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Abstract

Segnent Routing is a source routing paradigmthat explicitly

i ndi cates the forwardi ng path for packets at the ingress node. An SR
Policy is associated with one or nore candi date paths, and each
candidate path is either dynamic, explicit, or composite. This
docunent describes SR Policy Goup in MPLS and | Pv6 environments and
illustrates some use cases for parent SR Policy and SR Policy G oup
to provide best practice cases for operators.
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1. Introduction

Segnent routing (SR) [RFC8402] is a source routing paradi gmthat
explicitly indicates the forwarding path for packets at the ingress
node. The ingress node steers packets into a specific path according
to the Segnment Routing Policy (SR Policy) as defined in [ RFC9256].
In order to distribute SR Policies to the headend, [RFC9830]
speci fi es a nmechani sm by using BGP

An SR Policy is associated with one or nore candidate paths. A
conposite candidate path acts as a container for grouping SR
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Policies. As described in [ RFC9256], the conposite candi date path
construct enabl es conbi nati on of SR Policies, each with explicit
candi date paths and or dynam c candidate paths with potentially
different optim zation objectives and constraints, for | oad-bal anced
steering of packet flows over its constituent SR Policies. For
conveni ence, the conposite candidate path forned by the conbination
of SR Policies is called Parent SR Policy.

In anulti-site VPN scenario, there are multiple types of service
traffic between each pair of nodes. These traffics need to be
forwarded on SR Policy paths with different Service Level Agreenents
(SLA). Due to the simlarity in service forwardi ng nodel s between

di fferent nodes, the configurations of each node are al so very
simlar. However, configuring SR Policy forwardi ng paths for various
services on each ingress node nmight prove to be a tedious task

Thi s docunent describes SR Policy Group in MPLS and | Pv6
environments and illustrates sone use cases for parent SR Policy and
SR Policy Goup to sinplify deploynment and provi de best practice
cases for operators.

2. Term nol ogy

The definitions of the basic terns are identical to those found in
Segment Routing Architecture [RFC8402], Segnent Routing Policy
Architecture [ RFC9256].

SR Policy As described in [RFC9256], the general concept of SR
Policy provides a framework that enabl es the instantiation of an
ordered list of segments on a node for inplenmenting a source routing
policy for the steering of traffic for a specific purpose (e.g., for
a specific Service Level Agreenent (SLA)) fromthat node. An SR
Policy is a forwarding path that neets the specified forwarding
requirenents.

Parent SR Policy A Parent SR Policy is the conposite candi date path
that acts as a container for grouping SR Policies which neet
different service optim zation objectives and constraints and have
the sanme destinati on endpoint.

SR Policy Goup: An SR Policy Group is an instantiation of a group
of constituent Parent SR Policies to different destination endpoints
with the sanme service forwarding nodel. It establishes the mapping
rel ati onship between the fl ow characteristics and the col or val ue of
the SR Policy, and guide the flows with different SLA requirenents
to the SR Policy with different col ors.
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An SR Policy Goup is associated with one or nore constituent Parent

SR Policies. The hierarchical

rel ati onship between SR Policy group,

Parent SR Policy and SR Policy is shown in the figure bel ow

Servi ce forwarding
nmodel to specified
endpoi nt |

| Parent SR | | |
+-->| Policy PP-1 | [
| | (Col or=1, E1) | |

Servi ce |
f orwar di ng nodel | Parent SR | | |
-->|Policy PP-2 +--->+
| SR Policy]| | (Col or=1, E2) | |
| Goup +--->
| PG1 |
| (Col or=1)| | Parent SR |
-->| Policy PP-3 |

| (Col or=1, E3) |

I
|
I
I
I
I
I
|
+

____>|
| Parent SR | |
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Figure 1 Hierarchical

The parent SR Policy can be generated through
or dynam cally generated when the destination

Pat hs for different
SLAs

SR Policy POL1 |

(Service-1) |

(Col or =100, E2) |

SR Policy POL2 |
(Service-2) |
(Col or =200, E2) |

SR Policy POL3 |
(Service-3) |
(Col or =300, E2) |

SR Policy POLm |
(Service-m |
(Col or =XXX, E2) |

Rel ati onship of SR Policy

static configuration,
endpoi nt accesses

based on the service forwardi ng requirenents specified by the SR

Pol i cy group.

