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Status on OFDM comments, as of 7/14/2010.

162 comments flagged as “technical” and “OFDM” in 15-10-0283-18-004g-lb51-comments.xls

18 have been accepted (A or AP) in Beijing.

17 resolved earlier in San Diego plenary (flagged “adhoc”).

14 resolved during the adhoc OFDM sessions on 7/13/2010 and 7/14/2010.

113 have a proposed resolution but are still a work in progress. For most of them, the participants have requested more time to review the proposed resolution. For the others, some participants have been assigned to provide the proposed resolution. These comments are flagged “wp”.

Comments highlighted in yellow have been resolved in the ad-hoc. Pending approval in formal session.

Comment highlighted in blue have been addressed and assigned to someone. Waiting for detailed proposal

Comment highlighted in red will be addressed next.
OFDM Header, PSDU, Tail and Pad bits

Definition of the HCS: 1039, 1045, 1055. AiP. Proposed resolutions in documents 15-10-0417-00-004g (slide 7 includes text) and 15-10-0425-00-00g (includes diagram).
Size of the PHY Header: 1040, Withdrawn by commenter

PHY Header Structure: 1034: Proposed Reject. Since the information is related to the MAC or NHL, this notification should be carried in the MAC or NHL. Update on 7/14/2010: The commenter has posted a document explaining further the proposal (Doc#572 Rev0). We will let the commenter present this document before deciding.
Tail and PAD bits: 1430 (duplicated 1431, 1432, 1433), AiP. Add 12 bit value for option 2, before the 24 bit value.
PHY header and PSDU construction:  1056 (related  comments: 1065). Add updated text (based on document #425) and block diagram (based on 0425, minus the "pad bit").  Must be resolved after interleaver comments.
General comments about Doc 425: remove bit from diagram and remove duplicated text. Add normative text regarding the viterbi field.

Add: the rate field is equal to the MCS number. (add a more detailed description of the fields) add a column (index) in table 75f called “Rate Field” with values 0 through 8. Add a text saying “the receiver must have prior knowledge of the option and frequency band”

Add subclause for each field

Specify the size field (in octet)

To be completed by em and jg

Interleaver and PAD for header: 1064 (related comment: 1041). 2 proposals One in Document 15-10-0501-00-00g (header symbol increased by 1) and the other one to keep the same size.
Tim proposes:

Page 66, 6.12b.2.9 Pad Bits (PAD)

Move the definition of the number of coded bits per symbol to the interleaver section, p 62. (6.12b.2.4). 

Other proposal in doc 501. Suggests a formula for the editors

To do: check the performance and  run simulation.. Tim and Sangsung.
Tail and PAD bits: 1434 (Duplicated 1435, 1436, 1437, 1438). Accept the order: DATA, TAIL and then PAD. The scrambling part will depend on the resolution of 1381. See diagram in document 426 for an example (after the text "Propose the composition of PSDU")
STF & LTF

STF definition: 964, 974, 975, 976 (duplicated: 977-981), 976 (duplicated: 977-981), 996, 997. Cristina, Steve, Tim, Sangsung will provide further details around the STF definition.
LTF length: 989 (similar: 992), Discussion but no agreement in adhoc. Discussion will continue off line and in plenary
Symbol inversion in last STF: 993, 994 Discussion but no agreement in adhoc. Discussion will continue off line and in plenary
STF robustness in low SNR: 1010
Scrambling:

Order of the scrambler: 1381. cf diagram  in document #426. Proposed  to move the scrambler at the last stage after interleaver. But 802.11 does it before the encoder/interleaver. 802.16 has the scrambler at the end. Straw poll indicates a preference for the scrambler after coding/interleaver.ADI, TI and Freescale to resolve
Definition of the scrambler: 1035 (similar: 1037, 1379, 1380, 1449), 1444 (Duplicate 1445, 1446, 1447, 1448). Proposed resolutions have been made. The participants have requested more time to review the documents.

OFDM Options

Modified Option 1: 1335 AiP Change the text by replacing 1MHz by 1.2MHz. This will resolve the inconsistency without changing the option 1.
Cyclic Prefix: 1336 (similar to 1429) Proposed Reject. Some channels will require more than 1/8th CP eg hilly terrain.
Signal Bandwidth: 182, 1370. Accept in Principle. The following nominal bandwidth will be added in table 74f. Option 1: 1094kHz, Option 2: 552kHz, Option 3: 281kHz, Option 4: 156kHz, Option 5: 73kHz. 

OFDM Modulation

Clarification on flow diagram: 1382: The diagram needs to be clarified once other comments (modulation, etc….) have been clarified.
Sensitivity levels for each MCS: 679, 1451 (Duplicated 1452, 1453, 1454, 1455), 1456, 1460 (Duplicated 1461). Tim will specify.

Default and  mandatory MCS levels: 1044 (Similar 1068), 1341, 1342 (Duplicated 1343, 1345, 1346), 1344. The participants of the adhoc have proposed the following resolutions:
Mandatory modes for OFDM:

Sangsung: the lowest MCS level and the simplest to implement (will specify the corresponding MCS levels)
Tim: QPSK and BPSK mandatory (still working on the proposal)

 Yosi:

Option 1: MCS0 

Option 2: MCS0

Option 3: MCS1

Option 4: MCS2

Option 5: MCS6

Differential Modulation: 1420 (related comments: 1371, 1372, 1422) Presentation of document #568 rev 0. Discussion started but ran out of time.
DCM Modulation: 1373 (Related comments:, 1374, 1375, 1376, 1388, 1390)
EVM: 1334 (related comments: 1511, 1512, 1514, 1516, 1518, 1520, 1523)
Interleaver
Interleaver definition: 1041. 1404 (related: 1410), 1414 (Duplicated 1415, 1416, 1417) The participants have requested more time to review the proposed resolutions. Additional proposals will be made in the plenary on 7/14/2010
Power & PAPR

Power Boosting: 1011, (Related: 1005, 1007, 1009, 1014, 1027, 1028)
Pilot tones

Pilot tone cycles and staggering: 1421, 1423 Presented doc 577 rev0. Proposal made for all options. Strawpoll indicated 10 in favor of the proposal and 3 with concerns or disagreement (2 abstentions). Some participants have requested more time to review the proposal. Discussion will continue off line and in plenary
Other

PIB Attributes:

807 (Duplicate or similar: 808, 809, 810,1042, 1043, 1066, 1067). Discussion but no agreement in adhoc. Discussion will continue off line and in plenary
Channels and bands:

263 AiP. The OFDM PHY will follow the channel mapping proposed for other PHYs For example Option 3 to 5 will be compatible with the channel mapping proposed in MR-FSK PHY and options 1 and 2 will be compatible with the non-frequency hopping channel mapping (ie legacy 802.15.4). Note: the channel separation for the adjacent channel rejection will be defined independently.
Clarifications about OFDM:

1377 (Duplicated 1378), AiP. Will provide clarification. The options are here to provide different bandwidth option for the different applications. The different MCS levels will be justified (still working on it since there are some comments about DCM modulation and the mandatory modes)
1781 (Duplicated 1782, 1783). Charles, Tim and Emmanuel will work together on an annex.
CCA in OFDM mode:

1525 (Duplicated 1526, 1527, 1528, 1529, 1530)
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