Blockchain PSIG Call Notes
24 Sept 2020
Attendees
· Frederic De Vaulx
· Neil Aeschliman
· Mike Bennett
· Bobbin Teegarden
· Ian Stavros (Jackrabbit - 643024)
· Rob Nehmer
· Robert Stavros (Jackrabbit, 569992)
· Rencher, Robert J
Agenda
· Agenda for next 3 months
Meeting Notes
Meeting Topics
Have been alternating between:
· LETS RFP
· Crypto IDs RFI (rolling)
Can look at requirements for these, plus other possible topics to introduce as needed. 
LETS RFP
Editing
Only 1 session needed. 
1 new edit on the structure of one section (Char Wales)
· Needed to be more tabular
MB to edit that. 
Needs to be a week that Char can make. Date TBC. 
Then can submit on Nov 9th
Do we have other things before we submit that thing. 
Would we need a 2nd session for final final review? 
So 1 or maybe 2 session (do a last minute one just before Nov 9th)
Anything else on LETS RFP? 
DDS Foundation
DDS Foundation – would like a 1 on 1 meeting with DDS vendors on joint RFP response with IOTA. 
Do we start organizing on the response ahead of the RFP being published? 
Yes. May get feedback on how we format the RFP based on any feedback from potential submitters, rather than after the RFP has gone out. 
Would we have some further RFP sessions, to assure it is something that someone would submit on? Will be between the 2 sessions noted above.
NOT this PSIG weekly meeting – would be a Potential Submitters Meeting – different time and place. 
Include Mat Yarger (IOTA), also Dan Simmerman + 1 other on standards.
Who will organize this call? 
NS will email RTI folks, cc Mike and Mat. Mike will loop Dan in plus someone on the Streams team.
The DDS folks have experience in RFP responses.
Crypto IDs Rolling RFI
Timing
Alternate weeks?
Consensus: Yes.
History - Material
RN has an open action on the History section of this. Needs further input on this. E.g. was it a history of Disposable IDs, of the Meetings notes or something else? Extracted from Meeting Notes, the relevant conversations. Has a raw 29-pager. From that, got RFI template (per later notes). Need a couple of paragraphs explaining what we are asking for in the RFI. Based on relevant material in the History is working to restructure this. Making good progress. 
Potential session: Look at that evolving document, do rolling edits on content and structure, for putting things into the RFI template. Then whatever we decide to do on the wiki, can arrange as needed. Has a 3-pager to start this process. 
Need to firm up the intention – so we don’t put stuff on the wiki that no-one responding to the RFI would look at. 
This would a basis for next session on that.
On the Wiki…
MB sees 3 options we have considered:
3rd option – just an unstructured wiki page (what we have now)
1st and 2nd option – Wiki structured as per RFI:
· 1: Response = via OMG email (handles IP considerations etc. per required process)
· 2: Response = via in-wiki form (ditto)
We don’t want the wiki to get in the way of getting it done.
RFI structure on the wiki
Questions: whether it’s one big wiki page, or a page per section. 
MB: favor 1 page per RFI section
NS: Granularity is better – people can reference the piece they need. Also the boiler plate doesn’t get in the way. Can also break the main sections into smaller pages. Also more shareable. 
Impact on Responders Requirements
RN: one concern on either of these options is, would the submitter have the ability to begin a submission, save their work and come back? 
· No. They would not have edit capability (that’s Option 3 only, which we won’t do)
On a document e.g. PDF, potential responders can maintain a draft for multiple contributions, and send it when they are ready. 
Clarify: 
· On Option 1 they send an email to OMG as before – can be whatever document (but they can’t easily download the RFI as one document)
· On Option 2, how do they interact with the form to make iterative contributions? 
NS: They would create a private area in the wiki for them – but that does not exist yet. 
· So that would be an Option 4!
So on Response mechanisms: (Option 1 or Option 2?)
NS: Continue with the ability to send by email. In parallel we do something that does not exist yet. 
Are we killing off Option 2?
NS: Yes. 
Do we even do it as a Rolling RFI? 
Rolling: means that in reaction to responses, we change structure of the RFI. 
NS: And in the ‘Regular RFI’…
MB: What ‘Regular RFI’? This conversation is (so far) predicated o the notion of a kind of Rolling RFI.
NS is assuming that we have a static PDF document that is the RFI in any case. If so:
· This would be announced by the OMG
· Then wiki reflects only the changes as the knowledge comes through
· If we did this the wiki would not need to be structured like (or as) the RFI at all
MB describes the Rolling RFI idea again. 
Proposal Changed to:
· Static RFI goes out
· Responses via email to OMG as usual
· Responses go into a Wiki page (which is NOT itself the RFI)
· We curate these
· This evolves into the knowledge resource that comes out for the questions and answer in the RFI
In other words: the wiki becomes the ‘Discussion Paper’ that reflect the knowledge we have gained by doing the RFI.
So answer to the question on structure
Consensus: Structured? No – see above – the question becomes irrelevant
Content
So then to Rob’s stuff – this becomes material that has to go into the RFI. Can also go into the Discussion Paper (wiki). 
The History Stuff – per the raw notes, if people would find this useful all in one place, this can be posted to ‘A’ wiki page, not simply ‘THE’ wiki. This would also apply to terms, vocabulary, acronyms and so on, on the BC-PSIG wiki as a whole. Likewise References. These then become links in the RFI. Send people to a page as a reference background for people to look at. 
That means
· Less needs to go into the RFI
· The RFI becomes less dependent on getting stuff right first time – to the extent we can externalize this to the wiki and have only links in the RFI. 
History material
There was the history of our discussion versus the history of Crypto IDs themselves. 
MB: Was intended to be the history of identity. 
Did we even need that? Take this question to the next meeting. Networks of trust. Relevance of trust or non trust of a 3rd party provider. 
RN: for an RFP we might need to answer that but for an RFI we only needed to see how responders react. So better not to include it, just see how people react on e.g. trust issues. Or ask broader questions about trust without needing all that history. Some of our sessions ended with question on where we are now. Needed to distil that. Context, Privacy etc. considerations – need questions on those. And where this fits into the ecosystem. 
Next Meeting
Do the next step on this (drafting the static RFI)
 - Next week BUT subject to when Char can be available for the LETS RFP session.
MB will present some of the other possibilities coming out the Interoperability RFI at a future session. When we get a moment. 
Next few sessions focusing on the RFI since it won’t roll!
Aim to issue the RFI in December. 
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