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(Note from NIC. These are conmments sent by R Braden to P. Karp in NIC
7626, and are now i ssued as NIC 7664, RFC 239 to include themin the
di al ogue along with RFC 226, 229, 236)

CCNis in full agreenent that a standard set of host mmenonics
shoul d be selected. However, your proposed set is not fully
sati sfactory.

1. The set you suggest was created, | assunme, by the systens
programer(s) who wote TELNET in TENEX. It is a set of
hi stori cal accidents, and shows it.

2. A better source for standard mmenonics might be the NIC site
codes, since these have been chosen with nore care and will
become faniliar as we begin to use the NIC on-line. Surely
the NIC is a nore reasonabl e source for a defacto standard
than a particul ar system progranmer.

3. Should mmenpnics be limted to 6 characters?

4. The nost recent list fromBBN (NI C #7181, RFC #208,
August 9, 1971) shows 40 hosts. You show only 20. Your
proposed standard shoul d include known hosts at this tine.

5. The menonic "UCLA36" seens a particularly bad choice; "UCLA91"
woul d be much better

6. Also, we at CCN object to the short form"UCLA" for the NMC
Sigma 7; that also is historical. W propose the follow ng:

host 1: UCLAS7 or UCLANM host 65: UCLA91.

7. "SRIARC' is a poor choice; everybody calls it the NIC. So we
suggest "SRINIC' for host 2

Pl ease, let’s not perpetrate systens programers’ m dnight
decisions on all future Network users! Standards are vital, and
deserve a little care.
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