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Glossary of Key Terms

T T S

dosPO

DAO

OSPO

Governance Primitive

Soft Capture

Whale Capture

Coordination Latency

Policy-Execution
Separation

Lifecycle Alignment

Fork Tolerance

Protocol Guild

Decentralized Open Source Program Office. A community-mandated coordination
layer that separates policy authority from operational execution to steward open
source infrastructure in decentralized ecosystems.

Decentralized Autonomous Organization. A governance structure in which
decision-making authority is exercised through token-holder voting or delegated
representation, with rules encoded in smart contracts. Comparable to direct
democracy: token holders vote on proposals directly, but the system still requires
institutional coordination to execute decisions and manage crises, just as a direct
democracy still requires government services to coordinate emergency response
or negotiate with other entities.

Open Source Program Office. An organizational function that coordinates open
source strategy, compliance, and contribution within a single entity (traditionally a
corporation).

A foundational building block of governance architecture: a minimal, composable
mechanism that can be combined with other primitives to construct larger
governance systems. The dOSPO is a governance primitive in the sense that it
addresses one specific structural gap (coordination without ownership) and can be
deployed alongside DAOs, foundations, and other governance mechanisms.

The accumulation of disproportionate influence through informal means such as
agenda-setting, information control, relationship networks, or process design,
rather than through formal ownership or authority.

A specific form of soft capture in token-weighted governance systems where a
small number of large token holders exercise disproportionate influence over
outcomes through voting power concentration.

The time lost determining who is responsible for organizing a response rather than
executing it. In centralized systems, hierarchy absorbs this cost. In decentralized
systems, it persists unless authority is explicitly pre-delegated.

The structural principle that bodies defining rules, priorities, and constraints
(policy) should be distinct from bodies carrying out operational work (execution).
Central to the dOSPO model.

The principle that funding instruments, accountability requirements, and
governance expectations should match a project’s maturity stage and dependency
risk rather than applying uniform criteria.

A governance model’s ability to accommodate ecosystem forks without structural
collapse. High fork tolerance means projects can exit or fork without institutional
penalty.

A collective funding mechanism for Ethereum’s layer 1 R&D maintainers. Maintains
an on-chain registry of approximately 200 contributors with time-weighted
funding allocation. Referenced as a precedent for continuity-oriented funding.
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A network of independent, loosely coordinated entities that collectively build and
operate decentralized infrastructure, including protocol developers, foundations,
commercial entities, validators, community governance bodies, and independent
developers.

Web3 Ecosystem
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Executive Summary

Open source software is no longer a peripheral component of decentralized Web3 ecosystems.
It is their critical infrastructure. Protocol clients, cryptographic libraries, wallets, SDKs, indexers,
and monitoring tools form the shared foundation on which thousands of independent actors,
including validators, DApp developers, exchanges, and end users, depend simultaneously. When
these systems fail, the impact is ecosystem-wide.

Yet most Web3 ecosystems continue to govern this infrastructure as if it were optional or
self-sustaining. Coordination is informal. Funding is episodic. Responsibility is implicit rather
than assigned. The result is a governance vacuum that produces duplicated effort,
under-maintained dependencies, chaotic incident response, and inefficient treasury allocation.

This paper introduces the Decentralized Open Source Program Office (dOSPO): a
community-mandated coordination layer that separates policy authority from operational
execution. A dOSPO does not own projects, dictate roadmaps, or centralize contributors. It
provides bounded, renewable execution capacity for functions that decentralization alone
cannot reliably perform, including security incident coordination, lifecycle-aligned funding
oversight, dependency risk management, and cross-project alignment.

The dOSPO concept emerges from a practical recognition: as Web3 ecosystems mature from
experimental projects into production infrastructure supporting significant economic value, the
coordination demands placed on open source software intensify. This maturation is not unique
to any single blockchain. Ethereum’s Protocol Guild, Polkadot’s OpenGov, Cardano’s Intersect,
and numerous other Web3 governance experiments each represent partial responses to the
same underlying challenge. A dOSPO synthesizes the lessons from these efforts into a coherent
governance primitive, one designed to decay unless renewed, preventing institutional
entrenchment while ensuring that coordination remains accountable.

Drawing on parallel developments across multiple ecosystems, this paper demonstrates why
coordination layers become necessary in multi-entity decentralized environments. It argues that
a dOSPO does not accelerate growth or guarantee success. Its function is to reduce systemic
drag. Growth follows stability. The question is not whether coordination will occur, but whether
it occurs implicitly through influence and crisis, or explicitly through accountable structure.
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1. The Problem: Open Source as Web3 Infrastructure

What a Web3 Ecosystem Looks Like

A Web3 ecosystem is a network of independent, loosely coordinated entities that collectively
build and operate decentralized infrastructure. Unlike traditional software organizations with
clear hierarchies, a mature Web3 ecosystem typically includes protocol research and
engineering organizations responsible for core protocol design and node software, foundations
focused on stewardship, education, and regulatory engagement, commercial entities driving
enterprise adoption and tooling, community governance bodies such as DAOs, committees, and
councils that direct treasury funds and set policy, and independent developers and validators
who build applications and operate infrastructure.

