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Comments with Proposed Ad-hoc Status
	Selected
	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Resn Status
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution
	Owning Ad-hoc

	0
	1602
	360.51
	9.1.3.2
	
	"An AP may indicate availability of CF-Polls to non-QoS STAs" This is not what it means.
	Replace with: "An AP may transmit a CF-Poll to a non-QoS STA"
	AGREE (MAC: 2009-07-14 15:32:20Z) CF-Poll frames are only transmitted by the Point Coordinator.
	MAC


Adrian’s comment:

It is not clear from the resolution as to whether the proposed change should be made or not – i.e. what’s the intention of the text “CF-Poll … coordinator”?

	0
	1605
	361.65
	9.1.5
	P
	The last sentence of p361 up to line 7 of 362 appear to say almost-but-not-quite-the-same-thing twice - i.e. they are partly redundant and partly inconsistent.
	Merge the conditions for sending fragments of a single MSDU or MMPDU into a single list.
	AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (MAC: 2009-09-24 21:40:13Z) - Remove last sentence on p361 ("Unless interrupted due to medium occupancy limitations for a given PHY or TXOP limitations for STA, the fragments of a single MSDU or MMPDU are sent as a burst during the CP, using a single invocation of the DCF or EDCA medium access procedure.")
	MAC


Adrian’s comment.  This loses the sense of “Unless interrupted due to medium occupancy limitations for a given PHY or TXOP”:
Change cited para as follows:

The MPDUs resulting from the fragmentation of an MSDU or MMPDU are sent as independent transmissions, each of which is separately acknowledged. This permits transmission retries to occur per fragment, rather than per MSDU or MMPDU. The fragments of a single MSDU or MMPDU are either

— Sent during a CFP as individual frames obeying the rules of the PC medium access procedure or

— Sent as a burst in an EDCA or HCCA TXOP, subject to TXOP limits and medium occupancy limits for the attached PHY
	0
	1643
	387.61
	9.5
	A
	"There is also an attribute, aMaxReceiveLifetime..." No there isn't.
	Define this attribute somewhere, or remove any reference to this term.
	AGREE (MAC: 2009-09-30 13:33:18Z). Remove the attribute.
	MAC


The resolution is not sufficiently detailed.

Change the para at 387.58 as follows:

The destination STA shall maintain a Receive Timer for each MSDU or MMPDU being received, for a minimum of three MSDUs or MMPDUs. The STA may implement additional timers to be able to receive additional concurrent MSDUs or MMPDUs. The receiving STA shall discard all fragments that are part of an

MSDU or MMPDU for which a timer is not maintained. The receive MSDU or MMPDU timer starts on the reception of the first fragment of the MSDU or MMPDU. If the receive MSDU timer exceeds

an implementation-defined value, then all received fragments of this MSDU or MMPDU are discarded by the destination STA. If additional fragments of an individually addressed MSDU or MMPDU are received after received fragments of an MSDU or MMPDU have been discarded because of the operation of a receive timer, those fragments shall be acknowledged and discarded.
	0
	1490
	591.37
	11.2.1.5
	P
	"For a non-AP STAs using U-APSD, the AP transmits one frame destined for the non-AP STA from any AC that is not delivery-enabled in response to PS-Poll from the non-AP STA." The unit of buffering is the MSDU, not the frame.
	Replace "frame" with "MSDU"
	AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (MAC: 2009-07-14 16:24:30Z) - The unit of buffering is the MSDU/MMPDU. However, some older "frame" language is present in 7.3.2.6, 9.3.2.1, 9.9.2.0a, 11.2.1.4, and 11.2.1.5 and must also be corrected.
	MAC


Adrian’s comment:

It is not clear whether the resolution is instructing the editor to make changes to the additional sections,  or merely expressing the intent of the group to fix them sometime in the future.

	0
	1517
	620.42
	11.7.0a
	P
	"In general, STAs are not allowed to transmit frames directly to other STAs in a BSS and should always rely on the AP for the delivery of the frames." I don't know what "in general" means. And it certainly doesn't allow for IBSS.
	Remove cited sentence and "However, " of following sentence.
	AGREE IN PRINCIPLE (MAC: 2009-08-07 00:30:01Z) - Replace cited sentence with "In an infrastructure network, non-AP STAs are not allowed to transmit frames directly to other non-AP STAs by default."
	MAC


Adrian’s comment:

This then begs the question of what is meant by “by default”.   Clearly the DLS protocol allows this behaviour.

