IDESG Standards Coordination Committee (SCC)

Work item comments

1Type of comment:  ge = general  te = technical   ed = editorial

NOTE: Reviewer to complete columns 1-6. Editor to complete column 7.

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	Reviewer

	Clause No./
Sub-clause No./
Annex
(e.g. 3.1)
	Paragraph/
Figure/Table/Note
(e.g. Table 1)
	Type of com-ment1
	Comment (justification for change) 
	Proposed change 
	Disposition

	LM1
	[Section 1?]
	
	ge
	Critreria is mispelled
	critieria
	Accepted.   Line 13 in draft 5.

	LM2
	[Section 1?]
	
	ge
	“possible use in IDESG ecosystem

reviewed and analysis of Information and Communication Teychnologies ("ICT") open

standards relevant to the ecosystem” does not make sense
	“possible use in IDESG ecosystem based on analysis of Information and Communication Teychnologies ("ICT") open

Standards. 
	Accepted.   Lines 11-12 in draft 5.

	LM3
	Section 1
	
	ge
	Relaying should be relying
	Confidently relying
	Accepted.   Line 34 in draft 5.

	LM4
	Section 1
	
	ge
	well-declared meetings and remove “well-declared”
	Should be meanings
	Partially accepted.  Line 36 in draft 5.

	LM5
	Section 1
	
	ge
	better-examined is not necessary
	Remove  better-examined
	Accepted.   Line 44 in draft 5.

	LM6
	Section 1
	
	ge
	“and pneumatic”
	Remove “and pnewmatic” does not make sense
	Accepted.  Lines 61-62 in draft 5. 

	ARR3
	Section 1
	1
	ge
	Leave in the first paragraph from Draft 2 including by reference "Standards Adoption Criteria, Draft considerations 11/08/2012" This introduction is clearer as to the intent of the document. The reference "Standards Adoption Criteria, Draft considerations 11/08/2012" is helpful and important.
	“This working paper elaborates the principles and plans described in the presentation titled "Standards Adoption Criteria, Draft considerations 11/08/2012"… 


	Accepted.  Lines 9-10 in draft 5.

	ARR4
	[Par 1?]
	
	
	"Standards Adoption Criteria, Draft considerations 11/08/2012" mentions that

The committee may wish to consider whether it agrees

with the general scheme described here for:

(a) the selection of criteria for assessing candidate open standards;

(b) the methodology suggested for applying those criteria to approve or endorse

specifications, and

(c) suggestions at the end of this working paper for next actions.
	Was this decided upon? By consensus?
	Noted.  Discuss.  Comments heretofore received in the SCC meetings and on the mail list were overwhelmingly positive.   Whether the general scheme of this document is acceptable to the Committee, and whether consensus has been reached,  is for the Committee to determine.   

	ARR5
	[Par 1?]
	1
	ge
	Why the Change to ” Information and Communication Technologies ("ICT")is this a more current term? How so? Because it includes mobile?
	
	Noted.  Yes, ICT is the most common globally used domain description, and the "C" is taken by many to more clearly include mobile and telephony methods.

	ARR6
	Par 1, a)
	1
	ge
	
	Add”more” objective, “add begin describing measures and methodologies”
	"More":  Accepted, assuming that this refers to the draft's only use of the word "objective" in line 15 of draft 5, in the preamble language prior to section 1.

"Add begin describing":  Rejected, as I cannot find a place in the text where this is referenced or suggested.  Can someone locate it?

	ARR7
	[Par 1?]
	1
	Ge, 
	First sentence in unclear and should be more in alignment with the proposed change to the right
	Insert after assessments, “evaluation” or “an agreed upon criteria and published methodology or process”  
	Partially Accepted, in lines 16-17 of  draft 5.  "Agreed upon criteria" not inserted, as the resulting phrase "Adoption of the criteria ... would provide ... agreed upon criteria" is  recursive. 

