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Abstract

This document contains the meeting minutes from the TGT Task Group Teleconference on December 9, 2004.

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

Wright, Charles (Chair, TGT)

Farrelly, Sean

Mlinarsky, Fanny

Kobayashi, Mark

Victor, Dalton

Pirzada, Fahd

Lemberger, Uriel

Mandeville, Bob

Alexander, Tom

Shellhammer, Steve
Proceedings:

Charles opened the teleconference at 9.05 AM. Tom Alexander was appointed recording secretary for the teleconference.

Charles reviewed the agenda, mentioning that we would have a presentation and then run an ad-hoc meeting. There was no objection. Charles also noted that the minutes for the last meeting would be brought up for approval at the next teleconference. He then turned it over to Fanny for the presentation of #1503r0.
Presentation: "Proposed Document Structure"

Document #11-04/1503r0, by Fanny Mlinarsky
Fanny started with slide #2, which noted that one way to classify the tests is by DUT. There were 4 types of DUT proposed. She then covered some examples of these DUTs. With client DUTs, we could have a variety of different types, some of which were covered in slide 4. She also noted some examples of metrics for AP DUTs. She then went on to infrastructure tests, which were performed on DUTs that comprised multiple APs and an entire infrastructure. She noted some of the differences between the roaming tests performed on clients alone and the roaming tests performed on infrastructure elements, which may be repeated but using different tests.

Question from Steve: In the previous two cases the DUT was a client and the second was an AP. In this case, is it a combination? Answer: Yes, it's a system test. Comment: This brings up an interesting point, because APs and switches from different vendors might operate differently, as compared to APs and switches from the same vendor. Response: yes, this is right; as a group we have to make sure we generically cover different configurations. A mesh network, for example, would be one where a whole new approach to testing would be required, because of the routing algorithms involved.

Comment from Charles: The important point here is that this section would cover the methodology of testing systems that go beyond a single AP or client. Some of these tests, from a reviewers point of view, might be to choose all equipment from one vendor; from other people's views, they might choose equipment from different vendors.

Fanny then covered the last slide, which covered testing with a client and AP that are both separate parts of the DUT.

Question from Mark: In your slides on client tests, AP test and infrastructure, you list a tester; in the last slide, is the tester somewhat different? Answer: That is a good question, you have sources of traffic and points where you monitor the traffic. This may be a collection.

Comment from Charles: The tester could be an abstract thing, such as anything whose behavior is assumed correct.

Comment from Mark: I'd be concerned on the discussion on what is the makeup of these testers.

Question from Tom: First of all, I think this presentation is very good and clears up some difficult issues, especially with regard to dealing with similar but not identical tests (such as roaming) for different types of elements. However, how does a chipset vendor decide what category of test applies? Answer: That's something we need to decide.

Comment by Charles: If it's a chipset vendor, the chipset vendor doesn't sell a chip, there's a reference design. However, there might be a chapter in front that applies across the board - for instance, receiver sensitivity.

Question from Tom: Would we define subcategories of tests within each category? Answer: That is possible, perhaps we could have an index as well.

Question from Steve: You might not have client-specific tests, and the AP-specific tests might be small, so wouldn't the generic category suffice? Answer: No, the client roaming tests are different from client to AP.

Comment from Uri: I see only two cases, not 4 cases; infrastructure tests and point-to-point tests. Response: You can think of it that way, but clearly clients and APs are subsets of systems. It is better to focus on behavior independently.

A lengthy discussion then followed on the interaction between the client and the AP behaviors. The concept of a "golden node" was brought up.  There was much discussion on this topic, which generated much interest among the teleconference participants. It was suggested that contributions on this topic be submitted to the January meeting.

Charles then closed the presentation and then asked if there was any objection to moving on to the ad-hoc discussions on the template. There were none, so Charles adjourned the teleconference so that the group could move on to the ad-hoc discussions.

The teleconference ended at 9.50 AM.
Action Items:

None.
Next Conference Call:

December 16, 2004 at 9.00 AM PST.
Minutes
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