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STATUS OF TH'S MEMO

This docunent is an Internet-Draft and is in full confornance with al
provi sions of Section 10 of RFC2026.

Internet-Drafts are working docunents of the Internet Engi neering Task
Force (IETF), its areas, and its working groups. Note that ot her
groups nay al so distribute working docunents as Internet-Drafts.

Internet-Drafts are draft documents valid for a maxi mum of six nonths and
may be updated, replaced, or obsoleted by other docunents at any tinme. It
is inappropriate to use Internet-Drafts as reference material or to cite
them ot her than as "work in progress.”

The list of current Internet-Drafts can be accessed at
http://ww. ietf.org/ietf/1lid-abstracts.txt

The list of Internet-Draft Shadow Directories can be accessed at
http://ww.ietf.org/shadow. htnl .

This Internet-draft will expire on Septenber 1, 2001.

Copyright Notice Copyright (C) The Internet Society (2001). Al Rights
Reserved

ABSTRACT

Thi s docunent describes the '"tag:' Uniform Resource lIdentifier (URI)
schenme for identifiers that are uni que across space and tine. ldentifiers
bel onging to this scheme are distinct fromnmost other URIs in that they
are intended for use that is independent of any particular nethod for
resource location or nane resolution. A 'tag:' URl may be used purely as
an identifier that distinguishes one entity fromanother. It may al so be
presented to services for resolution into a web resource or into one or
nore further URI's, but no particular resolution schene is inplied or
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preferred by a 'tag:' identifier itself. Unlike UU Ds or GU Ds such as
"uuid:' and 'urn:oid URIs, which al so have sone of the above properties,
"tag:' identifiers are designed to be tractable to humans. Furthernore,
they have many of the desirable properties that 'http:' URLs have when
used as identifiers, but none of the drawbacks.
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I NTRODUCTI ON

A'tag:' identifier is a type of Uniform Resource ldentifier (URI) [X]
designed to neet the follow ng requirenents:

1) ldentifiers are unique across space and tinme and cone froma
practically inexhaustible supply;

2) identifiers are convenient for hunans to read, type etc.

3) zero registration cost, at least to current holders of a registered
domai n nane, and negligible cost to mnt new identifiers;

4) easy identification of the organisation that has mnted the identifier
shoul d that be desirable;

5) no commtnent to any particul ar resource-location or identifier-

resol ution schene.

The above requirenents obtain in the case that a user wants to place
identifiers on their documents.

1) They want to be sure that the identifier is unique. d obal uniqueness
is valuabl e because it guarantees that one identifier cannot conflict with
anot her, whatever the scope of future sharing.

2) The user would like the identifier to be tractable to hunmans: they
shoul d be able to type it into a form it could contain a hint about how
to categorise the docunent, or the date of issue.
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3) They do not want to have to communicate with anyone else in order to
create identifiers for their docunents.

4) It is natural to use a nane associated with the user or their

organi sation within the identifier, since that is the origin of the
identifier.

5) As good net citizens, the user does not want to use an identifier that
m ght be assuned by software to inply the existence of a correspondi ng
resource in a default binding schene — so that an attenpt to retrieve that
resource is likely but dooned to failure. O course, this | eaves themfree
to exploit the identifier in particular applications and services, where
the context is clear.

Exi sting identification schenes satisfy some but not all of the genera
requirenents 1-5. For exanple

UUIDs [X] are hard for humans to read and the assigning organisation is
not explicit.

ODs [x] and DO's [x] both require naming authorities to register
t hensel ves, even if they already hold a domain nane regi stration

URNs [x] are intended to be resolvable in a default nam ng context.
Software encountering a URN in a docunent is liable to attenpt to resolve
it, even though the identifier has not registered any resource in that
cont ext .

URLs (in particular, "http:' URLs) are sonetines used as ersatz
identifiers that satisfy nost of our requirenents. Many users and

organi sati ons have already regi stered a donmain nane, and the use of the
domain name to nmint identifiers conmes at no additional cost. But there are
several drawbacks to URLs-as-identifiers:

A) Many pieces of software mght try to dereference a URL-as-identifier
even though there is no resource at the 'location'.

