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Abst ract

Thi s docunent defines a trailer grammar for sovereign-portable peer
review as an extension of the identity-attributed comrit grammar in
[COM TS]. The grammar introduces one required trailer (Reviewed-
By:) and three optional conpanion trailers (Review Stance:, Review
O:, Wtnessed-By:) that bind a Sovereign-tier ~handle to a specific
act of review over a specific content artefact, cryptographically
signed using the Ed25519 nechani smof [COMW TS]. The nechani sm
applies uniformy to git conmts, docunent nmanifests, pre-prints,

pat ent di scl osures, and any other content-addressable artefact.

Revi ewer reputation accunul ates on the soverei gn handl e rather than
on a publisher’s platform naking reviewer trust portable across
journals, pre-print servers, and private review contexts.
Pseudonynous revi ew for anonynous peer-review processes i s supported
by permitting a Soverei gn handl e whose underlying party is conceal ed
t hrough out - of - band key custody, preserving full cryptographic
verifiability of the review act without disclosing the reviewer’'s
underlying identity. The grammar is positioned as conplenentary to
CRedi T [CREDIT], ORCID [ORCID], and DO [DA] attribution
infrastructure, not as a replacenent for them

Status of This Meno

This Internet-Draft is submtted in full confornmance with the
provi sions of BCP 78 and BCP 79.

Internet-Drafts are working docunments of the Internet Engineering
Task Force (I ETF). Note that other groups may also distribute
wor ki ng docunents 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 19 Novenber 2026
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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 (I ETF). 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 Cctober 13, 2026

2. 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.
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3. Introduction
3. 1. Pr obl em St at enment

Peer review of scholarly, scientific, and technical artefacts is
today captured by a small nunber of publishing internediaries whose
editorial platforms hold the only durable record of a reviewer’s
contribution. Wen a reviewer accepts an invitation froma journal,
the journal records the review against an internal reviewer profile;
when the reviewer noves to another venue, that record does not travel
with them The nechanisns currently available for attaching revi ewer
identity to a review are fragnmented and individually inadequate:

* *Journal reviewer databases.* Each publisher (El sevier, Springer
Nature, Wley, PLOS) maintains an internal reviewer profile.
Revi ewer reputation is platformlocal. Mgrating between
publishers re-roots reputation

* *ORCID reviewer credit [ORCID].* ORCID supports a "Peer Review'
activity type in which a publisher asserts that a given ORCID i D
performed a review. The assertion is publisher-attested; the
revi ewer cannot publish a review record without publisher
cooperation, and cannot cryptographically denonstrate the revi ew
occurred wi thout that cooperation

* *CRedi T contributor roles [CREDIT].* CRedi T is a controlled
vocabul ary for author-Ilevel contribution (conceptualisation,
met hodol ogy, witing, etc.). It is orthogonal to review. CRedi T
descri bes what authors did, not what revi ewers said.

* *(Cpen-reviewinitiatives (eLife [ELIFE-OPENREVIEW, F1000, arXiv
trackbacks).* These publish review content openly but continue to
| ocate reviewer identity inside the publisher’s platform | eaving
the platformends the review s discoverability.

* *COPE gui dance [COPE].* Establishes ethical nornms for peer review
but does not specify a format, attribution nechanism or
crypt ogr aphi ¢ bi ndi ng.

None of the above provides a provider-neutral, DNS-resolvable,
crypt ographi cal | y-bound attribution nmechani smfor peer reviewthat
|l ets a reviewer accunul ate portable reputation outside any
publi sher’s platform

3.2. Design CGoals

Thi s docunent defines a reviewtrailer grammar with the follow ng
goal s:
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3. 3.

*Provi der-neutral .* No dependency on any specific publisher, pre-
print server, or editorial platform

*Sover ei gn- portabl e.* Reviewer reputation accunul ates on the

revi ewer’s soverei gn ~handl e rather than on any publisher’s
platform A reviewer who noves between journals, or between open
review and private review, carries their signed review history
with them

*Cont ent -bound. * Every reviewtrailer is bound to a specific
content hash, so that a review of version 1 of a manuscri pt
cannot be silently re-attributed to version 2.

*Cryptographically verifiable.* Review attribution is bound by an
Ed25519 signature whose public key is reachable from DNS wi t hout
prior trust establishment, reusing the signature nodel of

[COW TS] .

*Pseudonymi ty- preserving.* Anonynous peer review remai ns a | oad-
bearing institution in sone disciplines. The granmar supports
pseudonymous review by permtting a Soverei gn handl e whose
underlying party is conceal ed through out-of-band key cust ody,
retaining cryptographic verifiability of the review act without
di sclosing the reviewer’s underlying identity.

