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R1:

R1 changes shown in BLUE highlighting.

	1887
	130.00
	9.13.5.1
	Yuichi
	
	The text allows a TXOP holder to force third party stations to set the CCA for a duration up to the TXOP Limit (i.e. maximum allowed value for Duration/Id field) even in the case this protected time interval is not entirely used. Such behaviour could suppress non-HT transmissions and could cause a serious capture effect: when not all the protected time is used and the remaining time is significant, the TXOP holder can re-start decrementing the Backoff window for all its pending ACs, while other stations have to wait until CCA expires. The results is that it is highly probable that the old TXOP holder re-gain access to the channel and other HT/Legacy transmissions are either suppressed or seriously delayed.
	Suggest several options: 1. do not allow L-Sig TXOP protection when L-Sig TXOP protection Full Support field of the HT Information element from the AP is zero; 2. Limit the maximum value of L_Length (e.g 1000 bytes, which means an L-Sig duration of approx 1.3 msec) whenever L-Sig TXOP protection is used in order to reduce the possibility of a capture effect; 3. a station using L-Sig TXOP protection cannot re-start decrementing its backoff window, for any of its pending ACs, until its last protected TXOP is elapsed (i.e. CCA is clear at third party stations in the BSS).
	Counter – see resolution for CID 1878 and document 11-07-0636r12 which created a function, the  TXNAV timer or counter, which counts the DUR field value from transmitted frames at the transmitter and disallows backoff decrementing while the TXNAV counter has a non-zero value. Note that L-SIG L-LENGTH values are identical to or shorter than DUR values in the same PPDUs, and therefore, the changes created by 11-07-0636r12 will create the behavior desired by the commenter.

	324
	130.10
	9.13.4
	Yuichi
	
	A L_LENGTH implies a reservation of 5.5 ms, which lends itself to abusive behavior and makes it difficult/impossible to support voice with acceptable QoS. 
	Keep 11n consistent with 11ag, with a maximum L_LENGTH of 2306
	Reject – implementations that wish to impose time limits on transmissions currently have the tools available to force such restrictions – e.g. the TXOP limits. And therefore, additional methods are not necessary.

	325
	131.19
	9.13.5.1
	Yuichi
	
	A L_LENGTH implies a reservation of 5.5 ms, which lends itself to abusive behavior and makes it difficult/impossible to support voice with acceptable QoS. 
	Keep 11n consistent with 11ag, with a maximum L_LENGTH of 2306
	Reject – implementations that wish to impose time limits on transmissions currently have the tools available to force such restrictions – e.g. the TXOP limits. And therefore, additional methods are not necessary. The cited text has been deleted,  but the restrictions defining the allowed values for L_LENGTH exist in 9.13.4 of D2.07 still permit values up to 4095, based on the rationale given in the first part of this resolution.

	265
	202.38
	11.15.1
	
	
	The sentence starting with "A PCO capable…" is confusing. The AP advertises a BSS channel width of 20/40 MHz by setting the STA Channel Width in the HT Information element to 1
	Make the sentence more accurate.
	Counter – editor shall delete the two paragraphs in subclause 11.15.2 Basic functionality in BSS 20/40 MHz mode
In Tgn Draft D2.07 on page 207 beginninng at about line 34 , the first of which begins with “Phased Coexistence Operation” – Similar information is found within 11.16 --- Also, a nearly identical sentence to the cited sentence (within 11.16.1) was replaced with a more accurate statement indicating that a PCO BSS is a 20/40 MHz BSS - see CID 2600.


	319
	95.00
	9.1.5
	
	
	This paragraph is very badly written and contains repititions of the same ideas over the few lines there.
	Rewrite and consolidate these ideas into different sentences.  For example, Line one can merge with some of the subsequent ones to become one concise sentence.
	Counter – editor shall make the following changes: on page 100 line 24 of TGn Draft D2.07, delete the sentence: “An HT-immediate or HT-delayed Block Ack agreement negotiated between HT STAs uses

only the compressed BlockAck variant, which does not (#1122) permit the acknowledgment of fragments;”

Change the next sentence to a note, thus: “Note – a fragmented MSDU, A-MSDU, or MMPDU transmitted by an (#1123) HT STA to another HT STA can only be acknowledged using an (#1690) MPDU-ACK exchange.” To appear after the paragraph from which it came.

