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Abstract

This document contains the meeting minutes from the TGT Task Group Teleconference on November 11, 2004.

Recorded attendees (more may have attended – please send updates to TG Chair):

Wright, Charles (Chair, TGT)

Farrelly, Sean

Mlinarsky, Fanny

Kobayashi, Mark

Victor, Dalton

Pirzada, Fahd

Foegelle, Michael

Lemberger, Uriel

Patel, Vik

Ward, Lisa

Alexander, Tom

Anantha, Veera

Denker, Rick
Proceedings:

Charles opened the call at 9.05 AM PST. Tom Alexander was recording secretary. Fahd asked about presentation slots during the San Antonio meeting; Charles said that they would be assigned during the first hour. He then reviewed the agenda, and asked for approval. He also asked if there were any issues with approving the minutes of the last teleconference; there were none, so the minutes were approved. He then turned the floor over to Sean Farrelly to present his contribution on rate vs. range test methodology.

Presentation: "Rate vs. Range Test Methodology"

Document #11-04/1397r0, by Sean Ferrelly

Sean started with slide #2, which summarized the presentation. He noted that rate was measured by sending a controlled traffic load between the two devices, and computing overall throughput at each range interval. He then went on to slide #3, where he described rate vs. range as the throughput between devices as a function of signal loss. Slide #4 showed the general setup, which comprised an 802.11 AP talking to an 802.11 client via a controllable attenuator; all devices are placed in isolation chambers. He defined upstream and downstream traffic directions for the purposes of the test.

Sean then went on to slide #5, where he showed how 802.11 was a variable rate protocol, as the standard allowed for rate shifts as the signal strength degrades. He presented some examples of what could be expected, on slides #6, #7 and #8.

Question: I believe it is repeatable, but how do you compare between vendors? Answer: That is something that is not fully addressed in this presentation. This presentation is a first step in defining the methodology, once there is agreement on the methodology we can begin to put the performance metrics behind that.

Question from Vira: On slide 6, how can you explain the step that you see suddenly at 88-90 dB loss? Answer: That is representative of what is happening as the error rate increases, and the transmitter has to shift down to send data at lower rates.

Question: That's not an artifact of the experimental setup? Answer: No, this is typical of performance of 802.11g devices.

Sean showed an example of the upstream direction results in slide #7, which he said was more or less similar in nature. On slide #8, however, an example of something was wrong with one of the client cards, that exhibited some sort of anomaly that caused much lower or unexpected performance than the others.

Question from Dalton: On the downstream and upstream results, what are you using as a reference? Answer: These particular tests were run with Chariot. I'm not trying to present that as something that would be included in the standard, just trying to present the traffic definitions and sourcing is to be defined.

Question from Dalton: What is the reference device here? I'm surprised that the downstream and upstream directions are not symmetrical. Answer: This is pretty typical.

Comment from Mike Foegelle: What we're really talking about is the sensitivity levels of the receivers that come into play here. Response from Fanny: Yes, that is a very important factor here, but note that the transmitter makes the decision to shift the rates based on ACKs. There will be some difference in the logic between two devices.

Comment from Mike: Unless we come up with a system to split the signal paths so that we can isolate and attenuate one signal path - for instance here if the AP is not hearing the packet from the client it's not going to respond, so if the AP is the test device and the client is the DUT, we have a problem. Response from Fanny: It depends on what you are going to measure, in this particular methodology it's looking at a SUT (an AP from one vendor and a client from another vendor, and we look at how well the pair works).

Comment from Mike: If we are looking at pairs that's a different story, but if you are looking at individual devices then it is important to qualify the devices independently. Response from Fanny: Yes, that would be a different measurement.

Sean then proceeded to slide #9, where he showed the various parameters involved during the test, such as path loss, throughput rate, RSSI, etc. He noted that in conclusion, the goal of this presentation was to define a repeatable and controllable test method for rate vs. range for combinations of devices. He then asked for feedback and questions.

Question from Tom: This is a good presentation and shows some very interesting results. How would you extend this to measure a single DUT? Answer: There are ways that come to mind that would define a "golden" device, where you would use other methodology to quantify the golden device and then use it to measure a specific device under test.

Comment from Charles: In terms of the presentation from Dell, applying this to quantifying the user experience, this clearly applies. The audience generally agreed.

Question from Charles: Will this be presented at the San Antonio meeting? Answer: Yes.

Fanny then proposed that we talk about how we finish the description of the document. Charles first closed out Sean's presentation, then turned it over to Fanny.

Question from Fanny: Should we require that anything that goes into our document have a standard form? Response from Charles: That's a good question, and useful in the larger context of what constitutes a complete proposal. I'd like to ask people how they see that fitting into the document now.

There was a discussion between the teleconference participants, principally involving Tom, Charles, and Fanny, on how contributions should be structured in order to expeditiously get things into the draft. Charles referred to document #863r2, which was the test plan template, and suggested that all contributions should follow that format.

Charles noted that Fahd wanted to present something at a recent teleconference. He asked at what point we should start talking about it; Fanny suggested that we should start talking about it early on, so that we can start filling it out soon.

Charles then reviewed the general meeting plan. He said that he liked the idea of talking about the template first, and recommended that people be there during the Monday meeting so that we could set the agenda for the rest of the week. He also noted that he had some other thoughts about requirements for proposals.

Charles then reviewed the process for getting text into the draft, especially for the benefit of people who are new to the process. There was some debate on the 4 hour rule, especially pertaining to presentations that were put forward on Thursday. He also noted that proposals for text are voted on and then the editor gets to put it into the draft. The editor steps the revision after each bunch of changes. Voting is done at each stage. He also covered the process of forwarding the draft to letter ballot out of the TG and then out of the WG. He noted that drafts are available to voting members on the website, and on the doc server at the meeting.

Question from Tom: Are you planning to conduct formal comment resolution sessions in the TG? Answer from Charles: An example was TGk, which started doing mock letter ballots and comments within the TG, which was good practice.

More discussion ensued on voting processes and also on forwarding drafts to Sponsor Ballot.

Charles thanked Sean for his contribution, and also noted a message from Bob Mandeville saying that the Rate vs. Range presentation was significant in the group. With that, he thanked the group for coming to the teleconference and said he hoped to see them all next week.

The teleconference ended at 9.55 AM PST.
Action Items:

None
Next Conference Call:

None until after San Antonio Plenary.
Minutes
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