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CID 15975
	CID
	Page.

Line
	Clause Number
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	15975
	484.10
	28.3.10.8.4
	The "Central 26-tone RU” text in Figure 28-5---RU locations in a 20 MHz HE PPDU is confusing: it is not the magic bonus central 26-tone RU that you get for 80MHz+ PPDUs and that is signaled in the Center 26-tone RU subfield of the Common field of HE-SIG-B.
	Add a NOTE to Table 28-23 to say that the Center 26-tone RU subfield being referred to is the one shown in Figure 28-7, not the one shown in Figure 28-5.
	Instruction to Editor:

REJECTED
In the description of the center 26-tone RU, it already has the figure reference.





	
	
	

	
	
	



	
	
	

	



CID 16116
	CID
	Page.

Line
	Clause Number
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	16116
	
	
	"SIGB" is not a defined abbreviation
	Change "SIGB" to "HE-SIG-B" throughout the document
	Instruction to Editor:

REJECT
Field name uses “SIGB” while description uses “HE-SIG-B”. B18-21 uses “HE-SIG-B” in lieu of “SIG-B” since it refers to # of HE-SIG-B field symbols. In my opinion, the current definition of field names is fine.
Note to Editor:  This has been discussed in CID 13046 in Doc.: IEEE 802.11-18/0038r1 with the rejection reason above.




CID 16307
	CID
	Page.

Line
	Clause Number
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	16307
	484.59
	28.3.10.8.4
	"indexes the size of the

RUs and their placement in the frequency domain" is not clear (what index?)
	Change to "lists the size of the RUs and their placement in the frequency domain"
	Instruction to Editor:

REJECT
Index is used for indictating the size of the RUs and their placement in the frequency based on the 8 bits indices in an RU allocation subfiled in the Common field of HE-SIG-B. The 8 bits indices are presented in Table 28-24.


CID 16308
	CID
	Page.

Line
	Clause Number
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	16308
	484.62
	28.3.10.8.4
	"The number of User fields in a 20 MHz BW within the HE-SIG-B content channel: the number of

users multiplexed in the RUs indicated by the arrangement; for RUs of size greater than or equal to

106 tones that support MU-MIMO, it indicates the number of users multiplexed using MU-MIMO." is not clear.  There is one user for RUs < 106, multiple otherwise
	Change to "The possible number of User fields for a given a 20 MHz subchannel within the HE-SIG-B content channel.  For RUs of size less than 106 tones, there is one User field.  For RUs of size greater than or equal to 106 tones, there can be multiple users multiplexed using MU-MIMO."
	Instruction to Editor:

REVISE 
Agreed in principle, the detail changes are shown.
Please make the changes according to the changes in doc 11-18/1436r1


Instruction to Editor: Please make the following changes to P484, L62
The number of User fields in a 20 MHz BW within the HE-SIG-B content channel: the number of users multiplexed in the RUs indicated by the arrangement; for RUs of size less than 106 tones, there is only one user; for RUs of size greater than or equal to 106 tones that support MU-MIMO, it indicates the number of users multiplexed using MU-MIMO.
CID 16309
	CID
	Page.

Line
	Clause Number
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	16309
	484.34
	28.3.10.8.4
	"The same value is applied to

both HE-SIG-B content channels." is a hidden shall
	Make this an explicit "shall"
	Instruction to Editor:

REVISE

Agreed in principle, the detail changes are shown.
Please make the changes according to the changes in doc 11-18/1436r1


Instruction to Editor: Please make the following changes to P487, L8
When the Band-width field of the HE-SIG-A field in an HE MU PPDU is set to 2, 4 or 5 for 80 MHz, 1 bit is added to indi-cate if a user is allocated to the center 26-tone RU., and tThe bit hasshall have the same value for both HE-SIG-B content channels.
CID 16625
	CID
	Page.

