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CID 4950
	Page.

Line
	Clause Number
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	429.17
	36.3.12.8.2
	In figure 36-39 we have "Number of Non-OFDMA Users" in the Common field.  This seems strange for single user
	as in comment
	REJECTED
In order to simplify the implementation, it is better to keep the same format between Common field/the first encoding block in EHT-SIG for non-OFDMA transmission to a single user and non-OFDMA transmission to multiple users. Thus, the subfield "Number of Non-OFDMA Users" should be remained.

In D1.1, the description about the Number Of Non-OFDMA Users subfield has been clarified, which can be regarded as a Validate subfield with default value 0 for non-OFDMA transmission to a single user.


CID 7211
	Page.

Line
	Clause Number
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	429.16
	36.3.12.8.2
	Why is "Number of non-OFDMA Users" needed in Figure 36-39, which shows transmission to a single user?
	Delete "Number of non-OFDMA Users" from Figure
	REJECTED
In order to simplify the implementation, it is better to keep the same format between Common field/the first encoding block in EHT-SIG for non-OFDMA transmission to a single user and non-OFDMA transmission to multiple users. Thus, the subfield "Number of Non-OFDMA Users" should be remained.

In D1.1, the description about the Number Of Non-OFDMA Users subfield has been clarified, which can be regarded as a Validate subfield with default value 0 for non-OFDMA transmission to a single user.


Background:
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CID 7213
	Page.

Line
	Clause Number
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	433.19
	36.3.12.8.2
	Change "If a single RU in a 40 MHz PPDU overlaps the subcarrier ranges" to "If a single RU in a 40 MHz PPDU overlaps both the subcarrier ranges"
	See comment
	REVISED
40MHz PPDU doesn’t support indication of 484-tone RU in RU allocation subfield.

Instructions to the editor: Please remove the following paragraph

“ (#4670)(#3060)If a single RU in a 40 MHz PPDU overlaps the subcarrier ranges [–244: –3] and [3: 244], the corresponding RU Allocation subfields in the respective content channels shall both refer to the same RU.”



CID 7214
	Page.

Line
	Clause Number
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	433.47
	36.3.12.8.2
	Numbering of the RU allocation subfields for MRU needs additional clarification, e.g.: from lowest to highest, without increasing the value for "missing" 20 MHz.
	See comment. Applies to various MRU sizes (having seven, six, five, ... RU allocation fields)
	REVISED

Agreed in principle. Reflect the detailed explanation.
Instructions to the editor: Please make the changes as shown in 11/21-1385r0


Discussion:
[image: image4.emf]
[image: image5.emf]
From Table 36-35—RUs associated with each RU Allocation subfield for each EHT-SIG content channel and PPDU bandwidth and Table 36-34—RU Allocation subfield, the content of RU Allocation subfield can be identified. Thus, it is unnecessary to number the RU allocation subfields for a 3×996+484-tone MRU. Thus, the sentence ‘The seven RU Allocation subfields per EHT-SIG content channel are labeled from the first RU Allocation subfield to the seventh RU Allocation subfield in an increasing frequency order.’ can be deleted. The same applies for 3×996-tone MRU, 2×996+484-tone MRU, 2×996-tone RU, 996+484-tone MRU, 996-tone RU and 484+242-tone MRU.
Instructions to the editor:
Please delete the following sentences in TGbe Draft D1.1:
· Page 483, Line 38. The seven RU Allocation subfields per EHT-SIG content channel are labeled from the first RU Allocation subfield to the seventh RU Allocation subfield in an increasing frequency order.
· Page 483, Line 45. The six RU Allocation subfields per EHT-SIG content channel are labeled from the first RU Allocation subfield to the sixth RU Allocation subfield in an increasing frequency order.
· Page 483, Line 50. The five RU Allocation subfields per EHT-SIG content channel are labeled from the first RU Allocation subfield to the fifth RU Allocation subfield in an increasing frequency order.
· Page 483, Line 57. The four RU Allocation subfields per EHT-SIG content channel are labeled from the first RU Allocation subfield to the fourth RU Allocation subfield in an increasing frequency order.
· Page 483, Line 63. The three RU Allocation subfields per EHT-SIG content channel are labeled from the first RU Allocation subfield to the third RU Allocation subfield in an increasing frequency order.
· Page 484, Line 2. The two consecutive RU Allocation subfields per EHT-SIG content channel are labeled the first RU Allocation subfield and the second RU Allocation subfield in an increasing frequency order.
· Page 484, Line 9. The two RU Allocation subfields in the EHT-SIG content channel (with two RU Allocation subfields) are labeled the first RU Allocation subfield and the second RU Allocation subfield in an increasing frequency order.
CID 7215
	Page.

Line
	Clause Number
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	438.08
	36.3.12.8.2
	In definition of value 28. Add note that this value can only be used if the number of users are indicated in another RU allocation subfield
	See comment.
	Rejected

The meaning is clear. And we have instructions on how to use value 28 in Page 488 Line 59 of D1.1:

For an RU that is referred to by two or more RU Allocation subfields in an EHT-SIG content channel (e.g., a 996-tone RU in a 160 MHz PPDU), the RU Allocation subfield other than the first one in the EHT-SIG content channel encodes zero additional User fields per RU contributed to the User Specific field in the same EHT-SIG content channel as the RU Allocation subfield.



CID 7216

	Page.

Line
	Clause Number
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	438.19
	36.3.12.8.2
	Should value 31 be Validate or Reserved? Validate means there is an expected value for a field that will be verified, i.e. Validate applies to a field, not a value. Doesn't look like that applies in this case. Unless Validate means something different in this case.
	See comment.
	REJECTED
Both the reserved fields and reserved values can be divided into two categories: Validate and Disregard.
If a value is identified as Validate for the STA, the STA shall terminate the reception of the PPDU. If a value is identified as Disregard for the STA, the STA shall ignore the value and continue the reception. 
The value 31 should be Validate.



Discussion:
[image: image6.emf]
CID 7217

	Page.

Line
	Clause Number
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	439.18
	36.3.12.8.2
	"including" implies there may be more that the cases listed.
	Change "including" to e.g. "specifically". Same change in remainder of the Table as well.
	REVISED

Agreed in principle. Reflect the detailed explanation.
Instructions to the editor: Please make the changes as shown in 11/21-1385r0


Instructions to the editor:
Please replace the ‘including’ with ‘specifically’ in the following places of TGbe D1.1.
Page 486 Line 36, 40, 43, 47, 51, 55, 59, 62
Page 487 Line 8, 10, 12, 14, 15, 18, 21, 23, 26, 29, 32, 34, 37, 43, 49, 55

Page 488 Line 8, 14
Abstract





This submission shows 


resolution for a comment received from TGbe comment collection (TGbe Draft D1.0)


the proposed changes based on TGbe D1.1.





The submission provides resolutions to CIDs 4950, 7211, 7213, 7214, 7215, 7216 and 7217.
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