
From: Chen, Lily (Fed)
To: Regenscheid, Andrew R. (Fed); Moody, Dustin (Fed)
Subject: Re: New IP text?
Date: Friday, July 29, 2016 2:14:09 PM
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Andy:

Thanks for update. We will get there. I am on my way back. See you Monday.

Lily

On: 29 July 2016 10:07, "Regenscheid, Andrew (Fed)" <andrew.regenscheid@nist.gov> wrote:
No, not yet...

Henry keeps saying he'll get it to us. Last night he said "first thing in the morning," which has turned into "sometime today." I've been having the other lawyers up there poke him for us whenever they see him today.

Sara knows this might be something we need to finish on Monday morning. While certainly far from ideal, I think we handle that fine so long as there isn't a big problem with whatever text Henry provides.

-Andy

From: Chen, Lily (Fed)
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 12:54 PM
To: Moody, Dustin (Fed); Regenscheid, Andrew (Fed)
Subject: New IP text?
Hi, Andy and Dustin:

Have we received the text from Henry yet? (I might have missed an e-mail or so).

Lily

From: Dustin Moody <dustin.moody@nist.gov>
Date: Friday, July 29, 2016 at 8:03 AM
To: "Regenscheid, Andrew (Fed)" <andrew.regenscheid@nist.gov>
Cc: "Kerman, Sara J. (Fed)" <sara.kerman@nist.gov>, Lily Chen <lily.chen@nist.gov>
Subject: RE: Per our discussion

Andy,
Yes, I think the intent was that the Background section would serve as an intro, but I can see what you are saying. I think it’s a good idea to flip the order of the two. I think we want to make sure people know we want comments back on this, and so putting the RFC first should help with that.
Do you think we need to add a pointer back to the FRN in our three paragraph RFC as shown on picture of the webpage Sara included below?
Dustin

From: Regenscheid, Andrew (Fed) 
Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2016 2:25 PM
To: Moody, Dustin (Fed) <dustin.moody@nist.gov>
Cc: Kerman, Sara J. (Fed) <sara.kerman@nist.gov>
Subject: Re: Per our discussion
Dustin,
Maybe you can explain the reasoning for this. Sara showed me the PQC site earlier today. It seems strange to insert the “Request for Comments” in the middle- basically it’s jammed between the first and second sections of the CFP. Was there a particular reason for that?
Would it make more sense to flip the order in the navigation bar? Or include the Request for Comments at a top level page for PQC Standardization? Or was the intent that the Background section of the CFP would serve as an introduction on the website?
-Andy

From: "Kerman, Sara J. (Fed)" <sara.kerman@nist.gov>
Date: Thursday, July 28, 2016 at 1:14 PM
To: Andrew Regenscheid <andrew.regenscheid@nist.gov>
Cc: "Moody, Dustin (Fed)" <dustin.moody@nist.gov>
Subject: Per our discussion
Let me know what you and Dustin decide on the location of the RFC link:
Call for Proposals = Section 1 of CFP
Submission Reqs = Section 2 of CFP
..and so on through Evaluation Process = Section 5 of CFP

Sara J. Kerman
NIST
301-975-4634
sara@nist.gov
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