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Abstract

Minutes and attendance of the meetings of the IEEE 802.11 Wireless Performance Prediction Study Group held in Orange County, California, USA on Monday, Tuesday and Thursday, May 10, 11 and 13, 2004 under the SG Chairmanship of Charles Wright.

Session Proceedings

Meeting 1:
Date:

10 May 2004

Location:
Grand B

Meeting called to order at 4.00 PM Pacific Time Monday May 10th by Charles Wright, WPP SG Chair. Tom Alexander was recording secretary.

Charles welcomed the participants to the first meeting of the week. He gave the introductory presentation, and briefly reviewed the policies and procedures for study groups. Specifically, he called out the fact that in an SG, everybody voted (no voting token or badge required), but anything passed in a SG required 75% consensus. All 802.11 policies applied as well. He also covered the IEEE-SA bylaws on Patents; he put up the SA bylaw on the screen and called the group's attention to it. He then covered inappropriate topics for the meetings: licensing terms, pricing, market share, ongoing or threatened litigation; and also mentioned that we must formally object to any such discussion.

Charles then passed around the signup sheet, and noted that SGs are required to take attendance. He noted that you are only needed to sign in once during the week. He also reminded everyone that they should also log their attendance on the 802 attendance server. He mentioned that we have had 6 teleconferences since the Orlando meetings in March, and reviewed the teleconference process, plus the formation of the two ad-hocs; the methodology ad-hoc chaired by Paul Canaan (not present) and the prediction ad-hoc chaired by Roger Skidmore (also not present). The two groups went off and considered what the purpose and scope should be for the PAR and after some time came back with their proposals. There was considerable discussion in the teleconferences on the results of their work. A couple of presentations also came out of their work: document #441 by Roger Skidmore on the topic of prediction, and a document by Paul Canaan (#462) on methodology. There was a 2 hour marathon teleconference last Thursday to come up with a proposed PAR, posted as document #491 - we will be considering this during this meeting as a baseline. He emphasized that this doesn't represent a decision by the SG, but this is the work of the SG since March that will be considered during this meeting.

Charles then brought up the minutes from Orlando (#432) and asked for approval. There was no objection to approving the minutes, and the minutes were duly approved. 

Motion #1:

Move to approve the WPP SG minutes from the Orlando meeting in March 2004.

Moved:

Charles Wright

Seconded:
Tom Alexander

The motion passed by acclamation.

Charles then presented the proposed agenda for the week. He noted that he was going to make a call for presentations on the PAR and 5 Criteria. There would be joint meetings between 802.19 (Coexistence) on Tuesday, and he had also invited Richard Paine (Chair, 802.11k) to come and address the group on possible conflicts between TGk and WPP. More work would be done on the PAR and 5 Criteria, and then on Thursday we would vote to approve the draft PAR and 5 Criteria and forward to the 802.11 WG, to be voted for acceptance on Friday. The end goal is to accomplish item 17 on his agenda (namely, SG approval of draft PAR & 5 Criteria). Everything in between would be driving towards that goal. He then asked for any presentations, submissions, or additions to the agenda.

Larry Green stated that he had a presentation that he would like to give on the topic of the PAR. He did not have a document number for this yet, but it would be ready by tomorrow afternoon. Charles also asked Khaled if he would present on the 5 Criteria; Khaled agreed to do this, using the current draft 5 Criteria as a starting point. However, he wanted to find out who was interested in assisting on this task. Larry, Areg and Tom agreed to help Khaled. Some discussion took place on the best time to meet and hash out this work. Charles noted that having these two documents worked out and agreed to would help us get to the end goal by the end of the week.

Charles then modified the agenda with the presentation slots for Larry and Khaled on Tuesday afternoon, plus a slot of 60 minutes for Richard Paine and a slot of 60 minutes for the 802.19 coexistence discussion, all on Tuesday. He then requested a motion to approve the agenda. 

Motion #2:

Move to accept the agenda.

Moved:

Khaled Amer

Seconded:
Larry Green

Discussion:

Question from Tom: how much time is being allocated for each presentation?

Larry then requested 30 minutes for the presentation and 30 minutes for Q&A. Khaled requested 30 minutes overall. The agenda was duly modified to show the length of the timeslots. There was no objection to accepting the modifications to the agenda.

Voting:

For: 10

Opposed: 0 

Abstain: 3 

Motion passes.

Charles discussed the SG timeline going forward. He noted that we may not necessarily have a WG quorum on Friday, and hence we cannot simply use that vote as an approval to send to ExCom. He said that a couple of SGs had tripped up over this in the past; when ExCom discovered that they did not have a quorum, they sent their PARs back to the WG to have the WG reaffirm with a quorum. Therefore, the approach taken would be to have the WG vote in the Friday meeting to hold a subsequent letter ballot to approve forwarding the PAR and 5 Criteria to ExCom.

Question from Khaled: Is this scenario only in case we don't have a quorum? Answer: The only way we can find out if we have a quorum is to do a quorum call, and we don't want to do that.

Charles then went on to clarify the process, assuming that ExCom approved the PAR. Essentially, at that point it would be forwarded to NesCom for approval, which was normally not a big issue. This would happen in the September timeframe. TK Tan was present and generally agreed that this was the process.

Charles then put up the proposed PAR that was discussed last Thursday (document #492r1), with the changes that were discussed on last Thursday. He noted that the only change from the previous revision was the substitution of the phrase "to enable" in place of the word "for" in the scope. He also noted, upon a question from Khaled, that everything seen in red in the document were the changes that were put in from last Thursday's teleconference. He said that he would like to go through the whole document, see the whole thing in context, and then come back to do the detailed wordsmithing. With this in view, he started with the title and read it out to the group. He said that he was somewhat on the fence with regard to the title, but we could deal with it later.

Question from Khaled: Doesn't the title have to contain the name of the group? In answer, Charles asked TK whether there was any need to have this correlation. TK replied that there was not necessarily any requirement for this, as long as it was clear that there was a good correlation. Charles further noted that we are asking for a recommended practice, not a standard or a guide. A standard is too hard, a guide is too soft, and a recommended practice is just right. He then went on through the boilerplate items in the PAR, reading each item out and generally clarifying the underlying assumptions behind them. He noted the dates in particular.

Charles then got to the Scope, and read it out as written in the draft PAR document.

Question from Khaled: Test environment? I don't know if we should limit it to a test environment. Answer: we will come back to this.

Charles then read out the purpose, as written in the draft PAR document. There was no discussion.

Question from Tom: Does the document on the server contain all of the red marked items? Answer: Yes, the only exception is the blue-marked change: "to enable".

Charles called attention to the statement on WPP not overlapping with other standards, and requested anyone in the group to bring forward anything in our scope of work that overlapped with any other standard.

Question from Mark: Will the discussion tomorrow with TGk and 802.19 affect the items in the PAR? Answer: It could potentially affect the scope and purpose, but I don't see any overlap with the groups. We want them to come in and clarify the difference between the two groups.

