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Lalit Kotecha

Technical, BindingType

Deletion of this section is not acceptable. It deteriorates specificatins by removing an imporatant part of standard using Advanced Antenna system -
beamforming method.

Suggested Remedy

59Starting Page #Comment

135Comment # Comment submitted by:

P802.16-2004/Cor1/D1Document under Review: 17Ballot Number: Comment Date

Proposed Resolution Recommendation byRecommendation:

Resolution of Group Decision of Group: Rejected

Reason for Recommendation

When the group decided on the deletion of section 8.4.4.7, the group's feeling was that the section is erroneous, does not comply with the rest of
the spec and is incomplete.

Reason for Group's Decision/Resolution

Group's Action Items

Group's Notes

Editor's ActionsEditor's Notes

Editor's Questions and Concerns

Editor's Action Items

3Starting Line # 8.4.4.7SectionFig/Table#
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Ran Yaniv

Technical, BindingType

Adopt contribution 802.16maint-05/083 ("Hit Ratio Problems with PUSC Permutation").
Suggested Remedy

91Starting Page #

A well-designed permutation should minimize the hit ratio between any two subchannels. However, the hit ratio of PUSC in reuse 1/3 configuration
is such that a single subchannel in one cell may be hit by the same subchannel in the neighbor cell in as many as 38% of its tones.

Additional problems with PUSC permutation:

The standard deviation of the hit count on a subchannel is high and itself varies widely between different subchannels and IDcell pairs.
The number of different permutation sequences is restricted to 8 due to the size of the odd major groups.

Comment

173Comment # Comment submitted by:

P802.16-2004/Cor1/D1Document under Review: 17Ballot Number: Comment Date

Proposed Resolution Recommendation byRecommendation:

Resolution of Group Decision of Group: Out of Scope

Reason for Recommendation

Motion to rule the comment in scope by Tal Kaitz  seconded by Shlomo Ovadia
Vote:
In favour: 12
Against: 28
Abstain: 1
Fails

Reason for Group's Decision/Resolution

Group's Action Items

Group's Notes

Editor's ActionsEditor's Notes

Editor's Questions and Concerns

Editor's Action Items

Starting Line # 8.4.6.1.2.1SectionFig/Table#
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Ran Yaniv

Technical, BindingType

clarify the support for reuse-1 on the first DL zone:

[modify the text on page 92, lines 17-20 as follows: ]

In the first PUSC zone of the downlink (first downlink zone), the default used DL_PermBase is equal to 0 when the LSB of the preamble
IDcell is 0, and is equal to the preamble IDcell when the LSB is 1. When the 'Use all SC indicator=0' in the STC_DL_Zone_IE(),
DL_PermBase is replaced with 0. For All other cases DL_PermBase parameter in the STC_DL_Zone_IE() shall be used.

Suggested Remedy

92Starting Page #

Several changes to the PUSC permutation IDcell values were adopted in session #35 as a result of contribution maint-04/72r3. As a result, the
IDcell for the outer permutation in the first DL zone is now 0 and for the inner permutation it is now specified by the preamble IDcell.

The accepted solution is not satisfactory in the sense that it forces a reuse-3 deployment on the first zone, while the standard is clearly built to
support unplanned frequency reuse-1 in other zones (FUSC, PUSC with 'use all SC', optional FUSC). The need to plan the deployment for the
first zone takes most of the sting about of the standard's support for reuse-1.

A possible solution is to have the outer permutation in the first zone behave differently based on the LSB of the preamble IDcell. For example:
IDcell of outer permutation for 1st DL zone = 0 if LSB = 0;
IDcell of outer permutation for 1st DL zone = preamble IDcell (as is the case for zones with 'use all SC=1') if LSB = 1

Comment

175Comment # Comment submitted by:

P802.16-2004/Cor1/D1Document under Review: 17Ballot Number: Comment Date

Proposed Resolution Recommendation byRecommendation:

Resolution of Group Decision of Group: Out of Scope

Reason for Recommendation

Motion to rule the comment in scope by Tal Kaitz, seconded by Ran Yaniv
Vote:
In favor: 10
Against: 12
Abstain: 1
Fails

Reason for Group's Decision/Resolution

17Starting Line # 8.4.6.1.2.1.1SectionFig/Table#
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Group's Action Items

Group's Notes

Editor's ActionsEditor's Notes

Editor's Questions and Concerns

Editor's Action Items
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Ran Yaniv

