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1. 
3.13
Amar Ghori
T
YES
Wording is unclear as to which coordination functions are optional or required and how they may be combined
Optionally allow PCF, mandatorilly require HCF, optionally require eDCF, all may co-exist on the same coordinator


2. 
3.13
Greg Parks
T
YES
Wording is unclear as to which coordination functions are optional or required and how they may be combined
Optionally allow PCF, mandatorilly require HCF, optionally require eDCF, all may co-exist on the same coordinator


3. 
3.13
Ken Kimura
T
YES
Wording is unclear as to which coordination functions are optional or required and how they may be combined
Optionally allow PCF, mandatory require HCF, optionally require eDCF, all may co-exist on the same coordinator


4. 
3.13
Matthew Fischer
T
Y
“or HCF” implies that PCF and HCF cannot coexist, but they can.
The CF within a BSS may have one PCF and/or HCF and will have one DCF.8


5. 
3.13
Myles
T
Yes
The text implies that a CF within a BSS may only have one of a PCF and an HCF. Can’t it have both? In fact 9.10 explicitly mentions that both can exist at the same time
Clarify


6. 
3.13
Ryoji Kido
T
YES
Wording is unclear as to which coordination functions are optional or required and how they may be combined
Optionally allow PCF, mandatorilly require HCF, optionally require eDCF, all may co-exist on the same coordinator


7. 
3.13
Skell
T
Yes
PCF and HCF simultaneously are both possible
‘one PCF and/or one HCF’


8. 
3.2
Harry Worstell
T
YES
What is a portal?  Is it the same as a bridge portal?  If so, say so.  If not, clarify.
Clarify text.


9. 
3.2
Matthew Sherman
T
YES
What is a portal?  Is it the same as a bridge portal?  If so, say so.  If not, clarify.
Clarify text.


10. 
3.20
Matthew Fischer
T
Y
I disagree with the statement that the current DS definition implies that the integrated LANs are part of the DS. The current definition does not make this statement. The integrated LANs may be part of the ESS, but not the DS, according to the current definition. I.e. I believe that the definition of DS needs no change.
Remove proposed change.


11. 
3.20
RAJU GUBBI
T
Y
The current DS definition does NOT imply that the integrated LANs are part of the DS. The integrated LANs may be part of the ESS, though.
Remove proposed change.


12. 
3.20
Skell
T
Yes
I agree with the changes regarding portals but let’s include a good definition of a portal before we start using it in the text.
Add good definition of the term ‘portal’ as used in the standard.


13. 
3.25 
Harry Worstell
T
YES
What is a portal?  Is it the same as a bridge portal?  If so, say so.  If not, clarify.
Clarify text.


14. 
3.25 
Matthew Sherman
T
YES
What is a portal?  Is it the same as a bridge portal?  If so, say so.  If not, clarify.
Clarify text.


15. 
3.5.2
Bill McFarland
T
no
Bridge Portals are a natural concept that is outside the scope of the 11e MAC protocol.  The fact of whether or not a Bridge Portal is present, as indicated in a bitfield, does not affect the correct operation of the MAC – since there are no procedures that depend on the bit – nor is a bridge portal indication needed for interoperability of 802.11.
Remove the Bridge Portal definition from the Glossary (delete subclause 3.5.2).  Remove all references to Bridge Portals from the text:

Sections 3.2, 3.2.5, 3.5.2, 4., 5.2.4, 5.3.2, 5.4.1.2, 7.1.3.1.3, 7.1.3.1.3, 7.1.3.1.4, 7.3.1.4, 7.1.3.1.7, 7.2.2.


16. 
3.5.2
Greg Chesson
T
no
Bridge Portals are a natural concept that is outside the scope of the 11e MAC protocol.  The fact of whether or not a Bridge Portal is present, as indicated in a bitfield, does not affect the correct operation of the MAC – since there are no procedures that depend on the bit – nor is a bridge portal indication needed for interoperability of 802.11.
Remove the Bridge Portal definition from the Glossary (delete subclause 3.5.2).  Remove all references to Bridge Portals from the text:

Sections 3.2, 3.2.5, 3.5.2, 4., 5.2.4, 5.3.2, 5.4.1.2, 7.1.3.1.3, 7.1.3.1.3, 7.1.3.1.4, 7.3.1.4, 7.1.3.1.7, 7.2.2.


