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Meeting minutes taker: Hari

Hari introduced a new Prospective Member of the RLTC, Brian La Macchia.

Brian gave a short introduction of his work in various security related technologies.

Hari: I have not received any requested changes of the 09-25-02 Requirements SC minutes. I would like to approve these minutes.  

Brad Gandee moved for approval.  

Hari requested if there were any objections to the approval of the 09-25-02 minutes. No objections were noted. Minutes from 09-25-02 approved.

Hari: I have received a request from Aaron to discuss which RLTC documents will be released for review and how the RLTC will process the suggestions.

Aaron was not on the call as of 11:07 so the discussion was tabled.

Hari: There has been a long email thread by Patrick and Thomas. I would like to ask Patrick and Thomas to discuss this for everyone’s benefit.

Thomas:  People should read the emails.  One of the points of discussion is that if a permissions language is a self-confined part that can be used in something else or not.

Patrick:  We isolated where the disagreement was, which was productive. What did you think of my last response of illustration of accounting dept as partial solution?  Developing a partial solution for one domain would cause more problems than it would solve.  

Thomas: Would have to decide if we were making a product or standard. Standards are about defining parts of systems.  We need to develop all of those standards and allow room for people to innovate the system.

Patrick:  Thomas and I are using the terms (rights and permissions) in specific ways.  There is a permission and then we go off and define a rights expression language, which would also be a standard.  Thomas, are you saying rights would never be a standard, but an application?

Thomas:  No, first people would build systems and have proprietary components.  As people realized there are advantages to standardizing those, they would build an expression standard or so on.

Bob Atkinson (BobA):  Do you actually think you have an agreed-upon definition of what rights and permissions are?

Thomas:  We agreed not to define rights.  We do have an agreed upon meaning for permissions.  

BobA:  Don’t know how to have discussion on definitions if we don’t know what they mean.

Patrick:  What we agreed on is defining what we need and determine what may or may not be included in rights.  What we’re trying to do is agree where the disagreement is occurring, but no to issue a definition of rights.  If we can articulate a difference in our position, then it gives a clearer focus.  Trying to isolate a disagreement.

Lisa: Were you able to determine the disagreement?

Patrick:  At least in intellectual consent digital rights means something different than permissions. If we agree that is the case, is doing only permissions of any purpose?

Deirdre:  We are developing a digital rights language. Thomas said developing a digital permission language. That would mean the charter had to be amended.

Deirdre, Dean and Aaron came into the meeting at 11:15 AM. Attendance was updated.

Parma:  Digital rights language has been used commonly in the industry.  Pointing out that the charter needs to be amended right now could start another never-ending debate. We need to understand it.

Deirdre:  For a rights language to understand settings, need to grant permissions.  While it may be your understanding permissions have been used, there are other contracts where permission of a rights language have not been used. We are developing a digital rights language not a digital permissions language.

BobA:  2 questions.  Don’t understand what that would mean.  I understand that Deirdre has a definition of rights rather than the other category of permissions.  I am at a loss to discuss without a better definition.

Corey came into the meeting at 11:20 AM. Attendance was updated.

Aaron:  Part of what the question was something that Thomas proposed, that one be able to grant oneself permission to do something.  If you’re confused about that, it’s Thomas’ idea, and he would be better to answer that.

Hal:  To clarify, there are two different threads, need to decide which to pursue.  Patrick was capitulating email discussion between he and Thomas.  Thomas trying to argue there was a useful subset of work to be done, Patrick arguing that subset didn’t exist.  There was a separate thread introduced by Deirdre, which is more broad, what essentially are we working on.  I see the first thread as what we are working on.

Thomas:  The second one probably reached conclusion.  I have proposed that basically a claim could be one of 2 things.  1) permission that one originates themselves  and that bring us to the discussion Patrick and I are having: do we need to consider some things as something else and are there things that make them not stand on their own two feet.

Deirdre: Bob also asked what is a right vs. a permission.  A right is something to which you have a claim. There are definitions of rights and definition of permissions.  Permission is a grant of access.

BobA:  Is that not the US government giving the rights to use someone else’s work?

