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The TG3 MAC subcommittee found these MAC criteria to be dependent upon the particular MAC/PHY pairings:

· Multiple Access

· Location Awareness

· Minimum Delivered Data Throughput

· Maximum Delivered Data Throughput

In addition, we found the definition for Multiple Access to be ill defined. 

2.2.5 Multiple Access

Definition 1

Multiple Access is the ability of a MAC to efficiently manage each node’s access to a common RF channel allocation without performance degrading delays caused by simultaneous transmissions, when used in a pico-net composed of multiple active nodes.

Values for Definition 1

A MAC’s multiple access capability is measured by how well it enables a piconet composed of multiple active nodes(A,B,C &D) to support one or more of these data traffic scenarios:

During our evaluation at the interim meeting in Scottsdale the MAC subcommittee agreed to assign a “0” value to the each of the MAC proposals until the MAC subcommittee could agree on  appropriate test cases for the comparison values included in clause 6.2. 

1. Node A is transmitting three DVD video streams compressed with MPEG2 (as described in section 3.3.4.6). The first stream between nodes A &B, the second between nodes A&C and the third between nodes A&D.

2. Node A is transmitting a DVD video stream compressed with MPEG2 (as described in section 3.3.4.6) to node B, a second DVD video stream to node C, and an asynchronous data transmission to node D. The asynchronous stream is composed of 512 byte packets.

“-“  Neither scenario works

“0” Handles Scenario two.

“+” Handles both scenarios.

During our evaluation at the interim meeting in Scottsdale the MAC subcommittee agreed to discard definition two as an addendum to the informational section of document 110r13.

Definition 2

Multiple Access is the ability of a MAC to efficiently manage each piconet’s access to the RF medium, when used in an RF environment comprised of multiple independent, co-located piconets composed of two or more nodes.

Values for Definiton 2

Multiple access is measured by the net throughput of one of the proposed pico-nets with two other pico-nets co-located (in space) and operating in a coordinated manner as compared to the net throughput of a single pico-net with no other interferers or coordinated systems present.  All of the pico-nets shall consist of two nodes and shall be operating under each of the following scenarios:

1. All of the pico-nets transmitting a DVD video stream compressed with MPEG2 (as described in section 3.3.4.6)

2. The desired pico-net transferring a DVD video stream compressed with MPEG2 (as described in section 3.3.4.6), while the other two are transferring asynchronous data with a payload size of 512 bytes.

“-“ Neither Scenario works

“0” Handles Scenario two.

“+” Handles both scenarios.

2.6 Location Awareness

The TG3 subcommittee recognized that each of the currently submitted MACs do not provide this capability. However, we did agree that this capability could be incorporated into the proposed MACs if a PHY were available that could provide the necessary indications. 

3.3.2, 3.2.3 Minimum Delivered Data  and High End Delivered Data Throughput

During our evaluation at the interim meeting in Scottsdale the MAC subcommittee agreed to assign a “0” value to the each of the MAC proposals for these criteria until the MAC subcommittee could agree on  appropriate definitions and  test cases for the comparison values included in clause 6.2 of document 110r13.

The TG3 MAC subcommittee found these MAC criteria to be either ill defined or incompletely defined:

· Ill defined

· Scalability

· Incompletely defined:

· Simple Network Join/Unjoin procedures for RF enabled devices

· Device Registration

· Power Management Types

· Authentication

· Privacy

· Quality of Service

3.7 Power Management Types

The TG3 MAC subcommittee determined that the Values associated with this criterion in section 6.2 required clarification.

Values

“-“  Does not support power savings modes

“0”  Supports a centralized power management scheme similar to 802.15.1 as specified in sections 8.10.8.2-4 and 11.6.6.1-5.

“+” Supports a decentralized power management scheme and provides buffered storage for packet forwarding.

3.9.1 Authentication

The TG3 MAC subcommittee determined that the values indicated in the comparison values table in clause 6.2 needed clarification

Values

“-“  No authentication

“0”  Supports Authentication on a per link basis.

“+”  this value was dropped.  Consquently, this criterion becomes a binary criterion.

3.9.2 Privacy

TG3 MAC subcommittee determined that the current definition for privacy is sufficient.  However, we determined that the Values indicated in the comparison values table in clause 6.2  needed clarification.

Values

“-“ No encryption

“0”   Supports  Packet Encryption on a per link basis

“+”  this value has been dropped.  Consequently, this criterion becomes a binary criterion.

3.10 Quality of Service

TG3 MAC subcommittee determined that the current definition for QoS is sufficient.  However, we determined that the Values indicated in the comparison values table in clause 6.2 needed clarification.

Values

“-“ Provides no support for QoS

“0” provides support for negotiating this QoS parameters:


latency


peak bandwidth


jitter


Service types



No traffic



Best Effort



Guaranteed

“+” In addition to the basic negotiated QoS parameters, a proposal must provide evidence of support for:

dynamic bandwidth allocation

isochronous stream prioritization

multiple similar isochronous data streams with different QoS requirements
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