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Digital Preservation Considerations for the RFC Series
Abst r act

The RFC Editor is both the publisher and the archivist for the RFC
Series. This docunent applies specifically to the archivist role of
the RFC Editor. It provides gui dance on when and how to preserve
RFCs and describes the tools required to view or re-create RFCs as
necessary. This docunment al so highlights gaps in the current process
and suggests conproni ses to bal ance cost with best practice.

Status of This Meno

This docunent is not an Internet Standards Track specification; it is
published for informational purposes.

This docunent is a product of the Internet Architecture Board (I|AB)
and represents information that the | AB has deened val uable to
provide for permanent record. It represents the consensus of the
Internet Architecture Board (1 AB). Docunents approved for
publication by the I AB are not a candidate for any |evel of Internet
St andard; see Section 2 of RFC 7841.

I nformation about the current status of this docunent, any errata,
and how to provide feedback on it may be obtai ned at
http://ww. rfc-editor.org/info/rfc8153

Copyright Notice

Copyright (c) 2017 | ETF Trust and the persons identified as the
docunment authors. All rights reserved.

This docunent is subject to BCP 78 and the I 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 document.
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1. Introduction

The RFC Editor is both the publisher and the archivist for the RFC
Series, a series of technical specifications and policy documents
that includes foundational Internet standards [RFC6635] [RFC SERIES].
The goal of the RFC Editor is to is to produce clear, consistent, and
readabl e docunments for the Internet comunity. Over tine, the RFC
Editor will use as many nodern features, such as hyperlinks and
content markup, within the docunment as necessary to convey the
informati on the authors intended for their audience. As the
archivist, however, the main goal is to preserve both the information
descri bed and the docunents thenselves for the indefinite future. To
nmeet both of these goals, the RFC Editor nust find the necessary

bal ance between the publication needs of today and the archival needs
of tomorrow, while acknow edging a finite set of resources to

conmpl ete both aspects of the RFC Editor function.

While nany files are created during the editing process, this
docunent focuses on the archival needs of the Internet-Drafts (I-Ds)
that were approved for publication and the RFCs that resulted from
these 1-Ds; |-Ds before they are approved for publication by the
appropriate stream approving body are out of scope.
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To sumari ze, the key areas of tension between the roles of publisher
and archivist are:

o0 the desire of the publisher to neet the needs expressed by authors
who want to use the |latest technology (e.g., vector graphics, live
links, and a rich set of netadata) within their docunents; and

0o the desire of the archivist to support only the sinplest fornmat
for docunents possible -- currently held by the Series to be
pl ain-text, ASCI|-only docunents -- so that the tools needed to
vi ew t he docunents are equally sinple and resistant to changes in
technol ogy, resulting in a set of docunents that will be easier to
archive for at |east the next several decades, if not centuries.

Through nost of the history of the RFC Series, the file format for
RFCs has been plain text with an ASCIl-only character set. This
choice offered the sinplest format likely to remain available to the
| argest nunber of consuners and the fornat nost likely to be

resi stant to changes in technology over time. Increasingly, however,
consuners and authors are requesting additional features that would
all ow for easy reading on a wider array of devices while retaining
all the netadata authors intended in their docunments. |In 2013, RFC
6949 ("RFC Series Format Requirenents and Future Devel opnent”)
captured the high-level requirenents for the Series; the fundanmenta
i ssue was that plain-text, ASCII-only docunents no | onger neet the
needs of the comunities interested in using and produci ng RFCs

[ RFC6949] .

The assertion that plain-text, ASCIl-only documents no | onger neet
the needs of the conmunity suggests that the sinple archival process
mai ntai ned by the RFC Editor is also no longer sufficient. Mre
complex tools and file formats require a nore conpl ex process to
ensure that RFCs can be read and rendered far into the future. This
docunent describes the considerations that nust informany changes in
policy and procedure, and it describes a nodel for the RFC Series to
foll ow when additional formats beyond plain-text, ASCIl-only RFCs are
publ i shed. The functional nodel that provides the franework for the
archival process described in this docunent was derived fromthe | SO
Open Archival Information System (QAIS) reference nodel, defined in
"Space data and information transfer systems -- Open archiva

i nformati on system (QAIS) -- Reference nodel" [1SO14721].
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1.1. Termnol ogy

Acqui sition: The point at which a docunent is accepted by the RFC
Editor for future inclusion into the archive

I ngestion: The point at which a digital object is assigned all
necessary netadata to describe the object and its contents and is
added to the archive.

