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Abstract

This document contains the meeting minutes from the WPP Study Group Teleconference on April 29, 2004.

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

Charles Wright (Chair, WPP SG)

Tom Alexander

Khaled Amer

Paul Canaan

Gerard Goubert

Larry Green

Mark Kobayashi

Chris Polanec

Rick Denker

Proceedings:

The call started at 9.05 AM PST. Charles called the roll, and then began by requesting approval for the proposed agenda for this teleconference, which had been circulated as part of the teleconference notice.

Motion #1:

Move to approve the agenda.

Moved:

Larry Green

Seconded:
Tom Alexander

The motion passed by acclamation.

Paul Canaan confirmed that he would need about 20 minutes to go over his presentation. The minutes from the April 15th teleconference were then approved by acclamation. Charles then turned the floor over to Paul, who presented on the latest work by the methodology ad-hoc.

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

Paul presented document 11-04-0462-00-0wpp. He started with slide #2, to provide a framework of what was going on. He said that in the context of the “storming, norming, forming” paradigm, they were getting to the "forming" aspect and things were going well.

After briefly discussing slide #3, he went on to slide #4, which was on the topic of defining wireless performance. He noted that on talking about this as a team, the methodology ad-hoc decided that wireless performance was a function of three things: the component level, the application level and the environment. With regard to the component level, which included things like antennas, MACs, etc., they wanted to define at most 5 aspects relating to performance. The application level covered such aspects as multimedia and data performance. Finally, he noted that the environment performance contained a number of hot topic areas such as encryption, controlled/uncontrolled test environments, channels, interference, etc. The environment is really about things you can't control, but that still are functions in wireless performance. They (the methodology ad-hoc) regarded this last category as a lumped bucket into which the hard things would be added.

Question from Tom: The environment stuff is what the prediction group is going after, so should we combine the two ad-hocs? Answer: Good question, we should discuss this. Charles agreed.

Charles said that he was really glad that these things would be broken down in this way. He also noted that in his view encryption should be under the component level, because it was under HW control. Paul said that he would prefer to leave it under the third bucket because it was a pretty controversial thing.

Larry Green commented that people are seeing up to a 30% reduction in forwarding rate because of encryption, so he wants to see it in some bucket or the other. Generally the group agreed.

Paul asked for feedback on the presentation up to that point. Positive comments were received from the group. Tom noted that this process was breaking down the big problem called Wireless Performance Prediction into segments along different dimensions, so we can get a grip on it. Charles agreed; he stated that he liked the approach. He might leave out application performance, but the group might disagree.

Paul then proceeded with his presentation. He briefly covered slide #5, and then went to slide #6, where he presented a call to action. The suggested action plan was that after identifying the variables, we could do a first pass at the variables that count, then brainstorm on mechanisms. We should then draft the PAR scope for WPP. He then presented a suggested Scope statement for the PAR in slide #7, and asked for general comments and thoughts.

The teleconference participants liked the proposed scope, because it hit upon the 3 things that were presented in slide #4. Khaled had two comments. Firstly: instead of only WLAN “devices”, the wording should be “devices and systems”. Secondly: metrics should be for measurement as well as prediction of performance. Paul agreed; he noted that the methodology ad-hoc members were on the fence regarding this issue. As they had 5 lines for the scope, this should be their sentence, and the prediction could get another sentence. Khaled noted that the prediction ad-hoc was very close to this scope; Charles further clarified that combining the proposed scopes from the two groups into one was perfectly acceptable, and wordsmithing could be left to later. He also echoed Khaled’s comment regarding WLAN systems.

Question from Charles: where does the idea of testing the system come in? Paul answered by asking Charles to define “system”. Charles defined it using an example: an AP and some clients. Paul asked if this did not fall under the application area? The application might need to be tested in a network.

Tom suggested adding the word "networks" after "devices". Paul liked this. Khaled and Charles agreed as well. Paul then read the newly amended Scope statement on slide 7 into the minutes, as follows:

"To provide a set of metrics and measurement methodologies for measuring and predicting the performance or 802.11 WLAN devices and networks at the component and application level for a given set of environmental conditions."

Khaled said that we could hold off on what the prediction group had discussed until he got into his discussion about the prediction ad-hoc group proceedings. Charles agreed. Paul then finished his presentation and asked for questions.

Question from Tom: Can we point at specific items in this scope that are different from what the RRM (802.11k) group is doing? Answer: This is a candidate scope and we kind of like it, and we can now look at it in a broader context and ensure that we do not collide with the RRM group.

Paul noted that the on-line and off-line stuff can be covered in an addendum to the PAR. Charles commented that the 802.11n scope went through many revisions, there might have been a word different here and there in each revision, but it seemed to take a good 9 months to come up with the final PAR. Tom clarified that he wasn't looking for words in the PAR, just looking for something in our back pocket when presenting it to the WG. Charles replied that we need to keep things in the PAR so that work can kept within bounds 2 years down the road from now.

Paul remarked that it was probably time for the two ad-hocs to get together, in the interest of efficiency. With that, Charles invited Khaled to present Roger Skidmore’s document (#475). Khaled clarified that the document was available to all teleconference participants, and then went over the highlights of the document. He particularly called out two items in the discussion portion:

Item #2 - addressing concerns about bounding the scope of the work. The prediction ad-hoc group was concerned about how we can tell when we are done.

Item #3 - there was some discussion which focused on slide #9 (the matrix slide from Paul’s presentation). A couple of concerns were expressed. Basically, the ad-hoc group was concerned as to which blocks can be marked out.

Question from Paul: Do you mean that all of the blocks can be marked? Answer: Yes, we can argue that all of them can be marked. Paul remarked that there's probably an 80/20 rule here to allow some boxes to be not marked.

