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Introduction

Interpretation of a Motion to Adopt

A motion to approve this submission means that the editing instructions and any changed or added material are actioned in the TGn Draft.  This introduction, is not part of the adopted material.

Editing instructions formatted like this are intended to be copied into the TGn Draft (i.e. they are instructions to the 802.11 editor on how to merge the TGn amendment with the baseline documents).

TGn Editor:  Editing instructions preceded by “TGn Editor” are instructions to the TGn editor to modify existing material in the TGn draft.   As a result of adopting the changes, the TGn editor will execute the instructions rather than copy them to the TGn Draft.

Summission Note: Notes to the reader of this submission are not part of the motion to adopt.  These notes are there to clarify or provide context.
Proposed Resolutions

Note, there are a large number of ER (editorial recycled) comments related to section 9.12.   They arise from a cut and paste error that misaligned comments and their resolutions.   The proposed resolution to these comments is copied from document 11-06-1306r0.
	4529
	0
	
	General
	What is an aggregate PPDU? I think you mean MPDU
	replace "PPDU" with "MPDU"
	General AdHoc: Transfer to MAC Group
See CID 65


Proposed resolution: proposed counter
This is resolved by the following resolution to CID 65:  “Change "aggregated PPDU" to "A-MPDU". Also "non-aggregated PPDU" should be changed to other appropriate word, such as "single MPDU".”
	1803
	2
	11
	3
	Term "Initiator" has many uses other than the one in this definition
	Use a more specific term than the general one chosen
	Gen AdHoc: Initiator vs initiator is being used in the draft.  The Capital version should always match the definition, and the lower case should be the generic use, Transfer to the MAC group to ensure consistency.


Proposed resolution: proposed counter:

Submission 11-06-1302r3 related to CID 472 and others, approved in the September TGn session, and incorporated in D1.06 addresses this issue by defining new terms to use where appropriate.  Our use of Initiator in the TGn draft has been replaced with TXOP holder, which is equivalent to the old meaning, but more specific.

	1808
	3
	2
	3
	Term "Responder" has many uses other than the one in this definition
	Use a more specific term than the general one chosen
	Gen AdHoc: Responder vs responder is being used in the draft.  The Capital version should always match the definition, and the lower case should be the generic use, Transfer to the MAC group to ensure consistency.


Proposed resolution: proposed counter:

Submission 11-06-1302r3 related to CID 472 and others, approved in the September TGn session, and incorporated in D1.06 addresses this issue by defining new terms to use where appropriate.  Our use of Responder in the TGn draft has been replaced with on of three terms:  TXOP responder, MFB responder, Beamformee where appropriate.

	7607
	92
	
	9.10.7
	The BA sections do not work well with the baseline BA sections.
They include a re-statement of behaviour which is part of the baseline (i.e. rx reorder buffer operation). It is not clear whether this is intended to modify the behaviour or is an informative description of an implementation.
They refer to 802.11e.
	Take the original BA sections and merge into this section in a consistent fashion.  Clearly identify informative description as such (and move to an informative annex if one exists)
	Defer - U


Proposed counter:

Submission 11-06-1345r9 contains a reorganization and rewriting of the related sections.   
	2517
	100
	38
	9.12
	undefined non-terminal
	define cf-ack-piggybacked-poll-sequence
	Edit Notes (D1.05) ER: <The resolution disagrees with that in 11-06/1306r0,  which was: Proposed counter.  Term changed to: cf-ack-piggybacked-qos-poll-sequence>, to resolution (D1.05):  counter.  Insert the following term at the start of TXOP-part-requiring-ack: "Data+individual[+null] ".
This allows a txop-sequence to start data/ack if it so wishes.


Proposed resolution: counter

Change reference to cf-ack-piggybacked-poll-sequence to cf-ack-piggybacked-qos-poll-sequence.

This change is present in D1.06.
	2518
	100
	40
	9.12
	undefined non-terminal
	define cf-ack-piggybacked-data-sequence
	Edit Notes (D1.05) ER: <The resolution disagrees with that in 11-06/1306r0,  which was: "Proposed counter.  Term changed to: cf-ack-piggybacked-qos-data-sequence">, to resolution (D1.05):   counter.  Term changed to: cf-ack-piggybacked-qos-poll-sequence


Proposed resolution: counter

Change reference to cf-ack-piggybacked-data-sequence to cf-ack-piggybacked-qos-data-sequence.

