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  CID        Sec.         Pg.           Ln.                   Comment                               Proposal     
	2073
	22.3.18.1
	181
	1
	In the channelization in TGac Draft D1.0, there is no condition when the regions between -40dBr and -20dBr in two frequency segments are mutually overlapped, so the definition of this sentence is not needed. 
	Remove the first sentence in P181. 


Proposed resolution: Agree in Principle
Discussion: In the US channel 144 will be used thus allowing three 80 MHz channels next to each other. Also there is a discussion with FCC to release channel 68-96 for unlicensed usage.Therefore, there is (will be) a condition when the regions between -40dBr and -20dBr in two frequency segments are mutually overlapping.
NOTE: For some regulatory domains this configuration is not applicable (CID 3162).    
Deferred
	2074
	22.3.18.1
	181
	19
	In TGac channelization, there is no case when the center frequency of the two 80 MHz channels are separated by 160MHz. In U.S. channelization, there are five 80MHz channels, which center frequencies are 5210, 5290, 5530, 5610, and 5775 MHz. All of the possible values of frequency difference between two segments are: 240, 245, 320, 400, 485, and 565 MHz. Therefore, Figure 22-20 is in an impossible pattern and shall be replaced with one of possible patterns.
	Replace Figure 22-20 to new one which center frequency difference between two frequency segments is not 160 MHz but another value (for example, 320MHz). 


Proposed resolution: Agree in Principle, see resolution to CID 2073.

Deferred
	2318
	22.1.1
	106
	27
	"MU transmission supports up to four users with up to four space-time streams per user" would result in 16 spatial streams in total.
	Clarification of spatial stream support. My understanding is, that maximum of 8 spatial streams can be allocated to subsets of spatial streams for different users.


Proposed resolution: Agree in Principle

Instructions to Editor: Please modify the text on pg 124 ln 27 as follows: 
“An MU transmission supports up to four users with up to four space-time streams per user with the total number of spatial streams not exceeding eight.”

	2322
	22.3.18.2
	182
	25
	Table 22-19: only 80 MHz Non-HT duplicate, no other "duplicate" Modes in table
	Information on other bandwidths (20, 160 MHz) for Non-HT duplicate


Proposed resolution: Agree in Principle, resolved by CID 3225 in 11/1189r2.
	2199
	22.1.1
	106
	26
	"spatial streams" should be "space-time streams"
	


Proposed resolution: Agree in Principle

Instructions to Editor: Please modify the text on pg 124 ln 26 as follows: 

“The VHT PHY extends the number of spatial space-time streams supported to eight and provides support for multi-user (MU) transmissions.”

	2345
	22.1.1
	106
	54
	"respond to TXBF sounding (provide compressed V feedback)"
	"initiate TXBF sounding (send frame exchange including NDP) and respond to TXBF sounding (provide compressed V feedback)"


Proposed resolution: Agree in Principle

Instructions to Editor: Please modify the text on pg 124 ln 54 as follows: 

“Initiate transmit beamforming sounding (by sending an NDPA frame followed by a VHT NDP frame) and Rrespond to transmit beamforming sounding (provide compressed beamforming(#2690) feedback)”
	2470
	22.3.18.1
	181
	1
	What if two segments have rather different peak PSDs? (There is no spec on segment power mismatch) Need to place peak of each 80 MHz mask on peak of 80MHz segment PSD, then perform the combining as written.
	As in comment. Add a requirement on segment power alignment


Proposed resolution: Agree in Principle

Instructions to Editor: Please modify the text on pg 201 ln 41-46 as follows: 

“Figure 22-21 shows an example of a transmit spectral mask for a non-contiguous transmission using two 80 MHz channels where the center frequency of the two 80 MHz channels are separated by 160 MHz. If the transmit spectral mask specified in dBr, in conjunction with the transmit power, results in a transmit spectral mask requirement of less than -59

dBm/MHz at a given frequency offset, then the transmit spectral mask requirement at that frequency offset shall be -59 dBm/MHz. Different center frequency separation between the two 80 MHz frequency segments of the spectral mask as well as different peak levels of each 80 MHz frequency segment of the spectral mask are possible, in which case a similar procedure in determining the spectral mask as in Figure 22-21 is followed.”