Bi t stream preservation: The process of storing and mnai ntaining
digital objects over time, ensuring that there is no | oss or
corruption of the bits nmaking up those objects.

Content preservation: The retention of the ability to read, listen,
or watch a digital file in perpetuity. Content preservation is not
about the bits being stored; it is about being able to access and
present those bits to the user

1.2. Life Cycle of Digital Preservation

The basic process for preserving digital information has been
described by a variety of organizations. Fromthe Life cycle
Information For E-Literature (LIFE) project [LIFE] in the United

Ki ngdomto the ongoing digital preservation work in the U S. Library
of Congress [USLOC], the basic digital preservation process is
straightforward. Docunents are acquired and processed, netadata is
recorded, physical nedia is refreshed, and content is regularly
checked to see if it is still accessible by interested parties.
Compl exities arise when one considers the need to preserve both the
bits of the digital objects thenselves and the tools with which to
express those bits in an environnent that experiences rapid changes
i n technol ogy.

For nost of the existence of the RFC Series, the digital preservation
process has been fairly sinple, focusing on bitstream preservation
and relying on paper copies of digital files.

The current archival process for the RFC Series is as foll ows:

1. Acquisition: The RFC Editor database is updated to indicate an
| -D has been approved for publication. At this point, the
docunent is taken through the editorial process on the way to
publication [ RFC- PUB].

2. Ingestion: The RFC is added to the archive at the tinme of
publi cati on.
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3. Metadata creation: The details regarding an RFC, including RFC
nunmber, author, title, abstract, etc., are created at time of
publication. Additional netadata in the form of status and
errata can be added or changed at any tinme, follow ng the process
of the originating docunent stream

4. Bitstream preservation: This part of the process is handl ed as
part of the IT system adninistration; all servers, disks, and
backup technol ogy are refreshed on a regul ar cycle.

5. Content preservation: Al RFCs since January 2010 have been
printed out on standard office paper at tinme of publication, and
the electronic files have been preserved on disk and in backups
with no particular focus on preserving the entire conputing
envi ronnent used to create the electronic docunents. Mst RFCs
prior to January 2010 are al so avail able on paper, but there are
gaps in the record and i ssues of ownership around the paper
copi es before that date.

Wien the format for RFCs transitions fromplain-text, ASCII-only
files to an XML fornmat with multiple outputs, the overall archiva
process will beconme nore conplex. Additional netadata and sone (or
possibly all) of the conputing environment may need to be added to
the archive

2. Updating Policy and Procedure
RFCs are created and published as digital objects. Unlike paper-
based publications, a digital collection requires a focus on
retaining the details of the technology as well as retaining the
object itself. Specifically, a digital archive needs to:
0 consider the inherent instability of digital nedia,
o plan for a relatively short path to technol ogi cal obsol escence,
0 schedul e regul ar nedi a updat es,

o apply predefined criteria for technol ogy eval uation, and

0 ensure the continued authenticity and integrity of docunents
t hrough any changes in technol ogy.

As the custodian and canoni cal source of RFCs and associ ated errata,
the RFC Editor nust consider how to ensure the availability and
integrity of this document series far into the future and determ ne
whet her the focus nust be on bitstream preservation, content
preservation, or both.
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The RFC Editor has several advantages in acting as the digital
archivist for the Series. Since the RFC Editor is the publisher as
well as the archivist, the RFC Editor controls the format of the
material and the process for adding that naterial to an archive and
can add any additional netadata considered necessary. Externa
material, while a major consideration for nore general archives, is
no | onger accepted by the RFC Editor. (See "Internet Archaeol ogy:
Docunents fromEarly History" [RFC H STORY] for the list of non-RFC
digital objects held by the RFC Editor.)

