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Tuesday, July 19, 2005, 8:00 AM

TGT chair, Charles Wright– calls the meeting to order.

Minutes taken by Will Smith
Chair:  read through standard policies, ie patent policies, LoA, anti-trust issues, attendance logging and credit

Chair: Read meeting objectives.


(see slide 7, document 11-05/0669 r0)
Chair: Discussed progress since Cairns 

- Accepted proposal 11-05/450r1 into the draft to create D0.2.

- 6/2/05 conf call - Discussed possibility of TG internal review of draft, starting after July meeting

Chair: Calls for approval agenda.  Approved agenda

Chair:  Asks for comments on Minutes:

4.1 11-05/0509r0 Cairns, AU 802.11 Interim meeting

4.2 11-05/571r1 – 6/2/05 Telecon
None were given.


Group approves minutes.

Chair: Calls for presentations.   Provides list of received presentations and asks for any additional.  Also, need to schedule presentation order.
1. 11-05/723r0 P. Mehta, “Data Usage proposal for TGT” - 30min

2. 11-05/661r0 S. Tolpin – “Conducted Test Environments and Metrics “ (proposal 11-05/660r0) – 120min

3. 11-05/711r0 F. Pirzada – “OTAR test environments, metrics, and methodology” (proposal 11-05/712r0) – 60min

4. 11-05/676r0 – T. Alexander “Link Layer metrics proposal” (proposal 11-05/638r0) – 30min

5. 11-05/703r0  M. Emmelmann “Methodology for employing variable attenuators in a conducted test environment” (proposal 11-05/702r0) -30 min

6. 11-05/719r0 M. Foegelle  - “Environment simulations using s-parameters”  - 45 min – not ready until Wed

7. 11-05/757r0, 11-05/745r0 C. Trecker, C. Wright – “Roaming test methodology” (proposal 11-05/537r0) – 45min

8. 11-05/758r0 M. Kobayashi – “ACI Test Methodology” (proposal 11-05/759r0)– 30 min

Chair: Modified agenda with presentations, called for acceptance of modified agenda – no objections, agenda modified and accepted.

8:50am Pratik began presentation “Data Usage Proposal for TGT” 

9:05am Sasha began the presentation “Conducted Test Environments and Metrics”


Slide 10 – Fanny: Asked for clarification of WLCP (Wireless LAN Counter-Part)

Dennis Ward: Concerned that “conductive” test is not real world, suggested including multipath and path loss testing.

Uri: Answered that OTA test is what he’s describing, the conductive tests focus on actual device outputs.

Michael Foegelle: Added that this was just a first step, and that those tests are a natural progression

Tom A.: Questioned the logical/physical nature of the boxes in the diagram.

Pratik: Answered they are logical functions, not physical devices

Dennis W.: Also mentioned antenna diversity was discussed, but the diagram showed combiners.

Uri: Answered that it relates to effectively measuring the power.


Slide 12 – Chair: Asked for clarification that throughput is the good + retry = frames over the air, 

then asked for clarification on non-acked rate definition.  Trying to quantify the ack’s you don’t hear.  Only the case where the receiver doesn’t send an ack – doesn’t when the transmitter didn’t send the frame (part of retry rate)


Slide 15/16 – Uri: Throughput most important metric

Marc E.: Asked to ensure changes aren’t made while testing.

Sasha:  Confirmed that variables only changed after test data gathered

Fanny: Offered support for this process, stated it is important to specify/define frame size versus gap size for traffic that is sent.
Sasha: Stated proposal included specs for different frame sizes.

Chair: Asked if this graph was TCP
Sasha: Acknowledged it was.
CC Tsien:  Conducted traffic is under load?
Sasha: Stated it was fully loaded.

Tom A.:  Industry definition of throughput as load with no loss.
Dennis W.: Asked to consider naming it TCP throughput test due to diff in results with UDP test.  Also asked if considered correlation measured input power at receiver versus power viewed at DUT.  If someone wrote drivers for a DUT to ask for receive power, how can you record input power with RSSI.
Chair: Commented no proposals have been made to address that issue.
Dalton: Throughput measured in 0 packet-rate, Fanny added that this will be called a Forwarded Packet Test.
Fanny: Wanted to add that we need to know duration of test at each measurement point
Chair: Asked if TCP/UDP decision clarified, and Sasha said it should be stated and Fahd said it would be a modifier for the test.
Tom: “Goodput” measured in MB/s and includes overhead or should you only measure frames per second? 

Chair: Added report can have both.

Pratik: Stated that this diagram was clarified as a TCP throughput which is MB/s, not FPS.  
Andy E.: Would be helpful to see max theoretical throughput, which can be included in report for comparison.

Fanny: Stated it would be shown on the same graph, and while not part of TGT charter, the delta could be shown as a “quality” metric.

Uri:  Max theoretical will never be reached because of all the other factors, and feels it’s not a valid comparison

Chair: Said multiple ways to handle max theoretical. Not possible to get max theoretical when level is down, but you can get very close when input power is maxed.

