Comments on NSI Arch doc 

Sec 1:

Paragraph 4:  
The architectural elements seem too inclusive.  I suggest modifying this to say that NSI is the interface at service plane level for a Network service agent..  The NSI interface allows standard interoperation between NS agents.  The needs of the NS agent defines what is required in the NSI.  

The NSA allows network providers to allocate network resources to users based on requests for resources by users.  NSAs are involved in network resource requests and delegation. 

  The next section describes the NSA architecture and requirements of the NSI interface to support the NSA architecture.

· I suggest the group assign an editor to make changes to the section and bring them back to the wg in a time frame – say 2-3 weeks.

Sec 2: 

I think this should be called NSA Architecture, and that paragraphs 2.1 and 2.2 be switched.  In we do this, NSI is explained as an element in NSA architecture, which is pretty much what the section does already.  I think  NSA definition should include the fact that an NSA MUST have at least one NSA.

Sec 2.3
Fig 3 needs cleanup – Services should be even with each other, NRM should either be a service or attached to a service.

Definition of NRM for general services (not just connection) can be cleaned up.

Par 3:
The relationship of abstract model and how it fits with specific implementations of networks is not clear.  This is discussed later in the doc, and this needs to be coordinated with that part.

Sec 2.5 [extensibility]:
Edit – define what it does not what it must do.

This needs to define what kind of network services can be delivered.  I think we mean networks that support resources allocated to users by providers. Services include connection in v1 and anticipate other services sucha as topology, pathfinding, monitoring – in the future.

Sec 2.6 par 3:

Abstracted representation needs definition.  From and editing point of view, I think abstract could be left out of this paragraph, or define the abstract concept being discussed here.

Sec 2.7:
Examples:

Figures do not have letters for two NSAs   They need them.

Figure 7b has unnecessary line from NSA on far left to NSA-C.  I suggest we take that out as it may be confusing.

Par 3:
This section discusses reachability assumptions, but there has been no preparation for this discussion.  I think it would be better to have some simple intro that includes simple interface between provider(s) and requestor(s).  Then into the other examples, then the paragraph about  reachability assumptions.
Sec 3:
I suggest a picture early on to show the concept of Interface between NSAs and Services muxed on the interface.

Trust sections and concepts from later sections could be included here (sec 3.1, par 2 has some of this already)

Sec 3.2
First paragraph implies that datagrams go over NSI, that services must guarantee ordered delivery.  Is this right?

No clear definition of thread or where threads are maintained (NSI or service) – sounds like NSI, but earlier par sounds like service.

What exactly is a thread?  Is this what was earlier called a message sequence?

Sec 3.3 [Service Instance]:
I am not sure if a service instance is “connection” vs “topology” services, or “connection instance 1 = VLAN” vs  “connection instance 2= SDH channels” or perhaps “connection instance 1 = A to B” and “connection instance 2= C to D”

This section has good info that needs better description.

Sec 3.4 [service definition]:
This seems to describe the specific capabilities of a particular provider for a particular type of service.  I.e. it is a connection service, with specific capabilities or service parameters, within a particular abstract service type.  For example it defines available parameters for Ethernet or VLAN service.

What is not clear is how this fits with earlier sections, and whether service definition from requestor is different from service definition of a particular NRM and if these are different from service definition of a particular connection.

Sec 3.5:
I think this might better be called timing aspects, though temporal is also correct.

Par 3:
This paragraph seems wordy.  The concept seems simple, so it seems to me there is no need for so many words

Sec 3.6:  [trust]

I think this section could be moved to sec 3.1, and some to an appendix.

3.7 [error handling]
This section has some very good information, and some not so good.  It seems to me to confuse service plane issues, transport plane issues, communicating transport errors to service (NSA) level.  

It also doesn’t deal with some issues – for example how to back out a reservation if one of the affected NSAs is not reachable.

Sec 4.1:

The concept of STPs connected seems good.  I think we agreed to call the junction of STPs INJs.  I think this would help.

Sec 4.2

This seems good except I think a name for junction (INJ) should be used

Sec 5.1:
This is good section – a picture would help immensely.   Also a glossary of terms –

e.g.  Service Definition, service parameters, service offering, service instance, service request instance, service confirmation, profile

as well as what measurement is needed.

From editing view this section should be descriptive of what is, not defining what should be.

Sec 5.1.3:

Seems that there should be a 6th state –“ Released or completed”

I wonder if there should be state for “transport error” or “service plane error”.  Perhaps these are signals, not states.

Sec 5.1.4:

This section seems to cover both reservation and provisioning.   I think someplace needs to include cancel reservation and terminated connection.

It seems potentially hard to support explicit provisioning in cases where authentication goes thru NSA that has no local resources.  I suggest we consider not supporting this till the protocol subgroup defines a way to do this.

Sec 5.1.7:
These are models that  might be used, but not the only ones.  I think NSI does not want to limit consideration to only these models, though they are probably the most important.  Just a wording change to fix this.

I think these might be incorporated into sect 2.7 to keep concepts together.
