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Abstract

This document contains the outstanding comments on Tge Draft that have not been resolved to the satisfaction of the commenter, and the responses of the Task Group. 

 Commenter: Amann, Keith (kamann@spectralink.com)

Comment 1

Letter ballot in which comment has been made: LB63 (Closed December 20, 2003)
Clause: 7.2.3.4

Comment/Explanation:

For an (re)association request sent with a ADDTS request QOS action, it is not clear what happens in terms of association if (1) the TSPEC is unacceptable, or (2) the QAP chooses to "suggest" a different TSPEC.  In these two cases, it seems that it makes the most sense to explicitly require the QAP to refuse association until the (re)association request is sent with a mutually acceptable TSPEC.
Recommended Change:

Provide clarifying text here, clause 11.4, and/or where ever else necessary to specify the rules that should be followed in the event that the TSPEC is rejected or modified when included within a (re)association request.  It is suggested that the preferred rule would be to reject the (re)association until a mutually acceptable TSPEC can be identified.
Recommended Disposition:

Alternate resolution. Clause 11.4.3 already indicates that the process is repeated. It does not appear clear why the association has to be defined. The inclusion of ADDTS request is only to provide efficiency of the channel use. Instruct the editor to add, "If the original ADDTS request is sent in a (re) association request frame, the whole process can be repeated with the exception that the request is sent in an ADDTS request.
Comment resubmitted in LB67 (Closed March 10, 2003)

Clause: 7.2.3.4

Comment/Explanation:

(Duplicate, Originally Comment #153 from LB#63) For an (re)association request sent with a ADDTS request QOS action, it is not clear what happens in terms of association if (1) the TSPEC is unacceptable, or (2) the QAP chooses to "suggest" a different TSPEC.  In these two cases, it seems that it makes the most sense to explicitly require the QAP to refuse association until the (re)association request is sent with a mutually acceptable TSPEC.

The task group responded as follows: Alternate resolution. Clause 11.4.3 already indicates that the process is repeated. It does not appear clear why the association has to be defined. The inclusion of ADDTS request is only to provide efficiency of the channel use. Instruct the editor to add, "If the original ADDTS request is sent in a (re) association request frame, the whole process can be repeated with the exception that the request is sent in an ADDTS request".

First, although I agree that one purpose of including the ADDTS request in the (re)association request is for channel efficiency, the other purpose is to establish whether the QAP has the resources available before/while commiting to the association.  If a QoS application is active at the time of association then it is forced to attempt to run under degraded conditions while it attempts to determine whether the QAP can support it, this seems counter intuitive to the idea of QoS.  By allowing the QSTA to establish the TSPEC at association time, the QAP can reject the association, and force the QSTA to find an alternative AP.  The proposed resolution attempted to clarify this point..
Recommended Change:

Provide clarifying text here, clause 11.4, and/or where ever else necessary to specify the rules that should be followed in the event that the TSPEC is rejected or modified when included within a (re)association request.  It is suggested that the preferred rule would be to reject the (re)association until a mutually acceptable TSPEC can be identified.
Comment 2

Letter ballot in which comment has been made: LB63 (Closed December 20, 2003)
Clause: 9.9.3.2

Comment/Explanation:

This clause contains text that specifies that the QAP may aggregate admitted HCCA TSPECs for a single non-AP QSTA through the use of the "Aggregation field".  Although this type of behavior may be convenient for the scheduling algorithm, this can have an adverse impact on the applications that originally requested the TSPECs as they may have dramatically divergent requirements in terms of TSPEC scheduling.
Recommended Change:

Remove the sentence "The HC may aggregate admitted HCCA TS for a single non-AP QSTA and establishes a Service Schedule for the non-AP QSTA".  I believe this makes it clear that the non-AP QSTA is the controlling entity as far as aggregation is concerned.
Recommended Disposition:

Comment declined. By definition aggregation means that the aggregated TSPEC would meet individual TSPEC requirements.
Comment resubmitted in LB67 (Closed March 10, 2003)

Clause: 9.9.3.2

Comment/Explanation:

(Duplicate, Orginally Comment #159 from LB#63) This clause contains text that specifies that the QAP may aggregate admitted HCCA TSPECs for a single non-AP QSTA through the use of the "Aggregation field".  Although this type of behavior may be convenient for the scheduling algorithm, this can have an adverse impact on the applications that originally requested the TSPECs as they may have dramatically divergent requirements in terms of TSPEC scheduling.

