been provided anyway.  This is dumb thing.  Should we try and stop implementers doing dumb things?
Straw poll:  should we: ?

A. Delete the cited text 11
2.    Move cited text to a new subclause in Clause 11. 1
Γ.    Something else. 11
IV.
 Turn it into a note somehow 111111

V        Abstain

Status:  craft a resolution agreeing with IV.
Possibly replace “The Requested Element IDs within a Request element transmitted in a Probe Request frame should not include an element ID that corresponds to an element that will be included in the Probe Response frame even in the absence of the Request element, or will be excluded from the Probe Response frame even in the presence of the Request element as described by the notes in Table 9-34 (Probe Response frame body).” with:

NOTE---Some implementations might suboptimably include an element ID that corresponds to an element that will be included in the Probe Response frame even in the absence of the Request element, or will be excluded from the Probe Response frame even in the presence of the Request element as described by the notes in Table 9-34 (Probe Response frame body).
	7062
	832.37
	9.4.2.25.3
	"a single AKM suite selector may be specified because IBSS STAs use the same AKM suite" - normative verb in clause 9.It is unclear as to whether this is granting permission.
	If normative behaviour is present elsewhere, cite it here and change "may" to "can" and add reference to subclause defining the behaviour. Otherwise move this to a behavioural clause.
	MAC
	Submission Required
	Clarity/consistency (Med scope)


Status:  Asked Jouni.
	7066
	847.31
	9.4.2.30
	"A DMG STA that responds with an ADDTSResponse frame and an HC may change the value of parameters that have been set unspecified by the STAto any value that it deems appropriate, including leaving them unspecified." -- normative verb in clause 9
	Change "may" to "can". And either cite subclause that permits this behaviour, or add this behavioural description to clause 10/11 and cite it here.
	MAC
	Submission Required
	Clarity/consistency (Med scope)


Context: 847.27
	The TSPEC allows a set of parameters more extensive than may be needed, or may be available, for any

particular instance of parameterized QoS traffic. Unless indicated otherwise, fields that follow the TS Info

field are set to 0 for any unspecified parameter values. STAs set the value of any parameters to unspecified if they have no information for setting that parameter. A DMG STA that responds with an ADDTS Response frame and an HC may change the value of parameters that have been set unspecified by the STA to any value that it deems appropriate, including leaving them unspecified


Discussion:  I didn’t see anything in 11.4 that said this.   I propose we move this to 11.4.4.
Proposed Resolution:
Revised. Move the cited sentence to become a new para at 1640.06.

	7069
	854.62
	9.4.2.31
	" An incoming MSDU that is not classified to a particular TS may be classified to another active TS based on the frame classifier for that TS." - normative verb in clause 9
	Move normative behaviour to clause 10/11.
	MAC
	Submission Required
	Clarity/consistency (Med scope)


Context: 854.56

	When the Classifier type is a value less than or equal to5, the Classifier Mask subfield specifies a bitmap in which bits that have the value 1 identify a subset of the classifier parameters whose values need to match those of the corresponding parameters in a given MSDU for that MSDU to be classified to the TS of the affiliated TSPEC. The bitmap is ordered from the LSB to the MSB, with each bit pointing to one of the classifier parameters of the same relative position asshown in this subclause based on classifier type. An incoming MSDU that is not classified to a particular TS may be classified to another active TS based on the frame classifier for that TS. If, however, all of the frame classifiers for the active TS have been exhausted, the MSDU does not belong to any active TS and is classified to be a best-effort MSDU. When there are more bits in the bitmap than classifier parameters that follow, the MSBs that do not point to any classifier parameters are reserved.


Discussion:

The closest related language is at 1645.10:
	The generation of the associated TID is done by a classifier above the MAC, and it may use the associated

TCLAS elements if any are present. When there are multiple TCLAS elements and if the Processing

subfield of TCLAS Processing element is 0, the priority parameter in the associated MAUNITDATA.request primitive is set to TID if the classifier matches the parameters in all of the TCLAS elements associated with the TS. When there are multiple TCLAS elements and if the Processing subfield of the TCLAS Processing element is 1, the priority parameter in the associated MA-UNITDATA.request primitive is set to TID if the classifier matches the parameters in at least one of the TCLAS elements associated with the TS. When there is no TCLAS element and if the Processing subfield of the TCLAS Processing element is 2, the priority parameter in the associated MA-UNITDATA.request primitive is set to TID if the classifier cannot match the parameters to any of the TCLAS elements. See 5.1.1.3 (Interpretation of priority parameter in MAC service primitives) for the treatment of an MSDU with a TSID for which there is no associated TSPEC.