Thi s docunent describes several different preservation nodels that
may fit the needs of the Series and rai ses several points for
community consideration. Specifically, this docunent covers

i nformati on on:

0 Acquisition of docunents

0 Ingestion of docunents

0 Metadata and docunent registration

o Normalization and standardi zati on of canonical file structure and
f or mat

o Transformation/mgration to current publication fornats
o Content and conputing environnent preservation
0 System paraneters
o Financial inpact

2.1. Acquisition of Documents
The acquisition process for docunents intended for the archive starts
with the subm ssion of an approved |I-D for publication. During the
editorial process, information such as the docunent netadata is
finalized prior to publication. However, the initial |1-D as
subnitted and the RFC produced fromit do not formally enter the
archive until the time of publication, which is considered the point
of ingestion froman archival perspective.

2.2. Ingestion of Docunents
Once an RFC is published, the canonical format is considered
imutable. At this point, the RFC Production Center, one of the

internal roles within the RFC Editor, assigns the docunent netadata
that an archivist needs to identify the uni que object.
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In the case of RFCs, the netadata assigned to a docunent at the tinme
of publication includes:

o the RFC number

o |SSN

0 publication date

o Digital Object ldentifier (DA)

Addi tional netadata, such as author name, is assigned earlier in the
docunent creation process, but it is subject to change up to the
poi nt of publication. Mre information on netadata is available in
Section 2.3 ("Metadata and Docunment Registration").

In terms of deciding what to accept in the archive -- a mgjor
question for nost archives and yet a sinple one for the RFC Series --
the RFC Editor accepts docunents that are approved for publication by
t he approving body of one of the docunent streans: the | ETF, |AB,

| RTF, or | ndependent Subni ssion streans [RFC7841]. Each docunent
stream has defined processes on when and how | -Ds are approved and
submitted to the RFC Editor for publication. The RFC Editor does not
sel ect docunents for publication and archiving; the RFC Editor edits
and publishes docunents approved for publication by the docunent
streans.

The RFC Editor holds no copyright on I-Ds or RFCs. As per the | ETF
Trust Legal Provisions [TLP], the copyright for RFCs is held by the
authors and the | ETF Trust. At any point in tine, the current
entities providing RFC Editor services nust be able to rel ease the
archive of RFCs to the | ETF Trust.

Note: The RFC Editor is currently only responsible for RFCs; any
associ ated datasets or other research data is not considered within
the RFC Editor’s nmandate at this tine; therefore, no consideration to
the archival requirenents of such datasets is covered in this
docunent .

2.3. Metadata and Docunent Registration

Met adata is data about data. |In the field of digital archiving, this
is the data that clearly identifies every aspect of a docunent, from
its identifier (i.e., the RFC nunber and the |-D draft string) to the
size and file format of the document and nore. Metadata is stored in
a central registry that records informati on on exactly what is being
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preserved and where it is |located, information on authenticity and
provenance, and details on the hardware and/or software needed to
view or create the docunents.

The RFC Editor nmaintains this registry in the formof a database that
includes all netadata available for docunents being edited and for
publ i shed RFCs. This database feeds the search engine on the RFC
Editor website and the info pages available for every RFC (e.g.
http://ww rfc-editor.org/infolrfcH####).

Following is the current list of nmetadata presented in the RFC info
pages:

o RFC number

0o Canonical URI

o Title

o Status

o Updates (if applicable)

o Updated by (if applicable)

0 bsoletes (if applicable)

0 Obsoleted by (if applicable)

0o Authors

o Stream

0 Abstract

o0 Content-Type

0 Character Set

o |SSN

0o Publication date

o Digital Object ldentifier (DA)
The following netadata will be added in the future

0o Publication format URls
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Info pages also include links to errata, |PR searches, and both
plain-text and XML citation files.

In terms of best practice, all docunents used as nornmative references
within an RFC woul d al so be stored in the archive. VWhile this is
done automatically when the normative reference is another RFC (the
usual case), retaining a copy of third-party docunents is considered
out of scope for the RFC Editor. As the digital archive industry
stabilizes, services such as Perma.cc [ PERMACC] nmay be a reasonabl e
conprom se. These services provide a permanent URlI and inmage capture
of online docunents, with a goal of buffering against URI and online
avai l abi lity changes.

2.4. Normmlization and Standardi zati on of Canonical File Structure and
For mat

The normalization process is perhaps the nost technically critica
part of digital archiving. The purpose is content preservation --
maki ng sure the data accepted for archiving are in the nost stable
and easily accessed formats possible for the long-termfuture and
require the | east anount of re-engineering and emul ation of
environnents in order to view the docunent in the future
Normal i zation i s about enabling | ong-termaccess to the information
wi thin a docunent.

