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Notes of NSI meeting

Co-chairs: Guy Roberts, Tomohiro Kudoh, Inder Monga

Schedule of presentations:
11.00am-12.30pm Wednesday

Guy Roberts, Introduction, Agenda bash, housekeeping

John Vollbrecht, Review of progress towards architecture deliverable, concepts and naming.
2.00pm-3.30pm Wednesday

Freek Dijkstra, Jeroen van der Ham - NML, Naming, Identifiers

Radek, Tree vs chain model

Eduard Escalona, Use-case questionnaire

5.30pm-7.00pm Wednesday

Tomohiro Kudoh, Advanced reservation/Scheduling

Guy Roberts, Technology specific vs. abstract parameters for describing service performance

Joan Antoni Garcia Espin, Topology sharing
Inder Monga, Advanced scheduling features
Topics not covered in these discussions:
Jerry Sobieski - negotiation

Evangelos - end site participation
Guy Roberts - introduction

Deliverables

1. A use-case analysis document

2. An architecture definition for NSI

3. One or more message definition and protocol specifications

Now working on the 2 initial deliverables.

John Vollbrecht - NSI architecture subgroup status update

- Bi-weekly and weekly calls since January

- large number of participants

- Outcome of discussions is recorded in the "Issues" document, see Gridforge website.

- Each section has a different editor

- Goal is to create a "first cut" at an architecture for the Chapel Hill OGF in May.

CO-NS = Connection Oriented Network Service

ETE connection = End-to-end connection

A CO network service provides a segment between edge point of its network.
John V. presented a concept of how CO-NS is built and the concept of levels.

Summary of definitions:
- Segments are added together to form an ETE connection.

- Segments are built ‘on’ links.

- Link is something that is static, ie it is an underlying infrastructure that is used to build a network service.
- An inter-domain link is a link with each end in a different domain.
Guy: Who owns a link and decides on its usage?

John: That is decided by the network service planes, often they work in conjunction with the link owner.

John: We are still thinking about path finding and stitching technologies together.

Radek: Is the path finding centralised or de-central? Is this in the scope of the NSI? Where to domains report failures to set up a path (e.g. because no more resources are available)?

Richard Hughes-Jones: the OGF can not force any domain to how each domain works inside.

Cees de Laat: you should not make it too general, otherwise the whole will not be able to interoperate.

Evagelos: Are these names decided upon?

John Vollbrecht: no, these are lousy names. We had lots of discussions, and we will need to have good definitions. Agent is a good name.

Cees de Laat: there should be a terminology draft.

John: ITU names may not work either.

Pascale: Are domains static? Ad-hoc networks may not fit this model.

Evangelos: relations between networks change all the time.

Pascale: Interlink is a better name then link, as it is interdomain.

John: Data planes are not domains, or don't have to be.

John: link could have adaptations, this may have to be described explicitly.

Freek: the ITU assumes that links can not have adaptations, since you are not able to monitor the link, and they think that is a bad business model.
Freek Dijkstra, Jeroen van der Ham - NML, Naming, Identifiers

Deliverables of NML

1. Context

2. Single layer schema (UML based)

3. Multi-layer schema + Technology extensions (UML based)

4. Syntax (not in charter, but will be a separate document)

Relation to NML-WG (network markup language)

- NML give input to NSI "Issues" document

- NSI drafts use cases for NML

- NSI may want to use NML schema

Naming:

There is a terminology table on line, which describes network concepts and current schema is not finalised, but this is The procedure is that this will be written down, but if the NSI feels

Richard: it seems fair that the NSI will give input to the NML now, rather than wait for a document and decide to use it or not. It would be good if the

Jerry: NML should be able to describe high level constructs, next to physical topology. For example, Ethernet services.

Marin: NML has to support NSI, Network measurement WG, Network measurement control WG, interface GLUE standard.

Richard: if you have equal concepts, it would help if people have equal naming.

Radek Krzywania - tree vs chain model

Radek presented a discussion on the implications for the use of tree vs. chain model of implementation the Network Service Interface.  Presentation described 2 modes of usage of NSI tree vs. chain.  Radek then discussed the implications of these two modes for message distribution, AAI, failure handling, speed of operation and other issues.
A long discussion ensued about whether the division of NSI operation into these two modes was a useful or even meaningful division.  All agreed that the ‘tree’ and ‘chain’ naming were misleading.  Also, general agreement that mixtures of these modes were possible.
This was followed by another long discussion on the implications for AAI.   There was no agreement on the implications for AAI.
Richard H-J pointed out that it is not the role of the NSI specification to enforce any mode of operation on the network operators.
In summary, there was not a great deal of consensus on the implications for the tree and chain mode of operation of the NSI, however, there was a general consensus that both modes of usage of the NSI need to be supported.
Eduard Escalona, Use-case questionnaire

Eduard presented a summary of the questionnaire created to gather both use-cases and user requirements.

Considerable time was spent discussing on whether to questionnaire was suitable for collecting the required information.  Petr Holub had recently attempted to complete the questionnaire and expressed reservations about the usefulness of the questionnaire as it is currently written.  John V. also expressed concerns that respondents may be reluctant to complete the questionnaire as commercially/strategically sensitive information is requested.
In general it was agreed that the completed responses to the questionnaire would prove to be of limited value due to the complexity and variability of user requirements.  For example the answer to the question on path latency will depend on the circuit length.  And the answer to the question on the preferred connection duration will be very variable even for a single user.

It was agreed that though flawed, the questionnaire will not be changed, and that the results of the questionnaire will be used as starting point for follow up interviews and information gathering.

It was agreed that the answer are to the questionnaires are to be considered confidential.
Tomohiro Kudoh, Advanced reservation/Scheduling

Tomohiro Kudoh presented a summary of the issues involved in advanced reservation and scheduling.   He distinguished between the scheduling phase and the provisioning phase.  3 types of scheduling were identified: on-demand, batch and advanced reservations.  The need for priorities and pre-emption similar to that used by GMPLS was discussed.
Guy Roberts, Technology specific vs. abstract parameters for describing service performance

Guy Roberts presented a discussion on how the performance of a connection should be specified in the NSI service request.  Where a well-defined service is required the need for technology specific parameters in the service request was identified.  A proposal for a set of parameters based on Ethernet and SDH/SONET technologies was presented.
A discussion on the need for measurability of parameters led to an agreement that only measureable parameters should be included in a service request SLA.  Performance parameters such as jitter require an agreed measurement standard to be agreed before an SLA is well defined.
Joan Antoni Garcia Espin, Topology sharing

Joan presented a summary of the issues surrounding topology sharing over the NSI interface.  The use of topology sharing was identified as mainly for multi-domain network service provisioning.  

He identified two broad options for topology sharing:

- Option 1: only border points and inter-domain links

- Option 2: full domain topology information

The pros and cons of these modes were discussed.

