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Commons / Reading draft / 21 October 2026

An open place to publish
The address is the meeting point. People decide what to contribute and how to
use what they find.

Commons begins with an open public stream associated with an address. Someone can publish
an article, an advertisement, a case, a service offer, a reply or another kind of record. A
contribution need not fit the first author's interests or pass through this repository's editorial
process.

The collection and the Commons

The documents in this repository form one collection within that wider idea. They explain
particular issues and provide examples people can read, print, adapt and question. A selected
collection can be useful without claiming to contain everything that belongs in the Commons.

Independent readers and servers can assemble different collections from the shared record. One
may emphasize legal questions. Another may emphasize healthcare, religion, finance or local
services. A person's own tools can supply another view.

Open subject matter

Finance and credit, healthcare, religion, real estate, investing, criminal matters and fraud are
possible subject areas. The original author's experience supplies starting material. Other people
can contribute knowledge in areas he does not know.

Popularity and reuse can shape what receives attention. The sources, scope, authorship and
review of an article provide separate reasons to assess its reliability. A frequently read
explanation still needs to withstand examination.

What this draft is for

These six articles describe the intended model in ordinary language. They connect the address,
the documents, the people reading them and the work people can provide. They do not select a
new address or announce a deployed publication service.

For review: Does this opening make the difference between the public stream and a particular collection clear?
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Commons / Foundations and connections

Subjects meet in articles
Foundations organize broad subjects. Articles develop issues. Cases connect
those issues to particular events and evidence.

A foundation is a subject or organizing concern, such as Real Estate, Religion or procedural
burden. An article is a reusable document developing a particular issue. It can connect more than
one foundation. A case can refer to several articles.

An example at the intersection

Real Estate and Religion can be separate foundations. A proposed Parsonage Exemption article
would connect both. Its placement follows the subject; it does not have to derive from the
administrative-burden article. Its substantive scope and sources still need to be developed.

Subject Article or area Connection

Real Estate Unsupported rent acceleration Basis and calculation of a demand

Real Estate + Religion Parsonage Exemption Proposed intersection article

Across subjects Deterrence through administrative
burden

How procedural costs discourage pursuing an
answer

The same article can serve different cases

The burden article might help someone describe a credit dispute, a traffic-ticket process or a VA
matter. It supplies a way to examine the process. The individual case supplies the evidence
showing whether that description fits.

Other articles may have no useful connection to administrative burden. Commons does not
require a single argument to explain every subject. These relationships organize a view of the
material; they are not admission rules for the stream.

Keep the version identifiable

A case should identify the article edition it uses. A later improvement can become a new edition
while the earlier version remains available for understanding what was actually sent or relied on.

For review: Are “foundation,” “article” and “case” useful names for these different roles?
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Commons / Comparing processes

Recognizing a shared pattern
Different institutions can present similar problems of records, explanations,
effort and consequences.

John can move from a credit dispute to a speeding ticket or a veterans' benefits question because
he recognizes a process structure. Someone receives a demand or decision, seeks its basis, tries
to correct or challenge it, and bears the consequences while doing so.

This is a way to generate useful questions. It does not establish that the same law, deadline,
evidence or remedy applies to each situation.

Case area Record to examine Questions to develop

Rent and credit Reported balance, lease and calculation What supports each disputed amount? What
adjustments are missing?

Veterans' benefits The particular VA decision and supporting
record

What reason was given? What evidence and
review information accompany it?

Traffic tickets Citation, disposition and any offered
conditions

What steps and costs affect the outcome?
What record or insurance consequence
follows?

Make the burden visible

Record what was requested, which records were supplied, what had to be repeated, how long
each step took, and which questions remained unanswered. Distinguish steps that serve a
necessary purpose from obstacles whose cost or complexity is excessive. Sludge describes the
latter concern.

Let the case test the comparison

The comparison becomes useful when it helps identify something specific to investigate. A label
alone does not show why a charge is unsupported or a process is unreasonable. Exact documents
and a chronology let other people examine the connection.

John is not a veteran; no personal VA claim is presented here. The VA and traffic examples are
areas for contribution and investigation. A particular case needs its own knowledgeable
participants and governing sources.

Starting references: VA, Decision Reviews and Appeals; the original Commons reading edition's explanation of administrative
burden. Links are in this directory's README. The table is a research framework, not filing instructions.

For review: Does the shared pattern help you ask better questions while preserving the differences between
cases?

https://www.va.gov/decision-reviews/
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Commons / The wider story

Knowledge in the internet of value
An explanation can become something another person can inspect, retain,
connect and use.

John's meaning of Web3 starts with Satoshi Nakamoto's Bitcoin white paper: direct electronic
payments without a mandatory trusted financial intermediary. Bitcoin's public history and
proof-of-work address double-spending under stated security assumptions. The paper also allows
transaction fees.

The genesis transaction carries readable newspaper text. John extends that concrete observation
into a broader argument: the ledger can serve as a data and language medium, with independent
tools for publishing and reading.