*Cat egory-safe against msattribution.* Conformant parsers reject
cross-tier handle placenment (e.g., an Instrunment-tier handle in a
Revi ewed-By: slot) as a structural grammar violation, not a
pol i cy deci sion

Scope

Thi s docunent specifies:

*

The Revi ewed-By:, Review Stance:, Review O:, and Wtnessed-By:
trailer grammar in ABNF [ RFC5234].

Reuse of the ldentity-Signature:, ldentity-Key-1d:, and ldentity-
Anchor: cryptographic trailers from[COW TS].

Multiplicity, placenent, and ordering rules.

Verifier behaviour for accepting, rejecting, and surfacing review
st at es.

Security and privacy considerations specific to peer review.

Thi s docunent does NOT specify:
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* The ~handle identity prinitive itself, which is defined by
[ MCPDNS] and i ncorporated by reference through [ COWM TS].

* The normative tier taxononmy, which is defined in [ COWM TS
Section 3 and restated briefly in Section 3 of this docunent.

* An editorial workflow or an editorial decision algorithm This
docunent defines an attribution granmar, not a revi ew process.

* The econonmic rails for reviewer conpensation. These are out of
scope; the anti-extraction posture of Section 8 is summari sed at
the level required to notivate protocol -l ayer design choices

4. Term nol ogy
4.1. Requirenents Language

The key words "MJST", "MJST NOT", "REQUI RED', "SHALL", "SHALL NOT",
"SHOULD', "SHOULD NOT", "RECOMMENDED', "NOT RECOMMVENDED', "MAY", and
"OPTIONAL" in this document are to be interpreted as described in BCP
14 RFC2119 [RFC8174] when, and only when, they appear in all

capitals, as shown here

4. 2. Definitions

Handle A ~-prefixed identifier per [ MCPDNS], as incorporated into
[COM TS]. Handles are the unit of identity addressing in this
docunent .

Sovereign Tier Handle Per [COW TS] Section 2.2. A handle
representing a human individual or formal organisation with direct
crypt ographi ¢ agency; holds its own private key; can sign

Pseudonynous Soverei gn Handl e A Sovereign-tier handl e whose
underlying real-world party is intentionally conceal ed. No
syntactic marker distinguishes a pseudonynous Soverei gn handl e
froma directly-identified one; the distinction is policy-Ieve
and is held by the reviewer (or by an editorial internediary)

t hrough out - of - band key custody and assi gnnent records.
Pseudonynous Soverei gn handl es sign with the same cryptographic
wei ght as any other Soverei gn handl e and are admi ssi bl e wherever a
Soverei gn handl e i s admi ssi bl e.

Instrument Tier Handle Per [COW TS] Section 2.2. A handle
representing an Al nodel, APl endpoint, or tool class; holds no
key; cannot sign. Instrunent handles are inadnmssible in review
sl ots.
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Revi ew Act A discrete act of evaluation perforned by a Sovereign
revi ewer against a specific content artefact identified by content
hash. A review act produces one trailer block

Content Hash A cryptographic digest (SHA-256 or SHA-512, or the git
obj ect hash famly of [COM TS]) of the canonicalised artefact
being reviewed. The hash binds the review to a specific manifest
state and prevents silent re-attribution across revisions.

Revi ew Stance A controll ed-vocabul ary enuneration of the reviewer’s
di sposition toward the artefact. Pernmtted values are accept,
reject, revise, endorse, and dispute.

Wtness A second Sovereign-tier handle that attests to having
observed the review act being performed, w thout taking review
responsibility. Used for signing cerenonies and hi gh-stakes
revi ew contexts (patent disclosures, adversarial reviews).

Conformant Verifier A consuner of reviewtrailers that inplenents
the parsing, rejection, and signature-verification rules defined
in Section 7.

5. ldentity Tier Taxonony (Informative Reference)

The reviewtrailer granmar reuses the three-tier taxonomy defined in
[COM TS] Section 3 without extension. Pseudonymous reviewis
expressed as a Soverei gn handl e whose underlying party is conceal ed
t hrough out-of -band key custody (Section 2.2); no separate tier or
syntactic suffix is introduced.

| Tier | Cryptographic | Admissible in | Exanples |
| | Agency | Revi ewed- By: | |
| | | / Wtnessed- | |
I I | By: I I
| Sovereign | Holds own | Yes | ~alice, |
| | key, signs | | ~exampl e.com |
| | | | ~reviewer-kappa |
R S S o e e e e m oo oo +
| Bot | Scoped | No | ~exampl e-deps. bot, |
| | del egated key | | ~example-triage. bot |
S Fom e S Fom e +
| I'nstrunent | No key, no | No | ~examnpl e-nodel -1, |
| | signature | | ~exampl e- nodel -2 |
R S S o e e e e m oo oo +
Table 1

