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Abstract

This document contains the meeting minutes from the WPP Study Group Teleconference on June 17, 2004.

Recorded attendees (more may have attended – please send updates to SG Chair):

Charles Wright (Chair, WPP SG)

Tom Alexander

Paul Canaan

Mike Fogel
Larry Green

Mark Kobayashi

Bob Mandeville

Rick Denker

Khaled Amer

Eric Tsukubo

Stan Wylie

Fahd Pirzada

Fanny Mlinarsky

Don Berry

Proceedings:

The call started at 9 AM Pacific Time.

Charles started with a brief summary of events since the last teleconference, and the results of the letter ballot, which was approved by the WG. The PAR & 5 Criteria are now being circulated among the other 802 WGs for review and comment. We will get their comments by Tuesday of the July meeting, and we will then get 24 hours to turn these comments around. If all goes well, the WG will then forward the PAR to NesCom, who will make the final decision. With regards to the July meeting, though, we can start on the technical presentations once we get past review of comments on the PAR. Until the July meeting, we can hold teleconferences where we can discuss some of the technical presentations and get ideas circulating.

A review of the agenda was done. Paul noted that we were going to talk about component performance, especially antenna and PHY level stuff. He proposed that we should set up a roadmap of discussions. Charles agreed, but he first called for presentations. Mike Fogel said that he'd hoped to have a presentation on antenna measurements by this meeting, but wasn't able to make it, so he would have it by the next meeting. As there were no presentations, Charles turned the floor over to Paul.
Paul then discussed the proposed roadmap. He noted that the scope was to look at measurement methodologies for measuring and predicting performance. He suggested spending a couple of weeks looking at the component level - PHY, MAC, radio; some more time looking at the environment level, and then go to the application level. These were three buckets into which we could place discussion topics. He suggested looking at the matrix that was presented (document #462r0, slide 5), and using it as a guide for the discussion.

Question: Would you put security under that? Answer: we would put security on the environment bucket. Larry said that he could not understand why security is under environment. Paul replied that this grouping was just from the presentation. Larry replied that he had an issue with the scope, and was wondering how we would be able to cover all the different security methodologies. Paul reminded him of the discussions in the ad-hoc around this topic. Larry then noted that he had some reservations in his mind about this breakdown.

Paul said that this was a challenge for anybody, and, to keep motivated, he would suggest breaking things down so that there was a little deliverable every week. Fanny recommended that we should start working on things that are new and relevant, such as fast handoff and throughput: we should see where the market is going and what's hot, then there would be a lot of interest in working on related topics. She pointed out that if we don't work on stuff that's relevant to the business of most companies, then we won't get much interest. There was general agreement from the group (though Paul noted, in counterpoint, that there was other low-hanging fruit that had not been done yet).

Charles then emphasized to the group that we can't simply gather and talk about different topics, we have to have presentations and contributions that would take us through the discussions. He strongly recommended that if anyone had some ideas on how to measure something, or if they had some concerns, then they should bring forward a submission on the subject. If we have lots of presentations in that vein, then that would be great - we would have to figure out in what order to present, of course, but that’s not an issue.
Don Berry commented that we might be duplicating work. He proposed that perhaps the first effort might be an outline, so that we can organize the work. Charles noted that we already had an outline – basically, Paul Canaan's slide #4 in document #462. He suggested that if people would like to make presentations in each of those areas, they could volunteer to present.

Paul agreed. He also emphasized that Fanny had a good point, we should keep in mind the technologies that people are interested in. Charles commented, however, that people should feel free to start dumping their ideas into the discussion, rather than sticking to a rigid outline. He said that when we say that we want have a discussion, we should focus around a submission, so that we can direct our thoughts to that. He highly recommended presentations that summarized ideas. Fanny also remarked that it would be good to have the big picture in place, in terms of an outline, so that people could establish the key pieces of work that would need to get done.

Charles asked: do we have the bones of an outline yet? Fanny replied that yes, we probably do.

Charles then noted that we have 4 teleconferences between now and Portland, and we could even form an ad-hoc to create an outline. He noted that Richard Paine in 11k had a requirements and issues document that was very useful. Fanny also stated that in order to do a good job we should solicit many people's ideas.

Tom suggested that considerable work had been done previously on the scope and purpose of the group, and we should try to re-use all that work. He suggested taking Paul's slide set (document #462r0), and then talk about what should be added to it or removed from it. Paul strongly seconded this idea. Charles then asked Paul how he would go about formulating the outline from his presentation. A general discussion ensued. Mike Fogel noted that what was missing was definitions of terms. For example, take the term “component”: the reality is that until sub-components were put together and put into an environment, they won't be components of the network.

