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through the NANOG, RIPE, and APNIC mailing lists
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Q1: Which of the following best describes your network?

)

(119 responses)

Q2: Do you peer with other networks at an IXP?

(119 responses)
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Q3: If you do peer at an IXP, do you subscribe to a Route Server (RS) service?

(119 responses)

Q4: Why do you not subscribe to an RS service?
(23 responses)

Lack of route visibility: the RS exports a single best route to each IXP customer 30,4%

| do not want to disclose my inbound/outbound filtering policies to the RS 26,1%

| want to preserve control over best-route selection (that is, not delegate the choice to the RS) 65,2% 15 (65.2%)

Legal restrictions (cannot disclose certain information to RS, etc.) 4,3%
12 (52.2%)

Insufficient value (e.g., | already peer with whomever | want to peer with without the RS) 52 2%

Reliability: failure of the RS service (both primary and backup instances) would disrupt connectivity 17,4% 4(174%)

Other 21,7% 5(21.7%)



Q5: Do you only peer with the RS?
(96 responses)

Yes 10,4%

No, | also directly peer with other IXP members 89,6%



Q6: Does the following concern you regarding peering with the RS?

(78 responses)

Lack of route visibility: the RS exports a single route to each IXP customer 38,5% 30 (38.5%)

14 (17.9%)

Privacy: | do not want to disclose my inbound/outbound filtering policies 17,9%

No control over best route selection 50,0% 39 (50%)

Legal restrictions 7,7%

No need: | can already peer with everyone that | want to peer with 16,7% 13 (16.7%)

Reliability: failure of the RS service (both primary and backup instances) would disrupt connectivity 46,2% 36 (46.2%)

Other 9,0% -

We manually aggregated the results from Q5 and Q6 to get a broader perspective of RS limitations

Q5+Q6: Does the following concern you regarding peering with the RS?
(101 responses)

Lack of route visibility: the RS exports a single route to each IXP customer 36,7% 37
Privacy: | do not want to disclose my inbound/outbound filtering policies 19,8% 20
No control over best route selection 53 5% 54
Legal restrictions 6,9% 7
No need: | can already peer with everyone that | want to peer with 24 7% 25
Reliability: failure of the RS service (both primary and backup instances) would disrupt connectivity 39,6% 40
Other 11,9% - 12



Q7: Do you consider the following information private with respect to other IXP
members?

58 responses

the set of IXP members to whom you advertise BGP routes 43,1%
your local-preferences over BGP routes 39,7%

your port utilization at the IXP 60,3%

your peering policies (e.g. routing constraints, prices) 58,6%

35 (60.3%)

34 (58.6%)
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Q8:Do you consider the following information private with respect
to the IXP?

(51 responses)

the set of IXP members to whom you advertise BGP routes 37,3% 19 (B7:3%)

your local-preferences over BGP routes 45,1%
your port utilization at the IXP 25,5%

your peering policies (e.g. routing constraints, prices) 64,7%

13 (25.5%)

33 (64.7%)



Q9: Would you be willing to privately disclose any of the above
information to the following entities (and not the IXP) so as to
achieve better performance?

(46 responses)

ICANN
Your Regio...

Other

ICANN  32%
Your Regional Internet Registry (RIPE, ARIN, APNIC, AFRINIC, LACNIC) 88%
Other 24%



Q10: Roughly how many BGP peerings do you have?

99 responses
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