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Executive Summary 

The following presentations were given:

1.1. 11-05/378r1, “TGT status, Next steps and Call to Action”, C. Wright
1.2. 11-05/419r0, “Conductive test environment”, S. Tolpin, 45 minutes
1.3. 11-05/0451r0, “Controlled over air testing methodology”, D. Victor, 45 minutes
1.4. 11-04/989r1, “Metrics for Characterizing BSS Transition Time Performance”, C. Wright, 45 min
A motion was made to hold teleconferences before the plenary in July.  This motion passed.

A motion was made to direct the editor to incorporate 05-540r0, “Controlled Over Air Test (COAT) Methodology” into the draft TGT recommended practice.  The motion passed

******************************************************************************

Detailed cumulative minutes follow:

Tuesday, May 17, 2005; 8:00 AM – 9:30 PM :

1. Meeting was called to order by Task Group chairperson.
2. Chair read IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patent Policy and additional Guidance
3. Chair reviewed topics not to be discussed during the meeting – licensing, pricing, litigation, market share
4. Chair stated main meeting objectives
4.1. Elect permanent secretary
4.2. Technical presentations
5. Chair gave a status update on interim period between Atlanta meeting and current meeting. 
5.1. 3 telecons since Atlanta
5.2. 05/378r0 was presented in last telecon.  It has been updated to revision 2.
6. Chair read through proposed agenda (Document 11-04/412r0).  In addition to the presentations to be given (listed below), open discussion, old business and new business (ie future telecoms are on the agenda):
6.1. 11-05/378r1, “TGT status, Next steps and Call to Action”, C. Wright
6.2. 11-05/419r0, “Conductive test environment”, S. Tolpin, 45 minutes
6.3. 11-05/0451r0, “Controlled over air testing methodology”, D. Victor, 45 minutes
6.4. 11-04/989r1, “Metrics for Characterizing BSS Transition Time Performance”, C. Wright, 45 min
7. The agenda was accepted.
8. Chair asks if there were any issues on the minutes from Atlanta.  Hearing no objections, the minutes were approved.
9. Ordering of presentations was discussed next.  Chair will present first, then S. Tolpin.  Since D. Victor’s presentation was not on the server yet and there may be motions made from the presentation (which requires that the document is available on the server for at least 4 hours before motion), the agenda was modified to move D. Victor’s presentation to the evening session.
10. There were no objections to the modified agenda.
11. Next, chair gave presention on document 05/0378r2.  
Comments made on slide 5 – overlapping BSS effect needs to be added diagram.  This change was made and document will now be r3
Chair asks for groups’ opinion on whether issues like loading which depend on the number of devices and not the device themselves should be kept separate since this is an issue of protocol.
UL: thinks that effects of the protocol should be isolated
MK: but don’t we want to find the load that starts to cause the problems
Chair:  is that different for every device? Maybe it’s worth measuring, but since we don’t know the ultimate limit, we don’t know what’s good or bad.
MK: there must be some theoretical bounds
UL: LOS and NLOS will exhibit different behaviour and this is more apparent in 11n.
CW:  yes, but this is under range and propagation and this goes under test conditions.
UL: application layer is another consideration
CW: right. But does the app layer change the performance?
UL: no, but it changes the focus
after some additional brief discussion, CW continued with presentation..
MK:  It would be good to have something that emulates a real world environment

CW: are you saying there should be at least 1 test environment that allows a controlled way of introducing all the things that would be encountered in real life.

MK:  yes, that might be one way of looking at it. 

CW: so you’re thinking of the TAS box that does the standard set of telephone line emulations depending on whether you’re doing DSL, how far from switch, etc.

MK: yes.

There was a lot more discussion on slide 7.

CW:  I’ll change to “there is a desire to correlate among the test environments, but more importantly, between the test environments and the ‘real world’.”

UL: yes but the problem is picking the right model for the real world.

CW:  yes but there isn’t one right model.

More discussion continued on slide 7….

CW: Bullet 3 changed to “This would seem to have a lot to do with measurements with appropriate channel models.”

On to slide 8 …

Jarkko :  a histogram of lost packets might be useful. 

CW:  so this is packet loss concealment.  Maybe we need something more sophisticated than e model like the histogram.  This is dependent on specifics of codec.  We don’t need to solve this problem, but we need to provide the information necessary to determine this, ie consecutive loss packets. Unfortunately, I don’t know a lot about video quality. 

CW:  maybe you (Jarkko) could make a presentation on what measurements, error patterns, etc. impact the voice quality.