	2471
	22.3.18.2
	182
	9
	Given we have separate line items for non-HT duplicate, we need to identify the format for 20/40/80/160 (VHT, or HT/VHT?). And non-ht dup should be 40 MHz non-ht dup. Also need a flatness requirement for 160 MHz non-ht-dup
	As in comment


Proposed resolution: Agree in Principle, resolved by CID 3225 in 11/1189r2.
	2477
	22.3.18.5.2
	183
	13
	N … and N is the number of data plus pilot tones
	N_ST (see Table 22-4)


Proposed resolution: Agree in Principle

Instructions to Editor: Please modify the text on pg 203 ln 64-65 as follows: 

“When RF LO is in the center of the transmitted PPDU BW, the power measured at the center of transmission BW using resolution BW 312.5 KHz(#3333) shall not exceed the average power per subcarrier of the transmitted PPDU, or equivalently, (P – 10log10(NST)), where P is the total transmit power. and N is the number of data plus pilot tones.”
	2481
	22.3.18.5.3
	183
	40
	(19-89) uses N_ST which is per segment, so cannot apply to 80+80
	REtain 19-89, but test EVM per segment: "as well as each segment of a 80+80 MHz transmission"


Proposed resolution: Agree in Principle
Discussion: It may be desirable to test the two segments of discontiguous 80+80 MHz transmission either separately or together, dependending on the testing instrumentation setup. 

Instructions to Editor: Please modify the text on pg 205 ln 23 as follows: 

NOTE – In the case the transmit modulation accuracy test is performed simultaneously for the two frequency segments of the non-contiguous 80+80 MHz transmissions, NST in Equation (19-89) represents the total number of subcarriers of both 80 MHz frequency segments. 
The test shall be performed over at least 20 frames..”
	2482
	22.3.18.5.4
	184
	6
	"each freq segment may ..." yet 19-89 applies to one segment only
	e.g. may -> shall


Proposed resolution: Disagree

Discussion: It may be desirable to test the two segments of discontiguous 80+80 MHz mode separately or together, dependending on the testing instrumentation setup. See also resolution to CID 2481.
	2616
	22.1.1
	106
	32-34
	The VHT PHY currently supports only 80+80 MHz non-contiguous channel widths. It will be useful to extend this for other channel width combinations while considering operations in overlapping BSSs.
	Consider non-contiguous channel bonding for lower channel widths (e.g., 20+ 20, 20+ 40, 40+40 MHz)


Proposed resolution: Disagree, see resolution to CID 2938 in document 11/1042r1.
	2921
	22.1.1
	106
	65
	MCSs 8 and 9 (transmit and receive) are only applicable with certain Nss
	Change "MCSs 8 and 9 (transmit and receive)" to "MCSs 8 and 9 (transmit and receive) when operating with appropriate Nss"


Proposed resolution: Agree in Principle 

Instructions to Editor: Please modify the text on pg 124 ln 65 as follows: 

— MCSs 8 and 9 (transmit and receive) when operating with appropriate NSS and channel width
	2961
	22.1.1
	106
	50
	In 802.11ac D1.0, 2 or more spatial streams are optional features. However, in 802.11n, 2 spatial streams are mandatory for APs. At this point, 802.11ac does not remain the technical backward compatibility with 802.11n.
	Need to remain the technical backward compatibility with 802.11n


Proposed resolution: Disagree
Discussion: Single stream 11ac AP can interoperate with multiple stream 11n STAs in single stream modes.  The 11n STAs will know the 11ac AP capability based on the AP’s Supported MCS Set in the HT Capabilities element. 
	3161
	22.3.18.2
	182
	19
	Null sub-carriers should be excluded
	change to "-250 to -130, -126 to -6, 6 to 126, and 130 to 250"


Proposed resolution: Agree in Principle, resolved by CID 3225 in 11/1189r2.
	3272
	22.3.18.1
	180
	180
	I'm concerned about the spectral pedestal at only -28 dBr extending about 80 MHz beyond the band edge when using the 160 MHz mode in the channels adjacent to the band edges.
	Consider modifying the spectral mask requirements for the wider bandwidth modes when operating on channels adjacent to the regulatory band edges.