Comment from Mark: I guess what I was concerned with was that if something was brought up tomorrow we should be able to incorporate that. Answer: We have plenty of time before Thursday when it gets voted on.

Charles then went through the rest of the boilerplate, with no comment from the group. He finally got to item #18 of the PAR (Additional Explanatory Notes), which has a few more explanations to people as to what we intended to do and how much of it we intend to do. He then went through the explanatory notes one by one. He noted that the notes answered the question of who really would read our document, and also gave a definition of prediction. He also pointed out that there are placeholders to indicate how our scope differed from 802.11k and 802.19. This completed the presentation of the proposed PAR. He then threw the floor open to discussion, inviting Khaled to bring up the Scope first.

Comment from Khaled: It all looks good, but should our scope only apply to a test environment?

Larry Green stated that he shared Khaled's concerns about limiting a scope to a test environment; to him a test environment may be an anechoic chamber.

Question from Tom: How about “controlled environment”? We are looking for the essence of a test environment, which is control.

Mark commented: I like the idea of a “controlled environment”, this gives repeatability.

Larry felt, however, that WPP should cover both open-air and controlled environment; lots of people want an open-air environment. Areg said that he seconded Larry's thoughts on the issue, as we want to extend the scope to cover users and customers experiences, narrowing down to a controlled environment was not desirable.

Khaled pointed out that we are talking about defining metrics - e.g., throughput, jitter, etc. – and we don't need to specify where these are used. Tom then clarified that by "controlled" we would not exclude "open-air".

Comment from Mark: I hear the concerns from the users regarding including open-air, however, repeatability is a big issue. A controlled open-air environment might work. However, without repeatability all this would be difficult to use.

Charles suggested reverting to the original phrasing of "for a given set of environmental conditions". He noted that one reason for having the phrasing replaced was to avoid colliding with the Purpose, but subsequent rewording of the Purpose eliminated this need.

Comment from Khaled: One of the issues we run into is confusing what we are really after. If we are talking about evaluating products then we need to specify the environment, but if we are merely doing the measurements then we don't need to do so.

Comment from Larry: I second the motion. To clarify the scope, we should end the sentence with "application level".

Comment from Mark: I really don't believe that the removal of either of the alternatives reflects a lot of the discussion in the methodology groups.

Comment from Tom: I suggest adding the phrase "test conditions" after the phrase "measurement methodologies", because what we are after in terms of controlling the environment is to have a repeatable set of measurements, and we can't do this without controlling the test conditions.

Charles asked Mark if he was OK with it. Mark said that it was better, but he was still not happy with it. Charles then noted that we now have 3 different suggestions for the Scope. he then read out the Purpose, and asked if any or all of the suggested Scopes met the Purpose.

Question from Eric Tokubo: What's the reasoning for including networks at the end of Purpose? Answer: We had "system" in there, but that seemed a little vague, we wanted to include devices operating in a network. It was kind of hard to separate an AP from a NIC anyway.

Comment from Eric: Up until that point, we have always been discussing WLAN performance, now we have just brought in entire networks. If we want to predict network performance, then that's a really big scope, it depends on how your network is set up, and that goes into network management and set-up, even on the wired side.

Comment from Tom: We are caught between two opposing views here: one wants to predict performance in a user environment, and the other wants to keep it in a laboratory environment.

Question from Larry: I wonder if there is a little confusion with what "network" means? May I propose that we consider putting in "802.11 WLAN networks". Does this clear up the confusion?

Comment from Eric: This would be fine, I just want to get away from trying to define performance of the whole network. If you can keep it to the boundary of the WLAN then this would be good.

Comment from Charles: One kind of network measurement is roaming performance, and you can't very well test roaming performance on just a NIC. However, if you put this into a system, then automatically the wired side seems to have some influence.

Comment from Eric: I guess at the end of the day, you can consider the network to be part of the controlled environment.

Charles then added the word "802.11" in front of "WLAN devices" in the Purpose, and asked if there were any issues. None were raised. Charles then went back to the Scope, and noted again that there were 3 different proposals: as-is, putting the original wording back, and putting "test conditions" after measurement methodologies. He then conducted a straw poll on the wording, creating a slide with all 3 proposals to be voted on, using Chicago rules.
Straw Poll #1: Chicago Rules

Choices:

Option 1: unchanged from the posted document

Option 2: delete the phrase "test environment", leave the rest unchanged

Option 3: add the phrase "test conditions" after “measurement methodologies” and delete the phrase "test environment"

Results:

Option 1: 1 in favor

Option 2: 7 in favor

Option 3: 10 in favor
As the choice of the group was not completely clear, Charles then reduced the number of choices to 2 (Options 2 and 3) and ran the straw poll again, with each person being allowed to vote for only one.

Straw Poll #2:

Choices:

Option 1: delete the phrase "test environment", leave the rest unchanged

Option 2: add the phrase "test conditions" after “measurement methodologies” and delete the phrase "test environment"

Results:

Option 1: 0 in favor

Option 2: 12 in favor

Charles then congratulated the group on having voted in their first real text into the PAR. Tom noted that this helped get the blood circulating. Charles said that the Purpose did not seem to have much controversy, and asked if anyone objected to proceeding to the additional explanatory notes. There were no objections, and he duly went to "Additional Explanatory Notes" and asked the group for suggestions as to what should be put into this section.

Question from Tom: We have had a lot of discussions in the teleconferences as to the difference between WPP and TGk, can we incorporate that into the document right now? Charles replied that he had captured some of that already, and also noted that he was searching for better ways to express them. Charles then inserted a number of bullets into the suggested explanatory notes, under the difference between WPP and TGk, captured from the previous teleconference discussions. These were: online/offline, pre-production/post-production, non-running/running, test equipment making measurements / 802.11 devices measuring, measurements possible in test environment vs. impossible in a real environment., methodology differences, emphasis on methodology vs. the measurements. He then invited the group to come forward and provide additional material or modify what was presented.

Khaled commented: There are other aspects to be added. TGk is also about providing measurements to network management, while we are focused on enabling prediction and don't have anything to do with network management. Charles captured this as "WPP emphasizes definitions of metrics, TGk emphasizes network management".

Comment from Larry: I really like the first three paragraphs, and then I start bogging down in the fourth paragraphs. I would propose that we stick with the first three paragraphs and be done.

Question from Charles: Would you still feel that way if this text were written to flow nicer and read better? Answer: I would still have issues with the meaning of "on-line/off-line" and so forth.

Charles noted that it would certainly save him from having to wordsmith all this. We can certainly delete it if people think that the PAR stands on its own and doesn't need any explanation.

Comment from Khaled: The chair of TGk is going to be present tomorrow, maybe we can revisit this after that discussion. Tom agreed with Khaled. Charles then deferred the discussion to Tuesday.

Charles suggested that we could turn to the 5 Criteria and start the discussion. Khaled agreed that we should start working on it. Charles then requested the group to download document #194 from the server, which was Stephen Berger's original 5 Criteria document. He noted that we should thank Stephen Berger for having written this original document.

