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1. 
7.2.3.1, 7.2.3.12, 7.3.2, 7.3.2.13, 7.3.2.18, 7.3.2.19, 7.3.2.20, 7.4.3, 7.4.4, 7.4.5, 7.6
V. Srinivasa Somayazulu
T
No
Overlap management procedures add significant complexity and have insufficient demonstrated benefit
7.2.3.1
Beacon and Proxy Beacon frame format
Remove beacon information items 16, 17, 18 and 19

7.2.3.12
{generic} Action frame format
Remove row defining code 1 from table 15.1

7.3.2
Information Elements
Remove element IDs 32, 33 and 34 describing overlap data

7.3.2.13
QBSS Load Element
Remove "overlap count" and "overlap share" from figure 42.5, and remove paragraphs "The overlap count field….of this QBSS" and "The overlap share field…<< superframe duration >>"

7.3.2.18
Overlap CFP allocation element
Delete this subclause

7.3.2.19
Overlap BSS element report
Delete this subclause

7.3.2.20
Overlap ESTA list element
Delete this subclause

7.4.3
Error and Overlap Report QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause

7.4.4
QBSS Configuration Request QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause

7.4.5
QBSS Configuration Response QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause

7.6
Frame Usage Guidelines
Remove "{QoS}" from row 12


2. 
7.3.1.4
V. Srinivasa Somayazulu
T
No
Use otherwise unused flag combination to allow stations that cannot be polled, but which support EDCF
7.3.1.4
Capability Information Field
Change row 6, column 4 to "ESTA requesting association in QBSS, requesting not to be polled", and row 7 column 4 to "ESTA requesting association in a QBSS, requesting to be polled" in table 16


3. 
7.3.1.7
V. Srinivasa Somayazulu
T
No
Mention of HC handover process, not otherwise specified, should be deleted
7.3.1.7
Reason Code Field
Delete reason code 17 - "HC handover is in progress"


4. 
7.3.1.9
V. Srinivasa Somayazulu
T
No
If a requesting station doesn’t support QoS, it probably won’t understand the new reason code either…
7.3.1.9
Status code field
Delete reason code 25 - "Association (with QBSS) denied due to requesting station not supporting the QoS option


5. 
7.3.1.9, 7.5
V. Srinivasa Somayazulu
T
No
FEC frames have insufficient demonstrated benfits for added complexity
7.3.1.9
Status code field
Delete reason code 26 - "Association denied due to requesting station not supporting the FEC option"

7.5
MAC-Level FEC and FEC Frame Formats
Delete this subclause


6. 
7.3.2, 7.3.2.15, 7.4, 7.4.1, 7.4.2
V. Srinivasa Somayazulu
T
No
Sending traffic specification data explicitly in the MAC replicates functions already implemented at higher layers, has no other purpose
7.3.2
Information Elements
Remove element ID 13 describing traffic specification

7.3.2.15
Traffic Specification (TS) Element
Delete this subclause

7.4
QoS Management Actions
Delete this subclause

7.4.1
Define Traffic Specification QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause

7.4.2
Delete Traffic Specification QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause


7. 
7.4.8
V. Srinivasa Somayazulu
T
No
Incomplete specification, no demonstrated benefit
7.4.8
Advanced Power Management Request Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause


8. 
7.4.9
V. Srinivasa Somayazulu
T
No
Incomplete specification, no demonstrated benefit
7.4.9
Advanced Power Management Response Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause


9. 
7.4.4-9
APS
T
Yes
These sections are incomplete.

Remove these sections and reserve the codes.



10. 
7.2.1.10
APS
T
Yes
“The TA is the address of the STA transmitting the frame.”  No TA is shown in the RR frame figure.
Remove this sentence.


11. 
7.2.2
APS
T
Yes
Table 4.

Why use the 4-address format with duplication of address fields in the ESTA-ESTA case?

The existing case,  now marked as STA-STA in an IBSS copes perfectly well with this case.
Remove this usage and add ESTA-ESTA to the STA-STA in IBSS case.


12. 
7.4.1
APS
T
Yes
The process of negotiating a parameterized TS is much more than an “advisory”.
It needs a response defined that can include various reasons to refuse a proposed traffic spec.


13. 
7.5
APS
T
Yes
“It is used in parameterized QoS”.

It is not clear whether this comment attempts to restrict the use of FEC only to these cases.

It is my opinion that FEC can usefully be used under other circumstances and not as part of a  parameterized QoS TS.
Clarify precisely under what circumstances FEC can be used.

Consider widening its scope to permit its use by ESTAs that do not support QoS level 3 (parameterized).

This would require signaling of FEC (with and without immediate ACK) in the capability field and finding a place to signal presence of FEC coding on a per-MPDU basis.


14. 
7.5
APS
T
Yes
“error correction is expected to take longer than a SIFS” – while this may be true today it will not remain so for long.  Should we build in implementation dependencies of this type into the spec?
Permit negotiation for a TS of the use of FEC with and without immediate ACK.




15. 
7.2.3.1
APS
T
Yes
This section (and others) reference a clause 9 section (BSS overlap mitigation) that does not exist.  This section will need to contain normative text describing mandatory behavior of ESTAs and EAPs that supports BSS overlap mitigation.

Without this text,  this feature is incomplete.
Either remove all references to overlap mitigation (and mark fields as reserved) or supply the missing clause 9 text.


16. 
7.6
APS
T
Yes
Table 20.2 assumes that the EPC is the HC. But at the moment, this assumption is not correct.
Require the EPC to be the HC.


17. 
7.2.3.13
APS
T
Yes
The referenced section in clause 9 does not exist.   Although it is fairly obvious how these frames should be used,  there may be normative requirements of clause 9 that are not obvious.
Either remove the frame format or supply the missing clause 9 sections.


18. 
7.2.3.13
APS
T
Yes
As defined here, aggregation is performed at the wrong architectural “level” within the MAC.

The container frame should contain MSDUs and MMPDUs,  not MPDUs.

The reason is that MPDUs form part of an exchange protocol – you send a DATA MPDU and expect and ACK.  No such exchange protocol is possible when the MPDUs are buried within a container MMPDU that must be decrypted, defragmented and checked for integrity before any of its payload can be actioned.  The only argument against this objection that I anticipate is the wish to spread a single MSDU or MPDU across multiple container frames.  However, this is already provided by the standard fragmentation feature,  and it is not necessary to duplicate that feature here.
Define contents as a sequence of MMPDUs or MSDUs.  These may need to be enhanced with addressing information (unless the addresses are constrained to be the same as in the containing MPDUs),  and will also need to be enhanced with UNIDATA service parameters that are transported by the service (such as priority class).


19. 
7.3.2.17
APS
T
Yes
The second para implies broadcast traffic is sent after beacons or TBTTs,  when it is sent only after DTIM TBTTs according to existing power-saving rules.