Suggest:

"In an infrastructure network, non-AP STAs are not allowed to transmit frames directly to other non-AP STAs, except when using DLS.”
	0
	1573
	1518.44
	N.2
	D
	I find the naming of "WLAN system" confusing. I'd expect the MU to be part of that system, i.e. they are clearly part of a WLAN, but apparently not part of a WLAN system.
	Rename "WLAN system" to "WLAN infrastructure"
	DISAGREE (MAC: 2009-08-07 00:39:31Z) Definition 3.171 defines a WLAN system as excluding mobile units.
	MAC


Adrian’s comment:
I’m not going to press the point,  but I would expect all entities of a WLAN to be part of a WLAN system,  not some of them.   Expect confusion in the mind of the reader as this reasonable expectation is frustrated.

Comments with status “Discuss”

	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Resn Status
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	1147
	68.01
	6.2.3
	
	802.2 describes the expected interface provided to LLC by the MAC sublayer, and it has an MA-UNITDATA-STATUS.indication primitive and no MA-UNITEDATA.confirm primitive.. Also, X.210 does not support the concept of a ".confirm" service primitive for a connectionless data service. The MA-UNITDATA-STATUS.indication primitive change to MA-UNITDATA.confirm seemed like a good idea at the time (TGma), but it was actually in error. This error has led to confusion that the MA-UNITDATA primitive set provides what amounts to a guaranteed delivery service, which is not the case, nor the intent. MA-UNITDATA is not a confirmed facility. In fact, the description of the .confirm does not describe waiting for successful transmission (and ACK or other response) or transmission exhaustion with failure, as the name would imply.
	Revert MA-UNITDATA.confirm to MA-UNITDATA-STATUS.indication, consistent with 802.2, X.210, and similar to 802.11-1999


Comment:

The original change (and I was partly to blame for this error) also removed the “asynchronous” status values – i.e. those determined at some later time.   I don’t oppose the new proposed change,   but if we do make the change,  we should also add back to transmission status cases that include failure due to too many retries,  failure due to timeout…

	1618
	367.51
	9.2.5.1
	
	"Basic access refers to the core mechanism a STA uses to determine whether it may transmit." - too general
	Insert "using the DCF" at the end.


Comment: It seems a no-brainer to me because this statement is in the DCF access procedure subclauses.

	1633
	378.36
	9.2.11
	
	"STAs employing a NAV distribution mechanism should choose a mechanism such as CTS-to-self or RTS/CTS that is appropriate for the given network conditions" Which entity makes this decision? If it's the SME, the SME has no means of determining the use of CTS-to-self (i.e. no MIB variable controls this). If it's the MLME, it means that it is writing to the RTSThresholdVariable, and no rules are defined to determine precidence between an SME write and a local MLME write of this variable.
	Either provide an interface that allows CTS-to-self to be managed by the SME, or provide precidence rules for the setting of the RTSThreshold variable.


I’m not surprised this is in “discuss” as it highlights a weakness of our architecture and the way we liberally sprinkle bits of the SME throughout the MAC entity rules.

Perhaps the easiest resolution is not to require the STA to set a value for the RTSThreshold variable, but to allow use of RTS at other times according to implementation-defined conditions.   However,  this interacts with the retry counter logic.
Suggest changing in 9.26, p 274.30 as follows:
A STA shall use an RTS/CTS exchange for individually addressed frames when the length of the MPDU is greater than the length threshold indicated by the dot11RTSThreshold attribute.  A STA may also use an RTS/CTS exchange for individually addressed frames when the STA determines that it is necessary to distribute the NAV, including establishing protection (see 9.13).
	1681
	408.45
	9.9.3.1.0a
	
	Is "lifetime" of a BSS defined? Is it the time in between power up events? I believe this is the intent and wonder if this should be called out to distinguish it from, for example, when the AP stops functioning altogether
	Clarify


Proposed resolution:

Disagree.   The statement indicates that an AP does not change the value of this bit during the lifetime of its BSS.   This bit is part of the EDCA Parameter Set element,  which is a parameter of the MLME-START.request primitive.   The “lifetime of its BSS” may be interpreted as the time between the start of the MLME-START.request primitive and a subsequent MLME-STOP.request or MLME-RESET.request.
	1350
	413.27
	9.10.3
	
	It seems the sentence "After setting up for the Block exchange following the procedure in 9.10.2, the originator may transmit a block of QoS data frames separated by SIFS period," in paragraph one conflicts with the sentence "If no protective mechanism is used, then the first frame that is sent as a block shall have a response frame and shall have the Duration field set so that the NAVs are set to appropriate values at all STAs in the BSS." in paragraph four. It is assumed that after setting up Block Ack, transmitter transmits a series of frames each separated by SIFS without any immediate Ack, however, later transmitter requests for a response frame from the receiver.
	Modify as follows- "If no protective mechanism is used, the first frame that is sent in the block shall be sent as a QoS Data frame with Ack Policy subfield in the QoS Control field set to Normal Ack. The duration field of such a first frame should be set so that the response frame shall have the Duration field to set NAV with appropriate values at all STAs in the BSS."