	564
	127.15
	9.13.3.1
	
	
	Both cells in the "Use Protection = 1" column contain the phrase, "using mechanisms such as…."  This implies that there are other mechanisms, but does not help the reader determine what those are.
	If the list is exhaustive, replace both sentences with: "All HT transmissions shall be protected using RTS/CTS or CTS-to-Self prior to the HT transmissions."  If the list is not exhaustive, either change the sentence to completely enumerate the mechanisms (removing "mechanisms such as"), or provide a reference to a clause that contains the enumeration.
	Counter – Editor shall add a reference in the Use_protection = 1 colum of the table to 9.13.2 of TGn Draft D2.07 (or 9.13 of the 802.11-2007 standard) Protection mechanism for non-ERP receivers which describes protection mechanisms in more general terms as frames that set NAVs in receiving STAs. Specifically, by changing the words: “mechanisms

such as RTS/CTS or CTS-to-Self” to “mechanisms as described in 9.13.2”


	573
	184.29
	11.1.2.1
	
	
	The paragraph should include a sentence similar to definition 3.n52 explaining what the secondary beacon does.
	After the first sentence, insert: "The secondary beacon extends the range of the BSS for HT STAs that support the STBC feature."
	Reject – the text adds no normative behavior and only repeats information that already exists in the definitions.

	603
	24.00
	7.2.1.7
	Naveen
	
	Table n9: since the BAR and BA Ack policy subfield are defined only for HT-delayed agreement, and the HT-delayed block ack only uses compressed BA and BAR variants, why the values are also mentioned to be used for simple BlkAck and simple BlkAckReq in this table?
	Only mention for the compressed BlkAckReq/BlkAck and Multi-TIB BlkAckReq/BlkAck. 
	Counter – editor shall change the text found in subclause 7.1.2.7.1 of D2.07 within table 7-6h BAR Ack Policy subfield for HT-delayed Block Ack
As described here:

Change text in the first row of the table:
“in (#2010) BlockAckReq, Compressed BlockAck-

Req and Multi-TID BlockAckReq frames in which”

TO

“when”
And make a similar change to the second row of the table.

And make the same changes in table 7-6j in subclause 7.1.2.8.1.

	1071
	64.06
	7.3.2.49.2
	
	
	Support for PSMP should be moved to the Extended Capabilities IE in 7.3.2.27
	as in comment
	Reject – Commenter provides no technical rationale to justify such a change. While there may be some therefore, unknown value in allowing a non-HT STA to implement PSMP, such a change would require additional changes to decouple PSMP behavior from the other HT behavior, adding complexity to the standard and implementations that on balance creates costs that outweigh the unproven benefits.

	1530
	106.00
	9.6.3.2
	
	
	Because control frames that are not response frames (like BAR and CF_End) are sent by the TXOP owner (or the RDG Grantee) there is no need for predictability.  Therefore these frame may be sent at any basic rate selected by the sender. 
	As suggested.
	Counter – editor shall make changes shown under the heading CID 1530 in 11-07-2512r1 – Note that the commentor is asking for a change to the baseline standard, which requires all control frames to be transmitted at a basic rate – the HT amendment already allows a greater range of MCS to be used for these frames, in the spirit of the suggestion of the commenter. However, the wording of that allowance did have a minor hole to be plugged.  

	1531
	106.00
	9.6.3.2
	
	
	Because control frames that are not response frames (like BAR and CF_End) are sent by the TXOP owner (or the RDG Grantee) there is no need for predictability.  Therefore these frame may be sent at any basic MCS selected by the sender. 
	As suggested.
	Counter – see resolution to CID 1530, which does not actually accept the suggestion, but makes a minor change with respect to MCS choice for the same case.

	1533
	108.00
	9.6.6
	
	
	those rules….not clear what they are.
	Clarify what "those rules" indicate. Remove if not needed.
	Accept – clarification is made, editor shall make the changes shown under the heading CID 1533 in 11-07-2512r1.

