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Abstract

A small group of individuals are examining the standards development process to determine if improvements can be made which will reduce the time it takes to complete a new standard.  This document will contain the notes from this group's activities.

Initial group formation notes

Text drafted 2004-01-12 by B. Mathews, reviewed with team 2004-01-14

Team members:  TK Tan, Lee Armstrong, Harry Worstell, Clint Chaplin, Richard Paine, Stuart Kerry

Team leader:  Brian Mathews

First meeting:  7am Wednesday 14-Jan-2004 Mosaic Restaurant 2nd floor Vancouver Hyatt

Team objectives:

  - To list and prioritize the major problem areas which hinder progress.

  - To propose solutions to the CAC which will result in a streamlined process.

Desired result:

  - Ultimately, to continue to get high quality standards out more quickly than in the past.

In order to identify the biggest problem areas some questions come to mind:

1.  Why did the original 802.11-1997 take 7 years to develop?

2.  .11b and .11a happened fairly quickly, why?

3.  Why did 802.11g take so long?

4.  Why are .11i and .11e taking so long?

First meeting notes

Meeting held 2004-01-14 7am-8am

Attendees:  Brian Mathews, Harry Worstell, Clint Chaplin, Richard Paine, Lee Armstrong, Stuart Kerry

Reviewed initial thoughts above.  Team Bonneville name accepted.  Proceeded to start generating list:

1.  Companies that bring their agenda and block anything that's not theirs, "politics and conflicting priorities".

2.  Lack of a good mechanism for between-meeting work.

3.  Learning curve for new people.

4.  Lack of coordination between projects, e.g. 11i and 11k.

5.  Lack of well-defined, narrowly-scoped PARs.

6.  Process scheduling & logistics internally and externally (awkward, cumbersome, confusing, complex, time-consuming, & delaying process & procedures).

7.  Lack of uniformity across groups in process and procedures.

8.  Task group officer lack of experience/expertise in leading a group.

Aside:  one person stated that the task group chair should be a facilitator, but not a manager.  Should give everyone a chance for input, not a free-for-all.

9.  Is our problem partly a perception problem?  Are we really slower than other groups or is more in how we report things?

10.  Lack of early technological review (at PAR stage), consider paying a consultant to review?

11.  Inability to get good creative work done in large groups (cited need for mechanism for small groups to break out, work, and bring results back to group).

12.  New attendees want to revisit work already done before they joined.

13.  Issue of needing to get to 90+% on final sponsor ballot.

14.  Is the acceptance criteria too tough?  Commercial companies do not seek 'perfection', they finalize a spec. when it is good enough.

Discussed reviewing the list above with chairs of other groups to see if other items should be on the list:

Group or chair



Who will interview?

802.3, 802.1, 802.15.3a, 802.17  

Stuart

Matthew Shoemake


Brian

Bob O'Hara



Richard

Bob Love



Stuart

Dean Kawaguchi



Richard

Terry Cole (add to team?)


Brian

Discussion of other groups to use as a benchmark.  Groups like WiFi are not applicable because they are not open groups like IEEE P802.  Groups to be considered include: ISO, ETSI, SAE, ASTM, ACM.

Actions:

Stuart, Brian, and Richard to get input from other group chairs.  Review with group at next meeting.

Meeting schedule:

Fridays bi-weekly at noon Eastern, 9am Pacific, starting 2004-01-23

Dates:  23Jan, 06Feb, 20Feb, 05Mar

INPUT FROM TERRY COLE:

1 Why did 802.11 take a long time:

a) Conceptual invention was required (BSS, DSS, WEP)

b) Architectural differences with Ethernet took time to discuss and iron out

c) The need to describe basically the same things about 5 different ways  take time to write and a long time to determine if accurate: descriptive architecture, prescriptive details of functional elements, state diagram SDL, PICS, MIB

d) I think there was some significant doubt about the complexity/payoff of the work that kept participants churning

2) Why did a and b go fast?

a) Incremental

b) Limited in scope

c) Competitive with one another

d) Very little SDL (and what was done for b did take much more time)

e) Fairly clear financial focus of companies involved on a quick payout

3) Why did G take a long time

a) Polarized behaviors with a my way or the highway approach that took a long time to change to compromise

b) Argument about PAR and procedures

c) Took very long time to get to agreement of concept

d) Once agreement on concept within task group, I think the process was pretty fast.

e) Still the process that was fast is slowed by splintered financial backing of 802.11 as a whole as compare to the support within 802.11g participants

f) The text was started far too soon and removing legacy stuff took a huge amount of time. Text should not be adopted in advance of agreements over the big things. This just make it impossible for the editor to create clean work.

g) Much of editing difficulties come down to having to describe things multiple times: in text, in SDL, in PICs, in MIB.

