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CID 4335 (C)

	4335
	Lefkowitz, Martin
	6.1.5
	12
	9
	According to table n-2 only CCMP and open may be used.  The additions made to this clause make it very confusing as to what parts are incompatible and what part's arent.  I also do not understand why TKIP can not be used in an HT environment.  This may give legacy devices the ability to securly aggragate frames.
	Allow TKIP in a HT environement.  If this can not be done then rewrite this clause such that it is not confusing (does not make you stop and try to figure out what parts are compatible.)


Proposed resolution:

Counter

Mac adhoc 061017 – U - 

Table n2 has been deleted from the draft. The figure that is referenced (as per the first of the two paragraphs) has been redrawn to more clearly show the various MAC functions. While the text of the cited paragraph may be complex, it is an accurate textual description of what appears in the figure. Now that the text and figure correspond to each other, the confusion that may have been generated should no longer exist.
As for making TKIP allowable in an HT environment, it is allowed when interacting with a legacy device that is not RSN-capable. However, TKIP is not allowed for a pure HT-HT link. This is per existing language within the base standard (see 8.2 and 8.3.1 of P802.11-REVma-D8.0-red-line.pdf). The security issues arising from the interaction of TGn STA with legacy devices and with the cited base standard subclauses is codified with the changes proposed and adopted by TGn that are contained in document 11-06-1347-02-000n-lb84-cid-1250-text-proposal.doc. The changes from this document will appear in a subsequent TGn draft.
CID 4047 (R)

	4047
	Kerry, Stuart
	7.1.3.1.10
	15
	16
	"The HT Control Field may be included in any frame except a non-QoS Data frame." implies that this may be used in control or management frames. I believe that this is not the intention.
	"The HT Control Field may be included only in QoS Data frames." If the intention is really to use it also in control or management frames, a bunch of further changes in the corresponding sections would be required.


Proposed resolution:

Reject

Mac adhoc 061017 – modify language on generic frame formats for various frame types – include descriptions of allowed behavior forward and backward – leave the comment open – Peter Loc also has as submission for a later meeting

The intention of TGn is to allow the use of the HT Control field in many frame types and subtypes. It is not clear what “further changes” are necessary in order to allow the use of the HT Control field in those other frames.
If the commentor is suggesting that legacy devices are incapable of receiving existing frame subtypes that have the order bit set to 1 and that have an HT Control field present where it was not present before, then this has been suggested as a possible concern, and an appropriate fix has been provided. That is, it has been suggested that existing control frames with the ORDER bit set to 1 may not be properly received by legacy STA, because the previous definition of the ORDER bit for control frames was that this bit is always set to 0 as per the base standard subclause 7.2.1. To address this issue, the control wrapper frame has been adopted. See document 11-06-886r4.

CID 4048 (C)

	4048
	Kerry, Stuart
	7.1.3.1.10
	15
	16-17
	The obvious overloading of the Order bit in the QoS Data frames of type +HTC must be made more explicit
	Verbage to the order of : The order bit is set to 0 in QoS Data frames, hence the setting of the order bit to 1 in the +HTC frames distinguishes a QoS Data frame that is not +HTC from one that is of the type +HTC.


Proposed resolution:

Counter
Mac adhoc 061017 – U - 

The statement that appears in the first paragraph does appear to conflict with the new use of the bit. Editor shall make the changes shown in document 11-06-1574-02-lb84-cid-mac-set-1-proposed-resolutions.doc within the proposed resolution section for CID 4048.

TGn Editor: Change the text beginning on page 10, line 51 of TGn Draft D1.04 subclause “7.1.3.1.10 Order bit” as follows:

The Order field is 1 bit in length and is set to 1 in any non-QoS Data frame that contains an MSDU, or fragment thereof, which is being transferred using the StrictlyOrdered service class. The presence of the HT Control field in frames is indicated by setting the Order field to 1 in any frame except a non-QoS Data frame or a Control Wrapper frame. This field is set to 0 in all other frames. All non-HT QoS STAs1 set this subfield to 0.



CID 7465 (Duplicate of 4047)

	7465
	Soomro, Amjad
	7.1.3.1.10
	15
	16
	"The HT Control Field may be included in any frame except a non-QoS Data frame." implies that this may be used in control or management frames. This shoud not be the the intention.
	"The HT Control Field may be included only in QoS Data frames."


Proposed resolution:

Duplicate of 4047
Mac adhoc – 061017 – unaminously agreed to make this a duplicate of 4047

Mark this comment as a duplicate of 4047.

