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CID        Sec.            Pg.          Ln.             Comment                        Proposal                      Proposed Resolution

	1041
	20.3.9.4.6
	279
	55
	The possible number of HT LFTs that can be present in a frame are only 1, 2 or 4. However, in these lines it says there may consist of "one to four" HT LFTs, so these statements are, strictly speaking, incorrect.
	"Change second and third sentence of this paragraph to, respectively,
""The first part consists of one, two or four HT long training fields that are necessary for demodulation of the HT-Data portion of the PPDU.""
and
""The optional second part consists of zero, one, two or four HT-LTFs that may be used to sound extra spatial dimensions fo the multiple-input multiple-out channel that are not utilized by the HT-Data portion of the PPDU."""
	Agree.


Suggested resolution: Agree. 

TGn Editor: on page 279, line 55, modify the text as follows:
“The HT long training field portion has one or two parts. The first part consists of one, two or to four HT long training

fields that are necessary for demodulation of the HT-Data portion of the PPDU. These HT-LTFs are referred

to as Data HT-LTFs. The optional second part consists of zero, one, two or to four HT-LTFs that may be used to sound

extra spatial dimensions of the multiple-input multiple-output channel that are not utilized by the HT-Data

portion of the PPDU.”
CID        Sec.            Pg.          Ln.             Comment                        Proposal                      Proposed Resolution

	1042
	20.3.13
	312
	6
	"Starting at this subclause, we begin to see the use of variable N_RX in the text. However, prior to this spot, this variable has not been clarified its meaning. It's not until three subclauses later, in 20.3.13.3, that the definition of N_RX shows up, and we see that it actually means the number of recieve chains at the responding STA.
While it may appear we're just breaking the style rule that calls for acroymns be defined at the first spot they appear, we're in fact also condoning ambiguity in the text since N_RX can also imply the number of antennas at the transmitting STA. In other words, it is quite recommended that we fix this simple error.
"
	"A simple way to get around this would be to add to Table 20-6 (Frequently used parameters), which appears before said spot. Under the row for N_TX, add a new row:
N_RX Number of receive chains at the receiving STA."
	Agree in principle.


Suggested resolution: Agree in principle. 

TGn Editor: on page 265, line 59, add the following line in the Table 20-6:

“NRX    Number of receive chains”
CID        Sec.            Pg.          Ln.             Comment                        Proposal                      Proposed Resolution

	1067
	9.18.2
	164
	18
	"The appearance of more than one instance of an HT Control field with the MRQ field set to 1 within a single
PPDU shall be interpreted by the receiver as a single request for MCS feedback." There is no indication about how a requester to set the MCS requesting information which may create some problem. For example, if multiple MPDUs with the MRQ field set to 1 in a single PPDU have different MRQ information, how can the receiver responds the different MRQ?
	Add the following text before this paragraph "If multiple MPDUs in a PPDU have MRQ field set to 1, they shall include the same MRQ information." or delete the paragraph and add note "If multiple MPDUs in a PPDU have MRQ field set to 1, the responder selects one of them (the last one?) to respond."
	Agree in principle. Each MRQ has an MSI associated with it, so a STA1 can transmit, to STA2, multiple MRQs, and can subsequently have multiple MRQs outstanding.
 

However, because of the previously noted restriction that all MRQs that come within a single PPDU, it is fair to add a sentence making a TX restriction.



Suggested resolution: Agree in Principle. 

TGn Editor: on page 164, line 17, add the following sentence:
“If multiple MPDUs in a PPDU have the MRQ field set to 1, then each of those MPDUs shall include the same MRQ information.”
The appearance of more than one instance of an HT Control field with the MRQ field set to 1 within a single

PPDU shall be interpreted by the receiver as a single request for MCS feedback.
CID        Sec.            Pg.          Ln.             Comment                        Proposal                      Proposed Resolution

	1068
	20.3.24
	327
	47
	A Reserved HT-SIG indication is defined here, but it seems to leave open some cases. I believe that a much longer list of cases needs to be included here. E.g. NSS=2 with MCS=[0,7], and other cases of combinations of NSTS, NSS, MCS that are not valid. The existing cases point out that STBC=3 is never correct and MCS 77-127 are never correct. Other cases such as the example provided are similar to the STBC=3 case, and hence, those other cases should also be included here.
	Include all combinations of NSTS, NSS, MCS that do not correspond to valid modes of PHY operation within the definition of Reserved HT-SIG Indication. Consider also the possible combinations of length field value with aggregation = 0.
	Agree in principle.


Suggested resolution: Agree in principle. 

TGn Editor: on page 327, line 52, add the following note:

“NOTE – HT-SIG field bit combinations that do not correspond to valid modes of PHY operation fall under Reserved HT-SIG Indication category.”
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