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Agenda

1) Review notes and consensus from previous meeting

2) Review Opnet model comparison

3) Channel error model discussion


a) Sunghyun's proposed Markov model

Attending

· Evan Green, Intel

· Shantanu, Intel

· Jesse Walker, Intel

· Sunghyun Choi, Philips

· Gerard G. Cervello, Philips

· Amjad  Soomro, Philips

· Daji, (new intern at Philips, Sungyhun to send email address)

· John Kowalski, Sharp

· Raju Gubbi, Sharewave

· Matt Sherman, AT&T

· Mike Lewis, Cisco, melewis@cisco.com

· Rita Chobanian, Cisco, rchobani@cisco.com

· Peter Ecelesine, Cisco

Roundtable discussion format proved to be quite effective in sharing information and building consensus. Perhaps this will be a regular feature of the conference calls. - Evan

Comparison of Virginia Tech and Opnet provided models

Sunghyun presented the paper provided by Philips comparing the models.

Matt Sherman provided via email a response from Opnet about the comparison .He summarized their response as follows:

Generally agree that model has some bugs. They plan to fix several items in June

Some different interpretations of the 802.11 specification that need to be clarified

Opnet will likely adopt our updated model

Idea was discussed to put our contributed model on the Opnet web site and share it from there thus avoiding copyright issues associated with releasing through IEEE.

Sunghuyn pointed out that Opnet may have misinterpreted the 802.11 spec in places.

Which model to use

A roundtable discussion was held on the question of which model do choose. Here is a summary of the comments:

· Matt – use Opnet model due to support from Opnet staff plus he has lots of work into it. He would share his model under NDA for now and intends to publish it when complete – management permitting.

· Shantanu – use Opnet due to support from Opnet

· Sunghyun – Philips agrees to use official model and is willing to switch from VT model as long we are all contributing. Feels that it should be easy to fix problems with Opnet model. Gerard felt that it may execute faster due to efficient implementation.

· Mike Lewis – use opnet model for same reasons

· John Kowalski – use Opnet model for similar reason

· Raju Sharewave – use Opnet model

So the bottom line is that we have consensus to use the Opnet official model and work together, where possible, to fix it. Also to push Opnet for improvements as well.

Next Steps Roundtable

Shantanu suggests we distribute the work among us people

Matt responds – logistics of sharing, how to partition code sections

John K. – Needs to consult with his group, wants to contribute

Raju – First thing is to decide on what features we need, then figure how to share

Matt – QoS vs BSS overlap priorities

Gerard – push Opnet to implement new features

Matt – Ali Hasme, writer of model at Opnet is on vacation for a month. Ask Opnet to volunteer a person to be the codemaster.

Feature set brainstorm

Based on a consensus of the next steps discussion we embarked to brainstorm what features or enhancements to the Opnet model are needed. This will help us determine priorities and later we can discuss the details on how to share models.

Roundtable discussion: (brainstorm)

· Gerard,  – Fix DCF problems, add 802.11 phy layer effects (inc delay) esp 802.11a (need 11, 54Mbps), beacon transmission mechanism, eventually need PCF

· Matt – Fix existing problems, add phy layer, channel model needs improvement, 802.11a phy, beacon, CFP, PCF frames. Don’t like the framework of the code, difficult to expand the way its written. Example: difficult to represent the size of packets. Suggest : modify basic packet structures. Interface to higher levels, EX: polling should be higher level but now forced into lower layer where it does not belong – suggest refine upper layer interface and polling routine. Details of packet structure implementation discussion.

· Mike Cisco – ditto above and are interested in PCF as a high priority

· Raju – ditto on above. Also don’t bother with association (low priority due to high effort to implement in model), add ability to manually add nodes,  PLCP header, RTS/CTS at correct rate, beacon w/ non empty CF parameter set, PIFS/SIFS needed for PCF, CF conformance at station, CF poll and data frame types from PC data + ack, power-save use of TIM bits, PS poll frame type from station (AP should send data frame) channel model two state Markov model, higher level interface traffic source model

· John Sharp – willing to help out, PCF 802.11a, channel model

· Matt – suggests come up with feature list first send to group, have users prioritize them, Evan to summarize by score

Consensus from discussion was to send out this list of features and have companies prioritize them.  Then produce a priority list based on the overall scores. Raju volunteered to pull this together.

Next Meeting

After much discussion the final proposal is to hold a face to face working session for those who can attend and others can join in via conference call. The proposed place is Atlanta, GA to coincide with SuperCom. Evan is making arrangements for the meeting. Intel, Sharewave and AT&T plan to attend. The meeting is proposed for Thursday June 8. We can also participate and report to the TGe conference call that day as part of our agenda.

Summary and recap

Action Items:

AR: Evan - add new Cisco users to email list

AR: Evan - MMAC presentation from last meeting (oops)

AR: Evan - send Sunghyun’s Markov proposal to group

AR: Sunghyun - email address of new person to Evan

AR: Sunghyun - write counter arguments on issues with Opnet provided model

AR: Matt - to invite Opnet to our meetings

AR: Evan - setup meeting in Atlanta  for next week

AR: Raju - pull together input from members to make a  priority list of features and email out

Next meeting:

Face to face meeting in Atlanta for those who can travel, others to be on the phone

Date proposed is Thursday June 8. Participation in TGe call can be incorporated into meeting

Preliminary agenda for next meeting:

Closure on basic model structure and summary of ideas from reflector discussions

Discussion / closure on DCF issues with model (from reflector discussion in mean time)

Discussion on overall schedule.

What time line what should we be shooting for?

We should have a story for the July 802.11 meeting

Markov channel model proposal
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