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Wednesday 2006-5-17

Charles Wright asked for volunteers for secretary to allow meeting to begin.  Michael Foegelle volunteered for secretary for morning session and Craig Warren for the afternoon.

Charles Wright read the Standards and Bylaws on Patents and Standards statement.

CW:  Does the WG chair need to be aware of any patents pertinent to this group?  

None were reported.

Charles then read the Inappropriate topics for meetings statement followed by describing the new attendance recording mechanism.

LG :  Are those spaces in the URL

CW:  No, they’re slashes

Members have to sign in during meeting times.  IP address is 172.16.0.10

FTP server ftp://172.16.0.11/11
New document search and retrieval engine on ieee802 website.

8:30 CW presented Meeting Objectives slide, Progress since Denver.  Teleconferences addressing comments to contributions by Sasha Tolpin.

Proposed agenda.  Call for presentations, state of draft discussion, presentations as they are ready, Process discussions (timeline, internal review planning), new business (future telecons).

??:  Is document online?

CW:  No, this is my working copy.

Agenda accepted by acclamation.

Denver minutes & conference call minutes accepted by acclamation

CW:  Pertti, do you have a document number?

PV:  I’m not sure

CW:  Craig, do you have a document number.

CrW:  I believe that’s the same as item 5, so you can delete it.

PV:  11-06-0-160r0

CW:  Is title correct?

PV:  Multipath fading in OTA tests and test design.

· Discussion on presentation time

PV:  60 min

CW:  Sasha, time frame?

ST:  30 min, today, want to take a motion.

CW:  Recommend we do this early

FP:  Recommend we do this later since we’ve talked about it on telecon.

CW:  Should finish old work before starting new.

CW:  Royce, is this correct?

RF:  Version r1?

CW:  Craig’s correct? 

Time?

RF: 60 mins

CrW 40 mins

CW:  Other presentations?

Uri:  741r0, W-Fi/Bluetooth Coexistence, 60 mins

FP:  Correction on 3:  651r1

Uri:  742r0, MIMO test methodology, 60 mins

Tom:  726r0, Draft Status

RichardKennedy 705r0

Tom: 60 min

CW:  To-Do list, 20 min

RK: 15 min

TA:  Expect those times are underestimated by a factor of two.

CW:  We need to have a state of the draft discussion.  Suspect it will take until the end of this meeting and maybe more time this afternoon.  Then start with presentations and maybe get through the first three.  Royce, 90 min w/ discussion?  How long for presentation?

RF:  30 min w/ lots of discussion.  Will have a motion.

CW: Should limit discussion

FP:  Should move that discussion up.

CW:  Any objections?

Uri:  Think we should finish comment resolution first.

Discussion whether or not to move them.

CW:  Any further objections?  None seen.

CW:  Pertti, wanted to take a motion?

PV:  Prefer tomorrow

CW:  Ready this afternoon:

Uri:  Prefer tomorrow

MF:  Present status on Calibrated OTA test environment, half hour, need new doc number.

CW:  Anything else?

PV:  Have some supporting data I could present if there’s time.

CW:  If there’s time, you can present today and bring a motion later to meet 4 hour rule.  Tricky to bring motion if we run out of time on other presentations.

Any objections to the modified agenda?

None raised, accepted by acclamation.

CW:  Items for TGT to be technically complete:

Item 6.1:  Tom Alexander presenting 726r0.

Listing expected contents of the document per IEEE by sections and indicating what we’ve developed so far.

Discussion of informative annexes:  Larry has one proposed

LG:  I’m making progress but don’t have one.

PV:  I have one as well.

MF:  I have one for OTA as well.

TA:  Brief review of the PAR.  On ballot, they’ll review the PAR and see how well the document conforms.  We will address amendments e, g, h, I, j, k.  May take on n, r, s

CrW:  Question on Uri’s expected presentation.  Confusion over n vs. .16

CW:  Uri’s presentations will address n and .15 coexistence.

TA 6 environments defined.  COAT, conducted, OTA outdoor, indoor NLOS, indoor LOS, OTA shielded enclosure.

Subclauses 5.2 and 5.7 seem to have identical purposes.  How does reader select?

5.5 and 5.6 have only minor differences; should probably consolidate.

PV:  Can we discuss now?