Pratik: Asked why are we looking at this metric?  
Andy: Said it’s a benchmark to know how far off you are from the “standard” each device is supposed to achieve.
CC Tsien: Supports max theoretical because when standard is defined, the max theoretical is important for people to compare products against that value.


Slide 20 – Fanny: Asked for clarification on how “Best Throughput” defined.

Sasha: Said the max throughput observed at fixed data rates and then when set for “auto” comparing the results to the fixed.


Slide 24 – Fanny: Asked if all devices allow configuration or if there is some NDIS command to set the values for fixed rates?

Uri: Not oriented to consumers, but more for helping to improve products.

Chair paused Sasha’s presentation for session recess at 10:04am.

Chair called the meeting to order at 10:30am.

Sasha resumed presentation with Slide 25.


Slide 27 – Dennis W.: Asked if considered using a single IO.

Uri and Sasha: Stated the specifically decided against.
Michael F.:  Long-standing problem where we don’t have a box, but are forced to take off-the-shelf devices and disable functionality to get the desired effects.


Slide 28 – CC Tsien: Asked if testing antenna
Sasha: confirmed that this is conductive, and only testing “Diversity” switch within DUT

Presentation concluded.

Chair: Asked if any additional comments on Diversity.
Tom A.: Asked if we are going to do all the motions on Thursday.

Chair: It depends on how long it’s been on the server for peer review.  By this evening, both will have met the minimum time criteria, but let’s take a few minutes to discuss procedure.  I am concerned with the time it will take to review and discuss, given the overlap with TGn sessions on Thursday, I have concerns over attendance if we wait to vote until Thursday afternoon.  I think we should discuss and vote on Wednesday afternoon.

No objections were raised, so the proposals contained within the following three presentations will be discussed and voted upon in Wednesday afternoon’s session.

Fahd began presentation “OTA Metrics and Methodology” (11-05/711r0)

Will Smith: Asked if OTA Outdoor NLOS was explicitly excluded as a test.

Fahd: Replied that it was determined to be closely related to Indoor NLOS.
Fanny: Discussion on need for conducted testing versus chamber OTA


Slide 5 – CC Tsien: Since not conductive test, what output power?  The graph is showing attenuator alone, not the total path loss.


Slide 6 – Tom: Asked for clarification on climate.

Fahd: “Not in an oven.”

Will: Asked if proposal described the construction material of the obstruction
Fahd: It is discussed a little later in the presentation.  (He then addressed the question on Slide 7.)

Slide 9 – Michael F.: Asked about the value of the data in these readings, because when the same device is taken to a different open-air test location ,the numbers will be different.  
Pratik: It’s impossible to create a standard test environment

Michael F.: It’s important to consider when a person reviews the “standard” a year from now and tries to build their own OTA environment and their results are different.
Mike G.: Stated that multiple points need to be tested from a particular range to get the multipath impact to the results.

Fahd: Said that was a valid point.
Dennis W.:  Said Fahd was on the right track.  With respect to previous comments, if this is included, details and a potential method for site certification in order to “fluff” specs to manipulate their results.
Andrew: Had a question about the turntable, and the fact that it was spinning during the test, and how it relates to corporate deployment
Fahd: Said the spec in the proposal document addresses that.
Michael F.: Discussed his previous recommendation regarding moving DUT through the various nulls in a multipath environment.
Mike G.: asked about calibration of the test environment.
Andrew: Asked for clarification on the chamber – isolation or non-echoic.  
Fahd: Stated the proposal does not state whether or not it needs to be non-echoic.
Dennis W.: Asked if TGT considered correlating RSSI with throughput, and Fahd stated since the RSSI values vary significantly, it cannot reliably be included in the standard.  
Chair: Stated that RSSI is not being used like it was intended, and 802.11k is working to address that particular metric.


Slide 10 – Tom A.: Commented that the conductive test and OTA graphs were similar.

Fahd: Said that the DUTs were different so you cannot compare the results.

Fahd concluded his presentation at 11:36am

Marc Emmelmann to give his presentation “Methodology for employing variable attenuators in a conducted test environment” which began at 11:40am.

Slide 5 – Uri: Asked about attenuators on both AP and WLCP

Marc: Commented it was simply an example when you want to ensure the analyzer can see the variations from both sides.


Slide 7 – Marc: Identified a clear distinction between this proposal and the other test proposals is that this test involves changing the attenuation during the test cycle, while the previous test methodologies involve setting the attenuators, measure, stop testing, record, change attenuation, measure, etc.
Fanny:  Supported this presentation and felt valid to include both attenuation testing types.
Joe: Question related to fade model used.  Asked to what detail will this information reported?  
Marc: Would like to see that discussed. 
Joe: Asked if fade models will be included, or if the end user needs to document the model used.  
Chair: Stated that he hoped the TGn models might suffice.  
Marc: Said he is not including channel models, but focusing on receive power but changing attenuation values.  The method just needs to be reproducible
Niraj: Asked if Marc had any data on rate of change.  
Marc: Replied he gave a presentation at the Atlanta Plenary.
Michael F.: Interested more on mechanics of the problem – times involved with the change, and if electro-mechanical attenuation, could have other issues that affect the readings.  In fact they would be more logarithmic versus linear.  
Chair: Stated this will be covered in the Roaming presentation during this Plenary.
Pratik: Why do we want to change the attenuation during the measurement?  
Marc: Stated you can measure the observed transition time during BSS roaming.  
Pratik was still trying to understand the need for this methodology.