This change is present in D1.06.
	1296
	101
	7
	9.12
	this font produces a "1" and an "l" which are nearly identical - the "1" is slightly shorter in height than the "l" - is it possible, within the confines of the IEEE 802 standards style formatting rules to switch to some font which more clearly differentiates the two characters?
	change fonts to allow visual differentiation between "1" and "l"
	Edit Notes (D1.05) ER: <The resolution disagrees with that in 11-06/1306r0,  which was: Proposed accept.  Change l-sig to L-sig, and use courier new for the 1 preceeding {.>, to resolution (D1.05):   counter.  Term changed to: cf-ack-piggybacked-qos-data-sequence


Proposed resolution:  counter.

Change l-sig to L-sig, and use courier new for the 1 preceeding {.
This change is present in D1.06
	2519
	101
	7
	9.12
	notation. Use EBNF notation
	1*{initiator-sequence}
	Edit Notes (D1.05) ER: <The resolution disagrees with that in 11-06/1306r0,  which was: Proposed reject. This changes the meaning to exactly one occurrance.>, to resolution (D1.05):   accept.  Change l-sig to L-sig, and use courier new for the 1 preceeding {.


Proposed resolution: reject.

This would change the meaning to “exactly one occurrence”, which is not what is intended.
	5146
	101
	27
	9.12
	RTS+ CTS is not defined in the syntax
	Replace by RTS CTS
	Edit Notes (D1.05) ER: <The resolution disagrees with that in 11-06/1306r0,  which was: Proposed accept>, to resolution (D1.05):   counter.  Accept that single-ended L-sig protection is not defined.  However, the commenter refers to lines 20 and 21,  whereas line 19 contains the offending term.   Remove line 19.


Proposed resolution: accept

This change is already present in D1.06.

	9991
	101
	35
	9.12
	nav-reset is missing double CF-Ends
	Change to "nav-reset = CF-End | [CF-End+CF-End]"
	Edit Notes (D1.05) ER: <The resolution disagrees with that in 11-06/1306r0,  which was: Proposed accept.  Added the term: " (CF-End+non-QAP CF-End+QAP);" as an alternate.>, to resolution (D1.05):   accept


Proposed resolution: accept.

This change is already present in D1.06.

	2521
	101
	37
	9.12
	From this point onward there are numerous errors in the EBNF. The fact that this definition was not done correctly indicates the design is too complex and confusing, and needs to be simplified.
	Simplify the design
	Edit Notes (D1.05) ER: <The resolution disagrees with that in 11-06/1306r0,  which was: Proposed reject: The "design" is the result of a selection process that incorporated some features and excluded others from proposals submitted to TGn.   The set of features present has received broad support from TGn members.>, to resolution (D1.05):   accept.  Added the term: " (CF-End+non-QAP CF-End+QAP);" as an alternate.


Proposed resolution: reject: 
The "design" is the result of a selection process that incorporated some features and excluded others from proposals submitted to TGn.   The set of features present has received broad support from TGn members.

	2523
	101
	51
	9.12
	ht-ack-sequence is undefined
	define it. Perhaps it should be ht-ack-response (page 102 line 12)
	Edit Notes (D1.05) ER: <The resolution disagrees with that in 11-06/1306r0,  which was: Proposed accept.>, to resolution (D1.05):   counter.  Correct BA to BlockAck.


Proposed resolution: accept

This change is already present in D1.06

	2525
	102
	2
	9.12
	BA is undefined, either as a frame name or as a non-terminal
	define it
	Edit Notes (D1.05) ER: <The resolution disagrees with that in 11-06/1306r0,  which was: "Proposed counter.  Correct BA to BlockAck.">, to resolution (D1.05):   accept.


Proposed resolution: counter

Correct BA to BlockAck
This change is already present in D1.06

	2526
	102
	3
	9.12
	burst-BA-RD undefined
	define it
	Edit Notes (D1.05) ER: <The resolution disagrees with that in 11-06/1306r0,  which was: Proposed accept.>, to resolution (D1.05):   counter.  Correct BA to BlockAck.


Proposed resolution: accept

This change is already present in D1.06

	2528
	102
	18
	9.12
	notation. Use EBNF notation
	1*{PPDU-not-requiring-response}
	Edit Notes (D1.05) ER: <The resolution disagrees with that in 11-06/1306r0,  which was:  "Proposed reject. This changes the meaning to exactly one occurrance.">, to resolution (D1.05):   Accept.

	2530
	102
	46
	9.12
	notation. Use EBNF notation
	1*{frame-not-requiring-response+ampdu}
	Edit Notes (D1.05) ER: <The resolution disagrees with that in 11-06/1306r0,  which was:  "Proposed reject. This changes the meaning to exactly one occurrance.">, to resolution (D1.05):   accept.  Also corrected burst-BA-RD-BAR.


Proposed resolution: reject.

