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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.
Proposed Resolution
	CID
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	3928
	This subclause belongs in Annex I
	Move to Annex I
	Counter: refer to 06/1584

	4028
	Why is the spec mask limit now more stringent (-45 dBr)?
	Use -40 dBr as for clause 17/19 OFDM.
	Reject: mask was modified to comply with ETSI requirement

	1564
	40 MHz Tx mask is too broad to prevent excessive interference with adjacent 40 MHz interferers; -45 dBr floor is difficult to achieve in practice when Tx power is lowered more than 10 dB from maximum allowable; at low Tx powers, -45 dBr is not necessary to avoid interference.
	Consider narrowing requirement to -28 dBr at 30 MHz offset, -38 dBr at 50 MHz offset, and -45 dBr at 60 MHz offset and above; relax floor requirement to -45 dBr or -47.5 dBm/MHz, whichever is higher at given Tx power level.
	Reject: tightening the skirts of the mask (1) forces complex and costly filters (2) tightens requirements on the PA and power consumption

	11918
	Statement incorrect: "The transmit spectral mask for 20MHz transmission in upper or lower 20Mhz channels of a 40MHz is the 
same mask as that used for the 40MHz channel."
	Change the text to: "The transmit spectral mask for 20MHz transmission in upper or lower 20Mhz channels of a 40MHz channel is the 
same mask as that used for the 20MHz channel."
	Reject: This is referring to 40MHz upper and 40MHz lower mode.  In either case, the transmitter has a 40MHz bandwidth necessitating the 40MHz mask.

	3445
	The 20MHz transmit spectral mask should be required for a lower-20MHz or upper-20MHz transmission.  Otherwise, any 20MHz transmission by an 11n device can severely impact 802.11a/g devices in the extension channel even when only transmitting in the control channel.
	All 20MHz transmissions, whether upper-20, lower-20, or 20, should be restricted to the 20MHz spectral mask.
	Reject: This is referring to 40MHz upper and 40MHz lower mode.  In either case, the transmitter has a 40MHz bandwidth necessitating the 40MHz mask.

	8124
	The spectral mask for 40MHz is quite wide.  A legacy 20MHz network in the only other unoccupied non-overlapping channel in the 2.4GHz band will be severely affected by ACI.
	Narrow the 40 MHz spectral mask in order to protect legacy and HT 20MHz networks.
	Reject: tightening the skirts of the mask (1) forces complex and costly filters (2) tightens requirements on the PA and power consumption

	3446
	The spectral mask for 40MHz is quite wide (double of the 20MHz spectral mask).  The amount of interference on a 20MHz 802.11a device on the adjacent channel is significantly more than legacy networks.  Moreover, a device which transmits levels according to this 40MHz mask would not even be able to use 2 out of the four 40MHz channels in the lower/mid UNII bands due to the FCC forbidden bands at 5.15GHz and 5.35GHz.  In 20MHz, the spectral mask is -45dBr at the FCC forbidden band edge.  In 40MHz, the spectral mask is -24dBr at the band edge (21dB less).
	Make the 40MHz spectral mask more stringent.
	Reject: tightening the skirts of the mask (1) forces complex and costly filters (2) tightens requirements on the PA and power consumption

	8179
	The 40 MHz Spectral Mask allows for a filter with less roll-off then the 11a or 11n 20 MHz Spectral Mask. As a result, a 20 MHz device in the adjacent band (particularly in the 2.4 GHz band where this will be a common situation) will observe a higher ACI from a 40 MHz device then from a 20 MHz device.
	Change the 40 MHz Spectral Mask to have the same roll-off as the 20 MHz Spectral Mask.
	Reject: tightening the skirts of the mask (1) forces complex and costly filters (2) tightens requirements on the PA and power consumption

	7055
	duplicate modes will than a different number of tones
	Add comment regarding the range of tones for duplicate modes
	Counter: accept in principle, refer to 06/1584

	3447
	"The data for this test will be based on the channel estimation step"
	What does this refer to? Remove it.
	Counter.  Refer to 06/1584


	7520
	"data for this test will be based on the channel estimate step" - what does this mean.   I know this repeats the language of clause 17,  but that doesn't mean it's right!
	Explain and reference other sections by number.
	Counter. Accepted in principle. Refer to 06/1584

	8125
	Subcarriers 43..58 and -43..-58 are allowed to be attenuated by 4 dB. This means the pilots at subcarriers -53 and +53 can be less than half of the power of the other pilots, which seriously affects pilot tracking performance.
	Change the maximum allowed band edge attenuation from 4 to 2 dB, or move pilot locations -53 and +53 to -39 and +39.
	Reject: In 40MHz there are 6 pilots and they cover the full 40 MHz.  The impact of the variation in power on the edge pilot tones to pilot tracking is minor.  Changing the mask will increase the cost and complexity of the filters.