TA:  Discussion later.

CW:  Discuss as we go.

TA:  Go through slides and then come back.

TA:  Metric status, compared to original proposed list at start of TGT.  

PM:  Can’t see slides.

TA:  I’ll move.

5 throughput metrics.  TRP/TIS, 

Known open items:  Clause 4 has gaping holes.

Figures need to be redraw per IEEE-SA requirements.

Inconsistencies or omissions marked by editor’s notes.

Major issues noted in past meetings:  Throughput reported differently in different methods.  Need standard definition.  Continued debate on error bounds.  Need to split out frequently duplicated material in a common requirements section.

LG:  Comment on TGT(e)?

TA:  Joke on error bounds.

Questions?

CW:  Someone wanted to comment on slide 6.

PV:  Why are the remedies different for the two overlap issues?

TA:  First is an issue.  Second makes it clear which one to use, but they’re so similar that it would be easier to combine the sections.  

CW:  It would make it easier to keep common items the same.

PM:  I think it’s a good suggestion that if they’re the same it would appear it’s ok to merge them.  One reason to not do so might be that as we go forward, there might be some things that need to change in those environments over time where it might apply to only one.  Maybe we should look towards the end of the process.  Some things may not be forward looking enough.  

PV:  From a physics POV, while it appears important whether there’s a wall or not, it’s not actually that important.  There are other multi-path characteristics that are more important than whether there’s a wall.  

TA:  Unlikely to have an indoor environment without multipath.

MF:  Could just define the differences from the first environment in the second section.

CW:  That would be helpful to see exactly what makes them different.

CW:  Any other comments?

PV:  Could 5.2 and 5.7 be combined.

TA:  No, they’re fundamentally different.

PM:  The reason for having these is that people might have valid reasons for using different ways to reach the same conclusion.  Tests would define which environment to use for a given test.

CW:   Maybe we need more info in the introduction and purpose to explain how to select.

TA:  Problem is that some metrics don’t specify.

MF:  Some older submissions were made before split.  Trying to make environment general enough.

FP:  I think they all indicate the environment.

TA:  Some say any environment.

PM:  Indicates they can use whatever they’re using.

Uri:  I see only three environments.  Conducted, Chamber, OTA.  There are just variations of each one for different applications.  

TA:  We just need this discussion in the document.

CW:  Need a tiger team to do that.

CrW:  What problem is the environment trying to solve?  Need to change the introduction and purpose text for the environments and the tests to make it clear what issues they address.  

CW:  May be better than a super-section to cover that.

MK:  That could be a process issue given the way the document was originally written, so part of that is due to the evolution of the document.  On the other point, if we’re going to consider identical purposes on different environments, do we need to consider identical testing?  Do we need something that pulls these together to help the user understand? 

CW:  That’s what clause 4 should do.  We should be teaching people how to test, so we need more descriptive text in both cases.  

PM:  This discussion to add more info, etc. should be done in the internal comment resolution rather than editors report.  

MF:  This was his comment.

TA:  These are problems I foresee before going to ballot.

CW:  We have to go from a collection of proposals to a draft that’s an integration of concepts.  Comments w/suggestions are welcome.

CC Tsien:  How do we combine the different types of tests we have to do?  EMC, vs. interop vs. performance.  New requirements for MIMO, cognitive radio, etc.  Concerned about controlled environment for isolating effects of ACI, other channel, etc. 

CW:  There is an ACI test in the draft.  Purpose of group was to characterize performance in WLAN and not necessarily coexistence.  Any other comments.

PM:  If cognitive radio is 802.11 then it’s involved.

TA:  This is beyond my presentation, am I done?

CW:  Running out of time.  Let’s proceed.  Doc 669r0 now on the server.  We have 10 hours of meeting time this week.

Review of items to be “mostly complete”.  

MF:  RF metrology methodology is uncertainty.  Relates to “permissible error margins and reliability of test.”

PV:  Wasn’t there a discussion on explaining the need of metrics.

PM:  Need to define the correlation between primary metrics and secondary metrics in the draft.  

CW:  Belongs in clause 4.  I.e voice quality vs. MOS, etc.

MF: And Throughput vs. PER which allows converting power and sensitivity data into rate vs. path loss info.

