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General Comments:

CID        Sec.            Pg.          Ln.             Comment                        Proposal                      Proposed Resolution

	9099
	20.1.4
	245
	48
	CID 7468 was rejected with the statement "Reject - as shown in document 11-08/0785r1."  Document 785r1 says merely "Reject.  The usage in Clause 20 is consistent with the usage in Clauses 17 and 19, where the normative effect of the TXVECTOR parameters is implicit."
There is no question that the text in clauses 17 and 19 define the normative behavior of certain TXVECTOR parameters. However, the procedures in those clauses are invoked when a different PHY is used in the STA. What is missing here is a normative chain of statements (i.e. sentences containing the word "shall") that connect a request from the MAC layer to transmit a PPDU with these various values of the FORMAT parameter to the normative procedures contained in those other clauses. Merely stating that the usage is consistent does not provide the normative chain needed to link the Clause 20 HT PHY with the previous PHY procedures.
	change "determines" to "shall determine"
	Reject. Reason for rejection: normative text in Clause 20 (example: eq 20-7) specifies generation of the transmit waveforms ultimately dependent on TXVECTOR parameters. The TXVECTOR parameters are simply parameters of this normative behaviour. The mapping of TXVECTOR format parameter to the names HT-mixed format etc. is a definition (example: 3a.11) and not a behaviour and as such the normative verb is inappropriate.


CID        Sec.            Pg.          Ln.             Comment                        Proposal                      Proposed Resolution

	9100
	20.2.4
	254
	28
	CID 7471 was rejected with the statement "Reject - as shown in document 11-08/0743r2." Document 743r2 merely says "Reject. Reason for rejection: “When the FORMAT parameter is set to NON_HT, the behavior of the HT PHY is defined in other Clauses as shown in Table 20-3, ...” – This is a reference to the appropriate clauses."  There is no question that the text in the other clauses define the normative behavior needed. What is missing here is a normative chain of statements (i.e. sentences containing the word "shall") that connect a request from the MAC layer to transmit a PPDU with these various values of the FORMAT parameter to the normative procedures contained in those other clauses. Merely stating that the reference is to the appropriate clauses does not provide the normative chain needed to link the Clause 20 HT PHY with the previous PHY procedures.
	
	Reject. Reason for rejection: normative text in Clauses 17 and 19 specifies generation of the transmit waveforms ultimately dependent on TXVECTOR parameters. The TXVECTOR parameters are simply parameters of this normative behaviour. The mapping of TXVECTOR format parameter to the related Clause 17 or 19 parameters given by table 20-3 is a definition and not a behaviour and as such the normative verb is inappropriate. 


CID        Sec.            Pg.          Ln.             Comment                        Proposal                      Proposed Resolution

	9101
	20.3.2
	258
	15
	CID 7474 was rejected with the statement "Reject - as shown in document 11-08/0743r2." Document 743r2 merely says "Reject. Reason for rejection: “..are followed by a period of no transmission with a length of 6 µs called the Signal Extension, which is defined in 19.3.3.4.5.” – This is a reference to the appropriate sub-clause" There is no question that the text in the other clauses define the normative behavior needed. What is missing here is a normative chain of statements (i.e. sentences containing the word "shall") that connect a request from the MAC layer to transmit a PPDU with these various values of the TXVECTOR to the normative procedures contained in those other clauses. Merely stating that the reference is to the appropriate clauses does not provide the normative chain needed to link the Clause 20 HT PHY with the previous PHY procedures.
	change "are followed" to "shall be followed"
	Reject. Reason for rejection: normative statements related to the Signal Extension are on line 25 pp258.


CID        Sec.            Pg.          Ln.             Comment                        Proposal                      Proposed Resolution

	9111
	20.3.2
	258
	21
	normative statement needed here
	change "are followed" to "shall be followed"
	Reject. Reason for rejection: normative statements related to the Signal Extension are on line 25 pp258.


CID        Sec.            Pg.          Ln.             Comment                        Proposal                      Proposed Resolution

	9187
	20.3.9.5.3
	287
	13
	The line "In HT-greenfield format frames, the HT SIGNAL field is transmitted with the same number of subcarriers" is fussy, if the same number of occupied subcarriers is meant, then it is incorrect. 
	Please clarify.
	Counter. Inconsistency in # of subcarriers is addressed by deleting that portion of the statement. 


