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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 Resolutions
Click on icon below for “PHY Data” tab of “11-07-2703-00-000n-tgn-lb115-phy-ad-hoc-comment-spreadsheet.xls”. 

[image: image1.emf]C:\Wireless\ 802-11n-Contributions-STM\11-07-2703-00-000n-tgn-lb115-Phy-Data-ad-hoc-comment-spreadsheet.xls


CID# 5324 (Page 252, Line 39, Clause 20.3.10.2)
Commenter’s Comment:  “It is not specified that all DATA symbols into data field have to be scrambled by using a different non-zero seed for the scrambler initialization.”
Commenter’s Proposed Change:   “Add an appropiate sentence into this section.”
Citations in Draft 802.11n 3.0:  

Subclause 20.3.10.2 “Scrambler” on page 272, line 41 of Draft 802.11n 3.0 states in its entirety:

“The data field is scrambled by the scrambler defined 17.3.5.4”

Furthermore, paragraph f) in subclause “20.3.4 Overview of the PPDU encoding process” on page 244, line 35 of Draft 802.11n 3.0 states in its entirety:

“f) Initiate the scrambler with a pseudo-random nonzero seed, generate a scrambling sequence, and XOR (Boolean exclusive OR operation) it with the string of data bits, as described in 17.3.5.4.”

Citations in 802.11REVma:  
The subclause cited in Draft 802.11n 3.0 is 17.3.5.4 “PLCP DATA scrambler and descrambler” on page 604 of 802.11 REVma, which states:

“When transmitting, the initial state of the scrambler will be set to a pseudo-random nonzero state.”

Furthermore, paragraph e) in subclause “17.3.2.1 Overview of the PPDU encoding process” on page 596 of 802.11 REVma states in its entirety:
“e) Initiate the scrambler with a pseudo-random nonzero seed, generate a scrambling sequence, and XOR it with the extended string of data bits. Refer to 17.3.5.4 for details.”

Proposed Resolution:  Counter (Accept In Principle). 
Discussion: 

The commenter is pointing out that the scrambler should be initialized with a seed other than zero.  Therefore, I move to authorize the editor to make the following change to Draft 3.0 that is consistent with text in both Draft 11n 3.0 and 802.11 REVma:

TGn Editor: In D3.0, subclause 20.3.10.2 “Scrambler”, page 272, line 41, modify the sentence as follows: 
The dData field is scrambled by the scrambler defined in 17.3.5.4, initialized with a pseudo-random nonzero seed.
CID# 5771 (Page 272, Line 52, Clause 20.3.10.3)
Commenter’s Comment:  “`For the purposes of determining whether to use one or two BCC FEC encoders, the rate shall be calculated based on the use of an 800 ns GI.’

The ‘shall’ is over the top, because it describes conditions under which the previous ‘is’ statement applies.  If a ‘shall’ is necessary here, it is also necessary in the previous sentence.”

Commenter’s Proposed Change:   “change ‘shall be’ → ‘is’.”
Citations in Draft 802.11n 3.0:  

The first paragraph of subclause 20.3.10.3 “Coding” on page 272, lines 41-57 of Draft 802.11n 3.0 states in its entirety:  (Note that all “shall be”s are provided for illustrative purposes, but are not in Draft 3.0) 
“The Data field is encoded using either the binary convolutional code (BCC) defined in 17.3.5.5, or the low density parity check (LDPC) code defined in 20.3.10.6 (Low density parity check (LDPC) codes). The encoder is selected by the FEC coding field in the High Throughput Signal Field, as described in 20.3.9.4.3 (The HT SIGNAL field).  A single FEC encoder is always used when LDPC coding is used. When the BCC FEC encoder is used, a single encoder is used, except that two encoders shall be used when the selected MCS has a PHY rate greater than 300 Mb/s. For the purposes of determining whether to use one or two BCC FEC encoders, the rate shall be calculated based on the use of an 800 ns GI. The operation of the BCC FEC is described in 20.3.10.5 (Binary convolutional coding and puncturing). The operation of the LDPC coder is described in 20.3.10.6 (Low density parity check (LDPC) codes).”

Proposed Resolution:  Accept. 
Discussion: 

The last three sentences of this introductory paragraph were added at various phases of the Joint Proposal and Letter Ballot processes, hence the inconsistency of using “shall be” and “is”.   As the first sentence with “shall be” normatively states the PHY rate condition under which two BCC encoders must be used, and the second sentence just defines the method of how to calculate the PHY rate for this purpose, the second “shall be” seems superfluous.
Therefore, I move to accept the commenter’s Proposed Change to change the “shall be” to “is” and authorize the editor to make the following change to Draft 3.0:
TGn Editor: In D3.0, subclause 20.3.10.3 “Coding”, page 272, lines 52-53, modify the sentence as follows: 
For the purposes of determining whether to use one or two BCC FEC encoders, the rate shall beis calculated based on the use of an 800 ns GI.
CID# 5824 (Page 277, Line 7, Clause 20.3.10.6)
Commenter’s Comment:  “It has been brought to my attention that the "If's" in this paragraph can be misinterpreted as "While's".  That is, the "If's" are not clear whether Equations 20-43 and 20-44 should be executed at most once, or possibly more than once (in which case "While" would be more appropriate).  The "If's" correctly imply that Equations 20-43 and 20-44 should be executed at most once.  (The consequence of repeating these equations would be to append extra symbols on the payload.)  Therefore, I'm suggesting the clarifying change in the "Recommended Change" field of this comment.”

Commenter’s Proposed Change:   “Replace the clause ‘by the following:’ at the end of the sentence with ‘by the following two equations once’.”
Proposed Resolution:  Accept. 
Discussion:  (CID #5477 is a related to this comment.)

The conditions expressed starting in Line 7 may remain true after executing Equations 20-43 and 20-44.  The confusion that arose was that if the meaning of the “if’s” on the conditions. Was “if” a true “if” (i.e. executed once) or was it “if until” (i.e. a “while” loop)?  The correct interpretation is that the “if” is a true “if” (otherwise we would have written “while).  The consequence of an execution of Equations 20-43 and 20-44 is to add an additional symbol to the Data field, which is not desirable to do more than once (i.e. more airtime, more power consumption, and more complexity in calculating the duration).     To emphasize that equations 20-43 and 20-44 are to be executed at most once, I move to accept the commenter’s Proposed Change and to authorize the editor to make the following change to Draft 3.0:

TGn Editor: In D3.0, subclause 20.3.10.6.5 “LDPC PPDU encoding process”, paragraph d), page 272, lines 10-11, append to the phrase after the comma as follows: 
then increment Navbits and recompute Npunc by the following two equations once:

CID# 5477 (Page 277 [not 278], Line 10, Clause 20.3.10.6)
Commenter’s Comment:  “there are conditions where the puncturing test are performed and the number of symbols are incremented, but the condition is still met that would indicate further incrementing of the number of symbols.  Clarify that this is only done once.”

