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Abstract

This document contains the meeting minutes from the WPP Study Group Teleconference on April 15, 2004.
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Proceedings:

The call started at 9.00 AM PST. Tom A. was appointed recording secretary for the call. Charles called the roll and began the proceedings by setting the agenda and reviewing some of the work in the ad-hoc meetings.

Khaled suggested that we identify exactly who is the client in the discussion (in the ad-hocs). This was first brought up in the prediction group. Is it an internal client (i.e., the 802.11 WG and implementers) or is it an external client (meaning the network, or the network owners and operators)? This affects what we are doing – the results and definitions and everything else, including work and deliverables. Charles noted that we had had some discussion on this last week. He requested Paul to clarify if his presentation would address this. Paul stated that he would address some of this, but not fully.
Question: Are you going to address this for both prediction and methodology? Answer: We are going to start a TG for a specific purpose, and we need to decide on who is going to read this standard. Paul further noted that his presentation touches upon it, but we should have a discussion on this afterwards. Roger agreed.

More discussion about the agenda followed. Paul noted that he wanted to familiarize the group with the terminology that was discussed in the ad-hoc groups. The big question was not the terminology per se, but whether we were actually solving the problem and addressing the issues. He was of the view that we should come to consensus on the terminology outside the group.

The minutes of the last meeting were then reviewed. There was no objection to approval, so they were accepted.
Roger Skidmore took the floor, and went over the meeting notes from the Wednesday prediction ad-hoc group discussions. (This is document 11-04-0455-00-0wpp on the server.) A proposed definition was generated by the ad-hoc, as follows:

"Using multiple input parameters to estimate performance characteristics, wherein input parameters are defined to be network layout and usage parameters, and performance metrics are defined to be specific characteristics useful in wireless network planning"

There was quite a bit of discussion around this topic in the ad-hoc. The ad-hoc participants then discussed the next phase, which was to look at the purpose and scope from the point of view of the prediction group. It was then that the topic of the user of the output of the TG (i.e., the reader of the standard) was raised in the ad-hoc. The group wanted to know if they were producing a standard or a recommended practice, and who the end-user was. Roger also noted that the ad-hoc members did not like the term mapping as applied to this context. At that point the group adjourned.

Charles stated that he liked the definition that Roger had presented. Larry Green proposed that this be taken as a baseline definition, and that we should accept and move ahead.

Charles therefore called for a straw poll on accepting this definition. He noted that this was only a straw poll; it was as official as things could get for an ad-hoc, but this was not by any means settled.
Question from Mike Foegelle: the definition is great, but on the definition on input parameters, should it be generalized to mean specifically network layout parameters? For example, interoperability parameters are not seen until you start doing combined tests. Answer: In response, Charles asked the group whether they felt that it should be restricted to these three terms, or whether it should it be generalized? He asked Roger to clarify the sense of the ad-hoc group. Roger replied that the group felt that those three terms were broad enough, and interoperability would be covered. However, it was designed to be open-ended; the group wanted the broadest uses of the terms. Charles then clarified that interoperability might be covered under device parameters, thereby answering Mike’s question.
Khaled noted that the three terms can be used as a guideline, and should not be taken as being overly restrictive.

Charles stated that this merited further discussion, and we would take this up later. He then gave the floor to Paul.

Presentation titled “Wireless Performance Prediction – Methodology Ad-Hoc Working Group” by Paul Canaan

Paul presented document 11-04-0450-00-0wpp. He noted that covering all of methodology was a pretty daunting task. As a result, he did not want people to become laser-focused on wordsmithing, but instead requested them to look at the framework of where we wanted to go with the methodology. The function of the methodology ad-hoc group was to come to consensus on the scope in the PAR. A couple of questions were raised in the presentation. Firstly: what is performance? Performance means a lot of different things to a lot of different people. Secondly: what is the user community that will benefit? Who are the customers, the people we are really targeting? Paul stated that we should bucket these into groups of users. Each group has a different need, and we should boil the list of needs down into the simplest definition for each group. We also need to talk about what can be measured, and, finally, how it can be measured. He then asked for questions on the flow of what we are going to deliver.

Charles: by "we”, do you mean the “presentation” or the “ad-hoc”? Answer: The ad-hoc.
Paul then presented a definition of performance. He noted that we might use the word thirty times a day, but it still meant different things to different people in different industries. Clearly, the term itself is very broadly used. "Performance" is a function of who wants it – thus performance is a function of somebody else. Hence, Paul noted, the ad-hoc defined the performance based on the user community. Once this is defined, performance becomes a function of multiple variables; what really matters at that point are the variables that count, and the variables that can be measured. He then stopped and asked for comments and questions to that point in the presentation.
Charles commented: I’m glad you noted that this is a laundry list!
On slide 6 of Paul’s presentation, the user communities were divided into two groups. There is a group that is interested in component level performance, and there is a group that is interested in network-level performance. 
Tom noted that the two sides of this equation could basically be expressed as: designers interested in device-level performance and users interested in network level performance. Therefore the measurement metrics might be the same between the two, but the methodologies would be different. This would be interesting, because methodologies is in our scope, and having different methodologies for the two categories would complicate things. Paul agreed. Mike Foegelle noted that prediction was wrapped up in the right hand side as well.
Paul progressed on in his presentation. He went to slide 9, which broke out the various metrics among the two groups. This slide put a methodology framework in place to answer the fundamental question that people reading the WPP output might have, which Paul concisely expressed as: "Great. What do you want me to do with this stuff?"
Question from Charles: the boxes with the Xs in them are checkboxes? Answer: Yes.

