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Proposed Resolutions
	CID
	Clause(Ed)
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution
	APS proposed resolution

	3
	11.14.1
	As the maximum A-MPDU length is 65535 bytes, the expression should be 2^(13+Maximum Rx A-MPDU Factor) -1. 
	Correct it. 
	
	Proposed accept.

	4
	11.14.1
	As the maximum A-MPDU length is 65535 bytes, the expression should be 2^(13+Maximum Rx A-MPDU Factor) -1. 
	Correct it. 
	
	Proposed accept.  Resolved in resolution to 11974.

	4045
	5.6
	HT action frames
	These frames must not be a part of Management Frames, since they are sent out as QoS null embedded frames
	Gen AdHoc: Transfer to FrameFormat
	Proposed counter.  While the requested change is not clearly stated,  the requirements are covered by the resolutions to CIDs 3694 and 4044.

	32
	7.4A.1.2
	What is negotiated_MPDU_limit in Fig. n33? Maximum Rx A-MPDU Factor is negotiated but there is no mechanism to negotiate the limit of MPDU. Negotiated_MPDU_limit should be changed to the actual maximum length of payload in data type MPDU when A-MPDU is used, which is 2324 octets. 
	Correct "negotiated_MPDU_limit" in Fig. n33 to other word or actual value. 
	
	Proposed counter.  See CID 4501.

	33
	7.4A.2
	"Block-Ack policy" in Tables 48 and 49 is confusing. It looks as if it is when the Ack Policy of the QoS Control field is 11 (Block Ack) but actually it's meaning that Data MPDUs are sent under BlockAck agreement. 
	Change the phrase "Data MPDUs sent under Block-ACK policy" in Tables 48 and 49 to other appropriate phrase so that it clearly includes Implicit BAR case. 
	
	Proposed counter.  While accepting the intent of the change,  the resolution proposed for CID 852 includes this in a more radical reorganization of these tables.

	474
	7.3.2.48
	"The fields of the Additional HT Information Elements are defined in Table n18."
	Should be, "The fields of the Additional HT Information Elements are defined in Table n19."
	
	Proposed assign to editor

	475
	7.3.2.48
	"In probe responses, this field shall not be interpreted and set to 0."  This sentence makes no sense at all.  Something is missing, I think.
	Fix the sentence.
	
	Proposed accept.  See resolution to 2193.

	493
	7.4A.1
	Can an MPDU within an A-MPDU aggregate contain an A-MSDU ? If yes, the MPDU length field cannot be 12 bits as the lengths specified earlier go up to 8K or 13 bits.
	Make the length of this field consistent with the size of the maximum A-MSDU possible. 
	
	Proposed duplicate of 8275

	494
	7.4A.2
	For QoS Data, in the comment column specify that it is only one TID per aggregation
	 
	Ed: reclassified as technical
	Proposed reject.  The commenter doesn't indicate any change.  The observation is correct.   May be something has been lost from the comment.

	495
	7.4A.1
	Does the A-MPDU maximum length of 64K bytes include only the sum of the MPDU lengths, sub-frame lengths, pad bytes or it also includes the minimum seperation bytes calculated from the MPDU density, PHY-bit-rate given in the HT Capability element(page 45)? The aggregation parsing algorithm does not mention this minimum seperation at all.
	 
	
	Proposed reject.  In reply to the commenter:
1.  the maximum length of the A-MPDU is the maximum length of the structure called the A-MPDU shown in the figure just above this statement,  rather that the maximum length of some subset of fields within it.  No other interpretation is possible, and no further clarification is required.
2.  The parsing algorithm does not need to be modified.  The MPDU density may be achieved in multiple ways,  but the most obvious one is to include delimiters with a length field set to zero.   This is explicitly called out as legal.   Parsing of these delimiters is identical to those with a length field that is non-zero,  and no accomodation is required in the parsing algorithm.

	548
	7.2.2.1
	For table row with ToDS=1/FromDS=1, Address 3 and Address 4 are both listed as value BSSID.  This conflicts with the address mapping convention for ToDS=1/FromDS=1 in the base draft where Address3=DA and Address4=SA.
	Update the fields to match Table 7 in the base draft.
	 
	Proposed Reject. When transporting an A-MSDU in which ToDS and FromDS are both 1, the DA and SA information is defined in the subframe headers.  The address 3 and 4 fields are logically not used,  but are present because this interpretation depends on information that follows them (i.e. in the QoS control field). Because these fields are present we specifiy they carry the BSSID as this doesn't vary from MSDU to MSDU.  

	550
	11.14.2
	same as above
	Replace the text in 11.14.2 with "An HT STA shall not allow transmission of more than one MPDU start within the time limit described in the MPDU maximum density field. The limitation shall be measured at the PHY_SAP; the number of bytes between the start of two consecutive MPDUs in A-MPDU shall be equal to or smaller than MPDU-density*PHY-bit-rate/8". 
	
	Proposed counter:  (in order to merge in the change required for CID 9885):  Replace the text in 11.14.2 with "An HT STA shall not allow transmission of more than one MPDU start within the time limit described in the MPDU maximum density field. The limitation shall be measured at the PHY_SAP; the number of bytes between the start of two consecutive MPDUs in A-MPDU shall be equal to or smaller than MPDU-density*(Data Rate)/8,  where Data-Rate is determined from the TXVECTOR parameters relating to this transmission as defined in <add reference to MCS tables subclause>."

	646
	7.3.2.48
	bit value 10 unspecified
	Specify 10 as Reserved
	
	Proposed duplicate of 2180

	647
	7.3.2.48
	Description column uses ms (milliseconds) while Use column uses us (microseconds)
	Use one unit either ms or us
	
	Proposed duplicate of 2190

	652
	7.3.2.48
	The text, "present in Beacon/Probe Response frames …." is confusing.  It appears to be stating that these bits are only present in these frames, but not present in other frames.  If this is the case how does one know to parse these bits as present or not and what happens to byte alignments?
	Change text to state that this field is only processed and has the following meaning when in these frames, otherwise the field is ignored.
	
	Proposed accept.  Add "Otherwise reserved" in each field of the table that has a qualification about when it is present.

	653
	7.4.7
	Is it MIMO Channel Measurement Report or MIMO Channel Measurement?
	Use one term consistently, add "report" to heading 7.4.7.4
	
	Proposed assign to editor

	654
	7.4.7
	Is it MIMO CSI Matrices Message or MIMO CSI Matrices?
	Use one term consistently, add "Message" to heading 7.4.7.6
	
	Proposed assign to editor

	655
	7.4.7
	Is it MIMO Uncompressed Steering Matrices Message or MIMO Uncompressed Steering Matrices?
	Use one term consistently, add "Message" to heading 7.4.7.7
	
	Proposed assign to editor

	656
	7.4.7
	Is it Set Recommended transmission Channel Width or Recommended Transmission Channel Width?
	Use one term consistently, add "Set" to heading 7.4.7.1
	
	Proposed assign to editor

	660
	7.4.7.4
	Missing Explicit Feedback Format B8-B11
	Add missing specification information
	Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc
	Proposed counter.  See CID 11833.

	665
	7.4A.2
	Tables n48, n49, and n50 are not referenced, instead the term, below is used.
	Remove the term, below and and the explicit references
	
	Proposed accept.  D1.03 implements this.

	816
	7.3.2.47.5
	the paths are not symetrical for signal to noise
	possible fundamental flaw: this may not work if upstream and downstream transmitter output power and antennae gains are very different. What provisions exist when this scenario is true.
	???
	Propose assign to PHY group

	852
	7.4A.2
	In Table n49, the row for QoS data does not specify whether only QoS data from one TID is allowed for one aggregation when Single Receiver Aggregation MPDUs using N-Delayed BlockAck is used.  This type of information is already present in Table n48 the row for QoS data ("One TID per aggregation") under Single Receiver Aggregation MPDUs using N-Immediate BlockAck case   
	Make the recommeded change
	
	Proposed resolution.   The distinction "under HT-immediate block ack" and "under HT delayed block ack" is overly contstraining.  It also doesn't cover the case where data is sent under "no ack".
What we actually need are two tables,  one for PSMP use and one for all other uses.
The non-PSMP table should include the following rows:
1.  Block Ack.  At most one Block Ack established under HT-immediate BA policy.   If present, this shall be the first MPDU in an A-MPDU.
2.  Block Ack.  Any number of Block Ack frames established under HT-delayed BA with the BA Ack Policy field set to 1 (no-ack).
3.  Qos Data (implicit BAR).  QoS Data MPDUs under HT-immediate BA policy with Ack Policy set to "normal Ack" representing implicit block ack request.   These data MPDUs shall all have the same TID.
4.  QoS data (block ack).  QoS Data MPDUs with Ack Policy set to "block ack".  These may come from any TID, except the same TID as any QoS Data MPDUs with implicit BAR.
5.  QoS data (no ack).  QoS Data MPDUs with Ack Policy set to "no ack".
6.  QoS Null +HTC Data.  QoS Null Data +HTC MPDUs with the MA field of the HTC set to 1 and the Ack Policy field set to "no ack".
7.  BlockAckReq.  BlockAckReq established under HT-delayed BA policy with the BAR Ack Policy field set to 1 (representing "no ack").

	1006
	11.14.1
	need a description of TX behavior
	add a sentence which places a limit on transmitter behavior with respect to obeying the advertised PSDU limit of an intended receiver
	
	Proposed accept.  This is covered by resolution to CID 11974.

	1007
	11.14.1
	make normative
	change "declares" to "shall declare"
	
	Proposed reject.   There is already a normative requirement for the HT STA to include this element.   The referenced text is intended to be descriptive.

	1008
	11.14.1
	make normative
	change verb tense to  include "shall"
	
	Proposed accept.

	1009
	11.14.1
	extra words
	remove "NOTE -"
	
	Proposed reject.  This is the correct form for including informative text according to IEEE-SA style guide rules.

	8107
	7.1.3.1.10
	The last sentence implies that you can only include the HT Control frame in MPDUs that also include a QOS Control frame.  Is this what was meant?  It seems like this is a pretty fundamental rule that you can only do HT using QOS frames.  Shouldn't something like this be flagged and detailed rather prominently for the reader.
	Delete the last sentence on line 17, or add text to describe why you can only include the HT Control Field in QoS frames.
	
	Proposed counter.  The last sentence reads: "The HT Control Field may be included in any frame except a non-QoS Data frame."   replace this with "The HT Control Field may be included in any Management, Control or QoS Data frame".   This clarifies the intent without introducing any technical change.

	1483
	General
	Add a statement to note that HT STA shall be able to interpret the HTC field of frames.
	not sure where to put the statement, but somewhere there needs to be a normative requirement that an HT STA shall be capable of interpreting received HT control fields in +HTC frames
	Gen AdHoc: Transfer to FrameFormat
	Proposed Reject.  Submission 11-06/1026r1 was approved by motion in TGn in July.  This submission has the opposite effect, of explicitly making HTC optional and stating the requirements for interpretation of a frame containing HTC as a third party that does not directly support HTC.

	1155
	7.2.3.4
	Thou shalt not shall in clause 7.
	Replace instances of "shall" with simple declarative forms of the verb.
	
	Proposed accept.  This has already been handled by prior comment in D1.03.

	3758
	7.3.2.47.5
	This field is a great candidate to have its own IE. There is no real danger of specifying too many IEs - there are still around 200 available
	Make this field into an IE 
	Show benefit in adding another IE
	Proposed reject.   The IE mechanism creates flexibility and costs additional overhead.   There is no indication that the flexibility provided does any more than complicate the rules we now have to specify and complicate the parsing of this structure.

	1179
	7.3.2.47.1
	clumsy wording
	Change "not fixed to allow extension" to "not fixed, so as to allow extension"
	
	Proposed accept.

	1195
	7.3.2.48
	additional HT information element -- the mixed mode description is incorrect - the description should read that there ARE SOME non-HT STA associated!
	Change "no Non-HT STA" to "some non-HT STA"
	
	Proposed accept.  See CID 6906

	1196
	7.3.2.48
	MIXED mode setting in additional HT information element - make specific language to allow the following: AP shall set mixed operating mode when legacy is associated, and MAY set mixed mode otherwise - and STA SHALL use protection when MIXED mode is indicated, and MAY use protection when MIXED mode is not indicated
	Actually, the proposed language, "AP shall set mixed operating mode when legacy is associated, and MAY set mixed mode otherwise - and STA SHALL use protection when MIXED mode is indicated, and MAY use protection when MIXED mode is not indicated," being behavioral, needs to appear somewhere in clause 11.
	
	Propose transfer to MAC because this is attempting to define normative text that lives in clause 9 or 11.

	1200
	7.3.2.48
	In the first row of the table, the text "all broadcast and nonaggregated control frames are sent so that they can be received…" appears - this text describes behavior which should appear in a behavioral clause of the draft/amendment - such as 11.
	Move the cited text to an appropriate clause, such as 11, and add "shall" to the statement with an appropriate qualifier.
	
	Proposed accept

	1204
	7.3.2.48
	Value "10" should be reserved
	Value "10" should be reserved
	
	Proposed duplicate of 2180

	1205
	7.3.2.48
	In Operating Mode, For mixed case, there seems to be an extra "no"
	"=Mixed: no non-HT STA" --> "=Mixed: non-HT STA"
	
	Proposed accept.  See CID 6906

	1208
	7.3.2.48
	Non-GF Devices Present row, Use colum, is it "should" recommended or "shall" recquired?
	clarify
	
	Proposed counter.  According to CID 1105, normative language has been removed from clause 7 where possible.   In D1.03,  the description of field describes the meaning of the bit, but doesn't introduce any normative behaviour.

	1210
	7.4.7.1
	Channel width information field has not been defined elsewhere - this is normally done for action frames - for example, it is necessary to somewhere (7.3.1.x), specify the size of this field.
	Define the Channel Width field as a new subclause within 7.3.1 (i.e. as 7.3.1.x)
	Transferred:  see CID3789
	Proposed accept.  Create a new subclause in 7.3.1 and move the definition of the channel width field there from this clause.  Add reference to the new subclause from the existing subclause where appropriate.  Set the width of the field to 1 octet.

	1212
	7.4.7.10
	There is a TBD
	Replace the TBD with a category ID from ANA
	Transferred to Frame Format group to be consistent with resolution to CID 7816. Defer - U
	Proposed accept.  This is resolved in D1.03.

	1231
	7.4.7.2
	Enable/Disable and Mode fields need to be defined.
	Define the Enable/Disable and Mode fields as new subclauses, 7.3.1.x and 7.3.1.y -- it might also be handy to combine these into one field of 8 bits instead, and some name which has a bit more specificity could be helpful.
	Transfer to Frame Format adhoc - U - 
	Proposed accept.  Merge the two fields into a single 8-bit field "SM Power Control", give it a new subclause heading in 7.3.1.  Move the current definition of the bits within that field into the new subclause. Replace the existing fields by the new field in frame format and add references to the new subclause where appropriate.

	1235
	7.4.7.4
	All of the information fields in this MA frame need to have definitions within 7.3.1
	Move the definitions of all information fields of this MA Frame as new subclauses beneath 7.3.1 and provide definitions for those fields that lack one
	Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc 
	Proposed accept.  See CID 11833.

	1236
	7.4.7.5
	All of the information fields in this MA frame need to have definitions within 7.3.1
	Move the definitions of all information fields of this MA Frame as new subclauses beneath 7.3.1 and provide definitions for those fields that lack one
	Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc
	Proposed accept.  See CID 11833.

	1238
	7.4.7.6
	All of the information fields in this MA frame need to have definitions within 7.3.1
	Move the definitions of all information fields of this MA Frame as new subclauses beneath 7.3.1 and provide definitions for those fields that lack one
	Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc
	Proposed accept.  See CID 11833.

	1242
	7.4.7.8
	All of the information fields in this MA frame need to have definitions within 7.3.1
	Move the definitions of all information fields of this MA Frame as new subclauses beneath 7.3.1 and provide definitions for those fields that lack one
	Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc
	Proposed accept.  See CID 11833.

	1244
	7.4.7.9
	All of the information fields in this MA frame need to have definitions within 7.3.1
	Move the definitions of all information fields of this MA Frame as new subclauses beneath 7.3.1 and provide definitions for those fields that lack one
	Transfer to Frame Format ad  hoc
	Proposed accept.

	1246
	7.4A.2
	In the table, the first row, there is a paranthetical statement that says "See blockack explanation" - but the reference seems to point nowhere. Furthermore, this comment indicates that the block ack frame may be a non-aggregate - how can it be a non-aggregate, if it is part of an A-MPDU aggregate?
	Please provide a proper reference for the information missing from the comment in the first row of the table and make some sense out of the other part of the comment.
	
	Proposed counter.  Both sentences referred to by the commenter have been removed in D1.03.

	1247
	7.4A.2
	Row 3 of the table - QOSNULL - what is meant by "can be sent out of any block ack agreement"? Same issue with EACH TABLE in this section.
	Please provide a coherent explanation of the description field for QOS NULL - I believe that it is supposed to be saying something like: "The QOS NULL frame may be sent as part of an aggregate even when no block ack agreement exists for the frame, in which case, the QOS NULL frame must employ the NOACK ack policy." - apply to all instances in this section.
	
	Proposed counter.  While accepting the intent of the change,  the resolution proposed for CID 852 includes this in a more radical reorganization of these tables.

	1248
	7.4A.2
	Row 3 of the table - QOSNULL - too much information in the comment field. Same issue with EACH TABLE in this section.
	Strike the sentence "This supports explicit feedback and channel
calibration"  - apply to all instances in this section.
	
	Proposed counter.  While accepting the intent of the change,  the resolution proposed for CID 852 includes this in a more radical reorganization of these tables.

	1249
	7.4A.2
	For each of the tables, it would appear that any frame which uses the No-ack policy should be allowed to appear in the A-MPDU.
	Add a table entry to each table which allows no-ack policy frames to be included in any a-mpdu aggregate.
	
	Proposed accept.  See resolution of CID 33.

	1747
	7.4A
	A-MPDU sub-frame format:
(1) I do not understand why unique pattern appears in the end of MPDU Delimiter.
(2) I also do not understand why CRC need to protect the Reserved field.
	Clarify
	
	Proposed accept.   In reply to the commenter:
1.  The delimiter can only occur on 4-byte boundaries due to padding,  so the notion of "start" or "end" is not meaningful,  and has no effect on its operation.
2.  The reserved field is included in the CRC to allow future extension of this structure.  For example, if a future revision wanted to increase the size of the length field,  but the CRC was not defined to include those bits,  this would not be possible.

	3715
	7.1.3.8
	Table n6 - Spell the bit combination more clearly (ie which bit is more significant etc
	As suggested
	Adrian will bring a submission to present a solution to the bit numbering scheme
	Proposed accept.  Document 11-06-0836-00-000n-tgn-representation-bitstring-literals-in-tgn-draft.doc defines bitstring literals in D1.0 as msb on the left.

	2000
	7.1.3.1.2
	If the intent is to allow data in a frame with the "No Frame Body" bit set, fix Table 1 in 7.1.3.1.2 and the text following it to clarify this.
	Make change indicated in comment
	
	Proposed counter.  Nothing needs to be modified in table 1 as the modifier "(no data)" is accurate.  Modify in the baseline 7.1.3.1.2 the following: "bit 6 is set to 1 in data subtypes that contain no Frame Body field," to: "bit 6 is set to 1 in data subtypes that contain no Frame Body field (except in the case of MA embedding as described in <add xref to MA embedding subclause here>),"

	4044
	5.6
	Management Action Frames encapsulated in QoS Null Data frames are missing.
	Add Management Action Frames encapsulated in QoS Null Data frames to the Data Frame list.
	Gen AdHoc: Transfer to Frame Format
	Proposed counter.  Insert in 11.3 (was 5.6) a new paragraph saying: "The class of a QoS Null +HTC with the MA field set to 1 is defined by the class of the action frame it carries"

	2020
	7.2.3.5
	Order numbers in frame are incorrect
	P802.11REV-ma-D6.0 ends with 6; 11k added 8-9 (7-8); 11r added 9-15. Change to 16-17
	
	Proposed counter.  The following change made in D1.03 should suffice: Remove order numbers from the table and modify the editing instructions to read: "Insert the following two additional rows (preserving their order) in Table 11-Association Response frame body just before the Vendor Specific IE and insert contiguous numbering in the “Order” column:"

	2029
	7.2.3.7
	Order numbers in frame are incorrect
	P802.11REV-ma-D6.0 ends with 6; 11k added 8-9 (7-8); 11r added 9-15. Change to 16-17
	
	Proposed counter.  D1.03 resolves this by removing the order numbers and modifying the editor's instructions thus: "insert the following … just before the Vendor Specific IE and insert contiguous numbering in the “Order” column"

	2036
	7.2.3.9
	Text in this paragraph duplicates what is already stated in the Notes in the table. 
	delete this paragraph
	see 3733
	Proposed accept.  Already actioned in D1.03 for approved comment 3733.

	3760
	7.3.2.47.5
	Group parameters based on the functionality and put them in IEs to make the parsing of the frames easier.
	Move MCS feedback out of the Extended HT Capability Info field
	Show benefit in adding another IE
	Proposed reject.   The IE mechanism creates flexibility and costs additional overhead.   There is no indication that the flexibility provided does any more than complicate the rules we now have to specify and complicate the parsing of this structure.

	2139
	7.3.2.47.2
	DSSS/CCK - The HT STA … shall be not associated…"
	Move the normative procedure text to another appropriate clause
	
	Proposed accept.  D1.03 has action approved resolution to CID 1107, which effects this change.

	6843
	7.1.3.1.10
	The text overloads the Order bit to indicate a HT frame

However, overloading in protocol is generally the start of the slipperly slope to chaos
	Reconsider overloading and/or justify overloading
	
	Proposed reject.  See response to CID 4603.