17. 
3.51, Page 3, line 7
Gunnar Rydnell
T
Yes
The QoS benefits of the container frame format is questionable and adds unnecessary complexity.
Remove it.


18. 
3.52
APS
T
yes
The concept of Bridge Portal (BP) is not adequately supported in the remainder of this specification.  An AP needs to operate specific MAC-layer behavior related to learning what addresses can be reached via what BP MAC addresses in order to support a BP. 

In practice a user will only confidently be able to use a BP and an AP from the same manufacturer – thereby damaging the reputation of 802.11.
Either remove the BP or make support for it mandatory at all APs.


19. 
3.52
Dima
T
yes
Bridge Portal operation is not described
Either remove BP from the draft or describe its operation


20. 
3.53
Bob O’Hara
T
Y
The “sufficiently short” interval mentioned in the definition must be SIFS in order to maintain backward compatibility with the current standard.  The definition should be corrected to state this.
Replace the vague language with a proper reference to the SIFS interval.


21. 
3.53
Johansson
T

In the definition of contention-free burst, is a BSS meant instead of a BSA? The definition of BSA in IEEE Std 802.11-1999 does not provide enough information for the reader to comprehend the distinction.
Either provide a better definition of BSA within the amendment (in order to make clear how the latency effects of CFBs may be limited to a BSA) or change BSA to BSS in the definition of CFB.


22. 
3.53
Letanche
T
Y
The CFB has no maximum duration
Add a maximum duration of (TxOp limit + the overhead of a Poll)


23. 
3.53
Matthew Fischer
T
Y
Because of hidden nodes, the interframe space is in fact, not a sufficient condition to maintain control of the medium – the virtual carrier sense is also used, and this needs to be stated
retaining control of the WM through a virtual carrier sense indication and by using inter-frame spaces sufficiently short


24. 
3.53
RAJU GUBBI
T
Y
Because of hidden nodes, the interframe space is in fact, not a sufficient condition to maintain control of the medium – the virtual carrier sense is also used, and this needs to be stated
retaining control of the WM through a virtual carrier sense indication and by using inter-frame spaces sufficiently short


25. 
3.53
Sunghyun Choi
T
YES
According to the current draft, a CFB can be initiated by the HC polling only. This should be clearly stated here.



26. 
3.54
Diepstraten
T
Y
What is the effect of the redefinition of the CFP, to also include the CFB?

Obviously certain parameters in the CF-parameter set (like CF_max_duration, or CF_current_duration), do not apply to the CFB, but only to the original CFP.

It is indeed the intend that all CFP mechanisms can also be used for CFB’s. However there is still a need to differentiate the traditional CFP with the CP, whereas CFB’s can be used within the CP.
Keep the old definition of CFP.

Under the CFB description in 3.53, we need to describe that the same access mechanisms can be applied under the HCF, as used within the PCF.


27. 
3.54
Harry Worstell
T
YES
More exact to say no contention within BSS.
Reword “inter-station” to read “intra-BSS”.


28. 
3.54
Matthew Sherman
T
YES
More exact to say no contention within BSS.
Reword “inter-station” to read “intra-BSS”.


29. 
3.55
Diepstraten
t

Should also apply to EDCF
Change DCF to (E)DCF.


30. 
3.55
Johansson
T

Since TXOPs are nowhere defined in IEEE Std 802.11-1999, it is confusing to this reader to contemplate their local generation by contending stations. TXOPs are granted by the HC.
Rewrite the definition to use the more general phrase "opportunity to transmit" in place of the narrowly defined TXOP.


31. 
3.56
Amar Ghori
T
YES
No need for separate CC defninition since RR can be sent at any time during CP
Eliminate this definition


32. 
3.56
Greg Parks
T
YES
No need for separate CC defninition since RR can be sent at any time during CP
Eliminate this definition


33. 
3.56
Harry Worstell
T
YES
What does “enhanced point hybrid coordinator (HCEPC)” mean?
Clarify text.


