May 2007

doc.: IEEE 802.11-07/0606r1

IEEE P802.11
Wireless LANs

	LB97 Frame Format Trivial Comment Resolutions

	Date:  2007-05-07

	Author(s):

	Name
	Company
	Address
	Phone
	email

	Sriniavs Kandala
	Qualcomm, Inc.
	900 Arastradero Road, Palo Alto CA 94304
	(650) 475-1977
	kandala@qualcomm.com





The following is a list of resolutions for select numbers comments made on Frame Formats in LB97.
CID: 200


Commenter: "Bjerke, Bjorn"


Clause Number: 7.2.3


Page: 34


Line: 30


Comment:


Information elements missing order numbers in additions to Tables 8, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 15A on pages 34-36

Proposed Change:

Specify order numbers



Suggested Resolution:


Reject. See resolution to CID 1008. 

CID: 141

Commenter: "Bansal, Amit"


Clause Number: 7.2.1.7


Page: 24


Line:18


Comment: 

"the sender does not require immediate explicit acknowledgement" Is there something called an "immediate implicit acknowledgement"?


Proposed Change:

If not, remove the word "explicit".



Suggested Resolution:


Accepted.

CID: 3268


Commenter: "Erceg, Vinko"


Clause Number: 7.2.3.12a


Page: 37



Comment:


"The following language from the table in this subclause is a bit confusing: ""One or more vendor-specific information elements may appear in this frame. This information element follows all other information elements."" It sounds like only vendor specific elements are allowed, yet it then mentions other elements. I understand that this could mean either that there may be other elements that are part of the body of the action frame as defined for that particular action frame, or it might mean that non-vendor specific elements might also be included in the position ""last"" for the action frame, yet the first part of this entry in the table does not lead one to think this. I also recognize that this language is identical to the language that exists already in the base standard, but I still don't like it."


Proposed Change:

"Allow any element to appear in the ""last"" position, not just vendor specific, and make it clear in the table entry that this is what is meant."


Suggested Resolution:


Rejected. The reason why this IE is placed last because there are several Action frames with each of which having some fixed fields and some IEs. The Vendor IE thus has to be place after all the fixed fields. 
CID: 416


Commenter: "Chaplin, Clint"


Clause Number: 7.3.2.20a


Page: 55


Line: 22


Comment:


"""The Secondary Channel Offset field is set to the value 1 to indicate that the secondary channel is above the primary channel; the value 3 indicates that the secondary channel is below the primary channel; the value 0 indicates that no secondary channel is present and the value 2 is reserved.""  So, what about values between 4 and 255 inclusive?"


Proposed Change:

Define what values between 4 and 255 inclusive mean (even if it's only to point out that they are reserved).



Suggested Resolution:


Accepted. Replace “and the value 2 is reserved” with “The values 2 and 4 to 255 are reserved.”
CID: 418


Commenter: "Chaplin, Clint"


Clause: 7.3.2.49.7


Page: 70


Line: 57


Comment:

"""ASEL Capability""  Um, what?  ASEL is used nowhere else in this subsection"

Proposed Change:


"""Antenna Selection Capability"""""



Suggested Resolution:


Transfer to editor since the terms Antenna Selection and ASEL are used “inconsistently”.
CID: 452

Commenter: "Cole, Terry"


Clause: 7.1.3.1.2


Page: 12


Line: 26


Comment: 

The editing instruction says only Control frame types are shown but management types are also shown and chagned.


Proposed Change: Accept.
Update the editing instrucitons to align with text.





CID: 483


Commenter: "Cypher, David"
 

Clause: 7.3.1.17


Page: 39


Line: 34


Comment: 

"What is salsa doing in this sentence?  Perhaps it is a typo for""is also""

Proposed Change:


"Change ""salsa"" to ""is also"""



Suggested Resolution: 


Accepted. See resolution to CID 2069
CID: 696 (similar to 483)

Commenter: "Kasher, Assaf"


Clause: 7.3.1.17


Page: 39


Line: 34


Comment:

"""This subfield salsa"" (?!)"


Proposed Change:

"Chagne to ""This subfield is also"" (That's the original rev-ma text)"

Suggested Resolution:


Accepted.See resolution to CID 2069
CID: 601


Commenter: "Kakani, Naveen"


Clause: 7.1.3.4.1


Page: 14


Line: 17-18


Comment:

"end of line ""for each MSDU, A-MSDU or MMPDU"" seems not correct. A-MSDU's are not created for non-QoS data frames, so why to mention A-MSDU here."

Proposed Change:
"Remove ""A-MSDU""."