Commenter’s Proposed Change:   “change ‘… is true, then increment N_avbits and recompute…’ to ‘… is true, then increment N_avbits once and recompute…’.”
Proposed Resolution:  Counter (Accept in Principle)—refer to resolution of CID #5824. 
Discussion:  (CID #5824 is a related to this comment.)

The confusion expressed by the commenter is addressed by the resolution to related CID #5824.  The resolution to CID #5824 is superior in its clarity, because it specifies that both Equations 20-43 and 20-44 are executed at most once.  The commenter’s Proposed Change has the flaw that there is possible ambiguity that only Equation 20-43 is executed at most once.
Notice: This document has been prepared to assist IEEE 802.11. It is offered as a basis for discussion and is not binding on the contributing individual(s) or organization(s).  The material in this document is subject to change in form and content after further study. The contributor(s) reserve(s) the right to add, amend or withdraw material contained herein.





Abstract


This document contains proposed changes to the IEEE P802.11n Draft to address the following LB115 comments: CID# 5324, 5771, 5824, and 5771.  These comments are collected in the “PHY Data” tab of Document #11-07-2703r0.





The changes marked in this document are based on TGn Draft version P802 11n D3.0.pdf.
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PLME SAP

		CID		Commenter		LB		Draft		Clause Number(C)		Page(C)		Line(C)		Type of Comment		Part of No Vote		Page		Line		Clause		Duplicate of CID		Resn Status		Assignee		Submission		Motion Number		Comment		Proposed Change		Resolution		Owning Ad-hoc		Comment Group		Ad-hoc Status		Ad-hoc Notes		Edit Status		Edit Notes		Edited in Draft		Last Updated		Last Updated By

		5848		Yamaura, Tomoya		115		3		10.4.3.2		190		33		T		N		190.33		33		10.4.3.2												This may be an editorial comment, but I classified it as technical for safe side. In the description for aMPDUDurationFactor, there is a equation for calculation of total time of "PPDU" over the air. But this would be wrong for 11n HT PPDU with A-MPDU. The definition of aMPDUDurationFactor is "The overhead added by the PHY to the MPDU as it is transmitted through the WM expressed as a scaling factor applied to the number of bits in the MPDU." Problem I would raise is "the MPDU" may not contain the case of multiple MPDUs in a single PPDU.
This comment may not be suitable for recirculation LB.		Rewrite this to be consistent with both of the case of single MPDU in a PPDU and of the case of A-MPDU  in a single PPDU.
Also rewrite related description in Annex-D (around page-375).				PHY		PLME SAP												2007/10/29 10:29





PHY service

		CID		Commenter		LB		Draft		Clause Number(C)		Page(C)		Line(C)		Type of Comment		Part of No Vote		Page		Line		Clause		Duplicate of CID		Resn Status		Assignee		Submission		Motion Number		Comment		Proposed Change		Resolution		Owning Ad-hoc		Comment Group		Ad-hoc Status		Ad-hoc Notes		Edit Status		Edit Notes		Edited in Draft		Last Updated		Last Updated By

		5754		Stephens, Adrian		115		3		12.3.4.4		222		9		T		Y		222.09		9		12.3.4.4												"PHY dependent. The ACTIVE_RXCHAIN_SET
parameter indicates which receive chains of the
available receive chains are active. The length of the
field is 8 bits. A 1 in bit potion n indicates that the
receive chain numbered n is used. At most 4 bits out
of 8 may be set to 1."

I don't see how this can say it's PHY dependent and then define an encoding of at most 4 bits out of 8.		Either remove "PHY dependent",  or move the bulk of this to an HT-specific subclause or mark it as HT specific.				PHY		PHY service												2007/10/29 10:29

		5757		Stephens, Adrian		115		3		12.3.5.10.3		223		62		T		Y		223.62		62		12.3.5.10.3												"If the STA is an HTSTA and the operating channel width is 40MHz the PHY maintains the channel busy indication until the period indicated by the LENGTH field in a valid HT-SIG field in the primary channel has expired".

What does this mean?  I could read it to mean:
1.  There is no requirement to honor the LENGTH field of the non-HT Signal field (not mentioned above).
2.  There is no requirement to honor the LENGTH field of a 40 MHz HT PPDU (because it is not received solely in the primary channel)		Rewrite so it makes sense:

Something like:  
"If the STA is an HT STA and the operating channel width is 40MHz the PHY maintains the channel busy indication until the period indicated by the LENGTH field in the SIG field if the format of the PPDU is NON-HT or the LENGTH field in the HT-SIG field if the format of the PPDU is HT_MF or HT_GF provided that the PPDU is either a 40MHz PPDU, or is a 20MHz PPDU received in the primary channel.				PHY		PHY service												2007/10/29 10:29

		5488		Petranovich, James		115		3		20.2.2		228		16		T		Y		228.16		16		20.2.2												The MAC needs unspecified implementaiton-dependent information from the PHY to determine which MCS to use, whether to beamform, when to use short GI, etc.  Yet we all pretend that there is enough information carried over this abstract interface as defined.  This si okay per se, but we've started to pretend that the signals present are enough.  We should just come clean and create an abstract parameter to carry channel and signla quality information from the PHY to the MAC.		Add a parameter called "SIGNAL_QUALITY" to table 20-1, with Condition blank, Value "Indicates quality of the received signal and channel.  This value is used by the MAC to determine how to set various transmit parameters and in MFB.  This is an abstract paramter whose content in implementation dependent.", TxVector "N", RxVector "Y".				PHY		PHY service												2007/10/29 10:29

		5761		Stephens, Adrian		115		3		20.2.2		228		24		T		Y		228.24		24		20.2.2												I don't understand the necessity the last time round to add "upper, lower" variants of each of the non_ht_modulation parameters.

That change has created a great degree of redundancy with the CH_BANDWIDTH and CH_OFFSET parameters.
For example a non_ht_modulation of UPPER-20-ERP-DSSS uniquely determines a CH_OFFSET of CH_OFFSET_20U and a CH_BANDWIDTH of NON_HT_CBW20.

Redundancy is inherently a bad thing because it allows inconsistent combinations of these parameters to be expressed.		Either reverse the previous set of changes,  or remove the CH_OFFSET and CH_BANDWIDTH parameters.

To perform the latter it is necessary to:
1.  Add to the FORMAT enumeration values for HT_MT_{UPPER|LOWER|40}
2.  Ditto for HT_GF
3.  Rewrite 20.2.3 so it describes the PPDU format as a function of the FORMAT and NON_HT_MODULATION parameters
4.  Rewrite all references to the removed parameters to now call out values of the FORMAT and possibly NON-HT-FORMAT parameters.

