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Introduction

Interpretation of a Motion to Adopt

A motion to approve this submission means that the editing instructions and any changed or added material are actioned in the TGn Draft.  This introduction, is not part of the adopted material.

Editing instructions formatted like this are intended to be copied into the TGn Draft (i.e. they are instructions to the 802.11 editor on how to merge the TGn amendment with the baseline documents).

TGn Editor:  Editing instructions preceded by “TGn Editor” are instructions to the TGn editor to modify existing material in the TGn draft.   As a result of adopting the changes, the TGn editor will execute the instructions rather than copy them to the TGn Draft.

Summission Note: Notes to the reader of this submission are not part of the motion to adopt.  These notes are there to clarify or provide context.
REVISION NOTES :

r0 – 07/04/04 – 

CID :

Complete list: 1653, 840, 1949, 1670
Suggested resolutions:

	1653


	Dual Beacons are completely unnecessary at 2.4 GHz because the DSSS PHY modes are more robust than the 6.5 Mbps STBC mode.  They only provide 1 dB of downstream link gain at 5 GHz.  We are already suffering from "beacon pollution" as the density of access points and the amount of information conveyed in beacons increases.


	Remove Dual Beacons from the spec.


	Reject - See 07/523r0
The Secondary Beacon is necessary for several reasons exposed and technically justified in submission 06/1402r2 related to Dual CTS and Dual Beacon feature.
Main reasons for maintaining this feature are as follows:
- Improve perf balance between preamble and data
- Do not throw away 0.9dB! (increase of 6% in range, 13% in surface)
- It does not show a large penalty in throughput (see 06/1402r2)
- Besides, it is OPTIONAL



	840


	The current definition of STBC does not extend the range so substantially that justify the secondary beacon to be sent by STBC. All the related duplication of management and multicast increases complexity.    


	Remove the secondary beacon feature from the spec


	Reject - See 07/523r0
The Secondary Beacon is necessary for several reasons exposed and technically justified in submission 06/1402r2 related to Dual CTS and Dual Beacon feature.
Main reasons for maintaining this feature are as follows:
- Improve perf balance between preamble and data
- Do not throw away 0.9dB! (increase of 6% in range, 13% in surface)
- It does not show a large penalty in throughput (see 06/1402r2)
- Besides, it is OPTIONAL



	1949


	Secondary beacon transmission is only needed in the case where STBC-capable STAs associated to the HT BSS are unable to receive non-STBC beacons and multicast frames.  Given that STBC provides no increase in total range, but rather improvement only in what rates are possible at any given range, and given that all STBC-capable STAs are required to receive non-STBC frames, this mechanism is not needed and the resulting overhead should be eliminated.


	Remove all language which allows for secondary beacon transmission as well as secondary broadcast and multicast traffic, as the mechanism and the additional overhead are unwarranted.  Be sure to also remove the signalling for these mechanisms in the HT information element definition.


	Reject - See 07/523r0
The Secondary Beacon is necessary for several reasons exposed and technically justified in submission 06/1402r2 related to Dual CTS and Dual Beacon feature.
Main reasons for maintaining this feature are as follows:
- Improve perf balance between preamble and data
- Do not throw away 0.9dB! (increase of 6% in range, 13% in surface)
- It does not show a large penalty in throughput (see 06/1402r2)
- Besides, it is OPTIONAL



	1670


	This is completely unnecessary at 2.4 GHz, where DSSS provides better range than STBC.  At 5 GHz, STBC provides only 7% range improvement at 6.5 Mbps.  Duplicating all the multicast traffic for an extra 7% range makes no sense


	Remove the text added to that section.


	Reject - See 07/523r0
The Secondary Beacon is necessary for several reasons exposed and technically justified in submission 06/1402r2 related to Dual CTS and Dual Beacon feature.
Main reasons for maintaining this feature are as follows:
- Improve perf balance between preamble and data
- Do not throw away 0.9dB! (increase of 6% in range, 13% in surface)
- It does not show a large penalty in throughput (see 06/1402r2)
- Besides, it is OPTIONAL
Finally, strictly speaking, CID 2544 removed the text added to this section
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Abstract


This document describes resolution proposal to a number of CIDs of LB97, related to the TGn draft 2.0, and regarding STBC features with respect to the Secondary Beacon functionality at the MAC layer.
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