The foregoing discussion being somewhat confusing, Charles clarified that document #475 (Roger Skidmore’s document) was still the main topic of discussion. Khaled confirmed, and noted that his specific comments previously were with regard to Paul's slide presentation, not Roger’s document.

Khaled went on. He noted another concern in the ad-hoc: how many performance parameters should be defined, and what are they? We have not so far begun to look at this in detail, but we wanted to bring this issue to the group's attention. The definition of prediction was brought up to the ad-hoc group as well. A definition resulting from the discussions was provided in Roger's document, and Khaled read it out to the group. Paul commented that this was a pretty good definition. Charles agreed; he also noted that this was similar to the definition as of last week, with a few words different here and there.

Question from Tom: is this definition just a statement for background, or is this supposed to go into the PAR? Answer: This is a good question. Charles suggested that it should definitely go into the explanatory notes so that people can see what we mean by performance. Tom then noted that this definition was a good underlining of the view that the prediction ad-hoc was looking at it from the point of view of a user, while the methodology ad-hoc was looking at it from the point of view of a vendor or provider. Paul agreed, and further remarked that this raised the question of how to move forward on work.

Mark suggested that Khaled should move on. Khaled did so. He noted a concern in the prediction ad-hoc group that there was no clear differentiation in 802.11k between on-line and off-line measurements. Larry stated that he had been cornered by the methodology ad-hoc and asked to provide a definition of on-line and off-line measurements, but was looking to Charles for help. Charles addressed this issue; he stated that it was very significant. His definition of “on-line” was that the NICs and APs were doing the measurements, while “off-line” meant that the measurements were being done to them. Khaled asked for a repeat: Charles restated his definition as follows: “on-line measurements were being performed by the devices themselves, while off-line means that the measurement was being performed on the devices by equipment that does not normally operate continuously in the network”.

Khaled suggested that we should keep this definition in our back pockets for use when people ask us for the difference between WPP and 802.11k. Charles agreed; he said that this has come up in every meeting since November. He further clarified that while the measurements may be usable on-line, they are definitely done off-line.

Question from Tom: This business of 802.11k not explicitly excluding off-line measurements is disturbing. Charles asked Khaled whether this view was actually read out of the 802.11k PAR? Khaled suggested that we table this discussion for later, he should continue and finish his doc. Charles agreed.

Khaled then read out the proposed Scope created by the prediction ad-hoc group (as given in Roger’s document). He noted that this was very close indeed to the Scope presented by the methodology ad-hoc, so it should be easy to merge. He then went on to review the Purpose statement that the prediction ad-hoc had come up with. Two candidate Purpose statements were presented: one being the favorite, and the other the second choice. Tom noted that they looked the same in meaning. Khaled agreed that they were substantially the same.

Larry commented that he had a problem with including the word "consistently" in the Purpose statement. This is tough to define and may cause us problems when trying to push the PAR forward. Charles agreed. Khaled said that the prediction ad-hoc group thought the word "consistent" was important, because everyone was trying to do things differently and we (WPP) were supposed to come up with a consistent methodology to measure and predict performance. Charles noted that the word "consistent" was already used in previous strawman Purpose statements, so maybe it was not such a big problem. Larry stated that the word "consistent" was still bothering him.

Tom suggested "uniformly" as a replacement. Larry said that this might be preferable to "consistently". The word "repeatably" was also proposed. Charles requested that these suggestions be noted in the minutes, and we should move on. Rick suggested the use of the word "equipment providers and users" in place of "industry" in order to make the coverage broader. Khaled liked the suggestion. He then finished his presentation of Roger’s document.

Charles then brought up the topic of the next meeting, and whether it should be two hours long so that we would have enough time for the interim meeting. Larry and Khaled said that they were fine with that idea; after all, the teleconference could always be cut short if there was nothing to discuss. Charles also noted that we had 10 hours of discussion time at the upcoming meeting, and we really wanted to have a PAR and 5 Criteria approved at the closing meeting in the Friday plenary. He reminded the teleconference participants that there would be a lot more people voting on this than have so far been directly involved in the WPP work, and the voting rules would be different.  (Voting in a Study Group is open to all SG members, regardless of 802.11 voting privileges, and all votes must pass by 75%. Voting in the Friday plenary, however, is for voting members only, and requires 75% to pass.)

Charles then asked Paul what he thought about future work in the methodology ad-hoc. Paul said he was on the fence with regards to this. Charles inquired if it would be OK if he attended the next ad-hoc meeting; he had been staying away to keep things unofficial. Tom commented that there was no rule that an SG chair could not attend an ad-hoc meeting. Charles then asked Khaled what the plans of the prediction ad-hoc were. Khaled replied that they were pretty much done. Charles then proposed a joint meeting of the two ad-hocs, in order to bring together the ideas, make them flow, and eliminate redundancy.

Question from Larry: When do we want to get this done? Answer: In another meeting before Thursday.

Tom noted that this was not much different from the total WPP group. Charles agreed. He then decided that the Thursday meeting would suffice. The plan for next week would therefore be to compose the PAR and 5 Criteria, and  pull together all the raw material we have to create for the PAR and 5 Criteria. Tom suggested that Charles might want to circulate the 5 Criteria that he (Charles) and Stephen Berger put together early on. Charles said that this was a good idea, and he would do it.

The teleconference ended at 10 AM PST.

Action Items:

1. Charles Wright to circulate the draft 5 Criteria document that was put together by himself and Stephen Berger (document 11-04-0194-00-0wpp-possible-5-criteria-wpp.doc) to the teleconference participants.

Next Conference Call:

Thursday, April 29th, 9.00 AM PST / 12.00 noon EST. Call to last for 2 hours.

Minutes
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