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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.

Coex CIDs
	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	3003
	233.15
	11.14.4.1
	There are seveal problems with the text in these lines

("NOTE 2--In addition to the restrictions on transmission of 40 MHz mask PPDUs found in subclauses subclause

11.14.4.1 to 11.14.4.4, if a STA operating in the 2.4 GHz ISM band has knowledge no means of determining

the presence of non-802.11 communication devices operating in the area, then it is recommended that the STA

shall not transmit any 40 MHz mask PPDUs..

In addition to the restrictions on transmission of 40 MHz mask PPDUs found in subclauses 11.14.4.1 to

11.14.4.4, if a STA operating in the 2.4 GHz ISM band has a means of determining the presence of non-

802.11 communication devices operating in the area and determines that either no non-802.11 communication

device is operating in the area or that non-802.11 communication devices are operating in the area but

the STA implements a coexistence mechanism for these non-802.11 communication devices, then the STA

may transmit 40 MHz mask PPDUs, otherwise, the STA shall not transmit any 40 MHz mask PPDUs.")

First of all "means of determining the presence of npn=802.11 communications" is ill defined; since this is an ISM band any anyone can use it for anything, it is logically impossible for any device to have this means with a certainty.

The concept of presence is not defined--is a device emiiting somethign one inch away present but one foot away not present? Is a device present if it will be impacted in a very minor way by the 802.11n device, or is it present only if it will be impacted in a major way or only if it will be totally blocked?

Even if this is clarified, the ISM band is an unregulated band and belongs to all suers. A manufactorer should not be obligated to implement "means of determining" in order to use the band fully. This places an unfair burden on 802.11 devices and is a dangerous precident.

Thirdly, the concept of "a coexistence mechanism" is ill defined; is this a standardized mechanism or whatever the manufactoer chooses to do?

Finally, most impairment of operations is two-way; if another user is present then it will impair the 802.11n device as much as the other way around. A good design will probably switch back to 20 MHz out of self interest so this text may not be needed.
	Either restrict 40 Mhz operations from being used in the ISM band or remove these clauses (lines 15 to 27, page 233 in redline draft) entirely, or else define the communcations protocols that "means of determining" are required to detect and give some guidance at to what constitutes presence.


Resolution: Disagree – 
To the first point of the comment, the language of “means of determining the presence” purposely are not rigorously defined to allow implementers and deployers of the system freedom in design, as discussed in 11-09/0576.  
While there was substantial sympathy in the comment resolution committee for the commenter’s second point, the sited language was a compromise to protect existing 802.15 systems.  
Regarding the third point, a specific coexistence mechanism is not specified to allow flexibility in implementations, as discussed in 11-09/0576.  
To the fourth point, switching back to 20 MHz on observing impaired operation in 40MHz would be a coexistence mechanism allowed by the cited text.  
With regards to the proposed change, several votes in the task group have indictated minimal support for removing 40 MHz operation from 2.4 GHz.  As indicated by 11-09/576, the language allows freedom to the implementers.
	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	3004
	233.23
	11.14.4
	The intention of the change is good, but there are no actual requirements related to the energy threshold for the detection of non-802.11 systems, making the change ineffective. The only numerical data, still unchanged, is on page 329. In clause 20.3.22.5 (Clear Channel Assessment) the thresholds for the detection of non-802.11 systems are not suitable for co-existence; more suitable thresholds can be found in the 802.11y amendment, i.e. -72dBm/20MHz. Even these levels are much to high if compared with 802.16 sensitivity levels of -100 dBm/5MHz. A possibility would be to request that the detection of the non-802.11 device will use the -100dBm threshold, requirement which may not be feasible. See the proposed compromise solution.
	Modify the text on page 329, between lines 22-32, to read: "The receiver shall hold the 20 MHz primary channel CCA signal busy for any signal at or above --72 dBm in the 20 MHz primary channel. This level is 10 dB above the minimum modulation and coding rate sensitivity for a 20 MHz PPDU. When the primary channel is idle, the receiver shall hold the 20 MHz secondary channel CCA signal busy for any signal at or above --72 dBm in the 20 MHz secondary channel. The receiver shall hold both the 20 MHz primary channel CCA and the 20 MHz secondary channel CCA busy for any signal present in both the primary and secondary channel that is at or above --72 dBm in the primary channel and at or above --72 dBm in the secondary channel. If the receiver detects non-802.11 communicating devices, implementing a coexistence protocol with 802.11, and the respective STA has the capability to avoid interfering the non-802.11 devices, the above energy detection limits shall be implemented during the time intervals which are defined by that protocol for shared and contention-based operation."


Resolution: Disagree – 
The commenter points out 11y, however 11y addresses operation in a licensed band.  This cited text addresses operation in the 2.4 GHz ISM band.  As such, the requirements in the cited text are purposely not rigorously defined to allow implementers and deployers of the system freedom in design, as discussed in 11-09/0576.  Furthermore, a strawpoll by the comment resolution committee on June 1, 2009 (Yes: 0, No: 7, Abs: 3) indicated no support to change the detection threshold.
	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	3005
	329.23
	20.3.22.5
	The CCA sensitivity is not low enough to adequately detect the coexistence of non-802.11 devices.
	The proposal is to replace the -62 dBm threshold for the CCA busy signal in both the primary and secondary channels to -72 dBm in all places in the paragraph at lines 23-31.


Resolution: Disagree – The cited energy detection level has been used by 11g OFDM devices since 2003.  A strawpoll by the comment resolution committee on June 1, 2009 (Yes: 0, No: 7, Abs: 3) indicated no support to change the detection threshold.