	5134
	7.1.3.8
	Not finished to explain use of MRS with delayed MFB
	Add after the last sentence (line 11). "that responder may transmit the MFB at a later point and include the corresponding MFS"
	
	Proposed accept

	3695
	7
	Given that an MPDU may not necessarily be a frame, several terms in this clause need to change, starting with the name of the clause.

At a minimum, we should avoid terms such as "Frame Body" - instead use "MSDU" or "Protocol Data"
	As suggested
	Request the commenter to provide a submission to further clarify 
	Proposed reject.  The terms MPDU and frame are used as synonyms in the baseline, and the TGn ammendment does not change that.  "Frame body" is the name of a field defined in the baseline.  While accepting that an A-MPDU is not a frame, but contains frames,   Clause 7 is still the best home for it.

	2176
	7.3.2.48
	Suggest that you reference Table 26 for the Element ID, rather than all the Editor's Notes
	Change to "The Element ID field is set to the value shown in Table 26 for the HT Capability information element." Similar changes elsewhere these numbers need to appear.
	The editor's notes will disappear when numbers are approved to be inserted.  The baseline re-defines these numbers in situ.  Discussion required.
	Proposed reject.  The numbers have been obtained from the ANA and inserted in D1.03 in implementation of resolution to CID 1181.

	2180
	7.3.2.48
	Extension Channel Offset missing definition of 10
	Note that 10 is reserved
	
	Proposed accept

	2181
	7.3.2.48
	Third row says "Recommended" in col 1, and "may" in col 3
	Make consistent.  Is it recommended or optional?  Suggest "should" in col 3
	
	Proposed counter.  D1.03 removes the term "recommended" and renames the field to STA Channel Width.

	2184
	7.3.2.48
	Remove normative text from clause 7
	"Non-HT basic rates shall be used…"
	
	Proposed accept.  This has already been handled by resolution to approved comment 1107 in D1.03.

	2186
	7.3.2.48
	Remove normative text from clause 7
	"…to indicate the MCS that is used…"
	
	Proposed reject.   "That is used for" is not normative text, but descriptive.

	2188
	7.3.2.48
	Remove normative text from clause 7
	Change to "The AP sets this parameter to 1… otherwise this parameter is set to 0."
	
	Proposed accept.  This has already been implemented in D1.03 (with slightly different wording) to achieve the intended result, thus: "Set to 0 if all HT STAs that are associated are
Greenfield capable
Set to 1 if one or more HT STAs that are not
Greenfield capable are associated"

	2189
	7.3.2.48
	Is "RIFS mode" about RIFS or APSD?
	Make consistent in the definition. If there is a link between RIFS and APSD, that belongs in the procedures section.
	
	Proposed reject.  The interpretation of the field in D1.03 is strictly whether RIFS may or may not be used.   Only the AP needs to make the link with APSD, and that doesn't need to be exposed in the clause 7 text.

	2190
	7.3.2.48
	Service Interval Granularity in ms or us?
	Make consistent between description and use
	
	Proposed accept.  See CID 4069.

	2192
	7.3.2.48
	Remove normative text from clause 7
	Change to "…is requesting is a multiple of this value…"
	
	Proposed accepted.  D1.03 has already moved this text to clause 11 in response to CID 1107.

	2193
	7.3.2.48
	Secondary Beacon in probe responses has normative text
	Change to "this field is reserved and set to 0."
	
	Proposed counter.  D1.03 uses this language: "Defined only in a Beacon transmission. Reserved otherwise."
There is no need to mention "0" because that is covered by the definition of "reserved" in the baseline.

	2195
	7.3.2.48
	PCO phase not valid in Probe Responses?
	Change to "Beacon frames and Probe Responses."
	
	Proposed accept.

	2232
	7.4.7.1
	Size of "Channel Width" is not specified. 1-bit, 8-bit, 16-bit, 32-bit?
	Make change indicated in comment
	Transferred:  see CID3789
	Proposed counter.  See CID 1210.

	2233
	7.4.7.1
	As this format of frames is used throughout the base spec, Channel Width should be defined as either a fixed field in 7.3.1 or as in Information Element in 7.3.2
	Recommend changing frame formats to a Figure instead of a table.  This comment applies throughout clause 7.4.7
	Transferred:  see CID3789
	Proposed reject.  While accepting the original comment (which is addressed in CID 1210),  the proposed change is unrelated to that and relates to CID 2231.

	2234
	7.4.7.1
	encoding not given for Channel Width
	Reference 7.1.1 for encoding conventions
	Transferred:  see CID3789
	Proposed counter.  See CID 1210.

	2239
	7.4.7.2
	Size of "Enable/Disable" is not specified. 1-bit, 8-bit, 16-bit, 32-bit?
	Make change indicated in comment
	Transfer to Frame Format adhoc - U - 
	Proposed counter.  See CID 1231.

	2241
	7.4.7.2
	Size of "Mode" is not specified. 1-bit, 8-bit, 16-bit, 32-bit?
	Make change indicated in comment
	Transfer to Frame Format adhoc - U - 
	Proposed counter.  See CID 1231.

	2242
	7.4.7.2
	encoding not given for Mode
	Reference 7.1.1 for encoding conventions
	Transfer to Frame Format adhoc - U - 
	Proposed counter.  See CID 1231.

	2246
	7.4.7.3
	As this format of frames is used throughout the base spec, PCO Phase should be defined as either a fixed field in 7.3.1 or as in Information Element in 7.3.2
	Recommend changing frame formats to a Figure instead of a table.  This comment applies throughout clause 7.4.7
	Transferreed:  see CID3789
	Proposed counter. See CID 3803. 
See also 2245.

	2247
	7.4.7.3
	Size of "PCO Phase" is not specified. 1-bit, 8-bit, 16-bit, 32-bit?
	Make change indicated in comment
	Transferreed:  see CID3789
	Proposed Counter.  See CID 3803.

	2248
	7.4.7.3
	encoding not given for PCO Phase
	Reference 7.1.1 for encoding conventions
	Transferreed:  see CID3789
	Proposed Counter.  See CID 3803.

	2257
	7.4.7.4
	Definition of Explicit Feedback Format not in Table n25
	Add to table n25, or delete from Figure n22
	Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc 
	Proposed counter.   Accept the resolution, but widen it to apply to all 7.4.7 subclauses that reference the common structure defined in resolution to CID 11388.  Add to each of the "use of" tables, any missing subfields from the new common structure and mark unused ones as "reserved". Note, it is not necessary to indicate use of zeroes, because reserved, by convention, achieves this.

	2268
	7.4.7.5
	Several fields of the Transmit beamforming control field are not specified - Calibration sequence, Explicit Channel Feedback, Feedback format
	If they are unused, state that the value are reserved and set to zero
	Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc
	Proposed counter.  See resolution to 2257.

	2274
	7.4.7.6
	MCMR Segment Sequence value unspecified
	State that it is reserved and set to zero.
	Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc
	Proposed counter.  See resolution to 2257.

	2280
	7.4.7.6
	No definition given for Explicit Channel feedback field
	Mark that field as "Reserved", and set to zero
	Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc
	Proposed counter.  See resolution to 2257.

	2327
	7.4.7.8
	Whether Transmit Beamforming Control field, or CSI Matrices Control field, not all of the fields are specified
	Specify all the fields
	Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc
	Proposed accept.  See resolution to 2257.

	2365
	7.4A
	The A-MPDU would be much better defined as a MAC-level capability, rather than a PHY capability. Then it can be used by other (future) PHYs, and can even be used by existing PHYs in some circumstances.
	Integrate the definition of A-MPDU into 7.1.2, as part of the general frame format. Define B0-B1 of the MPDU Delimiter to be value 01, so that it appears as the Protocol Version of a non-HT MAC header.  Move the remainder of the definition of A-MPDU to be in 7.1.5. Delete the restriction on contents so that A-MPDU can contain any current (protocol version 0) MAC frame or sequences of such frames. Delete all the complexity in 9.12 about frame sequences that contain +ampdu and +ampdu-end. 
	
	Proposed reject.  The purpose of requiring the PHY to transport an "aggregated" flag is so that it can do so with increased reliability over signalling it at data rates.

	2367
	7.4A
	Note that 65535 may be reduced to a value advertised by the STA. Further, its not clear where the 65535 limitation comes from.
	Change to state that the maximum length of an A-MPDU is advertised by the receiving STA.  Further, that a STA shall not send an A-MPDU to a STA unless the receiving STA has advertised such a maximum size.
	
	Proposed reject.  In D1.03 section 9.7c.1, which reads "An HT STA shall form an A-MPDU for transmission such that all the MPDUs within the A-MPDU that are
intended to be received by a particular STA shall be within the first 2^(13 + Maximum Rx A-MPDU Factor)
octets of the PSDU, using the limit declared by that STA.",  this constraint already exists.

A STA cannot transmit an A-MPDU to another STA until it has determined that that STA is a HT STA.   It simultaneously obtains the Maximum Rx A-MPDU factor,  as it is contained in the HT Capability element,  so the situation cannot arise where it knows it can transmit an A-MPDU but is not aware of the receiver's maximum length.

	2369
	7.4A.1
	B0-B1 need to be distinguished so that the MAC can properly handle the A-MPDU.
	B0-B1 shall be "01"
	
	Proposed reject.  The MAC "properly handles" the A-MPDU on the basis of the RXVECTOR AGGREGATION paramter.  No additional signalling is necessary within the MAC.

	2371
	7.4A.1.1
	Insert a cross ref to 7.1.1 for encoding
	Make change indicated in comment
	
	Proposed accept.  Add the following:  "NOTE- the order of transmission of bits within the CRC field is defined in 7.1.1."

	2373
	7.4A.1.2
	One chance in 2^n (n is number of bits in MAC FCS).
	Change to "..will discard with high probability based…"
	
	Proposed accept.

	2377
	7.4A.2
	Why are the possible MPDUs in an aggregate limited?
	Please clarify, or remove this restriction.
	
	Proposed reject.   The amendment is not required to justify itself internally.
However, in reply to the commenter,  it simplifies both the implementation and the protocol when these constraints are present.

	2828
	11.14.1
	Can't mandate that a STA receive anything. Too many unknowns, like signal strength and interference
	Change to "The STA shall be capable of receiving PSDUs…"
	
	Proposed accept.

	9961
	7.1.4
	The duration/ID field should also take into consideration LongNAV mechanism, where the AP transmits PPDUs to more than one STA. 
	Change to accomdate LongNAV operation.
	
	Propose reject.  Under 802.11e operation, an AP may transmit PPDUs to multiple STA within a single TXOP,  protected with a NAV that covers the whole TXOP.   The LongNAV extension allows a STA to reset the NAV if it overestimates the NAV.  The only possible "accomodation" would be to have the AP perform a "NAV reset" CF-End/CF-End exchange with all the STA it had talked to during a TXOP.  No justification has been presented that this is necessary.

	1910
	7.1.3.1.2
	Text below Table 1 no longer accurate
	Change text below Table 1 to remove the mention of bit 6 meaning "No Frame Body" field. Or, if my other comments on this subject are accepted, reject this one
	Chair to get more clarification from the commenter
	Propose counter.  See response to CID 2000.

	3716
	7.1.3.8
	Table n7 - Spell the bit combination more clearly (ie which bit is more significant etc
	As suggested
	see CID 3715
	Proposed accept.  Document 11-06-0836-00-000n-tgn-representation-bitstring-literals-in-tgn-draft.doc defines bitstring literals in D1.0 as msb on the left.

	1106
	5.6
	Need to accommodate block ack function within IBSS case. Need to add BA and BAR frames to allowed class 1 control frames, and need to allow either MA frame for BA category within class 1, or allow QOS NULL with MA Body category BA in class 1 (which is probably already implicitly allowed)
	Add BA and BAR and all subvariants to class 1 control frame list. Add MA of category BA to class 1 management frame list. Add QOS Null with MA body to class 1 data list, but only when MA body is BA category.
	Gen AdHoc: Transfer to Frame Format
	Proposed counter.
For the first part,  add BlockAck and BlockAckReq frames and all variants to the class1 list and remove from the class 3 list.
The second part is resolved by CID 4044.

	3694
	5.6
	Some of the HT action frames should be allowed in IBSS. Examples include the feedback action frames. 
	Reconsider the classification of these frames.
	Gen AdHoc: Transfer to FrameFormat
	Proposed accept.  Add Action frames with category=HT to the list of class 1 frames and exclude from class 3 frames.

	3750
	7.3.2.47.2
	Do the fields indicate support for GI for transmitting or receiving? I think it is meant to state for receiving.
	Clarify in the draft.
	
	Proposed accept.  Insert "for the reception of" in and appropriate place in definition column for the two short GI fields.

	3771
	7.3.2.48
	Can a control channel's width can be anything other than 20 MHz? 
	Clarify (in the draft) or delete "20 MHz" from the description of "Control Channel"
	
	Proposed accept. Under non-HT operation, an HT STA may transmit in a 5 or 10MHz channel.  Add the following new subclause  "11.3.3 - operation of HT STA in non-HT BSS.   An HT STA that associates with a non-HT BSS shall follow the rules for a non-HT STA during association and while associated with that BSS."

	3772
	7.3.2.48
	Indicate the bit ordering for the following subfields: Extension Channel Offset, Operating Mode, Service Interval Granularity
	
	
	Proposed accept.  Document 11-06-0836-00-000n-tgn-representation-bitstring-literals-in-tgn-draft.doc defines bitstring literals in D1.0 as msb on the left.   Additionally the editor should remove unnecessary use of bitstring literals where integers would more naturally be used in the baseline.

	3773
	7.3.2.48
	STBC is special enough to deserve its own IE. Move the subfields in bits 9 to 15 to the 5th and 6th octets of the IE and make STBC information into a new IE.
	As suggested
	
	Proposed reject.   Commenter offers no technical justification to make the change indicated.

	3774
	7.3.2.48
	Indicate what it means when Extension Channel Offset is set to 10
	As suggested
	
	Proposed duplicate of 2180

	3775
	7.3.2.48
	Not sure why the mode is called "Mixed Mode" if there are no non-HT STAs are associated.:)
	Examine the entry for Mixed Operating Mode and ichange it to what it should be.
	
	Proposed accept.  See CID 6906

	3776
	7.3.2.48
	Poor style - replace zeroed with "set to zero"
	As suggested
	
	Propose reassign as editorial

	3777
	7.3.2.48
	Too much description of the behavior for RIFS mode subfield. 
	Move it to the appropriate subclause
	
	Proposed accept. D1.03 has moved normative text to clause 9 in resolution of CID 1107.

	3778
	7.3.2.48
	What is the reason for this particular restrction (and perhaps not other type) "no APSD non-HT devices associated"? If RIFS mode is hurting non-HT devices it should hurt all of them, why only when stations with APSD mode enabled are associated? Can the APSD stations not wait when there is too much bursting? If this is the case, when APSD stations are in teh BSS, do we disable Bursting? How about limits on medium occupancy then?
	Please clarify - preferably remove the sentence
	
	Proposed reject.  In reply to the commenter,  the issue for APSD devices is that they may wake after protection has been established to protect a RIFS burst,  and be unable to acquire Mixed Mode HT PPDUs due to the use of RIFS compared to the expected SIFS.

	3780
	7.3.2.48
	I do not see too much description of how "Service Interval Granularity" is used. Who is requesting? why are they requesting?
	Can you please state the use more clearly?
	
	Proposed counter.  D1.03 has added a reference to 11.4.4b.2, which describes its use.

	3789
	7.4.7.1
	What is the format of channel width? Is it an IE or a fixed field? If it is an IE, what are the element ID and lenghts? If it is a fixed field, what is the length (1 byte, 2 bytes or 4-bytes?) It appears that the values that the field takes is binary. So which bit of this field/IE is used to indicate this?
	Clarify
	Transferred:  to Frame Ad hoc group to make sure the solution is consistent with other frame format corrections
	Proposed accept.  See CID 1210.

	3800
	7.4.7.10
	Is the pad really needed or it was put in because someone thought it is cool. The MSDU can still be of any length and the FCS needs to be added. So, whatever supposed gains we may have in decoding the frame are offset by having to determine and insert the pad - both of them affect the data path; one has the advantage of making the frame slightly longer. :)
	Delete the pad field.
	Transfer to Frame format Ad-hoc - U
	Proposed reject.  One purpose of the pad field is to reduce by a factor of 4 the amount of computation required to regain synchronization after an error in an A-MPDU subframe header.

	3801
	7.4.7.2
	What is the format of Enable/Disable? Is it an IE or a fixed field? If it is an IE, what are the element ID and lenghts? If it is a fixed field, what is the length (1 byte, 2 bytes or 4-bytes?) It appears that the values that the field takes is binary. So which bit of this field/IE is used to indicate this?
	Clarify
	Transfer to Frame Format adhoc - U - 
	Proposed accept.  See resolution to 1231.

	3802
	7.4.7.2
	What is the format of Mode? Is it an IE or a fixed field? If it is an IE, what are the element ID and lenghts? If it is a fixed field, what is the length (1 byte, 2 bytes or 4-bytes?) It appears that the values that the field takes is binary. So which bit of this field/IE is used to indicate this?
	Clarify
	Transfer to Frame Format adhoc - U - 
	Proposed accept.  See resolution to 1231.

	3803
	7.4.7.3
	What is the format of PCO Phase? Is it an IE or a fixed field? If it is an IE, what are the element ID and lenghts? If it is a fixed field, what is the length (1 byte, 2 bytes or 4-bytes?) It appears that the values that the field takes is binary. So which bit of this field/IE is used to indicate this?
	Clarify
	Transferred:  see CID3789
	Proposed accept.  Give the "PCO Phase Control" field a new subclause heading in 7.3.1.  Move the current definition of the  field into the new subclause. Replace the existing field by the new field in frame format and add references to the new subclause where appropriate.

	3810
	7.4.7.5
	What does a value of Unused (for Explicit Feedback Sequence)? How is it indicated? How is it Coded - 0 or some other value??
	Clarify
	Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc
	Proposed accept.  See resolution to 2257.

	3814
	7.4.7.6
	What does a value of Unused (for MIMO CSI Matrices) mean? How is it indicated? How is it Coded - 0 or some other value??
	Clarify
	Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc
	Proposed accept.  See resolution to 2257.

	3818
	7.4A.1
	To ensure that the ordering of the encoded bits is correct, please add a diagram with the correct indication of input and output
	As suggested.
	
	Proposed duplicate of 3818

	3820
	7.5
	Update the frame usage
	As suggested
	
	Proposed defer - requires a submission

	765
	7.2.1.2
	missing section in CTS frame format area
	Missing CTS info for STBC modes
	Request a submission
	Proposed counter.   After an email exchange with the commenter,  it appears that adding a reference to the dual CTS protection section would suffice,  in the context of setting the Duration/ID field.

	3972
	7.3.2.48
	In the operating Mode field description, the description of the Mixed Mode includes the sentence "no non-HT STA is associated" this is incorrected - it should be "non-HT STA is associated"
	change to "non-HT STA is associated"
	
	Proposed accept.  See CID 6906

	4014
	11.14.1
	Rx A-MPDU Factor : Clarification : Does this refer to the total length with the padding required to accommodate the A-MPDU density factor or does it only refer  the total length of the aggregated A-MPDU's.
	Clarification in the text would be preferred.
	
	Proposed accept.  Add the following note in this section:  "NOTE-the PSDU length limit applies to the maximum length of the PSDU that may be received.  If the A-MPDU includes any padding delimiters (i.e. delimiters with the length field set to 0) in order to meet the MPDU density requirement,  this padding is included in this length limit."

	4069
	7.3.2.48
	"000 – 5ms" etc.
	These should be microseconds, not ms.
	
	Proposed counter.   Periods of the order of typical application MSDU periodicities (i.e. 10 or 20ms for VoIP) are appropriate.  In D1.03 the "use column" has disappeared and the "in us" has been removed.

	4074
	7.4A
	"The A-MPDU maximum length is 65535 bytes.". Although this is correct, it is confusing since a HT-STA may support only 8, 16, or 32 kB.
	Add e.g. "A HT-STA may signal that it supports a lower maximum A-MPDU length of 8192, 16384, or 32768 bytes."
	
	Proposed counter.  Add a new sentence to the end of this paragraph.  "The length of an A-MPDU addressed to a particular STA may be further constrained as described in <insert ref to 9.7c.1 A-MPDU length limit rules>".

	4222
	7.4.7.4
	Format for Explicit Feedback Format field of Figure n22 on page 60 needs to be defined in this table
	Add another row in this table with Field column being "Explicit Feedback Format" and Description column being "Set to 0" of "Discard"
	Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc
	Proposed counter.  See resolution to 2257.

	1105
	5.6
	In subpart c) subpart 1) -- this is the list of DATA frames allowed to be sent as class 3 frames - I believe that we need to ADD another item here, which would be QOS NULL DATA frames which include an embedded HT Management Action body.
	Add a new item v which covers the QOS NULL with Management Action body
	Gen AdHoc: Transfer to Frame Format
	Proposed counter.  See CID 4044.

	4282
	7.3.2.48
	The "Additional HT Information" element format doesn't match up right with the table n19 definitions of what is in the element. 
	1) Order the element table (n19) in the same order as the element format.
2) Resolve the name for B7 in octect 2. Dual STBC Protection or Dual CTS protection.
3) resolve name for b0-b6 in octect 2. Basic STBC MCS or STBC Basic MCS
	Ed:  Commenter did not provide T/E classification.  Assuming T is the response.
	Proposed accept.

	4283
	7.3.2.48
	Service Interval Granularity description shows values in ms while the Use column indicaste the size is in micro seconds.
	
	
	Proposed duplicate of 2190

	701
	7.3.2.48
	The STBC basic MCS is restricted to one MCS which is limiting and not consistent with the spirit of the BRS for legacy stations. This limits the throughput efficiency especially dealing with broadcast and multicast if we do not signal a more complete STBC basic MCS set.
	Extend signaling to support full STBC basic MCS set (e.g. propose a 24 bit bitmap to signal 8 possible basic MCS for 1, 2 and 3 SS). This indicates what STBC MCS values shall be supported by all devices supporting STBC in the BSS.
	Marc will provide a submission to define the usage of the STBC basic MCS bits
	Proposed reject.  See CID 9979.