Charles brought up document #194 and reviewed each of the 5 Criteria. He requested Khaled to read them to the group. Khaled did so, starting at the first (broad market potential). He asked if anyone had any comments or complaints.

Comment from Larry: I have a problem with limiting to network reliability. Khaled: I agree. Maybe we should change the word reliability to performance?

Tom commented: Item a) doesn't have anything to do with reliability or attractiveness, but instead covers the applicability of the technology. Instead, we should say something like "applies to users, installers, manufacturers, and vendors, so is broadly applicable across the industry". Charles: Good comment.

Khaled and Charles then wordsmithed item a) The 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. This was generally acceptable to the group.

The discussion then went on to item b) under Broad Market Potential. Larry said that he wanted to add "users" to the discussion. Charles wondered if the text under a) would have to be brought down here. Tom clarified that the purpose of b) was to indicate that there would be more than one person interested in seeing the standard come about, and so the statement that lots of vendors and lots of users were interested in this standard was applicable and should be left alone. There was general agreement.

Item c) was discussed. Tom noted that the background for this was to ensure that there was no large unbalance in costs between endstations and centralized equipment; for instance, T1 technology pushed most of the costs into the central office, with the CSU/DSU being relatively low cost, but 802 LANs have typically shared the burden equally between NICs and switch ports. Some discussion took place on this topic. It was suggested that we could say that the cost of testing would be shared equally between NICs and APs. Tom proposed the statement "The project will result in balanced costs between NICs and APs”, which was inserted.

The Compatibility criterion was discussed next. It was suggested that the last part of the sentence be struck (the listing of the various 802.1 standards). The group agreed, and it was struck.

The Distinct Identity criterion was discussed next. Tom suggested that the material from the explanatory notes on how WPP is different from 802.11k and 802.19 could be inserted here. Charles then remarked that in that case we could simply transfer the text over. After some discussion, the text settled on was "No other IEEE 802 project addresses wireless performance (insert scope)".

Item b) was discussed. There was some confusion as to what this really meant, and how it was different from a). Finally, it was tabled. Tom suggested asking Harry Worstell for guidance here.

Item c) was brought up. Mark requested that discussion should stop after item c). General agreement. On discussing item c), Charles noted that if we look at any other PAR & 5 Criteria we would figure out what text to put in there, so we can table this one for later as well.

Khaled requested that we should meet as an ad-hoc after the first break, and spend an hour discussing the 5 Criteria, and we could meet in front of the coffee and refreshments at 10.30 AM. The group agreed.

Charles declared the meeting in recess until 1.30 PM Tuesday in the appointed room. The meeting recessed at 6.00 PM.

Meeting 2:
Date:

11 May 2004

Location:
Grand B

Meeting called to order at 1.30 PM Tuesday May 11th by Charles Wright, WPP SG Chair.

Charles opened the meeting and apologized for his really low voice, saying that he had a cold and was losing his voice. He then passed around the attendance signup sheet, and asked all those who had not signed up to sign in. He also requested everyone to sign in to the attendance server as well, and noted that Harry Worstell was the person to talk to in case of attendance server problems. After this, he went over the agenda that the SG had agreed to yesterday. Per the agenda, he requested Richard Paine to come to the front and discuss the goals and purpose of 802.11k, as in the past people had had some questions about the overlap between 802.11k and WPP. He also noted that there would be a discussion of 802.19 overlap with WPP.

Presentation titled “11k Tutorial for WPP” by Richard Paine (document #587)

Richard Paine presented a contribution "11k Tutorial for WPP" (document 11-04/587r0). He noted that this was basically a tutorial presentation on 802.11k, and also remarked that the 802.11k PAR said that they were to provide measurements and to provide them to upper layers. He noted that the big push in 802.11k was to define a set of scenarios - hotspots, etc - and then to identify the measurements required in these different environments by different applications. The idea was to identify things such as when you could roam and when you could hand off within 40 msec to another network.

Question: Is the document on the server? Answer: No, but it will be up soon.

Some of the things the group looked at were what should be added to the radio in order to be able to perform handoffs at such rates. He mentioned RSSI as an example of something that was measured in different ways. The group drew from TGh, taking the TGh mechanisms and moving them into TGk. He then showed a slide comparing the TGh mechanisms with the general architecture of 802.11. RADAR detection was taken as an example. He then showed a slide containing a network architecture diagram and indicated that the goal was seamless roaming within subnets and even across subnets.

The notion of an AP neighborhood, including STAs that the AP cannot see, was introduced. The interface to this information for upper layers was through the MIB, via OIDs that are established under the NDIS layer (Windows) or Wireless layer (Linux). He noted (Microsoft’s) “zero-config” as an example of the use of this sort of information under the driver layer. The way the group looked at this was that there was information available within the MAC, and also outside of it, that can be sent by means of a standardized request/response mechanism. He then covered the various requests and reports that 802.11k covered, noting that the reports corresponded to the requests. The site report was called out in particular as an interesting addition, as it enabled very rapid handoffs when moving between subnets or between cells. The notion of a measurement report was also covered.

Richard then covered the need to pre-authenticate to enable rapid switchover, and noted that this was in the site reports that would be made available. He noted that they were working on the security aspects of the mechanism, with a 4-way handshake to enable information interchange. Richard further noted that DARPA had some very interesting ideas on how to do radio. DARPA took the tack that all spectrum was available, and you had the ability to use whatever spectrum was needed, if it was not being used by someone else. He said that 802.11k had the notion that this was the first step towards enabling all spectrum to be used.

Richard then stated that he'd met with Charles on Sunday, and said that given the way it was described to him, he did not see any overlap between 802.11k and WPP.

Question from Fanny: is the spectrum picture the way that we were moving? Answer: not at the moment, but the FCC hasn't gotten that far yet.

Question: is this a new topic in .11k? Answer: no, no, no, but the .11k view is that you need to know all of this information to enable such a scenario to take place. You need to have the same kind of measurements to be able to figure out what radios are around you and what frequencies you can use.

There was considerable discussion and further questions on the spectrum picture that Richard had presented.  Richard was heard to express some regret at presenting this picture, as it was not really the main topic of discussion but sparked much controversy.

Question: The topic is also discussed in 802.19 and 802.20, and led to much contention.

Question from Tom: Could you describe to us what our charter is? This is not a trick question, I would like to see what we look like from an outside viewpoint. Answer: To come up with a standard or amendment, the task being to figure out what radio performance is, even in an environment where there are radios all over the place, and we can assess the performance of the radio in that environment.

Charles noted that we wanted to enable planning, testing and comparison of 802.11 devices and systems, using a consistent methodology. He noted the difference in terms of on-line measurements (TGk) vs. off-line measurements (WPP). We don't define any protocol of any kind, we define test/measurement/prediction methodologies, with the information being used for prediction and planning. Another one of his one-liners is: for 802.11k, the measurements are done by the devices themselves, but for WPP, the measurements are performed on the devices by an external entity. He noted that they were sensitive to this because of comments made during in past WG Friday plenaries about the overlap between the groups.

