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Background
STD 802.11-2007 Clause 7 describes frame formats.  It is largely structural.

There are two areas of concern that have been raised by commenters, both on the original REVma, and current amendments to 802.11:

· Behavioural specification

· Whether shalls are necessary or harmful when describing the presence or absence of components of a structure.

Additionally, the same concerns that apply to the “absence/presence” discussion also apply to Clause 10 parameters.

Advice to Voters

This document contains a proposed template to use in certain cases.  It carries no official weight. 

If a commenter observes usages in a current amendment that do not conform to this template, that commenter can bring this to the attention of the appropriate comment resolution committee by submitting a single “not part of a no vote” comment of the form:   “Clause 7 ‘presence’ statements are inconsistent to the form described in 11-09/0433r0.   Recommended change:  adopt the conventions described in 11-09/0433r0.”
A comment resolution committee may or may not accept such a comment – that is their choice.  It is unlikely that a group near the end of their process will want to modify their draft very much to satisfy this desire for linguistic consistency.
This author does not think that issues such as those raised in this document should be cited as a reason for a negative vote on any draft.

Behavioural specification
In its purest form, Clause 7 should desribe the meaning of a field.   Not how to calculate a value for a field, and not how to respond to receiving a field with a particular value.

TGmb, in its telecom on 27th March 2009 approved in principle a comment resolution to move normative behavioural specification from 802.11-2007.  It is likely that TGmb will seek consistency in its resolutions to similar comments.

The guidance that is proposed to 802.11 task groups is the following:

“Do not include behavioural specification in Clause 7.”

Absence / presence statements

We’re talking here about the many “is present/shall be present” statements in 802.11-2007.  For example,  the beacon frame has 17 “present” statements in Table 7-8.

These fall into a grey area.  Is the presence of something a description of structure (pointing towards “is present” language?  Or is it a description of how the transmitter decides whether to include it or not (pointing towards “shall be present”)?
In Table 7-8, for example, about 10 of the 17 “present” statements use declarative language.   A quick scan through some of the other management frame bodies shows a balance of language, with the majority using declarative language.

Can we remove the normative language?  I.e.,  without this language are we missing a normative requirement that stops a STA transmitting a non-compliant frame?

At the 27th March 2009 telecon, TGmb approved in principle the addition of a paragraph to Clause 7,  as follows:

A compliant STA shall transmit frames using only the frame formats described in Clause 7.
The intention of this addition is to provide a single normative behaviour statement that links to the declarative statements of structure in Clause 7,  and makes any further “shall”s superfluous.
Given the existence of this statement, this author claims that any additional normative statements in Clause 7 are unnecessary,  and proposes to resolve the current inconsistencies in use of language in Clause 7 according to the following position statement:

All language in Clause 7 used to describe structure, including the absence and presence of fields shall use declarative language.
So what do we need to change?   I scanned 802.11-2007 Clause 7.2.3 and 7.4 to look for different patterns of normative language.  The main proposal is to change normative forms to declarative forms.

A secondary change for consistency to is change all use of the term “included” to “present” within these tables.

A third issue occurs with the use of “only” associated with these statements.  This doesn’t occur in 802.11-2007, but does occur in the currently active amendments (e.g. TGn) – Probably in an attempt to more tightly constrain exactly what is and what is not present.   For example, in the statement for “Beacon – FH parameters”,  which is “FH Parameters, as specified in 7.3.2.10, may be included if

dot11MultiDomainCapabilityEnabled is true.” the question arises whether this element may be present or not when the cited MIB variable is false.  A secondary issue is that the “only” is often applied to the verb, not the condition.
A fourth and minor issue that occurs is the varying wordiness of the language.  i.e. Most of the presence statements cite the name of the element,  but some do not (e.g. Probe Request – Request Information).  Others cite the name of the frame they are contained in (e.g. Reassociation Request – RSN), but most do not.
It is proposed that all “presence” statements are modified to conform to the following template:

The <name> <type of structure> is [optionally] present [only] if <some condition>.
This is not a hard and fast rule – there are always going to be exceptions that don’t fit this pattern (e.g. the Vendor Specific elements).  Many of the Action frames don’t have the third column in their “frame body” tables. For example, ADDTS misses this column, and adds the word “(optional)” after the information.  It is not proposed to add the third column in this case, as the usage here is unambiguous.
The following examples show the proposed changes to make:

	Reference
	Current
	Proposal

	Beacon – FH parameters
	FH Parameters, as specified in 7.3.2.10, may be included if

dot11MultiDomainCapabilityEnabled is true.
	FH Parameters, as specified in 7.3.2.10, are optionally present if

dot11MultiDomainCapabilityEnabled is true.

	Beacon – Country
	The Country information element shall be present when

dot11MultiDomainCapabilityEnabled is true or

dot11SpectrumManagementRequired is true.
	The Country information element is present when

dot11MultiDomainCapabilityEnabled is true or

dot11SpectrumManagementRequired is true.

	Beacon – Extended Supported Rates
	The Extended Supported Rates element is present whenever there

are more than eight supported rates, and it is optional otherwise.
	The Extended Supported Rates element is present if there

are more than eight supported rates, and is optionally present otherwise.

	Reassociation Request -RSN
	The RSN information element is only present within

Reassociation Request frames generated by STAs that have

dot11RSNAEnabled set to TRUE.
	The RSN information element is present only if dot11RSNAEnabled is set to TRUE.

	Reassociation Response – Vendor Specific
	One or more vendor-specific information elements may appear in

this frame. This information element follows all other information

elements.
	Optionally present: one or more vendor-specific information elements. This information element follows all other information

elements.


Clause 10

The same linguistic concerns that apply in the absence or presence of components of a structure also apply to the parameters of a primitive.
It is probably that most readers of 802.11-2007 skip over Clause 10, and very few voters agonize over the right language to use here.  This is, in part, because the primitives are used to describe an architecture, but essentially have no effect on the compliance or otherwise of an implementation.

It is recommended that the parameters of all primitives be given the same treatment – i.e. any statements of absence, presence, inclusion, optionality be modified to conform to the template described above.



Abstract





This submissions considers the uses of normative language in Clause 7 of STD 802.11-2007, and proposes changes to improve consistency.
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