Specification Required
Sub-Policies



“Permanent and
Readily Available”



P&R Bingo

« RFC « Specification in a popular
GitHub repository

* Publication by [recognised

SDQO] « Specification on a personal

GitHub site

 Internet-Draft

e Specification on a site run by a
» Specification on a vendor's small group of friends

Web site
e Alink to archive.org

« Specification on an Open

Source project's Web site A link to scribd.com

e Specification on a personal
Web page


http://archive.org
http://scribd.com

“IlIn sufficient detail so that
iInteroperability between independent
Implementations is possible.”



Publisher as a proxy for...

e Specification quality

» Specification availability
 Community interest

* Implementer buy-in

 Consensus among stakeholders involved



Managing scarcity

In registries with human-readable name spaces

 Should a well-formed specification published in a permanent
location with no community discussion or buy-in be able to
register an extremely generic / widely applicable name?
e Cf the flood of "Al" registrations

* Registry policy is effectively FCFS + a small bump

* Most pernicious when implementations are diffuse

* Registration becomes a hope-based promotional activity



Sub-Policy Proposals

« Standards
* Requires recognised SDO publication
« Community
e Standards or judgement call based on community adoption

* Intended to accommodate eg Open Source, less formal
community efforts

* Permissive

e FCFS++



Open Questions

 How a registry adopts a sub-policy

* Expert decision? IESG/AD designation? Revise RFC?
« Community policy requires Expert discretion

* |ncreases their potential workload

* Appeals may eventuate



