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CID        Sec.            Pg.          Ln.             Comment                        Proposal                      Proposed Resolution

	19
	
	264
	50
	20.3.5: It's mentioned here that the UEQM mode is only to be used in conjunction with STBC and TX Beamforming. However, UEQM can also be employed by itself or with link adaptation.
	Correct this part of the text accordingly.
	Agree in Principle. Change the text as follows: “The remaining tables, Table 20-38 to Table 20-43, show rate-dependent parameters for the MCSs with unequal

modulation on the spatial streams for use with the following with NSS > 1 including: “




Suggested resolution: Agree in Principle. 

TGn Editor: on page 264, line 51, modify the text as follows:
“The remaining tables, Table 20-38 to Table 20-43, show rate-dependent parameters for the MCSs with unequal

modulation on the spatial streams for use with the following with NSS > 1 including:

- transmit beamforming

- STBC modes for which two spatial streams (NSS=2) are encoded into three space time streams (NSTS=3) and three spatial streams (NSS=3) are encoded into four space time streams (NSTS=4). These STBC mode cases are specified in Table 20-17.“
CID        Sec.            Pg.          Ln.             Comment                        Proposal                      Proposed Resolution

	20
	
	323
	30
	20.3.22.6: There may be other equivalent ways to compute this RF power for RCPI verifications, thus it is not necessary to mandate one method in the standard.
The resolution text that TGn provided (in 07/2825r4) to reject a comment (CID5069) on this issue also does not address the issue correctly. The rejection reason is that this method only applies to "the signal bandwidth over which the power is calculated". But this has has nothing to do with CID 5069, which asks why are we mandating this method.
Not only is this mandatory method unjustified, the method being specified also is unclear. In particular, the text
"The received RF power shall be measured in a bandwidth equivalent to 1.1 times the channel BW."
does not provide definition of "channel BW".
Perhaps this method was meant to be vague in the first place. If so, then we should convert this from a mandatory to optional requirement or a recommendation.
	Convert the method stated for calculating RCPI from a mandatory to optional requirement; or mention the fact that other equilvalent methods are acceptable too. Also, tighten up the language, in particular, specify what is the "channel BW" referred to there.
	Agree in Principle. The text and equations were directly taken from TGk. TGk defines RCPI for sections 15, 17, 18, etc.  However, text in those Clauses is a bit different so that we propose to make it identical in Clause 20. We also propose to change “channel BW” wording to “channel width” which is clearly defined in the spec as being 20 MHz or 40 MHz. 


Suggested resolution: Agree in Principle. 

TGn Editor: on page 323, line 57, modify the text as follows:
“The received RF power shall be measured in a bandwidth equivalent to 1.1 times the channel BW.”
“The received RF power shall be determined assuming a receiver noise equivalent bandwidth equal to the channel width multiplied by 1.1.”

CID        Sec.            Pg.          Ln.             Comment                        Proposal                      Proposed Resolution

	22
	
	271
	57
	20.3.9.3.2: Since 11n only specifies the implementation details for four spatial streams and that any expansion from that to more than four transmit chains is left for the implementers, it is only reasonable that 11n doesn't provide normative behavior for how such expansion is to be executed. However, the text,
"With more than four transmit chains, each cyclic shift on the additional transmit chains shall be between -200 ns and 0 ns inclusive."
does precisely said contradiction and as a result has gone out of 11n's scope.
Thusly, it is neccessary that we remove said sentence or similar requirements; and alternatively, we can also make such requirements optional or into an informative note.
Note that, the resolution of CID 6080 on this issue also fails to explain coherently why this request should be rejected. (It simplies explains that 11n does specify 4 spatial streams and other related facts.)
	Remove said sentence ("With more than four transmit chains, each cyclic shift on the additional transmit chains shall be between -200 ns and 0 ns inclusive.") or similar requirements; and alternatively, we can also make such requirements optional or into an informative note.
	Disagree. Explanation: since cyclic shifts for up to 4 transmit chains are from 0ns to -200ns, it is logical that the same range of cyclic shifts is applied to additional RF chains. This portion of the preamble must be recognized by legacy devices and a concern was expressed that larger cyclic shifts than 200ns may create reception problems for certain devices. Therefore, it is important to specify a range of CSDs for which all legacy and .11n devices can properly receive packets.  


CID        Sec.            Pg.          Ln.             Comment                        Proposal                      Proposed Resolution

	23
	
	271
	
	20.3.9.3.2: It is known that shorter cyclic shifts ("CSD") in the non-HT portion can aid legacy devices when receiving these portions of an 11n transmission. Thusly, we should determine and use shorter values for these CSD's or completely remove this as a normative behavior, or alternatively make the current values the maximum allowed.
Note also that the reason for rejection to CID 336, which also addresses this issue, should not be considered sufficient. These non-HT CSD values can be shorter and that with which there's still a low probability of unintentional beamforming. More importantly, what are the supporting results for the claims given in this rejection text?
	Determine and use shorter values for these CSD's or completely remove this as a normative behavior, or alternatively make the current values the maximum allowed.
	Disagree. Explanation: Much shorter CSDs may create unintentional beamforming effects and packets of some devices may not be received. Therefore, it is important that effective and useful CSD values are specified in the spec.  For example, CSD value of 10ns creates a single frequency lobe that spans 100 MHz. This provides a lot of opportunity for unintentional beamforming for 20 and 40 MHz signal bandwidths.


