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Internet Protocol Police (1PP) - Schedul e of Punishnments
Abst r act

The Internet Protocol Police (IPP) is in charge of punishing willfu
infractions of the Collected Wsdom of the | ETF comunity. This
docunent sets out the schedul e of punishnents for such infractions.

Status of This Meno

Thi s docunent is not an Internet Standards Track specification; it is
publi shed for informational purposes.

This is a contribution to the RFC Series, independently of any other
RFC stream The RFC Editor has chosen to publish this docunment at
its discretion and nakes no statement about its value for

i mpl ement ati on or depl oynment. Docunents approved for publication by
the RFC Editor are not candidates for any |level of Internet Standard;
see Section 2 of RFC 7841.

I nformati on about the current status of this docunent, any errata,
and how to provide feedback on it nay be obtained at
https://wwv rfc-editor.org/info/rfc9948

Copyri ght Notice

Copyright (c) 2026 | ETF Trust and the persons identified as the
docunment 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. Please review these docunents
carefully, as they describe your rights and restrictions with respect
to this document.

Tabl e of Contents

I ntroduction
Conventions and Definitions
Schedul e of Puni shnments
Per cussi ve Persuasion During Protocol Devel opnent
Reci di vi sm St udi es
Security Considerations
| ANA Consi der ati ons
. References
8.1. Normative References
8. 2. I nformati ve References
Acknowl edgnent s
Aut hors’ Addr esses

PNOOA N

1. Introduction

The Internet Protocol Police (IPP) [ RFC8962] has | ong served as an



uni fying force for maintaining the Internet Architectural Principles
and the Rules of Sanity. The IPP has a harsh schedul e for punishing
infractions of these Principles and Rules. The schedul e has served
the I ETF community well being applied in an informal nmanner, but the
community has conpl ai ned that the punishnents are served

i ndi scrimnately and unaccountably. Therefore, this docunent
publ i shes the schedule for the enlightenment of everyone in the I|ETF
community, especially newconers.

Conventions and Definitions

The key words "MJST", "MJST NOT*, "REQU RED', "SHALL", "SHALL NOT",
"SHOULD', "SHOULD NOT", "RECOMMENDED', "NOT RECOMVENDED', "MAY", and
"OPTIONAL" in this docunent are to be interpreted as described in
BCP 14 [ RFC2119] [ RFCB174] when, and only when, they appear in all
capitals, as shown here

In addition, the key words defined in [ RFC6919] M GHT apply.
Schedul e of Puni shments

These puni shnents are neted out after due consideration of
infractions of the Principles and Rules. Due to the tinme required to
reach consensus in the | PP about the need for these punishnments, the
puni shrents are usually applied late in the process, frequently as
previous flawed efforts are brought up as exanples to follow for new
wor k.

*The Rai sed Eyebr ow*
This is a punishment for |esser infractions, such as bad grammar,
dangling participles, and inconsistent term nol ogy.

*The Frown*
This punishment is reserved for nore dire infractions, such as
usi ng a codepoi nt from an | ANA-nanaged nanmespace w t hout
registering it, state tables that have dead ends, or ABNF to
descri be syntax that cannot be parsed by any parsing technol ogy
known in the year 1993.

*The Shaki ng of the Head*
Thi s punishnent is reserved for infractions involving conplexity
swept under the carpet, such as invoking the case-fold operation
wi t hout a Uni code considerations section or marking critical parts
as "inpl enentation defined".

*The Finger Wag*
Thi s punishnment is reserved for the infractions described in
[ RFC4041] .

*The Head-in-Hand Gest ure*
Thi s nmythical punishment has been runored to have been invoked by
the first greybeard to fully understand the inplications of HTM/
HTTP. However, the gravity of the gesture has precluded its
application to nore conmmon cases.

Per cussi ve Persuasion During Protocol Devel opnent

Wil e a protocol is being devel oped, random greybeards nmay perform
actions resenbling the punishments defined in Section 3 while
attenpting to steer msguided younglings onto the Path of W sdom
However, such guidance is nore commonly applied in the form of verba
utterances, a sanpling of which are described in the follow ng
subsections. Newconers to the process are well advised to take
careful notice when these occur during protocol devel opnent; however,
these utterances are _not_, by thenselves, punishnents.



Despite runors, the percussive application of a wet noodl e has never
been consi dered an appropriate part of persuasive neasures.

4.1. "This part needs el aboration."

Thi s gui dance needs no el aborati on.

4.2. "You may have failed to consider
| see a way to attack your protocol, and you have no def ense agai nst
it.

4.3. "The threat nodel seens underdevel oped.”

If you explain the whole thing again, perhaps you wll understand why
it'’s totally unworkable wi thout me having to understand it.

4.4. "This may work in the lab, but ..."

Qperational considerations are either m ssing or hopel essly naive.
4.5. "You have not thought this through."

Go home and start over.
5. Recidivism Studies

The study of repeat offenders has sonme met hodol ogical difficulties,
such as the tendency of excitable individuals to abandon the | ETF
upon repeat ed percussive persuasion, but recidivismis believed to
compare reasonably with that of the US prison system (66%

[ RECI DI VI SM .

One contributing factor to this relatively | ow observed incidence may
be the educative val ue of footguns; once people have realized that
the hole in their foot is in fact the result of ignoring percussive
per suasion, they may be nore inclined to heed advice in |ater
iterations.

6. Security Considerations

Due to the nature of this neno, it establishes an Epi meni des Par adox
Field [EPI MENIDES] for its subject matter, thereby preventing any
harmto the Internet from being caused by its publication

7. | ANA Consi derations
Thi s docunent has no | ANA acti ons.

Unfortunately, | ANA procedures do not include excursions into the
i magi nary plane, so the possibility of consulting the | PP before
assigning controversial nunbers is precluded. However, the | PP
enj oys positive relationships with nultiple designated experts

[ RFC8126], so the situation is not unsal vageabl e.
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