Or,  if this is going a step too far,  remove just the CH_OFFSET parameter and make similar changes as above.				PHY		PHY service												2007/10/29 10:29

		5047		Chan, Douglas		115		3		20.2.2		229		32		T		Y		229.32		32		20.2.2												What are the allowed values for "UPPER-20-ERP-OFDM, LOWER-20-ERP-OFDM, ERP-OFDM"?  (I.e., that there're no values listed after the colon there.)		Add the missing rates behind the colon there.				PHY		PHY service												2007/10/29 10:29

		5014		Adachi, Tomoko		115		3		20.2.2		229		47		T		N		229.47		47		20.2.2												The RXVECTOR column for parameter "LSIGVALID", Condition "Format is HT_MF" is "Y". But the original proposal (07/2394r1, resolution of CID 2254) says the parameter is optional.		Change "Y" in the RXVECTOR column for parameter "LSIGVALID", Condition "Format is HT_MF" to "O".				PHY		PHY service												2007/10/29 10:29

		5332		Hart, Brian		115		3		20.2.2		230		12		T		N		230.12		12		20.2.2												Service value is different in DSSS and ERP frames		fix				PHY		PHY service												2007/10/29 10:29

		5231		Erceg, Vinko		115		3		20.2.2		230		41-48		T		Y		230.41		41		20.2.2												How is RSSI defined. Average over..?		Define RSSI and how to determine it.				PHY		PHY service												2007/10/29 10:29

		5048		Chan, Douglas		115		3		20.2.2		232		17-20		T		Y		232.17		17		20.2.2												Some of the values allowed here do not apply to the condition listed on the left.  Eg., UPPER-20-OFDM cannot have CH_OFF_40.		Should we break the conditions down to smaller categories and list the values possible?				PHY		PHY service												2007/10/29 10:33		EDITOR

		5235		Erceg, Vinko		115		3		20.2.2		235		47-49		T		Y		235.47		47		20.2.2												RCPI - "This parameter is a measure of the received RF Power averaged over all
the receive chains in the data portion of a received frame." dB or linear power average?		Define as linear power average.				PHY		PHY service												2007/10/29 10:29

		5174		de Courville, Marc		115		3		20.2.2		235		55		T		N		235.55		55		20.2.2												Table 20-1 (TX Vector RX Vector parameters) requests for the SNR part to report an average of the SNR values in dB over the tones. When deep attenuations in the frequency domain occur this results in large negative SNR values which become predominent in the averaging result and yields to a very poor accuracy performance indicator.		Replace the SNR averaging in dB by the standard one in terms of information theory being the effective SNR representing the averaging of Shanon capacity: i.e. 10log10(2^(SUM(log2(1+SNR))/Nb_carriers-1)) in dB. With this one if a strong attenuation occurs it yields a 0 throughput and thus do not penalizes the overall averaging and provides a much better PHY performance indicator.				PHY		PHY service												2007/10/29 10:29

		5236		Erceg, Vinko		115		3		20.2.2		236		17-18		E		N		236.17		17		20.2.2												"NOTE 2—Channel spacings of 5 or 10 MHz indicated for L_DATARATE do not apply to an HT STA using NONHT-DUP, UPPER-20-OFDM,LOWER-20-OFDM modulations." Should also 40 MHz Modulations be mentioned?		As in comment.				PHY		PHY service				EDITOR: 2007-10-29 11:21:26Z - transferred to PHY as this requires technical interpretation.								2007/10/30 20:07		PHY

		5762		Stephens, Adrian		115		3		20.2.4		238		21		T		Y		238.21		21		20.2.4												"Transmission of 40 MHz mask non-HT PPDUs shall comply with CCA sensing rules
defined in 11.15.7 (STA CCA sensing 20/40 MHz BSS)."


No no no no.


The MAC controls medium access (there's a rather subtle hint in what the acronym MAC stands for),  not the PHY.   There are many times when the MAC transmits a PPDU (including potentially a 40MHz PPDU) without sampling CCA - e.g. transmission of an Ack.   The PHY doesn't need to know this,  and there is no interface in our archictecture that allows the PHY to suddendly rear its head above the parapet of the PHY-SAP and modify the channel access rules of the MAC.		Remove the cited sentence.

If we need to make this statement specific to 40MHz mask PPDUs,  it should go in 11.15.7 by using the language 40MHz mask consistently throughout that subclause (it is used inconsistently at the moment).				PHY		PHY service												2007/10/29 10:29

		5333		Hart, Brian		115		3		20.2.4		238		27		T		N		238.27		27		20.2.4												"5.0 GHz operation" should be "non-2.4 GHz" operation due to 11y		fix				PHY		PHY service												2007/10/29 10:29
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		CID		Commenter		LB		Draft		Clause Number(C)		Page(C)		Line(C)		Type of Comment		Part of No Vote		Page		Line		Clause		Duplicate of CID		Resn Status		Assignee		Submission		Motion Number		Comment		Proposed Change		Resolution		Owning Ad-hoc		Comment Group		Ad-hoc Status		Ad-hoc Notes		Edit Status		Edit Notes		Edited in Draft		Last Updated		Last Updated By

		5491		Petranovich, James		115		3		20.3.9.3.2		254		44		T		Y		254.44		44		20.3.9.3.2												"When an HT device transmits a NON-HT format PPDU with modulations OFDM, UPPER-20-OFDM,
LOWER-20-OFDM using more than one transmit chain, it shall apply the cyclic shifts defined in Table 20-
8 (Cyclic shift for non-HT portion of the packet) to the transmission in each chain."  As written this limits the use of transmit beamforming and perhaps other techniques with these formats.  There is no reason to do this.		Change the "shall" to 'Should".				PHY		PHY Preamble												2007/10/29 10:29

		5490		Petranovich, James		115		3		20.3.9.3.2		254		44		T		Y		254.44		44		20.3.9.3.2												This paragraph (starts with "When an HT device transmits a NON-HT format PPDU") only references OFDM modulation which means it governs clause 17 transmissions but not clause 19.		Add references to the different clause 19 forms of OFDM.				PHY		PHY Preamble												2007/10/29 10:29

		5489		Petranovich, James		115		3		20.3.9.3.2		254		44		T		Y		254.44		44		20.3.9.3.2												This paragraph (starts with "When an HT device transmits a NON-HT format PPDU") does not really belong in the HT preamble section fo the draft.  Since this is a rule on how HT devices transmit non-HT preambles, the correct rpocedure seems to be to add or alter text in the clauses addressed.  Besides being messy, its presence here creates several technical errors in the draft, where the text says to follow transmit rules in Clause xxx and so strictly this text is not enforacble where it is.  A clause 17 transmission is not bound by rule sin clause 20.  Besides, this rule is in a weird place and hard to find.		Create instructions to the WG editor to change text in various portionsof clause 17 (and clause 19) to add this requirement.  (If we are too lazy to do this, or we make silly "we cannot change clause 17 statements--which is wrong anyway, at least give this sentecne its own section of clause 20, where it explains that this rule superceds the rules in clause it really belongs in.)				PHY		PHY Preamble												2007/10/29 10:29

		5052		Chan, Douglas		115		3		20.3.9.3.4		256		27		T		Y		256.27		27		20.3.9.3.4												Missing "of" after "1.6 us".		Add "of" after "1.6 us".				PHY		PHY Preamble												2007/10/29 10:29

		5053		Chan, Douglas		115		3		20.3.9.3.4		256		28		T		Y		256.28		28		20.3.9.3.4												(Maybe it's bec I'm sleep deprived by now, but) Shouldn't there be two such L-LTF waveform periods instead of one?		Check and fix if neccessary.				PHY		PHY Preamble												2007/10/29 10:29

		5343		Hart, Brian		115		3		20.3.9.3.5		256		61		T		N		256.61		61		20.3.9.3.5												"48" yet pilots are already inserted		replace "48" by "48 data" or otherwise fix				PHY		PHY Preamble												2007/10/29 10:29

		5768		Stephens, Adrian		115		3		20.3.9.4.3		259		22		T		Y		259.22		22		20.3.9.4.3												"When Length = 0 then Not Sounding shall be set to 0."

