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Abst ract

Thi s docunent defines policy and all ows new technol ogy for the
representation of mathematical notation in RFCXM. and rel evant
publication formats. After inplenentation of this policy,

mat hemati cal notation in RFCXM. and the HTM. publication format will
no | onger be accepted in Unicode or Scal able Vector G aphics (SVGs).

About Thi s Docunent
This note is to be renoved before publishing as an RFC

The latest revision of this draft can be found at

https://github. conl al exi sannerossi/id-mathinrfcs/edit/main/draft-
rossi-mathinrfcs-00.nd. Status information for this docunment may be
found at https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/draft-rossi-mathinrfcs/.

Di scussion of this docunent takes place on the RSWG Editorial Stream
Wirking Goup mailing list (rmailto:rswyg@fc-editor.org), which is
archived at https://mailarchive.ietf.org/arch/browse/rswy/.

Source for this draft and an issue tracker can be found at
https://github. com al exi sannerossi /i d-nmathinrfcs.

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 (IETF). Note that other groups nmay also distribute
wor ki ng docunments as Internet-Drafts. The list of current Internet-
Drafts is at https://datatracker.ietf.org/drafts/current/.
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Internet-Drafts are draft documents valid for a maxi num of six nonths
and may be updated, replaced, or obsol eted 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 31 July 2026
Copyright Notice

Copyright (c) 2026 | ETF Trust and the persons identified as the
docunent authors. Al rights reserved.

Thi s docunent is subject to BCP 78 and the | ETF Trust’'s Lega
Provisions Relating to | ETF Documents (https://trustee.ietf.org/
license-info) in effect on the date of publication of this docunent.
Pl ease revi ew these docunents carefully, as they describe your rights
and restrictions with respect to this docunent.
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1. Introduction

Thi s docunent allows new technol ogy for the representation of

mat hemati cal notation in RFCXML and rel evant publication formats
defined in [RFC9720]. This docunent al so defines policy requirenents
for the inclusion of mathenatical content.

Mat hematical notation in RFCs will no longer be accepted in Unicode
or Scal abl e Vector G aphics (SVGs) for RFCXM. or the HTM. publication
format. Oher publication formats may use the best solution

avail abl e for displaying math. This docunent specifically renoves
support for displaying math in unicode or SVGs in the HTM.
publication format as these are not adequately accessible to all
readers.

The RFC Publication Center (RPC) is responsible for tooling and
i npl ement ati on decisions regarding this policy. W expect the
adoption of this policy to require changes and adaptati on during
i npl ementation in early docunments using this technol ogy.
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2. Policy Requirenents

* Mathematical notation should appear correctly in RFCXM., HTM. and
PDF publication formats, as well as any future publication formats
that can support it. The RPC will deternm ne how to best represent
math in the Text publication format.

* Mathematical notation should support both “inline” and “block”
form "Inline" refers to notation that is used as part of text
(like this x) and "block" formrefers to equations that m ght be
referenced in the sane way that a figure is.

* It nust be possible to reference “block” formequations fromthe
text in a way that clearly distinguishes themfromreferences to
figures (or other elenents that can be referenced, such as
citations). |In academic witing, figures are usually referenced

” ”

as “Fig. n” while equations are referenced as “Eg. n

* Maj or desktop and nobil e browsers nust be capable of natively
rendering the mathematical notation correctly in the HTM
publication format.

* The chosen inpl enentation should allow representation of both the
meani ng and the formatting of the mathematical content.

* Accessibility should be supported for readers of the HTM
publication format who rely on vari ous devices, software, and
vi sual presentations (e.g. braille readers, screen readers,
enlarging, and text formatting). The RPC will refer to the WBC
Accessibility Guidelines [WAI] when neki ng deci sions regardi ng
accessibility.

The RPC is authorized to nmake deci sions about the representation of
mat hemati cal notation for both technical and editorial reasons in
order to ensure that published RFCs neet the above policy and to
provi de consi stency across the RFC series. The RPC nust docunent
their decisions in a public place, and all changes to tooling or

i mpl ement ati on deci si ons nust be wi dely communi cated to the RFC
aut hor community using mailing lists or other neans.

3. I nplenentation Guidance

The RPC is expected to solicit comunity input before making
decisions and to publicly explain their reasoning.

Docunent ati on produced by the RPC shoul d descri be what technical and

editorial constraints apply to the HTM. publication format and CSS
files.
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Wher e possible, inplenentation decisions should focus on specifying
what is disallowed, rather than attenpting to specify exactly what is
all oned. These decisions should al so consider the authoring process
as a significant factor in inplenentation
The RPC shoul d periodically review and revise their practices.
4. Security Considerations
Thi s docunent has no security considerations.
5. | ANA Consi derati ons
Thi s docunent has no | ANA acti ons.
6. Acknow edgenents
Thi s docunent has greatly benefited fromthe input of Carsten Bornmann
who provided significant input on the early draft versions of this
docunent .
7. Informative References
[ RFC9720] Hoffman, P. and H. Fl anagan, "RFC Formats and Versions",
RFC 9720, DA 10. 17487/ RFC9720, January 2025,
<https://www.rfc-editor.org/rfc/rfc9720>

[ WAI ] WBC, "WBC Accessibility Standards Overview', n.d.,
<htt ps://wwv. wW3. or g/ WAl / st andar ds- gui del i nes/ >.
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