Suggested resolution: Counter.
TGn Editor: on page 287, line 15, modify text as follows:
“In HT-greenfield format frames, the HT SIGNAL field is transmitted with the same number of subcarriers, the same cyclic shifts, and the same spatial mapping as the preceding portions of the preamble.  “
CID        Sec.            Pg.          Ln.             Comment                        Proposal                      Proposed Resolution

	9102
	20.3.11.5
	290
	46
	CID 7519 was rejected with the statement "Reject - as shown in document 11-08/0734r1" Document 734r1 merely says "Reject – Regarding “… are each encoded by the rate-½ convolutional encoder defined in 17.3.5.5.”, it is a reference to the appropriate sub-clause." There is no question that the text in the other clauses define the normative behavior needed. What is missing here is a normative chain of statements (i.e. sentences containing the word "shall") that connect a request from the MAC layer to transmit a PPDU with BCC encoding to the normative procedures contained in those other clauses. Merely stating that the reference is to the appropriate clauses does not provide the normative chain needed to link the Clause 20 HT PHY with the previous PHY procedures.
	change "are each encoded" to "shall each be encoded"
	Reject. Reason for rejection: Normative statement is on line 13, page 290 (Clause 20.3.11.3). 


CID        Sec.            Pg.          Ln.             Comment                        Proposal                      Proposed Resolution

	9061
	20.3.11.7.3
	297
	14
	The N_{COL} and N_{ROW} specifications for MCS32 is not well defined in the Table 20-16. 

Reason: MCS32 be definition is a 40MHz HT transmission, however the interleaving needs to be done like a Clause17 device
	Add note in Table 20-16 - 'For MCS32, the interleaving needs to be done as per Clause 17.3.5.6' 
	Counter.


Suggested resolution:  Counter.
TGn Editor: on page 296, line 57, add the following paragraph:
MCS32 interleaving shall be as defined  in Clause 17.3.5.6. Interleaving for all other MCSs is defined in this subclause below. 
CID        Sec.            Pg.          Ln.             Comment                        Proposal                      Proposed Resolution

	9062
	20.3.22.7
	326
	61
	Request for clarification:
Are there any rules for the power level of the packets in successive RIFS transmission? Am thinking that there are no rules and successive packets can have
(a) different MCS
(b) may/may not be beamformed 
(c ) May/may not use all the available antenna's etc (for eg 2 antenna for one packet and 3 for other etc)
(d) different transmit power 
(e) etc etc

I am thinking that having a similiar transmit power between successive RIFS transmission may facilitate simpler AGC/packet detection mechanism. May I request the opinion of the group on this aspect. 
	
	Reject. Commenter did not propose any change (action). In reply to the commenter: there are no rules that RIFS separated packets must use same MCS and beamforming weights as previous packet. Therefore, received and/or transmitted power levels may vary. 


CID        Sec.            Pg.          Ln.             Comment                        Proposal                      Proposed Resolution

	9034
	
	331
	62
	This paragraph and the following paragraph have a lot of repeated information between the two.  I cannot tell if two different concepts are being elucidated here, or if they are supposed to be identical.
	Either point out the differences between the two paragraphs better, or get rid of the repeated information.
	Reject. Reason for rejection: the first paragraph describes the case when signal loss occurs (references to “CarrierLost” in the paragraph). Second paragraph describes proper data reception without errors (references to “NoError” in the paragraph).


CID        Sec.            Pg.          Ln.             Comment                        Proposal                      Proposed Resolution

	9103
	20.4.4
	341
	3
	CID 7538 was rejected with the statement "Reject - as shown in document 11-08/0743r2." Document 743r2 stated "Reject. Reason for rejection. Values in the tables are used in equations and other sections, so that “shall” statement is not needed."  While this is true of some of the values in the table, it is certainly not true of all of them.Many appear in the PLME-CHARACTERISTICDS.confirm primitive, and a normative statement of the values to be returned is needed.
	change "are shown" to "shall be as shown"
	Accept. 