Is this an instruction to the PHY to ignore the SOUNDING parameter when LENGTH is 0 (in which case the TXVECTOR description needs to add "reserved when LENGTH=0" to the description of the SOUNDING parameter),  or is it an instruction to the MAC,  in which case it is well hidden.		Either:
1.  Reserve the SOUNDING parameter when the LENGTH parameter is zero (requires an adjustment in table 20-1.  Also requires specification of the SOUNDING parameter in 9.19.2 to be remove), or
2.  Delete the quoted text,  as this is already covered by 9.19.2:  "A STA that transmits an NDP shall set the LENGTH, MCS, SOUNDING and NUM_EXTEN_SS parameters of the TXVECTOR as specified in this subclause.
-- LENGTH shall be set to 0.
-- SOUNDING shall be set to SOUNDING.
-- MCS shall indicate two or more spatial streams."				PHY		PHY Preamble												2007/10/29 10:29

		5823		Vlantis, George		115		3		20.3.9.4.3		260		30		T		Y		260.30		30		20.3.9.4.3												The name of the HT-SIG_2 field bit #7 reads "LDPC Coding" in Figure 20-6, entitled "Format of HT-SIG_1 and HT-SIG_2".  The name of the field is "FEC Coding".  The names of the values for this field are "BCC Coding" (0) and "LDPC Coding" (1).  This is an artifact of missing Figure 20-6 when doing a global-search-and-replace  based on someone's LB97 comment on draft 2.0.		Relabel the "LDPC Coding" field i(bit 7) in Figure 20-6 "Format of HT-SIG_1 and HT-SIG_2" as "FEC Coding" in order to be consistent with Table 20-10 and the rest of the draft.				PHY		PHY Preamble												2007/10/29 10:29

		5253		Erceg, Vinko		115		3		20.3.9.4		267		Fig. 20-10		T		Y		267.43		43		20.3.9.4.6												subscript "1,n-N_DLTF" seems to be incorrect since "n" was already used for DLTFs		Use "1<=n<=N_DLTF" in Fig. 20-9 and "N_DLTF <n<N_LTF" in Fig 20-10.				PHY		PHY Preamble												2007/10/29 10:29

		5252		Erceg, Vinko		115		3		20.3.9.4.6		267		55		T		Y		267.55		55		20.3.9.4.6												What is "1L' ?		Clarify or correct. Probably correct to "…".				PHY		PHY Preamble												2007/10/29 10:29

		5770		Stephens, Adrian		115		3		20.3.9.4.6		267		56		T		N		267.56		56		20.3.9.4.6												I don't understand what "1L" is doing on this line (twice)		change L to something (such as "to").				PHY		PHY Preamble												2007/10/29 10:29

		5323		Gallizio, Edoardo		115		3		20.3.9.5		268-271				T		Y		268.62		62		20.3.9.5												Mandatory GF is preferable for HT APs and should became mandatory in the specs. It can improve the overall throughput.		Green Field preamble should became mandatory at the AP				PHY		PHY Preamble												2007/10/29 10:29
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		5444		Miller, Robert		115		3		20.4.2		309		34		T		Y		309.34		34		20.4.2												Include option for protocol-assisted switched diversity to enable single-stream handheld devices (e.g. phones) to use multiple antennas and concatenated spread-coded bursts to achieve reduced packet loss using simple receiver and transmitter archtectures.  Handheld devices are more likely to experience fades during packets because of local movement.  These devices will also be more challenged on power use and cost, mandating simpler processing architectures.  Repeat of previous comment, as no change in draft detected.  Attempted to present contribution prior to this LB, but insufficient session time including Waikoloa, moved to November by agreement with chair.		Contribution scheduled for November, 2007 meeting regarding PASD.  Include implementation language and capability bit to allow multiple bursts of same MSDU to be sent, but received using different antennas with intermediate storage of soft symbols between bursts separated by RIFs using the same space-time coding as 2x2 MIMO implementation, but with diversity switch action between 1st and 2nd burst.  The bursts received using two switched antennas emulate reception of a single burst with reception at two simultaneous antennas.				PHY		PHY PLME												2007/10/29 10:29

		5785		Stephens, Adrian		115		3		20.4.4		325		1		T		N		325.01		1		20.4.4												"The HT PHY introduces these new characteristics:
-- aSTFOneLength is the length of the non-HT Short Training Field for HT mixed format, and the HT
Greenfield Short Training Field for Greenfield format
-- aSTFTwoLength is the length of the HT Short Training Field
-- aLTFOneLength is the length of the First Long Training Field
-- aLTFTwoLength is the length of the Additional HT Long Training Fields.
-- The aPLCPSigTwoLength is the length of the HT SIGNAL Field."

Clause 12 has already indicated that some parameters are specific to the HT PHY.  There is no need to dwell on their "newness" or introduction by the HT PHY.		Remove the quoted text.				PHY		PHY PLME												2007/10/29 10:29
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		5049		Chan, Douglas		115		3		20.3.3						T		Y		241.15		15		20.3.3												An HT STA is also a Clause 18 STA, however, the description here and the block diagrams don't seem to take account of Clause 18 type PHY transmissions.  Is this already included in Clause 19?		Check and fix if neccessary.				PHY		PHY PLCP												2007/10/29 10:29

		5814		van Zelst, Allert		115		3		20.3.3		242		30		T		N		242.30		30		20.3.3												Regarding "Transmitter block diagram for the non-HT portion and the HT signal field of the HT mixed format packet", this block diagram is also for the HT signal field of the HT greenfield format packet. See also Section 20.3.9.5.3 where it is stated that "The content and format of the HT SIGNAL field of an HT greenfield format frame is identical to the HT SIGNAL F1field in an HT mixed format frame, as described in 20.3.9.4.3"		Change to "Transmitter block diagram for the non-HT portion of the HT mixed format packet and for the HT signal field"				PHY		PHY PLCP												2007/10/29 10:29

		5763		Stephens, Adrian		115		3		20.3.3		243		12		T		Y		243.12		12		20.3.3												Figure 20-3 starts with a scramber.  It can therefore only apply to the data field of a PPDU.  The line above the title "Transmitter block diagram for the HT greenfield format packet and HT portion of the mixed format
packet except HT signal field" is rather confusing,  but it implies that,  for example, this applies to the training fields after the HT sig.

