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Comments
	CID
	LB
	Draft
	Commenter(E)
	Vote
	Type of Comment T/E(C)
	Part of No Vote
	Page
	Line
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	4011
	4
	11
	Turner, Michelle
	
	E
	Yes
	0
	0
	0
	This document meets all editorial requirements.
	
	


Proposed resolution:

Accept.   Thankyou for your review.

	4006
	4
	11
	Allen, James
	Disapprove
	G
	Yes
	0
	0
	0
	Had problems with filing the worksheet. I emailed it Adrian, due to lack of time. Cheers.
	
	Editor's Note: The commenter is referring to a spreadsheet that he was sent to solicit his response to earlier comment resolutions.


Proposed resolution:

Unresolvable.   This comment neither indicates a problem to be resolved nor contains a proposed change.

Note from Editor:   The commenter was referring to a spreadsheet I had sent him soliciting his response to resolution of his comments from previous rounds of balloting.  He did not send me any additional comments.

	4009
	4
	11
	Chaplin, Clint
	Disapprove
	E
	Yes
	26
	59
	7.1.4.7
	"that elicited the response, minus the time, in microseconds between the end of the PPDU carrying"
	"that elicited the response, minus the time, in microseconds, between the end of the PPDU carrying"
	

	4008
	4
	11
	Chaplin, Clint
	Disapprove
	E
	Yes
	26
	53
	7.1.4.7
	"that elicited the response, minus the time, in microseconds between the end of the PPDU carrying"
	"that elicited the response, minus the time, in microseconds, between the end of the PPDU carrying"
	

	4007
	4
	11
	Chaplin, Clint
	Disapprove
	E
	Yes
	26
	42
	7.1.4.7
	"This subclause describes how to set the Duration/ID field for CTS, ACK and BlockAck control response frames, transmitted by a QoS STA."
	"This subclause describes how to set the Duration/ID field for CTS, ACK and BlockAck control response frames transmitted by a QoS STA."
	

	4010
	4
	11
	Chaplin, Clint
	Disapprove
	E
	Yes
	27
	2
	7.1.4.8
	"that elicited the response, minus the time, in microseconds between the end of the PPDU carrying"
	"that elicited the response, minus the time, in microseconds, between the end of the PPDU carrying"
	


Discussion:    These are valid editorial comments. 

The IEEE-SA standards board operation manual states:

5.4.3.2 Resolution of comments, objections, and negative votes

…

Comments addressing grammar, punctuation, and style, whether attached to an affirmative or a negative

vote, may be referred to the publications editor for consideration during preparation for publication. It

should be borne in mind that documents are professionally edited prior to publication.
Therefore the proposed resolution for all of these comments is as follows:

Proposed Resolution:

"This comment will be passed to the publications editor for consideration during preparation for publication, as described in the IEEE-SA standards board operations manual section 5.4.3.2."

	4015
	4
	11
	Zhang, Hongyuan
	Approve
	T
	No
	55
	49
	7.3.1.29
	Table 7-25i implies that Nr in MIMO Control Field of the compressed feedback is at least 2, but table 7-25c on MIMO Control Field doesn't show this constraint (Nr is allowed to be 1). Need to add addtional Nr limit to unify them. Also, the same Nr (or Nc) constraint should also be applied for NonCompressed and CSI feedbacks.
	In page 51 line 56, add the the following after the Nc explanations "For CSI feedback, Nc is at least 2".In page 53 line 65, add the the following after the Nr explanations "For Non-Compressed feedback, Nr is at least 2". In page 55 line 49, add the the following after the paragraph "For Compressed feedback, Nr indicated by MIMO Control Field is at least 2".
	


Proposed resolution:

This comment will passed to P802.11REVmb for consideration after P802.11n has been incorporated.

	4014
	4
	11
	Chu, Liwen
	Disapprove
	T
	Yes
	118
	20
	9.6.0e.3
	This whole subclause is for CF_End frame in TXOP acquired through dual CTS mechanism. It seems to me that other TXOP truncating using CF_End is missing.
	Clarify it.
	


Proposed Resolution:

Disagree.    

The conditions attached to the second paragraph are:

1. Not during 40MHz phase of PCO

2. Not at the end of a TXOP that was obtained through the use of dual CTS

It then specifies a basic rate or a mandatory rate if the basic rate set is empty.