	165
	Why is the power of the 40 MHz device restricted to have same power as 20 MHz device?
	Remove restriction
	Counter: accepted in principle.  refer to 06/1584

	1536
	Page 225, Clause 20.3.14.3 - In line 17, shouldn't "total transmittted" be replaced by "total allowed transmitted"
	See Coment
	Counter: accepted in principle.  refer to 06/1584

	4431
	The transmitter center frequency tolerence shall be consist with the symbol clock frequency tolerence, because they are derived from the same reference oscillator.
	Replaced by "The transmitter center frequency tolerence shall be +/-20ppm maximum in the 5GHz band and +/-25ppm maximum in the 2.4GHz band."
	Accept: as per  06/1378

	12039
	plus/minus 20ppm is tighter than necessary at 2.4 GHz
	It should be +/- 25 ppm at 2.4 GHz.
	Counter: accept in principle, see CID 4431 & as per  06/1378

	12057
	plus/minus 20ppm is tighter than necessary at 2.4 GHz
	It should be +/- 25 ppm at 2.4 GHz.
	Counter: accept in principle, see CID 4431 & as per  06/1378

	12196
	20ppm is unnecessarily strict for 2.4 GHz
	Replace by +-25ppm at 2.4 GHz
	Counter: accept in principle, see CID 4431 & as per  06/1378

	4029
	"The transmitter center frequency tolerance shall be ±20 ppm maximum." This is not consistent with 20.3.14.7.
	Use the tolerances given in 20.3.14.7.
	Counter: accept in principle, see CID 4431 & as per  06/1378

	7057
	Is this a tight enough constraint to guarantee that the different transmit chains will have the same frequency and time errors and very highly correlated phase noise?
	please clarify
	Counter.  The clocks being derived from the same reference will guarantee high correlation among the transmit chains

	7058
	Is constellation error alone enough of a measure to constrain phase noise to be highly correlated on the different transmit chains?
	please clarify
	Counter.  The clocks being derived from the same reference will guarantee high correlation among the transmit chains

	8180
	How does the 25 ppm in Section 20.3.14.7 match with the 20 ppm requirement in Section 20.3.14.4?
	Change the 25 ppm requirement for 2.4 GHz bands to 20 ppm
	Counter: as per 1378r0

	3450
	A 40MHz transmitter with TX-LO 2dB above the sub-carrier energy will fail the spectral mask when transmitting upper-20 or lower-20.  Also, there is still the question of how a legacy device in the extension channel will react in the presence of a strong CW at the 20MHz band edge.
	Lower the TX-LO specification by 2dB at least.
	Accept. Refer to 06/1584

	167
	EVM numbers donot take into account RF isolation
	Numbers should be updated accordingly
	Reject: RF isolation will not be reflected in the measurement, so the numbers do not need to be updated

	169
	The transmit EVM does not measure the isolation between the transmit chains. Isolation is a critical parameter that can cause a key hole effect thereby reducing the effective channel rank and affect performance. 
	Use the procedure same as EVM upto step c) then compute the cross correlation between the signals choosing two of them at a time  and divide by the product of the  square root of the energies in the two chosen signals. Take the absolute value of this number and it shall be less than -25dB without antennas.
	Reject: cross correlation will effect receiver sensitivity which will be captured by the receiver minimum sensitivity test

	4669
	Is this section a compliancy test for the tranmitter.  Hence is not this out of scope of this document.
	Remove this text from the draft document and hand-over to the WiFi Alliance.
	Reject: similar to clause 17, we require transmit EVM test

	7059
	The description of the test is almost identical as that in 17.3.9.7.  A MIMO channel would be more suited to a MIMO system.
	Use an orthogonal matrix for channel for test.
	Reject: cross terms in the channel matrix will effect receiver sensitivity rather than Transmit EVM which will be captured by the receiver minimum sensitity test

