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Abstract

Thi s docunent proposes a new, XM.-based canonical format for RFCs
that explicitly allows external art as a normative part of the RFC
If the RFC Editor chooses this format, they will also publish non-
canoni cal versions of RFCs in order to acconpdate the | argest target
audi ence of readers. Having a sinple, stable canonical format and a
varyi ng nunber of non-canonical formats that can change over tine
all ows the RFC Editor to add useful formats, particularly in HTM
that can keep up with the needs of all RFC readers.

Status of this Meno

This Internet-Draft is submtted in full conformance with the
provi sions of BCP 78 and BCP 79.

Internet-Drafts are working docunents of the Internet Engineering
Task Force (I ETF). Note that other groups may also distribute
wor ki ng documents as Internet-Drafts. The list of current Internet-
Drafts is at http://datatracker.ietf.org/drafts/current/.

Internet-Drafts are draft documents valid for a maxi num of six nonths
and nmay be updated, replaced, or obsoleted by other docunents at any
time. It is inappropriate to use Internet-Drafts as reference
material or to cite themother than as "work in progress.”

This Internet-Draft will expire on January 13, 2013.
Copyright Notice

Copyright (c) 2012 | ETF Trust and the persons identified as the
docunent authors. Al rights reserved.

This docunment is subject to BCP 78 and the | ETF Trust’'s Lega
Provisions Relating to | ETF Docunents
(http://trustee.ietf.org/license-info) in effect on the date of
publication of this docunent. Please review these documents
carefully, as they describe your rights and restrictions with respect
to this docunent. Code Conponents extracted fromthis docunent nust
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include Sinplified BSD Li cense text as described in Section 4.e of
the Trust Legal Provisions and are provided without warranty as
described in the Sinplified BSD License.

1. Introduction

A clear result of the decades-long discussion about the format of
published RFCs is that different RFC readers have different needs and
desires. No single format will be sufficient, or even useful, to al
peopl e who read RFCs. Another clear result is that the fornmat
described in [RFC2223] and its followons is no | onger the best
format for publishing protocols, process descriptions, research
findings, and the many other types of docunents that are part of the
nmodern RFC series

Thi s docunent proposes to deal with these issues in a way that neets
t he needs and desires of the w despread RFC-reading conmunity. For
every RFC, the RFC Editor will publish both a canonical version of
the RFC that is in XM. format and nultiple additional forms of the
RFC, nost notably at least in one or nore HTML formats. The XM
format used will likely be an updated version of that from[RFC2629],
nost notably to include in-line graphic art.

It is noted that XML files are not easily readable. However, it is
al so noted that the canonical version of an RFC doesn’'t need to be
easily readable: only the non-canonical formats derived fromthe
canoni cal version need to be readabl e.

Today, all RFCs are easily retrievable by all readers. 1In the
future, all of the versions of an RFC and its art nust be easily
accessible as well. To make this easier, the RFC Editor wl|l
establish a permanent URL tenplate for each RFC that | eads to a page
that lists all of the versions and art; a copy of that URL will be

i ncl uded near the beginning of the RFC in the boilerplate so that new
RFC readers can find it. Further, it will be easy for advanced RFC
users to mirror the entire collection of RFC materi al

A major notivation behind the "one canonical, many non-canonical "
proposal is to allow the RFC Editor to easily change the non-
canonical formats in the future without having to change the
canoni cal format. For exanple, the recent discussion of RFC fornmats
has shown t hat nany people strongly desire good HTM. versions of
RFCs, but there is not agreenment of exactly what format the HTM
should take. Further, it is conpletely clear that the HTM. standard
will evolve in the com ng years and decades, and sone of the new
features that will be added will be quite useful in RFCs. Allow ng
the RFC Editor to add additional HTM. formats to the RFC col | ection
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even for RFCs that have been published in the past, gives the
greatest value to RFC readers without forcing any changes on the
canoni cal RFC fornat.

Simlarly, it is clear that HTM. is not the only useful format for
RFCs. Some people really like plain text; others want PDFs or other
printer-ready paginated formats; still others want different formats
that can be converted to different reading devices. Sone people want
detailed netadata for RFCs so that they can better mine themfor

rel evant information; such netadata can be contained in either XM or
HTM. formats. Al of these people can be accomobdated by the RFC

Edi tor publishing nultiple non-canonical versions of RFCs. The
canoni cal version of the RFC and all the non-canonical versions of
the RFC shoul d have predictable URLs so that tools can easily find
(for example) an RFC in the reader’s preferred HTM. style just by
knowi ng the RFC nunber.

The method that the RFC Editor uses to create the non-canonica
formats for RFCs is left up to the RFC Editor. For exanple, they
m ght generate it directly fromthe input files, through an
intermedi ate format, or something el se.

2. Canoni cal RFC Format and Content

Canonical RFCs are in XML format. The npbst salient rules for the
format and content of those files are:

o The format for the XML will be specified by the RFC Editor. It is
likely that the XM_ format will be an inprovenent to that which is
now referred to as "xm 2rfc" ([ RFC2629] and its informal
successors).

