NSTIC Identity Ecosystem Steering Group
Privacy Coordination Standing Committee 
MINUTES FOR APRIL 2, 2014 MEETING
1. The meeting was opened at 11:00 am (PST)

2. The legal & procedural disclaimers were read

3. In attendance:

a. 
Adrian Groper
Andy Tarbox
Ann Racuya Robbins
David Keltz
David Bruggeman
Debra Deiner
G. Schoonover
Jim Elste
Jim Fenton (V.Chair)
Jim Zok
Jonathan Rosenberg
Laura Baareman
Luza Jaramillo
M.A. Signorino (Sec.)
Naomi Lefkovitz
Peter Bachman
Peter Jessick
Shaun brooks
S. Shapiro (Chair)


4. Approval of minutes
a. Minutes approved, no objections

5. Recap of IDESG PCSC election results
a. Retiring Chair Jim Elste announced the results:
i. Chair: Stuart Shapiro (Association for Computing Machinery)
ii. Vice Chair: Jim Fenton (Individual Member)
iii. Secretary: Marc-Anthony Signorino (Secure ID Coalition)

6. Subcommittee Work Status

a. Evaluations Subcommittee: Jim Elste
i. Clarified that the Standards Committee is reworking the Use Cases
ii. Stuart confirmed that the PCSC’s informal comments on the use cases were sent along.
iii. Dashboard for deliverables should serve as the reference document as to which committees we need to engage in and when. Liaisons can also give updates as to which things haven’t made it to the dashboard
iv. Jim Zok asked if and when the Standards Committee will come out with the standards adoption policy;
1. Jim Fenton answered that this is probably unlikely there’ll be any substantive privacy issues for PCSC review, and still perhaps many weeks away from delivery.
v. Jim Fenton urged members of the PCSC and ESC to start looking at the functioning model, get comments back to the committee if you have them on an individual basis.
vi. Jim Elste put out the request for individuals interested in chairing the ESC, so please put your name forward.

b. Privacy Evaluation Methodology Development: Stuart Shapiro
i. Now on v.1.5 of PEM, and have come to dispositions on many of the suggested edits, although some issues will be dealt with in a later PEM iteration.
ii. Currently in the process of implementing the dispositions in the form of a marked up PEM to be put in front of the PCSC for reaction soon, with in the next few weeks.

c. Membership Outreach: Debra Diener
i. For the Chicago luncheon presentation there will be 50-60 participants expected.
ii. Jeff Brennan: At the Seattle event, there was a great turnout, both presentations went well, with a great interactive session. Microsoft was represented at the event.
iii. Debra suggested that we may want to update some of the slides when we move to the new management model; the slides are located in the IDESG file depot. Debra and Naomi have new ideas for outreach, idea where we can do individual emails to Privacy Committee
iv. Stuart volunteered to do an IAPP KnowledgeNet in Boston, and is still in the mix.
v. Credit for IAPP continuing education is available for IAPP members participating in the IDESG Privacy committee, can now do this online.

d. Proactive Privacy Guidance – Stuart Shapiro
i. Stuart described how the PPG subcommittee became dormant, and how the need for what it was trying to do is more critical now than it was then. The rest of the IDESG is anxiously awaiting privacy requirements that can feed into the accreditation framework, trust work framework, anything that can take account of privacy needs and issues. He urged the need to get back to what this committee was trying to do, but not in the way it was trying to do it. We may go back to the approach that it began with, however. He suggested marrying it to the nascent functional model and use it as an organizing principle, and drive it that way. We will be looking to resuscitate that effort, but the form on how we do it will need to be sussed out. 
ii. Naomi stated that from the NPO’s standpoint, where the IDESG needs to go and the substantive committees, we think they’re looking for requirements so eventually organizations will want to get a trust mark. The NPO is very open as to how that trust mark will be obtained, but the IDESG has got to show something, from a privacy point of view, that there’s a focus on the functional model because the roles interacting might change the requirements, so that’s a starting point for what the requirements might be. Last time this was started t up, there were all sorts of ideas, good discussion, but the timelines that are desired are very aggressive, and in order to make them, we need to stay very focused.
iii. Ann Racuya-Robbins stated that pairing the PPG to the functional model is fine if the functional model is resolved, but many have concerns with the functional model, and whether the whole mapping to requirements is appropriate. For focus to be kept, issues with the functional model should be addressed first. 
1. Stuart agreed that there hasn’t been any centralized discussion of this. There were lots of different discussions one-on-one w/r/t functional model break outs, but didn’t want to give the impression this direction was set in stone. His hope is that the successor of the PPG will take this as a concrete starting point, and add to it from the list of risks. The high level categories should be tackled, as opposed to the more granular functions. 
2. Adrian Gropper mentioned that, as vice-chair of Healthcare and now privacy delegate, it would be helpful to have some guidance from the PCSC – it seems like it would take a long time to improve on the use cases, we can really use some input from Privacy at this point.
a. Jim Fenton answered that this leads into liaison discussion, there isn’t a liaison to the functional model activity, but to Adrian’s point, we want delegates from other committees to continue to participate


7. Discussion of Work Organization – Stuart Shapiro
a. Subcommittees vs. Projects/Working Groups
i. Stuart raised the question as to when a subcommittee should come into existence, be sustained to meet its objective, and when should be retired. Subcommittees are fairly formal, so it makes sense for activities that will be ongoing for perpetuity. Right now, there are only two activities like this – PEM-Dev and ESC. Then there are outreach activities which are more kind of ebb and flow in nature. There are the “privacy requirements”/what the desired end product is (PPG), and that seems on its face to have a defined end. Non-subcommittee constructs could be called Working Groups, Ad Hoc Groups, special groups, but some special term needs to recognize that they’ve definitive ends.
1. Recommend that only two subcommittees be called permanent – PEM-Dev and ESC.
2. Other efforts can be called ‘projects’, and they can have a facilitator/organizer, and they’d have interested people join, and there would be phone calls and work to be done, it would need separate work outside of the monthly privacy call.
3. More discussion on this will be needed.

b. Liaisons vs. Committee Point-of-Contacts (POCs) - Stuart
i. There has been quite a bit of discussion on this topic, and the PCSC struggles with trying to get liaisons to try to engage w/ other committees, trying to get them to stay engaged. This is still the preferred option if we have willing people. But recognizing practical realities that when we can get privacy people to serve on the other committee, they should provide a privacy point of contact that can provide updates, and reach out to privacy committee when there’s a desire to consult with us on privacy issues. Not the ideal to be sure, but better than having an absent liaison. Is this a reasonable way of dealing with the liaison problem?
1. Jim Fenton asked if there is a lighter touch method of doing liaison work that’s not time consuming, then that would work. The real action is happening in the subcommittees, so that makes the work all the much more.
2. Naomi asked if we had agreed to this previously. 
a. M.A. will excavate the minutes to find it.
3. Stuart – This is potentially a matter to be included in the Charter Refresh WG.

8. Charter Refresh WG
a. Stuart asked if there were any objections to a group being led to refresh the charter w/ M.A. being lead? No objections.
[bookmark: _GoBack]
9. Other Business
a. Ann Racuya-Robbins inquired about the Privacy Requirements WG.
i. Stuart asked if there was any objection to creating an ad hoc group to generate privacy requirements for the use of the IDESG? 
a. No objections
b. The secretary should arrange for a poll to find an initial meeting date and time.
i. No Objections.

10. AOB – None.

11. Next official meeting – May 6, 2014

12. Adjourn M.A. Made the motion to adjourn, no objection Meeting ended 11:31am PST (2:31 pm EST)




