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1. 
0, General
Gunnar Rydnell
E
Yes
The draft appears to be very preliminary. Several cross-references are undefined and chapters are missing (e.g. clauses 19 and 20). Figures are also missing.
Updates are needed.


2. 
1

e
NO
“802.11E” should not appear in the normative text of this document.
Remove references to 802.11E in the draft, including references in section 3.66 


3. 
1.2
Amar Ghori


First use of “Quality of Service”
Add “(QoS)”


4. 
1.2
Ken Kimura


First use of “Quality of Service”
Add “(QoS)”


5. 
2
Harry Worstell
E
YES
Capitalization.
Change “References” to “references”.


6. 
2
Matthew Sherman
E
YES
Capitalization.
Change “References” to “references”.


7. 
3.20
Keith Amann
E
Yes
The note appears to be a justification for the change.  Is it necessary to include this justification, and if so, shouldn’t all justifications then be included as information notes?
Although it may be helpful in understanding this change, it seems like a potential problem in that it results in a defacto standard of including justifications for changes in the standard.  This could result in a very unmanageable document.


8. 
3.52

e
NO
There is no such thing as a “802.11D MAC bridge”
change “802.11D” to “802.1D”


9. 
3.52
Gunnar Rydnell
E
Yes
A more extensive description of e.g. Bridge Portals, BSS Overlap Mitigation and Remote HC is needed.
Describe more clearly.


10. 
3.52
Johansson
E

The concept "… not located at the enhanced access point" is confusing. I physical adjacency implied?
Replace the first sentence with "A station within a QoS basic service set (QBSS) that is not the access point (AP or EAP) for the QBSS but which implements the functions of an IEEE Std 802.11d MAC bridge or and IEEE Std 802.1q VLAN bridge."


11. 
3.52
Kenji Fujisawa
E
No
Page 3 Line 12. “802.11D” should be


“802.1D”.


12. 
3.52
Matthew Fischer
E
N
Mentions 802.11D MAC bridge – there is no such thing
Change 802.11D to 802.1D


13. 
3.52
Matthew Fischer
E
N
“implemented as” bothers me, because this implies a bridge which is in promiscuous mode, accepting all RA values for possible forwarding, whereas the actual bridge portal must accept only RA=BP address, with the actual DA found later in the MAC header
Remove words “implemented as”


14. 
3.52
RAJU GUBBI
E
N
Mentions 802.11D MAC bridge – there is no such thing
Change 802.11D to 802.1D


15. 
3.52
RAJU GUBBI
E
N
“implemented as” is not correct, because this implies a bridge which is in promiscuous mode, accepting all RA values for possible forwarding, whereas the actual bridge portal must accept only RA=BP address, with the actual DA found later in the MAC header
Remove words “implemented as”


16. 
3.52
Srini
E
No
Change “…. an IEEE 802.11D MAC  bridge ..” 
To “… an IEEE 802.1D MAC bridge..”


17. 
3.53 (p. 3)
J. Ho
E
N
Is CFB a technique or a name? Conflicting meanings appear in subsequent text.
Revise the definition.


18. 
3.54
Spiess
E
N
EDCF deserves a unique place in this list similar to HCF.
Add a description for the acronym EDCF.


19. 
3.55
Kevin Smart
e
No
Line 30, p. 3, there is an extra space between “of  a”
Remove the extra space


20. 
3.55 (l.32)
J. Ho
e
N
collision sense multiple access
carrier sense multiple access


21. 
3.56

E
No
3/36: Typo
“… from the enhanced point hybrid coordinator …”


22. 
3.56

E
No
3/38 (and subsequent instances): Typo
“Each instance of controlled, centralized contention occurs …”


23. 
3.56
APS
E

The QoS levels need definition in section 3.



24. 
3.56
Harry Worstell
E
YES
Typo.
Change “controlledcentralized” to “controlled”.


25. 
3.56
Johansson
E

I sure hope that an "HCEPC" or an "enhanced point hybrid coordinator" are just editing errors, 'cause my head is already swimming from the myriad coordinators already defined. Likewise the now defunct QoS levels.
Fix the language.


26. 
3.56
Keith Amann
E
Yes
The text of this clause doesn’t appear to match the text which was adopted at the March 2001 meeting in Hilton Head, SC, but rather appears to be some mutation/combination of a previous life and the adopted text.
Correct the text to match that adopted from document 802.11-01/110r1.


27. 
3.56
Kenji Fujisawa
E
No
Page 3 Line 36. “enhanced pointhybrid coordinator (HCEPC)” should be
“Hybrid Coordinator (HC)”.


28. 
3.56
Matthew Sherman
E
YES
Typo.
Change “controlledcentralized” to “controlled”.


29. 
3.56
Spiess
E
N
HCEPC is poorly defined term.  How do you get HCEPC from enhanced pointhybrid coordinator.  (That’s how my hardcopy reads)
Is it “Hybrid Coordinator Enhanced Point Controller”?


30. 
3.56
Spiess
E
N
“controlledcentralized” should be “controlled”
Be sure this is a PDF conversion problem and not a fault in the source.


31. 
3.56
Srini
E
No
Missing / on lines 36, 38 and 39.
Insert


32. 
3.56 and generally
APS
E

“pointhybrid” and “controlledcentralized” seem to result from losing earlier revision marks.  
Recommend a spell-check.


33. 
3.57

E
No
4/3: Grammar (parallelism)
“An EAP differentiates among at least …”


34. 
3.57
Keith Amann
E
No
Page 4, Line 5: Extra semi-colon at the end of the line.
Remove the semi-colon.


35. 
3.57
Spiess
E
N
There is disagreement about the number of traffic classes supported by the EAP.  Here is says “at least 8 traffic categories”, clause 3.64 says “up to 8 traffic categories”. The number of categories is exactly 8.
Remove the words “at least” before “8 traffic categories”.


36. 
3.58

E
No
4/7: Typo
“… that contains an 802.11E-conformant medium …”


37. 
3.58
Barry Davis
E
No
Inconsistent, QoS levels no longer defined
3.58
Enhanced Station (ESTA)
remove "that supports at least QoS levels 0 and 1,"


38. 
3.58
Chih Tsien
E
No
Inconsistent, QoS levels no longer defined
3.58
Enhanced Station (ESTA)
remove "that supports at least QoS levels 0 and 1,"


39. 
3.58
Dany Rettig
E
No
Inconsistent, QoS levels no longer defined
3.58
Enhanced Station (ESTA)
remove "that supports at least QoS levels 0 and 1,"


40. 
3.58
Dave Richkas
E
No
Inconsistent, QoS levels no longer defined
3.58
Enhanced Station (ESTA)
remove "that supports at least QoS levels 0 and 1,"


41. 
3.58
Duncan Kitchin
E
No
Inconsistent, QoS levels no longer defined
3.58
Enhanced Station (ESTA)
remove "that supports at least QoS levels 0 and 1,"


42. 
3.58
Evan Green
E
No
Inconsistent, QoS levels no longer defined
3.58
Enhanced Station (ESTA)
remove "that supports at least QoS levels 0 and 1,"


43. 
3.58
Jesse R. Walker
E
No
Inconsistent, QoS levels no longer defined
3.58
Enhanced Station (ESTA)
remove "that supports at least QoS levels 0 and 1,"


44. 
3.58
Richard Kennedy
E
No
Inconsistent, QoS levels no longer defined
3.58
Enhanced Station (ESTA)
remove "that supports at least QoS levels 0 and 1,"


45. 
3.58
Srini
E
No
QoS Levels are not defined in the draft
Delete “supports at least QoS levels 0 and 1”.

The above needs to be followed up in several areas.


46. 
3.58
Steven D. Williams
E
No
Inconsistent, QoS levels no longer defined
3.58
Enhanced Station (ESTA)
remove "that supports at least QoS levels 0 and 1,"


47. 
3.58
V. Srinivasa Somayazulu
E
No
Inconsistent, QoS levels no longer defined
3.58
Enhanced Station (ESTA)
remove "that supports at least QoS levels 0 and 1,"


48. 
3.6.0
Spiess
E
N
Run-on sentence.  Break into two or three sentences.  Try…
Rewording “HCF is a coordination function that combines the aspects of a Distributed coordination function (DCF or EDCF) and the Point Coordination function (PCF).  It provides selective handling of the MSDUs required for the optional QoS facility in a manner that is upward compatible from both DCF and PCF.  HCF provides a uniform set of frame exchange sequences during both the CP and CFP.


49. 
3.60
Spiess
E
N
The phrase {enhanced} distribution coordination function uses a notation I’m unfamiliar with.  I assume it means “either DCF or EDCF”.
Eliminate the new notation style, or define the notation earlier, for example in 3.13 where it refers to “one DCF”.


50. 
3.61

E
No
4/23: Typo
“… and the initiating of controlled contention …”


51. 
3.61
APS
E

Should also define HPC.



52. 
3.61
Keith Amann
E
No
Page 4, Line 23: Grammatical error.
Remove the word “the” from the phrase “…allocating TXOPs to ESTAs and the initiating controlled…”.


53. 
3.61 (l.23)
J. Ho
e
N
Delete “the” before “initiating”



54. 
3.62
APS
E

This is misleading.  MPDUs do not traverse the DS, neither are MPDUs relayed within a BSS. (it’s MSDUs in both cases).



55. 
3.62
Bob O’Hara
e

Why is the traversal of DSM limited to non-wireless?
Remove “non-wireless” from the defnition.


56. 
3.62

3.63

3.66

3.70

4

5.2.2.2

7.2.3.1

10.3.6.1

10.3.7.1

10.3.11.1
Keith Amann
E
Yes
These clauses were not in any of the original texts adopted for inclusion in March 2001.
Although I may agree with these additions purposes of clarification and completeness, it is not clear to me how much editorial latitude should be allowed given that the editor was not given explicit direction to provide these clauses, and without this specific direction I feel that I cannot endorse these changes.


57. 
3.64
Spiess
E
N
There is disagreement about the number of traffic classes supported by the EAP.  Here is says “at least 8 traffic categories”, clause 3.64 says “up to 8 traffic categories”. The number of categories is exactly 8.
Remove the words “up to” before “8 traffic categories”


58. 
3.64
Spiess
E
N
“Bilaterial” sounds like a something I’d use Scope mouthwash to kill.
Change “bilaterial” to “bilateral”


59. 
3.66
Keith Amann
E
Yes
Regarding the note attached to this clause: This text appears to be historical in nature and has no direct bearing on the definition being proposed.
Remove the note.


60. 
3.68

E
No
5/22: Clarification
Modalies?  What does this word mean?  I can’t even find it in a dictionary.  Please choose another word.


61. 
3.68

E
No
5/27: Typo
“… provided.”


62. 
3.68
Harry Worstell
E
YES
Typo.
Add period at end of paragraph.


63. 
3.68
Keith Amann
E
No
Page 5, Lines 22-27:  The sentences starting with “The MAC sublayer provides selective handling…” appears to go outside the scope of defining the term “traffic specification”.
This information is valuable and should not be lost, but should probably be moved to another section.


64. 
3.68
Kevin Smart
e
Yes
Line 22, p. 5, and/or handling modalies such as
And/or handling modalities such as


65. 
3.68
Matthew Sherman
E
YES
Typo.
Add period at end of paragraph.


66. 
3.68
Ostermiller
e
Yes
Line 22 and/or handling modalies such as
And/or handling modalities such as


67. 
3.68
Shaw
e
Yes
Line 22 and/or handling modalies such as
And/or handling modalities such as


68. 
3.69
Fischer,Michael
E
no
Several typographical errors.
Correct errors.


69. 
3.69
Harry Worstell
E
YES
Typo.
D1_0 page 5 line 34 – remove extra period.


70. 
3.69
J. Ho
E
Y
Why are TXOPs only defined for non-AP ESTAs?
Include EAPs in the definition for the TXOP.


71. 
3.69
Keith Amann
E
No
Page 5, Line 34:  Typographical error.
Remove one of the periods following the word “function” at the beginning of the line.


72. 
3.69
Keith Amann
E
No
Page 5, Line 35:  The acronym “HPC” is used, but not defined.
Define the acronym “HPC” or correct the text with the correct acronym if this is incorrect.


73. 
3.69
Matthew Sherman
E
YES
Typo.
D1_0 page 5 line 34 – remove extra period.


74. 
3.69
Spiess
E
N
This clause is full of {E}DCF and {+}CF-Poll.  Is a (+)CF-Poll using parenthesis different than {+}CF-Poll using braces?   The notation is not described.
Define the notation


75. 
3.69 (l.34)
J. Ho
e
N
..
.


76. 
3.69 (l.35)
J. Ho
e
N
HPC
HC


77. 
3.7
Garth Hillman
e
No
Page 5, line 38 – is not within
Is not located within


78. 
3.7
Patrick Green
e
No
Page 5, line 38.  that is not within
That is not located within


79. 
4
Harry Worstell
E
YES
Capitalization.
Change “Acronyms” to “acronyms”.


80. 
4
Matthew Fischer
E
N
Acronym WSTA has enhanced indicated as optional by virtue of {}, however, 3.70 defines WSTA as only applying to Enhanced STA – one of these is wrong.



81. 
4
Matthew Sherman
E
YES
Capitalization.
Change “Acronyms” to “acronyms”.


82. 
4
RAJU GUBBI
E
N
Acronym WSTA has enhanced indicated as optional by virtue of {}, however, 3.70 defines WSTA as only applying to Enhanced STA – one of these is wrong.



83. 
4
Spiess
E
N
Acronyms CCI and CCOP do not have “centralized” as the first word.
Change “Centralized” to “Controlled” for CCI and CCOP.


84. 
4
Sunghyun Choi
E
YES
QC is never used in the draft other than the definition here.



85. 
4.
Amar Ghori
E
YES
Missing at least HPC, I am sure there must be others



86. 
4.
Ken Kimura
E
YES
Missing at least HPC, I am sure there must be others



87. 
5
Kevin Smart
E
Yes
Line 34, p. 9,  QoS data subtypes allowed to/from ESTA when associated with EAP
QoS data subtypes allowed to/from ESTA(s) when associated with EAP(s)


88. 
5
Ostermiller
E
Yes
Line 34 QoS data subtypes allowed to/from ESTA when associated with EAP
QoS data subtypes allowed to/from ESTA(s) when associated with EAP(s)


89. 
5
Shaw
E
Yes
Line 34 QoS data subtypes allowed to/from ESTA when associated with EAP
QoS data subtypes allowed to/from ESTA(s) when associated with EAP(s)


90. 
5 pg 10
Spiess
E
N
The braces in “{generic} Management Action” seem to mean nothing.
Search and replace all occurrences of “{generic}” with “Generic”.


91. 
5. ?
Ken Kimura
E
YES
p.9 line 28, this is out of outline order – maybe this is supposed to be 5.5

Since RR can be sent at any time instead of only in response to a CC frame, CC as a separate frame should be elimintated
Fix outlining

Eliminate iv) Contention Control (CC)


92. 
5.1.1.2
Kevin Smart
e
Yes
Line 1, p. 7, The Media Impact the Design
The Media Impacts the Design


93. 
5.1.1.2
Shaw
e
Yes
Line 1 The Media Impact the Design
The Media Impacts the Design


94. 
5.1.1.4
Harry Worstell
E
YES
Typo.
In the section title, insert “IEEE” before “802”.


