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IEEE-SA Standards Companion
Text on interpretations 

 Interpretations are a unique form of commentary on the standard. They are 
not statements of what the standard should have done or meant to say. 
Interpretations cannot change the meaning of a standard as it currently 
stands. Even if the request points out an error in the standard, the 
interpretation cannot fix that error. The interpretation can suggest that this 
will be brought up for consideration in a revision or amendment (or, 
depending on the nature of the error, an errata sheet might be issued).

 However, an interpretation has no authority to do any of this. It can only 
discuss, address, and clarify what the standard currently says. The 
challenge for the interpreters is to distinguish between their expertise on 
what 'should be,' their interests in what they 'would like the standard to be,' 
and what the standard says. Interpretations are often valuable, though, 
because the request will point out problems that might otherwise have gone 
unaddressed.

 http://standards.ieee.org/guides/companion/part2.html#interpret





64.3.3.5 Messages



Interpretation Number 1-03/05 proposed response

Possible defect

 Concerns have been raised about this issue that are being considered in the 
IEEE P802.3REVam revision.







Interpretation Number 2-03/05 proposed response

Unambiguous

Per Table 48-5, allowed skew at TP2 is 3 UI.  The medium is allocated 18 UI, 
giving an allowed skew at TP3 of 21 UI. TP1 and TP4, shown in Figure 53-2, 
are provided for reference only.  The specification of performance at TP1 and 
TP4 is implementation specific.





Interpretation Number 3-03/05 proposed response

Not a request for interpretation

This request is being returned to you because the questions asked do not 
constitute a request for interpretation but instead a request for consultation. 
Generally, an interpretation request is submitted when the wording of a specific 
clause or portion of a standard is ambiguous or incomplete. The request 
should state the two or more possible interpretations or the lack of 
completeness of the text. While you referred to subclause 33.4.1, you have not 
indicated any problem with the text.







Interpretation Number 4-03/05 proposed response

Not a request for interpretation

This request is being returned to you because the questions asked do not 
constitute a request for interpretation but instead a request for consultation. 
Generally, an interpretation request is submitted when the wording of a specific 
clause or portion of a standard is ambiguous or incomplete. The request 
should state the two or more possible interpretations or the lack of 
completeness of the text. While you referred to subclause 8.3.2.1 and 12.10.1, 
you have not indicated any problem with the text.





Commentary from Ben Brown

I believe this interpretation is correct. 57.3.1.5 states that: "All timers 
operate in a manner consistent with 14.2.3.2."

14.2.3.2 states that: "A timer is reset and starts counting upon entering a 
state where “start x_timer” is asserted. Time “x” after the timer has been 
started, “x_timer_done” is asserted and remains asserted until the timer is 
reset."

The local_lost_link_timer is reset only upon reception of an RxOAMPDU as 
shown in Figure 57-8 so once the local_lost_link_timer_done signal sets it 
stays set until an RxOAMPDU is received. Meanwhile, the state diagram in 
Figure 57-5 is held in the FAULT state "due to the nature of this global 
transition" where, because local_link_status is not equal to FAIL, no 
TxOAMPDUs get transmitted.

However, the question comes down to why did so many RxOAMPDU
packets get lost that none were received in a 5 second period? And 
actually, since the link partner won't wind up in this condition for another 5 
seconds after this local device enters the FAULT state and stops
transmitting, why are no RxOAMPDUs received for 10 seconds? It would 
take some terrible luck or an awfully noisy network to make this event occur.





Interpretation Number 5-03/05 proposed response

Possible defect

 Concerns have been raised about this issue that are being considered in the 
IEEE P802.3REVam revision.



M: David Law S: Pat Thaler Tech 75%/Proc 50%
PASSED/FAILED
Y: 89 N: 0 A: 9

IEEE 802.3 Motion

 IEEE 802.3 approves the proposed Interpretation 
responses to Interpretation requests 1-03/05 through 
5-03/05 as presented without the need for a 30 day 
letter ballot.


