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Introduction

A resolution to CID 2849 was approved by TGn in the July 2007 TGn session.

The resolution approved in July was:

“MAC: 2007-07-17 18:01:05Z Counter - Spirit of the comment is accepted, with modification as implemented in 11-07-2006-00-000n-tgn-lb97-MAC-HTC”.

And this submission contains the following editing instruction:

“CID 2849

TGn Editor:  Insert new paragraph as a last in 9.7a (High Throughput Control field operation) in D2.02 as follows:
If HTC field is applied to MPDU and MMPDU aggregated in A-MPDU then all MPDUs and MMPDUs of the same frame type aggregated in the same A-MPDU shall contain HTC field. The HTC field of the MPDU and MMPDU with the same frame type aggregated in the same A-MPDU shall be set to equal value.

A Receiver should not apply to the Order field and the HTC field of MPDU or MMPDU which value differs from the Order field and the HTC field values contained in first succeeds MPDU or MMPDU of the same type received in the same A-MPDU.  “

Edit Status/Notes

This comment was recycled by the editor as an EMR with the following notes:

“Taking as an instruction to implement 11-07/2006r0 in its entirety, excepting CID 1535 (which has not been approved by TGn).

EMR: Insertion for CID 2849 reworded for terminology and removing the "or MMDPU" because A-MPDUs hold MPDUs,  not MMPDUs.   Also clarified "frame type" to be unambiguous.

"If the HT Control field is present in an MPDU aggregated in an A-MPDU then all MPDUs of the same frame type (i.e., having the same value for the Type subfield of the Frame Control field) aggregated in the same A-MPDU shall contain a HT Control field. The HT Control field of MPDUs having the same frame type aggregated in the same A-MPDU shall be set to the same value. (#2849)

EM: A Receiver should ignore the Order field and the HT Control field of an MPDU that contains a value that differs from the Order field and the HT Control field values contained in first successfully received MPDU of the same frame type received in the same A-MPDU. (#2849). (#2849)"

(Reworded with assistance from the submission author).

Editorial: "9.7a.1 Control Wrapper operation" inserted as 7.7b as otherwise we have a subclause containing text with a single child subclause - both of which are not permitted by the style guide.”
D2.07

The resulting text as it is shown in D2.07 is as follows:

“If the HT Control field is present in an MPDU aggregated in an A-MPDU then all MPDUs of the same frame type (i.e., having the same value for the Type subfield of the Frame Control field) aggregated in the same AMPDU shall contain a HT Control field. The HT Control field of MPDUs having the same frame type aggregated in the same A-MPDU shall be set to the same value. (#2849)

A Receiver should ignore the Order field and the HT Control field of an MPDU that contains a value that

differs from the Order field and the HT Control field values contained in first successfully received MPDU of the same frame type received in the same A-MPDU. (#2849)”

Discussion
Resolution to comment 1535 (see 11-07/2343r2) has been approved in the TGn ad-hoc
This resolution (from r1 of the document) is thus:

“CID 1535

TGn Editor:  Change the text in 9.7a (High Throughput Control field operation) on page 115 at line 8 in D2.06 as follows:
The HT Control field of all MPDUs containg the HT Control field and having the same frame type aggregated in the same A-MPDU shall be set to the same value.

TGn Editor:  Remove the NOTE2 in line19, page113 ofsubclause 9.16.2 (Link adaptation using the HT Control field), D2.06 which reads:
NOTE 2 - An MFB responder can transmit multiple MFB responses corresponding to multiple MCS requests with different MFSI values from the same MFB requester in different frames within the same A-MPDU.”

This will leave the text looking as follows:
“If the HT Control field is present in an MPDU aggregated in an A-MPDU then all MPDUs of the same frame type (i.e., having the same value for the Type subfield of the Frame Control field) aggregated in the same AMPDU shall contain a HT Control field. The HT Control field of all MPDUs containing the HT Control field aggregated in the same A-MPDU shall be set to the same value. (#2849, 1535)

A Receiver should ignore the Order field and the HT Control field of an MPDU that contains a value that

differs from the Order field and the HT Control field values contained in first successfully received MPDU of the same frame type received in the same A-MPDU. (#2849)”

There was much discussion on this text,  and the discussion resolted in the following straw poll outcomes in the MAC ad-hoc (sept 12):

Should all the +HTC fields that are present in an A-MPDU carry the same value?

· Yes: 7

· No: 0 or 1

Should we keep this receiver constraint:  

“A Receiver should ignore the Order field and the HT Control field of an MPDU that contains a value that differs from the Order field and the HT Control field values contained in first successfully received MPDU of the same frame type received in the same A-MPDU. (#2849)”

· Yes 0

· No 8

Should the +HTC be present in all frames in an A-MPDU if it is present in one?

· Yes 1

· No 5

· I won’t say 2

Clearly the first straw poll is consistent with the approved resolution of 1535,  so no further changes need to be made.  The outcome of the third straw poll is still consistent with the text in D2.07,  so no further adjustment is necessary.
I interpret the second straw poll mean that now that the members can see a clearly written statement that the original submission author agrees is consistent with his original resolution, they do not agree with the intention of the originally proposed change.  This submission proposes removal of the quoted text in accordance with the outcome of this straw poll.
Editing Instruction

TGn Editor:  remove the following material from 9.7a (D2.07):  ““A Receiver should ignore the Order field and the HT Control field of an MPDU that contains a value that differs from the Order field and the HT Control field values contained in first successfully received MPDU of the same frame type received in the same A-MPDU. (#2849)”“
Updated Resolutions

Now we have to propose a new resolution for this comment that is consistent with the outcome of this discussion.
The comment is:

	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Resn Status
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution
	Owning Ad-hoc

	2849
	111.00
	9.7a
	
	If one MPDU contains HTC the HTC should be included in all MPDUs of the same type that are aggregated in the same A-MPDU
	Insert new paragraph after the fourth "If some MPDU included in A-MPDU contains HT Control field then all other MPDUs of the same type in this particular A-MPDU shall contain HT Control field with equal values"
	MAC: 2007-07-17 18:01:05Z Counter - Spirit of the comment is accepted, with modification as implemented in 11-07-2006-00-000n-tgn-lb97-MAC-HTC
	MAC


The new resolution is:  Counter
Add the following new text in 9.7a:  (the first sentence is already present in D2.07, the second sentence is  provided by D2.07 as edited by the resolution to comment 1535)):

If the HT Control field is present in an MPDU aggregated in an A-MPDU then all MPDUs of the same frame type (i.e., having the same value for the Type subfield of the Frame Control field) aggregated in the same AMPDU shall contain a HT Control field. The HT Control field of all MPDUs containing the HT Control field aggregated in the same A-MPDU shall be set to the same value.”

Updated Database and flagging

Now we have some book-keeping to adjust,  because this comment was previously used to flag all changes in 11-07/2006r0 and it no longer fits that purpose.

TGn Editor: Split out the portion of the edit notes for 2849  that are applicable to other CIDs and copy to the edit notes of those CIDs. Change the edit status of all “implemented for 2849” CIDs status from EN to EI/EM as appropriate.   Change flagging of changes in the draft marked  #2849 to flagging with the appropriate CID numbers.
Submission note:  the above changes do not require TGn approval,  but they do require editor action,  if this proposed resolution is accepted,  hence their presence here.
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