4) Why are e and I taking a long time

a) Polarized behaviors with a my way or the highway approach that took a long time to change to compromise

b) Argument about PAR and procedures

c) Tried to do too much... much more limited scope PAR would have proven faster for both.

d) Tired to do maintenance as well as functional enhancement. Leads to too much editorializing along with amendment for financial reasons.

e) E has issues with financial interest from group members. I as well... should be tied better to a speed increase. We have to consider how to make adoption attractive, which in turn drives us to a deadline for creation.

f) SIGs can often hold a SDO's accountable for meeting deadlines but our relationship with Wifi has not developed in this way. 

g) The text was started far too soon and removing legacy stuff took a huge amount of time. Text should not be adopted in advance of agreements over the big things. This just make it impossible for the editor to create clean work.

h) Much of editing difficulties come down to having to describe things multiple times: in text (both descriptive and normative), in PICs, in primitives, in MIB.

Terry L. Cole, AMD Fellow, '84 

AMD, M/S PCS4, 5900 E Ben White Blvd, Austin Texas 78741 

voice 512-602-2454 or 800-538-8450 x52454, fax 512-602-5051, email terry.cole@amd.com  http://home.earthlink.net/~terry.cole
INPUT FROM MATTHEW SHOEMAKE

Brian,

        Here on my thoughts on streamlining the process:

        1)  There are some delays that have to do with the inability to reach 75%.  There's not much you can do with the process to try to fix that, so don't try to (fix it with procedure).

        2)  There was potential delay and risk due to not knowing the exact steps on the backend.  Education is a key element.  Every chair should know or be told what the steps are to get through the ExCom and through RevCom.

This should include, "What do you need to show to ExCom and RevCom".

        3)  A standardized format for processing comments would be useful. TGg used their own form, and I think others used similar forms.  This is the form that has "Commenter", "Comment", "Suggested Change", etc.

        4)  Don't loose any comments.  If you can't track the status of all comments form the first Working Group or Sponsor Ballot, you will have trouble at ExCom or RevCom, respectively.

        5)  Allow Task Groups to have their own meetings separate form the Working Group when needed.  Don't tie the hands of these groups.  Let them move forward with comment resolution as long as they meet the notification

requirements.

        6)  Hold Task Group chair elections every two years.  There's nothing like an election to make sure an officer is following the will of the constituents.  

        7)  There should absolutely be no way that one person can put in a "No vote" at the last minute and cause a 2-4 month delay.  If someone puts in a technical no vote at the last minute, there should be a way for the Working Group to reject it and not have a delay.  I fear that as the group has grown larger, there is always someone who has an interest in slowing things down.  Giving one or two people out of 500 the ability to cause 2 and 4 month delays is not in the best interest of the group and it is not democratic, which is the hallmark of the IEEE process.  This problem may need to be solved above the WG level.

        8)  The hallmark of the IEEE process is that it is democratic. It is open to all.  This makes the IEEE different than WiFi, HomeRF, Bluetooth, etc, and it makes the IEEE a great organization.  There is a rule right now that is non-democractic and threatens to make the IEEE more dictatorial than democratic.  It is the rule that a TG chair can set the procedure by him or herself.  I have recently seen this power abused by a TG chair that said that he would ignore appeals, motions to table, etc. and set the procedure himself based on this rule.  This is not good for the IEEE.  While you guys still listen to me, :^) I would strongly encourage you to eliminate this rule.  When times are tough in a TG, Roberts Rules should guide, and not the whim of the TG chair.

        Please feel free to chair this with other CAC members and associate my name with the comments.

Regards,

Matthew

INPUT FROM MIKE MORETON:

"It looks like a good summary of the issues, but there's one that I think should be added. 

I have my doubts that the quality of debate at meetings is as good as it could be.  In my experience, almost no-one will have read the submission beforehand, which limits the quality of the debate.

I think there are two reasons for this: 

1) Almost no-one submits before the meeting, unlike other groups.

2) The 4 hour rule is perverse, as it only applies to time when the WG is in session.  If you want people to read a submission, it must be time when the WG isn't in session. (And perhaps you could actually reduce the time where a TG explicitly goes into recess to allow people to read a draft.  Two hours is probably enough in that case.)"

INPUT FROM BOB O'HARA VIA R. PAINE

I had my interview with Bob O'Hara today.  Bob was chair of 11d.  11d was a relatively small group and he felt that was one of the secrets of success is a small group.  He sort of facetiously said that we should perhaps limit the size of the groups doing the work.  

