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RFC Streans, Headers, and Boil erpl ates
Abstr act

RFC docunents contain a nunber of fixed elements such as the title
page header, standard boilerplates, and copyright/IPR statenents.
Thi s docunent describes them and introduces sonme updates to reflect
current usage and requirenents of RFC publication. |In particular
this updated structure is intended to conmunicate clearly the source
of RFC creation and review. This docunent obsol etes RFC 5741, noving
detailed content to an | AB web page and preparing for nore flexible
out put formats.

Status of This Meno

This docunent is not an Internet Standards Track specification; it is
publ i shed for informational purposes.

This docunent is a product of the Internet Architecture Board (I|AB)
and represents information that the 1 AB has deened val uable to
provide for pernmanent record. It represents the consensus of the
Internet Architecture Board (1 AB). Docunents approved for
publication by the | AB are not a candidate for any |evel of Internet
St andard; see Section 2 of RFC 5741.

I nformation about the current status of this docunent, any errata,
and how to provide feedback on it nmay be obtai ned at
http://ww. rfc-editor.org/info/rfc7841

Copyright Notice

Copyright (c) 2016 | ETF Trust and the persons identified as the
docunent authors. Al rights reserved.

This docunent 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 docunents
carefully, as they describe your rights and restrictions with respect
to this docunent.
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better clarity of expression of docunent status, aligned with the
revi ew and approval processes defined for each stream

This meno identifies and describes the common el ements of RFC
boilerplate structure. It describes the content required for each
kind of information. Details of the exact textual and |ayout
requirenents are left to a web page naintained by the | AB, with due
consultation with the comunity, for ease of maintenance. This
docunent obsol etes [ RFC5741].

The changes introduced by this meno should be inplenmented as soon as
practically possible after the docunent has been approved for
publicati on.

2. RFC Streans and | nternet Standards

Users of RFCs should be aware that while all Internet Standards-
rel ated docunents are published as RFCs, not all RFCs are |nternet
St andar ds-rel at ed docunents.

The I ETF is responsible for maintaining the Internet Standards
Process, which includes the requirenments for devel opi ng, review ng,
and approving Standards Track and BCP RFCs. The | ETF al so produces
non- St andar ds- Track docunents (I nfornmational, Experinental, and

Hi storic). Al docunents published as part of the |ETF Stream are
revi ewed by the appropriate | ETF bodi es.

Docurnent s published in streanms other than the | ETF stream are not
generally reviewed by the I ETF for such things as security,
congestion control, or inappropriate interaction wth deployed
protocols. They have al so not been subject to approval by the

I nternet Engineering Steering Goup (IESG, including an | ETF-w de

last call. Therefore, the | ETF disclains, for any of the non-IETF
stream docunments, any know edge of the fitness of those RFCs for any
pur pose.

Refer to [ RFC2026], [RFC5742], [RFCA4844], [RFC6410], and [ RFC7127]
and their successors for current details of the | ETF process and RFC
streans.

3. RFC Structural El enents

This section describes the elenments that are comonly found in RFCs
published today. This docunent specifies information that is
required in these publications. Exact specification of the textua
val ues required therein are provided by an | AB web page
(https://ww. i ab. org/ docunent s/ headers-boil erplate).
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As noted above, this web page is maintained by the | AB with due
consultation with the community. Follow ng such consultation, if the
| AB decides to make any changes to this material, the changes will be
announced in a sinilar fashion to other | AB statements. The initia
text to be used in that web page is included in Appendi x A

3.1. The Title Page Header

The information at the front of the RFC includes the name and
affiliation of the authors as well as the RFC publication nonth and
year.

There is a set of additional information that is needed at the front
of the RFC. Historically, this has been presented with the
information below in a |left hand columm, and the author-rel ated

i nformati on descri bed above in the right.

<docunent source> This describes the area where the work origi nates.
Hi storically, all RFCs were | abel ed "Network Wrking G oup".
Net work Working Group refers to the original version of today's
| ETF when people fromthe original set of ARPANET sites and
whonever el se was interested -- the nmeetings were open -- got
toget her to di scuss, design, and docunent proposed protocols
[RFC3]. Here, we obsolete the term " Network Working Group” in
order to indicate the originating stream

The <docunent source> is the nanme of the RFC stream as defined in
[ RFCA844] and its successors. At the time of this publication
the streanms, and therefore the possible entries are:

I nternet Engi neering Task Force
Internet Architecture Board

I nternet Research Task Force

I ndependent Submi ssi on

* Ok * *

Request for Comments: <RFC nunber> This indicates the RFC nunber,
assigned by the RFC Editor upon publication of the docunment. This
el ement is unchanged.

