NSTIC Identity Ecosystem Steering Group
Privacy Coordination Standing Committee 
Conference Call
Tuesday, September 03, 2013
4:00 – 5:00 PM Eastern
Minutes
1. The meeting was opened at 4:05 pm 

2. Legal & Procedural Disclaimers were read

3. Attendance

Anna Slomovic
Debby Diener
Stuart Shapiro
M.A. Signorino
Jim Elste
Jeff Brennan
Ann Racuya-
    Robbins
David 
    Bruggeman
Naomi 
    Lefkowitz
Jay Stanley


4. Approval of Minutes
a. July Minutes:
i. Naomi raised a question about the characterization of the Formalities discussion:
1. Friendly amendment that we didn’t have any Motions (with agreed) – take out “agreed”
ii. Debby asked to add BEV CORWIN to her list of appreciation in the MOR report.
iii. July Minutes approved as amended
b. August Minutes
i. Discussion of subjects not recorded exactly, how to handle transparency
ii. Elste: this is not a digest of the discussion, let’s look at other committees 
iii. Naomi: Our minutes read more like typical corporate minutes, very pared down. This is a different body than corporate work, and we’re about transparency.
iv. Elste: Will look into other ways to expand context of conversation. Will look at other committee’s minutes to see how they look (ARR to provide). We will discuss this further
v. Minutes approved.