He did mention that new people coming into the group was a slow-down.  He tried to limit that by constantly going over where the group was in the process.  He did this at the start of each meeting to alleviate some of that, but he said that it didn't get it all.

He thinks a key to success in all 802 groups is the narrowing of scope.  The smaller the scope, the faster and more successful the task.  He mentioned that 802.3 task groups are a good example of narrowing the scope and subsequent success.  

Bob is for votes between meetings.  Email votes were mentioned, but he also noted that the voting would need to be tied to "costing" your voting rights if participation was not there.  

Bob also felt that formats and procedures for requirements, architectures, and task group ballots could help.  He did mention that 802.1 does do task group balloting and said that we should contact Tony Jeffery for the processes they use to do task group balloting. 

Bob felt that the letter and sponsor ballot requirement to get well above 75% (like 99%) is part and parcel of the work you have to do anyway to get approval for the release of the standard.  Therefore, he thinks that it is an OK part of the process and, in fact, may save time in the long run.

INPUT FROM DEAN KAWAGUCHI

via email from Clint Chaplin

Dean Kawaguchi did offer one interesting suggestion when I chatted with him:

Mandate that all technical presentations be available 30 days before the meeting for people to read and review.  In the actual meeting itself, then the presentor only has to give a summary and take questions.  Dean also suggested that presentations be limited to 30 minutes or less.  He feels that this would help speed up the work in the groups, freeing time for other work.

Clint (JOATMON) Chaplin

INPUT FROM SHEUNG LI:

through phone conversation with B. Mathews

Biggest problem areas:

Voting: effects of not voting and abstains.  Problem seems to be lack of knowledge or not caring, and/or lack of expertise in country regulations (Japan).  In situations like this should not voting count against your voting rights?

Time thresholds:  logistics of scheduling meetings, ballots, recirc's to coincide timely with Plenaries and ExCom/RevCom meetings is difficult.

INPUT FROM JON ROSDAHL:

via email

Brian,

I have thought about the question: What impediments are there in the IEEE 802.11 process?

I believe that the abuse of procedure is probably the biggest problem.

I don't believe that any set of rules will be able to correct the blatant abuse of what ever rule that is instituted.

I believe that not having papers posted to the server prior to the start of the session is another problem that 

causes rush to decision making that we regret later.  Back in the old days....(just kidding) the reason that there

was a "four hour rule" (which was originally much longer) was to allow folks to get a chance to look over the paper and the presentation.  Now what I see is that the presentation is made, but the paper often never comes.  

 

As we rush to make standards, we seem to loose sight of the real goal and that is to define an interoperable set of guidelines that will allow the various vendors to create a market where all can compete fairly.  

 

I think that the meeting creep of having more and more meetings on Sunday is a bad thing in general.

 

There are more and more topics that need attention, and the 5 parallel slot is a good change to facilitate that, but its downside is that smaller companies will not be as comfortable in trying to cover all the topics of interest.

 

I think that enforcing the rules that we have in general uniformly across the TG/SG will provide another improvement overall.  Then someone trying to present in one group will always know what to expect if done in another.

 

The summary reports from some of the TG/SG need to be more meaningful.  A report of "We are working" is not a meaningful report.  For those WG members that cannot attend a particular TG, the WG report is the main means for getting a snapshot of what took place during the week, or during the Telcons between meetings.  This should be improved. 

 

Well, there are some ramblings....I hope that it helps,

Regards,

Jon

 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------
Jon Rosdahl                    10871 North 5750 West
801-756-1496                   Highland, UT 84003
801-376-6435

Second Bonneville Team Meeting Minutes

(sent out via email)

23-Jan-2004 Noon (Eastern) Conference call 

TK, Lee, Harry, Clint, Stuart, Richard and Brian attending 

Reports on surveys taken: 

Richard pinged Dean Kawaguchi and Bob O'Hara, no response yet.  Clint to follow up with Dean. 

Stuart will follow up with other WG chairs 

Brian reviewed input from Sheung Li (non-voter & abstain issue), and Matthew Shoemake (see Matthew's email). 

Discussion with Harry and Richard regarding philosophy of running meetings; whether to have group do creative/innovative work collectively during group meetings or have individuals/companies do work off-line and bring it to group for review/discussion.  Both approaches require a standardized process.  See slide submitted by Richard. 

Next steps: 

1.  Richard, Clint, Stuart, Brian to continue to gather inputs on what the biggest problems areas are.  Please send them to me no later than next Tuesday. 

2.  Brian will issue the list in Excel spreadsheet format for prioritization voting. 

3.  We will select top 3-4 areas to start discussing solution proposals at next conf. call 06-Feb-2004 Noon Eastern (Harry please set up conf. call phone number, thx.) 
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