CW:  Fanny’s working on the mesh performance submission, but I’m not sure of the status.

LG:  This is about 11s?  I think it would be useful.

PM:  Are we testing network topologies?  Multiple items are a topology.  We’re really talking about a DUT.  

MF:  PAR leaves open system level testing and many of the tests are based on multiple devices.

CW:  We’d be testing the performance of the mesh system, not the protocol.  That would be the deciding factor on acceptance.

PM:  Can we prioritize that list?

CW:  Quickly, we have two minutes.

Discussion on order of items on list.   Question of where “General test practices” belongs.  

Uri:  I think “OTA comparing devices with different antenna systems” doesn’t belong.

PV:  It’s actually multipath fading in OTA tests and test design.

Uri:  What about .19 and TGT?

PM:  We don’t need coexistence insurance for TGT?

CW:  Anything that would involve non .11 devices needs to be checked with .19.

MF:  Theoretical throughput is related to correlation.

CW:  The items at the top of the list now are mostly things we haven’t started, while those at the end have been presented.

PV:  My comment is that .11n is extremely important.

FP:  Orders of the day.

CW:  We’re in recess until 1:30.

10:06

Second session starting at 13:30
CW: Review the agenda still on the state of the draft.

Rich Kennedy made a presentation for objective outsiders look…11/06/705

RK: talked to the need to make the draft occur to be used now since all products are shipping for as much as 9 years. Options are take the draft and fill the holes with no additions. Shift effort to WiFi alliance test plans. The suggestion is to share the methods between 802.11.2 and WCC.

CW: Asked for any suggestions or questions, slide 3 in reality Jan 2009 where 1st letter ballot is what the target time frame is. 

TA: Has the latest date for the predicted time scales for 802.11.
CW: Calls for suggestions from the group to help fix

MF: Only concern is making sure the Doc is good enough to get through letter ballot. So the feeling is that it may not be.

CQ: should we spend more time completing the doc

MF: Yes 

CW: Doesn’t think we can make the Draft occur quicker. Wants to begin a review of the draft after this meeting. Additional Ad-Hocs will be helpful to drive the review of the doc to completion. Also we need to cutoff the presentations unless they fill holes to make complete;

PM : the 11n corporation in a required timeframe also cant agree how value add to have a liaison to the WiFi group helps. Felt that the WiFi group will 
PV: Can ignore the .11n need for testing and we should give some thought to that. 

RK: Talking about drawing a line in the sand saying you will never finish.

UL: How can we overlap the working groups needs to add to the TGt.

CW: Now sure how we support more task groups.

PV: should we do some work in Parallel.

CW: only push performance for standards devices. Not non-standard

MF: so if there are no standards do we ignore then

CW: No we can address something that will become a standard.

CW: closeout what was the first approval date for 802.11 was 1997 so the numbers look bad per the presentation however, never had anyone working this issue for 7 years. 

Presentation is complete.

CW: Agenda time is Video delivery presentation

RF: Royce gave the presentation for Video Delivery 0650/r1 no submission to be made.
Mark: There are 2 areas that you are looking at.

RF: there are delivery and quality what are the differences. A few dropped frame with little motion vs something that is very active will show different quality.

PV: how can you correlate the metrics for quality. If you know the coding algorithm can you quantify a score. 
RK: No you can not correlate between coding types to video quality. You can measure Video delivery then you can correlate to quality.
Mark: is the relation from VDER to VQUAL consistent?

RF: TCP has retried so VDER will go up but video will be ok. But say for UDP types there is no retransmit so video quality will be poor.

Mark: is there a class of video types that have a constant relationship

RF: Right the graphs can be shifted up.

Mark: Right but what about the still video vs fast action 

RF: Right the errors will move around and grow

PV: Separate issues like the pixilation vs the dropped frames cant you make a single quality measurement.

MF: As you start loosing blocks out of the middle what occurs then is it the same

PV: do the codec’s no bandwidth available and gets the drop frames and moves to the lower data rate.

RF: Yes there are apps that do that “not drop frames” but does drop the rate to fix the problem.

CW: Talking about the adjustments of the rate based on transmission

PV: what codec was used:

RF: MPEG2 was used NTIA Video Quality measurements to derive the VQM score

RF: Now to discuss the test method 
Mark: when the on the other side of the DUT is raw video?

