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Legal Compliance and International Law 
Reference Note 

Introduction 
This Note anchors A2074-SRS in recognized international legal practice and delineates the allocation of 

duties and liabilities among Agenda 2074 as standard-setter, GSIA as independent ethics and 

compliance custodian, and accredited Validation Partners as operational controllers. It confirms 

compatibility with leading public-international and private-international law instruments, explains 

cross-border recognition pathways for private validation outcomes, and safeguards patient-level rights 

where privacy, consent, and non-retaliation prevail over disclosure interests save where a narrowly 

tailored legal obligation compels otherwise. Nothing herein creates or implies claims of certification 

under third-party regimes; references to external standards are interpretive and comparative only, and 

must never be represented as ISO or treaty-based “certification” of A2074-SRS or its users.  

Chapter 1 — Relationship to International Standards and Instruments 
A2074-SRS is designed to be interoperable with, and complementary to, the principal soft-law and 

hard-law instruments that govern responsible business conduct, labour and human rights, privacy and 

data protection, and cross-border data governance. Where such instruments impose binding 

obligations through domestic enactment or treaty adherence, this Note shall be construed 

harmoniously so that compliance with A2074-SRS advances, and never frustrates, compliance with 

those obligations. 

First, the Standard aligns its substantive expectations with the UN Guiding Principles on Business and 

Human Rights (UNGPs) (Protect–Respect–Remedy). UNGPs establish the State duty to protect, the 

corporate responsibility to respect, and the need for access to remedy. A2074-SRS adopts that tripartite 

logic in its governance (Agenda 2074 as standard-setter), ethics and adjudication (GSIA oversight), and 

operational requirements on Validation Partners and Applicants.  

Second, the Standard recognises the ILO Declaration on Fundamental Principles and Rights at Work 

(1998, amended 2022) and the associated core conventions as the baseline for labour rights. Provisions 

on non-discrimination, freedom of association and collective bargaining, elimination of forced and child 

labour, and a safe and healthy working environment are embedded in pillar-level validations and the 

Ethics & Integrity Code.  

Third, on responsible business conduct, A2074-SRS maps to the OECD Guidelines for Multinational 

Enterprises on Responsible Business Conduct (2023 update), particularly on human rights due 

diligence, climate and biodiversity expectations, technology- and data-related due diligence, 

corruption, disclosure, and stakeholder protections, while preserving the distinct SRS rule against 

comparative public rankings absent explicit, revocable consent. National Contact Point procedures and 

risk-based due diligence under the Guidelines inform GSIA’s expectations for enterprise-level 

remediation and cooperation.  

Fourth, no part of A2074-SRS shall be marketed as ISO 26000 certification; ISO 26000 provides guidance 

only and is not certifiable. Where Applicants choose to self-declare alignment with ISO 26000, such 
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statements may be recorded as contextual information but confer no bearing on SRS validation 

outcomes.  

Fifth, for privacy and data protection, A2074-SRS’s digital regime mirrors global norms: the EU General 

Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) for principles, rights, controller–processor allocation, and 

cross-border transfer gateways; and the Council of Europe’s Convention 108/108+ as the only binding 

multilateral data-protection treaty of global relevance. These instruments underpin Chapters 5–17 of 

the Digital Integration Manual, including consent ledgering, minimisation, rights enablement, and 

transfer restraints with key-residency safeguards.  

Sixth, on cross-border privacy interoperability, the Standard recognises the OECD Privacy Guidelines as 

a long-standing global benchmark and acknowledges voluntary certification mechanisms such as 

APEC’s Cross-Border Privacy Rules (CBPR) and the Global CBPR Forum as supplemental accountability 

devices for some jurisdictions. Participation in such regimes may facilitate, but does not replace, SRS 

consent, minimisation, or patient-level confidentiality duties.  

The relationships described above are operationalised as follows. 

