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Introduction

Interpretation of a Motion to Adopt

A motion to approve this submission means that the editing instructions and any changed or added material are actioned in the TGn Draft.  This introduction, is not part of the adopted material.

Editing instructions formatted like this are intended to be copied into the TGn Draft (i.e. they are instructions to the 802.11 editor on how to merge the TGn amendment with the baseline documents).

TGn Editor:  Editing instructions preceded by “TGn Editor” are instructions to the TGn editor to modify existing material in the TGn draft.   As a result of adopting the changes, the TGn editor will execute the instructions rather than copy them to the TGn Draft.

Proposed resolutions for CIDs

	CID
	Commenter
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	8107
	Ji, Lusheng
	114.42
	9.13.3.4
	This note is well intentioned but its language is too weak to be effective. 
	Make this note part of the specification using normative language, such as "If a non-HT device is detected and the STA determines that its HT-greenfield format or RIFS sequence transmissions are affecting the operation of the non-HT device, then the STA shall enable protection of its HT-greenfield format and RIFS sequence transmissions.
	Reject.

TGn believes it is sufficient to let the invocation of this protection mechanism be optional because a mandatory behavior may impose unnecessary constraints for certain scenarios, which could lead to sub-optimal performance.  Therefore, we should leave the decision on when to invoke this protection to the implementers.  

	8106
	Ji, Lusheng
	114.42
	9.13.3.4
	No method defined for how a STA "determines that its HT-greenfield format or RIFS sequence transmissions".
	either define such a mechanism, or change the "may" on line 39 to "shall"
	Reject.

There are many ways to determine whether a STA’s HT-greenfield RIFS packets are affecting a non-HT device.  However, specificying such method is beyond the scope of an informative note.  (And see resolution CID 8107 for reason of not changing to “shall”.)

	8087
	Stephens, Adrian
	144.42
	9.13.3.4
	"NOTE--If a non-HT device is detected and the STA determines that its HT-greenfield format or RIFS sequence transmissions
are affecting the operation of the non-HT device, then the STA is advised to enable protection of its HT-greenfield
format and RIFS sequence transmissions."

The "is advised" sounds like this should be normative text with a "should", but due to a last minute compromise was forced into a note.  Otherwise,  who provides the advice?  when?   Passive voice is considered harmful.

I am advised that Notes should not advise - they can only provide additional explanatory material.
	Replace "is advised to" with "can".
	Accept. 

	7291
	Marshall, Bill
	144.23
	9.13.3.4
	the recommendation at line 43 "is advised to" is more consistent with a normative "should" than a simple "may".
	upgrade the "may" to "should"
	Accept.


	7293
	Marshall, Bill
	144.26
	9.13.3.4
	the recommendation at line 43 "is advised to" is more consistent with a normative "should" than a simple "may".
	upgrade the "may" to "should"
	Accept.

	7295
	Marshall, Bill
	144.39
	9.13.3.4
	the recommendation at line 43 "is advised to" is more consistent with a normative "should" than a simple "may".
	upgrade the "may" to "should"
	Reject.

Although scanning for non-HT devices is a beneficent action, the motivations behind it are for reasons that are not associated with any normative recommendations.  Thus, it is more suitable to keep this “may” as is.

	7296
	Marshall, Bill
	144.42
	9.13.3.4
	the text of this NOTE is inconsistent with the normative behavior given in this subclause
	make the normative behavior match the NOTE, rather than make the NOTE match the normative behavior
	Reject.

There’s no inconsistency between the NOTE and the subclause.  The subclause’s normative recommendation is for STAs to protect their HT-greenfield or RIFs packets.  And in the NOTE, a suggestion is provided as to when having such protection is advisable.


CID 7291 and 7295

TGn Editor: make the following changes to the paragraph at line 45 on page 152:  

A second HT AP that detects a first HT AP’s Beacon frame with the OBSS Non-HT STAs Present field set to 1 mayshould cause HT-greenfield format and RIFS sequence transmissions of the second AP’s BSS to be protected by setting the HT Protection field of its HT Operation element to non-HT mixed mode. If the NonERP_Present field is set to 1 in the first AP.s Beacon frame, the Use_Protection field mayshould also be set to 1 by the second AP. 

CID 8087

TGn Editor: make the following changes to the paragraph at line 2 on page 153:  

NOTE—If a non-HT device is detected and the STA determines that its HT-greenfield format or RIFS sequence transmissions are affecting the operation of the non-HT device, then the STA is advised tocan enable protection of its HT-greenfield format and RIFS sequence transmissions.




Abstract


This document contains proposed resolutions to LB129 comments: 7291, 7293, 7295, 7296, 8106, 8107, and 8087.





Editor instructions are based on D5.02.
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