Identity Ecosystem Standards Coordination Standing Committee (IESCSC)
Review of Draft Standards Committee Charter – v4 - dated August 31, 2012
1MB =  IESCSC Participating Member

2Type of comment:  ge = general  te = technical   ed = editorial

NOTE: Columns 1, 2, 4, 5 and 6 are compulsory.
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	MB1

	Clause No./
Sub-clause No./
Annex
(e.g. 3.1)
	Paragraph/
Figure/Table/Note
(e.g. Table 1)
	Type of com-ment2
	Comment (justification for change) by the MB
	Proposed change by the MB
	Disposition of Comment

	JBC-1
	1
	
	ed
	1. The committee's name is the charter is Standards Coordination Committee, which is a member of the class "Standing Committees."  I do not think that "standing" is a word needed in the name.
	Delete "Standing" from official title, which becomes "Standards Coordination Committee".
Note:  Also change in Clause 2 and acronym throughout document.
	Accept.
Also, drop IE pending SG decision on name.

	NIST 01
	2
	3rd para
	
	Slight rewording to highlight that the SCSC wishes to build from existing standard.   
	Replace:

It is not the intent of the IESCSC to serve as a Standards Development Organization (SDO) or develop new standards, but to partner with existing SDO's to identify, adopt, and where necessary revise/extend existing, open standards to meet the needs of the NSTIC identity ecosystem framework

With:

It is not the intent of the IESCSC to serve as a Standards Development Organization (SDO) or develop new standards, but to work with existing SDO's to identify, adopt, and as necessary recommend updates to existing standards to meet the needs of the NSTIC identity ecosystem framework.
	Partial accept – now reads:

The SCC will accomplish its work through collaboration with existing SDO's to identify, adopt, and where necessary recommend updates to existing standards to meet the needs of the NSTIC identity ecosystem framework.   It is not the intent of the SCC to serve as a Standards Development Organization (SDO) or to develop new standards itself, but wherever possible, will seek to re-use existing work.  .

	JBC-2
	3
	
	
	
	Add: ", and criteria for attributes or qualities which standards ought to possess;" after "identify applicable standards"
	Accept.

	NIST 02
	3
	1st para
	
	The scope statement should include that defining requirements is within the SCSC purview.  
	Recommending replacing: 

The purpose of the IESCSC is to define use cases and potential profiles; harmonize definitions/terminologies/vocabulary; identify applicable standards; and identify gaps in existing standards as they apply in the Identity Ecosystem. 

With:
The purpose of the IESCSC is to define use cases and from the use cases identify requirements; identify and recommend standards that meet requirements; identify gaps in existing standards;  and recommend potential profiles. The IESCSC will recommend a harmonized terminology/vocabulary based on existing standards. 
	Partial accept – now reads:
The purpose of the SCC is to define use cases and from the use cases identify requirements; identify and recommend standards that meet requirements; define criteria for attributes or qualities which standards ought to possess; identify gaps in existing standards; and recommend potential profiles.

	NIST 03
	3
	1st bullet
	
	Wording is a bit awkward.
	Recommend replacing: 

The IESCSC will identify and may collect and publish new and/or existing definitions, terminologies and vocabulary of Identity Ecosystem as the IESG determines

With:

The IESCSC will identify and recommend a terminology and definitions document as it applies to the Identity Ecosystem.
	Partial accept – now reads:
The SCC will identify and recommend a terminology and definitions document, based on existing standards, as it applies to the Identity Ecosystem.

	NIST 04
	3
	2nd bullet
	
	Wording is a bit awkward.
	Recommend replacing:

The IESCSC will identify and may collect and publish lists of new and/or existing open standards relevant to the NSTIC Identity Ecosystems. 

With:

The IESCSC will identify and publish lists of new and/or existing open standards relevant to the NSTIC Identity Ecosystems. 


	Accept.

	NIST 05
	3
	4th bullet
	
	Identifying gaps in existing standards shouldn’t be qualified and should be more general.  

Comment on liaison activities: There appear to be two liaison activities – one that the SCSC should have with SDOs and the other with other IDESG working groups and standing committees.  The first is one that the SCSC should be able to establish and articulate to the MC. On the second one, is the intent to recommend to the Management Council the need to create an internal liaison process?
	Recommend replacing:

The IESCSC will identify gaps in existing information sharing and interoperability protocols and format standards at existing standards bodies and use the Identity Ecosystem liaison process for communicating identified gaps.

With:

The IESCSC will identify gaps in existing standards and use the Identity Ecosystem liaison process for communicating identified gaps to the owning SDO.
	Partial accept – now reads:

Based on the established use cases, the SCC will identify gaps in existing standards and use the Identity Ecosystem liaison process for communicating identified gaps to the owning SDO.

