Standards Adoption Policy V2 Revisions: Minutes of Ad-Hoc Group
Date:		Jan. 8th, 2016
In Attendance: 	Jessica Esparza (secretariat)
Barbara Beresford
Robert Faron
Beth Pumo
Christine Abruzzi
Discussion and Actions
· The final portion of section 4 was discussed and edited: 
· Identity solutions will be cost-effective and easy-to-use
Standard does not create a barrier to end users such that when the standard is implemented, end users are excluded from the system by incurring excessive [disproportionate] cost or experiencing significant usability problems. 
If additional licensing or copyright fees are required for the implementer, are they reasonable? Also, is the standard publicly available for the implementers at a reasonable cost? 	Comment by Beresford, Barbara: Implementer may need to be aligned with other taxonomies (relying parties, identity service providers). For more information, reference comment on line 72.
The standard should enable implementers to deliver identity solutions that are available to all individuals and accessible to the disadvantaged and disabled.
· A comment was added at the end of Section 1.1 for Scope and Purpose of SAP: 

· A comment was added at the end of Section 1.6 for Roles and Responsibilities of Privacy Committee:
The IDESG Privacy Committee participates in the evaluation of the privacy aspects of nominated standards.	Comment by Beresford, Barbara: Add statement about what Security Committee would do for role/responsibilities?
· A comment was added at the end of Section 3.3.4 for Evaluate Standard:
· 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 attention of the chair of the SCC.	Comment by Beresford, Barbara:  Should anything be added here to clarify the need for individual committees to have sufficient time to review a standard before it is sent to Plenary Committee?
 Should anything be added here clarifying how the Management Council defines committee and their tasks in relation to the larger standards adoption process?	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.


