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1.0 April 29th TGmb Conference call:

1.1 Attendance: Adrian Stephens, Intel; Dorothy Stanley,Aruba; Michael Montemurro, RIM; Jon Rosdahl, CSR; Peter Ecclesine, CISCO; Stephen McCann, Rim; Mark Hamilton, Polycom.
1.2 Called to order at 10:04am ET by Dorothy Stanley

1.3 Note that we are operating on the IEEE rules and Paten Policy see links in the E-mail noticification

1.3.1 No issues reported. – 

1.4 The tentative agenda is:
1. Call to Order, Patent Notification
2. Editor Report
3. Comment resolution - CIDs requiring group input, see
https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-1284-07-000m-revmb-sponsor-ballot-comments.xls 
https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/11/11-11-0566-00-000m-gen-adhoc-recirc-2-sponsor-ballot-comment-resolutions.xls 
https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/11/11-11-0567-00-000m-mlme-recirc-2-sponsor-ballot-proposed-comment-resolutions.xls 
4. 11ad amendment Clause 10.3 alignment - update
5. Adjourn
1.4.1 Agenda approved without objection.

1.5 Next telecom is scheduled on May 6th at 10am ET.
1.6 Editor Report:

The comments assigned to the editor are were from the following commenters:

	Count of Commenter
	Part of No Vote
	Type of Comment
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	Hunter, David
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	Ecclesine, Peter
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	23
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	McCann, Stephen
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	Stephens, Adrian
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	Malinen, Jouni
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	Godfrey, Tim
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	Rosdahl, Jon
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	Grand Total
	38
	2
	40
	482
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	620
	660


1.6.1 As can be seen, the majority of comments were from David Hunter.

1.6.2 Summary of Resolutions
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	(blank)
	215
	38
	117
	1
	371

	Grand Total
	216
	130
	313
	1
	660


1.6.3 There was a majority of the comments were actually either agree or agree in principle with the boiler plate being added to the intro clause.

1.6.4 The proposed resolutions for these comments are still being reviewed by Adrian and Dorothy, but are well along the way.

1.6.5  Question on the value of changing the “Notes” to be changed.  There is not a plain uniform change and replace.  Informative text cannot have “must, shall, may” in it.  That is the IEEE requirements.  The replacement of “can” is not being done uniformally; it is not a “normative” verb.  Based on this experience, the Editor will update the 802.11 Style guide to help avoid issues like this in the future.

1.7 MIB:

1.7.1 Feedback from IETF MIB experts is that what we have is not useful, but how to fix it is the problem that we are wrestling with. Options:

A – Do nothing

B – Fix it, but takes an investment and ongoing maintenance

C – Remove it and replace it with local variables

D – Write normative text sentences with default values inline (remove references).

1.7.2 The MIB does more than just default values.

1.7.3 Problem with the MIB variables – Control or Status; local variables; management functions.  Compliance statements also cause a lot of headaches.

1.7.4 Compliance Statements consists of two things – this is associated with these mandatory and these optional things, and then each of these things are then listing out what is there.

1.7.5 When we publish, we need to freeze the groups.  We have had the change of compliance statements and this is completely in conflict with the MIB rules.  The impact of this is that we have a potential for interoperability possibility.

1.7.6 The Main Failing of the MIB was then debated.  Is it because of its use as a Management interface. Can the static use be done if it is really a dynamic interface?  Where does the MIB actually reside, and who can change it.  The interface is devoid of time awareness.

1.7.7 But SNMP and ASN.1 are just choices for how to describe the interface.  The use of the syntax is what has failed.  We have allowed changes that were not allowed.  The products in the field may not have a consistent MIB, most of them have a propriety version.

1.7.8 Fixing the MIB can be done, but there is a lot of work to do it, and it would take a lot of time.  IF we determine that we want to remove it, then we have a lot of work to define the local variables and a different set of changes that will need to be made.

1.7.9 Are there other examples of how this is done in other 802 groups?  Yes, they don’t change the MIB as they update the standard, and have created Volumes, and they keep the snapshots of what is good for the legacy, and then update going forward.

