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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.

More Coex CIDs
	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	1007
	227.00
	11.14.4.1
	Context is CID 156 in the orignal SB: "While the informative recommendation in Note 2 of 11.14.4.1 is a step in the right direction (i.e. adding text to Clause 11), I believe it is necessary to take the next step and convert the Note to a normative rule in the body of the subclause.

In order to accommodate non-802.11 devices, on approach might be to implement the PCO mechanism could be extended to allow periods when non-802.11 devices can access the medium."
	The "Disagree" resolution in the original SB to this comment was used to resolve several similar comments, I am encouraged that such a technically strong and well-thought out discussion was created. The resolution cites several 802.11 mechanisms (some mandatory like CCA detection) and some optional and sites 802.15 functional and coexistence mechanisms that would be informative in 802.11.

That being said, this particular comment was not addressed in the original SB.


Resolution: Disagree – 
As indicated by the resolution in 09/224r2, the TGn Comment Resolution Committee believes that coexistence has been properly addressed.  Furthermore, the resolution to CID 156 in 09/224r2 did include a statement that addressed the suggestion of extending the PCO mechanism.  An update to this statement is as follows:
In response to the suggestion of extending the PCO mechanism, there is no BT OTA protocol that allows a BT system to honor a PCO-like schedule.  The only possibility is for an 802.11 AP to attempt to follow the SCO schedule of a single BT master, and the overhead and jitter in switching PCO phases would eat up most of the available 802.11 time if that technique were used.  It couldn't cope with multiple BT masters, as they have asynchronous clocks.

	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	1006
	227.00
	11.14.4.1
	Context is CID 155 in the orignal SB: While the informative recommendation in Note 2 of 11.14.4.1 is a step in the right direction (i.e. adding text to Clause 11), I believe it is necessary to take the next step and convert the Note to a normative rule in the body of the subclause.

In order to accommodate non-802.11 devices, on approach might be to implement a TDMA-approach, similar to 802.15.2's "Alternating wireless medium access" which specifies in each beacon a period for 20MHz operation. This idea could extended to 40MHz, and still allow non-802.11 devices time to access the media."
	The "Disagree" resolution in the original SB to this comment was used to resolve several similar comments, I am encouraged that such a technically strong and well-thought out discussion was created. The resolution cites several 802.11 mechanisms (some mandatory like CCA detection) and some optional and sites 802.15 functional and coexistence mechanisms that would be informative in 802.11.

That being said, the resolution to this comment does not address this issue and this particular mechanism of 802.15.2 is not cited in the resolution of the comment. So, I fear this comment wasn't properly addressed.

	1045
	227.00
	11.14.4.1
	Comment about CID 155 in the orignal SB: Note 2 of 11.14.4.1 is an informative recommendation but I believe it is necessary to convert the Note to a normative rule in the body of the subclause.
	The "Disagree" resolution in the original SB to this comment was used to resolve other similar comments but not this particular one. The quoted informative recommendation, and the fact that this particular mechanism of 802.15.2 is not cited in the resolution of the comment, encourages me to propose to resolve this comment by e.g. accomodating non-802.11 devices could be accomodated by implementing a TDMA-approach, similar to 802.15.2's "Alternating wireless medium access". This idea could extended also to 40MHz, and still allow non-802.11 devices time to access the media.


Resolution: Disagree – 
As indicated by the resolution in 09/224r2, the TGn Comment Resolution Committee believes that coexistence has been properly addressed.  Furthermore, resolution to CID 155 included the following to address the suggestion of implementing a TDMA-approach. "Regarding a modification to implement a TDMA-like scheme, the efficiency of such a scheme would be poor as the timing granularity is uncomfortably short to work with SCO (~3ms period)."
	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	1009
	227.00
	11.14.4.1
	Context is CID 158 in the orignal SB: "While the informative recommendation in Note 2 of 11.14.4.1 is a step in the right direction (i.e. adding text to Clause 11), I believe it is necessary to take the next step and convert the Note to a normative rule in the body of the subclause.

Failing this, 40MHz operation in the 2.4GHz band should be removed from the draft, because of the known existence of other 802 devices."
	The "Disagree" resolution in the original SB to this comment was used to resolve several similar comments, I am encouraged that such a technically strong and well-thought out discussion was created. The resolution cites several 802.11 mechanisms (some mandatory like CCA detection) and some optional and sites 802.15 functional and coexistence mechanisms that would be informative in 802.11.

If the "Coexistence Measurements and Simulations" and subsequent "Conclusions" section of the resolution are not acceptable to the sponsors, then

my recommendation is that there is no alternative but to delete 40MHz operation in the 2.4GHz band should be removed from the draft.

