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	602
	Kakani, Naveen
	7.1.4
	22
	10-19
	The Duration/ID field setting for the case when TXOP Limit is 0 is not mentioned. 
	Include the correct setting of the Duration/ID field for the case when TXOP Limit is 0 is not mentioned.
	Reject. The case of TXOP=0 is already stated in subclause 7.1.3..5.4 of  P802.11 RevMA D9.0  


	667
	Kandala, Srinivas
	7.2.1.2
	22
	64
	Should there be an addition of "estimated" for the computation of the Duration value for CTS to Self frame, just like the RTS frame

	Determine the need. If there is one, make the addition
	Reject. The calculation of the duration value for CTS to Self frame is already described in subclause 7.2.1.2 of P802.11 RevMA D9.0


	2022
	Stephens, Adrian
	7.1.4
	22
	11
	7.2.1.1: "Otherwise, the duration value is set to the remaining duration of the TXOP."

The rules for the duration value of the RTS are more restrictive than for data/management frames,  which allow any value between pending and remaining TXOP.

The draft currently allows an RTS/CTS (balance of TXOP) followed by Data/Ack set to a much smaller duration.
	If RTS/CTS is forced to be the balence of the TXOP,  then data/management transmitted under EDCA after an initial RTS/CTS should also be the balence of the TXOP.

Perhaps we need more general-purpose language in 7.1.4. That says something like:
"Duration/ID field shall be set to a value no less than any current NAV established during the TXOP,  less the duration of the PPDU containing the frame."

	Counter. Replace “Otherwise, the duration value ….. TXOP” by “Otherwise, Duration/ID field shall be set to a value no less than any current NAV established during the TXOP,  less the duration of the PPDU containing the frame.” 

	2819
	Trainin, Solomon
	7.1.4
	22
	10
	Bad definition of the duration field needs fix. The case of NDP sounding and explicit feedback should be covered. The NDP and explicit feedback are not part of "the pending MPDUs of the AC"
	Replace with following "The time, not exceeding the value given by 2) below if TXOP Limit is non-zero, required for the transmission the pending MPDUs of the AC and the associated ACKs or Block Ack and the NDP and explicit feedback response, if any, and applicable SIFS durations, and" rest is unchanged. 
	Accept.  The insertion is shown in red.
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This document contains proposed resolutions to LB97 CIDs 602, 667, 2022, 2819 relating to Dur ID field. The reference documents are
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