This would change the meaning to “exactly one occurrence”, which is not what is intended.
	2532
	102
	53
	9.12
	Notation "+(no-ack|block-ack)" undefined
	Change to "(+no-ack|+block-ack)"
	Edit Notes (D1.05) ER: <The resolution disagrees with that in 11-06/1306r0,  which was:  'Proposed counter.  Define the syntax thus: "The syntax a+(b|c) where b and c are attributes is equivalent to (a+b) | (a+c).", as the original syntax is more readable.'>, to resolution (D1.05):   accept.


Proposed resolution: counter.

Define the syntax thus: "The syntax a+(b|c) where b and c are attributes is equivalent to (a+b) | (a+c).", as the original syntax is more readable
This change is already present in D1.06.
	2533
	103
	5
	9.12
	What seems to be desired here is an A-MPDU with an implicit BAR somewhere in it
	Change to:
BlockAckReq |
({Data+QoS+ampdu} 1*{Data+QoS+implicit-bar+ampdu {Data+QoS+ampdu}}) +ampdu-end
	Edit Notes (D1.05) ER: <The resolution disagrees with that in 11-06/1306r0,  which was:  'Proposed counter.  Other comment simplified this because all data frames will carry the implicit-bar.'>, to resolution (D1.05):   counter.  Define the syntax thus: "The syntax a+(b|c) where b and c are attributes is equivalent to (a+b) | (a+c).", as the original syntax is more readable.


Proposed resolution: counter

Resolution of another comment has simplified this in D1.06 because all data frames carry the implicit-bar.
	34
	103
	7
	9.12
	For the Implicit BAR case, the transmitter should unify the Ack policy of all MPDUs in the A-MPDU to "normal Ack". That will give diversity effect to the receiver to know that it shall send a BA frame.
	Delete {Data+QoS+ampdu} in line 7.
	Edit Notes (D1.05) ER: <The resolution disagrees with that in 11-06/1306r0,  which was: Proposed counter.   While accepting this specific instance, the same change should be made throughout 9.12 for both implicit BAR and RD cases.>, to resolution (D1.05):   counter.  Other comment simplified this because all data frames will carry the implicit-bar.


Proposed resolution: counter

While accepting this specific instance, the same change should also be made throughout 9.12 for both implicit BAR and RD cases.

This change has already been implemented for D1.06.
	7886
	103
	7
	9.12
	9.10.7.7 says "All frames within an A-MPDU aggregate shall have the same ack policy setting.". This is good to deliver BAR in a robust manner. The definition of PPDU-BAR seems to be inconsistent with this.
	Remove {Data+QoS+ampdu}
	Edit Notes (D1.05) ER: <The resolution disagrees with that in 11-06/1306r0,  which was: Proposed accept.  Covered by CID 34.>, to resolution (D1.05):   counter.   While accepting this specific instance, the same change should be made throughout 9.12 for both implicit BAR and RD cases.


Proposed resolution: accept.  Note this is covered by CID 34. and has been implemented in D1.06

	2534
	103
	13
	9.12
	Use of "<>" notation incorrect, as there is only one choice within the <>'s
	Replace the <> with ()
	Edit Notes (D1.05) ER: <The resolution disagrees with that in 11-06/1306r0,  which was: Proposed counter.  The use of this notation has been discontinued.>, to resolution (D1.05):   accept.  Covered by CID 34.


Proposed counter.  The use of this notation has been discontinued in D1.03

	7887
	103
	17
	9.12
	9.10.7.7 says "All frames within an A-MPDU aggregate shall have the same ack policy setting.". This is good to deliver BAR in a robust manner. The definition of PPDU-BA-BAR seems to be inconsistent with this.
	Remove {Data+QoS+ampdu}
	Edit Notes (D1.05) ER: <The resolution disagrees with that in 11-06/1306r0,  which was: Proposed accept.  Covered by CID 34.>, to resolution (D1.05):   counter.  The use of this notation has been discontinued.


Proposed resolution: accept.  Note this is covered by CID 34. and has been implemented in D1.06
	2535
	103
	24
	9.12
	This definition doesn't allow Data both before and after the BlockAck in the A-MPDU
	Change to:
BlockAck |
(BlockAck+ampdu 1*{Data+QoS(+no-ack|+block-ack)+ampdu})+ampdu-end |
(1*{Data+QoS(+no-ack|+block-ack)+ampdu} BlockAck+ampdu {Data+QoS(+no-ack|+block-ack)+ampdu})+ampdu-end
	Edit Notes (D1.05) ER: <The resolution disagrees with that in 11-06/1306r0,  which was: Proposed reject.  Changes being discussed in other ad-hocs limit the order of what goes into an A-MPDU so that any response frame occurs first.>, to resolution (D1.05):   accept.  Covered by CID 34.


