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Abstract

This document contains the meeting minutes from the TGT Task Group session held in Atlanta, GA,  between March 15 and March 17, 2005.


Tuesday, March 15, 2005

0800 – 1000 EST
Charles Wright (Chair, TGT) called the meeting to order at 0800 EST. He presented his opening report (document 11-05-0153/r0). He went through the standard introductory material (IEEE bylaws, patents, etc.) Tom Alexander was appointed temporary recording secretary for the session until a permanent one could be found. 

Charles mentioned that the 802.11 WG had requested timelines from all the groups, and that there would be a discussion on timelines in the group. He then reviewed the proposed agenda. The agenda was approved by acclamation. The minutes from the Monterey meeting (document 11-05-0087/r0) were also approved.

Charles then issued a call for presentations. Craig and Fanny requested a slot on Thursday to present on the document structure. Craig also requested a slot to present on a diversity test (document 11-05-0194/r0) and an ACI test (document 11-05-0215/r0). Uriel noted that the document for the definitions ad-hoc output was 11-05-0206/r0, and he would be presenting it. Fahd said that Pratik would be presenting document 11-05-0177/r0 and he himself would present document 11-05-0178/r0. Uriel also requested some time for an open discussion. Mark requested a slot for an update of the over-the-air testing methodology work, to be presented by Dalton (document number to be provided).

A discussion on presentation ordering then took place. Pratik's slot was set at 1030 EST and Uriel's slot was set to 1330 EST. Craig volunteered to present his diversity test at about 1600 EST on Tuesday. Charles also added a 1 hour slot for general discussion of metrics. There were some topics left over from the Monterey meeting: subclause X.3.3 from the document template (11-05-1540/r2) and the criteria for formal proposals (11-04-1553/r1). Charles elected to discuss the criteria for formal proposals at 9 AM on Tuesday, and subclause X.3.3 at the end of the session if time permitted.

There were no objections to the modified agenda, so it was approved by acclamation.

Charles then opened a discussion on the TGT timeline. He noted that the WG leadership was requesting a set of formal milestones and some fairly accurate estimation of when these milestones would be met. Charles proposed that we could have a draft by November of 2005 and go for first letter ballot.

There was an extensive discussion on the draft timeline. Pratik noted that he'd presented a draft of a timeline previously that had a letter ballot scheduled for March, which was probably a bit optimistic. Charles noted that it was better to do some rounds of internal review before forwarding to letter ballot. There was some discussion on the TGk process and how they got to the first draft. Simon Barber, TGk editor, was present and clarified some of the timeline and process. There was much discussion on the various dates and process.

Charles then drafted up a list of action items for the group. There was some discussion on the requirements for formal proposals. Charles clarified that this would be done starting with document 11-04-1553/r1, which had been revised to 11-04-1553/r2. He showed the revised document to the group. There was extensive discussion on the need for a presentation accompanying the draft text, and whether this could be something that was "recommended" rather than "mandatory". Some wordsmithing of the document ensued.

The meeting was recessed at 1000 EST.

Tuesday, March 15, 2005

1030 – 1230 EST
Charles called the meeting to order at 1030 EST. He then gave the floor to Pratik, as the first presenter on the agenda.

Pratik presented document 11-05-0177/r0, which dealt with Dell’s viewpoints on the aims and target audience of TGT. He noted that the group was all about performance and the user experience, not about compatibility and interoperability. He briefly reviewed the stakeholders and the general process used by TGT to derive and use metrics. He also provided Dell's view of the expected outputs from TGT and the effort required to get there. He elaborated on the usage cases (data, streaming, latency-sensitive) and explained what he meant by each one, and then talked about primary and secondary metrics. There was some discussion on when a secondary metric would be measured as opposed to a primary metric.

Michael expressed a concern about correlation across different test environments, as opposed to the correlation from test results to applications. A discussion on correlation and environments ensued. Tom pointed out the distinction between correlation and equivalence, where correlation was defined in terms of similar trends in values and equivalence was defined in terms of identical values. Further discussion on correlation across environments took place.