	1008
	227.00
	11.14.4.1
	Context is CID 157 in the orignal SB: "While the informative recommendation in Note 2 of 11.14.4.1 is a step in the right direction (i.e. adding text to Clause 11), I believe it is necessary to take the next step and convert the Note to a normative rule in the body of the subclause, and define a mechanism for detecting non-802.11, but well-defined 802 devices, e.g. 802.15.1"
	The "Disagree" resolution in the original SB to this comment was used to resolve several similar comments, I am encouraged that such a technically strong and well-thought out discussion was created. The resolution cites several 802.11 mechanisms (some mandatory like CCA detection) and some optional and sites 802.15 functional and coexistence mechanisms that would be informative in 802.11.

If the "Coexistence Measurements and Simulations" and subsequent "Conclusions" section of the resolution are acceptable to the sponsors, then

my recommendation is that the "Description of CSMA Coexistence in 2.4 GHz" and "40 MHz Coexistence in 802.11n in 2.4 GHz" sections of the explanation should be included in this subclause with its citations.

	1005
	227.00
	11.14.4.1
	Context is CID 154 in the orignal SB: "While the informative recommendation in Note 2 of 11.14.4.1 is a step in the right direction (i.e. adding text to Clause 11), I believe it is necessary to take the next step and convert the Note to a normative rule in the body of the subclause.

My thinking is that if a STA is operating in the 2.4GHz ISM band and has no mechanism to know whether any non-802.11 communication devices are operating in the area, then it shall assert the 40MHz Intolerant bit in its HT Capabilities IE."
	First, let me say that the resolution was resolved as "Disagree" and yet the suggestion in the "Comment" field of CID 154 is one of the mechanisms listed in the resolution.

While this particular "Disagree" resolution in the original SB to this comment was used to resolve several similar comments, I am encouraged that such a technically strong and well-thought out discussion was created. The resolution cites several 802.11 mechanisms (some mandatory like CCA detection) and some optional and sites 802.15 functional and coexistence mechanisms that would be informative in 802.11.

My recommendation is that the "Description of CSMA Coexistence in 2.4 GHz" and "40 MHz Coexistence in 802.11n in 2.4 GHz" sections of the explanation should be included in this subclause with its citations.

	1046
	227.00
	11.14.4.1
	Comment on CID 158 in the orignal SB: I believe it is necessary to convert the informative recommendation in Note 2 of 11.14.4.1 to a normative rule in the body of the subclause.

Failing this, 40MHz operation in the 2.4GHz band should be removed from the draft, because of the known existence of other 802 devices."
	If the "Coexistence Measurements and Simulations" and subsequent "Conclusions" section of the original resolution are not acceptable to the sponsors, then

I recommend to remove 40MHz operation in the 2.4GHz band from the draft.

	1044
	227.00
	11.14.4.1
	Comment on CID 154 in the orignal SB:

if a STA is operating in the 2.4GHz ISM band and has no mechanism to know whether any non-802.11 communication devices are operating in the area, then it shall assert the 40MHz Intolerant bit in its HT Capabilities IE."
	The original resolution was resolved as "Disagree" and yet the suggestion in the "Comment" field of CID 154 is one of the mechanisms listed in the resolution.

My recommendation is that the "Description of CSMA Coexistence in 2.4 GHz" and "40 MHz Coexistence in 802.11n in 2.4 GHz" sections of the explanation should be included in this subclause with its citations.


Resolution: Disagree – as indicated by the resolution in 09/224r2, the TGn Comment Resolution Committee believes that coexistence has been properly addressed.  Regarding the suggestion of adding some of the resolution text in 09/224r2 to the 11n draft, the coexistence mechanisms in 802.11 and 802.11n do not necessitate additional explanatory text in the standard.
	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	1001
	
	
	40 MHz issue remains unaddressed
	

	1061
	226.00
	11.14.4.1
	My comment is still valid because nothing changed in the related chapters of D8.0:

The current draft does not ensure coexistence with other IEEE standards using the 2.4 GHz band. The transmission of any 40 MHz mask in the 2.4 GHz band has to be limited to devices with adequate detection mechanisms for non-802.11 devices. A detection threshold of -62 dBm is not appropriate.
	Specify adequate detection mechanisms for non-802.11 devices which have to be mandatory for all devices using 40 MHz channels @ 2.4 GHz in order to protect existing 802 radio systems. The specification also needs to cover the definition of appropriate test setups. The detection mechanisms should account for sensitive non-802.11 devices, i.e. the detection thresholds must be appropriate.

An alternative would be to allow 40 MHz channels in the 5 GHz band only.

	1059
	226.00
	11.14.4.1
	cf. Note 2 on page 237: The expression '... it is recommended ...' does nothing to ensure that 802.11n devices with such knowledge will not interfere with non-802.11n devices! In fact, it inadvertently creates a class of 802.11 devices that knowingly interfere with other 802 radio systems @ 2G4.
	Pls. change '... then it is recommended that the STA not transmit any 40 MHz mask PPDUs.' to '... then the STA shall not transmit any 40 MHz mask PPDUs.'