Larry asked Paul to comment: is that your definition of a “component”? Is an Access Point a component? Answer: Yes. Larry agreed with this. Charles then noted that a NIC is a device, while a component could be the antenna. Paul pointed out that in his view the NIC is a component, but it's composed of other parts too. Mike stated that while we may be talking about “component level” testing or “device level” testing, when you talk about performance, what you get out of component level testing doesn't match what you get out of device level testing. Paul agreed with this sentiment; in fact, he said that he was eagerly waiting for Mike's presentation, and couldn't wait for next week to come by so that he could hear it.
Question from Charles: Is it your current opinion that we should focus on what we call component level measurements, or device measurements, or should we talk about both? Answer from Paul: This is a difficult project, so let’s at least try to keep the words consistent; we don't know where we will end up, but we need consistent terminology.
Question from Charles: Is “component” then a completely generic term, which encompasses anything that goes into a network, including its constituent parts? Answer: Yes. If you have a test procedure, performance may be a function of everything, but maybe some aspects could be more affected by something over another. Mike echoed, extending the discussion to the topic of antennas and how they influenced performance.
Tom then proposed a 3-part document for a roadmap for the group to use. The document would consist of: an outline, a definition of terms, and an issues list. Charles agreed. Larry said that the definition of terms would be critical. Paul wanted to know if it mattered right now. Larry strongly underlined that it did, as we had to know what each other was talking about. Paul, however, rejoined that he would like to see some forward progress first. Charles suggested that we should define some terms in each presentation, this brought out a lot of issues. It was pointed out that this is essential.

Tom volunteered to put together a presentation by the next meeting to be used as a roadmap, along the lines of his suggestion. This would consist of four slides: two taken directly from Paul's presentation (slides 4 and 5 of #462r0), one slide with term definitions (currently containing one definition: that of a “component”), and one with issues (currently containing one issue: we don’t know what the definition of “component” should be). Charles suggested making this a Word document. Tom agreed, saying that this would be much easier to manage as the document grew bigger.

Bob noted that at some point he was going to spring a template on the group. Charles asked if this was the template he had already presented during the SG meetings; Bob confirmed. Bob then stated that he would volunteer to be the keeper of the template. He also noted, for the purpose of the minutes, that he was strongly opposed to the use of the word "component", as he wanted to maintain a black-box approach. He did not want to take a device, unscrew it and stick funny wires on it to do the testing. He said that we have to use a black-box approach that would bring out the overall characteristics of the device; as a case in point, he pointed out that measuring the address capacity of an Ethernet switch should be done on the complete device, versus pulling out the memory chips and testing them.
Question from Tom: So, would you consider removing the antenna to test an AP as being an example of taking a device, unscrewing it and sticking funny wires on it? Answer from Fanny: It's not the same thing. Bob echoed this; he said that when you take off the antenna of an AP, it's still a functioning AP. Tom disagreed; he stated that if you take the antenna off an AP, it can't possibly function as an AP - in fact, it can't function at all. Fanny then remarked: well, that's how the rest of the industry tests an AP.
Charles then said that we will have to figure out where we draw the line as we go along; we need to take a look at each test setup situation on a case by case basis. He said that the group would have to discuss this further, and agree on what level of disassembly we permit in order to test things. Paul pointed out that the word "component" was actually in the scope, in terms of something to be tested. There was a brief moment of silence. Charles then said that “component” was a wonderfully malleable word, and we would certainly have to discuss this. He also directed that Bob's concern about component versus black-box testing be duly noted in the minutes.

Bob wanted to know when his template was due. Charles replied: basically, as soon as possible. Larry then asked about the schedule of teleconferences. Charles stated that we would be holding teleconferences every Thursday until the next meeting. He further said that a new reading of the rules showed that we did not have to give 30 days notice until the first teleconference, but we would have to decide whether or not we wanted to hold teleconferences in between meetings. With that, he adjourned the meeting.

The teleconference ended at 9.58 AM PST.

Action Items:

1. Tom Alexander to create a working draft of a roadmap document, containing an outline, definitions, and an issues list. Document to be created in Microsoft Word before the next meeting.
2. Bob Mandeville to provide a template to the group, along the lines of the templates that he has presented before. Template to be provided as soon as possible.

Next Conference Call:

Thursday, June 24, 2004 at 9.00 AM PST.

Minutes
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