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• We revise the early parts of the document to clarify
• the extension provides information on 

• the extension is not limited to a given application (e.g., flow scheduling) 
but 

• We revise the specifications to address some potential issues
• handle “cost-constraints”
• fix inconsistent naming convention
• fix spelling errors
• fix the specification on the multipart response
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• In verstion -09, we use the term  
as the information conveyed in PV, which limits the 
scope of the extension and gives the wrong 
impression that the extension is only for a specific 
type of applications, e.g., flow scheduling

• Starting from -10, we use 
. 

This definition better clarifies the scope of the 
extension and also makes the concept of ANE more 
intuitive

• In -11, we use “components” instead of “parts” as 
the term “part” is only used in abstract and 
introduction
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• In version -09: We use three use cases but do 
not explicitly summarize the requirements, 
which makes it difficult to grasp the ideas 
and at the same time unnecessarily complex

• In version -10: We bring back the flow 
scheduling example but the additional 
requirements are too specific

• In version -11: We first derive the 
requirements from the flow scheduling 
example and explicitly summarize the three 
general additional requirements 

4

(-10)
To allow applications to distinguish the two aforementioned 
cases, the network needs to provide more details.  In 
particular:

 
*  The network needs to expose more detailed routing 
information to show the shared bottlenecks.

 
*  The network needs to provide the necessary abstraction 
to hide the real topology information while providing 
enough information to applications.



• The same problem is raised to the mailing 
list on the cost calendar extension

• Values of the fields are explicitly specified 
in -11
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-09, -10

-11



• ANEName conveys more semantics
• ANE is an entity domain type, and the ANE 

Identifier of an ANE is also the EntityId of the ANE
• ANE is an aggregation of network components, 

similar to PID which is the aggregation of 
endpoints

• The second seems to convey more information
• ANEIdentifier/ANEId/ANEID are not as easy to 

parse as ANEName
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-09

-10



• An ANE Property is a property of the ANE domain, 
so the ANE Property Name is also the 
EntityProperty  of the ANE domain
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-09

-10



• Until -10, the specification on the multipart response is contradictory:
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-10

-11



• Until -10, the property types have the “ane:” prefix but in the UP document 
there is no such prefix

• We remove the prefix in -11
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• Finish WGLC and go to next stage?
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