	NIST 06
	3
	6th Bullet
	
	The SCSC should first work with the owning SDO when they identify a need to improve or modify existing standards.  

If the SCSC is unable to reach a satisfactory outcome then it should be escalated to the MC for further resolution.  

The SCSC should not undertake new work without approval from the MC because of potential implications such as interoperability and market support.  Doing the ‘new work’ in SCSC should be last resort.

As currently written the 6th bullet is contradictory to the ‘out of  scope’ bullet (the last bullet in the Scope section).
	Replace:

When there is a need to extend existing Standards, then the IESCSC may encourage the relevant SDO/SO to initiate the work and/or the IESCSC may undertake that exercise working with other NSTIC Identity Ecosystem stake holders, standing committees, and working groups. [As an example, if the SC requires extensions in standards, then the IESCSC will identify the remaining work to be undertaken by the organization responsible for those standards, or their successors and determine if this is possible, if not then the IESCSC may have to do the work.

With:

When there is a need to modify existing Standards, then the IESCSC will work with the relevant SDO to initiate the work.  In cases where the owning SDO is unable or unwilling to modify the standard and there are no alternative standards, the IESCSC will escalate the issue for MC review and provide recommendations on how to proceed.[which may include organic development of the necessary work].
	Partial accept – now reads:
When there is a need to modify existing Standards, then the SCC will document the recommended modifications and work with the relevant SDO to initiate the work.  In cases where it is not feasible for the owning SDO to modify the standard and there are no alternative standards, the SCC will provide recommendations on how to proceed.

	Beadles/OARnet
	3. Scope, bullet 6
	-
	Ge
	This bullet indicates that the IESCSC might sometimes develop standards itself, but this is in conflict with the IESCSC not being an SDO:

· “When there is a need to extend existing Standards, then the IESCSC may encourage the relevant SDO/SO to initiate the work and/or the IESCSC may undertake that exercise”

· “if the SC requires extensions in standards, then the IESCSC will identify the remaining work to be undertaken by the organization responsible for those standards, or their successors and determine if this is possible, if not then the IESCSC may have to do the work.”
Where is the line between a “new” standard and “extending” an “existing” one? Shouldn’t the IESCSC stay out of standards development in this sense?
	Remove the following text:

•
The IESCSC will build on and use existing standards and specifications as much as possible. When there is a need to extend existing Standards, then the IESCSC may encourage the relevant SDO/SO to initiate the work and/or the IESCSC may undertake that exercise , working with other NSTIC Identity Ecosystem stake holders, standing committees, and working groups. [As an example, if the SC requires extensions in standards, then the IESCSC will identify the remaining work to be undertaken by the organization responsible for those standards, or their successors and determine if this is possible, if not then the IESCSC may have to do the work.]
	Accept (partially OBE based on NIST-06).

	NIST 07
	3
	7th bullet
	
	Word usage/clarification. 
	Replace:

The IESCSC MAY build proposed profiles as needed for the Identity Ecosystem

With:
The IESCSC may develop and recommend profiles as needed for the Identity Ecosystem.
	Partial accept – now reads:
The SCC MAY develop and recommend proposed profiles as appropriate for the defined use cases.  



	NIST 08
	4, Deliverables
	
	
	1. Development of the use case document is ambiguous.  The third bullet in this section indicates thee MC will complete and develop this document but in section 2 the charter states “The IESCSC will collaborate with other working groups and stakeholders to identify a common set of use cases.”

2. Is there a need to have a deliverable for a technical reference architecture, albeit at a high level? 

3. Should a requirements document be listed as a deliverable?
	1. Clarify and reword to remove ambiguity.

2. ?

3. ?
	1. Accept.  Now reads:
This document will be provided to the Identity Ecosystem Management Council for approval.
2. Accept.  Added a dependency list under clause 3.

3. Accept.  7th bullet now reads:

Optionally, such other deliverables within the scope listed under “Scope” (including collections of definitions, terminology and vocabularies and a requirements document), as the SCC may elect.


	JBC-3
	4.
	
	
	I think that one key deliverable from this SC is missing (and have inserting something in sections 3 and 4):  guidance on what can be

brought appropriately into the process as "a standard."    Not every

single-vendor offering that calls itself a "standard" may be one, for NSTIC (or NTTAA or OMB) purposes.


	Add:

•
Guidelines regarding the inclusion or assessment of prospective specifications as open standards.
	Accept.

	JBC-4
	5 – IPR & 11 (Opr Proc – bullet 8)
	
	
	I am a bit concerned that this draft (a) assumes that there is an

Steering Group IPR policy ... and (b) seems to suggest that this SC will set some.  (See the middle of page 5 under "Operational Procedures."
	Change 8th bullet under Operational Procedures to " •
All members must adhere to the Steering Group IPR rules as established and published by the Steering Group."
	Partial accept.  Leave clause 5, remove bullet in Sec 11.