34. 
3.56
Ken Kimura
T
YES
No need for separate CC definition since RR can be sent at any time during CP
Eliminate this definition


35. 
3.56
Letanche
T
Y
The defined HPEPC is never referred to.

The controlled contention is a reservation request retrieving mechanism that adds additional complexity to the already existing and sufficient mechanisms.
Delete this definition and related definitions and text 


36. 
3.56
Matthew Sherman
T
YES
What does “enhanced point hybrid coordinator (HCEPC)” mean?
Clarify text.


37. 
3.56
Myles
T
Yes
What is an “enhanced point hybrid coordinator (HCEPC)”?
Clarify


38. 
3.56

p3 l36
Skell
T
Yes
What is an HCEPC?
Define HCEPC


39. 
3.57
Amar Ghori
T
YES
First reference to Hybrid Coordination funtion, should include “(HCF)”
Add “(HCF)” to this definition


40. 
3.57
Greg Parks
T
YES
First reference to Hybrid Coordination funtion, should include “(HCF)”
Add “(HCF)” to this definition


41. 
3.57

p 4, l 5
Gunnar Rydnell
T
Yes
“…and hybrid …” makes HCF mandatory
Change to: “…and may support hybrid…”


42. 
3.57
Harry Worstell
T
YES
Needs clarification.
Change “and hybrid coordination function,” to “and potentially a hybrid coordination function (HFC)”.


43. 
3.57
Keith Amann
T
Yes
Page 4, Line 3: The text refers to the fact that the AP can “differentiate among at least 8 traffic categories”.  Previous discussions within this group opted to constrain this differentiation to the definition provided by 802.1P/Q.  I believe that the 802.1P/Q definition provides for distinction among 8 traffic categories at most, and that the intent was to remain “compatible” with the definition of 802.1P/Q.  This could also introduce problems between AP interoperability in that one AP may have a different concept of the number of traffic categories than another.
Replace the text “differentiate among at least 8 traffic categories” with “differentiate among 8 traffic categories”.


44. 
3.57
Ken Kimura
T
YES
First reference to Hybrid Coordination function, should include “(HCF)”
Add “(HCF)” to this definition


45. 
3.57
Matthew Sherman
T
YES
Needs clarification.
Change “and hybrid coordination function,” to “and potentially a hybrid coordination function (HFC)”.


46. 
3.57
Myles
T
Yes
Why does an EAP have to support both the “enhanced distributed coordination function (EDCF) and the hybrid coordination function”?
Clarify


47. 
3.57
Ryoji Kido
T
YES
First reference to Hybrid Coordination funtion, should include “(HCF)”
Add “(HCF)” to this definition


48. 
3.57
Sunghyun Choi
T
YES
Why QoS facility is OPTIONAL? Is this optional since 802.11e is optional? Within 802.11e, QoS facility shouldn’t be optional.



49. 
3.57
Tom T.
T
Y
Line 3:  phrase: “at least 8 traffic categories”  is not correct as there are only 3 bits in the TCID field to differentiate TCs.
Delete words ‘at least’.


50. 
3.57, 3.64
Gunnar Rydnell
T
Yes
No fixed mapping (only a default) is specified from higher layer (e.g. 802.1p) QoS levels to the eight 802.11e priority levels and no mapping specified down to e.g. 4 transmit queues.

Only the priority order is specified, and only as a default order. 

Will the user be able to change the order in an ESTA? There is also 

no mapping between traffic types (voice, video, etc.) and the 8 priorities 

specified in 802.11E.
Why not use the mapping as specified 802.1D?

The mapping from 8 priorities to less than 8 transmit queues is

also not specified. Also this could be done as in 802.1D.


51. 
3.58

t
YES
Need consistent, explicit indication throughout the text as to what functions are required for a minimal ESTA.
Indicate mandatory and optional functions in text.


