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Comments
	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	6215
	85.33
	7.4.7.1
	Action field value 0 should remain reserved; assign a value at the end of the list
	as in comment


Proposed Resolution:  Reject
The value 0 is used in STD 802.11-2007 as a valid value in the encoding of many fields, our usage as an amendment is consistent with the usage in the baseline.
The commenter provides no technical justification of the proposed change.
	6301
	232.57
	11.17
	"Group addressed A-MSDUs shall not be protected (i.e., are always transmitted without encryption)." was added in the last round of changes. The question is whether this is consistent with STD 802.11-2007 (page 248) which says: "if dot11RSNAEnabled = TRUE then if the Protected Frame subfield of the Frame Control Field is zero then if Protection for TA is off for Rx then Receive the unencrypted MPDU without protections else discard the frame body without indication to LLC and increment dot11WEPExcludedCount endif ..." Surely any group-addressed A-MSDUs would be discarded under certain circumstances. This appears to make group-addressed A-MSDUs useless.
	Disallow group-addressed A-MSDUs when dot11RSNAEnabled is true.


	6329
	232.58
	11.17
	Now, we have decription of "Group addressed A-MSDUs shall not be protected (i.e., are always transmitted without encryption)." However, this would allow DoS attack. Also, this rule seems inconsistent with the pseudo-code in 8.7.2.3 in base standard.
	Choose one of followings. (1) Disallow group addressed A-MSDU ialways. (Most preferred) (2) Disallow group addressed A-MSDU when group cipher suite=AES-CCM (in this case, encripted one is also prohibited) (3) Disallow group addressed A-MSDU without encryption - This woulds require some more description what would happen at various cases.


Discussion:

We previously took straw polls on whether to allow group addressed A-MSDU or disallow protected group addressed A-MSDUs.   Both options were supported with a supermajority.   We disallowed protected group addressed A-MSDUs.

At the time we weren’t aware of this additional complication.  The only remaining easy solution is to disallow group-addressed A-MSDUs.
Proposed Resolution for CIDs 6301, 6329: Counter
Make changes as shown in document 11-08/0612r0 for CID 6301, 6329.   These changes disallow the use of group addressed A-MSDUs.  The issue of protection of group-addressed A-MSDUs then becomes irrelevant.
Edits for 6301, 6329:
TGn Editor,  change 11.17 para 3 as follows:


NOTE-This subclause does not describe the operation of group-addressed A-MSDUs because the use of group-addressed A-MSDUs is not permitted, as defined in xxxx.
TGn Editor,  change 9.7c as follows:
9.7c A-MSDU operation (#1154)

An A-MSDU shall contain only MSDUs whose DA and SA parameter values map to the same RA and TA values. (#5575)
The constituent MSDUs of an A-MSDU shall all have  the same priority parameter value from the corre-

sponding MA-UNITDATA.request. (#3317) 

An A-MSDU shall be carried, without fragmentation, within a single QoS data MPDU.(#5558)

The Address 1 field of an MPDU carrying an A-MSDU shall be set to an individual address.
The channel access rules for a QoS data (#5281) MPDU carrying an A-MSDU (#5558) are the same as a

data (#5281) MPDU carrying an MSDU (or fragment thereof) of the same TID.

The expiration of the A-MSDU lifetime timer occurs only when the lifetime timer of all of the constituent

MSDUs of the A-MSDU have expired. (#3161)

NOTE 1-This implicitly allows an MSDU that is a constituent of an A-MSDU to potentially be transmitted after the expiry of its lifetime.

NOTE 2-Selecting any other value for the time-out would result in loss of MSDUs. Selecting the Maximum value avoids this at the cost of transmitting MSDUs that have exceeded their lifetime.

A STA that has a value of false for the MIB attribute dot11HighthroughputOptionImplemented shall not

transmit an A-MSDU. A STA that has a  value of true for the MIB attribute dot11HighthroughputOptionImplemented shall not transmit an A-MSDU to a STA from which it has not received a frame containing an HT Capabilities element. (#685, 5617)

Support for the reception of an A-MSDU, where the A-MSDU is carried in one or more QoS data (#5281)

MPDUs with Ack Policy set to Normal Ack, not aggregated within an A-MPDU, is mandatory for an HT

STA. (#2196)

The (#2278) use of A-MSDU carried in a QoS data (#5281) MPDU under a Block Ack agreement is determined per Block Ack agreement. A STA shall not transmit an A-MSDU within a QoS data (#5281) MPDU under a Block Ack agreement unless (#5538) the recipient indicates support for A-MSDU (#2999) by setting the A-MSDU Supported field to 1 in its ADDBA response frame.

