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Request for Comments on Requests for Conments

This RFC is intended to clarify the status of RFCs and to provi de sone
gui dance for the authors of RFCs in the future. 1t is in a sense a
specification for RFCs.

There are several reasons for publishing a nenb as an RFC, for exanpl e,
to make avail able sone information for interested people, or to begin or
continue a discussion of an interesting idea, or to specify a protocol

Each RFC is to include on its title page or in the first or second
par agraph a statenment describing the intention of the RFC

The foll owi ng sanpl e paragraphs nmay be used to satisfy this
requi renent:

Speci fication

This RFC specifies a standard for the ARPA Internet conmmunity.
Hosts on the ARPA Internet are expected to adopt and i npl enent
this standard

Di scussi on

The purpose of this RFCis to focus discussion on particular
problens in the ARPA Internet and possi bl e nmethods of solution.
No proposed solutions this docunent are intended as standards
at this time. Rather, it is hoped that a general consensus
will enmerge as to the appropriate solution to such probl ens,

| eadi ng eventually to the adoption of standards.

| nfor mati on

This RFC is presented to nenbers of the ARPA Internet conmunity
in order to solicit their reactions to the proposal s contai ned
init. Wile perhaps the issues discussed are not directly

rel evant to the research problens of the ARPA Internet, they
may be particularly interesting to sone researchers and

i mpl ement ers.
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St at us

This RFC is issued in response to the need for current

i nformati on about the status and progress of various projects
in the ARPA Internet community. The information contained in
this docunment is accurate as of the date of publication, but is
subj ect to change. Subsequent RFCs may reflect such changes.

Repor t

This RFC is issued to report on the results of a neeting. It
may docunent significant decisions nmade that inpact the

i mpl enentati on of network protocols, or lint or expand the use
of optional features of protocols. Oher neeting results may
be indicated including (but not limted to) policy issues,
techni cal topics discussed and probl ens needi ng further work.

O course these paragraphs need not be followed word for word, but
the general intent of the RFC nmust be made cl ear

RFCs are distributed online by being stored as public access files, and
a short nessages is sent to the distribution list indicating the
avai lability of the neno.

The online files are copied by the interested people and printed or

di spl ayed at their site on their equipnent. This means that the format
of the online files nust neet the constraints of a wi de variety of
printing and di splay equi pnent.

To neet these constraints the following rules are established for the
format of RFCs:

The character codes are ASCI |

Each page nust be |limted to 58 lines followed by a formfeed on a
line by itself.

Each line nust be limted to 72 characters followed by carri age
return and |ine feed.

No overstriking (or underlining) is allowed.

These "height" and "w dth" constraints include any headers, footers,
page nunbers, or left side indenting.

Requests to be added to or deleted fromthis distribution Iist should be

sent to NIC@RI-N C. Subm ssions for RFCs should be sent to
POSTEL@QJSC- | Sl F.
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