Over the history of the RFC Series, documents have been subnitted for
publication in a variety of formats, including paper for the earliest
RFCs. Today, the majority of RFCs are available in both a canonica
plain-text format and PDF format. For exceptions, see the RFC Online
Proj ect [ RFC- ONLI NE] .

Currently, all RFCs are printed out to paper and stored at tinme of
publication. This has been a reasonabl e backup plan for severa
decades. Wth few of the features one might expect froma digita
docunent format (such as |inks, nmetadata w thin the docunent, and
line drawings), plain-text files do not |ose nuch, if any,

i nformati on when printed out to paper. However, as the published
formats change (see RFC 6949), printing to paper provides |ess val ue
as much of the netadata that is an intrinsic yet invisible part of
the rendered docunment will be lost in such printing. Wth that in
m nd, the focus needs to change to preserving the newfile formats
el ectronically.

Whil e each RFC today is printed to paper and all electronic versions

stored on multiple hard drives, no particular effort is nade to
ensure copies of the software used to render or read the canonica
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plai n-text RFC are al so archived. The RFC Editor has several choices
on how to adapt to the need to archive a nore conplex set of data and
foll ow best practice as defined by the digital archive comunity:

o asinplified bitstream preservati on nodel that focuses on standard
"best effort" data-retention practices, which rely on backups,
upgr ades, and regul ar equi prent change to preserve the data. This
nodel assunes that enulators may be built when needed if the
formats used go out of common use (a significant part of the node
currently followed by the RFC Editor).

0 a content preservation nodel that focuses on one publication
format as the version nost likely to be viewabl e and provide al
necessary netadata in the future. This is a viable option
considering that PDF/ A-3 [PDF], one of the intended publication
formats, was designed for this type of archiving.

0 a conplex bitstream and content preservation nodel that focuses on
archiving the canonical XM. and the entire conputing environnent
required to create, view and render all outputs fromthat file.
This is the "best practice" froman archivist’'s perspective.

Those options are listed in order of |least to greatest conplexity and
expense. More detail on each option is described bel ow

2.4.1. 'Best Effort’ Data Retention

When dealing with very sinple data structures such as plain-text,
ASClI 1 -only files, the experience of the RFC Series suggests that for
the | ast few decades, hardware and operating system changes have had
m ni mal i npact on the docunent files being stored. Wile a conplete
failure of an operating systemmigration corrupted the dataset in the
past, that situation represents a sonewhat different problemthan the
tool s thensel ves changi ng such that plain-text files are not easily
read with existing technology. G ven that the basic plain-text
format and ASCI| encoding renain in conmon use, the standard
protections against file corruption and data |oss, such as disk
mrroring, off-site backups, and periodic restoration testing, wll
continue to provide access to the entirety of the RFC Series for the
foreseeable future. As has been pointed out, both in this docunent
and in broader conmunity discussion, that is not sufficient for
conplex formats such as XM., HTM., PDF, or other proprietary fornats
offered by today's large IT conpanies. The risk of technol ogica
change resulting in the file formats menti oned bei ng deprecated or
changed wi t hout backwards conpatibility is fairly high when | ooking
decades or centuries into the future.
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It is recommended that this nodel of archiving the RFC Series cease
to be the primary nodel after the plain-text, ASCll-only format is no
| onger the canonical format. Best effort data retention is a
necessary but not sufficient |evel of effort for preserving a digita
archive. For nore guidance on how to define best effort data
retention, the section on "Media and Formats, Sumary
Recommendati ons” in the 2009 version of the Digital Preservation
Handbook [ DPC2009] provi des useful and concrete information.

2.4.2. Single Format for Archival Purposes

If preserving the information described by a docunent, rather than
the docunent itself, is the primary purpose of an archive, then
focusing efforts on a single file format is a reasonabl e option

