March 2004

doc.: IEEE 802.11-04/0317r0

IEEE P802.11
Wireless LANs

TGn FRCC Comment Submission from STMicroelectronics
Date:
March 12, 2004

Author:
Massimiliano Siti, Stefano Valle, and George Vlantis


STMicroelectronics

Sites:  Various

e-Mail: {Massimiliano.Siti, Stefano.Valle, George.Vlantis}@st.com



















































Comments

Number
Commenter's Name    


Doc_Reference    


Section/Item    
Comment
Proposed resolution
E, TN, TY
Pri
Status
Consensuso


Siti, M.; Valle,S.; Vlantis, G.
11-02-0814r17
11-02-0815r9
CC59
The CC document does not include text modification for CC59 proposed by STM (ref. document: 802.11-04/0210r0) and voted in 24 Feb conference. Straw poll (10/8) is reported in the cumulative minutes doc (802.11-02/815r9). 

Subject was the adoption of no impairments IM2, IM3, IM4 for simulations in this case.

Motivation: as MIMO channel is ideal (AWGN), there is no reason to enable all the impaiments here. It would be no more an ideal scenario.


Add following text to CC59 definition:

“Frequency offset compensation unit shall be switched off. Perfect timing acquisition, and perfect channel estimation shall be considered. No phase noise modelling is required.”
TY





Siti, M.; Valle,S.; Vlantis, G.
11-02-0814r17
CCxx (new)
A new CC which evaluates the “maximum achievable” performance of the proposed transmission/detection algorithms in non-AWGN channel, i.e. with ideal CSI at Rx and IM2-IM3-IM4 switched “off”.

Reason: selection procedure between different proposals would be easier; in principle the same scheme designed to achieve high throughput may show a different robustness to the implementation impairments
Have a CC without PHY impairments (except IM1).

The text definition is specified in doc 802.11-04/0210r0.


TN





Siti, M.; Valle,S.; Vlantis, G.
11-02-0814r17
CC67.2
Frequency offset is specified in a range from -40ppm to +40ppm. This text is ambiguous and too many simulations can be required in principle, besides it could make it difficult to compare different proposals
Replaced by following: 

“The two worst case values of exactly -40 ppm and +40ppm for the carrier offset and symbol clock differences at the receiver relative to the transmitter shall be considered for simulations" (or use the -13.7ppm value.)
TN





Siti, M.; Valle,S.; Vlantis, G.
11-02-0814r17
All CCs
The CC document does not mention explicitly the antenna separation required for simulations. PHY layer results of different proposals can be not consistent, if the same antenna separation is not used.
For the purpose of comparison, one set of antenna characteristics (e.g. uniform linear array, isotropic elements, l/2 spacing, no antenna coupling, vertical polarization) should be specified in the CCs.  Different configurations should be allowable under the standard.


Colin Lanzl proposed a new IM7 to avoid modifying the Channel Model document.  See Doc. 11-04-240r0 for the text of the impairment.
TN





Siti, M.; Valle,S.; Vlantis, G.
11-02-0814r17
CC59 – CC67 – CC67.1
Text currently specified for PER vs. SNR simulations: “packet length of 1000B” is generic and give rise to confusion.
Replace with:

“reference PSDU length of 1000 bytes”

similarly to what already specified in 802.11a standard
TN





Siti, M.; Valle,S.; Vlantis, G.
11-02-0814r17
CC67.2
Reference PSDU size not specified.


Add:

“PER vs. SNR simulations shall be carried out at reference PSDU length of 1000 bytes”
TY





Siti, M.; Valle,S.; Vlantis, G.
11-02-0814r17
CC67.2
NLOS/LOS channel condition is not specified
Specify NLOS conditions, as in CC67 and CC67.1
TN





Siti, M.; Valle,S.; Vlantis, G.
11-02-0814r17

IM5
The impact of IM5 Noise Figure on the simulation scenarios required for CC59 – CC67 – CC67.1 – CC67.2 is not clear. PER vs. SNR can be simulated setting the desired SNR at the receiver side, providing the required noise variance. NF is not used in this case.
Delete IM5 from CC document or better specify why it is needed
TY
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