Chair: Stated this test could be used when the DUT is a client, AP, or any other element of the network.  
Pratik: Asked Marc specifically why he thinks this is important
Marc: His colleagues were focusing on BSS transition times, and this parameter was important to the results, and that it is important to measuring delay sensitive applications.
Areg: Presumes main modifier was received signal strength.  Asked if QoS was configured on APs.

Marc: Directed to Chair, stating he wanted to be sure he wasn’t getting into BSS transition proposal.  
Areg: Agrees this is a valid test, but wanted to state there are many more variables involved in the transition time.

Andrew: Asked if using step or continual attenuators.  
Fanny: Replied that Azimuth Systems were used and they are continuous.
Fahd: Having hard time matching test set-up with what are we trying to measure, and placing Marc’s methodology without having specific metrics.
Tom: Stated that there were other proposals that do not have metrics (calibration, etc).
Tom:  What is the desired end result – stand alone methodology or combined with others?  Marc: Stated it didn’t matter, but that it is appropriately referenced when needed for a particular test.
Dalton: There should be some experimental data included in proposal.  It would be helpful to see experimental data from the make-and-break connections.  
Tom: Added that their devices step in the hundred microseconds and steps between packets.  Andrew: Asked about attenuator settling time.
Dennis W.: Commented that what was shown was specific, but described as consistent.

Marc concluded the presentation at 12:27pm

Chair adjourned the morning session at 12:29pm.

Tuesday, July 19, 2005, 7:30 PM

TGT chair, Charles Wright– calls the meeting to order.

Minutes taken by Will Smith
Chair:  Reviews accepted agenda, summarized that presentations 1,2,3 and 5 were performed earlier, and Tom and Michael are scheduled for this evening.

Fahd: asked about setting a specific time for motions.

Chair: Noted that having these motions tomorrow does not preclude additional motions, just that it will be easier to keep track.  Proposing to modify agenda to include the specific time of 4:00pm on Wednesday 7/20/2005.  No objections, agenda modification accepted.
Tom A. begins presentation 11-05/0676r0, “Link Layer metrics proposal” (proposal 11-05/638r0) at 7:39pm
Slide 4 – Fanny: Asked about “failover tests”

Tom: I will cover that later.
Slide 5 – Sasha: Asked why these metrics are defined as secondary

Tom: These parameters are not defined as directly user affecting

Uri: Stated that in describing the graph, the test would be performed where PHY affects are not affecting performance.

Fahd: Stated that the methodology is very flexible but there is no sample data, yet the document includes verbiage about making a motion to accept the proposal.

To: Agreed, have done these test and will incorporate sample results.  Had planned to wait on the motion.

Fanny: Comments that InterFrame Spacing and Back-off timers need to be specified in the testing. 
Chair: Stated these parameters need to be defined under “Test conditions” in the report.
Tom: Should be “informative annex” since these parameters are defined in 802.11e, and you can distinguish what can be tweaked, and the resulting improvements.

Slide 6 – Fanny: Asked if quantity of clients are specified
Tom: That’s a Configuration parameter

Dennis W.: Asked if 11e “fixed” multicast, because when more than 1 client, packets get dropped and performance suffers, and practically

Keith A.: Confirmed that 11e did not do anything to address multicast.
Chair: Interested in any data the Dennis might have on how multicast fails.

Fanny: Asked if text specified on how the data is gathered from the clients themselves.

Tom: Does not want to get into specifying the client

Chair: Variety of ways, and diagrams on slide 3 show sufficient info that it is understood that data needs to be obtained from clients, according to the client being tested.

Fahd: Traffic generator question – one or multiple devices?

Tom: Depends on what you want to test, and does not want to specify what is generating the packets, but will specify the format of the data to be generated.

Fahd: Did not see that detail in the proposal text.

Tom: Will review and add details as needed.

Fanny: Interesting test, since clients may be different data rates

Chair: Question about need for multiple receiving clients instead of just one?

Tom: Good Point.  AP can handle multicast traffic differently with one client versus multiple.

Keith A.: AP-dependent on how if buffers data, etc, so no easy way to define.

Chair: The number of clients should then be a test condition.

Slide 7 – Fanny: Authentication server is a limiting factor, correct?

Tom: Yes, agreed.

Chair: Then you need a super-fast AAA server, which is hardware issue
Sangeehta: How is this measured?

Tom: Clients per second

Fahd: Latency? Any implications on Data Side?

Chair: Fail-over AP case when authentication rate is important.  Also, this is more of an AP QoS metric.

Areg: Considered fast-reauthentications? 

Tom: Does not specify whether client will or will not pre-auth.
Areg: Meant fast-reauth, where RADIUS server caches key, and so it can handle better loads?