Richard stated that he'd told Charles on Sunday that TGk does indeed do offline measurements (passive listening), so the off-line vs. on-line might be a hot-button. The prediction element is the flag for us to use, in terms of a means by which we can get measurements whereby we can eliminate the impact of other radios on the test scenarios (such as controlled test conditions). Richard noted that location is not a major element of 802.11k yet, and he doubted that it will be, but the predictive elements were mainly in terms of who we are near to and who we are moving towards. He noted that this was a real-time predictive thing rather than prediction of performance in an overall environment.

Charles noted that there was another factor: the histogram of activities such as CCA activities, etc. He noted that the only work done in this direction by WPP would be to set up the test conditions under which the histogram was to be measured, so as to verify the performance of an 11k device, rather than defining how the measurement was to be made by the devices. He also noted that the more these measurements become embedded into the APs, the tricker the terminology will become.

Question from Khaled: I'd like to show you my draft 5 Criteria and have you critique the section on differences from 802.11k. [Khaled then put the draft up on the screen.]

Richard stated that he disagreed with the section dealing with 802.11k. The section was then duly rewritten to indicate that 802.11k was all about "upper-layer access to wireless LAN information". More wordsmithing took place.

Question from Tom: would the work of WPP be useful to 802.11k? Answer from Richard: I don't think so, not in real-time measurements, but it may be useful for prediction of performance in a crowded environment.

Presentation on 802.19 Coexistence by Steve Schellhammer

Steve began by saying that in his view there was quite likely a way whereby we could work together with 802.19. He started with the history of the 802.19 group as having originated with 802.15, when the interference issues were brought up and controversy erupted. The 802.15 group formed the 802.15.2 TF, which produced a Recommended Practice that covered modeling as well as some prediction material. There were also some coexistence methodologies aimed at preventing interference. A couple of years ago, a Technical Advisory Group was formed (TAGs don't produce standards, only Recommended Practices and Guides) to address the issues caused in general by the various groups producing standards. The goal was to put in place a process whereby new groups could avoid interfering with existing groups, and to also cover the situations where such issues arose.

Steve noted that one issue that came about was the idea of predicting performance in interference scenarios. In 802.15, there was a lot of detailed work and computer scenarios that was done to implement such performance prediction, but they had a relatively challenging task in terms of explaining to the WGs as to how to do such analyses. He also mentioned that one area that we might consider working on was to take a developing protocol - e.g., 802.11n - and an established protocol such as Bluetooth, and then figure out how to predict performance.

Question from Khaled: Have you already defined the metrics you are looking into? Answer: No, we've just got started.

Question from Fanny: So possibly your doc could reference ours in terms of methodologies and test metrics? Answer: We should probably discuss this further, because I've heard of you talking about two things: measurements, which we don't do, and prediction, which we do, with the exception that you only care about a homogeneous network and we care about a heterogeneous network.

Charles exercised chair's prerogative and interrupted. He stated that there was some overlap, but in terms of a coexistence study 802.19 did not have the devices available to make measurements on, but in the case of WPP we would have them available.

Question from Fanny: I would say it is important to have standard methodologies. Analysis is not methodologies.

Steve commented that we have ways of benchmarking equipment. The topic of the group is wireless performance prediction, and this somewhat overlaps with 802.19.

Question from Tom: Is there any interest in our providing metrics and measurements on the impact of interference on 802.11 performance? Answer: This is what 802.19 is actually trying to do; however, they are producing a meta-document that tell other groups how to do it. Therefore, this would overlap.

Question from Fanny: Is your group focused on metrics and test, or are you going to tell other groups how to do it? Answer: The measurements of physical devices is well outside the scope.

Question from Fanny: Therefore there isn't much overlap? Answer: Yes, yes.

Steve said that we have to make a model of a TGn device, making assumptions; 802.19 will try to avoid any specifics about one implementation vs. another, whereas WPP is actually focused on that sort of stuff. The question is, how much wireless performance prediction. is involved?

Khaled commented: The prediction part is not really some sort of conflict we are having between the two groups - we might define a metric here and there that we share, but we don't actually conflict.

Steve noted that he wouldn't worry about our PAR, because there is no way to step on 802.19's charter, which was concerned about interoperability.

Question from Fanny: Perhaps leaving prediction out entirely would be good? Answer: Yes, that would be good.

Question from Tom Siep: Is there any interest seeing what recommendations we are going to present to the exec regarding coexistence? Some discussion took place on this topic; the group felt that they would like to see it.

Tom Siep duly brought the presentation up to the podium, and presented two slides. There was a sixth criterion to require the group to submit a conformance document along with their PAR. He noted that they were going to originally list out what they would produce or what they would interfere with, because it might not be set yet. The sixth criterion ensured that such a coexistence document would normally be submitted prior to a standard being approved, rather than begun.

Tom Siep then presented a change to Procedure 11 of the LMSC rules, stating that a coexistence assurance must be sent to the 802.19 group 60 days prior to sponsor ballot. He noted that the important thing was that 802.19 was not a policeman, but would instead comment on whether the coexistence analysis and methodology was faithfully followed, and whether it represented good engineering practice. The Exec would be responsible for making the determination as to how to use the comments.

Question from Bobby: I'd like to get your thoughts on how WPP is related to 802.19 coexistence? Answer: My understanding is that WPP is doing something ex post facto, in that the systems already exist and are the same, and 802.19 is concerned with things that don't exist yet.

Question: Would WPP have to submit a coexistence assurance? Answer: No.

Steve’s presentation then ended. Charles requested the next two presenters as to whether they were ready to present. Larry and Khaled both agreed that they were ready; their document numbers were #582r1 and #585r1.

Presentation titled “Draft PAR for WPP” by Larry Green (document #11-04/0582r1)

Larry then presented a draft PAR for WPP. He read out the list of authors, covered the presentation outline, and then went through the presentation slide by slide. It was noted that the document on the server (revision 1) was the right version, but the background in the slide master indicated r0 instead of r1.

Larry remarked that there were two Purpose statements were present; one was the original Purpose statement as of yesterday, and the other was a cleaner and crisper Purpose statement.

Question from Fanny: I like the second one, except I'd like to nitpick a tad. What does "planning" mean here? Answer: What's missing on this slide is a reference to devices and networks. The changed text would add "installation" before "planning".

Question from Khaled: Do we need to choose one or the other? Answer: Yes.

Question from Fanny: If you consider being more specific on methodologies and metrics? Answer: Put the word "testing" before methodologies.

Question from Steve: Aren't we focused on performance metrics? Answer: We can put the word "performance" before "metrics".

The Purpose was edited and read:

"The purpose of the project is to enable deployment planning, testing and comparison of 802.11 WLAN devices based on a common and accepted set of performance metrics, testing methodologies and test conditions."

Larry wanted to pick one or the other at this time.