Have the rules changed,  or is this a false assumption?



20. 
7.3.2.17
APS
T

I’m not sure I believe the support implied here for ESTA to PS ESTA will work.  There’s a bit of a “chicken and egg” problem exchanging the directed probe request/response with the power-saving station.
Provide guidance in the spec on how to reliably achieve the probe request/response exchange with the power-saving station.


21. 
7.3.2.18 – 

7.3.2.19
APS
T
Yes
The specification is incomplete.  There is no clause 9 relating to BSS overlap.
Remove these sections and reserve the element IDs or provide the missing clause 9 specification.


22. 
7.3.2.18 – 

7.3.2.19
APS
T
Yes
The structures for communicating overlap information assume that the beacon interval is the same in all overlapping BSSs.

This is not reasonable.

Furthermore,  even if the beacon interval is nominally the same,  it will drift and so the information contained in these structures is of duration-limited value.
Either add a constraint that forces the beacon interval to be constant for all BSSs,  or add signaling of beacon interval and offset.

Add description of how to cope with relative drift of overlapping BSSs.


23. 
7.1.3.5
APS
T
Yes
Knowing the queue size (TC queue size) without knowing the rate that will be used to send DATA doesn’t allow the EAP/HC to allocate time, but does allow it to manage its internal storage. 
Replace TC queue size with an equivalent time-based specification.


24. 
7.1.3.3.3.
APS
T
Yes
“Even if the EAP… functions are transferred to an alternate station”.

There is inadequate support for doing this in the spec.  Would need the APs to signal some kind of AP capability and priority information in a standardized form so that the “most important” potential AP acted in this role.
Remove the concept of EAP mobility or specify the necessary standardized mechanism for EAP election and transfer.


25. 
7.2.1.7
APS
T

The CF-Multipoll TXOPs are not specific to any particular traffic class,  but the CF-Poll ones are.  This appears to be inconsistent.
Use TCID format instead of AID in CF-Multipoll.


26. 
7.1.3.5.3
APS
T
Yes
It is unclear why the behavior described in the last sentence: “The Non-final field is ignored in received MPDUs or MMPDUs with the More Fragments frame control field set to 1” should exist.  This confuses fragmentation and medium access.
Remove this sentence or explain what it’s trying to achieve.


27. 
7.1.3.1.8
APS
T
Yes
The two red paras appear to contradict themselves.  It is unclear on reading them both if the “more data” field is set in a QoS data type if there are frames of other traffic classes buffered.
Clarify which is the correct interpretation.


28. 
7.1.3.5.4
APS
T
Yes
It is not clear why the following behavior exists: “The TXOP limit field is also ignored in received MPDUs or MMPDUs with the More Fragments frame control field set to 1.”.
Remove it or explain it.


29. 
7.2.3.1, 7.2.3.12, 7.3.2, 7.3.2.13, 7.3.2.18, 7.3.2.19, 7.3.2.20, 7.4.3, 7.4.4, 7.4.5, 7.6
Barry Davis
T
No
Overlap management procedures add significant complexity and have insufficient demonstrated benefit
7.2.3.1
Beacon and Proxy Beacon frame format
Remove beacon information items 16, 17, 18 and 19

7.2.3.12
{generic} Action frame format
Remove row defining code 1 from table 15.1

7.3.2
Information Elements
Remove element IDs 32, 33 and 34 describing overlap data

7.3.2.13
QBSS Load Element
Remove "overlap count" and "overlap share" from figure 42.5, and remove paragraphs "The overlap count field….of this QBSS" and "The overlap share field…<< superframe duration >>"

7.3.2.18
Overlap CFP allocation element
Delete this subclause

7.3.2.19
Overlap BSS element report
Delete this subclause

7.3.2.20
Overlap ESTA list element
Delete this subclause

7.4.3
Error and Overlap Report QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause

7.4.4
QBSS Configuration Request QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause

7.4.5
QBSS Configuration Response QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause

7.6
Frame Usage Guidelines
Remove "{QoS}" from row 12


30. 
7.3.1.4
Barry Davis
T
No
Use otherwise unused flag combination to allow stations that cannot be polled, but which support EDCF
7.3.1.4
Capability Information Field
Change row 6, column 4 to "ESTA requesting association in QBSS, requesting not to be polled", and row 7 column 4 to "ESTA requesting association in a QBSS, requesting to be polled" in table 16


31. 
7.3.1.7
Barry Davis
T
No
Mention of HC handover process, not otherwise specified, should be deleted
7.3.1.7
Reason Code Field
Delete reason code 17 - "HC handover is in progress"


32. 
7.3.1.9
Barry Davis
T
No
If a requesting station doesn’t support QoS, it probably won’t understand the new reason code either…
7.3.1.9
Status code field
Delete reason code 25 - "Association (with QBSS) denied due to requesting station not supporting the QoS option


33. 
7.3.1.9, 7.5
Barry Davis
T
No
FEC frames have insufficient demonstrated benfits for added complexity
7.3.1.9
Status code field
Delete reason code 26 - "Association denied due to requesting station not supporting the FEC option"

7.5
MAC-Level FEC and FEC Frame Formats
Delete this subclause


34. 
7.3.2, 7.3.2.15, 7.4, 7.4.1, 7.4.2
Barry Davis
T
No
Sending traffic specification data explicitly in the MAC replicates functions already implemented at higher layers, has no other purpose
7.3.2
Information Elements
Remove element ID 13 describing traffic specification

7.3.2.15
Traffic Specification (TS) Element
Delete this subclause

7.4
QoS Management Actions
Delete this subclause

7.4.1
Define Traffic Specification QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause

7.4.2
Delete Traffic Specification QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause


35. 
7.4.8
Barry Davis
T
No
Incomplete specification, no demonstrated benefit
7.4.8
Advanced Power Management Request Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause


36. 
7.4.9
Barry Davis
T
No
Incomplete specification, no demonstrated benefit
7.4.9
Advanced Power Management Response Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause


37. 
7.2.3.1, 7.2.3.12, 7.3.2, 7.3.2.13, 7.3.2.18, 7.3.2.19, 7.3.2.20, 7.4.3, 7.4.4, 7.4.5, 7.6
Steven D. Williams
T
No
Overlap management procedures add significant complexity and have insufficient demonstrated benefit
7.2.3.1
Beacon and Proxy Beacon frame format
Remove beacon information items 16, 17, 18 and 19

7.2.3.12
{generic} Action frame format
Remove row defining code 1 from table 15.1

7.3.2
Information Elements
Remove element IDs 32, 33 and 34 describing overlap data

7.3.2.13
QBSS Load Element
Remove "overlap count" and "overlap share" from figure 42.5, and remove paragraphs "The overlap count field….of this QBSS" and "The overlap share field…<< superframe duration >>"