The following criteria apply for inclusion of
Pol i ci es under a SR Policy G oup:

constituent Parent SR

* A SR Policy Group contains one or nore Parent SR Poli cies.

* The colors of SR Policy group and its each
Pol i cy MUST be identical.
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* The colors of SR Policy group and its each constituent SR Policy
of echo constituent Parent SR Policies MJIST be different.

* There can only be one Parent SR Policy with the sane source
endpoi nt and the sane destination endpoint in the SR Policy group

4. Parent SR Policy

An SR Policy is associated with one or nore candi date paths.
According to section 2.2 of [RFC9256] a parent SR Policy is the
conposite candidate path that acts as a container for grouping SR
Policies. The parent SR Policy is valid when it has at |east one
valid constituent SR Policy.

As defined in [RFC9256], the endpoints of the constituent SR
Policies and the parent SR Policy MJST be identical, and the colors
of each of the constituent SR Policies and the parent SR Policy MJST
be different. Parent SR Policy and its constituent SR Policies
follow the sane criteria:

* The endpoints of the constituent SR Policies and its parent SR
Pol i cy MUST be identical

* The colors of each of the constituent SR Policies and its parent
SR Policy MJST be different.

* The constituent SR Policies MJST NOT contain parent SR Policy.

As a special SR Policy, parent SR Policy also has color attribute,
which is identified by <color, endpoint> on the headend.

If a parent SR Policy has at |east one valid constituent SR Policy
of specified color, flow |oad-balance steer over its valid
constituent SR Policies with the same col or.

When all the constituent SR Policies of specified color are invalid,
a default path (such as a BE path, an SR Policy path, or a conposite
SR Policy path of another color) can be preconfigured to forward
packets according to requirenents. The parent SR Policy MAY al so
enabl e Drop-Upon-Invalid behavior, and the action is the sane as the
Dr op- Upon- I nval i d behavior of the SR Policy described in Section 8.2
of [RFC9256]. This would entail the foll ow ng:

* A parent SR Policy with an action to drop is kept in the
forwardi ng pl ane.
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* Any steering of a service (PW, destination (BGP-VPN), flow, or
packet on the related parent SR Policy is maintained with the
action to drop all of this traffic.

The parent SR Policy can be well used for the foll owi ng scenarios
* Point-to-point |eased |ine custoners have nultiple services.

* These services need to be forwarded through different SR Policy
paths with different SLAs.

5. SR Policy Goup

An SR Policy Goup is an instantiation of a group of constituent
Parent SR Policies to different destination endpoints with the sane
service forwardi ng nodel and represents a conposite candi date path
defined in [RFC9256]. It inplenents a source routing policy to steer
the service traffic fromdifferent source endpoints for a specific
purpose (e.g., for a specific SLA). Based on the Parent SR Policy
described in Section 3, a SR Policy Group can be built.

According to the service quality requirenments, a unified service
forwardi ng nodel is planned for nodes to deternine the forwarding
path of service flow The traffic with the same service forwarding
model fromdifferent source endpoints to different destination
endpoi nts uses the same SR Policy G oup.

An SR Policy Goup is identified by <color> on the headend, sane
with an SR Policy. The color is an unsigned non-zero 32-bit integer
val ue that associates the SR Policy Goup with a service forwarding
model (e.g., A set of SLA attributes). Different service qualities
use different Col or val ues.

The color value identifying the SR Policy Group corresponds to the
Color attribute of the BGP route published by the endpoint. The
destination endpoint publishes the BGP route and indi cates which SR
Policy Goup path the headend should use to send packets to it
through the Color attribute in the route.