95. 
5.1.1.4
Matthew Sherman
E
YES
Typo.
In the section title, insert “IEEE” before “802”.


96. 
5.2.2,.3,.4
Garth Hillman
E
Yes
Page 7, line 21,30, 36 – could not find clause 19
Where is clause 19; could be my eyes (it wouldn’t be the first time!)


97. 
5.2.2.2

E
No
7/17: Grammar
“IEEE 802.11E provides several strictly-nested levels of …”


98. 
5.2.2.2

E
No
7/18: Grammar
“… are available to enhanced stations …”


99. 
5.2.2.2
Gunnar Rydnell
E
Yes
The actual definitions of the different QoS levels (levels 0-3) are missing (clause 19?).
Define the QoS levels.


100. 
5.2.2.2
Harry Worstell
E
YES
Grammar.
D1_0 page 7 line 18 – Delete the word “an”.


101. 
5.2.2.2
Harry Worstell
E
YES
Grammar.
D1_0 page 7 line 22 –  Replace “services QoS support” with “QoS support services”.


102. 
5.2.2.2
Keith Amann
E
Yes
Page 7, Line 18:  Grammatical error.
Replace the text “The QoS enhancements are available to an enhanced stations (ESTA)…” with “The QoS enhancements are available to enhanced stations (ESTA)…”


103. 
5.2.2.2

5.2.3

5.2.4
Keith Amann
E
Yes
These clauses refer to “Clause 19”, where is clause 19?
Either:

1) Replace the reference to clause 19 with appropriate references, or,

2) Provide the text of clause 19.


104. 
5.2.2.2
Matthew Fischer
E
N
Why is IBSS in parantheses?



105. 
5.2.2.2
Matthew Sherman
E
YES
Grammar.
D1_0 page 7 line 18 – Delete the word “an”.


106. 
5.2.2.2
Matthew Sherman
E
YES
Grammar.
D1_0 page 7 line 22 –  Replace “services QoS support” with “QoS support services”.


107. 
5.2.2.2
RAJU GUBBI
E
N
Why is IBSS in parantheses?



108. 
5.2.2.2
Spiess
E
N
IBSS is in parenthesis for no reason
Change “(IBSS)” to “IBSS”


109. 
5.2.2.2, Page 7, line 21
Gunnar Rydnell
E
Yes
Clause 19 is not present
Write clause 19.


110. 
5.2.2.3
Patrick Green
e
Yes
Page 7, line 22.    Where is clause 19?
Identify clause 19 reference


111. 
5.2.3 & 5.2.4
APS
E

I cannot find a clause 19.
Write one!


112. 
5.2.5
Keith Amann
E
Yes
Page 8, Line 3: This clause refers to “Annex F”, where is annex F?
Either:

1) Replace the reference to annex F with appropriate references, or,

2) Provide the text of Annex F.


113. 
5.2.5, Page 8, line 3
Gunnar Rydnell
E
Yes
Annex F is not present
Write Annex F


114. 
5.3
Keith Amann
E
Yes
Page 8, Line 7: This item doesn’t conform to the current list format in use in the clause (bullet vs. letter/outline).  Also, no comment relating to it’s specific application to 802.11E (as in 5.3.2).
Correct the list format, and add the statement “(IEEE 802.11E only)” following the text.


115. 
5.3.1
Keith Amann
E
Yes
Page 8, Line 10:  This item doesn’t conform to the current list format in use in the clause (bullet vs. letter/outline).  Also, no comment relating to it’s specific application to 802.11E (as in 5.3.2).
Correct the list format, and add the statement “(IEEE 802.11E only)” following the text.


116. 
5.3.2
 
E
No
8/15: Typo
“… called bridge portals (BPs), that provide access …”


117. 
5.4
 
E
No
8/23: Grammar
“is used to support …”


118. 
5.4

e
NO
incorrect grammar in second sentence.
Change “One of the services are” to “One of the services is’


119. 
5.4
APS
e

“one of the services are…”
Correct grammar


120. 
5.4
Fischer,Michael
E
no
"... one ... are ..."
change "are" to "is"


121. 
5.4
Garth Hillman
e
No
Page 8, line 3 - Are used
Is used


122. 
5.4
Harry Worstell
E
YES
Grammar.
In last line change “are” to “is”.


123. 
5.4
Keith Amann
E
Yes
This clause states that “There are ten services specified by IEEE 802.11E”.  This is a true statement, but the text has been changed without indicating the change (substituted 802.11E for 802.11).  Additionally, there is certainly a problem here with respect to the changes that 802.11 Security will be making and there is likely to be a conflict which must be resolved with respect to the number of services.
Coordinate with security to ensure that the number of services is correct.  Additionally, remove the “802.11E” reference and replace with “802.11”.


124. 
5.4
Kevin Smart
e
Yes
Line 22, p. 8, One of the services are used to support LAN applications with QoS requirements.
One of the services is used to support LAN applications with QoS requirements.


125. 
5.4
Matthew Fischer
E
N
Grammar: verb/subject agreement
One of these services is


126. 
5.4
Matthew Sherman
E
YES
Grammar.
In last line change “are” to “is”.


127. 
5.4
Myles
e
No
Typo
Change “are used” to “is used”


128. 
5.4
Ostermiller
e
Yes
Line 22  One of the services are used to support LAN applications with QoS requirements.
One of the services is used to support LAN applications with QoS requirements.


129. 
5.4
Patrick Green
e
No
Page 8, line 3.   One of the services are used
One of the services is used


130. 
5.4
RAJU GUBBI
E
N
Grammar: verb/subject agreement
One of these services is


131. 
5.4
Shaw
e
Yes
Line 22  One of the services are used to support LAN applications with QoS requirements.
One of the services is used to support LAN applications with QoS requirements.


132. 
5.4
Spiess
E
N
Number agreement.
Change “are” to “is” in new sentence.


133. 
5.4.1.1

E
No
8/29: Grammar
“… by a wireless distribution system, to extend, when necessary, the spatial …”


134. 
5.4.1.1
Garth Hillman
e
No
Page 8, line 29 – to when necessary to extend
To extend when necessary


135. 
5.4.1.1
Harry Worstell
E
YES
Typo.
D1_0 page 8 line 29 – Delete the third occurrence of the word “to”.


136. 
5.4.1.1
Keith Amann
E
No
Page 8, Line 29:  Grammatical error.
Remove the word “to” in the phrase “…wireless distribution system, to when necessary…”


137. 
5.4.1.1
Kevin Smart
e
Yes
Line 29, p. 8, QBSS by a wireless distribution system, to when necessary to extend
QBSS by a wireless distribution system, when necessary to extend


138. 
5.4.1.1
Matthew Sherman
E
YES
Typo.
D1_0 page 8 line 29 – Delete the third occurrence of the word “to”.


139. 
5.4.1.1
Myles
e
No
Typo
Change “to when” to “when it is”


140. 
5.4.1.1
Ostermiller
e
Yes
Line 29 QBSS by a wireless distribution system, to when necessary to extend
QBSS by a wireless distribution system, to when necessary to extend


141. 
5.4.1.1
Shaw
e
Yes
Line 29 QBSS by a wireless distribution system, to when necessary to extend
QBSS by a wireless distribution system, to when necessary to extend


142. 
5.4.1.3
Garth Hillman
E
Yes
Page 9, line 12 - could not find clause 19
Where is clause 19; could be my eyes (it wouldn’t be the first time!)


143. 
5.4.1.3
Patrick Green
e
Yes
Page 9, line 12.  Where is clause 19?
Identify clause 19 reference 


144. 
5.4.1.3 (l.8)
J. Ho
e
N
QoS transfers
QoS frame transfers


145. 
5.4.2.2

E
No
9/25: Typo
“… operational capabilities are available from each of …”


146. 
5.4.2.2

E
No
9/26: Grammar
“… requests establishment of an association with an AP …”


147. 
5.4.2.2

e
NO
incorrect grammar in last paragraph
insert “are” between “capabilities available”


148. 
5.4.2.2
Keith Amann
E
No
Page 9, Line 25:  Grammatical error.
Replace the text “A STA learns what APs are present and what operational capabilities available from each of those APS and then” with “A STA learns what APs are present and what the operational capabilities available from each of those APs are and then”.


149. 
5.4.2.2
Kevin Smart
e
Yes
Line 25, p. 9, and what operational capabilities available from each of those Aps
and what operational capabilities are available from each of those APs


150. 
5.4.2.2
Ostermiller
e
Yes
Line 25 and what operational capabilities available from each of those APs
and what operational capabilities are available from each of those APs


151. 
5.4.2.2
Shaw
e
Yes
Line 25 and what operational capabilities available from each of those APs
and what operational capabilities are available from each of those APs


152. 
5.5
Garth Hillman
e
No
Page 9, line 28 – 5 Relationships
5.5 Relationships


153. 
5.5
Harry Worstell
E
YES
Incorrect labeling.
Change the number associated with the section titled “Relationships between services” from “5” to “5.5”.


154. 
5.5
Keith Amann
E
Yes
Page 10, Line 1:  This text contains the statement “implies disassociation as well,” which was not included in the original text.
Although I may agree with these changes for the purposes of clarification, it is not clear to me how much editorial latitude should be allowed given that the editor was not given explicit direction to resolve these discrepancies, and without this specific direction I feel that I cannot endorse these changes.  More careful attention should be given to highlighting all the changes.


155. 
5.5
Keith Amann
E
Yes
It is not clear whether the note at the end of this section is intended to be a statement of fact, or an indication that the specification is incomplete.
If the intent of this statement is to indicate that the specification is complete as stated, but that additional frames may be defined in the future which could impact the services defined in this clause, then I would suggest replacing the text with “This update does not address the possibility that {generic} Management Action management frames with certain category and action codes may be defined that might be class 2 or class 1 frames,…”


156. 
5.5
Matthew Sherman
E
YES
Incorrect labeling.
Change the number associated with the section titled “Relationships between services” from “5” to “5.5”.


157. 
5.5, 7.1.3.1.2
Fischer,Michael
E
no
The need to change clause 5.5 every time a new frame subtype is defined is absurd.  Achieving consistency between this subclause and the rest of the document has been a major waste of time since its inclusion in document 93/20.
Define the frame classes and "rules" for those classes in 5.5.  Move the classification of frame types to a new column of Table 1 (clause 7) and insert a reference to 7.1.3.1.2 in clause 5.5.


158. 
5.5?
Keith Amann
E
Yes
Page 9, Line 28:  Typographical error.
This line refers to Clause 5 rather than clause 5.5.


159. 
5.6
Harry Worstell
E
YES
Typo.
In the title change “Independent BSS” to “ IBSS”.


160. 
5.6
Matthew Sherman
E
YES
Typo.
In the title change “Independent BSS” to “ IBSS”.


161. 
5.6
Spiess
T
N
The limited support for QoS in an IBSS is QoS Level what?
The QoS limitations in an IBSS need to be explained more fully.


162. 
5.6, page 10, line 19
Gunnar Rydnell
E
Yes
The kind of limited QoS that can be supported in an IBSS should be explained in more detail. 
Explain QoS in IBSS explicitly.


163. 
5.7.2
Spiess
E
N
Is the Requestor’s and Responder’s capabilities supposed to be QoS capabilties?
Insert “QoS” before “capabilities”


164. 
5.7.3
Harry Worstell
E
YES
Typo.
In the instructions for this section, replace the word “association” with “reassociation”.


165. 
5.7.3
Matthew Sherman
E
YES
Typo.
In the instructions for this section, replace the word “association” with “reassociation”.


166. 
5.7.3
Spiess
E
N
Is the Requestor’s and Responder’s capabilities supposed to be QoS capabilties?
Insert “QoS” before “capabilities”


167. 
6.1.1
APS
E

It is disingenuous to describe the parameterized DATA service as connectionless because it has definite setup and tear-down procedures.



168. 
6.1.1 (l.21)
J. Ho
e
N
ESTAs
ESTAs in a QBSS


169. 
6.1.1 (l.27 & l. 30)
J. Ho
e
N
MAC layer
MAC sublayer


170. 
6.2.1.1.2
Keith Amann
E
Yes
Page 12, Line 20:  Changes have been made to this paragraph which refer to optional features as being defined in clause 7.1, however, I believe that FEC is defined as clause 7.5 (per this letter ballot), and that WEP/Security issues are defined in clause 8.
Correct the reference to account for each of the specific options.


171. 
6.2.1.1.4

E
No
12/40: Question.  Is this the end of the paragraph?
“… can be fulfilled according to the requested parameters,”


172. 
6.2.1.1.4
Barry Davis
E
No
Incomplete sentence
6.2.1.1.4
Effect of Receipt
Remove final incomplete sentence "If the request can be fulfilled according to the requested parameters,"


173. 
6.2.1.1.4
Chih Tsien
E
No
Incomplete sentence
6.2.1.1.4
Effect of Receipt
Remove final incomplete sentence "If the request can be fulfilled according to the requested parameters,"


174. 
6.2.1.1.4
Dany Rettig
E
No
Incomplete sentence
6.2.1.1.4
Effect of Receipt
Remove final incomplete sentence "If the request can be fulfilled according to the requested parameters,"


175. 
6.2.1.1.4
Dave Richkas
E
No
Incomplete sentence
6.2.1.1.4
Effect of Receipt
Remove final incomplete sentence "If the request can be fulfilled according to the requested parameters,"


176. 
6.2.1.1.4
Duncan Kitchin
E
No
Incomplete sentence
6.2.1.1.4
Effect of Receipt
Remove final incomplete sentence "If the request can be fulfilled according to the requested parameters,"


177. 
6.2.1.1.4
Evan Green
E
No
Incomplete sentence
6.2.1.1.4
Effect of Receipt
Remove final incomplete sentence "If the request can be fulfilled according to the requested parameters,"


178. 
6.2.1.1.4
Harry Worstell
E
YES
 It seems that this clause indicates the presence of an admission control function in the MAC sublayer.  If yes, how does it work with the higher layer admission control entity?


Clarify.


179. 
6.2.1.1.4
Jesse R. Walker
E
No
Incomplete sentence
6.2.1.1.4
Effect of Receipt
Remove final incomplete sentence "If the request can be fulfilled according to the requested parameters,"


180. 
6.2.1.1.4
Matthew Sherman
E
YES
 It seems that this clause indicates the presence of an admission control function in the MAC sublayer.  If yes, how does it work with the higher layer admission control entity?
Clarify.


181. 
6.2.1.1.4
MH
e
no
The last incomplete line “If the request can be fulfilled according to the requested parameters,” seems to be an editorial artifact since it is not continued on the next page and does not connect to any previous text. More over, it is the start of the previous line.
Remove the last incomplete line  “If the request can be fulfilled according to the requested parameters,”.


182. 
6.2.1.1.4
Myles
e
No
Last sentence of proposed paragraph appears to be a editing error
Remove


183. 
6.2.1.1.4
Richard Kennedy
E
No
Incomplete sentence
6.2.1.1.4
Effect of Receipt
Remove final incomplete sentence "If the request can be fulfilled according to the requested parameters,"


184. 
6.2.1.1.4

p12 l49
Skell
e
No
The last sentence is incomplete.
Complete or delete.