Each of these entities is legitimate within its scope. None has unilateral authority over the
whole. All of them depend on the same shared open source infrastructure: protocol clients,
cryptographic libraries, wallets, SDKs, testing frameworks, Cl systems, and monitoring tools. This
infrastructure functions as a public good, nonexcludable and essential to every participant, yet
no single entity is formally responsible for its sustained maintenance.

The presence of a native token profoundly shapes this landscape. Tokens create economic
incentives, fund treasuries, and enable governance participation, but they also introduce
dynamics absent from traditional open source: speculative pressure on funding decisions,
token-weighted voting that can concentrate influence, and misaligned incentives between
short-term token value and long-term infrastructure health.
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Figure 2: Entities in a Typical Web3 Ecosystem

All depend on shared open source infrastructure at the center
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Four Structural Failures

As these ecosystems mature, open source governance fails along four predictable dimensions.

Dependency risk at scale. Multiple applications, operators, and services rely on the same small
set of libraries or infrastructure components, frequently maintained by a handful of individuals
without formal obligation, compensation, or succession planning. When no one is explicitly
responsible for stewardship, responsibility defaults to whoever has the most context or
influence, reintroducing de facto centralization without legitimacy.

Incident coordination latency. Security incidents expose coordination limits most clearly. When
a vulnerability spans multiple components, response requires rapid alignment across
independent teams. In practice, decentralized ecosystems face unclear authority to assess
severity, fragmented disclosure channels, and delayed communication. The time lost
determining who is responsible for organizing a response, rather than executing it, is what we
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call coordination latency. In centralized environments, hierarchy absorbs this cost. In
decentralized environments, it persists unless authority is explicitly delegated in advance.

Funding mismatch. The economics of open source maintenance do not align with Web3 funding
mechanisms. Grants and bounties are effective for initiating work but poorly suited for
sustaining it. Maintenance requires continuity, availability, and long-term accountability, not
milestone completion. Funding decisions are often made proposal by proposal, optimized for
visible outputs rather than systemic importance, and shaped by personal relationships between
funders and projects rather than portfolio-level analysis. The result: maintainer burnout,
abandoned but still-depended-upon projects, and inefficient treasury allocation.

The governance gap. Decentralization intentionally removes centralized authority. It does not
remove the need for governance. When coordination mechanisms are absent, governance
becomes implicit, informal, and unaccountable. Influence substitutes for mandate. Crisis
substitutes for planning. Goodwill substitutes for sustainability. These substitutes work at small
scale. They fail at ecosystem scale.
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2. The Governance Landscape: Four Models and Their Limits

Decentralized ecosystems have not ignored these coordination challenges. They have
experimented with a recurring set of governance models. Each addresses real problems but fails
structurally when applied to mature, high-dependency systems. The purpose of this section is
not to dismiss these models but to identify where each falls short and why a new approach is
needed.

The following framework evaluates each model along three core dimensions: legitimacy (where
authority comes from and whether it is trusted), execution capacity (whether the model can act
decisively under time pressure), and neutrality (whether the model resists capture by any single
interest). These dimensions define a governance triangle within which every model must find its
position. The dOSPO is introduced here as the fourth operational model, completing the
landscape.

Figure 1: The Governance Triangle

Three dimensions every governance model must balance

LEGITIMACY

High legimacy,

Corp. OSPO

imum execution,
I legitimacy

Foundation

Balances all three
through structure

Strong execution,
neutrality risk

NEUTRALITY EXECUTION
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DAO-Only Governance

DAO-only models derive authority from token-holder voting or delegated representation. Their
primary strength is legitimacy: decisions are transparent and community-derived. However,
DAOs struggle with execution. Proposals and votes introduce latency. Participation is uneven,
often dominated by well-resourced actors (a dynamic referred to as whale capture).
Responsibility for follow-through is diffuse. In time-sensitive contexts such as security incidents
or cross-project coordination, DAO processes are too slow and too fragmented to reliably
produce outcomes. The typical failure mode is not bad decisions but non-decisions: issues linger
unresolved, and outcomes depend on informal leadership rather than formal mandate.
Polkadot’s evolution from Governance V1 to OpenGouv illustrates this tension, as dissolving its
elected Council and Technical Committee in favor of fully public referenda increased
decentralization but also increased the need for execution capacity outside the voting
mechanism itself.

Foundation-Led Stewardship

Foundations solve the problems DAOs cannot: continuity, staffing, legal standing, and
operational capacity. Their strength is execution. Their weakness is centralization risk. Even
when governance is formally neutral, foundations concentrate authority through boards, staff,
and budget control. Over time, decision-making gravitates toward those who fund or
administratively control the institution, producing soft capture. The typical failure mode is
institutional drift: gradual expansion of scope, authority, and dependency on the foundation
itself. Foundation-led models in the Web3 space routinely operate at annual costs ranging from
$2M to $20M or more depending on scope, which reflects the institutional overhead required
to maintain legal standing, executive leadership, program staff, compliance functions, and
infrastructure hosting.