Proposed reject.  Changes being discussed in other ad-hocs limit the order of what goes into an A-MPDU so that any response frame occurs first.
	2537
	103
	36
	9.12
	Sequence here doesn't allow Data w/o RD both before and after the Data w/RD
	Change the <…> to:
({Data+QoS+ampdu} Data+QoS+RD+ampdu {Data+QoS[+RD]+ampdu}) +ampdu-end
	Edit Notes (D1.05) ER: <The resolution disagrees with that in 11-06/1306r0,  which was: Proposed reject.   D1.02 says: "The RDG/More PPDU field shall be set to the same value in all HT Control fields present in a PPDU">, to resolution (D1.05):   accept. Change to: ""(BlockAck|BlockAckReq)""


Proposed reject.   D1.02 says: "The RDG/More PPDU field shall be set to the same value in all HT Control fields present in a PPDU”
	2538
	103
	47
	9.12
	This expression reduces to <a b | c d> which is totally undefined by the notation and EBNF rules.
	Rewrite this one within the rules. There are three cases: (1) +RD, then +implicit-bar; (2) +implicit-bar, then +RD, (3) +implicit-bar+RD. It would look like this:
({Data+QoS+ampdu} Data+QoS+RD+ampdu {Data+QoS[+RD]+ampdu} Data+QoS+implicit-bar[+RD]+ampdu {Data+QoS[+implicit-bar][+RD]+ampdu} +ampdu-end |
({Data+QoS+ampdu} Data+QoS+implicit-bar+ampdu {Data+QoS[+implicit-bar]+ampdu} Data+QoS[+implicit-bar]+RD+ampdu {Data+QoS[+implicit-bar][+RD]+ampdu}) +ampdu-end |
({Data+QoS+ampdu} Data+QoS+implicit-bar+RD+ampdu {Data+QoS[+implicit-bar][+RD]+ampdu}) +ampdu-end
	Edit Notes (D1.05) ER: <The resolution disagrees with that in 11-06/1306r0,  which was: Proposed counter.  the <> notation has been removed.  Where it served a grouping  function, the ( ) notation is used.>, to resolution (D1.05):   accept.  Covered by CID 34.


Proposed counter.  the <> notation has been removed.  Where it served a grouping  function, the ( ) notation is used.  This change has been made in D1.05.

	2541
	104
	7
	9.12
	Use of "<>" notation incorrect, as there is only one choice within the <>'s
	Replace the <> with ()
	Edit Notes (D1.05) ER: <The resolution disagrees with that in 11-06/1306r0,  which was: Proposed accept.>, to resolution (D1.05):   counter.  the <> notation has been removed.  Where it served a grouping  function, the ( ) notation is used.


Proposed counter.  the <> notation has been removed.  Where it served a grouping  function, the ( ) notation is used.  This change has been made in D1.05.

	2543
	104
	17
	9.12
	unmatch parentheses
	Suggest the matching right parenthesis belongs at end of line 19
	Edit Notes (D1.05) ER: <The resolution disagrees with that in 11-06/1306r0,  which was: Proposed counter.  The second term has been simplified,  so the unmatched left parenthesis should be removed>, to resolution (D1.05):   accept.


Proposed counter.  The second term has been simplified,  so the unmatched left parenthesis should be removed.

This change has already been made in D1.06.

	2545
	104
	20
	9.12
	The definition of PPDU-BA-RD-BAR doesn't match what the comment says it should be
	fix either the comment or the definition
	Edit Notes (D1.05) ER: <The resolution disagrees with that in 11-06/1306r0,  which was: Proposed accept.  Modified definition and comment to match changes proposed elsewhere.  See also CID 34.>, to resolution (D1.05):   counter.  The second term has been simplified,  so the unmatched left parenthesis should be removed


Proposed accept.  Modified definition and comment to match changes proposed elsewhere.  See also CID 34.  This change has already been made in D1.06.
	2546
	104
	23
	9.12
	unreferenced nonterminal psm-sequence
	add a production using it
	Edit Notes (D1.05) ER: <The resolution disagrees with that in 11-06/1306r0,  which was: Proposed accept.  Add psmp-sequence as an alternative term at the end of initiator-sequence.>, to resolution (D1.05):   accept.  Modified definition and comment to match changes  elsewhere.  See also CID 34.