External instrument Relationship within A2074-SRS Non-derogation clause 

UNGPs (2011) 

Ethical canon for corporate 

responsibility to respect; informs GSIA 

remedies and Partner due diligence 

UNGP-consistent remedies prevail over 

convenience in publication or 

marketing uses  

ILO Declaration & 

core conventions 

Labour baselines embedded in pillar 

validations and Ethics & Integrity 

Code 

No validation model may dilute core 

labour rights 

OECD MNE 

Guidelines (2023) 

Due-diligence expectations and 

stakeholder protections guide Partner 

programmes and disclosures 

NCP-style cooperation informs GSIA 

case handling; no comparative 

rankings without consent  

ISO 26000 

Optional self-declaration by 

Applicants; not a certification; purely 

contextual 

Any implication of ISO “certification” is 

prohibited  

GDPR; Convention 

108+ 

Baseline privacy principles, rights, 

transfers; binding treaty benchmark 

Transfer and rights regimes take 

precedence in conflicts 

OECD Privacy 

Guidelines; 

APEC/Global CBPR 

Interoperability references for 

cross-border accountability 

Do not replace SRS 

consent/withdrawal architecture  

 

Chapter 2 — Cross-Border Recognition and Enforcement 

Considerations 
A2074-SRS validations are private-law outcomes issued under contract by accredited Validation 

Partners, overseen by GSIA. Their cross-border legal effect is therefore secured through the 
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architecture of applicable law, jurisdiction, and dispute-resolution clauses, not by statute. This Chapter 

sets out the recognition pathways and associated choice-of-law rules that Parties must implement. 

Choice of forum and law must be explicit. For court litigation, exclusive forum selection under the 

Hague Choice of Court Agreements Convention (2005) supports recognition of resulting judgments 

among Contracting Parties; for arbitral resolution, awards are globally enforceable under the New York 

Convention (1958), making arbitration the preferred method for transnational enforcement of Partner–

Applicant disputes. Within the European Union, judgment circulation benefits from Brussels I Recast 

(Regulation 1215/2012), while applicable-law questions are governed by Rome I (contract) and Rome 

II (non-contractual obligations). Where available, the Hague Judgments Convention (2019) offers an 

additional multilaterally harmonised route for recognition and enforcement of certain foreign civil and 

commercial judgments.  

Accordingly, all Partner engagement instruments shall: designate a governing law under Rome I-style 

principles; stipulate an exclusive seat and rules for arbitration with award enforcement contemplated 

under the New York Convention; and, where Parties elect court litigation, adopt an exclusive 

choice-of-court clause drafted to fall within the Hague 2005 Convention. For EU-only disputes, the 

Brussels I Recast framework on jurisdiction and enforcement applies ex lege, but clear drafting prevents 

tactical litigation and lis pendens risks.  

Cross-border recognition also interacts with data-transfer and confidentiality regimes. No recognition 

or enforcement mechanism may be used to compel disclosures that would contravene patient-level 

confidentiality, GDPR transfer restrictions, or Convention 108+ obligations; where production is legally 

compelled, disclosures must be the minimum necessary and accompanied by protective orders and 

key-residency controls, consistent with the Digital Integration Manual. Where Parties operate in APEC 

jurisdictions, CBPR or Global CBPR participation may evidence organisational accountability to 

regulators but does not itself authorise data export under A2074-SRS absent a valid lawful basis and 

consent resolution.  

To mitigate fragmentation outside treaty relationships, the following layered model applies. First, 

contractual enforcement is ensured through arbitral seats that have enacted the UNCITRAL Model Law 

on International Commercial Arbitration (as amended 2006), enhancing neutrality and court support 

for interim measures. Second, where court judgments are intended to circulate, the drafters shall prefer 

jurisdictions that are party to Hague 2005 and, where relevant, Hague 2019. Third, within the EU (and 

Lugano-type arrangements where in force), Brussels I Recast provides direct enforceability. In all cases, 

choice-of-law and forum clauses must be drafted consistently with the A2074-SRS non-retaliation 

principle so that rights to withdraw consent and to suppress public disclosures cannot be penalised 

through “free-speech” or publicity clauses.  

The private-law nature of SRS outcomes means no governmental “recognition” is required for an entity 

to rely on its validation in commerce; however, any public representation must adhere to the 

Communication & Public Disclosure Protocol and remain revocable upon consent withdrawal. In 

jurisdictions where unfair-trade or consumer-protection statutes regulate trustmarks or seals, Partners 

and Applicants must ensure that SRS representations are accurate and non-misleading, and that any 

comparisons are consented and proportionate as required by the Standard. 