	12198
	As a practical matter, for interoperability, all devices have had to perform carrier feedback during the packet (e.g. from the pilot tones). This test is more stringent than is used in the marketplace today.
	Evaluate relaxing this to allow limited, specified, carrier tracking during the packet, with correction being applied before the FFT
	Reject: In lines 9 & 10 (pg 227, D1.0) it states that these steps or "equivalent" can be used:
"The sampled signal shall be processed in a manner similar to an actual receiver, according to the following 10 steps, or an equivalent procedure:"

	1522
	It states that PER shall be less than 1% at a PSDU length of 4096 bytes. But 20.3.15.4 specifies a maximum PER of 10% at a PSDU length of 1000 bytes.
	Pick one packet error rate for both 20.3.15.1 and 20.3.15.4
	Counter: refer to 06/1584

	4435
	The requirement of minimum sensitivity with 1% PER for 4096 bytes is too strick. 
	Change to be 10% PER for 1000 bytes.
	Counter: (1) accept 10% PER. Refer to 06/1584  (2)  aggregation will lead to much longer packet lengths than 1000 bytes.

	10294
	802.11a/b/g specification for sensitivity uses 10% PER for 1000 Byte packets.  4096 bytes introducts problems in certain test scenarios because it is longer than ethernet packets. 
	Change to: 10% PER for 1000 Byte packets.
	Counter: (1) accept 10% PER. Refer to 06/1584  (2)  aggregation will lead to much longer packet lengths than 1000 bytes.

	12040
	What is the motivation for departing from 802.11a/b/g specification for sensitivity: 10% PER for 1000 Byte packets?  4096 bytes introduces problems in certain test scenarios because ou can't generate ethernet packets that large.  We should focus on the ~15 dB we are giving up in noise figure and implementation loss instead.
	Stick with the current convention: 10% PER for 1000 Byte packets.
	Counter: (1) accept 10% PER. Refer to 06/1584  (2)  aggregation will lead to much longer packet lengths than 1000 bytes.

	12058
	What is the motivation for departing from 802.11a/b/g specification for sensitivity: 10% PER for 1000 Byte packets?  4096 bytes introduces problems in certain test scenarios because ou can't generate ethernet packets that large.  We should focus on the ~15 dB we are giving up in noise figure and implementation loss instead.
	Stick with the current convention: 10% PER for 1000 Byte packets.
	Counter: (1) accept 10% PER. Refer to 06/1584  (2)  aggregation will lead to much longer packet lengths than 1000 bytes.

	7160
	Short GI is not mentioned regarding performance tests
	clarify that performance tests don't include short GI.
	Reject: many options are not being tested (LDPC, STBC, TxBF).  Why specifically call out short GI?

	283
	Missing test for alternate adjcanet channel rejection test for reference 40 MHz network and adjacent 20 MHz network
	Insert numbers
	Reject: 20 next to 20 AACR and ACR and 40 next to 40 AACR and ACR already test the filters and the spectral mask.

	171
	For clarification, add pictures showing the various possible cases for adjacent and alternate adjacent channel interference
	Insert figures
	Reject: the descriptions in 20.3.15.2 and 20.3.15.3 (D1.0) are clear.

	282
	Missing test for adjcanet channel rejection test for reference 40 MHz network and adjacent 20 MHz network
	Insert numbers
	Reject: 20 next to 20 AACR and ACR and 40 next to 40 AACR and ACR already test the filters and the spectral mask.

	8261
	Receiver sensitivity levels are too low. These are numbers based on 1999 technology. This is a fundamental quality issue.
	Receiver sensitivity needs to be increase by 3dB for all data rates. For example, 64QAM rate 3/4 should be at least -66dBm for 20MHz channel and -63dBm for 40MHz channel
	Counter: refer to 06/1584

	8121
	specified sensitivity levels too low
	All silicon solutions today are capable to exceed these levels by at least 10 dB. The sensitivity requirements in previous 802.11 specifications where based upon technology capabilities of that time (> 5 years ago). Today’s silicon solutions (RF/BB) have set a new reference of capabilities. New standards should comply to these new technology references/design capabilities. 
Suggest to improve the sensitivity levels by at least 5 dB. 
	Counter: refer to 06/1584

	3451
	The minimum sensitivity for an HT device should not be 2dB worse than legacy devices.  Furthermore, the 11a/g min sensitivity specification were based on a 10dB NF and 5dB implementation loss.  These values are very conservative given the current maturity of devices now.  Also, multiple antennas allow for a 3dB lower sensitivity in AWGN.
	Assume 7dB total NF and 3dB implementation loss and improve the minimum sensitivity numbers by 5dB plus 3dB for 2 antennas.
	Counter: refer to 06/1584