7.3.2.18
Overlap CFP allocation element
Delete this subclause

7.3.2.19
Overlap BSS element report
Delete this subclause

7.3.2.20
Overlap ESTA list element
Delete this subclause

7.4.3
Error and Overlap Report QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause

7.4.4
QBSS Configuration Request QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause

7.4.5
QBSS Configuration Response QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause

7.6
Frame Usage Guidelines
Remove "{QoS}" from row 12


38. 
7.3.1.4
Steven D. Williams
T
No
Use otherwise unused flag combination to allow stations that cannot be polled, but which support EDCF
7.3.1.4
Capability Information Field
Change row 6, column 4 to "ESTA requesting association in QBSS, requesting not to be polled", and row 7 column 4 to "ESTA requesting association in a QBSS, requesting to be polled" in table 16


39. 
7.3.1.7
Steven D. Williams
T
No
Mention of HC handover process, not otherwise specified, should be deleted
7.3.1.7
Reason Code Field
Delete reason code 17 - "HC handover is in progress"


40. 
7.3.1.9
Steven D. Williams
T
No
If a requesting station doesn’t support QoS, it probably won’t understand the new reason code either…
7.3.1.9
Status code field
Delete reason code 25 - "Association (with QBSS) denied due to requesting station not supporting the QoS option


41. 
7.3.1.9, 7.5
Steven D. Williams
T
No
FEC frames have insufficient demonstrated benfits for added complexity
7.3.1.9
Status code field
Delete reason code 26 - "Association denied due to requesting station not supporting the FEC option"

7.5
MAC-Level FEC and FEC Frame Formats
Delete this subclause


42. 
7.3.2, 7.3.2.15, 7.4, 7.4.1, 7.4.2
Steven D. Williams
T
No
Sending traffic specification data explicitly in the MAC replicates functions already implemented at higher layers, has no other purpose
7.3.2
Information Elements
Remove element ID 13 describing traffic specification

7.3.2.15
Traffic Specification (TS) Element
Delete this subclause

7.4
QoS Management Actions
Delete this subclause

7.4.1
Define Traffic Specification QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause

7.4.2
Delete Traffic Specification QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause


43. 
7.4.8
Steven D. Williams
T
No
Incomplete specification, no demonstrated benefit
7.4.8
Advanced Power Management Request Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause


44. 
7.4.9
Steven D. Williams
T
No
Incomplete specification, no demonstrated benefit
7.4.9
Advanced Power Management Response Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause


45. 
7.1.3.2
Greg Parks


Not convinced that the use of values less than 32768 during the CFP is the  best thing to do. 

HCF Implementions in environmemnts where its not beneficial to have  NAV  set can stop the CFP by sending CF end and then use the virtual carier sense mehanisms.

 
Remove the recommendation to implementers.


46. 
7.2.3.12
Greg Parks


1 Activation delay is present only in action request frames. 

2 Non zero activation delays may be used with action codes that are specified to permit or to require such.  

3 ESTAs that receive an action frame with recognized category code but an unrecognized request action code required to generate a response error, 


1 Remove this requirement there may be cases where activation delay is useful for response

2 This requirement be modified to say that non zero activation delays may be used except when such action codes specifically do not permit such use. (Or this requirement may be removed).

3 evaluate the suitability., ignore unrecognized action codes.


47. 
7.
Greg Parks
T
YES
There should be a reference here to correctable frames as well as those received without error
IBID


48. 
7.1.1
Greg Parks
T
YES
There should be a reference here to correctable frames as well as those received without error. Reserved value in non reserved fields are not transmitted by conformant stations 
IBID


49. 
7.2.1.1
Greg Parks
T
YES
If it is the case that an RTS is not very useful in the case where there is a single BSS and it is assumed that all STAs can here the AP, then it should be pointed out that the use of RTS/CTS is not required but is up to the discretion of the implementor 

The duration of RTS should depend on frame exchange that it is part of as defined  in clause 9 

Note seems to indicate that ESTA s do not set NAV to CFPmaxDuration at TBTT in CFP.
Update Note field 


50. 
7.2.1.10
Greg Parks
T
YES
Change to accommodate elimination of CC frame
The RR frame shuld be modified to include multiple QoS Control fields for different traffic classes that may be simultaneously put into one RR packet


51. 
7.4
Greg Parks
T
YES
Should we say something about just what QoS management actions are?
Clarify or explain


52. 
7.2.1.2
Greg Parks
T
YES
If it is optional to send an RTS, is it optional to respond to an RTS with a CTS?

The duration of CTS should depend on frame exchange that it is part of as defined  in clause 9 


TBD


53. 
7.4.1
Greg Parks
T
YES
QoS level 3 is referred to
Eliminate QoS level 3 reference


54. 
7.5
Greg Parks
T
YES
Not true that FEC is only used in parameterized QoS; also reference to QoS level 3 no longer valid

1) In the last MSDU block, it says that the last 4 octets is included as an FCS for the Frame body.

If the last block is 208, then it will be (208+4 = 212 octets for the last MSDU.  Is the FEC performed

on this 212 octets in which case it will be termed as  RS (228,212) or the last block should

be 4 less octets. ??

2) It is not possible for FCS to fail in the error corrected frame.  then why do we need to compute the

FCS for the frame body?? and determine whether to pass up the frame to the higher layers.

3) Is the FCS for the MPDU should be checked for passing the error corrected MPDU's or the 

(FEC FCS ) for the Frame Body ?

4) For non-FEC compatible STA's, do they use the FCS for the MPDU., or the FCS for the frame 

body or BOTH ??   They only know to drop the FEC parity bits.  Will they pass FEC FCS & FCS

back to back to the higher layers??

5) If fragmentation is used, then larger MSDU sizes can be used ??  Does this mean block size

for FEC encoding RS(255, 240) can be greater than 240 bytes??  It is not possible if the no.of

correctable errors is t=8., and parity bytes = 16.




55. 
7.1.3.1.10
Greg Parks
T
YES
There seems to be a conflict in this note. By definition, a legacy packet transmitted as  “contention” must have a priority value of either 0 or 7 depending on what the default bits represent, so how can this legacy packet not be strictly orderable?
TBD


56. 
7.2.1.3
Greg Parks
T
YES
What are the rules if an ACK frame is sent during the CFP under the HCF?

The duration of ACK should depend on frame exchange that it is part of as defined  in clause 9 


TBD


57. 
7.2.3.1
Greg Parks
T
YES
Where are the definitions and discussion of BSS overlap mitigation and the use of the Proxy Beacon?

