SME REQUEST FROM STANDARDS COMMITTEE

F.M.O. REPLY  

Dear Cathy and Paul:

This responds to your request for SME assistance for the standards committee dated January 9, 2015.   Our SME procedures instruct us to provide feedback both to you (as the proposers) on feasibility, and to IDESG management (Kim and Mary Ellen) for budget and prioritization determinations.   You are welcome to share this response with your committee as you see fit.

FEASIBILITY:   We think this is a feasible proposal and an appropriate use of the resources, subject to our proposed scope below.   We believe that $1,200 per review is an appropriate cap, based on that scope, although individual cases may cost less.   We see two practical implementation issues to be addressed:

1.   As you point out, there'll be an unknown number of candidate standards seeking approval.  We could easily imagine a large number being identified.  To permit a practical budget decision, we suggest handling the first four candidate standard evaluations using this process, and then seeing what the results tell us -- in terms of the resulting reports, the nature of the outcomes, and whether additional future similar analyses can be carried out in whole or in part by volunteers, or should continue to use this staff-support method.   We would rely on SCC to identify which 4 candidate standards have the highest priority.

2.   We obviously will need to identify a small pool (2 or 3?) SME subcontractors available for this, from a variety of backgrounds, so that an independent, non-conflicted expert can be assigned to each nominated standard.   Per our procedures, we will ask you (as the proposers) and IDESG management to review suitable resumes.


SCOPE:  Your proposed tasks for the subcontractor(s) are listed under your "description of service requested."   As we understand it, your request ultimately asks the SME person to make an independent determination on all of the SAP "criteria," and then present and defend the conclusions to the SCC for approval.   Based on our reading of the SAP, the committee is expected to make those judgments -- and is expected to do so after having solicited feedback from the broader IDESG community, rather than in a closed process.  

So it seems to us that an SME might best be used to:  (1) collect pointers and data that are relevant to the SAP criteria;  (2) circulate them in a standardized format for SCC and community information -- close to but not a final version of the Evaluation Form;  (3) facilitate a discussion meeting where feedback is received --  including the participating stakeholders you list;  (4) draft a report and final Evaluation Form based on that feedback;  which then (5) the SCC would choose whether to approve.   In that way, the evaluative judgments on sufficient "openness", "transparency", etc. would rest with the SCC itself.   This response assumes we will use that methodology.

Further feedback or questions are welcome.   Thanks for the proposal.   Now this goes to Kim for prioritization and budget OK.   

Regards, Jamie & team