185. 
6.2.1.1.4
Steven D. Williams
E
No
Incomplete sentence
6.2.1.1.4
Effect of Receipt
Remove final incomplete sentence "If the request can be fulfilled according to the requested parameters,"


186. 
6.2.1.1.4
V. Srinivasa Somayazulu
E
No
Incomplete sentence
6.2.1.1.4
Effect of Receipt
Remove final incomplete sentence "If the request can be fulfilled according to the requested parameters,"


187. 
6.2.1.2.3
Garth Hillman
e
No
Page 13, lines 33-39 – 7,8,9,10,11,12
F,g,h,I,j,k


188. 
6.2.1.3.2

E
No
13/28, 14/10: Typo
“… entities conformant to IEEE Std …”


189. 
6.2.1.3.2
Dima
e
no
Indented list numbering is broken



190. 
6.2.1.3.2
MH
e
no
Bullet numbering changes from letters to numbers.
Revert to bullet letters as is in 802.11-1999.


191. 
6.2.1.3.2
Spiess
E
N
Bullets switch to numbers starting at 7, but the following text references them as letters.
Fix bullet lettering.


192. 
6.2.1.3.2, 9.10.4.2
Fischer,Michael
E
no
The designation letters are missing on the status enumeration, but references to those designation letters appear in the text.
Restore the original designation letters.


193. 
7

E
No
14/34: Typo
“… without error, to decode certain frame formats(?) from the MAC …”


194. 
7
Dima
e
no
Text in the first paragraph refers to clause 7.4. The table is in 7.6.
Change 7.4 to 7.6


195. 
7
Garth Hillman
e
No
Page 14, Line 34 – certain from
Certain fields from


196. 
7
Johansson
E
Y
Narrowly interpreted, this comment is editorial—but it impacts the usefulness of an amendment to the typical reader to such an extent that I am tempted to label it technical.

Clause 7, "Frame formats", in IEEE Std 802.11-1999 is 26 pages while in draft standard IEEE P802.11e it is close to 43 pages. A side-by-side examination reveals that there is only a small fraction of text from the 1999 standard that survives intact. A reader who attempts to use the standard and the amendment together is forced into an awkward (and, in my opinion, error-prone) manual collation of the two documents.
I suggest that the editor and the working group give careful consideration to replacing clause 7 in its entirety. This would permit the reader to have a seamless narrative that describes the frame formats and would greatly increase the utility of the amendment.

Although I have not made explicit comment on other clauses, this rationale could be applied throughout the document. It is a matter of editorial judgement, but when the percentage of unchanged material from the predecessor standard drops below some threshold, it would be better to replace the affected material in its entirety.


197. 
7
Matthew Fischer
E
N
Missing a noun
to decode certain fields from the MAC headers


198. 
7
RAJU GUBBI
E
N
Missing a noun
to decode certain fields from the MAC headers


199. 
7.1.2

e
NO
Field marked “TCID” should be “QoS Control Field”
modify text accordingly.


200. 
7.1.2
Keith Amann
E
Yes
This clause defines the field “Traffic Category Identifier (TCID)”.  If my interpretation of 7.1.3.5 is correct it is the same as “Traffic Category Identifier”.
Replace references to TCID field with “QoS Control Field” as suggested in 7.1.3.5.   There are other references in the control and data packet clauses.


201. 
7.1.2
Kenji Fujisawa
E
No
Page 15 Figure 12. “TCID” should be
“QoS Control”.


202. 
7.1.2
Menzo Wentink
E
yes
TCID should be QoS Control.
Replace “TCID” with “QoS Control” in figure 12 – MAC frame format.


203. 
7.1.2

7.1.3.5

7.1.3.6

7.1.3.7

7.2.1.8

7.2.2

etc…
MH
e
no
Ambiguous names for the QoS Control field c.q. TCID field. 7.1.3.5 suggests that the TCID field comprises the bits 12-14, however, text and figures sometimes suggest that the TCID field is the same as the QoS Control field (for example Figure 12, or clause 7.1.3.5 that reads “The TCID field comprised of 5 subfields,described below and illustrated in Figure 14.5.”
Resolve ambiguity by referencing to QoS Control field when all information in within these to bits is meant, and specifically refer to TCID if only the Traffic Class Identifier is meant to be identified.


204. 
7.1.2
Spiess
E
N
Figure 12 contains TCID and the text refers to this field as QoS Control.
Change “TCID” to “QoS Control”


205. 
7.1.2
Sunghyun Choi
E
YES
TCID field in Figure 12 should be replaced by QoS Control field.



206. 
7.1.2
Yasuo Harada
E
Yes
Figure 12. Change TCID to QoS Control



207. 
7.1.3.1.2 (p.17)
J. Ho
e
N
TCID
QoS Control


208. 
7.1.3.1.7
Garth Hillman


Page 18 Line 9 <<#.# QoS power save clause>>
Define #.#


209. 
7.1.3.1.7
Harry Worstell
E
YES
Typo.
Change “one” to “1”.


210. 
7.1.3.1.7
Harry Worstell
E
YES
Typo.
Delete “from a particular STA within a frame”.


211. 
7.1.3.1.7
Keith Amann
E
Yes
The clause contains unmarked changes, and is illegible.
Rephrase the clause to be more legible.


212. 
7.1.3.1.7
Matthew Sherman
E
YES
Typo.
Change “one” to “1”.


213. 
7.1.3.1.7
Matthew Sherman
E
YES
Typo.
Delete “from a particular STA within a frame”.


214. 
7.1.3.1.7
MH
e
no
Incomplete reference.
Complete reference.


215. 
7.1.3.1.7
Ostermiller
e
Yes
Line 8  successful completion fo the frame exchange sequence.
Successful completion of  the frame exchange sequence.


216. 
7.1.3.1.7
Spiess
E
N
Grammer
Delete “within a frame from a particular STA” after “in each frame from a particular STA”


217. 
7.1.3.1.7
Yasuo Harada
E
Yes
Page 18, Line 9. <<#.# QoS power save clause>> being referenced but not being defined
Suggest filling the clause


218. 
7.1.3.1.7, Page 18, line 9
Gunnar Rydnell
E
Yes
Missing clause referenced
Add reference.


219. 
7.1.3.1.8
Harry Worstell
E
YES
Typo.
Change the first occurrence of “one” to “1”.


220. 
7.1.3.1.8
Matthew Sherman
E
YES
Typo.
Change the first occurrence of “one” to “1”.


221. 
7.1.3.1.8
MH
e
no
Inserted text at line 22 (“This includes QoS Null and other QoS (no-data) frames…”.) feels ambiguous. I assume the “this” means that the more data bit is also set in QoS Null frames and other QoS (no-data) frames, if additional MPDUs or MMPDUs are queued.
Change to “The More Data bit is also set in QoS Null and other QoS (no-data) frames…” or another less ambiguous description.


222. 
7.1.3.2
Harry Worstell
E
YES
Typos.
Replace existing text for the paragraph beginning with “b)” with the following:

“b) In all other frames, sent during the contention period, including frames within CF-Bursts, the Duration/ID field contains a duration value, calculated in the manner specified in Clause 9, or a value of zero, as defined for each frame type and subtype in 7.2. A duration is the preferred content of the Duration/ID field in all frames sent by the HC and ESTAs during the contention free period in a QBSS, although these frames may also use the fixed value as specified in (c).


223. 
7.1.3.2
Harry Worstell
E
YES
Typos.
Replace existing text for the first paragraph beginning with “Whenever” with the following:

“Whenever the contents of a received the Duration/ID field, treated as an unsigned integer and without regard for address values, are less than 32 768, the duration value is used to update the network allocation vector (NAV) according to the procedures defined in Clause 9.”




224. 
7.1.3.2
Harry Worstell
E
YES
Typos.
Replace existing text for the paragraph beginning with “c)” with the following:

c) In For frames transmitted by the PC and STAs during the contention-free period (CFP), the duration field is set to a fixed value of 32 768 (msb set to 1 and the 15 lsb set to 0)for transmission and ignored on reception. This value may be used by the HC and ESTAs during the contention free period, but

implementers are encouraged to use a duration value in such frames, as specified in (b).


225. 
7.1.3.2
Keith Amann
E
No
Awkward sentence/transition.

Page 19, Line 28: Typographical error.
Replace the colon at the end of the line with the phrase “as follows:”.

Replace the word “implemeners” with “implementers”.


226. 
7.1.3.2
Matthew Fischer
E
N
I would split out item b) into two pieces, since the second part of b) refers to contention-free behavior, while the first refers to contention behavior.



227. 
7.1.3.2
Matthew Sherman
E
YES
Typos.
Replace existing text for the paragraph beginning with “b)” with the following:

“b) In all other frames, sent during the contention period, including frames within CF-Bursts, the Duration/ID field contains a duration value, calculated in the manner specified in Clause 9, or a value of zero, as defined for each frame type and subtype in 7.2. A duration is the preferred content of the Duration/ID field in all frames sent by the HC and ESTAs during the contention free period in a QBSS, although these frames may also use the fixed value as specified in (c).


228. 
7.1.3.2
Matthew Sherman
E
YES
Typos.
Replace existing text for the first paragraph beginning with “Whenever” with the following:

“Whenever the contents of a received the Duration/ID field, treated as an unsigned integer and without regard for address values, are less than 32 768, the duration value is used to update the network allocation vector (NAV) according to the procedures defined in Clause 9.”




229. 
7.1.3.2
Matthew Sherman
E
YES
Typos.
Replace existing text for the paragraph beginning with “c)” with the following:

c) In For frames transmitted by the PC and STAs during the contention-free period (CFP), the duration field is set to a fixed value of 32 768 (msb set to 1 and the 15 lsb set to 0)for transmission and ignored on reception. This value may be used by the HC and ESTAs during the contention free period, but

implementers are encouraged to use a duration value in such frames, as specified in (b).


230. 
7.1.3.2
RAJU GUBBI
E
N
split out item b) into two pieces, since the second part of b) refers to contention-free behavior, while the first refers to contention behavior.



231. 
7.1.3.2.1
Harry Worstell
E
YES
Typos – Only first letter in each Table header should be capitalized.
Fix capitalization.


232. 
7.1.3.2.1
Harry Worstell
E
YES
Typo.
Replace “ATIM” with “Announcement traffic indication message (ATIM)”.


233. 
7.1.3.2.1
Harry Worstell
E
YES
Typo.
Replace “Contention-Free End (CF-End)” with “Contention-Free (CF) – End”.


234. 
7.1.3.2.1
Harry Worstell
E
YES
Typo.
Replace “Null (no data)” with “Null function (no data)”.


235. 
7.1.3.2.1
Matthew Sherman
E
YES
Typo.
Replace “ATIM” with “Announcement traffic indication message (ATIM)”.


236. 
7.1.3.2.1
Matthew Sherman
E
YES
Typo.
Replace “Contention-Free End (CF-End)” with “Contention-Free (CF) – End”.


237. 
7.1.3.2.1
Matthew Sherman
E
YES
Typo.
Replace “Null (no data)” with “Null function (no data)”.


238. 
7.1.3.2.1
Matthew Sherman
E
YES
Typos – Only first letter in each Table header should be capitalized.
Fix capitalization.


239. 
7.1.3.3.3
parks


OK Not enough information to judge if retaining BSSID for the life of the QBSS even with the the transfer is HC is the right thing.
Include rules for operation of HC transfer in the appropriate section.


240. 
7.1.3.4.1
parks


OK  Sequence number definition is not sufficient for delayed ack.
Change clause to say that ESTAs maintain one additional moduluo 4096 sequence number per traffic category they source per destination.


241. 
7.1.3.5
Barry Davis
E
No
Inconsistent definition
7.1.3.5
QoS Control Field
Replace all instances of "QoS control field" (including title of subclause) with "TCID field"


242. 
7.1.3.5
Bob O’Hara
E

The figure showing the fields of a MAC frame includes a TCID field, but no QoS Control field.
Rename the field in either the figure or the text.


243. 
7.1.3.5
Chih Tsien
E
No
Inconsistent definition
7.1.3.5
QoS Control Field
Replace all instances of "QoS control field" (including title of subclause) with "TCID field"


244. 
7.1.3.5
Dany Rettig
E
No
Inconsistent definition
7.1.3.5
QoS Control Field
Replace all instances of "QoS control field" (including title of subclause) with "TCID field"


245. 
7.1.3.5
Dave Richkas
E
No
Inconsistent definition
7.1.3.5
QoS Control Field
Replace all instances of "QoS control field" (including title of subclause) with "TCID field"


246. 
7.1.3.5
Duncan Kitchin
E
No
Inconsistent definition
7.1.3.5
QoS Control Field
Replace all instances of "QoS control field" (including title of subclause) with "TCID field"


247. 
7.1.3.5
Evan Green
E
No
Inconsistent definition
7.1.3.5
QoS Control Field
Replace all instances of "QoS control field" (including title of subclause) with "TCID field"


248. 
7.1.3.5
Gunnar Rydnell
E
Yes
There is confusion regarding the name of the field. Is it “QoS Control Field” or “TCID Field”? Compare Figures 12 and 14.5 and Sections 7.1.2 and 7.1.3.5.
One of the terms should be selected.


249. 
7.1.3.5
Jesse R. Walker
E
No
Inconsistent definition
7.1.3.5
QoS Control Field
Replace all instances of "QoS control field" (including title of subclause) with "TCID field"


250. 
7.1.3.5
Keith Amann
E
No
Page 20, Line 27:  Grammatical error.
Insert the word “is” between the phrases “The TCID field” and “comprised of 5 subfields…”


251. 
7.1.3.5
Kenji Fujisawa
E
No
Page 20 line 27. “TCID field” should be
“QoS Control field”.


252. 
7.1.3.5
Menzo Wentink
E
yes
TCID should be QoS Control.
Replace “TCID” with “QoS Control” in line 17 of page 20.


253. 
7.1.3.5
RAJU GUBBI
E
Y
Title is overloaded with the EDCF’s Qos-control parameter
Rename Qos-control parameters in EDCF as “EDCF-Qos-parameters”


254. 
7.1.3.5
RAJU GUBBI
E
Y
Figure 14.5: Now that the Qos-ctrl field is not sharing the apce with DUR/ID, the negative logic of NF and NO-ACK fields does not make any sense.
(a) Rename “Non-Final” as “Last Frame Indication” and change the bit value indicated in the rest of the text appropriately for positive logic

(b) Rename “No-Ack” as “Imm-Ack Request” and change the bit value indicated in the rest of the text appropriately for positive logic


255. 
7.1.3.5
Richard Kennedy
E
No
Inconsistent definition
7.1.3.5
QoS Control Field
Replace all instances of "QoS control field" (including title of subclause) with "TCID field"


256. 
7.1.3.5
Steven D. Williams
E
No
Inconsistent definition
7.1.3.5
QoS Control Field
Replace all instances of "QoS control field" (including title of subclause) with "TCID field"


257. 
7.1.3.5
V. Srinivasa Somayazulu
E
No
Inconsistent definition
7.1.3.5
QoS Control Field
Replace all instances of "QoS control field" (including title of subclause) with "TCID field"


258. 
7.1.3.5 (l.37)
J. Ho
e
N
TCID
QoS Control


259. 
7.1.3.5 and All
Bob O’Hara
E

Check this subclause and the remainder of the document for usage of “comprised of”.  While this language may be becoming colloquially acceptable, there is no reason we should encourage its use by including it in our standard.
Replace all occurrences of “comprised of” with “comprises” throughout the document.


