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Abstract: Resolutions of D2.0 comments on Link Adaptations (9.28):  4196, 4228, 4229, 4230, 4419, 4421, 4422, 4425, 4540, 4673, 4906, 4920, 4957, 4958, 4961, 4963, 5037, 5256, 5360, 5378

CIDs 4196, 4961, 5378 (self reference)

	4196
	Allert Van Zelst
	9.28.3
	123.42
	"When computing the MFB estimate for an MFB requester, the MCS, N_STS(#3475) and, for unsolicited

MFB, BW field values in the MFB subfield from the MFB responder shall indicate a combination which is

in the responder's VHT Rx Supported MCS Set (see 9.7.11.1 (VHT Rx Supported MCS Set)) and the request-

er's VHT Tx Supported MCS Set (see 9.7.11.2 (VHT Tx Supported MCS Set)), where the BW for solicited

MFB is that defined in 9.28.3 (Link adaptation using the VHT variant HT Control field).(11/1518r5)"

So the last line refers to the section itself? Wouldn't it be clearer to combine this text with the referred text, which I assume is:

"In a solicited MFB response to an MRQ that was not carried in an NDPA frame, the MFB is computed based

on RXVECTOR parameters CH_BANDWIDTH, GROUP_ID, NUM_STS, N_TX, FEC_CODING, BEAM-

FORM and STBC of the received PPDU from which the MRQ was triggered and may additionally be based

on other factors which are not part of the RXVECTOR. The VHT N_STS(#3475) subfield of the MFB sub-

field of VHT format variant(Ed) HT Control field shall be set to an equal or smaller value than the RXVEC-

TOR parameter NUM_STS of the received PPDU from which the MRQ was triggered; If the  VHT

N_STS(#3475) subfield is set to a smaller value than the RXVECTOR parameter NUM_STS, the MFB re-

sponder shall be computed assuming estimate the recommended MCS under the assumption that the MFB

requester will transmit  the space first N_STS space-time streams  in the corresponding  to the lowest VHT

N_STS indices are used for transmissionPPDU carrying MRQ(#3775)."
	Merge the two paragraphs listed in the comment, or find a better way of referencing.
	Revise, Make changes under heading CID 4196 in 11-12/0319r1

	4961
	Nir Shapira
	9.28.3
	123.47
	Circular reference. Refference to 9.28.3 is circular and is not specific enough since 9.28.3 is a long section
	Suggest explicitly defining BW in this context
	Revise, Make changes under heading CID 4961 in 11-12/0319r1

	5378
	Youhan Kim
	9.28.3
	123.42
	The reference "9.28.3" is a reference to itself.
	The reference refers to P124L38-48.  Hence, combine P123L42-47 with P124L38-48.
	Revise, Make changes under heading CID 5378 in 11-12/0319r1


Discussions: The refered paragraph specifies that the MFB feedback shall be within both Tx and Rx’s MCS and BW capabilities. The last sentence about BW seems irrelevant to this topic.
TGac Editor: Pls change the paragph in page 123 Line 42~47 as below:

When computing the MFB estimate for an MFB requester, the MCS,  and N_STS and, for unsolicited MFB, BW field values in the MFB subfield from the MFB responder shall indicate a combination which is in the responder's VHT Rx Supported MCS Set (see 9.7.11.1 (VHT Rx Supported MCS Set)) and the requester’s VHT Tx Supported MCS Set (see 9.7.11.2 (VHT Tx Supported MCS Set)), where the BW for solicited MFB is that defined in 9.28.3 (Link adaptation using the VHT variant HT Control field). For unsolicited MFB that is not in a sounding feedback frame, the BW field in MFB subfield shall indicate a BW value that is allowed according to both the responder’s and the requester’s Supported Channel Width Set field in VHT Capabilities Info field of the VHT Capabilities Element. 
CID 4540 (HT/VHT Variant HTC field)

	4540
	David Hunter
	9.28.2
	122.12
	The statement "The behavior described in this subclause is specific to the HT variant HT Control field." is vague at best.  Is the requirement that the VHT Control field not follow these requirements?
	Replace this statement with something clearer -- perhaps "The requirements of subclause 9.28.3 do not apply to the VHT Control field."
	Reject, 

the current text is clear. The VHT variant HTC field behaviour is fully specified in 9.28.3.