I am left, then,  wondering whether the data and extension traning fields are described by this or the previous figure.		Clarify where they are described.  If necessary remove the "Scrambler" box from this diagram and clarify the conditions under which it applies.				PHY		PHY PLCP												2007/10/29 10:29

		5433		Marshall, Bill		115		3		20.3.3		243		39		T		Y		243.39		39		20.3.3												Was LB97/1244
EVM is undefined

Resolution given was: PHY: 2007-05-15 01:07:22Z Counter - As per 11-07/0554r2

EVM is still not defined.  It is a strange enough acronym that it needs to be spelled out here.		Change to "Transmitter modulation accuracy (EVM)"				PHY		PHY PLCP												2007/10/29 10:29

		5240		Erceg, Vinko		115		3		20.3.3		243		39-40		T		Y		243.39		39		20.3.3												"Different implementations are possible as long as they meet the EVM requirements (see 20.3.20.7.4 (Transmitter modulation accuracy (EVM) test))." Not only EVM has to be met, but also Tx signals have to be correctly structured"		Easiest is to say only"Different implementations are possible".				PHY		PHY PLCP												2007/10/29 10:29

		5336		Hart, Brian		115		3		20.3.4		245		15		T		N		245.15		15		20.3.4												"indices are 0 to NSD-1 .. 20.3.10.10.2" yet I don't see NSD indicates in the listed sections.		update description, here and also P245L32				PHY		PHY PLCP												2007/10/29 10:29

		5337		Hart, Brian		115		3		20.3.4		246		22		T		N		246.22		22		20.3.4												"shall be set to zero" . Strange to put a shall in an overview section.		review overview section and remove or move shall statements				PHY		PHY PLCP												2007/10/29 10:29

		5764		Stephens, Adrian		115		3		20.3.5		247		22		T		Y		247.22		22		20.3.5												"MCS 0 through 15 are mandatory in 20 MHz with 800 ns guard interval at an access point (AP). MCS 0
through 7 are mandatory in 20 MHz with 800 ns guard interval at all STAs. All other MCSs and modes are
optional, specifically including transmit and receive support of 400 ns guard interval, operation in 40 MHz,
and support of MCSs with indices 16 through 76."

There's a lot of redundancy with: 226.37: "The HT PHY defined in Clause 20 is mandatory for all equal modulation rates specified for 1 and 2 spatial streams (MCSs 0 through 15) at an AP and for 1 spatial stream (MCSs 0 through 7) at a STA using 20 MHz channel width. Support for all other MCSs in 2 to 4 spatial streams in 20 MHz, and for all MCSs in 1 to 4 spatial streams using 40 MHz channel width is optional."		Delete one of these and refer to from the delete location.				PHY		PHY PLCP												2007/10/29 10:29

		5492		Petranovich, James		115		3		20.3.5		247		22		T		Y		247.22		22		20.3.5												"MCS 0 through 15 are mandatory in 20 MHz with 800 ns guard interval at an access point (AP). MCS 0
through 7 are mandatory in 20 MHz with 800 ns guard interval at all STAs."  This rule for APs to support 2 spatial streams is a marketing positioning issue and has nothing to do with interoperability.  It is outside the legitimate concern of a standards body.  This rule will prevent a 1 SS AP from using A-MPDU, A-MSDU, 40 MHz, and many other features.  This rule cannotprevent manufactorers who want low power low size low complexity high speed products to develop an AP that only supports 1 SS anyway, as it will work fine, so in practice the rule is pointless.  This rule could be changed withour risk of creatign an interoperbility problem.  The signalling mechisms to work around it cleanly are in the draft.  More importantly, the rule raises questions about the objectivity of the standards body--why is there a market-focused rule like this? And anyway, the market generally will push for high speed features and does not need this sort of protection. We should not impose complexity on low-end APs or push them to be 11g/11a instead of 11n.		Delete the sentence "MCS 0 through 15 are mandatory in 20 MHz with 800 ns guard interval at an access point (AP)."  If this is not acceptable, clearly document clear technical reasons for this rule.				PHY		PHY PLCP												2007/10/29 10:29

		5476		Perahia, Eldad		115		3		20.3.6		247		35		T		N		247.35		35		20.3.6												N_SD and N_SP for MCS 32 and Non-HT duplicate are incorrect.  There are 96 data subcarriers and 8 pilot subcarriers.  Furthermore, N_SD and N_SP for MCS 32 in 20.6, Table 20-37 are 96 and 8.		Change the parameter names to indicate the number of complex data and pilot numbers.  For example, see 20.3.10.8.1, pg 281, line 32 "...produces as output the stream of complex numbers … k = 0 … N_SD-1"				PHY		PHY PLCP												2007/10/29 10:29

		5050		Chan, Douglas		115		3		20.3.6		247		52		T		Y		247.52		52		20.3.6												The NOTE 2 here should be NOTE 1.		The NOTE 2 here should be NOTE 1.				PHY		PHY PLCP												2007/10/29 10:29

		5815		van Zelst, Allert		115		3		20.3.6		247		53		T		N		247.53		53		20.3.6												Shouldn't "See NOTE 2" be "See NOTE 1" in the row labeled "N_ST"?		Change "See NOTE 2" to "See NOTE 1".				PHY		PHY PLCP												2007/10/29 10:29

		5246		Erceg, Vinko		115		3		20.3.6		248		43		T		Y		248.43		43		20.3.6												NOTE 1 is not referenced in the table		Make references(s) to Note 1.				PHY		PHY PLCP												2007/10/29 10:29

		5275		Fischer, Matthew		115		3		20.3.6		248		43		T		Y		248.43		43		20.3.6												The table contains no reference to NOTE 1.		I think that the first reference to NOTE 2 in the table is supposed to be a reference to NOTE 1, so that should be the only change necessary, but double check.				PHY		PHY PLCP												2007/10/29 10:29

		5339		Hart, Brian		115		3		20.3.6		248		57		E		N		248.57		57		20.3.6												an extra column indicating the possible values or ranges of the variables would be helpful		consider adding said column				PHY		PHY PLCP				EDITOR: 2007-10-29 11:25:48Z - This is asking for valid ranges to be added.  This requires technical interpretation.								2007/10/30 20:07		PHY

		5051		Chan, Douglas		115		3		20.3.7		249		57		T		Y		249.57		57		20.3.7												Should be "subcarriers" not "carriers".		Should be "subcarriers" not "carriers".				PHY		PHY PLCP												2007/10/29 10:29

		5340		Hart, Brian		115		3		20.3.7		251		56		T		N		251.56		56		20.3.7												"this general representation holds for all fields". Try applying this representaton to the HT-SIG field, or the HT-DATA field! These have data that vary OFDM symbol to OFDM symbol yet X_k^iTX only varies by subcarrier k and TX chain iTX.		Exclude HT-SIG or HT-DATA fields, or add an extrra summation over time and allow X to vary with time.				PHY		PHY PLCP												2007/10/29 10:29

		5274		Erceg, Vinko		115		3		20.3.10.10.1		286		31-34		T		Y		286.31		31		20.3.10.10.1												"The same matrix Qk shall be applied to subcarrier k during all parts of the packet in HT greenfield format and all parts of the packet following and including the HT-STF field in an HT mixed format packet. This operation is transparent to the receiver." There may be potential problem with beamforming in the GF mode, i.e. with beamformed preamble.		Needs some level of investigation.				PHY		PHY PLCP												2007/10/29 10:29

		5776		Stephens, Adrian		115		3		20.3.10.10.5		289		51		T		Y		289.51		51		20.3.10.10.5												"Short GI shall not be used in HT greenfield format when the MCS indicates a single spatial stream."

