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Given:           We have five high level observations that we hope may strengthen 
                        the Recommendation: 
 
1. Purpose codes: We welcome the inclusion of age restriction as a recognized purpose. However, a single generic age restriction code may be insufficient. Different regulatory use cases, such as alcohol, gambling, pornography, social media and age-rated content, often have distinct legal and assurance requirements.
 
2. Policy layer: The Recommendation identifies the purpose of a request but does not appear to provide a mechanism for expressing the applicable policy requirements, such as age threshold, required assurance level, or whether estimation, credentials or other forms of age assurance are acceptable.
 
3. Privacy-preserving responses: We encourage explicit recognition that a verifier's request may be satisfied through privacy-preserving proofs, such as a simple over-18 assertion, cryptographic proof or anonymous age token, rather than disclosure of identity attributes.
 
4. Age assurance beyond identity: The draft is understandably centered on wallet-based credentials, but many regulatory frameworks also recognize age assurance methods that do not rely on identity credentials, including estimation and other privacy-enhancing techniques. It may be helpful to acknowledge these approaches where appropriate.
 
5. Relationship to existing standards: We suggest clarifying how IPCQ complements existing standards, including ISO/IEC 27566 and IEEE 2089.1, rather than appearing to define an alternative approach. This would help encourage interoperability and adoption.
 
6. Authentication requirements: The draft introduces an ath field to express authentication requirements, which is a valuable concept. However, it would benefit from defining a richer vocabulary or extension mechanism that allows verifiers to specify the required strength and type of authentication. For example, a verifier may need to require a fresh biometric with liveness detection or another specified authentication method, rather than simply relying on the device's local unlock mechanism. This would improve interoperability while allowing relying parties to express regulatory or risk-based authentication requirements.
 
We appreciate the work that has gone into this Recommendation and hope these comments are helpful.
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