RF: measuring the link between the WLSP and the DUT is just Ethernet

Dalton: how can you get around the video output 

RF: remove the video display and convert the LCD to Raw Video data.

Larry: There is an explosion of video cell phones. So the there is a class of devices that will not communicate. 

TA: How can you test the AP?

Fahad: Issue is what is the DUT so must be a device that has a Display for this test.

Dalton: How to address multicast 

RF: This test could cover it. It would need to be reconfigured.

Dalton: So then you can report the VDER for each device.

RF: you would have to do each device and be synced.

Mark: question is is there a way to decouple from the video device?

RF: That was considered but there were several issues. If you are writing to storage for it the advantage to how its written is that it is raw now you don’t have the disk in the picture. This it is felt that it is not hardware specific platforms.

Mark: software capture could be an optional addition.

RF: We only trust it on desktop platforms only.

Mark: aggress to disagree

PV: can have it as a DUT if there is no video displays. But there is a need for it.

RF: Is there a suggestion

TA: need to stop WLCP and DUT.

Todor: can we isolate the MAC and PHY for the test in this and look at the different layers.

RF: Yes we could put packet capture on here as well

PV: Its really about testing the DUT video not throughput. Agrees with the access point testing about has this covered by QOS testing.
ST: Running the test for measure Jitter and Packet loss that is already in the draft.
TA: So what inputs besides wireless can effect the video quality?

RF: many things such as the video capture device delay, the buffers, ect…

TA: we are treating the DUT as a black box. Do you have an idea in the DUT will effect your output numbers

RF: Processing issues of the DUT

MF: The schematic looks like the control and the capture are the same

RF: They are separated logically

TA: do you want to show the MAX buffer size?
RF: Yes its required to put the configuration of the test so you cant cheat on the test.

Dalton: Is it a coarse latency measurement?

RF: Yes that’s correct.

PM: This is not testing real time bi-directional video. This is intended for streaming.
CW: Right there is no requirement for interactivity

Dalton: We be discussing this in 30 min?
Fahad: Can we discuss this for 15min

CW: will can discuss this on Thursday

CW: Brought afternoon session to order @ 4:00PM

Sasha Tolpin gave presentation 802.11-06/0610r0 was started
MF: How does that different from Extraneous signal

CW that is the definition of Extraneous Signal

MF: Ok…

CW: what is that clause

ST: 16 line 31

TA: Strike the word Guaranteed and that’s how it will work better

ST: Ok 

CW: The text near approximation is there a word missing?

TA: Change the wording to correct

CW: So you made it into 2 lists
ST: Yes correct

CW: Talked to some RF guys about symbols they offered some symbols. For the couplers there is no direction indicated. Likewise for the combiners but I made that up. This is what Eagle ware uses.
MF: There is a standard

CW: Sasha wants to know if this is the correct ones to use.

TA: looks to show direction.

Observation made that the couplers are backwards need to flip around to get the correct method for the setup So Sasha will take the action to correct.
CW: Are you going to bring a motion?
ST: Yes
CW: Do you want to make a condition to the motion to fix the couplers?

ST: Yes to fix the direction

Motion 1 CW added the motion to implement the comment resolutions changes to the draft.

Motion made by ST
TA seconds the motion

CW: is there discussion on the motion

Mark: you could reword it to be…

CW: The Diagram is meant to convey the direction of the measurement. It need to be set the what the intention of the measurement.
Mark: We are debating the symbol is correct

MF: We want to make sure that the motion is correct so we also need to make sure that it may work for international methods.

Mark: Is there a way to make this more generic

CW: Oh I see

CW: To Sasha Can you take that as a recommendation

TA: Add a note to indicate all couplers measure all coupled power vs reflected power.

All now agree on the wording…NOT…

CW: have the submitters review the changes to verify

ST: Talked to the intention what direction was meant.

CW: does that mean that we need to change symbols?

TA: No I get the intention of the requirement

CW: Can we make sure we have the right motion

Motion passes 9/0/2

----------------------------------

Craig Warren presented on “Current Consumption vs. Time”, document 06/0621r0. He said that he had made some changes from his previous presentation and was presenting the changes. The intent of the contribution was to provide implementers with the ability to measure how well their devices were performing with respect to current consumption and the profile of current consumption over time. The test method had a current-sourcing device and a voltage-sourcing device, and the idea of the test was to measure the current consumption over time with a 15 microsecond sampling rate.