	1567
	Requirement of 1 % PER for 4096 bytes with defined levels of ACI forces the Rx error floor to be very low with highest rate modulations - overly constraining implementation choices.
	Suggest requiring 3% PER for 4096 bytes for ACI criteria. Reference level  of desired signal should be 3 dB above level producing 3% PER. Minimum sensitivity in 20.3.15.1 can still be defined relative to 1% PER for 4096 bytes. 
	Counter: refer to 06/1584

	173
	No ACI tests or performance is defined for the case of a 40MHz transmission in 2.4GHz with a 20MHz adacent channel interference 
	Define the ACI tests and limits for this case
	Reject: 20 next to 20 AACR and ACR and 40 next to 40 AACR and ACR already test the filters and the spectral mask.

	4437
	The requirement of adjacent channel rejection with 1% PER for 4096 bytes is too strick. 
	Change to be 10% PER for 1000 bytes.
	Counter: (1) accept 10% PER. Refer to 06/1584  (2)  aggregation will lead to much longer packet lengths than 1000 bytes.

	4670
	I don’t' understand how 1% PER of a 4096 byte packete relates to 10 % (what??) of a 1000 byte packet.  These values appear to have been chosen at random and there is no text explaining their significance.
	Clarification is required of these values.
	Counter: (1) accept 10% PER. Refer to 06/1584  (2)  aggregation will lead to much longer packet lengths than 1000 bytes.

	12203
	The ACI and Non-ACI spec have always been defective in that they have not specified the minimum duty cycle and number of packets per second of the adjacent channel interferer.
	Specify a minimum duty cycle (say 50%) and number of packets per second (say 5000)
	Counter: the  number of packets per second will be a function of data rate.  For example, at 6.5 Mbps a realistic packets per second will be much lower than 5000.  It seems sufficient to specify a minimum duty cycle.  For editor instruction refer to 06/1584.

	4439
	The requirement of non-adjacent channel rejection with 1% PER for 4096 bytes is too strick. 
	Change to be 10% PER for 1000 bytes.
	Counter: (1) accept 10% PER. Refer to 06/1584  (2)  aggregation will lead to much longer packet lengths than 1000 bytes.

	1568
	Similar comment as above for AACI (interferer in the alternate adjacent channel); spec is ambiguous as to whether non-adjacent channel includes all viable channels outside of the adjacent channels or just the alternate adjacent channels.
	Change criteria for non-adjacent channel interferece test from 1% PER with 4096 bytes to 3% PER with 4096 bytes. Clarify which non-adjacent channels are applicable; e.g. recommend that all viable channels outside of the adjacent 20 MHz channels be included.
	Counter: refer to 06/1584

	7161
	The text appears to specify non-adjacent requirements, but table n81 uses the words "alternate adjacent".  This leads some people to argue that rejection of further channels is not specified and others to argue that it is.  This isse is present to some extent in the 802.11a and 802.11g specs--we should clear it up.
	Either change table n81 by replacing "alternate adjacent" with "non-adjacent" or change section 20.3.15.3 to use the words "alternate adjacent" instead of "non adjacent"..  
	Counter: clause 21.3.21.3 title and text already changed to "non-adjacent" in D1.04

	12204
	The ACI and Non-ACI spec have always been defective in that they have not specified the minimum duty cycle and number of packets per second of the adjacent channel interferer.
	Specify a minimum duty cycle (say 50%) and number of packets per second (say 5000)
	Counter: the  number of packets per second will be a function of data rate.  For example, at 6.5 Mbps a realistic packets per second will be much lower than 5000.  It seems sufficient to specify a minimum duty cycle.  For editor instruction refer to 06/1584.