52. 
3.58
Amar Ghori
T
YES
There are no longer supposed to be any “levels” of QoS, only QoS and legacy STAs
Remove references to QoS levels 0 and 1


53. 
3.58
Greg Parks
T
YES
There are no longer supposed to be any “levels” of QoS, only QoS and legacy STAs
Remove references to QoS levels 0 and 1


54. 
3.58
Ken Kimura
T
YES
There are no longer supposed to be any “levels” of QoS, only QoS and legacy STAs
Remove references to QoS levels 0 and 1


55. 
3.6.1
Matthew Fischer
T
Y
Because the HC relies on sucessfully received frames to effect virtual carrier sense which is necessary for the protection of a CFB, non-collocated EAP/HC should be forbidden.
An HC is alwayscollocated with an EAP.


56. 
3.6.1
RAJU GUBBI
T
Y
Because the HC relies on successfully received frames to effect virtual carrier sense which is necessary for the protection of a CFB, non-collocated EAP-HC pair within the same QBSS should be forbidden.
An HC is always collocated with an EAP.


57. 
3.60
Amar Ghori
T
YES
QoS facility should be required as part of this draft
Change optional to mandatory


58. 
3.60
Greg Parks
T
YES
QoS facility should be required as part of this draft
Change optional to mandatory


59. 
3.60
Ken Kimura
T
YES
QoS facility should be required as part of this draft
Change optional to mandatory


60. 
3.60
Ken Kimura
T
YES
QoS facility should be required as part of this draft
Change optional to mandatory


61. 
3.60
Ryoji Kido
T
YES
QoS facility should be required as part of this draft
Change optional to mandatory


62. 
3.61



HC is essentially independent of AP and is required in IBSS.
HC election mechanism is to be defined.


63. 
3.61
Amar Ghori
T
YES
QoS facility should be required as part of this draft
Change optional to mandatory


64. 
3.61
APS
T
Yes
It makes little sense to have the HC at a station that is not the AP: 1. because the AP has control of the DCF TxOp limit; and 2. because there is no negotiation or protocol defined for how multiple possible candidate non-AP HCs “elect” one of them to operate as the HC.
Require HC to be an EAP.


65. 
3.61
Greg Parks
T
YES
QoS facility should be required as part of this draft
Change optional to mandatory


66. 
3.61
Ken Kimura
T
YES
QoS facility should be required as part of this draft
Change optional to mandatory


67. 
3.61
Ryoji Kido
T
YES
QoS facility should be required as part of this draft
Change optional to mandatory


68. 
3.61
Srini
T
Yes
HC operation is not dependent on being an AP and thus should not be disallowed in IBSS.
HC election mechanism should be defined which can be used in an IBSS.


69. 
3.63
Harry Worstell
T
YES
Are non-QoS capable STA associated with an EAP considered a part of the QBSS since they do not support QoS?
Clarify text.


70. 
3.63
Johansson
T

What is a "QoS-aware integration service"? For that matter, what is an "integration service"? The 1999 standard uses the phrase once but nowhere defines it; P802.11e also fails to define it.
Provide definitions of both "integrated service" and "QoS-aware integration service". Are the distinctions between the two quantifiable or nebulous?


71. 
3.63
Matthew Sherman
T
YES
Are non-QoS capable STA associated with an EAP considered a part of the QBSS since they do not support QoS?
Clarify text.


72. 
3.64
Amar Ghori
T
YES
This description is biased toward prioritization
Include simple description of the QoS parameters that may be provided: bandwidth, latency, jitter


73. 
3.64
Bob O’Hara
T

I believe that the discussion of priorities in this definition has confused user priorities and channel access priorities.  The priorities provided with the MSDU are user priorities and are monotonically decreasing in value from 7 to 0.  The map in Annex H.2 of 802.1D maps the user priorities to channel access priorities and suggests (the Annex is informative) that for a MAC with 7 channel access priorities that a specific reordering be done to provide a “penalty box” for “less than best effort” traffic.  If this is the desired mapping for 802.11 QoS enhancements, it belongs in a normative section, not a definition.
Delete the paragraph on priority.


74. 
3.64
Greg Parks
T
YES
This description is biased toward prioritization
Include simple description of the QoS parameters that may be provided: bandwidth, latency, jitter


75. 
3.64
Harry Worstell
T
YES
Needs clarification.
Change “The priority value” to “The priority or traffic class parameter”.


