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Comments
	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	3007
	23
	7.1.4
	In 7.2.1.2 and 7.2.1.3 we indicate that 7.1.4 contains the definition of CTS and ACK frames sent by QoS STA. This is not so. 7.1.4 does contain some mention of CTS frames - but only for a TXOP holder. There is no mention of ACK in 7.1.4. Likewise there is no definition of the duration field value to go in a BlockAck when sent as a response frame.
	Add a new subclause "Duration/ID field setting for control response frames" with contents: "For all CTS frames transmitted by a QoS STA sent in response to RTS frames that are not part of a dual-CTS sequence, the Duration/ID field is set to the value obtained from the Duration/ID field of the RTS frame that generated the response, minus the time, in microseconds, between the end of the PPDU carrying the RTS and the end of the PPDU carrying the CTS response. For all ACK frames transmitted by a QoS STA, the Duration/ID field is set to the value obtained from the Duration/ID field of the frame that generated the response, minus the time, in microseconds between the end of the PPDU carrying the frame that generated the response and the end of the PPDU carrying the ACK response. For all BlockAck frames transmitted by a QoS STA in response to a BlockAckReq frame, or a frame containing an implicit Block Ack request, the Duration/ID field is set to the value obtained from the Duration/ID field of the frame that generated the response, minus the time, in microseconds between the end of the PPDU carrying the frame that generated the response and the end of the PPDU carrying the BlockAck response."


Discussion:

This being the author’s comment, he obviously agrees with it.  However, the text below has been tidied up,  and so the proposed resolution is to make edits in document 11-09/0668r0 under CID 3007.

Proposed Resolution:

Accept in principle.  Make edits as shown in 11-09/0668r0 under CID 3007,  which achieve the intended goal of the commenter with some editorial improvement.

TGn Editor: Insert new subclause
7.1.4.7 Duration/ID field setting for control response frames

This subclause describes how to set the Duration/ID field for CTS, ACK and BlockAck control response frames,  transmitted by a QoS STA.

For a CTS frame that is not part of a dual-CTS sequence transmitted in response to an RTS frame, the Duration/ID field is set to the value obtained from the Duration/ID field of the RTS frame that generated the response, minus the time, in microseconds, between the end of the PPDU carrying the RTS frame and the end of the PPDU carrying the CTS frame. 
For an ACK frame, the Duration/ID field is set to the value obtained from the Duration/ID field of the frame that generated the response, minus the time, in microseconds between the end of the PPDU carrying the frame that generated the response and the end of the PPDU carrying the ACK frame. 
For a BlockAck frame transmitted in response to a BlockAckReq frame or transmitted in response to a frame containing an implicit Block Ack request, the Duration/ID field is set to the value obtained from the Duration/ID field of the frame that generated the response, minus the time, in microseconds between the end of the PPDU carrying the frame that generated the response and the end of the PPDU carrying the BlockAck frame.
	3009
	156
	9.13.5.2
	"An L-SIG TXOP protected sequence starts with an initial handshake, which is the exchange of two short frames (each inside an HT-mixed format PPDU) that establish protection. RTS/CTS is an example of this." The expression is vague. Is this mandatory? No, because a case where initial PPDU requiring no response is described later. And what kind of frames will be recognized "short"? Can't this be limited only to RTS-CTS exchange or only to exchange of control frames? Also referring to 9.2.5.4, a NAV reset rule is added for an HT STA that supports L-SIG TXOP Protection and there it says that details are described in 9.13.5, but I couldn't find it. Why not explain it again in 9.13.5.4 for further understanding of the behaviour?
	Change "An L-SIG TXOP protected sequence starts with an initial handshake, which is the exchange of two short frames (each inside an HT-mixed format PPDU) that establish protection. RTS/CTS is an example of this." starting from p.156, line 44 to "An L-SIG TXOP protected sequence may be started with an exchange of control frames such as RTS/CTS (each inside an HT-mixed format PPDU) or by an initial PPDU that establishes protection with no response (e.g., a CTS to self)." Change the initial PPDU in the rule starting from p.156, line 50 to be only applied to a control frame. Make a similar change to the paragraphs starting from line 15 and line 23 in p.157. Explain the details of the NAV reset rule for L-SIG TXOP Protection introduced in 9.2.5.4 in 9.13.5.4. 