	4920
	Matthew Fisher
	9.28.3
	122.18
	Equal protection.
	Add the line: "The behavior described in this subclause is specific to the VHT variant HT Control field."
	ACCEPT


TGac Editor: Pls add the following paragraph at the beginning of 9.28.3:

The behavior described in this subclause is specific to the VHT variant HT Control field.
CID 5256 (editorial)

	5256
	Simone Merlin
	9.28.3
	122.32
	"MSI field to a value in the range 0 to 6." in some cases the MSI has a smaller range, it depends o the STBC indication
	reword to clarify or reference the full description
	ACCEPT


TGac Editor: Pls change the referred paragraph as below:
The MFB requester may set the MRQ field to 1 in the VHT variant HT Control field of a frame to request a STA to provide MCS, N_STS and SNR feedback. In each request, the MFB requester shall set the MSI field to a value in the range 0 to 6, or 0 to 2, or 0 to 3, depending on the setting in Unsolicited MFB and STBC fields (see 8.2.4.6.3 (VHT Variant)). The choice of MSI value is implementation dependent.
CIDs 4419, 4421, 4422 (editorial)

	4419
	Brian Hart
	9.28.3
	122.52
	Two bullets, what is required?
	support the following -> "support both of the following"
	ACCEPT

	4421
	Brian Hart
	9.28.3
	122.59
	and/or MU BFee
	Implied by being a SU BFee. Delete
	REJECT, SU BFee and MU BFee capabilities are in two different subfields, so the current statement is correct. 

	4422
	Brian Hart
	9.28.3
	123.18
	protocols ... i.e.
	Change to "protocol ... i.e." or "protocols ... e.g."
	ACCEPT


TGac Editor: Pls change page 122 line 52 as below:
…. VHT Capabilities Info field of the VHT Capabilities element, shall support both of the following:
TGac Editor: Pls change page 123 line 18 as below:
This combination is used when the responder is required to include a VHT variant HT Control field due to other protocols that use this field (i.e. e.g., the Reverse Direction Protocol)….

CIDs 4673, 4958 (editorial)
	4673
	Kaiying Lv
	9.28.3
	123.01
	"... labels the result of this computation with the MSI value from the MFSI field of the corresponding response frame."  The result should be label with the MSI value from the received VHT variant HT Control field instead of the MFSI field of the corresponding response frame.
	Change to "labels the result of this computation with the MSI value from the received VHT variant HT Control field."
	Revise, Make changes under heading CID 4673 in 11-12/0319r1

	4958
	Nir Shapira
	9.28.3
	123.01
	Wording "MSI value" is not specific enough
	Suggest using "MSI value carried in the corresponding MRQ" instead
	Revise, Make changes under heading CID 4958 in 11-12/0319r1


TGac Editor: Pls change page 123 line 1 as below:
…. and labels the result of this computation with the MSI value from the MFSI field of the corresponding response frame  the VHT variant HT Control field in the received frame carrying the MRQ.
CID 4963 (Solicited TxType, CodingType)

	4963
	Nir Shapira
	9.28.3
	124.58
	Not clear what should be the coding type and TX Type for the case of a solicited MFB carried in a Compressed BF frame. Text specifies just for the case of unsolicited
	specify explicitly values
	Reject, these two fields are valid only for unsolicited MFB.


CIDs 4228, 4229, 4906 (abandoning an MRQ)

	4228
	Bin Chen
	9.28.3
	125.15
	When the responder receives a MRQ with a MSI that matches the MSI of a previous request for which the responder has not yet provided feedback, the responder shall discard or abandon the computation for the MRQ that corresponds to the previous use of that MSI subfield

value. After discarding or abandoning the computation of the old MRQ, the responder shall start a new computation based on the new request
	Add below text to the end of this paragraph ", and start a new computation based on the new request"
	ACCEPT

	4906
	Matthew Fisher
	9.28.3
	123.30
	"An MFB responder that discards or abandons the MFB computed in response" More specificially, abandoning MFB estimates?
	"An MFB responder that discards or abandons the MFB estimates computed in response"
	ACCEPT


TGac Editor: Pls change page 123 line 30 as below:
An MFB responder that discards or abandons the MFB estimates computed in response to an MRQ may indicate that
TGac Editor: Pls change page 125 line 15 as below:
, the responder shall discard or abandon the computation for the MRQ that corresponds to the previous use of that MSI subfield value, and start a new computation based on the new request.
CIDs 4425 (SNR, SINR)

	4425
	Brian Hart
	9.28.3
	123.59
	"adjusted assuming the number of STS is equal to the value indicated by the NSTS field" ... adjusted how? Not enough detail here to guarantee interoperability
	Define an equation or equivalent
	Revise. 