	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	3008
	
	
	My thanks to TGn for the efforts to ensure good coexistence between 802.11n and existing 802.15 standards.
	


Resolution: Agree – The comment resolution committee appreciates your thanks.

	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	3010
	233.15
	11.14.4.1
	The term "non-802.11 communication devices" excludes the Frequency-Hopping spread spectrum (FHSS) PHY specification for the 2.4 GHz industrial, scientific, and medical (ISM) band as defined in Clause 14 of IEEE Std 802.11-2007. By defining devices as "non-802.11 communications devices" the transmission of 802.11n 40 MHz mask PPDUs in the 2.4 GHz band is permitted while in the presence of communications devices utilizing the 802.11-2007 FHSS PHY. Specifically, by utilizing the broad term "non-802.11", 802.11n 40 MHz mask PPDUs do not coexistence with the 802.11-2007 FHSS PHY since 802.11n 40 MHz mask PPDU transmissions are permitted when in the presence of the 802.11-2007 FHSS PHY.
	Change the term "non-802.11" to the term "non-802.11b/g/n" in the five instances which this term is utilized.


Resolution: Disagree – While the FHSS PHY in clause 14 is still part of 802.11-2007 as the comment points out, there has been minimal commercial deployment of such devices, especially in recent years.  As such, the comment resolution committee does not believe that a change to the draft is warranted.
	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	3011
	
	
	coexistence with 802.15 devices

now that the coexistence issue has been resolved to the satisfaction of both the 802.15 and 802.11 stakeholders, I change my vote from Disapprove to Approve
	


Resolution: Agree – The comment resolution committee appreciates your change in vote.

	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	3018
	233.21
	11.14.4.1
	The two rules in these two paragraphs for restricting the transmission of 40 MHz PPDUs (i.e. lines #15-27) use the phrases "means of determining the presence of" and "coexistence mechanism" which are undefined and subject to misinterpretation.
	Clarify in an explanatory Note that the phrases cited refer to automated and/or deployment mechanisms.


Resolution: Disagree –  To the first point of the comment, the phase “means of determining the presence” purposely is not rigorously defined to allow implementers and deployers of the system freedom in design, as discussed in 11-09/0576.  To the second point, “coexistence mechanism” is defined in “The Authoritative Dictionary of IEEE Standards Terms” as “A method for reducing the interference of one system, which is performing a task, on another different wireless system, that is performing its task.”
	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	3019
	233.21
	11.14.4.1
	The two rules in these two paragraphs for restricting the transmission of 40 MHz PPDUs (i.e. lines #15-27) are normative statements and should have corresponding entries in the PICS.
	Add a suitable corresponding statements to the PICS Annex A.


Resolution: Disagree – The PICS is not a collection of all normative statements in the draft.  The PICS is a high level list of major sub-clauses.  For example, “HTP2.12.1, PMD receive specification for 20

MHz channel, 20.3.22” and “HTP2.12.2, PMD receive specification for 40 MHz channel, 20.3.22” are called out but the very critical normative statements for CCA sensitivitely are not separately listed in the PICS.  As such, there is already a PICS statement “HTM18, Mechanisms for coexistence of 20 MHz and 40 MHz channels,  11.14”, and a separate PICS statement for the cited text is not necessary.
	CID
	Page
	Clause
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	3020
	233.21
	11.14.4.1
	Thanks to the CRC for working toward a solution to the channel bonding problem. After reading the current ballot I have reconsidered my support of document 802.11-09/0511-r1 and renew my vote to not approve. More words have been added but I see no progress toward any measurement method, parameter values, or processes that would prevent using channel bonding in 2.4G from being a major problem for the industry or the SA. More specifics are needed. In the PICS CF16 is optional. It that an error? Also, why is HTM 20 mandatory? Can't an 11n device decide not to support 40MHz bonding? Also noted in the CRC resolutions is that the 40MHz intolerant bit is removed but it is still in the PICS. Thanks for the test results but that brings up additional questions that I will try to address with the authors. Regards
	I propose you do not use channel bonding in the 2.4G band at this time, get the standard done and then go back for an amendment when the details can be done correctly. What's the rush to ruin the band?


Resolution: Disagree – To the first point of the comment, the language of “means of determining the presence” purposely are not rigorously defined to allow implementers and deployers of the system freedom in design, as discussed in 11-09/0576.  Furthermore, a specific coexistence mechanism is not specified to allow flexibility in implementations, as discussed in 11-09/0576.  
To the second point of the comment, when TGn gets rolled into 802.11-20XX, it will not be required to implement High Throughput features to be compliant with 802.11-20XX.  As such, PICS CF16 which addresses High Throughput features is optional.
To the third point of the comment, HTM20 is mandatory conditioned upon HTP2.3.4.  Therefore the MLME aspects of 40 MHz (identified as 11.14 in HTM20) are only required if a 40 MHz PLCP sublayer is implemented (identified as 20.3.5 and 20.3.6 in HTP2.3.4).

To the fourth point of the comment, the 40MHz intolerant bit is most certainly still included in the 11nD10.0.  Please refer to clauses 7.3.2.56.2 HT Capabilities Info field, 7.3.2.60 20/40 BSS Coexistence element, 11.14.11 Signaling 40 MHz intolerance, 11.14.12 Switching between 40 MHz and 20 MHz, and T.5 20/40 MHz BSS establishment and maintenance.
With regards to the proposed change, several votes in the task group have indictated minimal support for removing 40 MHz operation from 2.4 GHz.  As indicated by 11-09/576, the language allows freedom to implementers.




Abstract


This document contains resolutions to address the following SB comments:


3003, 3004, 3005, 3008, 3010, 3011, 3018, 3019, 3020
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