Discussion:

· Agree that normativity of how to start the sequence is vague

· Disagree that initial exchange should be limited to control frames,  because one of the original goals of this technique was to allow initial data/ack.

· Disagree that 9.2.5.4 refers to 9.13.5 for details of Nav reset.  The reference is specifically “For details of L-SIG Duration”.  L-SIG duration is used earlier in the same paragraph.

Proposed resolution:

Accept in principle.

The normativity of the initial frames is vague.  However, one intended use of the protection mechanism was to allow a data/ack initial exchange.  The changes proposed by the commenter disallow that intended use without adequate justification.

The reference from 9.2.5.2 to 9.13.5 is for “details of L-SIG Duration”,  not an explanation of any NAV reset behaviour.  9.13.5 contains the description of L-SIG Duration.  No repeated description of the NAV reset is required in 9.13.5.  However,  there is no harm in adding an additional reference.
The proposed changes make the description of the initial exchange normative and add a reference.

See edits in 11-09/0668r0 under CID 3009.

Edits:

TGn Editor to change the first two  paras of 9.13.5.2 as follows:

An L-SIG TXOP protected sequence shall start with one of the following:

· an initial handshake, which is the exchange of two short frames (each inside an HT-mixed format PPDU) that establish protection. RTS/CTS is an example of this; or
· an initial frame that establishes protection but generates no response (e.g., a CTS to self);
provided that this initial sequence is also valid for the start of a TXOP. The term L-SIG TXOP protected sequence includes these initial frame(s) and any subsequent frames transmitted within the protected duration.

Under L-SIG TXOP Protection operation, when the initial PPDU that establishes protection requires a response, the L-SIG Duration of the initial PPDU shall be:

TGn Editor: Change the 8th para as follows:
When the initial PPDU that establishes protection requires no response, the L-SIG Duration shall contain a value:
TGn Editor: Add the following to the end of 9.13.5.1:
See also 9.2.5.4, which describes a rule for resetting a NAV value that was set by an L-SIG TXOP protected frame.
	3012
	121
	9.6.0e.1
	"A control frame may be carried in an HT PPDU when the control frame meets any of the following conditions...". So this also means that a control frame may not be carried in a non-HT PPDU when the control frame meets any of the following conditions. How can a control frame is carried in a non-HT frame but with HT Control field.
	Change to"c) A control frame shall be carried in a HT PPDU when the control frame meets any of the following conditions:"


Proposed resolution:

Accept in principle. When the HT Control field contains either MRQ or TRQ, under conditions described elsewhere in the standard, there is a choice between HT and non-HT PPDUs.

For example, a +HTC RTS frame (carried in a control wrapper frame in a non-HT PPDU) may set both MRQ and NDP Announce fields to 1, indicating the start of a link adaptation exchange using NDP sounding.  The RTS and CTS in this case may be non-HT frames.
However it might appear that the cited subclause is giving license to use or nor use an HT PPDU regardless of these conditions.

Editor:  Insert the following NOTE at the end of list item c) in 9.6.0e.1:

“NOTE--In these cases, requirements specified in 9.17 (Sounding PPDUs), 9.18.2 (Link adaptation…),  9.19 (Transmit beamforming) further constrain the choice of non-HT or HT PPDU.”
Edits:  (for information to comment resolution committee)
TGn Editor:  Change 9.6.0e.1 list item c) as follows:

c) A control frame may be carried in an HT PPDU when the control frame meets any of the following

conditions:

i) the control frame contains an HT Control field with the MRQ field set to 1, or

ii) the control frame contains an HT Control field with the TRQ field set to 1.

NOTE--In these cases, requirements specified in 9.17 (Sounding PPDUs), 9.18.2 (Link adaptation…),  9.19 (Transmit beamforming) further constrain the choice of non-HT or HT PPDU.
	3013
	127
	9.7
	In a PSMP, the QoS data frames with QoSAcK service class can also be sent with the QoS Control field to PSMP AcK. PSMP Ack is missing here.
	Change the draft accordingly to include PSMP AcK here..


