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Comments on 10GBASE-T Draft 3.2 by GU 
(1) 55.4.2.5.6, page 118, line 33 (three message-field bits trans_to...), T

C: The introduction of two PMA_state bits in the message field of Draft 3.2 has made retention of three separate message-field bits trans_to_Coeff_Exch, trans_to_Fine_Adjust, and trans_to_PCS_Test unnecessary. A single bit trans_to_next_state is sufficient. The next state follows from the PMA_state bits. 
R: Replace trans_to_Coeff_Exch, trans_to_Fine_Adjust, and trans_to_PCS_Test by one bit trans_to_next_state. (Not even this bit is needed as will be seen in the next comment).
(2) 55.4.2.5.14, page 122, line 15 (trans_to_Coeff_Exch bit, etc.), T

C: In Draft 3.2 the purpose of the transition counter has been reduced to the irrevocable announcement of state transitions. To announce a state transition it suffices to insert in the InfoFields a non-zero transition_count, which is decreased by one in successive InfoFields. The three message-field bits trans_to_..., or an equivalent single bit trans_to_next_state, are not needed. The state transition should be defined to occur immediately after the InfoField containing transition_count = 1. The InfoField of the next PMA training frame should then exhibit the new PMA_state bits and transition_count should be zero and remain zero until the next state transition is announced (subtle distinction: transition_counter is a state variable; transition_count is a subfield of the InfoFields; the two objects are not the same; transition_counter always exists; transition_count exists only within an InfoField). 
R: 
(a) Eliminate trans_to_Coeff_Exch, trans_to_Fine_Adjust, and trans_to_PCS_Test from the message field. 
(b) Define in 55.4.5.1 state variable transition_counter as follows:
transition_counter
A 10-bit counter variable whose value is communicated to the remote PHY in the transition_count subfield of InfoFields when in transition-counter format. To announce a state transition to the link partner, the PHY sets transition_counter to a non-zero value. The value is decremented by one after each transmission of an InfoField until the value zero is reached. The announced state transition occurs immediately after transmission of the InfoField containing transition_count = 1. 
Values:   0 – 2^9? (See further comment).
(3) 55.4.5.1, page 128, line 7 (definition of transition_counter), E

C: The current definition of transition_counter is loaded with details on the use of the transition counter by MASTER and SLAVE. This description should better be given elsewhere. 
R: Describe how transition_counter is employed by MASTER and SLAVE in section 55.4.2.5.14 Startup sequence.

(4) 55.4.5.1, page 128, line 15 (number of bits for transition_counter, transition_count), T


C: Transition_counter is represented with 10 bits only to support the MASTER's initial value of 2^9 = 512. For an initial value of 511 9 bits would be sufficient. Such nasty little bit wastes can make joyful readers of a supposedly well conceived IEEE standard only angry. 
R: Reduce transition_counter and InfoField subfield transition_count to 9 bits, hence: Values: 0 – 511. --- Alternatively, keep 10 bits and provide additional flexibility. Instead of a fixed initial value of 2^9 for the MASTER and a matching value of >2^6 for the responding SLAVE, let the values corresponding to 2^9 and 2^6 be determined during Auto Negotiation, with values up to 1023.

(5) 55.4.5.1, page 126, line 18 (loc_rcvr_status and loc_SNR_margin), T

C: The variables loc_rcvr_status and loc_SNR_margin have similar meanings, indicating readiness of the local receiver for allowing PHY Control continue to the next sequential state. loc_SNR_margin is used only in states PMA_Training_Init_M/S and is not communicated to the link partner. loc_rcvr_status is used only in state PCS_Test and is communicated via message-field bit loc_rcvr_status to the link partner (remark: same name for a state variable and a bit-field in the InfoField). A more uniform concept should be adopted as given below. This not only simplifies the standard, but also improves testability and handling of error situations.  
R: Retain only loc_rcvr_status and use the following definition.

loc_rcvr_status

This 1-bit variable indicates whether the local receiver operates correctly with sufficient SNR margin to continue to the next state or states. The variable is always communicated to the link partner in message-field bit loc_rcvr_status. When entering a new state, loc_rcvr_status shall be reset to NOT_OK even if the local receiver operates correctly. Setting loc_rcvr_status to OK represents an affirmative action that confirms (or reconfirms) readiness of the local receiver for a transition to the next state.
Values: OK or NOT_OK (simpler NOK).
(6) 55.4.2.5.4, page 118, line 12 (Next transmitter settings), T

C: In the now much simplified startup sequence only one PBO exchange can occur. Moreover, the link partner *must* change its current PBO setting to the requested PBO setting. There appears to be no logical necessity for sending 'Next transmitter settings' (next PBO). (Initially, this commenter thought that a link partner may be given more freedom in selecting the next PBO setting). 
R: Remove 'Next transmitter settings' from the InfoField unless there is a good technical justification for keeping it. Keeping unnecessary provisions in a standard does not "break" a standard, but it breaks the confidence of others in the creators of the standard. 

(7) 55.1, page 78, line 24, E

C: Which management?
R: Write: The 10GBASE-T Management is specified in Clause 30. 


(8) 55.1.1, page 78, line 28, E

C: Bad sequence of words.
R: Write: The objectives of 10GBASE-T are as follows.

(9) 55.1.1, page 78, line 45, E

C: Support a BER?... for all supported distances and Classes? 
R: Write: Achieve a BER of less than or equal to 10^-12 for the link-segment characteristics specified for 10GBASE-T.

(10) 55.4.2.5.1, page 117, line 36 (PBO values defined under heading InfoField notation), E

C: It is not appropriate to define the eight PBO values under the heading "InfoField notation", and then again in 55.4.5.1 three times!
R: Delete 55.4.2.5.1 entirely unless more appropriate text can be provided under this heading. 

(11) 55.4.2.5.14, page 121, line 39 (states PMA_Training_Init_M/S), E

C: The state names PMA_Training_Init_M and PMA_Training_Init_S are unnecessarily long.
R: Use PMA_Training_M and PMA_Training_S. 




































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































