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Tuesday 2005-09-20

TGT chair, Charles Wright– calls the meeting to order at 8.00am.

Chair reads through standard policies, i.e. patent policies, Letters of Assurance (LOAs), anti-trust policies, attendance logging and attendance credit

Chair reads meeting objectives.

Marc Emmelmann volunteers to act as an interim secretary for this meeting.

Chair provides an update on progress since San Francisco meeting (05-937r0 slide 8)


A lot of comments submitted but only partially discussed during telecoms. Focus was rather on how to proceed to get the draft completed. A flow chart regarding the procedure is submitted (05-912r0) and will be discussed during the week.

Chair presents proposed agenda (05-937r0 slide 9):


Agenda accepted as shown without objections

Approval of telecon minutes:


Minutes of telecons since San Francisco meeting (05-0736r0 and 05-911r0)

are accepted without objections

Call for presentations:

1. 11-05/874r0, “Methodology metrics and test cases measuring FBT performance”, Sangeetha Bangolae
2. 11-05/950r0, “Methodology metrics and test cases measuring BSS Transitions performance”, Chris Trecker

3. 11-05-943r0, “Conducted power and sensitivity measurements”, Michael Foegelle

4. 11-05-944r0, “OTA TRP and TIS testing”, Michael Foegelle
5. 11-05/887r0, “Video Testing Strategy”, Philip Corriveau

6. 11-05/758r1, “ACI Test Methodology”, Dalton Victor

7. 11-05/951r0, “Steaming Video Performance”, Fahd Pirzada
8. 11-05/941r0, “Latency sensitive application metrics”, Sangeetha Bangolae
Presentations will be given as soon as presenter indicates to chair to be ready to present.

Modified Agenda reflecting announced presentations (05-937r0)

accepted without objections.

Discussion of Process Document 05/912r0

<Charles> Recent telcos revealed that TGT was rather interested in moving on to produce a draft than going through every line of the draft version based on the current “issues list”.

This should be done when draft evolved further.

Comments on the evolving draft should be kept in an “issues list”

Charles presents “three step process”. (11-05/912r0 initially, revision 1 created during the meeting)
<Shlomo> Should have more than a 75% vote by TGT on Draft before submitting it to WG letter ballot.

Typically, even during WG and sponsor people, there are not sufficiently enough people to technically review the draft. Compromises should be worked out before in order to submit a technically sound draft.

<Charles> Tom and I will jointly maintain the issues list.

Comments and further remarks to be included in the “issues list” should be mailed to Tom to be included in the issues list. Alternatively, there is always the possibility to make a formal presentation on the issue.

<Marc E> Comments should also be mailed to TGT-reflector.

<Mark K> How does the informal review process work?

<Charles> You read the draft and provide comments.

We will discuss the details on the process when we start the review process during session.

Marc E raises concerns that proposals will get voted in the draft even though they might not be technically sound as people might argue that there is always the chance to further include thinks by commenting via the “issues list”.
<Charles> There is formally no way to deal with this.

If the group wants to have drafts included in the draft, the only way to raise (technically) concerns is to vote NO and provide comments. Nevertheless, these comments will come back to the group during WG letter ballot.

<Tom> Bring up technical concerns during discussion of “issues list”.
<Charles> When do we consider the draft to be “complete”?

Apart from pending proposal submissions according to the “stuckee list”, there are other topics to include.

New items that still have to be covered (in addition to 05/912r0 slide 11) in order to make the draft complete:

· Link layer metrics, Tom Alexander

· Video performance metrics, Tom Alexander

· Theoretical throughput limits, Larry Green

· Interference Modelling? May drive an ACI measurement technique.

<CC> Should a model dealing with interference be included?

<Charles> No. This is rather done in P1900. But if such a model helps in defining a metric on how to measure interference, it could be considered and a corresponding measurement technique could be consider.

MOTION:

Accept the process describe in 05-912r1 as the plan of record for TGT going forward.

Mover:

Larry Green


Second:
Don Berry

Yes: 12

No: 0

Abstain: 0

Discussion on the motion:

<Dalton> Do comments (issues list) have to be (formally) resolved?

<Charles> No, as this is not a formal letter ballot procedure. People may provide comments, talk to proposal authors directly, etc. The only purpose is to avoid a formal and lengthening comment resolution phase.

Question called, no objections.

Timeline of TGT
Discussion of timeline (http://grouper.ieee.org/groups/802/11/802.11_Timelines.htm ).

See also 05/937r0 on Official TGT Timelines

<Charles> Is it realistic that Step 1 of accepted process (05/912r1) can be completed after January? 
<Shlomo> Timeline is too aggressive. We might have new presentations on new metrics in November which are possibly revised and presented again at the January meeting. 
<Sasha> It might take several sessions to put additional proposal text into the draft.

