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This submission present proposed resolutions for CIDs 24210, 24539, 24536, 24533, 24333, 24534, 24531, 24532, 24411, 24412, 24538, 24443, 24444, 24445, 24209.  The proposed changes of the CIDs starting from R3 are based on P802.11ax D6.1.

Revision history:
R0 – initial version
R1 – update to 24212 and 24532 during the CRC call on May 5.
R2 – update to 24210 during the CRC call on May 5.
R3 – update to 24351, 24531, 24532, and 24212; include resolutions of the following additional CIDs: 24209, 24411, 24412, 24538, 24443, 24444, 24445.
R4 – more updates based on the comments received during the July 23rd CRC call.
R5 – remove CIDs 24359 and 24212.  Update to CID 24209.
R6 – update to CID 24209
R7 – update to CID 24209
R8 – update to CID 24209
R9 – update to CID 24209
R10 – update to CID 24209






	CID
	Clause
	Page
	Line
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	24210
	B.4.33.1
	727
	6
	Why is "Signaling of STA and BSS capabilities in Beacon, Probe Response, (Re)Association Response frames" not Mandatory for CFHE
	Clarify or correct
	Revised.

Agree in principle with the commenter that the entries are related to HE.

Instruction to TGax editor:
Replace “(CFVHT AND
CFAP):M” with “(CFHE AND
CFAP):M”.

Replace “Signaling of STA and BSS capabilities
in Beacon, Probe Response,
(Re)Association Response frames” with “Signaling of HE STA capabilities and HE BSS capabilities
in Beacon, Probe Response,
(Re)Association Response frames’



Discussion:
The commenter refers to the following entries in PICS:
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	CID
	Clause
	Page
	Line
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	24539
	C.3
	764
	15
	The current SMTbase is dot11SMTbase15, per REVmd.  SMTbase14 was skipped (for accidental, historical reasons), so 802.11ax _could_ use it.  But, that seems very counter-intuitive to have dot11SMTbase14 replace/update dot11SMTbase15.
	Suggest changing dot11SMTbase14 to dot11SMTbase16.  Also, instructions need to be given to mark dot11SMTbase15 deprecated, and replaced by this new dot11SMTbase (whatever it's called).
	Revised.

Agree in principle that the numbering of dot11SMTbase should be in ascending order.

Instruction to TGax editor:
At 764.14, 764.38, and 766.30, replace “dot11SMTbase14” with “dot11SMTbase16”.
At 764.21, replace “SMTbase14” with “SMTbase16”.
At 764.10, copy the dot11SMTbase15 OBJECT-GROUP from P802.11REV D3.2 and add the following at the beginning of the DESCRIPTION of this object-group: “Superseded by dot11SMTbase16”.



Discussion:
The commenter refers to the following MIB object-group:
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	CID
	Clause
	Page
	Line
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	24536
	C.3
	747
	38
	dot11MemberOfColocated6GHzESSOptionActivated appears to be a control variable (would need to be set ("controlled") by some external entity that make the determination about the ESS).  It needs to be read-write.
	Change the MAX-ACCESS to "read-write" .  Add to the DESCRIPTION that it is written by an external management entity.
	Revised.

Agree in principle with the commenter on both comments (i.e., read-write, and written by external management entity).  Revised instead of Accept because of editorial changes.

Instruction to TGax editor:
At 747.40, replace “read-only” with “read-write”.
At 747.44, add the following new paragraph after the first paragraph in the DESCRIPTION: “It is written by an external management entity”.



Discussion:
The commenter refers to the following MIB object:
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	CID
	Clause
	Page
	Line
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	24533
	C.3
	745
	35
	dot11SRGAPOBSSPDMinOffset says it is a control variable and writen by external management entity.  Then it needs to be "read-write".
	Change the MAX-ACCESS to "read-write".  Same with the next 4 attributes (through dot11NonSRGAPOBSSPDMaxOffset).
	Accepted.

Note to the editors:
The locations to replace “read-only” with “read-write” are 745.35, 745.49, 745.63, 746.12, and 746.27.