260. 
7.1.3.5 and All
Bob O’Hara
E

Please check for proper usage of Figure and Table.  “Figure 14.5” is obviously a Table.
Use Table and Figure properly.


261. 
7.1.3.5.1

E
YES
“Priority parameter,” seems to imply that non-parameterized QoS 
Make text a bit clearer.


262. 
7.1.3.5.1
Spiess
E
N
Typo
Change “identifes” to “identifies”


263. 
7.1.3.5.2
Johansson
E

Notes, by IEEE convention, are not to contain normative text; this note uses "must".
Change "… must be prearranged …" to "… is prearranged …".


264. 
7.1.3.5.3
Harry Worstell
E
YES
Typo.
Replace “to to” with “to”.


265. 
7.1.3.5.3
Keith Amann
E
No
Page 21, Line 29:  Typographical error.
Remove the second occurance of “to” on this line.


266. 
7.1.3.5.3
Matthew Sherman
E
YES
Typo.
Replace “to to” with “to”.


267. 
7.1.3.5.4
parks


Include rules for Multipoll and QOS CF Poll 
Many places where only +Cf Poll  is mentioned, ensure that Multipoll, and and qos cf poll is addressed




268. 
7.1.3.5.5
parks


how does one use TC queuesize of 1022 or 1023 ?
TBD


269. 
7.1.3.5.6
parks


Why is the value of 0 for txop duration reserved ? Is it equivalent to 0 TC queue size ?


Clarify


270. 
7.1.3.5N
Harry Worstell
E
YES
The editing instructions for the NEW section 7.1.3.5 contain typos.
Replace the existing editing instructions with the following:

Insert after 7.1.3.4.2 the following subclauses 7.1.3.5 and 7.1.3.6, as well as the new figures contained therein, and renumber subsequent 7.1.x-subclauses and figures as necessary:


271. 
7.1.3.5N
Harry Worstell
E
YES
Improper labeling.
Replace “described below and illustrated in Figure 14.5.” with  “encoded as described below and given in Table XX” where XX is selected to be the next table after the existing Table 3.  Renumber existing tables as required.


272. 
7.1.3.5N
Matthew Sherman
E
YES
Improper labeling.
Replace “described below and illustrated in Figure 14.5.” with  “encoded as described below and given in Table XX” where XX is selected to be the next table after the existing Table 3.  Renumber existing tables as required.


273. 
7.1.3.5N
Matthew Sherman
E
YES
The editing instructions for the NEW section 7.1.3.5 contain typos.
Replace the existing editing instructions with the following:

Insert after 7.1.3.4.2 the following subclauses 7.1.3.5 and 7.1.3.6, as well as the new figures contained therein, and renumber subsequent 7.1.x-subclauses and figures as necessary:


274. 
7.1.3.6
Gunnar Rydnell
E
Yes
Why is the TCA field presented here among the general frame fields when the CC frame (where the TCA field is used) is presented later, in Sec 7.2.1.9? (The TCA field, unlike the rest of the fields defined in Sec 7.1.3, is not used in the Frame Format in Figure 12).
Move TCA field description to relevant chapter.


275. 
7.1.3.6
Matthew Fischer
E
N
This section should be moved to a new section, 7.2.1.9.1, since it is a field of only the CC frame.
Move the section to 7.2.1.9.1


276. 
7.1.3.6
parks


mention intended use of this field  in the section
Update to mention usage.


277. 
7.1.3.6
RAJU GUBBI
E
N
This section should be moved to a new section, 7.2.1.9.1, since it is a field of only the CC frame.
Move the section to 7.2.1.9.1


278. 
7.1.3.6 (l.28)
J. Ho
e
N
These two bits
These five bits


279. 
7.1.3.6N
Harry Worstell
E
YES
Sub-field descriptions should have separate clauses associated with them.
Adjust text and add subclauses.


280. 
7.1.3.6N
Matthew Sherman
E
YES
Sub-field descriptions should have separate clauses associated with them.
Adjust text and add subclauses.


281. 
7.1.3.7
Dima
e
no
Typo in the first paragraph: “fo”
Change to “of”


282. 
7.1.3.7
Keith Amann
E
No
This clause discusses the overall length of the frame body.  Some consideration should be given to what impact security will have on this particular text.



283. 
7.1.3.7N
Harry Worstell
E
YES
Clarification.
Before the words “in 8.2.5.” insert “described”


284. 
7.1.3.7N
Matthew Sherman
E
YES
Clarification.
Before the words “in 8.2.5.” insert “described”


285. 
7.2.1.1
Bob O’Hara
e

The change to the final paragraph of this subclause is entirely superfluous.  There is no need to consume space with words that are redundant.
Remove “For all RTS frames”.


286. 
7.2.1.1
Bob O’Hara
E

The note added to this subclause has nothing to do with the frame definitions, but only their use.
Remove the note from clause 7 and place it where it belongs in clause 9.


287. 
7.2.1.1
Bob O’Hara
E
Y
This subclause includes changes that are not marked.  The original text of 7.2.1.1 is “The duration value is” and the text in this subclause is “For all RTS frames the duration value is” Only a portion of the change is marked.  What other changes elsewhere in the document are present and not marked?
Where text from the original standard is included in the draft, perform a complete difference comparison between the draft and the existing standard to identify all areas of the document that are changed from the original.


288. 
7.2.1.1
Keith Amann
E
No
Page 23, Line 25:  Grammatical error.
Insert the word “in” between the phrases “…NAV setting” and “the vicinity…”


289. 
7.2.1.1
Matthew Fischer
E
N
Grammar
 and hence is unable to respond.


290. 
7.2.1.1
RAJU GUBBI
E
N
Grammar
 and hence is unable to respond.


291. 
7.2.1.1
Spiess
E
N
Is the EPC an HCEPC referred to earlier?
Change all “EPC” to “HCEPC”.


292. 
7.2.1.1 (l.23)
J. Ho
e
N
EPC (Appearing twice)
HC


293. 
7.2.1.1 (l.25)
J. Ho
e
N
NAV setting
NAV setting in


294. 
7.2.1.10
Keith Amann
E
No
Page 27, Line 8: Figure numbering format appears to be inconsistent with the standard.



295. 
7.2.1.10
Kenji Fujisawa
E
No
Page 27 line 9 refers “TA”, but it is not in Figure 21.6.



296. 
7.2.1.10
Matthew Fischer
E
N
Please put the field descriptions in the same order as the order the fields appear in the frame.
Swap BSSID and Duration/ID field desriptions in text to match the order in the frame.


297. 
7.2.1.10
Matthew Fischer
E
N
Extra verbiage
The QoS Control field contains the TCID for which the request is being made, along with the requested TXOP duration or queue size, as specified in 7.1.3.5.


298. 
7.2.1.10
RAJU GUBBI
E
N
Please put the field descriptions in the same order as the order the fields appear in the frame.
Swap BSSID and Duration/ID field desriptions in text to match the order in the frame.


299. 
7.2.1.10
RAJU GUBBI
E
N
Extra verbiage
The QoS Control field contains the TCID for which the request is being made, along with the requested TXOP duration or queue size, as specified in 7.1.3.5.


300. 
7.2.1.10 (l.9)
J. Ho
e
N
Delete the sentence “The TA is the address of the STA transmitting the frame.”



301. 
7.2.1.2
Bob O’Hara
E
Y
This subclause includes changes that are not marked.  The original text of 7.2.1.2 is “The duration value is” and the text in this subclause is “For all CTS frames the duration value is” Only a portion of the change is marked.  What other changes elsewhere in the document are present and not marked?
Where text from the original standard is included in the draft, perform a complete difference comparison between the draft and the existing standard to identify all areas of the document that are changed from the original.


302. 
7.2.1.3
Keith Amann
E
Yes
Unmarked changes.
More careful attention should be given to highlighting all the changes.


303. 
7.2.1.4
Bob O’Hara
E
Y
This subclause includes changes that are not marked.  The original text of 7.2.1.4 is “The AID value always has its two most significant bits each set to 1.” and the text in this subclause is “The Duration/ID field contains the AID value always in the 11 least-significant bits, and has its the 2 most-significant bits each set to 1.7” Only a portion of the change is marked.  What other changes elsewhere in the document are present and not marked?
Where text from the original standard is included in the draft, perform a complete difference comparison between the draft and the existing standard to identify all areas of the document that are changed from the original.


304. 
7.2.1.4
Matthew Fischer
E
N
There needs to be some consistency in the use of “optional” characters in the text. Some places seem to use {}, others () and others choice1/choice2.
Define a standard mechanism for describing options.


305. 
7.2.1.4
RAJU GUBBI
E
N
There needs to be some consistency in the use of “optional” characters in the text. Some places seem to use {}, others () and others choice1/choice2.
Define a standard mechanism for describing options.


306. 
7.2.1.7
Dima
e
no
Text refers to EPCF definition in clause 9
Change to 9.10.2


307. 
7.2.1.7
Kenji Fujisawa
E
No
Page 25 line 13 refers “EPCF”, but it is not defined.



308. 
7.2.1.7
Yasuo Harada
E
Yes
Page 25, Line 13. <<## EPCF definition, clause 9>> being referenced but not being defined
Suggest filling the clause


309. 
7.2.1.7
Yasuo Harada
E
Yes
Inconsistent TXOP units used


In Page 25 line 15. Change "TXOP in units of  8 microseconds" to "TXOP in units of 16 microseconds" or 

be consistent with the TXOP units in terms of microseconds


310. 
7.2.1.8
Keith Amann
E
No
Page 26, Line 7: Typographical error.
Remove the second occurrence of “a” on this line.


311. 
7.2.1.8
Matthew Fischer
E
N
TC-bitmap is immediately followed by a double “a” occurrence.



312. 
7.2.1.8
parks


Acking one sequence number does not imply that sequence numbers below it has been received.
Define proper rules so that arq schemes are interoperable.


313. 
7.2.1.8
RAJU GUBBI
E
N
TC-bitmap is immediately followed by a double “a” occurrence.



314. 
7.2.1.9
Dima
E
yes
Text refers to all frames sent by ESTA in QBSS, with “duration/ID field …set as specified in Clause 9”
More precise pointer is needed. For QoS data, the clause is 9.10.1.


315. 
7.2.1.9
Keith Amann
E
No
Page 26, Line 25: Grammatical error.
Insert the word “with” between the phrases “…Requests at priority levels” and “corresponding bits set to 0…”


316. 
7.2.1.9
Matthew Fischer
E
N
Grammar, Line 25
 corresponding to bits set to 0


317. 
7.2.1.9
Matthew Fischer
E
N
The second paragraph and the last paragraph contain similar information. Merge them.
Delete last paragraph.

Modify second paragraph as follows:

The BSSID is defined in 7.1.3.3.3. For CC frames that initiate controlled contention, the Duration field contains the time in microseconds for the CCI (CCOP Duration multiplied by CCI Length), plus two PIFS intervals. For CC frames used exclusively to provide feedback the Duration field contains zero.


318. 
7.2.1.9
parks


Since RR can be sent at any time instead of only in response to a CC frame, CC as a separate frame should be elimintated
Delete all references to CC


319. 
7.2.1.9
RAJU GUBBI
E
Y
TC-seq description: Wrong reference of 7.1.3.4.1.
Add a picture for TC-Seq comprised of (seq-number, TCID, RSV-bit) with sequence number at LS position of the field.


320. 
7.2.1.9
RAJU GUBBI
E
N
The second paragraph and the last paragraph contain similar information. Merge them.
Delete last paragraph.

Modify second paragraph as follows:

The BSSID is defined in 7.1.3.3.3. For CC frames that initiate controlled contention, the Duration field contains the time in microseconds for the CCI (CCOP Duration multiplied by CCI Length), plus two PIFS intervals. For CC frames used exclusively to provide feedback the Duration field contains zero.


321. 
7.2.2
APS
E

“most significant bit of the subtype”.  Repeats specification made elsewhere.
Replace with “QoS” bit of the subtype and remove magic numbers in this and the next para.


322. 
7.2.2
Keith Amann
E
No
Page 27, Line 15:  Awkward.
Replace the text “The frame format for the Data Frame is…” with “The frame format for a Data Frame is…”


323. 
7.2.2
Keith Amann
E
No
Page 27, Line 20: Grammatical error.

Page 27, Line 21:  Yet another figure numbering format?

Page 28, Lines 11 and 13:  Grammatical error.
Insert the word “is” between the statements “…and this frame format” and “distinguished by the presence of…”

Provide a consistent figure numbering format.

Replace the text “…in the (E)AP or BP of the wireless distribution…” with “…in the (E)AP or BP in the wireless distribution…”


324. 
7.2.2
Matthew Fischer
E
N
Nice try, but still incomplete. Roughly the third paragraph.
The contents of the Address fields of data and QoS data frames are dependent upon the values of the To DS and From DS bits in the frame control field, and are defined in Table 4.


325. 
7.2.2
RAJU GUBBI
E
N
the third paragraph is incomplete.
The contents of the Address fields of data and QoS data frames are dependent upon the values of the To DS and From DS bits in the frame control field, and are defined in Table 4.


326. 
7.2.3
APS
E

Line 33 (point “e”) hints at behavior supported by an RPC.  Where is the purpose of this behavior and its use by stations described?
Add normative section describing those procedures that are supported by an RPC and by a station associated with an RPC.

Add informative section describing why these procedures exist and what they achieve.


327. 
7.2.3.1
Gunnar Rydnell
E
Yes
The ProxyBeacon concept is not clearly defined, e.g. is it optional. 
The ProxyBeacon should be optional in a QBSS.


328. 
7.2.3.1
Keith Amann
E
No
Page 31, Order item 15: The notes section of this item contains the phrase “EDCF Feedback” but has already titled this item a “QoS Parameter Set”.

Page 31, Order item 18: The notes section of this item refers to the “Overlap VS list”, yet the item is titled the “Overlap ESTA List”.

Page 31, Order item 19: Typographical error, “Capabilties” in information column.
Remove the phrase “EDCF Feedback”.

Replace the term “VS” with “ESTA” in the previously referenced text.

Replace “Capabilties” with “Capabilities”.


329. 
7.2.3.1
Kenji Fujisawa
E
No
“Overlap VS List” of the note in Table 5 seems to  be
“Overlap ESTA List”.


330. 
7.2.3.1
Matthew Fischer
E
N
Qos Parameter Set seems to have an alternative name. Let’s be consistent in its use/non-use.
In the information column of table 5, change

QoS Parameter Set

To

QoS Parameter Set/EDCF Feedback


331. 
7.2.3.1
Matthew Fischer
E
N
Overlap ESTA list is incorrectly identified as overlap VS list in the description column.
Correct the name of the element to Overlap ESTA list.


332. 
7.2.3.1
MH
e
no
Missing reference at end of paragraph 1.

Missing references to overlap mitigation in clause 9 in Table 5.
Complete references.


333. 
7.2.3.1
RAJU GUBBI
E
N
Qos Parameter Set seems to have an alternative name. Let’s be consistent in its use/non-use.
Eliminate EDCF


334. 
7.2.3.1
RAJU GUBBI
E
N
Overlap ESTA list is incorrectly identified as overlap VS list in the description column.
Correct the name of the element to Overlap ESTA list.


