Standards Adoption Policy V2 Revisions: Minutes of Ad-Hoc Group
Date:		Jan. 26th, 2016
In Attendance: 	Jessica Esparza (secretariat)
Barbara Beresford
Robert Faron
Beth Pumo
Discussion and Actions
NOTE: Meeting from 1/26 notes will be added to this list below
· Feb. 24th is the release date for the SAP
· Pending comments/questions:
· Regarding the question of giving people enough time to review a standard, do we need to add anything more than what is already stated?
· I added a reference to the ANSI definition on line 122. Is this sufficient?
· Standards Developer Inventory (line 175) – is this created yet? If so, where is it?
The Standards Developer Inventory is a listing of Standards Developers who have met criteria per Section 4 of this document,	Comment by Beresford, Barbara: Is this created? If so, will it be added to the IDESG Wiki?
· What is the Evaluation Criterion 4 (line 178)?
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Line 183: is this edited phrase clear? 
Only adopted standards included in the Standards Registry will be normatively referenced within official IDESG work products and the IDEF.  Induction into the Standards Registry is the primary mechanism for the endorsement of such authoritative guidance documents.	Comment by Beresford, Barbara: Does this edited phrase clarify the meaning?
· Updated sentences at line 204 – are they correct and appropriate? 
The SCC Chair informs the chairs of all IDESG working groups about standards progressing through the Standards Adoption Process. IDESG committees should nominate the standards they want to adopt within their work products.
· SCC Charter reference ( line 277): 
Note that processes specific to obtaining consensus decisions, voting, decision timelines, selection of leadership for ad-hoc groups, and the posting of documentation for review are subject to rules found within the SCC Charter and are not explicitly stated in this document.	Comment by Timothy A. McKay: Add footnote	Comment by Beresford, Barbara: Should we refer people to the IDESG Wiki to find the charter? Or will it be posted somewhere else?
· Nominator being present at SCC meeting (line 302):
The SCC Chair informs the nominator when the nomination will be presented to the SCC for consideration. The person who completed the nomination form (or a suitable designee) is expected to be present when the nomination is discussed at the SCC meeting.	Comment by Beresford, Barbara: We’ve discussed this point a couple times and want to imply that the nominator or a designee should be at the meeting so he/she can defend the nomination. It is not absolutely required, however. The committee can decide to discuss the nomination or table the discussion until the nominator can attend.
· 1, 2, or 3 forms (line 356)?: 
The nominator completes Section x.x of a Standards Nomination Form available at [x] to provide minimal information about the standard, which is used determine whether the nomination should progress towards adoption	Comment by Rene McIver: This makes it sound like we decided to use 1 form – which some section applicable to the nomination and others applicable to the evaluation. However, we still refer to an Evaluation Form below. We need to decide if it is 1 form or 2 (or 3 with the privacy form) and, if we decide on 1 form, we need change the name of the form to be generic. Then we can refer to the Nomination Section, Evaluation Section and Privacy Section of the "Standards Adoption Process Form" (for example)

I lean towards multiple forms, but I see the rationale for a single form as well - so I have no strong opinion either way...
· What information is needed in the form(s) to ensure that any necessary content is persisted (line 363):
Name of standard	Comment by Beresford, Barbara: Content of the forms must include all key information for decision-making. Let’s review the forms together to ensure that important information is not missed.
· Do we have an actual Standards Developer Inventory? (line 365):
Whether the Standards Developer has been approved by the SCC; if so, the date of approval per the Standards Developer Inventory 	Comment by Rene McIver: Do we have this? If we are planning to create this – we should include it’s definition in Section 1.4
· Criteria for progression (line 383):
The SCC makes a recommendation regarding progression of the nomination. Criteria for progression are:	Comment by Rene McIver: If these are the criteria, perhaps we ‘can’ remove “Adhere to NSTIC Principles” from the nomination form….	Comment by Beresford, Barbara: After discussion, we think that the information referenced is important here, as well as in the nomination and evaluation forms, b/c it is key to the standard.
· Tracking metadata in new section or appendix (line 383)?
The SCC makes a recommendation regarding progression of the nomination. Criteria for progression are:	Comment by Beresford, Barbara: From Rene: We need to define the metadata for standards in the Inventory and Registry. We could do it as an appendix with a reference to the normative source (which could live on the wiki if we think it will change faster than this document).
Consider adding a new section 5: Forms and Metadata – we can list all the relevant forms and their locations on the doc repository/wiki + list the metadata lifecycle states for standards on the Inventory and Registry and lifecycle states for Standards Developers on the Standards Developer Inventory

· When to send a nomination to the Privacy Committee (line 402)? A previous meeting deemed this step better performed at the Evaluate the standard phase; our meeting on the 26th felt it was better started at the Evaluate the nomination phase; apparently, we need more discussion on this point.
A copy of the completed evaluation form is sent to the IDESG Privacy Committee with a request to review the standard for Privacy concerns and complete a Privacy Report. Members of the Privacy Committee can request a copy of the standard following the IDESG Policy on Standards Handling. When the Privacy Report is completed, it is sent to the SCC Chair.	Comment by Beresford, Barbara: This paragraph was moved to the Evaluate the nomination phase because it was deemed to be the best time to start performing this step, with the caveat that if the nomination is found to have a serious problem at any point before it is approved, Privacy can immediately be notified that the nomination has an issue.	Comment by Rene McIver: This seems like we have decided that the Privacy should review at the same time as SCC.
Jim makes a good point though that upon SCC initial review of the evaluation form, we might find that there are serious concerns about progression of the standard – in which case we’ve tasked privacy to review for no reason.
Recommend we remove this here and give Privacy Review its own subsection below 3.2.4. There we can describe that Privacy needs to review the standard as well and that SCC will decide if it is appropriate for the Privacy review to occur in parallel to, or in series with, the SCC review.
Also, in that section we can specify that SCC must determine its position on any privacy comments – which may mean updating the eval form, or just having a position to take to IDESG Plenary.
· Phrase added to the evaluation form to make it clear that we want a clear reason provided for the decision, so the nominator knows why  (line 410):
The status in the Inventory is updated to “not approved for evaluation for inclusion in Standards Registry,” along with the date of the SCC decision.	Comment by Rene McIver: Probably should add a note on the issue causing the decision – rather than making people rummage through the documentation to find out what happened. Should also have a section in the eval form that gets updated with the decision taken (yay or nay, date detailed comments if nay) – so people won’t need to rummage through meeting minutes to see what happened	Comment by Beresford, Barbara: We added info to the form to make the reason explicit.
· Remove content on reaffirmation (lines 467 and 477), because if a nomination is not approved, it must go through the full process when it is resubmitted. We don’t need to reaffirm, but only nominate, evaluate, and approve/reject.
· Other minor questions/comments are interspersed in the remaining text of the SAP.
· References and Key Terms in the appendixes don’t seem to be complete. Can we review what else is needed?