	4501
	7.4A.1.2
	What is negotiated_MPDU_limit in Fig. n33?
	Specify in detail.
	
	Proposed counter.   Remove the following line from the figure:  "get_MPDU_length(offset) <= negotiated_MPDU_limit &&"

	6887
	7.1.3.1.10
	Clarify that control and management frame types may be +HTC
	"The HT Control Field may be included in any control, management or data frame type, except a non-QoS data frame."
	
	Proposed accept.

	4520
	7.3.2.48
	Table n19 - There is an error in the definition of the Mixed Operating Mode (11)
	change "no non-HT STA is associated" to " there is at least a non-HT STA associated"
	
	Proposed accept.  See CID 6906

	4615
	7.3.2.48
	Inconsistent unit for “Service Interval Granularity”. “Description” column uses milliseconds, “Use” column microseconds. Which one is it?
	Clarify.
	
	Proposed duplicate of 2190

	4617
	7.4.1.5
	The frame format of Channel Switch Announcement is modified to include extra information. However, this frame is already in use and existing implementations may reject the frame if it is longer than the format defined in the current standard.
	Consider allocating a new Action Value for the frame if the length of the frame is changed since the current standard does not seem to indicate that this frame could be incremented in size.
	
	Proposed counter.   The whole purpose of the information element method of encoding is to allow additional information to be added in later amendments in a way that allows a legacy device to safely ignore it.  The claim that the length of a frame is known is incorrect.  According to the current baseline,  the action body may be followed by any amount or number of vendor specific information elements.  A manufacturer that chooses not to accept such a frame is non-compliant.

	4756
	7.4A.1
	Why is the unique pattern ASCII value N?
	Clarification required for this chosen constant
	
	Propose reject.  The amendment is not required to justify itself.  However, in reply to the commenter,   it was necessary to choose some value,  and lacking any reason to prefer one 8-bit value over another, the proposal chose this value.

	5566
	7.3.2.48
	Third row says "Recommended" in col 1, and "may" in col 3
	Make consistent.  Is it recommended or optional?  Suggest "should" in col 3
	
	Recommend duplicate of 2181

	5618
	7.4.7.1
	As this format of frames is used throughout the base spec, Channel Width should be defined as either a fixed field in 7.3.1 or as in Information Element in 7.3.2
	Recommend changing frame formats to a Figure instead of a table.  This comment applies throughout clause 7.4.7
	Transferred:  see CID3789
	Proposed duplicate of 2233

	5631
	7.4.7.3
	As this format of frames is used throughout the base spec, PCO Phase should be defined as either a fixed field in 7.3.1 or as in Information Element in 7.3.2
	Recommend changing frame formats to a Figure instead of a table.  This comment applies throughout clause 7.4.7
	Transferreed:  see CID3789
	Proposed duplicate of 2246

	3717
	7.1.3.8
	Table n8 - Spell the bit combination more clearly (ie which bit is more significant etc
	As suggested
	
	Proposed accept.  Document 11-06-0836-00-000n-tgn-representation-bitstring-literals-in-tgn-draft.doc defines bitstring literals in D1.0 as msb on the left.

	6774
	7.3.2.48
	Basic MCS set would be for HT-devices.
	Add "HT" between "all" and "devices" within the "Use" column for Basic MCS set.
	
	Proposed accept.

	6775
	7.4A
	Max. MPDU length is a STA capability.
	dependancy with STA capability need to be added
	Ed: reclassified as technical
	Proposed accept.  See CID 4074.

	6906
	7.3.2.48
	Operating Mode = 11 (Mixed). There is no operating mode defined where legacy STA are assocaited and legacy protection using duplicate non-HT PPDUs is required.
	 Replace "no non-HT STA is associated" with "non-HT STA may be associated"
	
	Proposed accept

	7013
	7.4A
	No justification of the use of aggregated frames is provided in the draft.  No mechanism to provide these aggregated frames to the MAC through the Data SAP is provided.  No means of determining when a STA can or should aggregate frames is provided.  No benefit is shown from the use of aggregated frames.
	Given the complete lack of specification of how to use frame aggregation, any benefit shown of their use, or even a mechanism specified to provide to the MAC aggregated frames, delete frame aggregation.
	
	Proposed reject.  The draft is not required to justify itself.  Justification was required during the down-selection process when the values of mechanisms was considered and mechanisms that offered inadequate performance  benefit were removed.  There is much documentation about the value of features and the reader is referred to the MAC and PHY presentations produced throughout this process for background information.  (Look for "000n" documents with TGnSync, WWiSE and Joint Proposal in their title).

Regarding "...even a mechanism to provide to the MAC aggregated frames...",  TGn does not propose any change to the MAC data SAP.  Aggregation takes place wholly within the MAC layer, and is not exposed above it.

	7127
	7.3.2.48
	In table n19, is Basic STBC MCS defined like the MCS in the HT-SIG?
	define the bit pattern for basic STBC MCS
	
	Proposed counter. Replace D1.03 "Any valid STBC MCS" with "An integer containing an MCS index as defined by 21.1 in which N_SS < 4".

	7232
	7.2.2.2
	The ACK policy for QoS Null embedding of MA is suggested to be normal ACK or no-ACK. Since this frame maybe included in an A-MPDU aggregate therefore it should allow the use of Block-ACK as ACK policy as well. Additionally, it should also be allowed to use implicit BlockAck in an aggregate.
	Modify the text to allow ACK policies required for aggregation/Block-ACK transmissions.
	 Instruct the editor to add the following to the section "When a QoS Null embedding of management action is included in A-MPDU, the only permitted ACK policy is No Ack.". Also change the table in section 7.1.3.5.3  "For QoS Null ...." to reflect this condition.  The MA embedding was intended to allow CSI information to be aggregated with control information (e.g. CTS, BA).  This information is necessarily of limited lifetime and there's not a lot of point in retrying it if it fails - better to transmit a later CSI.   Making it acknowledged potentially adds delay which reduces the value of the channel estimate - or it requires a distinct sequence number and BA state for these frames,  which is an overkill.  Therefor I would propose to reject the comment for this reason. Instruct the editor to add the following to the section "When a QoS Null embedding of management action is included in A-MPDU, the only permitted ACK policy is No Ack"
	Proposed accept. Agree with the proposed resolution.

	7240
	7.3.2.48
	Please justify the reasons for why the RIFS is not to be used only when APSD devices are present. Should it be when non-HT devices are present instead if the assumption that the non-HT devices might not be able to decode MAC frames to set their NAV and/or to find out when the current transmission ends. 
	Drop the word APSD from the text.
	
	Proposed reject.  In reply to the commenter,  the issue for APSD devices is that they may wake after protection has been established to protect a RIFS burst,  and be unable to acquire Mixed Mode HT PPDUs due to the use of RIFS compared to the expected SIFS.

	7252
	7.4A.1
	To improve reliability the delimiter with length zero "shall be used" instead of "can be used" for PAD bytes. 
	Make the modification.
	
	Proposed reject.  There may be other ways to introduce padding (e.g. valid delimiter + MPDU that have no effect, such as QoS NULL Data).  There is no reason why this should be subtantially different in reliability to the use of padding delimiters.

	7253
	7.4A.1
	Be explicit about the ordering of all bits into the CRC-8 Gen. Perhaps add a diagram such as Fign55 with the correct input/output. This should remove any interoperability issues.
	Add a similar diagram as Fign55 with appropriate details of input/output.
Editor:  Embedded diagram removed
	
	Editor:  Ali prepared a diagram that was embedded in his comment.  This didn't survive merger of the comments spreadsheets.   Request Ali to submit an 802.11 document containing this diagram for approval.

	7255
	7.4A.2
	Similar comment with respect to Table n48 but this time it applies to both BA/MTBA and BAR/MTBAR.
	Remove the use of BA/MTBA and BAR/MTBAR from A-MPDU aggregation.
	
	Proposed reject.  Presumably the comment relates to CID 7254.  The same resolution applies here too.

	809
	General
	I see only trouble using RIFS, if no ack is needed then send a max size frames/fragments. But, at each frame you must do a proper IFS spacing for COS/QOS purposes (IEEE802.11e) relative to EDCF gaps given class of service and proper sharing of the medium. What happens when you have overlapping RF coverage areas trying to use RIFS who goes first? Without Acks! this is not a good idea? Unlicensed spectrum suffers interference.
	Eliminate RIFS in all it's forms
	Gen AdHoc: Transfer to FrameFormat
	Proposed Reject.  The use of RIFS vs SIFS between PPDUs after channel access has been gained does not affect 802.11e channel access, which depends on an IFS > SIFS (>> RIFS).  RIFS is only used under conditions when SIFS would also be valid.

	7356
	7.1.3.5.3
	Qos Null + HTC no ACK policy is legal  
	In the line of B5B6=00 of Table 6 replace "For QoS Null (no data) frames, this is the only permissible value for the Ack Policy subfield." with "For QoS Null (no data) frames with No HTC field, this is the only permissible value for the Ack Policy subfield."  
	
	Proposed counter: "For QoS Null (no data) frames, this is the only permissible value for the Ack Policy subfield, except when MA embedding is used (see <reference to MA embedding>)".

	7362
	7.4A.2
	Control frames (including BAR and BA) should be always sent using legacy PPDU format/rate: this allows legacy devices to resynchronize after having received a MIMO frame that caused an EIFS setting. According to this, BA and BAR frames shouldn't be allowed within A-MPDU aggregates. 
	Do not allow BAR and BA frames to be included in A-MPDU aggregates. Indicate in section 9.6 that control frames must be sent using legacy PPDU format and a rate included in the BSSBasicRateSet.
	
	Proposed reject.  There are other methods to reset the EIFS state at the end of a TXOP (such as sending any final MPDU using a legacy basic rate).   Disallowing the use of aggregated BA reduces the potential performance gains of RD from ~30% to ~20%. (according to unpublished results from Adrian Stephens).

	7469
	7.4A
	"The A-MPDU maximum length is 65535 bytes.". However a HT-STA may support only 8, 16, or 32 kB.
	Specify clearly what is supported.. "A HT-STA may signal that it supports a lower maximum A-MPDU length of 8192, 16384, or 32768 bytes."
	
	Proposed duplicate of 4074.

	7478
	11.14
	These sections describe the management of data transfer.  As such they may fit better in section 9.
	Find a more appropriate home in section 9.
	Editor - This section should be moved to Section 9. Potential locations: Before 9.3 Fragmentation, after 9.4 Defragmentation, before or after 9.7 MSDU Transmission Restrictions
	Propose accept.  There's enough information for the editor to find a suitable home.

	7479
	11.14.1
	The language about receiving the first part of a longer PSDU was written to support multi-receiver-aggregation.  Since this is no longer part of the spec,  it should be removed.

In that case, a STA should never need to worry about receiving an over-long PSDU,  and could behave in an implementation-defined way if this exception ever occurred.
	Remove: When it receives a PSDU of length greater than the limit, it shall receive the first 2^(13 + Maximum Rx A-MPDU Factor ) bytes and discard any remainder.

Replace: "An HT STA shall form an aggregate for transmission such that all the MPDUs within the aggregate that are intended to be received by a particular STA shall be within the first 2^(13 + Maximum Rx A-MPDU Factor ) bytes of the PSDU,  using the limit declared by that STA."
with:
"An HT STA shall not send a PSDU that exceeds its receiver's PSDU Length capability."
	
	Proposed counter.  See resolution to CID 11974.

	7480
	11.14.1
	"The STA shall receive PSDUs of length less than the indicated limit" - if it's a limit,  the language should allow PSDUs of the indicated limit.
	Change to: "The STA shall be able to receive PSDUs of length up to the indicated limit".
	
	Proposed accept.

	7481
	11.14.1
	The actual limit should be in the form of 2 to some power less 1 byte,  because this is how the PHY works.
	add a (-1) whenever the 2^(…) expression occurs.
	
	Proposed counter.  Make this adjustment wherever this relates to the Maximum Rx A-MPDU Factor.

	7599
	7.4.7.5
	The MCMR Segment Sequence field says "see text",  but this subclause doesn't describe it.
	Move the MCMR segment sequence description into a separate section and reference from here
	Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc
	Proposed accept.  See CID 11833.

	7606
	7.4A.2
	This section does not relate to the PHY service interface
	Describe how an A-MPDU is signalled through the PHY data sap interface.
	
	Proposed accept.  Add a new subclause in 9.7c (D1.03):  "Transport of A-MPDU by the PHY data service.  An A-MPDU is transmitted in a PSDU associated with a PHY-TXSTART.request with the TXVECTOR AGGREGATION parameter set to 1.   A received PSDU is determined to be an A-MPDU when the associated PHY-RXSTART.indication RXVECTOR AGGREGATION parameter is set to 1."

	1909
	7.1.3.1.2
	QoS+Null is being re-defined here as a Management Action frame
	Change entry in Table 1 in 7.1.3.1.2 row 11-Data-1100 to indicate "QoS Null (no data), or Management Action frame".  Or, if my other comments on this subject are accepted, reject this one.
	Chair to get more clarification from the commenter
	Proposed reject.  See response to CID 2000,  which modifies the text below the table to reference the use of Null Data during MA embedding.

	7814
	7.3.2.48
	Maximum allowable Service Interval Granularity is 40 ms. It should be specified that the Service Interval Granularity should be less than Beacon Interval
	Add the sentence " STAs always use a service interval granularity value less than the Beacon Interval"
	
	Proposed reject.   It is up to the AP to decide what granularity to offer based on its implementation-defined scheduler.  There is no need to relate this to the beacon because S-APSD (and therefore S-PSMP) can operate asynchronously compared to the beacon.

	7816
	7.4.7.10
	Missing entries in table in Figure n28
	Fill in missing entries for name and value 
	It is better to modify the Figure to a frame format. Transferred to frame format group for consistency.
	Proposed counter.   Although tables are used in the baseline (e.g. the action frame formats that came from 802.11e),  we have extended that with two columns.   These columns are largely blank and give rise to comments such as this.

Instruct the editor to remove the extra columns and where they provide definition that is not duplicated in the text below,  the definition should be moved to the text that follows with appropriate rewording.

For consistency, make this change to all 7.1.7 subclauses.

	7818
	7.4.7.4
	Value should be specified for unused Explicit Feedback Sequence field
	Specify all zeros value
	Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc 
	Proposed counter.  In D1.03 it is marked "reserved".  This defines it as zeroes by convention.

	7819
	7.4.7.4
	Table n25 does not specify all of the fields in Transmit Beamforming Control
	All fields should be included.  All zeros values for Explicit Feedback Format and Reserved fields should be specified.
	Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc
	Proposed counter.  See resolution to 2257.

	7820
	7.4.7.5
	Value should be specified for unused Explicit Feedback Sequence field
	Specify all zeros value
	Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc
	Proposed counter.  See resolution to 2257.

	7823
	7.4.7.6
	All fields in CSI Matrices Control Field need to be defined in Table n30, and values for reserved fields must be defined
	Define Explicit Channel Feedback bit, and specify all zeros values in reserved fields.
	Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc
	Proposed counter.  See resolution to 2257.

	7826
	7.4.7.7
	All fields in CSI Matrices Control Field need to be defined in Table n37, and values for reserved fields must be defined
	Define Explicit Channel Feedback bit, and specify all zeros values in reserved fields.
	Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc
	Proposed counter.  See resolution to 2257.

	7830
	7.4.7.8
	All fields in CSI Matrices Control Field need to be defined in Table n44, and values for reserved fields must be defined
	Define Explicit Channel Feedback bit, and specify all zeros values in reserved fields.
	Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc
	Proposed counter.  See resolution to 2257.

	7882
	7.2.2
	A-MSDU length can exceed the maximum MPDU length which A-MPDU delimiter field can specify.
	Need some restriction on combined usages of A-MSDU and A-MPDU.
	Change Fig n35 to show the MPDU field to be 0-4095 bytes. Add an informative note to state the restriction on the combined usage of A-MSDU and A-MPDU, taking into account the restriction on the modulation class and rx A-MPDU factors.
	Proposed accept as in the resolution column.

	7223
	7.1.3.1.10
	Although order bit signaling to indicate the presence of HT control field allows HT control field to be in All frames except the non-QoS data frames, but the use of +HTC frames should be limited to Unicast QoS data frames and BAR and BA control frames only.
	Change the text to only allow HTC+ frame for all Unicast QoS data frames as well as BAR and BA control frames ONLY.
	
	Proposed reject.  There's value in having an RTS/CTS also manage link adaptation.

	8060
	7.1.3.5.3
	Qos Null + HTC no ACK policy is legal  
	In the line of B5B6=00 of Table 6 replace "For QoS Null (no data) frames, this is the only permissible value for the Ack Policy subfield." with "For QoS Null (no data) frames without HTC field, this is the only permissible value for the Ack Policy subfield."  
	
	Proposed duplicate of 7356.

	8079
	7.4A.2
	BA aggregation in Reverse Direction is mentioned but contradicts the single TID aggregation table (n48)
	Change the "Comments" with "Definition" in the third column. Edit the first row as follow: BlockAck may be non-aggregate frame. If the BlockAck is sent in the aggregation is shall be sent at first place.
	
	Proposed counter.  Remove the existing comment (Done in D1.03).  Add the following to the comment for Block Ack:  "At most one BlockAck established under HT-immediate BA Policy may be present, in which case it occurs at the start of the A-MPDU.  Any number of Block Ack frames established under HT-delayed BA Policy with the BA Ack Policy field set to 1 may be present."

	8118
	7.4A.2
	The 2nd and 3rd statements in this clause do not use the word "shall".
	Change wording as follows:
"All the MPDUs within an A-MPDU shall be addressed to the same receiver address."
"The Duration fields in the MAC Headers of all MPDUs in an A-MPDU shall carry the same value."
	
	Proposed reject.   There's a move to clean clause 7 of shalls.  Statements describing the contents of structures use "is" and then appeal to the statement at the top of clause 7: "A STA shall be able properly to construct a subset
of the frames specified in this clause for transmission" where "properly construct" is taken to mean according to the various "is" statements.

	8145
	7.4A.1
	It is not mentioned in what MSB/LSB order the fields like Length and Unique Pattern are transmitted 
	Mention for each field whether LSB is first or last
	
	Proposed reject.   This is unambiguously defined by subclause 7.1 in the baseline.

	9885
	11.14.2
	Needs to specify what is the PHY-bit-rate used for calculations. Is it the max PHY rate that the STA can support?
	
	
	Proposed counter.   It is the actual data rate.  This is clarified in the resolution to CID 550.

	9964
	7.2.2.1
	Table n6 refers to calibration.
	change it to Table 4
	 
	Recommend reclassify as editorial

	4603
	7.1.3.1.10
	Re-use of Order field for indicating whether the HT Control Field is included does not sound desirable. Order field is already used for other purpose and because of this, it does not seem to be possible to parse frames correctly without knowing whether the transmitter or receiver is a HT QSTA.
	Consider using another mechanism for specifying whether HT Control Field is included in a way that would not require re-using existing flags in the header for completely different purpose.
	Request submission from the commenter
	Proposed reject.  There's only one place the signalling can reasonably be put - in the frame control field - because of the time critical nature of much of the information in the HT control field (the only alternative would be the QoS control field,  but the A-MSDU mechanism has quite properly defined a purpose for the only reserved bit there).  The order bit is effectively unused because nobody has implemented the Strictly Ordered MSDU priority.  For QSTA,  it is reserved.  We can therefore re-use.  So the only possible issue is whether a third party non-QSTA can overhear this bit, and if it has any effect.   A non-HT PPDU sent between two HT peers could have this bit asserted.  However a third party non-HT STA will filter unicast frames not addressed to it.   A non-HT PPDU broadcast by an HT STA cannot contain an HTC.   Therefore,  no frame with the order bit set to one by a HT STA indicating presence of HTC will survive the address filtering of a 3rd party STA.   There is no known issue with the parsing of MPDUs, because the location of existing fields is according to the existing specification.

	10100
	7.3.2.48
	"Basic MCS Set" is defined but not used any where.
	Delete "Basic MCS Set" throughout this document.
	
	Proposed reject.  The following text appears in D1.03: "9.6.2 HT Basic MCS Set
The Basic MCS Set field of the HT Information element indicates which MCS values are supported by all
STAs in a BSS. An AP shall refuse a (re)association request from a STA that does not support all the rates in
the Basic MCS Set."   This is clearly a use of the field - i.e. the AP is advertising which rates it requires all associated STA to support.

	10165
	7.4.7.10
	Define TBD in Figure n28
	
	Transferred to Frame Format group to be consistent with resolution to CID 7816. Transferred - U
	Proposed accept.  This is resolved in D1.03.

	10367
	7.3.2.48
	The name "control channel" is technically misleading.  It indicates that that this channel only conveys control information and not data as well.
	Change "control channel" to "primary channel" throughout the draft.
	
	Proposed accept.  This change has already been implemented by approved resolution in D1.03.

	10369
	7.4A.1.2
	the syntax notation or language for the pseudo code is not cited
	cite the syntax type for the pseudo code, e.g. say "the algorithm is expressed in Figure xx as a C Programming Language code snippet".  otherwise the code could be interpreted in different ways.
	
	Proposed accept

	11021
	7.1.3.1.2
	If the intent is to allow data in a frame with the "No Frame Body" bit set, fix Table 1 in 7.1.3.1.2 and the text following it to clarify this.
	As in comment
	
	Recommend classifying this as a duplicate of 2000

	3713
	7.1.3.8
	For many fields it is not clear how the fields should be encoded. Would it be possible to clearly mark how the bit ordering is arranged so that there are no isseues with interoperability? (For example, it is not clear whether bit 3 is represented first or last in table n3. Same issue with bits 6 through 8
	For each instance, clearly spell out the bit ordering
	Srini will bring in a submission to further clarify
	Proposed accept.  Document 11-06-0836-00-000n-tgn-representation-bitstring-literals-in-tgn-draft.doc defines bitstring literals in D1.0 as msb on the left.   Additionally the editor should remove unnecessary use of bitstring literals where integers would more naturally be used in the baseline.

