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	LB151  Comment Resolution


1. COMMENT:
	ID
	Commenter
	Clause
	Pg
	Ln
	Type
	Comment
	Suggested Remedy
	Resolution

	85
	Chu, Liwen
	9.1.3.1
	9
	40
	TR
	 It is not good for SME to set EDCA parameters without any restriction outside the context of a BSS. 
	Change it to "When communicating data frames outside the context of a BSS (dot11OCBEnabled is true), the EDCA parameters are the corresponding default values or are as set by the SME in the MIB attribute table dot11EDCATable. The EDCA parameters set by SME shall/should guarantee the fair access of wireless medium outside the context of BSS."
	Declined.  It is up to the implementor and system designer to guarantee fair access to the wireless medium.

	86
	Stephens, Adrian
	9.9.1.2
	10
	23
	TR
	There are two problems with the change in 9.9.1.2:

1.  It ignores extensive changes made to this para in TGn.
2.  9.1.3.1 says that when dot11OCBEnabled is true,  a STA shall use the values set by the SME in the MIB atribute doe11EDCATable.

But 9.9.1.2 says the txop limit shall be zero.   So what happens if the SME attempts to set a non-zero value?   In this case we have two conflicting statements.
	Either remove the modification to 9.9.1.2 (my preference) or:

1.  Quote the baseline properly
2.  Indicate in 9.1.3.1 that the sta uses all the values in the dot11EDCATable, except for the TXOP limit values,  which are considered to be set to 0.
	 Accepted per the second Suggested Remedy

	87
	Engwer, Darwin
	9.9.1.2
	10
	29
	ER
	"broadcast/multicast frames" is a non-standard IEEE 802 term.
	Change to "group addressed frames"
	Declined – “broadcast 

address” is defined in subclause 3.18 of IEEE 

Std 802.11-2007. 

“multicast” is defined

 in subclause 3.87 of 

IEEE Std 802.11-2007. 

 In addition, the terms 

are defined in IEEE 

Std 1000 – dictionary 

for IEEE stds. 

 Perhaps this 

comment should better

 be addressed to TGmb.  In IEEE Std 802.11-2007

 there are 72 instances 

of “broadcast/multicast””.

	88
	Engwer, Darwin
	9.9.1.2
	10
	30
	ER
	"broadcast/multicast frames" is a non-standard IEEE 802 term.
	Change to "group addressed frames"
	Declined – “broadcast

 address” is defined in subclause 3.18 of IEEE 

Std 802.11-2007.  

“multicast” is defined

 in subclause 3.87 of

 IEEE Std 802.11-

2007.  In addition,

the terms are defined

 in IEEE Std 1000 –

 dictionary for IEEE 

stds.  Perhaps this 

comment should 

better be addressed 

to TGmb.  In IEEE 

Std 802.11-2007

there are 72 instances 

of 

“broadcast/multicast”.

	89
	Engwer, Darwin
	9.9.1.2
	10
	31
	ER
	"broadcast/multicast frames" is a non-standard IEEE 802 term.
	Change to "group addressed frames"
	Declined – 

“broadcast address”

 is defined in 

subclause 3.18 of 

IEEE Std 802.11-2007.  “Multicast” is defined

in subclause 3.87 

of IEEE Std 802.11

-2007.

	103
	Stephenson, Dave
	9.9.1.2
	12
	11
	E
	(Ln 11-14) The text is all underlined in this paragraph, indicating it's new text to be added to the baseline standard.  However, all text except the last sentence is already present in the baseline standard.
	Remove the underline from all text except for the last sentence.


	Whithdrawn
The subject of the comment cannot be located:

9.9.1.2 is located on page 10; not 11,  from Ln 15 to Ln 23.  There is no underlined text in the amendment which exist in the base std. :”when dot11OCBEnabled is true, TXOP limits shall be zero for each AC”.

Ln 11 to Ln 14 on Page 10 is subclause 9.2.3.4.  Here also

There is no underlined text in the amendment which exist in the base std.: “”In an infrastructure BSS.”

9.9.1.3, Page 10, Ln 33 to 42 has

no underlined text in the amendment which exist in the base std.: “In an infrastructure BSS AIFSN[AC]”.