Tom: That’s not a function of the AP.  Whatever RADIUS mechanism is used, should be used for all tests.

Fanny: Asks for overview of test procedure.

Tom: Take n clients and turn them on at the same time, measuring how long it takes for all clients to authenticate.

Chair: Discussion related to time left in the session.
Tom: Might be good idea to stop and let folks review the proposal more.

Chair: Accepted suggestion and remainder of presentation postponed until Thursday.
Michael Foegelle began presentation 11-05/0719r0 “Environment simulations using s-parameters” at 8:30pm
Slides concluded at 9:00pm, opening for discussion.

Neeraj: Any real-world test data?

Michael: Yes, we do it for cell phones every day.

Dennis: Very good paper, processes and procedures have been used in radio received design for years, and are very sound, and challenge will be in building models for channel selection.  Stresses will still have to do field testing.
Pratik: Excellent presentation.  What can be done to run experiments with patch cables in a lab to validate the approaches and techniques from other testing organizations?  Would like to see the experimental data in the document.  Given this approach compared with the other approaches presented, is this a replacement or augmenting approach?

Michael:  Many different ways to achieve the results, and OTA still works, but if it can be done faster/cheaper with cables to simulate that same condition, it is warranted.  Michael showed tool used to generate the presentation graphs, and showed a sample room where the reflection paths were stronger than the direct path.

Tom: Commented that TGn has done a lot of work with this.

Michael:  What’s the point?  To get an average-case and a worst-case performance.
Chair: Can be achieved with these different measurements in an appendix.

Pratik: Deliverable needs to contain the best method or two to achieve the test results, not include all 7 possible ways.

Uri: What channel models to we need to make?

Chair: Commented that we currently have six models (TGn channel model document 11-03/940r4).

Fanny: Agrees with Pratik.  If we have models, we need to leverage without making too many, since “more is not better.”

Shravan: In TGn they consider not only the channels, but with and without impairments.
Dalton: Is is easier to simulate or easier to capture platform noise in the real world?

Michael: Still have to do OTA in order to get that real-world noise measurements.

Chair: how many OTA tests in CTIA?

Michael: Two principal, to get total radiated power, and total isotropic sensitivity, the rest are lab tested.
Pratik: Cautioned that their protocols behave very differently from 802.11

Michael:  Base station simulators are similar – have noise insertion, and other tools that inject the impairments, and hopefully WLAN test tools will come around.

Dennis: Cautioned against developing too many channel models.  Also no substitute for gathering real-world noise levels via OTA testing.

Chair: reviewed schedule for Wednesday, adjourned meeting at 9:27pm

Wednesday, July 20, 2005, 1:30 PM

Chair:  Called meeting to order, back from recess.  There are a couple of proposals to go over.  Reminder to group of the standing orders for the 4pm vote on the selected proposals from Tuesday.

Covered 5.1 to 5.6, with the exception of 5.4 which will be concluded Thursday.

Chair will co-present with Chris Trecker, so asked Michael Foegelle to act as chair for the duration of Fast Roaming presentation, and M. Foegelle accepted.

Chris Trecker and Charles Wright began presentation “Roaming Test Methodology” proposal 11-05/537r0 (presentations 11-05/757r0, 11-05/745r0) at 1:35pm
Slide 8 – Mike F: Seems like powering off and rolling are extreme cases.

Charles: Yes, they are, but they are all valid approaches.

Dennis:  First question – client-reciever scanning rates, which is somewhat dependent on the driver. Second question - have you considered a baseline by setting particular data rates to keep transition times more measureable?

Chair:  The second question would be addressed in test conditions.  The first question will be answered later.

Dennis: Maybe questions were premature.

Slide 15 – Neeraj: What do the different colors represent?
Chris: Representative sample of various clients.

Shravan: Asked about channel separation.
Charles: normal.

Shravan was concerned that transition time might be different when you’re going to different channels.

Charles: Takes it that you think this is a valid metric.
Sangeehta: Did you consider scanning time?

Charles: Handsets are aggressive scanners, so their transition time is generally quicker, but it is up to the client, and that is what is trying to be measured.

Sangeehta: Would like to see test parameters to understand difference between 11i and 11r, because they are similar.

Chris: Described how they are not really similar.  11r caches the keys to enable the faster roaming time.

Andrew: Do you see any flapping?

Chris: Believes it’s algorithmic, because there is no real predictability as to when we roam.

Michael F.: Did you use different attenuator profiles to control the overlap?

Fanny: There was a way to do that, and it did affect the transition time.

Chris concluded his presentation and Charles began 11-05/745r0.

Slide 5- Uri: Necessary for Resistive Splitters versus “regular” splitters?

Charles: Using resistive makes better performance response values in the isolation.
Will: Symantic question on use of “Wireless” monitor, when actually conductive test using cables.

Dalton suggested naming it an 802.11 monitor to show you are looking for 802.11 traffic, regardless of the medium the data travels.

Charles: That’s a good compromise.

Pratik: relates to voice?

Charles: This is a metric for roaming.

