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Tuesday 2005-11-15

TGT chair, Charles Wright– calls the meeting to order at 13.34h.

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

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

Chair reminds audience to sign the attendance sheets at the registration desk.

Chair reminds that a permanent secretary is still needed.

Chair reads meeting objectives.

Chair provides an update on progress since Garden Grove meeting (05-1140r0 slide 9).

Chair presents proposed agenda (05-1140r0 slide 10). Tentative presentations are included according to their announcement during Monday’s ad-hoc session.

Approval of minutes of Garden Grove Meeting (11-05/955r0):


Approved by u. consent.

Approval of telecon minutes:


Minutes of telecons since Garden Grove (11-05/1100r1)

are approved without objections

Chair apologizes for confusion due to change of session slots from this morning to the afternoon.

Call for presentations:

1. T. Alexander, 11-05/676r1, “Link Layer Metrics Proposal” 45 min (Tues)

2. D. Ward, 11-05/1043r0, 11-05/1044r0, “Test Practices and Test Equipment” 45 min (any time)

3. D. Ward, 11-05/1101r0, “Suggested additions to the test template” 30 min (any time)

4. L. Green, “Theoretical throughput limits” 11-05/1050r0, 30 min (any time)

5. M. Foegelle, 11-05/1040r0, “Understanding the implications of link budgets”, 30 min (any time)

6. S. Bangolae, 11-05/537r2, “Test Methodology Proposal for Measuring Fast BSS/BSS Transition Time” 30 min (Wednesday)

7. F. Pirzada, 11-05/0969r1, “Document Framework Section”, 30 min (Wed)

8. Fanny Mlinarsky, 11-05/1109r0 “Latency Sensitive Usage Case”, 45 min (Wed needed)

9. Uriel Lemberger, 11-05/1158r0, “Receiver sensitivity”, (proposed draft text: 11-05/1157r0), 60 min (maybe today, better Wed)

10. U. Lemberger, 11-05/????, “Video testing methodology”, 60 min (Wed/Thu)

11. U. Lemberger, 11-05/????, “Transmit EVM”, 60 min (Thursday)

Authors indicate their preferred time to present.

Agenda reflecting announced presentations (05-937r0)
accepted without objections.

Editor’s Report


ACI metric has been included in the draft now having 64 pages.


Editor calls for more proposals to be voted into the draft.


Question on when the draft is considered to be finished.

11-05/912r1 outlines TGT process. Task group has to vote on the draft to be technical complete in order to go to letter ballot.

Chair reminds that more people should review the draft and provide comments.

Presentation 11-05/0676r1 “Link Layer Metric Proposal”

Presented conductive test environment is according to current draft.

Question if generator / WLCP should be connected to wired or SW traffic generator.

No as for link layer metrics, packets to be sent are a priori well known.

<Dennis> Just showing RF-paths in figure is not enough. We agreed during our last meeting that combiners / splitters etc. have to be specified and included in the figures.

<Charles> Is the precise knowledge of imposed attenuation between sender and receiver required.

<Tom> No, not for link layer metric.

<Larry> Tom’s picture is simply a logical connection figure which does not need to include specific means on how to connect cables.

General comments that figure seems confusing as it is unclear if included “connections” between components, i.e. test controller and attenuator, represent actual cables or simply logical functions.

<Tom> Might be true. But figure is directly taken from draft. If it is confusing, the draft should be adopted as well.

<Fahd> Does metric only apply to APs or to STA as well?

<Tom> Both. But for the test experiments, I only dealt with APs

<Fahd> In proposal text, only APs are mentioned.

<Tom> Title can be accordingly changed.

<Fanny> It is necessary to measure NIC-AP as a pair in addition to just measuring a DUT for itself.

<Pratik> Could test be done without “wires”?

<Tom> Yes, but results depend highly on environment. Only thing you could say is that results would be the same or worse.

<Fanny> There are so many parameter to this measurements that the number of permutations make a OTA test almost impractical due to time it takes to arrange the OTA set-up.

<Fanny> We should stick to the term “link layer forwarding rate” for the draft in order to define throughput other than the formal IETF definition.

<Fahd> What is the permissible error margin regarding repeatability?

<Tom> 3%. It’s 

TGT in recess from 15:40h until 16:10h

<Neeraj> Regarding the association rate measurement, it should be paid attention that the Authentication Server is not the bottleneck

Straw Poll:


How many would yes if a motion to accept the proposal were put on the floor?