Discussion:

The commenter is correct, in that we fail to take into account PSMP Ack.
Proposed resolution:

Accept in principle.   Add Implicit Block Ack Request and PSMP Ack as described in 11-09/0668r0 under CID 3013.

Edits:

TGn Editor: change the last para of 9.7 as follows:

An A-MSDU shall contain only MSDUs of a single service class, and inherits that service class for the purpose

of the following rules. For MSDUs or A-MSDUs belonging to the service class of QoSAck, when the

receiver is a QoS STA, the QoS data frames that are used to send these MSDUs or A-MSDUs shall have the

Ack Policy subfield in the QoS Control field set to Normal Ack,Block Ack, Implicit Block Ack Request or PSMP Ack. For MSDUs or A-MSDUs belonging to the service class of QoSNoAck when the receiver is a QoS STA, the QoS data frames that are used to send these MSDUs or A-MSDUs shall have the Ack Policy subfield in the QoS Control field set to No Ack.
	3014
	135
	9.9.1.7
	"A TXOP holder that transmits a CF-End frame shall not initiate any further frame exchange sequences within the current TXOP." This seems to me that a TXOP holder is not allowed to initiate further fame transmission after sending CF-End and backoff which is not correct.
	Change the sentence to "A TXOP holder that transmits a CF-End frame shall not initiate any further frame exchange sequences within the current TXOP without backoff."


Proposed Resolution:
Disagree.  The transmission of a CF-End frame is intended to end the TXOP – i.e. the former TXOP holder has no special right or permission to transmit.  In the same way,  it has no special prohibition from starting any new channel access attempt.  So while it is valid for it to follow the transmission of the CF-End frame with a backoff and subsequent frame exchange sequence,   this is not part of the original TXOP,  but a separate TXOP,  and it not disallowed by the cited text.

	3015
	118
	9.6.0d.4
	It seems to me that "a)" is for CF-Poll in a RTS/CTS protection TXOP, and "b)" is for CF-Poll which start TXOP. The rate selection of CF-Poll in a TXOP which is not started by RTS/CTS and does not start a TXOP is missing. For example in the following TXOP, CF-Poll(toSTA1), Data(fromSTA1), ACK, Data(fromSTA1), ACK, DATA(to STA2), ACK, DATA+CF-Poll(toSTA2), Data(fromSTA2), ACK..., it is not good to use b) to select rate for DATA+CF-Poll(toSTA2).
	Change "a)" to "If an RTS/CTS protection or other protection exchange has already been performed before the transmission of the data frame and the duration field in the protection start frame covers the entire TXOP, the rate or MCS is selected according to the rules in 9.6.0d.6"


Discussion:  The commenter is correct.  We should lump in all cases where protection has already been established for the whole TXOP into case a.

Proposed Resolution:
Accept in principle.  Make edits in 11-09/0668r0 under CID 3015,  which group other protection mechanisms into case a).

Edits:
TGn Editor:  Change list item a) of 9.6.0d.4 as follows:

9.6.0d.4 Rate selection for polling frames

a) If an initial exchange has already established protection and the Duration/ID field in the frame establishing protection covers the entire TXOP, the rate or MCS is selected according to  the rules in 9.6.0d.6.

	3016
	118
	9.6.0d.4
	This is a comment rebuttal to the resolution of my comment CID 1048. "A data frame of subtype containing CF-Poll that does not also include CF-Ack" The use of "subtype" in the sentence can be parsed as about to specify a particular subtype, because of the use of the phrase "dataframe of subtype"; i.e. "dataframe of subtype Foo". This is confusing.
	"A data frame of a subtype that includes CF-Poll that does not also include CF-Ack"


Discussion:
Commenter is correct.   Also note that CP (“contention period”) is incorrect and should be changed to PC (“point coordinator”).
Proposed Change:

Accept in principle.  Make edits as shown in 11-09/0668r0 under CID 3016 which make the change proposed and also corrects “CP” to “PC”.

TGn Editor:  Change 9.6.0d.4 first para as follows:

9.6.0d.4 Rate selection for polling frames

A data frame of subtype that includes CF-Poll that does not also include CF-Ack and that is sent in the PC shall be transmitted at a rate selected as follows:
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