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Abstract

This document contains the meeting minutes from the TGT Task Group Ad-Hoc on March 6, 2006.



Roll Call (more may have attended – please send updates to TG Chair):

Charles Wright (Chair)

Neeraj Sharma

Uriel Lemberger

Royce Fernald

Sasha Tolpin

Pertti Visuri

Robin Jellum

Dominic Palraj

Marc Emmelmann

Craig Warren

Dalton Victor

Mark Kobayashi

Fahd Pirzada

Michael Foegelle

Dan Odum

Dennis Ward
Call to Order, Appointment of permanent Secretary:

TGT Ad-Hoc Session called to order at 8:00 MST by Charles. No volunteers for permanent secretary, Dennis Ward volunteered to take the minutes as needed.
Order of Business and Discussion:

Document 11-06/0402r0

Review of Standards, Attendance, Security Reminder, Document Server, Meeting Objectives, Progress since Wiakoloa, Meeting Schedule for the week.

Proposed Agenda for Denver Meetings:

Item 5, Reaffirmation of TG officers / Nomination of competing candidates reviewed and explained.

Item 6, Call for Presentations.  Items that may be presented during Ad-Hoc session if desired, and brought forward again during the meeting.  

Charles:  Requested updates

Sasha: Item 4 clarified presenters and document numbers 11-06/383r0 & 11-06/384r0

Royce:  Item 5 clarified presentation 11-06/321r0 name / contents

Pertti:  Was unable to upload updated presentation due to network issues.  Happy to discuss informally, and happy to present later in the week if there are co-authors.

Craig:  Will call for a motion for his document

Dennis:  Will call for a motion for his document

Charles:  The group can discuss the documents, and have the motions in the main meetings.  Suggested the regular meetings could start with the presentations / motions.  What is the desire of the group for the Ad-Hoc?

Craig & Pertti:  No desire to repeat, especially in light of many voting members not at the Ad-Hoc, but at the regular meeting

Charles:  Could motion forward and discuss now, and Ad-Hoc attendees could consensus and aid in the discussion at the regular meeting.

Charles:  Tom Alexander will be unable to attend until Wednesday due to family emergency.  Draft discussions can commence when he arrives.  Requested volunteers to present.

Craig:  Volunteered to present & discussed background for his presentation / proposal, document 11-06/0376r0.  Presented suggested changes and rationale for change request to make the methodology more generic in nature.  

Charles:  Is the general approach such that it doesn’t stipulate a specific measuring (current) device.

Craig:  Yes, refer to voltage / current measuring device with sample rate as opposed to DSO.

Charles / Criag:  Discussed release / use of the draft, LB process, released document and usage of the document.

Craig:  Presented further information in regard to his suggested document / methodology changes.

Pertti:  Endorses the ideas proposed by Craig.  Discussed development of power consumption by some groups.

Charles:  What will benefit TGT / TGT customers is to provide a benchmark similar to automotive MPG (CAFÉ) tests. 

All:  Further discussion of current per bits.

Sasha:  Proposal was meant to bring simple methodology for power consumption, but not provide final metric for end user, but is useful for engineering development.  The idea was to provide for minimum and maximum power consumption under a specific condition

Charles: Clarified Sasha’s intention for the group

All:  Discussion regarding end-user / user testing needs, abilities, and use of this methodology.

Dominic:  Asked Craig to clarify expected result / curve / graph of the report for the methodology.

Craig:  Described intention and use of power consumption testing in his environment.

Charles:  Clarified Craig’s intention of the modifier for Time of Test  for 1 - 100 seconds of testing, or something in between.

Craig:  Clarified and explained comments regarding Time of Test.

Michael:  For an automated test, could put a requirement on the test for stabilization of the average measurement.

Uriel:  Feels that 100 seconds is enough to average out demands of the customer, and not transient tests for development.  It is arbitrarily large enough for DUTs.