	11136
	7.2.3.5
	Order numbers in frame are incorrect
	11ma ends with 6; 11k added 8-9 (7-8); 11r added 9-15. Change to 16-17
	
	Proposed duplicate of 2020

	11145
	7.2.3.7
	Order numbers in frame are incorrect
	11ma ends with 6; 11k added 8-9 (7-8); 11r added 9-15. Change to 16-17
	
	Proposed duplicate of 2029

	11305
	7.3.2.48
	Third row says "Recommended" in col 1, and "may" in col 3
	make consistent.  Is it recommended or optional?  Suggest "should" in col 3
	
	Recommend duplicate of 2181

	11343
	7.4.7.1
	As this format of frames is used throughout the base spec, Channel Width should be defined as either a fixed field in 7.3.1 or as in Information Element in 7.3.2
	Recommend changing frame formats to a figure instead of a table.  This comment applies throughout clause 7.4.7
	Transferred:  see CID3789
	Proposed duplicate of 2233

	11347
	7.4.7.1
	Size of "Channel Width" is not specified. 1-bit, 8-bit, 16-bit, 32-bit?
	As in comment
	Transferred:  see CID3789
	Proposed duplicate of 2232

	11370
	7.4.7.2
	Size of "Enable/Disable" is not specified. 1-bit, 8-bit, 16-bit, 32-bit?
	As in comment
	Transfer to Frame Format adhoc - U - 
	Proposed duplicate of 2239

	11371
	7.4.7.2
	Size of "Mode" is not specified. 1-bit, 8-bit, 16-bit, 32-bit?
	As in comment
	Transfer to Frame Format adhoc - U - 
	Proposed duplicate of 2241

	11480
	7.4A
	The A-MPDU would be much better defined as a MAC-level capability, rather than a PHY capability. Then it can be used by other (future) PHYs, and can even be used by existing PHYs in some circumstances.
	Integrate the definition of A-MPDU into 7.1.2, as part of the general frame format. Define B0-B1 of the MPDU Delimiter to be value 01, so that it appears as the Protocol Version of a non-HT MAC header.  Move the remainder of the definition of A-MPDU to be in 7.1.5. Drop the restriction on contents so that A-MPDU can contain any current (protocol version 0) MAC frame or sequences of such frames. Drop all the complexity in 9.12 about frame sequences that contain +ampdu and +ampdu-end. 
	
	Proposed duplicate of 2365

	11484
	7.4A.1.1
	Insert a cross ref to 7.1.1 for encoding
	as in comment
	
	Proposed duplicate of 2371

	11882
	7.4A.1.2
	Open ended statement
	State the probability for false-positive MPDU delimiter recognition, e.g. based on CRC false-positive rate multiplied by either 1-in-256 for the 0x0E Unique Pattern occurence probability or Unique Pattern probability derived from general network traffic textual analysis
	Ed: reclassified as technical
	Proposed counter.  Remove the following sentence: "The overall effect may be to lose one or more MPDUs from the aggregate very
infrequently." from the footnote.

	11974
	11.14.1
	"that are intended to be received by a particular STA" is incosistent with the single receiver assumption.
	Remove it.
	3
	Proposed counter: "An HT STA shall not transmit an  A-MPDU that is longer than 2^(13 + Maximum Rx A-MPDU Factor)-1 octets, using the limit declared by the intended receiver."

	766
	7.2.2.1
	Justify changes or eliminate
	This is in conflict with past 802.11 work and will cause legacy problems, eliminate changes
	I don’t think that our discussion this morning reached a conclusion on the value of Address 3. 
	Proposed reject.  The standard is not internally required to justify itself - that happened during the selection process.  However, in reply to the commenter,  under A-MSDU aggregation,  the DA and SA are carried in the subframe header.   Any field in the MPDU header that carries DA or SA is redundant and could potentially be removed.  However this is not possible as the condition for the presence of one of the address fields would depend on a value in the QoS Control field that follow it.   So, given that the address fields have to be present,  but cannot contain their prior values we are faced with two choices:  mark them as reserved or fill them with a well-defined value (BSSID).   Filling them with a well-defined value is the least likely to cause any problems with 3rd party STA compared to defining them as reserved,  in which case third parties would see unexpected "all zeroes" addresses.

	12094
	7.3.2.48
	"Size in us of the Shortest Service Interval" yet the codes start at 5 ms and are multiples of 5 ms
	Replace by "Duration of the shortest Service Interval"
	
	Proposed duplicate of 2190

	12252
	7.2.2
	TCP already does piggback acks whenver possible. So citing TCP acks as a strong case doesn’t help here.
	I would like to see a more reasoning on how A-MSDUs help. Sure, since the phy overhead is so large that it makes sense to send large MSDU/MPDUs, but I would like to see more evidence as to how does it help some typical applications. Can this be used for Real-time applications ?
	
	Proposed accept.  No change to the Draft is necessary because it is not required to justify itself.  The commenter is referred to: 11-05-1266-01-000n-tgn-joint-proposal-mac-results.doc which shows the effectiveness of the overall system,  including A-MSDU, which simultaneously meets challenging real-time QoS constraints for VoIP and video traffic.
The benefit of A-MSDU is easy enough to calculate - it permits 14B of overhead per MSDU compared to 30B of overhead per MPDU - a saving of 16B.  If the average MSDU size is 1500B,  the performance gain is ~1%.   However, for MSDUs of size 256B (which is more realistic of average MSDU sizes),  the performance gain is 6%.

	12253
	7.2.3
	"The MPDU containing  the A-MSDU is one of the qos data subtypes"; the meaning of this sentence is not clear -- what is it trying to convey
	Change the sentence to convey the intended meaning more accurately
	
	Proposed accept.   Replace the sentence: "The MPDU containing the A-MSDU may be any of the QoS data subtypes, excluding the no data subtypes." in D1.03 with the following:  "The MPDU containing the A-MSDU may be carried in any of the following Data subtypes: QoS Data, QoS Data + CF-Ack, QoS Data + CF-Poll, QoS Data + CF-Ack + CF-Poll."

	12256
	7.4A
	It is not clear if A-MPDUs from different Traffic streams ( and hence Ups ) be munged together ( I hope not ! )
	Please clarify that this can not happen.
	
	Proposed reject.  A-MPDU is a frame aggregation technique.   The Data frames that can transmitted are constrained by channel access rules and by Block Ack response rules.   These rules don't stop the aggregation of Data of different TIDs under certain circumstances - for example, during PSMP operation.

	11388
	7.4.7.4
	It seems the intent is to define a common frame format for many of the Management Action Frames, and to use the appropriate fields in that common format for each of the various messages. Suggest that 7.4.7.4 have a figure with the common format that each of the subsequent sections reference. Also have a figure with the format of the Transmit beamforming control field/CSI Matricies control field (which also appear to be identical). Each section then has a series of short paragraphs, one for each field, stating how that field is used in this frame. When it is not used, state that it is reserved and is set to zero on transmit and ignored on reception.
	As in comment
	Ed: agree with the comment.  Need a submission to tidy up all the related management action frames.
	Proposed accept.  This can be done without a submission as follows:
1.  Create a new subclause in 7.3.1 to hold a "Beamforming Control" field.   This field contains the current transmitter beamforming control fields (with slight renaming to allow its use from CSI matrices),  plus MCR segment sequence and explicit feedback control sequence fields.  
2. Move generic definition of these fields and subfields from the 7.4.7 subclauses.
3. Modify action frame definitions to include this new field and update terminology in the text.  Add appropriate references to the new 7.3.1 subclause.
4. Move any "report" structure to a new subclause in 7.3.1 along with its definition.   
5. Update 7.4.7 clauses to reference new subclause in 7.3.1 holding its report defintion, and add appropriate references.

Note, this introduces one technial change compared with D1.03.  The "mimo compressed steering" action frame has an RSSI field separating the segment sequence and explicit feedback control fields.  This will be moved to after the common fields, and will be given its own subclause in 7.3.1 to hold the definition of this field.

	7811
	7.2.1
	Add a figure that shows a +HTC control frame (Control frame with HT control field)
	Include a figure with specified change
	Ed AdHoc: Transfer to Gen AdHoc
Gen AdHoc: Transfer to Frame Formats
	Proposed defer until CID 1553 addressed.  There is no figure in the baseline that shows the format of "a control frame".  There is a figure that shows the format of a mac frame,  in which HTC appears.  The only alternative would be to show +HTC variants for each of the control frames where +HTC is permitted. 

	10326
	Annex A
	Capability should be mandatory for all STAs..
	Modify Status column accordingly.
	Gen AdHoc: Tansfer to Frame Format
PICS should match feature in resultant text provide in Draft.
	Proposed reject.   Antenna selection is clearly optional as there are HT capability bits that describe support for it.

	10330
	Annex A
	Capability should be mandatory for all STAs..
	Modify Status column accordingly.
	Gen AdHoc: Tranfer to Frame Format
PICS should match feature in resultant text provide in Draft.
	Proposed reject.  Greenfield mode is clearly optional as there are HT capability bits that describe support for it.

	2231
	7.4.7.1
	The frame formats would be much better shown as a Figure than a table
	Change to a Figure showing sizes of each field, and a short paragraph below with the information currently in the "Value" column
	Tranferred to Frame Format
	Proposed reject.  The baseline uses a tabluar notation for description of certain action frames,  and so our usage is not inconsistent with this.

	2245
	7.4.7.3
	The frame formats would be much better shown as a Figure than a table
	Change to a Figure showing sizes of each field, and a short paragraph below with the information currently in the "Value" column
	Tranferred to Frame Format
	Proposed reject.  The baseline uses a tabluar notation for description of certain action frames,  and so our usage is not inconsistent with this.
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These comments were selected to be non-controversial,  and to avoid substantive technical change to the TGn draft.
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		4		Adachi, Tomoko		11.14.1		151		12-13		T		Y		151		12		PSDU Length Limit Rules		11.14.1		T												As the maximum A-MPDU length is 65535 bytes, the expression should be 2^(13+Maximum Rx A-MPDU Factor) -1.		Correct it.						A-MPDU		Frame Format				2		Proposed accept.  Resolved in resolution to 11974.

		4045		Kerry, Stuart		5.6		11		21		T		Y		11		21		Relationship between services		5.6		T												HT action frames		These frames must not be a part of Management Frames, since they are sent out as QoS null embedded frames		Gen AdHoc: Transfer to FrameFormat				General		Frame Format				7		Proposed counter.  While the requested change is not clearly stated,  the requirements are covered by the resolutions to CIDs 3694 and 4044.

		32		Adachi, Tomoko		7.4A.1.2		80				T		Y		80				De-aggregation (Informative)		7.4A.1.2		ST												What is negotiated_MPDU_limit in Fig. n33? Maximum Rx A-MPDU Factor is negotiated but there is no mechanism to negotiate the limit of MPDU. Negotiated_MPDU_limit should be changed to the actual maximum length of payload in data type MPDU when A-MPDU is used, which is 2324 octets.		Correct "negotiated_MPDU_limit" in Fig. n33 to other word or actual value.						A-MPDU		Frame Format				10		Proposed counter.  See CID 4501.

		33		Adachi, Tomoko		7.4A.2		80				T		Y		80				A-MPDU Contents		7.4A.2		ST												"Block-Ack policy" in Tables 48 and 49 is confusing. It looks as if it is when the Ack Policy of the QoS Control field is 11 (Block Ack) but actually it's meaning that Data MPDUs are sent under BlockAck agreement.		Change the phrase "Data MPDUs sent under Block-ACK policy" in Tables 48 and 49 to other appropriate phrase so that it clearly includes Implicit BAR case.						A-MPDU		Frame Format				11		Proposed counter.  While accepting the intent of the change,  the resolution proposed for CID 852 includes this in a more radical reorganization of these tables.

		474		Chaplin, Clint		7.3.2.48		52		4		T		Y		52		4		Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		T												"The fields of the Additional HT Information Elements are defined in Table n18."		Should be, "The fields of the Additional HT Information Elements are defined in Table n19."						HT Elements		Frame Format				16		Proposed assign to editor

		475		Chaplin, Clint		7.3.2.48		54				T		Y		54				Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		ST												"In probe responses, this field shall not be interpreted and set to 0."  This sentence makes no sense at all.  Something is missing, I think.		Fix the sentence.						HT Elements		Frame Format				17		Proposed accept.  See resolution to 2193.

		493		Choudhury, Abhijit		7.4A.1		78		Table n47		T		Y		78		15		Aggregated MPDU format (A-MPDU)		7.4A.1		ST												Can an MPDU within an A-MPDU aggregate contain an A-MSDU ? If yes, the MPDU length field cannot be 12 bits as the lengths specified earlier go up to 8K or 13 bits.		Make the length of this field consistent with the size of the maximum A-MSDU possible.						A-MPDU		Frame Format				20		Proposed duplicate of 8275

		494		Choudhury, Abhijit		7.4A.2		81		0		E		N		81		0		A-MPDU Contents		7.4A.2		T												For QoS Data, in the comment column specify that it is only one TID per aggregation				Ed: reclassified as technical				A-MPDU		Frame Format				21		Proposed reject.  The commenter doesn't indicate any change.  The observation is correct.   May be something has been lost from the comment.

		495		Choudhury, Abhijit		7.4A1		78		3		T		Y		78		3		Aggregated MPDU format (A-MPDU)		7.4A.1		ST												Does the A-MPDU maximum length of 64K bytes include only the sum of the MPDU lengths, sub-frame lengths, pad bytes or it also includes the minimum seperation bytes calculated from the MPDU density, PHY-bit-rate given in the HT Capability element(page 45)? The aggregation parsing algorithm does not mention this minimum seperation at all.								A-MPDU		Frame Format				22		Proposed reject.  In reply to the commenter:
1.  the maximum length of the A-MPDU is the maximum length of the structure called the A-MPDU shown in the figure just above this statement,  rather that the maximum length of some subset of fields within it.  No other interpretation is possible, and no further clarification is required.
2.  The parsing algorithm does not need to be modified.  The MPDU density may be achieved in multiple ways,  but the most obvious one is to include delimiters with a length field set to zero.   This is explicitly called out as legal.   Parsing of these delimiters is identical to those with a length field that is non-zero,  and no accomodation is required in the parsing algorithm.

		548		Conner, W. Steven		7.2.2.1		31		3		T		Y		31		3		Aggregated MSDU Format (A-MSDU)		7.2.2.1		T												For table row with ToDS=1/FromDS=1, Address 3 and Address 4 are both listed as value BSSID.  This conflicts with the address mapping convention for ToDS=1/FromDS=1 in the base draft where Address3=DA and Address4=SA.		Update the fields to match Table 7 in the base draft.						A-MSDU		Frame Formats				23		Proposed Reject. When transporting an A-MSDU in which ToDS and FromDS are both 1, the DA and SA information is defined in the subframe headers.  The address 3 and 4 fields are logically not used,  but are present because this interpretation depends on information that follows them (i.e. in the QoS control field). Because these fields are present we specifiy they carry the BSSID as this doesn't vary from MSDU to MSDU.

		550		Cooklev, Todor		11.14.2						T		N		151				MPDU density		11.14.2		ST												same as above		Replace the text in 11.14.2 with "An HT STA shall not allow transmission of more than one MPDU start within the time limit described in the MPDU maximum density field. The limitation shall be measured at the PHY_SAP; the number of bytes between the start of two consecutive MPDUs in A-MPDU shall be equal to or smaller than MPDU-density*PHY-bit-rate/8".						A-MPDU		Frame Format				24		Proposed counter:  (in order to merge in the change required for CID 9885):  Replace the text in 11.14.2 with "An HT STA shall not allow transmission of more than one MPDU start within the time limit described in the MPDU maximum density field. The limitation shall be measured at the PHY_SAP; the number of bytes between the start of two consecutive MPDUs in A-MPDU shall be equal to or smaller than MPDU-density*(Data Rate)/8,  where Data-Rate is determined from the TXVECTOR parameters relating to this transmission as defined in <add reference to MCS tables subclause>."

		646		CYPHER, DAVID		7.3.2.48		52				T		Y		52				Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		T												bit value 10 unspecified		Specify 10 as Reserved						HT Elements		Frame Format				39		Proposed duplicate of 2180

		647		CYPHER, DAVID		7.3.2.48		54				T		Y		54				Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		T												Description column uses ms (milliseconds) while Use column uses us (microseconds)		Use one unit either ms or us						HT Elements		Frame Format				40		Proposed duplicate of 2190

		652		CYPHER, DAVID		7.3.2.48		53				T		Y		53				Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		ST												The text, "present in Beacon/Probe Response frames …." is confusing.  It appears to be stating that these bits are only present in these frames, but not present in other frames.  If this is the case how does one know to parse these bits as present or not and what happens to byte alignments?		Change text to state that this field is only processed and has the following meaning when in these frames, otherwise the field is ignored.						HT Elements		Frame Format				45		Proposed accept.  Add "Otherwise reserved" in each field of the table that has a qualification about when it is present.

		653		CYPHER, DAVID		7.4.7		57		12-13		T		Y		57		12		HT Management Action Frames details		7.4.7		T												Is it MIMO Channel Measurement Report or MIMO Channel Measurement?		Use one term consistently, add "report" to heading 7.4.7.4						HT Action Frames		Frame Format				46		Proposed assign to editor

		654		CYPHER, DAVID		7.4.7		57		12-13		T		Y		57		12		HT Management Action Frames details		7.4.7		T												Is it MIMO CSI Matrices Message or MIMO CSI Matrices?		Use one term consistently, add "Message" to heading 7.4.7.6						HT Action Frames		Frame Format				47		Proposed assign to editor

		655		CYPHER, DAVID		7.4.7		57		12-13		T		Y		57		12		HT Management Action Frames details		7.4.7		T												Is it MIMO Uncompressed Steering Matrices Message or MIMO Uncompressed Steering Matrices?		Use one term consistently, add "Message" to heading 7.4.7.7						HT Action Frames		Frame Format				48		Proposed assign to editor

		656		CYPHER, DAVID		7.4.7		57		12-13		T		Y		57		12		HT Management Action Frames details		7.4.7		T												Is it Set Recommended transmission Channel Width or Recommended Transmission Channel Width?		Use one term consistently, add "Set" to heading 7.4.7.1						HT Action Frames		Frame Format				49		Proposed assign to editor

		660		CYPHER, DAVID		7.4.7.4		61		2		T		Y		61		2		MIMO Channel Measurement frame		7.4.7.4		ST												Missing Explicit Feedback Format B8-B11		Add missing specification information		Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc				Beamforming		Frame Format				50		Proposed counter.  See CID 11833.

		665		CYPHER, DAVID		7.4A.2		80		30		T		Y		80		30		A-MPDU Contents		7.4A.2		T												Tables n48, n49, and n50 are not referenced, instead the term, below is used.		Remove the term, below and and the explicit references						A-MPDU		Frame Format				51		Proposed accept.  D1.03 implements this.

		816		Durand, Roger		Table N3 and surrounding text						T		Y		46				Extended HT Capabilities Info field		7.3.2.47.5		ST												the paths are not symetrical for signal to noise		possible fundamental flaw: this may not work if upstream and downstream transmitter output power and antennae gains are very different. What provisions exist when this scenario is true.		???				HT Elements		Frame Format				63		Propose assign to PHY group

		852		Emeott, Stephen		7.4A.2		81				T		Y		81				A-MPDU Contents		7.4A.2		T												In Table n49, the row for QoS data does not specify whether only QoS data from one TID is allowed for one aggregation when Single Receiver Aggregation MPDUs using N-Delayed BlockAck is used.  This type of information is already present in Table n48 the row for QoS data ("One TID per aggregation") under Single Receiver Aggregation MPDUs using N-Immediate BlockAck case		Make the recommeded change						A-MPDU		Frame Format				65		Proposed resolution.   The distinction "under HT-immediate block ack" and "under HT delayed block ack" is overly contstraining.  It also doesn't cover the case where data is sent under "no ack".
What we actually need are two tables,  one for PSMP use and one for all other uses.
The non-PSMP table should include the following rows:
1.  Block Ack.  At most one Block Ack established under HT-immediate BA policy.   If present, this shall be the first MPDU in an A-MPDU.
2.  Block Ack.  Any number of Block Ack frames established under HT-delayed BA with the BA Ack Policy field set to 1 (no-ack).
3.  Qos Data (implicit BAR).  QoS Data MPDUs under HT-immediate BA policy with Ack Policy set to "normal Ack" representing implicit block ack request.   These data MPDUs shall all have the same TID.
4.  QoS data (block ack).  QoS Data MPDUs with Ack Policy set to "block ack".  These may come from any TID, except the same TID as any QoS Data MPDUs with implicit BAR.
5.  QoS data (no ack).  QoS Data MPDUs with Ack Policy set to "no ack".
6.  QoS Null +HTC Data.  QoS Null Data +HTC MPDUs with the MA field of the HTC set to 1 and the Ack Policy field set to "no ack".
7.  BlockAckReq.  BlockAckReq established under HT-delayed BA policy with the BAR Ack Policy field set to 1 (representing "no ack").

		1006		Fischer, Matthew		11.14.1		151				T		Y		151				PSDU Length Limit Rules		11.14.1		T												need a description of TX behavior		add a sentence which places a limit on transmitter behavior with respect to obeying the advertised PSDU limit of an intended receiver						A-MPDU		Frame Format				66		Proposed accept.  This is covered by resolution to CID 11974.

