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¢ MOre than We Can explain in « Human readable, and easy to learn ust intertace {

representation key “name";
unt t!

a |ig htn i ng talk_ « Hierarchical configuration data models B

» Reusable types and groupings e string;
reference
(StrUCtured types) "RFC 2863: The Interfaces Group MIB - {fName";
@ See « Extensibility through augmentation }
mechanisms leaf description {
type string;

https://ripe68.ripe.net/ * Suppots definiion of operstions.
presentations/181- " Vaaation s for configuration T
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» Well defined versioning rules type yang: counteréd;

tu to rl a I -4 3 . Ddf Why you should care: . "f;r'f";m: The Interfaces Group MIB - {fHCInOctets™;

YANG is a full, formal contract language with
rich syntax and semantics to build
applications on
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YANG meets BGP

- http://www.ietf.orqg/id/draft-zhdankin-netmod-bgp-cfg-01.txt
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e f bestpat! ec
ccccccccccccccccccccc {
aaaaaaaaaaa {
iiiiiiiiiii
gures a BGP routr de. nomous system (AS) pa
during best path route ec
aaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaa {
L] type boolean;
— default "false";
- NETMOD = Cisco »
}
case compa: terid {
ccccccccccc
"Configures a BGP routrer to compare identical routes received from
) = different external peers
during the best path selection process and to select the route with the
) ) J lowest router ID as the best path.”;
rrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrr {
pe boolean
1t "fal

- Both quite low level. =
- IDR contains more operational facets. .
- IDR an agenda item Tuesday (13/11). °"'*”'*‘:s., i e

1t bel s to y compare MEl pa
received from same
. }
- NETMOD not an agenda item (yet it it
[ type boolean;
default "false";
iiiiiiiiiii
"Ignore the AS path length when selecting the best path.
' The default is to use the AS path length and prefer paths
- IDR seems to have progress
L]
}
leaf external-compare-router-id {
ype boolean;
ult "true”;
iiiiiiiiiii
"When comparing simil. ed from
BGP pe use the ro ec
act. path.";



S0, what is our point?

No provision for expressing routing policy (we think)

How can we simplify asking for abstracted concepts?
Best exit from my network for this service should be <X>
Prefer these peering prefixes over exchange <Y>

etc

If YANG to be considered a DSL, are we happy with the
scope of the domain?

Do we need an upper layer which describes policy?
If you feel strongly about this, send us a mail:

vang@convergence.cx

Aim to pass on operator feeling at next weeks’ IETF.