Discussion:
The commenter refers to the following 5 MIB objects:
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	CID
	Clause
	Page
	Line
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	24333
	C.3
	751
	50
	dot11MUEDCATableAIFSN's description says "This attribute specifies the number of slots, after a SIFS, that the STA, for a particular AC, senses the medium idle either before transmitting or executing a backoff." but this is not true if the value is 0
	Add ", except that the value 0 indicates that EDCA is disabled for that AC" before the full stop
	Accepted



Discussion:
The commenter refers to the following MIB object:
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The commenter is correct that the scenario when the AIFSC field is equal to 0 (c.f., see below) is not discussed in the DESCRIPTION of the MIB object.
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	CID
	Clause
	Page
	Line
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	24534
	C.3
	747
	27
	dot11UnsolicitedProbeResponseOptionActivated appears to be a simple control variable over the AP's behavior.  It needs to be read-write.
	Change the MAX-ACCESS to "read-write" .  Add to the DESCRIPTION that it is written by an external management entity.
	Revised.

Agree in principle with the commenter on both comments (i.e., read-write, and written by external management entity).  Revised instead of Accept because of editorial changes.

Instruction to TGax editor:
At 751.36, replace “read-only” with “read-write”.
At 751.41, add the following new paragraph after the first paragraph in the DESCRIPTION: “It is written by an external management entity. Changes take effect as soon as practical in the implementation.
”.



Discussion:
The commenter refers to the following MIB object:
[image: ] 

 

	CID
	Clause
	Page
	Line
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	24531
	C.3
	742
	44
	What is the purpose of a read-only attribute holding this duration?  If it is a fixed value, just say so in the main text and remove this attribute.  If it can be changed, it needs to be read-write and describe who writes it (an external management entity, for example?) and when changes take effect.
	Delete dot11BSSColorCollisionAPPeriod and replace it with "50 seconds" in the body text.  Similarly, for dot11BSSColorCollisionSTAPeriod, and "5 seconds", and "dot11ObssNbRuToleranceTime" and "1800 seconds".
	Revised

The MAX-ACCESS of these 3 MIB objects are “read-write” rather than “read-only”.
For dot11BSSColorCollisionAPPeriod and dot11BSSColorCollisionSTAPeriod, the changes are made in the resolution of CID 24249 as shown in https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/20/11-20-0316-04-00ax-resolution-for-cids-related-to-bss-color.docx. 

Instruction to TGax editor:
At 748.24, replace “read-only” with “read-write”.

At 748,27, insert the following sentences at the beginning of the DESCRIPTION: “It is a status variable.  
It is written by an external management entity. Changes take effect as soon as practical in the implementation.
”.



Discussion:
The commenter refers to the following 3 MIB objects:
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	CID
	Clause
	Page
	Line
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	24532
	C.3
	742
	62
	dot11AutonomousBSSColorCollisionReportingImplemented claims to be a capability (and looks like one, in the body text).  It should be read-only.
	Change the MAX-ACCESS to "read-only"
	Revised

Instruction to TGax editor:
At 7476, change the MAX-ACCESS to "read-only".
At 747.13, delete “DEFVAL {false}”.



Discussion:
The commenter refers to the following MIB object:

[image: ] 
As per the document 15/0355r13, a feature is dynamic or it is not (i.e., static).  It cannot be both:
•	dot11<XXX>Implemented:  A static implementation pattern is for a feature that is an inherent capability of a given implementation.  As an “inherent” capability, this pattern is for features that are permanently operational in an instantiation of an implementation that supports it – that is, it is not enabled or disabled dynamically during the lifetime of an instance of the implementation.
•	dot11<XXX>Activated:  This pattern is for a feature that, when present in an implementation, becomes operational or non-operational dynamically within the lifetime of a particular instance of the implementation.  Such dynamic changes occur as a result of behaviors or interactions described within Std 802.11, for example, based on a protocol exchange, or receiving an enablement indication from a peer entity, or as a result of an external entity writing to the MIB attribute.  It is critical to unambiguous description of the behavior that only one entity be able to change the attribute, whether that is an internal or external entity.