Proposed resolution: Disagree

Discussion: 802.11a and 802.11n sprectral mask was not modified for the band edge. Usually transmit power is lowered to meet the regulatory requirements. Also both 11ac and regulatory requirements must be met as indicated by NOTE 1. 
	3817
	
	
	
	I'm concerned about the spectral pedestal at only -28 dBr extending about 80 MHz beyond the band edge when using the 160 MHz mode in the channels adjacent to the band edges.
	Consider modifying the spectral mask requirements for the wider bandwidth modes when operating on channels adjacent to the regulatory band edges.


Proposed resolution: Disagree, duplicate of CID 3272.
	3611
	182
	22.3.18.3
	49
	"their phase shall not be required to be correlated."

Who is the subject of this shall statement?   The writers of the spec?   The authors of an implementation?   The implementaiton itself?

As stated it is meaningless.   The only relevant normative language that is possible is for the receiver,   where it shall be able to receive a signal from a transmitter that uses separate LOs for the two segments.
	Ensure that the normative statement on the receiver is present,  then turn the cited para into a note and reword to avoid ridicule.  Adam Ant afficianados may disagree.


Proposed resolution: Agree in Principle

Instructions to Editor: Please modify the text on pg 203 ln 32-35 as follows: 

“NOTE - If two separate RF LOs are used to generate the lower and upper 80 MHz frequency portions of a transmit signal with TXVECTOR parameter CH_BANDWIDTH set to CBW160 or CBW80+80,  the signal phase of the two 80 MHz frequency portions might not be correlated. shall not be required to be correlated.”

	2473
	22.3.18.3
	182
	48
	"If two separate LOs .." is not (easily) externally visible
	Remove this condition or convert to a note since it is described fully elsewhere


Proposed resolution: Agree in Principle, see resolution to CID 3611.

	3667
	22.3.18.5.2
	183
	24
	What about non-contiguous transmission using nonadjacent 80 MHz channels where the RF LO does not fall outside both
channels? (Or, indeed, what about two LO as allowed by the text previously?)
	Add sentence "For non-contiguous transmission using nonadjacent 80 MHz channels, any LO falling inside a channel shall follow the limits above"


Proposed resolution: Agree in Principle

Instructions to Editor: Please modify the text on pg 203 ln 58 as follows: 

“TX LO leakage shall meet the following requirements for all bandwidths except non-contiguous 80+80 MHz(#3333) where the RF LO is falling outside both frequency segments:”

Instructions to Editor: Please modify the text on pg 204 ln 7 as follows: 

“For non-contiguous 80+80 MHz transmissions, any RF LO falling inside a frequency segment shall follow the limits above. For non-contiguous 80+80 MHz transmission using nonadjacent 80 MHz channels where the RF LO falls outside both channels frequency segments, the RF LO shall follow the spectral mask requirements as defined in 22.3.19.1 22.3.18.1.”
	3687
	22.3.18.5.4
	184
	40
	"Compute the average of the RMS of all errors in a frame" is a bit vague and the sentense order is not entirely correct
	Change to "Compute the RMS of the constellation errors in a frame." or "Compute the RMS of the Euclidean distances in a frame."


Proposed resolution: Agree in Principle

Instructions to Editor: Please modify the text on pg 205 ln 21 as follows: 

h) 
Compute the average of the RMS of all errors in a frame as given by Equation (19-89).

h) 
Compute the RMS of the constellation errors in a frame as given by Equation (19-89).
Deferred
	2704
	22.3.18.5.4
	184
	40
	Looking at Equation (19-89), we are computing the RMS of errors, not the 'average of RMS'.
	Remove 'average of'


Proposed resolution: Agree in Principle, see resolution to CID 3687.
Deferred
	2243
	22.3.18.2
	182
	36
	Should the number of streams be mentioned here? Equal to the number of antennas?
	


Proposed resolution: 
Deferred
	2472
	22.3.18.2
	182
	37
	Q = I implies requirements on number of ports etc. e.g. need to borrow the language at P183L34-36 for this section too
	As in comment


Proposed resolution: TBD
Deferred
Abstract


This submission proposes resolutions to some of the CIDs submitted in TGac LB 178. 
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