335. 
7.2.3.1
RAJU GUBBI
E
Y
Is it in the charter of TGe to create place holders for information elements used in  802.11d? Since I have not seen 802.11d draft, I am not approving this in 802.11e draft.
Remove the place holders and their description from Table-5 and let the 802.11 editor do the job of merging 802.11d and 802.11e and whatever else comes up by that time.


336. 
7.2.3.1
Yasuo Harada
E
No
Page 31, Table 5.
List the contain of  <<Placeholder for 802.11d>>


337. 
7.2.3.1 (p.31)
J. Ho
E
Y
Change the name of “QoS Parameter Set”, which is confusing.



338. 
7.2.3.12
APS
E
Yes
Describing this as a frame body is not wholly accurate as it could be fragmented across several MPDUs.   
Replace management frame body and similar terminology with MMPDU here and elsewhere in the spec where there is the possibility that it will be fragmented across multiple frames.


339. 
7.2.3.12
Keith Amann
E
No
Page 36, Line 22:  Typographical error.
Replace the word “delayes” with “delays”.


340. 
7.2.3.12
Kenji Fujisawa
E
No
Page 37 line 1. “Status field” should be
“Action-specific Status field”.


341. 
7.2.3.12
Spiess
E
N
The frame body of the action frame contains “action-specific fixed fields and/or elements”.  Too many words
Change from “Action-specific fixed fields and/or elements” to “Action-specific fields.


342. 
7.2.3.12 (p.35)
J. Ho 
e
N
Category Code
Change the name to avoid confusion with Traffic Category.


343. 
7.2.3.13
Diepstraten
E

It is unclear what the note on page 38 is trying to say.
Delete the note.


344. 
7.2.3.13
Keith Amann
E
No
Page 37, Line 12:  References a clause “<<## aggregation, clause 9>>” incorrectly.
Correct the reference.


345. 
7.2.3.13
Peter Ecclesine
E
No
Is support of Container Frames mandatory
Clarify


346. 
7.2.3.13
Spiess
E
N
Line 23.  Peculiar phrasing.
Change “frame body must have any” “to frame body must have a”


347. 
7.2.3.13, p44, line11
Gunnar Rydnell
E
Yes
“VS data” is not explained
Define abbreviation VS.


348. 
7.2.3.7

7.2.3.9
Letanche
E

The font used in the QBSS rows of tables 10 and 12 are larger than the rest.
Use same font as rest


349. 
7.2.3.8
Keith Amann
E
Yes
Page 33, Line 15: There is a reference to 802.11d which implies that it pertains to quality of service.
Replace “802.11d” with “802.11e”.


350. 
7.2.3.9
Butch Anton
E
No
34/5: Question.  What does this sentence mean: “The frame body of a management frame of subtype Probe Response begins with 6 or more common items section of Table 12.”



351. 
7.2.3.9


Yasuo Harada
E
No
Page 35, Table 12.
List the contain of  <<Placeholder for 802.11d>>


352. 
7.3.1.4

E
No
40/5: Typo
“… is required for all data type …”


353. 
7.3.1.4
Garth Hillman
e
No
Page 40, line 27 - capaability
capability


354. 
7.3.1.4
Kenji Fujisawa
E
No
Bit 11 in Figure 27 should be
“FEC capability”.


355. 
7.3.1.4 (p.40)
J. Ho
e
N
required for for all data type frames
required for all data type frames


356. 
7.3.2
Keith Amann
E
Yes
Page 35:  The Probe Response frame body table contains “placeholders” for 802.11d information.  802.11d information would be outside the scope of the 802.11e PAR and the addition of these placeholders is likely to cause editing confusion.  This is a set of editing instructions.
Remove the placeholders.


357. 
7.3.2
Kenji Fujisawa
E
No
“Overlap VS list” in Table 20 should be
“Overlap ESTA list”.


358. 
7.3.2
Kevin Karcz
e
No 
VS acronym is not defined anywhere in text
define


359. 
7.3.2
Yasuo Harada
E
No
Page 43, Table 20.
List the contain of  <<Placeholder for 802.11d>>


360. 
7.3.2.13

E
No
44/22: Typo
“… an unsigned integer that indicates the number …”


361. 
7.3.2.13
Garth Hillman
e
No
Page 44 Line 13; in needed
Is needed


362. 
7.3.2.13
Keith Amann
E
Yes
Page 44, Line 11: Refers to a concept called “VS data”.  What is a VS?  Should this be “QoS data”?
Replace “VS” with “QoS”.


363. 
7.3.2.13
Peter Ecclesine
E
No
Typo in line one of OPEN ISSUE: Considerably greater precision IS needed
Correct


364. 
7.3.2.13


Yasuo Harada
E
Yes
Page 44 Line 36. superframe is being referenced but detail format is not being defined.
Explain superframe in definition section


365. 
7.3.2.14
Garth Hillman
e
No
Page 45 Line 6;any rate
At any rate


366. 
7.3.2.14
Harry Worstell
E
YES
TC is the traffic category index, not i.
P 45, L 14-15 - Modify text as follows:

The CWPFactor [i  TC](Contention Window Persistence Factor) field is one octet in length and indicates the factor in units of 1/16 ths, used in computing new CW [i TC] values on every unsuccessful attempt to transmit an MPDU or an MMPDU of traffic category i TC according to the procedure defined in 9.2.4.15


367. 
7.3.2.14
Mathilde

Benveniste
E
Yes
P 45, L 14-15

TC is the traffic category index, not i.
Modify text as follows:
The CWPFactor [i  TC](Contention Window Persistence Factor) field is one octet in length and indicates the factor in units of 1/16 ths,used in computing new CW [i TC] values on every unsuccessful attempt to transmit an MPDU or an MMPDU of traffic category i TC according to the procedure defined in 9.2.4.15


368. 
7.3.2.14
Mathilde

Benveniste
(comment file r2)
E
Yes
P 45, L 14-15

TC is the traffic category index, not i.
Modify text as follows:
The CWPFactor [i  TC](Contention Window Persistence Factor) field is one octet in length and indicates the factor in units of 1/16 ths,used in computing new CW [i TC] values on every unsuccessful attempt to transmit an MPDU or an MMPDU of traffic category i TC according to the procedure defined in 9.2.4.15


369. 
7.3.2.14
Matthew Sherman
E
YES
TC is the traffic category index, not i.
P 45, L 14-15 - Modify text as follows:

The CWPFactor [i  TC](Contention Window Persistence Factor) field is one octet in length and indicates the factor in units of 1/16 ths, used in computing new CW [i TC] values on every unsuccessful attempt to transmit an MPDU or an MMPDU of traffic category i TC according to the procedure defined in 9.2.4.15


370. 
7.3.2.14
parks


 What are the range of valid values for CW AIFS and CFPFactor ?



371. 
7.3.2.15

e
NO
Delayed Ack policy is defined as to  return a Dlyack frame during a subsequent TXOP.

It is needed to clarify the Delayed Ack timing.
Change the sentence according to the definite delayed ack policy.

For example, change “during a subsequent TXOP” to “during a subsequent non-polled TXOP or by  the autonomous burst”.


372. 
7.3.2.15

e
NO
There is no definition of the starting point of Retry Interval.
Add the explanation on the starting point of Retry Interval.


373. 
7.3.2.15

e
NO
There is no definition of “Retry period” in the description of Delayed acknowledgement policy.

“Retry period” must be identical with  “Retry Interval”.
Change “retry period” to “retry interval”.


374. 
7.3.2.15
APS
E

Add table for ack policy values.



375. 
7.3.2.15
APS
E

The TS element appears to confuse MSDU-related (MSDU interval) and MPDU-related (TXOP) concepts.

Does this imply that it is assumed that MSDUs sent under a TS will not be fragmented or aggregated?
Add clarification.


376. 
7.3.2.15
Fischer,Michael
E
no
The bit to enable FEC was omitted from the TS Info field of the Traffic Specification Element.
Define bit 1 of the TS Info field to be the FEC bit, which is set to 1 if MSDUs belonging to this traffic category are to be protected by FEC using the FEC facility defined in 7.5.  Update Figure 42.8 to show this bit assignment.


377. 
7.3.2.15
Keith Amann
E
Yes
Page 45, Line 21:  The element format refers to the TCID field, should this be a “QoS Control Field”?
Replace “TCID” with “QoS Control Field”.


378. 
7.3.2.15
Kenji Fujisawa
E
No
“TCID” in Figure 42.7 should be
“QoS Control”.


379. 
7.3.2.15
Kenji Fujisawa
E
No
Bit 4 in Figure 42.8 should be


“FEC”.


380. 
7.3.2.15
Kenji Fujisawa
E
No
Page 46 line 21. “retry period” seems to be
“Retry Interval”.


381. 
7.3.2.15
Kenji Fujisawa
E
No
The meaning of “Transmit Interval” in Page 47 is unclear. Is it the value of “Polling Interval”?



382. 
7.3.2.15
Kevin Karcz
e
No
Pg 46, line 4: Might be more clear to label as binary values with b3b2 at the top of the column
Edit 


383. 
7.3.2.15

7.3.2.1.6
MH
e
no
TCID field in figure does not correspond to QoS Control field mentioned in the text.
Rename TCID field to QoS Control field in figures 42.7 and 42.9 and associated text.


384. 
7.3.2.15
parks


Include, peak data rate,  same commit time for burst and average is not sufficient. Also include Packet loss rate, annex F shoud define mechanism to info application if loss rate exceeds this.



385. 
7.3.2.15
Spiess
E
N
Figure 42.7 contains a TCID field.  The text refers to this as a QoS Control field.
Change figure 42.7 “TCID” to “QoS Control”.


386. 
7.3.2.15
Spiess
E
N
Figure 42.8 contains a “traffic type” field.  A better name might be “demand type”.  Demand type more accurately reflects what the field represents.
Change all occurrences of the field “Traffic Type” to “Demand Type”.


387. 
7.3.2.15
Spiess
E
N
Bullet 2 page 46.  Reference to “retry period” is inconsistent with figure 42.7.
Change “retry period” to “retry interval”.


388. 
7.3.2.15
Spiess
E
N
Page 46 line 39.  The last sentence in this paragraph is incorrect and misleading.  The Polling Interval, by itself, does not represent the Committed Time.
Since this does not add to the clarity of the document, remove the sentence.


389. 
7.3.2.15
Spiess
E
N
Page 47 lines 1, 3, 6.  They reference a “Transmit Interval”, when there is no definition.
Change “Transmit Interval” to “Polling Interal” in three occurrences.


390. 
7.3.2.15
Srini
E
No
Delayed Ack policy is defined as to  return a Dlyack frame during a subsequent TXOP.

The above line appears to preclude the transmission of the delayed ack in EDCF or by any other mechanism.
Change “subsequent TXOP” to “at any time after the end of TXOP”.


391. 
7.3.2.15
Srini
E
No 
There is no definition of “retry period” and appears to be same as “retry interval”
Change “Retry period” to “Retry Interval”


392. 
7.3.2.15 (l.27)
J. Ho
E
Y
The QoS Control field is 2 octets
The TCID field is 1 octet 


393. 
7.3.2.15 (l.7-l.8)
J. Ho
E
Y
This Delivery Priority value is generally the value that would be used for the MA-UNITDATA.request priority parameter if the same traffic were being sent under level 1 or level 2 QoS.  What are level 1 and level 2 QoS?
Clarify it.


394. 
7.3.2.15 (p.45)
J. Ho
E
Y
Figure 42.7, TCID field: “2 octets” should be replaced by “1 octet”.



395. 
7.3.2.15 (p.46, l.21)
J. Ho
e
N
isthe maximum
is the maximum


396. 
7.3.2.15 (p.46, l.27-l.29)
J. Ho
E
Y
For Traffic Type=0 (aperiodic) … as Committed Time (CT).  These two sentences do not make practical sense.
Eliminate them.


397. 
7.3.2.15 (p.47, l.5)
J. Ho
e
N
1024 bytes
1024 octets 


398. 
7.3.2.16

E
No
47/24: Typo
“… in length and contains the MAC address …”


399. 
7.3.2.16

E
No
47/26: Typo
“… and uses the TCID format defined …”


400. 
7.3.2.16
Keith Amann
E
Yes
Page 47, Element figure: Typographical error.
Replace “Retrys Received” with “Retries Received”.


401. 
7.3.2.16
Kenji Fujisawa
E
No
“TCID” in Fig 42.9 and the description should be
“QoS Control”.


402. 
7.3.2.16
Kenji Fujisawa
E
No
Page 47 line 28 mentions “TS Address field”, but it is not in the Fig 42.9.



403. 
7.3.2.16
Matthew Fischer
E
N
Line 27 – grammar
Change

 to which the error statistics

to

 for which the error statistics


404. 
7.3.2.16
MH
e
no
I would like to see an editorial note added to clarify that the FCS errors are not only related to frames intended for that particular station (e.g. that received fragments and FCS errors are not related at all and can’t be used to calculate a link PER). It is my experience that even experienced implementators of this standard easily mistake the FCS error statistics to be related to FCS errors  experienced on a particular link involving that station. The bottom line is; from these statistics a link PER cannot be calculated.
Add editorial note.


405. 
7.3.2.16
parks


Include appropriate FEC error statistics ?



406. 
7.3.2.16
RAJU GUBBI
E
N
Line 27 – grammar
Change

 to which the error statistics

to

 for which the error statistics


407. 
7.3.2.17

E
No
48/26: Typo
“… only initiates transmissions to an ESTA in power save …”


408. 
7.3.2.17

E
No
48/29: Typo
“This permits other ESTAs in …”


409. 
7.3.2.17
APS
E

The fourth para is a duplicate of the third.



410. 
7.3.2.17
Matthew Fischer
E
N
Language
First paragraph, First sentence:

The Listen epoch element defines the time interval(s) within the superframe


411. 
7.3.2.17
Matthew Fischer
E
N
3rd paragraph
 based in part on the amount of awake time during the CFP is requested by the ESTA in the CFP Awake Limit field of the Listen Epoch element 


412. 
7.3.2.17
Matthew Fischer
E
N
4th paragraph
 based in part on the amount of awake time during the CP is requested by the ESTA in the CP Awake Limit field of the Listen Epoch element 


413. 
7.3.2.17
Matthew Fischer
E
N
The draft should probably mention what meaning the Listen Epoch element fields have, or if the element is present at all, when the (re)association is denied.
Indicate appropriate values for Listen Epoch element for the (re)association denied cases.


414. 
7.3.2.17
parks


Additional description/mechanisms required to provide qos support for ESTAs in low power mode.



415. 
7.3.2.17
RAJU GUBBI
E
N
Language
First paragraph, First sentence:

The Listen epoch element defines the time interval(s) within the superframe


416. 
7.3.2.17
RAJU GUBBI
E
N
3rd paragraph
 based in part on the amount of awake time during the CFP is requested by the ESTA in the CFP Awake Limit field of the Listen Epoch element 


417. 
7.3.2.17
RAJU GUBBI
E
N
4th paragraph
 based in part on the amount of awake time during the CP is requested by the ESTA in the CP Awake Limit field of the Listen Epoch element 


418. 
7.3.2.17
RAJU GUBBI
E
N
The draft should probably mention what meaning the Listen Epoch element fields have, or if the element is present at all, when the (re)association is denied.
Indicate appropriate values for Listen Epoch element for the (re)association denied cases.