1.7.10 Discussion on the value of MIB vs local variables and the structure that would be required in that case.  How the external entities will access the device will be variable.

1.7.11 The scope of what is left is just the internal controlled variables.  If we describe the SME will control a variable, then it is described outside of the standard.

1.7.12 The claimed purpose can use the SNMP to use the MIB, but the actual use is that we use a local variable that is described for use in our protocol.  We don’t care how some variables get a value, it is done externally, but not from SNMP all the time.  

1.7.13 The list of things that can be reported by the stations. 

1.7.14 Where do we put in the effort? In the API, or in the MIB to give a hint of what the APIs should be providing to the external world.  What is defined in the APIs are most likely being done by the “hints” from the MIB.

1.7.15 If we break the MIB into its specific goal of being an SNMP MIB and then pull the reports types into the reports section and the variables into the normative text.

1.7.16 There was a concern that we have already removed most of the local variables, and the reporting variables may be large in number, but would be very boiler plate to pull out, so that would be somewhat straight forward.

1.7.17 What are we going to do with the content that we have already defined?  We may have the same content but structured in a different way?  The current functionally is that we describe the local variables and how local variables are set and allows the SME to tell the hardware what we want done.  The description of the variable is the most valuable.  

1.7.18 The MIB really is being used for 3 functions: 1. local variable, 2. as a definition of stuff that may be implemented, and 3.as an SNMP interface.  

1.7.19 The fact that the SNMP is broken, so we see that propriety MIBs are in use.  These are more likely to be smaller as they only use the management interface bits.  The smaller SNMP is the part that people are thinking that the MIB should provide.  Dropping the goal #3, then we would maybe limit the things we are fixing. And point 2 is not always a real value, as it is not supposed to provide a separate interface definition.

1.7.20 The idea of “Fix the MIB” has several ideas of what would be good.  The structure and the compliance statements would need to be fixed.  Break the MIB into three modules, into the Baseline, 11k request/reports, and 11u-v-f that would be separated.

1.7.21 What is the utility of the exercise to make the changes in any case?  What is the problem we are really trying to solve?  Is it because the MIB is broken because we are not following IETF rules and the compliance statements need fixing, then one solution would be to address that.  If the problem is that we have that plus other issues, then we have a different issue and different problem to solve.  We are mixing the definitions of the problems. 

1.7.22 The amendment writers are having trouble knowing how to properly use the MIB.  The MIB is currently where everything is thrown in.  The size alone is too large for the object.  

1.7.23 The group does not really grasp the concept of what deleting the MIB would be like.  Given we are in Sponsor Ballot, we may not want to make such a complete radical change.  If we are in a fix-it mode, then this sounds like it is outside the grasp of the group to fix it.

1.7.24 We do not have people that understand the MIB fixing it or writing it.  There people that are out there that take what is there and create their own MIBs.  There has been a lot of time spent on the MIB just getting it to compile.  And it now takes a long overnight run just to create a redline.  

1.7.25 Before we can reasonably agree on what we replace it with, there will be a problem to agree on what the final version would be.

1.7.26 We may need to get a fresh volunteer to look at the MIB and how to possibly fix/replace it.  Adrian has taken it up and his plan does not seem to be taken, so let someone else have a go at it.  No volunteers on the phone took the charge, suggest to request from the larger Task Group for finding a champion to own the MIB.

1.7.27 We need to encourage a more detail response, and then how do we deal with the MIB comments for now.  Suggestion to take each MIB comment on face value and provide resolution on the way it is currently thought.  

1.7.28 What would the “Delete MIB option” really be?  That would need to be described better to understand what the ramification would be.  How would the compliance statements be stated? We just had several amendments add text to the MIB, and so they must have found some value in the text that was added.

1.7.29 Some would argue that there is lots of things that are of no value, there are features that are added, and the cost of keeping it is very small.  But for the MIB, we have a the problem of if we require it to be compiled, then we have a larger overhead for keeping stuff that does not really do anything that currently breaks it.  If we label the MIB as not having actual value, then we can state that it will not be maintained as well going forward.  There has been a lot of  effort to fix it in the past, and we should not discount that.  We could try to do it like some other groups that require 3 or more implementers to bring forward an interoperable test set to show that the MIB is of value.  