Shlomo points out, that this is only a tentative schedule not restricting TGT from further delaying the end of step 1. Chair agrees. 
TGT requests chair to update the timeline to have WG LB in July 2006. Shift other dates in milestones table accordingly.
TGT in recess at 09.58 until 10.30am

Chair calls TGT to order at 10.31am

Presentation “Conducted Power and Sensitivity Measurement” (05/943r0), Michael Foegelle

<Fahd> Why variable attenuator?

<Michael> Avoid overdriving the DUT. Attenuator is NOT varied during the measurement. It can be replaced by a properly dimensioned (constant) attenuator. 
<General discussion> Methodology should not explicitly specify how to make the DUT transmit at a given data rate. It should only require packets to be transmitted at a given rate. 

Question from the group towards accuracy.
<Michael> Overall accuracy of imposed attenuation is around 1.5 dB.

<Tom> Signal level is bouncing within this accuracy and is not stable which might cause additional effects. 
<Dalton> The reported throughput in the slides is higher than theoretical throughput [at MAC level]? 
<Michael> This is not above MAC throughput.

<Shlomo> Missing in presentation: Error Bars around each discrete measurement point.

<Charles> Request to mark the data points if discrete measurements are presented in a continuous curve. 
<Charles> What has been presented is not MAC throughput. It should be clear in the presentation that this is PHY throughput. This difference is crucial and should be further discussed. 
<Charles> It is good to define the baseline measurement in conductive environment as further OTA test might reveal effects of antenna etc. 

<Charles> What are the metrics considered?
<Michael> Transmit Power, Receiver Sensitivity

<Shlomo> How reliable is the proposed test?

<Michael> Depends on the used test equipment. Vendors of test equipment have to assure accuracy of results measured with their equipment. 
<Sasha> Even though the results of this metric can predict MAC throughput, it should not replace other tests e.g. UDP-throughput analysis.

<Fahd> Need to specify / request confidence interval of reported results.

Discussion of “Issues List” (05/0868r0)

<Dennis> Major concern of comments towards placing measurement equipment in a shielded enclosure is common mode emission from the traffic generator. 
<Charles> we need to have a common section describing these issues as specifying them in each methodology is redundant. 
<Dennis> Would like the equipment used to be “NIST-traceable”.

<Fahd> Are the specific reporting requirements in the draft enough or should they be further detailed.

<Charles> Only those parts of a measurement setup that directly relate to the metric to be measured with a high precision needs calibration should be detailed.
<Marc E.> We should always have a baseline including spec of parameters which influences results.

<Charles> Entirely agree. The more question we can answer, the better the standard is. If it is too vague, it is open to misinterpretation. 
TGT in recess at 12.24h until 16.00h

Char calls TGT to order at 16.03h

Discussion of “issues list” in an ad hoc session

<Charles> indicates that members preferred to work in an informal ad-hoc session to discuss the “issues” list. 
Membership agrees on this.

Presentation “Data-oriented Usags Proposal for TGT” (05/969r0), Fahd

<Michal> Good approach to clarify which metrics are relevant for which usage case
<Tom> 802.11 main standards has a similar “informative” section. Very useful.

<Fahd> Is this approach a good idea?

General opinion that this approach should be followed to become an informal section.

<Tom> Should people submitting metrics indicate where they fit into this classification

<Fahd> Yes

<Charles> Where would Michael’s metric fit in there

<Fahd> Everywhere.

<Charles> So we should have a “generic” section required for metrics that apply for all usage cases.

<Fahd> agreed.

<Dennis> Should this section also include a list of equipment need for measuring the metric? This would be nice having from an end-user’s perspective. 
<Charles> We need a section in the draft which specifies how to validate the test equipment. But this is rather technical and should not be included here. Topic will be added to issues list.

Group asks Fahd to presume and present text that could be included in the draft.

TGT recesses at 4.45pm until tomorrow 1.30pm.

Ad-Hoc Groups may meet to informally prepare resolution of comments in the “issues list”

Wednesday, 2005-09-21

Chair calls TGT to order at 1.30pm

Agenda modified to represent order of presentations to be given.

No objections.

Presentation “Video Testing Strategy” 05/887r0 , Philip Corriveau

<Mike> How would the presented procedure would flow into a test that can be implemented in TGT?

<Philip> Unsure so far. Goal of was this presentation was to find out what TGT needs.

<Charles> Actually TGT would like to see what GED needs, e.g. packet loss, delay, throughput, etc.


Are there thinks, e.g. packet loss pattern, that can be correlated with the presented evaluation?

<Philip> Yes. GED tool can take link layer statistics to produce “video quality” evaluations.

<Michael> Problem: eventually devices will directly go from chipset to video stream output. Thus, there might not be a possibility to put “test equipment” in the middle. 
<Philip> There are capturing devices which can be used instead.