Craig showed an example based on a handheld PDA reference design. He then described the test method, and presented an example result graph.

Tom: You might consider expressing beacon intervals in TU and not in milliseconds. That’s because the 802.11 standard uses TU.

Craig: OK.

Craig also showed an example graph of power consumption over a number of beacon periods, indicating that the device had come awake on every beacon period. He then presented example charts showing current consumption during UDP and RTP traffic and noted that the average for UDP traffic was about 400 while the average for RTP traffic was about 150 mA. An example diagram for the test setup and an example state diagram for the power save states was also shown.

Craig then ended his presentation and asked for questions.

Charles: are you planning to bring a motion tomorrow? Craig: yes. We will build off the previous draft text and modify it to be r1 according to the change requests.

Charles: will you be making changes to the text you intend to be in the draft? Ans: Yes. Charles: then it needs to be on the server before 8 AM tomorrow.

Charles then added Craig’s document to the new business for tomorrow. He then thanked Craig for the presentation.

UL: Found a symbol for a coupler
MF: Let me take a look and see what it shows I can work with you off line on this

PV: Question…

Too much discussion occurring  
CW: Called for order 
Charles presented the telecom schedule and there is not a plan to have one on July 13th what do we need to have telecom for? Is there a need for them? Can we think about this for Thrusday.

Tom there is not reason why we can review the draft 0.7 

Charles said are you saying that you are not going to get the draft done?

Tom first of June?

PV what is the review for?

Charles this is to say no more presentations and look at the draft and make comments. An announcement will be made that this is what we will be focused on. 

PV is willing to give his presentation on 802.11-06/0769 OTA comparison test results
PV talked about the objective of the presentation and method of the presentation.

Charles so it’s the same WCP?
PV it’s the same exact data

Pertti showed the variation of the throughput in the different small location changes.

Charles so binning by the average

Pertti yes 

Uri The x axis is the DUT rotation
Pertti No they are the locations of the Access Points

Charles are they increasing distance?

Pertti no 

Presented the results for identical units showing the variation of the orientation and after averaging the WLCP in all orientations shows that the variations are very close. 

Uri If you are moving from one room to the other it could be multipath better due to better algorithms ect..
Pertti the only way to get the accurate data you must average out the data.

PM what is the X scale?

Locations

Charles so to get the average you take all the magenta curves and average them for the sum.

Pertti Yes

Charles did you need to order the points?

Pertti No

PM so this is not TPT over range
Pertti this is just locations but the X axis is just discreet access point data.

Pertti clarifies that each test is actually the changes of the location and changes to the AP location.

Dalton sounds like its tpt vs location place…ect…

Charles figure out how what is the meaning of the x axis is slide 10 that has the final test results, here bined based on y axis action. 

Pertti yes

Charles that I guess is a little artifical since this is the worst it can be and this is the best it can be.

Pertti yes so that would put that device in the center

Charles so on the next slide its arranged similar?

Pertti yes its arranged similar.

Dominic isn’t it the same as throughput over RSSI?

Pertti yes 

Dominic if you could get the RSSi then you can match OTA and Conducted
Pertti if you query the card you can get it but its not accurate

Mark so the 10 points are they done one right after the other?

Pertti yes…

Mark so you understand what I was talking about is interferer

Pertti yes this should account for that 

Fahad its throughput vs range but its actually throughput vs location would be more helpful if you make this on a range scale. 

Charles are the people that are wanting to go to the social? 
Pertti mentioned how to make addendum to the text and how do you add this to the text and how can we get the reference in

Tom said should be no problem you can add it in should be simple.

Charles showed the agenda suggested to recess till 1:30 Thursday
No objections 

Thursday 2006-5-18

Charles called the meeting to order at 13:31

Charles asked about the order of the presentation and mentioned that we are now in new business.

Michael I am ready to present if need for 783/r0 document is 760/r0 being the draft text

Charles made a modification to the agenda and asked if there were any objections to the presentation

Charles asked if Royce would like to present for new business.

