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What are we trying to accomplish?

• Editor’s vision - Ultimately, the purpose of the profile is to ensure 
compliance, interoperability and coexistence. 

• This vision requires clear delineation of requirements between network, bridges and 
end stations.

• Requirements should be separated into three distinct categories, in distinct subclauses within each 
clause and with corresponding PCS proforma. The three categories are: network, bridge, end 
station.

• Further, comments indicate that at least one other device type (“constrained bridge”, 
“2-port bridge”, “embedded bridge”, etc.) may be required.

• We should avoid unnecessary proliferation of extra device types

• As always, the ballot process and comment resolution is the process by which 
consensus on a vision and documentation of said consensus occurs. 

• The proposed order of resolution is intended to advance this vision. 
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Editorial Comments

• Accept – The editor has no plans to discuss
• 21, 22, 258, 560, 102, 76, 561, 538, 471, 60, 562, 77, 230, 539, 472, 540, 231, 259, 564, 260, 566, 580, 583, 330, 331, 581, 332, 

333, 582, 336, 78, 141, 334, 335, 338, 339, 340, 341, 343, 39, 588, 585, 345, 586, 346, 347, 348, 350, 351, 355, 354, 356, 353, 357, 
359, 358, 542, 360, 543, 12, 474, 362, 361, 555, 363, 365, 366, 364, 216, 254, 544, 367, 370, 477, 545, 218, 41, 219, 220, 590, 371, 
424, 425, 426, 427, 428, 429, 221, 483, 546, 112, 444, 448, 451, 455, 142, 115, 491, 492, 374, 146, 375, 206, 14, 549, 15, 387, 123, 
389, 392, 394, 396, 262, 263, 127, 186, 267, 16, 269, 270, 272, 281, 287, 283, 286, 244, 494, 290, 496, 498, 300, 503, 398, 329,
399, 597, 598, 53, 553, 612, 201, 613, 202, 506, 554, 168, 170, 470, 140, 38, 28, 13, 105.

• Accept in Principle –Disposition could be influenced by resolution of related 
technical topics. Please review and forward concerns to the editor

• 57, 482, 485, 442, 441, 446, 113, 114, 118, 493, 82, 133, 409, 104, 337, 368, 107, 108, 445, 122, 47, 406, 135, 578, 106, 352, 311, 
587, 547, 208, 139, 550, 65, 456, 261, 541, 479, 103, 484, 452, 434, 111, 349, 384, 385, 383, 551, 49, 308, 369, 66, 567, 138, 207, 
548, 497, 121, 129, 342, 282, 271, 58.

• Reject - Please review and forward concerns to the editor
• 275, 276, 563, 552, 25, 178, 175, 447, 565, 24, 59, 256, 257.
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Proposed order of resolution 

• Start with Clause 6 and the structure of the document (technical comments 
only)

• 579, 509, 80, 233, 147, 381, 68, 67, 240, 81, 517, 518, 1, 2, 84, 519, 209, 210, 211, 212, 
213, 128, 274, 156, 155, 520, 284, 285, 596, 305, 101, 326, 214, 215, 325, 323, 223, 
324, 410, 599, 54, 373, 388, 266, 303, 526, 621, 224.

• “The conformance statements are ambiguous, not precise, difficult to read and 
figure out”.

• “The differentiation between end stations and bridges is not exposed in this 
document but there is a significant difference in regards to IEEE 802.1 Standards for 
end stations.”
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Proposed order of resolution 

• Clause 6 – Required vs. Optional
• How many device classes?: 536, 148, 45, 185, 606, 128.

• “The PCS is a list with many optional features, is this really what someone would call a 'Profile'? 
Conformance to this PCS is not of much value for interoperability.”

• “General required bridge features: These should only be required for multiport bridges, not for 
two-port switches integrated in end-devices used to build the line topologies necessary for 
industrial applications”.

• The editor agrees with the commenters. Ultimately, the purpose of the profile is to 
ensure compliance and interoperability. 

• It is the editor’s opinion that clear delineation of different device classes, both in the 
conformance section and in the PCS, will greatly enhance understanding and 
readability of the profile.
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Proposed order of resolution 

• Clause 6 – Required vs. Optional
• What should be optional?: 576, 273, 619, 172, 378, 379, 386, 150, 152, , 153, 154, 173, 

521, 52, 328, 243, 158, 33, 71, 157, 160, 161, 163, 164, 169, 162, 568, 620, 120, 43, 
149, 151, 44, 397, 124, 125, 46, 126, 70, 83, , 279, 278, 277, 280, 607, 137, 618, 584, 
119, 69, 242, 532, 11, 327, 400.

• “Preemption should be optionally chosen based on system requirements, not required for all 
system components.”

• “end station requirement - enhancements for scheduled traffic  should be more than optional”.

• The editor is hopeful, based upon the comments that a small number of profiles will 
be sufficient to satisfy the various commenters and reach consensus. 
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Proposed order of resolution 

• Clause 4 - Overview of TSN in Industrial Automation
• It was the editor’s intent that this clause be informative. No normative behavior was 

intended. To the extent normative language appears, it is unintentional

• Clause 4.1 – Control Loop Basic Model
• Various comments along the line of: “Description and figure need improvement”.  
• The nature of “improvement” varies significantly from commenter to commenter 

particularly w.r.t. figure 1 and table 5
• Received one contribution that proposes replacement text and associated figures.
• The editor is concerned that resolving this in the room will consume a significant 

amount of the group’s time. 
• The editor requests the assistance of the various automation experts in the room to 

reconcile these approaches.  
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Proposed order of resolution 

• Clause 4.2 - Industrial Traffic Types
• We need definitions:

• The properties for the traffic types "Configuration/diagnostics" and "Internal/Pass-through" are 
identical. Why are they then listed as two separate traffic types.

• The traffic type "Brownfield" is very confusing. The understanding of "brownfield" for this 
commenter is, that it encompasses a multitude of already existing real-time traffic schemes. 

• Traffic type description: There should be a reference to the detailed description of the 
traffic types

• IIC, LNI, 

• What is the goal of this section?
• The section 4.2 is helpful information but seems to be not related to the normative part of the 

specification.
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Proposed order of resolution 

• 6.2.4 Clock synchronization selection
• 188, 288, 289, 495, 291, 189, 292, 190, 191, 522, 192, 293, 294, 193, 295, 296, 297, 86, 

298, 299, 87, 48, 523, 130, 301, 302, 524, 89, 499, 88, 304, 90, 500, 306, 91, 501, 131, 
307, 502, 309, 310, 504, 312, 313, 314, 95, 253, 50, 92, 93, 94, 525, 315, 318, 319, 250, 
316, 317, 505, 320, 51, 321, 322, 6, 3, 8, 7, 194, 609, 195, 537, 165 

• Mixing of normative and informative information

• Mixed or confusing terminology

• Lack of clear separation between network, bridge and end station 
requirements.

• The editor requests assistance from a time-synchronization expert to 
reconcile these comments.
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Proposed order of resolution 

• 6.2.5 Security
• 196, 132, 197, 198, 527, 96, 17, 9, 10.
• While .1AE is certainly an option, I've identified no use case which requires MacSec, so 

this information is not particularly helpful to users of this document. Further guidance 
regarding security is desirable.Mixed or confusing terminology

• See contribution: http://ieee802.org/1/files/public/docs2019/60802-woods-
SecurityConsiderations-0319-v01.pdf
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Requests for the next ballot
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Do not delete the first 4 rows

Please include a 
clause number

Please do not 
include table or 
figure numbers 
with the  clause 
number



Thank you
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