In the Policy Group, establish the mapping rel ationship between the
flow characteristics and the color value of the SR Policy path, and
guide the service flows with different SLA requirenents to the SR
Policy path with different col ors.

By SR Policy Goup, in the multi-site VPN scenari o described in
Section 1, we can:

* Sinply depl oynment.
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*

Ef fectively solve the problem of conplex configuration in nulti-
poi nt scenari os.

6. Steering into SR Policy Goup

A headend can steer a packet flowinto a SR Policy group in various
ways:

*

Cheng,

Per-flow Steering: Specify the mapping relationship between col or
and flow characteristics (such as DSCP) for SR Policy group, and
create a parent SR Policy that binds a specified destination
endpoi nt address on the ingress node according the SR Policy
group. Upon receiving a packet with the specified destination
address, the ingress node searches for the SR Policy containing
the col or value mapped to the flow characteristics of the packet
in the parent SR Policy. The ingress node will use the matching SR
Policy to forward the packet.

The ingress node obtains a parent SR Policy for traffic steering
as foll ows:

- The destination endpoint publishes a BGP route with the
speci fied Col or extended community attribute.

- Get the color extended community attribute in the received BGP
route.

- Match the color attribute value of the received BG route with
the SR Policy G oup.

- Searches for a SR Policy Goup with color matching the color
ext ended community attribute.

- Searches for a Parent SR Policy with endpoi nt address natching
the next hop in the BGP route, and recurses the BGP route to
the parent SR Policy.

- If the corresponding Parent SR Policy is not found, it can be
handl ed according to the CO flags, as per section 8.8 of [RFC
9256] .

The I ngress node can match flow characteristics in its ingress
interfaces (upon any field such as Ethernet
destination/source/ VLAN TOS or | P destination/source/ DSCP or
transport ports or application attribute etc.) and color themwth
an internal per-packet forwarding-class variable. According to the
forwardi ng-cl ass variable the ingress node selects the matchi ng SR
Policy in the parent SR Policy.

et al. Expires July, 2026 [ Page 7]



I nternet-Draft SR Policy G oup January 2026

* Policy-based Steering: incom ng packets match a routing policy
that directs themon a parent SR Policy. Parse the flow
characteristics (such as DSCP/ 802.1p value) fromthe packet
header, find its correspondi ng color, and then match it to an SR
Policy in the parent SR Policy, forward the inconi ng packets
t hrough the matched SR Poli cy.

Note: Since the SR Policy Goup forwards traffic based on fl ow
characteristics to the corresponding SR Policy, the weights of
different SR Policies under the sane parent SR Policy are no | onger
ef fective. However, within the same SR Policy, |oad bal anci ng can
still be achieved based on the weights of different segnent |ists.

An SR Policy Goup can be instantiated with SR Policies which are
associated with different set of network resources (i.e., NRPs).
Based on SR Policy Goup, it is also a network slice depl oynent
schene for single user and nultiple services. Wen different
services are forwarded through different SR Policy paths, different
network resources can be used. After associating the SR Policy with
the network slice, different network slices can be used for
forwarding different traffic of the same user

When all constituent SR Policies in the parent SR Policy are
invalid, or all selected paths are unavail able, service traffic will
not be forwarded as specified. In this case, a best-effort
forwardi ng path can be configured for the parent SR Policy, allow ng
the design of necessary endpoints for traffic traversal. Note that
if a constituent or parent SR Policy exhibits the Drop-Upon-Invalid
behavior, it remains valid, follow ng the guidelines in Section 8.2
of [ RFC9256].