419. 
7.3.2.17 (p.48, l.18 & l.24)
J. Ho
e
N
is requested by the ESTA
as requested by the ESTA


420. 
7.3.2.17 (p.48, l.26)
J. Ho
e
N
The EAP/EPC
The EAP/HC


421. 
7.3.2.17 (p.48, l.4)
J. Ho
e
N
that associated with a
that is associated with a


422. 
7.3.2.18

E
No
49/2 and subsequent: Typo
“… the number of TUs allocated …”


423. 
7.3.2.18
Spiess
E
N
The word {nominal} is surrounded by braces for no apparent reason.
Delete “{nominal}”


424. 
7.3.2.18
Spiess
E
N
The justification for a limit of 31 overlapping BSSs does not need to be in the standard.
Delete the sentence starting with  “In practice, far fewer than 31 …”.  Allow more than 31 entries by allowing additional BSSs to be listed in a subsequent and adjacent elements.


425. 
7.3.2.19
Spiess
E
N
The justification for a limit of 31 overlapping BSSs does not need to be in the standard.
Delete the sentence starting with  “In practice, far fewer than 31 …”.  Allow more than 31 entries by allowing additional BSSs to be listed in a subsequent and adjacent elements.


426. 
7.3.2.20
Kenji Fujisawa
E
No
“2*n” in Fig 42.13 should be
“6*n”.


427. 
7.3.2.21
Garth Hillman
e
No
Page 50 Line 10;contains is a positive
Contains a positive


428. 
7.3.2.21
Srini
E
No
Extended capability Element in 7.3.1.4 is referred to as “Extended capabilities Element”. Further, for continuity, this clause should go below 7.3.1.4
As suggested.


429. 
7.3.2.21 (p.50)
J. Ho
e
N
Extended Parameter Set element format
Extended Capabilities element format


430. 
7.4

E
YES

(part of NO vote)
We don’t have an EPC now do we? Why not remove references to it in table 20.1?


 Obvious.


431. 
7.4.1

E
No
51/11: Typo
“… an advisory function, so no response frame is defined.”


432. 
7.4.1
Garth Hillman
e
No
Page 51 Line 10, 13; traffic

                             reomve
Traffic

remove


433. 
7.4.1
Kenji Fujisawa
E
No
Page 51 line 11. “so response” should be
“no response”.


434. 
7.4.1
Spiess
E
N
Typo & omission error
Change “trafic” to “traffic”.  Change “so response frame is defined” to “so no response frame is defined”


435. 
7.4.1 – 7.4.2
APS
E

The traffic spec is “associated” with an address,  but the rules about how to select this address from the originating or recipient ends of the link are well buried.
Add more description and a reference to that description from these sections.


436. 
7.4.2

E
No
52/1: Typo
“The WSTA Address and …”


437. 
7.4.2

E
No
52/3: Typo
“function, so no response frame is defined.”


438. 
7.4.2
Kenji Fujisawa
E
No
Page 52 line 3. “so response” should be
“no response”.


439. 
7.4.2
Letanche
E

Change reomve (on line 13) into remove



440. 
7.4.2
MH
e
no
Misspelled ‘remove’ at paragraph 1 line 1.
Change “reomve”  to remove.


441. 
7.4.2
MH
e
no
TCID field in figure and text should be QoS Control.
Rename TCID to QoS Control.


442. 
7.4.2
Spiess
E
N
Typo
Change “reomve” to “remove”.


443. 
7.4.2 (p.52)
J. Ho
e
N
so response frame is defined.
so no response frame is defined.


444. 
7.4.3
Jerrold Bonn
E
Yes
Pg 52 Fix title of figure 42.18



445. 
7.4.4, Page 52, line 11
Gunnar Rydnell
e
Yes
Missing chapters
Include chapters.


446. 
7.4.4-7.4.9
Myles
E
Yes
Not defined
Remove


447. 
7.4.4-9

p52
Skell
E
Yes
Placeholders?
Can these be deleted?


448. 
7.5

E
No
53/10: Grammar
“When the FCS check fails, the MAC should not pass any failed MSDUs to higher layers.” (or something like that)


449. 
7.5

E
No
53/14: Typo
“MAC-leve FEC is performed …”


450. 
7.5

E
No
53/16: Typo
“… to/from a FEC-capable …”


451. 
7.5

E
No
53/17: Typo
“… (7.3.2.15 & Figure 42.8) …”


452. 
7.5

E
No
53/19: Typo
“The AID and the TCID …”


453. 
7.5

E
No
53/19: Typo
“The AID identifies that the …”


454. 
7.5

E
No
53/23: Typo
“… the MAC header and FCS and discard frames …”


455. 
7.5

E
No
53/26 and subsequent: Typo
“… FEC MPDUs is given in …”


456. 
7.5

E
No
53/26-44: General comment.  This paragraph, especially near the end, is poorly written and should be cleaned up.  There are too many gratuitous commas, parenthetical expressions, and ambiguous statements.  Frankly, it is not nearly as well written as the material preceding it.



457. 
7.5

E
No
53/37: Typo
“… zeros being (virtually) padded at …” (or virtual padding, depending on what you’re trying to say)


458. 
7.5

E
No
53/37: Typo
“… of the last FEC block with 16 …”


459. 
7.5

E
No
53/9-10: Clarification.  What are you trying to say?
“A valid FCS must result on an error corrected frame …”


460. 
7.5

E
No
54/1-3: Please rewrite this section, using articles where needed and proper grammar (i.e. “highest degree equals to 1.”  At this point, I’m just too frustrated to do it.



461. 
7.5

E
No
54/21: Typo
“The generator polynomial’s coefficients …”


462. 
7.5

E
No
54/21: Typo
“… following, with am as primitive roots …”


463. 
7.5
APS
E

The position of FEC as close to the PHY would be well illustrated with an architectural diagram that shows the following transformations (in order) of a received MSDU transmit request: optional aggregation or fragmentation, optional encryption, optional FEC.
Add diagram showing “processing stages” in UNIDATA service within MAC.


464. 
7.5
Butch Anton
E
No
53/17: Typo
“… by using bit 4 of the Traffic …”


465. 
7.5
Garth Hillman
e
No
Page 53 Line 26, 37, 44; Figure XXX; vurtual; are computed as in station 7.1.3.6
Define XXX

Virtual

Are computed as in section 7.1.3.6


466. 
7.5
Keith Amann
E
Yes
Page 53, Line 13:  The statement is made that “Any encryption that may be performed is done prior to FEC encoding”.  This appears to conflict with the requirements/desire of TGi.

Page 53, Line 15: FEC appears to use bit 11 of the Capability Information Field.  This conflicts with the requirements/desire of TGi.
Coordinate with TGi to resolve this conflict.

Coordinate with TGi to resolve this conflict.


467. 
7.5
kraemer
e

P53 line 26 Figure reference missing
Insert proper figure number


468. 
7.5
kraemer
e
no
P54 line 6 Figure number missing
Insert proper figure number


469. 
7.5
Letanche
E

Line 36: Remove “in” from “not an in integral”



470. 
7.5
Letanche
E

Line 37: Change “vurtual” into “virtual”



471. 
7.5
Letanche
E

Line 37: Remove “.” after “FEC-block”



472. 
7.5
Letanche
E

Line 44: The used font is too small
Use correct font


473. 
7.5
Peter Ecclesine
E
No
P54, correct Figure number, and P55 Table number
Correct


474. 
7.5
RAJU GUBBI
E
Y
Figure on page 54 and the text in 7.5: the terminology MSDUx in this figure is confusing as the MSDU is defined to extend over one or more fragments. Other editorial additions are also required in this subclause.
a. Rename all “MSDUx” to “FEC-Blockx”.

b. Rename “Header” in the figure as “FEC-Block0”.

c. Rename “Header FEC” as just FEC.

d. Rename “FEC-FCS” to “raw-FCS” to indicate that this FCS is computed on raw data bytes, before FEC.

e. Explicitly state that the rFCS also follows the same rules of bit-ordering as (normal) FCS.


475. 
7.5

p54 l4
Skell
e
No
Fig XXX?
Number figure


476. 
7.5

p55 l2 & l4
Skell
e
No
Table Y?
Number table


477. 
7.5
Spiess
E
N
Typos
Line 37, change vurtual to virtual
Line 42, double period.


478. 
7.6 (p.56)
J. Ho
e
N
Replace “Cf-poll” with “CF-Poll” (twice) and  “Cf-Ack” with “CF-Ack” (twice).



479. 
9
Jay Bain
E
YES
The organization of clause 9 requires additional structuring. Additional overview is needed as well.
Add additional front end material to clause 9 and restructure for greater clarity


480. 
9
Keith Amann
E
Yes
Page 57, Line 8:  The text states that “Clause 9.1 introduces the architecture of the MAC sublayer, including the distributed coordination function, the point coordination function and their coexistence in an 802.11 LAN”.  The clause also appears to detail the EDCF  and HCF mechanisms and this sentence should specify that.
Change the text as follows, “Clause 9.1 introduces the architecture of the MAC sublayer, include the distributed coordination function, enhanced distributed coordination function, point coordination function, hybrid coordination function and the coexistence in an 802.11 LAN”.


481. 
9
Myles
E
Yes
Clause 9 is missing a good overview summary of the facilities in 802.11 after the addition of the QoS protocols.
Include it


482. 
9.1 & generally
APS
E

The number of EDCF per-queue parameters (i.e. those things subscripted with an [I]) varies from mention to mention.   
A clear description in a separate sub-section of all parameters indexed by [I] plus a reference to replace the current inconsistent listings is to be preferred.


483. 
9.1.1

E
No
57/37 and subsequent: Typo
TxOP and other references to transmission should be presented as TXOP for consistency with the rest of the document.


484. 
9.1.1

E
No
57/37-58/3: Comment.
The numbered list presented in the paragraph would be better presented as a bulleted list.


485. 
9.1.1

(p. 58, lines 
1-3)
Gunnar Rydnell
E
Yes
An internal collision shall be treated as an external collision. The internal collision shall cause the CW to increase but the text does not mention the Retry Bit. 
The Retry Bit shall supposedly not be set, and this should be explicitly explained.


486. 
9.1.1 
K. Turki
e
Y
Collisions between competing queues
Change to concurrent timer experiation


487. 
9.1.1
Matthew Fischer
E
N
DIFS has been mentioned in this section, yet the term has yet to be defined.

Likewise, Cwmin is mentioned, and the current context is more general than this – “a different random backoff selection algorithm is employed” is probably sufficient language at this point in the clause.
Word the section with more general references, as was done with previous standard.


488. 
9.1.1
RAJU GUBBI
E
N
DIFS has been mentioned in this section, yet the term has yet to be defined.

Likewise, Cwmin is mentioned, and the current context is more general than this – “a different random backoff selection algorithm is employed” is probably sufficient language at this point in the clause.
Word the section with more general references, as was done with previous standard.


489. 
9.1.1.2
Letanche
E

Line 19: Change “paarameters” into “parameters”



490. 
9.1.2
Yossi Texerman
E(?)
Yes
Missing clause 9.1.2 between clause 9.1.1 and clause 9.1.3.
Provide specification for clause 9.1.2 or else transform 9.1.3 into 9.1.2 (affecting all relevant succeeding clauses).


491. 
9.1.3 (l.11)
J. Ho
E
Y
allocate transmission opportunities (TXOPs) to WSTAs (TXOPs should in principal also be allocated to EAPs.)
allocate transmission opportunities (TXOPs) to ESTAs


492. 
9.1.3 (l.12)
J. Ho
e
N
to meet predefined service rate
to meet predefined delivery priority, service rate


493. 
9.1.3 (l.14)
K. Turki
e
N
EAP/HC
Separate EAP and HC


494. 
9.1.6
K. Turki
E
Y
State Machine
MAC entity


495. 
9.10

(p. 67, 
lines 
6-7)
Gunnar Rydnell
E
Yes
“All ESTAs are able to respond to QoS CF-Polls received from an HC”. Is HCF support mandatory for ESTAs? (While PCF support is optional).  
Make HCF optional.


496. 
9.10
Spiess
E
N
Typo
Change “improtant” to “important”.


497. 
9.10
Spiess
E
N
A parenthetical comment has been placed in braces.
Change braces to parenthesis.


498. 
9.10 (p.66, l.33)
J. Ho
E
N
access priority than ESTAs (ESTAs also include EAPs?)
access priority than WSTAs


499. 
9.10 (p.67, l.2)
J. Ho
E
N
ESTAs may transmit multiple frame exchange sequences within these TXOPs, as well as in {E}DCF TXOPs under HCF, subject to the limit of TXOP duration.  “These TXOPs” refer exclusively to WSTAs, while the TXOPs for EAP/HC are part of the channel access process.
ESTAs may transmit multiple frame exchange sequences within given TXOPs.  This would make the statement more general.


500. 
9.10 (p.67, l.5)
J. Ho
e
N
contain duration values
contains a duration value


501. 
9.10 (p.67, l.7)
J. Ho
e
N
a an HC
an HC


502. 
9.10.1
Yasuo Harada
E
Yes
Page 67. Clause 20 is being referenced but not being defined
Suggest filling in the details


503. 
9.10.1.1 
Gunnar Rydnell
E
Yes
  Confusing and ambiguous sentence in lines 39-41
Clarify.


504. 
9.10.1.1
Keith Amann
E
No
Page 67, Line 36:  There is a reference to “<<HCF NAV Rules>>”.  This is an incorrect reference format.
I believe that this particular reference should be changed to 9.10.2.1.


505. 
9.10.1.1
Matthew Fischer
E
N
Last sentence is missing something.
Following The final frame of all other frame exchange sequences that are not the sole or final sequence in a TXOP, the HC or holder of the current TXOP shall wait for one SIFS period and then commence transmitting the first frame of the next frame exchange sequence.


506. 
9.10.1.1
MH
e
no
Incomplete reference.
Complete reference.


507. 
9.10.1.1
RAJU GUBBI
E
N
Last sentence is missing something.
Following The final frame of all other frame exchange sequences that are not the sole or final sequence in a TXOP, the HC or holder of the current TXOP shall wait for one SIFS period and then commence transmitting the first frame of the next frame exchange sequence.


508. 
9.10.1.1
Yasuo Harada
E
Yes
Page 67, Line 36. <<HCF NAV Rules>> is being referenced but not being defined
Suggest filling in the details


509. 
9.10.1.1 (l.38)
J. Ho
e
N
Sentence incomplete.
Also delete the words “as well as after the CCI following a control frame of subtype CC”.


510. 
9.10.1.1 (l.39)
J. Ho
e
N
The final frame of
After the final frame of


511. 
9.10.1.2

E
No
67/45: Typo
“… SIFS, that ESTA may initiate …”


512. 
9.10.1.2
Matthew Fischer
E
N
Second paragraph, first sentence, first word. Delete.
Delete the first word of the first sentence of the second paragraph.


513. 
9.10.1.2
Matthew Fischer
E
N
Third paragraph, second line, there is a “must” missing a “be”.

And delete the extra “the”
 any subtype that does not include QoS, must be the sole


514. 
9.10.1.2
MH
e
no
Paragraph 1, line 3; “may may”.
Remove 1 may.


515. 
9.10.1.2
parks



Introduce special rules for allocation to the next esta, so that response from that esta to 

the new allocation can be taken as that esta giving up its original txop from the multipoll, and thereby the HC may reallocate that to another device


516. 
9.10.1.2
RAJU GUBBI
E
N
Second paragraph, first sentence, first word. Delete.
Delete the first word of the first sentence of the second paragraph.