	1600
	272.40
	20.3.10.8.1
	
	
	There is no explicit statement which STA can use STBC.
	Add paragraph here such as;
" The STA supporting transmitting PSDU with SERVICE field using STBC shall announce its capability with setting Tx STBC field to 1 in the HT Capabilities Info field in all HT Capabilities element that it transmits. The STA supporting receiving PSDU with SERVICE field using STBC shall announce its capability with setting Rx STBC field to 1 in the HT Capabilities Info field in all HT Capabilities element that it transmits."
 (This seems that it should be described in MAC. If this would be better for us, it would be described in clause 9, rather than in clause 20.)
	Counter – editor shall add text that describes when a STA may transmit to whom a frame using STBC, in a subclause of clause 9 as per the TGn editor instructions found under the heading CID 1600 in 11-07-2512r1 



	1603
	280.24
	20.3.10.10.5
	Jim Petranovich
	
	There is no explicit statement which STA can use short GI.
	Add paragraph here such as;
" The STA supporting reception PSDU with SERVICE field using short GI in 20MHz shall announce its capability with setting Short GI for 20MHz field to 1 in the HT Capabilities Info field in all HT Capabilities element that it transmits. The STA supporting reception PSDU with SERVICE field using short GI in 40MHz shall announce its capability with setting Short GI for 40MHz field to 1 in the HT Capabilities Info field in all HT Capabilities Element that it transmits."
 (This seems that it should be described in MAC. If this would be better for us, it would be described in clause 9, rather than in clause 20.)
	Counter - Accept in principle. See changes created by CID 2654.


	1695
	116.33
	9.10.2
	
	
	Rather than the convoluted sentence about "… not contain any value other than 1…"
	Or simply state that this means that HT STA shall support Block Ack, or add a clarifying Note.
	Reject – the statement is quite clear and uses formal language to describe what is required. The verb “support” is informal  and therefore does not accurately describe the required conditions to determine the behavior. “Support” is generally replaced in the document with more specific language if it is found in use in other places.

	1698
	118.48
	9.10.7.2
	
	
	What is "current context of the bitmap" in this line and the next?
	y
	Counter – editor shall change the sentence in draft TGn D2.07 page 125 at about line 48 from “The Scoreboard Context Control stores an acknowledgement

bitmap plus the current context of the bitmap for each established HT-immediate Block Ack agreement under

full state operation or the current context of the acknowledgement bitmap under partial state operation.” To “The Scoreboard Context Control stores an acknowledgement

bitmap containing the current reception status of MSDUs for HT-immediate Block Ack agreements. Under

full state operation, status is maintained in statically assigned memory. Under partial state operation, status is maintained in a cache memory and therefore, the status information is subject to cache replacement.”

	1703
	127.39
	9.13.3.1
	
	
	This paragraph, including a)-d) can be simplified for consistency.
	Replace a)-d) with the following: "Under the conditions of column 2 of Table n 49, HT transmissions may be protected as follows: Using a non-HT or HT_MF preamble, transmit a first PPDU that requires a response that is sent as a non-HT frame or a non-HT duplicate frame." Keep the NOTE.
	Reject – several pieces of information are lost when making the proposed change, and the table exists because many comments were written in the past asking for specific information regarding protection mechanisms for HT transmissions.

	2140
	86.18
	7.4.a.1
	Amit Bansal
	
	The requirement to use a delimiter of MPDU length zero for padding is too strong.  There are a number of alternatives, such as any invalid delimiter,  which will achieve the same result.
	replace "This shall be used" by "This should be used"
	Reject – there is no technical reason identified to allow more than one value for the padding.

	2654
	225.47
	20.3.2
	Jim Petranovich
	
	How does the MAC know when to use SHORT_GI?  Does it have all the information necessary to make this decision?
	Add to the MAC a description of how this parameter is set.
This should include:  1.  Don't use it if your peer doesn't support
2.  Don't use if if <unnamed metric> from the PHY tells you it won't work in the current channel conditions.

Add to the PHY interface <unnamed metric> from which the MAC can make this decision.
	Counter – editor shall make changes to the draft as shown under the heading CID 2654 from document 11-07-2512r4 – channel information can be determined through channel state information using a reciprocal channel assumption, however, changes to determine restrictions on the use of SHORT_GI are added.