Chapter 3 — Liability Allocation and Indemnities 
Liability under A2074-SRS is allocated to reflect institutional roles: Agenda 2074 serves as 

standard-setter; GSIA acts as independent ethics and compliance custodian with adjudicative powers; 
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accredited Validation Partners perform assessments and issue private-law validation outcomes; 

Applicants submit to assessment and, where elected, to controlled public disclosure; and Vendors 

operate under sub-processing or service arrangements subject to the Vendor & SLA Registry. Allocation 

is calibrated to the UN Guiding Principles’ prevent–mitigate–remedy logic, the OECD Guidelines’ 

risk-based due-diligence expectations, and binding privacy regimes, including GDPR and Convention 

108+, which govern controller/processor responsibility and cross-border transfers.  

Agenda 2074 assumes no operational controller role over Applicant data, validations, or disclosures; its 

duties are limited to promulgating the canon and supervising accreditation and platform rules. 

Accordingly, Agenda 2074 disclaims liability for Partner operational errors, while retaining 

responsibility for misstatements about the canon and any breach of its own brand or licensing 

covenants. GSIA’s liability is confined to good-faith exercise of ethics and adjudication functions; GSIA 

is not a controller of Applicant data and bears no responsibility for Partner processing, save for harm 

caused by GSIA’s wilful misconduct or bad-faith determinations. These limitations operate subject to 

non-excludable obligations under applicable law and do not diminish rights to effective remedy under 

the UNGPs and OECD RBC framework.  

Validation Partners are primary controllers for processing performed in the course of engagements. 

They bear first-line liability for (i) assessment conduct and outcomes; (ii) security and confidentiality of 

evidence; (iii) publication or withdrawal actions tied to consent; and (iv) compliance with jurisdictional 

transfer rules. Where GDPR applies, Partner and any engaged processor may be jointly and severally 

liable to data subjects for damage resulting from processing that infringes the Regulation, with rights 

of recourse between them. This allocation is reinforced by Convention 108+ obligations on 

independent supervision and transborder data flows.  

Applicants warrant the accuracy and legality of materials and attestations they provide and accept 

responsibility for their own publication requests, branding uses, and downstream representations to 

third parties. Applicants shall not attribute legal “certification” to ISO 26000 alignment or to SRS 

participation, and any such claim is a material breach of this Note and grounds for remedial direction 

by GSIA. ISO 26000 is a guidance instrument and is not certifiable.  

Vendors engaged by Agenda 2074 or Partners operate solely within documented instructions, are 

treated as processors or service providers as applicable, and owe direct contractual duties on security, 

confidentiality, sub-processing, incident notification, and deletion/return on exit. Where a vendor’s 

acts or omissions cause a breach, the contracting controller bears external responsibility to data 

subjects or third parties, without prejudice to indemnity and recourse against the vendor. This mirrors 

GDPR’s controller–processor structure and OECD’s accountability emphasis.  

Indemnities are structured to ensure effective recourse while preserving proportionality. Each Partner 

shall indemnify Agenda 2074 and GSIA for third-party claims (including data-subject claims, regulator 

actions, and IP claims) arising from Partner assessments, publications, or processing, except to the 

extent caused by Agenda 2074’s or GSIA’s wilful misconduct or bad-faith determinations. Applicants 

shall indemnify Partners for third-party claims arising from Applicant-provided content or unlawful 

publication requests, except where the claim is caused by Partner’s breach of this Manual or applicable 

law. Vendors shall indemnify their contracting principal for claims attributable to vendor control failures 

or non-compliance with agreed safeguards. These indemnities operate in addition to, not in lieu of, 

statutory liability under GDPR Article 82 and analogous regimes.  

mailto:info@afse.world
http://www.afse.world/


 
Agenda for Social Equity 2074 

 
 

 
info@afse.world  www.afse.world +46 10 585 04 59 

Limitations of liability may be adopted for ordinary negligence, subject to carve-outs for (i) wilful 

misconduct or fraud; (ii) breaches of confidentiality leading to unlawful disclosure; (iii) violation of 

data-subject rights; and (iv) infringement of A2074-SRS trademarks or misuse of trustmarks. Any 

limitation shall not impair data-subject remedies where mandated by law. Dispute resolution for 

indemnity claims shall proceed under the contract’s arbitration clause, with awards enforceable under 

the New York Convention; if Parties elect court litigation, an exclusive choice-of-court clause aligned to 

the Hague 2005 Convention should be used to facilitate judgment recognition.  