However, it is awkward that the Text above talks about TIDs, not TSs. 

The blue highlighted text is functionally equivalent.

A Proposed Resolution:

Revised at 854.62: delete: “If, however, all of the frame classifiers for the active TS have been exhausted, the MSDU does not belong to any active TS and is classified to be a best-effort MSDU”

At 854.61 change “may” to “might”

B Proposed Resolution:

Revised.

At 854.61 delete the two sentences: “An incoming MSDU that is not classified to a particular TS may be classified to another active TS based on the frame classifier for that TS. If, however, all of the frame classifiers for the active TS have been exhausted, the MSDU does not belong to any active TS and is classified to be a best-effort MSDU”
At 1645.27 insert the following as a new para: “An incoming MSDU that is not classified to a particular TS may be classified to another active TS based on the frame classifier for that TS.”

C Proposed Resolution:

Revised.

At 854.61 delete the two sentences: “An incoming MSDU that is not classified to a particular TS may be classified to another active TS based on the frame classifier for that TS. If, however, all of the frame classifiers for the active TS have been exhausted, the MSDU does not belong to any active TS and is classified to be a best-effort MSDU”

At 1645.27 insert the following as a new para: “An MSDU shall be tested against classifiers in an implementation defined order until either a match is detected, or no classifier matches.”

Status:  Assigned to Mark H.
	7007
	880.51
	9.4.2.46
	"may" in clause 8
	If intended to define normative behavior, move to Clause 10.Otherwise, reword to avoid "may" here.
	MAC
	Submission Required
	Clarity/consistency (Med scope)


Context:

	When the Multiple BSSID element is transmitted in a Beacon, DMG Beacon, or Probe Response frame, the reference BSSID is the BSSID of the frame. More than one Multiple BSSID element may be included in a Beacon or DMG Beacon frame. The AP or DMG STA determines the number of Multiple BSSID elements. The AP or DMG STA does not fragment a nontransmitted BSSID profile subelement for a single BSSID across two Multiple BSSID elements unless the length of the nontransmitted BSSID profile subelement exceeds 255 octets. When the Multiple BSSID element istransmitted as a subelement in a Neighbor Report element, the reference BSSID is the BSSID field in the Neighbor Report element.


Discussion:

In the case of a Beacon, the following text describes the present of this element in a Beacon: 626.35

	One or more Multiple BSSID elements are present if 

dot11RMMeasurementPilotActivatedis a value between 2 and 7 

and the AP is a member of a Multiple BSSID Set (see 11.11.14 

(Multiple BSSID Set)) with two or more members, or if 

dot11MultiBSSIDActivated is true,

or if dot11InterworkingServiceActivated is true and the AP is a 

member of a Multiple BSSID Set with two or more members and 

at least one dot11GASAdvertisementID exists.


The same is true for DMG Beacon at 648.61.
So the normative requirement has already been established in the frame formats.

Proposed Resolution:
Revised change “may” to “can” at cited location.

	7008
	895.27
	9.4.2.56.4
	Normative "may" in the "condition" column
	Move behavior to Clause 10, or reword to avoid "may".
	MAC
	Submission Required
	Clarity/consistency (Med scope)


Context: 895.26:

	The Tx MCS set 

may differ from 

the Rx MCS set


This usage is not giving permission,  it is defining a condition.

Proposed Resolution:
Revised.

At cited location change “The Tx MCS set may differ from the Rx MCS set”

to “The Tx MCS set is defined and is not necessarily equal to the Rx MCS set”

At 895.21 change “The Tx MCS set is defined to be equal to the Rx MCS set”

to “The Tx MCS set is defined and is equal to the Rx MCS set”

	7022
	973.46
	9.4.2.93
	" The Query Response Length Limit may be set to a value larger than the maximum" - normative statement in Clause 9.Ditto issue at line 61.
	Reword to avoid normative language, or move to Clause 10/11.
	MAC
	Submission Required
	Clarity/consistency (Med scope)


Context: 973.43

	The Query Response Info field is defined as follows:

— The Query Response Length Limit indicates the maximum number of octets a STA will transmit in

the Query Response field contained within one or more GAS Comeback Response frames. The

Query Response Length Limit may be set to a value larger than the maximum MMPDU size in

which case the Query Response spans multiple MMPDUs. The Query Response Length Limit is

encoded as an integer number of 256 octet units. A value of 0 is not permitted. A value of 0x7F

means the maximum limit enforced is determined by the maximum allowable number of fragments

in the GAS Query Response Fragment ID (see 9.4.1.34 (GAS Query Response Fragment ID field)).