		1007		Fischer, Matthew		11.14.1		151		27		T		Y		151		27		PSDU Length Limit Rules		11.14.1		T												make normative		change "declares" to "shall declare"						A-MPDU		Frame Format				67		Proposed reject.   There is already a normative requirement for the HT STA to include this element.   The referenced text is intended to be descriptive.

		1008		Fischer, Matthew		11.14.1		152		1		T		Y		152		1		PSDU Length Limit Rules		11.14.1		T												make normative		change verb tense to  include "shall"						A-MPDU		Frame Format				68		Proposed accept.

		1009		Fischer, Matthew		11.14.1		152		13		T		Y		152		13		PSDU Length Limit Rules		11.14.1		T												extra words		remove "NOTE -"						A-MPDU		Frame Format				69		Proposed reject.  This is the correct form for including informative text according to IEEE-SA style guide rules.

		8107		Tsoulogiannis, Tom		7.1.3.1.10		15		17		T		Y		15		17		Order field		7.1.3.1.10		ST				D								The last sentence implies that you can only include the HT Control frame in MPDUs that also include a QOS Control frame.  Is this what was meant?  It seems like this is a pretty fundamental rule that you can only do HT using QOS frames.  Shouldn't something like this be flagged and detailed rather prominently for the reader.		Delete the last sentence on line 17, or add text to describe why you can only include the HT Control Field in QoS frames.						Frame Formats		Frame Format				71		Proposed counter.  The last sentence reads: "The HT Control Field may be included in any frame except a non-QoS Data frame."   replace this with "The HT Control Field may be included in any Management, Control or QoS Data frame".   This clarifies the intent without introducing any technical change.

		1483		Fischer, Matthew		General						T		Y		0				General		General		DT												Add a statement to note that HT STA shall be able to interpret the HTC field of frames.		not sure where to put the statement, but somewhere there needs to be a normative requirement that an HT STA shall be capable of interpreting received HT control fields in +HTC frames		Gen AdHoc: Transfer to FrameFormat				General		Frame Format				100		Proposed Reject.  Submission 11-06/1026r1 was approved by motion in TGn in July.  This submission has the opposite effect, of explicitly making HTC optional and stating the requirements for interpretation of a frame containing HTC as a third party that does not directly support HTC.

		1155		Fischer, Matthew		7.2.3.4		33				T		Y		33				Association Request frame format		7.2.3.4		T												Thou shalt not shall in clause 7.		Replace instances of "shall" with simple declarative forms of the verb.						Management Frames		Frame Format				104		Proposed accept.  This has already been handled by prior comment in D1.03.

		3758		Kandala, Srinivas		7.3.2.47.5		46				T		Y		46				Extended HT Capabilities Info field		7.3.2.47.5		DT				D								This field is a great candidate to have its own IE. There is no real danger of specifying too many IEs - there are still around 200 available		Make this field into an IE		Show benefit in adding another IE				HT Elements		Frame Format				120		Proposed reject.   The IE mechanism creates flexibility and costs additional overhead.   There is no indication that the flexibility provided does any more than complicate the rules we now have to specify and complicate the parsing of this structure.

		1179		Fischer, Matthew		7.3.2.47.1		41		6		T		Y		41		6		HT Capability element		7.3.2.47.1		T												clumsy wording		Change "not fixed to allow extension" to "not fixed, so as to allow extension"						HT Elements		Frame Format				121		Proposed accept.

		1195		Fischer, Matthew		7.3.2.47.8		53				T		Y		53				Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		T												additional HT information element -- the mixed mode description is incorrect - the description should read that there ARE SOME non-HT STA associated!		Change "no Non-HT STA" to "some non-HT STA"						HT Elements		Frame Format				129		Proposed accept.  See CID 6906

		1196		Fischer, Matthew		7.3.2.47.8		53				T		Y		53				Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		DT												MIXED mode setting in additional HT information element - make specific language to allow the following: AP shall set mixed operating mode when legacy is associated, and MAY set mixed mode otherwise - and STA SHALL use protection when MIXED mode is indicated, and MAY use protection when MIXED mode is not indicated		Actually, the proposed language, "AP shall set mixed operating mode when legacy is associated, and MAY set mixed mode otherwise - and STA SHALL use protection when MIXED mode is indicated, and MAY use protection when MIXED mode is not indicated," being behavioral, needs to appear somewhere in clause 11.						HT Elements		Frame Format				130		Propose transfer to MAC because this is attempting to define normative text that lives in clause 9 or 11.

		1200		Fischer, Matthew		7.3.2.47.8		52		5		T		Y		52		5		Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		T												In the first row of the table, the text "all broadcast and nonaggregated control frames are sent so that they can be received…" appears - this text describes behavior which should appear in a behavioral clause of the draft/amendment - such as 11.		Move the cited text to an appropriate clause, such as 11, and add "shall" to the statement with an appropriate qualifier.						HT Elements		Frame Format				134		Proposed accept

		1204		Fischer, Matthew		7.3.2.48		52		5		T		Y		52		5		Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		T												Value "10" should be reserved		Value "10" should be reserved						HT Elements		Frame Format				136		Proposed duplicate of 2180

		1205		Fischer, Matthew		7.3.2.48		53				T		Y		53				Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		T												In Operating Mode, For mixed case, there seems to be an extra "no"		"=Mixed: no non-HT STA" --> "=Mixed: non-HT STA"						HT Elements		Frame Format				137		Proposed accept.  See CID 6906

		1208		Fischer, Matthew		7.3.2.48		55				T		Y		55				Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		DT												Non-GF Devices Present row, Use colum, is it "should" recommended or "shall" recquired?		clarify						HT Elements		Frame Format				138		Proposed counter.  According to CID 1105, normative language has been removed from clause 7 where possible.   In D1.03,  the description of field describes the meaning of the bit, but doesn't introduce any normative behaviour.

		1210		Fischer, Matthew		7.4.7.1		58		4		T		Y		58		4		Recommended Transmission Channel Width Management Action Frame		7.4.7.1		T						Frame Format						Channel width information field has not been defined elsewhere - this is normally done for action frames - for example, it is necessary to somewhere (7.3.1.x), specify the size of this field.		Define the Channel Width field as a new subclause within 7.3.1 (i.e. as 7.3.1.x)		Transferred:  see CID3789				Coexistence		Frame Format				139		Proposed accept.  Create a new subclause in 7.3.1 and move the definition of the channel width field there from this clause.  Add reference to the new subclause from the existing subclause where appropriate.  Set the width of the field to 1 octet.

		1212		Fischer, Matthew		7.4.7.10						T		Y		76				PSMP		7.4.7.10		T												There is a TBD		Replace the TBD with a category ID from ANA		Transferred to Frame Format group to be consistent with resolution to CID 7816. Defer - U				PSMP		Frame Format				140		Proposed accept.  This is resolved in D1.03.

		1231		Fischer, Matthew		7.4.7.2						T		Y		58				MIMO Power Save Management Action Frame		7.4.7.2		ST												Enable/Disable and Mode fields need to be defined.		Define the Enable/Disable and Mode fields as new subclauses, 7.3.1.x and 7.3.1.y -- it might also be handy to combine these into one field of 8 bits instead, and some name which has a bit more specificity could be helpful.		Transfer to Frame Format adhoc - U -				Power Management		Frame Format				141		Proposed accept.  Merge the two fields into a single 8-bit field "SM Power Control", give it a new subclause heading in 7.3.1.  Move the current definition of the bits within that field into the new subclause. Replace the existing fields by the new field in frame format and add references to the new subclause where appropriate.

		1235		Fischer, Matthew		7.4.7.4		60				T		Y		60				MIMO Channel Measurement frame		7.4.7.4		T												All of the information fields in this MA frame need to have definitions within 7.3.1		Move the definitions of all information fields of this MA Frame as new subclauses beneath 7.3.1 and provide definitions for those fields that lack one		Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc				Beamforming		Frame Format				142		Proposed accept.  See CID 11833.

		1236		Fischer, Matthew		7.4.7.5						T		Y		62				Reciprocity Correction frame		7.4.7.5		T												All of the information fields in this MA frame need to have definitions within 7.3.1		Move the definitions of all information fields of this MA Frame as new subclauses beneath 7.3.1 and provide definitions for those fields that lack one		Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc				Beamforming		Frame Format				143		Proposed accept.  See CID 11833.

		1238		Fischer, Matthew		7.4.7.6						T		Y		63				MIMO CSI Matrices frame		7.4.7.6		T												All of the information fields in this MA frame need to have definitions within 7.3.1		Move the definitions of all information fields of this MA Frame as new subclauses beneath 7.3.1 and provide definitions for those fields that lack one		Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc				Beamforming		Frame Format				144		Proposed accept.  See CID 11833.

		1242		Fischer, Matthew		7.4.7.8						T		Y		72				Compressed Steering Matrices Feedback frame		7.4.7.8		T												All of the information fields in this MA frame need to have definitions within 7.3.1		Move the definitions of all information fields of this MA Frame as new subclauses beneath 7.3.1 and provide definitions for those fields that lack one		Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc				Beamforming		Frame Format				145		Proposed accept.  See CID 11833.

		1244		Fischer, Matthew		7.4.7.9						T		Y		75				Antenna Selection Indices Feedback Frame		7.4.7.9		T												All of the information fields in this MA frame need to have definitions within 7.3.1		Move the definitions of all information fields of this MA Frame as new subclauses beneath 7.3.1 and provide definitions for those fields that lack one		Transfer to Frame Format ad  hoc				Antenna Selection		Frame Format				146		Proposed accept.

		1246		Fischer, Matthew		7.4A.2		80		31		T		Y		80		31		A-MPDU Contents		7.4A.2		T												In the table, the first row, there is a paranthetical statement that says "See blockack explanation" - but the reference seems to point nowhere. Furthermore, this comment indicates that the block ack frame may be a non-aggregate - how can it be a non-aggregate, if it is part of an A-MPDU aggregate?		Please provide a proper reference for the information missing from the comment in the first row of the table and make some sense out of the other part of the comment.						A-MPDU		Frame Format				147		Proposed counter.  Both sentences referred to by the commenter have been removed in D1.03.

		1247		Fischer, Matthew		7.4A.2						T		Y		80				A-MPDU Contents		7.4A.2		T												Row 3 of the table - QOSNULL - what is meant by "can be sent out of any block ack agreement"? Same issue with EACH TABLE in this section.		Please provide a coherent explanation of the description field for QOS NULL - I believe that it is supposed to be saying something like: "The QOS NULL frame may be sent as part of an aggregate even when no block ack agreement exists for the frame, in which case, the QOS NULL frame must employ the NOACK ack policy." - apply to all instances in this section.						A-MPDU		Frame Format				148		Proposed counter.  While accepting the intent of the change,  the resolution proposed for CID 852 includes this in a more radical reorganization of these tables.

		1248		Fischer, Matthew		7.4A.2						T		Y		80				A-MPDU Contents		7.4A.2		T												Row 3 of the table - QOSNULL - too much information in the comment field. Same issue with EACH TABLE in this section.		Strike the sentence "This supports explicit feedback and channel
calibration"  - apply to all instances in this section.						A-MPDU		Frame Format				149		Proposed counter.  While accepting the intent of the change,  the resolution proposed for CID 852 includes this in a more radical reorganization of these tables.

		1249		Fischer, Matthew		7.4A.2						T		Y		80				A-MPDU Contents		7.4A.2		T												For each of the tables, it would appear that any frame which uses the No-ack policy should be allowed to appear in the A-MPDU.		Add a table entry to each table which allows no-ack policy frames to be included in any a-mpdu aggregate.						A-MPDU		Frame Format				150		Proposed accept.  See resolution of CID 33.

		1747		Inoue, Yasuhiko		7.4A		78		11-12		T		Y		78		11		Aggregated MPDU frames		7.4A		T												A-MPDU sub-frame format:
(1) I do not understand why unique pattern appears in the end of MPDU Delimiter.
(2) I also do not understand why CRC need to protect the Reserved field.		Clarify						A-MPDU		Frame Format				162		Proposed accept.   In reply to the commenter:
1.  The delimiter can only occur on 4-byte boundaries due to padding,  so the notion of "start" or "end" is not meaningful,  and has no effect on its operation.
2.  The reserved field is included in the CRC to allow future extension of this structure.  For example, if a future revision wanted to increase the size of the length field,  but the CRC was not defined to include those bits,  this would not be possible.

		3715		Kandala, Srinivas		7.1.3.8		20				T		Y		20				HT Control Field		7.1.3.8		T				D		Adrian						Table n6 - Spell the bit combination more clearly (ie which bit is more significant etc		As suggested		Adrian will bring a submission to present a solution to the bit numbering scheme				Frame Formats		Frame Format				167		Proposed accept.  Document 11-06-0836-00-000n-tgn-representation-bitstring-literals-in-tgn-draft.doc defines bitstring literals in D1.0 as msb on the left.

		2000		Ji, Lusheng		7.1.3.1.2		31		14		T		Y		31		14		Type and Subtype Fields		7.1.3.1.2		T												If the intent is to allow data in a frame with the "No Frame Body" bit set, fix Table 1 in 7.1.3.1.2 and the text following it to clarify this.		Make change indicated in comment						Frame Formats		Frame Format				196		Proposed counter.  Nothing needs to be modified in table 1 as the modifier "(no data)" is accurate.  Modify in the baseline 7.1.3.1.2 the following: "bit 6 is set to 1 in data subtypes that contain no Frame Body field," to: "bit 6 is set to 1 in data subtypes that contain no Frame Body field (except in the case of MA embedding as described in <add xref to MA embedding subclause here>),"

		4044		Kerry, Stuart		5.6		11		10		T		Y		11		10		Relationship between services		5.6		ST												Management Action Frames encapsulated in QoS Null Data frames are missing.		Add Management Action Frames encapsulated in QoS Null Data frames to the Data Frame list.		Gen AdHoc: Transfer to Frame Format				General		Coexistence				199		Proposed counter.  Insert in 11.3 (was 5.6) a new paragraph saying: "The class of a QoS Null +HTC with the MA field set to 1 is defined by the class of the action frame it carries"

		2020		Ji, Lusheng		7.2.3.5		33		17		T		N		33		17		Association Response frame format		7.2.3.5		ST												Order numbers in frame are incorrect		P802.11REV-ma-D6.0 ends with 6; 11k added 8-9 (7-8); 11r added 9-15. Change to 16-17						Management Frames		Frame Format				204		Proposed counter.  The following change made in D1.03 should suffice: Remove order numbers from the table and modify the editing instructions to read: "Insert the following two additional rows (preserving their order) in Table 11-Association Response frame body just before the Vendor Specific IE and insert contiguous numbering in the “Order” column:"

		2029		Ji, Lusheng		7.2.3.7		34		11		T		Y		34		11		Reassociation Response frame format		7.2.3.7		ST												Order numbers in frame are incorrect		P802.11REV-ma-D6.0 ends with 6; 11k added 8-9 (7-8); 11r added 9-15. Change to 16-17						Management Frames		Frame Format				207		Proposed counter.  D1.03 resolves this by removing the order numbers and modifying the editor's instructions thus: "insert the following … just before the Vendor Specific IE and insert contiguous numbering in the “Order” column"

		2036		Ji, Lusheng		7.2.3.9		34		23		T		Y		34		23		Probe Response frame format		7.2.3.9		T												Text in this paragraph duplicates what is already stated in the Notes in the table.		delete this paragraph		see 3733				Management Frames		Frame Format				211		Proposed accept.  Already actioned in D1.03 for approved comment 3733.

		3760		Kandala, Srinivas		7.3.2.47.5		46				T		Y		46				Extended HT Capabilities Info field		7.3.2.47.5		DT				D		Srini						Group parameters based on the functionality and put them in IEs to make the parsing of the frames easier.		Move MCS feedback out of the Extended HT Capability Info field		Show benefit in adding another IE				HT Elements		Frame Format				215		Proposed reject.   The IE mechanism creates flexibility and costs additional overhead.   There is no indication that the flexibility provided does any more than complicate the rules we now have to specify and complicate the parsing of this structure.

		2139		Ji, Lusheng		7.3.2.47.2		43		0		T		Y		43		0		HT Capabilities Info field		7.3.2.47.2		T												DSSS/CCK - The HT STA … shall be not associated…"		Move the normative procedure text to another appropriate clause						HT Elements		Frame Format				225		Proposed accept.  D1.03 has action approved resolution to CID 1107, which effects this change.

		6843		Myles, Andrew		7.1.3.1.10		15		16-17		T		Y		15		16		Order field		7.1.3.1.10		DT												The text overloads the Order bit to indicate a HT frame

However, overloading in protocol is generally the start of the slipperly slope to chaos		Reconsider overloading and/or justify overloading						Frame Formats		Frame Format				229		Proposed reject.  See response to CID 4603.

		5134		Meylan, Arnaud		7.1.3.8		18		11		T		Y		18		11		HT Control Field		7.1.3.8		T												Not finished to explain use of MRS with delayed MFB		Add after the last sentence (line 11). "that responder may transmit the MFB at a later point and include the corresponding MFS"						Frame Formats						230		Proposed accept

		3695		Kandala, Srinivas		7		14		22		T		Y		14		22		Frame formats		7		ST				D								Given that an MPDU may not necessarily be a frame, several terms in this clause need to change, starting with the name of the clause.

At a minimum, we should avoid terms such as "Frame Body" - instead use "MSDU" or "Protocol Data"		As suggested		Request the commenter to provide a submission to further clarify				Frame Formats		Frame Format				234		Proposed reject.  The terms MPDU and frame are used as synonyms in the baseline, and the TGn ammendment does not change that.  "Frame body" is the name of a field defined in the baseline.  While accepting that an A-MPDU is not a frame, but contains frames,   Clause 7 is still the best home for it.

		2176		Ji, Lusheng		7.3.2.48		52		3		E		N		52		3		Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		HE												Suggest that you reference Table 26 for the Element ID, rather than all the Editor's Notes		Change to "The Element ID field is set to the value shown in Table 26 for the HT Capability information element." Similar changes elsewhere these numbers need to appear.		The editor's notes will disappear when numbers are approved to be inserted.  The baseline re-defines these numbers in situ.  Discussion required.				HT Elements		Frame Format				235		Proposed reject.  The numbers have been obtained from the ANA and inserted in D1.03 in implementation of resolution to CID 1181.

		2180		Ji, Lusheng		7.3.2.48		52		5		T		Y		52		5		Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		T												Extension Channel Offset missing definition of 10		Note that 10 is reserved						HT Elements		Frame Format				236		Proposed accept

		2181		Ji, Lusheng		7.3.2.48		52		5		T		Y		52		5		Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		T												Third row says "Recommended" in col 1, and "may" in col 3		Make consistent.  Is it recommended or optional?  Suggest "should" in col 3						HT Elements		Frame Format				237		Proposed counter.  D1.03 removes the term "recommended" and renames the field to STA Channel Width.

		2184		Ji, Lusheng		7.3.2.48		53		0		T		Y		53		0		Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		DT												Remove normative text from clause 7		"Non-HT basic rates shall be used…"						HT Elements		Frame Format				238		Proposed accept.  This has already been handled by resolution to approved comment 1107 in D1.03.

		2186		Ji, Lusheng		7.3.2.48		53		0		T		Y		53		0		Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		DT												Remove normative text from clause 7		"…to indicate the MCS that is used…"						HT Elements		Frame Format				239		Proposed reject.   "That is used for" is not normative text, but descriptive.

		2188		Ji, Lusheng		7.3.2.48		53		0		T		Y		53		0		Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		DT												Remove normative text from clause 7		Change to "The AP sets this parameter to 1… otherwise this parameter is set to 0."						HT Elements		Frame Format				240		Proposed accept.  This has already been implemented in D1.03 (with slightly different wording) to achieve the intended result, thus: "Set to 0 if all HT STAs that are associated are
Greenfield capable
Set to 1 if one or more HT STAs that are not
Greenfield capable are associated"

		2189		Ji, Lusheng		7.3.2.48		53		0		T		Y		53		0		Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		T												Is "RIFS mode" about RIFS or APSD?		Make consistent in the definition. If there is a link between RIFS and APSD, that belongs in the procedures section.						HT Elements		Frame Format				241		Proposed reject.  The interpretation of the field in D1.03 is strictly whether RIFS may or may not be used.   Only the AP needs to make the link with APSD, and that doesn't need to be exposed in the clause 7 text.

		2190		Ji, Lusheng		7.3.2.48		54		0		T		Y		54		0		Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		T												Service Interval Granularity in ms or us?		Make consistent between description and use						HT Elements		Frame Format				242		Proposed accept.  See CID 4069.

		2192		Ji, Lusheng		7.3.2.48		54		0		T		Y		54		0		Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		DT												Remove normative text from clause 7		Change to "…is requesting is a multiple of this value…"						HT Elements		Frame Format				243		Proposed accepted.  D1.03 has already moved this text to clause 11 in response to CID 1107.

		2193		Ji, Lusheng		7.3.2.48		54		0		T		Y		54		0		Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		DT												Secondary Beacon in probe responses has normative text		Change to "this field is reserved and set to 0."						HT Elements		Frame Format				244		Proposed counter.  D1.03 uses this language: "Defined only in a Beacon transmission. Reserved otherwise."
There is no need to mention "0" because that is covered by the definition of "reserved" in the baseline.

		2195		Ji, Lusheng		7.3.2.48		54		0		T		Y		54		0		Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		DT												PCO phase not valid in Probe Responses?		Change to "Beacon frames and Probe Responses."						HT Elements		Frame Format				245		Proposed accept.

		2232		Ji, Lusheng		7.4.7.1		58		4		T		Y		58		4		Recommended Transmission Channel Width Management Action Frame		7.4.7.1		T						Frame Format						Size of "Channel Width" is not specified. 1-bit, 8-bit, 16-bit, 32-bit?		Make change indicated in comment		Transferred:  see CID3789				Coexistence		Frame Format				246		Proposed counter.  See CID 1210.