	Beadles/OARnet
	Bullet “Anticipated Audiences”, p. 3

(Clause 6)
	-
	Ge
	Anticipated audiences should include vendors and developers who implement to standards, and SDO’s who develop standards. End users should also be included.
	Change bullet 1: “Enterprises and users interested in…”

Also add bullets 3 and 4:

· Identity system developers and vendors interested in conformance with identified standards.

· Standards Development Organizations (SDO’s)


	Accept.

	JBC-5
	9 – Appt of Officers
	
	
	Address interim period.
	After "and shall server a term of 1 year" add "after the initial term specified by the Plenary."
	Accept.

	JBC-5a
	9
	
	
	Do we want to consider permitting cochairs?  I am very happy with Cathy, but sometimes, in groups intended to be broadly representative, it's nice for the group to have the option to elect two chairs.  I know of multiple groups where this works just fine, and often the option is a useful inclusiveness practice.

(I'm not a candidate, by the way.)
	Tony's reply:
Not sure the value, been in both places, most of the time only 1 really chairs and the other is a figure head, etc.
	Reject.

	JBC-5b
	9
	
	
	Is there a reason to have no right to remove a chair/officer,

even by unanimous action of those with no conflict of interest?

That's usually the ultimate protection for a committee.
	Tony's reply:
I believe that the charter had provisions for how to elect a chair
	Reject.

	NIST 09
	Operational procedures

(Clause 11)
	
	
	The operational procedures indicate that the Chair and Vice Chair will select editors.  Should the SCSC first do an open call for volunteers?


	
	Reject.

	Beadles/OARnet
	“Standing Committeee Operational Procedures”

(Clause 11)
	Sub-bullet 5
	Ge
	In case of disagreement between Chair and Vice Chair regarding consensus – how is this disagreement resolved? Under this charter, member votes are only used to elect/remove Chair/VC/Secretary, and otherwise the Chair/VC “determines consensus”, but there is no model to settle disputes or to go back to a vote of the body.
	In the case of disagreement between the Chair and Vice Chair regarding consensus, the judgment of the Chair shall prevail.
	Reject.

	JBC-6
	11 – Op Proc
	4th bullet
	
	The committees are allowed to set their own decision/voting/consensus rules.  I really like what's been written here so far:

<Existing draft>:  "All consensus calls will happen over email lists with an established timeframe (not on phone calls or plenary meetings).

  *  Only the Chair and/or Vice-Chair can call for consensus.

  *  Note: definition of “consensus” is when the Chair/Vice-Chair determine there is consensus"

But it has some small holes or open issues.  Sorry, but I'm a professional rules referee by day, and these are the kinds of things better solved up front, not in the heat of a dispute.
(a) Can someone confirm my reading that this means that, when a decision is made by consensus, that it has to be started by C or VC on the mail list for a stated duration?

(b) Does this include ministerial stuff, like a decision at telephone conference 1 about when telephone conference 2 will be held?

(c) May I assume that no one has the right to extend the stated period?  (In other words, it's not OK to kill something by leaving it

open and undeclared for months.)   Do you just want to say "no less

than one week and no more than one month", or similar?

(d) If there is stated support, and zero opposition, I am not sure that the C/VC should be entitled to deny approval.

(e) After a period of sustained opposition from one person with 29 supporters (in other words, a 29-to-1 poll), is there a point where the committee or chairs can resolve the issue by vote?

(f) If the C and VC disagree on something specified in the rules, how do you resolve a split in their decision?
	Tony's reply:
(a) I imagine by chair unless meeting is run by vice-chair 
(b) anything that the chair wants to call for consensus on 
(c) I think that would be declared upon the call for consensus and would not want a hard and fast rule in the charter 
(d) The chair would have to live with that and not sure they would be around very long if they did not represent consensus. 
(e) Consensus does not mean that it has to be unanimous, that is why the chair or vice chair makes the call 
(f) I can see this when there are co-chairs but there is a chair, they make the decisions not the vice-chair
	Reject.

	NIST 10
	Liaisons and Relationships
	
	
	Word usage.  The first bullet is confusing.
	Remove ‘ standards’ from first bullet that current reads:

Understand their standards requirements.


	Accept.

	JBC-7
	12 - Liaisons
	Pg 6
	
	Minor tweak to "Liaisons" -- the adjuration that any IPR and SG rules will apply to them ought to apply to all of them.  Also, I am not entirely sure what "liaisons" will be, here, so there may be more definitional work there -- and the Governance Task Force is talking about that -- but this charter language seems harmless, and does not dictate or foreclose any specific method of liaison-ing.
	Change last sentence to read:  "All liaison activity shall be subject to applicable Steering Group IPR and internal NSTIC Identity Ecosystem policies."
	Accept.
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