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Abstract

This document contains the meeting minutes from the WPP Study Group Teleconference on August 5, 2004.

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

Charles Wright (Chair, WPP SG)

Tom Alexander

Bob Mandeville

Rick Denker

Mark Kobayashi

Fahd Pirzada

Chris Polanec

Mike Foegelle

Dalton Victor

Fil Moreno
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 Chris Polanec for a discussion of the test template.

Chris mentioned that the template ad-hoc did have a meeting on Wednesday, and had addressed the comments from the last teleconference review. Their plan was to have an example ready in 2 weeks. He then dived into the discussion of the revised template.

Chris started off by reviewing the changes, starting with the Purpose section, which now incorporated a statement about providing a general idea about the DUT or SUT. In Section 1.2, he had also added a couple of sentences dealing with differentiating the test in question from similar tests, and addressing the need to keep the discussion general. In addition, Section 2 (references) was divided into "standard references" and "test references"

Question from Tom: Are these references supposed to be normative or informative? Answer: Mainly informative. Tom brought up the fact that the IEEE has rules about what sort of documents can be referenced. There was some discussion. Bob noted that, for instance, if roaming was being tested, then he would want to have a reference to a description of roaming. Charles suggested a modification to the "standard references" subsection, as follows: "this section identifies any standards documents relevant to specific aspects or the protocol being tested".

Question from Tom: Is there a document that defines roaming? Answer: There will be. And if there isn't, the section will be blank. 

Question: If there wasn't a standard reference here, then the description would be in Section 1.2, right? Answer: That is possible. For instance, the current base standard does not refer to the act of BSS transition, and thus Section 1.2 could cover it. As another example, Charles noted that rate adaptation is covered under IEEE 802.11 subclause 9.6.

Comment from participant: My concern is about describing it in a way that is clear, and also about where we would put it. We need to have a clear description of what is being tested. Charles asked what the authors of this doc thought about this suggestion, and remarked that perhaps it should go on an issues list. Bob said that he felt what Charles was saying was very close to what he himself was saying. Chris therefore noted it in the issues list.

Bob said that there was another case in point he had in mind. For instance, different standards define delay and jitter differently, and it would therefore be useful to point to just one of the standards for a definition of delay and jitter; that would be another function that this test referencing section could play. Charles agreed. He noted that RTP, for instance, had a different way of measuring jitter. Bob remarked that there was also an ATM way of defining jitter, that was different. Chris agreed, and moved on to Section 3.1. 

Question from Tom: Do you need to describe the resources required more closely than simply a term? For example, the term "Multipath Emulator" might mean something quite different to different people. Answer: We should put this on the issues list.

Chris then covered Section 4.4 (Deliverables), which was modified to reflect Mark Kobayashi's comment about explicitly specifying computation steps.

Question from Bob: About the environment, we should say what sort of environment the test was performed in somewhere, right? Answer from Chris: That would probably be in Section 5.2. Bob said that he would defer until Section 5.

Chris then discussed Section 5, which was a presentation of the results. This is for the user, in terms of how to fit all the information in when they run the test.

Comment from Charles: The document that we're producing for Task Group T will describe the actual test plan and the results, and so you should really say that this section describes all the results that should be presented. Tom concurred, saying that the first sentence seemed to express that this section presented actual results rather than how to present the measured results. Mike Foegelle also commented on the first sentence. He said that the sentence should really indicate to the end-user of the test plan as to how the results should be presented, rather than what they should be.

Question from Dalton: Can you clarify what we're finally going to put in X.5? Answer: This describes how to report the results, and further this is not for us within the group, but for the people performing the test, and indicates how they should present their results. Mike concurred, adding that it would be clearer when we had an example of this document. Charles said that this was a meta-document.

Chris went on to talk about Section 5.1. He noted that he was originally planning to have the user include firmware and driver versions in this section, but given the previous discussion he would have to change the way he was expressing this.

Question: Is this the place to present calibration data? Answer: Probably in Section 5.2.

Chris continued on to Section 5.2, which was the resource description. He noted that if we had a multipath fader, for example, then its calibration data could be presented in this section.

Question: Can we explicitly say “calibration” in there? One group might include it in the resource description, and another might not. Answer from Chris: I can add that.

Comment from Bob: I'm a little bit confused in my mind, though there's probably no reason for it, between "test case" and "test plan". Does this document refer to a test case, or a test plan? UNH-IOL uses the term "test case" to refer to a specific case. For example, when doing a forwarding rate test, a "test plan" would be the overall forwarding rate test, and the test with 64 byte frames would be a "test case". And when you take the entire document as a whole, I don't know what to refer to it as.

Comment from Mike: I think the issue we are going to run into is that we have to look at it from a device point of view. We want one test report for that device that covers many tests performed on that report. The generic information about the device, its revision number, etc. should be covered by a parent document. Bob agreed. Charles said that there should be a good description of this terminology before we can come to agreement on this whole template.

Charles then raised the term "modifiers". Modifiers changed some aspect of the device being tested, and thus there would be some set of tests done with different conditions. Bob noted that the IETF sidestepped the whole issue of device-specific testing altogether; they never went to the extra step of saying that “this is the set of tests that should be performed on a given device”. He noted that this sort of stuff is not implemented in any ATM Forum or IETF document, and if we wanted to go down that path then we would have to hunker down and discuss Section 5 in detail. Chris also added that he had changed his thinking during the call; originally he wanted a standard way to present the results, but now he was thinking of something else. He said that they should go back and bash their heads together and come up with something to address this issue.
Question from Charles: In one of the RFCs, I thought the way in which the test results should be provided was described? Answer: The RFC doesn't talk about what Mike was talking about, such as if you were testing an AP this report should include a specific set of information.

Comment from Mike: In every one of these things you really don't want to put in the description of the equipment you used, which may be exactly the same description that you may have used in a thousand other tests. Response from Charles: I would prefer that you keep it at a lower level, and not go up into the level where you are specifying everything that a given device must be tested with some sort of profile. He remarked that he could now see what Chris meant by "bashing their heads together". Chris echoed this, and said that we should have to discuss this further.

Question from Dalton: Before we move forward on device testing profiles, we need to name the profiles, describe the profiles and so on, and describe them to a “T” before we can move forward. Is this really what we want? Answer from Charles: In the early days of the Study Group, people were highly opposed to profiles, we are working on the infrastructure here, so let's finish working on that infrastructure before moving on to profiles.

Charles noted that the RFCs had an advantage in that they only dealt with one type of device at a time, but for us we have to deal with the whole space of WLANs. Bob further commented that the report of a forwarding rate test must include a number of specific items, and this could get around the whole profiling issue.

Comment from Bob: I would like someone to tell me whether we are talking about "test plan", "test cases", "test report", "groups of tests", etc. Chris said that this would be a "Test Plan" for the overall document, and "Test Case" for the individual test, and asked if everyone was comfortable with that terminology.
Comment from Tom: A "plan" to me means a complete document, as opposed to a piece of a document. Bob said that this was an example of the terminology issue. He further noted that perhaps Chris was carrying forward the terminology from a set of UNH conformance tests, and perhaps this was where the confusion came from. Chris said that he would give that some thought. Charles suggested that the ad-hoc group could give this some thought, and hammer this out for next week.

Charles then thanked everyone for participating, and said that he looked forward to the discussion next week.

The teleconference ended at 10.00 AM PST.
Action Items:

None
Next Conference Call:

Thursday, August 12, 2004, at 9.00 AM PST..
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