This is a requirement on the MAC,  as it controls use of short GI through the TXVECTOR.		Move this sentence. somewhere in clause 9.				PHY		PHY PLCP												2007/10/29 10:29

		5348		Hart, Brian		115		3		20.3.20.7.4		306		65		E		N		306.65		65		20.3.20.7.4												frames everywhere then suddenly "packets"		replace packets by frames				PHY		PHY PLCP				EDITOR: 2007-10-29 11:27:07Z - requires technical interpretation as frames and packets are not equivalent terms.								2007/10/30 20:07		PHY

		5072		Chan, Douglas		115		3		20.3.21.7		310		3-5		T		Y		310.03		3		20.3.21.7												As transmission of RIFS separated packets is optional and its support between STAs is satisfactorily indicated by the support bit in HT IE, so it is unreasonable to mandate that receiver shall decode them.		Change from "shall" to "should", so that receiver is optional to decode RIFS separated packets.				PHY		PHY PLCP												2007/10/29 10:29

		5263		Erceg, Vinko		115		3		20.3.22		310		13-14		T		Y		310.13		13		20.3.22												"These transmit procedures do not describe the operation of optional features, such as LDPC." also STBC.		Write: "These transmit procedures do not describe the operation of optional features, such as LDPC or STBC."				PHY		PHY PLCP												2007/10/29 10:29

		5784		Stephens, Adrian		115		3		20.3.22		310		63		T		N		310.63		63		20.3.22												"PHYTXSTART shall be disabled by the issuance of the PHY-TXEND.request."

Actually,  from the PHY's point of view,  it is disabled by receiving a PHY-TXEND.request		replace "by the issuance of the" -> "by receiving a"				PHY		PHY PLCP												2007/10/29 10:29

		5073		Chan, Douglas		115		3		20.3.22		313				T		Y		313.00				20.3.22												What is "requestuest" in Note A of Fig 20-22 ?		Correct typo to "request"				PHY		PHY PLCP												2007/10/29 10:29

		5354		Hart, Brian		115		3		20.3.23		314		1		T		N		314.01		1		20.3.23												"Upon receiving the transmitted PLCP preamble, … shall report" is too inclusive.		replace by "Upon receiving the transmitted PLCP preamble subject to 20.3.21.5, … shall report" or equivalent				PHY		PHY PLCP												2007/10/29 10:29

		5355		Hart, Brian		115		3		20.3.23		314		2		T		N		314.02		2		20.3.23												"This indicates activity to the MAC via PHY_CCA.indication" implies a direct link from PMD to MAC with PLCP as a pass through. This is not the case - see P314L31		Fix. A minimal fix is to replace by "PMD_RSSI(indication), together with other requirements in this subclause, indicates activity to the MAC via PHY_CCA.indication" or equivalent. But better fixes are needed - see comment by this comenter for P308L52				PHY		PHY PLCP												2007/10/29 10:29
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		5531		Siti, Massimiliano		115		3				335-342				T		Y		332.61				20.6												Too many MCS. Overall, the draft is very complicated because of plenty of options. Interoperability among different vendors will become difficult. Short GI benefit in terms of either performance or relative throughput increase is questionable in several circumstances; use of of 40 MHz is one of those.		Remove Short GI option for the 40 MHz modes (MCS 33 to MCS 76).				PHY		PHY MCS												2007/10/29 10:45		EDITOR

		5326		Gallizio, Edoardo		115		3		20.6		332-338				T		Y		332.61		61		20.6												Too many MCS in the draft specs. Overall, the draft is very complicated because of plenty of options. Interoperability among different vendors will become difficult.		Remove from the specs unequal modulation (UEQM) MCSs (tables 20-38, 20-39, 20-40)				PHY		PHY MCS												2007/10/29 10:29

		5837		Vlantis, George		115		3		20.6		333		6		T		Y		333.06		6		20.6												HT Duplicate Mode:  Mode 32 is a candidate for deletion, because of the problems associated with switching to 40MHz mode in 2.4GHz having 5MHz channel spacing and its effect on OBSSes.  While this mode may increase robustness, it is not clear whether the impact on the BSS having an AP operating in this mode with a client is desirable, even without any OBSSes.  It does not increase throughput and would not increase range (unless mechanisms similar to STBC were added.) I can't think of any rationale for having a 1/2 GI mode for Mode 32 either. 

The rationale in LB97 for keeping Mode 32 (c.f. 11-07-601r6) is that it is an optional format at those who do not wish to support it may choose not to.  There should be some rationale for including the format in the first place.		Eliminate Mode 33 from the draft.				PHY		PHY MCS												2007/10/29 10:29

		5836		Vlantis, George		115		3		20.6		337		48		T		Y		337.48		48		20.6												Mixed Modes:  Too many MCS modes.  I suggest deleting the mixed modes.   Certainly those modes where the modulation between spatial streams is off by 2 or more should be considered for elimination, e.g. any combination of QPSK and QAM-64 should be removed.  In Table n91, it would be MCS 34 and 37, in Table n92, it would be MCS 41, 44, 48, 49, and 51, etc.

The reason for rejecting given to CID 2973 from LB97, was that it these modes do not add much PHY complexity, but they do add complexity at the MAC layer to implement a rate adaptation algorithm that (hopefully) improves performance, while having to keep statistics and explore multiple dimensions of optimization.)		Either eliminate the mixed mode modulations altogether or eliminate the mixed modes that max 64-QAM with QPSK.				PHY		PHY MCS												2007/10/29 10:29
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		5478		Petranovich, James		115		3		3.58		2		22		T		Y		2.22		22		3.58												20 MHZ Mask PPDU should also include clause 15 and clause 18.		Add references to clauses 15 and 18.				PHY		PHY General												2007/10/30 20:06		PHY

		5479		Petranovich, James		115		3		3.58		2		28		T		Y		2.28		28		3.58												20 MHz PPDU should include clause 15 and clause 18		Add references to clauses 15 and 18.				PHY		PHY General												2007/10/30 20:06		PHY

		5529		Siti, Massimiliano		115		3		20.1		226 onwards				T		Y		226.08		8		20.1												Use of 40MHz channel bandwidth shall not be allowed at 2.4GHz frequency range because of known coexistence issues. Solutions worked out so far are compromises that do not respond to the need of having clean and clear specifications.		Allow 40MHz operation only in 5GHz frequency range and amend the draft consequently.				PHY		PHY General												2007/10/29 10:29

		5322		Gallizio, Edoardo		115		3		20.1		226				T		Y		226.08		8		20.1												The 40MHZ channel bandwidth should not be used in the 2.4GHz Band. It could cause several coexistence problems to other devices and to other users.		Allow the 40MHz transmission only for the 5GHz band and amend the draft consequently.				PHY		PHY General												2007/10/29 10:29

