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CIDs related to 9.13 
	1658
	126.11
	11
	9.13
	At 2.4 GHz, I can think of 12 different coexistence conditions: non_40_MHz_client_in_BSS, non_40_MHZ_client_in_OBSS_on_same_channel, non_40 MHz_client_in_OBSS_on_nearby_channel, non_GF_client_in_BSS, non_GF_client_in_OBSS_on_same_channel, non_GF_client_in_nearby_channel, non_HT_client_in_BSS, non_HT_client_in_OBSS_on_same_channel, non_HT_client_in_nearby_channel,non_ERP_client_in_BSS, non_ERP_client_in_OBSS_on_same_channel, non_ERP_client_in_nearby_channel and 2 radically different PHY modes: 40 MHz and Greenfield.  That leads to 2^14 or 16384 differenct scenarios.  The four "Operating Modes" defined in Table N30 and section 9.13 do not sufficiently address this problem.  Operating Modes 0 & 2 don't even have names, and there doesn't appear to be any difference between the two.
	We will need a detailed submission to address this problem.
	Counter. The TG believes that draft 2.07 adequately addresses the various coexistence conditions mentioned. However, the commenter is invited to propose any additional solutions for consideration by the TG.

	1659
	126.11
	11
	9.13
	At 5 GHz, there are many different coexistence conditions: non_40_MHz_client_in_BSS, non_40_MHZ_client_in_OBSS_on_same_channel, non_40 MHz_client_in_OBSS_on_nearby_channel, non_GF_client_in_BSS, non_GF_client_in_OBSS_on_same_channel, non_GF_client_in_nearby_channel, non_HT_client_in_BSS, and whether DFS applies to that channel.  There are 2 radically different operating modes: 40 MHz and GF, leaving 2^12 possible scenarios.  The four operating modes do not cover all these cases and do not address the most catastrophic case:  GF transmission in a channel where DFS is required.
	We will need a detailed submission to address this problem.
	Counter. The TG believes that draft 2.07 adequately addresses the various coexistence conditions mentioned. However, the commenter is invited to propose any additional solutions for consideration by the TG.

	1660
	126.11
	11
	9.13
	This section does not address the catastrophic problem of GF transmitters transmitting in a (channel/regulatory domain) where DFS is in effect.
	Prohibit GF transmission in a (channel/regulatory domain) where DFS is in effect.
	Reject. 07/329r2 was presented during March 2007 coex ad hoc. Straw polls were taken indicating that the TG needed additional evidence of a problem.  No such evidence was presented



CIDs related to 9.13.3.2 
	28
	127.00
	
	9.13.3.2
	RIFS protection is described based on the setting by an AP. Will the RIFS mode field set to 1 in IBSS because it is the otherwise case? 
If the operating mode is always set to 3 by HT STAs in IBSS, then the RIFS sequence will be always protected. This seems to be the best solution. 
	Clarify how the RIFS protection is done in IBSS. 
	Counter. Accept in principle. Add text that mandates RIFS protection in IBSS.

	2224
	127.65
	65
	9.13.3.2
	"HT information element" - capitalization
	i->I.  2 occurrances in the document.
	Accept. Already resolved in D2.06.


CIDs related to 9.13.3.3 
	29
	128.25
	25
	9.13.3.3
	"… described in 9.13.6 (Protection mechanisms for A-MPDU exchange sequences) …" Clause 9.13.6 doesn't describe enough protection mechanism for HT Greenfield format transmissions. The description in the latter part of clause 9.13.3.1 seems to be a more proper place to refer. 
	Change the cited part to read "… described in 9.13.3.1 …". 
	Accept.

	323
	128.24
	24
	9.13.3
	Greenfield transmissions can cause significant interferences for legacy and mixed mode STAs in OBSSs such that correct decoding of their packets is severely affected.  
	Define a stronger GF protection mechanism or prohibit GF transmissions in certain scenarios.
	Reject. The TG believes that the GF protection mechanism defined in 9.13.3 is sufficiently strong to mitigate the issues mentioned by the commenter.

	76
	0.00
	00
	General
	In LB 84 I made the comment "Remove the mislabeled "Greenfield" mechanisms. The preamble mechanism known as "Greenfield" has been spun and sold to TGn as an efficiency improvement that is of value when only TGn devices are present - the so called Greenfield mode of operation. This reviewer considers that sales pitch to be disingenuous. Greenfield as specified is NOT restricted to use only when only Ten stations are present. In fact, as specified Greenfield may be used at any time and is essentially an independent mode of operation. This creates significant technical issues which the outweigh the purported benefit of Greenfield. " My opinion of greenfield operation is not changed by the draft 2.0.
	Either a) completely remove the Greenfield modes of operation or b) restrict the use of greenfield modes to only when there are no (zip, zero, nada) non-greenfield devices present; further for choice b), define the spec such that GF mode shall cease immediately upon detection of a non-GF device (the detection mechanism must be "fast" - a "gee I didn't notice you since you showed up hours ago" algorithm will not be sufficient to resolve this voter's comment).
	Reject. The current draft adequately addresses the  coexistence of GF and non-GF STAs, mandating GF protection when appropriate.




TGn Editor: make changes as shown below:
9.13.3.2 RIFS protection

An AP shall set the RIFS Mode (#2223) field of the HT Information element to 0 if the HT Protection (#548)

field is set to 3.

If the HT Protection (#548) field of is set to 1, the AP may set the RIFS Mode (#2223) field to 0 according to implementation-specific criteria (i.e., such as to protect legacy overlapping BSSs in the primary or secondary channels). 
Otherwise the RIFS Mode (#2223) field shall be set to 1.

A STA that is associated with a BSS may protect RIFS sequences when the HT Protection (#548) field of the

HT Information element transmitted by its AP is set to 1 (there may be non-HT STAs in either the primary

or secondary channel or both).

A STA that is associated with a BSS shall protect RIFS sequences when the HT Protection (#548) field of the

HT Information element transmitted by its AP is set to 3 (mixed). (#1735)

A STA that is a member of an IBSS shall protect RIFS sequences, adhering to the same requirements as described in the column of Table 9-6 (Protection requirements for HT Protection field values 1 and 3) labeled “Use_Protection = 0 or ERP IE is not present (HT Protection field set to 3)”.
RIFS shall only be used when the RIFS Mode field of the HT Information element is set to 1.

9.13.3.3 Greenfield protection

A STA that is associated with a BSS shall protect HT greenfield formatGreen Field PPDUs using any of the protection mechanisms described in 9.13.3.1 (General)9.13.6 (Truncation of TXOP (#36)) when its AP transmits an HT Information element with the Non-greenfield HT (#20) STAs Present field set to 1.

A STA that is a member of an IBSS shall protect HT greenfield format PPDUs, adhering to the same requirements as described in the column of Table 9-6 (Protection requirements for HT Protection field values 1 and 3)  labeled “Use_Protection = 0 or ERP IE is not present (HT Protection field set to 3)”.
(#858) A STA that is associated with a BSS shall protect greenfield NDP PPDUs using any of the protection

mechanisms described in 9.13.6 (Truncation of TXOP (#36)) when its AP transmits an HT Information element

with the HT Protection field set to 3.

NOTE.A STA that is associated with a BSS is not required to protect greenfield NDP PPDUs when its AP transmits an

HT Information element with Non-greenfield HT STAs Present field set to 1.(#858)



Abstract


This submission suggests resolutions of LB97 Coex comments related to the sub-topic Protection Mechanisms. The following CIDs are addressed: 76, 1659, 1660, 1658, 28, 2224, 323, 29.


The changes marked in this document are based on TGn Draft 2.06
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