	ARR8
	Section 1, Par 1
	
	ge
	Why limit to transactional?
	Strike “transactional”
	Accepted.  Line 28 in draft 5.  See also ARR11 and ARR13.

	ARR9
	[Section 1?]
	Par 1
	ge
	What about storing, deleting…?
	Strike “identity data exchange” insert “identity” before ecologies
	Accepted.  Lines 31-32 in draft 5.

	ARR10
	Section 1, par 1
	
	ge
	Left the way it is it doesn’t allow for anonymity.
	
	Discuss.  What ought to be changed?

	ARR11
	Section 1, par 1
	“
	ge
	Strike “electronic

data exchanges transactions”
	Insert  “interactions in data regarding identity”
	Partially accepted.  Lines 34-35 in draft 5.  See also ARR13.

	ARR12
	Section 1, par 1
	
	ge
	Insert after voluntarily, “anonymously and pseudonymously and aligned with FIPPS and CPBR” 
	
	Rejected.  This sentence is not a comprehensive statement of all policy goals for an identity system, but rather, an explanation of why open standards are employed  to achieve replicable interoperable data exchanges by vendor-neutral means.  The achievement of other policy goals, such as pseudonymity or FIPPs, may be served by other methodologies, but is not necessarily guaranteed by a standards adoption methodology.

	ARR13
	Section 1, par 1
	
	ge
	
	Add “interactions in data regarding identity” Strike “transactions”
	Partially accepted.  Line 37 in draft 5.  I believe that "transactions" in identity data is a more accurate term, but am indifferent to the suggested "interactions" rephrasing.

	ARR14
	[Section 1?]
	P 3
	gen
	What is meant by echo
	
	Accepted.  Corrected to "each ecosystem."  Line 58 in draft 5.

	ARR15
	[Section 1?]
	
	ge
	What is meant by system? What system?
	
	Noted.  The intent is to refer to ecosystems, each of which must make its own decisions about evaluating "openness."

	ARR16
	Section 1?]
	Par 3
	ge
	Anonymity, pseudonymity
	Add “accomplish interactions in data regarding identity” Strike “identity exchanges identity data exchanges,” 


	Partially accepted.   Corrected text is at Lines 61-62 of draft 5.   How does this relate to anonymity and pseudonymity?



	sda1
	Section 1
	
	ge
	The implementation of open standards is best practice and is called out in the strategy.  The IDESG should be developing policy independently of the call of the White House not at its behest.   This is covered in the 2nd sentence but is lost imo.  In that regard are we the NSTIC IDESG?  So too much NSTIC and not enough IDESG. 
	Develop neutral to IDESG related language.
	Rejected;  discuss.  The paper uses the White House strategy's strong endorsement of open standards as support for the IDESG's focus on this issue.  However, note, draft 6 has reduced the prominence of that point, in its reorganization, consistent with this comment. 

	sda2
	Section 1
	
	ed
	typo
	Change meanings to meetings
	Accepted.  Line 39 in draft 5.

	sda3
	Section 1
	2nd paragraph
	ge
	Why “pervasive in US”
	Change to language to generally apply
	Rejected.  (This is at Line2 42-43 in draft 5.)   The point of the sentence is that the US government broadly requires and encourages open standards use -- not necessarily true of all nations.

	sda4
	Section 1
	Last paragraph
	ed
	Wording
	Change echo system to ecosystem
	Accepted.  Line 58 in draft 5.

	sda5
	Section 1
	Last paragraph
	ed
	Wording
	Change “pneumatic marketplace” shorten or review sentence
	Accepted.  Lines 61-62 in draft 5.

