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Abstract

This document contains comments on the "IEEE 802.11 TGn Comparison Criteria" document dated 9 February, 2004. In particular, a more detailed definition of the simulation cases required for CC59 – CC67 is proposed. Moreover, an alternative approach to the relationship between the IM and the CCs is suggested and consequently a new CC is proposed. Finally clarification on IM4 and IM5 are requested.

Comment on CC59

The relationship between CC59 and the IMs is not clear. We propose to NOT include modelling of IM2, IM3 and IM4 for the simulation cases specified for CC59. Specifically, we propose to add the following text at the end of the CC 59 definition:
“IM2, IM3, IM4 should be switched off, frequency offset compensation unit should be switched off and perfect channel estimation should be implemented to evaluate performance in this case”.

Proposal for text modification in CC67

The simulation cases specified in the definition need to be better defined, in order to allow a coherent comparison between the results. In particular, concerning channel models, it should be defined:

· if both NLOS and LOS cases are to be considered for B, D, F or one or the other;

· a set of antenna separations at both transmitter and receiver side, to be used for every considered channel model

Relationship between comparison criteria and impairments

We agree on the need to define the scope of IM1 to IM5, as proposed in the doc IEEE 802.11-04/0175r0 by Mitsubishi, as “the described impairments should not be included in all PHY layer simulations to avoid misleading result interpretation”. 

Regarding CC67, we think that all IMs should be considered for the simulation cases proposed there, as it is today. A few comments on IM2, IM3, IM4 are given later in this document.

However, we propose to introduce a new CC, specifically related to the evaluation of the “absolute” performance of the proposed transmission/detection algorithms, in best-case, but realistic, channel conditions (i.e. ideal channel state information at the receiver, all the impairments switched “off”). A tentative definition is proposed in the next paragraph. The set of simulation cases to be considered may be a subset of those defined for CC67. 

We think that this approach would be more relevant to the spirit of the selection procedure between different proposals: in principle the same scheme designed to achieve high throughput may show a different robustness to the implementation impairments. Thanks to the introduction of the above-mentioned additional CC it would be possible at the same time:

· to compare the best case performances of different proposals;

· to evaluate the effect of the impairments proposed so far in par. 5 of doc IEEE 802.11-02/814r15; and

· to give an indication of the achievable quality of the compensation algorithms and of the overall implementation losses to be expected in each proposal.

Proposal for the introduction of new CC

Number
Name
Definition
Simulation Scenario
Status of this CC
Notes
Priority

CC##
PER performance in non AWGN channels and ideal conditions
Show the PER curves for the same cases proposed in CC67 with the following conditions: perfect CSI (channel estimation off), perfect timing acquisition (timing locked to the first sample of the OFDM symbol), no frequency offset (frequency offset compensation unit switched off).



H

Comment on the definition of IM2 (Carrier Frequency Offset)
We think that it is reasonable to include “Carrier Frequency Offset” in simulations required for CC67. In order to avoid a high number of simulations, we suggest to adopt only the worst case values (+/- 40 ppm), as was suggested at the February 10th teleconference.

Comment on the definition of IM3 (timing acquisition algorithm) 
We think that it is reasonable to include “timing acquisition on a per-packet basis” in simulations required for CC67. Referring to “11-04-0175-00-000n-comments-comparison-criteria” we believe that the introduction of a given residual timing acquisition error (expressed for instance as an offset expressed in terms of a given number of samples with respect to the optimum sampling time) is not feasible, because the optimun timing value depends on each particular channel realization and cannot be known a priori.

For this reason we think it is instead necessary to implement a timing acquisition algorithm explicitly, for CC67.

We believe this should not to be included in the simulations for CC59 and for the new CC proposed in this document.

Comment on the definition of IM4 (phase noise)

IM4 does not specify whether the phase noise is to be applied only at the receiver side or at both the receiver and transmitter sides.
Comment on the definition of IM5 (noise figure)

Text is needed to clarify the role of IM5 with respect to the CCs of section 4.5.4
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