A STA shall not transmit an A-MSDU to a STA that exceeds its Maximum A-MSDU Length capability.

NOTE 3-Support for A-MSDU aggregation does not affect the maximum size of MSDU transported by the MA-UNITDATA primitives.

Unassigned MAC comments
	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	6248
	93.06
	7.4a.3
	Does it apply only to the case of Reverse Direction?
	Clarify.


Proposed resolution: Reject

It is not necessary to call out constraints relating to channel access mechanisms here as they are specified   in the case of RD in 9.15.3 and 9.15.4.  These subclauses permit an RD responder’s PPDU to contain an Ack if the preceding PPDU required it.  They also allow the RD initiator’s PPDU, to contain an Ack in response to QoS Data transmitted (unaggregated) by the RD responder.
	6247
	93.48
	7.4a.3
	I do not understand this limitation. HT-Immediate BA allows to use the "Block ACK" policy in the ACK Policy field of the A-MPDUs in order to split frames belonging to the same BA agreement over different TXOPs. In this case, sending a BAR within an A-MPDU that includes QoS data frames for that TID could be necessary to update the window at the recipient in the correct way (i.e. because we are acknowledging also frames transmitted in a previous TXOP).
	Remove the quoted sentence.


Proposed resolution:  Reject

This is a constraint that has been present since D1.0 of the TGn draft.   Its purpose is to simplify the response mechanism.   There is no need to have an explicit BAR when data of the TID is present in an aggregate,  as the implicit BAR mechanism can be used.
	6004
	102.38
	9.2
	"… all STAs shall be able to detect the RTS and CTS frames." It is not necessary for all STAs to understand these frames in a control wrapper. Also the word "detect" reminds me of something done in PHY. 
	Change the sentence "… all STAs shall be able to detect the RTS and CTS frames." to "… all STAs shall be able to interpret the RTS and CTS frames, each sent in a single PPDU." 


Proposed Resolution:  Reject

As defined in 7.4a.3, A-MPDUs cannot contain RTS and CTS frames.  Therefore the “each sent in a single PPDU” is redundant and misleading.  The remaining change is from “detect” to “interpret” in baseline text is essentially editorial in nature not dependent on TGn functionality.  
	6175
	105.54
	9.2.5.4
	The first sentence is changed to use the term PSDU and the last sentence uses PPDU. PPDU would probably be correct for the final sentence in order to ensure that timing is correct, but because there is no previous reference to PPDU, the reference is hanging. Provide a connection.
	Provide a phrase or sentence that connects the PPDU mentioned with the PSDU mentioned.


Proposed Resolution:

Counter.  Change the text as described in 11-08/0612r1 under CID 6175.  This replaces the cited last sentence with a more precise statement related to PHY service primitives.

9.2.5.4 Setting and resetting the NAV
Change the first paragraph of 9.2.5.4 as follows:
STAs receiving a A STA that receives at least one valid (#6174) frame within a received PSDU shall update theirits NAV with the information received in theany valid Duration field from within that PSDU, for all frames where the new NAV value is greater than the current NAV value, except the NAV shall not be updat​edfor those where the RA is equal to the receiving STA's MAC address of the STA (#699). Upon receipt of a (#832) PS-Poll frame, a the STA (#832) shall update its NAV settings as appropriate under the data rate selection rules using a duration value equal to the time, in microseconds, required to transmit one ACK frame plus one SIFS interval, but only when the new NAV value is greater than the current NAV value. If the cal​culated duration includes a fractional microsecond, that value is rounded up the next higher integer. Various additional conditions may set or reset the NAV, as described in 9.3.2.2. When the NAV is reset, a PHY-CCARESET.request shall be issued. (#157) This NAV update operation is performed when the PHY-RXEND.indication primitive is received.
	6007
	106.6
	9.2.5.5a.1
	This is not reflected in Annex S. 
	Reflect the use of a QoS Null frame in the STBC frame exchange sequence(s) in Annex S. 


Proposed Resolution:  Counter.
Make changes as shown in 11-08/0612r1,  which achieve the change implised by the proposed resolution.