Information is missing regarding 802.11d in the beacon table – ought not this information be available by this time. Comment reserved until information is available


TBD


58. 
7.4.2
Greg Parks
T
YES
QoS level 3 is referred to
Eliminate QoS level 3 reference


59. 
7.6
Greg Parks
T
YES
Eliminate reference in table to CC frame

Allow RR Transmission by ESTA 
(change Tcc to T for RR column)


60. 
7.2.3.13
Greg Parks
T
YES
1. Are container frames optionally supported, or mandatory, and if optional how is capability indicated?

2. Retry bit is interpreted for the container frame, clear retry bit need not mean that each MPDU is being transmitted for the first time

3. When address 1 is Broadcast address all MPDUs should have only group address for MPDU, this restriction need not be placed except when there is WEP

4. When address 1 is multicast, the MPDUs are restricted to the identical address1 – should this be the case?

5. Are there any special rules required to apply FEC to a container? Example, if some of the MPDUs are correctable are the subset of correctable MPDUs delivered or is the entire container rejected?

6. Even octet boundaries requirement introduces complexity of padding

7. Container can generate an MPDU too large given that the max MPDU size is quite large compared to maxSDU size. I this bounded by section 7.1.3.7?
Make support for container frames optional, have means to indicate the capability


61. 
7.3.2.18
Greg Parks
T
YES
My understanding is that the existing half-proposed BSS overlap mitigation mechanism is obsolete as a result of the adoption of the HCF and the ability for HCs to contend with one another for channel access in overlapped BSS conditions. If so, why are information elements required for BSS overlap mitigation?
TBD


62. 
7.3.2.19
Greg Parks
T
YES
My understanding is that the existing half-proposed BSS overlap mitigation mechanism is obsolete as a result of the adoption of the HCF and the ability for HCs to contend with one another for channel access in overlapped BSS conditions. If so, why are information elements required for BSS overlap mitigation?
TBD


63. 
7.1.3.1.2
Greg Parks
T
YES
Need for CC frames has been eliminated due to ability to transmit RR anytime during CFP  . CC is unnecessary and is too complicated just for sending reservation requests.


Eliminate Contention Control (CC) frame


64. 
7.3.2.20
Greg Parks
T
YES
My understanding is that the existing half-proposed BSS overlap mitigation mechanism is obsolete as a result of the adoption of the HCF and the ability for HCs to contend with one another for channel access in overlapped BSS conditions. If so, why are information elements required for BSS overlap mitigation?
TBD


65. 
7.4.3
Greg Parks
T
YES
Since overlapping BSS definition is either uncomplete or unclear, comment on this clause reserved until clearer definition has been arrived at
TBD


66. 
7.1.3.1.3
Greg Parks
T
YES
My current understand is that frames may also be directed from STA to STA and from ESTA to ESTA. How is this included in these definitions
TBD


67. 
7.4.4
Greg Parks
T
YES
Incomplete, no text: comment reserved until text available
TBD


68. 
7.1.3.1.4
Greg Parks
T
YES
My current understand is that frames may also be directed from STA to STA and from ESTA to ESTA. How is this included in these definitions
TBD


69. 
7.1.3.5
Greg Parks
T
YES
Shouldn’t the TXOP limit subfield also be used when the frame subtype include QoS CF Poll and CF Multipoll?
TBD


70. 
7.4.5
Greg Parks
T
YES
Incomplete, no text: comment reserved until text available
TBD


71. 
7.4.6
Greg Parks
T
YES
Incomplete, no text: comment reserved until text available
TBD


72. 
7.1.3.5.2
Greg Parks


T
YES
If No Ack is indicated, and a transmission cannot be made after a SIFS period, does that not create a gap in the Contention Free Burst than can be exploited? For MSDUs with ack policy delayed ack on ack field should be set to 1 (mandatory)


Change note to say that for MSDUs expecting delayed ack it is illegal to set no ack bit to 0. (change may be to should be for the dly ack clause).




73. 
7.1.3.7
Greg Parks
T
YES
Does the size calculation here include the new values for WEP2 and for AES?  It seems these should be listed as well.


TBD


74. 
7.4.7
Greg Parks
T
YES
Incomplete, no text: comment reserved until text available
TBD


75. 
7.1.3.1.7
Greg Parks
T
YES
There is some notion of advanced power savings as evidenced by the existence of the Listen Epoch mechanism. How is this reflected in the power management field by using one bit?
TBD


76. 
7.4.8
Greg Parks
T
YES
Incomplete, no text: comment reserved until text available
TBD


77. 
7.1.3.1.8
Greg Parks
T
YES
What is the definition for the more data bit when used with QoS CF Multipoll and QoS CF Poll frames? Does more data field indicate additional buffered MPDU in same traffic category or just any traffic category (contradiction) ?
TBD


78. 
7.2.3.8
Greg Parks
T
YES
Where are the rules defined that determine how Probe Request/Response is used? How are these used in an environment that includes STA – STA communications?
TBD


79. 
7.4.9
Greg Parks
T
YES
Incomplete, no text: comment reserved until text available
TBD


80. 
7.2.3.9
Greg Parks
T
YES
Where are the rules defined that determine how Probe Request/Response is used? How are these used in an environment that includes STA – STA communications?
TBD


81. 
7.2.3.1, 7.2.3.12, 7.3.2, 7.3.2.13, 7.3.2.18, 7.3.2.19, 7.3.2.20, 7.4.3, 7.4.4, 7.4.5, 7.6
Jesse R. Walker
T
No
Overlap management procedures add significant complexity and have insufficient demonstrated benefit
7.2.3.1
Beacon and Proxy Beacon frame format
Remove beacon information items 16, 17, 18 and 19

7.2.3.12
{generic} Action frame format
Remove row defining code 1 from table 15.1

7.3.2
Information Elements
Remove element IDs 32, 33 and 34 describing overlap data

7.3.2.13
QBSS Load Element
Remove "overlap count" and "overlap share" from figure 42.5, and remove paragraphs "The overlap count field….of this QBSS" and "The overlap share field…<< superframe duration >>"

7.3.2.18
Overlap CFP allocation element
Delete this subclause

7.3.2.19
Overlap BSS element report
Delete this subclause

7.3.2.20
Overlap ESTA list element
Delete this subclause

7.4.3
Error and Overlap Report QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause

7.4.4
QBSS Configuration Request QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause

7.4.5
QBSS Configuration Response QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause

7.6
Frame Usage Guidelines
Remove "{QoS}" from row 12


82. 
7.2.3.1, 7.2.3.12, 7.3.2, 7.3.2.13, 7.3.2.18, 7.3.2.19, 7.3.2.20, 7.4.3, 7.4.4, 7.4.5, 7.6
Jesse R. Walker
T
No
Overlap management procedures add significant complexity and have insufficient demonstrated benefit
7.2.3.1
Beacon and Proxy Beacon frame format
Remove beacon information items 16, 17, 18 and 19

7.2.3.12
{generic} Action frame format
Remove row defining code 1 from table 15.1