The question was asked: Why are we measuring under different environments? Should we not be specifying one environment in which a measurement must be made? This sparked further discussion about why multiple environments were useful.

Pratik went on to discuss the difference between primary and secondary metrics, and the value of primary vs. secondary metrics. He showed an example, drawn from a typical battery life benchmark, illustrating how the primary and secondary metrics were defined and what the methodology was. He then gave a similar example applied to wireless benchmarking, showing how a throughput and range measurement could be set up for data applications.

Fanny noted that throughput and range are closely correlated and so the measurement should be more like throughput vs. range instead of throughput independently of range.

Pratik concluded by saying that it would be likely that we would have to combine the measurement - both primary and secondary metrics. We might do both.

Some questions were asked about interference, antenna radiation patterns, etc. Michael noted that it seemed like there was a lot of informative material related to the models and it might be a problem. Craig asked if there had been any work on setting up the models; Pratik noted that they had been talked about but nothing was settled. A question on the timeline for any of this was raised; Pratik replied that this had been dealt with in the morning. Some discussion about timelines and a sense of urgency took place. It was noted that the TGn channel models could be used as-is, at which point another member wanted to know what relevance channel models had to the TGT effort. A discussion took place on channel models as applied to TGT.

Dongho noted that the conducted test environment seemed more like a component test, as it did not take the antenna into account, while the other three OTA environments would be treated more as a system-level test. It was noted that one could take the antenna radiation pattern into account to get correlation between the conducted and OTA tests.

With this, Charles thanked Pratik for the presentation, and requested Fahd to take the floor for his talk.

Fahd presented document 11-05-0178/r0 on testing with streaming media applications. He started off by saying that he wanted to take this opportunity to draw differences between streaming media and data-oriented applications. He gave some of the metrics that impacted streaming media performance and noted that there were a large number of these. He discussed some of the metrics involved. Craig noted that ACI could be a significant contributor to the performance of streaming applications, due to interference and retries. Questions were also asked about whether subjective measurements (made by human viewers of the video stream) would be applicable here.

Fahd presented some actual measurements on equipment. Questions were asked about the influence of the Windows OS on the measurements. Discussion took place on the meaning of various aspects of the results. Fahd then showed a measurement process that was performed in an actual house, using TCP streams and measuring the number of retransmissions. A question was asked as to whether Fahd had actually used TCP, or whether he was running some kind of streaming protocol; Fahd said that he had actually run TCP.

After this, Fahd presented some measurements taken at multiple locations in a house, using different clients. He observed that there was clearly a correlation between the throughput at various locations for different clients, even though the absolute throughput varied between locations. He also showed how the user-perceived video quality would vary based on the amount of background traffic that was injected. Craig made the comment that this would also be driven by things such a QoS in the AP and so forth, which would become very important when you started adding background data to the mix.

Fahd then showed a test where there were multiple video streams streamed over the air to multiple clients located quite close to an AP. He noted that the key thing was that the video quality was very poor unless QoS was enabled, even though there was a substantial amount of bandwidth available (as evidenced by the amount of background traffic that got through). He said that this was clearly indicating that it was not sufficient to just measure throughput when looking at video streaming applications, there was clearly something else at work here.

There was a question of how much background load was introduced. Fahd replied that this was about 20 Mb/s without any video streams, decreasing as more video streams are introduced.

Fahd then went on to describe the performance metrics that he thought the group should look at in terms of streaming media applications. Craig wanted to know whether things like codecs would impact the results of measurements of performance with things like, say, VoIP. Fahd said that it would certainly do so. Fanny asked if these measurements were made in a live environment; Fahd said that they were. Fanny then said that the key issue was to make the measurements repeatable, but if there was something like a standard house model it would be very useful. Pratik said that these were the kinds of things that people are actually doing; Fanny replied that she liked the measurements, but we had to find a means to be thorough about it.

Fahd concluded by saying that clearly the streaming media applications required a different set of metrics from data applications, and we have to tie the metrics to the end-user performance. He also said that we have to be careful to capture all of the benchmarks, or we would land up in a situation with two different benchmarks, one from TGT and one from some industry consortium.