A lot of discussion continued on slide 8, regarding models, etc.

CW:  made a few additions to slide 8.

Continue with slide 9 …

12. Meeting was recessed until 13:30.
13. Chair reconvened meeting at 13:30.

14. Chair made required attendance announcement.

15.  Alexander Tolpin gave presentation on document 05/0419.
Slide 6 –

CW:  when we do a test, we ask ourselves the value, i.e. it should correlate with real life.  

Slide 10 –

CW:  why is the test controller connected to Ethernet?

MK:  are those splitters at every point on the rf cables

ST: Yes

Slide 12 –

Mike: realistically, you could use 1 power meter and set the attenuator to 0.

ST: yes

CW: what if dut or WLCP (wireless counterpart) uses dynamic power control?  If so, then you can’t just make one measurement with PM and forget it.

Slide 13—

CW: what are you measuring, ie how will you decide if it’s actually roaming?

ST: need traffic analyzer to determine, I guess.  In real life we use a sniffer.

CW: I’ll show you how we do it in my presentation

Slide 14 –

CW:  hoping we can be useful to network planners.  so, it would be good to know the # of aci value that impacts network.

Slide16 –

CW: so setting actual signal level is important.  Also, you’d want both duts to use the same rate and then make sure they are getting 50/50 bandwidth.  This would be easier than having the duts at different rates.

ST: none of the clients I know have the ability to set the desired rate.  Special driver would be required.

Kim Dong Ho:  is dut the client?

ST: both clients

MK:  are all the attenuators the same for all diagrams? 

ST: attenuators should be controlled by test controller and so could be different. 

MK: so you’d have to specify step size and range of attenuators?

ST: this will depend on test objective.

CW: part of test methodology is that you’d have to specify.  We need to keep equipment/ test set up generic.  

ST:  in my practice, I use atten that goes from 0 to 120 dB with step 1.

MK: right, I don’t mean for this pres, but in the test write up.

CW: methodology is not a test plan.  It describes things that must be accounted for, but you don’t specify the details.  So, you’d need the same sort of guidance for attenuators for the methodology.

ST: okay.

16. Chair announced he would give the next presentation and he would need to step down temporarily as chair during the presentation

17. MK volunteered to act as chair during the presentation.

18.  CW presented document 04/989

Slide 12 --

MK: but if someone were to use this, they would put cdf in their model?

CW: right.  I look at it like an outage rate.

Slide 19 --

UL: in real life, attenuation doesn’t go linearly.

CW: right, but what does it do?  It could be gradual or sudden.  In real life, path loss varies all over the place. I worry a little bit about that, but I have scenarios to account for this.

Questions?

ST: the only way to detect transition is to use sniffer?

CW: yes, I think so.  And if you want to verify packets through the AP, then you need to sniff on wire and wireless.  But you may not have access to the wire side where you need it.

CW: is this worth making a proposal of?

All seemed to agree it was a good idea.

CW: is it complicated?

No one seemed to see it as complicated.

CW: the only question is how many data points are req’d for the cdf.  Clearly, the more the better.

19. CW resumed role as chair
20.  Chair asked group whether teleconferences would still be necessary.
UL: I think we need teleconferences.  it helps to make us better prepared for the next face to face.

CW: Do we need them to be weekly? 

UL: maybe we should start them in mid june. 

DV: what’s wrong with our current set up.

UL: how about if we make an announcement to have a call only when there’s sthg to present.

CW: we are empowered to have teleconferences.  On a weekly basis I announce to TGT reflector, but WG Chair wants any cancellations to the entire working group.

21.  Chair announced that DV would now give presentation 05/451r0
Slide 7

SS: you use this to determine path loss, then you do over cable.

DV: no but the next slides will make this clearer.

Slide 10 – there was a lot of discussion on this slide

ST: what type of measurements can you do with this set up?

DV: PER, etc. ACI could also be done

UL: how do the 2 DUT’s see each other if the antenna is directional.

CW: you could combine the signals and feed this through the 1 antenna. 

DV: I believe this could be done for aci, but we can talk about this particular test later. 

Questions: (Lots of discussion – not all comments included here)

Mike: how do you compensate for different antenna patterns?

DV: that’s what we’re trying to measure

SS: how do you pick angle

DV: we pick many angles - the more the better.

CW; so you use a turntable?

DV: yes

ST: how long does the cal take?

DV: it takes quite a long time.

CW: calibration antenna has to be moved in the same path as the dut antenna?

DV: yes.

