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Abstract

This document contains the meeting minutes from the WPP Study Group Teleconference on March 4, 2004.

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

Charles Wright / Azimuth (Chair, WPP SG)

Paul Canaan / Intel

Tom Alexander / VeriWave

Bob Mandeville / Iometrix

Roger Skidmore / Wireless Valley

Fahd Pirzada / Dell

Mark Kobayashi / Broadcom

Chris Hinsz / Symbol

Fanny Mlinarsky / Azimuth

Kevin Karcz / UNH-IOL

Larry Green / CMC

Rick Denker / VeriWave

Shravan Saravanan / UNH-IOL

Proceedings:

Call started at 8.00 AM PST. Tom Alexander was appointed recording secretary for this session.

One presentation by Paul Canaan was contributed (document number 04/225 as posted on the P802.11 document server). Charles issued a call for any additional presentations or contributions; none were brought forward. The roll was called and attendance was logged.

Presentation titled “Wireless Performance Prediction – Organization Proposal” by Paul Canaan

Paul noted that this presentation resulted from a request at the last meeting to organize the scope of the SG. Essentially, the presentation covered a proposal for organizing the scope. Paul emphasized that we are all here in the SG to determine a means to optimize the performance of WLANs as this improves market acceptance, and his presentation would be made with that in mind.

Paul first provided a quick overview of the whole presentation and then covered specific slides in detail. As part of his overview, he discussed the proposed SG scope and purpose, and then briefly presented three views of increasingly complex “wireless ecosystems” in which WLAN devices would be present. He described a simple ecosystem and also the various parameters that contributed to system performance in this ecosystem. He closed the overview with a brief summary of some of the issues resulting from attempting to predict wireless performance, followed by some suggested questions that should be asked when developing guidelines for such prediction.

After providing the overview, Paul then went back to slide 2, reiterated that the first order of business was to define the scope, and then threw it open to discussion.

Bob noted that the third bullet on slide 2 seemed to be way too ambitious for this group. This is the end goal, but it's a difficult task. Paul responded by saying that he couldn’t agree more; this is a very long term goal. Bob then went on to state that when looking at slides 3 and 4 as a framework for tackling wireless ecosystems, he preferred slide 4 as it covered the variables in more detail. Paul agreed, saying that slide 4 is preferred as this is what he felt the group would be working on. 

A detailed discussion on slide 2 ensued, intermixed with a more general discussion on the rest of the presentation as well. There was general approval from the participants with respect to the “purpose” statement. Paul stated that we should start off with the simple scenario, and the others are incremental over this one. Fanny commented that slide 4 is a very basic scenario for a WLAN and overlapping BSSs are likely to make things more complicated. There will be different topologies of simpler or more complex organizations.

Charles stated that we don't have to solve the entire system level problem at once, but instead to provide a set of performance variables and a way to measure them.

Question: Does restricting the SG’s work to performance exclude prediction? Charles responded that it doesn't exclude prediction. Tom further noted that a variable that impacts performance can also be used to predict performance.

Bob observed that the purpose portion of slide 2 did not include methodology. Some discussion took place on this point. Paul said that his intent was to keep the purpose broad and put the details such as methodology in the scope. 

Fahd commented that the scope was completely in line for the simpler implementation, the purpose looked good, and we could do advanced levels with modified scopes as future work.

Charles noted that the scope and purpose in the PAR would define what the task force would do, and so we had to be careful in defining these.

Question: Is it proposed that the scope and purpose in slide 2 be eventually adopted as the scope and purpose of the Task Force? Answer from Paul: yes.

Charles noted that a shorter purpose was good, but a more well-defined purpose would be preferred during the work of the Task Force. If we define the purpose section of the PAR too broadly, we run the risk of everything including the kitchen sink being thrown in during the work of the Task Force. Even if we limit ourselves to working on definitions, that may still be a rather broad purpose. Tom commented that limiting the work of the TF to less than even definitions may be too restrictive. Paul noted that he had envisaged something a bit beyond definitions. Definitions alone may be too limiting; additional work needs to be done beyond just definitions.