Charles:  Reiterated Uriel’s comments and further explained the rationale for 100 seconds as an arbitrary time.  Discussed some suggestions to Criag for modifying test change request and how it might fit in to the intention of the test methodology.

Craig:  Further explained why he had asked to make the changes to the methodology.

Charles:  Need to define end-user / customer.  In this case it is the person who integrates a device into hardware.

Michael:  Discussed user needs further, and we should take the time to write this standard so that it is useful.

Uriel:  Reiterated desire to not make this a research focused test.

Fahd:  Discussed modifiers and how the modifier must keep the test within the error margin.

Craig:  Sees that very same problem in every test within the draft.

Fahd / Craig:  Discussed test modifier of Time of Test and differences in opinion as to length – 100 seconds.

Uriel:  Suggestion to resolve – Leave baseline at 100 seconds, put in the report, report the measurement of current during the test if available.  Ie:  report the trace output at a specified sample rate.

Charles:  Would it be simpler to have the test last 100 seconds, and then specify the sample interval to be provided in the results.

Craig:  Expressed concerns over sampling rate, aliasing.

Marc:  His understanding was that 100 seconds was the overall test time.  We’ve specified the period over which the measurement is taken.  Having the sampling rate as a modifier might be fine?

Craig:  Discussed what he wants to use the TGT recommend practice for in his work.

Charles:  Believes there’s confusion of measuring P=IE:  6.16.3.3.1 was referenced, and we are interested in energy being used.

Charles / Craig:  Discussed sampling and averaging over an interval.   Is the question peak current consumption or average over intervals?

Craig:  Will remove Time of Test suggestion.  But add interval of measurement and average of interval?

Fahd:  The use of TGT draft should be used as a development tool, but if it is used as granular as suggested, but what is the optimum balance?  Discussed various types of customers.  Current draft is somewhere in the middle of development and magazine reviewer.

Marc:  Need to clearly describe intentions in test and assume the customer may not be knowledgeable enough.  Example given for 100 second Time of Test, expressed concerns of a modifier over an averaging period.

Craig:  Described how 100 seconds was derived from a Windows environment and discussed the handheld environment and how it varies between low current consumption devices versus laptop & desktop devices.

Charles:  Is it Craig’s intent to suggest modifiers for handheld devices

Michael:  Doesn’t want the group to be too short sited of the end user and the people who will be doing the tests.  Gave examples of magazine editors.  Believes that once the recommend practice is written, that reviewers will go to test labs.

Pertti:  Believes that there is still discussion in the group about who can / should be using the recommended practice.  Used an example from Hawaii meeting for some introductory text as to which test is intended for end-users or development / lab type testing.  Believes both types of tests should be included, but defined for each group.  Thinks we shouldn’t be pouring proposals in, and then doing the guidance later.

Charles:  Agrees, we should allow both kinds of tests, but made clear that people who want to run tests must understand what the equipment is and does.

Pertti:  Reiterated discussion of range of Task Group experiences and expectations

Charles:  Thought there had been previous discussion regarding the constituent the test is important to.

Fahd:  Believes a year ago a presentation about usage of the tests and referenced the framework section and how that applies.

Craig:  Trying to be least obtrusive, but perhaps needs a new test methodology for his type of customers / silicon vendors?

Charles:  Some changes requested are excellent for making the methodology more generic.  There are also changes not related to generic changes and perhaps the two types of changes can be separated and discussed separately?  Suggested Craig discuss Time of Test off-line with others and see what may make the most sense and gave some examples.

Sasha:  Agrees with Charles in regard to making the test more generic in nature with respect to measuring devices.  However, doesn’t want to make the methodology too complicated.

Charles:  Asked Sasha if it would be okay if Time of Test might be an optional result?  Establish the baseline and then have optional reported information

Sasha:  Perhaps.

Charles / Uriel:  Further discussion on how the values / data would be reported.