Morri son Expi res 19 Novenber 2026 [ Page 7]



I nternet-Draft Revi ewed-By Trail er May 2026

The Bot and Instrunent tiers are inadmissible in review slots because
peer review is an attestational act that requires cryptographic
soverei gn agency. Conformant verifiers MJST reject cross-tier

pl acement per Section 7. Were Al-instrunent involvenent in review
drafting nust be disclosed, the separate Drafted-Wth: trailer of
[COM TS] SHOULD be used al ongsi de Revi ewed- By: .

6. Trailer G anmmar (Normative)

6.1. ABNF
The foll owi ng ABNF [ RFC5234] defines the syntax of each trailer.
| mpl enent ati ons MJST accept exactly this granmar. Term nals not

defined here are inported from[RFC5234] or from [ COW TS]
Section 4.1.

“*' reviewed-by-trailer = "Reviewed-By:" SP revi ew handl e CRLF
revi ewstance-trailer = "Review Stance:" SP stance-val ue CRLF revi ew
of-trailer = "Review O :" SP content-hash-ref CRLF w tnessed- by-

trailer = "Wtnessed-By:" SP soverei gn-handl e CRLF

revi ew handl e = soverei gn-handl e soverei gn-handl e = "~" handl e-1 abel
; per [COM TS] Section 4.1

stance-value = "accept"” / "reject" / "revise" / "endorse" / "dispute"
content-hash-ref = hash-algorithm":" hash-val ue hash-al gorithm =
"sha256" / "shab12" / "git-shal" / "git-sha256" hash-val ue = 1*HEXD G
handl e-1 abel = 1*63( ALPHA/ DIGT / "-" [ " " [ "." ) ; per

[COWM TS] “*°

Pseudonynous review is granmatically indistinguishable fromdirect-
identity review. both forns appear as a sovereign-handl e production.
Whet her the underlying party is concealed is a policy-level property
hel d out-of-band by the reviewer (or by an editorial internmediary
that manages pseudonym assi gnnent) and is not exposed in the trailer
grammar. Cryptographic verification proceeds identically in either
case.

The cryptographic trailers Identity-Signature:, ldentity-Key-1d:, and
I dentity-Anchor: are inported unchanged from[COW TS] Section 4.1
and MAY appear in a reviewtrailer block under the multiplicity rules
of Section 4.4 bel ow
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6. 2. Pl acement

Review trail ers MIUST appear in the trailer/footer block of the
containing artefact. For git commts, this is the commt nessage
footer as defined in [COWM TS] Section 4.2. For docunment manifests
(e.g., a REVIEWnd revi ew record, a nanifest appended to a pre-print,
or a trailer block enbedded in a patent disclosure subnission forny,
the trailer block MIST appear as the final block of the docunent,
separated fromthe preceding content by exactly one bl ank |ine.

Areviewtrailer block is distinguished froma commt trailer block
of [COWM TS] by the presence of at |east one Reviewed-By: trailer.
The two trailer types MAY coexist on the sane artefact: for exanple,
a pre-print draft committed to a git repository MAY carry both an
Acted-By: trailer (attributing the conmt) and a Reviewed-By: trailer
(attributing a subsequent review of the commtted content).
Verifiers MJST parse themindependently.

6.3. Ordering
Review trail ers SHOULD appear in the foll owi ng canonical order:
1. Revi ewed- By:
2. Review Stance:
3. ReviewO:
4. W tnessed- By:
5. ldentity-Signature:
6. ldentity-Key-Id:
7. ldentity-Anchor:

Verifiers MJST accept trailers in any order, but emtters SHOULD
foll ow the canonical order to support diff-based review

6.4. Miltiplicity Rules

The following nultiplicity constraints apply to a single review
trailer block:

* *Reviewed-By:* - Exactly one trailer per review block. A single
artefact MAY receive multiple review blocks over its lifetinme (one
per reviewer); each block is independently attributed and
verified.
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* *Review Stance:* - At nost one trailer per review block. A review
takes exactly one stance at a tine. |If the reviewer’s disposition
is nuanced (e.g., "revise and resubmit with stance | eaning toward
accept"), the primary stance SHOULD be sel ected and the nuance
recorded in the review body, not in additional stance trailers.

* *ReviewOF:* - At nost one trailer per review block. Areviewis
bound to exactly one content-hash reference. A reviewer
comrenting on nultiple artefacts MIUST enmit a separate review bl ock
per artefact.