Don noted that the idea of the matrix is excellent. Tom further noted that the prediction ad-hoc might define the columns differently, and it would be interesting to compare the same table but with different column headings from the prediction ad-hoc.

Question from Charles: what's “channel volume”? Answer: It has to do with the level of traffic and interference that's going on.

Paul noted that this table sparks excellent discussion and thus he was interested in seeing the discussion in the group as a whole. Charles said that he agreed with Don: this is an excellent chart. We might consider putting more of the user constituencies in the yellow rows. Don commented that we are not required to have both sets of metrics the same for both sets of users.

Question from Charles: are they different metrics, or simply the same metrics defined in different ways? Answer: There may be things that are important to users that are not important to designers and vice versa.
Paul agreed. The ease of use metric, for instance, was a very important term.

Mike noted that on looking at the definition that the prediction ad-hoc went through earlier, he felt that it was important that the metrics from the back-end side be also important for the front-end. When you talk about the parameters or metrics, the metrics for the back end must become the parameters for the front end.

Question from Charles: does that mean we need a formula that defines a certain capacity, or what? Answer: The important thing is that if we have components for a certain throughput, the network can't have higher throughput than the components themselves.
Charles commented that the second alternative was actually a way to grade equipment based on different components. Mike said that this all depends on the type of user. For instance, we could have classes of equipment: 1, 2, 3 and so on. If someone put a network together with all class 1 equipment, then they could get the best coverage.
Paul thanked the group for all the constructive comments. He noted that the action item for the ad-hoc was to determine the user communities, to work on slide 6 (for example, what do we want to do in order to put things in various buckets, and so on?), talk briefly about what can be measured, then put together a framework. He stated that we are not talking about 5 weeks here, we're talking about just a few weeks, but we're under high pressure.

Charles pointed out that compiling a list of variables does not need to be exhaustive; you can compile some examples instead, and leave the full list to the TG. He also said that we can add some of these discussion topics into additional explanatory notes for the PAR; when we come down to the last bullet we can draft an actual scope. As we are under time pressure, we don't have to be exhaustive or complete; we can add explanations in the PAR to state that "these are the sorts of things that we are going to address". Paul agreed. He noted that the presentation was aimed at describing the beginning, the end and how we were going to get from one to the other. The presentation should also give the value proposition. The details are left to the TG.
Question from Larry: to what extent are we going to define metrics/measurements for QoS (802.11e), security (802.11i), etc? Are we going to cover all of these, or are we going to stick to the basic 802.11 standard? Charles replied that we should consider 802.11e and 802.11i to be finished, and proceed on that basis to define metrics and measurements for all of these. The scope in the PAR should leave open the door for extension to parameters that can be added later. For instance, what we do should not be completely obsoleted by work such as TGn, that defines a whole new PHY standard.

Question from Larry: should we include whatever we can in terms of known standards? Answer: I don't think we should restrict ourselves to a specific standard, unless there is some feature of the standard that is so specific that it restricts performance. Larry noted that roaming comes to mind. Charles agreed, and stated that we should consider this.

Charles then noted that there would not be a teleconference next week as he was on vacation, but there would be two more before the May interim. He encouraged the ad-hoc group leaders to come forward with concrete proposals so that we can go into the May meeting with actual proposals.

The issues behind extending the PAR was discussed briefly. Tom noted that this was not a good thing, as we would lose momentum and we would find ourselves having to re-educate the WG constantly regarding the charter of WPP. Charles also noted that May was an interim, and there was a lot of political baloney that was involved in extending the PAR. He suggested a 2-hour teleconference on May 6th, if people found it necessary in order to get the work done to take a solid proposal into the May interim.
Charles then invited Khaled to bring up his concern about users. Khaled noted that we have not taken care of a key point: who is the customer to whom we have to provide our deliverables? Is it internal to 802, or external (i.e., the rest of the world)?

Tom stated that from Paul’s presentation we have both of these categories of users. Charles further noted that he did not think we needed to distinguish between these two camps. He said that after all one can divide the user community into two groups in lots of different ways, and we never intended to distinguish between those who come to our meetings and those who don't. He clarified: is that what you meant? Answer from Khaled: yes.
Khaled then clarified that we should consider that this question is answered. Basically, it's both categories of users, internal and external. Charles further noted that at the last meeting we talked about the producer and consumer model, producers being designers and consumers being operators. To this we have a front-end / back-end idea as well. However, we should not restrict this to being just people who go to 802.11 meetings. The point to note is that when we write a scope and explanatory notes we should clearly recognize that we are not restricting ourselves to specific user commentary.

Charles asked for further comments: there were none. the call ended at 10.00 AM PST.

Next Conference Call:

Thursday, April 29th, 9.00 AM PST / 12.00 noon EST.
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