Proposed resolution:

After setting up for the Block exchange following the procedure in 9.10.2 (Setup and modification of the Block Ack parameters), and having gained access to the medium and established protection, if necessary the originator may transmit a block of QoS data frames separated by SIFS period, with the total number of frames not exceeding the Buffer Size subfield value in the associated ADDBA Response frame and subject to any additional duration limitations based on the channel access mechanism. Each of the frames shall have the Ack Policy subfield in the QoS Control field set to Block Ack. The RA field of the frames shall be the recipient’s unicast address. The originator requests acknowledgment of outstanding QoS data frames by sending a BlockAckReq frame. The recipient shall maintain a Block Ack record for the block.
Comments with Ad-hoc Status “Submission”

	 nCID
	Page
	Clause
	Resn Status
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	1606
	362.3
	9.2
	
	Some bits of the DCF have been reused by EDCA, and some superseded. There is no clear distinction between these.
	Create a new subclause "Bits of DCF used by EDCA" and move the bits of DCF that are used by EDCA into this subclause. This should include: CS Mechanism, IFS, Setting and resetting the NAV, RTS/CTS with fragmentation, CTS procedure, Ack Procedure, Duplicate detection and recovery, DCF timing relationships, NAV distribution, operation of aSlotTime.


Proposed resolution:

Create a new subclause 

9.2.5.0a “Procedures common to the DCF and EDCAF”
9.2.5.0a.1 “Introduction”

Subclause 9.2.5.0a contains procedures common to the operation of the CSMA/CA channel access mechanisms defined in this standard, i.e., the DCF and the EDCAF.

Move the following subclauses from 9.2.5 into 9.2.5.0a:

· Setting and resetting the NAV

· RTS/CTS with fragmentation

· CTS procedure

	1685
	408.33
	9.9.3.1.0a
	
	The text states "A non-AP STA may support admission control procedures in 9.9.3.1.2 (Procedure at non-AP STAs) to send frames in the AC where admission control is mandated; but, if it does not support that procedure, it shall use EDCA parameters of a lower priority AC, as indicated in Table 9-1 (UP-to-AC mappings), that does not require admission control." This text is ambiguous since it does not describe whether the TID subfield in the QoS_control field in the MAC header is changed.
	Specify that the TID value is changed to correspond to the next lower AC that doesn't require admission control and that the frame is enqueued in that lower AC. This change means that the priority carried in the QoS_control field properly reflects the over-the-air priority on the link. The EDCA parameters used by an EDCAF are not observable to a receiver; neither is the fact that the frame is downgraded to a lower AC as there is no indication in the MAC header that downgrading has occurred UNLESS the TID is also changed. Any HC attempting to manage the WM needs this information (i.e., WM usage by AC); note that the HC needs to know WM usage by AC for BSSs other than the BSS of the AP containing the HC. This change is required for proper operation of the standard.


Adrian’s Comment:
I disagree with the proposed change.   There are two conflicting goals here:

· To allow the AP to properly determine the AC that was used to access the medium in the transmission of any packet

· To allow the transport of a priority parameter from MAC-SAP to MAC-SAP without alteration

It is my interpretation that D1.0 unambiguously specifies the use of a lower AC,  but makes no change to the QoS Control field.

The proposed change:

· Favours the AP’s ability to determine per-AC parameters over the expected behaviour of the MAC-SAP in preserving UP

· Makes existing implementations non-compliant.

I oppose the change because both of these are damaging to users and manufacturers alike.

I propose to resolve the comment as follows:

Disagree.

D1.0 specifies the use of a lower AC results in no change to the QoS Control field.

The proposed change has these effects:

· Favours the AP’s ability to determine per-AC parameters over the expected behaviour of the MAC-SAP in preserving UP

· Makes existing implementations non-compliant.

The group disagrees with the change as it determines the costs of making the change (shown above) exceed the benefits.

	1148
	408.33
	9.9.3.1
	
	Section 9.9.3.1 says, "A non-AP STA may support admission control procedures in 9.9.3.1.2 to send frames in the AC where admission control is mandated; but, if it does not support that procedure, it shall use EDCA parameters of a lower priority AC, as indicated in Table 9-1, that does not require admission control" and also "If a STA desires to send data without admission control using an AC that mandates admission control, the STA shall use EDCA parameters that correspond to a lower priority and do not require admission control." Nothing in this section discusses the setting of the TID(UP) field in the QoS control when this is done.
	Clarify that the use of a EDCA parameters for a lower priority (non admission mandatory) AC does not require modification of the QoS control field.