Suggested Resolution: 

Accepted

CID: 1009


Commenter: "Marshall, Bill"


Clause: 7.2.3.1


Page: 34


Line: 41


Comment: 

dot11ExtendedChannelSwitchImplemented is undefined


Proposed Change:

"add definition to MIB, or fix the reference here"



Suggested Resolution:


Counter – See resolution to CID 1974 which removes material from TGn draft that is already in TGy draft.
CID: 1045


Commenter: "Marshall, Bill"


Clause: 7.3.2.20a


Page: 55


Line: 16


Comment:

"all elements may be extended in the future, but for this amendment the length is 1"


Proposed Change:

"change to ""value of the Length field is 1."" Any statement about procedures, such as ""STA shall ignore any fields in this IE beyond those specified in this standard"" belong in procedure clauses, not here."

Suggested Resolution:


Counter. Instruct the editor to replace the cited sentence with “The value of the Length field is 1”.

CID: 1051


Commenter: "Marshall, Bill"


Clause: 7.3.2.25.1


Page: 58


Line: 6

Comment:


normative statements don't belong in clause 7


Proposed Change:

"remove the ""shall"""



Suggested Resolution:


Counter. Editor: Move this statement to 8.1.5.
CID: 1060


Commenter: "Marshall, Bill"


Clause: 7.3.2.37


Page: 60


Line: 54


Comment:

"specification isn't quite 7.3.2.49, but close"


Proposed Change:

"change to ""The fields of the HT Capabilities subelement are the same as those defined in 7.3.2.49."""

Suggested Resolution:


Counter. See CID 2103, 2829 (Editorial)
CID: 1069


Commenter: "Marshall, Bill"


Clause: 7.3.2.49.1


Page: 62


Line: 32


Comment:


missing statement about length


Proposed Change:

"add ""The Length is set to 26."""

Suggested Resolution:


Accepted.

CID: 1074


Commenter: "Marshall, Bill"

Clause: 7.3.2.50


Page: 71


Line: 64


Comment:


procedures for allowing extension don't belong in clause 7


Proposed Change:

"Delete the footnote, and state the requirements for a STA ignoring parts of this IE in the procedure clauses"



Suggested Resolution:

Rejected. While the commenter is not incorrect in principle, we have seen that in this group sometimes there is confusion if a field can be extended. The footnote has been specifically added to avoid any confusion. 
CID: 1093


Commenter: "Marshall, Bill"


Clause: 7.4.9.4


Line: 81


Page: 14


Comment:


normative statements don't belong in clause 7


Proposed Change:

move this paragraph to an appropriate place in the standard



Suggested Resolution:


Counter. Replace the sentence “This frame may be only sent by a PCO AP.”  with, “The frame is sent by a PCO AP”. Delete the second sentence. Also see CID 2125.
CID: 1108


Commenter: "Marshall, Bill"


Clause: 7.4a.1


Page: 86


Line: 18


Comment:

normative statements don't belong in clause 7


Proposed Change:

"remove the ""shall"""



Suggested Resolution:


Accepted. See resolution to CID 2139.
CID: 1837


Commenter: "Raissinia, Ali"


Clause: 7.3.2.20a


Page: 55


Line: 23


Comment:

"The secondary channel offset is one octet and could have values other than 0, 1, 2, and 3. "


Proposed Change:

"Change the text ""the value 2 is reserved."" to all other values are reserved."

Suggested Resolution:

Accepted. See resolution to CID 416.
CID: 1987


Commenter: "Stephens, Adrian"


Clause: 3


Page: 3

Line: 11

Comment:


"It is unnecessary to have definitions for both non-HT duplicate and non-HT duplicate frame.

Further, the term ""non-HT duplicate frame"" is a misnomer as ""non-HT duplicate"" is an attibute of the PHY, not the MAC.

Also,  non-HT duplicate is variously followed by: frame, mode, PPDU, format, transmission;  or used by itself.

Also, the definition of non-HT duplicate calls it a ""mode of operation"",  but the PHY is essentially amodal."


Proposed Change:

"Keep the non-HT duplicate frame (because, although it's a misnomer,  it aligns with similar terms related to non-STBC frame, non-HT frame etc...)

Replace the non-HT duplicate definition with:

""non-HT duplicate format: A PPDU format of the HT PHY that duplicates a 20 MHz non-HT transmission in two adjacent 20 MHz channels, allowing a non-HT BSS on either channel to receive the transmission""

Review all uses of non-HT duplicate to ensure that it is followed by either format or frame as appropriate."