* *Wtnessed-By:* - Zero or nore trailers per review block. Milti-
Wi tness cerenonies (e.g., patent disclosure reviews requiring two
Wi tness signatures) are permtted and expected. Miltiple
wi t nesses forman unordered set; order of appearance is not
semantically significant.

* *]dentity-Signature: and ldentity-Key-l1d:* - These two trailers
MJST appear together or not at all, per [COM TS] Section 4. 4.
When present, they bind to the nost recent precedi ng Revi ewed- By:
trailer in the block. Wtness signhatures, if required, are
recorded as separate trailer blocks each rooted at a Revi ewed- By:
copy of the reviewer's handle or, alternatively, as wtness-
specific signature pairs whose binding is specified by the
cont ai ni ng mani f est.

* *ldentity-Anchor:* - OPTIONAL in this version of the
specification. |Inplenentations targeting transparency-|og-
anchored review attribution MUST enit it.

7. Signature Al gorithm (Normative)
7.1. A gorithmand Signed Payl oad

The signature algorithmis Ed25519 [ RFC8032], reused unchanged from
[COWM TS] Section 5.

The signed payload is the raw byte representati on of the
canoni cal i sed-content hash of the artefact under review, as named in
the ReviewO: trailer. The algorithmnaned in the content-hash-ref
determ nes which digest is produced; the signed bytes are the raw

di gest, not a hex-encoded string.
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7.2. Rationale for Canonicalised-Content-Hash Signing

The signature binds the reviewer’s sovereign key to the exact
canoni cal i sed content of the artefact being reviewed. This is
distinct from (and orthogonal to) the tree-hash signing nodel of
[COMTS]. Areviewis a statenent about content, not about conmt
hi story; binding the reviewto the content hash preserves the
review s attribution across re-export of the artefact into different
containers (a pre-print re-uploaded to arXi v, the same manuscri pt
ingested by a journal’s subm ssion system a patent specification
exported to PDF) as |ong as the canonicalisation yields the sane

di gest.

Mani f est hashes (envel ope di gests of the publisher’s subm ssion
record) are deliberately NOT used as the signed payload. If a
publ i sher re-packages the artefact, the manifest hash changes while
the content is identical; binding reviews to nanifest hashes woul d
i nval i date revi ewer signatures under routine publisher operations.
The authority over what constitutes "canonical content" rests with
the artefact’s originator (the author) rather than with the
publisher; this preserves sovereign-portability of review

7.3. Signature Fornat

Si gnature encoding follows [COW TS] Section 5.4 w thout
nmodi fication. The trailer value is ed25519: followed by the
base64url - encoded 64-byte signature per [RFC4648].

8. DNS Resolution (Nornmative Reference)
8.1. Reviewer Key Resolution

The reviewer’s public key is resolved via the _alter.<zone> DNS
record nechani sm of [ MCPDNS], exactly as specified in [ COM TS]
Section 6.1. No nechanismis provided for verifiers to |learn, from
the trailer grammar or the DNS record al one, whether a given
Sovereign handle is operated by a directly-identified party or by a
conceal ed party under pseudonynous key custody. Were the
distinction matters editorially, it is conveyed through separate out-
of -band channel s (editorial assignment records, conference of
record); the protocol |ayer does not surface it.
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8. 2.

Wt ness Resol ution

Wtness handles resolve identically to reviewer handles. Wtnesses
MUST be Sovereign-tier handles. Although the gramar does not

di stingui sh pseudonynmous fromdirectly-identified Sovereign handl es,
the witness role is expressly an on-the-record presence attestation;
wi t nesses SHOULD t herefore use Sovereign handl es whose underl ying
identity is publicly resolvable by the intended verifier audience,
since conceal ed-party witnessing materially weakens the attestation

Verifier Behaviour (Normative)

A conformant verifier MJUST performthe following steps in order:

1.

*Parse all reviewtrailers fromthe trailer block.* Trailers
appearing outside the bl ock MJST be ignored.

*Rej ect cross-slot category errors.* For each trailer, resolve
the handle’s tier per [MCPDNS]. |f any handl e appears in a slot
other than its tier’'s adm ssible slot - for exanple, an
Instrument-tier handle in a Reviewed-By: slot, or a Bot-tier
handle in a Reviewed-By: or Wtnessed-By: slot - the trailer
block is malforned and the verifier MUST reject it as a category
error. The error nessage SHOULD identify the offending trailer
by nane.

*Val i date the controll ed-vocabul ary stance.* If a Review Stance
trailer is present, its value MJST be one of the five stance

val ues defined in Section 4.1. Unknown stance val ues MJST cause
the review to be marked as nal f or ned.

