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Minutes of Tge Simulation Ad Hoc Group

Session on August 15, 2000

Call to order 10:00 PST

Chair: Greg Parks

Secretary: Greg Parks

Roll Call taken.  No previous minutes.

Agenda

(a) Discuss the objective of these teleconferences

(b) Begin working through the document with an eye to clarifying, correcting and completing the contents simplifying or elaborating where necessary.

Discussion

Objective:

The objective of these teleconferences will be to finalize the presentation

form of the document so that (a) it can be presented as representative of

the current thinking among interested participants, and (b) to get the

document accepted as the baseline document to be used in evaluating

proposals. My expectation is that once we have created and have had accepted

a baseline presentation form of the document we can then create the more

detailed companion document.

Slide 1 (Title Slide):
No changes

Slide 2 (Participants):

No discussion

Slide 3 (Contents):

Was felt to be complete with no changes required at this time

Slide 4 (References):

First bullet: We will leave as is, but note that doc #143 is not up to date and that it will be recreated from this document should it be approved as the baseline

Second bullet: Add references to the Internet Traffic models () and the ITU MPEG packet structure (H222.0)

Slide 5 (Objectives):

First and second bullets: affirmed as laudable goal statements

Third bullet: After some discussion and reference to the Functional Requirements document #231 created in La Jolla, it was decided that this document (#196) should refer to the Functional Requirements document (#231) rather than the other way around since currently doc #231 does not refer to doc #196

Slide 6 (General Considerations):

First and second bullets: affirmed

Third bullet (Measurement Points):

· first subbullet: no change

· second subbullet: rather than just looking at the receiving STA, this should instead refer to the node pair represented by the transmitting and receiving STAs

· add a third subbullet: this will refer to the need to monitor the incidence of dropped packets at the transmitting STA

· add a fourth subbullet: this will refer to the need to monitor the Handoff and Authentication process at the transmitting STA (at the STA requesting admittance)

· It was suggested by Greg Chesson in later conversation that a fifth subbullet should be added, that being a point at which to measure the correctness of the traffic (to be sure it was following the protocol rules) and that this should be done on the channel

Slide 7 (Physical Layer)

First subbullet: no change, we will continue to use optional short headers

Second subbullet: we will remove the “Qualifiers tbd” and replace it with a note that no qualifiers are known to be needed

Third subbullet: no change

Slide 8 (Traffic Models)

· First bullet (Voice Stream): we tried to simplify the First Bullet into a choice of one or the other of the two models listed but could not choose without additional expertise available. Greg Parks took the action item to get in touch with Keith Amman of Spectralink in order to seek his advice on a choice

· Second Bullet (MP3/low quality video stream): There was some discussion on just what this was to represent, an MP3 stream or something else. Eventually agreement was reached that while not an exact representation of any particular traffic type, it covered enough possibilities (MP3, PCM audio, MPEG1) to remain a valid model

· Third Bullet (MPEG2/medium quality video stream): There was much discussion over (a) whether the CBR rate of 4 mbps was a valid number and (b) just what waveform should represent the VBR part of the stream. This also led to a discussion of how much traffic time should be simulated, and a compromise was made at 4 seconds total time. John Kowalski took the action item to work with the people at Sharp Labs to come up with a recommendation of the CBR rate and the VBR waveform component.

Slide 9 (Traffic Models cont.)

· First Bullet (High Quality video stream): this was acknowledged to be yet another example of an MPEG2 stream, and the rate was corrected to 19.68 mbps from 20mbps; we did not discuss whether this model would be necessary or whether it could be substituted by multiple lower rate MPEG2 streams.

· Second Bullet (Bulk Data Stream): after some discussion of the meaning of CBR (constant bit rate), ABR (available bit rate) and UBR (unscheduled bit rate) it was decided that the term CBR does not apply to these streams as they are referred to by packet sizes and the issuance rate is determined by the load desired; hence, CBR will be removed from the description. We will add a reference to CAIBA.org.

· Third Bullet (1394 Traffic Stream): once again the need for a separate 1394 stream model was discussed, but no strong defender could be identified; hence, reference to the 1394 model will be dropped.

Action items: 

· Greg Parks to talk to Keith Amman of Spectralink about choosing a single voice model

· John Kowalski of Sharp Labs to study MPEG2 traffic models and come up with a recommendation of a packet size distribution model over time

Planning

Next conference call to be on August 22, 10:00 PDT

We will continue discussing traffic models (slides 8 and 9)

Conference Call Attendees


Greg Parks, ShareWave, chair

Greg Parks, ShareWave, secretary

Peter Ecclesine, Cisco Systems

John Kowalski, Sharp Labs

Thierry Walrant, Philips

Greg Chesson, Atheros (after the call)
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