517. 
9.10.1.2
RAJU GUBBI
E
N
Third paragraph, second line, there is a “must” missing a “be”.

And delete the extra “the”
 any subtype that does not include QoS, must be the sole


518. 
9.10.1.2
Spiess
E
N
Repeated word.
Change “may may” to “may”


519. 
9.10.1.2 (p.67)
J. Ho
e
N
may may initiate
may initiate




520. 
9.10.1.2 (p.68)
J. Ho
e
N
initiate recovery
initiates recovery


521. 
9.10.1.2 (p.68)
J. Ho 
e
N
resumes after DIFS
resumes after DIFS from the end of the last transmission.


522. 
9.10.1.2 (p.68)
J. Ho
e
N
which is ready for transmission
that is ready for transmission


523. 
9.10.1.2 (p.76)
J. Ho
e
N
does not occur during the slot following SIFS
does not occur following SIFS


524. 
9.10.2

E
No
68/31: Question.  What is this sentence trying to say?
“In any QoS data type frame …”


525. 
9.10.2

E
No
68/34: Typo
“sequence(s), with all such sequence(s) nominally …”


526. 
9.10.2

E
No
68/34: Typo
“… most not initiate a frame …”


527. 
9.10.2

E
No
68/40: Missing figure
Figure hcf.1 – TXOP


528. 
9.10.2

E
No
68/43: Typo
“… not include QoS, must be the sole …”


529. 
9.10.2
APS
E

Figure hcf.1 missing.



530. 
9.10.2
Jerrold Bonn
E
Yes
Pg 68 Figure hcf.1 TXOP is missing



531. 
9.10.2
Kevin Karcz
e
No
Figure hcf.1 is missing



532. 
9.10.2
Letanche
E

Line 43: Change “must the the sole” into “must be the sole”



533. 
9.10.2
MH
E
no
Figure hcf.1 missing.
Add figure.


534. 
9.10.2
MH
e
no
Paragraph 3, line 2; “must the the sole”.
Change in “must be the sole”.


535. 
9.10.2
Myles
E
Yes
It is almost impossible to interpret this very dense text without diagrams. Figure hcf.1 would be a good start but probably 20-30 additional diagrams are required throughout the text
Insert Diagrams


536. 
9.10.2
Peter Ecclesine
E
No
P68 supply and number Figure hcf.1-TXOP
Correct


537. 
9.10.2
Spiess
E
N
Typo
Change “iniitate” to “initiate”


538. 
9.10.2
Spiess
E
N
Repeated word
Change “the the” to “the”


539. 
9.10.2 (p.68)
J. Ho
e
N
In any QoS data type frame
Any QoS data type frame


540. 
9.10.2 (p.68)
J. Ho
e
N
must the the sole or final frame
Shall be the sole or final frame


541. 
9.10.2 (p.68)
J. Ho
e
N
one or more frame exchange sequence
one or more frame exchange sequences


542. 
9.10.2 (p.69)
J. Ho
e
N
the Ack should send either
the Ack should transmit either with


543. 
9.10.2.1
APS
E
Yes
Use of language such as “pursuant to the” is likely to limit the accessibility of this standard.
Recommend simpler words like “following”.

Do a global search/replace because this appears elsewhere too.


544. 
9.10.2.1
parks


Current rules for Multipoll establishes NAV only in the vicinity of the transmiting ESTA 

NAV operation during a TXOP Rules for transmission under nav should be made more general  and simple to implement.

Line 21 to 24 is contradictory to the para above.   If NAV is set at TBTT then how does any poll work during CFP with these rules
Change to support NAV for entire duration of multipoll. 

The Duration/ID field in CF-MultiPoll control frame exceeds the sum of all TXOP duration limits in the Poll Record and inter-frame intervals by one DIFS period.

The duration in each packet sent during a txop contains the duration for the remainder of the multitxop plus one DIFS, the text in 9.10.2.2 would automatically imply this if the rule for the duration in multipoll frame is as specified above.  

Remove requirement for saving MAC address; instead allow transmit under NAV to any directed packet  from same BSS




545. 
9.10.2.1 (p.69)
J. Ho
e
N
QoS control field
QoS Control field


546. 
9.10.2.2
Barry Davis
E
No
The definition of duration during the HCF period does not appear to match the intent
9.10.2.2
Updating of duration values within TXOPs
Change the phrase in the first sentence "…the time required to send the response frame plus one SIFS period" to "…the time required to send this frame and the response frame plus two SIFS periods"


547. 
9.10.2.2
Chih Tsien
E?
No
The definition of duration during the HCF period does not appear to match the intent
9.10.2.2
Updating of duration values within TXOPs
Change the phrase in the first sentence "…the time required to send the response frame plus one SIFS period" to "…the time required to send this frame and the response frame plus two SIFS periods"


548. 
9.10.2.2
Dave Richkas
E?
No
The definition of duration during the HCF period does not appear to match the intent
9.10.2.2
Updating of duration values within TXOPs
Change the phrase in the first sentence "…the time required to send the response frame plus one SIFS period" to "…the time required to send this frame and the response frame plus two SIFS periods"


549. 
9.10.2.2
Richard Kennedy
E?
No
The definition of duration during the HCF period does not appear to match the intent
9.10.2.2
Updating of duration values within TXOPs
Change the phrase in the first sentence "…the time required to send the response frame plus one SIFS period" to "…the time required to send this frame and the response frame plus two SIFS periods"


550. 
9.10.3

E
No
69/42: Typo
“ESTAs shall use QoS data type frames for all MPDU …”


551. 
9.10.3
APS
E

“QoS data types with subtypes which include CF-Ack need not be used”.

I found this section confusing.   
I think the circumstances under which a CF-ACK can be used, and by whom, need to be enumerated.


552. 
9.10.3
APS
E

In line 42 there is a missing “in”.



553. 
9.10.3

(p. 69, line 38)
Gunnar Rydnell
E
Yes
“MSDUs may be fragmented in order to fit within TXOPs”. Is it then ok to send only some fragments in one TXOP and the rest of the fragments in other TXOPs? 
This should be made clearer.


554. 
9.10.3

(p. 70, line 5)
Gunnar Rydnell
E
Yes
Don’t understand the sentence “ESTA transfers using non-QoS frames are best effort traffic”. On page 69, lines 42-43 it says that ESTAs shall use QoS data type frames
Clarify.


555. 
9.10.3
Jerrold Bonn
E
Yes
Page 70, line 1: “TC queue size field shall indicate the amount of queued traffic present in the ESTA's queue for that TC when this MPDU was ready for transmission.” Clarify whether this amount includes the current frame being transmitted.
Clarify whether this amount includes the current frame being transmitted.


556. 
9.10.3
MH
e
no
Paragraph 3, line 1; missing ‘for’.
Change “ESTAs shall use QoS data type frames for all MPDU transfers to/from an HC,EAP and/or BP,and should use QoS data type frames for direct ESTA-to-ESTA transfers.”


557. 
9.10.3 (l.35)
J. Ho
e
N
QoS information in the beacon
Rename “QoS information”.


558. 
9.10.3 (l.36)
J. Ho
e
N
resulting in a CFB consists
resulting in a CFB that consists


559. 
9.10.3 (l.37)
J. Ho
e
N
must end not later than
shall end not later than


560. 
9.10.3 (l.42)
J. Ho
e
N
QoS data frames all MPDU transfers
QoS data frames for all MPDU transfers


561. 
9.10.3 (p.70)
J. Ho
e
N
The HC’s traffic monitor function
The HC (Also add a period at the end of the sentence.)


562. 
9.10.3.1
Garth Hillman
e
No
Page 70 Line 9;  value to the HCX
Value of the HC


563. 
9.10.3.1
Letanche
E

Line 8: reference 9.9.4 is incorrect
Change into 9.10.4


564. 
9.10.3.1 (p.70)
J. Ho
e
N
TCID value to the HC
TCID value indicated to the HC


565. 
9.10.3.2
Matthew Fischer
E
N
Re-arrange wording of sentence.
ESTAs may send an RTS as the first frame of any frame exchange sequence during the CP or CFP, for which improved NAV protection is desired, and without regard for dot11RTSThreshold.


566. 
9.10.3.2
Matthew Fischer
E
N
Was should be were at the very end of the paragraph.
 were set by the (+)CF-Poll frame).


567. 
9.10.3.2
RAJU GUBBI
E
N
Re-arrange wording of sentence.
ESTAs may send an RTS as the first frame of any frame exchange sequence during the CP or CFP, for which improved NAV protection is desired, and without regard for dot11RTSThreshold.


568. 
9.10.3.3

E
No
70/20: Question.  What is this sentence trying to say?
“An ESTA which receives …”


569. 
9.10.3.3

E
No
70/24: Typo
“Requiring the ESTA to have heard …”


570. 
9.10.3.3

E
No
70/30: Typo
“… period after sending an Ack frame …”


571. 
9.10.3.3
Letanche
E

Line 30: Add a space “sendingan..”



572. 
9.10.3.3
Matthew Fischer
E
N
First sentence of first paragraph
An ESTA which receives a QoS data type frame from another ESTA as the sole or final transfer in a TXOP, may transmit 


573. 
9.10.3.3 (p.70)
J. Ho
e
N
, the recipient ESTA
Delete these words.


574. 
9.10.3.3 (p.70)
J. Ho
e
N
after sendan Ack frame
after sending a QoS CF-Ack frame


575. 
9.10.3.3 (p.70)
J. Ho
e
N
since the last detected instance of the WM being
after the last detected instance of the WM was


576. 
9.10.4
Myles
E
Yes
It is not clear that CC/RR is a useful mechanism given the implementation cost and the protocol overhead it introduces, especially in a typical 802.11a environment, which will only have a few stations
Justify the inclusion of CC/RR or delete


577. 
9.10.4.1 (p.71)
J. Ho
e
N
during this this CCI
during this CCI


578. 
9.10.4.2

E
No
71/20, etc.: Clarification.  The text refers to steps by letter, but I see no lettered steps.



579. 
9.10.4.2
Garth Hillman
e
No
Page 71 Line 20, 22, 29, 33; *  *  *  *
Change to a)  b)  c)  d)


580. 
9.10.4.2
Garth Hillman
e
No
Page 72 Line 8;  *
Change * to e)


581. 
9.10.4.2  
Gunnar Rydnell
E
Yes
 There is an itemized list, using bullets. The text in these items refer to items a), b), c), etc. which doesn’t make sense
Editorial cleanup.


582. 
9.10.4.2
Keith Amann
E
Yes
Page 71, Line 21:  The text refers to steps “e” and “b”, yet there are no paragraphs labeled in this manner.  The current text appears to have a bullet list if my interpretation is correct.
Correct the text, replacing the bullet list with an outline numbered format.


583. 
9.10.4.2
Kenji Fujisawa
E
No
The item number “step(a,b,c,d,e)” are not written in the draft.



584. 
9.10.4.2
Letanche
E

Dot bullets are used, while references are made to letter bullets. The references are not correct 
Use letter bullets and correct the references


585. 
9.10.4.2
Myles
E
Yes
Dot points should be step letters and step letters in text appear to be incorrect
Fix it


586. 
9.10.4.2
Spiess
E
N
The bullet lettering is missing.  Bullet references appear as if the first bullet was inserted and has thrown off the references.
Restore the bullets to letters, and fix bullet references.


587. 
9.10.4.2 (p.71)
J. Ho
e
N
with selected exactly one request
With exactly one selected request




588. 
9.10.4.2 (p.71)
J. Ho
e
N
Words of step (a), step (b), and step (e) appear in the text which cannot be found elsewhere.
Make them unambiguous.


589. 
9.10.4.3
APS
E

“MPDU for which the request was pending,” implies a 1:1 correspondence between TXOP requests and MPDUs.  This is not the case.



590. 
9.10.4.3
Butch
E
No
72/17: Typo
“… same TCID as the pending …”


591. 
9.10.4.3
Letanche
E

Line 10: Change “feedaback” into “feedback”



592. 
9.10.4.3
Matthew Fischer
E
N
Italian spelling of feedback is used in the heading.
Correct spelling to feedback.


593. 
9.10.4.3
Peter Ecclesine
E
No
Typo in title
Correct


594. 
9.10.4.3
Spiess
E
N
A cute typo
Change “feedaback” to “Feedback”.


595. 
9.10.4.3 (p.72)
J. Ho
e
N
until occurrence of any of the following
until occurrence of any of the following:


596. 
9.10.5
APS
E

I strongly support the Editor’s desire to clarify the permitted sequence notation.

This should also be applied to define/describe EDCF frame sequences including autonomous bursts.
Consider using message-sequence charts (MSCs) as defined by ITU standard Z120.  These permit alternatives, repetition, exceptions to be defined textually and graphically (although nobody uses the textual representation of Z120).


597. 
9.10.5
APS
E

Note that this section should refer to MPDUs, not MSDUs or MMPDUs.

It is not defined elsewhere what “piggybacked” start of TXOP is.



598. 
9.10.5
Garth Hillman
e
No
Page 73 Line 4,;  Table not labeled

Line 5  10.   Layer
Give Table a number (there appear to be many tables which need numbers/labels)

10.3 Layer


599. 
9.10.5
kraemer
e
no
HCF frame exchange Table is to be replaced
Create new table.


600. 
9.2.10
Fischer,Michael
E
no
Figure 58.1 does not appear to be substantially different from Figure 58.  It appears that the wrong diagram was inserted in constructing D1.0.
Replace Figure 58.1 with a diagram that clearly illustrates the EDCF case where AIFS=DIFS, or, if appropriate, change the caption of Figure 58 to the current caption of Figure 58.1 and delete Figure 58.1.


601. 
9.2.10
Garth Hillman
e
No
Page 66 Line 14;   Figure 7
Should be Figure 58(?)


602. 
9.2.10
Garth Hillman
e
No
Page 66 Line 14;   Figure 7
Should be Figure 58(?)


603. 
9.2.10  
Gunnar Rydnell
E
Yes
 Reference to wrong figure in line 14
Figure 58 illustrates the relation.


604. 
9.2.10
Keith Amann
E
Yes
Page 66, Line 14:  Reference to figure 7 appears to be incorrect or misplaced.
Correct figure reference.


605. 
9.2.10
Keith Amann
E
No
Page 68, Lines 31-32:  The first sentence of this paragraph is awkward and/or appears incomplete.
Rephrase to be less awkward, clarify.


606. 
9.2.10
Kevin Karcz
e
No
Pg 66, lines10,12: (8*ACKsize) should be divided by Rate to get units of microseconds.
edit


607. 
9.2.10
Matthew Fischer
E
N
Double “at”
Looks like the third paragraph, but it depends upon just exactly how you count them:

 at the PHY’s lowest mnadatory rate


608. 
9.2.10
MH
e
no
I don’t understand the purpose of figure 58.1. The figure does not depict an AIFS, it does depict a DIFS and within the DIFS a backoff slot. My interpretation is that it tries to clarify the relation between AIFS and the offset backoff definition in 9.2.4. If this is true, than the title of the figure is ambiguous. If something else is meant to be clarified, please clarify… 
Correct or clarify figure purpose and title.