Proposed resolution

Aggree in principle.  Make the following changes to the 2 paras starting at 408.33 thusly:

A non-AP STA may support admission control procedures in 9.9.3.1.2 (Procedure at non-AP STAs) to send frames in the AC where admission control is mandated; but, if it does not support that procedure, it shall use EDCA parameters of a lower priority AC, as indicated in Table 9-1 (UP-to-AC mappings), that does not require admission control. When  a  STA uses a lower priority AC for this purpose,  the lower priority AC affects only the EDCA parameters used for channel access, i.e., it has no effect on the contents of the transmitted frame. APs shall support admission control procedures, at least to the minimal extent of advertising that admission is not mandatory on its ACs.
The AP uses the ACM (admission control mandatory) subfields advertised in the EDCA Parameter Set element to indicate whether admission control is required for each of the ACs. While the CWmin, CWmax, AIFS, TXOP limit parameters may be adjusted over time by the AP, the ACM bit shall be static for the duration of the

lifetime of the BSS. An ADDTS Request frame shall be transmitted by a non-AP STA to the HC in order to request admission of traffic in any direction (i.e., uplink, downlink, direct, or bidirectional) employing an AC that requires admission control. The ADDTS Request frame shall contain the UP associated with the traffic and

shall indicate EDCA as the access policy. The AP shall associate the received UP of the ADDTS Request frame with the appropriate AC per the UP-to-AC mappings described in 9.1.3.1 (HCF contention-based channel access (EDCA)). The non-AP STA may transmit unadmitted traffic for the ACs for which the AP does

not require admission control. If a STA desires to send data without admission control using an AC that mandates admission control, the STA shall use EDCA parameters that correspond to a lower priority and do not require admission control. When  a  STA uses a lower priority AC for this purpose,  the lower priority AC affects only the EDCA parameters used for channel access, i.e., it has no effect on the contents of the transmitted frame. All ACs with priority higher than that of an AC with an ACM flag equal to 1 should have the ACM flag set to 1.
	1686
	408.52
	9.9.3.1.0a
	
	The text states "If a STA desires to send data without admission control using an AC that mandates admission control, the STA shall use EDCA parameters that correspond to a lower priority and do not require admission control." This text is ambiguous since it does not describe whether the TID subfield in the QoS_control field in the MAC header is changed.
	Specify that the TID value is changed to correspond to the next lower AC that doesn't require admission control and that the frame is enqueued in that lower AC. This change means that the priority carried in the QoS_control field properly reflects the over-the-air priority on the link. The EDCA parameters used by and EDCAF are not observable to a receiver; neither is the fact that the frame is downgraded to a lower AC as there is no indication in the MAC header that downgrading has occurred UNLESS the TID is also changed. Any HC attempting to manage the WM needs this information (i.e., WM usage by AC); note that the HC needs to know WM usage by AC for BSSs other than the BSS of the AP containing the HC. This change is required for proper operation of the standard.


Proposed resolution

Disagree.  Please see the response to CID 1685 for a rationale as to why TGmb considers this change harmful.

Also please note that response to CID 1148 clarifies this position in the standard.
	1683
	415.37
	9.10.3
	
	(Submitted on behalf of Carlos Cordeiro) A STA can only continue transmitting MPDUs after transmission of the BlockAckReq frame provided the total number of outstanding frames do not exceed the reordeing buffer at the receiver (Buffer Size field in the ADDBA Response frame)
	Suggest to include the conditional statement that the total number of frames shall not exceed the reordering buffer


Proposed resolution:

Agree in principle.

Change the cited para in thus wise:

The originator may continue to transmit MPDUs (subject to the negotiated buffer size constraint) to the recipient after transmitting the BlockAckReq frame, but before receiving the BlockAck frame (applicable only to delayed Block Ack). The bitmap in the BlockAck frame shall include the status of frames received between the start sequence number and the transmission of the BlockAckReq frame. A recipient sending a delayed BlockAck frame may update the bitmap with information on QoS data frames received between the receipt of the BlockAckReq frame and the transmission of the BlockAck frame.
	1501
	595.3
	11.2.2.1
	
	The description in this subclause does not acknowledge power-saving of MMPDUs.
	Add MMPDUs to the description here.


Proposed resolution:   

Agree in principle. 

Add “and MSDU” or “or MSDU” as appropriate throughout this subclause after “MSDU”.  Make any changes necessary to preserve grammar.
	1131
	596
	11.2.2.1
	
	Estimating the power management state of other STAs through transmitting and lossing packets can interfere with many rate adaptation algorithms, which rely on packet losses as an indication of bad channel. 
	Please define additional rules so that the notification of PS mode transition is more reliable.


Proposed resolution:

Agree in principle.

Make the changes shown in submission 11-09-1089-00-000m-lb149-comment-resolution-cid-1131.doc, which improve the reliability of the communication of PS states in IBSS,  while preserving legacy compatibility.



Abstract


This submission contains proposed resolutions and comments on proposed resolutions to IEEE 802.11 WG letter ballot 149, for comments owned by the MAC ad-hoc.





Location references are to P802.11REVmb_D1.0.
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