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Abstract

This document is a proposed 5 Criteria for the Wireless Performance Prediction (WPP) Task Group within the IEEE 802.11 Working Group.

 CRITERIA FOR STANDARDS DEVELOPMENT 

(FIVE CRITERIA)
6.1 Broad Market Potential

A standards project authorized by IEEE 802 shall have a broad market potential. Specifically, it shall have the potential for:

a) Broad sets of applicability.

This project will be applicable to developers of chipsets, components, equipment and software that uses or must interact with 802.11 wireless equipment, as well as users of 802.11 equipment, including system installers, IT managers, and test laboratories.

b) Multiple vendors and numerous users.

Multiple vendors and users from many aspects of WLAN industry have participated in the study project and expressed significant interest in the WPP project. They perceive the need for better tools to predict the performance of network products.

c) Balanced costs (LAN versus attached stations).

Original: The project will result in balanced costs for Access Points and NIC devices.

Proposed: The project will continue to maintain the cost balance between NICs and Access Points that is already present in 802.11.

6.2 Compatibility

IEEE 802 defines a family of standards. All standards shall be in conformance with the IEEE 802.1 Architecture, Management and Interworking documents as follows: 802. Overview and Architecture, 802.1D, 802.1Q and parts of 802.1f. If any variances in conformance emerge, they shall be thoroughly disclosed and reviewed with 802. Each standard in the IEEE 802 family of standards shall include a definition of managed objects, which are compatible with systems management standards.

The proposed WPP recommended practice is entirely compatible with the IEEE 802.11 architecture and, by extension, compatible with the IEEE 802 architecture.  

6.3 Distinct Identity

Each IEEE 802 standard shall have a distinct identity. To achieve this, each authorized project shall be:

a) Substantially different from other IEEE 802 standards.

No 802.11 project today specifies metrics and measurements that can be carried out by manufacturers and vendors on 802.11 devices and systems themselves. 802.19 addresses the coexistence issues between differing 802 wireless protocols, but does not address measurements relating to performance of 802.11 devices specifically.

<We are discussing here how we differ from standards OUTSIDE of 802.11. 802.19 is concerned with interference, and also may do analysis relating to the impact fo different types of wireless network technologies on each other, but is not concerned at all with how a specific technology performs. In particular, 802.19 doesn’t apply when there is a homogeneous network with only 802.11 devices – while our project would definitely apply.>

b) One unique solution per problem (not two solutions to a problem).

There are no other 802.11 standards that address measurement methodology to enable benchmark and prediction of wireless network performance.

For instance, 802.11k specifies measurements and protocol changes to allow upper layer management of WLAN devices. 

<we are going to talk here about how we differ from standards WITHIN 802.11, rather than other standards>

      c) Easy for the document reader to select the relevant specification.

The project output will be introduced as a Recommended Practice under 802.11.

<this is a blanket statement saying effectively that any 802.11 standards reader will have no difficulty finding his/her way to the output of the project>

6.4 Technical Feasibility

For a project to be authorized, it shall be able to show its technical feasibility. At a minimum, the proposed project shall show:

a) Demonstrated system feasibility.

Developers, system installers, IT managers and test laboratories are currently doing wireless LAN performance testing, measurement and prediction. Several vendors are in the process of developing commercially available wireless LAN test equipment.

<we want to say that we are not creating a science project; in fact, there are known examples of test equipment out there that can implement many of the measurements and testing that we will define>

b) Proven technology, reasonable testing.

Test and measurement instruments exist today that enable wireless LAN performance testing under various scenarios.

c) Confidence in reliability.

The project output will use existing best practices in performance testing and not  specify unproven measurement techniques or practices. This will increase the reliability of WLAN (services?) by providing repeatable and uniform means to carry out measurements and prediction, thus enabling better deployment choices. 

 <we want to indicate that our work will lead to better measurements, more repeatable measurements, and eventually increase the confidence in the performance and reliability of WLAN devices and systems>

<we are not going to come up with a science project>

6.5 Economic Feasibility

For a project to be authorized, it shall be able to show economic feasibility (so far as can reasonably be estimated), for its intended applications. At a minimum, the proposed project shall show:

a) Known cost factors, reliable data.

No direct per-device cost for WLAN manufacturers. 

The definition of standard test and prediction methodologies will enable manufacturers, vendors, system installers and IT managers to implement test plans at lower costs and without large internal developments efforts.

<we know what we are getting into already and we are not inventing all the cost data that we need in order to say that the final output of the project is implementable at reasonable costs. We are not going to burden manufacturers and vendors with unreasonably high costs of testing by specifying overly difficult test plans.  In fact, we will actually save them money by eliminating the need for them to build up their own internal test equipment. >

b) Reasonable cost for performance.

Manufacturers, vendors and developers are already implementing proprietary test procedures. They will only incur development costs involved with changing these test procedures. A similar argument applies to test labs and all other constituents that may want to use the output of the project.

c) Consideration of installation costs.

The output of the project should lower the installation costs associated with WLANs by enabling standardized measurements and metrics to be used to predict the installed performance of wireless LANs.
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