Slide 7 - Areg: can you use other triggers for the roaming?

Charles: Yes, but we need to make sure it doesn’t distract from the objective of measuring the transition time.

Marc: Many different ways, and not received signal strength, but it depends on the equipment, but the goal of the metric is measuring the outage experienced during a roam.

Slide 9 – Tom A: Shouldn’t you include inter-roam delay?

Charles: You can, and it was debated.

Michael F. Stated he favored including it.

Discussion of how it will fit into the draft.
Tom A:  Clause 5, most likely.

Presentation concluded at 3:03pm

Mark Kobayashi began presentation presentation 11-05/758r0, “ACI Test Methodology” (proposal 11-05/759r0) at 3:04pm 

Slide 6 – Uri: Attenuators for AP outband and station?
Dalton: There are, but they are fixed.

Discussion on verbiage related to AP Outband instead of WLCP.
Don: Does this preclude the ability to test on other than adjacent channels?

Mark: It was written fairly loose, so you can test on other than adjacent channels.

Uri: performance is more impacted by the side lobes counterparts, not DUT.

Tom: Hypothetical vendor that makes a good transmitter, but bad receiver.  When he publishes results, they are skewed.

Mark: suggesting methodology, not devices that fit the blocks.  

Tom: Isn’t it a responsibility to spec the components other-than-the DUT, so that you can get consistent, repeatable results.

Mark: Note the key devices using.

Michael: The one critical question – ACI result of stuff getting through my filter, or is it a side lobe getting so strong it is interfering?  

Jason: How would you construct signal that exactly matches the IEEE power mask?

Uri: Signal Generator, which can be repeatable.  Define the set-up and the pattern.

Jason: there is “some thing” that generates the signal, then there are the other components.

Michael F.: Was throughput tested at the same time?

Jason: using real devices instead of signal generators could yield different results.

Tom: Measure the noise floor at the DUT?  It could impact the readings.
Mark: No, but it could be included.

Michael F.: On calibration, made comment on using center frequency, but should have something in document related to “flatness” of the signal, etc.

Prestation concluded at 3:34pm
Chair: Asked if they plan to bring forth a proposal and if the draft had been on the server.

Dalton: Yes, it was up prior to plenary.

Chair: If no further questions, we will adjourn for break (3:36pm)

Chair called meeting to order at 4:00pm

Chair: Per standing orders, entertaining motions to previous presentations.  Wants to make it clear that due to the number of proposals and the potential for large blocks of data to be applied to the draft, if your proposal does not pass, per Robert’s Rules it cannot be voted on again in this session, but it does not mean it is completely dead.  It could be revised and then re-introduced in the September session, if so desired.

Motion:

Motion on the floor to instruct editor to include 11-05/0660r0 and 11-05/0712r0 to the 802.11.2 draft:

Moved: Uri Lemberger

Tom: Would like them to be separate motions.

Pratik stated that the presentations were intended to be a bundle.

Chair clarified that a motion is on the floor awaiting a second.
Second: Larry Green.

Motion opened for discussion.

Uri: Discussed at high level the Conductive test, OTA test and how they a complimentary

Michael F.: In terms of submissions, great first start, but just looking at introductory verbiage what Uri described is not included in the text, so has concern that one reading the proposal that the verbiage is not as clear.
Fahd: In support of motion, feels clearly specified verbiage on repeatability.

Jason: Proposes a friendly amendment – tables 3 and 4.

Chair: so you’re proposing a small change

Jason.: In document 11-05/712r0 remove parenthesis and change “at a fixed rate of 1 rpm with an accuracy of +/- 50%” 

Chair asks mover if agrees friendly.

Uri: Agrees.

Jason explains that the range of rpms for the spinner and accuracy parameter were not in line with reasonable test equipment.

Pratik: Is 1 rpm ok, or could it be 3rpm

Neeraj: Prefers a range of 1-5rpm to allow for more flexibility.

Jason: proposed this amendment to reduce the complexity.

Chair: Clarifying question – Are you specifying the baseline configuration and if you modify then you document and explain why.

Uri: It would be the baseline.

Fahd: What is in the table already states that there is the flexibility.

Chair: So motion with technical change in one of the documents.  Is there further discussion?

Tom: Yes:

Chair: Asked if verbiage change was correct
Mark K: It’s in all tables

Fahd: Yes it is tables 1-4, item 4.

Tom: In neither support of nor against, but as editor. He started to describe how document 11-05/0660r0 would be inserted into the draft.

Chair: Asked if he is about to describe how the editorial changes would be made, because he does not want that in the motion.

Fahd volunteered to assist the editor with the insertion.

Tom: figures in color, yet IEEE does not allow color.  He will re-draw.  Then described that the tables without data would be deleted and then the column header infor would be specified, but not in table format.

Larry: worried that we are fiddling and tweaking, not high level acceptance of document.

Chair: Yes we can change.  Did you have a question.

Larry: I call the question.

Chair Any Objections.

Tom: I object

Vote to call the question and terminate discussion: 

Yes: 28 

No: 3

Abstain: 3

Chair:  Thank you (to Tom).  Now we vote on the motion.