1.7.30 The probability of having any compliant MIB is very low.  

1.7.31 ACTION ITEM 1: The chair to solicit a volunteer to work on the MIB, and ask folks to continue to think about this and look for a solution that can address the problem.  As you come up with ideas, document the proposed solution.

1.8 Comment Resolution: 

1.8.1 Take up the MLME discussion look at the MLME-11v comment tab

1.8.2 CID 12078

1.8.2.1 Review comment:

1.8.2.2 Discussion Notes: Note that this text uses the term "re-associate" (with a hyphen).  Everywhere else in the Standard, when REASSOCIATION is meant, it has no hyphen.  So, one interpretation could be that this is meant to be the compound English word for "reestablish an association", and we can clarify to state that clearly.

1.8.2.3 Alternatively, we could discuss this sentence with 802.11v experts, and determine if the disassociate is a critical step (perhaps to allow the current AP a quicker and cleaner shutdown?).  If it is not critical, it could be deleted, and "re-associate" replaced with "reassociate", thus allowing the non-AP STA to do a smooth transition, without any loss of DS connectivity.

1.8.2.4 The only other use of "re-associate" is on 1128.22, which is a similar, although different, situation.  This "re-associate" should be clarified as well.

1.8.2.5 Question at this point, does the AP need to send the Disassocitate comment or not.  If the timing is critical, i.e. if this is a critical command to have the STA work with a different AP, then this will take some finite time.  If the intent is to get the STA off the current AP as soon as possible, then have the STA get off now.  What is the consequences for accepting the termination request?  Does this not cause the Dissasociate itself?

1.8.2.6 This tells the station that it is going to move to another AP.  If this causes a try to get a new AP to avoid any loss of connection, that is not specified, and is left to the implementor.  The intent is to allow a station either to have this non-connectivy period or to be told to drop and get a new AP.  The timing is not specified.  The Dissasociate vs Reassociate is not strictly specified.  The use of “Shall dis-associate” is confusing and a rewording is required.  Mark to work on this and get back to the group.

1.8.2.7 There is another issue of who is the Actor?  Are we describing the behavior of the SME but we are describing sending frames rather than the SME specifics.  MLME or SME as the actor is the question.  IF we are trying to allow some optionally, we may want to describe this operation in a less precise way to describe the overall results rather than the internal steps that may be done one of many different ways.

1.8.2.8 There was more discussion on what the right way to describe this state, and how we get to this state.  Who is the non-AP STA still able to talk with?

1.8.3 CID 12855

1.8.3.1 Review the comment

1.8.3.2 Discussion on the filter definitions.

1.8.3.3 What can be signaled and how it may be done was not clear.

1.8.3.4 To determine if it was a Management or Data frame it would need to look into the MAC header which may not be available.  The intent was to do both,   Mark to check with Qi

1.8.4 CID 12054

1.8.4.1 Review the comment

1.8.4.2 Proposed resolution would be to agree, but Mark thought there may be an issue as why it was this way.  Droping the “note” is also an option.  It was added as a note that an AP “can” drop at anytime is a completely known issue, and so a note was added, but in 4.5.3.5, it almost says this, but it is not clearly stated.  Under what circumstances can the AP’s SME can dissociated or death Note that this text uses the term "re-associate" (with a hyphen).  Everywhere else in the Standard, when REASSOCIATION is meant, it has no hyphen.  So, one interpretation could be that this is meant to be the compound English word for "reestablish an association", and we can clarify to state that clearly.

1.8.4.3 Alternatively, we could discuss this sentence with 802.11v experts, and determine if the disassociate is a critical step (perhaps to allow the current AP a quicker and cleaner shutdown?).  If it is not critical, it could be deleted, and "re-associate" replaced with "reassociate", thus allowing the non-AP STA to do a smooth transition, without any loss of DS connectivity.

