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Issue 1 
=============== 
The text: 
"For instance, in the case where the CTA Rate Type field is set to zero, a value indicating a super-rate CTA 
request, and the CTA Rate Factor field contains a value N greater than zero, the requesting DEV is requesting super-rate CTAs from the PNC. If these super-rate CTAs, are allocated by the PNC, they will appear N times per superframe. A PNC shall support at least 8 CTAs per stream in the same superframe." 

This explains rate type =0 and rate factor = {1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8}. 

What about rate type = 0 and rate factor = 0 ? 
Is this illegal? Is it the same effect as rate type = 0 and rate factor = 1 (once per superframe)? 
(rate factor 0 is defined only for subrates) 

The standard gives no guidance on this. The standard needs to clarify the combination 0,0.


Proposed solution: Specify that rate factor 0 and rate type 0 is reserved/illegal. 


Issue 2 
=============== 

In 7.5.6.1 it says: 
"For isochronous requests, the Minimum Number Of TUs and the Desired Number Of TUs 
are the number of TUs per CTA Rate Factor requested by the DEV. In the case of a super-rate 
allocation, it is the number of TUs requested in each superframe." 

This sounds contradictory. 
If the TU is per CTA rate factor, then it would seem like I'm 
asking for n TU * rate-factor in the same superframe, while the 
sentence below says it's the total number of TU in the superframe. 
So with a rate factor of 4 and a TU of 100, should I expect to 
get 100 or 400 TU in the same superframe? 

The same ambiguity is in 7.5.6.2, available number of Tus.

Proposed solution: Specify that the rate factor for a superrate means that the TU shall be multiplied by the rate factor. In the example above the requested/allocated value would be 400 TU.

 

Issue 3 
=============== 

Other things to decide on PNC channel time allocation: 
Assume we define that minimum TU = 8 and rate factor = 5 means that I want at least 
5 * 8 = 40 per superframe (my preferred interpretation). 
The PNC can only respond with the totally allocated amount of TU per superframe. 
Allocating superrates can be hard for the PNC as the available CTA gets filled up. 
Is any of the following allowed: 
1) PNC can only find space for 4 CTA for the requestor. It changes the superrate to 4, 
   and allocates 4 * 10 = 40. The minimum requested TU are allocated but with another superrate. 
2) The PNC can allocate 5 CTA, but needs to make different sizes (for instance to 
   avoid moving several pseudo-static CTA). The PNC allocates 5 CTA of the sizes 
   6, 6, 12, 12, 4. The sum is still 40 but the CTA is of different sizes. 
3) The Devil's advocate: 8.4.3.1 says: 
   "If multiple CTAs per superframe were requested by the DEV in the Channel Time Request command, as 
     described in 7.5.6.1, the PNC shall attempt to spread the CTAs out evenly within the superframe." 
   "Shall attempt" sound very much like a "should". If the PNC allocates just one CTA with 40 TU, 
    is this still OK, or shall the PNC instead deny the request? This also leads to another question: 
3b) Say that we accept that "shall attempt" allows the PNC to do a sloppy job. If one or more of 
   the superrate CTA ends up being adjacent, shall the PNC merge these CTA into one? 
   Considering guard times, you find that the merged CTA will actually give the DEV more useable 
    CT than to have n adjacent CTAB. Of course it would also reduce the beacon parsing effort 
   for every DEV. 

Proposed solution: This needs to be discussed in Berlin. The current rules are very unclear. We need to balance the need for the PNC to make intelligent decisions to allocate channel time as smart as possible while at the same time preserve as much as possible the client DEV’s need for a useful allocation.
It may even be necessary to expand the channel time response so that the PNC can communicate decisions like changing the rate factor.

Issue 4 
=============== 

Up till now, I'm only asking for clarifications, rather than changing the standard. 
The last one would possibly constitute a technical change, but maybe for the better:
8.5.1.3 says about Null CTA: 
"A null CTA block has the stream index, SrcID and DestID 
set to the appropriate values with zero values for the CTA location and CTA duration," 
7.4.1 says: 
"The CTA blocks shall be ordered by increasing value of the CTA location 
with the highest value being the last." 
These two statements put together claims that the PNC shall put any null CTA 
first in the CTA IE, since the location=0 will have the lowest value of any CTA. 

Considering that parsing of the CTA is one of the most time critical tasks for a DEV, 
especially to initiate transmission for the first CTA, it seems awkward that it would 
have to parse a number of null CTA before finding the first real CTA. 
The null CTA is mainly of interest for less time critical management functions in the MAC. 
Thus, I would like to add in for instance 7.4.1: 
"The exception is null CTA (8.5.1.3), which shall be put as the last CTAB in the CTA IE." 
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