Note that Page 11 is the amendment for Clause 10.

	105
	Stephenson, Dave
	9.9.1.3
	12
	29
	TR
	Add the phrase, "In an infrastructure BSS" leaves the usage of the EDCA parameter element undefined in IBSS operation.
	Define proper usage in IBSS operation.
	Declined.  See CID 63 (regarding 7.3.2.29)


2. Background

This submission proposes the resolutions to comments for Clause 9.
3. Recommended Resolution of the Comments:

Editor to make changes (changes, if any, are in blue background; deletions, if any, in yellow background; insertions, if any, in green background) as given below (CID 86).  Note that the period following the “set of EDCA parameters” at the end of the first sentence should be underlined.
9.1.3.1 HCF contention-based channel access (EDCA)

Change the second paragraph of 9.1.3.1 incorporating ordered list a) into the paragraph and insert a new paragraph as follows, and reletter the ordered list:

For each AC, an enhanced variant of the DCF, called an enhanced distributed channel access function (EDCAF), contends for TXOPs using a set of EDCA parameters. When communicating data frames outside the context of a BSS (dot11OCBEnabled is true), the EDCA parameters are the corresponding default values or are as set by the SME in the MIB attribute table dot11EDCATable (except for TXOP limit values, which shall be set to zero for each AC). When communicating within a BSS, the EDCA parameters used are from the EDCA Parameter Set element or from the default values for the parameters when no EDCA Parameter Set element is received from the AP of the BSS with which the STA is associated., where The parameters used by the EDCAF to control its operation are defined by MIB attribute table dot11QAPEDCATable at the AP and by MIB attribute table dot11EDCATable at the non-AP STA.
a) The parameters used by the EDCAF to control its operation are defined by MIB attribute table dot11QAPEDCATable at the AP and by MIB attribute table dot11EDCATable at the non-AP STA.

The following rules apply for HCF contention-based channel access:
EDITORIAL NOTE: Reletter the ordered list in 9.1.3.1 “b, c, d, e” to “a, b, c, and d”:

Editor to replace the editing instructions for the second paragraph of 9.9.1.2 as given below (CID 86).  Note that the non-underlined text was added in 802.11n D11.0.  This could be re-phrased to simply, “insert ‘When dot11OCBEnabled is true…’ after NOTE 3”, but the entire TGn change is shown for clarity for now and to satisfy CID 86.
9.9 HCF

9.9.1 HCF contention-based channel access (EDCA)

9.9.1.2 EDCA TXOPs

Change 9.9.1.2 as follows:

The TXOP limit duration values are advertised by the AP in the EDCA Parameter Set information element in Beacon and Probe Response frames transmitted by the AP.
A TXOP limit value of 0 indicates that the TXOP holder may transmit or cause to be transmitted (as responses) the following within the current TXOP:

a) A single MSDU, MMPDU, A-MSDU, or A-MPDU at any rate, subject to the rules in 9.6

b) Any required acknowledgements

c) Any frames required for protection, including one of the following:

1) An RTS/CTS exchange

2) CTS to itself

3) Dual CTS as specified in 9.2.5.5a

d) Any frames required for beamforming as specified in 9.17

e) Any frames required for link adaptation as specified in 9.16.2

NOTE 1—This is a rule for the TXOP holder. A TXOP responder need not be aware of the TXOP limit, nor of when the TXOP was started. Behavior at the TXOP responder is restricted by the Duration/ID field value(s) in frames it receives from the TXOP holder.

NOTE 2—The TXOP holder can control how much time, if any, the TXOP responder has to transmit frames required for beamforming (e.g., channel state information feedback).

NOTE 3—This rule prevents the use of RD when the TXOP limit is set to 0.

When dot11OCBEnabled is true, TXOP limits shall be zero for each AC.
4. Motion (if technical and/or significant):

(And instructions to the editor.)
Move to accept the Recommended Resolutions to these comments and the recommended changes to P802.11p D7.0 noted above and instruct the editor to make these changes to P802.11p D7.01.
Motion by: ___Justin McNew_________________Date: ___________
Second:  ______________________

	Approve:
	Disapprove:
	Abstain:


References:




Abstract


This submission proposes the resolutions to comments for Clause 9.
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