1.8.4.4 The only other use of "re-associate" is on 1128.22, which is a similar, although different, situation.  This "re-associate" should be clarified as well s athenticate a STA.  Page 64.19 we see a similar statement, but here the “may” is really used incorrectly.  The “may need to” should be fixed, and then the “need to” should be fixed, but we don’t have a specific comment for this…we can use a fix here tied to CID12054.  The point is that there is not a real permissive statement to allow this.

1.8.4.5 Without the permissive statement to allow the AP to do this.

1.8.4.6 Proposed resolution: change from note to normative text and leave a may in the statement.  We also may want to fix 4.5.3.5.  But the clause 4 would be the correct place to fix it and change the may to can and leave it as a note.  That would be the best fix.

1.8.4.7 Options: remove the note or change may to can, but if we want to fix it in general, then we need to add it to clause 10.3 in the association.  We need two statements in the intro of Authentication and Disassociation.  Mark will work on that.

1.9 We are at time, Jon to update the Gen AdHoc file that will include Mark’s MLME file going forward.  

1.10 We have another call next week.

1.10.1 Propose to look at MIB, MLME and 11ad items.

1.11 Adjourned at 12:08pm
2.0 May 6th TGmb Conference call:

2.1 Attendance: Adrian Stephens, Intel; Dorothy Stanley,Aruba;; Jon Rosdahl, CSR; Peter Ecclesine, CISCO; Bill Marshell, AT&T; Mark Hamilton, Polycom; Michael Montemurro, RIM; 
2.2 Called to order at 10:04am by Dorothy Stanley

2.3 Note that we are operating on the IEEE rules and Paten Policy see links in the E-mail noticification

2.3.1 No issues reported. – 

2.4 Tentative Agenda:

1. Call to Order, Patent Notification
2. Editor Report - any updates from last week
3. MIB direction - 45 minutes, See CID 12009, and also

https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/11/11-11-0544-00-000m-fixing-the-mib.doc 

4. Comment resolution - CIDs requiring group input, see

https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-1284-07-000m-revmb-sponsor-ballot-comments.xls 
https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/11/11-11-0566-01-000m-gen-adhoc-recirc-2-sponsor-ballot-comment-resolutions.xls 
https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/11/11-11-0567-00-000m-mlme-recirc-2-sponsor-ballot-proposed-comment-resolutions.xls 

5. 11ad amendment Clause 10.3 alignment - update
6. Adjourn

2.4.1 Agenda Approved with focus on MIB, Editor, and comment resolutions 
2.4.2 Jon and Peter have to leave after an hour.

2.5 Editor Report update
2.5.1 No change since last call to the proposed resolutions

2.5.2 a D8.01 draft will be ready for the F2F meeting on Monday morning,  Dorothy to get it on the local server.
2.5.3 Adrian has completed the editor comments, so will now be focusing on the technical ones needed resolutions.

2.6 MIB Direction

2.6.1 Last week we did not come to a consenus, so we want to revie this and CID 12009 as a starting point today.

2.6.2 Review comment 

2.6.3 Review doc 11-11/0544

2.6.4 Concern that the statement of how broken the MIB is or is not is not in agreement.

2.6.5 Some vendors use some form of the MIB.

2.6.6 Try to separate the discussion into two parts. Compliance and separation.

2.6.6.1 In the Separation area, can we agree with suggested 4 and 5.

2.6.6.2 Conflicting view on if the changes are too significant or not.

2.6.7 One other option was to delete the k,v,u portions. This was not a comfortable choice.  The discussion was on deletion of the complete MIB.
2.6.8 Addressing the Compliance statements, that is the easiest path.  We can add a compliance statements and the missing statements and missing group statements.  About 300 MIB variables would be spread out over the amendments addition.  The more contentious part would be if we had two MIBs and then people would need to supply 2 complete MIB in the devices.

2.6.9 The WG may well be good to be educated, but the concern is that the WG would not necessarily be willing to actively participate.