Corporate Open Source Program Offices (OSPOs)

Corporate OSPOs are highly effective within single-organization environments. They coordinate
open source strategy, manage compliance, handle security disclosures, and align contributions
with business objectives. Their defining strength is decisive execution; their defining limitation is
employer capture. Authority derives from corporate leadership, making the model
fundamentally misaligned with decentralized legitimacy. When corporate OSPO practices
extend beyond a single organization, they introduce asymmetry: contributors outside the
sponsoring entity lack equal influence, and roadmaps reflect internal priorities.

The dOSPO as a Fourth Model

The dOSPO completes this governance landscape as a fourth operational model. Where DAOs
maximize legitimacy at the expense of execution, foundations maximize execution at the
expense of neutrality, and corporate OSPOs maximize efficiency at the expense of decentralized
legitimacy, the dOSPO attempts to balance all three dimensions through structural constraints
rather than cultural norms. It accepts the trade-offs inherent in decentralization and designs
within them. Its core proposition is that coordination can be delegated without being
consolidated, and that an operator can execute effectively under bounded, time-limited
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authority derived from community governance. The comparative framework below summarizes
how each model performs across the three core dimensions and their key structural properties.
Comparative Framework

Drawing inspiration from Mozilla’s Open Source Archetypes framework, which established a
shared vocabulary for categorizing open source project types, this comparison aims to provide a
shared vocabulary for categorizing governance approaches in decentralized ecosystems.

Legitimacy :;i};r(r:zl:\ir;) :\gz::'l;r/]?jonor) Low (employer) High (community mandate)
Execution . . . . .
e Low to Medium Medium to High = High High (delegated)
Neutrality Risk Whale capture Donor/board Employer Bounded by charter
capture capture
Incident Response  High latency Medium latency = Low latency Low latency
Replaceability High Low Low High
Fork Tolerance High Medium Low High
. . L Institutional o .
Primary Failure Non-decisions drift Centralization Bureaucracy if unchecked

No model resolves the core tension alone. Ecosystems oscillate between extremes,
over-centralizing during crises and then retreating to informality afterward. The cycle repeats
because no model explicitly addresses the coordination problem as a first-class design
constraint. The dOSPO is proposed as a response to this gap.

12
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3. What a dOSPO Is (and Is Not)

Having established the governance landscape and the structural limits of the three existing
models in Section 2, this section defines the dOSPO as the fourth operational model in detail.
The dOSPO does not replace DAOs, foundations, or corporate OSPOs. It occupies the structural
gap that none of them can fill on their own: the need for bounded, accountable coordination in
ecosystems where authority is distributed and failures impose ecosystem-wide cost.

Definition

A dOSPO is a community-mandated coordination layer that separates policy authority from
operational execution in order to steward open source infrastructure within decentralized Web3
ecosystems. It derives legitimacy from decentralized governance and operates through a
neutral, replaceable execution function constrained by explicit mandate.

This definition establishes three core characteristics. First, delegated execution: policy bodies
define priorities while an operator executes within bounded authority. Second, policy-execution
separation: strategic direction remains with community governance bodies such as stewardship
committees, technical steering groups, and security councils, and the operator does not set
direction independently. Third, replaceability by design: the operator’s legitimacy derives
entirely from mandate compliance and transparency, and it can be replaced without disrupting
project ownership or governance continuity.

A dOSPO is also inherently time-bounded. Its mandate must be renewed at defined intervals,
typically on a two to four year charter cycle for an initial deployment. This temporality is not
about frequent creation and destruction; it is about ensuring that continuation requires active
justification from the community. Contributors experienced in building OSPOs recognize that
standing up effective coordination takes considerable effort, and this reality informs the charter
length. The point is that a dOSPO should never persist by default. If it ceases to earn its
mandate, it should contract or dissolve, and the ecosystem should be able to continue without
it.

Core Functions

Within its mandate, a dOSPO performs coordination functions that decentralized ecosystems
cannot reliably perform through ad hoc alignment. These include providing a single intake
surface for ecosystem-wide proposals and issues, maintaining portfolio visibility across
infrastructure and tooling (including mechanisms such as builder profiles that link verified
achievements to persistent identities), coordinating lifecycle-based funding programs approved
by governance, facilitating cross-project alignment where dependencies overlap, organizing
security coordination and incident response workflows, and producing transparent reporting on
outcomes and renewal criteria.

A key function often underestimated is developer community stewardship. A dOSPO helps build
and effectively manage the broader developer community, not by owning it, but by providing
coordination infrastructure such as onboarding paths, contribution frameworks, and
cross-project visibility that enables community growth. This includes code governance for

13



The Decentralized Open Source Program Office (dOSPO)

community-built applications and dApps, not merely protocol-level repositories. When a
dOSPQO’s mandate ends or is not renewed, the community structures and norms it helped
establish should persist independently. That persistence is a sign of success, not failure.