Dongho wanted to know why Fahd had not used the throughput and throughput deviation in the measurements on streaming video applications. Fahd agreed that this could be done too. The question of looking at delay and jitter came into this also.

With this, Charles thanked Fahd for his presentation and recessed the meeting for lunch at 1230 EST. He announced that the meeting would resume in the afternoon at 1330 EST.

Tuesday, March 15, 2005

1330 – 1530 EST
Charles called the meeting to order at 1330 EST. He first reviewed the agenda; he noted that Michael was the leader of the definitions ad-hoc teleconferences, and had a presentation related to the one being given by Uri. With that, Charles turned the floor over to Uri for his presentation.

Uri presented document 11-05-206/r0. He went over the definitions one by one. There was some discussion on individual definitions. Some disagreement came from the group regarding the definition of "metric". Tom offered to go off and come back with a few alternative choices for the word "metric" and put them before the group to allow them to select one (or a combination).

There was some debate about the definition of "repeatable". Michael suggested that the word "uncertainty" should be used in place of "accuracy" or "precision" as this was becoming more prevalent in metrology. The same topic also came up when discussing the definition of "controlled test environment". With regard to the definition of "environment", Michael noted that this was just the dictionary definition and was put there as a starting point.

There was a good deal of discussion and debate about the term "interference test signal". Michael noted that RF noise could fall within this term. Fahd wanted to know how detailed the definitions should be; Tom replied that they should be as detailed as necessary to enable everyone to agree with them. Craig then observed that there was no definition of “DUT” or “SUT”; it was clear that this was missing.

There was considerable discussion on "channel". The discussion then turned to the acronyms. There was no particular issue except for "VoW", which some people expanded as "Voice over Wireless" instead of "Video over Wireless".

Charles noted that it was not necessary to enumerate all of the different test cases (indoor LOS, outdoor NLOS, etc.), if we separated them out into the various groups and explicitly stated that combinations were possible.

There was some discussion on having an ad-hoc for further polishing of the definitions and ironing out some of the more controversial ones. Tom suggested that the definitions were intended to let people understand each other, and we should stop polishing them, put them in the document and let them “grow on people”. Fahd supported that as well. There was an objection to "VoW", and it was proposed that it should be taken out.

Charles then thanked Uriel for having presented, and turned it over to Michael for presentation of additional material on definitions.

Michael presented 11-05-0232/r0, which he said represented the output of the definitions ad-hoc. He went through the definitions one by one and gave the explanation and background material for them. There was discussion as to the differences between the various tentative definitions. There were some suggestions for how to resolve the differences. Tom proposed that both definitions could be put into one document with an editor’s note indicating that there would be a choice between them made in the future, after people had a chance to decide which was better.

Charles proposed the following instructions to the editor: ‘Take document 11-05-0206/r0 and 11-05-0232/r0 and create a definitions section in the draft based on those definitions. Where there are definitions that are competing, put both of them together with an "or" and an editor's note stating that both definitions are being considered.’ However, Pratik suggested that we should instead have Uri and Michael get together and combine their definitions into one document so that the group can look at it on Thursday. The instructions to the editor were not considered further.

With that, Charles thanked Michael for his presentation and turned the floor over to Uriel for a presentation on metrics.

Uriel presented some candidate metrics from document 11-05-0003/r1, authored by Steve Shellhammer and originally contributed at the Monterey meeting. There was some debate on the various metrics he discussed. Craig wanted to know what the difference was between “FER” and “FLR”. There was considerable discussion on the topic. Charles suggested that “FER” referred to FCS errors and “FLR” referred to frames lost due to excessive retries. Fanny gave some perspectives based on half-duplex Ethernet. Other suggestions were also made.

In discussing the various use cases, it was noted that voice was also highly dependent on range. There was a significant discussion on range effects and their applicability. There was also a long discussion on packets vs. frames.

