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Abstract
This document contains the proposed resolutions to some “MAC Operation” category MAC CIDs: 6204, 6207, 6213, 6217, 6233
6437, 6439, 6440, 6444, 6445, 
6454, 6498
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CID 6204- MAC

	6204
	1383.19
	9.26.2
	
	
	"If a protection mechanism is being used, a fragment sequence shall use ERP-OFDM modulation for the final fragment and control response." -- why?
	Delete the cited sentence



The cited text is in clause 9.26.2 Protection mechanism for non-ERP receivers (next page, line 19):

[image: ]
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The commenter’s proposed change is to delete the cited sentence.
A prior submission 11-04-0886r0 (page 24) proposed deleting both the cited and following sentences. 

[image: ]

The proposed deletion was not done. Possible reason is so that only 802.11g stations will reset the NAV value, and will start contention while 802.11b stations will wait until the original NAV value expires at the end of the CF_Max_Duration from the beginning of the CFP.

Proposed resolution: Rejected

This requirement provides that only 802.11g stations will reset the NAV value, and will start contention while 802.11b stations will wait until the original NAV value expires at the end of the CF_Max_Duration from the beginning of the CFP.


CID 6207 - MAC
	6207
	1382.54
	9.26.2
	
	
	It says "Protection mechanisms frames shall be sent using one of the mandatory Clause 16 or Clause 17 rates and using one of the mandatory Clause 16 or Clause 17 waveforms" -- well, which is it?  The mandatory rates in HR/DSSS are not the same as those in DSSS.  Ditto Table 9-11---Protection requirements for HT Protection field values nonmember protection mode and non-HT mixed mode
	Pick one of Clause 16 and Clause 17 only


The cited text is below, sentence strating at line 54:

[image: ]

And Table 9-11
[image: ]
Discussion: 
Table 9-11 is in the “9.26.3 Protection mechanisms for transmissions of HT PPDUs “ clause, and is repeating the “Use Protection” definition.

The cited sentence (simplifying clause titles for readability) is 
Protection mechanisms frames shall be sent using
one of the mandatory Clause 16 (DSSS PHY for the 2.4 GHz band) 
or 
Clause 17 ( (HR/DSSS) PHY) rates
and 
using one of the mandatory Clause 16 (DSSS PHY for the 2.4 GHz band) 
or 
Clause 17 ( (HR/DSSS) PHY)
waveforms, so all STAs in the BSA are able to learn the duration of the exchange even if they cannot detect the
ERP-OFDM signals using their CCA function.

Proposed resolution: Rejected

The mandatory rates are the same and the clause 17 long preamble is interoperable with Clause 16 devices. See text at 2199.41:
“Two different preambles and headers are defined: the mandatory supported long preamble and header,
which is interoperable with the current 1 Mb/s and 2 Mb/s DSSS specification, and an optional short
preamble and header”. 

CIDs 6213 (MAC)

	6213
	1285.45
	9.5
	
	
	It says "the number of octets in the fragment (before processing by the security mechanism) shall be determined by dot11FragmentationThreshold" but that's just an upper limit; as other parts of the spec make clear (e.g. the next para!), a fragment (even a non-final one) might be smaller
	Change "determined" to "limited"


The cited text is below
[image: ]

The commenter’s proposed change is:
When data are to be transmitted, the number of octets in the fragment (before processing by the security mechanism) shall be determined limited by dot11FragmentationThreshold and the number of octets in the MPDU that have yet to be assigned to a fragment at the instant the fragment is constructed for the first time.
Discussion: 
The current “determined” is correct and imples a limit, albeit not as specific as “limited”.

Preposed Resolution: Accepted


CID 6217 (MAC)

	6217
	1310.24
	9.12
	
	
	The max A-MSDU size should apply when an A-MSDU is sent in a non-HT PPDU too (as Table 8-19 indicates)
	Delete "in an HT PPDU" in "A STA shall not transmit an A-MSDU in an HT PPDU to a STA if the A-MSDU length exceeds the value indicated by the Maximum A-MSDU Length field of the HT Capabilities element received from the recipient STA."; also delete "received in an HT PPDU" at 2921.61



The cited text is below:

[image: ]

And at 2921.61:
[image: ]


 The commenter’s proposed change is:

A STA shall not transmit an A-MSDU in an HT PPDU to a STA if the A-MSDU length exceeds the value
indicated by the Maximum A-MSDU Length field of the HT Capabilities element received from the recipient
STA.

Discussion:
This text was added by 11ac.  The sentence references the “HT Capabilities element” which implies an HT constraint.

Proposed resolution: Rejected
The cited text is accurate as it stands and refers to an HT requirement.

CID 6233 (MAC) 

	6233
	1276.29
	9.3.7
	
	
	Table 9-5 needs to be extended for PHYs after 11n
	Add info on VHT (and DMG?) PPDUs


The cited text is below:
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Changes are not specified by the commenter


Proposed resolution: Rejected
The comment fails to identify changes in sufficient detail so that the specific wording of the changes that will satisfy the commenter can be determined.