<Sharam> Is this tool a real time implementation?

<Philip> No. Need to capture and do offline processing

<Sharam> Is a special protocol needed to conduct the test?

<Philip> No. Test data are encoded within the video. The video is transmitted using standard methods.

<Charles> How does the GED relate to 802.11 work. Is there interaction between the metrics we measure and your GED model? 
<Philip> Yes. The goal is to come to a stage where you can feed TGT measurements into the GED model and predict perceived video quality results. 
<Charles> How can we help people measuring end-to-end application performance (video) without measuring link level metrics? So far we are only link layer based. Are there special wireless conditions that we have to define to help measure such things? 
<Kevin>  We should measure link layer specifics. The role of this group though could be to find out what parameters have to be measured in order to feed them in a model such as the GED. 
<Charles> Statistics that are needed might be far more complex than simple average. For video, there requirements are not well known (as compared, e.g. to the e-model in voice). 
<Pratik, Charles, Fahd>  Should standardize the metric, not the tool.

<Mike> Should look at the metrics we have currently for voice to see if they are useful.

Presentation “Test Methodology, Metrics and Test Cases for measuring BSS Transition Performance” 05/950r0, Chris Trecker
<Mike> Is the metric measuring the same thing at the STA and the DS as indicated in slide 9.

<Chris> Reason for measuring at the DS is showing latency variations as well.

<Sageetha> It should be noted that the first acknowledged data frame is considered for the measurement.

<Sasha> How to detect last transmitted frame?

<Chris> It’s followed by a probe request.

<Shlomo> asks for the confidence interval and resolution of measurement.

Chair steps down for discussion

Intense discussion on how to specify sweep time and if specifying the minimum and maximum attenuation is necessary.

<Shravan> Please specify the sweep function and rate of the imposed attenuation.

<Charles> Actual values of min. and max. attenuation are not relevant as long as the min is low enough to result in a BSS transition.

<Marc E> Specifying the sweep time and the way it is changed, e.g. linear in dB or otherwise, is important. Results are affected by different sweep times etc. 
Charles resumes as Chair

Presentation “Latency sensitive application metrics” (05/941r0), Sangeetha
<Charles>  Wait until TGr progresses further before incorporating this into the draft.
<Sasha> We have two presentations. Do we have two proposals?

<Sangeetha> No. It is one proposal text.

<Pratik> This is fine. It can procedurally be one proposal document.

<Charles> We have a problem as we might standardize something that has not been ratified In TGr so far. We are, due to the PAR, only committed to include work up to TGk. Others may be considered as well. Thus we can consider TGr’s work but have to be careful to include it into our draft before it is ratified by TGr.
TGT in recess at 3.27pm until 4.00pm

Chair calls TGT to order at 4.03pm

Presentation “ACI Interference Methodology” 05/758r1, Dalton V.
Request to clarify function of circulator:

<Dalton> Function of circulator to isolate jammer.

<Charles> The presented block diagram is a superset of all presented metrics. It might be clearer to have one block diagram for each test. 
<Michael> Drawing might be simplified if attenuators can be combined.

<Charles> Diagrams should not have “test controllers” in it.

<Sasha> Disagrees.

<Dan> Need to specify the components used for the RF-junctions.

<Dalton> We are only specifying the schematics and not detailing the components.

<Charles> We should specify it in order to have people measure metrics the right way.

<Fahd> Should specify the overall path loss regardless of the value for each single RF-junction.

<Charles> Nevertheless we should classify the “kind” of each component used (e.g. circulator, combiner, etc.). Not necessarily the attenuation for each of them. 
<Charles> Should include another metric: “generalized interferer”. Please clarify how metrics b and c are different.

<Dalton> In c, the might be interference at MAC level.

Motion:

Move to instruct the editor to incorporate the text contained

in document 11-05/759r1 into the TGT draft.

Moved: Dalton Victor

Second: Fahd Pizada

Yes: 10

83%

No: 2

17%

Abstain: 5

Motion passes the 75% requirement as a technical vote.

Discussion:

<Michael> Not comfortable to vote something that as just been put on the server even though is it has been there obeying the time limit.

<Charles> Would prefer to see the motion tomorrow during the day and to consider the just discussed concern, e.g. regarding the graphics, in the text.

<Fahd> Presentation has been given in July meeting and changes to the draft that has been presented at this time are minor. Comments that have been received so far have been considered. We can always modify the draft by providing comments to the “issues list”.

Questions called by Mark K. No discussion on calling the question, no objection.

Presentation “OTA TRP and TIS Testing” 05/944r0, Michael F.
<Charles> Does the TRP corresponds to the basic averaged EIRP?

<Michael> Conceptually yes.

<Tom> What about diversity effects?

<Michael> We rotate the DUT and wait a certain time before taking measurements.

<Charles> You run a certain amount of traffic before measurements?