5. Subcommittee & Working Group Reports
a. Privacy Evaluation Subcommittee (ESC): Jim Elste
i. Doing outreach for liaisons – very weak response. Existing liaisons are still willing, but not many people came forward.
ii. Proposal for PCSC consideration: “Center of Excellence” model around the ESC; instead of fielding 9-10 liaisons to other subs, we have each of the committees provide a liaison to the ESC, who will present their WP for consideration. The ESC would be responsible for evaluating the WP.
iii. Wants to have PCSC agree to this model to satisfy its responsibilities, bring it to the All Chairs call, and have the chairs assign liaisons. In the ROA, we have an explicit responsibility to provide liaisons.
iv. ARR: Would current liaisons participate in the ESC? 
1. Elste: Sure.
v. ARR: The other committees would be asked to provide a liaison? 
1. Elste: Yes, they would designate someone to represent their subcommittee, and serve as a conduit to the ESC
vi. ARR: One of the challenges is that the liaison is doing double duty. We should provide feedback.
1. Elste: It’s a very tall order for any committee to provide 18+ liaisons – far more robust requirement than the current organization can provide.
vii. Naomi: Can we table this, and not prepared to say this is ready for a proposal to the Chairs, let’s review other proposals – too premature to address. Non-privacy people cannot identify privacy issues – this won’t actually work.
1. MO 2 Table: ELSTE Objects: There is not active participation, we don’t have the people, and we need some sort of functional model in the absence of people volunteering. We need some sort of alternative or else we’re going to get a whole bunch of issues.
a. Naomi: Won’t get railroaded on this! Vigorously opposes objection. Needs to get off the call b/c of childcare. Leaves the call.
b. Stuart: Suggests to further explore this issue and come to a decision at the Plenary. While this may the most sensible way forward, we need to give others time to digest the idea. 
c. Debby: We will need to have a very good reason to depart from the ROA. The current liaisons shouldn’t feel that their roles are being diminished.
d. Elste withdraws his objection.
e. TABLED
2. Electronic Plenary Scheduled for Sept. 18 – both proposals are inappropriate, and have concerns with the business model, and will raise objections to the Biz Model w/o going through the deliberative process. Part of the objection is that we’re not following ROA Rule #1, we don’t have a formal written objection required by the ROA. Should Elste complain as an individual? Table until Middle of October?
a. Stuart: They’re trying to get this through before the plenary. More natural to have the Biz Model discussion at an in-person plenary. 
i. ELSTE: agrees. Deliberation squelches debate. Many things are going to be jammed through that will significantly change the organization.
b. Dave B: There’s nothing on the website about the meeting, so lack of notice, this should be deliberated more. 
c. Jeff: Mirror that comment. Not a lot of e-deliberation docs, lots of docs not up. Not enough good notice or good info prior to an important vote.
d. Elste: this is not fair notice and not enough info for people, lack of alternatives. Benefit corporations exist in 39 states 
e. ARR: The issues Elste raises are important, and we need to have more discussion about it. Has heard reasons why they’re not doing a for benefit structure or an LL3 organization, and they say it’s “too unfamiliar” (by the attorney). Need to have more discussion.
f. Elste: There’s a due process, deliberation concern here. We’ve never made any Plenary decisions as a part of the Plenary. This is a huge discussion that should be decided in person, with consensus building.
g. David: The fee structure is going to come out of this discussion, too, right?
i. Elste: there is a fee structure in the documents 
h. Stuart: This may violate the org’s own rules, and you can appeal to the Ombudsman
i. Debby: There are exigent circumstances b/c we’re running out of money – (Stuart says that add’l funding coming to IDESG)
j. Many on the call voice outrage.
b. Proactive Privacy Guidance Subcommittee (PPG): Jay Stanley
i. Moving ahead on the Privacy Articulation document 
ii. Looking at privacy principles centered on an ID ecosystem
iii. Stuart: Very slow and painful process, but making progress. Will accelerate once we work out state action stuff to get a more granular grounding in ID management type events. Much more concrete, will yield more usable guidance
iv. ARR: has been working closely with functional model and correlating actions on harms with the functional model, and will give better context with data actions and the articulations.
v. Elste: What kind of artifacts will we produce? (as per Dazza’s dashboard) – an overarching articulation on how to approach?
1. Stuart: there will be two documents; now, trying to get general guidance, which will in turn give basis for more detailed process for accreditation process. 
2. Elste: High level guidance is good for the Trust Framework folks, so it can complement the accreditation process. Will tell the MC about the two documents.
a. Stuart: call it “Privacy Accreditation Inputs” not methodology. 
b. Naomi: Call them “Requirements” – Stuart agrees.
3. ARR: Talk in the TFM about having more than one trustmark, so would the Requirements apply to any trustmark?
a. Naomi: This is a core issue, and very awkward how this is happening. They’re still trying to figure out what they’re going to have TM for, as well as a functional model. We’re in an ecosystem and that can impact privacy.
b. Elste: There isn’t enough of a functional model yet; a privacy nutritional label is good, b/c it increases visibility about privacy practices and makes it easier for consumers. 
c. ARR: Have we had the discussion about Nutritional labels? Is this something that PCSC has advocated for? 
i. Elste: No.
c. Membership Outreach Subcommittee (MOR): Debra Diener
i. See Slide Deck
ii. Thanks to Bev Corwin, Dave Bruggeman, and Jeff Brennan
iii. Close to final version, want suggestions from group. To be used as part of IAPP KnowledgeNet.
iv. There will be no value judgments about which groups are active/not active. 
v. High level approach
vi. Reaching out to MC for feedback
vii. Jeff Brennan: There’s a new slide 14, so please post the new file.
viii. Elste: Can we send this out to the PCSC list soliciting feedback directly to Debby? Yes.
ix. Debby: how to get together a list of current internal organizations, so that the entire PCSC can reach out to members, organizations that may have someone who would be interested in joining the privacy committee. Will work with Naomi. 
1. Elste: Great idea, great effort
x. Debby will send out a note to whole committee for IAPP outreach.
d. Privacy Evaluation Methodology Development Working Group (PEM-Dev) Stuart
i. Have received comments on the PEM, and have worked through them – Agreed/disagreed/resolution still in progress, working on straw man language.
ii. On schedule, if not ahead.
iii. Will have proposed changes before the PCSC at the appointed time,
iv. On schedule to Formalize approval of next PEM before then Plenary (PEM v.1.5)

6. AOB – No other business.
[bookmark: _GoBack]
7. Next official meeting Tuesday Oct 1

8. Adjournment – 5:39 pm