CID 22, 7225 (C)

	22
	Adachi, Tomoko
	7.1.3.8
	18
	8-9
	There is difference between this part and the description in lines 8-10 in p.117 of clause 9.19.3. Here it says when it is unable to provide MCS feedback, it *shall* set MFB to "all-ones". In clause 9.19.3, it says if the MCS estimate is not available in time and if the HT Control field is included in the immediate response frame, the responder *may* set MFB to the default value "all-ones" following the MFS/MRS rules. "Shall" should be used in clause 9.19.3.
	Unify the usage of "all-ones" of MFB to what is written in clause 7.1.3.8.

	7225
	Raissinia, Ali
	7.1.3.8
	18
	10
	The last part of the statement "it also sets MFS to 111." should be changed to  "it also SHOULD/SHALL set MFS to 111."
	Modify the text to make the transmitter function explicit for the interoperability reasons.


Proposed resolution:

Mac adhoc 061018 - U 

Counter

The rules are consistent, but poorly worded. The responder may provide feedback at this time to some other, more previous request. The editor shall change the language of the last two sentences of the fourth paragraph of 7.1.3.5a HT Control field of D1.04 from:
“When a responder responds immediately, but is unable to provide MCS feedback, it sets the MFB to ‘all-ones’. When a responder is unable to provide an immediate response to MRQ and sets MFB to all-ones it also sets MFSI to 111.”
To:

“When a responder responds immediately, it may set the MFB to ‘all-ones’ to indicate that the requested feedback is not available. When a responder responds immediately to an MRQ and sets MFB to all-ones it also sets MFSI to 111. A responder may choose to provide feedback for a previous request at any time, in which case, the MFB and MFSI values correspond to the previous request, even though they may be provided in a frame which is an immediate response to a more current request.

A responder may choose to send a response frame with any of the following combinations of MFB and MFSI. The responder shall send the value from the list below that matches its intent. The requestor shall interpret the response information as is shown:

MFB = 1111111, MFSI = 111 – no information is provided for the immediately preceding request or for any other pending request

MFB = 1111111, MFSI = [000 – 110] – the responder is not now providing, and will never provide feedback for the request that had the MSI value that matches the MFSI value

MFB = [0000000 – 1111110], MFSI = [000 – 110] – the responder is providing feedback for the request that had the MSI value that matches the MFSI value
A STA is permitted to respond immediately to a current request for MCS feedback with a frame containing an MFSI value and MFB value that correspond to a request that preceeds the current request.”

The editor shall also change the contents of the Definition column entry corresponding to the row of table n3 that has the value MFSI in the Field column from:

“Set to the received value of MSI

Set to B’111’ for unsolicited MFB”

To:

“Set to the received value of MSI contained in the frame to which the MFB information refers

Set to 111 for unsolicited MFB”

The editor shall insert, as a new paragraph, before the sixth paragraph of 9.16.2 Link Adpatation from which is the paragraph that begins with “After the MCS computation”, the following text:

“When the MFB requestor sets the MRQ field to 1 and sets the MSI value to a value that matches the MSI value of a previous request for which the responder has not yet provided any feedback, then the responder shall discard or abandon the computation for the MRQ that corresponds to the previous use of that MSI value.”
CID 4608 (A)

	4608
	Malinen, Jouni
	7.2.2.1
	30
	24
	Why is the MPDU containing the A-MSDU specified to be encrypted with CCMP? IEEE 802.11i added negotiation for the cipher suites and CCMP may not be negotiated cipher. Is this saying that only CCMP can be used with A-MSDU? What about other ciphers? 802.11n seemed to not allow WEP or TKIP, but IEEE 802.11i is not limiting negotiation to only cover these three ciphers.
	Remove explicit reference to CCMP.


Proposed resolution:

Accept

Mac adhoc – 061017 – U
Editor has already made the change per other comments within D1.04. Sentence now reads as “If encrypted, the MPDU is encrypted as a single unit.”

CID 7234 (A)
	7234
	Raissinia, Ali
	7.3.2.20A
	39
	3
	The  New Extension Channel Offset Element IE should be extensible. The extensibility capability should be added as a phrase after the pre-defined length value 1.
	Include the suggested changes.