<Michael> Constantly run traffic.

<Charles> We need some way to characterize the diversity algorithm separately. So far, it is an antenna test. 
<Michael> Problem that has to be resolved: How to disable diversity. (a) disable all but one antenna via the driver, (b) measure near sensitivity? …
<Dalton> A similar methodology has been accepted into the draft …

<Michael> … this doesn’t mean it cannot be changed.

<Fahd> APs are very likely to be mounted on top of ceiling. Thus whole spherical data might not be relevant. 
<Dennis> For an enterprise situation, the whole spherical date is relevant.

<Tom> What about the significance of  results if rotating the DUT changes the results dramatically?

<Michael> That’s the lack of other methodologies which keep the DUT in a constant position and why this presentation was given. 
TGT recesses at  5.55pm until Thursday 1.30pm.

Thursday, 2005-09-22

Chair calls TGT to order  at 1.35pm

Reminder to sign attendance sheet.

Presentation “Streaming Media Performance” 05/951r0 Fahd

Discussion on used tools.

<>Are there actual performance metrics definitions that are shown later?

<Fahd> Yes?

<Shlomo> Do you have a definition of those parameters that you measure?

There is confusion on the graph on slide 12.

<Fahd> Even though bandwidth per video goes down if several video sources are present, quality is acceptable if QoS is turned “on”. It is always unacceptable if QoS is turned “off” even though available bandwidth (per stream) is higher.

<Fahd> As this is OTA, we cannot differentiate the packets. We can only determine the amount of video traffic by monitoring received video.

<Michael> We have to evaluate how low level metrics relate to the perceived quality.

<Fahd> That’s exactly the missing peace.

<Shlomo> Definition of metrics used in presentation is missing.

<Charles> It would be nice to specify the low level metrics that can get fed into the metric. E.g., slide 13 gives an example (throughput). This is caused by loss; other i.e. delay might have an influence as well. If we know the characteristics of these metrics while having a look on your perceived quality metric, would be of great benefit.

<Mark K> The kind of video that is transmitted has an influence on the results.

<Fahd> That’s right. We have to define a “workload” including several video types.

<Charles> We can only focus on an average quality. E.g., the voice call e-model does not distinguish between silence or transmitting words either.

<Fahd> We do neither define the workload nor the stack, just the requirements to obey when putting these things together.

<Dan> Apart from metrics, be also aware of test case and test scenario. Results from a 1-client-scenario will mislead end-users expecting a system to work with several clients.

Presentation “Latency-sensitive Applications metrics” 05-949r0 Sangeetha

<Fahd> Some of the metrics mentioned were covered by Tom’s presentation if they are targeted at both, the AP and client side.

Discussion that for end-users, the AP capacity (e.g. number of calls it can handle) is extremely interesting.

Modifiers / Conditions should include:

· Call capacity

· Call quality

· PHY rate

<Dennis> There has to be a very strict baseline experiment to guarantee comparable results.

<Dan> The stricter the parameters of the baseline are specified, the harder it might be to conduct the experiments as DUTs might implement proprietary optimization algorithms which cannot be turned off.

Comments from group that we have to define a baseline for each metric including a parameter list. It’s still open on how that should look like or can be accomplished.

Presentation “Near Horizon Partial Solid Angle Metrics” 05/1009r0 Michael

<Charles> An entire 3-d measurement of the antenna characteristics might be too much but reporting results, e.g., at the angles mentioned in the talk could be useful for network planners.

<Dan> Even for end-users, understanding the entire antenna pattern is needed.

<Michael> You still have to measure the whole pattern. This is just one simplified example on how to present results.

<Tom> The angular spread cannot always be considered to be so small. E.g., devices might be close together with an object in the LOS path.

<Tom> Vendors use benchmarks to improve DUTs performance. According to the presentation, vendors might use rather directive antennas spreading out energy mainly horizontally. This might not what we want to see. We would like to have more isotropic-like antennas.

Old Business

None
New business

Revised TGT Timeline according to Tuesday’s discussion presented by Charles

Planned telcos, 12 noon EST

· Oct. 6

· Larry Green to discuss form theoretical limits

· Oct 20

· Possible discussion of revised draft

· Nov 3

· Intention to propose formal metrics / methodology proposals to the group for approval into draft during November meeting.

Motion:


Empower TGT to hold telecoms on Oct 6, Oct 20, Nov 3 2005, 12 noon EST


Mover: Larry Green


Second: Mark Kobayashi


Yes 9
No 0
Abstain 0


Discussion:




<Shlomo> Could we move the telco to another day?



General disagreement in the group expressed in discussion. A lot of the members have arranged their schedule according to the Thursday meeting schedule we had for the last years.

Dalton moves to adjourn, Fahd seconds. No discussion, no objections.

TGT adjourns at 3.54pm
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