Suggested resolution: Accept.

TGn Editor: on page 341, line 3, modify text as follows:
“The static HT PHY characteristics, provided through the PLME-CHARACTERISTICS service primitive, are
shall be as shown in Table 20-24.”
Beamforming Comments:

CID        Sec.            Pg.          Ln.             Comment                        Proposal                      Proposed Resolution

	9079
	7.3.1.29
	54
	35
	There are two alternative views of Table 7-25j, as seen from CID 7151 and the response. A STA that has calculated the angle values and desires to send them in a Compressed Beamforming Report field needs to know how to quantize the angles. A STA that has received a Compressed Beamforming Report field needs to understand how to convert the bits in that field into angles. The title of this table indicates the former. This table contents do the latter, and provide no guidance for the former.
The rejection of CID 7151 stated "Reject - The standard specification needs to specify the operation of the transmission (at the beamformer); it should define how to calculate angles from fed back values of k."  Before anyone can calculate the angles from fed back values of k, the standard needs to specify how the original measured angles are used to calculate the values of k.
	as given in CID 7151
	Reject the comment. Reason for rejection: Commenter states: “Before anyone can calculate the angles from fed back values of k, the standard needs to specify how the original measured angles are used to calculate the values of k.” This is not necessary. Transmitter calculates angles directly from the formula given in Table 7-25j. There is no ambiguity or discrepancy in this portion of the spec. Sender of the k values knows that the recipient of the k values will interpret the angles according to the quantization formula. Therefore, it is up to sender of the k values to determine k values properly so that the beamforming gain is maximized. Furthermore, even if there was a connection between original measured angles and k values then this connection would be hidden as a part of the algorithm at the receiver, and therefore spec transparent (proprietary). 


CID        Sec.            Pg.          Ln.             Comment                        Proposal                      Proposed Resolution

	9170
	9.19.3
	173
	61
	"— If the transmission of a control response frame is not required in response to the NDP request for
feedback, the feedback response frame shall be sent a SIFS after the reception of the NDP."

This provides no "get out" clause.  A responder has to respond within a SIFS.  Unlike the case of the previous dash list item at the same depth,  which is a "may" and provides two "otherwise" alternatives.
	Make it consistent with "there is a control response frame" list item.   Recommend change the "shall" to "may" and copy the preceding two indented list items after this item.
	Counter.


Suggested resolution: Counter. 
TGn Editor: on page 173, line 61, modify text as follows:
“— If the transmission of a control response frame is required in response to the NDP request for feedback,

the control response frame is transmitted a SIFS after reception of the PPDU that elicited the

control response and the feedback response frame may be transmitted a SIFS after the reception of

the NDP.

— If the feedback response frame is not transmitted a SIFS after the reception of the NDP, and the

beamformee is subsequently required to transmit an ACK or BlockAck response in the same

TXOP, then the feedback response may be aggregated with the ACK or BlockAck.

— If the feedback response frame is not transmitted a SIFS after the reception of the NDP, and is

not transmitted as part of an aggregated ACK or BlockAck response in the same TXOP, then

the feedback response frame is delayed until the beamformee's next transmission within the

TXOP.

— If the transmission of a control response frame is not required in response to the NDP request for

feedback, the feedback response frame shall may be sent a SIFS after the reception of the NDP.”
— If the feedback response frame is not transmitted a SIFS after the reception of the NDP, and the

beamformee is subsequently required to transmit an ACK or BlockAck response in the same

TXOP, then the feedback response may be aggregated with the ACK or BlockAck.

— If the feedback response frame is not transmitted a SIFS after the reception of the NDP, and is

not transmitted as part of an aggregated ACK or BlockAck response in the same TXOP, then

the feedback response frame is delayed until the beamformee's next transmission within the

TXOP.




Abstract


This submission suggests resolutions of LB129 PHY comments. The following CIDs are addressed: CID 9099, 9100, 9101, 9111, 9187, 9102, 9061, 9062, 9034, 9103, 9079, and 9170.
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Rev 0: Initial version.





Rev 1: Resolution to most CIDs was updated as a result of discussions during the Ad hoc meetings. 
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