The Query Response Length Limit is reserved in a transmission from the requesting STA to the

responding STA


Proposed resolution: 

Revised.

At 973.47, change “The Query Response Length Limit may be set to a value larger than the maximum MMPDU size in which case the Query Response spans multiple MMPDUs.”

to:

“If the value of Query Response Length Limit field is larger than the maximum MMPDU size, the ANQP response will span multiple MMPDUs.”
Also editor to insert missing “value of the” and “field” around “Query Response Length Limit” on this page and at 1805.16.

	7077
	1004.45
	9.4.2.121
	" If there are insufficient resources, a STA should discard theMSDUs or A-MSDUs of a TS with a Drop Eligibilitysubfield equal to 1," - this is not frame format. Should not be in clause 9.
	Move to Clause 10/11.
	MAC
	Submission Required
	EDITOR: 2016-02-04 15:50:44Z - I agree the text should not be here. I reviewed uses of "Drop Eligibility" and there does not appear to be any statement about how to use this field, except in certain conditions (e.g. EDCAF collision), to choose to drop an MSDU. Needs an expert. Suggest Ganesh. Transferring to MAC.


Status:  asking Ganesh.
	7092
	1050.10
	9.4.2.158.2
	The definition contradicts the encoding for the case of TVHT.Same comment at 1050.18
	Update the definition to include the meaning for the TVHT STA.
	MAC
	Submission Required
	Clarity/consistency (Med scope)


Proposed Resolution:
Revised.

At 1050.10 change “Indicates” to “In a non-TVHT STA, indicates”

At 1050.16 in the “Definition” cell,  insert the following new para:

“In a TVHT STA, indicates support for TVHT_MODE_4C.”

	7093
	1053.52
	9.4.2.158.2
	The insertion here makes a special case out of the Extended NSS BW Support field and Supported Channel Width Set fields. All the other fields are fully defined the table 9-245.
	Move this text into Table 9-245 against definition of one or more of these fields.
	MAC
	Submission Required
	Clarity/consistency (Med scope)


Status:  Asking Matt F.

	7034
	1111.23
	9.6.2.6
	"It may be present when switching to a20 MHz channel (in which case the Secondary Channel Offset field is set to SCN)." - normative verb in Clause 9.
	If this is already described in Clause 10/11, change "may" to "can" and add a reference to the behavior here. Otherwise, move this into Clause 10/11 somewhere.
	MAC
	Submission Required
	Clarity/consistency (Med scope)


Context: 1111.21

	The Secondary Channel Offset element is defined in 9.4.2.20 (Secondary Channel Offset element). This

element is present when switching to a 40 MHz or wider channel. It may be present when switching to a

20 MHz channel (in which case the Secondary Channel Offset field is set to SCN).


Discussion:
The normative text appears to be here: 1876.48

	If a Channel Switch Announcement frame is used to announce a switch to a 20 MHz BSS bandwidth, then neither a Wide Bandwidth Channel Switch element nor a Secondary Channel Offset element shall be present in the frame, except that a Secondary Channel Offset element may be present in a Channel Switch

Announcement frame if the Secondary Channel Offset field within the Secondary Channel Offset element is set to SCN.


Proposed resolution:
Revised.  At 1111.23 change “It may be present when switching to a 20 MHz channel (in which case the Secondary Channel Offset field is set to SCN).” to

“It can be present when switching to a 20 MHz channel (in which case the Secondary Channel Offset field is set to SCN); see 11.40.4.”
	7095
	1314.06
	10.7.6.1
	"In these cases" follows a list of conditions followed by an otherwise. So the list always applies. So "these cases" equates to always.This is probably not the intent of the note.
	Clarify in the note exactly which cases are relevant, or delete the note.
	MAC
	Submission Required
	Clarity/consistency (Med scope)


Context: 1314.05:
	NOTE—In these cases, the requirements specified in 10.30 (Sounding PPDUs), 10.31.2 (Link adaptation using the HT variant HT Control field), and 10.32 (Transmit beamforming) further constrain the choiceof non-HT, HT, or VHT PPDU.


