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	1. 
	5
	JohnCoffey
	T
	Yes, it’s a part of the “No”
	Page 7 has 3 refs to “clause 19”; I can’t find this clause.  The phrase “placeholder” appeared several times. The document appears to be materially under-specified in ways that may be important.
	Filling in the gaps noted.
	

	2. 
	5.4.1.1
	APS
	T
	Yes
	Although 802.11e does define the concept of the RHC, it does not define the necessary procedures required to support it at either the RHC or EAP.  Further, support or lack of support for these procedures introduces a requirement on the EAP’s functionality before an RHC can operate.
	
	

	3. 
	5.4.1.1
	Matthew Sherman
	T
	YES
	The distribution service is modified for QoS in that STA to STA communications is permitted in the presence of an AP or PC.  Either the DS no longer resides solely in the AP, or the DS is bypassed.  This section requires clarification.  
	Clarify.
	

	4. 
	5.4.1.1
	Bob O’Hara
	T
	Y
	There is no such thing as an RHC.  It is simply an EAP with HC.
	Delete the change from this clause.
	

	5. 
	5.4.2.1
	APS
	T
	Yes
	“End-to-end QoS connections are maintained…”.  I do not see mechanisms in this specification that support this type of transition.
	Add mandatory process descriptions to support QBSS-transition mobility.
	

	6. 
	5.3.1
	Matthew Sherman
	T
	YES
	Clarification.
	After “scheduling” insert “(IEEE 802.11E only)”.
	

	7. 
	5.3.1
	Greg Parks
	T
	YES
	It seems this should include some reference to QoS traffic specification as well as scheduling
	Add traffic specification
	

	8. 
	5.2
	Kenji Fujisawa
	T
	Yes
	Page 7 refers “clause 19”, but it is missing.
	
	

	9. 
	5.3
	Greg Parks
	T
	YES
	It seems this should include some reference to QoS traffic specification as well as scheduling
	Add traffic specification
	

	10. 
	5.4
	Greg Parks
	T
	YES
	Comment reserved until the number “10” has been verified
	TBD
	

	11. 
	5.5
	Matthew Sherman
	T
	YES
	Does the existence of a bridge to another LAN from one STA infer the existence of a DS.  How else could there be a portal?  For example, even in an IBSS, an STA could connect to say a HomePNA device and devices communicate across such a link without one formally being an AP.
	Clarify.
	

	12. 
	5.6
	Greg Parks
	T
	YES
	Incomplete description
	Add comment as to why QoS support is limited in an IBSS
	

	13. 
	5.2.2.2
	Greg Parks
	T
	YES
	Current understanding is that the QoS enhancements are mandatory, not optional, and that there is now only one uniform level and not several strictly nexted levels of QoS enhancements
	Indicate QoS enhancements mandatory, indicate single qoS level adhered to by stations
	

	14. 
	5.2.2.2

5.2.3

5.2.4

5.4.1.3
	Letanche
	T
	Y
	References are made to a non-existent clause 19.
	Add clause 19.
	

	15. 
	5.2.2.2
	Matthew Sherman
	T
	YES
	Where is Clause 19?
	Add Clause 19.
	

	16. 
	5.4.1.2
	Bob O’Hara
	T
	Y
	Delete the BP.  There is no QoS requirement for multiple attachments to other networks (“integration”).  This is an attempt to standardize a particular solution to a single perceived market.
	Remove this change from the draft.
	

	17. 
	5.4.2.2
	Matthew Sherman
	T
	YES
	Clarification.
	Change instructions to read “Change the third paragraph of 5.4.2.2 as follows:” and delete the paragraph of text that immediately follows the instructions.
	

	18. 
	5.3.2
	Bob O’Hara
	T
	Y
	Clause 5 is not normative, or has not been normative previously.  Now would not be a good time to change this.
	Remove use of normative words such as “may”.
	

	19. 
	5.3.2
	Matthew Sherman
	T
	YES
	Does DS provide traffic scheduling,  or, admission and policing?  Since already a station function, don’t need scheduling again.  Or is this meant to differentiate the scheduling in an EAP and ESTA.  Under PCF, AP always provided scheduling.
	Clarify.
	

	20. 
	5.3.2
	Matthew Sherman
	T
	YES
	How can an IBSS have an AP?
	Clarify 2nd sentence.
	

	21. 
	5.3.2
	Greg Parks
	T
	YES
	It seems this should include some reference to QoS traffic specification as well as scheduling
	Add traffic specification
	

	22. 
	5.3.2
	Matthew Sherman
	T
	YES
	What about distribution service for bridge portal?
	Clarify.
	

	23. 
	5.4.1.3
	Matthew Sherman
	T
	YES
	Should QoS scheduling be considered a subset of the distribution service?
	Clarify.
	

	24. 
	5.4.2.3
	Matthew Sherman
	T
	YES
	Should an AP allow Reassociation for the case where a QoS association is nolonger possible, or, is disassociation the only possibility?
	Clarify.
	

	25. 
	5.2.3
	Bob O’Hara
	T
	Y
	This definition claims that more information , presumably the normative requirements, are described in clause 19.  There is no clause 19 in the document.
	
	

	26. 
	5.1.1.4
	Bob O’Hara
	T
	Y
	You are darn right that the draft proposes methods that are “non-traditional”!  Other LANs have not tried to shoe-horn complex functions into their MAC to support QoS.  Yet, they seem to manage well.  They have simply waited for the technology to mature to the point that the simplest solution to providing QoS, enough bandwidth, became available.  If higher layers must be “WLAN-aware”, as is stated here, the QoS mechanisms that require this awareness will be used infrequently (if ever) in any but products serving dedicated applications.
	Delete all QoS mechanisms from the draft that require that higher layers be “WLAN-aware”.
	

	27. 
	5.2.4
	Matthew Sherman
	T
	YES
	A portal only connects to a DS.  However, there might be multiple independent LAN’s that connect to 802.11 LANs.  Would each have a separate DS?  5.3.2 states that a Bridge Portal does not connect to a DS.  Rather it provides one “DS” service – the integration service.   These statements seem in conflict.
	Clarify.
	

	28. 
	5.2.5
	Kenji Fujisawa
	T
	Yes
	Page 8 line 3 refers “Annex F”, but it is missing.
	
	

	29. 
	5.2.5
	Greg Parks
	T
	YES
	There is no Annex F in this draft, so I reserve comment
	To be reviewed when Annex F is available
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