	830
	receiver PER of 10% at a PSDU length of 1000 bytes is specified here, but 20.3.15.1 specifies > 1% at a PSDU length of 4096 bytes. What is required for an input level of -30.1 dBm?
	Pick one packet error rate for both 20.3.15.1 and 20.3.15.4
	Counter: accept in principle. refer to 06/1584

	1633
	"The receiver shall provide a maximum PER of 10% at a PSDU length of 1000 bytes". Why is the PER criterion different for maximum and minimum input level?
	Make the PER criterion consistent for maximum and minimum input level.
	Counter: accept in principle. refer to 06/1584

	12199
	The maxinput level at 2.4GHz has been -20dBm
	Change the receiver max input level at 2.4GHz to -20dBm
	Counter: accept in principle. refer to 06/1584

	12059
	I agree with the text that is there, but it doesn't go far enough.
	The standard should specify that the receiver provides a maximum PER of 10% for 1000 byte packets for every signal level between the minimum sensitivity (defined in Table N81) and the maximum sensitivity (-30 dBm)
	Counter: (1) accept 10% PER. Refer to 06/1584  (2)  aggregation will lead to much longer packet lengths than 1000 bytes. (3)the additional testing required by checking "every signal level" would be onerous

	4440
	The specification of maximum input level is -20dBm in 11g.
	Replaced by "The receiver shall provide a maximum PER of 10% at a PSDU length of 100bytes, for a maximum input level of -30dBm in the 5GHz band, and -20dBm in the 2.4GHz band, measured at each antenna for any baseband modulation."
	Counter: accept in principle. refer to 06/1584

	12041
	I agree with the text that is there, but it doesn't go far enough.
	The standard should specify that the receiver provides a maximum PER of 10% for 1000 byte packets for every signal level between the minimum sensitivity (defined in Table N81) and the maximum sensitivity (-30 dBm)
	Counter: (1) accept 10% PER. Refer to 06/1584  (2)  aggregation will lead to much longer packet lengths than 1000 bytes. (3)the additional testing required by checking "every signal level" would be onerous

	7525
	This section references 10% PER and 1000 B PSDU.  It is incompatible with the metrics used for Rx sensitivity.
	Replace with 1%PER and 4KB PSDU length.
	Counter: refer to 06/1584

	4442
	The subclause 20.3.15.6 is the same as the subclause 15.4.8.5 in the page 91 of 11k draft 4.0. Why is RCPI measurement needed to be definded in 11n?
	Delete it.
	Reject: The RCPI reports in 11kD4.0 requires a definition of RCPI for each PHY type.  11kD4.0 defines this for existing PHY (clauses 15,17,18,19).  Since 11k precedes 11n, we need to define RCPI measure for the new PHY type in 11n in clause 21.


	7163
	With beam forming on mixed-mode packets, it is likely that some receivers will observe only the un-beam formed portion of a mixed-mode packet above the threshold; the beam formed part of the packet may be a lower signal level.  If the preamble is missed in this case, what should the receiver do?  The recommended action needs to take false alarms (where CCA rises but there is no signal) into account.
	I have no concrete proposal.  I'd be inclined to say that this rule references the enrgy of the beam formed part of packet, but this may give too little protection to beam formed packets and may cause a significant drop in throughput in the BSS when beam forming is active due to increased collisions between packets.  This issue requires further study.
	Counter: RCPI measure is used in 11k RCPI reports.  It is not used for protection with CCA or NAV setting.

	176
	Is RCPI measaurements mandatory or optional?
	Clarify
	Counter: The RCPI reports in 11kD4.0 requires a definition of RCPI for each PHY type.  The use of the RCPI measurement and whether it is mandatory or optional is determined by 11k.

	6762
	With beam forming on mixed-mode packets, it is possible for some receivers to receive the non-beamformed portion of the packet while missing the beam-formed portion.  It is unclear what the receiver should do in this scenario if the preamble is missed.
	This needs further study.
	Counter: RCPI measure is used in 11k RCPI reports.  It is not used for protection in CCA or NAV setting.

	12205
	"the entire received frame" is unnecessary and overly burdensome
	Allow the measurement to taken over the preamble only
	Reject: 11kD4.0 defines RCPI reports for clauses 15,17,18,19.  The definition of RCPI report in 11n mirrors the accepted definitions of 11k.

	12060
	If we are going to specify measurement accuracy, we should specify that over temperature range.
	Spec if over temp range, or move it to 11K.
	Reject: The RCPI reports in 11kD4.0 requires a definition of RCPI for each PHY type.  11kD4.0 defines this for existing PHY (clauses 15,17,18,19).  Since 11k precedes 11n, we need to define RCPI measure for the new PHY type in 11n in clause 21.  The definition of RCPI report in 11n mirrors the accepted definitions of 11k.