A static feature is described in this MIB variable and so, dot11<XXX>Implemented is appropriate.





	CID
	Clause
	Page
	Line
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	24411
	B.4.4.1
	724
	35
	The PICS implies that if you support dynamic fragmentation at a certain level, you have to support it for both tx and rx.  But this seems unnecessarily restrictive
	As it says in the comment
	Revised.



Instruction to TGax editor:
Please incorporate the changes as shown in 20/0665r4 under the CIDs 24211 and 24212.


	24412
	B.4.4.1
	724
	35
	The PICS implies that if you support dynamic fragmentation at a certain level, you have to support it for both tx and rx.  But this seems unnecessarily restrictive
	Duplicate the PC46.1 row into PC46.1.1 and PC46.1.2 rows, then in one of the rows make the second cell "Dynamic fragmentation level 1 MSDU/MMPDU transmission" and in the other "Dynamic fragmentation level MSDU/MMPDU reception"
	Revised.

Instruction to TGax editor:
Please incorporate the changes as shown in 20/0665r4 under the CIDs 24211 and 24212.






Discussion – the followings are the PICS entries the commenter refer to:
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Proposed changes for CIDs 24211 and 24212:

	PC46
	Dynamic fragmentation
	10.3 (DCF), 10.4 (MSDU, A-MSDU, and MMPDU fragmentation)
	
	

	PC46.1
	Dynamic fragmentation level 1
	26.3.2.2 (Level 1 dynamic fragmentation)
	CFHE:O
	Yes No 

	PC46.1.1
	Dynamic fragmentation level 1 MSDU/MMPDU transmission
	26.3.2.2 (Level 1 dynamic fragmentation)
	CFHE:O
	Yes No 

	PC46.1.2
	Dynamic fragmentation level 1 MSDU/MMPDU reception
	26.3.2.2 (Level 1 dynamic fragmentation)
	CFHE:O
	Yes No 

	PC46.2
	Dynamic fragmentation level 2
	26.3.2.3 (Level 2 dynamic fragmentation)
	CFHE:O
	Yes No 

	PC46.2.1
	Dynamic fragmentation level 2 MSDU/MMPDU transmission
	26.3.2.3 (Level 2 dynamic fragmentation)
	CFHE:O
	Yes No 

	PC46.2.2
	Dynamic fragmentation level 2 MSDU/MMPDU reception
	26.3.2.3 (Level 2 dynamic fragmentation)
	CFHE:O
	Yes No 

	PC46.3
	Dynamic fragmentation level 3
	26.3.2.4 (Level 3 dynamic fragmentation)
	CFHE:O
	Yes No 

	PC46.3.1
	Dynamic fragmentation level 3 MSDU/MMPDU transmission
	26.3.2.4 (Level 3 dynamic fragmentation)
	CFHE:O
	Yes No 

	PC46.3.2
	Dynamic fragmentation level 3 MSDU/MMPDU reception
	26.3.2.4 (Level 3 dynamic fragmentation)
	CFHE:O
	Yes No 





	CID
	Clause
	Page
	Line
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	24538
	C.3
	754
	57
	dot11HEDeviceClass appears to be a status (the current state of operation) not a capability.  It is not used in body text, however, so it's hard to confirm.  Also, it seems like a bad choice to use a boolean to indicate a state that isn't "Yes"/"No".  A two-value enumeration would be better.
	If the concept is considered clear enough in body text to just reference "Class A device" and "Class B device" (which seems to be the case), just delete this MIB attribute.  Otherwise, add references in the body text where the concept appears, and fix-up the MIB definition as described in the comment.
	Revised.

Instruction to TGax editor:
Please incorporate the changes as shown in 20/0665r4 under the CID 24538.