*Verify signatures, if present.* If ldentity-Signature: and
ldentity-Key-1d: are present, the verifier MJST:

a. Extract the key-id fromthe Identity-Key-1d: trailer. b.
Resol ve the correspondi ng public key by querying the Revi ewed- By:
handle’s _alter record per Section 6.1. c¢c. Conpute or retrieve
t he canoni cal i sed-content hash of the artefact referenced by
Review O :. d. Verify the Ed25519 signature agai nst that hash
usi ng the resol ved public key.

If signature verification fails, the verifier MIST mark the
review as unverified and MJST NOT report it as having a valid
sovereign attribution.

*Verify content-hash binding.* If Review O: is present, the
verifier SHOULD reconpute the content hash fromthe artefact as
delivered and conpare it to the value in ReviewO:. M snatch
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10.

10.

indicates either artefact tanpering or review attribution to a
different version; the verifier MJST surface this condition and
MUST NOT silently accept the review

A conformant verifier SHOULD additionally:

1. *Distinguish review states in user-facing output.* Verifiers
SHOULD present three distinct states:

* wverified - Reviewed-By: present with a valid Identity-
Signature: resolving to the published key AND content-hash
mat ch.

* claimed - Reviewed-By: present without a signature, or with a
si gnat ure whose key cannot be resol ved.

* hash-mi smatch - signature valid but content digest differs
fromReview Of : .

Conflating these states is a security defect. Wether a verified
reviewis directly-identified or pseudonynous is not derivable
fromthe grammar; verifiers MJUST NOT attenpt to classify reviews
along that axis fromthe trailer block al one.

Security Considerations
1. Reviewer Reputation Portability

Once a reviewer accunul ates a signed review history on a sovereign
~handl e, that history is architecturally outside any publisher’s
control. A publisher cannot unilaterally revoke, rewite, or
platform|lock the reviewer’s past signed reviews; a reviewer
mgrating to a new publisher carries the chain of signed review acts
with them and any verifier (a future organisation, a tenure
conmittee, a grant panel, an adversarial peer) can check the chain
end-to-end wi t hout publisher cooperation.

This is an intentional redistribution of control away from pl atform
owned revi ewer databases. Publishers remain the venue of record for
the editorial decision process; they cease to be the venue of record
for the reviewer’s reputation.
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10.

10.

10.

2. Pseudonymty and Anonynous Peer Review

A Soverei gn handl e whose underlying party is conceal ed carries the
same cryptographic weight as a directly-identified Soverei gn handl e
and is granmmatically indistinguishable fromit. This preserves

doubl e-blind review where disciplinary norns require it, while stil
producing a verifiable signed review chain. Publishers operating
anonynous-revi ew workfl ows MAY mint or del egate a per-review
Sovereign handle for the reviewer, discard the assignnment-to-real-
identity binding after the editorial process concludes, and rely on
the reviewer’'s own key custody to retain the signed record for future
portability.

The mappi ng between a conceal ed Soverei gn handl e and its underlying
party is the responsibility of the reviewer and, optionally, of the
editorial internmediary that facilitates the pseudonynous assignnent.
Thi s docunent does not specify that mappi ng mechani sm

i mpl ement ati ons SHOULD docurnent the assignment and custody nodel they
use.

3.  Revi ew Spam

A malicious sovereign MAY publish arbitrary signed reviews
attributing nonsense stances to arbitrary artefact hashes. The
mtigation is not a protocol-layer filter but the reputational cost
absorbed by the reviewer’s own handl e: spamy signatures accunul ate
agai nst the sane sovereign key that carries the reviewer’'s legitimte
work. Verifiers SHOULD surface reviewer history to readers (e.g.
"this handl e has produced 12 revi ews across 4 venues, of which 2
appear to be spant).

4. Review Bribery and Conflict of Interest

The grammar does not and cannot prevent a reviewer from being bribed
to produce an unjustified positive review, nor fromconcealing a
conflict of interest. Any econom c counter-incentive is external to
this specification: inplenentations operating on incentive-aligned
rails can apply return-on-reputation invariants in which sustained
honest revi ewi ng conmpounds the reviewer’s earnings streamwhile a
single detected conflict-of-interest violation invalidates a

di sproportionate fraction of that stream Conflict disclosure is a
policy-layer concern; this protocol provides the truthful path for
honest reviewers, not a verification path agai nst di shonest ones.
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10.

10.

10.

10.

11.