Duri ng network depl oynent, the best-effort forwarding path can be a
SR Policy path, an BE forwarding path, or a conposite SR Policy path
of another color. Specify a best-effort forwarding path in the
parent SR Policy. Wen all specified candidate paths are invalid, or
the mapping rel ationship corresponding to their service type is not
mat ched in the parent SR Policy, select the default best-effort path
f orwar di ng.
7. Informati on Model of SR Policy G oup
In summary, the information nodel is the follow ng:
SR Policy Goup PG 1 <Color = 1>
Parent SR Policy PP-1<Col or = 1, Endpoint = E1>
Servi ce Service-1 mapping-to color 100
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Servi ce Service-2 mapping-to col or 200
Servi ce Service-3 mapping-to col or 300

SR Policy POL1 <Headend = Hl, Color = 100, Endpoint = E1>
Candi date Path CP1 <Protocol-Oigin = 20, Oiginator =
64511:192.0.2.1, Discrimnator = 1>
Pr ef erence 200
Priority 10

Segnent List 1 <SID11...SID1i>

SR Policy POL2 <Headend = Hl, Col or = 200, Endpoint = E1>
Candi date Path CP1 <Protocol-Oigin = 20, Oiginator =
64511:192.0. 2.1, Discrimnator = 2>
Preference 200
Priority 10

Segnent List 1 <SID21...SID2i>

SR Policy POL3 <Headend = Hl, Col or = 300, Endpoint = E1>
Candi date Path CP1 <Protocol-Oigin = 20, Oiginator =
64511:192.0.2.1, Discrimnator = 3>
Pref erence 200
Priority 10

Segnment List 1 <SID31...SID3i>

Parent SR Policy PP-2<Color = 1, Endpoint = E2>

Servi ce Service-1 mapping-to color 100
Servi ce Service-2 mapping-to col or 200
Servi ce Service-3 mapping-to col or 300

SR Policy POL4 <Headend = Hl, Color = 100, Endpoint = E2>
Candi date Path CP1 <Protocol-Oigin = 20, Oiginator =
64511:192.0.2.1, Discrimnator = 4>
Pref erence 200
Priority 10

Segnent List 1 <SID41...SID4i>
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SR Policy POL5 <Headend = Hl, Col or = 200, Endpoint = E2>
Candi date Path CP1 <Protocol-Origin = 20, Oiginator =
64511:192.0.2.1, Discrimnator = 5>
Preference 200
Priority 10

Segment List 1 <SID51...SID5i>

SR Policy POL6 <Headend = Hl, Col or = 300, Endpoint = E1>
Candi date Path CP1 <Protocol-Oigin = 20, Oiginator =
64511:192.0.2.1, Discrimnator = 6>
Pref erence 200
Priority 10

Segnent List 1 <SID61...SlD6i>

The SR Policy Goup PG1 is identified by color. It has two
constituent Parent SR Policies: PP-1 and PP-2. Each is identified
by a tupl e <Headend, Col or, Endpoint>.

The SR Parent Policy PP-1 is identified by the tuple <Headend = H1l
Color = 1, Endpoint = E1>. It has three constituent SR Policies: SR
Policy POL1 SR Policy POL2 and SR Policy POL3.

The SR Policy POL1 is identified by the tuple <Headend = Hl, Color =
100, Endpoint = E1>. It has one candi date paths: CP1.
The SR Policy POL2 is identified by the tuple <Headend = Hl, Color =
200, Endpoint = E1>. It has one candi date paths: CPl.
The SR Policy POL3 is identified by the tuple <Headend = Hl, Color =

300, Endpoint = E1>. It has one candi date paths: CPl.

The SR Parent Policy PP-2 is identified by the tuple <Headend = Hl
Color =1, Endpoint = E2>. It has three constituent SR Policies: SR
Policy POL4 SR Policy POL5 and SR Policy POL6.

The SR Policy POL4 is identified by the tuple <Headend = Hl, Color =
100, Endpoint = E2>. It has one candi date paths: CP1.

Cheng, et al. Expires July, 2026 [ Page 10]



I nternet-Draft SR Policy G oup January 2026

The SR Policy POL2 is identified by the tuple <Headend = Hl, Col or
200, Endpoint = E2>. It has one candi date paths: CPl.

Hl, Col or

The SR Policy POL6 is identified by the tuple <Headend
300, Endpoint = E2>. It has one candi date paths: CPl.

According to the service forwarding quality requirements, three
forwardi ng paths (Col or 100, 200, and 300) are pl anned.