Y/N: 6:0

Presentation 11-05/1043r0 “Test Equipment and Practices”

<Pratik> We may not assume people using the recommended practice to have an EE background.

<Michael> People might just go to test labs and have educated people do the tests.

<Dennis> Some institutes, e.g. universities, might not have the budget to do this but have non-EE people do the tests.

<Charles> We have to know where to stop explaining things. We could assume people having at least a BSCE/BSEE or equivalent.

<Larry> How well are we doing so far? Is the draft addressing the audience?

<Dennis> In my opinion, the draft is by far too ambiguous.

Ongoing discussion where to put the additional text Dennis is proposing. The approach is well supported in the group; especially if included in a general, introductive section.

Presentation 11-05/1044r0
<Fahd> General definition should not specify particular “numbers” without an accompanying methodology proposal.

<Charles> Does your proposal make explicit changes to the draft?

<Dennis> No.

<Charles> Thus, if we include it in the draft, the latter might not be consistent and the group has to go back and make it consistent.

<Mark K.> Wait till the next meeting before including it in the draft to allow people look at the numbers and provide feedback.

Presentation 11-05/1101r0

<Michael> 802.11.2 has to be written as if it were a standard even though it is “only” a recommended practice as people will require in real life measurements to be conducted according to 802.11.2.

TGT in recess from 18:03 until 13:30h tomorrow.

Chair calls TGT to order at 13:35h

Presentation 11-05/1050r0 “Theoretical Throughput Limits”

Assumptions include: no encryption, no QoS

Contention window as indicated in presentation is not in usec but in slots

Assumptions also include ACK is always transmitted in base-rate

<Charles> Are you showing MAC throughput?

<Larry> Yes

<Charles> So if you are interested in (application layer) throughput, you multiply the frame rate on slide 8 with the actual payload size you assumed.

<Andrew> Contention can help as possible within the back-off another NIC might transmit in this interim.


Also, a frame mix might increase the throughput.

<Charles> This is true but only for the throughput observed at the AP. For several NICs, each one will observe lesser throughput.

<Charles> Similar presentation in TGN around March might enhance given presentation

<Neeraj> Could you comment on MAC efficiency.

<Larry>  Not includes so far.

<Charles> MAC efficiency included in TGN presentation showing that even giving an unlimited bandwidth, max throughput is around 70 Mbps due to MAC overhead. 

Graphical presentation is more favourable than including mere tables in draft.

<Fahd> Do you have draft text to consider for inclusion in the draft.

<Larry> Not so far.

<Tom> Tables are useful. If, e.g., you’re doing a rate vs. range test, PHY rate will degrade. Thus, the tables might be useful in order to evaluate what results to expect.


Work could be included in Appendix.

<Pratik> People usually understand that they will not get the stated 54Mbit throughput when they move away from the AP. How to place this in draft?

<Larry> It’s a very soft proposal to include the results somehow in, e.g,. an appendix.

<Pratik> Have to provide text that better relates to non-appendix-part of draft proposal.

<Charles> In favour for something like this in the draft. This will help to decider when to stop optimizing transmitting-algorithms built in equipment.

<Fanny> In order to avoid confusing customers, simply focus on frame rate rather than throughput. Latter can be calculated anyway.

<Andrew> Very  useful. Should be included.

<Dalton> Good work but doubts that it should be included in draft.

<Tom> No reason why not placing this in, e.g., an appendix.

<Fahd> Please provide draft text clearly stating underlying assumptions. Might even evolve in a methodology. .11e provides test-vectors in an informative annex.

<Dennis> Very useful for endusers.

Business

Agenda change to reflect new order of remaining presenters accepted without objections.

Presentations on Liaison MetroEthernetForum and TGT by Fanny added to new business.

Presentation 11-05/1040r0 “Understanding the Implications of Link Budgets”

Presentation 11-05/0969r2 “Document Framework Section”

<Tom> Is there accompanying draft text?

<Fahd> The presentation is the draft text.

<Dennis> Get rid of the parentheses

<Charles> Would you allow further sections that do not fit into usage cases to be placed in this new section 4, e.g. RF related information.

<Fahd> Yes. E.g., the material Dennis is providing might be put in there.

<Pratik> It is not going to be limited to the presented sections.

<DJ> Usually, “Usage Case” refers to environment, e.g. home, office, military, etc. There might be confusion on this.