Suggested Resolution:


Transfer to PHY to make up their mind about this and get back to us with their crazy ideas.
CID: 2009


Commenter: "Stephens, Adrian"


Clause: 7.1.3.3.5


Page: 13


Line: 62


Comment:

"""The SA field contains an IEEE MAC individual address that identifies the MAC entity from which the transfer of the MSDU or A-MSDU (or fragment thereof) contained in the frame body field was initiated. The individual/group bit is always transmitted as a zero in the source address.""

This is not so.  When using A-MSDU aggregation,  the DA and SA fields of the MPDU header are re-interpreted as defined by Table n12."


Proposed Change 

"Replace with: """"The SA field contains an IEEE MAC individual address that identifies the MAC entity from which the transfer of the MSDU (or fragment thereof) contained in the frame body field was initiated. The individual/group bit is always transmitted as a zero in the source address.""""

:

Insert the following after:

""When the frame carries an A-MSDU (or fragment thereof), the SA is carried by the A-MSDU subframe header per aggregated MSDU (see Figure n13) and any SA field in the MPDU header is replaced with the BSSID (see Table n12)."""


Suggested Resolution:


Defer until consideration of Doc. 07/579.
CID: 2021


Commenter: "Stephens, Adrian"


Clause: 7.1.4


Page: 22


Line: 10


Comment:


"The logic of 7.1.4 bullets a), b) and c) is ambiguous.    Line 46 of page 71 of REVma D9.0 says ""one of the following values"",  but a) and b) are preceded by guard conditions.   It is not clear if c) applies also when the conditions guarding a) and b) are true,  or is intended to be an understood as an ""otherwise"".

I believe the intent is to allow it in any case."


Proposed Change:

"Add ""only"" after conditions a) and b) and add ""For any frame type and subtype,"" before ""Any value between"""



Suggested Resolution:


Accepted.

CID: 2027


Commenter: "Stephens, Adrian"


Clause: 7.2.1.7.1


Page: 24


Line: 43


Comment:

"We've renamed the ""old"" frame to ""Basic BlockAckReq"",  and  we have not considered the question as to which of the 56 uses of BlockAckReq in REVma D9.0 are specific to ""basic"".

Undoubtedly some of the statements in REVma should be qualified with ""basic""

Ditto comment with ""Basic BlockAck"""


Proposed Change:

"Review all uses of ""BlockAckReq"" and ""BlockAck"" in the baseline docuements and insert ""basic"" where necessary."


Suggested Resolution:


Assigned to Adrian.
CID: 2028


Commenter: "Stephens, Adrian"


Clause: 7.2.1.7.1


Page: 24


Line: 45


Comment: 

"""The frame control field, Duration/ID field, RA field, TA field and FCS field for the Basic BlockAckReq frame have the same meaning as defined in 7.2.1.7 (Block Ack Request (BlockAckReq) frame format).""

Seeing as 7.2.1.7 defines the meanings of these fields,  this statement is unnecessary."

Proposed Change:


Remove the quoted text.

Suggested Resolution:


Accepted.
Stopped here on May 10, 2007.
CID:  2029


Commenter: "Stephens, Adrian"

Clause: 7.2.1.7.1


Page: 24


Line: 50


Comment:


"""The Multi-TID subfield of the BAR control field of the Basic BlockAckReq frame has the value 0.""

This duplicates the definition in table n10"


Proposed Change:

Either remove this line or reference table n10 instead of defining the value locally.



Suggested Resolution:


Accepted. Remove the line.

CID: 2032


Commenter: "Stephens, Adrian"


Clause: 7.2.1.7.2


Page: 25


Line: 16


Comment:

"""The frame control field, Duration/ID field, RA field, TA field and FCS field for the Compressed BlockAckReq frame have the same meaning as defined in 7.2.1.7 (Block Ack Request (BlockAckReq) frame format).""

Seeing as 7.2.1.7 defines the values of these fields,  it is not necessary to do so here."

Proposed Change:


Remove the quoted text.



Suggested Resolution:


Accepted.

CID: 2035

Commenter: "Stephens, Adrian"


Clause: 7.2.1.7.2


Page: 25


Line: 23


Comment:


"NOTE—The BAR Ack policy field in BlockAckReq and BlockAck is only defined for HT-delayed BlockAck. It is reserved under HT-immediate BlockAck.

This statement is already made in 7.2.1.7,  and doesn't need to be repeated here."

Proposed Change: 


Remove the quoted sentence.


Suggested Resolution: 

Accepted.

CID: 2040


Commenter: "Stephens, Adrian"


Clause: 7.2.1.7.3


Page: 25


Line: 53
N

Comment: 


"""The Multi-TID subfield of the BAR control field of the Multi-TID BlockAckReq frame has the value 1"".   This duplicates specification of table n10."