Task Group Response: Comment declined. By definition aggregation means that the aggregated TSPEC would meet individual TSPEC requirements.

First, I believe the point of the original comment was missed, sorry.  The original concern was over the use of the word "may" in this context.  Specifically, by using this word the HC can, at it's discretion, choose to aggregate schedules without this being explicitly requested by the QSTA.  The recommended change prevents this behavior, and makes the signalling and requirements for aggregation explicitly under the control of the QSTA.

The second concern was over vastly divergent TSPEC requirements, and it is not clear to the commenter how, if at all, the scheduler would be able to meet ALL of the individual TSPEC requirements in one aggregated schedule.  For example, if one TSPEC were established for constant bit-rate traffic (i.e. voice), with a 30ms service period requirement, and another TSPEC were dealing with variable bit-rate traffic, what schedule will be produced that can still satisfy the CBR traffic, and the VBR traffic?  If the task group believes that this is possible I would be happy with some example showing how that would be made to work.

Recommended Change:

Remove the sentence "The HC may aggregate admitted HCCA TS for a single non-AP QSTA and establishes a Service Schedule for the non-AP QSTA".  I believe this makes it clear that the non-AP QSTA is the controlling entity as far as aggregation is concerned.
Commenter: Barber, Simon (simon@instant802.com)

Comment 1

Letter ballot in which comment has been made: LB51 (Closed January 8, 2003)
Clause: 7.4.2

Comment/Explanation:

DLPs require inventing a complete new mechanism for negociating association, where we already have 2 such mechanisms (associations for ESS and IBSS). The existing mechanisms are more complete, and provide for security. We should not allow this new mechanism without first considering making the required additions to allow a station to use IBSS management frames while connected to an AP to achieve the same effect as these DLP messages.
Recommended Change:

remove all references to DLP from the document.
Recommended Disposition:

Comment declined. There is no association in an IBSS. DLP improves efficiency of transfer of data between two STAs. Furthermore, STAs will not be able to take full advantage of the features of enhanced access mechanisms.
Comment 2

Letter ballot in which comment has been made: LB51 (Closed January 8, 2003)
Clause: 9.1.3

Comment/Explanation:

HCF provides worst service delivery than EDCF in most cases. HCF guarantees data will be delayed, in particular when it comes from a source that is not synchronized with the AP. In addition by bunching delivery of QoS frames this causes further delays in processing in the network due to the fact that a media processor can't process all these frames delivered at once instantaneously. These synchronization effects build up in the network causing HCF to have a significantly worse effect on typical VoIP applications than at first imagined. EDCF does not have these latency problems in the common case. In addition the HCF situation gets worse when multiple streams with differing periodicities are in use (e.g. different voice codecs). This will commonly add a delay of one whole frame period in each direction to a voip call - again making the typical case for HCF very bad. EDCF does not suffer from any of these problems caused by synchronization.
Recommended Change:

remove HCF.
Recommended Disposition:

Comment declined. The purpose of HCF is to provide a unified mechanism for both contention based and polled access.  The purpose of polled access is to provide MSDU transport according to a specified service schedule/TSPEC.   EDCF will not be able to provide this, especially under heavily loaded scenarios.  What happens in polled access is that delay becomes less stochastic than it is with EDCF.   

Finally, polled access provides integrated services; EDCF provides priortized access. These are different types of QoS, and different mechanisms are needed for that.
Commenter: Benveniste, Mathilde (mbenven@avaya.com)

Comment 

Letter ballot in which comment has been originally made: LB59 (Closed August 1, 2003)
Clause: 9.9.1.3

Comment/Explanation:

The specification of the EDCF backoff rules is not upward compatible. Legacy traffic performs better than EDCF BE traffic.  An upward compatible specification was voted into the standard in Jan ’02, per doc 01/408r3.   It was subsequently removed without technical discussion/justification and without a vote on this topic.
Recommended Change:

Adopt the EDCF backoff rules proposed in doc 03/149r1
Recommended Disposition:

Resolved by resolution to comment 717.. 
For Information purposes, comment #717 (by Garth Hillman) of LB59 is reproduced below:

Clause: 7.3.2.14; pp 46Table 20.2

Comment/Explanation:

On the contentious topic of selecting EDCF parameters (based on the large amount of email traffic just before this LB) for channel access I believe we need to set them so that the access is ordered from legacy DCF, EDCF BE, EDCF VI and EDCF VO. This makes intuative sense and prevents the issue Mathilda crystalized that as it is now, since legacy DCF BE has better access than EDCF BE some STAs could revert to DCF for BE traffic. There are many other sub-clauses that deal with the back-off mechanism as we all know; I chose this one since it is here where the default parameters are defined.
Recommended Change:

address the priorities so that the default access order (from worst to best) is DCF, EDCF BE, EDCF VI, EDCF VO.
Recommended Disposition:

Comment declined. Since the QoS Data frames are bigger than Data frames by two octets, performance achieved with legacy DCF can not be achieved even if legacy DCF is adopted. Furthermore, it is not clear if the performance difference is substantial.
Comment resubmitted in LB63 (Closed December 20, 2003)

Clause: 9.9.1.3

Comment/Explanation:

The specification of the EDCA backoff rules is different from legacy (802.11-1999 standard).  Traffic from legacy stations performs better than EDCA BE traffic. This provides a perceived marketable advantage for legacy, which may delay its retirement.  It is advantageous to retire legacy stations, for the enhancement of QoS performance attainable by EDCA stations in the absence of legacy stations.  An EDCA specification exists that does not give legacy stations an advantage.  It was voted into the draft standard in Jan ’02, per doc 01/408r3.   It was subsequently removed from the draft standard without technical discussion/justification and without a vote on this topic.
Recommended Change:

Adopt the EDCF backoff rules proposed in doc 03/149r1
Recommended Disposition:

Reject. This comment was rejected in the previous letter ballot. 
Comment resubmitted in LB65 (Closed February 15, 2004)

Clause: 9.9.1.3

Comment/Explanation:

The EDCA backoff rules in the current TGe draft are different from those in the existing 802.11-1999 standard.  In addition to the confusion this causes, there is no advantage to the new specification, while the disadvantage is serious.  The disadvantage relates to the ultimate loss of effectiveness of the QoS 802.11e standard. Because of the inferior performance that the new specification causes for 802.11e-compliant stations, as compared to the 802.11-1999-compliant stations when transmitting best-effort traffic, the existing 802.11-1999 standard will have a perceived marketable advantage and, therefore, its retirement could be postponed.  The presence of legacy stations limits the QoS differentiation attainable by the AIFS differentiation proposed in the 802.11e MAC protocol.
Recommended Change:

The fix is simple: use the old backoff rules in the  802.11e-compliant stations.  This way, 802.11e stations will not be at a disadvantage relative to the stations following the existing 802.11-1999 backoff rules.  This proposal was voted into the draft standard in Jan ’02 (see doc 01/408r3).  It was changed when the present backoff rules were introduced, without technical discussion/justification and without a vote on this topic.

Adopt the EDCA backoff rules proposed in doc 03/149.
Recommended Disposition:

Reject. This comment was rejected in the previous letter ballot. 
Comment resubmitted in LB67 (Closed March 10, 2004)

Clause: 9.9.1.3

Comment/Explanation:

The EDCA backoff rules in the current TGe draft do not work. The EDCA backoff rules cause legacy stations to perform better than 802.11e stations when transmitting BE traffic.  Part of the problem is that the new backoff rules are different from those in the existing 802.11-1999 standard. Aside from the problems the new backoff rules cause, they are confusing to understand and thus more complex to implement.  The old backoff rules have been well tested and understood.  More details in doc 04/244.
Recommended Change:

Use the old backoff rules in the  802.11e-compliant stations.  This way, 802.11e stations will not be at a disadvantage relative to the stations following the existing 802.11-1999 backoff rules.  Adopt the EDCA backoff rules proposed in doc 03/149.
Recommended Disposition:

Reject. This comment was rejected in the previous letter ballot.
Commenter: Buttar, Alistair (Alistair.Butter@motorola.com)

Comment 

Letter ballot in which comment has been originally made: LB65 (Closed February 15, 2004)
Clause: 11.2.1.5

Comment/Explanation:

The sentence in bullet g) reading "The More Data bit of the directed data or management frame shall be set to 1 to indicate the presence of more frames that are destined for that non-AP QSTA" is too restrictive.  The word shall should be replaced with may to allow the AP flexibility to intelligently determine if and when to notify a non-AP QSTA that data is pending.  For example, there may be cases where the AP may choose to limit the number of stations eligible at a certain time to send PS-Poll frames and reduce the possibility of collisions on the channel, or there may be cases where it would be preferable for APSD stations to wait for the AP to delivery frames during next regularly occurring service period.  In these cases, the QAP should have the flexibility to set the More Data bit of a frame to 0.
Recommended Change:

Change bullet g) to read "The More Data bit of the directed data or management frame may be set to 1 to indicate the presence of more frames that are destined for the non-AP QSTA".

Recommended Disposition:

Comment declined. The comment is out of order as is not based on the changes made from D6.0 to D7.0. 
Comment resubmitted in LB67 (Closed March 10, 2004).

Clause: 11.2.1.5

Comment/Explanation:

The sentence in bullet g) reading "The More Data bit of the directed data or management frame shall be set to 1 to indicate the presence of more frames that are destined for that non-AP QSTA" is too restrictive.  The word shall should be replaced with may to allow the AP flexibility to intelligently determine if and when to notify a non-AP QSTA that data is pending.  For example, there may be cases where the AP may choose to limit the number of stations eligible at a certain time to send PS-Poll frames and reduce the possibility of collisions on the channel, or there may be cases where it would be preferable for APSD stations to wait for the AP to delivery frames during next regularly occurring service period.  In these cases, the QAP should have the flexibility to set the More Data bit of a frame to 0.
Recommended Change:

Change bullet g) to read "The More Data bit of the directed data or management frame may be set to 1 to indicate the presence of more frames that are destined for the non-AP QSTA".

Commenter: Clements, Ken (Ken@innovation-on-demand.com)

Comment 

Letter ballot in which comment has been originally made: LB51 (Closed January 8, 2003)
Clause: Annex C

Comment/Explanation:

The work of TGe has presented 802.11 with changes to the existing MAC layer that vastly increase the layer complexity.  The current draft proposes to do this without formal specifications by removal of the existing MAC layer formal specification in Annex C.  The proposal is to replace Annex C with nothing, and leave implementers to the ambiguities of English text.  This idea was also proposed for the original MAC layer at the time of the first 802.11 standard.  After considerable debate over many months it was realized that, as we had the most complex 802 standard, it was upon us to do the best job possible to formalize the language to prevent errors and misinterpretation.  Having made that decision, we later found that going through the process of formalization (although painfully long) turned up many problems that were not foreseen by those reading or writing the text.  Unfortunately, we are back to this same situation with TGe.  The lesson, that should have been learned, is not to wait to the last moment to start the formal descriptions.  Yes, it is unattractive to spend time formalizing things that are in the process of change, but at some point this is far better than being in the position of releasing a low quality standard (especially for QoS).  Some argue that the existing Annex C formal specification for the MAC has many errors, and so is not suitable for expansion to cover QoS.  This is more low quality thinking.  If there are errors in our standard, they should be corrected by the normal maintenance process.  If there is a better way to do formal specification than we have chosen, then let it be proposed and examined.  We have set a quality bar with our standards work.  That quality has been recognized worldwide by the ISO and many other organizations.  Our sponsors have come to expect this level of quality, and a low quality standard will not make it through sponsor ballot.  It is foolish to waste time arguing that low quality is good enough only to be forced to put in formal specifications after failed ballots later.  Let us get going on formal specifications now that allow us to both get the job done and preserve our quality of service.
Recommended Change:

Make the necessary changes to Annex C to reflect the changes in MAC layer operation specified by the text of the draft.
Recommended Disposition:

Comment declined.  The working group passed a motion for the removal of the formal description in Annex C, therefore there are no required updates to this Annex.  The formal description is now provided in the numbered clauses of the standard, and supplemental documents. 
Comment resubmitted in LB59 (Closed Aug. 1, 2003)

Clause: Annex C

Comment/Explanation:

lack of formal specifications of the changes to the operation of the 802.11 MAC layer.
Recommended Change:

<blank>

Recommended Disposition:

Declined. While the claim this comment makes is true, there is no evidence that the lack of a formal description makes any difference in practice. Furthermore, 802.11h was approved without any changes to the formal description in Annex C, and IEEE 802.3 has removed Annex C completely, indicating that IEEE 802.11, 802, and RevCom all believe that updates to the formal description are not necessary for correct and interoperable implementations of the standard.
 Commenter: Oakes, Ivan (Ivan.Oakes@synad.com)

Comment 1

Letter ballot in which comment has been originally made: LB59 (Closed August 1, 2003)
Clause: 5.2.5, last paragraph

Comment/Explanation:

No definition of "QoS Extensions", should they include Block Ack, DLP and APSD?
Recommended Change:

Insert an appropriate definition in "definitions" e.g. "All frames-types, IE's, reason codes, and status codes used for QoS, these being: Qos xxx frames, frames with the QoS Control field, BlockAckReq and BlockAck Frames, reason codes as in Table 18 section 7.3.1.7 and status codes in Table 19 section 7.3.1.9."

Recommended Disposition:

Alternate resolution. Replace "shall not have QoS extensions" with "shall not use the frame formats associated wiith the QoS facility." 
Comment 2

Letter ballot in which comment has been originally made: LB59 (Closed August 1, 2003)
Clause: 5.2.5, last paragraph

Comment/Explanation:

Some frames sent by the AP will contain Qos Extensions, e.g. Beacon.

Recommended Change:

Insert the word "directed".  "All directed frames that are sent…"
Recommended Disposition:

Comment accepted. 
Commenter: O’Hara, Bob (bob@airespace.com)

Comment 1

Letter ballot in which comment has been originally made: LB51 (Closed January 8, 2003)
Clause: Annex C
Comment/Explanation:

A formal definition of the operation of the protocol must be provided

Recommended Change:

Add a formal description of the protocol

Recommended Disposition:

Comment declined.  The working group passed a motion for the removal of the formal description in Annex C, therefore there are no required updates to this Annex.  The formal description is now provided in the numbered clauses of the standard, and supplemental documents. 
Comment resubmitted in LB59 (Closed Aug. 1, 2003)

Clause: Annex C

Comment/Explanation:

Functional descriptions provided in the prose by 802.11e are not represented by corresponding formal descriptions in the annex
Recommended Change:

Add formal description of the changes to the access mechanisms and frame exchanges to the annex.
Recommended Disposition:

Declined. While the claim this comment makes is true, there is no evidence that the lack of a formal description makes any difference in practice. Furthermore, 802.11h was approved without any changes to the formal description in Annex C, and IEEE 802.3 has removed Annex C completely, indicating that IEEE 802.11, 802, and RevCom all believe that updates to the formal description are not necessary for correct and interoperable implementations of the standard.  
Comment 2

Letter ballot in which comment has been originally made: LB51 (Closed January 8, 2003)
Clause: 9
Comment/Explanation:

If there is sufficient demand in the industry for adding QoS to 802.11, a single access mechanism can be found that will meet the requirements of those applications requiring QoS.

Recommended Change:

Select a single access mechanism.
Recommended Disposition:

Comment declined.  Different applications have different requirements, and require different services from the MAC; in particular, the mechanisms support both differentiated services and integrated serrvices.  The market has not decided decisively in favor of one mechanism versus the other, and so, in order to ensure that equipment based on this standard is deployed widely, both types of services are implemented in this standard. 
Comment resubmitted in LB59 (Closed Aug. 1, 2003 – comment, recommended change and resolution repeated verbatim)

Clause: 9
Comment/Explanation:

If there is sufficient demand in the industry for adding QoS to 802.11, a single access mechanism can be found that will meet the requirements of those applications requiring QoS.

Recommended Change:

Select a single access mechanism.
Recommended Disposition:

Comment declined.  Different applications have different requirements, and require different services from the MAC; in particular, the mechanisms support both differentiated services and integrated serrvices.  The market has not decided decisively in favor of one mechanism versus the other, and so, in order to ensure that equipment based on this standard is deployed widely, both types of services are implemented in this standard. 
Comment 3

Letter ballot in which comment has been originally made: LB59 (Closed August 1, 2003)
Clause: Annex C
Comment/Explanation:

Deletion of the Annex deletes technical descriptioin of the 802.11-1999 MAC that is not replaced by new text in the prose provided by 802.11e.