Question from Fanny: Deployment planning is one of the things that would come out of it, but this is not the key purpose of the project. Can we move it to the end? In response, Charles suggested a new phrasing:

"The purpose of the project is to enable testing, comparison and deployment planning of 802.11 WLAN devices based on a common and accepted set of performance metrics, test methodologies and test conditions."

Tom requested a straw poll to pick between the two. Charles then conducted the straw poll.
Straw Poll #3:

Choices:

Option 1: Current version of the Purpose (slide 5 of Larry's presentation)
Option 2: New version of the Purpose (slide 6 of Larry's presentation), as amended
Results:

Option 1: 1 in favor

Option 2: 14 in favor

One person abstained from voting.

The second version of the Purpose was therefore selected, without dissent from the group.

Question from Steve: The Scope’s got the word predicting in there again. Do you guys really want that in the scope? Are you predicting what one device will do, what a bunch of devices will do, or what? Answer: The combination of measurements and prediction is what we have discussed over the past few months and that's what we have arrived at.

Tom further commented that we are intending to enable the prediction, not actually doing the prediction. Steve then agreed that he saw the distinction, and further commented that the 802.19 group would also be telling people how to do the prediction but not actually doing it. Charles stated that in fact the 802.19 work on how to do prediction could be combined with our work on metrics and measurements to allow people to carry out actual prediction.

Question from Fanny: Can we have the same wording between the scope and purpose regarding metrics, methodologies, test conditions? Answer: General agreement that the phrasing for both scope and purpose should be "performance metrics, measurement methodologies and test conditions".

Larry made the changes to both slides. Charles then asked for comments on the revised Scope and Purpose statements. There were none. Larry then went on to the Additional Explanatory Notes portion of the presentation.

Question from Steve: Why do you assume that those things (the amendments) have to exist? Answer: We want to be broadly scoped in light of all the 802.11 work that's going on, and we may have to create measurement metrics that accommodate all of the work that is going on, and we don't want to create a document that is obsolete before it started.

Question from Larry to Steve: We are leaving out 802.19, is this an issue? Answer : No, I don't see any concern here. However, you should coordinate with 802.19 on any potential areas of overlap, such as some of the performance metrics. Keep it vague, but warm and friendly. Khaled concurred.

Tom then proposed some additional text, which was edited by the group to read:

"The project will coordinate with 802.19 on any potential areas of synergy, such as some of the performance metrics."

Larry then moved on to the next slide, dealing with the target audience.

Question from Fanny: "project output" should be changed to "Recommended Practice". Answer: The group generally agreed to changing the phrase "The target audience for the project output" to "The target audience for the Recommended Practice".

Question from Steve: Did you say developers? Answer: Yes.

Larry finally went on to the last slide, dealing with a definition of prediction. He read the slide out to the group. Considerable wordsmithing ensued. The sentence was broken into three, after striking the word "wherein". It finally read:

"For the purposes of this project the definition of prediction is as follows: the use of multiple input parameters to estimate performance characteristics. Input parameters are defined to be 802.11 device characteristics, network layout and usage parameters. Performance characteristics are defined to be parameters useful in 802.11 network planning."

Question from Tom: Do we need this at all? Answer Khaled: The reason we came up with this definition is that throughout the conference calls we kept stumbling over the definition of prediction, so if we take it out we will have to address this issue again. Roger S. generally concurred with this.

Question from Fanny: This definition may cause people to misconstrue our work. Can we have some words such as "the actual prediction is outside our scope"? Answer: We should take a short break and come back to this.

Charles then announced a short break until 4.00 PM.

The meeting resumed at 4.00 PM. Charles restated the definition of prediction, and noted that we were wordsmithing the paragraph dealing with prediction. Khaled reiterated Fanny's suggestion that "useful in 802.11 network planning" be moved to after "performance characteristics" and the last sentence be removed. The paragraph then read:

"For the purposes of this project the definition of prediction is as follows: the use of multiple input parameters to estimate performance characteristics useful in 802.11 network planning. Input parameters are defined to be 802.11 device characteristics, network layout and usage parameters."

Charles also noted that Fanny had requested some additional text to state that the scope of the project did not include prediction. However, the group did not seem to want this.

Question from Roger: If there is any need to add more explanatory text to further bound our scope, then clearly our scope is not clear enough. There doesn't seem to be any need. Answer: We've already looked at our scope, so why don't we sleep on this. We can address this on Thursday morning.

Larry's presentation then came to an end. Charles requested him to upload his document to the server as revision 2. Khaled was then requested to come up and present on the 5 Criteria.

Presentation titled “Five Criteria For IEEE 802.11 Wireless Performance Prediction (WPP)” by Khaled Amer (document #11-04/0585r1)

Khaled presented a Word document that covered a proposal for the 5 Criteria. He first noted the participants in preparing the document, and then went through the draft 5 Criteria one by one, stopping for questions at each item.

Charles commented: I now see why the compatibility sentence specifically brought out compatibility with 802.1D, .1Q and parts of 802.1f. I would like the statement to be extended to be "the entire 802 architecture".

Tom noted: This assumes that 802.11 is compatible with the entire 802 architecture.

Question from Charles: We are not doing anything at all that is incompatible with the 802 architecture, so how do we say that? Answer: Well, this is by inference. Let's move on.

Khaled covered the "distinct identity" situation.

Question from Charles: The text in italics won't be in the final 5 Criteria, right? Answer: Yes. Charles then suggested that we should delete it. The text was deleted.

Khaled covered the overlap with 802.11k.

Comment from Roger: The text relating to "there are no other 802.11 standards" should be moved to section a). The general response from Khaled was: Oops. I propose changing in a) "No 802.11 project today" to "No 802 project today". Some discussion ensued. Roger proposed taking the first sentence of b) and moving it to a). After more discussion, the final resolution was to change "No 802.11 project" to "No 802 project" in a).

Khaled then discussed the technical feasibility portion of the 5 Criteria. he noted that the "reliability" portion took a substantial amount of discussion.

Question from Fanny: We have to work on consistency of language - change "project output" to "Recommended Practice". Answer: Charles requested Khaled to make the change.

Question from Khaled: Is it a good idea to include the word services? Answer: No objection to putting in "services". Khaled made the change.

Question from Mark: Do you want to confine yourself to existing best practices? Answer: We should strike the word "existing".

Mark still questioned whether "best practices" was too limiting, even in the future sense of the word. Charles stated that the key was the need to avoid creating a science project, but he then solicited the group's input on this matter. Khaled suggested that we should strike the first sentence and keep the less controversial one, which was the second sentence. Charles noted that it kind of hides the fact as to whether we use best practices or not. Khaled noted that this entire document did not actually apply to us as we were not developing a product. Fanny suggested: eliminate the phrase "not specify unproven measurement techniques or practices", and then combine the two sentences. Also, remove "existing". The resulting sentence was:

"The project output will use best practices in performance testing to increase the reliability of WLAN services by providing repeatable and uniform means to carry out measurements and prediction, thus enabling better deployment choices."