5. Wtness Coll usion

Wtness trailers attest to the presence of the reviewer at the review
act; they do not attest to the review s substantive nmerit. Two

wi tnesses colluding with a dishonest reviewer can still produce a
validly-signed nulti-wi tness block over a fraudulent review. Wtness
signatures therefore raise the cost of forgery but do not elimnate
it. High-stakes review contexts (patent disclosure reviews,
adversarial expert reviews) SHOULD require w tnesses whose sovereign
identities have independent reputational stakes that are | ost by

col I usi on.

6. Content-Hash Forgery

An attacker who can forge content with the sane canonicalised hash as
an honestly-reviewed artefact can silently re-attribute the
reviewer’'s signature to forged content. The mitigation is the
cryptographic strength of the chosen hash-algorithm |npl enentations
SHOULD default to sha256 or stronger and SHOULD NOT accept git-shal
for high-assurance review contexts, inline with [ COW TS]

Section 8. 4.

7. Key Custody at the Revi ew Signing Boundary

The sane key-custody considerations as [COM TS] Section 8.6 apply
unchanged: the signing operation MJUST NOT occur in an unprivil eged
process that does not nediate access to the private key. Signing
cerenoni es for high-stakes reviews (patent disclosures, adversari al
expert reviews) SHOULD additionally bind the signing key to a

har dwar e aut henticator and record the w tness handl es inside the
trailer block before the signature is produced.

8. Negative Attribution: M ssing Review D sclosure

A publisher MAY elect to omt the Reviewed-By: trailer when
publishing a reviewin order to conceal the reviewer’'s identity even
after review acceptance; this is detectable by the reviewer
thensel ves (who retains their own signed copy) but not by third
parties. The grammar defined here provides the positive attribution
path; it does not force publishers to disclose reviewer identity
where editorial policy forbids it.

Privacy Considerations
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11.

11.

11.

12.

12.

1. Pseudonynmity as a First-Cd ass Concern

Anonynmous peer review exists because disciplinary comunities have
judged the costs of fully-attributed review (retaliation, seniority
bias, disciplinary politics) to exceed the benefits. This docunent
accepts that judgnent by treating pseudonynous Soverei gn handl es as
first-class cryptographic participants rather than as a degraded
fall back. Because pseudonynous and directly-identified Sovereign
handl es are grammati cal ly indistingui shable, inplenentations cannot
reliably classify a review as pseudonynous fromthe trailer block
al one; they MJUST NOT enit operational warnings or user-facing nudges
that characterise a review as |lower-trust on the basis of suspected
pseudonymity.

2. DNS-Linkability Risk

Every DNS resolution of a ~handle | eaks the verifying party’s
interest in that handle to the DNS path (recursive resolvers, on-path
observers, zone operators). Reviewers performng sensitive reviews
under pseudonynous Soverei gn handl es SHOULD host the handl e’s zone
with an infrastructure provider that is not the sane entity as the
publ i sher; otherw se the publisher’s own DNS tel enetry can de-
pseudonyni se revi ew assi gnnment patterns

3. Right to Wthdraw a Revi ew

A reviewer who wi shes to withdraw a past review cannot unmake the
cryptographic fact of the signed bl ock; they MAY publish a
superseding trailer block (a Reviewed-By: carrying a Review Stance
di spute against their own prior review hash) that records the
retraction without erasing the prior signature. The gramar is
append-only by construction; retraction is done forward, not by
del eti on.

I ANA Consi derations
1. Trailer Name Registration
If a git/docunent trailer nane registry is established by | ANA (see
[COM TS] Section 9.1), this docunent requests registration of the
following additional trailer names with reference to this
speci fication:
*  Revi ewed- By

*  Revi ew St ance

*  Revi ew Of
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12.

12.

13.

* Wt nessed- By

The cryptographic trailers (ldentity-Signature, Identity-Key-I1d,
Identity-Anchor) are registered by [COWM TS] and are not separately
regi stered here.

2. Stance Val ue Registry

Thi s docunent requests | ANA registration of a "Peer Review Stance
Val ues" registry, initially populated with the five val ues of
Section 4.1 (accept, reject, revise, endorse, dispute). The
registration policy is "Specification Required" (RFC 8126).
Extensions to the vocabulary MJST justify why the existing five
val ues are insufficient for the proposed use case.

3. No O her I ANA Actions
Thi s docunment requests no other | ANA actions. The did:alter: UR
schene, the identitylog:// URl schene, and the Ed25519 signature
encoding are all inherited from[COW TS].

Rel ati onship to Existing Standards

The reviewtrailer granmar is intended to coexist with and conpl enent
exi sting peer-review attribution infrastructure, not to replace it.