What a dOSPO Is Not

A dOSPO is explicitly not a foundation, a DAO, or a corporate OSPO under a different name. It is
not a foundation because it does not concentrate authority in an institution, own intellectual
property by default, or persist independent of governance renewal. It is not a DAO because it
does not rely on continuous voting for operational decisions. It is not a corporate OSPO because
it does not derive authority from employment or product control. It is the fourth model
precisely because it combines delegated execution capacity with community-derived legitimacy
and structural neutrality constraints in a way that none of the three existing models achieve.

Hard Boundaries and Control Thresholds

To prevent coordination from becoming control, a dOSPO operator is explicitly prohibited from
setting ecosystem roadmaps unilaterally, allocating funds outside governance-approved
programs, owning or conditioning support on intellectual property or repository control,
replacing maintainers absent a published governance process, and operating permanent
programs without sunset clauses.

The distinction between coordination and control is structural, not subjective. Coordination
becomes control when an operator can determine outcomes rather than facilitate them,
withhold resources without published criteria, shape agendas without accountability, or persist
without renewal. The dOSPO model treats these thresholds as failure conditions. Transparency,
renewal, and replaceability are enforcement mechanisms, not cultural preferences.

14
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4. Why a dOSPO Is Not a Traditional Foundation

At a distance, a dOSPO can appear similar to an open source foundation: committees, staff,
programs, and coordination functions exist in both models. This superficial resemblance is the
most common point of critique and the most important distinction to clarify.

Traditional foundations are sovereign institutions. They concentrate authority through
incorporation, boards, staff, and long-lived mandates. Even when founded with neutral intent,
foundations become centers of gravity: decision-making, budget control, and institutional
continuity converge within the organization itself. Ecosystems adapt around the foundation
rather than the foundation adapting to the ecosystem.

A dOSPO inverts this relationship. Sovereignty does not reside in the institution. It resides in
community governance. The operator does not persist by default; it exists only so long as its
mandate is renewed. It does not own projects, host intellectual property as a condition of
participation, or derive authority from incorporation or donor status. Foundations typically
expand scope over time, creating institutional dependency that makes replacement difficult
even when legitimacy erodes. A dOSPO is designed to resist this pattern: scope decays unless
renewed, programs sunset by default, and operators are replaceable without disrupting
governance continuity.

Enforcement mechanisms also differ fundamentally. Foundations enforce norms through
ownership of trademarks, infrastructure, or legal standing. A dOSPO enforces through incentives
and eligibility gates: funding program access, lifecycle designation, coordination credibility, and
transparency requirements. Projects retain the right to fork or exit without institutional penalty.

The defining test: if a dOSPO becomes institutionally indispensable, if the ecosystem cannot
function without it, it has violated its design constraints and should be restructured or
dismantled. Foundations create centers that ecosystems orbit. dOSPOs create scaffolding that
can be removed when no longer justified.

15
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5. Governance Architecture and Enforcement

The governance architecture of a dOSPO serves a single objective: enable coordinated
execution without allowing authority to consolidate. This requires explicit separation of powers,
bounded mandates, and enforcement mechanisms that do not rely on trust or permanence.

A dOSPO operates through three policy domains, each governed by a distinct
community-mandated body. These domains are intentionally general so that any sufficiently
mature Web3 ecosystem can adapt them to its own governance structures.

Figure 3: dOSPO Governance Architecture

Policy authority (top) is separated from execution (bottom)

Community Governance (token holders, delegates, constitutional processes)

delegation with constraints

dOSPO Operator (Coordination Function)
Intake & triage | Funding coordination | Cross-entity alignment | Incident response | Reporting

Bounded authority » Time-limited mandate = Replaceable by design

!

Ecosystem Projects, Maintainers, and Infrastructure
Retain autonomy, ownership, and right to fork

Renewal Cycle

Enforcement Mechanisms

+ 2-4 year initial charter

« Evidence-based renewal

+ Community re-authorization
* Scope redefinition option

« Dissolution if unjustified

The Open Source Domain

The open source domain covers stewardship policy for ecosystem-wide infrastructure: lifecycle
criteria, project health and maturity frameworks, funding eligibility standards, transparency and
reporting requirements, contribution guidelines, and data dashboards. The governing body for
this domain (often structured as a stewardship committee or open source council) defines the
rules under which projects receive support, transition between lifecycle stages, and
demonstrate accountability. This domain also encompasses code governance for
community-built applications and dApps beyond the core protocol, including repository
standards, licensing policy, and maintenance expectations for the broader open source
portfolio.

The Technical Domain
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The technical domain addresses cross-project standards, dependency management, and
architectural alignment. The governing body (typically structured as a technical steering group
or technical council) establishes interoperability requirements, resolves cross-project
dependency conflicts, provides technical gating for lifecycle transitions, and evaluates proposals
that affect shared infrastructure. This domain ensures that technical decisions affecting multiple
projects are made through deliberative processes rather than unilateral action by any single
development team. It also provides the technical review capacity necessary to assess whether
funded work meets quality and integration standards.