Proposed Change:


Remove the quoted sentence



Suggested Resolution:


Accepted.

CID: 2042

Commenter: "Stephens, Adrian"

Clause: 7.2.1.7.3

Page: 25

Line: 59


Comment:



"""The TID_INFO subfield of the BAR Control field of the Multi-TID BlockAckReq frame contains the number...""

It doesn't contain the number,  it determines or indicates it."


Proposed Change:

"Replace quoted text with ""... frame determines the number ..."""


Suggested Change:


Accepted.

CID: 2044


Commenter: "Stephens, Adrian"


Clause: 7.2.1.8.1


Page: 28


Line: 21


Comment:

"""The frame control field, Duration/ID field, RA field, TA field and FCS field for the Basic BlockAck frame have the same meaning as defined in 7.2.1.8 (Block Ack (BlockAck) frame format).""

""The Multi-TID subfield of the BA control field of the Basic BlockAck frame has the value 0.""

""The Compressed Bitmap subfield of the BA control field of the Basic BlockAck frame has the value 0 and has the same meaning as defined in 7.2.1.8 (Block Ack (BlockAck) frame format).""

The quoted text is a duplication of what is said in 7.2.1.8.  There is no need to say anything about it here."


Proposed Change:

Delete quoted text.



Suggested Resolution:


Accepted.

CID: 2046
"Stephens, Adrian"


Clause: 7.2.1.8.2


Page: 29


Line: 6


Comment:


"""The frame control field, Duration/ID field, RA field, TA field and FCS field for the Compressed BlockAck frame have the same meaning as defined in 7.2.1.8 (Block Ack (BlockAck) frame format)."",

""The BAR Ack Policy field in BlockAckReq and the BA Ack Policy field in BlockAck is only defined for HTdelayed BlockAck. It is reserved under HT-immediate BlockAck.""

""The BA Ack Policy subfield of the BA control field of the Compressed BlockAck frame has the same meaning as defined in 7.2.1.8 (Block Ack (BlockAck) frame format).""

""The Multi-TID subfield of the BA control field of the Compressed BlockAck frame has the value 0."" and ""The Compressed Bitmap subfield of the BA control field of the Compressed BlockAck frame has the value 1 and has the same meaning as defined in 7.2.1.8 (Block Ack (BlockAck) frame format).""

Are all duplications of specification or unnecessary references to 7.2.1.8"


Proposed Change: 

Delete the quoted text.


Suggested Resolution:


Accepted.

CID: 2057
"

Commenter: Stephens, Adrian"


Clause: 7.2.1.8.3


Page: 30


Line: 61


Comment:

"""..., as indicated by the value 1 in the Compressed Bitmap field of the BA Control field.""

There is no need to say this again and again.  It's already defined in Table n11."

Proposed Change:


Remove the quoted text.



Suggested Resolution:


Accepted.

CID: 2062


Commenter: "Stephens, Adrian"


Clause: 7.2.2.1 

Page: 32


Line: 41


Comment:


"""The DA and SA fields are interpreted as defined in Table n12""

Wrong.  Table n12 defines what to set the address fields of the MPDU to,  not how to interpret DA and SA fields.

Also,  we should be talking about what to put in the DA and SA fields here."

Proposed Change:


"Replace: ""The DA and SA fields are interpreted as defined in Table n12""

with ""The DA and SA fields of the Subframe Header contain the values passed in the MA-UNITDATA.request and MA-UNITDATA.indication primitives."""""


Suggested Resolution:


Accepted.

CID: 2068


Commenter: "Stephens, Adrian"


Clause: 7.3.1.14


Page: 39


Line: 23

Comment:


"""Insert the following new paragraph at the end of 7.3.1.14:

Fragmentation is not supported under compressed BlockAck.""

Nothing in the field defined in 7.3.1.14 relates to compression.

Similar statements are made in 7.2.1.8.2,  therefore the quoted sentence is a duplication."

Proposed Change:


Delete quoted text.



Suggested Resolution:

Accepted.

CID: 2092


Commenter: "Stephens, Adrian"


Clause: 7.3.2.20a


Page: 55


Line: 16


Comment:

"I see no reason for possible future extension of this element.  There are only 3 possible states for the secondary channel offset.

We also have the extended channel switch mechanism,  where the regulatory class conveys the secondary channel relative position.  Any more complex semantics in amendments are likely to concentrate on this regulatory class approach,  then extende this ad-hoc element."


Proposed Change "Remove ""The value of the Length field is variable, as this element may be extended in the future."" and put ""=1"" in the Length field of figure n27."