Discussion:

I don’t particularly like this note.  The effect is “here are the rules, and, by the way, don’t forget to also look here, and you might discover something different (we were too stupid or too lazy to do this for you)”.   Of course, it is ridiculous to suppose there is any inconsistency between the rules above and the ~30 pages cited in the note.  And it will be immediately obvious to the reader which of the ~30 pages of cited reference modify the “may” rules above the note, so I suppose my parenthetical note is a teensie-weensie bit disingenuous.

Proposed Resolution:
Revised.  At cited location delete “NOTE—In these cases”.

	7097
	1541.30
	10.38.7
	"initiator may consider the beam tracking request as failed." - what is the normative effect of "may consider"?
	Reword to explain effect on observable behaviour of STA
	MAC
	Submission Required
	Clarity/consistency (Med scope)


Context: 1541.27

	If the beam tracking initiator does not receive the expected feedbackfrom the beam tracking responder

within a time period that is less than dot11BeamTrackingTimeLimit of the last request, the beam tracking

initiator may consider the beam tracking request as failed. If the initiator receives the expected feedback

from the responder within time that is greater than or equal to dot11BeamTrackingTimeLimit of the last

request, the beam tracking initiator should ignore it.


Proposed resolution:
Revised.  Change “, the beam tracking initiator may consider the beam tracking request as failed” to “the beam tracking request has failed”

	7106
	2330.39
	19.2.5
	"the MAC shall set the CH_BANDWIDTH" - this is a normative requirement on the MAC buried in the guts of a PHY subclause.Ditto at 2504.27
	Move this normative requirement to a MAC subclause.
	GEN
	Submission Required
	Clarity/consistency (Med scope)


Context: 2330.36
	19.2.5 Support for NON_HT formats

In order to transmit a non-HT PPDU, the MAC shall set the CH_BANDWIDTH and CH_OFFSET in the

TXVECTOR to achieve the required non-HT PPDU format (see Table 19-2 (PPDU format as a function of CH_BANDWIDTH and CH_OFFSET parameters)); for 20 MHz bandwidth transmissions in a 40 MHz channel, the CH_OFFSET shall be CH_OFF_20U if the SECONDARY_CHANNEL_OFFSET parameter of the PHYCONFIG_VECTOR was SECONDARY_CHANNEL_ABOVE, or CH_OFF_20L otherwise.


Proposed Resolution:

Revised.

Insert the following new subclause at 1344.23:

“10.19a Transmission of NON_HT formats by an HT STA that is not a VHT STA
In order to transmit a non-HT PPDU, an HT STA that is not a VHT STA sets the CH_BANDWIDTH and CH_OFFSET in the TXVECTOR to achieve the required non-HT PPDU format (see Table 19-2 (PPDU format as a function of CH_BANDWIDTH and CH_OFFSET parameters)).

For 20 MHz bandwidth transmissions in a 40 MHz channel the STA shall set the CH_OFFSET parameter to CH_OFF_20U if the SECONDARY_CHANNEL_OFFSET parameter of the PHYCONFIG_VECTOR was SECONDARY_CHANNEL_ABOVE, or CH_OFF_20L otherwise.”

Delete the para at 2330.39.
TBD – what about the change at 2504.27.

Also consider 2506.09 & check for related comments (7135, 7404, 7405, 7408).
Consider 7107 here.
	7111
	3055.15
	C.3
	Regarding dot11LCIAltitude: With the merging of the fraction and integer parts during working group ballot comment resolution, no change was made to the size or range of this variable. i.e., it no longer necessarily reflect the full range of values possible in the related structures. Also the description citing the "fixed-point" part might be wrong.
	Adjust at least the range on line 15/16 to reflect the range in Clause 9. Review the other variables in the LCI structure (dot11LCI*) and ensure that the range and description matches the structure.
	GEN
	Submission Required
	Clarity/consistency (Med scope)


Context: 3055.14:

	dot11LCIAltitude OBJECT-TYPE 

SYNTAX Integer32 (-2097151..2097151)

MAX-ACCESS read-only 

STATUS current 

DESCRIPTION

"This is a status variable.

It is written by the SME when a measurement report is completed.

This attribute indicates the altitude as a 30 bit value defined by the 

Altitude type field. The field is encoded as a 2s complement fixed-point 

22-bit integer Part with 8-bit fraction. This field contains the fixedpoint Part of Altitude." 