The Security Domain

The security domain defines disclosure policy, severity taxonomies, embargo procedures, and
incident coordination authority. The governing body (typically structured as a security council or
security advisory board) establishes the rules under which the dOSPO operator can act with
pre-authorized urgency during security incidents. This domain is distinctive because it requires
time-bounded delegation of execution authority that exceeds the normal operating constraints
of the dOSPO. Disclosure timelines, severity assessment, cross-entity communication
sequencing, and post-incident review all fall within this domain. The security domain also sets
the boundary conditions under which emergency authority expands and, critically, the
conditions under which it must contract.

Execution Authority: Delegation with Constraints

Across all three domains, operational execution is delegated to a coordination function: the
dOSPO operator. This operator manages intake and triage, coordinates approved funding
programs, facilitates cross-entity alignment, organizes incident response, and produces
reporting artifacts. Critically, the operator does not possess discretionary authority to set
priorities or allocate funds outside approved programs. Delegation is explicit and time-bound,
with pre-approved escalation paths for time-sensitive situations. The operator executes within the
frameworks defined by the three policy domains but does not define those frameworks.

Enforcement Beyond Renewal

Renewal of mandate is the primary accountability mechanism, but it is intentionally insufficient
on its own. The dOSPO model assumes renewal is political and imperfect, subject to low
participation, voter fatigue, and incumbent advantage. For this reason, enforcement relies on
additional structural constraints.

Automatic scope decay ensures mandates narrow over time unless explicitly renewed. Budget
cliffs allocate funding in discrete periods with hard expiration; absent renewal, budgets do not
roll over. Mandatory re-chartering at defined intervals forces scope redefinition or dissolution.
Program sunset clauses require evidence-based renewal for continuation. These mechanisms
reduce the surface area of renewal politics by forcing periodic re-justification. The dOSPO is
designed to fail safely by expiring rather than entrenching.

17
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Regarding timeframes, contributors experienced in building OSPOs rightly note that standing up
effective coordination takes considerable effort, and planning to wind it down is equally
challenging. A dOSPQO’s mandate period should be long enough to achieve meaningful outcomes
(typically two to four years for an initial charter) while short enough to prevent entrenchment.
Re-chartering does not necessarily mean dissolution; it means the community must
affirmatively decide to continue, with an opportunity to adjust scope and authority. The
temporary nature of a dOSPO is not about frequent creation and destruction but about
ensuring that continuation requires active justification.

Transparency functions as a further enforcement tool. Required artifacts include published
decision rationales, funding allocations and renewal criteria, outcome reporting tied to
mandates, and incident timelines with post-mortems. These enable governance bodies and the
broader community to audit behavior without relying on insider access.

18
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6. Security Coordination

Security is the domain where coordination failures are most visible and most costly.
Vulnerabilities rarely respect project boundaries. A flaw in a node client, wallet library, or
cryptographic dependency can cascade across the ecosystem within hours.

A dOSPO can guarantee the existence of a standing coordination mechanism: defined disclosure
paths that route reports to designated coordinators, pre-authorized roles for severity
assessment, shared severity taxonomy across independent teams, coordinated communication
to operators and downstream users, and institutional memory through post-incident
documentation.

A dOSPO cannot force compliance. It cannot compel an independent maintainer to patch code
or an operator to upgrade infrastructure. This is not a design flaw; it is a consequence of
decentralization. A dOSPO reduces chaos, not malice. Enforcement occurs indirectly through
incentives: eligibility for continuity funding, lifecycle designation, participation in coordinated
response, and reputational signaling. This is weaker than command authority but stronger and
more legitimate than ad hoc alignment.

Critically, security incidents must not justify permanent expansion of authority. Emergency
powers must contract immediately after use. Authority expands only under defined conditions
and contracts immediately afterward, preventing the security exceptionalism anti-pattern in
which rare crises are used to justify standing powers.

An example of how this can be coordinated is the recent Network partition event within the
Cardano ecosystem, found here. There remains lesson learned found in the response
mechanism to improve the decentralized coordination aspect among the various non-founding
entities, which a dOSPO could assist with through its incentive programs to coordinate faster
responses at scale.
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7. Funding and Cost Models

Funding is where Web3 ecosystems most clearly expose the mismatch between governance
ideals and operational reality. Treasuries are often substantial, yet critical infrastructure remains
under-maintained. A dOSPO reframes funding as a governance function rather than a series of
discretionary payouts.

