Default [Pv4 assignment
size for IXPs




Qops.

That said, having seen the arguments and numbers, I will personally

commit to drafting a policy proposal to change the default IXP location
size to something smaller (/25, /26, /277) once the process on the
current proposal has been concluded.

(With apologies to Radu for stealing his thread to reply)

Kind regards

Remco van Mook




| ast week

Marco Schmidt mschmidt at ripe.net
Thu Oct 10 12:02:30 CEST 2019

Dear colleagues,

Consensus has been reached on 2019-05, "Revised IPv4 assignment policy
for IXPs".

This proposal aimed to increase the reserved IPv4 pool for IXPs to a /15
and finetune assignment criteria.




Proposal

« Minimum (and default) assignment will be a /27
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Arguments in Favour

* Drastically reduces the consumption rate of the




Research by DE-CIX
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CDF of requnred IPs per IXP

71.73% of aII IXPs would; it into a /26 §
including 100% overprovisioning. | = \

§<3% of all I)Q'Ps require /Z:B or larger
iincluding 10{)% overprovisioning.

83 63% of dll IXPs would! ﬁt into a /25
mcludmg 100% overproWsuonlng |

Methodology:

- AS set sizes from peeringdb.com
(https://www.peeringdb.com/apifixlan?depth=2)

- Data as of June 3rd 2019

- Data set includes 672 IXPs i
- Required IPs is assumed to be twice the size of IXP's AS set |;
- Note logarithmic x axis i
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# required IPs
(=2xASes/IXP, i.e., including 100% overprovisioning)



Arguments Against

* Anything smaller than a /24 is likely to be filtered;
that also means well known communities like




