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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.

MCS
	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	6323
	344.16
	20.6
	The change from Draft 3.0 to Draft 4.0 of data subcarriers to data numbers, and pilot subcarriers to pilot values is confusing since the new names don't imply any more that they refer to data numbers or pilot values of one OFDM symbol. I think it is more clear to relate N_SD and N_SP to carriers or subcarriers. The "out-of-band" "tones", do not carry data, they are just imaginary FFT bins. We potentially can use up to 64 or 128 subcarriers, but we actually only use N_SD + N_SP subcarriers. If the confusion is for the HT-duplicate and non-HT duplicate modes, then include a note much like NOTE 1 of Table 20-5 explaining that the data symbols and pilot symbols are replicated to excite the 104 subcarriers. Note that Table 20-5 is another spot that should be reverted to the use of data subcarriers and pilot subcarriers.
	Revert to the notation of Draft 3.0 throughout the Draft (namely "data subcarriers" and "pilot subcarriers"). If subcarriers is unacceptable, then at least use "data symbols per OFDM symbol" or "QAM symbols per OFDM symbol" and "pilot symbols per OFDM symbol" instead of "data numbers" and "pilot values".
	Counter:  part of the proposed change in CID 6323 calls for the reversal of the edits from 07/2939 regarding 5476.  The change was made to deal with MCS 32 and non-HT duplicate mode.  The term “complex number” is used all over clause 17 and clause 20.  For example, N_SD is used as “complex numbers” in 20.3.11.8.1.  So actually, the previous change makes N_SD in the tables match how it is used in the text.  The term in the tables was modified to “complex data number” to differentiate between data and pilots.
The term complex data numbers will be clarified to number of complex data numbers per spatial stream per OFDM symbol.  Refer to edits in 08/0489r0

	6188
	344.16
	20.6
	"Number of complex data numberss" is unclear and incorrect - is refereing to the number of complex data(?) numbers in the universe?
	Either return to "number of data subcarriers" (which is what the column in the table means) or correct to "number of complex data numbers per spatial stream per OFDM symbol"
	Counter.  Accept in principle.  Refer to edits in 08/0489r0

	6189
	344.17
	20.6
	"number of pilot values"  - in what group? In the universe, in the whole packet?
	change to "number of pilot values per OFDM symbol"
	Accept.  Refer to edits in 08/0489r0


TGn Editor: In D4.0, clause 20.6, pg 344, in Table 20-28, change the “Explanation” entry for N_SD to “Number of complex data numbers per spatial stream per OFDM symbol”.  Also change the “Explanation” entry for N_SP to “Number of pilot values per OFDM symbol”.
Preamble
	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	6080
	265.31
	20.3.9.3.2
	Re. this sentence: "With more than four transmit chains, each cyclic shift on the additional transmit chains shall not be less than -200 ns nor greater than 0 ns."  It mandates for cyclic shifts of PHY implementations with more than 4 tx chains.  But 11n only specifies for PHY transmissions of up to 4 transmit chains, thus it's beyond 11n's scope to mandate for those with more than 4 tx chains.  
	Remove said sentence or make this requirement optional or make as informative note.
	Reject.  In general, 11n specifies up to 4 spatial streams, not transmit chains.  Spatial expansion and other techniques are not limited in terms of the number of transmit antennas.  In some options 11n specifies up to 4 transmit chains (e.g. antenna selection) but this is not a global rule.

	6190
	274.31
	20.3.9.4.5
	(20-25) for MM HT-STF is different from (20-32) for GF HT-STF, reagrding the mapping using the 1st column of P_HTLTF matrix. If Nsts=4, (20-25) implies an all-one column mapping, but (20-32) implies [1 1 1 -1].' mapping. Is there any particular reason using different mapping for MM and GF on HT-STF?
	Provide the reason on different mapping, or unify the two expressions.
	Reject.  With GF, HT-STF and HT-LTF1 are immediately prior to HT-SIG.  The remaining HT-LTFs are after HT-SIG.  Therefore P_HTLTF is applied to HT-STF for consistent mapping between HT-STF and HT-LTF1 as used for HT-SIG.

	6160
	281.59
	20.3.9.5.4
	"The format of the long training field portion of the preamble in an HT-greenfield format frame is identical to

that of the HT long training field in an HT-mixed format frame, as described in 20.3.9.4.6, with the exception

of the first HT-LTF (HT-LTF1), which is twice as long (8 μs) as the other HT-LTFs." In this sentence, can we call the two long training field formats identical? I don't think so. See Fig 20.1, placement of the fields is different.
	Please modify the text such that "identical" word is not used.
	Counter.  Refer to edits in 08/0489r0


TGn Editor: In D4.0, clause 20.3.9.5.4, pg 281, lines 60-63, modify text as follows:
The format of the long training field portion of the preamble in an HT-greenfield format frame is identical similar to

that of the HT long training field in an HT-mixed format frame, as described in 20.3.9.4.6, with the exception

of difference being the first HT-LTF (HT-LTF1), which is twice as long (8 μs) as the other HT-LTFs.