Gerard brought up the issue of dealing with application-layer metrics such as R values, and asked how to indicate what was a good result versus a bad result. Fanny explained that there was a section on such application-layer metrics, and the group wasn't supposed to assign subjective qualities to the results. There was a fair amount of discussion on the list of metrics.

Pratik noted that this document was a good start as it enabled people to think about the various metrics and to get an idea of the use cases. He also alluded to the "parking lot for metrics" that had been created earlier.

Charles thanked Uriel for his presentation, and then checked to see if the other presenters were ready to go after the recess. He also asked for new presentations. Marc requested a slot to discuss a new presentation, on the subject velocity effects on handover decisions (document 11-05-0236/r0). The agenda was modified to include Marc’s presentation without objection.

Charles then recessed the meeting at 1530 EST, to be resumed at 1600 EST.

Tuesday, March 15, 2005

1600 – 1800 EST
Charles called the meeting to order at 1600 EST. He reminded everyone to register on the server, and then turned the floor over to Craig to present document 11-05-0194/r0, on diversity testing.

Craig started by saying that his presentation was more along the ‘nuts and bolts’ of testing rather than the high-level stuff we had been discussing to date. He showed a diagram of the test setup first and then discussed the basic diversity test. He then ran through the slides explaining the basic test procedure. Michael wanted to know what the switching time on the attenuator itself was relative to the switching time allowed for the diversity test. The general response was that it could be in the microsecond range.

Craig then explained the hysteresis diversity test, and how this checked for oscillations and throughput loss during the diversity switching. He also discussed the threshold diversity test. There was a question regarding an influence of the slope of the attenuator change, and an effect on the speed. Craig said that there was definitely an influence due to the algorithm used to calculate RSSI, resulting from the averaging time. Craig closed by showing the proposed metrics for acceptance.

Fanny commented that "starting" and "ending" were a bit confusing, as we were discussing a cyclic process here, and there is no real way to define this. Fahd wanted to know how scalable this was for a MIMO solution; Craig noted that this was a SISO test and not applicable. This led to a discussion on MIMO and diversity in general.

Dick commented that in the first test Craig was actually looking at how balanced the antenna paths were, and wanted to know how much variability there was in the throughput results. Craig replied that the variability was device dependent. Tom noted that this is a switching diversity test and possibly the two metrics being measured are really static throughput (no diversity switching) and dynamic throughput (diversity switching).

Michael asked about using a full channel simulator in this application; Craig noted that a channel simulator could indeed be used. It was also noted that with a channel simulator we could have a real MIMO test. There was a long discussion about presenting the results in an appropriate manner. Fanny suggested integrating the throughput over time. Tom suggested normalizing (dividing) by the maximum static throughput to enable the results to be compared across PHY technologies. Charles suggested further dividing by the time period of the test to ensure that the integration was normalized to unit time. Dalton further remarked that the outage time was essential, as for HDTV he was more concerned about a 20 Mb/s dip for 1 second vs. a 1 Mb/s dip for 20 seconds. There were numerous other comments and suggestions, including the statistical calculation of a beta.

With that, Charles thanked Craig for the presentation, and invited Marc to step up for his talk.

Marc presented document 11-05-0233/r1, about velocity effects in handover decisions. He started off by remarking that his talk was similar to the preceding presentation on diversity. Here, however, he was interested in seamless handover in a high-speed train scenario. For this, he was interested in the influence of velocity on the handoff delay.

Marc remarked that there was a lot of low pass filtering and hysteresis being done on the RSSI to remove fast fading effects and minimize flapping. However, it looked like velocity would make a difference here. He presented the scenario and then the general algorithms. He also noted that the faster the speed the less the switching time. Fanny remarked that the algorithms are typically designed by firmware people who may or may not have done it correctly; Marc said that they found the same thing. There was an extensive discussion.

Marc remarked that the overlap could be controlled to control the handover frequency. He then said that newer WLANs with millimeter-wave frequencies would have similar issues, in that millimeter-wave WLANs would experience, at pedestrian walking speeds, one handoff per second. With these parameters the required overlapping for zero delay handover would be 80%.