	ARR2
	Section 2-5 Overall
	
	ge


	Thank you for this very description of the existing landscape and possible directions. In general the criteria needs to be more specified in a methodology or process. I lean more towards a Standards Evaluation Methodology approach similar to how privacy has done. Without the process document it is hard to evaluate as is. I am finding it difficult to understand what a particular criteria or standard might be. Again I would recommend more of a methodology loop with timelines and bench marks. I would like to revisit after the process document is completed.  We also need to evaluate whether a standard/project is relevant to the IDESG 
	See Privacy Evaluation Methodology and workbook.
	"Description of the existing landscape":   Accepted.  It's a good point that this background information distracts from  action-oriented guidance.  See the reorganization in draft 6, which moves the comparative/historical comments into an appendix.

"Process document":  Discuss. This has been provided as a separate chart.

"Relevant to the IDESG":  Noted.  This paper assumes that only standards which are relevant to the IDESG will be brought into the proposed methodology for evaluation. Some other separate process will assess whether a standard is relevant.

	ARR17
	Section 2.
	Par 2
	ge
	If you are resting the resolution of the duality described in Par 1 and 2 on “At the same time, we can acknowledge that there will be emerging methods not yet ready for that designation, which still may be appropriate for ecosystem use and thus may require some "pre-standardization" acknowledgement and review by that

ecosystem, as discussed in section 4 below.” If so I do not endorse wholesale the limitations as stated on Section 5: Implementation “For experimental or pilot-scale projects” 
	Accept “Function-oriented method descriptions. Do not accept others as is.
	Section 2:  Noted.  Note that Section 2 is moved into an Appendix, in draft 6's reorganization.

Section 5 ('duality'):  Discuss.  The "If you are resting the resolution of the duality ..." comment does not seem to parse.   

Section 5 ('I do not endorse wholesale...'):  Rejected.  Your point seems to question whether the chart approximately at line 374 of draft 5 appropriately applies the right subset of criteria to early-stage projects.  (That chart  just re-caps the textual discussing of that subsetting in Section 4 of that draft.)  Which of the subsetting decisions, if any, do you believe are inappropriate?  I do not understand how to apply your comment to generate proposed revisions to the draft text. 

	ARR19
	Section 2
	
	ge
	“pre-standardization” acknowledgement and review”  How common should this be ?
	
	Discuss.  (Note that the primary treatment of this subsetting or 'duality' approach is in Section 4 of draft 5.)  One indication that a different set of criteria apply to early-stage projects is the degree to which the NSTIC pilots were (not) required to employ nonproprietary methods. 

	sda6
	Section 2
	
	ge
	Looks too much to regulation as opposed to widespread adoption as basis
	Consider starting with the fact that standards and related practices and technology need to be adopted and that this is independent of standards in some cases.
	Rejected;  discuss.  That general statement already exists in the first section ... and these criteria are not regulatory, they ate  voluntary filters applied by users and ecosystems.  The core question for this working paper is whether in IDESG ecosystem should itself apply such criteria.

	sda7
	Section 2
	
	ge
	Too technical should be looking to drive value to help drive adoption
	Consider higher level goals as part of consideration
	Partially accepted.  Section 2 is moved into an Appendix, as informational content that is not normative guidance, in draft 6's reorganization.

	LM7
	Section 3
	
	ge
	“suitability of candidates voluntary consensus standards” should be changed. Grammatically incorrect. 
	Use “Suitability of other  standards” for clarity
	Partially accepted.  Lines 197-198 of draft 5.

	LM8
	Section 3
	
	Ge
	Misspelled “descrtiptions”
	Should be spelled descriptions
	Accepted.  Line 247 of draft 5.

	LM9
	Section 3
	
	Ge
	What are forks? In practice, forks, modifications and new technologies

are coming along constantly
	Remove “forks”
	Accepted to remove unnecessary  trade lingo. Line 293 of draft 5.   

	ARR18
	Section 3
	Intellectual Property Rules
	
	
Will these be aligned with the IDESG ROA
	
	Discuss.  I believe these are aligned.  However, a methodology could do more to impose specific IPR requirements  here.   Personally, I believe that's premature.  A significant but not yet resolved question is whether IDESG will impose some minimum licensing availability criteria, on the standards which it favorably evaluates.   