Change Annex S, dual-cts-nav-set as follows:
(* a dual-cts-nav-set is an initial exchange that establishes NAV protection using dual CTS protection.

dual-cts-nav-set = 
(* A dual CTS initiated by a non-AP HT (#6008) STA that is not STBC capable, preceded by an optional CTS addressed to the AP. *) (#5788)


(



[CTS+to-ap+non-stbc+non-QAP] (#5788)



RTS+non-stbc+non-QAP


CTS+non-stbc+QAP


[ CTS+stbc+pifs+QAP ] (#5517)


) |


(* A dual CTS initiated by a non-AP STA that is STBC capable, preceded by an optional CTS or QoS Null data frame addressed to the AP. *)


(



[(CTS+to-ap+stbc+non-QAP |  Data+to-ap+stbc+null+QoS+no-ack )]


RTS+stbc+non-QAP


CTS+stbc+QAP


CTS+non-stbc+QAP

) |

(* An STBC initiator-sequence (i.e., containing STBC PPDUs) transmitted by the AP is protected by non-STBC CTS to self *)

(CTS+self+non-stbc+QAP) |


(* A non-STBC initiator-sequence transmitted by the AP is protected by STBC CTS to self *)


(CTS+self+stbc+QAP);

	6238
	107.47
	9.2.5.5a.2
	Figures 9.8a and b do not show the interpacket intervals between the Ack and CF-End packets. Is this interval critical or merely defined by the estimated end of the NAV? Similarly, the interval between the data and Ack packets is not defined. (I struggled with whether this is really a technical comment worthy of a No vote or not and decided to err on the side of caution, mostly because it is part of a normative clause. With appropriate bribes and inducements, I might be persuaded to agree to switch it to an editorial comment instead).
	While these values may be obvious to "those skilled in the art", leaving it undefined in this diagram could potentially lead to interoperability issues. Therefore, I recommend that these values should be defined both in the diagrams and within the text in this section, perhaps by reference to the appropriate sections that do address these intervals.


Proposed Resolution:  Counter
TGn Editor is to insert a SIFS arrow/label between the Ack and the CF_END frames Figures in 9-8a and 9-8b.

In reply to the commenter, these figures are examples, and therefore not normative text.   There is no requirement that a TXOP holder send the CF_END after an exact SIFS (plus or minus allowed tolerance), although this is the most likely behaviour.
	6345
	124.09
	9.9.1.2
	At D4.0, we decided that the fragmention of A-MSDU is prohibited. However, "or A-MSDU" here can be read as fragmentation of A-MSDU is allowed.
	At least, remove "or A-MSDU". Then, we should decide whether we need some explicit description that the length of A-MSDU shall not exceed TXOP limit, or not. For example, how about adding following text just after "transmit attempt of the MPDU."? "A STA shall not transmit two or more A-MSDUs that cause the TXOP limit to be exceeded at the PHY rate selected for the initial transmit attempt of the MPDUs."


Discussion:

Do we want to constrain an A-MSDU not to exceed the length of the TXOP (when this is non-zero)?

For:  respects the TXOP limit.

Against: creates interaction between rate adaptation and length of A-MSDU, which limits implementation options.

ALTERNATIVE 1

Proposed resolution:  Counter

Make changes as shown in document 11-08/0612r1 under CID 6345.   These changes remove A-MSDU from the cited text – i.e. do not allow the fragmentation of A-MSDU,  but neither require that the length of A-MSDU be constrained to respect the TXOP limit.

TGn Editor change 9.9.1.2 as follows:

Change paragraph 4 of 9.9.1.2 as follows:
A STA shall fragment an (#6279) unicastindividually addressed (#5255) MSDU so that the transmission of the first MPDU of the TXOP does not cause the TXOP limit to be exceeded at the PHY rate selected for the initial transmission attempt of that MPDU. The TXOP limit may be exceeded, when using a lower PHY rate than selected for the initial transmission attempt of the first MPDU, for a retransmission of an MPDU, for the initial transmission of an MPDU if any previous MPDU in the current MSDU has been retransmitted, or for group addressed (#5225) MSDUs. When the TXOP limit is exceeded due to the retrans​mission of an MPDU at a reduced PHY rate, the STA shall not transmit more than one MPDU in the TXOP.

ALTERNATIVE 2

Proposed resolution:  Counter

Make changes as shown in document 11-08/0612r1 under CID 6345.   These changes remove A-MSDU from the cited text – i.e. do not allow the fragmentation of A-MSDU and require that the length of A-MSDU be constrained to respect the TXOP limit.