Mark still had an issue with this, and wanted to change "best practices" to "best practices available" or "best available practices". The basic issue was that we did not want to limit ourselves to always using the best practice, if one is not available. However, this was not generally acceptable to the group. Charles then proposed changing to:

"The use of the Recommended Practice will increase the reliability of WLAN services by providing repeatable and uniform means to carry out measurements and prediction, thus enabling better deployment choices."

Tom then interjected and noted that according to LMSC rules the 5 Criteria was not required for PARs that don't introduce new functionality, and a Recommended Practice could never introduce new functionality. Charles then remarked that in that case we might want to move to adjourn right away. (Laughter)

Khaled went on to the economic feasibility. Charles requested that the phrase "There is" should be added in front of "No direct per-device cost". In addition, Khaled changed the "project output" to "Recommended Practice".

Fanny objected to the sentence "development costs involved with changing these test procedures". She preferred:

"Manufacturers, vendors and developers are already implementing proprietary test procedures. They may incur development costs involved with bringing their existing test procedures in line with the Recommended Practice."

Khaled suggested inserting the word "performance" in front of "test procedures". However, Fanny suggested that another sentence be added to read:

" The more complete set of standardized tests will improve performance of 802.11 products and make product performance specifications easy to compare".

Tom suggested that this whole paragraph dealt with a cost/benefit ratio and should be expressed as such. He suggested changing to read "any extra development costs ... will be offset by increased product performance ...". Wordsmithing ensued. The text was then modified to read:

"Any extra development costs incurred by bringing existing test procedures in line with the Recommended Practice will be offset by increased product performance resulting from the common basis of comparison."

Mark protested that test procedures do not increase product performance, they might encourage people to improve the product, but they don't add any new functionality. Larry generally agreed with this sentiment. Tom suggested that we could change the wording to "will be offset by the benefits resulting from making product performance specifications easier to compare". Fanny suggested changing "resulting from" to "of". Charles asked Mark if he wanted any piece of the first paragraph; Mark replied that he was happy with the following:

"Any extra development costs incurred by bringing existing proprietary test procedures in line with the Recommended Practice will be offset by the benefits of making product performance specifications easier to compare."

Khaled finally finished up with the installation costs. Fanny suggested shortening "installation costs associated with WLANs" to "lower WLAN installation costs".

After this, the entire 5 Criteria were reviewed again by the group. There was some discussion on "multiple vendors and users" in the first Criterion. Tom suggested changing "aspects" to "areas". Mark proposed changing "study project" to "study group". There was some discussion about the capitalization of words.

In the technical feasibility section, Charles noted that he had a nit with the word "doing" and preferred "currently engaged in". Larry agreed, saying that he thought "doing" was less professional. Khaled proposed "currently engaged in doing". (Laughter) It was changed to "currently engaged in". Fanny suggested removing the word "testing", and people were agreeable. The discussion went on to item b); there was considerable wordsmithing around "currently exist". The final form of the sentence was:

"There currently exist test and measurement instruments that enable wireless LAN testing under various scenarios".

Fanny suggested that item a) under economic feasibility would be better worded to express that off-the-shelf test equipment would become available. Tom objected on the grounds that the Recommended Practice should not appear to be endorsing vendors of test equipment. This was generally supported, and no changes were made.

After some more minor wordsmithing of the remainder of the document, the discussion came to an end. Charles then uploaded the modified 5 criteria document to the server, amid considerable bantering between the members about not adding an extension to the document name.

Charles thanked the authors of the documents for their work. Fanny suggested that in the 15 minutes of so remaining time, we could review the PAR document again. Tom suggested that we could review the document, but we should defer wordsmithing until Thursday. Charles generally agreed, saying that given that we were tired wordsmithing would do more harm than good.

Larry recommended that we should remove all the notes from the presentation on the PAR. Charles suggested instead that we could simply create a PAR form and post that instead. This was generally agreed to. Charles suggested that somebody could take the PAR form and fill in the various pieces that were agreed to today.

Motion #3:

Move to recess until 10.30 AM Thursday.

Moved:

Mark Kobayashi

Seconded:
Khaled Amer

The motion passed by acclamation.

Charles then declared the meeting in recess until 10.30 AM Thursday.

Meeting 3:
Date:

13 May 2004

Location:
Grand B

The meeting was called to order at 10.30 AM Thursday May 13th by Charles Wright, WPP SG Chair. He reviewed the agenda, and noted that we have proposed PAR and 5 Criteria documents that a couple of members would like to present, and that these represent consensus from the previous meetings, and that they have been on the document server since yesterday so there was ample time for people to review them. He also reminded people about signing in if they hadn't already done so, and passed around the signup sheet. Also, he reminded people to sign in on the attendance server separately.

Charles then discussed the procedural order of things, assuming that we come up with an acceptable PAR and 5 Criteria. After this meeting, if we approve them, the WG will vote to approve them in the closing plenary. After that, there is a lot of procedural stuff to make sure that we do get on the TG path. If we are guaranteed a quorum tomorrow, our vote in the WG meeting would cause the documents to be forwarded to ExCom without further question. ExCom would, however, enforce quorum rules; if there is no quorum, then the vote in the WG meeting would be to send the PAR and 5 Criteria out for a 15-day letter ballot. If we can complete this by June 11, we can get on the ExCom agenda. In the Portland Plenary, we can then address comments on the PAR and 5 Criteria and resolve them, and then go before the ExCom meeting and get the project approved.

Question from Colin Lanzl: Are you worried about the possibility of not getting enough people voting on the ballot? Answer: You bet I am.

Colin noted that he therefore recommended that Charles make an announcement to that effect when presenting on Friday, and then repeat that on the reflector. Charles commented that if we don't get enough votes in the LB, then we can always vote to reaffirm in the plenary in July.

There was a comment that we would need to reaffirm in the 802.11 opening Plenary on Monday, followed by a suggestion to explore this with the WG Chair and see if it was an appropriate action. Charles took this under advisement and stated that he would flesh out these details separately. He ended by asking if everyone understood the process. No comments or questions came from the floor, so he pressed on and turned the microphone over to Larry Green to present the PAR document (document #613). Charles noted that the revision number in the doc was wrong, but the document number as posted was right.

Larry walked the group through the document titled "Draft PAR for IEEE 802.11 Wireless Performance Prediction (WPP)", (document #613/r0). He began by noting that the authors should get a gold star, and that this was the formal PAR document dated tomorrow (Friday the 14th). He called attention to the fact that this document was a Recommended Practice, and read out the title. He also read out the various bits of the document. Upon noting that Charles would be the SG contact, Charles demurred. Colin noted that the contact wasn't in there anyway.

Larry then read out the Scope to the group, noted that the text had been haggled through for a number of weeks, and asked for comments and questions. There were none.

Charles clarified that people could either ask questions now or hold until the end. He also noted that the two docs (PAR and 5 Criteria) would be voted on in a group.