		2233		Ji, Lusheng		7.4.7.1		58		4		T		Y		58		4		Recommended Transmission Channel Width Management Action Frame		7.4.7.1		ST						Frame Format						As this format of frames is used throughout the base spec, Channel Width should be defined as either a fixed field in 7.3.1 or as in Information Element in 7.3.2		Recommend changing frame formats to a Figure instead of a table.  This comment applies throughout clause 7.4.7		Transferred:  see CID3789				Coexistence		Frame Format				247		Proposed reject.  While accepting the original comment (which is addressed in CID 1210),  the proposed change is unrelated to that and relates to CID 2231.

		2234		Ji, Lusheng		7.4.7.1		58		4		T		Y		58		4		Recommended Transmission Channel Width Management Action Frame		7.4.7.1		T						Frame Format						encoding not given for Channel Width		Reference 7.1.1 for encoding conventions		Transferred:  see CID3789				Coexistence		Frame Format				248		Proposed counter.  See CID 1210.

		2239		Ji, Lusheng		7.4.7.2		58		13		T		Y		58		13		MIMO Power Save Management Action Frame		7.4.7.2		T												Size of "Enable/Disable" is not specified. 1-bit, 8-bit, 16-bit, 32-bit?		Make change indicated in comment		Transfer to Frame Format adhoc - U -				Power Management		Frame Format				249		Proposed counter.  See CID 1231.

		2241		Ji, Lusheng		7.4.7.2		58		13		T		Y		58		13		MIMO Power Save Management Action Frame		7.4.7.2		T												Size of "Mode" is not specified. 1-bit, 8-bit, 16-bit, 32-bit?		Make change indicated in comment		Transfer to Frame Format adhoc - U -				Power Management		Frame Format				250		Proposed counter.  See CID 1231.

		2242		Ji, Lusheng		7.4.7.2		58		13		T		Y		58		13		MIMO Power Save Management Action Frame		7.4.7.2		T												encoding not given for Mode		Reference 7.1.1 for encoding conventions		Transfer to Frame Format adhoc - U -				Power Management		Frame Format				251		Proposed counter.  See CID 1231.

		2246		Ji, Lusheng		7.4.7.3		59		8		T		Y		59		8		PCO Phase Request  Management Action Frame		7.4.7.3		ST						Frame Format						As this format of frames is used throughout the base spec, PCO Phase should be defined as either a fixed field in 7.3.1 or as in Information Element in 7.3.2		Recommend changing frame formats to a Figure instead of a table.  This comment applies throughout clause 7.4.7		Transferreed:  see CID3789				PCO		Frame Format				252		Proposed counter. See CID 3803. 
See also 2245.

		2247		Ji, Lusheng		7.4.7.3		59		8		T		Y		59		8		PCO Phase Request  Management Action Frame		7.4.7.3		T						Frame Format						Size of "PCO Phase" is not specified. 1-bit, 8-bit, 16-bit, 32-bit?		Make change indicated in comment		Transferreed:  see CID3789				PCO		Frame Format				253		Proposed Counter.  See CID 3803.

		2248		Ji, Lusheng		7.4.7.3		59		8		T		Y		59		8		PCO Phase Request  Management Action Frame		7.4.7.3		T						Frame Format						encoding not given for PCO Phase		Reference 7.1.1 for encoding conventions		Transferreed:  see CID3789				PCO		Frame Format				254		Proposed Counter.  See CID 3803.

		2257		Ji, Lusheng		7.4.7.4		60		4		T		Y		60		4		MIMO Channel Measurement frame		7.4.7.4		T						Shravan						Definition of Explicit Feedback Format not in Table n25		Add to table n25, or delete from Figure n22		Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc				Beamforming		Frame Format				255		Proposed counter.   Accept the resolution, but widen it to apply to all 7.4.7 subclauses that reference the common structure defined in resolution to CID 11388.  Add to each of the "use of" tables, any missing subfields from the new common structure and mark unused ones as "reserved". Note, it is not necessary to indicate use of zeroes, because reserved, by convention, achieves this.

		2268		Ji, Lusheng		7.4.7.5		63		1		T		Y		63		1		Reciprocity Correction frame		7.4.7.5		ST												Several fields of the Transmit beamforming control field are not specified - Calibration sequence, Explicit Channel Feedback, Feedback format		If they are unused, state that the value are reserved and set to zero		Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc				Beamforming		Frame Format				256		Proposed counter.  See resolution to 2257.

		2274		Ji, Lusheng		7.4.7.6		64		2		T		Y		64		2		MIMO CSI Matrices frame		7.4.7.6		ST												MCMR Segment Sequence value unspecified		State that it is reserved and set to zero.		Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc				Beamforming		Frame Format				257		Proposed counter.  See resolution to 2257.

		2280		Ji, Lusheng		7.4.7.6		64		6		T		Y		64		6		MIMO CSI Matrices frame		7.4.7.6		ST												No definition given for Explicit Channel feedback field		Mark that field as "Reserved", and set to zero		Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc				Beamforming		Frame Format				258		Proposed counter.  See resolution to 2257.

		2327		Ji, Lusheng		7.4.7.8		73		1		T		Y		73		1		Compressed Steering Matrices Feedback frame		7.4.7.8		ST												Whether Transmit Beamforming Control field, or CSI Matrices Control field, not all of the fields are specified		Specify all the fields		Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc				Beamforming		Frame Format				259		Proposed accept.  See resolution to 2257.

		2365		Ji, Lusheng		7.4A		78		1		T		Y		78		1		Aggregated MPDU frames		7.4A		DT												The A-MPDU would be much better defined as a MAC-level capability, rather than a PHY capability. Then it can be used by other (future) PHYs, and can even be used by existing PHYs in some circumstances.		Integrate the definition of A-MPDU into 7.1.2, as part of the general frame format. Define B0-B1 of the MPDU Delimiter to be value 01, so that it appears as the Protocol Version of a non-HT MAC header.  Move the remainder of the definition of A-MPDU to be in 7.1.5. Delete the restriction on contents so that A-MPDU can contain any current (protocol version 0) MAC frame or sequences of such frames. Delete all the complexity in 9.12 about frame sequences that contain +ampdu and +ampdu-end.						A-MPDU		Frame Format				260		Proposed reject.  The purpose of requiring the PHY to transport an "aggregated" flag is so that it can do so with increased reliability over signalling it at data rates.

		2367		Ji, Lusheng		7.4A		78		3		T		N		78		3		Aggregated MPDU frames		7.4A		DT												Note that 65535 may be reduced to a value advertised by the STA. Further, its not clear where the 65535 limitation comes from.		Change to state that the maximum length of an A-MPDU is advertised by the receiving STA.  Further, that a STA shall not send an A-MPDU to a STA unless the receiving STA has advertised such a maximum size.						A-MPDU		Frame Format				261		Proposed reject.  In D1.03 section 9.7c.1, which reads "An HT STA shall form an A-MPDU for transmission such that all the MPDUs within the A-MPDU that are
intended to be received by a particular STA shall be within the first 2^(13 + Maximum Rx A-MPDU Factor)
octets of the PSDU, using the limit declared by that STA.",  this constraint already exists.

A STA cannot transmit an A-MPDU to another STA until it has determined that that STA is a HT STA.   It simultaneously obtains the Maximum Rx A-MPDU factor,  as it is contained in the HT Capability element,  so the situation cannot arise where it knows it can transmit an A-MPDU but is not aware of the receiver's maximum length.

		2369		Ji, Lusheng		7.4A.1		78		11		T		Y		78		11		Aggregated MPDU format (A-MPDU)		7.4A.1		DT												B0-B1 need to be distinguished so that the MAC can properly handle the A-MPDU.		B0-B1 shall be "01"						A-MPDU		Frame Format				262		Proposed reject.  The MAC "properly handles" the A-MPDU on the basis of the RXVECTOR AGGREGATION paramter.  No additional signalling is necessary within the MAC.

		2371		Ji, Lusheng		7.4A.1.1		79		13		T		Y		79		13		CRC		7.4A.1.1		T												Insert a cross ref to 7.1.1 for encoding		Make change indicated in comment						A-MPDU		Frame Format				263		Proposed accept.  Add the following:  "NOTE- the order of transmission of bits within the CRC field is defined in 7.1.1."

		2373		Ji, Lusheng		7.4A.1.2		79		22footnote		T		N		79		24		De-aggregation (Informative)		7.4A.1.2		T												One chance in 2^n (n is number of bits in MAC FCS).		Change to "..will discard with high probability based…"						A-MPDU		Frame Format				264		Proposed accept.

		2377		Ji, Lusheng		7.4A.2		80		30		T		Y		80		30		A-MPDU Contents		7.4A.2		T												Why are the possible MPDUs in an aggregate limited?		Please clarify, or remove this restriction.						A-MPDU		Frame Format				265		Proposed reject.   The amendment is not required to justify itself internally.
However, in reply to the commenter,  it simplifies both the implementation and the protocol when these constraints are present.

		2828		Ji, Lusheng		11.14.1		151		8		T		Y		151		8		PSDU Length Limit Rules		11.14.1		T												Can't mandate that a STA receive anything. Too many unknowns, like signal strength and interference		Change to "The STA shall be capable of receiving PSDUs…"						A-MPDU		Frame Format				266		Proposed accept.

		9961		Xhafa, Ariton		7.1.4		21				T		Y		21				Duration/ID field in data and management frames		7.1.4		T												The duration/ID field should also take into consideration LongNAV mechanism, where the AP transmits PPDUs to more than one STA.		Change to accomdate LongNAV operation.						Frame Formats						271		Propose reject.  Under 802.11e operation, an AP may transmit PPDUs to multiple STA within a single TXOP,  protected with a NAV that covers the whole TXOP.   The LongNAV extension allows a STA to reset the NAV if it overestimates the NAV.  The only possible "accomodation" would be to have the AP perform a "NAV reset" CF-End/CF-End exchange with all the STA it had talked to during a TXOP.  No justification has been presented that this is necessary.

		1910		Ji, Lusheng		7.1.3.1.2		15		5		T		Y		15		5		Type and Subtype Fields		7.1.3.1.2		T				D								Text below Table 1 no longer accurate		Change text below Table 1 to remove the mention of bit 6 meaning "No Frame Body" field. Or, if my other comments on this subject are accepted, reject this one		Chair to get more clarification from the commenter				Frame Formats		Frame Format				272		Propose counter.  See response to CID 2000.

		3716		Kandala, Srinivas		7.1.3.8		20				T		Y		20				HT Control Field		7.1.3.8		T				D		Adrian						Table n7 - Spell the bit combination more clearly (ie which bit is more significant etc		As suggested		see CID 3715				Frame Formats		Frame Format				279		Proposed accept.  Document 11-06-0836-00-000n-tgn-representation-bitstring-literals-in-tgn-draft.doc defines bitstring literals in D1.0 as msb on the left.

		1106		Fischer, Matthew		5.6		11		11		T		Y		11		11		Relationship between services		5.6		T												Need to accommodate block ack function within IBSS case. Need to add BA and BAR frames to allowed class 1 control frames, and need to allow either MA frame for BA category within class 1, or allow QOS NULL with MA Body category BA in class 1 (which is probably already implicitly allowed)		Add BA and BAR and all subvariants to class 1 control frame list. Add MA of category BA to class 1 management frame list. Add QOS Null with MA body to class 1 data list, but only when MA body is BA category.		Gen AdHoc: Transfer to Frame Format				General		Frame Format				297		Proposed counter.
For the first part,  add BlockAck and BlockAckReq frames and all variants to the class1 list and remove from the class 3 list.
The second part is resolved by CID 4044.

		3694		Kandala, Srinivas		5.6		11		21		T		Y		11		21		Relationship between services		5.6		ST												Some of the HT action frames should be allowed in IBSS. Examples include the feedback action frames.		Reconsider the classification of these frames.		Gen AdHoc: Transfer to FrameFormat				General		Frame Format				299		Proposed accept.  Add Action frames with category=HT to the list of class 1 frames and exclude from class 3 frames.

		3750		Kandala, Srinivas		7.3.2.47.2		42				T		Y		42				HT Capabilities Info field		7.3.2.47.2		T												Do the fields indicate support for GI for transmitting or receiving? I think it is meant to state for receiving.		Clarify in the draft.						HT Elements		Frame Format				303		Proposed accept.  Insert "for the reception of" in and appropriate place in definition column for the two short GI fields.

		3771		Kandala, Srinivas		7.3.2.48		52				T		Y		52				Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		T												Can a control channel's width can be anything other than 20 MHz?		Clarify (in the draft) or delete "20 MHz" from the description of "Control Channel"						HT Elements		Frame Format				318		Proposed accept. Under non-HT operation, an HT STA may transmit in a 5 or 10MHz channel.  Add the following new subclause  "11.3.3 - operation of HT STA in non-HT BSS.   An HT STA that associates with a non-HT BSS shall follow the rules for a non-HT STA during association and while associated with that BSS."

		3772		Kandala, Srinivas		7.3.2.48		52				T		Y		52				Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		T												Indicate the bit ordering for the following subfields: Extension Channel Offset, Operating Mode, Service Interval Granularity								HT Elements		Frame Format				319		Proposed accept.  Document 11-06-0836-00-000n-tgn-representation-bitstring-literals-in-tgn-draft.doc defines bitstring literals in D1.0 as msb on the left.   Additionally the editor should remove unnecessary use of bitstring literals where integers would more naturally be used in the baseline.

		3773		Kandala, Srinivas		7.3.2.48		52				T		Y		52				Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		DT												STBC is special enough to deserve its own IE. Move the subfields in bits 9 to 15 to the 5th and 6th octets of the IE and make STBC information into a new IE.		As suggested						HT Elements		Frame Format				320		Proposed reject.   Commenter offers no technical justification to make the change indicated.

		3774		Kandala, Srinivas		7.3.2.48		52				T		Y		52				Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		T												Indicate what it means when Extension Channel Offset is set to 10		As suggested						HT Elements		Frame Format				321		Proposed duplicate of 2180

		3775		Kandala, Srinivas		7.3.2.48		53				T		Y		53		1		Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		T												Not sure why the mode is called "Mixed Mode" if there are no non-HT STAs are associated.:)		Examine the entry for Mixed Operating Mode and ichange it to what it should be.						HT Elements		Frame Format				322		Proposed accept.  See CID 6906

		3776		Kandala, Srinivas		7.3.2.48		53				T		Y		53				Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		T												Poor style - replace zeroed with "set to zero"		As suggested						HT Elements		Frame Format				323		Propose reassign as editorial

		3777		Kandala, Srinivas		7.3.2.48		53				T		Y		53				Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		T												Too much description of the behavior for RIFS mode subfield.		Move it to the appropriate subclause						HT Elements		Frame Format				324		Proposed accept. D1.03 has moved normative text to clause 9 in resolution of CID 1107.

		3778		Kandala, Srinivas		7.3.2.48		53				T		Y		53				Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		DT												What is the reason for this particular restrction (and perhaps not other type) "no APSD non-HT devices associated"? If RIFS mode is hurting non-HT devices it should hurt all of them, why only when stations with APSD mode enabled are associated? Can the APSD stations not wait when there is too much bursting? If this is the case, when APSD stations are in teh BSS, do we disable Bursting? How about limits on medium occupancy then?		Please clarify - preferably remove the sentence						HT Elements		Frame Format				325		Proposed reject.  In reply to the commenter,  the issue for APSD devices is that they may wake after protection has been established to protect a RIFS burst,  and be unable to acquire Mixed Mode HT PPDUs due to the use of RIFS compared to the expected SIFS.

		3780		Kandala, Srinivas		7.3.2.48		54				T		Y		54				Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		T												I do not see too much description of how "Service Interval Granularity" is used. Who is requesting? why are they requesting?		Can you please state the use more clearly?						HT Elements		Frame Format				326		Proposed counter.  D1.03 has added a reference to 11.4.4b.2, which describes its use.

		3789		Kandala, Srinivas		7.4.7.1						T		Y		57				Recommended Transmission Channel Width Management Action Frame		7.4.7.1		T						Frame Format						What is the format of channel width? Is it an IE or a fixed field? If it is an IE, what are the element ID and lenghts? If it is a fixed field, what is the length (1 byte, 2 bytes or 4-bytes?) It appears that the values that the field takes is binary. So which bit of this field/IE is used to indicate this?		Clarify		Transferred:  to Frame Ad hoc group to make sure the solution is consistent with other frame format corrections				Coexistence		Frame Format				329		Proposed accept.  See CID 1210.

		3800		Kandala, Srinivas		7.4.7.10		78				T		Y		78				PSMP		7.4.7.10		DT												Is the pad really needed or it was put in because someone thought it is cool. The MSDU can still be of any length and the FCS needs to be added. So, whatever supposed gains we may have in decoding the frame are offset by having to determine and insert the pad - both of them affect the data path; one has the advantage of making the frame slightly longer. :)		Delete the pad field.		Transfer to Frame format Ad-hoc - U				PSMP		Frame Format				330		Proposed reject.  One purpose of the pad field is to reduce by a factor of 4 the amount of computation required to regain synchronization after an error in an A-MPDU subframe header.

		3801		Kandala, Srinivas		7.4.7.2						T		Y		58				MIMO Power Save Management Action Frame		7.4.7.2		T												What is the format of Enable/Disable? Is it an IE or a fixed field? If it is an IE, what are the element ID and lenghts? If it is a fixed field, what is the length (1 byte, 2 bytes or 4-bytes?) It appears that the values that the field takes is binary. So which bit of this field/IE is used to indicate this?		Clarify		Transfer to Frame Format adhoc - U -				Power Management		Frame Format				331		Proposed accept.  See resolution to 1231.

		3802		Kandala, Srinivas		7.4.7.2						T		Y		58				MIMO Power Save Management Action Frame		7.4.7.2		T												What is the format of Mode? Is it an IE or a fixed field? If it is an IE, what are the element ID and lenghts? If it is a fixed field, what is the length (1 byte, 2 bytes or 4-bytes?) It appears that the values that the field takes is binary. So which bit of this field/IE is used to indicate this?		Clarify		Transfer to Frame Format adhoc - U -				Power Management		Frame Format				332		Proposed accept.  See resolution to 1231.

		3803		Kandala, Srinivas		7.4.7.3						T		Y		59				PCO Phase Request  Management Action Frame		7.4.7.3		T						Frame Format						What is the format of PCO Phase? Is it an IE or a fixed field? If it is an IE, what are the element ID and lenghts? If it is a fixed field, what is the length (1 byte, 2 bytes or 4-bytes?) It appears that the values that the field takes is binary. So which bit of this field/IE is used to indicate this?		Clarify		Transferred:  see CID3789				PCO		Frame Format				333		Proposed accept.  Give the "PCO Phase Control" field a new subclause heading in 7.3.1.  Move the current definition of the  field into the new subclause. Replace the existing field by the new field in frame format and add references to the new subclause where appropriate.

		3810		Kandala, Srinivas		7.4.7.5						T		Y		62				Reciprocity Correction frame		7.4.7.5		T												What does a value of Unused (for Explicit Feedback Sequence)? How is it indicated? How is it Coded - 0 or some other value??		Clarify		Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc				Beamforming		Frame Format				334		Proposed accept.  See resolution to 2257.

		3814		Kandala, Srinivas		7.4.7.6						T		Y		63				MIMO CSI Matrices frame		7.4.7.6		T												What does a value of Unused (for MIMO CSI Matrices) mean? How is it indicated? How is it Coded - 0 or some other value??		Clarify		Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc				Beamforming		Frame Format				335		Proposed accept.  See resolution to 2257.

		3818		Kandala, Srinivas		7.4A.1		79				T		Y		79				Aggregated MPDU format (A-MPDU)		7.4A.1		ST												To ensure that the ordering of the encoded bits is correct, please add a diagram with the correct indication of input and output		As suggested.						A-MPDU		Frame Format				336		Proposed duplicate of 3818

		3820		Kandala, Srinivas		7.5						T		Y		81				Frame usage		7.5		T												Update the frame usage		As suggested						A-MPDU		Frame Format				337		Proposed defer - requires a submission

		765		Durand, Roger		7.2.1.2						T		Y		22				CTS frame format		7.2.1.2		ST				D		Adrian						missing section in CTS frame format area		Missing CTS info for STBC modes		Request a submission				Frame Formats		Frame Format				339		Proposed counter.   After an email exchange with the commenter,  it appears that adding a reference to the dual CTS protection section would suffice,  in the context of setting the Duration/ID field.

		3972		Kasher, Assaf		7.3.2.48		53		1		T		N		53		1		Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		T												In the operating Mode field description, the description of the Mixed Mode includes the sentence "no non-HT STA is associated" this is incorrected - it should be "non-HT STA is associated"		change to "non-HT STA is associated"						HT Elements		Frame Format				341		Proposed accept.  See CID 6906

		4014		Kerry, Stuart		11.14.1		151		10		T		Y		151		10		PSDU Length Limit Rules		11.14.1		T												Rx A-MPDU Factor : Clarification : Does this refer to the total length with the padding required to accommodate the A-MPDU density factor or does it only refer  the total length of the aggregated A-MPDU's.		Clarification in the text would be preferred.						A-MPDU		Frame Format				342		Proposed accept.  Add the following note in this section:  "NOTE-the PSDU length limit applies to the maximum length of the PSDU that may be received.  If the A-MPDU includes any padding delimiters (i.e. delimiters with the length field set to 0) in order to meet the MPDU density requirement,  this padding is included in this length limit."

		4069		Kerry, Stuart		7.3.2.48		206		Table n19		T		N		52		5		Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		T												"000 – 5ms" etc.		These should be microseconds, not ms.						HT Elements		Frame Format				361		Proposed counter.   Periods of the order of typical application MSDU periodicities (i.e. 10 or 20ms for VoIP) are appropriate.  In D1.03 the "use column" has disappeared and the "in us" has been removed.

