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	In which role you have provided the comments
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	Line(s)
	Comment (justification for change)
	Proposed change by the commentator
	Resolution by the eduGAIN policy subtask

	134
	More a question: is it necessary to restrict participation to federations that represent education/research? If a commercial or govt federation agreed to the relevant terms and technical profile, why exclude them?
	
	

	193-194
	Seems premature given ongoing discussions in multiple venues to make any branding specific to eduGAIN a SHOULD, especially for SPs.
	At least relax to MAY or probably just a non-normative “may”.
	

	204
	Requiring that data be ”up to date” is nice in theory but fairly vague in practice. How current does it have to be? What if something very useful isn’t guaranteed to be current, but the consequences of it being wrong are minor?
	Suggest that the requirement be relaxed to making information on the currency and quality of date being documented publically by the organization, or that a more specific requirement be created that would be testable.
	

	274
	Reference to SAML metadata spec should be supplemented by referencing the SAML 2.0 Approved Errata document.
	Add a reference to the Approved Errata.
	

	328/332
	The namespaces here suggest OASIS official adoption of these profiles, but these have not been submitted yet.
	Either remove such references, ask the editors to submit them to OASIS, or ask the editors to alter the namespaces to a non-OASIS value.
	

	384/390
	This material on formats seems to be more about what formats IdPs have to support.
	I would move the focus here away from specific formats to list, but to ”SHOULD list all the formats you support”. Move material on what deployers have to support to some other section.
	

	417
	This seems to rule out URL naming, and doesn’t really motivate the requirement for OID names by noting what kinds of attributes would have such names.
	I would move material on attribute naming to a deployment profile section. As with the previous comment, metadata should simply describe what is deployed.
	

	735-740
	Attributes here are referenced informally by shortname.
	Attributes should be referenced only through formal reference to a source of authority for the attribute type/definition. Could be eduPerson, could be another schema, could be an RFC, etc. Also FWIW, I’d dump CN as an attribute in favor of displayName.
	

	964
	Introduction of new metadata extension to capture adherence to DPP.
	I would suggest this be expressed using a SAML Attribute via the EntityAttributes extension. Whenever something can naturally be expressed as an attribute of the entity, this is usually the best way to express it to make the information available to implementations.
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


