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Abst ract

Filtering RIBs in BMP (BGP Mnitoring Protocol) can be desirable for
several use-cases like, for exanple, limting the amount of data a
collector station has to process or allow a sender to export only a
certain afi/safi of interest. This docunent defines a light way to
informa collector station that a Adj-Rib-1n / Adj-Ri b-Qut data feed
is being filtered.

Status of This Meno

This Internet-Draft is submtted in full confornmance with the
provi sions of BCP 78 and BCP 79.

Internet-Drafts are working documents of the Internet Engineering
Task Force (I ETF). Note that other groups may also distribute

wor ki ng docunents as Internet-Drafts. The list of current Internet-
Drafts is at https://datatracker.ietf.org/drafts/current/.

Internet-Drafts are draft docunments valid for a maxi num of six nonths
and may be updated, replaced, or obsol eted by other docunents at any
time. It is inappropriate to use Internet-Drafts as reference
material or to cite themother than as "work in progress."
This Internet-Draft will expire on 4 Septenber 2025.

Copyri ght Notice

Copyright (c) 2025 | ETF Trust and the persons identified as the
docunent authors. Al rights reserved.
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Thi s docunent is subject to BCP 78 and the | ETF Trust’'s Lega
Provisions Relating to | ETF Documents (https://trustee.ietf.org/
license-info) in effect on the date of publication of this docunent.
Pl ease revi ew these docunents carefully, as they describe your rights
and restrictions with respect to this docunent. Code Conponents
extracted fromthis docunment nust include Revised BSD License text as
described in Section 4.e of the Trust Legal Provisions and are

provi ded without warranty as described in the Revised BSD License.
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1. Introduction

Wi | e RFC9069 [ RFC9069] does define a light way to mark a Loc-Ri b as
filtered, there is no equival ent nechanismfor Adj-R b-In RFC7854

[ RFC7854] and Adj-Ri b-Qut RFC3671 [ RFC8671]. This can be easily
addressed through the introduction of a Peer F Flag in the "BMP Peer
Fl ags for Peer Types 0 through 2" registry.

2. Term nol ogy

The key words "MJST", "MJST NOT*, "REQU RED', "SHALL", "SHALL NOT",
"SHOULD', "SHOULD NOT", "RECOMMENDED', "NOT RECOMVENDED', "MAY", and
"OPTIONAL" in this docunent are to be interpreted as described in BCP
14 RFC 2119 [RFC2119] RFC 8174 [ RFC8174] when, and only when, they
appear in all capitals, as shown here.

3. Filtered RIB Flag

As a recap, a BMP session is regarded as carrying Adj-Ri b-1n by
defining the Peer Type to 0, 1 or 2 values and setting the Oflag to
zero (0) in the BWP Peer Flags (for Peer Types 0 through 2) registry.
Simlarly, Adj-Rib-Qut is set by defining the Peer Type to 0, 1 or 2
val ues and setting the Oflag to one (1) in the BWP Peer Flags (for
Peer Types 0 through 2) registry. Both Adj-Rib-1n and Adj-Ri b-Qut
can be further defined as Pre-Policy, setting the Peer L Flag to zero
(0), or Post-Policy, setting the Peer L Flag to one (1).
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For both Adj-Rib-In and Adj-Rib-Qut, for both Pre-Policy and Post -
Policy cases, a new Peer F Flag is defined in the "BMP Peer Flags for
Peer Types O through 2" registry. |If the RIBwas filtered, the flag
MUST be set to one (1).

In Stats nessages, counts MJST reflect the filtered RI B nunbers and
not the original R B ones.

Al so should any characteristic of the filtering change, the sender
MUST trigger a Peer Down then followed by a new Peer Up.

4. Operational Considerations

It is recomrended that when filtering RIBs, the VRF/ Tabl e Nane TLV -
as defined in RFCO069 [ RFC9069], TLV support for BMP Route Monitoring
and Peer Down Messages [I-D.ietf-grow bnmp-tlv] and BMP Peer Up
Nanespace [|-D.ietf-grow bnp-peer-up] - is specified to a neaningfu
string that can help discrimnate the nature of filtering.

The VRF/ Table Name TLV can be either set in the Peer Up nessage, so
toimplicitely apply to all NLRIs received by the peer, or set via a
Group TLV in Route Monitoring nessages, to esplicitely apply to all
NLRI's in the group. Going down the Peer Up nodel is certainly
optimal on the wire and sinplifies packing at the sender side; going
down the Route Monitoring nodel, instead, allows the receiver side to
operate non-contextually (ie. no need to |ook back at the Peer Up to
make due associ ations).

5. Security Considerations

It is not believed that this docunment adds any additional security
consi derati ons.

6. | ANA Consi derations

Thi s docunent asks IANA to add a new F Flag to the "BMP Peer Flags
for Peer Types 0 through 2" registry. The recomended val ue for the
registry is 4.
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