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Objectives and Background

* Objectives
* Extend ACTN (RFC 8453) so MDSCs of different operators can coordinate as peers.

e Background (Why this extension is required)

 ACTN assumes a single administrative authority, and defines no interface between
the MDSCs of different operators.

* Needed for end-to-end TE across operators, while each keeps control and privacy
of its own network.
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Use-case

 Use-case

* Inter-operator optical connectivity
* Inter-operator IP traffic engineering
* Multi-layer interconnection (for Al data centers)

Example (Multi-layer interconnection for Al data centers)
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Gap Analysis in ACTN framework

* Missing for current framework
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Figure 1: ACTN Base Architecture



Proposed extension to ACTN Framework
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Figure 2: ACTN architecture extended for inter-operator operation

 MDSCs in peer relationship

Symmetry. Same role for both MDSCs

No authority across the boundary. Every
action across the boundary follows from
mutual agreement between MDSCs

Policy-governed disclosure between MDSCs.

e MIMI enables:

Share abstracted topology and resource info,
per each operator's disclosure level.

* Jointly establish end-to-end services, agreeing

on interconnection points and per-domain
segments.

Coordinate provisioning of the per-domain
segments.

Exchange performance-monitoring data for
end-to-end assurance.



Next Steps

* For next versions of this draft:
* Sophisticate Requirements of MMI
* Complete Requirements other interfaces than MMI
* Protocol considerations for interfaces
» Applicability to those in use cases (Other drafts are planning)

e Please review this draft. Feedback comments are welcome!



