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What Cross-Authority Handoff Governance
Specifies

A custody transfer between authority domains involves: a relinquishing authority (the

authority releasing custody), a receiving authority (the authority accepting custody),

and a credentialed taxonomy translator (the authority that signs the equivalence

between the two authorities' representations of the custody object). The handoff is

finalized when relinquishing-observation, receiving-observation, and translator-

observation are all admitted within the configured proximity window.

Lineage continuity is structural. The custody object's history before the handoff is in

the relinquishing authority's lineage; the history after the handoff is in the receiving

authority's lineage; the cross-domain reference is the translator-observation that

bridges the two. The composite lineage spans authorities while preserving each

authority's sovereignty over its own portion.

Why Reconstruction-Based Reconciliation Fails at
Scale

Current cross-domain custody handoffs lose lineage at every authority boundary by

design. The relinquishing authority maintains its records; the receiving authority
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maintains independent records; correlation happens through manual reconciliation

when disputes arise. The reconstruction effort scales poorly as the cross-domain

volume grows.

Intermodal freight (containers crossing sea-rail-truck multiple times in a single

shipment), airspace handoff (aircraft crossing dozens of authority boundaries on a

long-haul flight), and medical patient transfer (a patient encountering multiple care

authorities through an episode) all face the same architectural pattern. The

reconstruction is not just operationally expensive; it produces structural information

loss that affects liability, audit, and regulatory compliance.

How Translator Observations Bridge Authorities

A credentialed taxonomy translator is itself a credentialed observation: signed by an

authority standing in both domains (or by a coalition authority signed by both

standing authorities), declaring the mapping with its scope, validity, and uncertainty.

For intermodal freight, the translator might be a freight-coordination authority (a

port authority that signs both the maritime and the rail-yard taxonomies). For

medical handoff, the translator might be a hospital coordination authority that signs

both EMS and ED taxonomies.

Translated observations preserve their original lineage. An observation from

authority A imported into authority B's domain retains its A-credential, its A-lineage,

and gains a B-presentation through the translator. A consumer in B's domain sees the

observation in B-taxonomy but can walk back to the original A-lineage when needed.

What This Enables for Multi-Authority Operations

Intermodal freight gains lineage continuity that current EDI/EPCIS architectures

don't provide structurally. Each handoff (port to rail, rail to truck, truck to consignee)



produces credentialed observations bridged by translator observations; the full

custody chain is auditable end-to-end.

Airspace handoff and medical patient transfer gain the same architectural foundation.

The patent positions the primitive at the layer where cross-authority custody

operations have been losing lineage at every boundary by design — providing

structural continuity that the operating reality has been waiting for.