Make changes under heading CID 4425 in 11-12/0319r1


	5037
	Sandhya Patil
	9.28.3
	123.61
	Interference measured at the VHT-LTF will be cancelled/ suppressed at the the equalization stage. The text does not mention weather the feedback SINR comprises of the post processing SINR for the receiver type. The text is ambiguous and may indicate feedback of Signal to Interfernce and Noise ratio without any interference cancellation/ Suppression that may be applied on it. For accurate MCS selection at the MFB requester, an accurate Post processing SINR is necessary that includes receiver's capability to cancel/ Suppress inter-stream interference.
	To include the folowing "The MFB responder may compute the effective SINR that may be a result of Interference cancellation/ Suppression reception" and such an SINR be feedback to the MFB requester to assist MCS selection proportional to the receiver capability"
	Reject:  
The definition of SNR feedback in page 123 lines 51~57 is clear that SNR is measured after equalization. Interference cancellation (for MU) is part of the equalization. The proposed text uses “may”, which does not improve interoperability, because equalization or interference cancellation is implementation variant. 



Discussions on CID 4425: without fixing number of STS, it is hard for the recipient of the MFB to interpret SNR correctly. Suggest to delete the mentioned sentence, and clearly define that SNR_average is averaged assuming there are overall NSTS space time streams, and NSTS is as indicated in the NSTS field in MFB.
TGac Editor: Pls change page 123 lines 50~59 as below:
The SNR feedback in the MFB subfield is defined as the SNR value averaged over all the space-time streams and data subcarriers, and is encoded as a 6-bit two’s complement number of SNR_average - 22, where SNR_average is the sum of the values of SNR per frequency tone (in decibels) per space-time stream divided by the product of the number of space-time streams , as indicated by the N_STS subfield in MFB field, and the number of frequency tones represented in the bandwidth in which the MFB was estimated. This encoding covers the SNR range from -10 dB to 53 dB in 1 dB steps. The STA receiving MFB may use the received MFB to compute the appropriate MCS, SNR, and N_STS. The SNR_average value in the above computation shall be adjusted assuming the number of spacetime streams being equal to the value indicated by the N_STS field.
CIDs  4229,  4230, 4957, 5360 (Solicited MFB based on packets other than MRQ)
	4229
	Bin Chen
	9.28.3
	124.41
	"the received PPDU from which the MRQ was triggered" is ambiguous. What is the meaning of MRQ was triggered? Does that means this PPDU is not the PPDU carrying the MRQ? This comment is related to the previous one. If there is a clear description about MRQ in non-NDPA frame, this would be also cleared.
	add a (s) after the PPDU. As below.

"the received PPDU(s) from which the MRQ was triggered", and need more description about what is the meaning of "trigger"
	Commenter to submit a resolution

	4230
	Bin Chen
	9.28.3
	125.22
	If an MRQ is included in the last PPDU in a TXOP and there is not enough time for a response, the recipient

can transmit the response MFB in a subsequent TXOP.  If the MFB is computed based on some later PPDU(s) which doesn't carry the MRQ. In this case, the requester can't know that it can use the MFB for longer time than it appears as a solicited MFB for the MRQ. this may trigger a new MRQ and cause overhead.
	need a mechanism to let the requester know this situation, so that the requester can use the MFB appropriately.
	Commenter to submit a resolution

	5360
	Yi Luo
	9.28.3
	122.46
	MFB shall be computed based on NDP following a NDPA frame if the MRQ is in the NDPA frame. But for a non-NDPA frame with MRQ set, there is no description for the MFB computation. So, does that mean in a non-NDPA frame with MRQ set, the responder may compute MFB based on that non-NDPA frame or it can compute MFB based on other PPDUs which have same TX features (i.e., bandwidth, group_id, Num-STS, and so on)?
	Add a sentence to make it clear. "An MFB responder sending MFB in response to MRQ in an non-NDPA frame, may compute the MFB based on the non-NDPA PPDU or the other PPDU(s) "
	Commenter to submit a resolution

	4957
	Nir Shapira
	9.28.3
	122.65
	Wording "associated PPDU" is confusing.
	Suggest using "PPDU carryig the MRQ" instead
	Refer to resolutions of CIDs 4229, 4230 and 5360












Submission
page 8
Hongyuan Zhang, et. al.