609. 
9.2.10
RAJU GUBBI
E
N
Double “at”
Looks like the third paragraph, but it depends upon just exactly how you count them:

 at the PHY’s lowest mnadatory rate


610. 
9.2.3
K. Turki
E
Y
In figure 49 DIFS/AIFS
DIFS


611. 
9.2.3

9.2.5.1
MH
e
no
Figure 49 and 51 suggests that AIFS shall not be shorter than DIFS. The way I understand the draft is that because of the definition of BackoffTime[i], drawn from [1, CW[i]+1], an AIFS of PIFS should also be possible. 
Correct figure.


612. 
9.2.3
Myles
e
No
Figure 9 is confusing in its interchangeable use of  “AIFS”, “AIFS[i] and “AIFS[j]”
Clean up Figure 9


613. 
9.2.3.4
K. Turki

Y
There is no indication whether AIFS is static or dynamic
Specify whether AIFS could change for a given TC amid traffic conditions changes


614. 
9.2.3.4
Yasuo Harada
E
Yes
Explain AIFS in detail. List the differences between AIFS and DIFS.



615. 
9.2.4

E
No
59/26: Typo
“… MMPDUs shall use the carrier sense …”


616. 
9.2.4

(p. 60, line 44)
Gunnar Rydnell
E
Yes
Is it obvious what “convenient fractional resolution” means? 
Explain it.


617. 
9.2.4   
Gunnar Rydnell
E
Yes
Word left out renders sentence meaningless in line  26
“A STA desiring to initiate transfer of Data MPDUs shall use the carrier-…”


618. 
9.2.4
K. Turki
E
N
DIFS
DIFS or AIFS


619. 
9.2.4
Matthew Fischer
E
N
The word “invoke” was dropped in the copy from the original specification.
First sentence of the section:

“shall invoke the carrier sense mechanism”


620. 
9.2.4
Myles
E
Yes
The whole section needs a complete rewrite to integrate the original text and the QoS text  (not just adds and edits) and thus make it readable
Integrate original text and QoS text


621. 
9.2.4
Myles
E
Yes
Text states, “aCWmin[I] and aCWmax (or optionally aCWmax[I] if available)”. A clearer way to express this would be to define the range as aCWmin[I] to aCWmax[I] where where aCWmax[I] defaults to CWmax
This suggestion will require a variety of  changes to the text


622. 
9.2.4
RAJU GUBBI
E
N
The word “invoke” was dropped in the copy from the original specification.
First sentence of the section:

“shall invoke the carrier sense mechanism”


623. 
9.2.4
Spiess
E
N
Word omission.
Change “shall the carrier” to shall use the carrier”.


624. 
9.2.4 (l.15)
K. Turki
E
Y
Differentiated 
different


625. 
9.2.5.1
Garth Hillman
e
No
Page 62 Figure 51; Figure 51 is identical to Figure 49
Figure 51 should be changed to reflect CWmin[i] and Cwmax[i]


626. 
9.2.5.1
Keith Amann
E
Yes
Page 61, Line 18:  The statement is made that “There are conditions, specified elsewhere in clause 9,…”  It is apparent that the location of these other references are known, why not state them explicitly.

Page 61, Line 24:  The statement is made “(see state machine description in informative annex)”.  Which annex?
State the other references explicitly.

Provide an explicit reference to the annex, and include the annex.


627. 
9.2.5.1
Myles
E
Yes
Description of EDCF rules do not include a reference to CWmax[i]
Include reference to Cwmax[i]


628. 
9.2.5.1
Yasuo Harada
E
Yes
Page 61, Line 24. No informative annex
Give a self explanatory informative annex


629. 
9.2.5.2

(p. 62, line 13)
Gunnar Rydnell
E
Yes
Unclear meaning. Shall the first slot be counted already before the AIFS is over?
Rephrase line 13, page 62.


630. 
9.2.5.2

(p. 63, line 10)
Gunnar Rydnell
E
Yes
Confusion regarding the names of Retry Counters. Is it SSRC[i] and SLRC[i] or QSRC[i] and QLRC[i]? Compare page 60, lines 34-35 with page 64, lines 20-21.
Chose a name.


631. 
9.2.5.3
APS
E

How do the lifetime timers defined in this section relate to the old 802.11 lifetime timer?  Do they superceded it?
Needs clarification.


632. 
9.2.5.3
Fischer,Michael
E
no
The MIB attribute aMSDULifetime[i] should be dot11MSDULifetime[TC].
Change to dot11MSDULifetime[TC], also update other MIB references that begin with "a" and create a list of QoS MIB values for inclusion in Annex D.


633. 
9.2.5.3 (l.20)
K. Turki
e
N
queue[i]
TC[i]


634. 
9.x
Fischer,Michael
E
no
There are several instances where TC is expanded as "traffic class" rather than "traffic category"
Correct text to "traffic category"


635. 
ALL

E
No
Even-numbered pages
Why are the line numbers cut off on the extreme left-hand side of even-numbered pages?


636. 
All
Bob O’Hara
E

Run the spell-checker!  There are misspellings throughout the document.



637. 
All
Bob O’Hara
e

The footer does not include a proper copyright symbol.
Replace “’” with “©”


638. 
All
Bob O’Hara
E

This is a supplement to the existing standard and will be eventually integrated into a single document, at which time “802.11E” will no longer exist.  The draft cannot refer to itself in this fashion.
Remove all self-references to 802.11E.  


639. 
ALL
Fischer,Michael
E
no
Some references to "EPC," "HPC," and "enhanced point coordinator:" remain after the adoption of HCF in place of EPCF.
Replace such references with "HC" or "hybrid coordinator" as appropirate.


640. 
ALL
Fischer,Michael
E
no
Some references to QoS conformance levels remain after incorporation of the HCF proposal, which eliminated these levels.
Update or delete such references as appropriate.


641. 
ALL
Fischer,Michael
E
no
The name change from "TCID field" to "QoS Control field" was not applied in all of the necessary places.
Update remaining obsolete references to TCID field in text and figures.


642. 
ALL
Fischer,Michael
E
no
There is inconsistent use of "optional" preceding "QoS facility."
Eliminate these intstances of "optional" within the QoS draft, reserving such use for actual options within the QoS facility (e.g. FEC).  The optionality of the QoS facility itself is implicit in the definition of the QoS MAC enhancements under a supplemental PAR to 802.11-1999 and explicit in the Five Criteria document which accompanied the 802.11e PAR .


643. 
ALL
Harry Worstell
E
NO
Correct cut off numbers in Left hand column of even number pages.
Fix for next draft.


644. 
ALL
Harry Worstell
E
YES
The capitalization in the titles of the draft are not consistent with that of the current standard.  Specifically, except for Clause 3, All titles should start with a capital letter, and aside from Acronyms, lower case letters should be used throughout the title.  In Clause 3 sub-clauses should start with lowercase letters.
Review capitalization in all titles and bring into conformance with current standard.


645. 
All
Keith Amann
E
No
Clarification please:  Throughout the text the document uses the syntax of “{}”  or “()”, interchangeably and inconsistently, surrounding words and phrases as an attempt to specify “alternative” variations on text.
Provide a description of this syntax.


646. 
All
Keith Amann
E
No
The copyright symbol at the bottom of each page of the document appears to be incorrect.
Fix it.


647. 
ALL
Matthew Sherman
E
NO
Correct cut off numbers in Left hand column of even number pages.
Fix for next draft.


648. 
ALL
Matthew Sherman
E
YES
The capitalization in the titles of the draft are not consistent with that of the current standard.  Specifically, except for Clause 3, All titles should start with a capital letter, and aside from Acronyms, lower case letters should be used throughout the title.  In Clause 3 sub-clauses should start with lowercase letters.
Review capitalization in all titles and bring into conformance with current standard.


649. 
all
Myles
E
Yes
The original 802.11 standard is full of errors, inconsistencies and unclear text. The proposed text ensures the standard remains this way, with a virtual guarantee that interoperable QoS implementations will take many years to appear and will probably require many meetings of an industry group like WECA to sort out differing interpretations.
It does not have to be this way. It is possible to write clear standards. The entire MAC standard should be rewritten from the ground up with the assistance of professional technical writers.


650. 
ALL
RAJU GUBBI
E
Y
The abbreviation EAP is also used for Enhanced Authentication protocol in 802.11e-Sec LB-draft. This is confusing when this work is integrated with the security draft. EAP is also used in other security literature.
Use QAP (qos-AP) instead of EAP


651. 
ALL
RAJU GUBBI
E
Y
If EAP in 802.11e-Qos draft is changed to QAP, it is a good idea to maintain naming consistency between the devices. So change ESTA to QSTA
Use QSTA instead of ESTA


652. 
ALL
RAJU GUBBI
E
Y
Why are both Qos-CF-poll and (+)CF-poll used to indicate the same thing. +CF-poll or +Qos-CF-poll must only be used to indicate the addition of poll bit to the data or Qos-data frame like +CF-Ack.
Replace all (+)CF-polls to Qos-CF-polls.


653. 
Annex E
Fischer,Michael
E
no
There should be informative references to the prinicipal higher-layer bandwidth reservation and connection/stream management protocol standards.
Add a sub-heading E.3 for QoS references.  The citations thereunder should include items such as IETF RFCs 1633, 2205, 2210, 2211, 2212, 2475, 2805, 2814, 2815, and 2816.


654. 
General
Anil K. Sanwalka
E

There are a large number of places where 802.11E is referred to in this draft. The correct reference would be an ESTA or the QOS option. This standard is a modification to the 802.11 standard and thus any references to 802.11E need to be clarified.



655. 
Intro
Bob O’Hara
e

Add the introductory text.
Replace “to be added later” with real text.


656. 
MANY
Fischer,Michael
E
no
Many figures have missing lines and/or graphic symbols (totally missing in the case of figure hcf.1).  This appears to be occurring in the PDF generation process, as they display correctly from the source file.
Correct rendering of these figures.  Move the equations at the bottoms of figures 58 and 58.1 out of the drawing frames and into the body text frame.


657. 
Table 1
Garth Hillman
e
No
Page 16 Container subframe not in definitions

Traffic Indicator Message not in definiitons
Add to definitions

Add to defiinitions


658. 
Title Page
Garth Hillman
e
No
Header - IEE
IEEE


659. 
10.3.10.1
J. Ho
e
Y
QoS Parameter set
Rename it whenever it occurs.


660. 
10.3.10.1.2
Garth Hillman
e
No
Page 79  Table;  Table not labeled and also it contains 1 instance of Kus
Label Table and change Kus to kus


661. 
10.3.11.1

10.3.11.2

10.3.12.1

10.3.12.2
Keith Amann
E
No
These individual MLME interfaces are not marked as being 802.11E, shouldn’t they be?
Mark these MLME interfaces as 802.11E only.


662. 
10.3.12.1.2
Keith Amann
E
Yes
This clause details the MLME-WMSTATUS.request parameters, but there are no parameters defined.  If this is truly the case then that should be explicitly stated.
Explicitly state whether parameters exist for this service primitive.


663. 
10.3.12.2.1
Keith Amann
E
Yes
The text regarding the functional description of the MLME-WMSTATUS.confirm primitive states “This primitive reports the results of a traffic specification update attempt”, but this primitive is not intended to report traffic specification updates, but rather wireless medium status.
Replace the text with “This primitive reports the results of a wireless medium status request”.


664. 
10.3.2.1.2
Garth Hillman
e
No
Page 74 Table;  Table not labeled and also it contains 2 instances of Kus
Label Table and change Kus to kus


665. 
10.3.2.2.2
Garth Hillman
e
No
Page 75  Table;  Table not labeled and also it contains 1 instance of Kus
Label Table and change Kus to kus


666. 
13.1.3.1.7
Garth Hillman
e
No
Page 18 Line 8    fo
of


The comments from the following voters were merged into the 01/261r2 through 01/268r2 documents:

Voter name
Date on first line of comment file

Adrian P. Stephens (APS)
2001-04-23

Albert Young
2001-05-10

Amar Ghori
2001-05-11

Andrew Myles
(none)

Anil Sanwalka
(none)

Barry Davis
2001-05-10

Bill McFarland
2001-05-20

Bill Shvodian
2001-05-15 (email)

Bob Beach
NOTE: Comments not included because they lack clause numbers, lack commenter's name, are not classified as T vs E, and the comment text appears to be a copy of another comment set that has already been included.
2001-05-14

Bob Meier
2001-05-11

Bob O'Hara
(none)

Bruce Kraemer
2001-05-12

Butch Anton
2001-04-12

Chih Tsien
2001-05-13

Chris Heegard
2001-05-14

Danny Rettig
(none)

Dave Richkas
(none)

David Bagby
2001-05-16

David Skellern
2001-05-19

Dennis Connors
(none)

Dirk Ostermiller
2001-05-20

Dmitri Varsanofiev
(none)

Duncan Kitchin
(none)

Evan Green
(none)

Garth Hillman
2001-05-20

Gary Spiess
2001-05-14

Greg Chesson
2001-05-10
additional comment 2001-05-20

Gregory H. Parks
2001-05-11

Gunnar Rydnell and Jamshid Kuhn-Jush
2001-05-10

Harry Worstell
2001-05-13

Jan Boer
2001-05-16

Javad Razavilar
(none)

Jay Bain
2001-05-20

Jerrold Bonn
2001-05-13

Jesse R. Walker (JRW)
2001-05-10

Jie Liang
2001-05-18

Jin-Meng J. Ho
2001-04-10

John Kowalski
2001-05-13

John T. Coffey
2001-05-10

Ken Clements
2001-05-15

Ken Kimura
2001-05-17

Kenji Fujisawa
2001-05-08

Kevin Karcz
2001-05-14

Kevin Smart
2001-05-19

Khaled Turki
2001-04-20

Kieth Amman
2001-05-15

Liwen Wu
2001-05-14

Maarten Hoeben
2001-05-17

Mathilde Beneviste
2001-05-11
r1 comment file 2001-05-14
r2 comment file 2001-05-20

Matthew B. Shoemake
2001-05-12

Matthew Fischer
2001-05-14

Matthew Sherman
2001-05-13

Menzo Wentink
2001-05-10
additional comment 2001-05-20

Michael Fischer
2001-05-18

Onno Letanche
2001-05-11

Patrick Green
2001-05-15

Peter Ecclesine
2001-05-20

Peter Johansson
2001-05-20 (2 comment files)

Raju Gubbi
2001-05-19

Richard Kennedy
(none)

Rick Shaw
2001-05-19

Ron Provencio
2001-05-14

Ryoji Kido
2001-05-15

Sid Schrum
2001-05-18

Simon Black (non-voter)
2001-05-11

Steve Gray
"17/11/2001" (??)

Steven D. Williams
2001-05-11

Stuart Kerry
2001-05-15 (email)

Sunghyun Choi
2001-05-15 (2 comment files)

Teik-Kheong Tan
2001-05-11

Tom Tsoulogiannis
2001-05-20

V. Srinivasa Somayazulu
2001-05-11

Vic Hayes
2001-05-13

Wen-Ping Ying
2001-05-19 (email)

Wim Diepstraten
2001-05-04

Yasuo Harada
2001-05-16

Yossi Texerman
2001-05-17

LB27 comments and resolutions  SUBJECT  \* MERGEFORMAT 
page 1
 COMMENTS  \* MERGEFORMAT John Fakatselis, Chair, et. al.


