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CID 13, Dee Denteneer
Posted to 802wirelessworld 16 July 2006

Page 44, lines 7-10 (Draft 0.01)
Comment

The description of the Offset field doesn't seem to be in line with Figure s47. Offset is calculated from the beginning of the Mesh DTIM. Figure s47 shows that offset is from a sub-interval (not defined)

Proposed Change by Commenter

correct the text or correct the Figure taking into account the definition of the sub-intervals (are they the beacon intervals?)

Proposed Text
An example of periodicity, duration, and offset values for a periodic MDAOP Info field is shown in Figure s47. In this particular example, the periodicity equals four, so that there are four subintervals within the mesh DTIM interval. The number of offsets equals two, so that there are two MDAOPs within each subinterval. As further illustrated in the figure, the two offset values indicate the start of these MDAOPs relative to the start of these subintervals.

CID 72, Rakesh Taori
Posted to 802wirelessword 16 July 2006

Hello Donald, 
Comment #72 was classified as Defer-NS and I was assigned to provide resolution. Below, please find the clarification pertaining to the aforementioned comment. 
We noted (in discussion with the TGs editor Steve Conner) that  the original commenter actually seeks optimization, i.e. comment 72 may not necessarily be a Defer-NS type comment. For your convenience, I have included below, the comment text and the solution proposed by the original commenter.
So, two options are possible: 
- Comment #72 is reclassified (e.g. to Defer-RPS) and handled after the priority items are dealt with.
- Comment #72 is dealt with as a Defer-NS category comment in which case the clarification text is provided.
 
Regards 
Rakesh 
------------------ 
Resolution Generated by the ad-hoc group on Comment #72 
Need additional text to clarify timeout when receiving station should switch back to Common Channel. -> Rakesh 
Clarification provided by the Assignee 
The receiving MP behavior can be analyzed by considering the following 3 cases: 
Case (1) Sending MP finds channel busy while Receiving MP does not 
Case (2) Sending MP finds channel clear while Receiving MP does not 
Case (3) Both find channel busy 
In Case(1) and case (3), transmitting MP will detect the medium to be busy. In such a case, as prescribed on  Page 132, line 30, the transmitting MP shall not initiate transmission and return to the common channel. The receiving MP sees nothing on the channel for DIFS + slot time. So, it  too shall also return to the common channel as prescribed in line 26-27 on page 132.
In Case (2), the transmitting does not detect the channel to be busy, so it will go ahead with the transmission. After completion of the data frame, it shall wait for SIFS + 1 slot time. If a response is not received within this time frame, it will return back to common channel (as prescribed in lines 28-29 on Page 132). 
It appears to us that in all the 3 cases, the Draft D0.01 already specifies (in the mentioned page and line numbers) the behavior of the receiving station. 
-------- Excerpts from the spreadsheet ----------------------- 
Text of Comment #72 
It is possible for only one of the pair of MPs securing a reservation on a destination channel to get a busy CCA, while the other finds the channel idle.  In that case, returning to the common channel will not enable the pair to retry a reservation immediately.  If the transmitting MP senses the destination channel idle, it should not send a repeat RTX in order to reserve the destination channel once more immediately upon retuning to the common channel, as it might receive no response.  The transmitting MP must wait until a time interval equal to the duration of a transmission plus Ack (possibly TXOP plus group Ack) has elapsed.   The receiving MP may not have gotten a busy CCA and will be still listening for a transmission on the destination channel.  This would delay a reservation retry and possibly postpone it until the next period P. 
Proposed Solution (by the Original Commenter) 
Modify CCF to enable it to extend the reservation of the destination channel without delay. 
CID 50, Donald Eastlake 3rd
Posted to 802wirelessword approximately 19:30, 16 July 2006
This comment calls for the allocation of a number of multicast addresses, such as all mesh points, all mesh APs, etc.


I have found that this is accomplished through the IEEE Registration Authority which has set aside the addresses from 0X-80-C2-00-00-00 to 0X-80-C2-FF-FF-FF for standards use, where X=1 for multicast and 0 for unicast. For example, the IEEE 802.1D MAC Bridge Filtered MAC Group Addresses are allocated 01-80-C2-00-00-00 to 01-80-C2-00-00-0F. Frames with destination addresses in this range are not forwarded by 802.1D conformant bridges. I believe two of these are currently in use, the address ending 00 for BPDU and the address ending 01 for Pause.

We need to decide how many multicast addresses we need.
Comment

The sentence "This frame is typically transmitted in a broadcast manner." illustrates a problem that TGs must address. Namely, the term "broadcast" as used in 802.11 is not always the same as the same term used in TGs. In many cases, 802.11 uses the term broadcast to refer to a local (i.e., a non-relayed) transmission to multiple, indeterminate "neighbors". This is the case for all current 802.11 management frames. The destination address in these cases is "all 1's". However, in TGs, an all 1's destination address is also used to indicate a data frame that is to be sent to all nodes in the mesh (actually, all nodes in the LAN). This means that just looking at the destination address is not sufficient to tell whether or not the frame should be relayed - it is also necessary to see if it is a management frame or a data frame. However, suppose TGs wishes to send a management frame that is intended for all other mesh points. What is the destination address? 
Page/Line: 49/11

Proposed Change

TGs should define an address (not all 1's) that can be used for defining a local (non-relayed) broadcast. Moreover, it may be necessary to define some other multicast addresses for groups of mesh nodes. For example, multicast addresses indicating that a frame is intended for all MPs, all MAPs, all LWMPs, all routing MPs, etc.
Previous Resolution Comments

may need more investigation.  TTL value may be useful here.

Several Multicast addresses may be helpful.
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