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11.37 mmWave Relay Operation related Comments
 Not decided: ………
Decided:        ………
The total number of comments on subclause 11.37 and below is 44. Among them, there are 13 technical comments. In this document, 10 technical comment resolutions are dealt with.
	180
	11.37
	301
	15-17
	TR
	Whether a PSK is common or not should be irrelevant to this section. mmWave Relay operation should work identically regardless of how authentication happens.
	Remove mention of a "common PSK". Just say that if dot11RSNAEnabled is TRUE then authentication happens. The authentication is always going to be viewed as "pair-wise" because it's always between 2 entities. The fact that a credential may be shared doesn't change that.


Proposed resolution: Agree
Discussion: Remove "if a common PSK is not used in the BSS and" in the text in Line 15-17. That is, the revised text is as follows:
“A source RUS, a destination RUS and an RSUS shall establish pair-wise authentication prior to relay setup among these STAs if the dot11RSNAEnabled variable for any of these STAs is set to TRUE.”
	647
	11.37
	301
	1
	TR
	The definition of PBSS includes that the STAs communicate directly.   A PBSS is defined not to include a distribution system.
But here:  "A relay capable STA that is a PCP" - how can a PCP be relay-capable and still claim not to have a distribution system?

Further,  assuming the main difference between an AP and a PCP is lack of access to a DS,   what is the difference between an AP and a relay-capable PCP.

This architectural model is unclear, even after reading through TGad's clause 5.
	Clarify in clause 5 the definition of the "relay service",  indicate which architectural entities support this service.   Clarify distinction between a relay-capable PCP and an AP.


Proposed resolution: Counter
Discussion: Relay STA receives data from one STA and deliver it to other STA within the same BSS/PBSS. In other words, it's not related to DS (distribution system). According to the entire context, a relay capable PCP should be changed to a relay capable PCP/AP. The distinction between a relay capable PCP and a relay capable AP is lack of access to a DS which is mentioned by commenter. According to this clarification, replace "A relay capable STA that is a PCP" with "A relay capable STA that is a PCP/AP".
	649
	11.37.3.2.2
	310
	11
	TR
	How does the S know the duration of the R's transmission?  - i.e. how does S know the MCS that R will use? 
	Include a description of MCS selection rules so that S know (or controls) R's MCS.


Proposed resolution: Disagree
Discussion: The RSUS is always relaying the data with the same MCS as the source RUS, in order for the destination RUS to obtain the combining diversity gain.
	1074
	11.37
	301
	4
	TR
	"in a BSS," - meaningless
	Replace with something meaningful


Proposed resolution: Counter
Discussion: A PBSS is also a BSS. So, your proposed change here does not really address the commenter’s concern. Perhaps, replace “BSS” with “Infrastructure BSS or PBSS”.
	1075
	11.37
	301
	13
	TR
	"A relay capable STA follows the NAV rules described in 9.23.10." - true.  Unless the cited location makes an exception for relay capable STA,  there is no need to make this statement.
	Turn cited statement into a note, or delete it.


Proposed resolution: Agree
Discussion: Delete it.
	1077
	11.37.2.1
	303
	41
	TR
	"known to the PCP/AP to have successfully completed the RLS procedure,"  how does the AP "know".
	Replace "known" with reference to OTA signalling.


Proposed resolution: Agree
Discussion: The text is changed into the followng: 

“Upon receiving an ADDTS Request frame for which the source AID and the destination AID fields within the Extended mmWave TSPEC element are equal to, respectively, a source RUS and a destination RUS pair after the successful RLS procedure defined in 11.37.1.3, the PCP/AP schedules an SP with the source STA as the source RUS and the destination STA as the destination RUS.”
	1079
	11.37.3.1
	309
	24
	TR
	"considered successful".   How considerate.   What effect does this consideration have on the protocol?  Passive voice hides who does the considering.
	Replace with active voice statement about the effect of successful completion of this procedure.  Or perhaps what is needed is a statement of what to do if this condition is not met.


Proposed resolution: Agree
Discussion: “then the TPA procedure is considered successful” in the text is revised as “then the destination RUS indicates that the time-point adjustment is correctly performed”. Also, in the case what to do if this condition is not met, the TPA procedure is repeated until it is successful or upon the decision of the destination 28 RUS to stop performing the TPA procedure, as mentioned in the paragraph from line 26 to line 30.  
	1080
	11.37.3.2.2
	310
	20
	TR
	If the ack is sent using the same MCS as the data,  it may get lost.
	Comment on MCS selection rules for Ack in this case.   How are these rules affected by need to use R as a relay?


Proposed resolution: Disagree
Discussion: If the ack gets lost, then the normal retransmission procedure will be performed. Also, MCS selection rule for ack is an implementation issue.
	1081
	11.37.4
	311
	19
	TR
	"Response from the destination RUS with the status code field set to 0, the source RUS immediately 19 starts to transmit frames to the destination RUS via the direct link in link switching mode."

I don't believe it.   This transmission will certainly be delayed by a SIFS, and may be delayed to a next SP.

Ditto line 27
	Qualify "immediately" or remove.


Proposed resolution: Agree
Discussion: "Immediately" is removed.
	1187
	11.37
	300
	7
	TR
	Relay mechanisms not optimized for video, using a linear rx/tx process that incurs significant delay for each hop.
	Allow near simultaneous RX and TX of frames for STA's that have multiple antennas and SSH capable


Proposed resolution: Disagree
Discussion: It is allowed in 11.37.2.3.1 "Additional frame exchange rules for FD/AF RSUS".
Lastly, it is noted that Comment IDs 648, 1076, and 1078 have not been mentioned in this document. In the coming teleconference or IEEE standard meeting these will be resolved.
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This document proposes resoltions to comments on Draft 1.0 of TGad classified as 11.37 commnets.
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