Proposed resolution:

Mac adhoc 061018 - U

Accept

The editor shall, in 7.3.2.20A of TGn draft 1.04, replace the sentence “The Length field shall be set to 1.” With “The value of the Length field is variable, as this element may be extended in the future. The value of the length field shall contain an integer representation of the total number of octets contained in the element.” Also – change “Secondary Channel Offset” in the last paragraph of the subclause to read as “The Secondary Channel Offset field”.
CID 3745 (A)

	3745
	Kandala, Srinivas
	7.3.2.29
	
	
	Update Table 37 for HT PHY
	As suggested


Proposed resolution:

Mac adhoc 061018 - U

Accept

Noting that the values in the table are only the default values and may be modified by the AP, the comment is accepted. The editor shall add a reference to “7.3.2.29 EDCA Parameter Set element” within TGn draft 1.04, and add an instruction to the editor to change the entry within table 37 that currently reads “For PHYs defined in Clause 17 and Clause 19” to “For PHYs defined in Clause 17, Clause 19 and Clause 21”

CID 3787 (C)

	3787
	Kandala, Srinivas
	7.4.3.1
	
	
	The text above the table does not add anything. The rest of the subclause does not have such text either.
	Delete the text above the table


Proposed resolution:

Macadhoc 061018 - U
Counter

This was originally accepted and then was returned by the editor as an ER:

Edit Notes (D1.03) ER: <I would ask TGn to reconsider this.  The text does add something, but is inadequate.  With or without the text as it stands, a non-HT STA that implements DLS is required to generate an HT Capabilities element.  ("The frame body contains the information shown in Table 51.").

I suggest a modification to add a "notes" column to table 51, and put the HT condition there,  like the other management frame types,  and remove the text.>, to resolution (D1.03):  Accept U

New proposed resolution (Counter):

TGn editor shall delete all of the text and tables within “7.4.3.1 DLS Request frame format” and include the following in its place:

TGn editor shall add an instruction to the editor to change the second sentence of the first paragraph of “7.4.3.1 DLS Request frame format” of the base standard to read as: “The frame body of the DLS Request frame contains the information shown in Table 51, with some fields being optionally present as indicated in the NOTES column of the table.”

TGn editor shall add an instruction to the editor to cause an additional column to be added to Table 51, that new column appearing in the rightmost columnar position and having a heading of “NOTES”, and the entries of all existing rows for the new column to be empty.
TGn editor shall add an instruction to the editor to add a new row to Table 51 that contains the value “9” in the “order” column, “HT Capabilities” in the Information column, and “The HT Capabilities element shall be present when the dot11HighThroughputOptionImplemented attribute is true” in the NOTES column.
CID 3788 (C)

	3788
	Kandala, Srinivas
	7.4.3.2
	
	
	The text above the table does not add anything. The rest of the subclause does not have such text either.
	Delete the text above the table


Proposed resolution:

Mac adhoc 061018 - U

Counter

This was originally accepted and then was returned by the editor as an ER:

Edit Notes (D1.03) ER: <I would ask TGn to reconsider this.  The text does add something, but is inadequate.  With or without the text as it stands, a non-HT STA that implements DLS is required to generate an HT Capabilities element.  ("The frame body contains the information shown in Table 52.").

I suggest a modification to add a "notes" column to table 51, and put the HT condition there,  like the other management frame types,  and remove the text.>, to resolution (D1.03):  Accept U

New proposed resolution (Counter):
TGn editor shall delete all of the text and tables within “7.4.3.2 DLS Response frame format” and include the following in its place:

TGn editor shall add an instruction to the editor to change the second sentence of the first paragraph of “7.4.3.2 DLS Response frame format” of the base standard to read as: “The frame body of the DLS Response frame contains the information shown in Table 52, with some fields being optionally present as indicated in the NOTES column of the table.”

TGn editor shall add an instruction to the editor to cause an additional column to be added to Table 52, that new column appearing in the rightmost columnar position and having a heading of “NOTES”, and the entries of all existing rows for the new column to be empty.

TGn editor shall add an instruction to the editor to add a new row to Table 52 that contains the value “9” in the “order” column, “HT Capabilities” in the Information column, and “The HT Capabilities element shall be present when the dot11HighThroughputOptionImplemented attribute is true” in the NOTES column.

CID 11374 (R)

	11374
	Marshall, Bill
	7.4.7.3
	59
	8
	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


Proposed resolution:

Mac adhoc 061018 - U

Counter
See CID 1232 – PCO Phase is now defined as a fixed field.

The commentor appears to be requesting that the layout of the HT category of management action frames be modified. The current layout matches the layout from the predecendent management action frames, such as QoS management action, Block Ack management action, etc. The layout includes a table giving an ordered list of sub-fields that are to be contained within the body of the management action frame in order to construct the specific management action frame of interest. The subfields can be either fixed fields or information elements. This format matches the layout that was used in the original standard for the Beacon frame, for example. There is no valid rationale presented as to why there is a problem with the layout that has been used throughout these years.