Discussion – the followings are the texts that the commenter refers to:

C.3, 759.2:
[image: ]

26.5.2.1, 345.43:
[image: ]



Proposed changes for CID 24538:

At 759.2:

dot11HEDeviceClass OBJECT-TYPE
SYNTAX TruthValueINTEGER{ClassB(0), ClassA(1)} 
MAX-ACCESS read-only
STATUS current
DESCRIPTION
"This is a capability variable.
Its value is determined by device capabilities.
This attribute specifies the device class of a non-AP STA, when true, indicates that the non-AP STA is operating as
a Class A device. When false, this attribute indicates that the non-AP STA
is operating as a Class B device."
::= { dot11PhyHEEntry 3}

At 345.43:

If a non-AP STA has dot11HEDeviceClass equal to ClassA(1), then it indicates Class A in the Device Class subfield of the HE PHY Capabilities Information
field of the HE Capabilities element then and the HE TB PPDUs it transmitted by the non-AP STAs shall meet the Class A requirements in 27.3.15 (Transmit requirements for PPDUs sent in response to a triggering frame). Otherwise, it indicates Class B in the Device Class subfield of the HE PHY Capabilities Information
field of the HE Capabilities element and the HE TB PPDUs it transmitted transmits by the non-AP STA shall meet the Class B requirements in 27.3.15 (Transmit requirements for PPDUs sent in response to a triggering frame).



	CID
	Clause
	Page
	Line
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	24444
	C.3
	754
	21
	CID 22364 (previously 20503).  It's still broken.  The Supported Channel Width Set field is a 7-bit *bitmap*, not an *enumeration* allowing values 0-6 (even ignoring the fact that (b)6 is reserved),  However, dot11HECurrentChannelWidthSet is not used anyway.  Furthermore, "The PHY shall set dot11HECurrentChannelWidthSet to a value that is obtained from the Supported Channel Width Set subfield of a transmitted HE Capabilities element." is not precise enough -- transmitted by whom?
	Change dot11HECurrentChannelWidthSet to

"dot11HECurrentChannelWidthSet OBJECT-TYPE

SYNTAX Unsigned32 (0..127)

MAX-ACCESS read-only

STATUS current

DESCRIPTION

"This is a status variable.

This attribute specifies the STA's channel width set."

REFERENCE "IEEE Std 802.11ax-202x, Table 9-321b--Subfields of the HE PHY Capabilities Information field, Supported Channel Width Set subfield"

::= { dot11PhyHEEntry 1}

In "The PHY shall set dot11HECurrentChannelWidthSet to a value that is obtained from the Supported Channel Width Set subfield of the HE Capabilities element transmitted by the STA."
	Accepted.

	24445
	C.3
	754
	21
	CID 22364 (previously 20503).  It's still broken.  The Supported Channel Width Set field is a 7-bit *bitmap*, not an *enumeration* allowing values 0-6 (even ignoring the fact that (b)6 is reserved),  However, dot11HECurrentChannelWidthSet is not used anyway.  Furthermore, "The PHY shall set dot11HECurrentChannelWidthSet to a value that is obtained from the Supported Channel Width Set subfield of a transmitted HE Capabilities element." is not precise enough -- transmitted by whom?  And also the PHY has no way of finding out what Supported Channel Width Set subfield was transmitted, so this is not implementable.  And dot11HECurrentChannelWidthSet is not used anywhere
	In 27.2.4 delete "The PHY shall set dot11HECurrentChannelWidthSet to a value that is obtained from the Supported Channel Width Set subfield of a transmitted HE Capabilities element.".  In C.3 delete dot11HECurrentChannelWidthSet (including from Dot11PhyHEEntry and dot11PhyHEComplianceGroup).  In Table 27-54--HE PHY MIB attributes delete the dot11HECurrentChannelWidthSet row
	Revised.

At 758.32
Change dot11HECurrentChannelWidthSet to

"dot11HECurrentChannelWidthSet OBJECT-TYPE

SYNTAX Unsigned32 (0..127)

MAX-ACCESS read-only

STATUS current

DESCRIPTION

"This is a status variable.

This attribute specifies the STA's channel width set."