Royce presented 11-06-0651/r1 and announced that he will like to make a motion to the 

Dalton wanted to ensure that the discussion that was left off 

Charles I think its better to continue the discussion before the motion.

Royce started the presentation

Pertti how would this change if you added the granularity of the pixilation errors
Royce the thing about testing results are the VQM which is a reference model but its pixel by pixel and frame by frame. He continued to discuss the MOS results on slide 25. He explained the MOS score and how it related to the user experience. The way it fits together is Video delivery and video quality so the need is to find the boundary is.
Dalton asked about slide 7 and wanted to understand the video errors

Royce that value is …

Dalton are any of those related to wireless?

Royce yes…its reflected that when you start loosing video frames due to range and rate adaptation so you begin to get packet errors.

Dalton So if I have 2 test results and they are in different places on the graph what does that tell me

Royce if you get 2 different results if you get 10 that’s where you get bad video and if you get 0 thats good.

Dalton but neither of those are wireless metrics how can you relate that to wireless metrics?

Royce you don’t need to care about those things since its looking at the raw video. But for secondary metrics like packet loss it would impact.
Michael F if you go back to slide 7 trying to get a handle how this relates to wireless. The interaction will not follow that curve.

Fahad what you see here is Average throughput but we don’t know how the packet loss. So what you are getting out of here is what packet loss you get vs video loss

Charles does the method measure the packet loss ect..

Royce No 

Fhad you can look at this as throughput vs video quality. Things like ATPT and packet loss will not be visable

Mark so there are 2 components there is the wireless and there is another aspect like codecs video drivers ect.. so breaking out isn’t what this test is doing

Royce Right the strength of this method is telling you what the client will see and so both can be powerful together

Mark but so then is that what needs to happen is that you can have different wireless units you need to make sure that they are exactly the same but this is a key element.

Fhad simple things keep the codec’s the same

Michael this an integrated test so there will be a baseline performance. What yo should see is where the curves start changing.
Royce referred to slide 23 to reflect how they were different.

Michael quick question on slide 25 do you expect to be used?

Royce no its just the metric Fhad that was to show coloration
Pretik made the motion

Larry second the motion

And discussion begins
Dalton wants this to be more complete so I would like to see the specific packet loss and the other wireless metrics. 

Royce to respond to that so the MDI is used already and the submission will not preclude any of that. So this can be brought in. 

Fahad so we have a frame work in place and those are good metrics and feels that going forward and we can add the other at some point.

Tom I speak in favour in this and would like to see it in the draft.

PM called the question 

Second by Fahad

Charles discussion on the Motion is over

Charles asked to vote on the motion and please raise your voting tokens. And asked against and abstain

Charles said the motion 69% and the motion fails

Presentation was complete and Royce was thanked for presenting

Uri is presenting MIMO 742/r0 Performance test methodology

Charles whats a VAP?

Uri it’s a virtual AP I am just not familiar with VAP

Michael Actually I can tell yo that this is not going to work all the antennas will cross talk over the air you will have. So you will attn each antenna? That’s not MIMO
PV is that chamber a anechoic chamber

Uri No 

Charles so I just want to throw in that your brain storming…so take it in that light and let Uri to finish

Uri I can get the feed back 

Charles So we need to ask ourselves what we need to get.

PV so what is the enclosure

Uri there are no specifications yet foe the enclosure.

Michael you cant simulate multipath outside of the chamber and that wont work.

Charles so…so..

PV so that is exactly right

Michael so that is my concern so if you vary the attenuation you vary the phase as well.

Charles My question is everything has to be phase matched in the conductive environment. So you need pahse adjusters in each path….
Uir so you need to add phase yes

Charles why is this for beam forming…

Uri so I think all phase results will effect all results.

Michael so its up to the algorithm\

Charles so what matters the most

Michel So phase effects the most. 

PV so there is actually a free selection do you want. We had in one comment resolution and we took it out about adding attenuators to do phase simulation.

Uri if we cant calibrate…sure its not that complex 

PV the other comment on that is that there are many different environment with surface material and could require some guidance.

Michael the attenuation scheme there is not multipath in the model so you don’t get reflections.

Charles that’s very much like channel model A 

Michael well you are not getting any fading effects

Charles yes..but you can get that

Fahad you are splitting 3 different levels 

Michael yes but you are getting 3 different signals so you need to.