The draft Purpose was read out by Larry, after which he opened the floor for questions and comments. There were none. Larry then continued with the rest of the PAR document, being mostly boilerplate until the Additional Explanatory Notes. The question of the international sponsor organization came up. Charles had noted that we had marked this as being "we don't know". Colin noted that we could ask Terry Cole, and WPP could be appropriately authorized to make the changes if necessary; however, no such international sponsor information was known at this time. There were no further questions on the PAR boilerplate. Larry then proceeded to the Additional Explanatory Notes.

Question from Colin: Is taking the input of TGs n, r, s a good thing to do, is this something you want to do? Answer: Would you recommend that you change this to "may"? Answer: Yes. This binds you, which you may not want to do.

Question from Colin: Should g, h and k be referenced directly? Answer: Do you think it is better to not reference this? The thinking is that TGma (revision) will absorb everything until k, so this is why we included it. Colin replied that this was fine, as long as you have a good argument.

Garth interjected: What about p? Answer: It isn't a task group yet, and these are. Response: Yes, true. Colin and Garth agreed. Charles further noted that this might come out of the 802 comments, and we could put them on the list in July.

Charles requested a straw poll to change the "shall take as input" to a "may take as input".

Straw Poll #4:

Question:

Do you agree with changing the “shall” to a “may”?

Results:

Yes: 14

No: 0

Abstain: 2

Charles directed Larry to change the document, with track changes turned on to highlight the changes. The word "shall" was changed to "may". He then requested Larry to continue.

Comment from Colin: 802.19 is the Coexistence TAG, and they are working on methodologies not metrics. You may want to emphasize methodologies and not metrics. 802.19 says how you construct the numbers, and not what the numbers were. Charles noted that we had had a joint coexistence meeting with Steve Schellhammer and Tom Siep, and they were OK with the text. Charles further commented that he would have liked to stop with the word "synergy".

Comment from Khaled: "such as some of the performance metrics" seems to be sufficiently open. Colin agreed that it was OK.

Larry then read out the definition of "prediction" as in the PAR.

Comment from Fanny: I think where it's positioned is confusing. I think it should be a footnote, and that we need some wording to explain that prediction is out of scope of this group.

Comment from Charles: We should re-read the scope to see if this is actually out of scope.

Question from Colin: Fanny, are you asking about prediction or prediction models being out of scope? Answer: Prediction is out of scope, just as testing is out of scope. We need to prevent people from bringing in contributions that are on prediction as it is out of scope.

Comment from Khaled: What we have in the scope is carefully worded to say that we are not doing measurements and we are not doing prediction.

Comment from Colin: You could make the case that measurement methodologies might actually include performance models. You might not want to do this.

Comment from Khaled: Maybe we can say: "as mentioned in the scope".

Comment from Fanny: Performance modeling is out of scope for the group.

Much discussion on prediction and performance modeling. Tom dissented. Colin called for a straw poll.

A straw poll was proposed: Is the existing scope adequately worded to exclude task group construction of performance models?

Question from Günter: Is there even agreement that we actually do want to exclude the issue?

Comment from Larry: If we start writing lists of what is out of scope, the list is very long. We should stick to positive statements.

Comment from Fanny: If I were a computer parsing the scope, then it would be OK. However, given the name of the TG and the enabling of prediction, we are all human beings and we should make this clear.

Comment from Colin: I have an example of how this can be misconstrued. We should also look at Gunter's question about whether it is truly out of scope.

Comment from Garth: We should ask the question that we specifically exclude modeling. Also, the word "prediction" in your title implies modeling. Prediction to me implies some kind of model.

Charles agreed that the title included Prediction. He also noted that we couldn't change the title at this time, it was a moot point.

Comment from Khaled: I have a suggestion that might take care of Fanny's concern.

Comment from Mark: I prefer to hear the straw poll first, starting with Gunter.

Comment from Khaled: What I am going to suggest here might make the concern go away and might eliminate the need for the straw poll. [There was agreement from the group, and Khaled was allowed to proceed.] Maybe we can add at the end of the definition of prediction: "the scope of the project is to enable prediction".

Another straw poll was proposed: Should prediction modeling be within the scope of this group?

Comment from Fanny: How about performance modeling?

Comment from Colin: I'm in Fanny's camp, I've been through 9 months of modeling and you want to avoid this.

Discussion between Roger and Fanny on prediction algorithms. Fanny noted that there was a difference between the modeling and the algorithms; you may need to model, but the algorithms should not be part of the scope.

Charles noted that a simple latency measurement could be construed as tied up with modeling. Colin agreed. Tom then “called the question” on the straw poll. 

Straw Poll #5:

Question:

Should modeling be out of the scope of this group?

Results:

Yes: 11

No: 1

Abstain: 3

A second straw poll was immediately held. 

Straw Poll #6:

Question:

Should we explicitly constrain the task group to not include modeling in the Recommended Practice?

Results:

Yes: 8

No: 2

Abstain: 4

The intent of the group being clear, Charles called for some proposed text to be brought forward. He noted that this could be done later.

Question from Khaled: If we put in explicit text excluding models, should we not have measurements in the Recommended Practice? Answer: I don't know what it means to not have measurements in the Recommended Practice. Are you referring to performance measurements?

Colin volunteered to form an ad-hoc for producing some draft text for constraining the scope. Tom, Fanny and Khaled volunteered as well. The ad-hoc was to be held during lunch.

Larry then went on to the Additional Explanatory Notes for the Purpose.

Question from Colin: Does the word "including" cause a problem? Are you excluding anyone? Answer: We don't want to exclude anyone, college professors might read the standard, even housewives in Orange County might want to read the document.

There was some confusion about the revision of the document as posted on the server vs. the revision that was presented by Larry. Tom clarified that he had added a couple of names to the document prior to posting on the server, but had not sent this version to Larry before his presentation. Tom and Larry apologized profusely for the mix-up. Colin requested that the right filename and changes be used prior to having the ad-hoc group meet, so that they could use it as input. There was a considerable kerfuffle about editing and saving the document to ensure that this did not happen again. Larry’s walkthrough of the PAR ended at this point.

Khaled then walked the group through the draft 5 Criteria (document #585r4). Charles asked if the names from the PAR document should be placed on the 5 Criteria document. This was generally agreed to but deferred. Khaled went through the 5 Criteria one by one, reading them out in turn and adding some explanatory comments.

Question from Colin: If you just said that the Recommended Practice instead of "project", that would be better. Answer: Yes, this is better.

Khaled duly changed "project" to "Recommended Practice" in item c) of Broad Market Potential, and continued, discussing Compatibility, Distinct identity, and so on. He suggested that the word "project" should be changed to "Recommended Practice" in item b). This was also done.

Comment from Colin: If someone raises the issue of WNM, do we have a position there? Answer: In our mind, it's completely different, WNM is network management, we are all about measurements. Charles noted that if we did not overlap with 802.11k, then we would undoubtedly not overlap with WNM. Colin agreed that this was true, and noted that he was making sure that we had a good position if someone raised the question.

