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Abstract

This document contains the meeting minutes from the WPP Study Group Teleconference on September 2, 2004.

Recorded attendees (more may have attended – please send updates to SG Chair):
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Dalton, Victor
Denker, Rick


Foegelle, Michael


Kobayashi, Mark


Mandeville, Bob


Pirzada, Fahd

Seidman, Seth

Wakeley, Tim


Williamson, Bill


Proceedings:

The chair opened the teleconference at 9.06 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 Bob Mandeville for a presentation of the document titled “A First Stab at 802.11 Metrics,” document 11-04-0987-00.
Charles announced that there is a web page on 802.11 website under Group update at the top, study groups – WPP.  If anyone needs to know what’s going on on WPP could turn to this page.  This page also shows the history of what’s happened on WPP.

URL: http://grouper.ieee.org/groups/index.html, “Group Updates->Study Groups->WPP”
Bob Mandeville started the presentation by noting that the last 2 sessions the group decided to work on the fundamental work.  There were no definitions of the forwarding rate that would be appropriate for 802.11 wireless environment that the test definition could refer to.  It could be considered parallel preliminary work to come up with some core definitions of metrics before defining the tests themselves.

Bob commented that the list of core metrics he’s come up with is a bit AP centric and if the group agrees that this list is usefull then it has achieved something.  This is with an understanding that this list is not complete but yet it’s a start.

Question from Paul Canan:  Do you have this broken down by layers ( ie. Application, data link, phy). Answer:  This addresses the data link layer, which reflects my experience more.

Bob: As author of RFC 2285 and RFC 2889, we’re still in the domain of Ethernet and it seems like a good starting point.  What we have to do when we define metrics for wireless is concentrate on the parts of definitions which we have in wireless and we don’t have in wired.  

When we talk about forwarding rate, we need to concentrate on the wireless specificities of the metric, hence it would be different from the wired metric.  He’s not excluding that there are valuable points made in the wired definitions that can be carried over to the wireless space.

Bob then proceeded with commenting on Slide 4- Initial list of wireless performance metrics that he felt comfortable with.  One of the questions we have to ask to ourselves, is it reasonable to think that these metrics will be in the final list?
Bob: Let me make a distinction on Max forwarding rate, forwarding rate and offerd load.  If you offer a device and maxium load, the device will break down.  However, if you start with 10%, up to 90% and more, you will 
achieve a threshold point where the device will stop functioning.

Bob:  RFC 2285 distinctions between maximim forwarding rate vs forwarding rate at maximum offered load are relevant to 802.11.  A company could publish a spec of maximum forwarding rate at 97%, however the device does not forward at 97% of the offered load.

Question: I don’t understand quite the network topology you suggest here.  Bob responded:   Slide 5,  it’s important to distinguish the maximum forwarding rate in a real environment vs an isolated environment, where in the real environment the performance characteristics for the metric are affected by external interference.  We need to refer to forwarding rate in a device isolated environment.

Question from Areg:  Would it not be limiting to model the definition of the metric of how we measure it?  Answer: If there is a handicap in the existing methods of measuring the metric, it should not affect the way the metric is defined.

Comment: There are different kinds of wireless devices.  In one instance we would be measuring the forwarding rate at the wireless interface  vs the 802.3 interface as the sink.  There are other measurements.

Bob mentioned that RFC 2285 helps as that traffic can be unidirectional vs bi-directional.  The measurements themselves can be point to point, point to multipoint.   In addition to traffic orientation and traff distribution, we need to define traffic configuration or traffic topology.  We have an opportunity to define what a traffic configuration would be.

Comment from the audience:  I can see the direction you are taking with the wireless- wired topology.  I think there is an issue with mixing more nodes and making the toplogy more complicated, hence we need to make the measurements between two wireless nodes.

Areg noted that the group needs to allow flexibility when defining the metrics/topologies to allow for measuring forwarding rate for a device such as building to building bridge.

Charles:  We need to consider that ther might need to be a variety of network topologies worth measuring forwarding rate with, and be sure to define these topologies.
Bob:  Is a traffic configuration/topology a useful distinction to add to the test definitions.   We can look at how the users will use those devices and can model the topologies in definitions on the metric.

In slide 7 Bob outlined a distinction is made between inherent forwarding rate capabilities of the device compared to a real world wireless environment. (In the wireless environment the capabilities are reduced).
Bob then went on covering slide 8:  
Bob: Need to define what sequence of addresses need to be used.  I’m not sure if you can be successful in defining what a burst is in the wireless environment, but you can define two modes where you evenly distribute the frames sent in one second or you can send all the frames in the beginning of the second.

The definition would not be complete without a list of protocol modifiers as listed on slide 5.
Bob also noted that distinction between intended load and offered load is the same as distinction between maximum forwarding rate and forwarding rate.  

Bob concluded that if the people agree with the core definition of the main points in the presentation then the group can go forward from there.

Comment:  This presentation was rather well done.  Due to lack of time during this conference call, can we continue this discussion at the next conference call and allow the group to provide feedback as to whether the direction suggested in the presentation is where the group wants to go.

It was decided at the end of the conference call to continue discussion of Bob Mandeville’s presentation.  There is one additional presentation scheduled for next week’s conference call, which is the last telecom before Berlin IEEE meetings.

Call ended at 10.00 AM PST.
Action Items:

None.
Next Conference Call:

Thursday, September 9, 2004, at 9.00 AM PST..
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