76. 
3.64
Ken Kimura
T
YES
This description is biased toward prioritization
Include simple description of the QoS parameters that may be provided: bandwidth, latency, jitter


77. 
3.64
Matthew Sherman
T
YES
Needs clarification.
Change “The priority value” to “The priority or traffic class parameter”.


78. 
3.65
APS
T
yes
My comments on 3.52 also apply here.

Any use of 4-address-format DATA MPDUs requires that a node generating these frames learn the association between MAC-layer addresses of the BP or RHC that is providing MAC-layer bridging to either a DS or another BSS.

This definition also confuses the issues of range extension (wireless repeater) with range extension + support for QoS. In the latter case,  there is no support in this specification for 802.11 MAC-layer end-end negotiation of QoS parameters.

Furthermore, 802.11e (S) needs to define how 802.1x operates in this configuration,  and 802.11f (IAPP) needs to define how mobility between the RHC and an AP is supported.



79. 
3.65
Bill McFarland
T
No
Remote Hybrid Coordinator function is not justified.  It’s not clear if the intention is to allow multiple HC’s or an HC-repeater function.  Neither possibility is warranted by current practice.
Remove Remote HC definition (3.65) and all references: section 4 (RHC definition), 5.4.1.1, 7.1.3.3.3 (BSSID Field – undo the proposed changes), 7.2.3 (remove subclause 3) 7.4.6 (remove), 7.4.7 (remove).


80. 
3.65
Dima
T
yes
Operation of Remote Hybrid Coordinator is not described in the draft
Either remove RHC from the draft or describe its operation


81. 
3.65
Greg Chesson
T
No
Remote Hybrid Coordinator function is not justified.  It’s not clear if the intention is to allow multiple HC’s or an HC-repeater function.  Neither possibility is warranted by current practice.
Remove Remote HC definition (3.65) and all references: section 4 (RHC definition), 5.4.1.1, 7.1.3.3.3 (BSSID Field – undo the proposed changes), 7.2.3 (remove subclause 3) 7.4.6 (remove), 7.4.7 (remove).


82. 
3.65
Yossi Texerman
T
Yes
The concepts of remote hybrid coordinator and wireless distribution system appear only here. Its specification is missed.
Provide the necessary specification for remote hybrid coordinator and wireless distribution system or else remove all references to this concept from text.


83. 
3.66
Harry Worstell
T
YES
How do a single DTIM interval and a single beacon interval compose a superframe?
Clarify.


84. 
3.66
Johansson
T
Y
Figure 60 in ISO/IEC 8802.11:1999 shows more than one DTIM in a contention-free repetition interval. This seems to contradict the definition in the amendment.
Correct the standards as appropriate to bring them into agreement (that matches current implementations!)


85. 
3.66
Kenji Fujisawa
T
Yes
The meaning of “consisting of a single DTIM interval and single beacon interval” is unclear. Does that mean DTIM period and CFP period shall be 1?



86. 
3.66
Matthew Sherman
T
YES
How do a single DTIM interval and a single beacon interval compose a superframe?
Clarify.


87. 
3.66
Spiess
T
N
It is unclear if this intends to say that the CFP interval is one and the DTIM interval is one.  It is also unclear if the CFP is optional.
Refer to a figure showing a superframe.  Rewording “A Superframe in a QBSS is a single beacon period starting with a beacon containing a DTIM, followed by a CFP, and finally a CP.”


88. 
3.66
Sunghyun Choi
T
YES
Does this mean in 802.11e, DTIM interval = beacon interval or equivalently DTIM Period field in TIM information should be one? Isn’t this too restrictive?



89. 
3.66
Yossi Texerman
T
Yes
This clause contains a definition for the concept of a super-frame.
This definition is very rigid (one DTIM + one TIM), yet its duration is not fixed across multiple BSSs because TBTTs may be of different sizes.

A fixed length definition of a super-frame which includes a {E}DCF interval, a CFP interval (if exists) and a CCI (if remains in standard) could provide many advantages:

1. Easier QoS Scheduling:
By enabling the parametric QoS parameters such as bandwidth, delay and jitter to be defined in units of super-frames, one can simplify the HC’s scheduler implementation.

