June 2007

doc.: IEEE 802.11-07/2026r0

IEEE P802.11
Wireless LANs

	802.11 TGn LB97 Submission

	Date:  2007-06-12

	Author(s):

	Name
	Company
	Address
	Phone
	email

	Adrian Stephens
	Intel Corporation
	
	
	Adrian.p.stephens@intel.com

	
	
	
	
	





Introduction

Interpretation of a Motion to Adopt

A motion to approve this submission means that the editing instructions and any changed or added material are actioned in the TGn Draft.  This introduction, is not part of the adopted material.

Editing instructions formatted like this are intended to be copied into the TGn Draft (i.e. they are instructions to the 802.11 editor on how to merge the TGn amendment with the baseline documents).

TGn Editor:  Editing instructions preceded by “TGn Editor” are instructions to the TGn editor to modify existing material in the TGn draft.   As a result of adopting the changes, the TGn editor will execute the instructions rather than copy them to the TGn Draft.

Summission Note: Notes to the reader of this submission are not part of the motion to adopt.  These notes are there to clarify or provide context.

Comments
	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	855
	19
	7.1.3.5a
	How to interpret the command combination MFB=127, MFSI=7, when there exist an immediate preceding MRQ, as well as some other previous pending MRQs? Does this combination indicate that ALL the pending MRQs are temporarily not available or cancelled?
	Change "or for any other pending request" to "all pending request are cancelled" 


Proposed Resolution:

Counter.  

The case when MFB=127 and MFSI < 7 is used to individually cancel pending requests,  so repeated use of this combination can be used to cancel all pending requests.  

The case quoted means “information is not yet available”.   It is necessary to have a case that indicates “no operation” (i.e., without side effects) for the case where the HT Control field is required to be present for other purposes (e.g. managing reverse direction) and where response to an MRQ is pending, but the response is not yet available.
Clarify the purpose of this case by making the following change: “MFB = 127, MFSI = 7: no information is provided for the immediately preceding request or for any other pending request.  This combination is used when the responder is required to include an HT Control field due to other protocols that use this field (i.e., the RD protocol) and when no MCS feedback is available.  It has no effect on the status of any pending MCS request.”

	1053
	58.15
	7.3.2.27
	better way to fix this so that its more extensible for others
	delete "One octet of extende dinformation has been defined" Change following sentence to "The format of the first octet of the Capabilities field is shown in Figure…"


Discussion:

The commenter wants the Extended Capabilities element to be extensible.  A mechanism was introduced in D2.03 in response to comment 2092 to flag elements that are extensible in Table 26.   This mechanism can be used to resolve this comment as no-one has yet made any use of this element because its format was not defined.
Proposed Resolution:

Counter.  While accepting the intention of making the element length variable, this has been handled in D2.03 in response to comment 2092 in a different way.  Table 26 flags those elements whose length may be extended in future revisions.
TGn Editor:  Change the entry for “Extended Capabilities” in Table 26 (present in the baseline) Length column from “2 to 257” to “1 See NOTE”.
	1687
	88.03
	7.4a.4
	AMPDU can include AMSDU
	Include note that MPDU also permits AMSDU with a maximum length as permitted by the maximum MPDU size that can be carried in an A-MPDU.


Proposed resolution:

Counter (accept in principle).  Add the following note after paragraph 3 of 7.4a.3 (D2.03) starting “The A-MPDU shall only contain MPDUs as described in Table 57s…”

NOTE-MPDUs carried in an A-MPDU are limited to a maximum length of 4095 octets.  If a STA supports A-MSDUs of 7935 octets (indicated by the Maximum A-MSDU length field in the HT Capabilities element), A-MSDUs transmitted by that STA within an A-MPDU are constrained so that the length of the QoS Data MPDU carrying the A-MSDU is no more than 4095 octets.”
	2021
	22.1
	7.1.4
	The logic of 7.1.4 bullets a), b) and c) is ambiguous. Line 46 of page 71 of REVma D9.0 says "one of the following values", but a) and b) are preceded by guard conditions. It is not clear if c) applies also when the conditions guarding a) and b) are true, or is intended to be an understood as an "otherwise". I believe the intent is to allow it in any case.
	Add "only" after conditions a) and b) and add "For any frame type and subtype," before "Any value between"


Proposed Resolution:
Accept.

TGn Editor:  Change 7.1.4 (2nd para) as follows:

Within all data or management frames sent in a CP by the QoS STAs outside of a controlled access phase (CAP), following a contention access of the channel, the Duration/ID field is set to one of the following values:

a) For management frames, frames with QoS Data subfield set to 0, and unicast data frames with Ack

Policy subfield set to Normal Ack only,
1) The time required for the transmission of one ACK frame (including appropriate IFS values), if

the frame is the final fragment of the TXOP, or

2) The time required for the transmission of one ACK frame plus the time required for the transmission

of the following MPDU and its response if required (including appropriate IFS values).
b) For unicast data frames with the Ack Policy subfield set to No Ack or Block Ack, management frames of subtype Action No Ack, and for multicast/broadcast frames only,

1) Zero, if the frame is the final fragment of the TXOP, or

2) The time required for the transmission of the following MPDU and its response frame, if required (including appropriate IFS values).
c) The minimum ofFor any frame type and subtype, any value between:

1) The time, not exceeding the value given by 2) below if TXOP Limit is non-zero, required for the transmission of (#4) the (#2023) pending MPDUs of the same (#2023) AC and the associated ACKs responses (#2023), if any, and applicable SIFS Inter Frame Spacing (IFS) (#2023) durations, and

2) The time limit imposed by the MIB attribute dot11EDCATableTXOPLimit (dot11EDCAQAPTableTXOPLimit for the AP) for that AC minus the already used time within the TXOP.
Notice: This document has been prepared to assist IEEE 802.11. It is offered as a basis for discussion and is not binding on the contributing individual(s) or organization(s).  The material in this document is subject to change in form and content after further study. The contributor(s) reserve(s) the right to add, amend or withdraw material contained herein.





Abstract


This document contains proposed changes to the IEEE P802.11n Draft to address the following LB97 comments assigned to the author: 855, 1053, 1687, 2021.





The changes marked in this document are based on TGn Draft version D2.03.
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