The independence must carry forward

In this model, a public record should remain usable through different interfaces. One publisher,
identity provider or interpreter should not become the required authority over its existence or
meaning.

Commons applies that idea to reusable reasoning and procedural knowledge. A person can find
an explanation, examine its sources, connect it to their evidence and retain the resulting
document. Another person can improve the explanation or connect it to a different subject.

Value can accumulate

A useful explanation need not be recreated for each person who encounters the issue. Its
sources, declared authorship, scope and exact edition can travel with it. Professional work can
build on that starting point.

The economic proposal is that shared understanding can reduce repeated explanatory work and
dependence on a single intermediary. Its value can remain available to the people using and
extending it.

What a record establishes

Matching a file to its identifier checks exact bytes. A signature can link content to a signing key.
A ledger reference can connect a publication to a recorded event. Establishing identity, assessing
an argument and showing actual delivery are further questions. People still have to evaluate the
work.

Primary references: Satoshi Nakamoto, Bitcoin: A Peer-to-Peer Electronic Cash System, abstract and sections 1, 4 and 6; Bitcoin
Core, genesis construction. The broader language-medium and Commons connections are John's project thesis.

For review: Is the connection between removing a financial intermediary and preserving independent public
knowledge understandable?

https://bitcoin.org/bitcoin.pdf
https://github.com/bitcoin/bitcoin/blob/master/src/kernel/chainparams.cpp
https://github.com/bitcoin/bitcoin/blob/master/src/kernel/chainparams.cpp
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Commons / Records and readers

Independent scribes, many doorways
Servers can preserve and present the shared record without becoming its sole
authority.

John's tentative name for independent record keepers is Byzantine scribes. A scribe can retrieve
records associated with an address, preserve copies or referenced content, build an index, offer
search and assemble a readable or printable view.

Views can differ

Different scribes can emphasize different subjects, classify material differently or offer different
tools. Readers can compare those views or use their own tools. Each service can explain its
selection and checks without treating that selection as the boundary of the entire stream.

The name describes a service role and a problem of comparing accounts. It does not specify a
new consensus algorithm. The ledger's consensus and a scribe's interpretation are different
things.

The language makes the record usable

Readable labels and references let someone announce an article, advertise a service, connect
subjects or point to a case. A scribe provides a view of those records. A teacher explains how to
use them. A professional applies expertise to a particular matter.

Rigler.org supplies a concrete example

John owns Rigler.org, the .org domain matching his surname. He argues that other people should
not need comparable ownership to participate. The domain can be a memorable route to his
services while their underlying records remain usable through other routes.

The intended naming principle allows readable labels to coexist, with explicit addresses, keys
and record references providing context where distinctions matter. Participation should not
require winning a competition for a globally exclusive DNS name.

Owning a useful doorway and teaching people to use a shared medium can be ordinary services.
The work provided by that doorway is separate from ownership of the medium itself.

For review: Does “Byzantine scribes” describe the role clearly, and does the Rigler.org example help explain
optional naming?
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Commons / Participation and next revisions

Useful work within the Commons
Shared material can support ordinary paid services and independent use at the
same time.

Lawyers can provide their ordinary legal work while acquiring another relevant skill:
understanding these records and their uses. John can charge for teaching the system and its
language. Operators can charge for hosting, preservation, indexing or retrieval. Technical
specialists, researchers and editors can provide other services.

Professional knowledge still matters

A reusable article gives someone a starting point. Reviewing its sources, applying it to actual
facts, identifying missing evidence, preparing a case, negotiating and representing a client
remain substantial work.

ABA Model Rule 1.1 Comment 8 addresses awareness of the benefits and risks of relevant
technology. Binding obligations depend on the jurisdiction's rules. This does not make Commons
a required product or an approved education program.

Courts have rules for assessing electronic records. Federal Rules of Evidence 901 and 902
provide authentication routes, with conditions. A ledger reference does not by itself guarantee
admissibility. Teaching a method and explaining its limits can help professionals evaluate what is
actually being offered.

Three sets of documents to read

Begin with this overview to review the model. Then read the original request and explanations to
see one issue developed. Use the preparation and assistance companion to examine how a person
or helper could prepare and retain a particular packet.

The original reading edition and assistance template remain identifiable editions. This overview
adds an explanation of the wider Commons; it does not turn those example forms into universal
forms for VA, traffic or other proceedings.

What to fine-tune next

Mark passages that are unclear, too broad, repeated or missing a connection. Identify whether a
proposed change concerns the public stream, an article, a server view or an individual case. That
makes it possible to revise the right document without forcing every idea into one explanation.

Primary references: ABA Model Rule 1.1 Comment 8; Federal Rules of Evidence 901 and 902, December 1, 2025 edition. The
detailed professional-participation note supplies source links and scope discussion.

For review: Which article should be developed next, and which existing passage should be made more precise?

https://www.americanbar.org/groups/professional_responsibility/publications/model_rules_of_professional_conduct/rule_1_1_competence/comment_on_rule_1_1/
https://www.uscourts.gov/sites/default/files/document/federal-rules-of-evidence.pdf

