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	CID
	Comment / Explanation
	Recommended Change
	Resolution Notes
	What I did

	842


	Multi-radio MPs are not properly specified.  Annex V suggests their existance, and further suggests that the multiple radios belong to one MP, a clearly unworkable situation according to the protocol.  The obvious choice would be for multi-radio mesh devices to be defined as separate MPs, connected by a link with a low metric and discovered by means not specified in the standard.


	Change Annex V to specifically refer to a multi-radio device as collocated MPs.  Alter the neighbor discovery protocol to state that MPs may have additional neighbors discovered through means not specified in the standard, with metrics that are suggested to be 0 but may be set to any other value.  In the alternative, do not allow multi-channel meshes.  (This later alternative is undesirable, because it reduces the utility of path selection.)


	Multi radio units are essential multiple collocated STAs.  Because of the great interest in those units we will add a note in the forwarding and routing sections of the draft to explain how such scenarios may be accomodated.  In general, references to multi-radio STAs should be removed, since a STA only has one MAC and one PHY.


	Thankfully, I did not have to change the Annex because that was previously done.  There is no mention of “multi radio” or “multiple PHYs” in 2.0.7.

	1949


	This subclause talks about each PHY on a different channel,  but it fails to acknowledge that there is a 1:1 correspondance between MAC and PHY - i.e. there are no rules in the MAC that allow a MAC entitiy to talk to multiple PHY entities on different channels (e.g. channel access and NAV are clearly channel specific).

Furthermore,  the architecture is silent on whether an MLME can be shared between multiple MAC entities.   I believe some of the state in the MLME is clearly MAC-instance specific (e.g. TSF time),  while others may not be.    

There are no clause 10 interfaces that would allow a dual-channel devices to bridge mesh management frames between different MLME instances.


	Draw me an architecture including multiple PHY instances and tell me whether there are one or more MAC instances (I won't believe any anwer that says there's a single MAC instance), and one or more MLME instances.  If there are more than one MLME instance provide the interfaces at the top of the MLME to bridge the Mesh management frames betweent the different instances.  If there is a single MLME instance,  update the MLME description to describe how it manages multiple MAC instances.


	Similar to 842.  In general we don't think we need a different architecture.  We should work within the basic 802.11 architecture and not reinvent the wheel.


	There is no reference to multiple PHYs anywhere in 2.0.7.  All I added in some working to explain what to do in HWMP if there is a device that is made of multiple collocated STAs.


Add 11B.1.4. as follows:
11B.9.1.4 Collocated STAs

HWMP implicitly supports dvices with multiple collocated STAs.  For example, the path Originator and the Path Target of an HWMP path are not necessarily the same as the STAs that are used for transmitting the first and last (respectively) Mesh Path Selection action frame on the forward path. 

In HWMP, the next hop is always a STA that is a peer of the transmitting STA.  The destination, though, may not be a peer mesh STA – the destination could be collocated with a peer mesh STA that would not propagate the HWMP information elements.  The procedure for updating the forwarding information in this scenario is beyond the scope of the standard – this operation is transparent to other mesh STAs that see the peer mesh STA as the “final hop” to the destination, not being cognizant of the fact that the peer mesh STA and the “destination” are actually collocated.
The corollary to this is that the first hop of a transmission may have a transmitter address that is not the same as the source address, or a transmitter address that is not the same as the Originator address of its PREQ.  STAs cannot determine whether a transmission if a first hop or not, other than by looking at the hop count field (which is not used as an acceptance criterion).



Abstract


The submission is a resolution of comments 842 and 1949.  These comments are really not applicable, since the draft has inherently resolved the issue of “multiple PHYs” (by deleting each occurrence of the foul periphrase).  I added text to clarify what is involved if someone decides to collocate STAs and use HWMP.
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