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General thoughts

• FCC/Samknows study is a great experiment.

• We are very excited about carefully designed
measurements of broadband networks.

• We are particularly glad to see the active
engagement of wide range of stakeholders.



Our short term objectives

• Understand each test at a very detailed level
e.g. able to replicate each test

• Offer constructive comments to improve the
measurements
- How the test is structured in detail

• Offer constructive comments to improve the
reporting of results
- How the test is described so readers take away

the right message



Our medium term objectives

• Experiment with the Samknows tests

- Fully exploring each test

- Taking packet traces

• Produce a report that summarizes our findings
for an academic and policy audience



Our long term objectives

• Utilize the Samknows test results in research
publications

• Help usher in the next era of broadband which
will involve continuing evolution of both
technology and policy

- What we measure now matters a great deal



Questions...

• Will we be able to answer the why questions
about the resulting measurements?

• Can we identify the parts of the system that
are affecting performance?

• Does each test produce results that have the
right take away message for the general
public, reporters, etc?

• What tests are missing?



The ((perfect" broadband provider

What measurement results would we see if the
broadband provider was never the
performance bottleneck?

- Run the Samknows tests from sites like MIT

- Run the Samknows tests from the M-Iabs boxes



Other data

• What other data should we be collecting in parallel
with the Samknows measurements?
- Statistics on content of popular websites utilized in the

web browsing tests e.g. file sizes, resources, hosts
involved, etc (7)

- Traceroutes (7)

- BGP feeds (7)

- More (7)



Continuing evolution of broadband
benchmarks

• As a community, we aren't going to be done
anytime soon devising and improving
broadband benchmarks

• There remains plenty of room for
experimentation, new measurements, and
competing studies

• Samknows is open to evolving and improving
their measurements over time... lets take
advantage of this!
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Overview

• Started study using 12 months of data from
the Grenouille project in France
(~ 10k DSl users from differents ISPs across

the country) 9,a~~.~.!J~

• Continuing study with a US-based deployment

- Understand measurements better _

-Independently validate SamKnows approach ..-:;



Collection Platform: Grenouille

• Volunteer group in France

• Client installed in home machines

- Nearly 20,000 unique members across all major
cities, ISPs in France

• Data from 2001 until now

- We use 2009 data



Does Speed Match Promised Rates?
• Answer: No.

• What factors affect performance that users
achieve?
- Latency (round-trip time~

- Geographical location

- Service proVider

- Service plan

- Network access point



95th Percentile Performance Does Not
Match Adv. Rates
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Download Performance Depends on Rate

ISP Strike nle
,

P95/Adv (std) MedianlAdv (dd)- -
.,~ 204SKhps I' (016

0.77 (0.22) ,
.,~ 23Mbl" .39 (0.15 0.30 (0.14)

Orange 512Kbps 192 (0.12 0.76 (0.21)

I Or...ge 18Mbps .58 (0,2 0.45 (0.18)



Challenges with the Data

• Measurements only when line is idle

• Measurements could reflect interference or
performance problems in the home (from
clients, not from the router)

• Solution: deploy at home routers to better
understand variability.



Next Steps: US Deployment

• NOX Box deployment that collects both active
and passive measurements

• Will begin with small deployment to better
understand variability in the Grenouille data

• Will replicate some of the SamKnows tests


