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Scope	
  
This	
  work	
  provides	
  a	
  vendor-­‐neutral	
  method	
  for	
  iden8fying	
  the	
  SIP	
  
throughput	
  	
  of	
  a	
  device	
  that	
  plays	
  the	
  role	
  of	
  a	
  SIP	
  Proxy	
  or	
  SIP	
  Registrar.	
  
	
  
Various	
  metrics,	
  test	
  architectures	
  and	
  parameters	
  of	
  test	
  are	
  defined	
  to	
  
enable	
  the	
  collec8on	
  of	
  the	
  metric.	
  	
  
	
  
Documents	
  available	
  at:	
  
•  hFp://www.ieH.org/id/draI-­‐ieH-­‐bmwg-­‐sip-­‐bench-­‐term-­‐04.txt	
  

•  hFp://www.ieH.org/id/draI-­‐ieH-­‐bmwg-­‐sip-­‐bench-­‐meth-­‐04.txt	
  

	
  



IETF	
  Status	
  
•  A	
  WG	
  Last	
  Call	
  period	
  for	
  the	
  Internet-­‐DraIs	
  on	
  SIP	
  Device	
  Benchmarking	
  was	
  

open	
  from	
  19	
  April	
  2012	
  through	
  18	
  May	
  2012.	
  
	
  
•  We	
  received	
  4	
  sets	
  of	
  comments,	
  and	
  responded	
  to	
  the	
  issues	
  raised	
  on	
  the	
  

mailing	
  list.	
  

•  We	
  plan	
  to	
  incorporate	
  the	
  changes	
  described	
  in	
  8me	
  for	
  IETF	
  85.	
  



Technical	
  Comments	
  
Media	
  Clarifica8ons:	
  	
  
•  Media	
  content	
  of	
  the	
  call	
  is	
  to	
  be	
  specified	
  as	
  a	
  condi8on	
  of	
  test	
  but	
  not	
  to	
  be	
  measured	
  for	
  

its	
  quality.	
  	
  The	
  scope	
  of	
  this	
  work	
  is	
  signaling	
  metrics	
  only.	
  
•  Parameters	
  reported	
  in	
  the	
  test	
  setup	
  report.	
  	
  We	
  will	
  change	
  the	
  name	
  of	
  the	
  parameter	
  

'media	
  session	
  hold	
  8me'	
  to	
  'session	
  hold	
  8me.'	
  	
  
	
  
Signaling	
  Clarifica8ons:	
  
•  RE-­‐INVITES:	
  We	
  considered	
  Re-­‐INVITES	
  to	
  be	
  out	
  of	
  scope	
  and	
  will	
  revisit	
  this	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  

RAI-­‐ART	
  reviewer's	
  comments.	
  	
  	
  
•  Delay	
  in	
  sending	
  200	
  OK:	
  We	
  do	
  not	
  introduce	
  delay	
  before	
  sending	
  200	
  OK.	
  	
  This	
  is	
  by	
  

design.	
  Our	
  goal	
  is	
  to	
  push	
  the	
  system	
  to	
  its	
  performance	
  edge	
  as	
  quickly	
  as	
  possible.	
  	
  	
  
•  Forking	
  done	
  outside	
  the	
  DUT:	
  This	
  is	
  taken	
  into	
  account	
  automa8cally.	
  	
  If	
  the	
  DUT	
  is	
  not	
  the	
  

forking	
  agent	
  then	
  it	
  is	
  receiving	
  forked	
  messages	
  from	
  a	
  downstream	
  proxy	
  and	
  responding	
  
to	
  them.	
  

•  Cost	
  of	
  Failures:	
  	
  The	
  cost	
  of	
  failures	
  is	
  taken	
  into	
  account	
  in	
  the	
  Session	
  Establishment	
  
Performance	
  benchmark,	
  Sec8on	
  5.2.	
  

•  Authen8ca8on:	
  	
  We	
  added	
  authen8ca8on	
  op8ons	
  in	
  Methodology,	
  Sec8on	
  5.1	
  to	
  
characterize	
  the	
  condi8ons	
  of	
  test.	
  These	
  provide	
  the	
  informa8on	
  needed	
  to	
  analyze	
  how	
  
many	
  401/407	
  were	
  received	
  and	
  to	
  make	
  the	
  needed	
  adjustments	
  to	
  the	
  metrics	
  in	
  Sec8on	
  
5.2	
  and	
  5.3.	
  



Editorial	
  Comments	
  
•  Several	
  reviewers	
  pointed	
  out	
  the	
  need	
  for	
  a	
  final	
  editorial	
  review.	
  We	
  

have	
  begun	
  that	
  work	
  using	
  the	
  detail	
  provided.	
  	
  	
  
•  We	
  plan	
  to	
  post	
  the	
  edited	
  version	
  in	
  8me	
  for	
  IETF	
  85	
  in	
  November.	
  	
  	
  


