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Minutes of Tge Simulation Ad Hoc Group

Session on June 21, 2000

Call to order 10:00 PST

Appointment of Secretary – Greg Chesson

Roll Call – Evan Green

Clarification to Previous Minutes

Philips is discussing the possibilities of FEC at the MAC layer – not

Implementing as implied in the minutes.

Approval of published agenda:

Discuss Requirements document (0137/r2)

Discuss Evaluation Metrics document (0137r1)

Discuss Channel Model 

Progress Reports

Next week schedule and goals, Tge call

Discussion of document 0137/r2 

Slide-by-bullet review with group consensus for simulation.  Each item is either a “yes” ( it will/can be simulated), “later” (it will be simulated, but not a near-term objective), “no”, (not applicable, or impractical), “nice” (any volunteers?), “clarify” (needs clarification), “partial” (will be simulated, but probably with partial coverage/accuracy). “proposal” (needs a proposed algorithm or standard to drive simulation).


Slide 2

Test compatibility with 802 DCF/PCF (partial)

Support peer-to-peer (yes)

Support for FEC (per MAC proposal)

Overlapping BSS (yes)

DFS and Transmit Power Control (no)

Dynamic Power Use Minimization (no)

Redundant PCs (no) (also, may be outside scope of Tge)

Minimal complexity (no)

Slide 3

Interactive services (clarify)


Simulation group will supply a list of traffic load


Generators that will be developed.  There is commitment 


To simulating VOIP and MPEG-2.  Need a prioritised list


Since proposed traffic models represent unbounded 


Simulation work.

Higher-layer agnosticism (no)

802.3ac compliance (proposal)

ESS load balancing (no, proposal)

Track IETF and emerging standards (no, proposal)


Slide 4

Multiple priorities and classis of service (partial)


Refer to forthcoming list of load generators.

Toll quality voice and video (see previous)

Simultaneous streams (yes, see previous)

Interactive streams (clarify)

Dynamic bandwidth allocation/reservation (see previous)

Ackless MAC (per MAC proposal, simulation ok)


Slide 5 QoS Taxonomy (does not affect simulation)


Slide 6 Security (no simulation plans)

Discussion of Evaluation Metrics Document (14341)

Comments based on week-old version of the document.  Latest version not completely distributed to the on-line group.  Comments on the occupancy metric (difficult to simulate) are known to have been addressed in a newer version of the document.  Overall consensus is that the metrics are a work-in-progress, that further simplification is needed, and a prioritised (in terms of importance) list of metrics is requested.;

Discussion of Channel Model used in simulation

Lengthy discussion based on Shantanu’s second-draft proposal of a 2-stage Markov model, how it is constructed, and how it fits into the OpNet software environment.  This is a probabilistic model and seems to bypass or avoid using the event-based style.  After much discussion the following consensus points were reached

1. a “realistic channel model” that computes collisions based on transmission events and a distance model is accurate and meaningful, but does not scale to large numbers of stations (>=30) because of overhead simulating many MACs.  It is a matter of further debate whether this effect can be reduced.

2. the Markov channel model uses a set of probability calculations performed at each station to eliminate the receive “pipeline” in the OpNet model.  This is efficient for simulation, but is subject to criticism regarding faithfulness, responsiveness to different traffic load generators, and debate over the dereviation of the probabilities used in the Markov models.

There was considerable discussion of implementation techniques and experience with various models.  The conclusion is that Evan and Shantanu will revise the current Markov model so that it has hybrid characteristics, meaning it would apply a realistic model in some cases and the Markov model in other cases.  For example, one would want the explicit channel model within a BSS, and similarly for nearby stations in other BSSs, but the probabilistic model for other stations.  

There is also consensus that large number of stations are not needed in the simulation for many important tests – but that the stations must be positioned within the geographic coordinates of the model with some care.   Current experience with OpNet suggests that 30 stations may be a practical upper bound for explicit modeling.  This bound needs further refinement.  Also in need of refinement are station counts and scenarios for the single-BSS models which will be capable of a greater number of simulation runs.

Goals for Next Week


Shantanu and Evan– continue work on channel model.


Gerard – contribute an OpNet phy tutorial message to the group.

Schedule/Agenda for Next Teleconference


Next meeting set for Tuesday 06/27/00 at 10:00 PST.


Dialin information and agenda to be distributed by Evan Green.


Matt Sherman will chair this meeting.
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