CID 7256 (C)

	7256
	Raissinia, Ali
	8
	
	
	Add a statement to specify that the HTC control byte is not part of the CCMP MIC computation scheme.
	Add the required text.


Proposed resolution:

Mac adhoc 061018 - U

Counter
The base standard currently has a definition for the CCMP MIC that does not include any fields that were not defined at the time of the writing of the current language of the base standard, and therefore, the HTC field is not a part of the CCMP AAD calculation, and the HTC field is not part of the CCMP MIC. However, the base standard does, at one point, explicitly refer to the fields of the MAC header that are left out of the CCMP AAD calculation, so it seems fair to add the HTC to that explicit reference.
The TGn Editor shall add, in the correct hierarchical location within TGn draft 1.04, the following new information:

The set of headers necessary to identify the subclause being modified, that is “8.3.3.3.2 Construct AAD” and an editor instruction to modify the second sentence of the third paragraph of “8.3.3.3.2 Construct AAD” so that it reads as follows: “The AAD does not include the Duration/ID field or the HT Control field because the values of these fields can change due to normal IEEE 802.11 operation (e.g., a rate change during transmission).”
CID 47 (A)

	47
	Adachi, Tomoko
	9.2.5.4
	84
	
	As all MPDUs in the A-MPDU have the same value for the Duration/ID field (see clause 7.1.3.2), even when there are some errors in receiving MPDUs in the A-MPDU, the PPDU will be treated as no errors when there is a single successful MPDU detected and the receiver shall use the Duration/ID field of the successful MPDU(s).
	Add a sentence in clause 9.2.5.4 saying that whenever a MPDU is received correctly in an A-MPDU, NAV is set or updated if necessary starting from the end of the PPDU by the information received in the Duration/ID field.


Proposed resolution:

Mac adhoc 061018 - U

Accept

See CID 7892

This comment should have been marked with “accept” already. It is an effective duplicate of 7892, which has been accepted by TGn.

CID 8119 (C)

	8119
	Tsoulogiannis, Tom
	9.2.6
	85
	3
	Inclusion of A-MPDU as a frame type requiring RTS/CTS is not appropriate.

a) The default value of the MIB is set so that RTS/CTS is essentially turned off.  Since A-MPDUs would ostensibly be larger than this default value, the default action changes requiring a different setting to turn RTS/CTS off.
	Add a new MIB parameter representing the RTSA-MPDUThreshold to be used for determining when to use RTS/CTS for A-MPDUs.


Proposed resolution:

Mac adhoc 061018 - U

Counter
Rather than create a new variable, the existing one can simply be modified. The conditions for using RTS/CTS ahead of an A-MPDU are not different from those that determine when RTS/CTS should be used for MPDUs. The effect of the changes suggested to resolve this comment are to make the threshold apply to PSDUs, which are inclusive of MPDUs and A-MPDUs, and to increase the maximum value of the variable from 3000 to 64K-1.

TGn editor shall create and add editor instructions to the appendix D portion of TGn Draft 1.04 to:  Change all occurrences of MPDU and all occurrences of MSDU within the dot11RTSThreshold MIB attribute definition in appendix D, to PSDU. Change the last occurrence of “frames” within the dot11RTSThreshold MIB attribute definition in appendix D to “PSDUs”. Change the two occurrences of “3000” within the dot11RTSThreshold MIB attribute definition in appendix D to “65535”.

CID 1324 (C)

	1324
	Fischer, Matthew
	9.16.2
	
	
	Language needs fixin'
	Put "The duration field" at the start of the sentence and replace "remaining of TxOP in the duration field." with "the time remaining in the TXOP."


Proposed resolution:

Mac adhoc 061018 - U

Counter

TGn editor shall change the last sentence of the fourth paragraph of TGn Draft 1.04, subclause 9.13.5.2 LongNAV from “All frames sent in the TXOP by Initiator or Responder shall contain remaining of TXOP in the Duration/ID field.” To “The Duration field of all frames sent in the TXOP by the Initiator or Responder shall contain the time remaining in the TXOP.”