	1063
	227.00
	
	Interfering with other 802.15-based systems is a huge issue. Already existing and world-wide used systems like Bluetooth, ZigBee, 6LowPAN, Wireless HART, and RF4CE will have problems to be operated in the same frequency band. The interoperabilty requirement for 802-based systems gets violated.
	Introduce mechanisms to 11n and make them mandatory identifying other operating 802.15-based systems or do not allow to use the 40 MHz bandwidth in the 2.4 GHz ISM band.

	1060
	314.00
	20.3.15
	The statement 'When using 40 MHz channels, it can operate in the channels defined in 20.3.15.1 and 20.3.15.2.' allows the use of 40MHz channels @ 2G4. This will significantly impair ability of other IEEE standards using 2G4 spectrum to coexist with TGn devices running at 40 MHz. The resolution proposed for this comment does not offer anything new to the draft. Assigning 40MHz channels will occupy more than 50% of the 2G4 frequency band at the same time for only one system(!) and makes it very hard for 15.4 systems to stay in operation in this band.
	Recommendation is the same as already proposed for D07: change to 'When using 40 MHz channels, it can only operate in the channels defined in 20.3.15.2.'

	1069
	315.00
	20.3.15
	Low data rate systems like 802.15.4 obtain a high receiver sensitivity: -95 dBm or better is not unusual. An energy detection threshold of -62 dBm is not appropriate.
	Establish appropriate mechanisms for detection of non-802.11 devices when using 40 MHz channels. Alternatively, constrain the usage of 40 MHz channels to the 5 GHz band.


Resolution: Disagree - As indicated by the resolution in 09/224r2, the TGn Comment Resolution Committee believes that coexistence has been properly addressed.
	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	1062
	226
	11.14.4.1
	This comment is on the rejection of previous comments based on submission 09/224r2 which contained multiple inaccurate statements and a conclusion to reject based on those inaccurate statements. Submission 09/281r0 provides additional background information that may change the previous conclusion.
	Adopt recommended changes proposed by previous negative comments in CIDs 27, 165, 168, 14, 129, 171, 47, 6, 42, 167, 9, 37, 31, 39, 17, 86, 1, 2, 3, 89, 179, 41, 38, 36, 55, 11, 5, 8, 30, 127, 155, 46, 157, 166, 170, 156, 128, 132, 125, 85, 56, 182, 183, 173, 4, 13, 7, 131, 239, 130, 32, 35, 122, 40, 84, 45, 29, 184

	1070
	
	
	I am submitting a new no vote and aggressively supporting a document prepared by John Barr and attached with this comment. This document also contains a letter from Mike Foley of the Bluetooth SIG. I will add to Mike's voice and on behalf of the 300plus member companies of the ZigBee Alliance register its strenuous objections to the continued lack of a meanful mandatory coexistence mechanism. 802.11's position of systematically ignoring other user's concerns and monopolizing the use of the 2.4 GHz ISM band remains unacceptable and a disappointment.

(Ed: The content of the document submitted with this comment is identical to document 11-09/0281r0,  which was attached to the comment of John Barr.)
	Eliminate channel bonding as an option in the 2.4 band or alternatively include a mandatory effective coexistence mechanism that will allow reasonable shared use of the band.


Resolution: Disagree – As indicated by the resolution in 09/224r2, the TGn Comment Resolution Committee believes that coexistence has been properly addressed.  Furthermore, 11-09/224r2 does not include inaccurate statements and conclusions.  In response to 09/281r0:

1) The commenter is comparing the behaviour of implementations on the 802.15.1 side with the requirements of the protocol on the 802.11 side.

 

While Bluetooth implementations may use energy detect, and may reevaluate channels periodically, there is no requirement in the Bluetooth specification that they do so.

 

Likewise it is perfectly reasonable that 802.11n implementations perform adequate detection of Bluetooth devices, but that there be no requirement in the 802.11n specification that they do so.

 

It follows that the resolution in 11-09/0224r2 that states there is no requirement for Bluetooth devices to perform energy detect is correct.

2) Regarding the live Bluetooth-WLAN demonstration 
a) the AFH masking of channels was adaptive, not locked down
b) class 2 Bluetooth device was used, up to 4 dBm transmit power
c) Bluetooth master device was an evaluation board, with a production chip and a low gain standard whip antenna

d) off-the-shelf stereo headset was used as a slave device

3) Regarding the item of the measurements in 08/992 and the claim that “However, no one as proven that the measurements documented in 11-08/992 do not accurately represent the impact of 40 MHz 802.11n channels on the operation of Bluetooth devices.” The test set up in 08/992 did not include any 802.11 compliant devices.
4) All the issues raised in “letter from Mike Foley of the Bluetooth SIG” were already addressed by 11-09/224r2.



Abstract


This document contains resolutions to address the following SB comments:


1070,  1001,  1062,  1061,  1059,  1046,  1005,  1006,  1007,  1008,  1009,  1045,  1063,  1044,  1060,  1069
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