	12042
	If we are going to specify measurement accuracy, we should specify that over temperature range.
	Spec if over temp range, or move it to 11K.
	Reject: The RCPI reports in 11kD4.0 requires a definition of RCPI for each PHY type.  11kD4.0 defines this for existing PHY (clauses 15,17,18,19).  Since 11k precedes 11n, we need to define RCPI measure for the new PHY type in 11n in clause 21.  The definition of RCPI report in 11n mirrors the accepted definitions of 11k.

	12206
	"Accuracy for each measurement shall be +/-5 dB  … The measurement shall assume a receiver noise equivalent bandwidth equal to the channel bandwidth multiplied by 1.1". In the second sentence, "measurement" is the wrong subject for "assume". It is not the measurement whose RNEB is assumed: it is that the reference RNEB equals 1.1x the channel bandwidth
	Recommend rewriting this to be: "RCPI shall equal the received RF power within an accuracy of +/-5 dB  … The received RF power shall be determined assuming a receiver noise equivalent bandwidth equal to the channel bandwidth multiplied by 1.1"
	[EP] Counter: replace text in D1.04, page 223, lines 53-56 with new clause 17 text from 11kD5.0.  refer to 06/1584


CID 3928
TGn Editor: In D1.04, pg 217 line 32,  modify text as follows
In the absence of other regulatory restrictions, when transmitting in a 20 MHz channel,
TGn Editor: In D1.04, pg 217 line 63, modify text as follows
In the absence of other regulatory restrictions, when transmitting in a 40 MHz channel,
CID 7055

TGn Editor: In D1.04, pg 218 lines 46-50,  replace paragraph with the following
In a 40 MHz transmission (excluding HT duplicate mode and non-HT duplicate mode) the average energy of the constellations in each of the spectral lines –42 to –2 and +2 to +42 shall deviate no more than ± 2 dB from their average energy. The average energy of the constellations in each of the spectral lines –43 to –58 and +43 to +58 shall deviate no more than +2/–4 dB from the average energy of spectral lines –42 to –2 and +2 to +42.

In HT duplicate mode and non-HT duplicate mode the average energy of the constellations in each of the spectral lines –42 to -33, -31 to –6, +6 to +31, and +33 to +42 shall deviate no more than ± 2 dB from their average energy. The average energy of the constellations in each of the spectral lines –43 to –58 and +43 to +58 shall deviate no more than +2/–4 dB from the average energy of spectral lines  –42 to -33, -31 to –6, +6 to +31, and +33 to +42.
Original paragraph
In a 40 MHz transmission the average energy of the constellations in each of the spectral lines –42 to –2 and +2 to +42 shall deviate no more than ± 2 dB from their average energy. The average energy of the constellations in each of the spectral lines –43 to –58 and +43 to +58 shall deviate no more than +2/–4 dB from the average energy of spectral lines –42 to –2 and +2 to +42.
CID 3447, 7520

TGn Editor: In D1.04, pg 218 lines 52, modify text as follows 
The data for this test is based on the channel estimate step constellations derived with the 21.3.20.8.4 Transmitter modulation accuracy (EVM) test.
CID 165, 1536

TGn Editor: In D1.04, pg 218 lines 60-65,  replace entire paragraph as follows 
The maximum allowable output power of the STA is the same as in a clause 17 or clause 19 transmitter. If

more than one transmit chain is used, the total power in all transmit chains shall be equal to the total power

possible for a clause 17 or clause 19 transmitter. If a 40 MHz channel is used, the total transmitted power in

the 40 MHz bandwidth shall be equal to the total transmitted power allowed for a clause 17 transmitter in a

20 MHz channel.

The maximum allowable transmit power by regulatory domain is defined in Annex I.
CID 3450

TGn Editor: In D1.04, pg 220 lines 7-10,  modify the text as follows 
For transmissions in a 40 MHz channel width, the center frequency leakage shall not exceed -18 dB

relative to overall transmitted power, or, equivalently, +2 0 dB relative to the average energy of the rest of the

subcarriers.

