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Abstract

   This document contains proposed resolutions to LB97 CIDs 642, 1010, 1011, 1311, 3006, 217, 827,         

    1057, 2828, 3018, 3020 that raise issues relating to beacon length, beacon IE and Neighbor Report element

Referenced documents:

11-07-0353-12-000n-lb97-frame-format-comments-xls


Draft-P802.11n_D2.0.pdf
   Draft-P802.11n_D2.04.pdf
   Draft-P802.11n_D2.05.pdf
   P802.11-REVma-D9.0-red-line-all-pages.pdf

Beacon length
	642
	Ji, Lusheng
	7.2.3.1
	34
	28
	The length of beacon frames is becoming very long with more and more IE’s.  To make things worse, beacons are transtted at low rate. Although this is not caused by N, N is not helping either with the addition of 4 more elements. 
	Suggesting TGn incorporating a mechanism to reduce beacon length.  For instance, one method is to introduce the concept of “thin beacon”, which only contains essential information for presense anouncement.  Full length beacons are only sent at certain intervals (longer than thin beacon interval).  This way joining STAs may wait for full beacon to learn the BSS capabilities, or send probes to trigger probe responses, which contain full list of IEs.

	Rejected. 

Introducing a new beacon type is a major change that requires a submission from the commentor. The group needs to look at the pros and cons of such addition. For example, how much delay do thin beacons contribute to the overall authentication and association time? How do thin beacons affect the Power Save operation etc

	1010
	Marshall, Bill
	7.2.3.1
	34
	27
	Beacon bloat.  You’ve added two huge information elements to beacons, and specified that they be sent over a/b/g channels if the AP also supports 11n.
	Reduce the number of options, and reduce the size of the HT Capabilities information element and the Additional HT Information information element.
	Rejected. 

Reducing the size of the HT-related elements is a major change that has numerous side effects. A submission is required to identify specific changes and the added benefits. Currently, the HT-elements contain just enough information for a HT device to be aware of the functions and features that the HT-AP supports. Taking away any of the bits in these elements does not necessarily yield any reduction in the overall beacon length due to   word alignment.



	1011
	Marshall, Bill
	7.2.3.1
	34
	27
	Beacon bloat.  You’ve added two huge information elements to beacons, and specified that they be sent over a/b/g channels if the AP also supports 11n.

	Change the rules for including these IEs so that they are not included on low-rate channels. Also, they should not be included if they contain only default values for each setting.
	Rejected.  A submission is required to identify specific changes and the added benefits. 

	1311
	Miller, Robert
	7.2.3.1
	34
	28
	The length of beacon frames is becoming very long with more and more IE’s.  To make things worse, beacons are transmitted at low rate. Although this is not caused by N, N is not helping either with the addition of 4 more elements. 
	Suggesting TGn incorporating a mechanism to reduce beacon length.  For instance, one method is to introduce the concept of “thin beacon”, which only contains essential information for presense anouncement.  Full length beacons are only sent at certain intervals (longer than thin beacon interval).  This way joining STAs may wait for full beacon to learn the BSS capabilities, or send probes to trigger probe responses, which contain full list of IEs.

	Duplicated

 (see CID 642) 

	3006
	Worstell, Harry
	7.2.3.1
	34
	28
	The length of beacon frames is too long with more and more IE’s.  Beacons are transmitted at low rate exacerbating the situation. 
	TGn needs to incorporate a mechanism to reduce beacon length. One method is to introduce the concept of “thin beacon”, which only contains essential information for presence announcement.  Full length beacons should be only sent at certain intervals (longer than thin beacon interval).  
	Rejected.  Introducing a new beacon type is a significant change that requires a submission from the commentor. The group needs to look at the pros and cons of such addition. For example, how much delay do thin beacons contribute to the overall authentication and association time? How do thin beacons affect the Power Save operation etc




