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CID 10796
	Page.

Line
	Clause Number
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	142.65
	9.3.1.19
	For the Nc index subfield, we should assign 3bits because Max Nss is equal to 8. So, we don't need this text
	Delete the following text " Nc Index subfield values above 7 are reserved."
	REJECTED
The TGbe decided to support up to 8SS and keep the format of all subfields related to spatial streams unchanged in SP#4 DCN 22-1238r1 
The SP text was:
“Do you agree that 802.11be shall not define operation with more than 8 spatial streams and that the format of all subfields related to spatial streams shall remain unchanged (i.e. no changing the number of bits)?"

The result in the PHY ad-hoc was 22Y, 4N, 5A
The text is required to ensure correct understanding


CID 10797
	Page.

Line
	Clause Number
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	143.03
	9.3.1.19
	For the Nc index subfield, we should assign 3bits because Max Nss is equal to 8. So, we don't need this text
	Delete the following text " Nc Index subfield values above 7 are reserved."
	REJECTED

The TGbe decided to support up to 8SS and keep the format of all subfields related to spatial streams unchanged in SP#4 DCN 22-1238r1 
The SP text was:
“Do you agree that 802.11be shall not define operation with more than 8 spatial streams and that the format of all subfields related to spatial streams shall remain unchanged (i.e. no changing the number of bits)?"

The result in the PHY ad-hoc was 22Y, 4N, 5A
The text is required to ensure correct understanding


CID 11892
	Page.

Line
	Clause Number
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	138.11
	9.3.1.19
	Should we define different subclauses for each of the variants? It will help identify which paragraphs apply to which variant.
	As in comment.
	REJECTED

All 4 variants have common purpose, fields and parameters, while the differences between the variants are described in detailes in this subclause. Splitting already existing subclause to different subclauses might lead to unneccesary delay in spec progress



CID 12208
	Page.

Line
	Clause Number
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	138.35
	9.3.1.19
	Nc is extended to 4 bits without any justification. Either we mention explicitly that Nss > 8 is being supported or we should keep Nc size of 3 bits as in HE
	As in comment
	REJECTED

The TGbe decided to support up to 8SS and keep the format of all subfields related to spatial streams unchanged in SP#4 DCN 22-1238r1 
The SP text was:
“Do you agree that 802.11be shall not define operation with more than 8 spatial streams and that the format of all subfields related to spatial streams shall remain unchanged (i.e. no changing the number of bits)?"

The result in the PHY ad-hoc was 22Y, 4N, 5A


CID 12209
	Page.

Line
	Clause Number
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	142.06
	9.3.1.19
	Ng values and codebook size were designed for up to 8 Nss. As we plan to support more Nss it's required to provide more Ng values and codebook sizes. Or at least define a placeholder for new values
	As in comment
	REJECTED

The spec doesnt support Nss larger than 8, thus no need for new Ng values at this stage



CID 12210
	Page.

Line
	Clause Number
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	142.65
	9.3.1.19
	Its unclear why we need Nc Index values larger than 7. Either we mention explicitly that Nss > 8 is being supported or we should keep Nc Index values as in HE
	As in comment
	REJECTED

The spec defined Nc Index size as 4 bits, thus this text is required to ensure correct understanding


CID 12211
	Page.

Line
	Clause Number
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Resolution

	143.02
	9.3.1.19
	Its unclear why we need Nc Index values larger than 7. Either we mention explicitly that Nss > 8 is being supported or we should keep Nc Index values as in HE
	As in comment
	REJECTED

The TGbe decided to support up to 8SS and keep the format of all subfields related to spatial streams unchanged in SP#4 DCN 22-1238r1 
The SP text was:
“Do you agree that 802.11be shall not define operation with more than 8 spatial streams and that the format of all subfields related to spatial streams shall remain unchanged (i.e. no changing the number of bits)?"

The result in the PHY ad-hoc was 22Y, 4N, 5A
The text is required to ensure correct understanding


Abstract


This submission contains proposed comment resolution to comment on P802.11be D2.0. 





7 comments under subclause 9.1.3.19 are resolved.
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