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8kHz cycle time

Comment Type TR
1394 assumes a 125us cycle time However AVBTP does not restrict the– 1394 assumes a 125us cycle time. However, AVBTP does not restrict the 
number of frames per 125us. Specifically, there is no 1722 requirement to 
synchronize sending of AVBTP frames to a 125us interval.

SuggestedRemedySuggestedRemedy
– Add statement to the bullet list: -- This standard does not require a Talker 

to synchronize transmission to 125us. For example, a 1722 talker may 
send a single 1722 packet every 125us or may send a 1722 packet everysend a single 1722 packet every 125us, or may send a 1722 packet every 
159us, or every 12.5us, or ever 100us, provided it secures an appropriate 
MSRP reservation. A 1722 talker may chose to send a single audio 
sample at a time, ensuring the extra overhead is accounted for in the 
MSRP reservation.
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Comment #37

Comment Type GR
Overview needs work as it fails to summarize the whole protocol The– Overview needs work, as it fails to summarize the whole protocol. The 
protocol also needs work. In particular, the notion of race conditions and 
how they will be dealt with is not addressed, and yet this is critical to 
success in the real world. For instance, what should a node do if it 
receives a delayed or false defend packet, or if two nodes defer to each 
other because of a network glitch? Nor are all possible memory block 
overlap patterns covered.

SuggestedRemedy
– Rewrite Overview to summarize the protocol described in Annex B. A state 

machine described in a table of actions by events and current state would 
be useful. Also see other comments on Annex B.
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Comment #73

Comment Type TR
From the verbal description of this protocol it is pretty hard to see whether– From the verbal description of this protocol it is pretty hard to see whether 
it works, and what the role of the Announce message is (nowhere does 
the description say what you do with an Announce when you receive one; 
it is left as an exercise to the reader to figure out). It would be very helpful, 
both for the reader and to ensure correct protocol operation, if there was a 
state machine description that showed the steps in (a) acquiring a range 
of addresses, (b) defending them, (c) announcing them, and (d) what you 
do with received announces It would also be helpful in terms of thedo with received announces. It would also be helpful in terms of the 
overall efficiency of the protocol if the specification called for the protocol 
entity to maintain a local map of addresses that it thinks are in use by 
others, so that it doesn't request ranges where it knows there is going to 
be a conflict (this isn't entirely straightforward of course, as you have to 
consider garbage collection of stale/outdated data).

SuggestedRemedy

3

– Add state machine definitions as indicated in the comment.



802.1ak Style state diagram
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1588 Style state diagram
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Comment #39

Comment Type GR
Ignoring a MAAP packet from an unknown version sounds like a dangerous thing to– Ignoring a MAAP packet from an unknown version sounds like a dangerous thing to 
do, as older equipment will of necessity encounter packets following newer 
standards, because most practical systems will be of mixed heritage. Said another 
way, not supporting mixed networks will sharply restrict use of IEEE 1722.

SuggestedRemedy
– There should be a core part to all MAAP packets that is guaranteed to be the same 

for all past and future versions of the MAAP protocol. This core part would include 
th i fi ld d th f ti t (b t bl B 1) th t i illthe maap_version field and the function type (by table B.1), so that a receiver will 
always know what has been received, even if it exceeds the receiver's capabilities. 
In many cases, it should be possible to respond with a packet following an earlier 
version. If some such provision for backwards compatibility is not made, then all 
1722 t ill h t b f i l i hi h b diffi lt t hi i1722 systems will have to be of a single version, which may be difficult to achieve in 
practice, crimping acceptance of 1722. If the intent is to require that all 1722 
systems must be of the same version, this should be clearly stated, along with the 
consequence of this

6