REFERENCE "IEEE Std 802.11ax-202x, Table 9-321b--Subfields of the HE PHY Capabilities Information field, Supported Channel Width Set subfield"

::= { dot11PhyHEEntry 1}

At 499.45: Change the identified sentence to
"The PHY shall set dot11HECurrentChannelWidthSet to a value that is obtained from the Supported Channel Width Set subfield of the HE Capabilities element transmitted by the STA."

	24443
	C.3
	754
	21
	CID 22364 (previously 20503).  It's still broken.  The Supported Channel Width Set field is a 7-bit *bitmap*, not an *enumeration* allowing values 0-6 (even ignoring the fact that (b)6 is reserved),  However, dot11HECurrentChannelWidthSet is not used anyway.  Furthermore, "The PHY shall set dot11HECurrentChannelWidthSet to a value that is obtained from the Supported Channel Width Set subfield of a transmitted HE Capabilities element." is not precise enough -- transmitted by whom?
	It needs to be an unsigned integer in the range 0..63 (since b6 is reserved)
	Revised

At 758.32
Change dot11HECurrentChannelWidthSet to

"dot11HECurrentChannelWidthSet OBJECT-TYPE

SYNTAX Unsigned32 (0..127)

MAX-ACCESS read-only

STATUS current

DESCRIPTION

"This is a status variable.

This attribute specifies the STA's channel width set."

REFERENCE "IEEE Std 802.11ax-202x, Table 9-321b--Subfields of the HE PHY Capabilities Information field, Supported Channel Width Set subfield"

::= { dot11PhyHEEntry 1}

At 499.45: Change the identified sentence to
"The PHY shall set dot11HECurrentChannelWidthSet to a value that is obtained from the Supported Channel Width Set subfield of the HE Capabilities element transmitted by the STA."





Discussion – the followings are the texts that the commenter refers to:
At C.3, 758.32:

[image: ]

Proposed text change of the commenter:
dot11HECurrentChannelWidthSet OBJECT-TYPE
	SYNTAX Unsigned32 (0..127)
	MAX-ACCESS read-only
	STATUS current
	DESCRIPTION
		"This is a status variable.
		This attribute specifies the STA's channel width set."
	REFERENCE "IEEE Std 802.11ax-202x, Table 9-321b--Subfields of the HE PHY Capabilities 
	Information field, Supported Channel Width Set subfield"
::= { dot11PhyHEEntry 1}




At 499.45:
[image: ]

Proposed text change of the commenter:
The PHY shall set dot11HECurrentChannelWidthSet to a value that is obtained from the Supported Channel Width Set subfield of the HE Capabilities element transmitted by the STA."


At 192.5:
[image: ]

	CID
	Clause
	Page
	Line
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	24209
	B.4.3
	724
	19
	Is it the correct understanding from lines 19 and 25 that a CFHE6G device has to mandatorily support 2.4 and 5 GHz? Would that make tri-band operation mandatory?
	Clarify. If the intention is to support either 2.4 or 5 GHz, use O#n notation.
	Revised

CF2G4n6G and CF5Gn6G are used only for the out-of-band discovery of a 6 GHz AP when an AP operating in the 2.4 GHz or 5 GHz band is in the same co-located AP set as a 6 GHz AP.
It does not mean that a CFHE6G device has to mandatorily support 2.4 and 5 GHz.  It also does not mean that tri-band operation is mandatory.

Instruction to TGax editor:
Please incorporate the changes as shown in 20/0665r7 under the CID 24209.