7.3.2
Information Elements
Remove element IDs 32, 33 and 34 describing overlap data

7.3.2.13
QBSS Load Element
Remove "overlap count" and "overlap share" from figure 42.5, and remove paragraphs "The overlap count field….of this QBSS" and "The overlap share field…<< superframe duration >>"

7.3.2.18
Overlap CFP allocation element
Delete this subclause

7.3.2.19
Overlap BSS element report
Delete this subclause

7.3.2.20
Overlap ESTA list element
Delete this subclause

7.4.3
Error and Overlap Report QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause

7.4.4
QBSS Configuration Request QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause

7.4.5
QBSS Configuration Response QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause

7.6
Frame Usage Guidelines
Remove "{QoS}" from row 12


83. 
7.3.1.4
Jesse R. Walker
T
No
Use otherwise unused flag combination to allow stations that cannot be polled, but which support EDCF
7.3.1.4
Capability Information Field
Change row 6, column 4 to "ESTA requesting association in QBSS, requesting not to be polled", and row 7 column 4 to "ESTA requesting association in a QBSS, requesting to be polled" in table 16


84. 
7.3.1.7
Jesse R. Walker
T
No
Mention of HC handover process, not otherwise specified, should be deleted
7.3.1.7
Reason Code Field
Delete reason code 17 - "HC handover is in progress"


85. 
7.3.1.9
Jesse R. Walker
T
No
If a requesting station doesn’t support QoS, it probably won’t understand the new reason code either…
7.3.1.9
Status code field
Delete reason code 25 - "Association (with QBSS) denied due to requesting station not supporting the QoS option


86. 
7.3.1.9, 7.5
Jesse R. Walker
T
No
FEC frames have insufficient demonstrated benfits for added complexity
7.3.1.9
Status code field
Delete reason code 26 - "Association denied due to requesting station not supporting the FEC option"

7.5
MAC-Level FEC and FEC Frame Formats
Delete this subclause


87. 
7.3.2, 7.3.2.15, 7.4, 7.4.1, 7.4.2
Jesse R. Walker
T
No
Sending traffic specification data explicitly in the MAC replicates functions already implemented at higher layers, has no other purpose
7.3.2
Information Elements
Remove element ID 13 describing traffic specification

7.3.2.15
Traffic Specification (TS) Element
Delete this subclause

7.4
QoS Management Actions
Delete this subclause

7.4.1
Define Traffic Specification QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause

7.4.2
Delete Traffic Specification QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause


88. 
7.4.8
Jesse R. Walker
T
No
Incomplete specification, no demonstrated benefit
7.4.8
Advanced Power Management Request Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause


89. 
7.4.9
Jesse R. Walker
T
No
Incomplete specification, no demonstrated benefit
7.4.9
Advanced Power Management Response Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause


90. 
7.1.2
Letanche
T
Y
The additional MAC header field in figure 12 is called TCID, while TCID is part of that field
Call the field QoS Control, what also is consistent with the rest of the draft


91. 
7.4
Letanche
T
Y
It is not obvious that the QoS Management actions are a subset of the generic Action Management frame
State that the QoS Management Actions are a subset of the generic Management Action frame and that the generic Management Action frame format as described in 7.2.3.12 is used. 

Also add a row to each frame body figure (42.16 – 42.18) with the fields definitions, like 7.2.3.12 


92. 
7.4.1
Letanche
T
Y
The sentence at lines 10 and 11 “This is an advisory function, so response frame is defined”  is not correct
Changed the sentence into “ This is an advisory function, so no response frame is defined”


93. 
7.5
Letanche
T
Y
The header in the 3rd column of figure xxx includes an ICV field, what is not correct
Remove “+ ICV”


94. 
7.2.3.1
Letanche
T
Y
The BSS overlap mitigation clause as referred to in line 6 of clause 7.2.3.1 does not exist
Add BSS overlap mitigation clause


95. 
7.2.3.13
Letanche
T
Y
The aggregation clause, as referred to in line 12 does not exist,
Add an aggregation subclause in clause 9


96. 
7.3.2.13
Letanche
T
Y
Open issue on lines 13 – 16
Define to use a running average over a fairly long period, like 1 minute


97. 
7.3.2.16
Letanche
T

What is exactly meant by the TS Address field, the WSTA address or something else? 
Correct text


98. 
7.3.2.17
Letanche
T
Y
The overlap clause as referred to in line 34 does not exist 
Add overlap clause


99. 
7.3.2.19
Letanche
T
Y
The overlap clause as referred to in line 10 does not exist 
Add overlap clause


100. 
7.3.1.4
Letanche
T
Y
Clause 18.2.2.2 as referred to on page 40, line 9 does not exist
Add subclause or remove reference


101. 
7.4.4

 ….

7.4.9
Letanche
T
Y

Add text to the placeholder areas


102. 
7.1.3.5
Letanche
T

It is not too clear in Figure 14.5 (row 1 and 2) when either TxOp limit or Tc queue size is used
Highlight the difference


103. 
7.1.3.6
Letanche
T
Y
The definition of the TCA field is not correct here.
Make this clause a subclause of 7.2.1.9


104. 
7.2.1.7
Letanche
T
Y
The CF-Multipoll mechanism is complex with very limited benefit. 

Also unused TxOps can’t be used by other stations, since these stations only know their own AID and can’t evaluate the AIDs of other stations.
Delete the CF-Multipoll definitions and all the references to it.


105. 
7.2.1.8
Letanche
T
Y
The Delayed Ack mechanism is too complex and has a very limited benefit
Delete the Delayed Ack definitions and all the references to it.


106. 
7.3.1.7
Letanche
T

Reason codes 12 and 15 are reserved without an apparent reason
Remove the reserved codes and make the reason codes contiguous


107. 
7.1.3.1.7
Letanche
T
Y
The QoS power save clause, as referred to in line 9, does not exist 
Add QoS power save clause


108. 
7.3.2.14 


Mathilde

Benveniste
T
Yes
P 45, L 15

As written, class-specific limits on the time spent by MSDUs in the MAC layer are set only at the MIB, independently of all other class-differentiating parameters, which can be updated by the AP.

The change is necessary in order to enable the AP to provide a consistent specification of all the class-differentiating parameters.
Insert text

The aMSDULifetime[TC] field is 2 octets in length and indicates the maximum number of time units (TUs)  allowed to transmit an MSDU of traffic category TC.  The timer is started when the MSDU enters the MAC. 

Modify Figure 42.6 accordingly.


