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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

	5167
	144.05
	9.14.3
	Does this standard not allow a RD initiator use RTS-CTS protection? I do not think so.
	Change the paragraph to the following text: An RD initiator shall not transmit an MPDU that requires a response MPDU that is not one of the following: -- CTS, -- Ack, -- Compressed BlockAck.


Discussion:   The intent of the text is that a STA is not called an RD Initiator until it has delivered a grant.  So the text the commenter is referring to:
“An RD initiator shall not transmit an MPDU that requires a response MPDU that is not one of the following:
— Ack

· Compressed BlockAck”

Does not limit a STA from preceding an RD exchange sequence with RTS/CTS.

Proposed Resolution:

Counter.

In reply to the commenter,  it was the intent of the Draft that a STA is not called an RD Initiator until after delivering the grant.   So in this context, it is true that an RD initiator cannot transmit RTS during an RD Exchange sequence.  It can,  however,  preceed an RD Exchange Sequence by an RTS/CTS,  during which it is not an RD Initiator,  but a TXOP holder.  
The changes in submission 11-07/2871r0 clarify this.

	5640
	144.36
	9.14.3
	"An RD initiator may transmit a +CF-ACK non-A-MPDU frame in response to a QoS Data MPDU that is a non-A-MPDU frame when the target of the +CF-ACK is equal to the Address 1 field of the frame containing the +CF-ACK." This give too much license. For example, it permits transmission of a +CF-ACK regardless of the QoS Data MPDU's ack policy. It needs to be narrowed down.
	Replace with: "A STA that transmits a QoS +CF-ACK data frame according to the rules in 9.9.2.3 may also include an RD grant in that frame provided: it is a non-A-MPDU frame; and the target of the +CF-ACK is equal to the Address 1 field of the frame." Comment: this is only true when an HC delivers CF-Poll + data. In this case the STA piggybacks the ack with data addressed to the HC and gives the HC a reverse direction grant. I question the value of giving the HC an RD grant, when a preferable exchange sequence is for the HC to deliver its data to the STA and then deliver an RD grant to the STA rather than the other way round. An alternative change might be to delete the cited text.


Proposed Resolution:  Accept

	5641
	144.4
	9.14.3
	The note: "NOTE 7--The RD initiator can transmit a CF-End frame according to the rules for TXOP truncation in 9.13.6.2 (Truncation of TXOP) following a reverse direction transmit sequence." Begs the question of what the RD responder can do.
	Add to the end of the note, the following: "An RD responder never transmits a CF-End."


Proposed resolution:   Accept

	5642
	144.57
	9.14.4
	"An RD responder may transmit a +CF-ACK non-A-MPDU frame in response to a QoS Data +HTC MPDU with the RDG/More PPDU field set to 1 that is a non-A-MPDU frame ." This is incomplete. It is only true if the ack policy is normal ack
	Replace cited text with: "An RD responder may transmit a +CF-ACK non-A-MPDU frame in response to a non-A-MPDU QoS Data +HTC MPDU that has the the Ack Policy field set to Normal Ack and the RDG/More PPDU field set to 1."


Proposed resolution:  Accept

	5169
	144.65
	9.14.4
	Does this standard not allow a RD initiator use RTS-CTS protection? I do not think so.
	Change the paragraph to the following text: An RD responder shall not transmit an MPDU (either individually or aggregated within an A-MPDU) that is not one of the following: -- CTS, -- Ack, -- Compressed BlockAck, -- Compressed BlockAckReq, -- QoS Data, --Management.


Proposed resolution:

Counter.

In reply to the commenter,  it was the intent of the Draft that a STA is not called an RD responder until after receiving the grant.   So in this context, it is true that an RD responder cannot transmit CTS during an RD Exchange sequence.  It can,  however ,  respond to an RTS that preceeds an RD exchange sequence, during which it is not an RD responder,  but a TXOP responder.  

The changes in submission 11-07/2871r0 clarify this.

	5168
	145.09
	9.14.4
	Is RD not allowed in HCCA mode? If yes, please clearly describe in the draft. If no, the AC Constraint is not useable in HCCA based RD. 
	Please clarify it. Also If HCCA RD is allowed, the protocol of using RD in HCCA mode should be added..


Discussion:  It is clearly the intent to allow the use of RD during HCCA,  which is why the AC constraint field is present.  The question is whether this needs to be clarified.