Tom proposed that the word "variables" should be changed to "metrics" in the scope section of slide 2. Bob raised the further question as to whether we should add “methodology” to the scope as well. There was general feeling that "metrics" was better than “variables” in this context. A discussion ensued on the interpretation of "metrics" versus "variables". There was general agreement that the term “metric” was more comprehensive and encompassed more aspects of the problem than “variable”. Tom noted that "metric" is defined in the dictionary as "the science and theory of measurement" and hence would comprise both the definition of a variable or variables affecting performance, as well as the definition of how to measure these variables. The observation was also made that when one goes about defining metrics, one does have to say a lot about the methodology as well, because the test conditions must be defined. Paul said that this also played well to the third bullet under the scope.

Question: Is it sufficient to limit the purpose to "define the key metrics that impact the performance of a wireless ecosystem" and then fill out the scope section? General consensus among the group was positive; more discussion on this topic took place.

Larry had a concern with the term "client" as having connotations beyond a simple wireless device. For example, “client” could imply that this is limited to wireless devices for direct personal use, excluding automated or other devices. The term "station" or just "device" was suggested as working better in this context. Charles suggested "wireless devices" as something more general. Paul wondered if "wireless devices" might not be too broad, and noted that his original intent was to address the issues for notebooks and access points. However, Charles and Shravan pointed out that "notebooks" is too limiting given the current work in the WG on other types of wireless devices.

Fahd suggested that we should use the term "devices" because it covers APs as well as all manner of WLAN systems. Fanny and Charles agreed. Charles noted that we probably did not need to consider specific devices in the charter of the group, as we can define metrics that are device independent.

Question: Do we need to include something about being specific to 802.11 in the purpose statement? Charles noted that this is a very good idea because this PAR gets forwarded to other groups, and so we should be specific in order to avoid confusion in WGs that are not familiar with what WPP is doing. General agreement.

Question: What is a "wireless ecosystem"? This should be better defined. Tom suggested using "wireless network" instead. Charles noted that there was considerable effort on interworking, so should this be in our scope as well? Reaction was mixed. Fanny stated that she preferred to limit the scope to 802.11.

Paul suggested focusing on the "purpose" section of slide 2 of his presentation first, and restated it as follows:


"Define the key metrics that impact the performance of a wireless ecosystem".

This met with general agreement among the participants.

Tom suggested that we use "wireless LAN ecosystem" to make it specific to 802.11. A discussion on long-range WLAN links ensued after it was pointed out that 802.11 devices were being used for applications outside LANs. Tom noted that there was a specific IEEE definition for "LANs" versus "MANs" based on geographical reach.

Charles informed the group that the meeting schedule for the WPP SG in March has been published in the 802.11 overall agenda and schedule. As the agenda during the Orlando meeting, he planned to first schedule a bunch of presentations relating to the PAR, then work on writing the PAR with the objective of getting it approved, and then admit presentations that go beyond creating the PAR. He recommended that this should be kept in mind when coming to the Orlando meeting.

The discussion of slide 2 of Paul's presentation continued to the "scope" portion of the slide. Paul provided an amended first bullet for the scope on slide 2 as follows:


"Provide a list of variables that impact the performance of 802.11 wireless devices."

It was suggested that variables here be changed to metrics as well. Fanny noted that metrics do not impact performance. It was suggested that the bullet should be wordsmithed to address issues that actually impact performance. A participant commented that measurements rarely impact performance - unless the measuring instruments are badly designed!

After some discussion, Paul provided an amended second bullet for the scope on slide 2, which read as:

"Outline a mechanism by which the performance of a wireless device can be predicted within a given margin of error."

Fanny suggested that we should define methods rather than outlining mechanisms. Paul stated that he preferred to outline mechanisms rather than defining methods, as the mechanisms were more useful. Fanny pointed out that prediction was a very complicated issue and we should restrict the scope of the group to definitions. Other participants also registered concern that prediction was a huge black hole. Charles said that this could be dealt with in subsequent teleconferences and discussions, as we were approaching the close of the conference call.

Charles directed that the minutes should reflect that the last 2 bullets on Paul's presentation did not get full discussion, and would therefore be picked up again for discussion at the teleconference next week.

Paul noted that we had made very good progress towards developing a PAR in this teleconference.

The call ended at 9.00 AM PST.

Next Conference Call:

Thursday, March 11th, 8.00 AM PST / 11.00 AM EST.

Action Items and Discussion Topics:

1. Further discussion on slide 2 of Paul Canaan’s presentation.

Minutes
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