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ANEC draft comments on the role and functioning the EC Multi Stakeholders Platform (MSP) for ICT standardisation
Introduction

As the European organisation representing consumers in standardisation, ANEC has been a member of the MSP since its inception.  We welcome the present review, the time is right after three years of MSP activities.
The MSP is somewhat unique in terms of the involvement of such a broad spectrum of stakeholders interested in ICT standardisation.   
Despite the significant coverage of interests, when it comes to specific applications, the stakeholders are not always present.
Following are our observations on the main MSP areas of activity, and some recommendations for the future.
Coherence in the standards domain
The multiplicity of Commission standards initiatives, ICT and non-ICT, is a difficulty that has been frequently pointed out, but sadly, the position seems to become worse, both because of additional political initiatives without proper and clear links between them, and given the increasing need to take account of digital technologies, that will link more and more with existing standards activities outside the ICT domain.  The later aspect raises some fundamental issues for consumers, such as security and data protection and privacy.  
In the interests of the understanding of those outside and inside the system, there needs to be much more coherence between the Annual Union Work Programme, the priorities for digital single market standards, and the Rolling Action Plan.  ANEC proposes a more coherent presentation (recommendation 1).
Involvement in MSP
There seems to be quite a disparate set of member state representatives, with some representing procurement authorities, some from technology, economic or business ministries, and there are even some from national standards organisations.
It might be preferable to have a more consistent approach, with member states' MSP representatives nominated by the member states representatives in the EU Committee on Standards, and a separate “procurement panel” of member states' representatives given a separate role in relation to the proposed European catalogue of ICT procurement/selection of specification. 

Because standardisation affects public interests such as consumer protection, public authorities should express the point of view of all the stakeholders concerned.
MSP operations
Due process needs to be observed, with sub-groups such as the Rolling Action Plan Task Force, or the evaluation panels, reporting to the MSP itself.  The MSP needs to take the formal decisions on the sub-groups' output, and MSP members need to have the opportunity to discuss issues of concern at Plenary level, whether or not they have been participating in the sub-groups (Recommendation 2).
Identification of specifications
ANEC has not needed to follow this activity closely, as none of the specifications so far put forward have been of significance for consumers.  However, we have noted that there has been at least one incidence where questions can legitimately be asked about the breadth of stakeholder involvement with drafting and approving specifications, and care should be taken to avoid MSP simply acting as a rubber stamp without very careful examination of the specifications against the criteria for identification.
In addition, we believe the time is right to proceed to an ex-post impact assessment/evaluation of the use of the selected technical specifications to see whether they were used, where and with which effect (Recommendation 3).
Rolling Action Plan
On one level, the Rolling Action Plan might be considered as a useful document, since it seeks to summarise in one place the state of the art on European ICT standardisation per domain.  Once current plans for improved on-line presentation have been implemented, its potential value will be enhanced.
Recommendations
1. Institute a single Commission annual “standardisation programme”, of which the Rolling Action Plan would be a specific part, albeit published as an on-line resource.
2. Review the MSP rules of operation, and where necessary amend them to improve the consensus and decision process, specifically with regard to the relation between the Plenary and sub-groups.
3. Try to ensure that evaluation panels concerning specifications for identification include genuinely neutral people, whose role it is to check that the criteria are properly met.  The evaluation reports to include a clear check-list to record that this has been done.

4. Conduct an ex-post impact assessment/evaluation of the use of the selected technical specifications to see whether they were used, where and with which effect (who benefitted?)
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