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Proceedings:

Charles opened the teleconference at 9.07 AM PST. He asked for any additional items to be placed on the previously published agenda; there were none, so he took the agenda as approved. He started with a short summary of the proceedings in the Portland Plenary meeting for the benefit of the people who had not been present. He noted that there were no comments from IEEE 802, so there was nothing to do in the comment resolution portion of the meeting and they were able to focus on technical presentations. He briefly went over the various presentations that had been made, from Rick Denker, Bob Mandeville, Paul Canaan, Larry Green, Niels Van Erven, and Fanny Mlinarsky. He also mentioned that there was a long discussion on terminology, plus another discussion on Thursday on the next steps for the group. He said that so far we only have people assigned to the template and also the definitions, and it would be good to have people to go attack the other topics as well.

Charles then stated that things were moving forward with the Task Group, and noted that Tom has offered to be the editor of the Task Group. The Task Group would have to have a secretary and an editor; this would be decided in September in Berlin. The introductory business being over, he then turned it over to Chris Polanec for a discussion on the template.

Chris presented document #863, which was the Test Plan Template. He started by saying that Bob Mandeville, Don Berry, Gerard Goubert and himself had met on the topic, and this document was produced to represent their collective thoughts on what the template should be. He stated that the idea of a template was to unify all the thinking on the test methodology and ideas for discussions in the task group. The template was divided into sections for various activities, such as the procedure for reporting and so on. It started off with a test plan number (labeled "X" in the document), associated with a topic title which was the test name.

Question: Are you suggesting no more than 10 words for the test name? Is this like some number plus a small descriptor of 2-3 words? Answer: the general idea is that it should not be too long, and it should fit on one line.

Following the test name, there should be sub-sections that describe the test. The first sub-section was the introduction, summarizes what the test was going to achieve. The sub-section also had sub-sub-sections that gave more details on why the test should be done and generally how it should be carried out.

Charles noted that there should be some reasonable limit on the general discussion. Chris said that this section was supposed to give a good description of the capabilities, the metrics and other related information (such as how the test actually gets to the metric). Charles said that perhaps we did not want this to be a sales pitch on the importance of the metric. Bob commented that a brief statement of the test's usefulness, aimed more at the non-expert reader rather than an expert reader (who would already know why these tests should be done) was required.

Question from Mike: Is this kind of a "what is this and why do you care, or why do you do it this way" statement? Answer from Bob: Yes. For instance, we have both RF experts and data experts, and this is a way of explaining things to both.

Question from Mike: Where do we put any definitions or things like that that we need to introduce? Answer: Most term definitions should exist in a separate document or section. Tom noted that the IEEE standard format required a separate section - Clause 3 - for terms and definitions. Bob also stated that this particular section should not involve complex terms and definitions, and should be comprehensible to the layman.

Bob noted that a number of points that would come up in discussion on the template could be clarified if we came up with an example. This example would be the next effort of the template people; people writing tests would be able to refer not only to the template but also to the example.

Chris then continued with the discussion. He covered test configuration, and gave an example of configuring a device with QoS and security and then measuring performance under these different configurations. The topic of document references was also covered. Bob pointed out that the standard and test references would identify both documents specific to performance of the test, as well as standards documents that gave the underlying basis for the metric. This was duly noted and Chris moved on.

Chris discussed the resource requirements. It was noted that we should refer to "a list of generic test equipment" rather than a "generic list of test equipment". Mark also pointed out that we would like to have references to software here as well, even though software was not really an "equipment". Charles remarked that this should also be a generic reference, rather than a specific item of software. 

Bob pointed out that the ATM Forum had invented a term called "means of test". He thought the reason was that perhaps this kept the discussion independent of software or hardware, as "test equipment" implied hardware. He also thought that perhaps this was a good idea for keeping things generic. He asked Don whether they should consider adding "means of test" to the template. Charles noted that he would like to see a statement in the "resource requirements" section saying that equipment could be either hardware or software. Don stated that they had talked about it, and had come to the conclusion that this was a good way of describing it; further, there was no restriction on what sort of equipment was being used, whether a Linux box or a shoebox, as long as it could generate the required effects.