TGn Editor change 9.9.1.2 as follows:

Change paragraph 4 of 9.9.1.2 as follows:
A STA shall fragment an (#6279) unicastindividually addressed (#5255) MSDU so that the transmission of the first MPDU of the TXOP does not cause the TXOP limit to be exceeded at the PHY rate selected for the initial transmission attempt of that MPDU. The TXOP limit may be exceeded, when using a lower PHY rate than selected for the initial transmission attempt of the first MPDU, for a retransmission of an MPDU, for the initial transmission of an MPDU if any previous MPDU in the current MSDU has been retransmitted, or for group addressed (#5225) MSDUs. When the TXOP limit is exceeded due to the retrans​mission of an MPDU at a reduced PHY rate, the STA shall not transmit more than one MPDU in the TXOP.

Change 9.7c as follows:
9.7c A-MSDU operation (#1154)
An A-MSDU shall contain only MSDUs whose DA and SA parameter values map to the same RA and TA values. (#5575)
The constituent MSDUs of an A-MSDU shall all have the same priority parameter value from the corre​sponding MA-UNITDATA.request. (#3317) 
An A-MSDU shall be carried, without fragmentation, within a single QoS data MPDU.(#5558)
The channel access rules for a QoS data (#5281) MPDU carrying an A-MSDU (#5558) are the same as a data (#5281) MPDU carrying an MSDU (or fragment thereof) of the same TID.
The expiration of the A-MSDU lifetime timer occurs only when the lifetime timer of all of the constituent MSDUs of the A-MSDU have expired. (#3161)
NOTE 1—This implicitly allows an MSDU that is a constituent of an A-MSDU to potentially be transmitted after the expiry of its lifetime.

NOTE 2—Selecting any other value for the time-out would result in loss of MSDUs. Selecting the Maximum value avoids this at the cost of transmitting MSDUs that have exceeded their lifetime.

A STA that has a value of false for the MIB attribute dot11HighthroughputOptionImplemented shall not transmit an A-MSDU. A STA that has a value of true for the MIB attribute dot11HighthroughputOptionImplemented shall not transmit an A-MSDU to a STA from which it has not received a frame containing an HT Capabilities element. (#685, 5617)

Support for the reception of an A-MSDU, where the A-MSDU is carried in one or more QoS data (#5281) MPDUs with Ack Policy set to Normal Ack, not aggregated within an A-MPDU, is mandatory for an HT STA. (#2196)

The (#2278) use of A-MSDU carried in a QoS data (#5281) MPDU under a Block Ack agreement is deter​mined per Block Ack agreement. A STA shall not transmit an A-MSDU within a QoS data (#5281) MPDU under a Block Ack agreement unless (#5538) the recipient indicates support for A-MSDU (#2999) by setting the A-MSDU Supported field to 1 in its ADDBA response frame.

A STA shall not transmit an A-MSDU to a STA that exceeds its Maximum A-MSDU Length capability.

NOTE 3—Support for A-MSDU aggregation does not affect the maximum size of MSDU transported by the MA-UNITDATA primitives.

When transmitting an A-MSDU using EDCA, a STA shall limit the length of the A-MSDU so that the estimated transmission duration honors the TXOP limit – i..e., the duration of the PPDU carrying the A-MSDU,  plus any PPDUs required for protection, link adaptation and acknowledgement,  plus any applicable IFS durations does not does not cause the TXOP limit to be exceeded at the PHY rate selected for the initial transmission attempt of the MPDU carrying the A-MSDU.
	6281
	141.17
	9.13.3.1
	The list of non-ht modulations in the preamble-type parameter doesn't match those in the non-ht modulation parameter. i.e. these are a hang-on from D3.0.
	Remove conditions that are no specifiable by the non-ht modulation parameter.


Comment:  this comment relates to 242.17,  in 20.2.2

Proposed Resolution:  Counter (accept in principle).
Make the changes in 11-08/0612r1 under CID 6281

TGn Editor:  change the first row of the PREAMBLE-TYPE parameter of table 20-1 as follows:

FORMAT is NON_HT and NON_HT_MODUL ATION(# 621) is one of:









ERP-DSSS,

ERP-CCK,

ERP-PBCC,

DSSS-OFDM




Abstract


This document contains proposed changes to the IEEE P802.11n Draft to address the following LB124 comments assigned to the author:





The changes marked in this document are based on TGn Draft version D4.01.


They relate to:


TGn Ad-hoc: MAC


Comment groups:   Frame Action Frame and Security, and unassigned (R1)
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