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Abstract

This document contains the meeting minutes from the TGT Teleconference on September 9, 2004.

Recorded attendees (more may have attended – please send updates to SG Chair):

Charles Wright (Chair, TGT)

Mike Barrick

Don Berry

Paul Canaan

Rick Denker

Michael Foegelle

Mark Kobayashi

Bob Mandeville

Pratik Mehta

Scott Penn

Fahd Pirzada

Seth Seidman

Jason Trachewsky

Uriel Lemberger

Dalton Victor

Bill Williamson

Proceedings:

Charles opened the teleconference at 9 AM PST. He reviewed the agenda, which was duly approved. The minutes of the last teleconference (document number 11-04-0971-00-0wpp) were then also accepted. With that, he turned the floor over to the presentation and discussion of the contribution “Framework, Usages, Metrics Proposal for TGt” (document number 11-04-1009-00-0wpp). The document will be reformatted to be acceptable to the 802.11 document control system and conventions.
The presentation reviewed the history of the group to show that results are on track, then proposed a framework for moving forward. Michael Foegelle had some concerns with slide 10, stating that the test environment will not be a model of the user’s environment.  He did not want to build an artificial “real world” environment.  He noted that he will be putting together a more detailed presentation on this.

A question was raised on Spectral Coexistence, and this will be referred to the Co-existence working group (802.19)

A general discussion on the presentation then took place.
Bob Mandeville asked if the categories in slide 11 could be characterized as #1 data, #2 video/audio, and #3 voice.  It was agreed that this was basically true, but that they should not be specifically tied to those applications.

Bob also asked if the framework would drive the structure of the final document, or whether it would be a list of metrics that the usage scenarios reference.  This was said to still be open, in that it may be a “buffet” of metrics with normative text that ties it all together.  It was emphasized by Fahd that the distinguishing characteristic of the framework is that it is driven by the usage and environment scenarios.

It was clarified that TGT is the proper reference to our group, not TGt (lowercase t).
Michael then raised a concern. He felt that the technical evaluation of what affects results in real networks should drive the metrics, and also how the metric results are affected by the component pieces of the network.  He felt that usage cases were not the correct driver.  He suggested that there needs to be measurement of real networks, then a method to bring that back to the test lab. It was also suggested that the parking lot concept of slide number 17 would be the place to park a metric that was not driven by a usage scenario.

The point was then raised that reviewers of equipment are driven by usage scenarios, which raised the question of the target for the metrics.  The PAR was referenced as showing that both are valid audience for the metrics.

Charles Wright raised a concern that there was a communication gap around this discussion of sub-metrics versus application metrics that has been underlying for a number of months and needs to be addressed.  Michael Foegelle said that he would present on this topics in the future.  

Bob Mandeville then raised two points.  The first was that all metrics do not tie directly to the end-user.  He gave the example of AP user capacity, that indirectly affects the end-user, but directly affects the IT manager, and that the IT manager may be a key audience.  Secondly, he emphasized that the metrics focus on what is specific to wireless.  He gave the example of MOS for voice as not being specific to wireless.

Charles Wright then stated that he found the metric/sub-metric distinction confusing, and thought that sub-metric was not really defined.  Some discussion ensued and Pratik clarified that metrics were being defined as something that is directly perceived by the user, while sub-metrics would contribute to the result, but were not directly perceived.

As the meeting wound down, there was discussion of what the short-term focus of the group should be. Several people suggested that the group should get on with the “grunt” work of defining the metrics.  

Pratik, in closing, summarized the need for a framework, noting that metrics/sub-metrics first need to be debated, and then the methodologies can be worked out.  He felt that the key idea was to make sure that relevant metrics were defined.

A straw poll was discussed, but never actually taken.  Instead by consensus it was agreed that everyone was generally satisfied with the framework, even though it was not final.  The framework was determined to be made up of slides 9 through 12 of the presentation.

The discussion then ended, to continue in Berlin. The teleconference ended at 10.00 AM PST.
Action Items:

None
Next Conference Call:

To be decided after the Berlin meeting.
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