March  2005

doc.:  IEEE 802.11-05/545r0


IEEE P802.11
Wireless LANs

	TGT Teleconference Minutes for March 23, 2006

	Date:  2006-03-23

	Author:

	Name
	Company
	Address
	Phone
	email

	Pertti Visuri
	Airgain, Inc.
	5355 Avenida Encinas ste 201, Carlsbad, CA 92008
	+1 760 579 0200
	pvisuri@airgain.com


Abstract

This document contains the meeting minutes from the TGT Task Group Teleconference on March 23, 2006.



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

Visuri, Pertti
Mlinarsky, Fanny
Wright, Charles
Kobayashi, Mark
Victor, Dalton
Pirzada, Fahd
Smith, Graham
Foegelle, Michael
Fernald, Royce
Lemberger, Uriel
Tolpin, Sasha
Emmelmann, Marc
Ward, Dennis
Proceedings:

Approval of agenda:

Accepted as modified by unanimous consent

Approval of minutes from previous meetings:

None for approval
Brief review from Denver meeting:

See web site update for info, also documents 11-06/0402r1 and 11-06/0403r2, as well as minutes document 11-06/497r0.

For the purposes of this session Charles Wright gave a brief summary and reminded participants of the key decisions:
We have decided to conduct an internal TGT review of the draft and start solving issues on the Known Issues list (11-05/1024r1) in the teleconference meetings. Actual votes will be taken in the meetings, but discussion and proposed resolutions will be generated on the calls.

The objective is to get to the letter ballot stage as soon as possible, but realistically the comment resolution and internal review will take some time. The current plan is to target November as the release for letter ballot, which would then take place during November 2006  - January 2007.

In the current session schedule there are only 10 hours allocated in the May meeting for TGT meetings. This further emphasizes the need to work on the known issues on the teleconferences and to find an efficient method of handling them. 

Handling comments to the Draft

The meeting focused on discussing comments on the known issues list. The basis was the latest revision document 11-05/1024r1.
Sasha Tolpin had done preparatory work on reviewing the comments that address work where Sasha was a major contributor. His results had been included in an email that had been sent to the reflector. Here are key excerpts of the email:

“I revisited comments from 11-05/1024r1 that are related to the text where I was the major contributor. I counted 36 such items, and here is the list of IDs. 
 1,2,3,4,5,6,33,34,35,36,37,38,39,40,41,42,43,44,45,46,47,48,49,50,51,77,79,80,81,82,83,84,88,89,90,91 total 36 items
Actually, I discussed these items with Charles and Dennis (who sent comments) a half of year ago to clarify and agree about resolution.
 There are 19 items we reached agreement. I prepared 14 motions for changes to address these comments.  I intend to bring these motions to the group in May. Here is the list of such items. 
1,3,6,33,34,35,37,38,39,45,46,51,77,79,80,83,84,89,90 total 19 items
There are 13 items that I am neutral to accept this comment or I do not see how exactly this comment may be resolved. So, for these cases I do not plan bring any motion. Here is the list of such items.
4, 5, 36, 42,43,47,48,49,50,81,82,88,91 total 13 items
And finally there are 4 items I disagree; here is the list of such items.
2,40,41,44 total 4 items.”
The Chair thanked Sasha profusely for the effort that really helps get the comment resolution into a good start. Others chimed in. Such preparatory work is going to e critical for solving the comments in a timely matter and making progress on the calls. 

The remainder of the meeting was devoted to discussing the “neutral” and “disagree” items on Sashas email.

Discussion on comment number 2

The first item for the discussion was comment number 2 on definition 3.2.9 correlation in the same environment. In a lively discussion Charles was questioning the need for this as well as definition 3.2.8 Correlation in different environments.  Michael Foegelle made the point that the wording should be “correlation between different environments of 3.2.8 and “between metrics” in 3.2.9.  Graham Smith suggested that there may not be a need for any definitions of correlations beyond 3.2.7.  Fahd  and Pertti reminded that these definitions are relating to the original objectives of the document where it was considered important to provide guidance regarding how the “lower level” metrics relate or correlated to the “higher level” user experience related metrics.  Further there is a need to discuss how well measurements in one environment, for example a well controlled conductive environment relate to results in similar measurements in other enviroenments, for eample line of sight OTA tests.  This prompted a realization that the draft still needs an introductory section that discusses these issues.  Fahd and Pertti volunteered to pull together a proposal for this section for the draft and it was agreed that the need and wording for the definitions would be better resolved after that section is available.

Discussion on comment number 4
The definitions of various kinds of traffic were discussed. There seemed to be overlap and lack of preciseness in definition 3.2.10 and 3.2.11. In the end it was concluded that agreement on comment number 3 resolves the issue regarding comment number 4.

Discussion on comment number 5

Charles Wright suggested that the definition of environment (definition 3.2.12) seems to be way too general to be included. Graham Smith suggested that we need to draw a line of what is included, otherwise we will be competing with a general dictionary. There seemed to be general agreement on the recommendation to remove this definition.

Discussion on comment number 36

Comment 36 refers to section 4.3.1 in the open issues document. The correct reference in the latest draft is 5.3.1. Charles’s original comment was related to the statement about modeling in the last bullet point. After some discussion it was concluded that Sasha’s stated agreement with comment number 37 actually resolves the original issue in comment number 36. However, Charles still feels the need to clarify the Rician channel related issue that actually has more to do with the definition 3.2.22. He will submit a new comment addressing this concern.
Discussion on comment number 40

The comment pertains to figure 1 in section 5.2.2.2, even though the open issues document is using the outdated refernce number from an earlier draft. The disagreement has to do with the way the test controller block is shown on the diagram. Sasha thinks that it is necessary to show the controller in the diagram while Charles suggested that its function needs to be explained in the text, but showing it on the diagram is confusing and technically incorrect. Graham and Michael participated in the discussion and suggested that standard notation of such diagrams would be used to show that the attenuators in the system are variable. Michael agreed to send Saha some sample pictures where such symbols are used.

Michael also pointed out that getting into too much detail in designing the pictures would not be productive since the Editor has plans to make them consistent with the 2005 IEEE Standard Style anyway. Charles pointed out that his original comment was about content of the picture and about the principle of just showing what is necessary for the test and not showing optional automated control systems in the figure.

It appeared that Sasha agreed that the control cables shown on the diagram are actually not necessarily control cables, but time ran out and the discussion was closed without actual clear conclusion.
Call Adjourned at about 1:00 PM EST.
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