Proposed accept.  Add psmp-sequence as an alternative term at the end of initiator-sequence.
This change has already been made in D1.06.
	2547
	104
	23
	9.12
	non-last-psmp should be allowed to repeat
	1*{non-last-psmp}
	Edit Notes (D1.05) ER: <The resolution disagrees with that in 11-06/1306r0,  which was: Proposed counter.  "{non-last-psmp}" - i.e. there is no need for a lower limit of 1. >, to resolution (D1.05):   accept.  Add psmp-sequence as an alternative term at the end of initiator-sequence.


Proposed counter.  "{non-last-psmp}" - i.e. there is no need for a lower limit of 1.
This change has already been made in D1.06
	2548
	104
	45
	9.12
	This definition doesn't allow Data both before and after the MTBA in the A-MPDU
	fix either the comment or the definition
	Edit Notes (D1.05) ER: <The resolution disagrees with that in 11-06/1306r0,  which was: Proposed reject.  Changes being discussed in other ad-hocs limit the order of what goes into an A-MPDU so that any response frame occurs first.>, to resolution (D1.05):   counter.  "{non-last-psmp}" - i.e. there is no need for a lower limit of 1.


Proposed reject.  Changes being discussed in other ad-hocs limit the order of what goes into an A-MPDU so that any response frame occurs first.
	4558
	104
	
	9.12
	Frame exchange sequence for link adaptation are not defined
	Define frame exchange sequences based on 9.19.1,9.19.2,9.19.3
	


Proposed accept.  D1.06 defines sequences in 9.12 for link adaptation, implicit and explicit beamforming.
	4559
	104
	
	9.12
	Frame exchange sequence for MIMO power save are not defined
	Define frame exchange sequences for MIMO power save
	Edit Notes (D1.05) ER: <The resolution disagrees with that in 11-06/1306r0,  which was: Proposed reject.  These sequences do not attempt to illustrate MLME operation.>, to resolution (D1.05):   counter.  Exchanges showing aspects of implicit and explicit beamforming have been added as shown in the submission.


Proposed reject.  These sequences do not attempt to illustrate MLME operation
	9993
	104
	
	9.12
	Add CTS-2-Self option to PSMP sequence.
	
	Edit Notes (D1.05) ER: <The resolution disagrees with that in 11-06/1306r0,  which was: Proposed reject.  This is already generated by ht-TXOP-sequence from nav-protected-sequence, from nav-set>, to resolution (D1.05):   accept


Proposed reject.  This is already generated by ht-TXOP-sequence from nav-protected-sequence, from nav-set
	9895
	145
	
	11.2.3.1
	Replies to the single-spatial RTS should also be sent as single-spatial CTS. It is not stated in this section, unless I am missing something.
	Add a sentence to state that CTS is sent as single-spatial CTS.
	


Proposed assignment to somebody else (Yuichi?)
	3613
	149
	7
	11.5.2
	Another example of writing reams on a very obvious mechanism. OK, AP and station should establish Block Ack sessions if they have data; what is so special about PSMP that it needs a special mention?
	Delete the entire subclause
	


Proposed accept.  (Note the subclause is 11.5.4 (Multi-TID Block Ack) in D1.06.
Submission note: The subclause contains only one normative specification in D1.06:  “A Block Ack agreement shall be set up after the related TS has been established.”.  This statement is unnecessary, because other rules require a BA agreement before data can be exchanged using BA,  and BA is the only mechanism for exchanging acknowledged data under PSMP. 
	1053
	152
	
	11.5.2
	change the section from informative to normative
	change the section from informative to normative
	


Proposed counter.   Remove the entire subclause as described in CID 3613
	2855
	156
	3
	11.16
	11.16 is a MAC layer function, not really MAC Management function. It would be better placed in clause 9
	Make change indicated in comment
	Defer- Needs more discussions
Ed AdHoc: Transfer to Gen AdHoc
GenAdHoc: Agrees that this needs more discussion and transfers to MAC


Proposed accept.  Move the entire 11.17 (D1.06) to a new subclause 9.21
	10519
	156
	3
	11.16
	11.16 is a MAC layer function, not really MAC Management function. It would be better placed in clause 9
	as in comment
	Defer - Refer to CID-2855
Ed AdHoc: Transfer to Gen AdHoc
GenAdHoc: Transfer to MAC


Proposed duplicate of 2855
	7489
	156
	
	11.16
	It seems that the operation of PCO is a bit like the operation of TSF or beaconing, and should be in section 9.
	Find it a new home in section 9.
	Defer - Needs more discussions
Ed AdHoc: Transfer to Gen AdHoc
GenAdhoc: Transfer to MAC


Proposed duplicate of 2855
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Abstract


This document contains proposed changes to the IEEE P802.11n Draft to address the following LB84 comments:
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The changes marked in this document are based on TGn Draft version D1.06.
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