109. 
7.2.3.1, 7.2.3.12, 7.3.2, 7.3.2.13, 7.3.2.18, 7.3.2.19, 7.3.2.20, 7.4.3, 7.4.4, 7.4.5, 7.6
Duncan Kitchin
T
No
Overlap management procedures add significant complexity and have insufficient demonstrated benefit
7.2.3.1
Beacon and Proxy Beacon frame format
Remove beacon information items 16, 17, 18 and 19

7.2.3.12
{generic} Action frame format
Remove row defining code 1 from table 15.1

7.3.2
Information Elements
Remove element IDs 32, 33 and 34 describing overlap data

7.3.2.13
QBSS Load Element
Remove "overlap count" and "overlap share" from figure 42.5, and remove paragraphs "The overlap count field….of this QBSS" and "The overlap share field…<< superframe duration >>"

7.3.2.18
Overlap CFP allocation element
Delete this subclause

7.3.2.19
Overlap BSS element report
Delete this subclause

7.3.2.20
Overlap ESTA list element
Delete this subclause

7.4.3
Error and Overlap Report QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause

7.4.4
QBSS Configuration Request QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause

7.4.5
QBSS Configuration Response QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause

7.6
Frame Usage Guidelines
Remove "{QoS}" from row 12


110. 
7.3.1.4
Duncan Kitchin
T
No
Use otherwise unused flag combination to allow stations that cannot be polled, but which support EDCF
7.3.1.4
Capability Information Field
Change row 6, column 4 to "ESTA requesting association in QBSS, requesting not to be polled", and row 7 column 4 to "ESTA requesting association in a QBSS, requesting to be polled" in table 16


111. 
7.3.1.7
Duncan Kitchin
T
No
Mention of HC handover process, not otherwise specified, should be deleted
7.3.1.7
Reason Code Field
Delete reason code 17 - "HC handover is in progress"


112. 
7.3.1.9
Duncan Kitchin
T
No
If a requesting station doesn’t support QoS, it probably won’t understand the new reason code either…
7.3.1.9
Status code field
Delete reason code 25 - "Association (with QBSS) denied due to requesting station not supporting the QoS option


113. 
7.3.1.9, 7.5
Duncan Kitchin
T
No
FEC frames have insufficient demonstrated benfits for added complexity
7.3.1.9
Status code field
Delete reason code 26 - "Association denied due to requesting station not supporting the FEC option"

7.5
MAC-Level FEC and FEC Frame Formats
Delete this subclause


114. 
7.3.2, 7.3.2.15, 7.4, 7.4.1, 7.4.2
Duncan Kitchin
T
No
Sending traffic specification data explicitly in the MAC replicates functions already implemented at higher layers, has no other purpose
7.3.2
Information Elements
Remove element ID 13 describing traffic specification

7.3.2.15
Traffic Specification (TS) Element
Delete this subclause

7.4
QoS Management Actions
Delete this subclause

7.4.1
Define Traffic Specification QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause

7.4.2
Delete Traffic Specification QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause


115. 
7.4.8
Duncan Kitchin
T
No
Incomplete specification, no demonstrated benefit
7.4.8
Advanced Power Management Request Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause


116. 
7.4.9
Duncan Kitchin
T
No
Incomplete specification, no demonstrated benefit
7.4.9
Advanced Power Management Response Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause


117. 
7
Matthew Sherman
T
YES
Clarification.
After the word “certain”, insert the word “fields”.


118. 
7.1
Matthew Sherman
T
YES
Clarification.
Modify the text for item a of this clause as follows:  a) A MAC header, which comprises frame control, duration, address, and sequence control information and Traffic Category Identifier;


119. 
7.1.2
Matthew Sherman
T
YES
The existing text and figure is inconsistent with the frame descriptions in 7.2 – particularly CF-Multipoll, DlyAck, CC, and RR.  The figure shows the TCID field as being 2 bytes, and makes no reference to the other fields that can exist, or the varying order involved.  It is suggested that the title TCID should be changed to QoS Control, and it’s size made variable.  The existing section on QoS control sub-fields (7.1.3.5) could be extended to incorporate material from 7.2 on specific frame formats.  The material in 7.2.1.7-7.2.1.10 will probably require adjustment.  The QoS control field may want to be declared as separate from the MAC header.  Other possibilities exist, and further consideration may be required.
Fix inconsistencies.


120. 
7.1.3.1
Matthew Sherman
T
YES
Clarification.
At the end of the existing paragraph add:

“The Frame Control field shall always be taken as the 1st and 2nd octects of any received frame.”


121. 
7.1.3.1.4
Matthew Sherman
T
YES
Table 2 would indicate that the DS exists in all STA and ESTA since to / from DS is set for ESTA to ESTA communications in the presence of an AP.  This is contrary to the current definition of the DS.
Clarify.


122. 
7.1.3.1.8
Matthew Sherman
T
YES
The second and third paragraphs seems to be in conflict with each other. Does an ESTA set More Data when it has other MSDUs buffered, or only MSDUs for the same priority?
Clarify.


123. 
7.1.3.1.8
Matthew Sherman
T
YES
Should the last paragraph be modified to account for Broadcast / Multicast from a RHC?
Clarify.


124. 
7.1.3.2
Matthew Sherman
T
YES
Clarification.
In the first paragraph beginning with “Whenever” after the word address insert:

“ type, or subtype”


125. 
7.1.3.2
Matthew Sherman
T
YES
Clarification.
At the beginning of the last paragraph, before “The encoding” insert:

“The duration field shall always be taken as the 3rd and 4th octets of any received frame, regardless of type or subtype.”


126. 
7.1.3.5.2
Matthew Sherman
T
YES
Clarification.
In the note, just prior to the 4th occurrence of the word “Acknowledgement” (6th line of note) insert the word “immediate”


127. 
7.1.3.5N
Matthew Sherman
T
YES
Clarification.
Replace “is located immediately after” with “is the last field in”


128. 
7.1.3.5N
Matthew Sherman
T
YES
This field is never called out in section 7.1.2.  See comments for section 7.1.2.
Fix inconsistencies.


129. 
7.1.3.6N
Matthew Sherman
T
YES
The relationship of this field to the general header format given in 7.1.2 is never established.  See comments for section 7.1.2.
Fix inconsistencies.


130. 
7.1.3.6O
Matthew Sherman
T
YES
Clarification.
At the very end of the section insert:

“The FCS field shall always be taken as the last four octets of any received frame, regardless of type or subtype.”


131. 
7.2.1.1
Matthew Sherman
T
YES
It is possible that the NAV for an ESTA is set not just because it is the CFP, but because an STA in an adjacent BSS has reserved the media (even though it is the CFP in this BSS).  Clause 9.2.5.4 suggests that some STA may be able to differentiate between the mechanisms used to set the NAV.  If so, should we allow a CFP CTS response only if the NAV is not set due to a existing message sequence (aside from the current CFP) or do we allow the CFP CTS even if the NAV is set due to events in an adjacent BSS?
Clarify.