Technical, BindingType

change  PUSC so that in-slot rotation takes both time and frequency into account:

1) [modify the text on page 569, lines 59-61of 802.16-REVd/D5 as follows:]

s is the index number of a subchannel, from the set [0...Nsubchannels-1]
t is the index number of the slot-duration within the zone; the first slot-duration has index 0
nk = (k + 13 · (s + t ) ) mod Nsubcarriers

2) [modify the text on page 573, lines 21-29 of 802.16-REVd/D5 as follows:]

subcarrier(n, s) = (n + 13 · (s + t ) )modNsubcarriers

where

n is a running index 0…47
s is the subchannel number.
t is the index number of the slot-duration within the zone; the first slot-duration has index 0
Nsubcarriers is the number of subcarriers per subchannel.

Suggested Remedy

93Starting Page #

The in-slot subcarrier rotations in both DL-PUSC and UL-PUSC permutations are clearly not suited for repetition codes. When repetition occurs
over time, repeated bits are placed on the same subcarrier rather than on different subcarriers. As a result, repetition does not combat the fading
properties of the channel.

This problem occurs with DL-PUSC and with UL-PUSC when the subchannel rotation scheme is not applied (optional UL PUSC, AAS mode).

Comment

179Comment # Comment submitted by:

P802.16-2004/Cor1/D1Document under Review: 17Ballot Number: Comment Date

Proposed Resolution Recommendation byRecommendation:

Resolution of Group Decision of Group: Out of Scope

Reason for Recommendation

Reason for Group's Decision/Resolution

38Starting Line # 8.4.6.1.2.2.2SectionFig/Table#
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Motion to rule the comment in scope by Ran Yaniv, seconded by Tal Kaitz
Vote:
In favor: 8
Against: 10
Abstain: 2
Fails

Reason for Group s Decision/Resolution

Group's Action Items

Group's Notes

Editor's ActionsEditor's Notes

Editor's Questions and Concerns

Editor's Action Items



2005/05/25   IEEE 802.16-05/021r3

Jing Wang

Technical, BindingType

One solution is to apply PRBS to all the sub-carriers, starting from first used one, in physical number ordering. Alternatively,
in the downlink, for PUSC, FUSC, AMC, and optional FUSC permutation, pilot tones are logically renumbered freqeuncy-domain first (starting
from the lowest numbered subcarrier) then time (starting from the lowest numbered OFDMA symbol).  In PUSC only pilot tones of clusters
assigned to the specific segments are logically sequenced and pilot tones are not subject to cluster renumbering.  After pilot tones are logically
sequenced, the PRBS sequence described in 8.4.9.4.1 are mapped to the pilot tones.

Suggested Remedy

Starting Page #

In the current standard how pilot tones are modulated using the PRBS generation is not specified. For example, is PRBS assigned in physical or
logical numbering? It is not clear, in PUSC mode, whether PRBS is assigned to only specific segments or all the sub-carriers, including DC.

Comment

004Comment # Comment submitted by:

P802.16-2004/Cor1/D2Document under Review: 17aBallot Number:

2005-04-22

Comment Date

Proposed Resolution Recommendation byRecommendation:

Resolution of Group Decision of Group: Accepted-Modified

Reason for Recommendation

On page 144, line 48, append the sentence:

"A new value shall be generated by the PRBS for every subcarrier up to the highest numbered usable subcarrier, in order of physical subcarriers,
including the DC subcarrier and usable subcarriers that are not allocated."

Reason for Group's Decision/Resolution

Group's Action Items

Defered until 4:30 pm
Group's Notes

k) doneEditor's ActionsEditor's Notes

Editor's Questions and Concerns

Editor's Action Items

Starting Line # 8.4.4.2SectionFig/Table#
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Jing Wang

Technical, BindingType

Add sentence to the first pharagraph:" This message is not applicable for OFDMA PHY" and also add the same sentence for section 6.3.2.3.21
Suggested Remedy

20Starting Page #

Since 6.3.10.1 is no longer applicable for OFDMA PHY, should this message still be supported for OFDMA PHY
Comment

026Comment # Comment submitted by:

P802.16-2004/Cor1/D2Document under Review: 17aBallot Number:

2005-04-22

Comment Date

Proposed Resolution Recommendation byRecommendation:

Resolution of Group Decision of Group: Accepted-Modified

Reason for Recommendation

On page 20, line 47, insert the following:
"Add the following sentence at the beginning of the section:
This mechanism is not applicable to OFDMA PHY."

