NSTIC Identity Ecosystem Steering Group
Privacy Coordination Standing Committee 
Meeting
August 5, 2014
[bookmark: _GoBack]4:00 – 5:00 PM Eastern

Minutes
1. The meeting was opened at 4:05 pm 

2. The legal & procedural disclaimers were read

3. Attendance
a. 
b. Stuart Shapiro, Chair
c. Jeff Brennan, Vice Chair
d. M.A. Signorino, Secretary
e. Ann Racuya-Robbins
f. David Bruggeman
g. Jim Elste
h. Naomi Lefkovitz 
i. Sal D’Agostino
j. Sean Brooks


4. Approval of minutes
a. June minutes will be sent out for approval at next meeting

5. Work status

a. Evaluation Subcommittee: Stuart Shapiro
i. We have use cases, but not worksheets filled out
ii. Documenting our findings using the worksheets – emails exchanged with Cathy Tilton of the Standards Committee, as to her expectation of review – She prefers the report/notes as opposed to having the worksheets. They will take our feedback to review use cases, which they’ll modify and send to the PCSC for plenary approval process. We also have notice that the functional model will be submitted in next few weeks, and will have that on our plates.
iii. The Subcommittee will use the Authenticate Person use-case, evaluate it, and use the evaluation worksheet – it’ll be a worthwhile process to engage on. The Subcommittee will then reassess whether they want to move ahead and document their findings for all other use cases using the worksheet.
1. MA Signorino: What is the official process?
a. Stuart Shapiro: The workflow says we submit a draft report, and go over it with the submitting Chair, which will include mitigation suggestions. If the submitting Chair accepts the suggestions, they revise the work product and it goes back through the process again so we can confirm that all the privacy issues have been addressed. We would have to decide whether there were still issues and whether they merited a formal objection, and document the reasons. The process does not state that we have to use the evaluation worksheet per se, but it does note that we would be expected to do the full evaluation which includes work product characterization, analysis and mitigation alternatives. We need to come up with a draft report, indicate issues, give alternatives to mitigate issues, and a revised use case will then need to be re-submitted. It sounds like the Standards Committee may follow our work flow and resubmit as opposed to just marching forward with the Plenary submission.
b. Ann Racuya-Robbins (ARR): Does it go to the Chair or the Committee?
i. Stuart Shapiro: it goes to the Chair.
ii. ARR: We need to re-review process flow because it will cause some problems if it’s all between the chairs.
iii. Stuart: The flow isn’t prescriptive in preventing others from being involved, I see it as a minimum required set of activities. But I will bring it up.
iv. ARR: I don’t think this was even brought up in the Standards Committee.

b. Privacy Evaluation Methodology Development Subcommittee: Stuart Shapiro
i. The Subcommittee will be updating the PEM next week; an invite went out for suggested changes, and recommendations need to be in no later than Sunday (so as to create a set of comment tables). It will be taken up on Aug 14 at the regularly scheduled PEM-dev meeting.

c. Privacy Requirements Working Group: Sean Brooks
i. Things are continuing to go well, as the Subcommittee is still using Stuart’s risk-based analysis to do a gap-analysis on what need to be done. Will be talking about next steps, such as what are the high-level goals for Functional Requirements, and what are the PCSC’s goals with regard to the Functional Requirements. Sean will send out a draft agenda to set up what that conversation will look like, as well as the process. Send any suggestions to Sean.
1. Sal D’Agostino – from the Functional Model WG perspective, are you going to evaluate it from a privacy perspective? How do your requirements fit in?
a. Sean – There are two separate workflows: the Functional Model review is the standard PCSC review; and the Functional Requirement’s building process is part of the IDESG framework creating requirements for potential membership of the ecosystem. They’re doing the same in UX, Security.
d. Charter Refresh Working Group: Marc-Anthony Signorino
i. Work continues on refreshing the charter. Once the last of the comments have been discussed, M.A. will send out to the entire PCSC list serv a red-line version of the Charter with the suggested edits, as well as a sheet containing each suggested edit.

6. Liaison reports
a. Healthcare: Jennifer Behrens
i. The Healthcare Committee is currently working on privacy requirements within their use case mapping exercise.
1. HIMMS – Report from HIMMS regarding knowledge-based authentication, which is interesting
a. Stuart: (from Jennifer Behrens) They want to map their use case w/ the derived requirements; and would like to continue discussion of last plenary regarding requirements for health records access (their use case)
2. Ann Racuya Robbins – They have a use case on the Wiki that they’re going to try to evaluate vis a vis Open ID, and if that’s acceptable – led by Adrian Groper. They want to get it reviewed by Privacy
ii. Health record access requiring LOA 3+/HIPAA risk assessment policy
iii. Stuart: Health is interested in holding focused meetings w/ Privacy at next plenary to help them proceed along the lines of coordinating


7. AOB - None

8. Next official meeting – September 2, 2014

9. Adjourn – 5:03 p