All in favor, raise voting token:
Yes: 24

No: 0

Abstain: 7

Chair: Motion passes.  Is there any other motion to be made at this time, any other proposal.
Tom: Point of question

Chair: That would be in order.

Tom: Then I have editorial license to make these fit into the draft as I see fit.

Pratik: Re-iterated Fahd’s offer to assist the editor to make these fit.

Chair: Decided to wait on the motion for the Roaming proposal.  There will still be opportunities for others to make motions later in the week, but for now, on to next agenda item.

Chair: Old Business.  Tom’s presentation was not complete, and Chair had an A.I. to go over TGT internal review process.

Tom resumed presentation 11-05/0676r0, “Link Layer metrics proposal” (proposal 11-05/638r0) at 4:36pm
Tom A. provided a recap of what was covered.  Also mentioned he is taking away that he needs better sample data in presentation.

Slide 7 – Fanny: Still uncomfortable that we’re testing the server, not the AP and would like to see data.

Tom A.: All the data I have is the server is a lot slower than the AP, but will it be that way for ever?

Fanny: What’s the worst case – that they line up back-to-back, and then the AP rolls over and dies?

Areg: Is it fast re-auth?  If so, the server bottleneck is drastically reduced and AP is tested more than RADIUS server.

Henry: More of a start-up issue, not necessarily a steady-state testing issue.

Chair: Comment that there was a presentation on the roaming metric earlier today.

Tom A.: Case where useful is in measuring call set-up times is phones.

Chris T.: Not call set-up but rather connection.

Chair:  Before I take Larry’s question, there are a lot of metrics, so cautions that we need to give each their due.

Larry: Metric might be critical to a narrow population, and while not necessarily the masses won’t need it, but it may be critical for a subset.

Fanny: Agrees is it important, but wants the right clarification

Chair: So there is interest, may need refinement (Authentication and Association metric)

Slide 8 – Chair: Power save is near-and-dear, curious as to why it needs to be a client test?  If it needs to come out of power-save.

Tom A.: How does the client know it needs to have high throughput?

Henry: How do you define the test?  Is there a measurement to compare the throughput with the power used to do that?
Tom: exactly right, this is a secondary metric.  It contributes to the user experience.

Shravan: Why isn’t this just an AP test, if multiple clients are in power-save and the AP is sending frames to clients in power-save?

Chair: Sounds like something that needs to be considered:

Discussion on whether the station goes in and out of power-save and data lost, or if it will come out of power-save.

Fanny: Reminicient of a lot of tests we’ve talked about.  Finds hard to read document without diagrams, references to clauses in the draft, and without descriptions of how to perform the tests.

Chair: Concerned that throughput is not necessarily the right measure to characterize power-save performance, but latency might be a better fit.

Sharvan: raises consideration of test with perspective of AP, methodology would be different since client behaves differently
Slide 9 – Fanny:  A diagram is important to understand where the measurements are being made, and where the timestamps are being made.

Chair: Is latency-variation the same as jitter?

Tom: No.  If you talk jitter, you need to define what type of jitter and their buffers.

Chair: I agree, latency and jitter are important, but clarify the difference – multiple types of jitter, definitions, and reporting.

Tom: Tried to avoid that by defining min-max delta with latency.

Further discussion on jitter, RFCs, etc.

Michael F.: question becomes how repeatable is that?  If once in a hundred, an anomaly hits, he’d prefer a statistical model to discard that minority.
Fanny: Need more discussion, industry experts, etc to help.

Bill: CDF may be helpful in this case.

Chair: Agrees, esp. if the CDF shown at max offered load, or something like that.

Slide 10 – Fanny: Believes this is a special case of roaming, and needs diagrams.

Henry: In test methodology, how did you get client to associate to “primary” AP first?

Tom: Power up first AP, then wait for client to associate before powering up the second.

Henry: That assumes that the client won’t roam to the second AP early.

Tom: That that is right.

Chris: Supports Fanny’s comments

Chair: Are we testing clients or APs?

Tom: Tested as system

Chair: Roaming system has one client and two APs.  What are you testing here?

Many people are unclear as to the DUT

Tom: Testing the AP that you’re failing over to?

Fanny: As a metric, need to figure out what we’re measuring, but it looks like we’re measuring authentication on the AP.

Tom: Thinks it could be a specialized test, but with lots of clients.
Chair had concerns since roaming proposal test did not have lots of clients.

Tom: Stated it may be important for roaming test to have 1 to n clients.

Marc: What if AP fails, then comes back, then fails again (flapping) then they would forward traffic even though there. 

Slide 11- Shravan sought clarification on intent of test. 
Tom: Testing to see if beacon delay over time really is additive.
Michael F.: How can you test the impact to the client if the beacons have drifted?

Chair: Two questions, while these are interested in qualifying, but with respect to drift, worried about clients staying asleep past beacon intervals.  So you’re measuring the accuracy of the clock.

Tom: And the Software and drivers behind it.

Chair: So this is more of a conformance test?