132. 
7.3.2.14 


Matthew Sherman
T
YES
(See rationale for 9.2.5.3.)
P 45, L 15 - Insert text:

The aMSDULifetime[TC] field is 2 octets in length and indicates the maximum number of time units (TUs)  allowed to transmit an MSDU of traffic category TC.  The timer is started when the MSDU enters the MAC. 

Modify Figure 42.6 accordingly.


133. 
7.3.2.21
Matthew Sherman
T
YES
ESTA which can respond to a RTS during the CFP should have an extended capabilities field indication, unless required of all ESTA.
Clarify.


134. 
7.2.3.1, 7.2.3.12, 7.3.2, 7.3.2.13, 7.3.2.18, 7.3.2.19, 7.3.2.20, 7.4.3, 7.4.4, 7.4.5, 7.6
Evan Green
T
No
Overlap management procedures add significant complexity and have insufficient demonstrated benefit
7.2.3.1
Beacon and Proxy Beacon frame format
Remove beacon information items 16, 17, 18 and 19

7.2.3.12
{generic} Action frame format
Remove row defining code 1 from table 15.1

7.3.2
Information Elements
Remove element IDs 32, 33 and 34 describing overlap data

7.3.2.13
QBSS Load Element
Remove "overlap count" and "overlap share" from figure 42.5, and remove paragraphs "The overlap count field….of this QBSS" and "The overlap share field…<< superframe duration >>"

7.3.2.18
Overlap CFP allocation element
Delete this subclause

7.3.2.19
Overlap BSS element report
Delete this subclause

7.3.2.20
Overlap ESTA list element
Delete this subclause

7.4.3
Error and Overlap Report QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause

7.4.4
QBSS Configuration Request QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause

7.4.5
QBSS Configuration Response QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause

7.6
Frame Usage Guidelines
Remove "{QoS}" from row 12


135. 
7.3.1.4
Evan Green
T
No
Use otherwise unused flag combination to allow stations that cannot be polled, but which support EDCF
7.3.1.4
Capability Information Field
Change row 6, column 4 to "ESTA requesting association in QBSS, requesting not to be polled", and row 7 column 4 to "ESTA requesting association in a QBSS, requesting to be polled" in table 16


136. 
7.3.1.7
Evan Green
T
No
Mention of HC handover process, not otherwise specified, should be deleted
7.3.1.7
Reason Code Field
Delete reason code 17 - "HC handover is in progress"


137. 
7.3.1.9
Evan Green
T
No
If a requesting station doesn’t support QoS, it probably won’t understand the new reason code either…
7.3.1.9
Status code field
Delete reason code 25 - "Association (with QBSS) denied due to requesting station not supporting the QoS option


138. 
7.3.1.9, 7.5
Evan Green
T
No
FEC frames have insufficient demonstrated benfits for added complexity
7.3.1.9
Status code field
Delete reason code 26 - "Association denied due to requesting station not supporting the FEC option"

7.5
MAC-Level FEC and FEC Frame Formats
Delete this subclause


139. 
7.3.2, 7.3.2.15, 7.4, 7.4.1, 7.4.2
Evan Green
T
No
Sending traffic specification data explicitly in the MAC replicates functions already implemented at higher layers, has no other purpose
7.3.2
Information Elements
Remove element ID 13 describing traffic specification

7.3.2.15
Traffic Specification (TS) Element
Delete this subclause

7.4
QoS Management Actions
Delete this subclause

7.4.1
Define Traffic Specification QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause

7.4.2
Delete Traffic Specification QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause


140. 
7.4.8
Evan Green
T
No
Incomplete specification, no demonstrated benefit
7.4.8
Advanced Power Management Request Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause


141. 
7.4.9
Evan Green
T
No
Incomplete specification, no demonstrated benefit
7.4.9
Advanced Power Management Response Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause


142. 
7.1.3.7
Error! Bookmark not defined.
T
No
23/7: Clarification
The MPDU expansion to accommodate ICV and IV for WEP need to be changed to accommodate the proposed changes from TGe(S).  In particular, the IV is now 16 octets in length, while the ICV remains 4 octets.


143. 
7.2.1.8 (p.25)
J. Ho
t
Y
If the nth frame has been received, but the (n-1)st frame has not, how long should the receiving MAC wait prior to passing up the nth frame to the LLC?
Find a solution to this problem or eliminate this frame.


144. 
7.2.1.8 (p.26)
J. Ho
t
Y
“the records for a given TC are ordered by ascending sequence number value.”

Does this apply to the case when the sequence numbers are wrapping around?
Clarify it.


145. 
7.2.1.9 (l.29)
J. Ho
t
Y
by 255 and rounding to the nearest integer.
by 256 and rounding up to the nearest integer minus one.


146. 
7.3.2.13 (p.44)
J. Ho
t
Y
It is not clear how this element will be used.
Define its use or eliminate it.


147. 
7.3.2.15 (l.19)
J. Ho
t
Y
“Delayed acknowledgement” is not well defined as explained above.
Recode the Ack Policy field.


148. 
7.3.2.18-7.3.2.20
J. Ho
t
Y
It is not clear how these elements will be used.
Define their use or eliminate them.


149. 
7.2.3.1
Kenji Fujisawa
T
Yes
Table 5 refers “clause 9 overlap”, but it is missing.



150. 
7.3.2.13
Kenji Fujisawa
T
Yes
Page 44 line 11 mentions “VS data”, but it is unclear for me.



151. 
7.3.2.20
Kenji Fujisawa
T
Yes
Page 49 line 27 mentions “virtual streams”, but the meaning is unclear for me



152. 
7.1.3.5
Kenji Fujisawa
T
Yes
Figure 14.5 uses “WSTA”. By definition, “WSTA” is not an EAP nor a BP. Does that mean BP can not use the QoS control field?

The usage of “WSTA” in other places also seems to be unclear.



153. 
7.1.3.5
Bob

Meier
T
Yes
A “Flow ID” is needed to identify frames that are associated with a parameterized flow.



154. 
7.2.1.10
Bob

Meier
T
Yes
It would be usefule if an RR frame contained a “slot ID” that identified the contention slot that the RR was transmitted in (i.e. for dollision detection and diagnostics).



155. 
7.2.3.1
Bob

Meier
T
Yes
The use of a “Proxy Beacon” has not been well-defined.  A “Proxy Beacon” should be a separate frame type or there should be a “proxy” flag.



156. 
7.3.2.14
Bob

Meier
T
Yes
The CWPFactor[TC] would be simpler to implement and would only require a single bit flag per TC if it was limited to 2 or 1.5.



157. 
7.3.2.17
Bob

Meier
T
Yes
The “Listen Epoch” mechanism does not work well for HCF.



158. 
7.3.2.18
Bob

Meier
T
Yes
The division of the CFP into “overlap” and “non-overlap” periods assumes stations are relatively stationary.
Remove the section.