Motion


Instruct the editor to add section 4 in TGT draft to include the contents of slides 2-8 from document IEEE 802.11-05/969r2

Mover: 


Fahd Pizada

Second: 

Pratik

Yes/No/Abstain:
15/0/3

Motion passes.

Discussion:


<DJ> Typical usage case, e.g. outdoor, indoor, etc are missing.


<Dennis> Too early to include these usage cases. It’s a good placeholder that should be included


<Charles> Accepting this text means having further expectations


<Pratik> Calls questions


No objection.

TGT in recess from 15:15 until 15:45h

Chair calls TGT to order at 15:50h

Presentation 11-05/1213r0 “BSS Transition / Fast BSS Transition Methodology”

<Mark K.>  Why two attenuators per path.

<Fanny> So monitor hears both, AP and STA, at any time.

<Dennis> Please comment on +/- 10% error margin.

<Charles> Actual accuracy of attenuation not important as long as handover is forced.

<Dennis> Just leave is out.

<Fanny> Can be accepted as friendly amendment.

<Pratik> Rather clarify than remove it.

Motion:



Move to accept proposal 11-05/537r3 into the P802.11.2 draft with the



following text replacing sections 2.3.3 and 3.3.3: 



Prior to beginning the test, the test equipment described above



shall be calibrated, and all test software verified. The test setup may



be monitored during the test to ensure that the test conditions do not



change. At any time assure that the wireless monitor should be able to



listen to the test traffic during test run. The error margins for these



metrics pertain to the timing of airlink events.  For consistency and



repeatability, timing of airlink events should be 10 to 20 times more



accurate than the shortest measured BSS transition time 

Moved: 


Fanny


Second: 


Pratik


Technical (75%) Y/N/A:
13/0/4


Discussion on the motion:



<Dalton> Comment on fact that 802.11r is still not approved.



<Tom> Not uncommon.



No objection to call the question.

Presentation 11-05/1109r1 “Framework for Testing Latency Sensitive Use Cases”

<Larry> Requests the document to be put on the server.

<Charles> Not focus of this group to provide PESQ models. Thus, we have rather focused, e.g., on the E-Model.

<Fahd> The presentation is not on metrics. What are the actual metrics we are talking about.

<Fanny> packet loss, delay, jitter

<Joe> Need to look at different sample traffic in terms of male/female voice, different languages, etc.

<Pratik> Have this been addressed in other organizations?

<Fany> Adopted by WiFi Alliance.

Group generally in favour to follow this work in include this framework.

Order of Day.


Request to modify agenda as:

Request has been made to give another presentation by DJ.

Groups is willing to give time after all presentations scheduled for today have been given.


Agenda not modified.

Presentation 11-05/1158r0 “Rx Sensitivity Metrics in Conductive Test Environment”

<Michael> Is there a reason for the given fixed step size of 1dB. You might step down in larger steps until you’re starting to loose packets. Basically it’s a search algorithm.

<Uriel> It’s just that way to keep the measurement procedure simple.

<Charles> Goal to characterize Rx sensitivity over the entire power range?

<Sasha> Originally only to measure min and max but it may be used for that purpose.

<Dennis> Reporting should include employed methodology as the latter influences the results even on the same DUT. It might, e.g., employ any kind of “hysteresis”.

<Dennis> No information on measurement uncertainty in draft text.

<Michael> Before approving text, would be nice to adjust text to reflect capability that a wired monitor might not be able to be directly connected to the DUT.

Intense discussion if proposed test environment is able to test DUTs for which either a monitor might not be attached or a monitor software might not be run on it.

Michael points out that there are several ways to solve this problem by other means, thus being flexible.

Discussion that there could also be an entirely new submission handling this problem, but attention has been brought to the fact that this could be easily included in the presented text.

 <Mark K.> Propose to replace “wired”  analyzer with “logical” analyzer in draft text.

<Dennis> Tolerance band regarding specified temperature missing

<Pratik> Calls order of the day

Meeting in recess until Thursday, 13.30

Chair call meeting to order at 13.38h

Presentation 11-05/1194r0 “Video Testing Methodology”

<Charles> Are you comparing to VQM?

<Uriel> No, GED is an additional evaluation method.

<Pratik & Charles> Should read “<” on slide 13.

<Marc E.> Is this methodology to be included in the draft or simply used to assess .11 metrics, i.e. jitter, latency, loss, etc. with expected video quality.

<Uriel> No, this is just in order to develop a model which can later on be used to evaluate video performance over .11 LAN. 

