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Abstract

Minutes and participants list for a teleconference of the IEEE 802.11 TGs held on October 27th, 2004 hosted by TGs Chairman Donald Eastlake of Motorola Laboratories.
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Minutes

The chair convened the call at 17:05 and stated that, unless someone else volunteered, since the Task Group secretary Stephen Rayment was unable to make this call, the chair would also take the minutes. There was no other volunteer. 

The Chair reported that the Task Group mailing lists had been created, as voted at the last 802.11 Working Group meeting, including a TGs list.

The agenda for this teleconference had been set as the Comparison Criteria (04/1175) document with any extra time applied to the Functional Requirements and Scope (04/1174) document. It was agreed to follow that agenda.

Steve Conner, as author, had uploaded a new version (04/1175r1) shortly before the call which he also announced by email to the TGs mailing list but not everyone had yet received the email.
Steve gave a brief introduction to how there had been straw polls in Berlin to have these two document and have them referenced by the call for proposals.

The teleconference then dived into 04/1175r1 section by section.

The Purpose section of the document was explained. There was a comment that it was good that the document was flexible and another that the document should explicitly say that partial proposals will be acceptable.

Sections 3, 4, 5, and 6 have templates to be filled in, pretty much check lists of what is included in a proposal.
Section 3 is intended to list additional material that proposers should include. The consensus on the call was that the section should be called “Additional Supporting Material” rather than “Additional Disclsoures”. There was a request that any simulations include a specification of the traffic model.
It was suggested that simulation results that are part of a proposal be in a separate document but there was no consensus on this point. There did seem to be sentiment in favour of providing loose simulation guidelines.

Section 4 in called “Coverage of Minimal Functional Requirements” and did not have many direct comments.

Section 5 is called “Coverage of in Scope Functionalities”. It was noted that sections 4 and 5 are really checklists and don’t correspond very closely to the document’s “Comparison Criteria” title. They are more like taxonomy without much depth. It was pointed out that section 7 has the beginning of some real comparison type measures.

Section 6 lists Usage Modes and it was suggested that proposals should provide evidence of meeting the soft requirements from the Usage Models document (04/662). The response to a question as to “how many points supporting each Usage Model was worth”, was that this document is not intended to provide a precise numerical decision process. Besides, one would expect most complete proposals to support all Usage Models to a greater or lesser extent. There was a feeling that clarification was needed as to the information to be provided for this section by those submitting proposals.

Section 7 is called Quantitative Comparison Criteria. This is the beginning of some actual metrics. But it is unclear how detailed this can be without getting very complex. Metrics may be hard to compare without traffic models, propagation models, requiring specified detailed simulation methodologies, etc. For comparison purposes, some sections from TGn document 814 were read. One participant urged the adoption of such detailed and precise simulations requirements. They gave 3GPP and 3GPP2 as examples somewhat similar to TGn. It was their opinion that anything other than complete and precise objection comparison criteria was unfair. Another pointed out that TGn is the exception in 802.11 and has much more detailed simulation requirements than any other 802.11 Task Group has ever had. Also, it delayed TGn about a year to come up with their simulation requirements and supporting documents.

Although there was significant controversy, many favored section 7 providing only metrics and suggested scenarios. One person urged that the comparison process for proposals be iterative with more detailed comparison methods being added later as necessary.
Finally, considering the document overall, there was a feeling that at a minimum section 3 should call for more detail on any simulations done. After some discussion, it appeared that “enough information to, in principle, reproduce the simulation” was a good formulation of the sort of information that was desired.

Steve Conner indicated that he would update the Comparison Criteria document (04/1175) and post a new version quickly based on this teleconference. He will post an announcement when he uploads the new version to the TGs mailing list. He suggested that list as the forum for discussion of this document.

Steve Conner did a quick review of the Functional Requirements and Scope document (04/1174) of which he is author, describing the changes that had been made due to the previous teleconference. No one wanted to bring up further comments on that document during this teleconference.
Those active in TGs, including its ad hoc subgroups, were urged to consider using the new TGs mailing list where appropriate. This should work well for anything being developed via documents on the 802wirelessworld server. If an ad hoc group of TGs members is using an outside web site or the like to communicate, information about that web site should not be posted to any official IEEE mailing list.

The chair indicated that he would post a tentative agenda document for the San Antonio meeting soon. [This will be document 04/1149 but is not yet uploaded.]
The next teleconference will be in two weeks, on November 10, at the same time in UTC, but an hour earlier Eastern US Time (IEEE time), 4pm, due to the end of Daylight Savings Time in the USA. The primary topic will by the Functional Requirements and Scope document with some time devoted to the agenda for the San Antonio meeting. Those intending to participate in that teleconference should read these documents in advance.
The chair closed the call at 18:39
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