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The proposed protocol does not allow for the possible multiplexing of
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ons over |inks.

y, this presents no problem but it night cause |oading
ions in the future. Two cases where routing nultiple
ons over the same |link are apparent:

Where a user has several high speed connections, such as
bet ween processes that transmt files over the network.
Assi gni ng these connections to the sane link limts the
percentage of network resources that nmay be used by that
user. This becones particularly inportant when several
store-and-forward |MP' s are used by the network to effect
t he conmuni cati on.

When two hosts each have their own independent network and
desire to allow access to the other hosts’s network over
the ARPA net, a shortage of links may devel op. Again, the
assi gnnent of several connections to the sane link could
hel p sol ve the problem

owi ng changes in the protocol would nake possible the future

use of nmultiplexed links. It is not necessary to add the
mul ti plexing, itself, to the protocol at this tine.

a)

b)

c)

The END and RDY nust specify relevant sockets in addition to
the Iink nunber. Only the |ocal socket nane need be
suppl i ed.

Probl ens arise with the RSM and SPD commands. Shoul d t hey
refer to an entire link, or just to a given connection?
Since there is a proposal to nodify the RFNM to accommodat e
these commands, it night be better to add anot her set of
commands to bl ock and unbl ock a connection, but I am not
convinced that that is the best solution

The destintation socket nmust be added to the header of each
message on the data link. Presumably this would consist of
32 bits imediately after the header and before the marking.
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