B) We can't find out who minted a URL-as-identifier, if the domain has
changed hands. If Smith regi sters chanmpi gnon.net and then Jones registers
it, no-one can tell who minted http://chanpi gnon. net/99.

C) The new hol der of a domain name can't be sure that they are minting new
nanes. Using the exanple from(B), how can Jones know, in general, whether
Smith has al ready used http://chanpi gnon. net/99?

THE ' TAG' URI SCHEME

The general formof a 'tag:' URl is:
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t ag: naneSpace: specific

Wher e:

naneSpace = donai nNane</ Dat eQual i fi er>

domai nNane = any well-formed donmai n name [ Xx]

dat eQualifier = year | year.nmonth | year.nonth. day

year = [2-9][0-9][0-9][0-9]

nmont h = 0[1-9]|[1-12]

day = 0[1-9]]|[1-31]

specific = any string that makes the URI well-fornmed
[x]
' nameSpace' is the nane space part of the URI: it is a well-formed, domain

nane registered to the entity that has nmnted the URI, optionally post-
fixed by a date qualifier.

"specific' is the nane-space-specific part of the URI: it is any string of
valid URI characters chosen by the mnter of the tag.

For exanpl e:

tag: hpl . hp.comtst. 1234567890

t ag: expl orat ori um edu: pi . 99

tag: nyl Ds. com Ti nKi ndber g/ doc. 101

t ag: chanpi gnon. net : 99

t ag: chanpi gnon. net/2001. 3. 2: 99

t ag: chanpi gnon. net/ 2001. 04: 100

t ag: chanpi gnon. net/ 2002: docs/ resear ch/ 99

Anyone who holds the current registration to a domain name has the right
to mint identifiers rooted at that nane, as long as the domain nane is
date-qualified, should that be necessary for uni queness (see 'transfers of
domai n nanes').

For exanple, Hew ett-Packard Laboratories holds the registration for

hpl . hp. com and can nint any tag URIs rooted at that nane; but they may not
m nt nanes under dommi n nanes not registered to them such as

chanpi gnon. net .

TRANSFERS OF DOMAI N NAMVES
The 'tag:' schene copes with transfers of a domain nane's registration
fromone party to another. The 'dateQualifier' is used to guarantee
uni queness of 'nameSpace' across several registrations of the domain
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For exanple, an organisation or individual that knows itself to be the
first registrant of chanpi gnon.net can mnt nanes of the form
t ag: chanpi gnon. net: ...

However, in sone cases the domain wll change hands. For exanple, suppose
that on March 2, 2001, the chanpi gnon.net domain registration becones held
by a new entity. That entity nust date-qualify the domain nane to ensure
that its tag nane space is unique. It must postfix the full date (day,
nonth, year) during the nonth of March; it nmust postfix at |ease the nonth
and year during the remainder of that year; it nust postfix at |east the
year subsequently.

An alternative to date qualification would be ordinal-qualification: the
second regi strant of chanpi gnon.net could use the nane space

chanpi gnon. net.2; the third chanpi gnon.net.3, etc. However, no nechani sm
exists for tracking that ordinality. The advantage of date qualification
is that each registrant knows its responsibilities and relies on no other
agency for correct nanespace designation

EQUALI TY OF TAGS

Two tag URIs are equal if and only if:
their name space identifiers match and
their specific identifiers are identical, including their case.

Two tag nane space identifiers match if their canonical forns match, where
their canonical formis obtained by reduci ng upper case characters to
| ower case and renoving | eading zeros from date conponents.

Thus, tag:champi gnon. net. 2. 3.2001: 99 and tag: chanpi gnon. net. 4. 2001: 99 are
unequal , as are tag: chanpi gnon. net. 2002:test and
t ag: chanpi gnon. net. 2002: Test .

But the following two tags are equal : tag: CHAMPI GNON. NET: 99 and
t ag: chanpi gnon. net : 99
SECURI TY CONSI DERATI ONS
No mechani sm can prevent an organi sati on fromusing another's domai n nane.

A malicious party could pollute another party's tag name space. Only the
threat of legal action counts against that.
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