<subseries | D> <subseries nunber> Sonme docunment categories are also
| abel ed as a subseries of RFCs. These el enents appear as
appropriate for such categories, indicating the subseries and the
docunents nunber within that series. Currently, there are
subseries for BCPs [ RFC2026] and STDs [ RFC1311]. These subseries
nunbers may appear in several RFCs. For exanple, when a new RFC
obsol etes or updates an old one, the sanme subseries nunber is
used. Al so, several RFCs may be assigned the sanme subseries
nunber: a single STD, for exanple, may be conposed of severa
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RFCs, each of which will bear the sane STD nunber. This el enent
i s unchanged.

[ <RFC rel ati on>: <RFC nunber[s]>] Sone relations between RFCs in the
series are explicitly noted in the RFC header. For exanple, a new
RFC nay update one or nore earlier RFCs. Currently two
rel ationshi ps are defined: "Updates" and "Qbsol etes" [RFC7322].
Variants |ike "Qbsol eted by" are also used (e.g, in [RFC5143]).

O her types of rel ationships may be defined by the RFC Editor and
may appear in future RFCs.

Category: <category> This indicates the initial RFC docunent
category of the publication. These are defined in [ RFC2026].
Currently, this is always one of: Standards Track, Best Current
Practice, Experinental, Informational, or Historic. This elenent
i s unchanged.

3.2. The Status of This Meno

The "Status of This Menp" describes the category of the RFC
i ncluding the distribution statenent.

The "Status of This Menmpd" will start with a single sentence
describing the status. It will also include a statenent describing
the stream specific review of the material (which is stream
dependent). This is an inportant conponent of status, insofar as it
clarifies the breadth and depth of review, and gives the reader an
under st andi ng of how to consider its content.

3.3. Paragraph 1

The first paragraph of the "Status of This Menp" section contains a
single sentence, clearly standing out. The sentence will clearly
identify the streamspecific status of the docunment. The text to be
used is defined by the stream with a review for clarity by the | AB
and RFC Series Editor.

3.4. Paragraph 2

The second paragraph of the "Status of This Memd" will include a

par agraph describing the type of review and exposure the docunent has
received. This is defined on a per-stream basis, subject to genera
revi ew and oversi ght by the RFC Editor and | AB. The | AB defines a
specific structure defined to ensure there is clarity about review
processes and docunent types.
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3.5. Paragraph 3

The boilerplate ends with a reference to where further rel evant

i nformati on can be found. This information may include, subject to
the RFC Editor’s discretion, information about whether the RFC has
been updated or obsoleted, the RFC s origin, a listing of possible
errata, infornmation about how to provide feedback and suggestion, and
i nformati on on how to subnmit errata as described in [ ERRATA]. The
exact wording and URL is subject to change (at the RFC Editor’s

di scretion), but the current text is:

I nformation about the current status of this docunent, any errata,
and how to provide feedback on it nmay be obtai ned at
http://ww. rfc-editor.org/<static-path>/rfc<rfc-no>

3.6. Noteworthy

Note that the text in paragraph 1 and 2 of the boilerplate indicate
the initial status of a docunent. During their lifetinme, docunments
can change status to, for exanple, H storic. This cannot be
reflected in the docunent itself and will need be reflected in the
information referred to in Section 5.

4, Additional Notes

Exceptionally, a review and publication process nmay prescribe
additional notes that will appear as |abeled notes after the
"Abstract".

This is no longer a common feature of recent RFCs. It is the goal of
this docunent to continue to ensure that the overall RFC structure is
adequately clear so that such notes are unnecessary or (at |east)
truly exceptional

5. Oher Structural Information in RFCs

RFCs contain other structural informational elenents. The RFC Editor
is responsible for the positioning and | ayout of these structura

el ements. Note also that new el enents nmay be introduced or obsol eted
using a process consistent with [RFC4844]. These additions may or
may not require docunentation in an RFC

Currently, the following structural information is available in RFCs:
Copyright Notice: A copyright notice with a reference to BCP 78
[BCP78] and an Intellectual Property statement referring to BCP 78

and BCP 79 [BCP79]. The content of these statenments are defined
by those BCPs.
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6.

8.

8.

8.

I SSN:  The International Standard Serial Nunber [ISO 3297.2007]:
| SSN 2070-1721. The |1 SSN uniquely identifies the RFC series as
title regardl ess of |anguage or country in which it is published.
The 1SSN itsel f has no significance other than the unique
identification of a serial publication

Security Considerations

This docunent tries to clarify the descriptions of the status of an
RFC. M sunderstanding the status of a nenmo coul d cause
interoperability problens, hence security and stability problens.