Some wel | -supported archival tooling projects follow this route, such
as Archivematica [ ARCH VEMATI CA]. By selecting a feature-rich yet
fundanentally stable file format for documents, an organi zation my
avoi d expensi ve whol e-envi ronment reconstruction in order to view the
docunent. The PDF/ A formats were designed to be an archival fornat
for electronic docunents, and PDF/ A-3 is one of the options intended
for publication as the RFC Series noves froma plain-text canonica
format to an XM. canonical format with rmultiple publication formats.
A PDF/ A-3 file can be produced that enbeds the XM. from which the
PDF/ A-3 file was created; this allows for both original and rendered
docunment validation if one has the correct tools available to see the
source of the PDF/A-3 file [RFC7995]. The XML is not otherw se

vi si bl e when viewing the PDF/A-3 file through typical PDF reader

sof tware

When | ooking at the need to archive RFCs in a resource-limted
environnent, a content-preservation-only nodel has nerit, but it is
not without risks. First, PDF/A-3 will not be the canonical format;
it is intended to be one of the rendered outputs. It nmay contain
rendering bugs that were not intended to be in the docunment. Second,
while the various PDF/ A formats were designed to be archival, they
have not been put to the test of tine to determine if they wll
actually live up to the design goals.

This is a valid option to consider, but the risks, priorities, and
costs nust be discussed by the comunity before a decision is made to
follow this path. The best option may be to conbine this with one of
the ot her nmethods of archiving described in this docunent to help
mninmze both risk and cost.
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2.4.3. Holistic Archiving of the Conputing Environnent

Preserving everything published by the RFC Editor in order to have a
per manent record of information, standards, and best practice is
arguably the whol e point of being an archival series. One can argue
that it is not only about the information described in an RFC, it is
al so about supporting Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) and
retaining the history of the Internet. In follow ng this nodel,
however, one nust consider the conplexity of the archival environnent
as mat ching, and possibly exceeding, the conplexity of the file
formats bei ng preserved.

Consi der a future where XM. has been obsoleted for half a century,
HTML5 was a format used three to four human generations ago, and PDF/
A-3 is no longer supported by any existing conpany’s reading
software. For RFCs that were produced with XM. as their canonica
format, an archive nust not only hold the data, it nust also hold the
entire conputing environnent that allows the data to be rendered and
viewed. Operating systens and hardware on which those OSs can run
each major version of each piece of software used or relied upon
during the publication of an RFC, browsers and readers for HTM., PDF
and any other publication format nust be preserved in sone fashion
This is considered best practice when archiving digital docunents.
This is also the nost expensive nethod, and the cost only increases
over tinme as nore and nore instances of the conputing environnent
must be preserved over the lifetine of the Series.

This is a valid option to consider, but the sheer scope of resources
requi red suggests that this nust be discussed by the community before
a decision is made. Pursuing this may require an entirely different
paradi gm for the RFC Editor from what has been considered in the
past; expanding the scope and resources for the RFC Editor, finding a
third party to take over the responsibilities of archiving, or sone
ot her option may be necessary.

2.5. Transformation/Mgration to Current Publication Formats

Because nornalization is a conplex subject, it is inportant to
consider howto mitigate the risk of failure of the normalization
process.

The RFC Editor is responsible for making RFCs available to the
Internet community. The canonical version of an RFC does not change
once published; any formats officially rendered fromthe canonica
versi on, however, may change. One way to mitigate the need to
preserve the entire conmputing environnment for an RFC, including web
browsers and PDF readers, would be to take advantage of the non-
canoni cal nature of the publication formats and re-render them from
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t he canoni cal source at the point that browser or reader technol ogy
has changed sufficiently to make RFCs | argely unavailable to ' nodern
t ool s.

For exanple, the RFC Editor may devel op the practice of annually
reviewing the tools needed to view the publication formats created by
the RFC Editor to determ ne whether or not the current common and
popul ar reader technologies (i.e., web browsers, PDF viewers,
e-readers) can view the existing publication formats. During that
review, the RFC Editor would work with the comunity to determne if
the current publication formats neet the needs of the conmunity and
whet her any should be retired or added to inprove the availability of
information to the community at that tine.

2.6. System Paraneters

Whil e the industry best practice on the backup and restoration of
data is not sufficient as a long-termarchival solution, it is stil

a necessary part of keeping the Series available now and into the
future. 1In the past, nearly 800 RFCs had to be nanually transcribed
from paper back to electronic format due to a failed server migration
and insufficient backups.

The underlying servers hosting the tools, database, RFCs, and errata
are the physical link in the archival environnent. Wile such
systems cannot and should not remain static and unchangi ng, there
nmust be cl ear docunentation regarding the environnent, in particular
the storage, backups, and recovery processes for all RFC-rel ated
material. The docunentation nmust include information on the refresh
cycle for the physical storage and backup nedia and describe a
regul ar cycle of data restoration and/or nigration testing.