CID 9984 (C)

	9984
	Xhafa, Ariton
	9.1.6.3
	109
	5
	"Each sequence may include multiple PPDUs sent and received" This sentence is incomplete.  There could be multiple receivers that the initiator sends/receives PPDUs to/from. If this is the case, then, very likely the AP is the owner of the TXOP. Hence, only AP should send the CF-End frame, because it will be hard to decide as to which STA should transmit the CF-End under this scenario.  Again, the problem of unfairness and setting of NAV in OBSS is obvious in this case.
	Change it to: "Each sequence may include multiple PPDUs of the same AC sent and received with the same or different STAs. Under this scenario, only the AP sends a CF-End frame to truncate the TXOP".


Proposed resolution:

Mac adhoc 061018 - C

Counter

Draft 1.04 has made changes to this paragraph. The new language makes it clear that the initiator of the TXOP is still the owner of the TXOP through the end of the indicated sequences, and it is the owner/initiator of the TXOP that sends the CF-End. While it is true that there may be PPDUs transmitted by other STAs, those are response PPDUs, and the transmission of those PPDUs does not signify a change in ownership of the TXOP. Even in the case of RDG, the ownership is only “temporarily loaned” to the grantee, with ownership returning to the initiator of the TXOP by the end of the sequence.
CID 4080 (R)

	4080
	Kerry, Stuart
	9.17.3
	111
	10-11
	Why can the responder not use the normal response timeout mechanism to retry. The problem may be that the Lifetime may expire before the responder gets another TXOP or an RDG. So all the processing done by the responder to create the responder aggregate will have been wasted.
	If TXOP timing checks allow the responder to retry, the retrial by the responder must be allowed.


Proposed resolution:

Mac adhoc 061018 – U

Reject

While TGn has considered the possibility of a complete transfer of the ownership and control of the TXOP to the reverse direction grantee, such proposals encounter difficulty when it is considered that the grantor is not always able to determine definitively if the grantee has actually acquired ownership of the TXOP. In such cases, the current ownership status is ambiguous. If instead, the ownership is never transferred, the ambiguous case never arises, and the complexity of the rules of the protocol is drastically reduced. Furthermore, an ownership transfer protocol does not serve the scenario that the introduction of RDG was intended to address, and it would duplicate the existing HCCA +CF-POLL mechanism which does already effect a complete TXOP transfer.

References:

11-06-0690-38-tgn-d1-0-lb84-MAC.xls

P802.11n-D1.0.pdf

P802.11n-D1.04.pdf

P802.11-REVma-D8.0-red-line.pdf

Notice: This document has been prepared to assist IEEE 802.11. It is offered as a basis for discussion and is not binding on the contributing individual(s) or organization(s).  The material in this document is subject to change in form and content after further study. The contributor(s) reserve(s) the right to add, amend or withdraw material contained herein.





Release: The contributor grants a free, irrevocable license to the IEEE to incorporate material contained in this contribution, and any modifications thereof, in the creation of an IEEE Standards publication; to copyright in the IEEE’s name any IEEE Standards publication even though it may include portions of this contribution; and at the IEEE’s sole discretion to permit others to reproduce in whole or in part the resulting IEEE Standards publication.  The contributor also acknowledges and accepts that this contribution may be made public by IEEE 802.11.





Patent Policy and Procedures: The contributor is familiar with the IEEE 802 Patent Policy and Procedures <� HYPERLINK "http://%20ieee802.org/guides/bylaws/sb-bylaws.pdf" \t "_parent" �http:// ieee802.org/guides/bylaws/sb-bylaws.pdf�>, including the statement "IEEE standards may include the known use of patent(s), including patent applications, provided the IEEE receives assurance from the patent holder or applicant with respect to patents essential for compliance with both mandatory and optional portions of the standard."  Early disclosure to the Working Group of patent information that might be relevant to the standard is essential to reduce the possibility for delays in the development process and increase the likelihood that the draft publication will be approved for publication.  Please notify the Chair <� HYPERLINK "mailto:stuart.kerry@philips.com" \t "_parent" �stuart.kerry@philips.com�> as early as possible, in written or electronic form, if patented technology (or technology under patent application) might be incorporated into a draft standard being developed within the IEEE 802.11 Working Group. If you have questions, contact the IEEE Patent Committee Administrator at <� HYPERLINK "mailto:patcom@ieee.org" \t "_parent" �patcom@ieee.org�>.





Abstract


This document includes proposed text for modification of the TGn 1.0 draft. The text is intended to provide resolutions for CIDs 4335, 4047, 4048, 7465, 22, 7225, 4608, 7324, 3787, 3788, 11374, 7256, 47, 8119, 1324, 9984, 4080.





R1: 06/10/11 – deleted 8110 from the list – Adrian has a better solution, modified 4048 resolution slightly, changed from A to C and changed wording
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