The service forwarding nodel of PP-1 is adopted for the destination
endpoi nt E1. According to service characteristics services to E1 are
divided into three categories: service-1, service-2, and service-3.
The service-1 service is forwarded according to the SR Policy POL1
pat h of Color 100. The service-2 service is forwarded according to
the SR Policy POL2 path of Color 200. The services of service-3 are
forwarded according to the SR Policy POL3 path of Col or 300.

The destination endpoint E2 al so uses the same service forwarding
model . The traffic to E2 is differentiated in the same way, and the
traffic is sent to E2 according to the SR Policy path of Col or 100,
200, and 300.

8. Use Cases
8.1 Parent SR Policy in L3VPN over TE Scenari os

In Figure 2, CE1l and CE2 belong to the sanme L3VPN and access the
public network through PE1L and PE2 respectively. There are nany
kinds of traffic between CE1l and CE2. Wen the ordinary traffic is
too large, the forwarding of important traffic will be affected.

In order to ensure the forwarding quality of inportant services, the
steering based on Forwardi ng class can be configured using parent SR
Policy. After the steering based on forwarding class is configured,
the traffic of different service levels will be carried by the
specified SR Policy tunnel, which can effectively ensure the
forwarding quality of inportant services with high service |evels.
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+----+
+--| P3 |--+
|t
I I
+--mna + +--mna + +----+ +----+ +--mna + +--mna +
| CEL |---| PE1|---] PL|----| P2 [----] PE2 |---| CE2 |
+----- + +----- + +----+ +----+ +----- + +----- +
I I
| <:::::::::::::::::::::::::::>|

Parent SR Policy
Figure 2 L3VPN over TE Scenario

It is assuned that in this network, the parent SR Policy contains
three constituent policies: Policy-A, Policy-B and Policy-C

Services with different forwarding class will carry different DSCP
val ues in the packet. ldentify the custoner’s service through DSCP
on PE1. The voice traffic of VIP custoners is forwarded according to
the path of |owdelay Policy-A other traffic of VIP custoners is
forwarded according to the path of Policy-B, and all businesses of
non-VI P customers are carried by Policy-C

8.2 SR Policy Goup in Milti-VPN Tenants Scenari os

In the L3VPN over TE application scenario shown in Figure 3, multi-
VPN tenants are connected to the SRv6 network. Controller defines SR
Policy Goup for each VPN tenant to achieve different forwarding
pat h resource between tenants.

Different VPNs use different SR Policy Goups with different col ors.
The ingress node generates different parent SRv6 policies as
required according to the destinati on endpoint address dynam cal ly.
Since user’'s traffic of different services between two endpoi nts has
different requirenents for forwarding quality, identify the service
type according to the DSCP of the packet, and steer the flowto the
correspondi ng SR Policy path. The path constituting the SR Policy is
calcul ated by the controller and distributed to the ingress node.
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Fommm e e e +
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EEEE / \ L
( VPNL )\ / \ /( VPNL )
oo \ +---+ +---+ +---+ +---+ / oo
+ A +----- + B +----- + C +----- + D +
[ +-+-+ +- +- + +- +- + +- +- +
eeee 1] | | |
(vPN2 )/ | | |
| | | | (VPN
+- +- + +- +- + +- +- + +-+-+ /) T ---
+ E|----- + F +----- + G +----- + H +
e /| +---+ +---+ +- +- + +---+ \ e
( VPN2 )/ \( VPN2 )

Figure 3 L3VPN over TE application scenario

100. Plan the
and allocate different sets of

network resources for forwardi ng paths as bl ow

*

Cheng,

Service-1: Voice service. Low delay forwarding is required, and
the DSCP range of the packet is 1~10. The controller cal cul ates
the | ow delay path for the voice traffic, and maps the DSCP 1~10
to Col or 500. The voice traffic is forwarded through the
constituent SR Policy (Color 500) of the Parent SRv6 Policy (Col or
100) corresponding to VPNL.