Insurance is mandatory for Partners and Vendors at levels commensurate with their risk profiles, 

including professional liability, cyber, and media/IP cover. Proof of coverage and notification of material 

changes must be recorded in the Vendor & SLA Registry. In EU matters, governing-law and forum 

selections should align with Rome I and Brussels I Recast; in non-EU contexts, the arbitration-first model 

with a Model Law seat reduces enforcement risk.  

For clarity, the following matrix expresses indicative liability and indemnity baselines; it does not 

displace mandatory law or GSIA orders. 

Party Primary liabilities Indemnity obligations Carve-outs / notes 

Agenda 

2074 

Canon integrity; licensing and 

brand governance 

Receives indemnity from 

Partners/Applicants for 

assessment/publication harms 

Disclaims operational 

controller role; subject 

to bad-faith/wilful 

misconduct exception  

GSIA 
Good-faith ethics oversight 

and adjudication 

Receives indemnity from 

Partners/Applicants; provides 

none except for bad-faith/wilful 

misconduct 

Non-controller; 

independence 

preserved  

Validation 

Partner 

Controller duties; assessment 

conduct; security; 

publication/withdrawal 

Indemnifies Agenda 2074/GSIA; 

may seek indemnity from 

Applicants/vendors 

GDPR Article 82 joint 

liability with processors 

where applicable  

Applicant 

Truthfulness of submissions; 

lawful publication requests; 

downstream representations 

Indemnifies Partner for 

Applicant-origin claims 

No ISO “certification” 

claims permitted; 

misuse is material 

breach   

Vendor 

Processor/services 

compliance; security; 

sub-processing 

Indemnifies contracting 

principal for control failures 

Controller retains 

external responsibility; 

recourse preserved  

 

Chapter 4 — Intellectual Property, Branding, and Usage Rights 
Ownership. Agenda 2074 holds all intellectual property rights, title, and interest in the SGG-based 

canon, A2074-SRS textual materials, schemas, and visual identity, including trademarks and trustmarks. 

Under international copyright principles, protection vests automatically upon fixation and requires no 
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formalities, with national treatment across Berne Union members; moral rights and minimum 

standards apply as per the Berne Convention.  

Licensing to Partners and Applicants. Accredited Validation Partners receive a non-exclusive, 

non-transferable, revocable licence to use A2074-SRS materials strictly to perform assessments, 

develop model-aligned guidance, and communicate outcomes within consented scopes. Applicants 

receive a limited licence to reference the Standard in self-descriptions and to reproduce extracts 

necessary for engagement, subject to accurate attribution and non-misleading context. Derivative 

works aimed at implementation may be created by Partners provided they (i) retain clear attribution 

to A2074; (ii) avoid confusion with the official canon; and (iii) are shared only within licence bounds 

and confidentiality constraints. All licences terminate automatically upon suspension or termination of 

accreditation or upon breach. These rules are grounded in Berne’s automatic protection and authors’ 

rights framework.  

Trademarks and trustmarks. The names “Agenda for Social Equity 2074”, “A2074-SRS”, and associated 

word and device marks, including any hospitality-style star insignia and “Validated” or “In Good 

Standing” trustmarks, are protected trademarks. Use is permissible solely under written brand-use 

terms, with geographic expansion facilitated, where relevant, by international registration under the 

Madrid Protocol. Revocation of validation or consent triggers immediate cessation of trustmark display 

and withdrawal from public materials and feeds. Misuse, dilution, or deceptive use is grounds for 

suspension and legal action.  

No ISO claims; no public-law certification claims. Partners and Applicants shall not imply that ISO 26000 

confers certification or that A2074-SRS outcomes constitute statutory or treaty-based certifications. 

Any ISO reference is limited to optional self-declaration by Applicants; any contrary claim is prohibited 

and subject to corrective action and brand-use termination.  

Evidence, third-party works, and confidentiality. Evidence repositories frequently contain third-party 

copyrighted materials. Partners and Applicants warrant that submissions are lawfully provided and that 

any necessary permissions are in place, and agree that such materials are processed solely for 

validation purposes under confidentiality and fair-use/quotation allowances where applicable. 