One suggestion Marc had was to make the hysteresis margin inversely proportional to the velocity. This works because the handoff works better as the velocity increases, and slower velocities are more prone to cause flapping. He recommended that the velocity of a mobile terminal should be a factor in the metrics defined in TGT, and that performance evaluations involving handover should conduct experiments involving various speeds.

Charles then thanked Marc for his presentation, and asked Dalton to take the floor.

Dalton then came up to present document 11-05-0235/r1, which was a continuation of the updates given on a controlled open air test methodology. He started with a review of the PAR & 5 Criteria, and then gave an overview of the methodology. He said that the methodology had now been extended to include the quiet zone and other comments from previous meetings. The equipment was extended to include laser positioners that generated crosshairs, and these were used to facilitate antenna positioning. He noted that the sharks shown in the picture did not contribute to the measurements.

Dalton then showed some actual OTA measurements compared to conducted. He also described the quiet zone variation measurements, and noted that the measurements within the quiet zone was constant to within +/- 0.5 dB while the measurements outside the quiet zone were accurate only to +/- 1 dB.

In conclusion, he noted that the laser positioners had enhanced the accuracy and also that the quiet zone was found to be fairly uniform.

There were several questions about the general test procedure and the observed variation in the test results. Michael commented that for the measurement setup described, the results were pretty good for that size chamber. There were some questions about the setup and the loss between the antennas. Fanny asked about the near field effects; Michael explained that there were two types of near-field effects, one being the standard Fraunhofer zone and the other being the reactive near-field, where the coupling between the DUT and the probe is reactive and modifies the behavior of the DUT. A discussion of the quiet zone measurements also ensued.

Charles then thanked Dalton for his presentation, and reviewed the agenda. He noted that we were up to item 9 on the list of technical presentations (not available until Thursday), and hence were making very good progress. He then went over the rest of the agenda, and focused on the formal proposal requirements. He put up document 11-05-1553/r2 on the screen to explain some topics. There was a discussion on the formal proposals, including a question on whether people were required to follow the formal proposal requirements. Fahd asked for clarification on the process. Fanny remarked that there should be some editorial leeway but the output should be voted on by the group. Charles went through a discussion of the editorial process. There was a discussion on the voting process for the draft. It was finally concluded that the process was as follows: first, the formal proposals would be voted in; then, the editor would insert them into the draft; then, the modified draft would be circulated for review; and, finally, at the next meeting people would come with new proposals and changes to existing draft text, which would all be voted on as well. This segued into a discussion on adopting the requirements for a formal proposal; it was ultimately agreed that the group would treat these as guidelines, but no vote would be taken on them.

A discussion on the program for Tuesday evening then took place. It was finally decided, in light of the progress, to recess for the day, and resume on Thursday afternoon.

The end of the appointed meeting time having arrived, Charles recessed the meeting at 1800 EST Tuesday, to resume at 1330 EST Thursday.

Thursday, March 17, 2005

1330 – 1530 EST
Charles called the meeting to order at 1330 EST. He noted that the group had two presentations (items #9 and 10), plus a new business item from Uriel on the revised acronyms. With that, he turned the floor over to Craig for his presentation on ACI testing.

Craig presented document 11-05-0215/r0, which dealt with the basic ACI approach as well as the approach for margin testing. He noted that this setup was the same as for diversity testing, but a spectrum analyzer was added for determining the power levels at the DUT. He gave a basic description of the ACI test, which was focused on rejection of an interfering signal, and discussed the various differences between a, b and g PHYs. He noted that the metric that came out of this was adjacent channel rejection. Charles clarified that this was a secondary metric.

Craig also noted that a golden NIC was involved in the calibration process, or alternatively a power meter. The basic procedure was presented, including the various signal levels and pass/fail requirements for the various PHY standards. He mentioned that the standards were a bit confusing on FER and PER. Uriel clarified that the difference was in the lengths used. The frame error count was equal to the number of retransmitted packets. Michael clarified that the count of retries was included in the total count of packets.