159. 
7.3.2.19
Bob
Meier
T
Yes
The division of the CFP into “overlap” and “non-overlap” periods assumes stations are relatively stationary.
Remove the section.


160. 
7.3.2.20
Bob
Meier
T
Yes
The division of the CFP into “overlap” and “non-overlap” periods assumes stations are relatively stationary.
Remove the section.


161. 
7.4
Bob
Meier
T
Yes
A “Define FilterSpec” QoS action frame is needed.  It must be possible to associate a “FilterSpec” with a Traffic Spec.



162. 
7
Bob O’Hara
T
Y
The requirement for a station to be able to “properly construct frames for transmission” has been improperly deleted.  The particular frames that a station must construct are determined by which options are implemented.  The original wording is sufficient.
Restore the original statement of the requirement.


163. 
7, et seq
Bob O’Hara
T
Y
Other than the statement that a station is required to construct and decode frames properly, there are not any normative requirements in clause 7 (well, almost none anyway).  This is by design.
Rewrite any normative language, using “shall” or “may”, as descriptive language.


164. 
7.1.1
Bob O’Hara
T
Y
There is no “other relevant error detection coding” in the MAC.  The draft proposes error correction coding elsewhere.  But, if this error correction coding fails to correct errors, the FCS will still have caught it.
Delete the text referring to “other relevant error detection coding.”


165. 
7.1.3.1.10
Bob O’Hara
T
Y
The strictly ordered service class does not need to be excluded from use when numeric priorities are present.  Simply include the priority along with the SA/DA pair as the identifying information to enforce ordering.
Remove the note and add text describing that order is enforced in MSDU delivery for (SA, DA, priority) tuples.


166. 
7.1.3.2
Bob O’Hara
T
Y
Though the text in the second sentence indicates the duration value will vary with superframe period, no such descriptive text is present to elaborate this point.
Either remove “superframe period,” from the second sentence or add text to the subclause that describe when and how the duration value varies with this parameter.


167. 
7.2.1.6
Bob O’Hara
T
Y
Clause 7 is for the definition of frame formats, not the definition of their use.
Remove the last sentence of 7.2.1.6 and move it to the appropriate place in clause 9.


168. 
7.4.4 – 7.4.9
Bob O’Hara
T
Y
All of the draft must be included.  This indicates that the current draft does not meet the “substantially complete” requirement of the operating rules and should not be sent out for a subsequent ballot until all “to be determined” and “placeholder” areas are completed.  The letter ballot process is not for the design of the draft, but for its review.
Delete all of these sections or fill them out.


169. 
7.5
Bob O’Hara
T
Y
MAC FEC is nearly useless given the PHYs available.  It cannot reduce the frame error rate below that of the PHY header.  The arguments made in support of this capability are insufficient to support its inclusion.  If FEC is required to meet certain QoS requirements, put it where it belongs, in the PHY.
Delete 7.5 in its entirety.


13.
7.5
Greg Chesson
T
No
FEC at the MAC layer is becoming less important; not because the frame error rate is going away, but because the problems exist to a much greater degree on the Internet, forcing solutions that do not depend on MAC-level FEC.  Several companies are developing or deploying application-level error correction techniques such as erasure codes (e.g. Kasenna, Digital Island, and others). It is likely that these solutions will prevail in many end-to-end scenarios, including those that include 802.11.  For this reason the added complexity of FEC in the MAC – and the problems raised by Delayed Acks – are not balanced by a compelling need or compelling benefit. 
Delete all text defining or referencing FEC and Delayed Acks.


170. 
7.2.3.1, 7.2.3.12, 7.3.2, 7.3.2.13, 7.3.2.18, 7.3.2.19, 7.3.2.20, 7.4.3, 7.4.4, 7.4.5, 7.6
Dany Rettig
T
No
Overlap management procedures add significant complexity and have insufficient demonstrated benefit
7.2.3.1
Beacon and Proxy Beacon frame format
Remove beacon information items 16, 17, 18 and 19

7.2.3.12
{generic} Action frame format
Remove row defining code 1 from table 15.1

7.3.2
Information Elements
Remove element IDs 32, 33 and 34 describing overlap data

7.3.2.13
QBSS Load Element
Remove "overlap count" and "overlap share" from figure 42.5, and remove paragraphs "The overlap count field….of this QBSS" and "The overlap share field…<< superframe duration >>"

7.3.2.18
Overlap CFP allocation element
Delete this subclause

7.3.2.19
Overlap BSS element report
Delete this subclause

7.3.2.20
Overlap ESTA list element
Delete this subclause

7.4.3
Error and Overlap Report QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause

7.4.4
QBSS Configuration Request QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause

7.4.5
QBSS Configuration Response QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause

7.6
Frame Usage Guidelines
Remove "{QoS}" from row 12


171. 
7.3.1.4
Dany Rettig
T
No
Use otherwise unused flag combination to allow stations that cannot be polled, but which support EDCF
7.3.1.4
Capability Information Field
Change row 6, column 4 to "ESTA requesting association in QBSS, requesting not to be polled", and row 7 column 4 to "ESTA requesting association in a QBSS, requesting to be polled" in table 16


172. 
7.3.1.7
Dany Rettig
T
No
Mention of HC handover process, not otherwise specified, should be deleted
7.3.1.7
Reason Code Field
Delete reason code 17 - "HC handover is in progress"


173. 
7.3.1.9
Dany Rettig
T
No
If a requesting station doesn’t support QoS, it probably won’t understand the new reason code either…
7.3.1.9
Status code field
Delete reason code 25 - "Association (with QBSS) denied due to requesting station not supporting the QoS option


174. 
7.3.1.9, 7.5
Dany Rettig
T
No
FEC frames have insufficient demonstrated benfits for added complexity
7.3.1.9
Status code field
Delete reason code 26 - "Association denied due to requesting station not supporting the FEC option"

7.5
MAC-Level FEC and FEC Frame Formats
Delete this subclause


175. 
7.3.2, 7.3.2.15, 7.4, 7.4.1, 7.4.2
Dany Rettig
T
No
Sending traffic specification data explicitly in the MAC replicates functions already implemented at higher layers, has no other purpose
7.3.2
Information Elements
Remove element ID 13 describing traffic specification

7.3.2.15
Traffic Specification (TS) Element
Delete this subclause

7.4
QoS Management Actions
Delete this subclause

7.4.1
Define Traffic Specification QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause

7.4.2
Delete Traffic Specification QoS Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause


176. 
7.4.8
Dany Rettig
T
No
Incomplete specification, no demonstrated benefit
7.4.8
Advanced Power Management Request Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause


177. 
7.4.9
Dany Rettig
T
No
Incomplete specification, no demonstrated benefit
7.4.9
Advanced Power Management Response Action Frame Format
Delete this subclause


178. 








179. 
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