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 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.
CIDs 3446, 8179, 1564, 11918, 3445, 8124

	CID
	Resn Status
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	3446
	R
	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.
	As per 1929r0

	8179
	R
	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.
	As per 1929r0

	1564
	R
	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.
	As per 1929r0

	11918
	R
	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."
	As per 1929r0

	3445
	R
	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.
	As per 1929r0

	8124
	R
	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.
	As per 1929r0


History: I proposed to change some aspects of the mask in an earlier submission, but in TGn full session the members did not agree that a mask change was required.  I am now proposing to keep the mask as is to reflect the will of the group.
Proposed resolution:  Propose to reject the comments.  Reason for rejection: The mask proposed in the draft (D1.07) is adequate.
CIDs 10336, 248, 125, and 807
	CID
	Resn Status
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	10336
	R
	Capability should be mandatory for HT-APs, optional otherwise.
	Modify Status column accordingly.
	As per 1929r0

	248
	R
	Make STBC mandatory. This simple feature can add tremendous value to 802.11n systems, but making transmissions more robust
	Change: "optional" to "mandatory"
	As per 1929r0

	125
	R
	STBC modes should be mandatory as they improve the range/robustness
	Remove STBC from line 24
	As per 1929r0

	807
	R
	If any STBC is present sharing problems will ensue as duplicate managemnet frames are required. STBC is going to happen therefore we should enable it. We should support this now so we have less problems sharing the spectrum later.
	Make an STBC code and control frames mandatory
	As per 1929r0


History: The PHY ad hoc voted unanimously to reject the comment in CID 248 for the same reason I propose below.  However, when the resolution came up for a vote in TGn, a member proposed that we defer this comment pending future submission.  As no submission has been made, I propose to resolve this comment and the other three CIDs above in the manner original voted by TGn.

Proposed resolution: Reject these comments.  Reason for rejection:  Not all implementations will significantly benefit from STBC (for example devices with more antennas than spatial streams).  There are implementation issues with this feature that are not simple to resolve.

CID 240

	CID
	Resn Status
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	240
	R
	Scrambler is the weakest part of the system since it is transmitted at same rate as payload. We should use something more robust.
	Replace with a self-syncrhonizing scrambler
	As per 1929r0


History: The PHY ad hoc voted unanimously to reject the comment in CID 240 for the same reason I propose below.  However, when the resolution came up for a vote in TGn, a member proposed that we defer this comment pending future submission.  As no submission has been made, I propose to resolve this comment and the other three CIDs above in the manner original voted by TGn.

Proposed Resolution: Reject this comment.  Reason for rejection: The simulated performance results in the submission 06/1368 show no significant degradation in performance due to scrambler currently in draft."
CID 3461

	CID
	Resn Status
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	3461
	R
	Currently, there are 1929 different PHY modes specified.
	Simplify and remove some modes.  Consider removing some of the unequal modulation modes, and/or some of the STBC combined with unequal modualtion modes, and/or short GI.  I am open to any suggestions.
	As per 1929r0


History: The PHY ad hoc members voted by a majority to reject the comment in CID 3461 for the same reason I propose below.  However, a member proposed that we defer this comment pending future submission.  As no submission has been made, I propose to resolve this comment and the other three CIDs above in the manner original voted by TGn.

Proposed Resolution: Reject this comment.  Reason for rejection: Reason for rejection: Each of the formats in questions has a purpose.  It is difficult to decide which formats to remove and why.  Short GI provides an 11% throughput increase on channels with low delay spread (see CID 7415) and at least 3x2 STBC is useful with unequal modulation.  
CID 7518

	CID
	Resn Status
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	7518
	C
	The PHY interface does not describe how to transmit clause 19 ERP-DSSS packets,  for example.   The issue is that this interface only supports those parameters that related to HT (or possibly clause 16) packet formats.

We are given a choice,  either we have to describe a multiplexing function above the PLCP by which a MAC selects between coexisting PHYs,  or we describe that a HT STA has a clause 20 PHY (and no other) and provide an interface expanded to support all possible modes and formats.  To support this we need to add a DATARATE parameter,  which is present for legacy modes and takes the values specified in table 172.
	 
	As per 1929r0


History: Similar comments were made and resolved in submission 06/1315r1.  

Proposed Resolution: Counter this comment.  Proposed counter: Already implemented in D1.07.  (No action required by editor.)
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Abstract


This documents proposes resolutions for various PHY related comments.
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