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	488
	Cypher, David


	95.24


	9.1.5
	C
	How can an addmedment to 802.11 change a requirement into a option, when this is not part of the PAR for 802.11n?  If this change can be made, why cannot another ammendment fix the text whicxh now has an interreptation request against it?
	Remove may and re-instate shall.
	Counter – the baseline is worded poorly, but the sense of the baseline text is conveyed by the text change indicated in this resolution: Editor shall change the sentence “Only MSDUs, A-MSDUs or MMPDUs with a unicast receiver address may be fragmented.” in D2.04 to read “MSDUs, A-MSDUs or MMPDUs with a group receiver address shall not be fragmented.”

	1125
	Marshall, Bill


	95.57


	9.1.6


	C
	if the MA-UNITDATA.request is aggregated into an A-MSDU, then it won't cause one or more data MPDUs to be transmitted
	reword to cover this case
	Counter – reword as follows: editor shall change the word “may” to “might” in the cited paragraph.
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Abstract


This document proposes resolutions to LB 97 CIDs 488 and 1125 relating to fragmentation and A-MSDU.
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