[} g ———————————— = ——_————————_—_ Ll ——_——————r
| Mechani sm Pur pose Coexi stence with |
| this spec |
+::::::::::::::::::::::: s s s :::::::::::::::::::::+

+ +
I I
I I
+ +
ORCI D peer-revi ew | Publisher-attested | Conplenmentary. |
activity [ ORCI D | review record | ORCID records THAT |
| | a review occurred; |
| | Revi ewed- By: |
| | records WHAT the |
| | review was. Both |
| | can coexist on the |
| | same review act. |
Aut hor - si de
contribution
t axonony

CRedi T contri butor
rol es [ CREDI T]

| Othogonal. CRediT |
| describes what |
| authors did; |
| Revi ew St ance: |
| describes what |
| reviewers said. No |
| overl ap. |

| DO attribution [DA] | Persistent | Conplenentary. A |
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Review O : trailer
MAY carry a DO
al ongsi de or

identifier for the

I

I

| instead of a
I

I

I

I

artef act

content hash where
the DO resolves to
an i mut abl e
content manifest.

Nor mati ve ethica
framewor k for peer
revi ew

COPE et hi cs gui dance
[ COPE]

| Othogonal. COPE
| specifies duties;
| this docunent
| specifies

| attribution
| granmar.

| Inplenmentations

| confornming to both
| are recomended.

eLife publish-review
curate

Open-revi ew
editorial node

| Comnpl enentary. The
| eLife node

| benefits from

| portable reviewer

| identity; Reviewed-
| By: provides the

| portability w thout
| requiring platform

| lock-in.

ar Xiv trackbacks
[ ARXI V]

I nformal |inkage
bet ween revi ews
and pre-prints

| Conpl enentary.

| Trackbacks can

| carry Revi ewed-By:
| bl ocks as machi ne-
| readable review

| records, upgrading
| informal trackback
| to cryptographic

| attribution.

I nadm ssible in
review slots. Al
drafting assistance
on a review SHOULD

Informal Al co- |
I
I
I
| be disclosed via
|
I
I
I

aut horship
convention

Co- Aut hor ed- By:
d aude

the Drafted-Wth:
trailer of

[COM TS], not via
co- aut hor shi p.
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14.

15.

15.

Table 2

Crypt ogr aphi cal | y- bound pseudonynous review - a Soverei gn handl e
whose underlying party is conceal ed and whose review acts renain
fully verifiable - is novel to this specification and has no anal ogue
in prior peer-review attribution infrastructure. ORC D records

publ i sher-attested facts about naned identities; CRedi T describes
author contributions; DO identifies artefacts. None of the three
expresses the cryptographical |l y-bound pseudonynous-revi ewer rol e that
peer review has relied on for a century but has had no portable
attribution grammar for. That grammar is the | oad-bearing
contribution of this docunent.

Acknowl edgnent s

The aut hor thanks coll eagues at Alter Meridian Pty Ltd for the

fram ng of sovereign-portable reputation as the governance wedge, and
the eLife open-review conmunity and the arXi v operators whose prior
wor k on open peer review has nade the grammar here possible.
Additional contributors will be named at review tinme.

Ref er ences
1. Nor mat i ve Ref erences

[ RFC2119] Bradner, S., "Key words for use in RFCs to Indicate
Requi renment Level s", BCP 14, RFC 2119, March 1997.

[ RFC4648] Josefsson, S., "The Basel6, Base32, and Base64 Data
Encodi ngs", RFC 4648, Cctober 2006.

[ RFC5234] Crocker, D. and P. Overell, "Augrmented BNF for Syntax
Speci fications: ABNF', STD 68, RFC 5234, January 2008.

[ RFC8032] Josefsson, S. and |I. Liusvaara, "Edwards-Curve Digital
Signature Algorithm (EdDSA)", RFC 8032, January 2017.

[ RFC8174] Leiba, B., "Anbiguity of Uppercase vs Lowercase in RFC 2119
Key Words", BCP 14, RFC 8174, May 2017.

[COM TS] Morrison, B., "ldentity-Attributed Gt Commits via Tier-
Structured Trailers", draft-norrison-identity-attributed-commts,
work in progress.

Morri son Expi res 19 Novenber 2026 [ Page 19]



I nternet-Draft Revi ewed-By Trail er May 2026

15.

16.

17.

17.

[ MCPDNS] Morrison, B., "Discovery of Mdydel Context Protocol Servers
via DNS TXT Records", draft-norrison-ncp-dns-discovery, work in
progress.

2. Informative References
[ RFC7942] Sheffer, Y. and A. Farrel, "Inproving Awareness of Running

Code: The Inplenentation Status Section", BCP 205, RFC 7942, July
2016.

[CREDI T] National Information Standards Organi zation, "CRedi T
(Contributor Roles Taxonony), N SO Z39.104-2022",
https://credit.niso.org/, 2022.

