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Abstract

This document contains the meeting minutes from the TGT Task Group Teleconference on November 4, 2004.

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

Wright, Charles (Chair, TGT)

Alexander, Tom

Alimian, Areg

Canaan, Paul

Denker, Rick

Goettemoeller, Mike

Foegelle, Michael

Kobayashi, Mark
Lemberger, Uriel

Lucchina, Massimo

Mandeville, Bob

Mlinarsky, Fanny

Pirzada, Fahd

Patel, Vik

Polanec, Chris

Sanwalka, Anil
Seidman, Seth
Stanley, Dorothy

Uriel Lemberger

Victor, Dalton

Wiley, Stan
Williamson, Bill

Proceedings:

Charles opened the call at 9.05 AM. He first called for presentations, and asked for approval of the agenda and the minutes. Both were approved, so he started on the presentations. He first asked for presentations for the next week's slot. Fanny Mlinarsky and Chris Polanec wanted a slot to present on rate vs. range using a conducted environment. As there were no other people who spoke up requesting a slot, he turned the floor over to Tom.

Presentation: "A Link Layer Metrics Proposal for TGT "
Document #1226, by Tom Alexander.

There was significant confusion around this being a summary of an IETF draft.  Prior to the starting the presentation Charles Wright raised the question of “why this was an IETF draft?” and “what is the relationship to TGT?”.  Tom explained that this was work that he had been doing with Scott Bradner and that Scott is very involved with IETF.  They had started from a previous IETF draft as a reference.  Therefore the new document followed the format of previous IETF drafts, so that seemed like a logical place to publish the draft document to see who would be interested.  
Tom said that he always intended to bring it to the IEEE, which is what this presentation today was about, and that he felt that this would potentially bring additional participants to TGT.  He also explained that this was posted as a draft for discussion and was not a standard that had been voted on, and that anyone can submit such an IETF draft.  He also clarified that there was no separate teleconference or group that was discussing this draft that he was aware of.  Fanny Mlinarsky asked if there was any plan or effort to move this forward with the IETF.  Tom mentioned that there was an IETF meeting next week where it might be discussed, but was not aware of any plan or effort to move it forward there.
At this point Charles Wright asked Dorothy Stanley, the IETF/IEEE liaison, to comment.  She mentioned that the goal of the liaison was to eliminate duplicate work, and assumed that it would proceed with the IEEE for portions that are covered under the PAR.  For anything that was beyond the PAR, she said that there should be an appropriate split, and that she would like to be contacted if this came up.  The overall goals were correct division of the task and no duplicate work.
With this being clarified, Tom continued with the presentation.

On slide 5 there was a question of why there were two cases for testing a client.  Tom explained that there were several complications in testing client devices, because they terminate the traffic.  Access Points act more like other networking equipment with appropriate traffic in/traffic out characteristics.  Michael Foegelle then mentioned that this brings up the need or opportunity to have a standard testing control API for a client.  Charles Wright also mentioned that there are several other variables of testing a client that need to be controlled to make sure that the client is not overly taxed and thus adversely affecting the results.
Slides 6 and 7 – Fanny Mlinarsky commented that she liked the distinction of configuration versus test conditions and was not sure how this relates to the previous TGT template, but felt that this should be incorporated.

Slide 9 – There was some confusion on Intended Load versus Offered Load.  Though this seemed to be clarified in the discussion, an improved terminology may be useful.
Slide 12 – The notion of measuring recovery time came from RFC 2544.

At the end of the slide presentation Tom Alexander proposed his efforts as a starting point for the Link Layer metrics.  Charles Wright asked if anyone had any objections or concerns regarding the presentation.  Hearing none, he proposed that it be incorporated into the TGT testing.

Fahd Pirzada asked if there was any terminology for throughput measurements that would deal with rate and loss over time.  Charles Wright cautioned that there are many definitions of throughput and that the specific measurements and conditions should be examined.  As a follow on asking how these results could be related to the user experience, Tom Alexander mentioned that “Goodput” was a term that was sometimes used.  Bob Mandeville said that this was a term that was useful for Layer 4, but can create confusion at Layer 2.
In a follow up to the discussion of Layer 1.5 from slide 12, Fanny Mlinarsky asked if Layer 1.5 is in the IETF draft document.  Tom Alexander answered that it was not.  He explained the notion was needed to separate client behaviour for the AP behaviour in a roaming test, since the client decides when to roam.  The step function change, or failover, was for the testing on an AP, and the signal strength change was for testing a client.  Because several of the tests are AP-oriented, Fanny Mlinarsky asked if this applied only to AP testing.  Tom Alexander replied that there are also tests that are client specific also, so overall the document applies to metrics for both AP and client testing.
It was suggested that the metrics be put into the TGT template and be brought for a vote.  It was also requested that Tom Alexander present on this topic at the meeting in San Antonio.
The call ended at 10.05 AM.
Action Items:

None
Next Conference Call:

Thursday, November 11, 2004, at 9.00 AM PST.
Minutes
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