Why Existing Approaches Fail

Grants reward proposal articulation over stewardship and end abruptly when deliverables are
met, regardless of ongoing dependency. Bounties incentivize discrete tasks but fragment
ownership and do not fund availability or incident response. Donations fluctuate with
sentiment, privileging popular projects over critical ones. Stakeholder research conducted
across Web3 ecosystems has documented this mismatch directly: interviewees have noted that
being overly rigorous about quantifiable metrics needs to match the maturity of those receiving
funds. Separate framework specifications have proposed tiered accountability structures with
differentiated verification requirements at micro-grant, growth, and infrastructure levels, rather
than applying uniform rigor regardless of context (see Consensus Consulting, M1 Stakeholder
Interviews and M2 Framework Specifications, available at hackmd.io/@ConsensusConsulting).

dOSPO Funding Principles

A dOSPO structures funding according to four principles. Lifecycle alignment ensures
instruments match project maturity and dependency risk. Time-bounded support means all
funding has explicit duration, and continuity is earned through renewal. Evidence-based
renewal ensures decisions reference outcomes, not advocacy. Portfolio discipline means
decisions consider ecosystem-wide dependency coverage and opportunity cost.

Funding Instruments

A dOSPO coordinates three classes of funding. Delivery-oriented funding supports scoped,
verifiable work such as features, documentation, and testing improvements, and is most
effective in early and growth stages. Continuity-oriented funding supports long-lived,
high-dependency infrastructure through maintainer retainers or service commitments,
compensating availability and operational responsibility without conferring ownership. Shared
infrastructure support funds tooling consumed across multiple projects (Cl systems, SDKs,
security tooling) as public goods.

Ethereum’s Protocol Guild provides a compelling precedent for continuity-oriented funding. It
maintains an on-chain registry of approximately 200 core protocol contributors, with funding
vested over four years and allocated based on time-weighted contributions. Donations from
ecosystem projects flow through the vesting contract without the Guild taking custody. The
mechanism demonstrates that continuity funding can be structured as a commons,
decentralized, transparent, and resistant to capture, without requiring an institutional
intermediary. Most Web3 ecosystems currently lack an equivalent mechanism for funding
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critical infrastructure maintainers, and a dOSPO can help structure and coordinate such
instruments.

Figure 4: Lifecycle-Aligned Funding Instruments

Funding type matches project maturity and dependency risk

MATURITY & MAINTENANCE

ECOSYSTEM-WIDE

e ™
Delivery-Oriented Continuity-Oriented Shared Infrastructure
Funding Funding Support
* Scoped, verifiable work * Long-lived infrastructure + Cross-project tooling
+ Features, docs, testing + Maintainer retainers
+ Milestone-hased + Availability & response ub
» Early & growth stages » High-dependency projects * Ecosystem-wide benefit
Grants, bounties, Retainers, service Public goods funding.
scoped contracts commitments (e.g. infrastructure grants
Protocol Guild model)
h s

Increasing dependency risk and ecosystem criticality

dOSPO Funding Principles

Lifecycle Alignment: instruments match maturity and risk
Time-Bounded Support: continuity eamed through renewal
Evidence-Based Renewal: outcomes over advocacy
Partfolio Discipline: ecosystem-wide coverage and opportunity cost

Coordination Cost Comparison (annual, coordination layer only)

DAQ-only: $0-$150K | Foundation: $2M-$20M+ | Min. Viable dOSPO: $450K-$1.2M | Mature dOSPO: $1.5M-$4M
Much of the dOSPO cost already exists distributed across the ecosystem; a dOSPO consolidates and makes it visible.

Cost of Coordination

Coordination is not free, but failing to acknowledge its cost leads to hidden inefficiencies. A
dOSPO makes coordination overhead explicit. For reference: DAO-only coordination with
minimal operators costs roughly SO to $150K annually but carries high execution risk.
Foundation-led stewardship typically runs from $2M to $20M or more annually depending on
scope, reflecting the institutional overhead of legal standing, executive leadership, compliance,
and infrastructure hosting. A minimum viable dOSPO consisting of a program lead, program
manager, part-time security coordination, and analytics support costs approximately $450K to
$1.2M. A mature dOSPO with multiple programs, dedicated security coordination, and technical
program management costs $1.5M to S4M.

The common objection that a dOSPO adds overhead misses that much of this cost already
exists, distributed across committees, ad hoc coordinators, duplicated tooling, and crisis
response. A dOSPO consolidates this distributed cost and makes it visible, accountable, and
optimizable.
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8. Patterns from Practice: Ecosystem Evidence

The dOSPO model is not purely theoretical. Several Web3 ecosystems have independently
developed partial coordination mechanisms that illustrate both the necessity and the emerging
shape of the approach. None has implemented a full dOSPO, but each demonstrates a facet of
the model in practice.

Multi-Entity Coordination Challenges

Mature Web3 ecosystems consistently distribute authority across multiple independent entities:
protocol engineering organizations, foundations, commercial ventures, and community
governance bodies. Each is legitimate within its scope. None has legitimate authority to
coordinate ecosystem-wide outcomes unilaterally. As these ecosystems mature, this structure
exposes coordination gaps that cannot be resolved through informal alignment alone.

A recurring pattern emerges across ecosystems: governance decisions exist, but execution lacks
a neutral coordination surface. Committees can set direction, but no standing function exists to
operationalize that direction across repositories, funding programs, and incident response.
Stakeholders across multiple Web3 ecosystems have independently identified the same
coordination failures: duplicate projects funded without awareness of each other, fragmented
project data across mechanisms, and no portable way for builders to demonstrate track records.
Proto-dOSPO structures exist in several ecosystems, but the coordination layer between
mechanisms remains incomplete.