Publication of excerpts from third-party works requires a specific lawful basis (licence, statutory 

exception, or consent) and must respect the Standard’s minimum-disclosure policy and revocation 

rights. These obligations are cumulative with GDPR and Convention 108+ restrictions on processing and 

disclosure.  

Data models, schemas, and software. Canonical schemas and interface specifications published by 

Agenda 2074 may be made available under explicit licence terms that allow implementation and 

interoperability while prohibiting removal of attribution or creation of confusingly similar “forks” 

presented as official. Open-licence terms, where adopted, do not waive confidentiality, data protection, 

or trustmark restrictions. Where software or documentation incorporates third-party open-source 

components, the relevant licences must be observed without derogating from A2074 branding or 

confidentiality obligations. These principles coexist with Berne’s default protection and do not imply 

public-domain dedication absent express grant.  

Branding use after revocation or expiry. Upon consent withdrawal or loss of good standing, all public 

uses of A2074-SRS trustmarks, badges, and validation statements must be ceased promptly and 

removed from digital channels, printed media, packaging, and advertising, with takedown 

orchestration supported by the Digital Integration Manual. Any residual references must be purely 
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historical and non-promotional, and must not suggest current affiliation, status, or endorsement. 

Cross-border enforcement of brand-use provisions shall rely on arbitration (New York Convention) or, 

where litigation is elected, on exclusive choice-of-court clauses aligned to the Hague 2005 Convention 

and, as available, on recognition instruments such as the Hague 2019 Judgments Convention.  

The following table summarises asset classes and permitted uses. 

Asset class Owner Permitted uses Prohibitions 

Canonical texts 

(A2074-SRS, 

SGG-based 

canon) 

Agenda 2074 

Partner implementation 

guidance; Applicant 

engagement extracts 

(attribution, licence) 

Re-publication as “official”; removal 

of attribution; sublicensing without 

consent  

Logos, 

trustmarks, 

badges 

Agenda 2074 

Display by 

Partners/Applicants in good 

standing within consented 

scopes 

Use after revocation; deceptive or 

comparative claims without explicit 

consent; jurisdiction-confusing use  

Schemas, API 

specs 
Agenda 2074 

Implementation for 

interoperability under 

licence 

Creating confusing “forks”; stripping 

attribution; publication of non-public 

specs  

Third-party 

evidence 

Third-party 

rightsholders 

Validation-purpose 

processing under 

confidentiality 

Public reproduction without 

licence/exception/consent; breach of 

data-protection limits 

 

Chapter 5 — Patient-Level Rights and Non-Retaliation as Overriding 

Principles 
Patient-level rights, privacy, and non-retaliation constitute superior obligations within A2074-SRS and 

prevail over publication, marketing, or competitive interests, save where a narrowly tailored legal 

obligation compels limited disclosure. These guarantees are grounded in internationally recognized 

norms and binding instruments that collectively require respect for human dignity, data protection, 

and fair treatment. At minimum, the Standard implements: the UN Guiding Principles’ corporate 

responsibility to respect human rights and to provide or cooperate in remediation; the OECD 

Guidelines’ risk-based due-diligence framework and protections for at-risk persons; and the 

comprehensive privacy and data-protection regimes under the EU GDPR and the Council of Europe’s 

Convention 108+.  

Within this hierarchy, patient-level confidentiality and consent are not merely contractual covenants 

but legal-ethical requirements integrated into the platform’s architecture and Partner obligations. 

Controllers must apply lawfulness, fairness, transparency, purpose limitation, data minimisation, 

accuracy, storage limitation, integrity, and accountability, while ensuring enforceable rights of access, 

rectification, portability, restriction, objection, and erasure in accordance with GDPR and analogous 

norms in Convention 108+. Controllers and processors engaging in cross-border transfers must rely on 
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valid transfer mechanisms and ensure adequate safeguards, including key-residency and encryption, 

before any disclosure or remote access is permitted.  

Consent is explicit, informed, granular, and revocable. Any public display of entity-level results or 

third-party sharing must be preceded by real-time consent resolution against the Consent Ledger; upon 

revocation or expiry, immediate withdrawal across primary endpoints, caches, mirrors, and syndication 

partners is required. These obligations are consistent with GDPR principles regarding consent and with 

Convention 108+’s modernised accountability requirements for controllers operating in transborder 

environments.  