PHY Intro
	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	6319
	242.17
	20.2.2
	NON_HT_MODULATION does not have UPPER- and LOWER- types anymore.
	Replace the UPPER- and LOWER- types with the correct ones.
	Accept.  Refer to edits in 08/0489r0


TGn Editor: In D4.0, clause 20.2.2, pg 242, Table 20-1, modify “Condition” column as follows
for row of Parameter equal to  “PREAMBLE_TYPE”:
FORMAT is

NON_HT and

NON_HT_MODUL

ATION is one of:

— UPPER-20-ERPDSSS,

— UPPER-20-ERPCCK,

— UPPER-20-ERPPBCC,

— UPPER-20-DSSSOFDM,

— LOWER-20-ERPDSSS,

— LOWER-20-ERPCCK,

— LOWER-20-ERPPBCC,

— LOWER-20-DSSSOFDM,

— ERP-DSSS,

— ERP-CCK,

— ERP-PBCC,

— DSSS-OFDM.
	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	6148
	247.17
	20.2.2
	Note 2 is not clearly written: "NOTE 2—Channel spacings of 5 or 10 MHz indicated for L_DATARATE do not apply to an HT STA using NONHT-DUP-OFDM, {OFDM and CH_OFFSET of value CH_OFF_20U}, {OFDM and CH_OFFSET of value CH_OFF_20L} modulations.:"
	Modify the sentence as follows: "NOTE 2—Channel spacings of 5 or 10 MHz indicated for L_DATARATE do not apply to an HT STA using NONHT-DUP-OFDM, OFDM with CH_OFFSET of value CH_OFF_20U, and OFDM with CH_OFFSET of value CH_OFF_20L modulations."
	Accept. Refer to edits in 08/0489r0


TGn Editor: In D4.0, clause 20.2.2, pg 247, Table 20-1, modify “Note 2” as follows:
NOTE 2—Channel spacings of 5 or 10 MHz indicated for L_DATARATE do not apply to an HT STA using NON-HT-DUP-OFDM, {OFDM and with CH_OFFSET of value CH_OFF_20U}, and {OFDM and with CH_OFFSET of value CH_OFF_20L} modulations.
	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	6149
	248.21
	20.2.3
	"CH_OFF_20, Not present: 20 MHz HT Format—a PPDU of this format is.."  This wording is a bit confusing. What is not present?
	Maybe rewrite as: CH_OFF_20 not present: 20 MHz HT Format—a PPDU of this format is.."
	Counter.  20 MHz HT Format is used in two cases: (1) CH_BANDWIDTH = HT_CBW20 & CH_OFFSET = CH_OFF_20, or (2) CH_BANDWIDTH = HT_CBW20 & CH_OFFSET is not present in the TXVECTOR.  Refer to edits in 08/0489r0

	6150
	248.40
	20.2.3
	"CH_OFF_20, Not present: 20 MHz non-HT format—The STA has a.." This wording is a bit confusing. What is not present?
	Maybe rewrite as: "CH_OFF_20 not present: 20 MHz non-HT format—The STA has a.."
	Counter.  20 MHz non-HT Format is used in two cases: (1) CH_BANDWIDTH = NON_HT_CBW20 & CH_OFFSET = CH_OFF_20, or (2) CH_BANDWIDTH = NON_HT_CBW20 & CH_OFFSET is not present in the TXVECTOR.  Refer to edits in 08/0489r0


TGn Editor: In D4.0, clause 20.2.3, pg 248, Table 20-2, modify cell for  “CH_OFF_SET” column and HT_CBW20 row as follows:

CH_OFF_20, or CH_OFFSET is Nnot present: 20 MHz HT Format—a PPDU…

TGn Editor: In D4.0, clause 20.2.3, pg 248, Table 20-2, modify cell for  “CH_OFF_SET” column and NON_HT_CBW20 row as follows:

CH_OFF_20, or CH_OFFSET is Nnot present: 20 MHz non-HT Format—a PPDU…



Abstract


This document contains proposed changes to the IEEE P802.11n Draft to address the following LB124 comments:


6323, 6188, 6189, 6080, 6190, 6160, 6319, 6148, 6149, 6150





The changes marked in this document are based on TGn Draft version P802.11n D4.0.pdf.
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