Sasha:  There were previous discussions on Peak power and believes that the proposal made by Craig refers to peak power.

Craig:  No, not peak power.  But is after enough resolution for changing the flashing rate of an LED and overall average current to keep a device in a lower power state.  Further clarified Charles comments regarding reporting.

Charles:  The open issue is sampling interval.

Michael:  Are we discussing average or instantaneous current?

Charles:  His intention was to have an average over an interval, but not the instantaneous at the end of an interval.

Dennis:  Discussed the need for a minimal sampling rate to insure accurate results, but not some ridiculous sample rate.  Only to insure accurate results.

Uriel:  Would an analog measuring device be acceptable?

Dennis:  It doesn’t matter as long as we specify equipment accuracy for this or any other test so that the tester can decide what equipment to use.

Charles:  Called for any other proposals.

Dennis:  Offered to bring text forward.

Dennis:  Offered Document 11-05/1044r1

All:  Discussion surrounding document.  All agree that the information in the document is useful and would contribute to the draft.  However, it is the general consensus that perhaps it is too soon to place the document in the draft, and a more appropriate time would be when proposals are completed and methodologies no longer submitted.

Charles: can go in the Appendix but might be even short enough to fill the first pages. Should check with Tom on his views.

Terms & Definitions Section:

Charles: can go in the definition section. If a term is used at least once in the recommended practice, it should have a defintion.

Michael: Presumes that at some point, we will have such a (filled) section

Charles: Michael, do you agree with the definitons.

Michael: Mostly. There exist several  "Ractive-Near Field definition" most of them are more complicated than the presented

Reference Section:

Charles: Useful to include. If you refer to them in normative text, it goes in the normative References Section. Otherwise, it might be included in the bibliography.

Test equipment section (section Y):

Charles: Tom might simply use the definitions supplied in other documents.

Charles: Where do we put this?

Marc E: If we specify minimum requirements / capabilities, these have to be stringent enough to produce accurate results if measurement methodologies use equipments according to these minimum capability.

Fahd: Agrees that it is very useful but we have to find the right place to put it in the draft. Maybe have to wait until the methodology sections are complete.

Dennis: All of the listed equipment is currently used in the draft but minimal requirements are not provided yet!

Charles: To get parts quickly in the draft, might break the document into parts and identify where to put it in the draft. Might also hold the entire document back (from a vote) and further discuss and elaborate the document.

Fahd: Agrees with Charles. Have to get into the draft but we have to decide where to put it: normative / non-normative Appendix or in each methodology.

Dennis: Fine with holding the vote. Intention was not loose track of these issues. Appreciates if someone else could get this in the draft if Dennis is not able to attend upcoming meeting.
Charles:  Called for more presentations / input 

Michael:  Offered to present in document 11-06/131r1 in order to foster further feedback in to his submittal.

Michael:  Highlighted changes in his document from his original submission.

Pertti:  Asked Michael about polarization effects of antennas for any non-conducted test environment

Michael:  This may need to be additional text.  Both discussed what Pertti suggested.

Pertti:  Does Michael address a requirement for shielding efficiency.

Michael:  Not included as a requirement.

Pertti:  Interested since he is building a chamber at this time.

Michael:  Discussed what is appropriate for shielding effectiveness based on the outside environment.  Sometimes its more appropriate to specify amount of interference allowed.

Pertti:  Suggested some additional text to clarify expectations wrt to chamber isolation.

Michael / Pertti:  Discussed 3-dimensional / multi-sensor measurements.  Further discussed multi-sensor test environments / solutions such as Satimo.

Michael:  Further presented uncertainty measurements

Pertti:  Earlier suggested for the uninitiated reader what PER / Sensitivity measurements might apply for example.

Micheal:  Believes that the document does address this issue and that the tester could use the same equipment in a conducted environment if properly applied.

Michael:  Discussed CTIA measurement method / documents and their reference to his submission.