Marc: There are other apps and functions that rely on accurate beacon-timing, so it is a valid item to keep an eye on.
Chair: seeking clarification on performance versus conformance.

Joe: Questioned Chair’s perception of performance of a few devices, not necessarily a wider scale impact.  Is the group’s goal to focus on performance of one device, or a comparison across devices?

Chair:  Anywhere in the standard where there is a specification limit, sounds like a conformance test.

Michael F.: If beacon testing conforms, does it impace primary metrics?

Chair: Related to ACI, the closer you are, the better inter-op.

Tom: So should this be dropped?

Chair: I don’t know.

Slide 12 – Fanny: Subset of forwarding rate or throughput test.
Tom: Traditionally, it is a condition of the forwarding rate test.

Shravan: Need to define more configuration parameters to avoid this testing the Ethernet buffers.

Chair: Burst capacity is important from fast link to slow link.  Ex. 11n to 11a link.

Fanny: These tests came from Ethernet switch, and then a long burst exhausted buffers.  Also, need to make sure that you’re not testing rate vs range, but needs to be sure that it involves a larger number of clients, since an AP can easily handle to load of one client.

Skipped slide 13, Association Databaase Capacity metric

Slide 14 – Areg: You figure out one is missing by sequence number?

Tom: Simple count of what went out and what was received.

Presentation concluded at 5:54pm.

Chair: completed 8.1, and wants to spend some time on 8.2 – doesn’t think we’ll have a TG internal review after this meeting.  Opens for discussion on new business for Thursday.

Fanny: Suggests work together on how to incorporate these proposals into the draft.

Chair: Had been asked if we can give up a slot.  They need time and a space.  It looks like we have work we can do, so will not offer.  

At 5:58pm, Chair adjourns until Thursday at 1:30pm

Wednesday, July 20, 2005, 1:30 PM
Chair called meeting to order at 1:30pm
Chair: Reviews the approved agenda.  Completed through 8.1 and 8.2 was placeholder in case there was interest in reviewing the internal review process.  
New Business

Chair: Has blank slide to determine this period mini-agenda, and asks group on direction.

Fanny: Suggests that since we have some good material, we could start to incorporate into the draft.

Tom: Usually that happens after it gets into the draft.

Fanny: Has seen it in several other groups.

Areg: Asks chair if ther is official procedure.

Chair: Describes a couple options.
Fanny: Suggests that those that are interested to stay while draft is on big screen to provide input.
Tom: Still seems strange, has seen group edit after the first draft

Will:  It seems like Fanny is suggesting moving the large block of text from proposal over to draft, but Tom is thinking the group would be editing the proposal.

Fanny: agrees

Fahd, Tom and Chair: Discussed how the putting of the text into the draft, resulting in Tom putting large chunks of text, un-edited, into draft, then “editing” and bringing to group.

Chair: Then issue seems to be are we asking if the proposers want to help with that process.

Tom: Has plan for inserting the text, then sending the interim draft to proposers to ensure it captures the technical intent.  If proposers agree, the draft gets sent to WG.
Chair: Agrees that is the technical process for the review.

Dalton: Agreed that it was also how Tom handled the Cairns input.

Fanny: still would recommend volunteers stay behind to help editor incorporate into draft.

Fahd: Asks Fanny for clarification if she is anticipating changes

Chair: We haven’t seen the document to see how things are getting put in.

Fahd: Unsure of how the text fits into the overall document.

Chair: Asks if there is a reason to go through the proposal in front of the group to discuss how the proposal chunks will fit into the draft?  Is that what you were talking about?

Fanny: Yes.

Fahd: Question to Tom, is that something you would like to have help with?

Tom: I can split in a couple of minutes, but there is no way to share the actual editing.

Chair: It’s not that Tom needs help, but more Tom getting validation

Dalton: What was the point of the vote on the proposal if we’re going to edit the document now?

Dennis W.: An outsider’s perspective is that it’s on the editor to incorporate and bring back to the group.

Chair: So we should remove from agenda, and I see no objections, so what do we talk about.

Michael F. :Teleconferences?

Chair: Ok, this could be interesting.  Held almost weekly, but since Atlanta, Chair has had to cancel more teleconferences than have held, which reflects poorly on the group.  Issue is that cancellations are announced on main reflector.

Fahd: recommends announcing teleconference a week in advance.
Chair: It’s more opt-out than opt-in.  They want to know when they are, not might be.  WG Chair feels people plan on the times, and a 15-day notice must be given, and driven by sessions.

Fahd: What about bi-weekly calls?

Chair: Let’s think about what we’re doing as a group and plan it in session. This could motivate folks to have content to discuss.  Ok with every other week.

Fahd: Suggests that discussion of editor’s progress on draft should be a good action item on Teleconf.

Chair: Asks Tom on timeframe to get revisions included into draft.

Tom:  Estimate for 3 weeks to complete update and post to 802.11 website.  Can’t make technical changes, but editorial corrections are allowed.

Chair: Correct, but group would build up list of technical questions for next session.

Tom and Chair discuss time for members to review off-line so Teleconf can be more productive.

