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Abstract

This document contains the meeting minutes from the TGT Task Group Teleconference on January 6, 2005.

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

Wright, Charles (Chair, TGT)

Alimian, Areg

Farrelly, Sean

Mlinarsky, Fanny

Kobayashi, Mark

Victor, Dalton

Foegelle, Michael

Lemberger, Uriel

Warren, Craig

Mandeville, Bob

Tokubo, Eric

Alexander, Tom

Denker, Rick

Proceedings:

Charles opened the teleconference at 9.05 AM. Areg Alimian was appointed recording secretary for the teleconference.

He reviewed the agenda and asked for additions; there were none. The agenda was duly approved, with no objections. He then apologized for not having the minutes prepared for the last telecon (16 Dec 04), due to a document server problem.  He then noted that not much happened at that telecon except agreement to resume telecons on this date. 

The chair drew attention to documents 11-04/1553r0 and 11-04/1540 r1 from last year.  They are the requirements for proposals and test tempate.  The chair would like to have them reviewed for approval at the Monterey meeting.  
The chair then noted that there is another task group that is short on meeting time, and asked for the sentiment of the group for giving up two hours of time to this TG..  Right now we have 16 hrs of meeting time for Monterey meeting and not sure how we are going to fill it up.  Do you want to give up one session for this task group, it would be for Wednesday morning session?

Chair:  I hear no dissent from that.  Note that this is not a certainty.

With that, the chair turned the floor over to Michael Foegelle for a presentation of the document titled Environment and Metrics, Laboratory vs. Real World, document 11-05-1582-00.

Michael Foegele started the presentation 11-05/1582r0.  
MF:  There have been disagreements within the TGT group related to testing methodologies and environments.  Starting out discussion from slide 4 which suggests that there tends to be some confusion when discussing usage cases and the impact of the real-world on those cases.  It’s important to show how the environment can be considered completely independent of the application.  Michael then went on presenting slides 5 through 10, which suggest variability in results when conducting same throuput tests in different environments.
Question from Tom: Counterpoint question might be, is throughput a valid metric.  Answer:  It’s one of the most common metrics being measured.  Throughput follows with your error rate so gives you some way of determining what your range is.  

Comment from Fanny:  I think there is a fundamental measurement of throughout that can be measured in a controlled environment.  If the measurement is made in a controlled environment, and device A gets better throughput than device B, then in any real environment device A will perform better than device B.

Comment from MF:  Relative tests have some usefulness in the same uncontrolled environment, but this is not necessarily the case in different environments.  You don’t know how your test setup in the real world influences your measurement results.  

Comment: We really need some sort of statistical approach in a real world environment to get some level of accuracy due to several influencing factors like location and antenna variations.

Comment from Chair:  Fanny was saying that when you do this in a controlled environment you can get idea about real world performance, while the converse is not necessarily true.

Comment from Fanny:  Controlled testing gives you a good idea about the performance 99% of the cases.

MF:  Real world environment requires many tests to be done to gather statistics where in a controlled environment you can get away from this.

Comment from Tom: I don’t see any difference between application level testing and application testing.

Anwer:  In both cases we’re taking into account everything including throughput all the way to the application layer.  

Some discussion followed about the differenes between application level and application testing as shown on slide 17.
Question from Areg:  IxCharriot is a very popular and industry accepted tool for characterizing device and system performance at the application layer.  Do you find this tool adequate to test system performance, including particular applications such as streaming media, at the application layer?  

Michael replied that he thinks Charriot is ok.

Comment from Chair:  Charriot measures layer 4 throughout or layer 4 latency, hence there is a TCP/IP stack involved which is a variable by itself.

Comment from MF:  There is a concern about being able to do this higher level testing, which also raises a concern about the scope of TGT.

Question:  What exactly do you mean by the application layer of the AP?  It has to do with the type of traffic that the AP bridges, for example some streaming media being sent from a server on the wired side and how the AP prioritizes that traffic as it’s sent on the wireless medium.

Question:  If you install different driver you get different results, so if I’m a chip vendor, what would I report?  Answer:  You would report driver version numbers, and other detailed configuration parameters that affect the performance of the system being tested.  Chair notes that there is a place in the test template (“Configuration Parameters”) for recording this information.
Michael went through the rest of the presention.  Presentation concluded with the meeting time having run out.  The group agreed to have necessary follow up discussion at the next week’s teleconference.
Comment from Chair:  We will have a teleconference next week.  If someone has a presentation, we will go over it, otherwise will spend the time reviewing the test template document.

The teleconference ended at 10:04 AM.

Action Items:

None.

Next Conference Call:

January 13, 2005 at 9.00 AM PST.
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