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Abstract

This document contains the meeting minutes from the TGT Task Group Teleconference on January 13, 2005.

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

Wright, Charles (Chair, TGT)

Kobayashi, Mark

Victor, Dalton

Pirzada, Fahd

Foegelle, Michael

Lemberger, Uriel

Mandeville, Bob

Ward, Lisa

Alexander, Tom

Denker, Rick

Proceedings:

Charles opened the teleconference at 9.05 AM, PST.  Michael Foegelle volunteered as recording secretary for the teleconference.

He reviewed the agenda and asked if the group was interested in talking about the schedule for Monterey.  There was a general ascent from the group.  Charles indicated that he’d added additional information to the agenda in his previous e-mail. The agenda was duly approved, with no objections. 

He then asked for any comments on previous minutes.  Seeing none, the minutes were approved.

He then opened continued discussion on document 11-05/1582r0 presented at the previous teleconference, asking Michael Foegelle for a recap.

Michael Foegelle gave a short review of the topics in his presentation and mentioned that he intended to add a few slides to flesh out some of the topics which had raised questions before presenting in Monterey.

Charles asked which questions those were, and Michael responded he wasn’t sure, but one related to the differences between Application testing and Application Level testing.

Bob Mandeville:  Recommend you characterize phases of R&D real world (RW) testing vs. sanity check RW testing (slide 23) and flesh-out this discussion.

Charles:  Initial R&D work means no experience at all?  i.e. Testing a new product?

Michael:  No, it refers to determining what you would test in a laboratory environment based on the problems seen in the real world.

Bob : I.E. filling in on what type of situations a problem can be encountered, etc.

Michael:  Validation testing points to a post testing feedback loop to ensure models and methodology are correct.

Tom:  Reversing the concept, are there any aspects of wireless that we don't think of but could have a significant effect on a given application?

Bob:  We need as much real world input as we can get.

Tom:  I plan to bring in a presentation on this subject in Monterey.

Bob:   Fleshing out what Michael meant by two phases of real world input.

Charles :  Recognition of a feedback loop is an important thing.  We need input from others on what types of metrics are needed for real world modeling, etc.  How do we get it?  This drives what we measure (in a laboratory environment).  We then go back to real world results for verification that we're predicting correctly.

Tom:  Pratik and Fahd's presentation make more sense in this light.  They want tests that make sense from what we're seeing in real world.

Michael:  I’m sure they’ll be gratified to hear you say that.

Fahd:  Yeah, we are.

Charles:  Fahd, does this make sense to you?

Fahd:  The first thing is to make sense of terminology.  It can be misleading.  Some of the names give wrong impressions.  The second piece is to exactly quantify amount of repeatibility you get doing various things.  Michael’s presentation is a good starting point.  We need to build on it.  We need to work on terminology.  We still feel the user environment should be part of the measurement process.  We should have controlled conducted and OTA testing combined with real world measurements.  I plan a follow up in Monterey.

Charles:  Will you have a presentation?

Fahd:  Hopefully

Tom:  Regarding Slide 22 which shows a RW/Model/Correlation resulting in prediction.  You seem to have a good progression for plan of work in TGT.  Pratik and Fahd can run actual application streams and notice problems and point out anomaly candidates for test.  You’d then form a model of the protocol to determine what could happen in the stream to then determine a controlled test that can detect that problem.  Thus addiing that controlled test to TGT.  

Charles:  Take an AP that can't handle a certain capacity level.  The model is diagnostic to determine what is causing the problem.  If you determine problem is caused by X.  i.e. host driver (not part of 802.11) – its not our problem.  But if the problem is due to the forwarding rate of AP, etc. then it is something we have to review.  If it is function of the client, then what is capacity of 802.11?  Eg.  Contention may not be fault of the equipment under test, but a limitation of the protocol.

Tom:  Eg. DUT supports X clients, protocol says it should support Y.  

Charles:  There’s the possibility we could use this idea to flesh out proposals and justify metrics in terms of user experience.  Proposal could include this type of discussion to justify why the metric and methodology is being proposed.  

Charles:  Question to Tom on controlled environment.

Tom: Yes

Charles:  Thus you can verify that the controlled environment test is meaningful to the RW.

Tom:  Does this make sense to you Fahd?

Fahd :  Visualize.  The measurement piece for real world & controlled environment should be more or less equal.  You shouldn't be able to do RW testing w/o CE, but not the other way either.  Need to discuss further.

Uriel:  I have a problem w/ one of Michael’s key points in the conclusion.  He states that RWE are not substitutes for CE tests.  I don’t necessarily agree, but would posit that the opposite is true as well, and that CE tests cannot replace RWE tests.  

Michael:  The problem is that you can’t properly define a RWE to get useful, comparable results.

Fahd:  I don’t agree  We need more discussion in Monterey.

Charles:  We need to fully define RWE.  Discuss in Monterey.

Fahd:  Terminology is an issue.  Repeatibility comes along with terminology.

Michael:  Putting aside the how right now, if you could do all of your testing with a cable, why would you want to go testing the real world?

Uriel:  I wish I could, but I can't

Charles:  The point is that we’re trying to MAKE controlled environments a substitue for RW.  We don't NEED to do real world testing if we can accomplish that.  We may have to make compromises to make that happen.

Michael:  That’s the best statement of that concept I’ve heard in the entire TGT discussions.

Charles:  That's why you have test equipment.  Because you can't duplicate RW exactly.  I would recommend everyone review the Test & Measurement November issue, which contains an article on audio testing of speakers.  The tasks are philosophically similar.

Fahd.  Comment:  I agree that in a perfect world I would love to use a cable.  TGT is trying to simulate the RW, but it’s not possible to duplicate all RW behavior in lab.  

Charles:  The goal has to be to take leap of faith that a given approximation of real world duplicated in lab gives us enough information to show how a given device will work in the RW.  

Fahd:  The RW and CE are two sides of same story.

Charles:  It’s time to wrap up.  Again, review the E-mailed plan for Monterey.  We’ll review this topic again under technical presentations.  Note that we don't need full-blown presentations from everyone.  You can have a slide or two with a few discussion points.  

Task group R needed more discussion time.  I gave up one of our sessions for that:  Thursday morning 8-10.  Thus, we have 14 meeting hours instead of 16.

Regarding voting.  TGn will be voting in their early afternoon session (12:30-3:30) on Thursday, same as San Antonio.  We will take care of new business and scheduling teleconferences for TGT during that session.  The good news is all in same phys.location.

I’m still looking for a volunteer for secretary.

Comments?

Tom:  The four hour rule does apply to presentations, right?  

Charles:  Only if it contains motions.  This is another discussion in chairing committee.  There are different interpretations.  My opinion is that it only applies if it will modify the draft.  For other documents that may require approval of the group, then the rule should also apply.  However, if it’s just a presentation then it doesn’t have to adhere to the four hour rule.

Uriel:  There might be important voting in TGn on Monday.   They’re voting for the vice chair of the subcommittee.

Charles:  Hopefully it won't be a roll call vote.  Thanks and see you next week.  

The teleconference ended at 10:00 AM, PST

Action Items:

None.

Next Conference Call:

TBD in Monterey
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