Service-2: Video service. The DSCP range of the packet is 11~20,
and | ow delay is not required. However, conpared with the traffic
of ordinary users, the Video traffic should be forwarded first.
The controller calculates the SR Policy path and nmaps the DSCP
11~20 to Color 501. Video traffic is forwarded al ong the
constituent SR Policy (Color 501) of the Parent SRv6 policy (color
100) corresponding to VPN1.

Service-3: Non voice and video services. Low |l atency forwarding
and priority forwarding are not required. The controller
calculates the SR Policy path and maps all DSCP val ues outside the
range of 1 to 20 to Col or 502. Non voice and video traffic is
forwarded al ong the constituent SR Policy (Color 502) of the
Parent SRv6 policy (color 100) corresponding to VPNL.
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SRv6 Net wor k
o e e e memeeeeoos +
_______ | . | .

/ \ <::| =====Ser vi ce- 1:::::| => |/ \
( VPNL  )<==|=====Servi ce-2=====| ==> (  VPNL )
\ / <::| =====Ser vi ce- 3:::::' => \ /

Y e e e e - o 1 | | Y e e e e - o 1
| SR Policy Goup 1 |
| (Col or 100) |
oo e iooo +

Figure 4 SR Policy Group for VPNL

The traffic of VPNL fromA to D of Service-1 will be forwarded based
on the SR Policy (Headend=A, Col or=500, Endpoi nt=D) of Parent SR
Policy (Col or=100, Endpoint=D) of SR Policy G oupl.

Simlarly, the traffic of VPN1 fromA to H of Service-1 will be
forwarded based on the SR Policy (Headend=A, Col or=500, Endpoi nt=H)
of Parent SR Policy (Col or=100, Endpoint=H) of SR Policy G oupl.

VPN2 uses SR Policy Group 2 identified by Color 101. Plan the
forwarding path for VPN2 traffic. Different sets of network
resources are further allocated for the forwardi ng paths as bl ow

* Service-4: Voice service. Low latency forwarding is required. The
DSCP range of the packet is 1 to 10. The controller cal cul ates the
| ow del ay path for voice service and maps the DSCP 1~10 to Col or
600. The voice traffic is forwarded through the constituent SR
Policy (Color 600) of the Parent SRv6 Policy (color 101)
correspondi ng to VPN2.

* Service-5: Non voice services. No special forwarding quality
requirenents. The controller calculates the SR Policy path and
maps all DSCP val ues outside the range of 1 to 10 to Col or 601.
Non voi ce service nessages are forwarded al ong the constituent SR
Policy (Color 601) of the Parent SR Policy (color 101)
correspondi ng to VPN2.

Cheng, et al. Expires July, 2026 [ Page 14]



I nternet-Draft SR Policy G oup January 2026

SRv6 Net wor k
o e e e memeeeeoos +
_______ | . | .

/ \ <::| =====Ser vi ce- 4:::::| => |/ \
(v )| v )
\ / <::| =====Ser vi ce- 5:::::| => \ /
Y e e e e - o 1 | | Y e e e e - o 1
| SR Policy Goup 2 |
| (Col or 101) |
oo e iooo +

Figure 5 SR Policy Group for VPN2

The traffic of VPN2 fromA to H of Service-4 will be forwarded based
on the SR Policy (Headend=A, Col or=600, Endpoi nt=H) of Parent SR
Pol i cy (Col or=101, Endpoint=H) of SR Policy G oup2

Simlarly, the traffic of VPN2 fromA to E of Service-1 will be
forwarded based on the SR Policy (Headend=A, Col or=600, Endpoi nt=E)
of Parent SR Policy (Color=101, Endpoint=E) of SR Policy G oupl.

Because there are nmany access endpoints and each endpoint may act as
an ingress node, conpared with the traditional nethod of
distributing service forwardi ng policies on each ingress node, the
above SR Policy Group can greatly sinplify the configuration of VPN
access endpoints and effectively inprove the efficiency of network
depl oynent and operation and mai nt enance.

