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	6146
	203.00
	8.4a.4
	Why do we need to indicate what sector the BRP request field was transmitted from? Is it even defined? Seems not perfectly clear that a sector ID has any meaning beyond the sector sweep.
	Remove or reserve the TX Sector ID indication in the BRP request field.


Proposed Resolution: Reject
Reason:  The sector ID is used in BRP frames as part of BC (beam combining) stage of the MIDC/BC stage.  See P335L26 in 9.35.6.3.2.
	6296
	320.00
	9.35.3.1
	Figure 9-53 shows TX-TRN-OK set in the BRP frame set in the first packet from the initiator - I believe it should instead be set in the BRP frame from the responder, based on the description of the BRP phase in Clause 9.35.6.4.1 on Page 340.
	Correct the figure, since the text is normative.

	6437
	320.00
	9.35.3.1
	Figure 9-53: TX-TRN-OK should be set in the BRP frame from the responder, not from the first packet from the initiator.
	Correct the figure as per comment


Proposed Resolution: Accept
TGad Editor: in Figure 9-53 remove the TX-TRN-OK from the packet from the initiator to the responder and add it to the packer from the responder to the initiator. Also, in the first packet, replace BPR with BRP.
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	6300
	322.00
	9.35.3.2
	Figure 9-54 shows the responder returning a BRP frame with Capability Request set to 0 in response to a BRP frame from the initiator with Capability Request set to 1. On the face of it this seems reasonable, however Lines 26-28 on Page 320 suggest that the initiator should be the first to transmit a "BRP packet with the Capability Request subfield set to 0".
	I suspect the diagram is correct and that the text around Lines 26-28 of Page 320 should explicitly allow the responder to return a BRP frame with Capability Request set to 0 when it wants nothing further from the transaction. This doesn't change the fact that the transaction is terminated by the initiator.

	6439
	322.00
	9.35.3.2
	Lines 26-28 on Page 320 indicates that the initiator is the first to transmit a "BRP packet with the Capability Request subfield set to 0".

Figure 9-54 shows the responder returning a BRP frame with Capability Request set to 0 in response to a BRP frame from the initiator with Capability Request set to 1.
	Correct the figure to indicate as stated Lines 26-28 on Page 320 that the initiator should be the first to transmit a "BRP packet with the Capability Request subfield set to 0".


Proposed Resolution: Accept 6300, reject 6439
TGad Editor: modify lines 26-28 of page 320 in D5.0 as follows
an MID sub-phase, a BC sub-phase and a beam refinement sub-phase. This process is repeated until the responder transmits to the initiator a BRP packet with the Capability Request subfield set to 0.  The initiator then transmits  a BRP packet with the Capability Request subfield also set to 0. The
	6297
	345.00
	9.35.7
	This line gives provision for return of beam tracking feedback in a packet later than the one immediately following the feedback request. There does not seem to be a similar provision for the earlier phases involving exchange of BRP frames. An analogous mechanism is desirable for this case. The draft amendment allows the information comprising feedback to be rather substantial, and also requires this to be returned no later than a BRPIFS (44 us) after the request frame. While it is obviously desirable to get the feedback back rapidly, the lack of means to delay the feedback reduces the scope for a performance v. cost tradeoff in implementation of DBand STAs.
	Add text in relation to earlier beamforming phases to allow detailed feedback to be delayed in a similar manner.


Proposed resolution: Reject

Reason: in beam tracking the training fields and BRP frames are appended to data packets and ACKs, which are separated by SIFS.  It is very difficult to generate the feedback within SIFS.  In normal BRP transactions, the BRPIFS gives enough time to generate the feedback, and there is no reason to allow transmitting it in a later packet.  Also, doing it, may disallow a continous improvement using consecutive BRP transaction, until the feedback is received.
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