CID        Sec.            Pg.          Ln.             Comment                        Proposal                      Proposed Resolution

	80
	20.4.2
	332
	28
	How is CurrentRegDomain a static value? It can change - i.e. the MAC can change it.
	Change to dynamic or remove it from the MIB and any references to it.
	Agree in principle. Change “static” to “dynamic”.


Suggested resolution: Agree in Principle. 

TGn Editor: on page 332, line 28, third column, modify the text as follows:
“Static Dynamic”
CID        Sec.            Pg.          Ln.             Comment                        Proposal                      Proposed Resolution

	81
	
	334
	26
	Surely ChannelAgility (i.e. frequency hopping in 2.4) is incompatible with use of 20MHz channels, let alone 40 MHz channels.
	Require ChannelAgilityPresent and Enabled to be false or remove the variables (I don't know if this is possible).
	Agree in principle. Change both entries to “false”.


Suggested resolution: Agree in Principle. 

TGn Editor: on page 334, line 26, modify the text as follows:
““Static False”

TGn Editor: on page 334, line 29, modify the text as follows:
““Dynamic False”
CID        Sec.            Pg.          Ln.             Comment                        Proposal                      Proposed Resolution

	88
	20.3.3
	260
	27
	It not clear if Fiure 20-2 refers to a singel spatial stream or a space stream. In any case every transmit chanis should have an IDFT element, isn't it?
	Draw Fig. 20-2 to show the spatial streams, space time streams nad transmit chains specifically.
	Agree in Principle. Add “Single Spatial Stream” under the 4 blocks on the left in Fig 20-2.


Suggested resolution: Agree in Principle. 
TGn Editor: on page 260, line 50, modify the Table 20-2 as follows:
Add “Single Spatial Stream” under the 4 blocks on the left in Fig 20-2.

CID        Sec.            Pg.          Ln.             Comment                        Proposal                      Proposed Resolution

	143
	
	
	
	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.
	See November 2007 contribution 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.
	Disagree. There were numerous features presented during the development of the TGn standard and only few of them were accepted in the spec (by majority of votes). The accepted features were believed to be the most important ones. The feature described in the comment was presented in the November 2007 meeting and majority of voters indicated that this new feature should not be added to the specification. We are of the same opinion in this Sponsor Ballot. 


CID        Sec.            Pg.          Ln.             Comment                        Proposal                      Proposed Resolution

	231
	20.3.1
	257
	22
	RCPI is a defined PHY parameter in Clauses 15, 17, 18, and 19. Table 20-3 should be corrected to note this.
	P257L22 in Table 20-3: Change all column entries for the RCPI row from " - " to "RCPI".
	Agree. Change “-“ to “RCPI” in the table.


Suggested resolution: Agree. 

TGn Editor: on page 257, line 22,  for all 4 columns  modify the text as follows:

Change from “-“  to  “RCPI”
CID        Sec.            Pg.          Ln.             Comment                        Proposal                      Proposed Resolution

	232
	20.3.22.6
	323
	58
	RCPI specification indicates +/- 5dB accuracy. This extremely poor measurement accuracy is used in PHY clauses 15, 17, 18 and 19 in order to permit older (circa 2003) PHY chip implementations to provide a standardized power measurement. The +/- 5db accuracy specified in 2003 was based on the limited and antiquated capabilities of these older legacy PHY chips. Many older implementations only measured signal power during preamble acquisition. When frame power measurement is extended over much longer periods much more accuracy may be achieved. RCPI has been defined to measure power over the data portion of the received frame and over all the active receive chains; this greatly improves RCPI measurement accuracy. For newer PHYs, like 11n, with recent chip level implementations (2007 and later), a more reasonable and more useful accuracy specification is needed. Since most manufacturers already have first generation 11n chips on the market, this improved RCPI accuracy should be optional.
	P323L58 change " range of the receiver." to " range of the receiver. RCPI measurement may be made with improved accuracy (see Annex A)."
	Agree in Principe. We made it clear that accuracy can be better than +/- 5 dB by the following text modification: “.. +/- 5 dB or better .. “. We believe that it is not necessary to make better accuracy an optional feature. It is expected that implementers will provide better accuracy if that is possible from the implementation point of view. 


Suggested resolution: Agree in Principle. 

TGn Editor: on page 323, line 56, modify the text as follows:

“RCPI shall equal the received RF power within an accuracy of +/- 5 dB or better (95% confidence interval) within the

specified dynamic range of the receiver.”
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This submission suggests resolutions of SB PHY comments. The following CIDs are addressed: CID 19, 20, 22, 23, 80, 81, 88, 143, 231, and 232.
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