There was some discussion on adding "for instance" in front of 802.19, which was eventually squashed.

Comment from Charles: We should remove the word "other" from "There are no other 802.11 standards ...". Khaled asked if anyone objected. Nobody objected, so the word "other" was removed.

Question from Colin: Have any of these kinds of vendors come up and presented on such test equipment? Answer: Not to the WG.

Question from Tom: Do tutorial presentations count? At least two vendors presented during the tutorials. Answer: Sure, absolutely.

Colin then suggested adding in the reference to the presentations by the vendors into the technical feasibility portion of the text. Charles undertook to find the references, which Khaled added to the list. The references were 04/347, 03/931 and 03/933.

Another change was made to convert "project" to "Recommended Practice". Colin also suggested that we add the word "better" in front of "predict". This concluded the presentation. A discussion then took place on the author list. Fanny asked to have her name on the list.

Charles commented: Make sure you save this as a new revision - well, since we have to go through that rigmarole again, why don't I do it myself. Charles then did the necessary work to save the 5 Criteria as a new revision.

Khaled then proposed voting on this right away. Colin suggested that he only move on the 5 Criteria, as there was an ad-hoc that was going to work on the PAR. 

Motion #4:

Move to approve the following document as the 5 Criteria for the WPP SG: Document number 11-04/585r5, "Five Criteria for IEEE 802.11 Wireless Performance Prediction".

Moved:

Khaled Amer

Seconded:
Larry Green

Discussion:
Tom: Is this up on the server? Answer: yes. 

Voting:

For: 13

Opposed: 0 

Abstain: 0

Motion passes.

At this point, Colin decided that he would like to start his ad-hoc, and placed a motion before the floor to recess for lunch.

Motion #5:

Move to recess until 1.30 PM Thursday.

Moved:

Colin Lanzl

Seconded:
Tom Alexander

The motion passed by acclamation.

Charles then declared the meeting in recess until 1.30 PM.

Meeting 4:
Date:

13 May 2004

Location:
Grand B

The meeting resumed at 1.35 PM. Charles reminded the group to log attendance and to sign the sign-up sheet. He said that just before lunch we had approved the 5 Criteria document and we had reviewed the PAR document. There were some concerns about the wording of the PAR and an ad-hoc was created to address that; the ad-hoc had addressed the concerns and had uploaded a new revision (#613/r2) to the server. He invited the authors to walk through the revision.

Fanny presented one slide giving the change. She explained it as a need for a note in the PAR that stated that prediction algorithms were out of scope, and presented the text to be added, followed by the actual PAR document showing the changes.

Question from Larry: What does "network planning algorithms" mean? Answer Tom: It means we are not going to work on methods and algorithms that would enable users and customers of network equipment to plan and deploy their equipment.

Charles then asked whether anyone would like to make a motion to accept the new PAR. Larry appeared willing but uncertain, so Charles graciously presented a previously prepared motion statement for his benefit.

Motion #6:

Move to approve the following document as the PAR for the WPP SG: 11-04/613r2, "Draft PAR for Wireless Performance Prediction".

Moved:

Larry Green

Seconded:
Tom Alexander

Voting:

For: 11

Opposed: 0 

Abstain: 0

Motion passes.

There was applause and acclamation from the floor. Charles then said that he had a prepared motion to forward the PAR and 5 criteria to the WG. 

Motion #7:

Move to request the chair to forward the following documents as the PAR and 5 Criteria to the Working Group:

· 11-04/613r2: "Draft PAR for Wireless Performance Prediction"

· 11-04/585r5: "Five Criteria for IEEE 802.11 Wireless Performance Prediction".

Moved:

Khaled Amer

Seconded:
Larry Green

Voting:

For: 12

Opposed: 0 

Abstain: 0

Motion passes.

There was then some discussion on the procedural aspects of forwarding the PAR and 5 criteria to the WG. Charles brought up the procedural motion to place the PAR and 5 Criteria on the ExCom agenda for preview and approval. He also reviewed a motion to request the WG chair to initiate a 15-day letter ballot to reaffirm the WG decision to forward the PAR and 5 Criteria to ExCom. More discussion on motions followed. Colin then introduced a motion to request the WPP SG chair to request the 802.11 WG chair to initiate a 15-day letter ballot to reaffirm the WG decision regarding the PAR and 5 Criteria for WPP. 

Motion #8:

Move to request the WPP SG chair to request the 802.11 WG chair to initiate a 15-day letter ballot to reaffirm the WG decision regarding the PAR and 5 Criteria for WPP .

Moved:

Colin Lanzl

Seconded:
Larry Green

Voting:

For: 12

Opposed: 0 

Abstain: 0

Motion passes.

Charles then placed a motion before the floor to empower the SG to resolve comments on the PAR and 5 Criteria. 

Motion #9:

Move to request empowerment for the WPP SG to hold special meetings as needed during the week beginning May 31 to resolve the comments received from the reaffirmation letter ballot. Such meetings will be held by teleconference.

Moved:

Larry Green

Seconded:
Khaled Amer

Voting:

For: 14

Opposed: 0 

Abstain: 0

Motion passes.

Charles remarked that we are duly empowered and all that. Larry pointed out that the documents that were uploaded to the server had change bars in them, and proposed uploading a new version with the change bars removed. The group generally felt that this was not necessary; all that was needed was to turn off the display of changes.

Charles then proceeded with the regular agenda. As there was no old business, he went on to new business. He noted that we did not need a teleconference until the letter ballot was approved. There was some discussion of the teleconferences. Charles stated that he was going to send a note to the reflector to that effect, unless somebody would like to have a teleconference without him, as he was involved with enough teleconferences as it was. Some discussion took place regarding the need for teleconferences to address the comments on the letter ballot.

Question from Colin: Can you comment on the timing of how quickly the leadership can figure out the letter ballot results and get them back to you? You might have to cancel two meetings.

Larry Green stated that he would like to empower the chair to hold or cancel a teleconference at will. Colin remarked that he would probably have to hold a teleconference as soon as possible after the letter ballot closes. Tom noted that it was possible to hold a ballot open for up to 60 days if it did not meet the return ratio. Charles said that this was procedural, and some people had said that there would be a hard stop.

Question from Colin: Is there any work that could be done in advance of being a task group? It's wasted work if the TG doesn't come to be, but it's probably worthwhile to do. Answer: I was planning to make a call for presentations. If people are so inclined, put them on the server ahead of time.

Colin remarked that sending lots of things to the reflector might even spur people to send in their letter ballots. Tom noted that the group might then be called "Wireless Prolific Posting".

There being no further business, a motion to adjourn was then put before the group. 

Motion #10:

Move to adjourn.

Moved:

Larry Green

Seconded:
Colin Lanzl

Passed by acclamation.

Charles then thanked the group for their hard work and adjourned the session. The meeting adjourned at 2:30 PM on 5/13/04.
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