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The NID group of the MEF is working on a definition of a “Hybrid Network Interface Device” (H-NID) based on the IEEE Std. 802.1ad-2005 Provider Bridge, IEEE Std. 802.1ag-2007 Connectivity Fault Management, ITU-T Y.1731 Ethernet OAM, and the IEEE Project 802.1aj Draft 3.1 Two Port MAC Relay.  In essence, an H-NID is created by placing a C-component on one of the two ports of a TPMR.  Every effort is being made by MEF to utilize the fundamental building blocks provided by the above standards and projects in order to ensure that the H-NID will be, and will remain, compatible with the principles of IEEE 802.1 bridges.  If the members of IEEE 802.1 care to comment on this definition, a presentation is attached.
In the course of defining the H-NID, two issues have arisen that IEEE 802.1 might wish to consider:

a. The need for Drop Precedence marking on input to a Bridge Port; and
b. The lack of a defined relationship between the TPMR’s MAC Status shim and “physical” level CFM MEPs.

Input Drop Precedence marking

IEEE Std. 802.1ad-2005 defines a Flow Metering entity that performs red/yellow/green frame marking using the drop_precedence parameter.  According to Figure 22-2 in IEEE 802.1ag-2007, this facility is performed on the output path, just before frame queuing.  This is certainly a useful feature for a Provider Bridge.  However, as is well known in the industry, Drop Precedence marking as a frame is passing from the input port to the relay function is more commonly employed.  Although the text of 802.1ad can be interpreted to say that Flow Metering is done on input, 802.1ag contradicts this.  It would be most useful to the carrier Ethernet industry if IEEE 802.1 clarified whether Flow Metering is done on input (the most necessary) output (also useful) or both.

Questions:  Is Flow metering done on input, output, or both?  Do the MIBs support this?
MAC Status / MEP relationship
The following figure shows a string of three P802.1aj TPMRs used to connect two Customer bridges.  The red shim in each stack is the MAC Status shim, and the green shims are the two places where one might place an ISS-connected untagged MEP. 
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Depending on the “physical” medium connecting each TPMR, which may not be a physical IEEE 802.3 link, it may be advantageous to use IEEE Std. 802.1ag-2007 MEPs on any link 1-4 to determine whether or not that link is operational.  These MEPs are in the lower row of green shims in the diagram, presumably at MD Level 0.  When used in this manner, if the MEPs on one link detect a failure, both MEP shims’ MAC_Operational status go false, and the MAC Status shims know that the link has failed.  As described in P802.1aj/D3.1, a failure in any link 2-4 generates a momentary MAC_Operational failure of link 1, and similarly, for 1-3 and 4.
Although the MAC Status protocol in P802.1aj/D3.1 has an end-to-end element, in that it triggers the momentary loss of connectivity at the end point, the relationship among the MAC Status shims are per-link, as shown in the diagram.  If one wanted to have an end-to-end Maintenance Association protecting the whole chain with MEPs, perhaps at MD Level 1, it would not make sense for this MA to be placed lower than the MAC Status shims (this configuration not shown).  Then, a failure in any link (say, 2) would indicate a down link to the end points, which would be interpreted by the MAC Status shims as a long-term failure of links 1 and 4, much to everyone’s confusion.
On the other hand, placing the end-to-end MA above the MAC Status shims would work in a reasonable manner.  The higher MA would not care about the momentary loss of links 1 or 4 triggered by the MAC Status protocol; it would reflect only end-to-end connectivity.
The point of this section of the liaison is not to suggest that a network administrator might want to run both MAC Status and multiple layers of MAs along a chain of TPMRs, nor to suggest that changes or additions to the normative text of 802.1Q will be required when 802.1aj and 802.1ag are rolled into a future revision of 802.1Q.  However, the reader of the future 802.1Q may find it helpful to see some explanation of the relationship of these two overlapping means for detecting the status of a chain of TPMRs.  The editors of the future 802.1Q may find the example in this liaison useful if they choose to provide such an explanation, even if their conclusion is that only one or the other means should be employed.
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