Chair: Start review in 5 weeks, to allow 2 weeks for off-line review.

Tom: Agrees that going through a list of comments would be much more efficient use of everyone’s time.

Chair: The way to get modifications into draft is a presentation along with another Word document with recommended changes, to be presented at the next session.  Trying to get people think about the overall process.  Since we’re missing big chunks of the draft, it is better to go into comment/resolution now, or focus on the missing chunks of information.

Fahd proposed question about agenda item:

Chair discusses hypothetical timeline.

Marc: Proposing bi-weekly?

Chair:  We would have 4 bi-weekly Teleconferences between sessions, beginning next Thursday.  First one discuss things that have happened since meeting or new things, number 2 is open for new items, and last two review draft.  Changes title of bullet to “Discussion of work to be done on tleconferences.”

Chair lists:
1) Review of progress at SFO

2) New Presentations

3) Begin review of draft D0.3, which will be made available after telecom 2 

a. members review draft off-line, and provide written comments using standard comment submission spreadsheet
b. Technical changes cannot be incorporated into the draft until approved during 802.11 Working Group meetings

c. Editorial changes can be made before that.

4) Continue review of draft, last telecon before September Workign Group meeting

Chair: discussed comment/resolution process, then displays and reviews an old official comment form to show group what can be expected, and clarifies fields.  “Part of No vote” means “this” must be corrected before I would vote yes.
Mark K: So you’re going to issue a standard spreadsheet?
Tom: There’s one on-line.

Chair: Wants to clarify that comments must include recommendations.  Now discusses other new business, what other new presentations do we expect?

Describes the metrics, methods, and use-cases that have been presented thus far.  Asks who would like to volunteer to work on items that are not included in the draft.

Michael F.: Plans to bring forward on RF and total radiated power, Total Isotropic Sensitivity

Fanny: working on voice test suite – packet loss delay and jitter measurements, and context for using them.

Fanny: Asked Chair if work on roaming would continue
Chair: Affirmed.  Asked about update on ACI

Mark K: Affirmed

Marc: Has presentation ready and can give, but doesn’t want to rush.
Pratik: First, asks group for feedback on data and proposal, in terms of structure and content.

Mark K: It’s good to see the direction that “you” are headed.

Areg: Agrees with Mark, and from a consumer perspective, it was helpful to guide the direction.

Dennis: Stated will be an end user of this document, and showing the test methodology, along with what the outcome should be, would be very helpful to end users, especially if they have to interpret the results.  Encourages group focuses on tests that are important, not just a test for test-sake.

Michael F.: Clarify to user what the test can and cannot be used for, to ensure appropriateness of test.

Pratik summarized responses.
Chair: Commented that if there are boundaries or limits for certain values used in the tests, should be included somehow.

Pratik: In the output interpretation, descriptions can be included to accommodate.  Wished to thank the group for support and presentations.

Chair: Group is comfortable with action plan, and the amount of work ahead.  Anything else before we need to vote?

Michael F.: Do we need a motion to approve?

Chair: Yes, but let’s see if there are other items.  Marc has updated presentation for “Variable Attenuators.”  

Marc Emmelmann gives updated presentation 11-05/703r2, “Methodology for employing variable attenuators in a conducted test environment” which began at 2:58pm.

Slide 9 and 10 - Fahd: Would like to see recommended step sizes.
Marc: Did not want the methodology to limit or restrict any tests.  But if when you define the test, you identify that as a test criteria.

Chair: Must evaluate test to determine if changing attenuator is part of metric being measured.  If so, then you need to know about it.  

Marc: describes analogy of time to take to drive from SF to LA, but methodology should not spec type of car or speed traveled. 

Michael: Radios respond in dB.  Step size is important, because 1dB has a 12% affect on distance

Fanny: Have looked at trying to convert db to distance, but its such a messy thing (obstructions, multipath, etc), sticking with measuring in db.
Marc: So should linear/logarithmic relationship be included in methodology?

Fanny: It should be mentioned.

Slide 11 - Dennis: Thanks Marc for including “Change one item at a time” bullet.

Dennis: Wishes there was an AP emulator, and other comments

Fanny: Wishes for clarification from Dennis on how AP emulator would overcome.

Michael F.: An AP simulator would let radio adjust power instead of external attenuator.  Test manufacturers haven’t built these emulators since “market” hasn’t asked.  But they will eventually catch up to market.

Marc concludes presentation at 3:22pm

Marc would like to bring a motion.
Chair and group discuss 4-hr rule.  Due to document server timestamp, Marc withdraws request for motion.

P

Motion
Motion to empower TGT to hold telecons between July and September

Mover: Michael Foegelle

Second: Pratik Mehta

No discussion, no opposition to calling question.

Time: 12 noon Eastern (US)


Duration: 1 hour


Dates: July 28th, Aug 11th, Aug 25th, Sept 8th
Yes:  12
No:     0
Abstain:  1
Chair: Any other business?  Sees none
Pratik Motion to adjourn.

Mark Kobayashi: Second

Chair:  Any objection?  Hearing none, adjourns meeting at 3:30pm
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