Charles then stopped the conversation on the topic, directing further discussion to an ad-hoc for clarifying this section. He requested Chris to continue with his walkthrough of the test plan.

Chris went on to the test environment section, noting that this should include not just RF environment but also temperature and humidity and so on. One concern raised was that here we were going to specify the environment, and we need to have further work to define the different types of environments required. Bob noted that this should be the work of the group and not individual ad-hocs, as if we left this completely open we would have all kinds of definitions for this section. He also explained the reliability.

Question from Charles: Is this was a place where you would put in things such as "make sure you are measuring the throughput by looking at the entire link layer packet rather than application layer throughput" and so on? Answer from Bob: Yes, this is a place where we would include other things such as calibration of equipment and so on.

Question: Would the results of the calibration be included under the results? Answer: We didn't include it in this version, but probably, yes. Bob noted that we could potentially put it in here.

Mike noted that we're getting into a very complicated area, namely measurement uncertainty. When we do an electrical measurement, the calculation of accuracy and precision have been lumped into "uncertainty"; if you know what an error is, you should be able to correct for it, but if you don't know what it is, you have to consider it an uncertainty. For instance, if you are doing a jitter measurement, you have to place a limit on the uncertainty; you also have to know what your uncertainties actually are and you have to state this. Charles concurred, saying that clearly merited some thought.

Chris went on to the test layout section. This would have simple diagrams that would show the test setup and layout.

Question: If you are actually running the test, and if you have your test setup that uses some different equipment, would you list that in other sections? This is really just a basic block diagram, right? Answer: Yes, generally we can do that in the results section. This is basically a methodology section and would have nothing to do with the test itself. You want to save that for the run of the test.

Charles then noted that he would have to cut off right at 1 PM (EST), so we could stop at a given section and continue next week. This was generally agreeable to the group; Chris noted that the result section could be discussed in a separate meeting.

Chris continued with section 4 (Approach). He noted that there would be more than one test case in the test plan, and thus you could see what test cases would modify what test parameters. This was similar to Bob's definition of modifiers.

Question from Charles: Is it relevant to have a description of roughly what kind of a test this is, such as "this is a forwarding rate test"? Answer: This would probably be covered by the Purpose and Discussion sections.

The "Procedure" subsection was covered next. 

Question from Charles: This is what distinguishes the plan from the procedure, which is generally the program that is followed to conduct the test. For example, would this assume that the power was on, and so forth? Answer: Yes.

There was a discussion on the difference between the generic description of the procedure and the specific actions that were performed when actually doing the test. Chris noted that he was worried that in an attempt to gain repeatability, there could be some misinterpretation of how you would do a given step, so you would want to lay out specifically how an individual step was carried out. Bob remarked that if you define the parameters, and the layout, and the procedure, that would pretty much "square in the box". The discussion continued apace.

Chris moved on the section 4.4, noting that here we would be making a prediction on what would happen. Charles clarified that this would be like a "maximum theoretical expected" sort of thing; Chris agreed. 

Question from Charles: Do you mean that this could specify what additional computation should be done to obtain the results? Answer: Not really, just what the measurement produced. However, this brings up an interesting point, if you had to do some external computation, would you list that somewhere? Charles said that we would have to look at this on a case-by-case basis, we should look at this in an ad-hoc.

Chris stopped his presentation at this point, to be taken up next week.

Charles reminded the group that they should register by the end of day tomorrow in order to take advantage of the $700 early registration rate. He also brought up the topic of an example in every one of these template section; he felt that someone should take an actual measurement that they would like to see, and just apply the template to the measurement.

Don noted that he'd uploaded the first draft of the terms and definitions document as document #856; he would like people to respond by editing the document with track changes turned on and then send him the results. Any comments would be welcome.

Charles then said that he liked the template, and it was converging. Fanny also underlined this. Charles thanked the ad-hoc group for taking this on. He then said that next week we would take up where we left off; he also invited people, if they were inspired, to take up one of the other items on the list. Chris invited people to participate in the template work as well. With that, Charles thanked people for participating in the teleconference and closed the call.

Call ended at 10.00 AM PST..
Action Items:

None
Next Conference Call:

Thursday, August 5, 2004, at 9.00 AM PST..
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