2.6.10 The k,u,v things are required for hand-over.

2.6.11 Numbering spaces may not be used as defined, and so we may have a lot of unique numbering in the implementations.  Most would use a private space, and we may want to define a Vendor specific table to allow unique info.

2.6.12 One reason is that there is no AP specific MIB. 

2.6.13 We could control that with the Compliance statement, with one for STA and one for AP-STA.

2.6.14 Fixing the smaller job (compliance) without fixing the larger job (separation) is not of value.  We need to fix both to make it worthwhile.

2.6.15 Shall we fix the compliance aspect?  What is in the thing that gets fixed?

2.6.16 Strawpoll question: Leave it? Fix it? Remove it?

2.6.16.1  Fix it – follow guidelines from the comment suggestion CID 12009 (1-5).

2.6.16.2  Fix it per 12009 (1-3)
2.6.16.3 Fix it per 12009 (4-5)

2.6.16.4  Leave as is – not fixing compliance statement, and acknowledge it is not for interoperability. (statement of  “Here be dragons” added).

2.6.16.5  Remove it – remove the entire MIB, putting in the local variables in the text.

2.6.16.5.1 Remove  – no, no.no, yes, no, no, -- 1 yes 5 no.

2.6.16.5.2 Leave as it – yes, yes, no, yes, yes, yes – 5 yes 1 no

2.6.16.5.3 Fix it as per CID 12009(1-5) – no, ab, yes, yes, no, no – 2 Yes, 3 no, 1 abstain

2.6.16.5.4 Fix it as CID 12009 (1-3) – no, yes, yes, yes, no, ab – 3 yes, 2 no 1 abstain.

2.6.16.5.5 Fix it as CID 12009 (4-5 only) – yes, no, yes, yes, no, no, -- 3 yes, 3 no.

2.6.16.6  Did we consider the option of  defining something less formal.  Can we use the ASN.1 format, but not a formal MIB?  Yes, but the closest was the leave as is.

2.6.16.7 Results – Remove not an option, the leave as is got the most support, and the fixes got varied results.

2.6.16.8 (Mark had to drop at this point.)

2.6.17 With the Leave as is option, we would add a note that says that we have broke the IETF rules and so we would not claim compliance to the MIB per the IETF.

2.6.17.1 ACTION ITEM 2: Adrian to craft some text for identification.

2.6.18 What would our attitude to the MIB going forward?  Do we try to restrain ourselves, or do we allow any changes.
2.6.18.1 Rules are needed, codify the practice.  

2.6.18.2 We need to help the admendment writers not make bogus changes.

2.6.18.3 Set the expectations, and then require them to meet them.

2.6.18.4 We can set things in the style guide, and the other is at the gate to Sponsor ballot, and then get a compliance statement to be properly written.

2.6.19 Discussion on what the gating items to Sponsor ballot was had, and no meaningful progress was had.

2.6.20 The practices in the Style guide need to provide guidelines.  The Editors will have a voice in what is in the Style guide.  Should a mandatory WG MEC be required is a WG decision not the TGmb CRC.  We should review what is in there and suggest changes and improvements, and we should have it reflect the direction that we have chosen to do in TGmb.

2.6.20.1 We can discuss this more during the PM1 or PM2 session on Monday, to allow for input for the Editors Meeting.  Peter would like it to be PM2.  

2.6.20.2  This will be the discussion topic for PM2.  Adrian will be asleep then.

2.6.20.3  ACTION ITEM 3: Adrian to provide pointers/extracted text for the discussion on the reflector.

2.6.20.4  Review the text for the beginning of the MIB will done in PM1 – Adrian will work with Bill and Peter prior to F2F.

2.7 Comment Resolution:

2.7.1 Country specific CIDs

2.7.1.1 We have about 4 classes 

2.7.1.2 We have channel sets that that cannot be removed.

2.7.1.3 We can represent the channels that are available..

2.7.1.4 The country code, then the class then the coverage class and then the first channel number.

2.7.1.5 The old class distinctions would not have to be done going forward.

2.7.1.6 The change would cut the classes in half that the AP would need to advertise.

2.7.1.7 Longer discussion took place.

2.7.1.8 Is the AP advertising 1, 2, 3?  It is selective. But it is operating classes is all for the band that they are beaconing in.  IF we are on channel 52, that is the first channel of class 2.  I am on channel 2, and using channel 52.  Supported classes would be an indicator.