On page 20, line 65, insert the following:
"6.3.2.3.21 Downlink Burst Profile Change Response (DBPC-RSP) message

Add the following sentence at the beginning of the section:
This mechanism is not applicable to OFDMA PHY."

Reason for Group's Decision/Resolution

Group's Action Items

Group's Notes

k) doneEditor's ActionsEditor's Notes

Editor's Questions and Concerns

Editor's Action Items

Starting Line # 6.3.2.3.20SectionFig/Table#
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Tal Kaitz

Technical, SatisfiledType

Adopt the changes recommended in 802.16maint-05/094
Suggested Remedy

128Starting Page #

As shown in contribution 802.16maint-05/094, the performance of the ranging codes in noise limited conditions is not satisfactory.
Comment

117Comment # Comment submitted by:

P802.16-2004/Cor1/D2Document under Review: 17aBallot Number:

2005-04-22

Comment Date

Proposed Resolution Recommendation byRecommendation:

Resolution of Group Decision of Group: Rejected

Reason for Recommendation

Motion to rule the comment as out of scope, by Zion Hadad, seconded by Frank Draper:
In favor: 15
Against: 8
Fails

Vote to accept the comment:
In favor: 3
Against: 16
Fails

The group belives that the contribution is an improvement and thus out of scope of the project, in addition, the suggestions in the contribution might
not provide improvement in an interference limited scenarios.

Reason for Group's Decision/Resolution

Group's Action Items

Group's Notes

l) none neededEditor's ActionsEditor's Notes

Editor's Questions and Concerns

Editor's Action Items

Starting Line # 8.4.7SectionFig/Table#
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Ran Yaniv

Technical, BindingType

Consider and adopt contribution C802.16maint-05/094.
Suggested Remedy

128Starting Page #

802.16-2004 defines an initial ranging scheme that is based on transmitting either one or two CDMA codes over 6 subchannels (8 with optional
PUSC).

However, these schemes do not work when the deployment consists of a multiple-antenna BS (a supported configuration of 802.16-2004) and a
power limited SS that requires either repetition or mini-subchannels for its operation. In such scenarios, the code misdetection rate goes as high as
25% misdetection rate for a 1% false alarm rate. With a single-antenna BS, detection performance is only marginal.

These results are obtained under unrealistically optimistic assumptions:  time offset is perfectly known, a single code hypothesis, and that there is no
contention on the ranging slot.

Comment

118Comment # Comment submitted by:

P802.16-2004/Cor1/D2Document under Review: 17aBallot Number:

2005-04-22

Comment Date

Proposed Resolution Recommendation byRecommendation:

Resolution of Group Decision of Group: Superceded

Reason for Recommendation

By comment #117

Reason for Group's Decision/Resolution

Group's Action Items

Group's Notes

l) none neededEditor's ActionsEditor's Notes

Editor's Questions and Concerns

Editor's Action Items

Starting Line # 8.4.7SectionFig/Table#
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Sean Cai

Technical, BindingType

In the ranging codes initial clock counter formula, the 120 should not be changed to 144. 
Suggested Remedy

130Starting Page #

In the ranging codes initial clock count should not be multiple of 144 to avoid wrap around. The original 120 was fine.
Comment

124Comment # Comment submitted by:

P802.16-2004/Cor1/D2Document under Review: 17aBallot Number:

2005-04-22

Comment Date

Proposed Resolution Recommendation byRecommendation:

Resolution of Group Decision of Group: Rejected

Reason for Recommendation

The author requests the comment to be rejected due to lack of harmonization
Reason for Group's Decision/Resolution

Group's Action Items

Defered until Thursday 08:00
Group's Notes

l) none neededEditor's ActionsEditor's Notes

Editor's Questions and Concerns

Editor's Action Items

17-2
7
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Ran Yaniv

Technical, BindingType

Adopt contribution 802.16maint-05/082r1.
Suggested Remedy

150Starting Page #

The section on CINR reporting contains several problems:

1. The text does not specify to what the CINR measurement relates.
2. The text states that CINR is measured on "messages". It is not clear to which "messages" the text refers.
3. It is not clear whether the averaging factor alpha applies to measurements reported through CQICH.
4. CINR estimates derived for CQICH should be kept distinct from reports triggered by REP-REQ/RSP.
etc.