Recommended Change:

Do not delete the annex.
Recommended Disposition:

accepted. Resolved by resolution to comment #183.
For information purposes Comment #183 of LB59:
Clause: Annex C
Comment/Explanation:

I understand that it is inappropriate for our group to delete Annex C, regardless of the motion in the WG.

For the deletion of the Annex C, we need to have a separate PAR.
Recommended Change:

Remove the editorial instruction from the subclause. Insert the following at the end of C.3 and C.4:

This annex does not describe the behavior of a STA with QoS facility.
Recommended Disposition:

Comment accepted.
Commenter: Raad, Raad (raad@snrc.uow.edu.au) 
Comment 1

Letter ballot in which comment has been originally made: LB59 (Closed January 8, 2003)
Clause: 7.4.1.2
Comment/Explanation:

In section 9.9.2.4, the minimum set of parameters required so that the scheduler can determine a schedule for an admitted stream are defined.  A different minimum set of parameters are required by the eDCA channel access function in section 9.9.1.7.2.  Therefore, when admitting an eDCA flow the HC does not receive the minimum amount of information required to determine a schedule.
Recommended Change:

1) Change the second column of the last row in table 20.8 to read "Schedule (HCCA flows only)"

2) Change line 11 on page 56 to read "The HC announces the schedule for HCF controlled channel access flows and for the flows which are admitted as both controlled and contention-based channel access in the ADDTS response frame".
Recommended Disposition:

Alternate resolution. Instruct the Editor to incorporate the normative text in document 11-03-0698-01-000e.
Comment 2

Letter ballot in which comment has been originally made: LB59 (Closed January 8, 2003)
Clause: 9.9.2.4
Comment/Explanation:

The scope of the aggregation behavior is not limited to HCCA flows.  The eDCF channel access function requires a different minimum set of TSPEC parameters than the HCCA channel access function and therefore the two types of flows can and should not be aggregated.   

Recommended Change:

1) Change line 23 on page 82 to read "The HC may aggregate admitted HCCA TS for a single non-AP QSTA and establish a Service Schedule for the non-AP QSTA.

2) Change line 26 on page 82 to read "If the QAP establishes an aggregate Service Schedule for a non-AP QSTA, it shall aggregate all HCCA streams for the QSTA.

Recommended Disposition:

Accepted.

Comment 3

Letter ballot in which comment has been originally made: LB59 (Closed January 8, 2003)
Clause: 11.2.1.10
Comment/Explanation:

For an eDCA admitted flow in APSD mode, the specified wakeup and sleep behavior tied with Service Period (SP) for non-AP QSTA results in inefficient performance.  The reason is: if the non-AP QSTA is in power save mode and wakes up to transmit this traffic prior to the scheduled SP, then it shall also wake up or remain awake for the scheduled SP. For a bi-directional or uplink flow, once a station wakes up and transmits, there is no reason why it should go back to sleep and then wake up again for a scheduled service interval to receive a frame from an AP.  It would be even more inefficient, from a QoS standpoint (e.g. media access delay), to place a restriction on the non-AP QSTA that it must not transmit until the scheduled SP even the uplink frame is available to transmit prior to the SP.     

Recommended Change:

Adopt the text in document 11-03-0661-00-000e.

Recommended Disposition:

Accepted. Instruct the Editor to incorporate the normative text in document 11-03-0698-01-000e.

Comment 4

Letter ballot in which comment has been originally made: LB59 (Closed January 8, 2003)
Clause: 11.2.3
Comment/Explanation:

For an eDCA admitted flow in APSD mode, the specified wakeup and sleep behavior tied with Service Period (SP) for non-AP QSTA results in inefficient performance.  The reason is: if the non-AP QSTA is in power save mode and wakes up to transmit this traffic prior to the scheduled SP, then it shall also wake up or remain awake for the scheduled SP. For a bi-directional or uplink flow, once a station wakes up and transmits, there is no reason why it should go back to sleep and then wake up again for a scheduled service interval to receive a frame from an AP.  It would be even more inefficient, from a QoS standpoint (e.g. media access delay), to place a restriction on the non-AP QSTA that it must not transmit until the scheduled SP even the uplink frame is available to transmit prior to the SP.     

Recommended Change:

Adopt the text in document 11-03-0661-00-000e.