2.7. Financial |npact

Having a policy regarding digital archiving provides input into the
budget process. The main costs associated with digital archives cone
fromthe conplexity and quantity of the nmaterial being archived, as
described in Section 2.4 on nornalization

Estimating potential costs and providing figures are outside of the
scope of this document, but it should be noted that costs are a nmjor
factor when determ ning what |evel of archival practice an

organi zation will follow

For nore information on potential business plans and cost nodeling

for digital preservation, see the "Business cases, benefits, costs,
and inmpact" section of the Digital Preservati on Handbook [ DPC].
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3.

Recommendat i ons

G ven the need to bal ance cost and conplexity with retention of
information for historic, legal, and informational purposes,
preservation efforts should focus on the XML canonical format files,
the PDF/A-3 format files, the xm 2rfc tool and its docunentation, and
at least two PDF reader applications capable of extracting the
enbedded XM.. Care should be taken that the software being included
in this archive has a provision for free copies for backup or
archival purposes. Al other formats and the overall conputing

envi ronnment should be stored as described in "best effort” data
retention (Section 2.4.1), which should in turn be described in the
appropriate vendor contract for the RFC Publisher.

Particul ar preservation efforts should be nade by:

o choosing a format designed for archiving RFCs (PDF/ A-3 as
i ndi cated by [ RFC7995])

o enbedding the canonical XM. format within the PDF/A-3 file for
RFCs

0 retaining a copy of the plain-text or XML file submtted for
approved |-Ds

o retaining all major versions of the tools and their associated
docunent ati on used to acquire and ingest an RFC

o retaining the final XML file as well as the PDF/A-3 file with the
enbedded XML

0 retaining at least two software reader applications to ensure the
PDF/ A-3 and XML files can be viewed in the future

o partnering with other digital archives around the world to mirror
copies of the target data

In order to control costs and focus the archiving effort on the
entire content of an RFC, including the netadata and other features
enbedded wi thin each RFC published in nore than just plain text,
printing each RFC to paper upon publication is no |onger reasonable.
Proper data storage and mirrored copies of RFCs provide nore
efficient and effective copies in case of catastrophic failure of the
exi sting archive of material.

Particul ar focus should be given to finding partners that specialize
in digital preservation to ingest RFCs. Ideally, they wll ingest
all material associated with an RFC, including all netadata, digita
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signatures, and the approved |-D that was subnmitted to the RFC

Editor. The possibilities and options should be discussed with each
archival partner; at mininum they nust ingest copies of RFCs as they
are published, with the basic netadata associated with each docunent.

Preservation efforts should be reviewed and validated through a
biennial audit that will verify that the targeted content and all its
associ ated netadata can be read with existing tools. The ful
process fromacquisition to ingestion should be reviewed to ensure
that best current practice is being followed fromthe perspective of
the digital archive conmmunity. Since the overall nodel for the
digital archive nmaintained by the RFC Editor follows the OQAI S

ref erence nodel, the associated audit guidelines should also be
followed. Wiile the RFC Editor does not seek to be recogni zed as
"OAl S-conpliant’ at this tine, use of the I SO standard "Space data
and information transfer systens -- Audit and certification of
trustworthy digital repositories” [1SOL6363] would provide a solid,
accepted nethod for structuring an audit for this digital archive.

4.  Sunmary

The RFC Series is worth archiving. It contains the history of the
early Internet, as well as sone of the key standards for Internet
technol ogy and best practice today. Wo knows what the comunity
will create in the future? There are many ways to preserve the
Series, fromrelying on preservation of the bits, to focusing on a
single file format, to preserving the entire conputing environnent.
Each possibility, or permutations of them involves risks and
requires varying levels of resources. The goal of this docunment is
to describe the possibilities and associated risks so that the
community can conme to an inforned decision regarding what it is
willing to see supported far into the future.

5. | ANA Consi derati ons
Thi s docunent does not require any | ANA acti ons.

6. Security Considerations
Thi s docunent assumes that the origination of RFCs via the RFC Editor
is secure and trusted. Wth that assunption, the activities

di scussed in this docunent do not affect the security of the
I nternet.
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