<Charles> This is what you usually do in developing a quality metric for any kind of medium ultimately sensed by some part of the human sensory system. Comparable to models applicable to voice.

Presentation 11-05/1198r0 “TGT Power and EVM measurements”

<Michael> Concerned on where to exactly conduct the EVM. Be more specific.

<Michael> If there is no variation in the signal, you are always biasing.

<Uriel> We proposing the frequency domain to avoid such issues. But still need to define considered bandwidth.

<Don> Should a spectrum mask be specified?

<Charles> This is a FCC test. We should not include conformance testing since this is out of our scope.

<Fahd> Are changes to methodology necessary if we go to 256 QAM.

<Uriel> No, its independent.

<Charles> EVM requires to demodulate the received signal. Thus you might have to wait for vendors to upgrade their test equipment.

<Michael> Good contribution. When it goes into the draft, attention should be paid on how to test devices to which you may either not connect a cable or might run test software on.

<Dennis> Are you planning to use this as a calibration step in some of the other methodologies already included in the test

<Uriel> Yes.

Order of day


Chair request opinion of group on how to proceed with announced motions.

<Pratik> Uriel was giving a presentation yesterday when he was interrupted due to the session break. He should be given time to finish discussion and present motions.

Group agrees that this can be done under New Business.

New Business

Discussion on Proposed draft text 11-05/638r2.

Request have been made to hold back the throughput related proposal as well. Tom is willing to do that 

Marc E. raises concerns regarding different definitions of “Throughput” to be included in the draft.

Tom will consider this as editor and give a presentation of a corresponding definition at one of the following meeting.

<Dalton> Where does the “at least 7 retries” in the throughput test comes from?

<Tom> Experimentally.

Marc E. expresses concerns that text is going to be voted into the draft that is only considering DUT tests even though the metrics should also apply on SUTs.

Tom’s response is that this why, e.g., the latency traffic has been left out in the motion.

Motion:


Move to adopt the contents of document 11-05-0638/r2 into the P802.11.2 draft,

with the exception of section 6, “Unicast ESS (Access Point) Latency and

Latency Variation”.
Moved:



Tom Alexander


Second:



Larry Green


Y/N/A (Technical 75%)
:
13/0/5

Discussion on Motion:


<Fahd> Is retransmission limit a modified.


<Tom> Yes.


<Jo> Is this strictly a cable test or is there an RF environment.


<Tom> Conducted.


<Charles> Section 1.3.3 Permissible error margins. To what do the percent-values refer to?


<Tom> To results of measurement.

Motion change the 802.11.2 draft to clarify the test.


Move to replace references to “wired traffic generator” and “wired traffic analyzer” in the figures of the IEEE 802.11.2 draft with “traffic generator” and “traffic analyzer”, and to grant editorial license to make the text consistent with this change. This change should be applied to contributions accepted into the draft text as of the November 2005 meeting as well.


Moved: Tom Alexander


Second: Mark K.


Y/N/A (Technical 75%)

Put on table.

Discussion:



Should apply to “wired traffic analyzer” as well ( Accepted as friendly amendment.



<Pratik> Concern that this is not purely editorial.



Charles steps down as chair.



<Charles> Speaks against the motion as just making this change generic might make the figures inconsistent.



<Pratik> Suggest it’s better to ask people to ask for specific changes to specific sections



<Pratik> Rather than passing this motion, could we ask the editor to make comment list identifiying each intended replacement.




<Charles> Block diagram should only contain equipment needed for the test. Omit logical entities at all in figures.




<Michael> This reflects my previous concerns that things get in the draft and later on we will solve concerns with certain figures as blocks are not commonly used. Otherwise should have a block diagram for each test. This might 




<Fahd> Request to the Order of the day



Motion to Move to table.





Moved: Fahd





Second: Dalton





Passed without objections.




Chair position passed back to Charles

TGT in recess from 15:40 to 16:00h

Chair calls TGT to order at 16:10h

Discussion on 05-1157r1



Motion:

Move to adopt the content of document 11-05-1157/r1 into the 802.11.2 draft. With the following modifications to section 1.2.5:

·  Temperature setting tolerance is +/-2degC

·  The maximum acceptable measurement uncertainty for the Rx sensitivity is +/-1dB.