Craig then noted that he started looking at this and was dissatisfied with the test, as it did not relate directly to the real-world experience of the users, where there were multiple interferers on different channels at various spacings. He wanted to go beyond a single interferer and FER, and measure throughput instead. Charles suggested that this would make it a primary metric, instead of a secondary metric. There was some discussion on this topic.

The margin ACI procedure was then discussed. Craig noted that the test would not be focused on 10% or 8% FER, but instead to find the point where throughput impacts the user experience. In addition, association requests must be done as well, measuring time-to-connect. Mark wanted to know if Craig proposed measuring ACR at different channel spacings for the interferer; Craig said that this was a possibility. Michael also pointed out that the characteristics of the golden unit (the interferer) would be a factor. There was a lot of discussion about the spectral mask issues. The point was made that the test was multiplying the spectral mask of the transmitter against the ACI rejection filter of the receiver, and there was a lot of discussion on this point.

Charles noted that the frequency planning and channel selection aspects of the test would be the key factors here. Michael noted that an interoperability style test would be virtually impossible to perform because of the variety of devices involved, and you need to fill the spectral mask of the transmitter to the limit before you can test a DUT. Tom asked the question about what a vendor could do to improve his or her performance on the test. Craig responded that there were higher layer effects that would also be a part of the test. Dick noted that you could get good ACR with interferers that were 2 channels or more apart, but as soon as you got two interferers bracketing a DUT it became very difficult for the DUT to function. Dalton wanted to know about non-compliant interferers on adjacent channels. Charles noted that this is coexistence, and Steve Shellhammer would be welcome some involvement on this topic.

Charles then thanked Craig for his presentation, and invited Fanny to take the floor to present on document structure.

Fanny presented document 11-05-0296/r0. She presented a table of contents to the group; the first 3 clauses were standard boilerplate. The fourth clause dealt with test environments, describing the various types of environments. The fifth clause talked about primary metrics, and would be a fairly large one. The sixth clause would deal with secondary metrics. The seventh clause dealt with application performance; the various application scenarios would be treated here.

There were questions about BER vs. FER, battery life, whether the subclause headings were to be retained as-is, whether LOS was a subset of NLOS, what AP stream capacity meant, whether there was any value in splitting “data” into “non-real-time data” and “interactive data”.

Fanny offered to keep a record of all the different types of traffic models and so forth. Michael noted that the chamber could be anechoic, semi-anechoic, and so on, but what was more important were the requirements for the various chambers. Mark wondered what the differences were between section 5 and 7; what was the point of application performance vs. primary metrics? The answer was that Clause 7 is more informative and explains how to relate the metrics to applications, but Clause 5 is about the actual measurements. Kourosh asked about the range tests, and Joe wanted clarification on this as well. A discussion took place about antennas and rate vs. range testing, and converting between path loss and distance. Kourosh felt that the value that TGT was offering was that we could not only define the test but also the environment. Fahd clarified that the range and data rate issue was heavily determined by what application was being used. Marc said that we should not impute any of these values or limits to the test metrics, and the test metric should be entirely independent of these assumptions. A lot of discussion took place on this topic.

Tom noted that a missing section was “reporting requirements”, so that vendors would have to report the DUT configuration with the tests. Fanny added this to the document. Charles also remarked that path loss could be approximated in various ways in order to translate into range. There was a lot of discussion on this topic. The issue of antenna radiation patterns came up. More discussion followed. Pratik wanted more time to review this contribution.

Charles then thanked Fanny for her presentation. A discussion took place on what to do next. Charles asked Uriel whether he was ready to present, and whether it could be done in 15 minutes. Uriel came up and presented his document.

Uriel presented document 11-05-0206/r1. He said that this document did not have choices in it. Michael said that his understanding was that the Tuesday discussion left him with the impression that where there were multiple definitions, there should be multiple choices in the document that would be left to future choice. There was a good amount of discussion about this. Tom gave an editorial rant.

There was a discussion about a motion to accept these definitions and pass them to the editor for review and incorporation. It was announced that ice cream was available, whereupon (the time being 1530 EST) the orders of the day were called.