Beacon IE & NR element
	217
	Bjerke, Bjorn
	7.3.2.37
	60-61
	
	The optional extensions are described in a confusing manner, as they contain copies of the HT Capabilities, HT Information, and Secondary Channel Offset elements. “Elements”, “sub-elements”, and “subfields” are not used in a consistent manner.
	Tighten up the language as follows: (1) in table 43b, “Name” column use “HT Capabilities sub-element”, “HT Information sub-element”, and “Secondary Channel sub-element”, (2) on p 60, line 39, say “The HT Capabilities sub-element contains the subfields shown in Figure 112ga”, (3) on p 60, line 54, say “The subfields are specified in 7.3.2.49 (HT Capabilities element), (4) on p 61, line 1, say “The HT Information sub-element contains the subfields shown in Figure 112gb”, (5) in figure 112gb, change “Element ID” to “Sub-Element ID” and in the caption change “element”  to “sub-element”, (6) on p 61, line 43, say “The subfields are specified in in 7.3.2.50”, (7) on p 61, line 46, say “The Secondary Channel Offset sub-element contains the subfields shown in Figure 112gc”, (8) on p 61, line 57, say “The subfields are specified in 7.3.2.20a”.

	Counter as follows:

Reject (1) the terms HT-Capabilities, HT Information and Secondary Channel are commonly used and understood in the drafts.
(2) Accept

(3) Accept

(4) Accept

(5) Reject – see reason for rejecting (1)
(6) Accept

(7) Reject – see reason for rejecting (1)

(8) Accept

	827
	Lefkowitz, Martin
	7.3.2.37
	61
	
	With all this new information in the optional neighbor report the amount of neighbors is severely limited to the point to where not all the neigbors may fit in one message.  This is especially true if there are other options from other (future) amendments, or vendor specific IE’s.  Are all all things (for example RX bit mask) needed to make a decsion as to which AP to select as a possible roaming candidate?
	preferred—Separate out what is necessary to make both a roaming decision and scanning prioritization/decision.  Offload some of this to Assocate  response and beacon.  --- possibly in conjunction with preferred method - -Develop a way to indicate there are more messages with neighbor reports coming for a complete set of neighbors, or come up with a filtering scheme whereby you when you make a neighbor report request you ask for your first choice, then second choice etc. 

	Reject – The 3 HT-IEs extend the neighbor report by less than 40 bytes per HT-AP. This should not cause the report to be split into multiple messages too often.

	1057
	Marshall, Bill
	7.3.2.37
	60
	19
	including the HT Capabilities and HT Information will destroy the usefulness of the Neighbor Report.  It is constrained by size already, and adding these two huge sub-elements will reduce the number of APs included in the report so as to make it worthless.

	Keep just the bit that says the indicated AP has the same Capabilities as the AP sending the report.  Alternatively, add some normative text to 11.11 stating under which rare circumstances these sub-elements should be included in the report.
	Reject –  The 3 HT-IEs extend the neighbor report by less than 40 bytes per HT-AP. This should not cause the report to span more than one message. Even if the neighbor report exceeds the message length, it could be sent in multiple packets.



	2828
	Trainin, Solomon
	7.3.2.27
	58
	42
	No place in the basic and .11n spec mentions that this IE should be presented in related beacons, probes and association frames. 
	Add the Extended Capabilities Information Element to related management frames.
	Counter. Instruction to the editor: Add to the end of the last paragraph on page 58, subclause 7.3.2.27 the following sentence: The Extended Capabilities information element is present in Beacon, Association Request, Association Response, Probe Request and Probe Response frame. 


	3018
	Zaks, Artur
	
	60
	39-65
	The definition of HT Capabilities sub-element is not clear: not all fields are defined in full
	Re-structure the definition of the HT Capabilities sub-element to provide the unambiguous and full information on all the fields.

	Reject. There is no specific suggestion on how and what to improve. See the changes in P802.11n_D2.04

	3020
	Zaks, Artur
	
	61
	46-59
	The definition of Secondary Channel Offset sub-element is  redundant: Secondary ChannelOffset field contains complete IE with IE ID and Length
	Re-structure the definition of the  Secondary ChannelOffset field in the Secondary Channel Offset sub-element to exclude the redundant fields IE ID and Length

	Counter.   See text on page 63, lines 28-42 of P802.11n_D2.05
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