Non-retaliation is categorical. No Applicant, employee, worker, or contributing stakeholder may be 

penalised for exercising privacy rights, refusing publication, amending or withdrawing consent, or 

submitting complaints to GSIA or regulators. This protection mirrors the UNGPs’ access-to-remedy 

pillar and aligns with the OECD Guidelines’ updated expectations to safeguard at-risk persons, including 

those who raise concerns about business conduct. Incentives for voluntary disclosure are permissible 

only where they are non-coercive, reversible, and do not condition essential services on public display.  

Sensitive categories and vulnerable populations require heightened protection. Evidence involving 

children, health, or comparable sensitivities is subject to sealed workflows, layered redaction, and strict 

need-to-know access. Any attempt to process, disclose, or combine such records without a valid lawful 

basis and explicit, revocable consent is prohibited. When compelled by law to disclose, Partners must 

apply the minimum-necessary standard, preserve data-subject rights to the extent permitted, and 

document legal bases and safeguards for GSIA review. These constraints are required by GDPR’s 

principles and by Convention 108+’s strengthened supervisory expectations.  

Public communication must not mischaracterize privacy status or imply comparative rankings without 

express consent. Any reference to ISO 26000 is limited to optional self-declaration and may not be 

presented as certification; misuse invites corrective action, brand-use termination, and potential 

sanctions. This preserves the anti-coercion discipline while avoiding consumer confusion about 

non-certifiable guidance instruments.  

Where rights claims conflict with operational integrity of audit or consent ledgers, logical deletion and 

tombstoning shall be employed so that confidentiality is preserved in practice while immutable forensic 

provenance is retained for adjudication. This reconciles data-subject rights with accountability duties 

under GDPR and Convention 108+.  

Chapter 6 — Dispute Resolution and Remedies 
Dispute resolution and remedies within A2074-SRS are structured to deliver timely, fair, and 

enforceable outcomes that align with international private-law instruments and human-rights 

responsibilities. The architecture is layered: internal resolution; GSIA adjudication; and external 

mechanisms (arbitration or courts) designed for cross-border enforceability. 

Internal resolution is the first resort. Partners must maintain accessible, auditable grievance channels 

for Applicants and affected stakeholders, providing clear timelines, reasoned responses, and corrective 

actions where warranted. This is consistent with the UNGPs’ operational-level grievance expectations 

and the OECD Guidelines’ emphasis on effective stakeholder engagement and remediation.  

GSIA adjudication provides independent oversight. Complaints alleging ethics violations, 

data-protection failings, coercive consent, retaliatory conduct, or misrepresentation of outcomes fall 
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within GSIA’s supervisory jurisdiction. GSIA may order corrective measures, including withdrawal or 

suppression of public materials, remedial communications, suspension of Partner privileges, and 

mandatory process improvements. GSIA’s determinations are reasoned and recorded, with due regard 

to confidentiality, and are designed to be implemented without infringing statutory rights under privacy 

laws.  

External enforcement is designed for international recognition. Contracts among Agenda 2074, GSIA, 

Partners, Vendors, and Applicants shall contain a clear governing-law clause and a primary 

commitment to arbitration seated in a Model Law jurisdiction, thereby facilitating neutral proceedings 

and interim measures support. Awards are intended to be recognized and enforced under the New 

York Convention in a broad range of jurisdictions. Where Parties elect court litigation, exclusive 

choice-of-court clauses should be drafted to fall within the Hague Choice of Court Agreements 

Convention, increasing the likelihood of recognition and enforcement of resulting judgments. In the 

European Union, the Brussels I Recast regime applies to jurisdiction and judgment circulation; 

applicable law must be specified under Rome I (contract) and, where relevant, Rome II (non-contractual 

obligations). The Hague 2019 Judgments Convention provides an additional multilateral pathway 

where in force.  

Remedies are proportionate and restorative. Available remedies include specific performance (e.g., 

taking down public disclosures, implementing consent withdrawals), declaratory relief (corrective 

statements), and damages where permitted by governing law. In privacy matters, remedial priority rests 

on cessation of processing, suppression from public interfaces, restoration of security controls, and 

verifiable deletion or tombstoning consistent with GDPR and Convention 108+. Monetary remedies do 

not substitute for these primary measures.  