Suggested Resolution:


Accepted in principle. See also CID 1045

CID: 2098


Commenter: "Stephens, Adrian"


Clause: 7.3.2.30


Page: 59


Line: 43


Comment: 


"The baseline contains the following: ""The configuration of APSD=0, Schedule=1 is reserved."",  which is inconsistent with the change to table 41."


Proposed Change:

"Add the following editng instruction at this location:  ""Delete from 7.3.2.30 the paragraph 'The configuration of APSD=0, Schedule=1 is reserved.'"""


Suggested Resolution:


Accepted.

CID: 2100


Commenter: "Stephens, Adrian"


Clause: 7.3.2.37


Page: 59


Line: 62


Comment:

"The number of bits in the reseved field should be 20, not 21"


Proposed Change:

change to 20


Suggested Resolution:


Accepted.


CID: 2103


Commenter: "Stephens, Adrian"


Clause: 7.3.2.37


Page: 60


Line: 44


Comment: 2829 (Editorial)

The sub-elements we are defining for the Neighbor report should not repeat the structural information defined in 7.3.2.49 and 50.


Proposed Change:

"Replace ""The HT Capabilities sub-element contains the HT Capabilities subfield as shown in Figure 112ga."" and figure 112ga with the following:

""The HT Capabilities sub-element format is defined by the HT Capability element format (defined in 7.3.2.49),  with the exception that the Element ID is replaced by the Sub-Element ID defined in Table 43b.""

Make similar changes for the HT Information Element and secondary channel offset element."



Suggested Resolution:

Accepted.

CID: 2826


Commenter: "Trainin, Solomon"


Clause: 7.3.2.2


Page: 53


Line: 3-23


Comment:


There is no need in membership selector that is not contained in the BSSBasicMembershipSelectorSet. Such a selector does not bring the expected functionality of preventing association of legacy stations.  


Proposed Change:

Remove text that defines the membership selector with MSB (bit 7) set to 0


Suggested Resolution:


Accept – but probably requires some discussion.

CID: 3014


Commenter: "Zaks, Artur"
 

Page: 39


Line: 33


Comment:

"""salsa reserved"" - cannot understand this expression."


Proposed Change: 

"remove the whole sentence ""This subfield salsa reserved when all four U-APSD flags are set to 0."""



Suggested Resolution:

Counter. See resolution to CID 483.

CID: 3104


Commenter: "Zaks, Artur"
 

Page: 80


Line: 13-14


Comment:


Not sufficient definition of AP's intention to change channel width.

Proposed Change:

"Change sentence :""If an AP wishes to receive 20 MHz packets, it broadcasts

this management action frame to all STAs."" to: ""When AP decides to change the Channel width it will send broadcast Notify Channel Width Action frame."""


Suggested Resolution:


Accepted.

CID: 3284


Comment: "Erceg, Vinko"


Clause: 7.1.3.5a




Comment:


"MSI and MAI fields do not specify which way the MSBit of the encoded values is oriented. Is the MSBit generally the higher-numbered bit of the field? It seems that way, since the obvious alternative to this interpretation leads to a contradiction between MAI and MSI/MRQ use. This problem of MSBit definition occurs in additional places within clause 7. See 7.3.1.32 as another fine example. Or 7.3.1.7."


Proposed Change:

"Either use a more traditional method of describing values in fields using tables with headings giving bit numbers for the fields, or describe a generic encoding that says that MSBit is the highest numbered bit of a field.  The fifth paragraph of 7.1.1 might be a good place to make a definitive statement - it actually seems to point to table 1 as a good example, which shows that the binary values in that table are actual numerical values, in which case, the table shows that the MSBit of any numerical value corresponds to the highest numbered bit of the field."



Suggested Resolution:


Transfer?

CID: 3291


Commenter: "Erceg, Vinko"


Clause: 7.4a.1


Page: 86



Comment:


Isn't ASCII a 7-bit code?


Proposed Change:

"Fix the table entry for the ASCII ""N"" to be two rows, one for one bit of ZERO and one for 7 bits of ASCII ""N"""

Suggested Resolution:


Accepted.

CID: 3339


Commenter: "Erceg, Vinko"


Clause: 7.2.2.1


Page: 32


Line: 62


Comment:

"""The MPDU containing the A-MSDU may be carried in any of the following Data subtypes:…""  Can MPDU containing the A-MSDU be any other subtypes other than the listed ones? "

Proposed Change:


"Modify the sentence to ""The MPDU containing the A-MSDU shall be carried in any of the following Data subtype…"""

Suggested Resolution:


Rejected. “may” is appropriate here as the alternatives are being suggested. Furthermore, the term “shall” is not suitable for this clause.
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