[ORCID ORCID, Inc., "ORCID Public API", https://info.orcid.org/
docunentation/, 2023.

[COPE] Committee on Publication Ethics, "Core Practices and
Qui dance", https://publicationethics.org/core-practices, 2019.

[ ELI FE- OPENREVI EW elLife Sciences Publications, Ltd., "elLife's
Publ i sh- Revi ew Curate Model ", https://elifesciences. org/about/ peer-
review, 2023.

[ARXIV] Cornell University, "arXiv.org - An Open-Access Archive",
https://arxiv.org/, 1991.

[DA] International DA Foundation, "The DA Handbook",
https://ww. doi .org/the-identifier/resources/handbook/, 2020.

[ ANTHROPI C- CQAUTHOR] Ant hropi ¢, " Co- Aut hored-By: O aude - convention
for Al-assisted commts".

Aut hor’ s Address
Bl ake Morrison Alter Meridian Pty Ltd
Emai | : bl ake@ruealter.com URI: https://truealter.com
Ref er ences
1. Normative References
[ RFC2119] Bradner, S., "Key words for use in RFCs to Indicate
Requi rement Level s", BCP 14, RFC 2119,

DO 10.17487/ RFC2119, March 1997,
<https://www. rfc-editor.org/info/rfc2119>.

Morri son Expi res 19 Novenber 2026 [ Page 20]



I nternet-Draft Revi ewed-By Trail er May 2026

[ RFC4648] Josefsson, S., "The Basel6, Base32, and Base64 Data
Encodi ngs", RFC 4648, DO 10.17487/ RFC4648, Cctober 2006,
<https://www. rfc-editor.org/info/rfc4648>.

[ RFC5234] Crocker, D., Ed. and P. Overell, "Augnented BNF for Syntax
Speci fications: ABNF', STD 68, RFC 5234,
DA 10.17487/ RFC5234, January 2008,
<https://ww.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc5234>.

[ RFC8032] Josefsson, S. and |I. Liusvaara, "Edwards-Curve Digital
Signature Algorithm (EJDSA)", RFC 8032,
DA 10. 17487/ RFC8032, January 2017,
<https://ww.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc8032>.

[ RFC8174] Leiba, B., "Anmbiguity of Uppercase vs Lowercase in RFC
2119 Key Words", BCP 14, RFC 8174, DO 10.17487/ RFC8174,
May 2017, <https://www.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc8174>.

[COMTS] Morrison, B., "ldentity-Attributed Gt Conmits via Tier-
Structured Trailers", 2026,
<https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/draft-norrison-identity-
attributed-commts/>.

[ MCPDNS] Morrison, B., "Discovery of Mdel Context Protocol Servers
via DNS TXT Records", 2026,
<https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/draft-norrison-ncp-dns-
di scovery/ >.

17.2. Informmtive References

[ RFC7942] Sheffer, Y. and A Farrel, "Inproving Awareness of Running
Code: The Inpl enentation Status Section", BCP 205,
RFC 7942, DA 10. 17487/ RFC7942, July 2016,
<https://ww.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc7942>.

[ CREDI T] National Information Standards Organization, "CRedi T
(Contributor Roles Taxonony), N SO Z39.104-2022", 2022,
<https://credit.niso.org/>.

[ ORCI D] ORCID, Inc., "ORCID Public API", 2023,
<https://info.orcid. org/docunentation/>.

[ COPE] Conmittee on Publication Ethics, "Conmittee on Publication

Et hics - Core Practices and Cui dance", 2019,
<https://publicationethics.org/core-practices>.

Morri son Expi res 19 Novenber 2026 [ Page 21]



I nternet-Draft Revi ewed-By Trail er May 2026

[ ELI FE- OPENREVI EW
eLi fe Sciences Publications, Ltd., "eLife' s Publish-
Revi ew Curate Mbdel ", 2023,
<https://elifesciences. org/about/peer-review.

[ ARXI V] Cornell University, "arXiv.org - An Open-Access Archive",
1991, <https://arxiv.org/>.

[DA ] International DA Foundation, "The DO Handbook", 2020,
<https://ww. doi.org/the-identifier/resources/handbook/ >.

[ ANTHROPI C- COAUTHOR]
Ant hr opi ¢, "Co-Aut hored-By: O aude - convention for Al-
assisted commits", 2025,
<https://docs. ant hr opi c. cont cl aude/ docs/ co- aut hor ed- by-
conventi on>.

Aut hor’ s Addr ess
Bl ake Morri son

Alter Meridian Pty Ltd
Emai |l : bl ake@rueal ter.com

Morri son Expi res 19 Novenber 2026 [ Page 22]