::= { dot11LCIReportEntry 13


Discussion:

All uses within 802.11 assume a 30-bit variable and cite RFC 6225 as defining the fields.

RFC 6225 states:

	2.4.2.  Altitude in Meters (AType = 1)

   If the Altitude Type has a value of one, altitude is measured in

   meters, in relation to the zero set by the vertical datum.  For AType

   = 1, the altitude value is expressed as a 30-bit, fixed-point, two's

   complement integer with 22 integer bits and 8 fractional bits.




So the description is correct.

The range is incorrect.  Note that in a 2’s complement representation the upper and negative of the lower bound should differ by 1. (e.g., -8..7).   The correct range is -2^29 to 2^29-1
Proposed resolution:
Revised.  

At 2952.64,  change “-2097151..2097151” to “-536870912..536870911”

At 2953.08 delete “This field contains the fixedpoint Part of Altitude.”

	7131
	3581.57
	N.2
	"A STA can also form an integral part of an AP". I thought an AP always contained a STA, otherwise we would have to change all statements of the form "A STA that receives an RTS shall sent a CTS" to say "An AP or STA that receives...". I'm sure we don't want to do that work.
	Replace "ACM_STA" by "AP" throughout Annex N, and delete the para at line 57.
	MAC
	Submission Required
	Clarity/consistency (Med scope)


Status: Mark H agreed to do this.

	7113
	3617.40
	R.7
	The equations starting at the cited location do not follow IEEE-SA equation style very closely. There is inconsistency between underscore and subscripting. The showing of units in equations is not done elsewhere in this standard.
	Rework equations to bring closer to IEEE-SA style and to others in the Standard. Specifically: remove any units embedded in the equations, use "underscore" versus subscripts consistently, and certainly when referring to the same variable. Use shorter variable names, and put the explanation of what they represent into the variable list.
	GEN
	Submission Required
	EDITOR: 2016-02-10 11:02:43Z - Transferring to GEN, as the "home" for the R.7 comments.


Status:   I have asked Matt F

	7114
	3618.45
	R.7
	The units of RSSI and P_adjust are not specified.Note, a separate comment has been submitted on the editorial style of these equations.
	Specify them.
	MAC
	Submission Required
	Clarity/consistency (Med scope)


Status:   I have asked Matt F

Comments (Large Scope)

	7112
	
	C
	There are >50 "shall" statements in the "Description" clauses of the MIB.I believe that the MIB descriptive text is an unsuitable place to lodge normative requirements.
	Move any "shall" statements on 802.11 components into the text describing the behaviour of that component.For each "shall" statement addressed to the MIB client, reword to describe what the STA will accept, and what it will do if unacceptable input is provided.
	GEN
	Submission Required
	Clarity/consistency (Large scope)


Discussion:

The question is “where should normative statements regarding the operation of MIB variables be placed.”

Related to that is the question of whether the DESCRIPTION is intended to tell 802.11 implementers how to implement the variable, or those using the variable what its definition is.

And another related question is who the heck cares about this anyway.

Straw poll:  Should we

A. Reject the comment

B. Make changes to remove “shall” statements

C. Abstain

Proposed Resolution:
Rejected. The comment fails to identify changes in sufficient detail so that the specific wording of the changes that will satisfy the commenter can be determined.

	7107
	2500.31
	21.2.4
	This table references "BSS bandwidth" in multiple places. But the PHY knows nothing about this, as it is a purely MAC concept. The normative statement cited here is therefore impossible to achieve in the 802.11 architecture.Ditto comment in Table 22-2.
	Either provide add PHY SAP primitive parameters for the MAC to tell it about the BSS bandwidth, or reword the normative requirements to relate to some other parameter/MIB variable to which it does have access.
	GEN
	Submission Required
	Clarity/consistency (Large scope)


Asked Mark R.

	7150
	3581.01
	Annex N
	Annex N contains terminology that is unique to itself, such as WLAN system and ACM_STA. The understanding of what a DS is has developed and change in the ARC standing committee, resulting in changes to Clause 5. Annex N has been ignored.
	Review Annex N and change terminology and architecture to conform to the normative portions of the draft.
	MAC
	Submission Required
	Clarity/consistency (Large scope)


Asked Mark H.
Abstract





This document contains some proposed resolutions to SB1 comments.





These comments are “Submission Required” submitted by the author.





R1: Updated during TGmc F2F.











�This is undefined.  We might also add after this sentence:  ‘How a STA determines “insufficient resources” is implementation dependent.’
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