	ARR20
	Section 3
	
	
	Will this be decided on a case by case basis? With no base line?

“Facilitates balanced input, retards the exclusion of stakeholders or use cases.

Some standards bodies have explicit "balance" composition rules. Others believe that better results come from proactive recruiting, and level-playing-field rules that make participation attractive for minority stakeholders, than from quota approaches.”

Same for “Some standards bodies have explicit "balance" composition rules. Others believe that better results come from proactive recruiting, and level-playing-field rules that make participation attractive for minority stakeholders, than from quota approaches.” Who will decide and when?


	
	Discuss.   The current methodologies used by most of the other evaluating entities studied here, and listed in Section 2 of draft 5, is case-by-case. 

Given the SCC's apparent choice of methodology (c), as listed in Section 5 of draft 5, a case by case approach seems to be supported. 



	ARR21
	Section 3?
	
	ge
	Where are the enforcement rules?
	Where are the rules to enforce Fairness and due process?etc
	Noted.  The assertion of this proposed criterion is that an evaluated standard developing entity must have stated rules and  some known track record of enforcing them.  What those rules are, and how they are enforced, will vary widely from entity to entity/ I do not believe that a uniform set of measures is, or as a practical matter can be, applied to reach those assessments deterministically.  

	ARR22
	[Section 3?]
	
	
	
	Strike “Description of proposed functions…” this is not appropriate as a review process to assess market demand
	Rejected.  (Apparently a reference to line 241 if draft 5.)  The "market' in which demand is relevant for this purpose is potential users of the method.  The point of this sentence is that, by describing functions, rather than products, users are able to compare the description to their own use cases and technical needs, instead of relying on product names as a stand-in for desired functionality.  

	ARR23
	[Section 4? 5?]
	
	
	Among the foregoing (draft) common criteria, the requirements of:

• Participatory openness,

• Fairness and due process, and

• Stable hosting arrangements.

Should not to be waived in experimental pre-standardization projects.
	Insert as to the left.
	Rejected.  Discuss.  It appears that this comment applies to lines 313-316 of Section 4 in draft 5.

It is my understanding that pre-standardization efforts generally do not have the three criteria noted here;  and that imposition of them as suggested here would (for example) disqualify most current NSTIC pilot projects. 

What, if any, sanction should IDESG criteria afford to early stage experimental tech (such as identity smartcard beta tests) and specifications (such as OpenID Connect, or new draft versions of established standards)?

	ARR24
	[Section 3?]
	
	
	Transparency to the public.  Not enough information from some pilots was released to the public.  
	
	Noted.  I happen to agree with this view, although the NPO may feel differently;  in any case, this paper is not about those pilots.   

	ARR25
	[Section 3?]
	
	
	For experimental or pilot-scale projects:

• Limited transparency to the public

• Function-oriented method descriptions

• Minimum public review procedures

• Adequate intellectual property rules and

licensing

• Prospective commitment to open

standardization
	[a] Strike “ Limited transparency to the public”

[b] Need specification of function-oriented method description

[c] Strike “minimum public review procedures”

[d] Add “Require commitment to open standardization.

[e] Add “Adequate and affordable ipr
	This appears to be another critique of the  "subset" of criteria proposed to be applied in Sections 4 and 5 of draft 5.  See ARR23.

[a] Rejected.  Striking that phrase would imply that all pilots must be as fully transparent as an open standards body.

[b]  Discuss.  Do you have proposed language?

[c]  Rejected.  It seems to me that some kind of review (like the NSTIC pilot information presentations to the IDESG) is a good thing.. Why delete that requirement?

[d]  Rejected.  Discuss.  Doing so would apply a mandatory approach to the matters discussed in lines 353-360 of draft 5.  The effect of this proposed change would be to exclude any pilot that is not willing to make a binding commitment up front to commit its final work to open standardization.      