		4074		Kerry, Stuart		7.4A		78		3		T		N		78		3		Aggregated MPDU frames		7.4A		DT												"The A-MPDU maximum length is 65535 bytes.". Although this is correct, it is confusing since a HT-STA may support only 8, 16, or 32 kB.		Add e.g. "A HT-STA may signal that it supports a lower maximum A-MPDU length of 8192, 16384, or 32768 bytes."						A-MPDU		Frame Format				362		Proposed counter.  Add a new sentence to the end of this paragraph.  "The length of an A-MPDU addressed to a particular STA may be further constrained as described in <insert ref to 9.7c.1 A-MPDU length limit rules>".

		4222		Kneckt, Jarkko		7.4.7.4		61		Table n25		T		Y		61		1		MIMO Channel Measurement frame		7.4.7.4		ST												Format for Explicit Feedback Format field of Figure n22 on page 60 needs to be defined in this table		Add another row in this table with Field column being "Explicit Feedback Format" and Description column being "Set to 0" of "Discard"		Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc				Beamforming		Frame Format				363		Proposed counter.  See resolution to 2257.

		1105		Fischer, Matthew		5.6		11		11		T		Y		11		11		Relationship between services		5.6		T												In subpart c) subpart 1) -- this is the list of DATA frames allowed to be sent as class 3 frames - I believe that we need to ADD another item here, which would be QOS NULL DATA frames which include an embedded HT Management Action body.		Add a new item v which covers the QOS NULL with Management Action body		Gen AdHoc: Transfer to Frame Format				General		Frame Format				367		Proposed counter.  See CID 4044.

		4282		Leach, David		7.3.2.48		52		1				N		52		1		Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		ST												The "Additional HT Information" element format doesn't match up right with the table n19 definitions of what is in the element.		1) Order the element table (n19) in the same order as the element format.
2) Resolve the name for B7 in octect 2. Dual STBC Protection or Dual CTS protection.
3) resolve name for b0-b6 in octect 2. Basic STBC MCS or STBC Basic MCS		Ed:  Commenter did not provide T/E classification.  Assuming T is the response.				HT Elements		Frame Format				368		Proposed accept.

		4283		Leach, David		7.3.2.48		54		1		T		N		54		1		Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		ST												Service Interval Granularity description shows values in ms while the Use column indicaste the size is in micro seconds.								HT Elements		Frame Format				369		Proposed duplicate of 2190

		701		de Courville, Marc		7.3.2.48		53		Table n19		T		Y		53		1		Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		ST				D		Marc						The STBC basic MCS is restricted to one MCS which is limiting and not consistent with the spirit of the BRS for legacy stations. This limits the throughput efficiency especially dealing with broadcast and multicast if we do not signal a more complete STBC basic MCS set.		Extend signaling to support full STBC basic MCS set (e.g. propose a 24 bit bitmap to signal 8 possible basic MCS for 1, 2 and 3 SS). This indicates what STBC MCS values shall be supported by all devices supporting STBC in the BSS.		Marc will provide a submission to define the usage of the STBC basic MCS bits				HT Elements		Frame Format				373		Proposed reject.  See CID 9979.

		4501		Liu, Der-Zheng		7.4A.1.2		80		7		T		Y		80		7		De-aggregation (Informative)		7.4A.1.2		ST												What is negotiated_MPDU_limit in Fig. n33?		Specify in detail.						A-MPDU		Frame Format				375		Proposed counter.   Remove the following line from the figure:  "get_MPDU_length(offset) <= negotiated_MPDU_limit &&"

		6887		Nanda, Sanjiv		7.1.3.1.10		15		16		E		N		15		16		Order field		7.1.3.1.10		DT				D								Clarify that control and management frame types may be +HTC		"The HT Control Field may be included in any control, management or data frame type, except a non-QoS data frame."						Frame Formats		Frame Format				377		Proposed accept.

		4520		Loc, Peter		7.3.2.48		53		5		T		Y		53		5		Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		T												Table n19 - There is an error in the definition of the Mixed Operating Mode (11)		change "no non-HT STA is associated" to " there is at least a non-HT STA associated"						HT Elements		Frame Format				378		Proposed accept.  See CID 6906

		4615		Malinen, Jouni		7.3.2.48		54				T		Y		54				Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		T												Inconsistent unit for “Service Interval Granularity”. “Description” column uses milliseconds, “Use” column microseconds. Which one is it?		Clarify.						HT Elements		Frame Format				385		Proposed duplicate of 2190

		4617		Malinen, Jouni		7.4.1.5		55		12		T		Y		55		12		Channel Switch Announcement frame format		7.4.1.5		T												The frame format of Channel Switch Announcement is modified to include extra information. However, this frame is already in use and existing implementations may reject the frame if it is longer than the format defined in the current standard.		Consider allocating a new Action Value for the frame if the length of the frame is changed since the current standard does not seem to indicate that this frame could be incremented in size.						Management Frames		Frame Format				386		Proposed counter.   The whole purpose of the information element method of encoding is to allow additional information to be added in later amendments in a way that allows a legacy device to safely ignore it.  The claim that the length of a frame is known is incorrect.  According to the current baseline,  the action body may be followed by any amount or number of vendor specific information elements.  A manufacturer that chooses not to accept such a frame is non-compliant.

		4756		McCann, Stephen		7.4A.1		79		0		T		Y		79		0		Aggregated MPDU format (A-MPDU)		7.4A.1		T												Why is the unique pattern ASCII value N?		Clarification required for this chosen constant						A-MPDU		Frame Format				391		Propose reject.  The amendment is not required to justify itself.  However, in reply to the commenter,   it was necessary to choose some value,  and lacking any reason to prefer one 8-bit value over another, the proposal chose this value.

		5566		Miller2, Robert		7.3.2.48		52		5		T		Y		52		5		Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		DT												Third row says "Recommended" in col 1, and "may" in col 3		Make consistent.  Is it recommended or optional?  Suggest "should" in col 3						HT Elements		Frame Format				397		Recommend duplicate of 2181

		5618		Miller2, Robert		7.4.7.1		58		4		T		Y		58		4		Recommended Transmission Channel Width Management Action Frame		7.4.7.1		ST						Frame Format						As this format of frames is used throughout the base spec, Channel Width should be defined as either a fixed field in 7.3.1 or as in Information Element in 7.3.2		Recommend changing frame formats to a Figure instead of a table.  This comment applies throughout clause 7.4.7		Transferred:  see CID3789				Coexistence		Frame Format				398		Proposed duplicate of 2233

		5631		Miller2, Robert		7.4.7.3		59		8		T		Y		59		8		PCO Phase Request  Management Action Frame		7.4.7.3		St						Frame Format						As this format of frames is used throughout the base spec, PCO Phase should be defined as either a fixed field in 7.3.1 or as in Information Element in 7.3.2		Recommend changing frame formats to a Figure instead of a table.  This comment applies throughout clause 7.4.7		Transferreed:  see CID3789				PCO		Frame Format				399		Proposed duplicate of 2246

		3717		Kandala, Srinivas		7.1.3.8		21				T		Y		21				HT Control Field		7.1.3.8		T				D		Adrian						Table n8 - Spell the bit combination more clearly (ie which bit is more significant etc		As suggested						Frame Formats		Frame Format				400		Proposed accept.  Document 11-06-0836-00-000n-tgn-representation-bitstring-literals-in-tgn-draft.doc defines bitstring literals in D1.0 as msb on the left.

		6774		Morioka, Yuichi		7.3.2.48		53		Table n19		T		Y		53		1		Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		T												Basic MCS set would be for HT-devices.		Add "HT" between "all" and "devices" within the "Use" column for Basic MCS set.						HT Elements		Frame Format				401		Proposed accept.

		6775		Morioka, Yuichi		7.4A		78		3		E		Y		78		3		Aggregated MPDU frames		7.4A		T												Max. MPDU length is a STA capability.		dependancy with STA capability need to be added		Ed: reclassified as technical				A-MPDU		Frame Format				402		Proposed accept.  See CID 4074.

		6906		Nanda, Sanjiv		7.3.2.48		52		5		T		Y		52		5		Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		T												Operating Mode = 11 (Mixed). There is no operating mode defined where legacy STA are assocaited and legacy protection using duplicate non-HT PPDUs is required.		Replace "no non-HT STA is associated" with "non-HT STA may be associated"						HT Elements		Frame Format				410		Proposed accept

		7013		O'Hara, Bob		7.4A		78		2		T		Y		78		2		Aggregated MPDU frames		7.4A		DT												No justification of the use of aggregated frames is provided in the draft.  No mechanism to provide these aggregated frames to the MAC through the Data SAP is provided.  No means of determining when a STA can or should aggregate frames is provided.  No benefit is shown from the use of aggregated frames.		Given the complete lack of specification of how to use frame aggregation, any benefit shown of their use, or even a mechanism specified to provide to the MAC aggregated frames, delete frame aggregation.						A-MPDU		Frame Format				412		Proposed reject.  The draft is not required to justify itself.  Justification was required during the down-selection process when the values of mechanisms was considered and mechanisms that offered inadequate performance  benefit were removed.  There is much documentation about the value of features and the reader is referred to the MAC and PHY presentations produced throughout this process for background information.  (Look for "000n" documents with TGnSync, WWiSE and Joint Proposal in their title).

Regarding "...even a mechanism to provide to the MAC aggregated frames...",  TGn does not propose any change to the MAC data SAP.  Aggregation takes place wholly within the MAC layer, and is not exposed above it.

		7127		Perahia, Eldad		7.3.2.48		53				T		Y		53				Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		T												In table n19, is Basic STBC MCS defined like the MCS in the HT-SIG?		define the bit pattern for basic STBC MCS						HT Elements		Frame Format				413		Proposed counter. Replace D1.03 "Any valid STBC MCS" with "An integer containing an MCS index as defined by 21.1 in which N_SS < 4".

		7232		Raissinia, Ali		7.2.2.2		31		16		T		N		31		16		QoS Null Embedding of Management Action		7.2.2.2		DT												The ACK policy for QoS Null embedding of MA is suggested to be normal ACK or no-ACK. Since this frame maybe included in an A-MPDU aggregate therefore it should allow the use of Block-ACK as ACK policy as well. Additionally, it should also be allowed to use implicit BlockAck in an aggregate.		Modify the text to allow ACK policies required for aggregation/Block-ACK transmissions.		Instruct the editor to add the following to the section "When a QoS Null embedding of management action is included in A-MPDU, the only permitted ACK policy is No Ack.". Also change the table in section 7.1.3.5.3  "For QoS Null ...." to reflect this condition.  The MA embedding was intended to allow CSI information to be aggregated with control information (e.g. CTS, BA).  This information is necessarily of limited lifetime and there's not a lot of point in retrying it if it fails - better to transmit a later CSI.   Making it acknowledged potentially adds delay which reduces the value of the channel estimate - or it requires a distinct sequence number and BA state for these frames,  which is an overkill.  Therefor I would propose to reject the comment for this reason. Instruct the editor to add the following to the section "When a QoS Null embedding of management action is included in A-MPDU, the only permitted ACK policy is No Ack"				Management Frames		Frame Format				419		Proposed accept. Agree with the proposed resolution.

		7240		Raissinia, Ali		7.3.2.48		53		Table n19		T		N		53		1		Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		DT												Please justify the reasons for why the RIFS is not to be used only when APSD devices are present. Should it be when non-HT devices are present instead if the assumption that the non-HT devices might not be able to decode MAC frames to set their NAV and/or to find out when the current transmission ends.		Drop the word APSD from the text.						HT Elements		Frame Format				424		Proposed reject.  In reply to the commenter,  the issue for APSD devices is that they may wake after protection has been established to protect a RIFS burst,  and be unable to acquire Mixed Mode HT PPDUs due to the use of RIFS compared to the expected SIFS.

		7252		Raissinia, Ali		7.4A.1		79		6		T		Y		79		6		Aggregated MPDU format (A-MPDU)		7.4A.1		DT												To improve reliability the delimiter with length zero "shall be used" instead of "can be used" for PAD bytes.		Make the modification.						A-MPDU		Frame Format				425		Proposed reject.  There may be other ways to introduce padding (e.g. valid delimiter + MPDU that have no effect, such as QoS NULL Data).  There is no reason why this should be subtantially different in reliability to the use of padding delimiters.

		7253		Raissinia, Ali		7.4A.1		79				T		N		79				Aggregated MPDU format (A-MPDU)		7.4A.1		ST												Be explicit about the ordering of all bits into the CRC-8 Gen. Perhaps add a diagram such as Fign55 with the correct input/output. This should remove any interoperability issues.		Add a similar diagram as Fign55 with appropriate details of input/output.
Editor:  Embedded diagram removed						A-MPDU		Frame Format				426		Editor:  Ali prepared a diagram that was embedded in his comment.  This didn't survive merger of the comments spreadsheets.   Request Ali to submit an 802.11 document containing this diagram for approval.

		7255		Raissinia, Ali		7.4A.2		81		Table n49, n50		T		Y		81		1		A-MPDU Contents		7.4A.2		DT												Similar comment with respect to Table n48 but this time it applies to both BA/MTBA and BAR/MTBAR.		Remove the use of BA/MTBA and BAR/MTBAR from A-MPDU aggregation.						A-MPDU		Frame Format				428		Proposed reject.  Presumably the comment relates to CID 7254.  The same resolution applies here too.

		809		Durand, Roger		General						T		Y		0				General		General		DT												I see only trouble using RIFS, if no ack is needed then send a max size frames/fragments. But, at each frame you must do a proper IFS spacing for COS/QOS purposes (IEEE802.11e) relative to EDCF gaps given class of service and proper sharing of the medium. What happens when you have overlapping RF coverage areas trying to use RIFS who goes first? Without Acks! this is not a good idea? Unlicensed spectrum suffers interference.		Eliminate RIFS in all it's forms		Gen AdHoc: Transfer to FrameFormat				General		Frame Format				437		Proposed Reject.  The use of RIFS vs SIFS between PPDUs after channel access has been gained does not affect 802.11e channel access, which depends on an IFS > SIFS (>> RIFS).  RIFS is only used under conditions when SIFS would also be valid.

		7356		Scarpa, Vincenzo		7.1.3.5.3		75				T		Y		75				Ack Policy subfield		7.1.3.5.3		T												Qos Null + HTC no ACK policy is legal		In the line of B5B6=00 of Table 6 replace "For QoS Null (no data) frames, this is the only permissible value for the Ack Policy subfield." with "For QoS Null (no data) frames with No HTC field, this is the only permissible value for the Ack Policy subfield."						Frame Formats		Frame Format				439		Proposed counter: "For QoS Null (no data) frames, this is the only permissible value for the Ack Policy subfield, except when MA embedding is used (see <reference to MA embedding>)".

		7362		Scarpa, Vincenzo		7.4A.2		80				T		Y		80				A-MPDU Contents		7.4A.2		DT												Control frames (including BAR and BA) should be always sent using legacy PPDU format/rate: this allows legacy devices to resynchronize after having received a MIMO frame that caused an EIFS setting. According to this, BA and BAR frames shouldn't be allowed within A-MPDU aggregates.		Do not allow BAR and BA frames to be included in A-MPDU aggregates. Indicate in section 9.6 that control frames must be sent using legacy PPDU format and a rate included in the BSSBasicRateSet.						A-MPDU		Frame Format				443		Proposed reject.  There are other methods to reset the EIFS state at the end of a TXOP (such as sending any final MPDU using a legacy basic rate).   Disallowing the use of aggregated BA reduces the potential performance gains of RD from ~30% to ~20%. (according to unpublished results from Adrian Stephens).

		7469		Soomro, Amjad		7.4A		78		3		T		N		78		3		Aggregated MPDU frames		7.4A		T												"The A-MPDU maximum length is 65535 bytes.". However a HT-STA may support only 8, 16, or 32 kB.		Specify clearly what is supported.. "A HT-STA may signal that it supports a lower maximum A-MPDU length of 8192, 16384, or 32768 bytes."						A-MPDU		Frame Format				448		Proposed duplicate of 4074.

		7478		Stephens, Adrian		11.14						E		N		151				A-MPDU operation		11.14		HE												These sections describe the management of data transfer.  As such they may fit better in section 9.		Find a more appropriate home in section 9.		Editor - This section should be moved to Section 9. Potential locations: Before 9.3 Fragmentation, after 9.4 Defragmentation, before or after 9.7 MSDU Transmission Restrictions				A-MPDU		Frame Format				449		Propose accept.  There's enough information for the editor to find a suitable home.

		7479		Stephens, Adrian		11.14.1						T		Y		151				PSDU Length Limit Rules		11.14.1		T												The language about receiving the first part of a longer PSDU was written to support multi-receiver-aggregation.  Since this is no longer part of the spec,  it should be removed.

In that case, a STA should never need to worry about receiving an over-long PSDU,  and could behave in an implementation-defined way if this exception ever occurred.		Remove: When it receives a PSDU of length greater than the limit, it shall receive the first 2^(13 + Maximum Rx A-MPDU Factor ) bytes and discard any remainder.

Replace: "An HT STA shall form an aggregate for transmission such that all the MPDUs within the aggregate that are intended to be received by a particular STA shall be within the first 2^(13 + Maximum Rx A-MPDU Factor ) bytes of the PSDU,  using the limit declared by that STA."
with:
"An HT STA shall not send a PSDU that exceeds its receiver's PSDU Length capability."						A-MPDU		Frame Format				450		Proposed counter.  See resolution to CID 11974.

		7480		Stephens, Adrian		11.14.1						T		N		151				PSDU Length Limit Rules		11.14.1		T												"The STA shall receive PSDUs of length less than the indicated limit" - if it's a limit,  the language should allow PSDUs of the indicated limit.		Change to: "The STA shall be able to receive PSDUs of length up to the indicated limit".						A-MPDU		Frame Format				451		Proposed accept.

		7481		Stephens, Adrian		11.14.1						T		N		151				PSDU Length Limit Rules		11.14.1		T												The actual limit should be in the form of 2 to some power less 1 byte,  because this is how the PHY works.		add a (-1) whenever the 2^(…) expression occurs.						A-MPDU		Frame Format				452		Proposed counter.  Make this adjustment wherever this relates to the Maximum Rx A-MPDU Factor.

		7599		Stephens, Adrian		7.4.7.5						T		Y		62				Reciprocity Correction frame		7.4.7.5		ST												The MCMR Segment Sequence field says "see text",  but this subclause doesn't describe it.		Move the MCMR segment sequence description into a separate section and reference from here		Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc				Beamforming		Frame Format				459		Proposed accept.  See CID 11833.

		7606		Stephens, Adrian		7.4A.2						T		N		80				A-MPDU Contents		7.4A.2		ST												This section does not relate to the PHY service interface		Describe how an A-MPDU is signalled through the PHY data sap interface.						A-MPDU		Frame Format				460		Proposed accept.  Add a new subclause in 9.7c (D1.03):  "Transport of A-MPDU by the PHY data service.  An A-MPDU is transmitted in a PSDU associated with a PHY-TXSTART.request with the TXVECTOR AGGREGATION parameter set to 1.   A received PSDU is determined to be an A-MPDU when the associated PHY-RXSTART.indication RXVECTOR AGGREGATION parameter is set to 1."

		1909		Ji, Lusheng		7.1.3.1.2		15		5		T		Y		15		5		Type and Subtype Fields		7.1.3.1.2		T				D								QoS+Null is being re-defined here as a Management Action frame		Change entry in Table 1 in 7.1.3.1.2 row 11-Data-1100 to indicate "QoS Null (no data), or Management Action frame".  Or, if my other comments on this subject are accepted, reject this one.		Chair to get more clarification from the commenter				Frame Formats		Frame Format				462		Proposed reject.  See response to CID 2000,  which modifies the text below the table to reference the use of Null Data during MA embedding.

		7814		SURINENI, SHRAVAN		7.3.2.48		54				T		N		54				Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		T												Maximum allowable Service Interval Granularity is 40 ms. It should be specified that the Service Interval Granularity should be less than Beacon Interval		Add the sentence " STAs always use a service interval granularity value less than the Beacon Interval"						HT Elements		Frame Format				463		Proposed reject.   It is up to the AP to decide what granularity to offer based on its implementation-defined scheduler.  There is no need to relate this to the beacon because S-APSD (and therefore S-PSMP) can operate asynchronously compared to the beacon.

		7816		SURINENI, SHRAVAN		7.4.7.10		76		13		E/T		Y		76		13		PSMP		7.4.7.10		ST												Missing entries in table in Figure n28		Fill in missing entries for name and value		It is better to modify the Figure to a frame format. Transferred to frame format group for consistency.				PSMP		Frame Format				464		Proposed counter.   Although tables are used in the baseline (e.g. the action frame formats that came from 802.11e),  we have extended that with two columns.   These columns are largely blank and give rise to comments such as this.

Instruct the editor to remove the extra columns and where they provide definition that is not duplicated in the text below,  the definition should be moved to the text that follows with appropriate rewording.

For consistency, make this change to all 7.1.7 subclauses.

		7818		SURINENI, SHRAVAN		7.4.7.4		60		2		T		Y		60		2		MIMO Channel Measurement frame		7.4.7.4		DT												Value should be specified for unused Explicit Feedback Sequence field		Specify all zeros value		Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc				Beamforming		Frame Format				465		Proposed counter.  In D1.03 it is marked "reserved".  This defines it as zeroes by convention.

		7819		SURINENI, SHRAVAN		7.4.7.4		61		1		T		Y		61		1		MIMO Channel Measurement frame		7.4.7.4		ST												Table n25 does not specify all of the fields in Transmit Beamforming Control		All fields should be included.  All zeros values for Explicit Feedback Format and Reserved fields should be specified.		Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc				Beamforming		Frame Format				466		Proposed counter.  See resolution to 2257.

		7820		SURINENI, SHRAVAN		7.4.7.5		62		13		T		Y		62		13		Reciprocity Correction frame		7.4.7.5		DT												Value should be specified for unused Explicit Feedback Sequence field		Specify all zeros value		Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc				Beamforming		Frame Format				467		Proposed counter.  See resolution to 2257.