CW: It would be good to include in presentation the metrics that could be measured with this test.

SS: Potentially, different environments to measure same metric? Think about expense vs precision.  I don’t know how this plays out in recommended practice. Since customers will vary and some can’t afford all test setups, maybe cost should be of consideration.

ST: can this be used for rx and tx tests?

DV: we used for rx but it should work okay for tx. 

22.  Al Petrick  made an announcement that there will be a vote on 456r0 (802.11 policies and procedures) 2 supporting docs:  0094r0 & 457r0
23.  DV announced that he intends to move to include the document 05/0450 in the TGT draft document. 
24. The chair amended the agenda to include the motion from the previous presentation to be voted on tonight at 7:30 pm.
25.  The chair moved on to the TGT action items (see 05/412r0) ?
26.  The chair started discussion on teleconferences.
After some brief discussion, the following motion was made:

Motion to empower TGT to hold telecoms:

-time: 12 noon eastern time

-duration: 1 hr

-dates: June 2,9,16 and July 14

Mark Kobayashi moves, Dalton Victor seconds

No discussion.

Vote:  yes: 6, NO: 0, abstain: 0

27.  Chair then started discussion on the action item for the first list of metrics

CW: okay then let’s talk about the first list of metrics. I’ve already started really in 378r3, slide 6.  I guess what we need are people to own the metrics.

CW: so, Mark you will consider doing the aci, and Sasha you will consider doing the diversity?  

MK: will consider

ST: same

CW amended slide 6 of 378r3 to include names of “stuckees” for the various tests.

28.  Chair asks for any objections to recessing until 7:30pm to allow for time to read the proposal submitted by DV.  No objections were received.  Meeting in recess.
29.  Chair calls the meeting to order.
30.  Chair asks if there are any motions arising from previous presentations.
31.  Dalton Victor says that he has a slide for his motion.
Motion to direct the editor to incorporate 05-540r0, “Controlled Over Air Test (COAT) Methodology” into the draft TGT recommended practice.

Mark Kobayashi seconds the motion.

Discussion on the motion followed:
ST: how does this fit into the document?

DV: It’s a methodology for using the test environment.

UL: DV convinced me during the break of one thing but after reading the document it doesn’t seem the same.  I don’t think it’s ready to be put in the document.  

DV: If you could point to a specific, I’d be happy to address that.

ST: it says in abstract that you are creating path loss, but you’re not.

CW: this is in abstract and won’t be put in the draft.

ST: okay then look at section 1.1.  

DV: are we looking at vocabulary as the issue?

CW: I don’t think this should be described in the template form.  

DV: we are completely open to Tom making editorial changes.

ST made some editing suggestions

CW: I don’t think we want to edit the document here.  If you have objections, they should be about things that are wrong, missing, etc.  An editorial discussion isn’t going to be productive.

UL: you are describing a test

DV: what test

UL: it’s not specific

DV: right we didn’t want to describe a specific test.  

CW: this describes the methodology for set up and calibration so that a measurement can be performed.

ST: you should remove 2nd bullet in 1.4.3.4

MK: how are we going to go about accepting proposals.  Will you have an internal letter ballot?

CW: we should do an internal letter ballot. I think it would be easier if we started with metrics rather than environment.

DV: Uri and I had the same discussion.  It’s the chicken and the egg problem.  We can vote it out if it turns out that no one uses it.

CW:  the real questions -- is it complete? Is it useful? Is it wrong? Are there other issues we should judge this on?  

UL: it’s not ready.

ST: it’s not complete.  

CW: give us an example
UL: this methodology doesn’t apply to all tests.  In the presentation, you describe an opened chamber, but in your document you say something is different.

DV: but the presentation shows the shielded area with dotted line (not the green)

CW: the traffic generator?

DV: we didn’t want to specify something specific

?: some of these issues you won’t know until the tests are written that try to use this.

CW: by the way, if someone gets tired of discussing this, the question can be called.

You might want to make the network analyzer more clear so there’s no confusion.  

UL: what do you mean by dut recovering

DV: an example is the dut being able to clear its buffer.

DV: calls the question

CW: any objections?  Seeing none

CW: back to motion …

Motion results:

Yes: 6, No: 1, abstain: 1

Motion passes. 
Thursday, May 19, 2005; 13:30 – 18:00:

32. Meeting comes to order.
33. Chair observes that we have reached the end of the agenda.
34. Andrew Myles made a motion to adjourn

Dorothy Stanley seconded the motion.


Motion passed unanimously – TGT is adjourned for the week.
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