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Problem and solution recap

● Model-driven network devices provide a shared candidate 
configuration datastore to make configuration changes

● Multiple sessions can edit the candidate at the same time yielding a 
situation where one session may commit changes of another

● Locking provides a solution but creates unnecessary serialization
● Solution provides for independent, parallel configuration datastore 

instances (referenced as candidate) that can be manipulated in 
isolation

● Solution also provides definitions of configuration conflicts and the 
way to resolve them
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Document status

● Draft adopted in 2023
● Latest version is -09 from February 2026
● Early reviews from OPSDIR and YANGDOCTORS of the -06 version in 

around January 2025 – Comments addressed
● Has been in WG last call since February 2025
● A few outstanding minor comments outstanding which will be covered 

in this session
● Plan to produce a -10 version to finalize outstanding decisions made 

in this meeting (and will confirm with each contributor individually on 
the list)
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Comment 1: Relationship to the shared candidate

● Comment (Quifang)
○ In §2.3, unclear whether private candidate and shared candidate can co-

exist.
○ In §3.5.1, is a shared candidate really a prerequisite for private candidate?

● Response
○ Following guidance of the working group, the draft does not create 

private-candidate as a separate datastore, therefore, per-session the 
private and shared candidate cannot co-exist (they can in separate 
sessions).  The draft is already written in this spirit.  

○ Shared candidate is a pre-requisite as ietf-netconf is YANG 1.0 which has 
limitations on if-feature, and ietf-netconf draft already uses “if-feature 
candidate” to enable the candidate DS in many RPCs

○ Allows for NMDA and Non-NMDA clients to use private candidates
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Comment 2: Checkpoint/recovery model

● Comment (Qin from OPSDIR on -06 version)
○ <compare> operation on private candidate (§1.3 and §3.8.2.7) relies on 

creation-point/last-update timestamps without a checkpoint/recovery 
model — consider whether this is in scope

● Response
○ This is not in scope (and therefore not included in the -09 version)
○ The session has the option to <update> or <discard>
○ Adding timestamps and a historic checkpoint/recovery method adds 

significant complexities to the draft and to implementations (requires 
storing additional data)
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Comment 3: Metadata for in-conflict marker

● Comment (Qin from OPSDIR on -06 version)
○ The in-conflict marker visibility to the client is unspecified — propose 

metadata annotation; or explicitly declare it out of scope
● Response

○ The authors consider this out-of-scope, but this will be made explicit in the 
-10 revision
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Comment 4: Conflict resolution

● Comment (Rob Wilton)
○ Disagrees with §3.6 "A <commit> operation (that MUST trigger an 

automatic <update> operation immediately before) MUST fail irrespective 
of any system-wide default resolution-mode."

○ Rob Wilton says the commit should not fail if auto-update is in effect.
● Response

○ There is a challenge with this approach, namely the behavior of an auto-
update when the default resolution mode is explicitly set to revert-on-
conflict.  What should the resolution mode be for this?
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Comment 5: <delete-config> operation

● Comment (Michal Vasko)
○ §3.8.2.10 mentions changes to <delete-config>, but that RPC only allows 

startup or URL datastores and the YANG module doesn't augment it. Either 
the augment is needed or the section should be removed

● Response
○ This is an oversight/hangover from the initial versions of the drafts that 

included the private-candidate as a separate NMDA datastore
○ In the -10 revision the authors will remove this section
○ Whilst augmenting this into <delete-config> might be a reasonable idea as 

an overall solution, it should be done in conjunction with updates to the 
general shared candidate functionality and this is a much broader change 
to the NETCONF protocol
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Conclusion

● Very minor updates required to clarify the language on a few items
● -10 revision will be released shortly after IETF 126 with these changes 

(and any others from this session)
● Process question

○ Are there any other blocking items before progressing the draft?
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