Disposition of comments received in “Liaison LS162 - Comments on draft-ietf-mpls-tp-data-plane-01” (Ref # 023.03) 

Thank you for your liaison statement (Ref # 023.2). A new version of draft-ietf-mpls-tp-dataplane can be found at:

<https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/draft-ietf-mpls-tp-data-plane/> 

Using your reference numbers as a  cross-reference the IETF  disposition of each of the ITU-T comments is provided below. 

M1: Text changed as per your suggestion. 

M2: Text changed as per your suggestion. 

M3: This document references the main framework for general background on MPLS-TP. For p2p-specific data plane considerations, the main framework references this document.  Similarly, for p2mp-specific data plane considerations, the p2mp framework will reference this document." 

M4. It is not the normal  practice in the IETF to specify what is  not supported. 

M5. We have deleted the highlighted paragraph. 

M6. The paragraph has been moved. 

M7. The options are defined by this draft. 

M8. The reference to P2MP PW requirements has been deleted since this draft is a normative description of the dataplane. P2MP PW will be described in a PWE3 standards track document, and if appropriate a document updating this RFC will be issues at an appropriate time in the future. 

M9: We have replace the text "forwarder" with "forwarding function". Under some circumstances the remainder of the packet still be visible to some other function. 

M10, M11 and M12 

We have revised the paragraph, please see the new text. 

M13: This statement covers case 4 in Fig 2 of draft-ietf-mpls-tp-framework. Note that we have reworded this paragraph. 

M14: We do not understand this comment. However note that we have reworded this paragraph in response to IETF comments and related discussion on the framework. 

M14': (Label merge?) By scoping the work to P2P and P2MP,  the MP2P and MP2MP case are implicitly not allowed, and therefore LSP merging will not take place. 

M14'' A LSP is a network layer protocol packet by definition, but we have added the case by clarifying the text. 

M15: The server layer is out of scope. MPLS-TP has no visibility of that server layer, but we have also also clarified the text to indicate that a P2P CRBD LSP MUST follow the same nodes and same links in each direction. 

M16: TTL processing and exception handling is the same as for the P2P case. We have provided a reference to section 2 in the text. 

M17:We have removed the reference to PHP. 

M18:This is true only in the case when the section is not implemented by the lower layer network as an LSP. If the section is implemented by an LSP, the GAL will be at the bottom of the label stack for the LSP, but will be an additional label compared to the data case. 

M19-1:We have added additional references 

M19-2:It makes no difference to the forwarding behavior 

M19-3:Please see M19-1 

M20:We have clarified the text 

M21:We have reworded the text, please see the new text. 

M22: This section has been removed as a result of an AD review comment 

M23, M24, M25: This text is no longer present, but we will take it into consideration in a future draft describing the mapping of MPLS-TP to an Ethernet server layer.
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