2. QoS power save:
A station could wake up every number of super frames, and remain awake for a number of super-frames. The HC could make the PS parameters of a station be made available to other stations and thus enable direct communication.

3. BSS mitigation:
Adjacent BSSs could divide the time domain among themselves using super-frame units.
1. Make the definition of a super-frame fixed in duration. Number of TIMs and DTIMs should not be fixed. Super-frame should be comprised of whole intervals of DTIMs.

2. Define QoS parameters in terms of super-frames (7.3.2.15: Polling Interval, Delay Bound & Jitter Bound shall be measured in super frames from now on).


90. 
3.67
Amar Ghori
T
YES
This is unclear in isolation – how does this relate to traffic classes and traffic specifications, if at all?
TBD


91. 
3.67
Greg Parks
T
YES
This is unclear in isolation – how does this relate to traffic classes and traffic specifications, if at all?
TBD


92. 
3.67
Ken Kimura
T
YES
This is unclear in isolation – how does this relate to traffic classes and traffic specifications, if at all?
TBD


93. 
3.68

T
No
5/23-27: Question
What happens when the MAC is no longer able to provide the requested bandwidth and/or service quality?  Does the connection drop?  Does the sky turn green?  Is this an appropriate place to talk about it, or should we just make reference to someplace where we do address it?


94. 
3.68
Amar Ghori
T
YES
This may be overly verbose and descriptive compared to 3.67
TBD


95. 
3.68
Greg Parks
T
YES
This may be overly verbose and descriptive compared to 3.67
TBD


96. 
3.68
Ken Kimura
T
YES
This may be overly verbose and descriptive compared to 3.67
TBD


97. 
3.68
Yossi Texerman
T
Yes
“However, parameter values in traffic specifications are objectives, not guarantees, and it may be impossible or may become impossible for the MAC layer to provide the requested bandwidth and/or service quality.”

A loose interpretation of this statement suggests that there is no guarantee whatsoever for QoS parameters and that QoS could be compromised by poor implementations.
Specify the circumstances in which QoS could not be achieved. Specify what would happen then (does the HC inform a station when agreed QoS parameters are no longer applicable).


98. 
3.69
Amar Ghori
T
YES
What is an HPC? I seem to have missed this definition anywhere
Define HPC


99. 
3.69
Greg Parks
T
YES
What is an HPC? I seem to have missed this definition anywhere
Define HPC


100. 
3.69
Ken Kimura
T
YES
What is an HPC? I seem to have missed this definition anywhere
Define HPC


101. 
3.69
Matthew Fischer
T
Y
The TXOP limitation for {E}DCF is indicated as limited by the centrally distributed beacon information. This does not apply for IBSS, and as such, this exception must be noted.



102. 
3.69
Matthew Fischer
T
Y
Mentions HPC – what is this?



103. 
3.69
Myles
T
Yes
Is an “HPC” the same as a “HC”?
Clarify


104. 
3.69
RAJU GUBBI
T
Y
The TXOP limitation for {E}DCF is indicated as limited by the centrally distributed beacon information. This does not apply for IBSS, and as such, this exception must be noted.



105. 
3.69
RAJU GUBBI
T
Y
Mentions HPC – what is this?
Define HPC


106. 
3.69

p5 l35
Skell
T
Yes
What is an HPC?
Define HPC, or should this be HC?


107. 
3.70
Harry Worstell
T
YES
I believe a “wireless station” should include any non-AP non-bridge portal regardless of whether it is enhanced.
In first line replace “enhanced station (ESTA) with “station (STA)” and replace “enhanced access point (EAP)” with “access point (AP)”.


108. 
3.70
Matthew Sherman
T
YES
I believe a “wireless station” should include any non-AP non-bridge portal regardless of whether it is enhanced.
In first line replace “enhanced station (ESTA) with “station (STA)” and replace “enhanced access point (EAP)” with “access point (AP)”.


LB27 Comments and Resolutions
page 1
John Fakatselis, Chair, Et. Al.