Ethereum: Protocol Guild and Continuity Funding

Ethereum’s Protocol Guild represents one of the most sophisticated attempts to address the
maintainer funding problem. By maintaining an on-chain, self-curated registry of approximately
200 core contributors with time-weighted funding allocation, the Guild demonstrates that
continuity funding can be structured as a commons mechanism without institutional
intermediaries, custody of funds, or governance capture. Donations from ecosystem projects,
including significant contributions from the Arbitrum community, Moloch DAO, and Nouns DAQO,
vest over four years, aligning incentives with long-term stewardship rather than short-term
deliverables.

The Protocol Guild addresses continuity funding effectively but does not solve coordination
more broadly. It does not manage security incident response, cross-project dependency
alignment, or portfolio-level funding visibility. These are precisely the functions a dOSPO would
complement.

Polkadot: OpenGov and the Execution Gap

Polkadot’s transition from Governance V1 to OpenGov illustrates a different dimension of the
problem. By dissolving the elected Council and Technical Committee in favor of fully public
referenda with track-based scoping and a meritocratic Technical Fellowship, Polkadot achieved
greater decentralization in governance but simultaneously created new needs for execution
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coordination. Multiple referenda can now proceed in parallel across different tracks, increasing
throughput but also increasing the complexity of ensuring coherent outcomes. The Technical
Fellowship provides deep expertise but deliberately holds no hard power over the network. The
gap between deliberation capacity and execution capacity is precisely where a dOSPQO’s
delegated execution function would operate.

Cardano: Multi-Entity Coordination at Portfolio Scale

The Cardano ecosystem provides an instructive example of multi-entity coordination at portfolio
scale. Authority and execution are distributed across Input Output Group (protocol research and
engineering), the Cardano Foundation (stewardship and regulatory engagement), EMURGO
(commercial adoption and developer tooling), and Intersect (a member-based organization
facilitating community governance and open source stewardship). Intersect operates with
committee-led policy structures for open source stewardship, technical standards, and security
coordination, with delegated execution functions that align closely with the dOSPO model
described in this paper. A concrete implementation of portfolio visibility within the Cardano
ecosystem is the Builder Profile architecture, which links verified achievements to a persistent
on-chain identity (the Cardano Stake Key) and enables cross-mechanism reputation. This
addresses both the visibility problem of tracking who has done what and the informal
reputation systems that currently substitute for verifiable track records in many Web3
ecosystems (see Consensus Consulting, Builder Profile Architecture, available at
hackmd.io/@ConsensusConsulting). The Ecosystem Funding Working Group established under
Intersect is currently validating coordination mechanisms including liaison roles across multiple
funding and governance bodies, providing a near-term test of whether coordination can reduce
systemic drag without consolidating authority. Cardano’s experience demonstrates that
multi-entity ecosystems naturally converge toward the coordination patterns a dOSPO
formalizes. While there is a close imitation of a dOSPO model within Cardano, there still remains
a major gap for the formation of a dOSPO to better organize open source tooling sustainability
efforts, project compliance, and ecosystem maturity standards.

The Emerging Pattern

Across ecosystems, a consistent pattern is observable: as decentralized governance matures,
the need for bounded execution coordination intensifies. Each ecosystem invents ad hoc
solutions, including funding guilds, technical fellowships, ecosystem working groups, and
member-based organizations, that address fragments of the problem. A dOSPO synthesizes
these fragments into a coherent, replicable institutional design. Protocol Guild demonstrates
that continuity funding can be structured as a commons. OpenGov demonstrates that
meritocratic execution bodies can operate alongside public governance. Intersect demonstrates
that coordination can be delegated through committee-led structures without consolidating
ownership. The dOSPO framework formalizes these lessons into a governance primitive that any
sufficiently mature Web3 ecosystem can adopt and adapt.
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9. Risks, Anti-Patterns, and When Not to Use a dOSPO

The dOSPO is not universally applicable. It is a response to specific structural conditions: high
dependency depth, ecosystem-scale risk, and distributed authority. When applied outside those
conditions, it introduces unnecessary overhead.

Core Risks

Bureaucratic accretion is the most common failure mode of any coordination layer. Intake forms
multiply, review steps accumulate, and metrics drift from decision support to performance
theater. This risk is heightened in dOSPOs because execution is centralized while authority is
distributed. Mitigation requires default program sunsets, explicit process budgets, and periodic
elimination of workflows that cannot justify their existence in terms of risk reduction.

Soft capture through influence occurs when an operator accumulates power through proximity
to committees, control over information flow, or agenda-setting influence, distorting priorities
without violating explicit rules. Mitigation requires published intake backlogs, visible
prioritization criteria, separation between recommendation and decision, and rotation of key
coordination roles.

Renewal fatigue occurs when continuation becomes routine and scrutiny weakens. A dOSPO
that survives through inertia rather than re-justification has failed structurally. Mitigation
requires renewal tied to scope redefinition, budget cliffs, and forced re-chartering intervals.

