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ITU-T Q14/15 thanks you again for your liaison sent on 04 April 2007 regarding CCAMP current work on multi-layer networking extensions to GMPLS, in particular the draft-ietf-ccamp-gmpls-mln-reqs-02.txt and draft-ietf-ccamp-gmpls-mln-eval-02.txt drafts. As promised in our April response from the Q14/15 Chicago meeting, we include below some SG15 comments and questions for your consideration.

Some questions and comments for consideration for draft-ietf-ccamp-gmpls-mln-reqs-03.txt are:

1. General – Does this draft apply only to single service provider or do you envision it applying when there are multiple service providers? The ASON model (G.8080) allows for many different configurations of multilayer networks ranging from a single provider administering all layers and regions to a different provider per layer or region to several providers per layer or region. If two layers are under different administrative domains because they belong to two different providers, the amount of information that can be shared between the two domains is more limited than in the case where a single provider network provides resources at all layers. 

2. Section 3 – There is an example of several layers of a TDM region. The addition of a VCAT layer example would be more complete. For example, VC-4-7v.

3. Section 3.1 – The last paragraph mentions discontinuity when crossing a region boundary. We would like to point out that the ASON model does not have control plane discontinuity when crossing a region boundary as there are call controllers at each layer. Call controllers at both ends of adaptation into a server (lower) layer communicate with each other.

4. Section 5.3 – Scalability problems can be minimized by the use of TED per region in case they are under separate administration or for scalability reason.

5. Section 5.8.2 – Virtual TE-links – We can think of two different models and are not sure which one is implied in this document. The first one is that a virtual TE-link represents server (lower) layer potential connectivity. The second one is that a virtual TE-link represents client (upper) layer potential connectivity. The first one requires knowledge of the adaptation capabilities by the client (upper) layer. The second does not require any knowledge of the adaptation capabilities or even the existence of the server (lower) layer and should also be a valid configuration. The second option may be required, for example, when the different layers are administered by different entities. 

6. Section 4.2 – The last paragraph mentions that TE link advertisements may need to provide information about the node’s internal adaptation capabilities in order to perform layer border node functions. It might be worth clarifying the instances where this is required versus not required. For example, if Virtual TE-links are used to represent the client (upper) layer connectivity, it is not necessary to advertise internal adaptation capabilities. 

Some of our questions and comments above also apply to this second draft. Some additional questions and comments for consideration for draft-ietf-ccamp-gmpls-mln-eval-02.txt are:

1. Section 4.1.1.2 – Setting up virtual TE-links. We would like to understand why the virtual TE-links need to be created as opposed to discovered, manually or dynamically. In terms of scalability, could a Virtual TE-link (assuming it represents server (lower) layer resources) be assigned a virtual link identifier that may be locally associated to one or more link identifiers? It is not clear from the draft whether this is allowed or not but we think it is essential in developing a scalable solution. In case the virtual TE-link could represent client (upper) layer potential connectivity, the identifier would have to be virtual as it would represent potential adaptation capability into a server (lower) layer.

2. Section 4.1.1.3 – Traffic disruption minimization during FA release. In case disruption is required in the server (lower) layer, we think there is also an option to signal to the adaptation points and let them re-establish the server (lower) layer as opposed to rely on the head-end LSRs in the client (upper) layer.  

An electronic copy of this liaison statement is available at: ftp://ftp.itu.int/tsg15opticaltransport/COMMUNICATIONS/index.html
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