2.8 Mike took over note taking at this point.  
2.8.1 Jon had to drop to run the NesCom Call.  
2.8.2 Bill had to drop as well.

2.9  Operating class comments (cont'd) 

2.9.1 - A legacy device would still see the 4 channels it expected.

2.9.2 - The forumla is still there because its expressed as first channel - number of channels.

2.9.3 - All the comments deal with 20 MHz channels in the 5 GHz band.

2.9.4 - CID 12133 differs from the other comments.

2.9.5 - The legacy devices have to be able to parse starting channel, number of channels.

2.9.6 ACTION ITEM 4: Peter will send more information to Jon on addressing the comments.

2.10 CID 12067, 12068, and 12094:

2.10.1  CID 12067 - 12067 is asking "what do we do with the names?"

2.10.1.1 there is no use for the codes because they are not transmitted over the air. They can be removed from the table describing behavior limit sets.

2.10.1.2 the editor wants to confirm that the resolution is what the commentor intended.

2.10.1.3 these codes should not be removed, but be marked "reserved".

2.10.1.4 Resolution: "Principle. Instruct the ANA to mark these resources as "reserved".

2.10.2 CID 12068

2.10.2.1 - We could take the "shall" away

2.10.2.2 – ACTION ITEM 5: Peter will send the text for the proposed resolution to Jon for this comment.

2.11 Adjourn until the Plenary meeting on Monday May 9.

References:

Full comment list:

https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-1284-07-000m-revmb-sponsor-ballot-comments.xls
MAC AdHoc Assigned comments: 
https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/11/11-11-0599-00-000m-mac-adhoc-recirculation-sponsor-ballot-comment-resolutions-apr11.xls
Gen AdHoc Assigned comments:

https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/11/11-11-0566-01-000m-gen-adhoc-recirc-2-sponsor-ballot-comment-resolutions.xls
https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/11/11-11-0566-00-000m-gen-adhoc-recirc-2-sponsor-ballot-comment-resolutions.xls
https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/11/11-11-0567-00-000m-mlme-recirc-2-sponsor-ballot-proposed-comment-resolutions.xls
Discussion “Fixing the MIB”
https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/11/11-11-0544-00-000m-fixing-the-mib.doc
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Minutes for the TGmb Teleconference Calls April 29 and May 6.








Attendees were asked to review the following documents at the following links prior to the call:�-  IEEE Patent Policy - � HYPERLINK "http://standards.ieee.org/board/pat/pat-slideset.ppt" \t "_blank" �http://standards.ieee.org/board/pat/pat-slideset.ppt��-  Affiliation FAQ - � HYPERLINK "http://standards.ieee.org/faqs/affiliationFAQ.html" \t "_blank" �http://standards.ieee.org/faqs/affiliationFAQ.html��-  Anti-Trust FAQ - � HYPERLINK "http://standards.ieee.org/resources/antitrust-guidelines.pdf" \t "_blank" �http://standards.ieee.org/resources/antitrust-guidelines.pdf �


-  Ethics - � HYPERLINK "http://www.ieee.org/portal/cms_docs/about/CoE_poster.pdf" \t "_blank" �http://www.ieee.org/portal/cms_docs/about/CoE_poster.pdf�








Action items from the two Calls:


The chair to solicit a volunteer to work on the MIB, and ask folks to continue to think about this and look for a solution that can address the problem.  As you come up with ideas, document the proposed solution.


Adrian to craft some text for identification of the MIB usefulness.


Adrian to provide pointers/extracted text for the discussion of style guide guidance for use othe MIB on the reflector.


Peter will send more information to Jon on addressing the Country Specific/Operating Class comments.


Peter will send the text for the proposed resolution to Jon for this CID 12068.
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