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Dear Mr. Maeda, Mr. Abbas, Mr. van Helvoort, Mr. Betts and Mr. Lam,


Thank you for your liaison letter, a copy of which was sent to

us in E-Mail dated 7/20/2009.


We have extracted all comments made in the liaison from the 

word document attached to it, and the text in the liaison itself (not
included in this liaison response), and inserted them as text below.  


Agreed changes will be made in the next version of the draft.


Please review the comments below and let us know if you have further comments and/or discussion.

================== ITU Comments/Responses ====================

Terminology - 3rd paragraph - change "APPENDIX A:" at the end of paragraph

to "APPENDIX A."


Agreed.
Page 7 - 2nd paragraph, 2nd sentence - change "a SCN" to "SCN"...


Agreed.

Page 7 - 2nd paragraph, 3rd sentence - replace "demultiplexed" with "decapsulated"

Agreed.

Page 10 - 1st 2 paragraph - the terms "failure-cause" and "deduced-fault" are not defined.

This wording was derived directly from comments in the prior WG Last

Call.  Largely as a result of an oversight, we did not pick up on this until

almost immediately before a new draft was submitted. 


We propose the following:


A) in the 1st paragraph, delete the sentence "Examples of levels of granularity

MAY include per-failure-cause and per-deduced-fault."


B) in the 2nd paragraph, replace the last sentence with the following -

"Timers SHOULD be configurable per NE for broad categories (for 


 example defects and/or fault causes), and MAY be configurable


 per-interface on an NE and/or per individual defect/fault cause."

Page 13 (section 6.4) - 1st paragraph, 1st/2nd bullets - change "protection"

to "protecting" to agree with "working"...


Agreed.
Page 13 (section 6.5) - next-to-last paragraph (2nd in section) - change

"will apply them" to "will apply to them"...


This changes the meaning of the sentence.  Breaking out just the

relevant portion of the sentence, we mean to say "which maintenance

entity will apply [the selected] OAM functions" _not_ "which 
maintenance entity will apply to [the selected] OAM functions."

We propose to make the requirements easier to read by breaking it 


out as two separate requirements - as follows:


"The MPLS-TP NE MUST support the capability to choose which


 OAM functions are enabled.


"For enabled OAM functions, the MPLS-TP NE MUST support the


 ability to associate the OAM functions with specific maintenance entities."

Page 14 (section 6.5) - 2nd paragraph (4th in section) - change "(e.g. MEP

ID and MIP ID)" to "(e.g. MEP ID, MIP ID and ME(G) ID)"


This is a parenthetical example and is not meant to be exhaustive

- therefore we propose leaving this as is.

Page 15 (section 7.1) - 4th paragraph (5th in section) - change 1 paragraph
"For the purposes of this document, it is sufficient to state that an

 MPLS-TP NE MUST support collection and reporting of raw performance

 data that MAY be used in determining availability of a transport

 service and that implementation SHOULD support some as yet to be 

 defined mechanism for determining service availability."

- to the following 3 paragraphs -

"The MPLS-TP NE MUST support collection and reporting of raw 

 performance data that MAY be used in determining unavailability of a

 transport service.

"The MPLS-TP NE MUST support the determination of the unavailability

 of the transport service.  This determination MUST be supported within

 the MPLS-TP NE.

"Note that for the Ethernet transport network, unavailability is 

 determined based on Severely Errored Seconds (SES). SES and Unavailable

 Seconds (UAS) are defined for Ethernet transport networks in ITU-T

 Recommendation Y.1563 [29]. ITU-T is currently extending these 

 definitions to apply them to the packet transport technology in general.

 Once these definitions are available, they should be used for the 

 MPLS-TP NE."


There are several elements of this recommended change:


A) Change "availability" to "unavailability" -


   Agreed.


B) The implication of the 2nd paragraph is that the MPLS-TP NE


   will necessarily determine service (un)availability based on local

   collection of raw data; this appears to be potentially an choice we

   might make in implementation. The ability to determine service 


   (un)availability from raw statistical data - at the NE itself - is not 


   itself a network management requirement. The real requirement 


   appears to be that it MUST be possible to determine via network 


   management what the unavailability state is for the service. How 


   and where the determination is actually made is a separate issue.

   We propose to modify the proposed new text to reflect this.


D) We need to explicitly state the specific context at which the 


   (un)availability information is required (e.g. - at service termination 

    points).


    We propose to modify the proposed new text to reflect this.


E) The 3rd paragraph is in mixed form; it appears to be a note,


   but is worded in part as if it is a requirement.


    We propose to modify the proposed new text to correct this.


F) We have previously rejected wording in MPLS-TP documents that


   includes the word "currently"; the draft - when published as


   an RFC - will become a (relatively) permanent document, in 


   which the word "currently" has no useful meaning.


   We propose to modify the proposed new text to correct this.


Therefore we propose to replace the original paragraph in question

with the following (slightly modified from your proposal):


"The MPLS-TP NE MUST support collection and reporting of raw 

 
  performance data that MAY be used in determining unavailability

 
  of a transport service.


"MPLS-TP MUST support the determination of the unavailability of

 
  the transport service.  The result of this determination MUST be 


  available via the MPLS-TP NE (at service termination points), and 


  determination of unavailability MAY be supported by the MPLS-TP


  NE directly.  To support this requirement, the MPLS-TP NE 


  management information model MUST include objects corresponding


  to availability-state of services.


"Transport network unavailability is based on Severely Errored Seconds 

  (SES) and Unavailable Seconds (UAS).  ITU-T is establishing definitions


  of unavailability generically applicable to packet transport technologies,


  including MPLS-TP, based on SES and UAS.  Note that SES and UAS 


  are already defined for Ethernet transport networks in ITU-T 

  Recommendation Y.1563 [29]."
Page 20, Informative References section - G.806 should be a normative

reference because it is used normatively in the terminology section.


In IETF documents, one of the ways to avoid making a reference


normative is to explicitly include the relevant content.  That


is exactly what we have done in this case for the terminology


section (i.e. - we explicitly included the definitions for a


subset of the terms needed for this document).  Hence making 


G.806 a normative reference would defeat at least part of the 


purpose of having these definitions explicitly included in the 


document.


The reference to G.806 in this case is intended to cite the origin of


the definitions, rather than an intent for the reader to consult G.806


for these definitions.


Therefore we propose not to change this.  

However, strictly for your information, we did have other comments 

relating to a number of the references and will be moving G.8601, 


RFC 3878 and RFC 5586 from the normative references section to the 

informative references section.

Page 20, Informative References section - add reference for Y.1563.


Agreed.

Page 23, Appendix A - DCC is not defined; suggest using CCh instead.


Agreed.
Page 23, Appendix A, example 2 - change "an single-hop LSP" to "a

single-hop LSP"...


Agreed.

Stockholm, July 27, 2009

On behalf of the MEAD team

Loa Andersson

MEAD team Chair