Discussion:

[image: ]


There are two options to resolve CID 24209 (based on the feedback from Mark Rison sent to the email reflector http://www.ieee802.org/11/email/stds-802-11-tgax/msg02006.html): 

Option 1:  Modify the PICS entries “CF2G4n6G”, “CF5Gn6G”, and HEM12.2 as follows:

	CF2G4n6G
	Operation in the 2.4 GHz and 6 GHz bandsAn AP that operates in the 2.4 GHz band and that is in the same co-located AP set as one or more 6 GHz APs
	26.17.2.4 (Out of band discovery of a 6 GHz BSS)
	CFAP AND (CFHT2G4 or CFHE2G4):O

CFHE6G:M
	Yes No 
N/A 

	CF5Gn6G
	Operation in the 5 GHz and 6 GHz bandsAn AP that operates in the 5 GHz band and that is in the same co-located AP set as one or more 6 GHz APs
	26.17.2.4 (Out of band discovery of a 6 GHz BSS)
	CFAP AND (CFHT5G or CFHE5G):O

CFHE6G:M
	Yes No 
N/A 

	HEM12.2
	Out of band discovery
	26.17.2.4 (Out of band discovery of a 6 GHz BSS)
	(CF2G4n6G or
CF5Gn6G): O
	Yes No 
N/A 




Option 2:  Delete the PICS entries “CF2G4n6G” and “CF5Gn6G”, create the following new entry “CFcolocated6GAP” and modify the entry “HEM12.2” as follows:

	CFcolocated6GAP
	An AP that operates in the 2.4, 5 or 6 GHz band and which is one of the co-located APs in a set that includes a 2.4 GHz or 5 GHz AP and a 6 GHz AP
	26.17.2.4 (Out of band discovery of a 6 GHz BSS)
	CFAP AND (CFHT2G4 OR CFHE2G4):O

CFAP AND (CFHT5G OR CFHE5G):O

CFAP AND CFHE6G:O
	Yes No 
N/A 

	HEM12.2
	Out of band discovery
	26.17.2.4 (Out of band discovery of a 6 GHz BSS)
	CFcolocated6GAP AND CFHE6G: O
	Yes No 
N/A 





Proposed resolution for CID 24209

Revised

TGax Editor: Please move the subclause below (and dependent subclauses to a new subclause
From:  26.17.2.4 (Out of band discovery of a 6 GHz BSS) To: 11.50a (Out of band discovery of a 6 GHz BSS)
 
TGax Editor: Please make the change shown below and move the OBJECT-TYPE listed below to the appropriate location:
dot11ColocatedRNRImplemented OBJECT-TYPE
SYNTAX TruthValue
MAX-ACCESS read-only
STATUS current
DESCRIPTION
"This is a capability variable. Its value is determined by device capabilities.
This attribute, when true, indicates that the STA implementation is capable
of transmitting or receiving a Reduced Neighbor Report element carrying
information on APs that are in the same co-located AP set as the
reporting AP in Probe Response, Beacon and FILS Discovery frames. The
capability is disabled otherwise."
DEFVAL { false }
::= { dot11HEStationConfigEntry 26 <ANA>}

Note to the Editor:  Please update the dot11HEStationConfigEntry assignment accordingly after moving the MIB object dot11ColocatedRNRImplemented to dot11StatinConfigEntry.
 
TGax Editor: Please make the change shown below in Annex B:

	CF2G4n6G
	Operation in the 2.4 GHz and 6 GHz bandsAn AP that operates in the 2.4 GHz band and that is in the same co-located AP set as one or more 6 GHz APs
	26.17.2.4 11.50a (Out of band discovery of a 6 GHz BSS)
	CFAP AND CFDSSS:O

CFHE6G:M
	Yes No 
N/A 

	CF5Gn6G
	Operation in the 5 GHz and 6 GHz bandsAn AP that operates in the 5 GHz band and that is in the same co-located AP set as one or more 6 GHz APs
	26.17.2.4 11.50a (Out of band discovery of a 6 GHz BSS)
	CFAP AND CFOFDM:O

CFHE6G:M
	Yes No 
N/A 

	HEM12.2
	Out of band discovery
	26.17.2.4 (Out of band discovery of a 6 GHz BSS)
	(CF2G4n6G OR
CF5Gn6G): O
	Yes No 
N/A 



Note to the Editor:  Please replace “and” and “or” with “AND” and “OR”, respectively, in Annex B.
Submission 	Page 1	     Edward Au, Huawei Technologies
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