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Abst r act

Thi s docunent defines a new Border Gateway Protocol (BGP) capability
terned 'Route Refresh Capability’, which would allow the dynanic
exchange of route refresh request between BGP speakers and subsequent
re-adverti senent of the respective Adj-RIB-Qut. One possible
application of this capability is to facilitate non-disruptive
routing policy changes.

1. Introduction

Currently there does not exist a nechanismin BGP-4 [BGP-4] to
dynanmical |y request a re-advertisenent of the Adj-RI B-Qut froma BGP
peer. Wen the inbound routing policy for a peer changes, al
prefixes fromthat peer nust be sonehow made avail abl e and then re-
exam ned agai nst the new policy. To acconplish this, a comonly used
approach, known as ’'soft-reconfiguration’, is to store an unnodified
copy of all routes fromthat peer at all tinmes, even though routing
policies do not change frequently (typically no nore than a couple
times a day). Additional nmenory and CPU are required to maintain

t hese routes.

Thi s docunent proposes an alternative solution that avoids the
addi ti onal mai ntenance cost. Mre specifically, it defines a new BGP
capability ternmed 'Route Refresh Capability’, which would allow the
dynani ¢ exchange of route refresh request between BGP speakers and
subsequent re-advertisenment of the respective Adj-RI B-Qut.
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2. Route Refresh Capability

To advertise the Route Refresh Capability to a peer, a BGP speaker
uses BGP Capabilities Advertisenment [BGP-CAP]. This capability is
advertised using the Capability code 2 and Capability I ength O.

By advertising the Route Refresh Capability to a peer, a BGP speaker
conveys to the peer that the speaker is capable of receiving and
properly handling the ROUTE- REFRESH nessage (as defined in Section 3)
fromthe peer.

3. Rout e- REFRESH Message

The ROUTE- REFRESH nessage is a new BGP nessage type defined as
fol | ows:

Type: 5 - ROUTE- REFRESH

Message Format: One <AFl, SAFI > encoded as

0 7 15 23 31
o o o o +
| AFI | Res. | SAFI |
N N N N +

The meani ng, use and encoding of this <AFl, SAFI> field is the
same as defined in [ BGP-MP, sect. 7]. More specifically,

AFl - Address Fanmily ldentifier (16 bit).

Res. - Reserved (8 bit) field. Should be set to 0 by the
sender and ignored by the receiver.

SAFlI - Subsequent Address Fanmily ldentifier (8 bit).
4. Qperation

A BGP speaker that is willing to receive the ROUTE- REFRESH nessage
fromits peer should advertise the Route Refresh Capability to the
peer using BGP Capabilities advertisenment [BGP-CAP].

A BGP speaker may send a ROUTE- REFRESH nessage to its peer only if it
has received the Route Refresh Capability fromits peer. The <AFI,
SAFI > carried in such a nessage should be one of the <AFl, SAFI> that
the peer has advertised to the speaker at the session establishnent
time via capability advertisenent.
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If a BGP speaker receives fromits peer a ROUTE- REFRESH nessage with
the <AFl, SAFI> that the speaker didn't advertise to the peer at the
session establishnent tinme via capability adverti senent, the speaker
shal | ignore such a message. Qherw se, the BGP speaker shall re-
advertise to that peer the Adj-RI B-Qut of the <AFl, SAFI> carried in
t he message, based on its outbound route filtering policy.
5. Security Considerations
This extension to BGP does not change the underlying security issues.
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9. Full Copyright Statenent
Copyright (C) The Internet Society (2000). All R ghts Reserved.

Thi s docunent and translations of it may be copied and furnished to
others, and derivative works that comment on or otherwi se explain it
or assist in its inplenentation my be prepared, copied, published
and distributed, in whole or in part, without restriction of any

ki nd, provided that the above copyright notice and this paragraph are
included on all such copies and derivative works. However, this
docunent itself may not be nodified in any way, such as by renoving
the copyright notice or references to the Internet Society or other
I nternet organi zations, except as needed for the purpose of
devel opi ng I nternet standards in which case the procedures for
copyrights defined in the Internet Standards process nust be
followed, or as required to translate it into | anguages ot her than
Engl i sh.

The Iimted perm ssions granted above are perpetual and will not be
revoked by the Internet Society or its successors or assigns.

Thi s docunent and the information contained herein is provided on an
"AS |S" basis and THE | NTERNET SOCI ETY AND THE | NTERNET ENG NEERI NG
TASK FORCE DI SCLAI M5 ALL WARRANTI ES, EXPRESS OR | MPLI ED, | NCLUDI NG
BUT NOT LI M TED TO ANY WARRANTY THAT THE USE OF THE | NFORMATI ON
HEREI N W LL NOT | NFRI NGE ANY RI GHTS OR ANY | MPLI ED WARRANTI ES OF
MERCHANTABI LI TY OR FI TNESS FOR A PARTI CULAR PURPCSE
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