Charles recessed the meeting at 1530 EST, to resume at 1600 EST.

Thursday, March 17, 2005

1600 – 1800 EST
Charles called the meeting to order at 1606 EST. He requested Uriel to put the definitions up on the screen again, and go through some of the more controversial ones. Uriel went through: metric, environment (all), conducted.

Tom noted that the discussion on the definition of environment is over, but asked if the discussion on environment itself was over. Uriel said that he certainly expected a lot of discussion when we got to test environments for metrics, but at least we had some tools to work with.

There was also a question on changing the definitions after they were introduced into the draft. Tom noted that the definitions section was actual editorial and informative in nature, and also subject to the requirements of the IEEE staff editors. He noted that while controversial definitions that affected technical issues would be voted on using the 75% rule, the majority of the definitions should be strictly editorial and should be fairly straightforward.

Motion #1:

Move to direct the editor to adopt the content of 11-05/206r1 into the draft, creating revision 0.1 of the TGT draft.

M: Pratik Mehta

S: Dalton Victor

Y: 12

N: 0

A: 1

Motion passes.

Following passage of the motion, members now began to offer editorial comments to some of the definitions.  In definitions, change in LOS/NLOS to “For example, this channel is usually modeled using Rician statistics” and “For example, this channel is usually modeled using Rayleigh statistics”. Tom will add a note stating that this definition is controversial and will be changed once there is draft text that requires the definition of these items, and this definition is still subject to review and change. The editor was also directed to take a crack at the definition of “Model” with inputs from various people.

Pratik noted in closing that this was a good achievement that brings a lot of things to the group and while it will evolve over time it was a good start.

Charles then brought up the guidelines (originally, requirements) document, document 11-04-1553/r2, and asked whether anybody would like to make a motion to adopt.  Michael wanted to know if we could require people to use changebars in their submissions so that we could see what had changed. Charles felt that this was not necessary to include as a formal motion.

Pratik then moved to accept the proposal requirements document, provided that within MS-Word all changes were accepted in the document.  Charles performed this MS-Word command before the group, thereby creating document 11-04/1553r3.  

Motion #2: 

Move to accept the guidelines document (11-04/1553r3) as part of the process in TGT.

M: Pratik Mehta

S: Michael Foegelle

Question was called by Mark Kobayashi. There was no objection so the question was called.
Y: 13

N: 0

A: 1

Motion passes.

Charles then brought up the topic of how we go forward. He said that we needed to figure out how to make progress in the next few months, because a straw poll had indicated that a large number of people would not be able to make it to Cairns. He suggested that we could do more work in the teleconferences if there was more open and honest discussion, more open criticism, and more focus on making decisions. He then moved to a discussion of action items.

Pratik asked about quorum rules and also about how many people would attend the Cairns meeting. There was some discussion about the Cairns meeting and possible conflict with TGn. Charles then asked if anyone had a significant issue with the outline that Fanny presented; he said that he was not going to ask for a straw poll, but that people who liked the outline should submit proposals using it. Pratik said that some of the more informative material would be useful to have in the draft for new people to come up to speed and so all this should be retained. This led to a long discussion on the template and the content of the draft. Eric felt that the draft should be minimalist and should not include tutorial material. Tom explained that there was a balance between bare specification and tutorial material, and that the group would decide this over time.

Uri noted that we should use the reflector more, and Charles agreed. Tom agreed to send an initial request to the reflector for the definition of “channel” to start a discussion going.

Charles then brought up a motion to hold teleconferences. Gerard offered to set up a SIP server for the group.

Motion #3:

Move to empower TGT to hold teleconferences on Thursdays at 12.00 noon Eastern time for 1 hour starting on March 24 2005.

M: Mark Kobayashi

S: Michael Foegelle

Mark Kobayashi called the question. There was no objection so the question was called.

Y: 15

N: 0

A: 0

Motion #4:

Move to adjourn.

M: Tom Alexander

S: Michael Foegelle

Passed by acclamation.

The meeting was adjourned at 1730 EST.
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