For reliability reasons, a default best-effort forwardi ng path can
al so be configured for each VPN tenant. If all the SR Policy
forwardi ng paths of the SR Policy group are invalid, the default
path can be used. The endpoints through which traffic forwarding
must pass can be designed in the default path.

9. Inplenentation Status

[Note to the RFC Editor - renove this section before publication, as
well as remove the reference to [ RFC7942] .

This section records the status of known inplementations of the
protocol defined by this specification at the tinme of posting of
this Internet-Draft, and is based on a proposal described in

[ RFC7942]. The description of inplementations in this section is
intended to assist the IETF in its decision processes in progressing
drafts to RFCs. Please note that the listing of any individua

i npl ement ati on here does not inply endorsenent by the |ETF.
Furthernore, no effort has been spent to verify the information
presented here that was supplied by I ETF contributors. This is not

i ntended as, and nust not be construed to be, a catal og of available

Cheng, et al. Expires July, 2026 [ Page 15]



I nternet-Draft SR Policy G oup January 2026
i mpl ementations or their features. Readers are advised to note that
ot her inplenmentations may exi st.

According to [ RFC7942], "this will allow reviewers and working
groups to assign due consideration to docunents that have the
benefit of running code, which nay serve as evi dence of val uable
experinentation and feedback that have made the inpl enented
protocols nmore mature. It is up to the individual working groups to
use this information as they see fit".

9.1 Huawei Technol ogi es
* Organi zati on: Huawei Technol ogi es.

* I nplementation: NE4OE series routers inplenentation of SR Policy
G oup.

* Description: Al sections including all the "MJST'" and " SHOULD'
cl auses have been inplenmented in above-nenti oned Huawei
Product s(runni ng Version V8BR22C00 and above).

* Maturity Level: Product

* Coverage: Al sections.

* \Version: Draft-04

* Licensing: NA

* Inplenmentation experience: Nothing specific.

* Contact: zhangyawei @uawei.com

* Last updated: August 13, 2024

9.2 New H3C Technol ogi es

* (Organi zation: New H3C Technol ogi es.

* | nplenmentation: H3C CRL6000, CR19000 series routers inplenmentation
of SR Policy G oup.

* Description: Al sections including all the "MJST" and " SHOULD"
cl auses have been inplemented in above-nenti oned New H3C
Product s(running Version 7.1.086 and above).

* Maturity Level: Product
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Coverage: All sections.

Version: Draft-04

Li censing: N A

I mpl ement ati on experience: Nothing specific.
Contact: |inchangwang. 04414@3c. com

Last updated: August 10, 2024

9.3 ZTE Corp

*

Organi zation: ZTE Corporati on.

I mpl enentati on: ZTE' s M6000 T8000Series Routers inplenentation of
SR Policy G oup.

Description: Al sections including all the "MJST" and " SHOULD"
cl auses have been inplemented in ZTE M6000 and T8000 series
routers (running V5.00.10 and above).

Maturity Level: GA

Coverage: ALL

Version: Draft-04

Li censing: N A

I mpl enent ati on experi ence: Nothing specific.

Cont act: zhu. xi aol ong@te.comcn

Last updated: August 12, 2024

9.4 Ruijie Network

*

Cheng,

Organi zation: Ruijie Networks Co., Ltd.

I mpl enentation: Ruijie’ s N800OSeries Routers inplenentation of SR
Pol i cy G oup.

Description: Al sections including all the "MJST" and " SHOULD"

cl auses have been inplenented in Ruijie NB000 series routers
(runni ng N8000- R RGOS 12. 8(3)B0801 and above).
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10.

11.

12.

12.

* Maturity Level: GA
* Coverage: ALL
* Version: Draft-04
* Licensing: NA
* I nplenmentation experience: Nothing specific.
* Contact: |iangyanrong@uijie.comcn
* Last updated: August 12, 2024
I ANA Consi derati ons
Thi s document has no | ANA acti ons.
Security Considerations
Thi s docunent does not introduce any security considerations.
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