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	ARR
	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.  
	
	

	
	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.
	

	ARR
	Sec 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"… 
	

	
	
	
	
	"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?
	

	ARR
	
	1
	ge
	Why the Change to ” Information and Communication Technologies ("ICT")is this a more current term? How so? Because it includes mobile?
	
	

	
	Par 1, a)
	1
	ge
	
	Add”more” objective, “add begin describing measures and methodologies”
	

	
	
	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”  
	

	ARR
	Section 1, first par
	
	ge
	Why limit to transactional?
	Strike “transactional”
	

	
	
	Par 1
	ge
	What about storing, deleting…?
	Strike “identity data exchange” insert “identity” before ecologies
	

	
	Section  1, par 1
	
	ge
	Left the way it is it doesn’t allow for anonymity.
	
	

	
	“
	“
	ge
	Strike “electronic

data exchanges transactions”
	Insert  “interactions in data regarding identity”
	

	
	“
	
	ge
	Insert after voluntarily, “anonymously and pseudonymously and aligned with FIPPS and CPBR” 
	
	

	
	“
	
	ge
	
	Add “interactions in data regarding identity” Strike “transactions”
	

	
	
	P 3
	gen
	What is meant by echo
	
	

	
	
	
	ge
	What is meant by system? What system?
	
	

	
	
	Par 3
	ge
	Anonymity, pseudonymity
	Add “accomplish interactions in data regarding identity” Strike “identity exchanges identity data exchanges,” 
	

	
	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 3
	Intellectual Property Rules
	
	
Will these be aligned with the IDESG ROA
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ARR
	Section 2
	
	ge
	“pre-standardization” acknowledgement and review”  How common should this be ?
	
	

	
	Sec 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?
	
	

	
	
	
	ge
	Where are the enforcement rules?
	Where are the rules to enforce Fairness and due process?etc
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Strike “Description of proposed functions…” this is not appropriate as a review process to assess market demand
	

	
	
	
	
	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.
	

	
	
	
	
	Transparency to the public.  Not enough information from some pilots was released to the public.  
	
	

	
	
	
	
	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

• C Prospective commitment to open

standardization
	Strike “ Limited transparency to the public”

Need specification of function-oriented method description

Strike “minimum public review procedures”

Add “Require commitment to open standardization.

Add “Adequate and affordable ipr
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	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”.
	

	
	Sec 4
	Last paragraph
	
	what is the track record of successful prospective criteria?
	
	

	
	
	Last Par
	
	
	An IDESG endorsement process should require
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ARR
	Sec 5
	
	
	I thought we decided on (c) ? Why are these other options included? 
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