Michael:  Discussed static antennas and their use in baseline configurations.  Ie:  disabling adaptive arrays.

Charles:  If doing a TRP or TIS test, that adoption should be off, but not for throughput.

Pertti / Michael:  Discussed polarization issues wrt to adaptive arrays and Charles comments.

Pertti:  Clarified the use of circular polarization, and what is the polarization effect in a real-world environment.  Circular polarization can best create a random polarization effect of the real world in a test environment.

Michael / Pertti:  How does one properly measure the effects of random polarization using circular polarization?  Further discussion regarding testing of polarization effects and how the CTIA has currently addressed this issue.  Need to discuss co-polarized measurements.  The tester needs to decided upon the polarization used, and report that in the test results.

Michael:  The point is that we don’t want the antenna changing what it is doing when we are measuring.  Read and discussed 5.X.3.1.2 b).

Michael:  Added ACK counting method for determining PER.

Michael:  Adding text to change the equipment side of the COATS procedure, but not the test side.

Fahd:  Asked Michael to clarify what he might be doing.

Micheal:  Writing modifiers for the environment, not the test procedures. 

Pertti:  Clarified with Michael regarding test environment for OTA and COATS.

Charles:  Thanked Michael and for everyone to harmonize their text, as it will make it easier to create a coherent draft.  There is 10 minutes left, and asked Pertti if he still wanted to present.

Pertti:  Will share test results with the group from document 11-06/0416r0.  Overall points:  Multipath effects are very significant.  How tests are performed in a real environment.  Presented an in-depth discussion of multi-path fading and location of DUTs.  Believes the current draft addresses a purely static environment, and how the effect of antenna gain patterns effect multi-path fading in the test environment.

Michael:  Asked Pertti to explain the sampling and averaging method.

Pertti:  First graph, both DUTs are stationary.  Second graph, only the NIC is moved for each measurement.  In the third graph points are averaged from movement of the NIC and AP.  The results show that the average variation is significantly less.

Craig:  Signal Strength will change with modulation method.  Talking about transmission power and the modulation scheme will change the transmitter output.  How does this method guarantee that this proposal is not effected by this happening?

Pertti:  It doesn’t

All:  Discussion regarding RSSI, as RSSI was used to take the data presented.

Dalton:  Without a power meter it’s difficult to correlate:

Craig:  Yes

Pertti:  All I am saying is that there are local variations and they need to be considered.

Dalton:  The variation being measured, could be due to changes in the transmitter power.

Pertti:  Yes, that’s possible, but showed graphs where transmitter would not affect the results

Charles:  Over how many packets is RSSI being measured.

Pertti:  Over several hundred packets.

Charles:  Is the device measuring the acks at a fixed PHY rate or rate adaptive?

Pertti:  Rate adaptive

Craig:  Need to figure out how to figure the rate we are transmitting at, and what power is correct.

Pertti:  I am addressing a new test environment

Charles:  What Pertti has done is applicable for testing two units, and the variation, not how to do the test.

Pertti:  Yes, I’m just showing the variations.

Michael:  Pertti is bringing statistics in to the discussion and showing what the variation is and how the statistics work out.  This just carries out that to get very repeatable results, the statistics are necessary.

Pertti:  Yes, that’s correct.  I’m not taking anything away from transmitter rates and adaptive changes.  But this is a test environment such as an anechoic chamber.  This is a third environment that is very realistic and time consuming.

Pertti:  Showed how the same data can be arranged, and used it to show randomness of an OTA test and when averaged how it shows consistency in the data.

Craig:  If there are variations in functionality of the devices, how would we input the data?  How would it work?

Pertti:  The document proposes the idea of movement and calculating averages, that’s the whole purpose.  Can do simple tests, or nested tests and they have different implications for calculating confidence limits.

Fahd:  Can we please revisit this later?

Pertti:  Yes we can.

Charles:  Adjourned the Ad-Hoc session at 11:13 MST.
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