[e]  Partially accepted.  Discuss. Included as bracketed alternative language at lines 347-349 of draft 5.  The effect of this proposed change to the fourth bullet point would be to exclude any pilot that is not willing to make a binding commitment up front to certain IPR terms.  How feasible is that?    I do not recommend the word "affordable" as sufficiently clear.  Do you mean "royalty-free," for example?

	LM10
	Section 4
	
	Ge
	“qualities ought” does not make sense. 
	Change “ought” to “sought”
	Accepted.  Line 310 of draft 5.

	ARR26
	Section 4
	Par 2
	
	“general principles for working appropriately with new and incomplete proposed data methodologies.” 
	Add after methodologies “That are aligned with FIPPS and CPBR”.
	Rejected.  See ARR12.  (Relevant text in at line 305 of draft 5.)  While alignment with FIPPs and CPBR are appropriate inquiries for IDESG, I do not believe they belong in an assessment of whether a methodology is an open standard, in a review by the Standards Committee.  Rather, instead, they are better situated in a privacy or policy review than a standards review. 

	ARR27
	Section 4
	Last paragraph
	
	what is the track record of successful prospective criteria?
	
	Noted.   This generally refers to lines 352-359 of draft 5.  I understand that funding programs which require this commitment, from a pilot,  as a condition of funding, often do induce eventual open standardization.

	ARR28
	Section 4?
	Last Par
	
	
	An IDESG endorsement process should require
	Partially accepted.  Discuss.  Proposed change inserted, as a bracketed possible deletion, where it appears to be suggested, at line 355 of draft 5.

	sda8
	Section 4
	
	Ge
	Same as above, look to value as well as specific of standards
	ditto
	Noted.  See SDA7.  What if any specific changes are proposed?

	ARR29
	Section 5
	
	
	I thought we decided on (c) ? Why are these other options included? 
	
	Accepted.   In draft 6, that option has been promoted into the normative statement of recommended methodology. 

	ARR1
	Overall
	
	ge
	I am still not clear about the review process we are engaged in here. I am familiar with the process as is used in the Use Case AHG where there is more consideration and review of comments. I suspect that the Standards Adoption AHG may still be well served by a more Use Case AHG process. Some of the comments I made to Draft 2 are still unresolved and interleaved.  
	
	Discuss.  This seems to be a metacomment about the SCC process for review of this draft document..  The  scope for this 'review process' was stated in Cathy Tilton's call for comments.   This draft is the third major iteration of a document that was presented in  November 2012 and May 2013 to the SCC, and received strong positive feedback from multiple members on each occasion.  Previous committee feedback requested that we attempt to finalize this document for approval.  The level of specification of criteria here is verifiably similar to those employed by established global authorities, cited in Section 2 of draft 5.  I believe that all comments submitted in this review have been logged, and received replies, in this composite comment log. 

	JAH1
	[none supplied]
	
	ge
	I would like clarification on implementation of standards developed by this body. For example I am not clear:

1) if we are collecting existing standards and then applying those standards to work products e.g. Use Cases, Taxonomy, TFTM and leverage the standards to fill gaps in the work products

2) or is the intent of the standards to support the NSTIC guiding principles and then work products tailored to meet the standards, 

3) or are the collected existing standards analysed against the NSTIC guiding principles and work product to assess gaps in the standards.

To understand these points helps me to keep proper context on Jamie’s proposed strategy which appears very comprehensive and achievable for a neophyte like me. However I am very happy we have reach this point in our work as committee and look forward to a healthy engagement. 
	Currently I have no suggestions 
	Discuss.   I believe both #1 and #3 are consistent with the IDESG's work plan.  Additionally, as identity ecosystem rules and programs are proposed, or evaluated by IDESG, some will use standardization -- or not.  The IDESG may be called upon to evaluate that use (or the absence thereof) by reviewing what standard and non-standard methods are employed.  Such a review would  require some measurement or criteria for evaluation.
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