Line
	Clause Number
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	16625
	480.21


	28.3.10.8.3
	With load balancing, the following language is confusing/misleading "i.e., the first HE-SIG-B content channel carries Common field and User Specific field corresponding to RUs whose subcarrier indices fall in the range [∩Ç¡244: ∩Ç¡3]
and the second HE-SIG-B content channel carries Common field and User Specific field corresponding to RUs whose subcarrier indices fall in the range [3:244]." since this seems to imply (certainly does not contradict) the idea that User Specific information for users in an RU484 appear in both content channels, which would lead to an invalid RU Allocation field. This is because the RU Allocation field is not just about RUs, it also defines how many users per RU there are; so the language needs to be more complete.

	Add a description / cross-reference / constraint pertaining to load balancing here. Ditto for 80 and 160 MHz PPDUs.
	Instruction to Editor:
REJECT

The term "fall in the range" covers the case of “load balancing.”


CID 16634
	CID
	Page.

Line
	Clause Number
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	16634
	477.54
	28.3.10.8.2
	Fig 28-25 conflicts with the text. Which is correct? Fig 28-25 says the Common field always comprises Common Bits + CRC + Tail (so >=10 bits). But later text says that, when SIGB Compression field is 1, there is no Common field (so 0 bits)
	The golden rule is that figures should reflect the text and text should reflect the figures. Otherwise we have a very poor spec which fails at its basic purpose of providing an unambiguous reference. Update Fig 28-25 to allow for SIGB compression.
	Instruction to Editor:
REVISED
Agreed in principle, the detail changes are shown.
Please make the changes according to the changes in doc 11-18/1436r1
The text (on Page 477, in Line 40) for description Figure 28-25 are shown as ”It consists of a Common field, if present, followed by a User Specific field which together are referred to as the HE-SIG-B content channel.”

The term “if present” covers the case of no common field.



Instruction to Editor: Please make the following changes to P477, L50, Figure 28-25
Common field (if present)
CID 16842
	CID
	Page.

Line
	Clause Number
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	16842
	480.38
	28.3.10.8.3
	Fgures 28-27, 28-28, 28-29: What is the rationale of having channel 2 on top of channel 1 in the figure?  Shall channel 1 come first and followed by channel 2 in the HE-SIG-B field of MU PPDU?
	Clarify the comment issue as appropriate.
	Instruction to Editor:
REJECT
Content channel 1 locates in the channel with low frequency, and the tone indexes with low frequency are negative, which is correct. Similar rationale for other figures.


CID 16844
	CID
	Page.

Line
	Clause Number
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	16844
	484.17
	28.3.10.8.4
	Suggest adding “allocated" to read like "It also indicates the number of users allocated in each RU"  in Table 28-23, RU Allocation description.  No all Rus is used.


	If agreed, update accordingly as stated in the comment.
	Instruction to Editor:
REVISE

Agreed in principle, the detail changes are shown.
Please make the changes according to the changes in doc 11-18/1436r1


Instruction to Editor: Please make the following changes to P484, L17
It also indicates the number of users in each allocated RU. 
CID 16845
	CID
	Page.

Line
	Clause Number
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	16845
	484.02
	28.3.10.8.4
	Need clarification on "the number of users per RU" and "the number of User Fields per RU."  It seems the former specifies the maximum number of users allocated in each RU.  What does the latter mean, the number of users transmitting data in each RU or the same as the former, or something else?  Please clarify one way or the other.
	Update the language accordingly if agreed.


	Instruction to Editor:
REJECT
The text is not found on Page 484, Line 02, but page 490.

The commenter confuses the number of users per RU and the number of entries. The meaning of the number of users per RU and the number of user fields per RU are clear and do not need further explanation.


Abstract


This submission contains proposed comment resolutions to comments on D3.0.





The 10 comments resolved in this document are:


15975, 16116, 16307, 16308, 16309, 16625, 16634, 16842, 16844, 16845





The changes marked in this document are based on TGax Draft D3.0 (Page number, Line number etc.). 
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