		7823		SURINENI, SHRAVAN		7.4.7.6		64		6		T		Y		64		6		MIMO CSI Matrices frame		7.4.7.6		ST												All fields in CSI Matrices Control Field need to be defined in Table n30, and values for reserved fields must be defined		Define Explicit Channel Feedback bit, and specify all zeros values in reserved fields.		Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc				Beamforming		Frame Format				468		Proposed counter.  See resolution to 2257.

		7826		SURINENI, SHRAVAN		7.4.7.7		69		4		T		Y		69		4		MIMO Uncompressed Steering Matrices frame		7.4.7.7		ST												All fields in CSI Matrices Control Field need to be defined in Table n37, and values for reserved fields must be defined		Define Explicit Channel Feedback bit, and specify all zeros values in reserved fields.		Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc				Beamforming		Frame Format				469		Proposed counter.  See resolution to 2257.

		7830		SURINENI, SHRAVAN		7.4.7.8		73		2		T		Y		73		2		Compressed Steering Matrices Feedback frame		7.4.7.8		ST												All fields in CSI Matrices Control Field need to be defined in Table n44, and values for reserved fields must be defined		Define Explicit Channel Feedback bit, and specify all zeros values in reserved fields.		Transfer to Frame Format ad hoc				Beamforming		Frame Format				470		Proposed counter.  See resolution to 2257.

		7882		Takagi, Masahiro		7.2.2		29				T		Y		29				Data frames		7.2.2		ST												A-MSDU length can exceed the maximum MPDU length which A-MPDU delimiter field can specify.		Need some restriction on combined usages of A-MSDU and A-MPDU.		Change Fig n35 to show the MPDU field to be 0-4095 bytes. Add an informative note to state the restriction on the combined usage of A-MSDU and A-MPDU, taking into account the restriction on the modulation class and rx A-MPDU factors.				Frame Formats		Frame Format				471		Proposed accept as in the resolution column.

		7223		Raissinia, Ali		7.1.3.1.10		15		17		T		Y		15		17		Order field		7.1.3.1.10		DT				D								Although order bit signaling to indicate the presence of HT control field allows HT control field to be in All frames except the non-QoS data frames, but the use of +HTC frames should be limited to Unicast QoS data frames and BAR and BA control frames only.		Change the text to only allow HTC+ frame for all Unicast QoS data frames as well as BAR and BA control frames ONLY.						Frame Formats		Frame Format				473		Proposed reject.  There's value in having an RTS/CTS also manage link adaptation.

		8060		Trainin, Solomon		7.1.3.5.3		75				T		Y		75				Ack Policy subfield		7.1.3.5.3		DT												Qos Null + HTC no ACK policy is legal		In the line of B5B6=00 of Table 6 replace "For QoS Null (no data) frames, this is the only permissible value for the Ack Policy subfield." with "For QoS Null (no data) frames without HTC field, this is the only permissible value for the Ack Policy subfield."						Frame Formats		Frame Format				474		Proposed duplicate of 7356.

		8079		Trainin, Solomon		7.4A.2		80				T		Y		80				A-MPDU Contents		7.4A.2		DT												BA aggregation in Reverse Direction is mentioned but contradicts the single TID aggregation table (n48)		Change the "Comments" with "Definition" in the third column. Edit the first row as follow: BlockAck may be non-aggregate frame. If the BlockAck is sent in the aggregation is shall be sent at first place.						A-MPDU		Frame Format				479		Proposed counter.  Remove the existing comment (Done in D1.03).  Add the following to the comment for Block Ack:  "At most one BlockAck established under HT-immediate BA Policy may be present, in which case it occurs at the start of the A-MPDU.  Any number of Block Ack frames established under HT-delayed BA Policy with the BA Ack Policy field set to 1 may be present."

		8118		Tsoulogiannis, Tom		7.4A.2		80		28-29		T		Y		80		28		A-MPDU Contents		7.4A.2		DT												The 2nd and 3rd statements in this clause do not use the word "shall".		Change wording as follows:
"All the MPDUs within an A-MPDU shall be addressed to the same receiver address."
"The Duration fields in the MAC Headers of all MPDUs in an A-MPDU shall carry the same value."						A-MPDU		Frame Format				488		Proposed reject.   There's a move to clean clause 7 of shalls.  Statements describing the contents of structures use "is" and then appeal to the statement at the top of clause 7: "A STA shall be able properly to construct a subset
of the frames specified in this clause for transmission" where "properly construct" is taken to mean according to the various "is" statements.

		8145		Van Nee, Richard		7.4A.1						T		Y		78				Aggregated MPDU format (A-MPDU)		7.4A.1		ST												It is not mentioned in what MSB/LSB order the fields like Length and Unique Pattern are transmitted		Mention for each field whether LSB is first or last						A-MPDU		Frame Format				489		Proposed reject.   This is unambiguously defined by subclause 7.1 in the baseline.

		9885		Xhafa, Ariton		11.14.2		151		18		T		Y		151		18		MPDU density		11.14.2		ST												Needs to specify what is the PHY-bit-rate used for calculations. Is it the max PHY rate that the STA can support?								A-MPDU		Frame Format				494		Proposed counter.   It is the actual data rate.  This is clarified in the resolution to CID 550.

		9964		Xhafa, Ariton		7.2.2.1		31		5		T		Y		31		5		Aggregated MSDU Format (A-MSDU)		7.2.2.1		T												Table n6 refers to calibration.		change it to Table 4						A-MSDU		Frame Formats				496		Recommend reclassify as editorial

		4603		Malinen, Jouni		7.1.3.1.10		15		16		T		Y		15		16		Order field		7.1.3.1.10		DT				D								Re-use of Order field for indicating whether the HT Control Field is included does not sound desirable. Order field is already used for other purpose and because of this, it does not seem to be possible to parse frames correctly without knowing whether the transmitter or receiver is a HT QSTA.		Consider using another mechanism for specifying whether HT Control Field is included in a way that would not require re-using existing flags in the header for completely different purpose.		Request submission from the commenter				Frame Formats		Frame Format				498		Proposed reject.  There's only one place the signalling can reasonably be put - in the frame control field - because of the time critical nature of much of the information in the HT control field (the only alternative would be the QoS control field,  but the A-MSDU mechanism has quite properly defined a purpose for the only reserved bit there).  The order bit is effectively unused because nobody has implemented the Strictly Ordered MSDU priority.  For QSTA,  it is reserved.  We can therefore re-use.  So the only possible issue is whether a third party non-QSTA can overhear this bit, and if it has any effect.   A non-HT PPDU sent between two HT peers could have this bit asserted.  However a third party non-HT STA will filter unicast frames not addressed to it.   A non-HT PPDU broadcast by an HT STA cannot contain an HTC.   Therefore,  no frame with the order bit set to one by a HT STA indicating presence of HTC will survive the address filtering of a 3rd party STA.   There is no known issue with the parsing of MPDUs, because the location of existing fields is according to the existing specification.

		10100		Yee, James		7.3.2.48		53		n19		T		N		53		1		Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		T												"Basic MCS Set" is defined but not used any where.		Delete "Basic MCS Set" throughout this document.						HT Elements		Frame Format				505		Proposed reject.  The following text appears in D1.03: "9.6.2 HT Basic MCS Set
The Basic MCS Set field of the HT Information element indicates which MCS values are supported by all
STAs in a BSS. An AP shall refuse a (re)association request from a STA that does not support all the rates in
the Basic MCS Set."   This is clearly a use of the field - i.e. the AP is advertising which rates it requires all associated STA to support.

		10165		Zaks, Artur		7.4.7.10		76		13		T				76		13		PSMP		7.4.7.10		T												Define TBD in Figure n28				Transferred to Frame Format group to be consistent with resolution to CID 7816. Transferred - U				PSMP		Frame Format				509		Proposed accept.  This is resolved in D1.03.

		10367		Engwer, Darwin		7.3.2.48		52		5		T		Y		52		5		Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		T												The name "control channel" is technically misleading.  It indicates that that this channel only conveys control information and not data as well.		Change "control channel" to "primary channel" throughout the draft.						HT Elements		Frame Format				515		Proposed accept.  This change has already been implemented by approved resolution in D1.03.

		10369		Engwer, Darwin		7.4A.1.2						T		Y		79				De-aggregation (Informative)		7.4A.1.2		T												the syntax notation or language for the pseudo code is not cited		cite the syntax type for the pseudo code, e.g. say "the algorithm is expressed in Figure xx as a C Programming Language code snippet".  otherwise the code could be interpreted in different ways.						A-MPDU		Frame Format				516		Proposed accept

		11021		Marshall, Bill		7.1.3.1.2		31		14		T		Y		31		14		Type and Subtype Fields		7.1.3.1.2		T												If the intent is to allow data in a frame with the "No Frame Body" bit set, fix Table 1 in 7.1.3.1.2 and the text following it to clarify this.		As in comment						Frame Formats		Frame Format				517		Recommend classifying this as a duplicate of 2000

		3713		Kandala, Srinivas		7.1.3.8						T		Y		17				HT Control Field		7.1.3.8		ST				D								For many fields it is not clear how the fields should be encoded. Would it be possible to clearly mark how the bit ordering is arranged so that there are no isseues with interoperability? (For example, it is not clear whether bit 3 is represented first or last in table n3. Same issue with bits 6 through 8		For each instance, clearly spell out the bit ordering		Srini will bring in a submission to further clarify				Frame Formats		Frame Format				518		Proposed accept.  Document 11-06-0836-00-000n-tgn-representation-bitstring-literals-in-tgn-draft.doc defines bitstring literals in D1.0 as msb on the left.   Additionally the editor should remove unnecessary use of bitstring literals where integers would more naturally be used in the baseline.

		11136		Marshall, Bill		7.2.3.5		33		17		T		N		33		17		Association Response frame format		7.2.3.5		T												Order numbers in frame are incorrect		11ma ends with 6; 11k added 8-9 (7-8); 11r added 9-15. Change to 16-17						Management Frames		Frame Format				524		Proposed duplicate of 2020

		11145		Marshall, Bill		7.2.3.7		34		11		T		Y		34		11		Reassociation Response frame format		7.2.3.7		T												Order numbers in frame are incorrect		11ma ends with 6; 11k added 8-9 (7-8); 11r added 9-15. Change to 16-17						Management Frames		Frame Format				527		Proposed duplicate of 2029

		11305		Marshall, Bill		7.3.2.48		52		5		T		Y		52		5		Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		T												Third row says "Recommended" in col 1, and "may" in col 3		make consistent.  Is it recommended or optional?  Suggest "should" in col 3						HT Elements		Frame Format				537		Recommend duplicate of 2181

		11343		Marshall, Bill		7.4.7.1		58		4		T		Y		58		4		Recommended Transmission Channel Width Management Action Frame		7.4.7.1		T						Frame Format						As this format of frames is used throughout the base spec, Channel Width should be defined as either a fixed field in 7.3.1 or as in Information Element in 7.3.2		Recommend changing frame formats to a figure instead of a table.  This comment applies throughout clause 7.4.7		Transferred:  see CID3789				Coexistence		Frame Format				538		Proposed duplicate of 2233

		11347		Marshall, Bill		7.4.7.1		58		4		T		Y		58		4		Recommended Transmission Channel Width Management Action Frame		7.4.7.1		T						Frame Format						Size of "Channel Width" is not specified. 1-bit, 8-bit, 16-bit, 32-bit?		As in comment		Transferred:  see CID3789				Coexistence		Frame Format				539		Proposed duplicate of 2232

		11370		Marshall, Bill		7.4.7.2		58		13		T		Y		58		13		MIMO Power Save Management Action Frame		7.4.7.2		T												Size of "Enable/Disable" is not specified. 1-bit, 8-bit, 16-bit, 32-bit?		As in comment		Transfer to Frame Format adhoc - U -				Power Management		Frame Format				540		Proposed duplicate of 2239

		11371		Marshall, Bill		7.4.7.2		58		13		T		Y		58		13		MIMO Power Save Management Action Frame		7.4.7.2		T												Size of "Mode" is not specified. 1-bit, 8-bit, 16-bit, 32-bit?		As in comment		Transfer to Frame Format adhoc - U -				Power Management		Frame Format				541		Proposed duplicate of 2241

		11480		Marshall, Bill		7.4A		78		1		T		Y		78		1		Aggregated MPDU frames		7.4A		DT												The A-MPDU would be much better defined as a MAC-level capability, rather than a PHY capability. Then it can be used by other (future) PHYs, and can even be used by existing PHYs in some circumstances.		Integrate the definition of A-MPDU into 7.1.2, as part of the general frame format. Define B0-B1 of the MPDU Delimiter to be value 01, so that it appears as the Protocol Version of a non-HT MAC header.  Move the remainder of the definition of A-MPDU to be in 7.1.5. Drop the restriction on contents so that A-MPDU can contain any current (protocol version 0) MAC frame or sequences of such frames. Drop all the complexity in 9.12 about frame sequences that contain +ampdu and +ampdu-end.						A-MPDU		Frame Format				542		Proposed duplicate of 2365

		11484		Marshall, Bill		7.4A.1.1		79		13		T		Y		79		13		CRC		7.4A.1.1		T												Insert a cross ref to 7.1.1 for encoding		as in comment						A-MPDU		Frame Format				543		Proposed duplicate of 2371

		11882		Tsien, Chih		7.4A.1.2		79		22		E		Y		79		22		De-aggregation (Informative)		7.4A.1.2		T												Open ended statement		State the probability for false-positive MPDU delimiter recognition, e.g. based on CRC false-positive rate multiplied by either 1-in-256 for the 0x0E Unique Pattern occurence probability or Unique Pattern probability derived from general network traffic textual analysis		Ed: reclassified as technical				A-MPDU		Frame Format				544		Proposed counter.  Remove the following sentence: "The overall effect may be to lose one or more MPDUs from the aggregate very
infrequently." from the footnote.

		11974		Qian, Luke		11.14.1		151		11		T		Y		151		11		PSDU Length Limit Rules		11.14.1		T												"that are intended to be received by a particular STA" is incosistent with the single receiver assumption.		Remove it.		3				A-MPDU		Frame Format				545		Proposed counter: "An HT STA shall not transmit an  A-MPDU that is longer than 2^(13 + Maximum Rx A-MPDU Factor)-1 octets, using the limit declared by the intended receiver."

		766		Durand, Roger		7.2.2.1 and table n15						T		Y		30				Aggregated MSDU Format (A-MSDU)		7.2.2.1		DT				D								Justify changes or eliminate		This is in conflict with past 802.11 work and will cause legacy problems, eliminate changes		I don’t think that our discussion this morning reached a conclusion on the value of Address 3.				A-MSDU		Frame Formats				548		Proposed reject.  The standard is not internally required to justify itself - that happened during the selection process.  However, in reply to the commenter,  under A-MSDU aggregation,  the DA and SA are carried in the subframe header.   Any field in the MPDU header that carries DA or SA is redundant and could potentially be removed.  However this is not possible as the condition for the presence of one of the address fields would depend on a value in the QoS Control field that follow it.   So, given that the address fields have to be present,  but cannot contain their prior values we are faced with two choices:  mark them as reserved or fill them with a well-defined value (BSSID).   Filling them with a well-defined value is the least likely to cause any problems with 3rd party STA compared to defining them as reserved,  in which case third parties would see unexpected "all zeroes" addresses.

		12094		Hart, Brian		7.3.2.48		54		1		T		Y		54		1		Additional HT Information Elements		7.3.2.48		T												"Size in us of the Shortest Service Interval" yet the codes start at 5 ms and are multiples of 5 ms		Replace by "Duration of the shortest Service Interval"						HT Elements		Frame Format				551		Proposed duplicate of 2190

		12252		Kumar, Rajneesh		7.2.2		30		9		T		Y		30		9		Data frames		7.2.2		DT												TCP already does piggback acks whenver possible. So citing TCP acks as a strong case doesn’t help here.		I would like to see a more reasoning on how A-MSDUs help. Sure, since the phy overhead is so large that it makes sense to send large MSDU/MPDUs, but I would like to see more evidence as to how does it help some typical applications. Can this be used for Real-time applications ?						Frame Formats		Frame Format				553		Proposed accept.  No change to the Draft is necessary because it is not required to justify itself.  The commenter is referred to: 11-05-1266-01-000n-tgn-joint-proposal-mac-results.doc which shows the effectiveness of the overall system,  including A-MSDU, which simultaneously meets challenging real-time QoS constraints for VoIP and video traffic.
The benefit of A-MSDU is easy enough to calculate - it permits 14B of overhead per MSDU compared to 30B of overhead per MPDU - a saving of 16B.  If the average MSDU size is 1500B,  the performance gain is ~1%.   However, for MSDUs of size 256B (which is more realistic of average MSDU sizes),  the performance gain is 6%.

		12253		Kumar, Rajneesh		7.2.3		30		22		T		Y		30		22		Management frames		7.2.3		ST												"The MPDU containing  the A-MSDU is one of the qos data subtypes"; the meaning of this sentence is not clear -- what is it trying to convey		Change the sentence to convey the intended meaning more accurately						Management Frames		Frame Format				554		Proposed accept.   Replace the sentence: "The MPDU containing the A-MSDU may be any of the QoS data subtypes, excluding the no data subtypes." in D1.03 with the following:  "The MPDU containing the A-MSDU may be carried in any of the following Data subtypes: QoS Data, QoS Data + CF-Ack, QoS Data + CF-Poll, QoS Data + CF-Ack + CF-Poll."

		12256		Kumar, Rajneesh		7.4A		78		General		T		Y		78		0		Aggregated MPDU frames		7.4A		ST												It is not clear if A-MPDUs from different Traffic streams ( and hence Ups ) be munged together ( I hope not ! )		Please clarify that this can not happen.						A-MPDU		Frame Format				556		Proposed reject.  A-MPDU is a frame aggregation technique.   The Data frames that can transmitted are constrained by channel access rules and by Block Ack response rules.   These rules don't stop the aggregation of Data of different TIDs under certain circumstances - for example, during PSMP operation.

		11388		Marshall, Bill		7.4.7.4		60		2		E		N		60		2		MIMO Channel Measurement frame		7.4.7.4		HE												It seems the intent is to define a common frame format for many of the Management Action Frames, and to use the appropriate fields in that common format for each of the various messages. Suggest that 7.4.7.4 have a figure with the common format that each of the subsequent sections reference. Also have a figure with the format of the Transmit beamforming control field/CSI Matricies control field (which also appear to be identical). Each section then has a series of short paragraphs, one for each field, stating how that field is used in this frame. When it is not used, state that it is reserved and is set to zero on transmit and ignored on reception.		As in comment		Ed: agree with the comment.  Need a submission to tidy up all the related management action frames.				Beamforming		Frame Format		Transferred to Frame Format				Proposed accept.  This can be done without a submission as follows:
1.  Create a new subclause in 7.3.1 to hold a "Beamforming Control" field.   This field contains the current transmitter beamforming control fields (with slight renaming to allow its use from CSI matrices),  plus MCR segment sequence and explicit feedback control sequence fields.  
2. Move generic definition of these fields and subfields from the 7.4.7 subclauses.
3. Modify action frame definitions to include this new field and update terminology in the text.  Add appropriate references to the new 7.3.1 subclause.
4. Move any "report" structure to a new subclause in 7.3.1 along with its definition.   
5. Update 7.4.7 clauses to reference new subclause in 7.3.1 holding its report defintion, and add appropriate references.

Note, this introduces one technial change compared with D1.03.  The "mimo compressed steering" action frame has an RSSI field separating the segment sequence and explicit feedback control fields.  This will be moved to after the common fields, and will be given its own subclause in 7.3.1 to hold the definition of this field.

		7811		SURINENI, SHRAVAN		7.2.1		22		9		E		N		22		9		Control frames		7.2.1		HE												Add a figure that shows a +HTC control frame (Control frame with HT control field)		Include a figure with specified change		Ed AdHoc: Transfer to Gen AdHoc
Gen AdHoc: Transfer to Frame Formats				Frame Formats								Proposed defer until CID 1553 addressed.  There is no figure in the baseline that shows the format of "a control frame".  There is a figure that shows the format of a mac frame,  in which HTC appears.  The only alternative would be to show +HTC variants for each of the control frames where +HTC is permitted.

		10326		Kwak, Joe		Annex A		269		HTM13		T		Y		269		0		PICS		Annex A		DT												Capability should be mandatory for all STAs..		Modify Status column accordingly.		Gen AdHoc: Tansfer to Frame Format
PICS should match feature in resultant text provide in Draft.				PICS		Frame Format						Proposed reject.   Antenna selection is clearly optional as there are HT capability bits that describe support for it.

		10330		Kwak, Joe		Annex A		271		HTP1.3		T		Y		271		0		PICS		Annex A		DT												Capability should be mandatory for all STAs..		Modify Status column accordingly.		Gen AdHoc: Tranfer to Frame Format
PICS should match feature in resultant text provide in Draft.				PICS		Frame Format						Proposed reject.  Greenfield mode is clearly optional as there are HT capability bits that describe support for it.

		2231		Ji, Lusheng		7.4.7.1		58		4		E		N		58		4		Recommended Transmission Channel Width Management Action Frame		7.4.7.1		HE												The frame formats would be much better shown as a Figure than a table		Change to a Figure showing sizes of each field, and a short paragraph below with the information currently in the "Value" column		Tranferred to Frame Format				Coexistence		Frame Format						Proposed reject.  The baseline uses a tabluar notation for description of certain action frames,  and so our usage is not inconsistent with this.

		2245		Ji, Lusheng		7.4.7.3		59		8		E		N		59		8		PCO Phase Request  Management Action Frame		7.4.7.3		HE												The frame formats would be much better shown as a Figure than a table		Change to a Figure showing sizes of each field, and a short paragraph below with the information currently in the "Value" column		Tranferred to Frame Format				PCO		Frame Format						Proposed reject.  The baseline uses a tabluar notation for description of certain action frames,  and so our usage is not inconsistent with this.