Anti-Patterns to Avoid

The Foundation-in-Disguise anti-pattern occurs when a dOSPO begins to own infrastructure,
host canonical repositories, or persist without renewal, effectively becoming a foundation. The
Process-as-Authority anti-pattern occurs when adherence to procedure substitutes for
substantive outcomes, turning coordination into gatekeeping. The Hero Operator anti-pattern
occurs when effectiveness depends on a small number of exceptional individuals rather than
replaceable structures. The Security Exceptionalism anti-pattern uses rare incidents to justify
permanent authority expansion.

When Not to Use a dOSPO

A dOSPO is inappropriate when the ecosystem is small and experimental, dependency depth is
shallow, failures are localized and recoverable, authority is already legitimately centralized, or
coordination cost exceeds failure cost. In these cases, DAOs, foundations, or informal
governance may be more effective. Coordination should follow dependency, not precede it. The
defining test remains simple: does the coordination layer reduce more friction than it
introduces? If the answer becomes unclear, the dOSPO should contract or dissolve.
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10. Adversarial Review: Critiques and Rebuttals

This section addresses the strongest objections to the dOSPO model. These critiques are not
strawmen; they reflect arguments raised by DAO maximalists, foundation operators, corporate
sponsors, and security professionals.

"This is a design preference, not a structural necessity."

Argument: Better DAO tooling, stronger foundation charters, or improved social norms could
solve these problems without a new model.

Rebuttal: This confuses deliberation with execution. When incidents require time-bounded
coordination across independent actors, ecosystems must pre-delegate execution authority or
accept response latency. Once failures impose ecosystem-wide cost, delegation becomes
unavoidable. The choice is whether it is explicit and accountable or implicit and captured.

"Coordination inevitably becomes control."

Argument: Any standing coordination body will accumulate agenda-setting power regardless of
intent.

Rebuttal: Correct, absent structural constraints. The dOSPO does not rely on good faith; it relies
on hard boundaries: non-powers lists, published criteria, appeal paths, mandatory transparency,
and time-bounded mandates. The goal is not to prevent abuse forever but to make abuse
legible and reversible.

"This will create bureaucracy and slow builders down."

Argument: Formal coordination introduces friction and gatekeeping that discourages
contributors.

Rebuttal: Bureaucracy is a real risk, addressed by constraining the dOSPQ’s surface area.
Required processes must be justified by risk reduction. Programs sunset by default. A process
budget defines maximum procedural overhead. If coordination friction exceeds the friction it
replaces, the model has failed.

"This is just a foundation with committees and staff."
Argument: Despite new terminology, the dOSPO recreates the same institutional dynamics.

Rebuttal: Foundations are sovereign institutions; dOSPOs are non-sovereign coordination layers.
Foundations persist by default; dOSPOs decay unless renewed. Foundations enforce through
ownership; dOSPOs enforce through incentives and gates. If a dOSPO becomes institutionally
indispensable, it has violated its design constraints.

"Adoption requires crisis, not design."

Argument: Ecosystems adopt coordination structures only after failure.
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Rebuttal: Historically true. The dOSPO provides a pattern adoptable incrementally when
pressure emerges. Partial adoption of security coordination, lifecycle gating, or portfolio
visibility delivers value without full institutionalization. The model is designed to be introduced
where pain already exists, not imposed universally.

Conclusion

Decentralized ecosystems do not fail because they lack ideals. They fail when responsibility
dissolves under distributed authority. As open source becomes the critical infrastructure of
Web3, coordination becomes unavoidable. The absence of explicit coordination does not
preserve decentralization; it shifts power into informal channels and crisis-driven control.

The dOSPO is not a new center of authority. It is a governance primitive designed for a specific
problem: how to sustain shared open source infrastructure in systems where no single actor can
legitimately lead. By separating policy from execution, constraining authority through mandate
and renewal, and enforcing replaceability by design, the dOSPO enables coordination without
ownership and execution without sovereignty.

The evidence from multiple ecosystems supports this argument. Ethereum’s Protocol Guild
demonstrates that infrastructure funding can be structured as a commons. Polkadot’s OpenGov
demonstrates that removing centralized governance bodies creates new needs for coordinated
execution. Cardano’s Intersect demonstrates that multi-entity coordination can be structured
through committee-led policy and delegated execution. Each ecosystem is independently
converging on the same recognition: maturation demands coordination, and coordination
demands institutional design.

A dOSPO should not be adopted by default, nor allowed to persist by inertia. It should exist only
where dependency, risk, and scale demand it, and only so long as it continues to justify its
mandate. When it no longer does, it should be dismantled without ceremony.

Decentralization does not eliminate the need for institutions. It demands that institutions be
temporary, accountable, and replaceable. The dOSPO is one attempt to meet that demand, an
evolutionary step in how open source ecosystems mature from experimentation to production
infrastructure, designed to strengthen the ecosystem precisely by ensuring that no single entity,
including itself, becomes indispensable.
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