CID 1522, 4435, 10294, 12040, 12058, 8261, 8121, 3451
TGn Editor: In D1.04, pg 221 lines 62-64 and pg 222 line 1,  modify the text as follows 
The packet error rate (PER) shall be less than 10% for a PSDU length of 4096 octets with the rate-dependent

input levels listed in Table n85 (Receiver minimum input level sensitivity) or less. The minimum input levels

are measured at the antenna connectors and are referenced as the average power per receive antenna. The

transmitting STA antenna ports shall be connected through a cable to the Device Under test input ports, one cable for each transmitter-receiver pair.
CID 8261, 8121, 3451

Minimum sensitivity numbers are changed back to clause 17 levels for 20MHz

TGn Editor: In D1.04, pg 222,  modify Table n85  as follows 
Table n85—Receiver minimum input level sensitivity

	Modulation


	Rate

(R)
	Adjacent channel

rejection (dB)
	Non-adjacent channel rejection (dB)
	Minimum sensitivity (dBm) (20 MHz channel

spacing)
	Minimum sensitivity (dBm)

(40 MHz channel

spacing)

	BPSK
	1/2
	16
	32
	-82 -80
	-79 -77

	QPSK
	1/2
	13
	29
	-79 -77
	-76 -74

	QPSK
	3/4
	11
	27
	-77 -75
	-74 -72

	16-QAM
	1/2
	8
	24
	-74 -72
	-71 -69

	16-QAM
	3/4
	4
	20
	-70 -68
	-67 -65

	64-QAM
	2/3
	0
	16
	-66 -64
	-63 -61

	64-QAM
	3/4
	–1
	15
	-65 -63
	-62 -60

	64-QAM
	5/6
	–2
	14
	-64 -62
	-61 -59


CID 1567, 4437, 4670, 12203
TGn Editor: In D1.04, pg 222 lines 34-46,  modify the paragraph as follows 
The adjacent channel rejection shall follow 17.3.10.2 for all transmissions in a 20 MHz channel width with

the exception that 10% PER is required for 4096 octet packets rather than 10% PER for 1000 octet packets. For all

transmissions in a 40 MHz channel width, the adjacent channel rejection shall be measured by setting the desired

signal's strength 3 dB above the rate dependent sensitivity specified in Table n85 (Receiver minimum

input level sensitivity) and raising the power of the interfering signal until 10% PER is caused for a PSDU

length of 4096 octets. The power difference between the interfering and the desired channel is the corresponding

adjacent channel rejection. The adjacent channel center frequencies shall be separated by 40 MHz. The

interfering signal in the adjacent channel shall be a conformant OFDM signal, unsynchronized with the signal

in the channel under test. For a conformed OFDM PHY, the corresponding rejection shall be no less than

specified in Table n85 (Receiver minimum input level sensitivity).  The interference signal shall have a minimum duty cycle of 50%.
CID 4439, 7161, 12204

TGn Editor: In D1.04, pg 222 lines 52-65,  modify the paragraph as follows 
The non-adjacent channel rejection shall follow 17.3.10.3 for all transmissions in a 20 MHz channel width

with the exception that 10% PER is required for 4096 octet packets rather than 10% PER for 1000 octet packet. For

all transmissions in a 40 MHz channel width, the non-adjacent channel rejection shall be measured by setting

the desired signal's strength 3 dB above the rate-dependent sensitivity specified in Table n85 (Receiver minimum

input level sensitivity), and raising the power of the interfering signal until a 10% PER occurs for a

PSDU length of 4096 octets. The power difference between the interfering and the desired channel is the corresponding non-adjacent channel rejection. The interfering signal in the non-adjacent channel shall be a conformant OFDM signal, unsynchronized with the signal in the channel under test. For a conformed OFDM

PHY, the corresponding rejection shall be no less than specified in Table n85 (Receiver minimum input level

sensitivity). The interference signal shall have a minimum duty cycle of 50%. The non-adjacent channel rejection for transmissions in a 40 MHz channel width is applicable only to 5 GHz band.

CID 1522, 830, 1633, 12199, 12059, 4440, 12041, 7525 
TGn Editor: In D1.04, pg 223 lines 5-8,  modify the text as follows 
The receiver shall provide a maximum PER of 10% at a PSDU length of 4096 1000 octets, for a maximum input

level of –30 dBm in the 5 GHz band, and -20 dBm in the 2.4 GHz band,  measured at each antenna for any baseband modulation.
CID 12206 

Modify text with new clause 17 text from 11k D5.0

TGn Editor: In D1.04, pg 223 lines 53-56, modify the text as follows 
RCPI shall equal the received RF power within an accuracy of Accuracy for each measurement shall be +/- 5dB (95% confidence interval) within the specified dynamic range of the receiver. The received RF power shall be determined assuming measurement shall assume a receiver noise equivalent bandwidth equal to the channel bandwidth multiplied by 1.1
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