Non-retaliation in remedies is mandatory. No complainant, witness, or data subject may suffer adverse 

treatment for raising a good-faith concern or exercising rights. Where retaliation is found, GSIA may 

direct restorative measures, public clarification where proportionate, and suspension or expulsion of 

offending entities consistent with OECD Guidelines’ protections for at-risk persons.  

Interim and urgent relief are supported procedurally. Parties may seek interim measures from arbitral 

tribunals under the Model Law’s 2006 amendments (including recognition/enforcement of interim 

measures) or from courts of competent jurisdiction, to prevent imminent harm to privacy, consent 

integrity, or brand misuse while the merits are adjudicated.  

Costs and fee-shifting follow the principle of reasonableness and deterrence. Frivolous or bad-faith 

proceedings may attract adverse costs; conversely, meritorious privacy and non-retaliation complaints 

should not be deterred by prohibitive expense. Contractual provisions may provide for moderated 

fee-shifting, subject to mandatory consumer or data-protection law limits in the applicable forum. In 

all cases, cost provisions must not undermine the effectiveness of remedies guaranteed by GDPR or 

analogous law.  

Finally, transparency obligations are reconciled with confidentiality. Public summaries of systemic GSIA 

decisions may be issued without identifying parties or disclosing personal data, thereby advancing 

learning while safeguarding rights. Documentation of dispute resolution and remedies shall be 

preserved in immutable audit trails consistent with A2074-SRS governance, without derogating from 

rights to suppression from public display. This balance sustains trust and aligns with accountability 

principles under leading privacy frameworks. 
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Final Word 
This Note consolidates the legal backbone of A2074-SRS and affirms a coherent, enforceable, and 

rights-preserving regime for responsible validation across borders. Its purpose is two-fold. First, it 

harmonises A2074-SRS with leading global instruments so that Partners and Applicants who operate 

under the UN Guiding Principles and the OECD Guidelines can rely on a single, credible framework for 

due diligence, stakeholder protection, and remedy, while preserving independent ethics oversight by 

GSIA. Second, it translates those norms into private-law architecture—clear governing-law and forum 

clauses, arbitration or exclusive jurisdiction pathways, brand governance, and controller–processor 

allocations—so that outcomes remain legally durable and practically enforceable across jurisdictions.  

Throughout, the superior obligations are privacy, consent, and non-retaliation. Patient-level 

confidentiality is not a negotiable courtesy but a legal-ethical constraint implemented by design and 

enforced through consent ledgering, minimum disclosure by default, revocation protocols, and 

proportionate remedies. This stance is consistent with binding data-protection regimes—most notably 

GDPR in the EEA and Convention 108+ as the only global, binding treaty instrument—ensuring that 

validation never becomes a pretext for over-collection, coerced publicity, or comparative harms to 

smaller entities. Where publication is genuinely desired, it is consent-led, reversible, and bounded by 

de-identification standards that withstand adversarial testing.  

The regime is intentionally interoperable. It recognises voluntary standards such as ISO 26000 (while 

prohibiting any claim of “ISO certification”), and it respects cross-border privacy accountability tools 

(OECD Privacy Guidelines; APEC/Global CBPR) without allowing them to dilute the Standard’s stricter 

consent and withdrawal rules. It embraces international private-law instruments to support recognition 

and enforcement—arbitral awards under the New York Convention; judgments under the Hague 2005 

Choice of Court Convention and, where available, the 2019 Judgments Convention; with Rome I/Rome 

II and Brussels I Recast ensuring coherence within the EU. The result is a practical pathway for global 

execution that neither compromises rights nor leaves remedies stranded by jurisdictional uncertainty.  

Finally, this Note links legal compliance to institutional integrity: Agenda 2074 sets the canon; GSIA 

adjudicates with independence; Validation Partners carry operational accountability; Applicants retain 

autonomy over disclosure; and Vendors are held to processor-grade security and confidentiality. 

Together, these allocations create a system in which responsible disclosure is possible, revocation is 

respected, evidence remains protected, disputes are resolvable with international effect, and 

credibility is earned without sacrificing human dignity. That equilibrium—lawful, ethical, auditable, and 

enforceable—is the intended legacy of A2074-SRS in practice. 
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