The commenter is mistaken because the whole subclause does not apply only to the dual-CTS case.

	4012
	4
	11
	Chu, Liwen
	Disapprove
	E
	No
	148
	65
	9.13.3.1
	"is" is not good for this normative text."The HT Protection field is set to non-HT mixed mode otherwise."
	Change the sentence to "The HT Protection field shall be set to non-HT mixed mode otherwise."
	


Proposed Resolution:

Disagree.  There are four values for the field in question.  There are three normative paragraphs that state when each of three values may be selected.   The fourth paragraph is informative, because if none of the three previous paragraphs allows its value to be selected, there is only one choice left – i.e. there is no need for a normative statement about this value.
	4013
	4
	11
	Chu, Liwen
	Disapprove
	T
	Yes
	155
	50
	9.13.5.2
	"The TXOP holder should transmit a CF_End frame starting a SIFS after the L-SIG TXOP protected period." If the TXOP holder already transmit a CF_End frame to truncate the -SIG TXOP.
	Change the draft accordingly.
	


Proposed Resolution:

Unresolvable.  The comment doesn’t describe a problem in a form that the CRC can understand.

	4003
	4
	11
	Petranovich, James
	Disapprove
	G
	Yes
	231
	15
	11.14.4.1
	The text reads "In addition to the restrictions on transmission of 40 MHz mask PPDUs found in subclause 11.14.4.1 to 11.14.4.4, if a STA operating in the 2.4 GHz ISM band has no means of determining the presence of non- 802.11 communication devices operating in the area, then the STA shall not transmit any 40 MHz mask PPDUs." This is flawed in several ways, as I noted in my comments to the previous draft (D10). The most notable flaw is that "non-802.11 communications" is not defined. The ISM band is open to all and thus there are many types of devices that use this band. It is logically impossible for any device to have means of detecting them all. The group has avoided defining "non-802.11 devices" and unofficial commented that this is up to the individual manufactorers. This vague approach might be acceptable with "means of detecting" but not defining which systems to actively detect is a failure of the standards body's obligation to create a clear standard. (For example, it probably makes it impossible to acquire a valid certificate of compliance for 802.11n as recognized by governing bodies--such as NIST in the USA--for government use of complaint devices. This may not greatly limit private sector use of the technology but that is not the only obligation of the standards community.)
	It is no secret that the primary coexistence issue is with proponents of 802.15 and Bluetooth. Accomdate them explicitly instead of implicitly: change "non-802.11 communications" to "recognized non-802.11 communications". In the definitions section, define "recognized non-802.11 communications" as "communications compliant with 802.15 and similar Bluetooth standards".
	


Discussion: Adrian is expecting Eldad to provide a resolution to this comment.

	4005
	4
	11
	Chan, Douglas S
	Approve
	E
	No
	297
	26
	20.3.11.6.5
	Just a simple typo: It's not "The is process", but "This process".
	Change "The is process" to "This process".
	

	4004
	4
	11
	Hoffmann, Oliver
	Approve
	E
	No
	297
	26
	20.3.11.6.5
	Typo: "The is process is"
	"This process is"
	


Proposed Resolution:

"This comment will be passed to the publications editor for consideration during preparation for publication, as described in the IEEE-SA standards board operations manual section 5.4.3.2."

	4001
	4
	11
	Hoffmann, Oliver
	Approve
	E
	No
	341
	15
	20.4.3
	The list of timing related constants does not include T_L_SIG, which is used in Equations (20-91) and (20-92).
	Include T_L_SIG in the list of timing related constants.
	

	4002
	4
	11
	Hoffmann, Oliver
	Approve
	E
	No
	353
	42
	20.6
	In table 20-32, the column title "400 ns GI" indicates a footnote which I cannot find.
	Delete the superscript or add a corresponding explanation.
	


Discussion:

The comments are correct.    I propose we fix these in publication as they are editorial in nature.

Note, the first comment is borderline editorial/technical, and an alternative might be to pass to REVmb.

Proposed Resolution:

"This comment will be passed to the publications editor for consideration during preparation for publication, as described in the IEEE-SA standards board operations manual section 5.4.3.2."




Abstract


This document contains proposed changes to the IEEE P802.11n Draft to address the SB4 comments.
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