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Request for Interpretations:

1) Submitted by Phil Beecher, Integration UK Ltd; 12 November 2007

Section 7.5.8.2.3 Incoming security processing. Sections c) and f) appear to be contradictory. How should the receiver behave when a frame is received with Security Enabled field set to 1 but when the security level in the frame is set to 0? Is this covered in c)? If so, what does f) refer to?

2) Submitted by Phil Beecher, Integration UK Ltd; 12 November 2007

We have been looking at the PHY section of 15.4-2006.  Section 6.1.2.2 Channel pages references phyPagesSupported in the PHY PIB, but I cannot find it in the PIB. Was this an omission? Did it ever get given an attribute ID value? 
3) Submitted by Phil Beecher, Integration UK Ltd; 8 January 2008

I think there is another problem with 15.4-2006, this time concerning association.  The spec describes the behaviour when a device disassociates, also when the coordinator refuses the association request, but it does not describe what should happen if a communication error occurs during the association process, causing the process to fail. I believe this was an oversight in the spec and that the behaviour should be described.
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