Comment

157Comment # Comment submitted by:

P802.16-2004/Cor1/D2Document under Review: 17aBallot Number:

2005-04-22

Comment Date

Proposed Resolution Recommendation byRecommendation:

Resolution of Group Decision of Group: Rejected

Reason for Recommendation

The author requested the comment to be rejected due to lack of harmonization
Reason for Group's Decision/Resolution

Group's Action Items

Defer until Wednesday morning and tie to Comment #18.
Group's Notes

l) none neededEditor's ActionsEditor's Notes

Editor's Questions and Concerns

Editor's Action Items

Starting Line # 8.4.11.3SectionFig/Table#
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Ran Yaniv

Technical, BindingType

[Add the following field to table 358 (DCD channel encodings):]

DL_ClusterPermBase 21 1 Value used in the clustering renumbering formula described in OFDMA
section 8.4.6.1.2.1.1, for PUSC zones for which the indicator
'use all SC' = 1.

[modify text on page 92, lines 16-21]

LogicalCluster = RenumberingSequence( (PhysicalCluster+13*IDcellDL_PermBase DL_ClusterPermBase) mod 120)
In the first PUSC zone of the downlink (first downlink zone), the default used IDcell is 0. In the first
PUSC zone of the downlink (first downlink zone) the default used DL_ClusterPermBase is 0. When the
'Use all SC indicator=0' in the STC_DL_Zone_IE(), DL_ClusterPermBase is replaced with 0. For All other
cases DL_ClusterPermBase parameter transmitted in the DCD message shall be used, or, if the parameter was not transmitted in
a DCD message, the DL_PermBase parameter in the STC_DL_Zone_IE() shall be used.

Suggested Remedy

163Starting Page #

Contribution maint-04/72r3, which was accepted during session #35, clarifies the values of 'IDcell' used for the two equations that define the PUSC
permutation (cluster permutation and eq. (111), aka 'inner permutation'). The clarification states that for zones with indicator 'use all SC=1', the
DL_PermBase value specified in the zone_switch_IE is the one used for both the inner and cluster permutations of PUSC (same DL_PermBase
value for both).

I object to the accepted solution since it adds an unneeded restriction to the system. For zones with 'use all SC=1', a separate PermBase value
should be used for inner/cluster permutations of PUSC without any additional complexity.
This has merit because it can be shown that PUSC permutation hit-ratio properties depend on the DL_PermBase value used; hence better
optimization of hit-ratio can be achieved by selecting distinct PermBase values for the different components of the permutation

Comment

180Comment # Comment submitted by:

P802.16-2004/Cor1/D2Document under Review: 17aBallot Number:

2005-04-22

Comment Date

Proposed Resolution Recommendation byRecommendation:

[Add the following field to table 358 (DCD channel encodings):]

DL ClusterPermBase 21 1 Value used in the clustering renumbering formula

Reason for Recommendation

Starting Line # 11.4.1Section358Fig/Table#
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Resolution of Group Decision of Group: Rejected

DL_ClusterPermBase 21 1 Value used in the clustering renumbering formula
                                                                                       described in section 8.4.6.1.2.1.1, for PUSC zones for
                                                                                       which the indicator 'use all SC' = 1.

[modify text on page 92, lines 16-21]

LogicalCluster = RenumberingSequence( (PhysicalCluster+13*IDcellDL_PermBase DL_ClusterPermBase) mod 120)
In the first PUSC zone of the downlink (first downlink zone), the default used IDcell is 0. In the first
PUSC zone of the downlink (first downlink zone) the default used DL_ClusterPermBase is 0. When the
'Use all SC indicator=0' in the STC_DL_Zone_IE(), DL_ClusterPermBase is replaced with 0. For All other
cases DL_ClusterPermBase parameter transmitted in the DCD message shall be used, or, if the parameter was not transmitted in a
DCD message, the DL_PermBase parameter in the STC_DL_Zone_IE() shall be used.

Vote to accept the comment:
In favor: 2
Against: 4
Fails

Reason:
Use of the same permutation is to enable macro-diversity multicast/broadcast services when 'use all SC=1'

Reason for Group's Decision/Resolution

Group's Action Items

Group's Notes

l) none neededEditor's ActionsEditor's Notes

Editor's Questions and Concerns

Editor's Action Items