CID 6437 

	6437
	1268.28
	9.3.4.3
	
	
	What does "CWindow" indicate in Figure 9-15, exactly?  It's not CW, since it seems to be the same for all the STAs.  Is it CWmin?
	Delete "CWindow" from Figure 9-15, including the key






The cited text is shown below: 

[image: ]

Discussion:

CWindow indicates “Contention Window” as shown in the definition in the figure.
The standard defines “CW” for contention window (at 51.64). The text following the figure refers to “CW”, at 1268.58. The value of the contention window is likely (re)set to aCWmin (per 1266.55) but that level of detail is not shown in this figure. Suggest aligning the terminology. 

[image: ]

Proposed resolution: Revised

In Figure 9-15, change “CWindow” to “CW”.


CID 6439 (MAC) 

	6439
	1237.00
	9
	
	
	Figures 9-4, 9-10, 9-14 say or at least suggest there is immediate access when the medium is idle for DIFS or AIFS.  This is only the case if the CW is zero (see e.g. 1268.50)
	Add "and CW is zero" in the identified figures






The cited text is below for Figure 9-4.
[image: ]

Discussion:
The contention window is drawn with “slash” marks indicating a range of possible values.
[image: ]

The cited text for Figures 9-10 and 9-14 are shown above and below.

The contention windows are drawn with “slash” marks indicating a range of possible values.

[image: ]

Proposed resolution: Rejected.
The contention windows are drawn with “slash” marks indicating a range of possible values, including 0.



CIDs 6440 (MAC) 

	6440
	1237.00
	9
	
	
	The second para of 9.3.4.2 and item c) of 9.22.2.2 suggest the use of CW/backoff depends on whether you received the MSDU from the SAP during medium busy or not.  This seems like a recipe for people not doing backoff ("I received the MSDU when the medium was idle, honest!")
	Always require backoff, irrespective of whether the medium was busy when the MSDU was received at the SAP


The cited text is shown below for the locations cite in the comment (initial page and line number are not correct): 
[image: ]

[image: ]
Discussion:

It’s not clear where the “suggest the use of CW/backoff depends on whether you received the MSDU from the SAP during medium busy or not” is. MSDUs are not mentioned n the text.

Proposed Resolution: Rejected.
The text refers to “pending MPDUs”, not the SAP interface.

CID 6444 (MAC)

	6444
	1287.13
	9.7
	
	
	The multirate rules are an impenetrable mess.  It's impossible to determine whether they are complete, let alone whether they are correct
	Rewrite as a flowchart or table, so that it can be seen that the rules are complete and correct




Discussion:

Not enough detail in the proposed resolution.

Proposed resolution: Rejected
The comment fails to identify changes in sufficient detail so that the specific wording of the changes that will satisfy the commenter can be determined.




CIDs 6445 (MAC)

	6445
	1298.33
	9.7.6.5.4
	
	
	There is no such thing as an alternate rate.  By definition, an alternate rate or MCS will cause the duration to differ
	Delete the referenced subclause





The cited text is shown below:

[image: ]

Discussion:
This text was added in 802.11n, and revisited in 11ac with no changes made (11-11-1439), implying there is a use for this.

Discuss proposed resolution in TGmc

Proposed resolution: 
CID 6454 (MAC) 

	6454
	1272.13
	9.3.4.4
	
	
	It says "The AP shall attempt to deliver one MSDU to the STA that transmitted the PS-Poll" -- but an A-MSDU (typically consisting of more than one MSDU) can also be delivered in response to a PS-Poll
	Update this subclause (and any other subclause which is similarly erroneous) to allow an A-MSDU in response to a PS-Poll.  See also the ad-hoc notes for CID 201: "In fact, this paragraph also several times uses the phrase "data frame" when it should say BU.

Scrub this entire paragraph, and make it align with clause 10.2."




The cited text is below:
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Discussion:
Insufficient detail in the proposed resolution

Proposed resolution: Rejected
The comment fails to identify changes in sufficient detail so that the specific wording of the changes that will satisfy the commenter can be determined.



CID 6498 (MAC)

	6498
	1286.54
	9.6
	
	
	"A STA shall support the concurrent reception of fragments of at least three MSDUs or MMPDUs." -- frankly, this is not good enough nowadays, even for non-AP STAs (consider QoS, for example)
	Add "A STA should support the concurrent reception of fragments of at least one MSDU per access category.  An AP should support the concurrent reception of at least on MSDU per access category per associated STA."




The cited text is shown below:
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Discussion:
The proposed change seems reasonable, and is a should, allowing existing devices to remain compliant.

Proposed resolution: Revised
Change the paragraph at 1286.54 as shown below:

A STA shall support the concurrent reception of fragments of at least three MSDUs or MMPDUs. Note that a
STA receiving more than three fragmented MSDUs or MMPDUs concurrently may experience a significant
increase in the number of frames discarded.An AP should support the concurrent reception of at least one MSDU per access category per associated STA. A STA should support the concurrent reception of fragments of at least one MSDU per access category
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