	2805
	
	
	
	
	Can NDP follow a NDP announcement frame by RIFS?
	
	Counter – the rules for frame sequencing within an NDP exchange have been clarified per the changes introduced by doc 11-07-2056r1

	2833
	86.18
	7.4.a.1
	
	
	The requirement to use delimiter of MPDU length zero for padding is too strong - any invalid delimiter will do the same work
	replace "This shall be used" by "This should be used"
	Reject – there is no technical reason identified to allow more than one value for the padding.

	2841
	106.08
	9.6.3.1
	
	
	TxOP initialized with non-HT PPDU can be initialized with non-HT duplicate frame. It should be mentioned as well 
	Change the sentences as follows: "If a control frame ... is carried in a non-HT PPDU or in non-HT duplicate frame …", "If a control frame ... is carried in a HT PPDU but non-HT duplicate frame", "Selection between HT PPDU format and non-HT PPDU format or non-HT duplicate frame ..." 
	Open – see other changes for the clarification of whether a non-HT duplicate PPDU is HT or not – CID ????

	2854
	128.24
	9.13.3.3
	
	
	The purpose of this subclause is covered in 9.13.3.1 so no need for this subclause
	Remove the entire 9.13.3.3 subclause
	Counter - Editor shall move the note below the second paragraph of 9.13.3.3 of TGn draft D2.07 to appear in subclause 9.13.3.1 and delete the remainder of 9.13.3.3 (Greenfield protection). I.e. the rest of the subclause is redundant, but not the note.

	3097
	134.31
	9.13.6.2
	
	
	What is capture effect for non-HT STAs
	Clarify
	Counter – see CID 39, which deletes this text.

	3313
	108.46
	9.6.6
	
	
	Poor grammatical construct.
	Either be explicit in reference by replacing "those rules" with a direct reference to 9.13.3, or combine this sentence with the one on line 42 to form a single paragraph, so that the antecedent of the definite article is clear.
	Counter – grammar corrected to allow determination of antecedent as per changes created by resolving CID 1533

	3355
	107.62
	9.6.4
	
	
	If the contents of the Basic MCS Set is all zeros, non-HT basic rates shall be used. Is this the same as a rate from the BSSBasicRateSet?
	Rewrite, to state that a rate from the BSSBasicRateSet will be used.
	Accept – see changes created by resolution to CID 2179.

	3356
	109.21
	9.6.7
	
	
	The description of the rate selection mechanism in this clause is very confusing.
	Please reword.
	Counter – see changes due to resolution of CIDs 2175, 1694, 116, 3299

	3359
	128.25
	9.13.3.3
	
	
	Why is greenfield PPDU protection restricted to mechanisms in 9.13.6
	Clarify why legacy RTS/CTS mechanisms cannot be used to protect green field transmissions.
	Counter – reference to 9.13.6 is removed due to changes created by resolution to CID 2854 – note that the remaining description of GF PPDU protection is covered by D2.07 subclause 9.13.3.1, which allows for many types of protection.

	1920
	365.48
	A.4.17.2
	
	
	STBC mandatory at AP:  The capability to transmit of STBC frames should be mandatory at the AP.  For the "new" application of VoIP phones with a single antenna, this feature should be required to provide some range improvement over 802.11g
	Make STBC transmission capability mandatory at the AP.
	Reject – while the STBC modes can provide PER improvements, this benefit is not significant for all implementations (eg. devices with more antennas than spatial streams, MCS with BPSK, etc.) and therefore,  the choice of accepting the complexity and other costs associated with this option should not be required of all implementations. Furthermore, there are implementation issues with this feature that are not simple to resolve.