RFC Edi tor Consi derati ons

The RFC Editor is responsible for maintaining the consistency of the

RFC series. To that end, the RFC Editor maintains an "RFC Style

Qui de" [RFC7322]. In this neno, we nmention a few explicit structura
el enents that the RFC Editor needs to maintain. The conventions for

the content and use of all current and future el enents are docunented
in the style guide

Adding a reference to the streamin the header of RFCs is only one
met hod for clarifying fromwhich streaman RFC originated. The RFC
Editor is encouraged to add such indication in, for exanple, indices
and interfaces.
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Appendix A Initial Formatting Details

This section contains the text the 1AB used to initially populate the
web page used to maintain the list of required verbiage

A.1l. RFC Title Page Header

An RFC title page header can be described as foll ows:

<docunent source> <aut hor name>
Request for Comments: <RFC nunber> [ <author affiliation>]
[ <subseries | D> <subseries nunber>] [more author info as appropriate]

[ <RFC rel ati on>: <RFC nunber [ s] >]
Cat egory: <category>
<nont h year >

For exanple, the header for RFC 6410 appears as foll ows:

I nternet Engi neering Task Force (IETF) R Housl ey
Request for Comments: 6410 Vigil Security
BCP: 9 D. Crocker
Updat es: 2026 Br andenbur g | nt er net Wr ki ng
Category: Best Current Practice E. Burger
| SSN: 2070- 1721 Ceorgetown University

Cct ober 2011

A.2. Constructing a "Status of This Menmp" Section

The followi ng sections describe nandated text for use in specific
parts of the "Status of This Menp" portion of an RFC. For

conveni ence, the RFC Editor nmintains exanpl e expansi ons of al
permut ati ons of the paragraphs described in this docunent (at the
time of publication, at http://ww.rfc-editor.org/ material s/status-
menos.txt). Wen in conflict, the follow ng sections are
authoritative.
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A.2.1. First Paragraph

The following are the approved texts for use in the first paragraph
of the "Status of This Menp" portion of an RFC. See Section 3.3 of
RFC 7841.

For ’Standards Track’ docunents: "This is an Internet Standards
Track docunent."

For "Best Current Practices’ docunents: "This nmenp docunents an
Internet Best Current Practice."”

For other categories "This docunment is not an Internet Standards
Track specification; <it is published for other purposes>."

For Informational, Experinmental, Hi storic, and future categories of
RFCs, the RFC Editor will maintain an appropriate text for <it is

publ i shed for other purposes> Initial values are:

I nf ormati onal : "it is published for informational purposes.”
H storic: "it is published for the historical record."
Experi ment al : "it is published for exam nation, experinenta

i mpl enent ati on, and eval uation."
A . 2.2. Second Paragraph
See Section 3.4 of RFC 7841.
The second paragraph may include sone text that is specific to the
initial docunent category. Wen a docunent is Experinmental or

H storic, the second paragraph opens with:

Experimental : "This docunent defines an Experinental Protocol for
the Internet comunity."

H storic: "This docunent defines a Historic Docunment for the
Internet community."
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The text that follows is stream dependent -- these are initial val ues
and nay be updated by stream definition docunent updates and recorded
by the I AB on the web page.

| ETF Stream "This docunent is a product of the Internet Engineering
Task Force (I ETF)."

If there has been an | ETF consensus call per |ETF process, this
addi ti onal text should be added: "It represents the consensus of
the I ETF conmunity. It has received public review and has been
approved for publication by the Internet Engineering Steering
Goup (IESG." |If there has not been such a consensus call, then
this sinply reads: "It has been approved for publication by the

I nternet Engineering Steering Goup (IESG."

| AB Stream  "This docunent is a product of the Internet Architecture
Board (1 AB), and represents information that the | AB has deened
val uabl e to provide for pernanent record.”

If the docunent represents | AB consensus, this additional text
shoul d be added: "It represents the consensus of the Internet
Architecture Board (IAB).'

| RTF Stream "This docunent is a product of the Internet Research
Task Force (IRTF). The I RTF publishes the results of I|nternet-
rel ated research and devel opnent activities. These results night
not be suitable for deploynent."

In addition, a sentence indicating the consensus base within the
| RTF may be added: "This RFC represents the consensus of the

<i nsert _name> Research Group of the Internet Research Task Force
(IRTF)." or alternatively "This RFC represents the individua
opi ni on(s) of one or nore nenbers of the <insert_name> Research
Goup of the Internet Research Task Force (I RTF)".

| ndependent Submission Stream "This is a contribution to the RFC
Series, independently of any other RFC stream The RFC Editor has
chosen to publish this docunent at its discretion and nmakes no
statement about its value for inplenmentation or deploynent."

For non-I1 ETF stream docunents, a reference to Section 2 of this RFC
is added with the foll owi ng sentence: "Docunents approved for
publication by the [stream approver -- currently, one of: "IAB",
"IRSG', or "RFC Editor"] are not a candidate for any |evel of
Internet Standard; see Section 2 of RFC 7841."
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For | ETF stream docunents, a simlar reference is added: "Further
information on (BCPs or Internet Standards) is available in Section 2
of RFC 7841." for BCP and Standard Track docunents; "Not all
docunents approved by the I ESG are a candidate for any |evel of

I nternet Standards; see Section 2 of RFC 7841." for all other

cat egori es.

A.2.3. Third Paragraph
See Section 3.5 of RFC 7841.
| AB Menbers at Tine of Approval
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