Charles there may be a use for this model …so what if this was a 2x3 

PV I have  question if this will even work this is actually based on the multipath so now all you have is block delay

Uri not all combination if attenuators will work

Charles I would like to state that you can set the path loss such that you get the maximum.

Tom its full rank without it

Charles yeah you need to connect all the antennas to each other somehow

Uri this is just a start

Michael you can put un terminated splitters to get reflections 

PV perhaps it would help if you discuss whats the objecting of the test
Uri my intention is to measure the key behaviour so to test maximum throughput.
PV can you say if these tests get coloration

Charles can you measure sensitivity ?

Uri this is not intended to measure sensitivity…

Michael you can talk about sensitivity and they are separate receivers.

Charles you can create a method to measure that. I don’t know the answers either..there may be an equivalent sensitivity for the MIMO but I don’t know.

Uri intends to adopt this test for MIMO 
Mark going back to slide 6 needs to add some phase additions 

Charles do you have a suggestion 

Mark depends on if they are programmable

Michael you only need to make it adjustable for each leg

Uri asked for a straw pole that if TGt desires to have that in the draft

Mark wants to have some limited discussion

Michael but with the channel simulator you have more flexibility

Uri But my goal is to measure throughput vs attn.

Mark are we asking both…
Charles change it to some form of .11n testing

PV purpose addressing as instead of having

Larry my concern is that we don’t know the timeline now NO later Yes

Charles any further questions?

Mark my real worry is that we need to finish the draft

Michael I will look at the second question that if we had a method it would be great but to incorporate in the draft would be different.

Fahad This is just a straw pole..he just wants to know if TGt is interested. 
Who wants to work with Uri?

Fahad

PV

Dalton

Craig

Charles called the straw pole tgt in favour of .11n

For 18 against 1

Charles the presented concept in favour of this concept.
For 7 against 2

Uri is presenting MIMO 741/r0 Bluetooth Coexsistance
Michael is this Coexsistance on a converged device?
Uri yes both types if technology are in the device

Michael so there is not a RF issue at all

Uri yes

Tom what document is that xxxx?

Michael can you go back to the schematic? There is an assumption that is being made here that.

Straw pole was taken to add BT Coexsistance

8 for 0 against.

Charles thanked Uri and the presentation was over..
Charles adjourned until 4:00
Michael presented 783/r0 Calibrated OTA test environment

Charles asked what sections 
Michael do the permissible error markings belong where they are

PV what about the multiple antennas 

Michael I had incorporated some of that its under 5.2.3.1.1 that only one antenna is active at one time.

Charles So…this looks like a… Tom does this look like a submittable form of documentation

Tom I can mange

Tom What references are not there?

Michael some cross references

He finished presenting the document and 

Tom Are you marred in to test equipment B

Michael not sure how that gets exported

Tom ok no problem

Charles So do you have metrics attached with this?

Michael yes next time I will have that I divorced them purposely.

Charles will that all be intergrated and number pf points on the sphere?
Michael Yes

Charles how does that fit in the draft?

Michael its being very nebulas on purpose

Charles well no you need to specify how many points you need

Michael so it will have some reference to that

Tom did you say that this in normative?

Michael that’s a good question…

Tom do you wish to have it fixed
Charles how about site validation

Michael in this case there is another requirement on the site you assume that there will be a flat channel so we are adding the stipulation of having a flat channel.

Michael we still need to put something in here but that section is still a little sketchy and I am not looking to make a motion to accept it into the draft.

Michael concluded the presentation

Charles thanked Michael for making the presentation
Charles is going to cut and paste the motion document into the meeting slides so that the motion can be made.

Make the motion for motion 3
Tom are you sure you want to use 100TU intervals also can you remove the acronym.

Charles any more discussion no discussion and asked if there was any argument to calling the question

Charles read the motion

Took the vote 14/0/2 passes

PV is going to make a presentation on 0769/r1 OTA comparison test results and test design

PV wants to take a straw poll and see if this method can be used in the draft somehow.

Uri so the laptop is rotating and the location of the AP is changing

PV yes..