Recommended Disposition:

Accepted. Instruct the Editor to incorporate the normative text in document 11-03-0698-01-000e.
Comment 5

Letter ballot in which comment has been originally made: LB59 (Closed January 8, 2003)
Clause: 11.2.3.2, 11.2.3.1
Comment/Explanation:

If Aggregation is negotiated to 0 in a TSPEC, then one would think that the Schedule for that TSPEC applies to that TS only. But this is not reflected in the behavior of APSD, because it always delivers ALL buffered frames during the SP--not just the frames in the corresponding TS. It would make more sense if, for a non-aggregated TSPEC, only frames in the particular TS would be delivered during the defined SP.       

Recommended Change:

Change last line of 11.2.3.1 b) to: If the scheduled SP is part of an aggregated schedule, the QAP shall transmit all frames buffered during the SP; but if the SP is part of a non-aggregated schedule, the QAP shall transmit only frames belonging to the TS during the SP.

Recommended Disposition:

Alternate resolution. Instruct the editor to add the following text to 7.3.2.15., "When the APSD subfield is set to 1, the aggregation subfield is also set to 1."

Comment 6

Letter ballot in which comment has been originally made: LB59 (Closed January 8, 2003)
Clause: 7.3.2.15
Comment/Explanation:

The 2-octect TSInfo field in the TSPEC element has been fully utilized. This  leaves no room for possible future addition of any useful information to the TSInfo field. This assumes that it is desirable to have all the information necessary to setup a traffic stream residing within one information element.       

Recommended Change:

1) Insert an optional 1-octect "Extended TSInfo" field after the current "TSInfo" field.

2) Move the APSD bit (B10) from TSInfo field to B0 in the "Extended TSInfo" field.

3) Rename the previous APSD bit (B10) in the TSInfo field to "Extended TSInfo". 

4) Set the "Extended TSInfo" bit to 1 if "Extended TSInfo" field exists and contains non-zero value. Set "Extended TSInfo" bit to 0 otherwise.

Recommended Disposition:

Alternate resolution. Make the TSInfo field 3-octet long.
Commenter: Soomro, Amjad (amjad.soomro@philips.com)

Comment 

Letter ballot in which comment has been originally made: LB59 (Closed August 1, 2003)
Clause: 7.3.2.15
Comment/Explanation:

Applications such as video are quite tolerant to frame loss conditions and yet an HC may drop an admitted stream due to frame loss condtions. In order to ensure interoperability and better expression of traffic stream requirements, acceptable frame loss rate for the traffic stream needs to be communicated between HC and a QSTA.
Recommended Change:

Add 'Acceptable Frame Loss Rate' parameter in TSPEC. This could be an optional parameter.
Recommended Disposition:

Comment declined. The commenter is invited to provide more information about the functionality. 
Comment resubmitted in LB65 (Closed February 15, 2004)

Clause: 7.3.2.15

Comment/Explanation:

Applications such as video are quite tolerant to frame loss conditions and yet an HC may drop an admitted stream due to frame loss condtions. In order to ensure interoperability and better expression of traffic stream requirements, acceptable frame loss rate for the traffic stream needs to be communicated between HC and a QSTA.
Recommended Change:

Add 'Acceptable Frame Loss Rate' parameter in TSPEC. This could be an optional paramete.
Commenter: Takagi, Masahiro (takagi@csl.rdc.toshiba.co.jp)

Comment 
Letter ballot in which comment has been originally made: LB65 (Closed February. 15, 2004)
Clause: 6.1.1.2
Comment/Explanation:

"If a QSTA is associated in an nQBSS, the QSTA is functioning as a non-QoS STA, so the priority value is always Contention or ContentionFree." Does this implies that QSTA shall use DIFS (= SIFS + Slot *2) instead of default AIFS (= SIFS + Slot * 3).
Recommended Change:

Allow to use both DIFS and default AIFS.

Recommended Disposition:

Comment declined. It is not clear how the suggested change addresses the problem. 
Comment resubmitted in LB67 (Closed March 10, 2004)

Clause: 6.1.1.2

Comment/Explanation:

Repetition of the commnet no.54 of LB65. "If a QSTA is associated in an nQBSS, the QSTA is functioning as a non-QoS STA, so the priority value is always Contention or ContentionFree." Does this implies that QSTA shall use DIFS (= SIFS + Slot *2) instead of default AIFS (= SIFS + Slot * 3)

Recommended Change:

Allow to use both DIFS and default AIFS.
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