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Notice

The Broadband Forum is a non-profit corporation organized to create guidelines for broadband
network system development and deployment. This Broadband Forum Technical Report has been
approved by members of the Forum. This Broadband Forum Technical Report is not binding on
the Broadband Forum, any of its members, or any developer or service provider. This Broadband
Forum Technical Report is subject to change, but only with approval of members of the Forum.
This Technical Report is copyrighted by the Broadband Forum, and all rights are reserved.
Portions of this Technical Report may be copyrighted by Broadband Forum members.

THIS SPECIFICATION IS BEING OFFERED WITHOUT ANY WARRANTY WHATSOEVER,
AND IN PARTICULAR, ANY WARRANTY OF NONINFRINGEMENT IS EXPRESSLY
DISCLAIMED. ANY USE OF THIS SPECIFICATION SHALL BE MADE ENTIRELY AT THE
IMPLEMENTER'S OWN RISK, AND NEITHER the Forum, NOR ANY OF ITS MEMBERS OR
SUBMITTERS, SHALL HAVE ANY LIABILITY WHATSOEVER TO ANY IMPLEMENTER
OR THIRD PARTY FOR ANY DAMAGES OF ANY NATURE WHATSOEVER, DIRECTLY
OR INDIRECTLY, ARISING FROM THE USE OF THIS SPECIFICATION.

Broadband Forum Technical Reports may be copied, downloaded, stored on a server or otherwise
re-distributed in their entirety only, and may not be modified without the advance written
permission of the Broadband Forum.

The text of this notice must be included in all copies of this Broadband Forum Technical Report.
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Executive Summary

TR-221 provides reference architectures and equipment requirements for MPLS in Mobile
Backhaul networks. This document provides corrections to terminology, MS-PW OAM and
clarifications on LSP Ping and static PW OAM.

September 2014 © The Broadband Forum. All rights reserved 50f9



Technical Specifications for MPLS in Mobile Backhaul Networks  TR-221 Issue Corrigendum 1

1 Purpose and Scope

1.1 Purpose
This corrigendum provides corrections to TR-221 “Technical Specifications for MPLS in Mobile

Backhaul Networks”. These include terminology, corrections to MS-PW OAM, and also
clarifications on LSP Ping and static PW OAM.
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2 References

Document Title Source Year

[1] REC2119 Key words for use in RFCs to Indicate IETF 1997
Requirement Levels

[2] TR-221 Technical Specification for MPLS in BBF 2011
Mobile Backhaul Networks

[3] RFC 3107 Carrying Label Information in BGP-4 IETF 2001

[4] RFC 3985 Pseudo Wire Emulation Edge-to-Edge IETF 2005
(PWE3) Architecture

[5] RFC6478 Pseudowire Status for Static IETF 2012

Pseudowires
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3 Corrections / Clarifications on TR-221

The corrections and amendments made by this Corrigendum are described in the following sub-
sections. Reference is given where and how to correct and amend TR-221 [2] text.

3.1 Corrections to Terminology

In Section 2.4 "Abbreviations" of TR-221 [2], the item "AC Access Circuit™ is replaced.

Replace:
AC  Access Circuit
By:

AC  Attachment Circuit

Reason: the definition of AC should be changed to align with IETF RFC 3985 [4].

3.2 Clarification on LSP Ping

In Section 5.2.1 “LSP OAM” of TR-221 [2], replace the following bullets in TR-221 [R15]:

When using LDP - LDP IPv4 prefix as defined in Section 3.2.1 MUST be supported.

When using RSVP - RSVP IPv4 LSP as defined in Section 3.2.3 MUST be supported.

When using BGP - BGP labeled IPv4 prefix as defined in Section 3.2.11 MUST be supported.
When using LDP - LDP IPv6 prefix as defined in Section 3.2.2 SHOULD be supported.

When using RSVP - RSVP IPv6 LSP as defined in Section 3.2.4 SHOULD be supported.

When using BGP - BGP labeled IPv6 prefix as defined in Section 3.2.12 SHOULD be supported.

o O O O O O

With the following bullets:

® \When LDP is supported - LDP IPv4 prefix as defined in Section 3.2.1/RFC 4379 [29] MUST
be supported.

® When RSVP is supported - RSVP IPv4 LSP as defined in Section 3.2.3/RFC 4379 [29] MUST
be supported.

® \When BGP is supported - BGP labeled IPv4 prefix as defined in Section 3.2.11/RFC 4379 [29]
MUST be supported.

® \When L3VPNV4 is supported - VPN IPv4 prefix as defined in Section 3.2.5/RFC 4379 [29]
MUST be supported.

® When LDP is supported - LDP IPv6 prefix as defined in Section 3.2.2/RFC 4379 [29]
SHOULD be supported.

® When RSVP is supported - RSVP IPv6 LSP as defined in Section 3.2.4/RFC 4379 [29]
SHOULD be supported.

® \When BGP is supported - BGP labeled IPv6 prefix as defined in Section 3.2.12/RFC 4379 [29]
SHOULD be supported.

® When L3VPNVG6 is supported - VPN IPv6 prefix as defined in Section 3.2.6/RFC 4379 [29]
MUST be supported.
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Reason: Section 5.2.1 of TR-221 only gives OAM requirements on the LSP layer, while no text is
provided for L3VPN OAM. Two bullets are added to resolve the lack of L3VPN OAM issue, TR-
221 bullets are further phrased to reflect the equipment requirements.

3.3 Clarification on Static PW OAM

In section 8.2.3.1/TR-221, requirement R -18 provides OAM for the PW established using static
provisioning. RFC 6478 [5] provides additional clarification for use of VCCV status notification
and Static PW status. Add the following note after R-18.

Note: As per RFC 6478 [5], VCCV status notification and Static PW status signaling cannot be
used at the same time.

3.4 Corrections to MS-PW OAM

In Section 5.2.3.2 “Multi-Segment Pseudowire (MS-PW) OAM” of TR-221 [2],

Replace:

[R25] The S-PE MUST support including the label stack in the Pseudowire Switching Point PE
sub-TLV as per the FEC 129 encoding in Section 3.2.10/RFC 4379 [29].

By the following two requirements:

[R25a] The S-PE MUST support including the FEC 129 of the last PW segment in the
Pseudowire Switching Point PE sub-TLV as per the FEC 129 encoding in Section 7.4.1/RFC6073
when LDP FEC 129 is used to signal the PW.

[R25b] The S-PE MUST support including FEC 129 in the Target FEC stack TLV in the
VCCV echo reply message as per the FEC 129 encoding in Section 3.2.10/RFC 4379.

Reason: There is no label stack in PW Switching Point PE Sub-TLVs according to Section 7.4.1 of
RFC6073 or in the FEC 129 of RFC 4379, the FEC 129 support is what we actually require.

End of Broadband Forum Technical Report TR-221
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