Dalton so this is a NLOS test

PV yes that’s correct

CrW It would be useful to add how the values for the grouping were derived to the method

PV yes I have that in text form already

PV reviewed the draft text to answer the question from CrW
Charles so are you going to present your 769 document on slide 21 you show TPT for range and on a different slide you show it as a function of location

PV you can do it however you decide so it wont matter.
Charles but we need to know what to compare 

PV Range vs throughput testing is how I would do it…

Praish does this mean that we will always get the same test results no matter where you do it.
PV no but you can compare 2 devices to each other.

Michael scroll to the bold text what about if you have more than 2 duts? 

PV its not more complicated 
Michael what about if you have a reference dut 

PV no then the statistics work in your favour

Tom I have a feeling that the X and Y axis is confusing it…so this one compares throughput vs throughput.

PV well range has nothing to do with this test….

Michael take the difference on the plots looking at the delta throughput.

PV displayed a graph that shows that very measurement.

Charles I see what you have done..how far apart can those be?
Tom you mean the width?

PV if the lines are far apart they can be as far apart as they are these devices are in the same locations

Charles so these are the some locations and where they are being compared.

Tom you are taking the environment out of the equation 
PV yes that is the purpose of the test.

Mark so on that will you ever end up with the curve something like what we see and they cross over between 2 different homes or will it look like whats on the left.

PV we have done this in 3 different places and the data always looks the same.

Mark did it ever flip?

PV not from going from environment to environment

Charles if you had a data set and merged it could you produce the date in the same way..

PV yes if you do comparisons the some way both times.

Charles I know if I compare the products they will be the same

Tom you have the data in different locations and what should remain is the DUT differences.

PV yes
Michael if you are talking about adaptive in different positions

Is the hight of the DUT constant?
PV yes

Tom the pinker is flatter

PV you are reading too much into it,.

PV wants to change the margin of the permissible error of the draft in some sections

Straw pole completed 
Presentations are all complete and on to new business

Charles had promised to have a review of the draft between now and July so start discussion on if we should do that or not. Whats the most efficient way to get this done? I talked to different task group leaders Richard did it 2 times it was better the first time. Other was there were so few comments that it was a waste of time as well. It does mean we all have to read it and don’t be afraid about being picky. Are we up for it…asked for opinions
Larry we still have many inputs coming it so we would have to freeze the doc in order to do that. Can we say July meeting is the stake in the ground?

Charles when you make a comment metric x isn’t in the draft remedy is submit a proposal. That’s how its done in letter ballot. The other thing is …..wondering is review a draft and not getting the proposals.

Larry time is likely for comment resolutions 

Charles we don’t have to ..but we can take it to heart we may get 12 hours and we could do adhocs as well. So what ado you suggest?

Michael some comments I guess what I am thinking is if we need to have more conference calls so we could have something at the meeting in July.

Charles the uh…so who has Weds available for calls 

Tom are you suggesting 1 call a week 

Charles yes 

Larry what time on weds

Tom are we jumping the gun

Charles well we still have the list to date..perhaps we have to hold off on submissions until Sep and do all the comments. One would hope that we could see the changes in the Sep meeting.

Tom I don’t think we ever turned anything down yet..

Charles well what about the error bounds

Tom well that’s a big kettle of fish

Charles yes well we need to do the new thinking

Tom any sentiment to complete the project.,,,

Michael well I want to get my stuff in that’s for sure.

Charles so...no one knows what to do waiting for me to decree something? Internal review but I guess we are kinda stuck so 

Tom why could submissions stop on internal review

Charles cause we would be busy doing comment resolution

Mark well we could just go section by section? But it will start the scrubbing

Charles how could we do that

Mark we could spend time in a session doing comments

Michael well if you do that spend time to do comment rsoultion

Tom so what does the chair want to do 

Charles well are we going to try to meet that date? 

Charles to take a straw poll suggestion review the draft in sections or we are going to review on the screen?
Michael need to push for additional comments

Charles we need to have a internal review and during the meeting not to the exclusion of proposals. So extend the telecom to 1.5 hours?

Tom I would support that

Went to new business for telecoms and announce the intent to internal review the draft, And it was accepted to adopt the schedule
Tom when does the draft start and when does it end I need 2 weeks 

Charles to begin no later than June 1st all agreed to a July 10th ending

Larry Green motions to adjourn Dalton seconds 

End
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