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Abstract

This document contains the meeting minutes from the WPP Study Group Teleconference on August 29, 2004.

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

Wright, Charles (Chair, WPP SG)

Alimian, Areg

Berry, Don

Canaan, Paul

Victor, Dalton

Foegelle, Michael

Goubert, Gerard

Mandeville, Bob

Marino, Fil

Mehta, Pratik

Pirzada, Fahd

Skidmore, Roger

Lemberger, Uriel
Wiley, Stan

Williamson, Bill

Proceedings:

Charles opened the teleconference at 9.05 AM PST. He reviewed the agenda and asked for additions; there were none. The agenda was duly approved, with no objections. He then asked if there were any problems with the minutes; there were none, and the minutes of the last teleconference were then also accepted. With that, he turned the floor over to Paul Canaan for a presentation of the document titles Development Miles Roadmap Proposal, document 11-04-0802-01.
Paul Canaan started the presentation by noting that it is summarizing the discussions the study group has been having thus far regarding the roadmap and deliverables as per the par and 5 criteria.

Question from Bill W:  I’ve not been at the last several conferences and have not been getting notifications for this presentation, is there a place where I can get it?  Charles Wright agreed point to the location.

Summary and discussion from Paul Canaan’s presentation during the call:

Paul Canaan then proceeded with commenting on Slide 3, which lists the purpose and scope of from the WPP par and 5 criteria document. He notes that the question is what do we do to deliver on this purpose and scope.

Paul then convered Slide 4, which outlines 3 goals as deliverables for the purpose and scope with the following bullet items:

· Develop recommendations for the WLAN test set up of 802.11 devices such that the set up can be characterized to deliver high throughput and connectivity 

· Design a best known method for reporting out results of test cases and test conditions using a standard test template 

· Define metrics and corresponding methodology to characterize performance for a given usage.  Example: packet arrival percentage, what is the methodology for characterizing it.

Question: What test environments/steps does this apply to?  Is the Final document going to have complete test steps or just specify high level test environment.  Answer:  Group has not decided yet but Paul Canaan commented that he would prefer both.

Paul subsequently went on to talk about slide 5, which outlines a suggested framework for achieving the test goals.  He listed 4 main items making up the framework as Test Environment, Metrics, Test Case Template and Usage.
Question from Pratik:  The previous presentation in Portland you [P.C] shared with the group had some good background for many items covered here.  Is this document expanding on some of the items from the previous document based on the questions you’ve received thus far? Answer:  Yes.  This document is a more refined and updated version of the previous document but it’s not fundamentally different.

Paul noted that he saw the test environment as to where the user may be versus what the user is trying to do.  

Question:  What’s the definition of the user, the user of the product of the user of the test plan?
A comment was made that what we do and what we test is driven by what the customer wants to do with the test plan we produce.  The focus is on the test cases that will give us a performance indication for a given product.

Charles commented that we have to chase the metrics which most closely approximate the user experience.  The better the metric the better the user experience.

Comment from Paul Canaan:  I want to test for usage:  File transfer.  What’s the metric?  Throughpout, How do you measure that? – mbps,  What are the parameters for that?  Etc

Areg A. then noted that the metric itself is not enough to characterize performance.  It depends on the user 

application/usage.  

Question/comment from Pratik:  Slide number 5 is a better articulated version of our group’s scope.  How do we proceed going forward?

Paul then went on covering slide 6 which outlined suggested next steps.
A comment was made that Slide number 5 is kind of the essence what we want to get done and looking at slide 6 on how do we prioritize this.

Question:  Is there a particular reason for the 4 scenarios on slide 5 on the sequencing?  Answer:  No specifc sequencing intended.  Usage and environment might be the first 2, followed by the test case templates and metrics.

Comment:  Usage and operating environment controls how the metrics go together.  There is a operational environemnt and a test environment where we are going to simulate the effects in a repeatable situation.
Question from Charles:  In the closing session for the Portland meeting, we discussed device operating environment, device configuration and application aspects.  Doc 781r1 slide 20 covers this.  I’m not sure if they’ve been covered in today’s presentation.  Answer:  Device configuration and the application aspect have been combined into the Usage as outlines on slide 5 under WPP Framework.
Question:  What are the differences between operational and test environment.  Answer: A real world environment vs a laboratory environment.

Comment:  We’re the wireless performance group.  What do you think is important for streaming media? That falls under usage category on Slide number 5.  We can’t put direction for people that this metric might count more vs the other one.   The usage for streaming media:  Metrics – throughpout, latency… We provide the methodology for measuring the metrics as the output of the group, but it’s out of the scope of this group to determine what to do with that.  
Charles asked whether the task group should be listening to various proposals for a given usage and define the metrics for measuring the performance for the above.

Question:  Are there people working in the background on presentations relative to the metrics?
Two people responsed that they are planning to present on the above topic in Berlin.
Comment from Pratik:  Looking at the schedule slots, 11n takes up most of the time.  We need to start planning ahead of time for the exact presentations, their topics, etc.  We need to have a preview of the above presentations.  

Charles noted that there’s other work that can be done in parallel (see doc 781r1 slide 20).  But it sounds like unless we identify what the metrics are, we’re shooting in the dark.

Comment:  We should be able to define what the basic metrics are and then build on top of that for defining more complex derivatives of the metrics.

Comment from Pratik:  We’re not addressing anything out there in the actual marketplace.  When it comes down to rubber meeting the road, we need to make use of the “ low hanging fruit”, parse it down to what can we do in the next 6-9 months concretely.

Question from Charles:  Should I send out a different call for presentations focusing on metrics.  Answer: It would not hurt but not sure if it’s any different.

Comment:  It might be prudent to have a brainstorming meeting in Berlin focusing on identifying what the key metrics are.  Charles answered that he doesn’t think we should have a meeting without a presentation to go along with it.

Stan Wiley volunteered to make a presentation on key metrics as it pertains to transport of data in hospital environments.

Pratik:  Will have a presentation on what type of metrics we outght to focus on.  It was agreed Pratik will present this on a Thursday conference call on Sept 9th.
Call ended at 10.00 AM PST..
Action Items:

Paul Canaan to revise his presentation based on comments during the conference call.
Next Conference Call:

Thursday, August 26, 2004, at 9.00 AM PST..
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