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Abstract

This document contains the meeting minutes from the TGT Task Group Teleconference on December 2, 2004.

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

Wright, Charles (Chair, TGT)

Kobayashi, Mark

Victor, Dalton

Pirzada, Fahd

Wiley, Stan

Lemberger, Uriel

Mandeville, Bob

Berry, Don

Ward, Lisa

Alexander, Tom

Denker, Rick

Anantha, Veera

Sherlock, Ian

Morrisey, Joe

Steve Shelhammer
Proceedings:

Charles started the call at 9.05 AM. Tom Alexander was recording secretary for the session. Charles reviewed the agenda for the teleconference. He also asked for suggestions for the agenda; there were none. He also mentioned that presentation #1533 would be reviewed during the meeting.

The agenda was accepted as stated. The minutes of the last teleconference, as uploaded, were also accepted.

Charles noted that document #1389r0 from the San Antonio meeting (the final report) was available on the web site. He noted that there were a lot of good presentations on metrics at the meeting, mentioning that there were a lot of good presentations on rate vs. range.
Presentation: "Requirements for TGT Proposals"

Document #11-04/1533r0, by Charles Wright
Charles introduced the presentation of document #1533r0 by describing the Monday session at San Antonio, dealing with basic requirements for proposals presented to TGT. He noted that the document itself unfortunately had a header with a number of 1553, this was an error. He discussed slide 3, noting that there was no firm closure from the San Antonio meeting. Slide 4 was then discussed, dealing with requirements for proposals. Slide 5 showed the requirements for the draft text.

There was some discussion about the revisions to document #863r2 performed by an ad-hoc during the San Antonio meeting. Tom issued a call for volunteers for the ad-hoc. Charles also directed that this be done on the reflector by Thursday December 2. The interim draft should be uploaded to the document server as a new document, with the cover page stating that this is a work in progress from San Antonio and that it should not be taken as a basis for contributions on metrics proposals.

There was a discussion on the two week advance availability of a proposal before a motion to accept a metric. The group generally accepted that 2 weeks would be a good figure. Charles then went to slide 6, which showed the requirements for an actual proposal itself. Emphasis was placed on how the metric would influence on user experience.

Question from Fahd: The proposal consists of a presentation and also draft text for the editor. Would it make sense to have the proposal be just the presentation first, and then later work on the draft text for the editor? Answer: it should be hard to get text into the draft, once it's in there it's hard to get out. The proposal should not be motionable until there is draft text. Steve noted that the group typically votes on draft text, the presentation is auxiliary. Charles referenced #1389 from the San Antonio meeting about "how to write a draft". Tom clarified that this was for proposals for actual draft text; proposals for work done by the group only need a presentation. The group was generally clear on the topic.

A suggestion of a week advance notice was put forward. Charles was happy with it and took it down.

Question from Don: What is our position being to test conformance to other standards? Answer: That's not the charter of the group. We test performance, not conformance to the PICS.

Don noted that conformance sometimes greatly affects performance. Tom noted that conformance is part of the PICS and it was not in the charter of the group to rewrite the PICS. The general consensus was that the baseline configuration should be conformant. Tom asked if a device that did not conform to the 802.11 standard could be called an 802.11 device. Charles finally resolved the discussion by noting that the draft could include a statement in the beginning that is was assumed that the device was conformant and that any exceptions should be noted.  Also noted was the concept of there being a baseline configuration for the measurement, with modifiers.  Some non-standard behaviour can be captured as a modifier.  If the device cannot operate in the baseline configuration, the test is invalid.
Charles noted that there was a general inclination during the San Antonio meeting regarding requiring a demonstration of the test methodology.

Question from Tom: Would the real equipment demonstration have to include a make and model number of the equipment? Answer: Probably not; I'll add a requirement that the demonstration be sanitized to remove actual vendor names.

Tom stated that he would let Charles know about the possibility of using the teleconference number next Thursday for the ad-hoc on the document template. This will be done prior to noon on Wednesday. Charles also noted that he would be happy to entertain a presentation on metrics next Thursday.

The teleconference ended at 9.55PM PST.
Action Items:

1. Tom to post incomplete revision of document #863r2 as a new document to the server

2. Tom to issue a call for participants in a document template ad-hoc

3. Tom to notify Charles about whether the ad-hoc requires the teleconference number next Thursday 10-11 Pacific time
Next Conference Call:

December 9, 2004 at 9.00 AM PST.
Minutes
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