
Commentor # Page Clause Table/Fig Line T/E? Comment Proposed Remedy Editor's Comments
Brcm jfp 1 1 front 

mtrl
TOC TOT 

TOF
E The document has four pages 1; three in the ANSI front 

matter.  Also in the front material the Revision History and 
tables of contents, tables and figures require an update.

Update the ANSI front material when appropriate. Accept.

Brcm jfp 2 all all all E The draft other than the front material has no line numbers 
nor watermarks indicating that it's a draft.  These features are 
very helpful

Add line numbers and  "Draft" watermarks. Accept.  Instead of Draft watermark, I added Working Draft to the 
page header.

Brcm jfp 3 13 1 E In the second paragraph, why are there references to 32GFC 
and 16GFC?  There is no requirement for FC-PI-7P to be 
backward compatible to these.  Since there's no other 
reference to FC-PI-6, it can also be removed from the list of 
normative references

Change, "64GFC is described in FC-PI-7 (reference 
[3]), 32GFC and 128GFC are described in FC-PI-6 
(reference [4]) and FC-PI-6P (reference [5]), 
respectively. 16GFC is described in FC-PI-5 
(reference [6])." 
to
"64GFC is described in FC-PI-7 (reference [3])  and 
128GFC is described in FC-PI-6P (reference [5])."

Delete "FC PI 6  Fibre Channel Physical Interfaces  

Accept.

Brcm jfp 4 13 2 E Both clause 2 and clause 2.2 are named "Normative 
references" which can be confusing and not good form.  This 
redundancy can be removed by deleting otherwise empty 
"2.2 Normative references" and promoting clause "2.2.1 
Approved references" to "2.2 Approved references"

Delete "2.2 Normative references" and promote 
clause "2.2.1 Approved references" to "2.2 
Approved references"

Accept.

Brcm jfp 5 17 3.1.38 E 64GFC is referenced; shouldn't FC-PI-7P refer to 256 GFC? Change "64GFC" to "256GFC" Accept.

Brcm jfp 6 20 3.2.2.7 E FC-PI-7 should be FC-PI-7P Change FC-PI-7 to FC-PI-7P Accept.
Brcm jfp 7 23 4.1 E The first sentence of the third paragraph could be confusing Change "FC-PI-7P describes the physical link for 

single data streams supporting a signaling rate of 
256GFC." to "FC-PI-7P describes the physical link 
for a four-lane data stream supporting a signaling 
rate of 256GFC."

Accept.

Brcm jfp 8 23 4.2 E Firgure 2 – 256GFC-SW4 block diagram is not introduced in 
the text.  Clause 4.2 could be a good place

Add as the second sentence of clause 4.2, "A 
block diagram of 256GFC-SW4 is shown in Figure 
2.

Accept.

Brcm jfp 9 23 4.2 E In the last sentence of the first paragraph there seems little 
value in explicit mention of 256GFC multimode and single-
mode variants.

In the last sentence of the first paragraph delete 
the words, "multimode and single-mode".

Accept.

Brcm jfp 10 27 4.7 E In item a, there's a reference to clause 8.  Sometimes clause is 
used and sometime section is used.  We should pick one term 
for FC-PI-7P.  In FC-PI-7, section is only used twice while 
clause is used 44 times.  I vote for clause

At least for references to parts of FC-PI-7P use the 
term "clause"

Accept.

Brcm jfp 11 27 4.7 T Regarding the Editor's note, is the speed negotiation 
performed with a 4-lane trunk or with 4 individual single 
lanes?  Which is easier to implement?  Which yields faster 
results?

Pick the methods that cheaper and yields quickest 
results.

Remove the shall, and point to FC-FS-5.

Brcm jfp 12 27 4.7 T Item c) seems in need of an update or clarification Update/clarify item c) seems as appropriate. Remove "for 64GFC"
Brcm jfp 13 28 4.11 Figure 4 E In the Figure 4 caption Section should be Segment to be 

consistent with the text
In the Figure 4 caption, change Section to 
Segment.

Accept.

Brcm jfp 14 30 4.13 E In the second paragraph, table and figure should be 
capitalized

In the second paragraph, capitalize table and 
figure.

Accept.

Brcm jfp 15 32 5.1 E In the first paragraph 64GFC should be 256GFC; two instances Change "64GFC" to "256GFC"; twice Accept.

Brcm jfp 16 32 5.3 E In the first paragraph FC-PI-7 should be FC-PI-7P Change "FC-PI-7" to "FC-PI-7P" Accept.



Brcm jfp 17 33 5.5.5 T FC-PI-7 clause 5.5.5 refers to "the methods specified in IEEE 
802.3™-2018, (reference [16]) subclause 121.8.5, with the 
following exceptions: ... "  Since FC-PI-7 was written, clause 
121 was admended such that one of the exceptions, "Pth1, 
Pth2, and Pth3 are varied from their nominal values by up to 
±1% of OMAouter in order to optimize TDECQ. The same 
three thresholds are used for both the left and the right 
histogram." is no longer needed.

Add to clause 5.5.5: 
"The exception, "Pth1, Pth2, and Pth3 are varied 
from their nominal values by up to ±1% of 
OMAouter in order to optimize TDECQ.  The same 
three thresholds are used for both the left and 
right histrogram" no longer applies.
For the latest TDECQ and SECQ definitions,  refer 
to Clause 121 of "IEEE Std 802.3-2018 as amended 
by IEEE Std 802.3cn-20xx”. 

Add Editor's Note.  Leave for RFC

Brcm jfp 18 33 5.5.6 E FC-PI7 should be FC-PI-7 Change FC-PI7 to FC-PI-7 Accept.
Brcm jfp 19 33 5.5.7 T FC-PI-7 clause 5.5.7 refers to "the method defined in IEEE 

802.3cd (reference [18]) subclause 138.8.10 … ".  Since FC-PI-
7 was written, clauses 122 and 138 were amended to remove 
the need for the exception,"The restriction that at least half 
of the dB value of the SECQ is due to the frequency response 
of the combination of the low-pass filter and the E/O 
converter in 121.8.9.1 and 121.8.9.2 does not apply.'

Add to clause 5.5.7: 
" with the following exception,                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              
For references to the latest Clause 138,  refer to 
“IEEE Std 802.3-2018 as amended by IEEE Std 
802.3cd-2018, IEEE Std 802.3cn-20xx and IEEE Std 
802.3cm-20xx”.  
For the latest TDECQ and SECQ definitions,  refer 
to Clause 121 of "IEEE Std 802.3-2018 as amended 
by IEEE Std 802 3cn 20xx”  

Add Editor's Note.  Leave for RFC

Brcm jfp 20 34 5.6 T Should there be a placeholder for a SM Cable Plant and a 
pointer to the clause FC-PI-7 5.7 MM Cable Plant?

Add a clause 5.6 SM Cable Plant with text as 
follows, "Single-Mode cable plants are not 
defined in this standard.

Add a clause 5.7 MM Cable Plant with text as 
follows, "Multimode cable plants are  defined in 
FC-PI-7 Section 5.7." and add exceptions as 
needed.

Accept.

Brcm jfp 21 35 6.1 E Table 8 should be Table 9? Change Table 8 to Table 9 Accept.
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