Proposed Resolution:  Reject.
The following text in 9.14.3 applies here:  “An RD initiator that sets the RDG/More PPDU (#2272) field to 1 in a +HTC frame shall set the AC Constraint field to 1 in that frame if the TXOP was gained through the EDCA channel access mechanism, and shall otherwise (#2273) set it to 0.”

Apart from this constraint (which is there to allow the AC transmission constraints of an EDCA TXOP holder to be propagated to an RD responder), the RD mechanism is agnostic with regard to channel access mechanism provided that that channel access mechanism results in the RD Initiator being a TXOP holder,  as is evident from:  

9.14.1:  “An RD exchange sequence comprises the following:

a) The transmission of a PPDU by a TXOP holder containing an RD grant (the “RD grant PPDU”), which is indicated by the PPDU containing one or more +HTC MPDUs in which the RDG/More PPDU field is set to 1. The STA that transmits this PPDU is known as the RD initiator. 

…”
	5643
	145.1
	9.14.4
	"for which an AC can be determined." The later statement: "The RD initiator shall not transmit a +HTC MPDU with the RDG/More PPDU field set to 1 from which the AC cannot be determined" means that the first quoted condition is always true and therefore redundant.
	Remove first cited text.


Proposed Resolution:  Accept

	5644
	145.44
	9.14.5
	"The RDG/More PPDU field shall be set to the same value in all HT Control fields present in MPDUs within a PPDU." This statement is redundant according to 118.53: "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."
	delete cited text and now-emtpy subclause heading.


Proposed Resolution:  Accept

Edits

Change 9.14.1 as follows:

9.14.1 The RD exchange sequence

An RD exchange sequence comprises the following:

a) The transmission of a PPDU by a TXOP holder containing an RD grant (the “RD grant PPDU”),

which is indicated by the PPDU containing one or more +HTC MPDUs in which the RDG/More

PPDU field is set to 1. The STA that transmits this PPDU is known as the RD initiator.  The rules for an RD initiator apply only during a single RD exchange sequence – i.e., after the transmission of an RD grant PPDU and up to the end of the last PPDU in the RD exchange sequence. (#5167)
b) The transmission of one or more PPDUs (the “RD response burst”) by the STA addressed in the

MPDUs of the RD grant PPDU. The first (or only) PPDU of the RD response burst contains at most

one immediate BlockAck response frame. The last (or only) PPDU of the RD response burst contains

any MPDUs requiring an immediate BlockAck response. The STA that transmits the RD

response burst is known as the RD responder.  The rules for an RD responder apply only during a single RD exchange sequence, i.e., following the reception of an RD grand PPDU and up to the transmission of a PPDU by the RD responder in which the RDG/More PPDU field is set to 0. (#5169)
c) The transmission of a PPDU by the RD initiator containing an immediate BlockAck MPDU (the

“RD initiator final PPDU”), if so required by the last PPDU of the RD response burst.

NOTE—An RD initiator can include multiple reverse direction exchange sequences addressed to multiple recipients

within a single TXOP. (#1708) (#2267)
Change 9.14.3 as follows:
9.14.3 Rules for the RD initiator

…

 (#5640)
A STA that transmits a QoS +CF-ACK data frame according to the rules in 9.9.2.3 may also include an RD grant in that frame provided that:

· it is a non-A-MPDU frame; and

· the target of the +CF-ACK is equal to the Address 1 field of the frame

NOTE 7—The RD initiator can transmit a CF-End frame according to the rules for TXOP truncation in 9.13.6.2 (Truncation of TXOP) following a reverse direction transmit sequence. An RD responder never transmits a CF-End. (#5641)
Change 9.14.4 as follows:

9.14.4 Rules for the RD responder

…

 (#5642)
An RD responder may transmit a +CF-ACK non-A-MPDU frame in response to a non-A-MPDU QoS Data +HTC MPDU that has the the Ack Policy field set to Normal Ack and the RDG/More PPDU field set to 1.
…

If the AC Constraint field is set to 1, the RD responder shall transmit data (#5281) frames of only the same AC as the last frame received from the RD initiator (#5643). For a BAR or BA frame, the AC is determined by examining the TID field. For a management frame, the AC is AC_VO. The RD initiator shall not transmit a +HTC MPDU with the RDG/More PPDU field set to 1 from which the AC cannot be determined. If the AC Constraint field is set to 0, the RD responder may transmit data (#5281) frames of any TID.

…

Delete 9.14.5:


 (#5644)
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