Moved: 


Uriel




Second: 


Sasha




Y/N/A (Technical 75%):
13/0/1




Discussion on motion:





Uriel presents changes from r0 to r1 in compliance to the e-mail

“[802-11TGT] Updated doc 11-05-1157/r1 posted on

the server“ distributed via the TGT e-mail reflector

on Nov. 16, 2005, 23:20h GMT-8.





<Charles & Michael> As data frames entering the receiver are counted on the air link, retransmissions are messing up results. Setting retry-limit to zero would solve the problem.





<Dennis> My comment temperature was misunderstood. Specify the range of temperate. As it is not measured, it should not be part of the test uncertainty.





<Michael> What you are currently saying is that the temperature shall be exactly 20 degrees Celsius. But your thermometer might have an uncertainty as specified. This is not what we want. Fix it by saying: Temperature is +/- 2 degrees.





<Charles> If there is an error in the temperature measurement, and not in the temperature window, this is what goes in the permissible error margin.





Ongoing confusion what the difference between temperature window / tolerance and accuracy of temperature measurement is.





<Dennis> How accurate are your measurement devices. 





<Michael> In the way the text is written, no one can conduct the test as the uncertainty of each used component sums up to be larger than the required uncertainty of the results.




<Charles> What is missing for all RF related metrics, is a standard way on how to do the calibrations.




<Michael> Have to specify both, accuracy and uncertainty.




<Charles> Rather specify the power level (input / output) and not the equipment in the path as the spec of the power level would indirectly lay a spec on the used equipment.




<Pratik> Go ahead with an undefined number and fill it in later?




<Dennis> Methodology is fine, i.e. this kind of test. Authors should go back and get data on their test uncertainty. Should not be voted in the draft. Strongly disagree with leaving it t.b.d or just pulling numbers from the air and vote it in the draft.




<Uriel> Overall accuracy has to be +/- 1dB. Now what would we have to put in the draft text to fix that.




Michael offers to work on the section in order to bring it back later.




<Tom> This is a  problem throughout the draft.




<Pratik> Agrees with Tom. If expected outcome is off limits specified in the proposed text, then the text is not useful at all.




<Tom> Be very cautious about test that nobody can implement.




No objection to call the question.

Motion:

Move the following:

A) Traffic Generator is an entity generates data traffic from WLCP/DUT to DUT/WLCP on top of layer 2. It can be a device connected by cable embedded SW etc. that fulfill this purpose. “Add to definitions section”

B) Traffic Analyzer is an entity that gathers delivered data payload over time through an interface on top of layer 2. It can be a device connected by cable embedded SW etc. that fulfill this purpose. “Add to definitions section”

C) Instruct the editor to remove the prefix “wired” from wired traffic analyzer and wired traffic generator  in sections 4.3,4.4,4.5,4.6,4.7,5.2,5.3,5.4,5.5,5.7 (where the use is with this interpretation), to be applies in the draft.

D)  Instruct the editor to remove the prefix “wired” from wired traffic analyzer and wired traffic generator  in doc 11-05-1157/r1 and 11-05-0638/r2.

Moved: 


Uriel Lemberger

Second: 


Amar Hassan

Y/N/A (Technical 75%) 
11/0/1

Discussion:


<Dalton> Would like time to go through it.


<Tom> Consider this as a technical motion. Gone through motion to verify referenced sections.


Question called by Michael. No objections.

Presentation 11-05/1212r0

<Larry> Fine with cooperation but this group should not figure out what “meshed networking” is.

<Charles> Welcomes if representative from other group brings knowledge on Meshed networks as well as proposed measurement methodologies into TGT.

Update on Theoretical Throughput

Larry points out that there is a .11 document dealing with this subject. He will announce the DCN via the TGT-e-mail reflector.

Charles presents further ideas on how to calculate theoretical throughput for various parameters / conditions.

Future Telecons

Proposed dates:

1. 1. Dec 2005: DJ Shyy presentation, summary of Vancouver

2. 15. Dec 2005: Discussion of Draft-0.5

3. 12. Jan 2005: preparation Hawaii, announcement of proposals & presentations

Motion:


Empower for telecons.


Mover: Fahd


Second: Michael


Accepted by unanimous consent.

Update on list of expected proposals for achieving the draft to be “mostly complete”

Update regarding progress. New revision will be posted as 11-05/912r2 (slide 11)

Issues List: Chair reminds to use the spreadsheet to intensively comment on the draft.

Motion to adjourn by Mark K., Larry Green second.

No objection.

TGT adjourns at 17:59h.
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