CID 1530:
TGn Editor: Change the second paragraph of subclause “9.6.0e.2 Rate selection for control frames that are not control response frames” beginning with “The successful establishment” as found in TGn Draft D2.07 on about page 111 line 60 as shown:

If a control frame that is not a control response frame is not the first frame transmitted within a TXOP and is carried in an HT PPDU, the transmitting STA shall transmit the frame using an MCS supported by the receiver STA, as reported in the Supported MCS field in the HT capabilities element in management frames transmitted by that STA. In the case where the supported rate set of the receiving STA or STAs is not known, the transmitting STA shall transmit using an MCS in the BSSBasicMCSSet parameter.
TGn Editor: Change the second paragraph of subclause “9.6.0e.1 Rate selection for control frames that initialize a TXOP” beginning with “If a control frame initiates a TXOP” as found in TGn Draft D2.07 on about page 111 line 30 to correct the selection of MCS when the receiving STA supported MCS set is not known in a manner similar to the correction above, and as per the intent of CID 3299.

TGn Editor: Change the first paragraph of subclause “9.6.0e.1 Rate selection for control frames that initialize a TXOP” beginning with “If a control frame that initiates a TXOP is carried in a non-HT PPDU” as found in TGn Draft D2.07 on about page 111 line 25 as shown:

If a control frame other than a BlockAckReq or BlockAck that initiates a TXOP is carried in a non-HT PPDU, the transmitting STA shall transmit the frame (#2173) using one of the rates in the BSSBasicRate set parameter or using a rate from the mandatory rate set of the attached PHY if the BSSBasicRateSet parameter is empty.

If a BlockAckReq or BlockAck that initiates a TXOP is carried in a non-HT PPDU, the transmitting STA may transmit the frame using a rate supported by the receiver STA, as reported in the Supported Rates element and/or Extended Supported Rates element in frames transmitted by that STA. In the case where the supported rate set of the receiving STA or STAs is not known, the transmitting STA shall transmit using a rate from the BSSBasicRateSet parameter.

TGn Editor: Change the third paragraph of subclause “9.6.0e.1 Rate selection for control frames that initialize a TXOP” beginning with “If a control frame that initiates a TXOP is carried in a non-HT PPDU” as found in TGn Draft D2.07 on about page 111 line 40 as shown:

To provide protection against other HT STA, an HT STA should select an MCS from the BasicMCSset for an HT PPDU control frame that initiates a TXOP.

CID 1533:
TGn Editor: Change and merge the second and the third paragraphs of subclause “9.6.0e.3.3 Control response frame MCS computation” as found in TGn Draft D2.07 on page 113 near line 36 as shown:

The selection of the value for the channel width (CH_BANDWIDTH parameter of the TXVECTOR) of the response transmission is (#2846) defined in 9.6.3 (Channel Width selection for control frames). MCS values from the CandidateMCSSet that cannot be transmitted with the selected CH_BANDWIDTH parameter value shall be eliminated from the CandidateMCSSet.

CID 1600:
TGn Editor: Insert the following heading and text in TGn Draft D2.07 on page 119 near line 1, preceding the subclause heading “9.9 HCF” as shown:

9.7.x STBC Operation

Only a STA that set the TX STBC subfield to 1 in transmitted Management frames that contain an HT Capabilities element may transmit frames with a TXVECTOR parameter STBC set to a non-zero value in frames transmitted to a STA from which the most recently received value of the RX STBC field of received Management frames that contained an HT Capabilities element is non-zero.
CID 2654, 1603:
TGn Editor: Insert the following heading and text in TGn Draft D2.07 on page 119 near line 1, preceding the subclause heading “9.9 HCF” as shown:

9.7.x Short GI Operation

An HT STA may transmit a frame with the TXVECTOR parameter FORMAT set to HT_MF or HT_GF and the CH_BANDWIDTH parameter set to HT_CBW20 and the SHORT_GI parameter set to SHORT_GI when the RA of the frame corresponds to a STA for which the Short GI for 20 MHz subfield of the most recently received HT Capabilities element from that STA contained a value of 1.

An HT STA may transmit a frame with the TXVECTOR parameter FORMAT set to HT_MF or HT_GF and the CH_BANDWIDTH parameter set to HT_CBW40 and the SHORT_GI parameter set to SHORT_GI when the RA of the frame corresponds to a STA for which the Short GI for 40 MHz subfield of the most recently received HT Capabilities element from that STA contained a value of 1.

Further restrictions on TXVECTOR parameter values may apply due to rules found in 9.13 and 9.6.
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