0o The XML format will allow for art to be contained in the file.
This art mght be instead of text art in a docunment (such as for a
diagramthat is too conplex to render well in text), or nmight be
better variants for text art. The RFC Editor will determ ne which
graphic formats are allowed, and it is likely that at |east one
vector format and one pixel-based format will be permitted.

o The XML format will contain all of the netadata needed to produce
any of the non-canonical formats for an RFC.

o0 The text encoding for the document is UTF-8.
0 The RFC Editor can decide where it is and is not appropriate to

use non-ASCl| characters fromthe Unicode repertoire in the RFC
For exanple, the RFC Editor m ght nake rul es about using non-ASCl |
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characters in people’'s nanes, reference titles, exanples in text,
and so on.

0 Text art that internal to the docunment is limted to 95 col ums.
This is reasonable for printing on | aser printers fromthe past 25
years, and allows rmuch nore expressive art than the current
maxi mum of approxi mately 70 col umms.

Text art enconpasses many types of content. The unifying feature is
that it is one or nore lines of text that nust be rendered with a
nmonospace font in order to be fully understood in the context of the
docunent. Thus, text art includes graphical representations such as
packet diagrams, flow diagrans, and flow charts, but it also includes
other text that needs to have columm alignment such as multi-Iline
ABNF.

This proposal does not deal with how mat hematical equations m ght be
included in the canonical RFC format. An author can do it as text or
as art in an external file. The RFC Editor night allow an equati on-

specific format fromexternal art files.

3. Additional Formats Provided by the RFC Editor

The RFC Editor will derive and publish non-canonical docurments in
multiple formats fromthe RFC. |If the RFC-reading cormmunity agrees
on a single HTM. format, that will certainly be published. [If the
RFC-readi ng community cannot agree on just one HIM. fornat, the RFC
Edi t or mi ght publish non-canonical versions of an RFC in multiple
HTM. fornmats. The RFC Editor will oversee the devel opnent of the
tool s needed to produce the non-canonical fornmats.

Depending on interest fromthe RFC reading community, the RFC Editor
will also publish non-canonical versions in other formats. For
exanple, it is likely that the RFC Editor will publish in at |east
one format of PDF. Because sone tools in wi despread use rely on the
current RFC format, the RFC Editor m ght al so publish a non-canonica
version in using the rules in RFC 2333 (line | engths, page headers,
and so on).

4. Input to the RFC Series
The RFC Editor will all ow subm ssion of RFCs in the sane XM for mat
as the canonical version of an RFC. This allows an author to use

differencing tools to track all changes that are nade to the docunent
that they submitted to the RFC Editor
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The RFC Editor will also possibly allow additional formats for

submi ssi on based on agreenent with the RFC streans. |f other

submi ssion formats are allowed, the RFC Editor will convert the
submi ssion to the canonical format before performng any editing so
that all editorial changes are easily tracked within the canonica
format. This is sinilar to what they do currently w th subni ssions
that are not in the format the RFC Editor uses for its interna

t ool i ng.

This proposal in this docunent does not affect the allowed fornmat for
the publication of Internet-Drafts. The |ETF Chair has indicated
that such a change ni ght happen after the choices are nmade for RFC
format.

5. Metadata Needed to Create RFCs

The canonical format for RFCs must contain all of the body text for
the RFC as well as all of the metadata that is used to mark up the
RFC. RFC netadata is useful for many things such as finding RFCs
with particular types of content and for nmaking it clearer to a
reader what the RFC author intended.

The following is a list of the nmetadata that needs to be part of the
canonical RFC format. This list will probably be controversial, but

the eventual list needs to contain all of the netadata that is
intended for the final RFC format so that the format can be fully
specified. Itens marked with an asterisk are especially likely to

need nmuch nore work.

St at us

Cat egory

RFC stream

bsol et es

Updat es

Dat e published

Draft derived from

Title and short title
Per - aut hor

Name

Initials

Conpany

Post al

Emai |

URL

Rol e (editor, other)
Front content

Abst ract

Hof f man Expi res January 13, 2013 [ Page 5]



Internet-Draft RFCs: Canonical and O hers

Copyri ght
O her | egal *
Headi ngs
Level
Nunber
Par agr aphs
I ndented for quoting or enphasis
Li sts
Style (bulleted, nunbered, unmarked)
Nesti ng
El ement s
Definitions
Val i dat abl e formats
ABNF
XML
JSON
ASN. 1
Inline art
Dat agr am | ayout
State di agram
Fl ow chart
Pseudocode
Table *

Non-val i databl e fragnments of validatable formats

O her
Tabl es *
Speci al sections
Security Considerations
| ANA Consi der ati ons
Nor mat i ve Ref erences
Informati ve References
Cross-references
To internal sections
To reference
To section in reference
Ref erences *
RFCs
Specific versions of |Ds
Non-specific versions of |Ds

Conmon non-1| ETF docunents (I EEE, ITU, 1SO, ANSI,

Cor ner cases

6. | ANA Consi derations
None
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7. Security Considerations

None

8. Informati ve References

[ RFC2223] Postel, J. and J. Reynolds, "lInstructions to RFC Aut hors"
RFC 2223, Cctober 1997.

[ RFC2629] Rose, M, "Witing |-Ds and RFCs using XM.", RFC 2629,
June 1999.
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