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Abst ract

The early policy for the RFC Series was that RFCs could only contain
characters fromthe ASCI|I character set. Later policy, fromRFC
7997, allowed nore characters and enforced an encoding for RFCs of
UTF-8. Since RFC 7997 was published, the | ETF comunity has had nuch
nmore experience of using non-ASCI| characters in RFCs.

The policy for the RFC Series is that all displayable text is allowed
as long as the reader of an RFC can interpret that text. This
docunent obsol etes RFC 7997.

[[ Arepository for this draft can be found here (https://github.com
paul ehof f man/ 7997bi s). 1]

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 may also distribute
wor ki ng documents as Internet-Drafts. The list of current Internet-
Drafts is at https://datatracker.ietf.org/drafts/current/.

Internet-Drafts are draft docunments 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 16 April 2026

Copyright Notice

Copyright (c) 2025 | ETF Trust and the persons identified as the
docunent authors. Al rights reserved.
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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 document sets policy for the inclusion of characters in the
definitive versions and publication formats of RFCs. It also
reaffirns the policy that the encoding format for the RFC Series is
UTF-8, [STD63]. This docunent obsol etes [ RFC7997]. This docunent
makes substantial changes to the policies in [ RFC7997] based on the
positive experience since its publication

The RFC Publication Center (RPC) is responsible for inplementing the
policies in this document, as described in [ RFC9720].

1.1. Term nol ogy

The term "non-ASCI| characters" neans characters outside the set that
was defined in ASCI1. ASClII is described in [ RFC20].

The term "Uni code characters” neans characters define in
[ Uni codeCurrent].

More terninol ogy about characters and encoding formats can be found
in [ RFC6365] .
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Basi ¢ Requirements for Text in RFCs

RFCs shoul d be displayed correctly across a wi de range of readers and
browsers. People whose systens do not have the fonts needed to
display part of a particular RFC still need to be able to read the
definitive versions and publication formats correctly in order to
under stand and i npl enent the information described in the docunent.

Sear ches whose results might include RFCs should return accurate
results and support appropriate Uni code string matchi ng behaviors.

Policy for Text in RFCs

The policy for the RFC Series is that all displayable text is allowed
as long as the reader of an RFC can interpret that text.

There are nmany Uni code characters that obviously cannot be displ ayed
(such as control characters), and nmany whose ability to be displayed
is debatable. |If an RFC includes such characters in normative or
descriptive text, the RFC needs to also clearly describe the
character.

The preferred nethod for describing such characters is using the
"U+NNNN' syntax from [ BCP137]. [BCP137] describes the pros and cons
of different options for identifying Unicode characters and may help
aut hors deci de how to represent the non-ASCI| characters in their
docunent s.

Note that this policy only applies to normative or descriptive text;
text such as nanmes does not need character description. Further,
some RFC authors ni ght choose to use something other than the
"WU+NNNN" syntax to describing characters, such as if the RFC al ready
covers a different syntax that the reader will understand fromthe
rest of the RFC

Characters in an RFC will generally appear in Nornalization FormC

(NFC) as defined in [UnicodeNornj. |If the RFC would be nore correct
and nore understandable with particul ar characters not in NFC, the
RPC can use unnormalized text. 1In such a case, a text note should be

i ncluded to describe why unnornmalized text was used.
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3. 1. Nanmes

Aut hors of RFCs whose nanes include non-ASCII characters will likely
have preferences for how their names are displayed based on their
Iived experiences. These authors can give their nanes using only
ASClI | characters, or as Unicode characters and an ASCl |
interpretation of their name. The RPC policy should be that authors
preferences for display of their names be honored.

Conpany nanes and geographi ¢ names generally do not need ASCI |
interpretations, but they can be included at the discretion of the
aut hor and the RPC

3.2. Exanples

Where the use of non-ASCI| characters is purely part of an exanple
and not otherwi se required for correct protocol operation, giving the
Uni code equi val ent of the non-ASCI| characters is not required, but

it can inprove the readability of the RFC. For exanple, for text

that mght just say "The value can be followed by a nonetary synbo
such as ¥ or ", it is likely nore beneficial to the reader to

i nstead say "The value can be foll owed by a nonetary synbol such as ¥
(U+00A5) or (WH20AC)".

RFCs are often displayed on systens that use only black and white,
particularly when printed. Because of this, exanples should
generally use characters that do not specify a color. However, sone
exanples mght require text with color due to the nature of the
exanples. |If so, those exanples need to al so include the " U+NNNN'
syntax. For exanple, "A color display should be able to
differentiate (U+1F534), ¥ (U+1F7E2), and & (U+1F535)."

4. |1 ANA Consi derations
Thi s docunment contains no | ANA consi derati ons.

5. Security Considerations

Valid Uni code that matches the expected text nust be verified in
order to preserve expected behavi or and protocol information

6. References
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