		5321		Gallizio, Edoardo		115		3		20.1		226				T		Y		226.08		8		20.1												STBC can really improve the robustness and/or coverage range of the HT STAs. Make STBC mandatory at the AP.		STBC modes should became mandatory at the AP with the appropiate amendments of the HT specs.				PHY		PHY General												2007/10/29 10:29

		5046		Chan, Douglas		115		3		20.1		226				T		Y		226.08		8		20.1												Isn't this last paragraph a repharsing of what's described in the second paragarph of this clause?  What's the intention/meaning of this then?		Check and correct if neccesarry.				PHY		PHY General												2007/10/29 10:29

		5758		Stephens, Adrian		115		3		20.1		226		15		T		Y		226.15		15		20.1												"When operating in a 20 MHz channel width, the HT STA shall also be compliant with PHY specifications as defined in Clause 17 for operation in the 5 GHz bands, and Clauses 18 and 19 for operation in the 2.4 GHz bands."

This is complete rubbish.  In what sense is a 20MHz HT PPDU transmission compliant with any other clause except clause 20.		Either specify which subclauses of these clauses a STA is required to comply to (probably as a function of the TXVECTOR parameters) or remove the offending sentence.

Alternatively distribute the requirements for compliance by reference among the subclauses of clause 20 that depend on stuff introduced in clauses 17, 18, 19.				PHY		PHY General												2007/10/29 10:29

		5759		Stephens, Adrian		115		3		20.1		226		37		T		Y		226.37		37		20.1												"The HT PHY defined in Clause 20 is mandatory for all equal modulation rates specified for 1 and 2 spatial
streams (MCSs 0 through 15) at an AP and for 1 spatial stream (MCSs 0 through 7) at a STA using 20 MHz
channel width."

The HT PHY is an option - so this statement is wrong.  It is only mandatory for an HT STA.  What this is trying to say that an HT STA supports certain mandatory modulation rates and so on.		Replace with:
"An HT non-AP STA shall support all equal modulation rates for 1 spatial stream (MCSs 0 through 7) using 20 MHz channel width.
An HT AP shall support all equal modulation rates for 1 and 2 spatial stream (MCSs 0 through 15) using 20 MHz channel width."				PHY		PHY General												2007/10/29 10:29

		5760		Stephens, Adrian		115		3		20.1		226		46		T		Y		226.46		46		20.1												"The HT PHY supports non-HT operation in the 2.4 GHz band as defined by Clauses 18 and 19. It supports non-HT operation in the 5 GHz bands as defined by Clause 17."

These statements are misleading.  Clause 20 modifies or uses the definitions of these other clauses in two cases:  1.  for non-HT duplicate format;  2.  When some kind of spatial spreading/transformation is performed on 20MHz non-HT transmissions.   

I think the intent of the sentence is to indicate that the transmissions of an HT PHY are compatible with other STA compliant to these clauses.		Replace with:  "PPDUs transmitted by an HT PHY, with FORMAT set to NON-HT, are capable of being successfully received by STAs compliant to Clauses 18 and 19 (in the 2.4 GHz band) and by STAs compliant to Clause 17 (in the 5 GHz band).  Likewise,  PPDUs transmitted by Clause 17, 18 and 19 STAs are capable of being successfully received by an HT PHY in the appropriate bands."				PHY		PHY General												2007/10/29 10:29

		5331		Hart, Brian		115		3		20.1.1		226		64		T		N		226.64		64		20.1.1												"either the HT PHY or … [legacy] PHYs" seems to be inconsistent with P226L15, where an HT PHY must be compliant with legacy - i.e. and not or		fix				PHY		PHY General												2007/10/29 10:29

		5198		Ecclesine, Peter		115		3		Annex J		473		47		E		N		473.47		47		J												The last Regulatory Class in 11y D5.0 is Class 15. Why do the HT classes begin at 22? Note should refer to Regulatory Class 16-27, not 22-33, unless classes 16-21 are reserved, which should be shown either in an Editorial Note or in the table.		per comment				PHY		PHY General				EDITOR: 2007-10-29 11:17:06Z - Assigned to PHY, because the editor cannot answer the question:  "Why do the HT classes begin at 22?".								2007/10/30 20:03		PHY
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		5324		Gallizio, Edoardo		115		3		20.3.10.2		272		39		T		N		272.39		39		20.3.10.2				C		Vlantis, George		#11-07/2862				It is not specified that all DATA symbols into data field have to be scrambled by using a different non-zero seed for the scrambler initialization		Add an appropiate sentence into this section.		See Doc. #11-07/2862.		PHY		PHY Data												2007/10/29 10:29

		5771		Stephens, Adrian		115		3		20.3.10.3		272		52		T		N		272.52		52		20.3.10.3				A		Vlantis, George		#11-07/2862				"For the purposes of determining whether to use one or two BCC FEC encoders,
the rate shall be calculated based on the use of an 800 ns GI."

The "shall" is over the top,  because it describes conditions under which the previous "is" statement applies.  If a shall is necessary here,  it is also necessary in the previous sentence.		change "shall be" -> "is"		See Doc. #11-07/2862.		PHY		PHY Data												2007/10/29 10:29

		5824		Vlantis, George		115		3		20.3.10.6.5		277		7		T		Y		277.07		7		20.3.10.6.5		5477		A		Vlantis, George		#11-07/2862				It has been brought to my attention that the "If's" in this paragraph can be misinterpreted as "While's".  That is, the "If's" are not clear whether Equations 20-43 and 20-44 should be executed at most once, or possibly more than once (in which case "While"  would be more appropriate).  The "If's" correctly imply that Equations 20-43 and 20-44 should be executed at most once.  (The consequence of repeating these equations would be to append extra symbols on the payload.)  Therefore, I'm suggesting the clarifying change in the "Recommended Change" field of this comment.		Replace the clause "by the following:" at the end of the sentence with "by the following two equations once:"		See Doc. #11-07/2862.		PHY		PHY Data												2007/10/29 10:29

		5477		Perahia, Eldad		115		3		20.3.10.6.5		278		10		T		N		277.10		10		20.3.10.6.5		5824		C		Vlantis, George		#11-07/2862				there are conditions where the puncturing test are performed and the number of symbols are incremented, but the condition is still met that would indicate further incrementing of the number of symbols.  Clarify that this is only done once.		change "… is true, then increment N_avbits and recompute…" to "… is true, then increment N_avbits once and recompute…"		See Doc. #11-07/2862.		PHY		PHY Data												2007/10/29 10:29
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		5262		Erceg, Vinko		115		3		20.3.20.2		303-304		61-16		T		Y				61		20.3.20.2												In the case of beamforming (spatial mapping), spectral flatness requirements should not apply since spatial mapping can yield large variations in phase/amplitude in frequency.		Add the following sentence in the beginning of the section: "The spectral flatness requirements in this sections shall not apply in the case spatial mapping in section 20.3.10.10.1 (Spatial mapping) is applied."				PHY		PHY Characteristics												2007/10/29 10:29

		5064		Chan, Douglas		115		3		20.3.20.1		303		33-34		T		Y		303.33		33		20.3.20.1												Transmission with CH_OFF_20U or CH_OFF_20L shall conform to the 20 MHz transmit spectrum mask.		Remove CH_OFF_20U or CH_OFF_20L in this sentence on conforming to the 40 MHz transmit spectrum mask; and add that CH_OFF_20U or CH_OFF_20L shall conform to the 20 MHz transmit spectrum mask.				PHY		PHY Characteristics												2007/10/29 10:33		EDITOR

		5781		Stephens, Adrian		115		3		20.3.20.5		304		34		T		Y		304.34		34		20.3.20.5												"The receiver shall assert PHY-CCA.indication(idle)"

This does not accord with the format of the PHY-CCA.indication in 12.3.5.10.2:  "PHY-CCA.indication (STATE, channel-list)"		Review all uses of PHY-CCA.Indication and make them conform to the prototype in 12.3.5.10.2.				PHY		PHY Characteristics												2007/10/29 10:29

		5780		Stephens, Adrian		115		3		20.3.20.5		304		34		T		N		304.34		34		20.3.20.5												"The receiver shall assert PHY-CCA.indication(idle)" - wrong verb

"assertion" has no meaning in the world of the SAP.		Replace with: "The receiver shall emit a PHY-CCA.indication(idle) primitive"				PHY		PHY Characteristics												2007/10/29 10:29

		5782		Stephens, Adrian		115		3		20.3.20.5		304		39		T		N		304.39		39		20.3.20.5												emits aPHY-TXEND.confirm primitive - missing space		add a space after "a"				PHY		PHY Characteristics												2007/10/29 10:29

		5065		Chan, Douglas		115		3		20.3.20.5		304		39		T		Y		304.39		39		20.3.20.5												It's "a_PHY-TXEND" not  "a PHY-TXEND".		Fix.				PHY		PHY Characteristics												2007/10/29 10:29

		5347		Hart, Brian		115		3		20.3.20.7.3		305		26		T		N		305.26		26		20.3.20.7.3												"RMS error, averaged over subcarriers OFDM frames" Actually the M in RMS indicates averaging over subcarriers, spatial streams and OFDM symbols. The RMS values per frame are then averaged over frames		correct				PHY		PHY Characteristics												2007/10/29 10:29

		5071		Chan, Douglas		115		3		20.3.20.7.4		306		43		T		Y		306.43		43		20.3.20.7.4												We should specify that these are active receive chains.		Change "all receive chains" to "all active receive chains" .				PHY		PHY Characteristics												2007/10/29 10:29

		5350		Hart, Brian		115		3		20.3.21.1		307		13		T		N		307.13		13		20.3.21.1												So we have no sensitivity test for STBC modes, LDPC modes etc. I could receive STBC with 99.9999999999999999999999999% PER (return random bits) and still meet the standard.		Add at least some basic test for these modes. Ditto P308L1				PHY		PHY Characteristics												2007/10/29 10:29

		5783		Stephens, Adrian		115		3		20.3.21.5		308		42		T		N		308.42		42		20.3.21.5												"CCA sensitivity requirements for non-HT PPDUs in the primary channel are described in clauses 17 and 19." - we can be more helpful than that		Refer to the specific subclauses that define these.				PHY		PHY Characteristics												2007/10/29 10:29

		5356		Hart, Brian		115		3		20.3.21.5.1		308		52		T		N		308.52		52		20.3.21.5.1												This is in a PMD clause yet defines behavior at the PLCP/MAC interface, namely: "PHY-CCA.indicate"		Add signals between PMD and PLCP providing the required raw inputs to the CCA calculation: "CS-above-threshold" for 20, 40 MHz, GF?, and ED for 20, 40 MHz. In a PLCP section (e.g. 20.3.23?), define how these raw inputs are combined with MCS/length information to create the CCA signal sent between PLCP and MAC. Add appropriate signals at the PMD/PLCP interface to fig 20-20.				PHY		PHY Characteristics												2007/10/29 10:29

		5074		Chan, Douglas		115		3		20.3.21.5.2		309				T		Y		309.00				20.3.21.5.2												It will be difficult for all 802.11 a/b/g/n receivers to tell whether GF preambles are a valid transmission.  They will set their CCA threshold to -62 dBm when they detect Greenfield transmissions, and -82 dBm when they detect non-GF transmissions.  This will cause an extremely high rate of collisions for GF transmissions.  It is evident that the current protection mechanism associated with GF is not sufficient.		Either "lower the CCA threshold for unknown received signal types" or provide better protection mechanism.				PHY		PHY Characteristics												2007/10/29 10:29

		5066		Chan, Douglas		115		3		20.3.21.5.1		309		23-31		T		Y		309.23		23		20.3.21.5.2												The protocol for 20/40 MHz BSS operations can impose an unfair disadvantage for BSS's sharing the secondary channel.  [See submission 07/2564r0.]  Since the NAV setting mechanisms on the secondary channel are ignored, the insensitive -62 dBm used to perform CCA on the secondary channel contributes to this unfair coexistence even further.  To ensure a fair coexistence, CCA threshold for the secondary channel should be lower, like -72 dBm.		In the sentence "When the primary channel is idle, the receiver shall hold the 20 MHz secondary channel CCA signal busy for any signal at or above -62 dBm in the 20 MHz secondary channel", lower -62 dBm to -72 dBm or less.				PHY		PHY Characteristics												2007/10/29 10:29

		5351		Hart, Brian		115		3		20.3.21.5.2		309		27		T		N		309.27		27		20.3.21.5.2												I have yet to see a compelling technical reason for such a high CCA threshold on the secondary, which unfairly disrespects packets-in-progress on the secondary.		Replace -62 by -72 dBm or lower				PHY		PHY Characteristics												2007/10/29 10:29

		5067		Chan, Douglas		115		3		20.3.21.6		309		38		T		Y		309.38		38		20.3.21.6												We should specify that these are active receive chains.		Change "all receive chains" to "all active receive chains" .				PHY		PHY Characteristics												2007/10/29 10:29

		5070		Chan, Douglas		115		3		20.3.21.6		309		64-65		T		Y		309.64		64		20.3.21.6												This sentence is written very unclearly and misinterpretation may occur.  It doesn't seem to match its intended meaning, that for purposes of verifying the RCPI, RF power is measured in a BW equivalent to 1.1 times the channel BW.		Check and reword as "RF power shall be measured in a bandwidth equivalent to 1.1 times of the channel BW." or its alikes.				PHY		PHY Characteristics												2007/10/29 10:29

		5069		Chan, Douglas		115		3		20.3.21.6		309		64-65		T		Y		309.64		64		20.3.21.6												There may be other equivalent ways to compute this RF power for RCPI verifications, thus it is not necessary to mandate one method.		Change "shall" to "should", or mention the fact that other equilvalent methods are acceptable too.				PHY		PHY Characteristics												2007/10/29 10:33		EDITOR