Deirdre:  No. A right is something that you are naturally permitted. Rights is more than government grants. It’s a broader term.

Brian:  Aren’t we looking at 2 types of authorization?  Rights are issued by one party to another party. The set of authorizations are evaluated to make a trust decision.  I am confused over why there is an argument.

Deirdre:  You could frame it in that way.  Is this something that can be bi-directional? Who can grant a permission? Language has meaning. When you’re using the term “permission” rather than “rights” you re-defining what we mean.  Without definition, you’re going to have these discussions more frequently.

Pete:  We have a set of XML expressions we are working from. The discussion around the term permission is to determine whether or not the language is currently capable. We also need to look at other factors embodied in the implementation and not only the direct set of expressions We are trying to determine whether we have what we need.

Patrick: That’s fairly accurate. We have to somehow make “fair use” more concrete. “Fair use” has already been accepted as a requirement.  We have to talk about what it means to engage that in whatever language.

Pete: We have to embody that in a set of expressions.

Patrick:  These other parameters have to be addressed, but we’re trying to make progress on a piece of this.

Pete:  How do we get completeness in this?


BobA:  I still remain confused about, trying to put that in a different set of words.  I do not understand why “fair use” authorization given by government is not reasonable called a permission. You can call it whatever you want, as long as what we end up with is a requirement of the enforcement engine of what we need.  There needs to be some definition of semantics made by Deirdre that I am at a loss to grasp.

Lisa:  To date, most rights expression language to date have rights and permissions.


BobA:  Can you give me an example?

Hari: Yes, I also would like to see this reference of most rights expression languages.

Lisa:  I can provide this to everyone later. I think the confusion is that if we’re only going to have permissions and leave the rights parts out is will cause confusion. We need definitions, so everyone knows what a right is or a permission is.  We define rights and permissions different. It’s usually defined in the document.  That’s what we’re fighting for, to have a clear definition. 

BobA:  Trying to get the definition in an easier way. 

Thomas:  There are 2 questions that pertain to “fair use” and all of the other concerns. 1. Can “fair use” (as an example of a concern) be expressed as permissions and 2. If not, can a permissions language alone still form a component that can be used with other components.

Aaron:  A clear definition in some context would be useful to see in the requirements document.  

Hari:  Is the action to define a set of terms?

Patrick:  Thomas, could you post those two questions to the list as I thought that was very good at clarifying another area we need to post a resolution on?

Lisa:  May I second to what you said about defining a set of terms.

Hari:  I am posing this on to the floor for discussion.  Is there a request to define a set of terms?

Aaron:  Define permissions and define some kind of statement on equivalent of rights.  Start with the definition of permission and then have a statement as to how the word permissions is used interchangeably with the term rights.

Hari:  Is permissions the primary word of concern? Last meeting people were concerned about the word “verb” and “condition”.

Lisa:  I’m concerned about more than just the word permission.  I am concerned about a lot of words.  It would help to nail all this stuff down.

BobA:  Why isn’t it an unreasonable thing to say, that if the US government has conferred permission to teachers in classrooms a fair use to copyrighted work, why wouldn’t people be comfortable to say it’s a conferred right.  I can’t distinguish between the two, but others can.

Deirdre:  It wouldn’t address the problem when anyone comes to read this document.  This document lacks definition of terms, which makes it difficult for people to understand what it means. I think the action item is to make definitions of the four terms.

BobA:  That’s not what I mean.

Deirdre:  I actually already gave you the definition of permission and rights according to my perception.  I don’t see why we can’t give a definition.  If you look in Webster’s dictionary, you see a definition.  I have the right by law, which means I have the right.

BobA:  I don’t make this distinction.

Deirdre:  I know you don’t make the distinction.  I think there are terms, which will be important to define and make this document easier to approach, especially when we have a public comment period.  

Pete:  In a situation like this, it’s very difficult to put definitions in place, though I agree there needs to be basic agreement of terms in the document.  If we look at a boarder picture, I may change roles and therefore my inherent “rights” change as my role changes.  Teachers are teachers at some point, consumers at other points.  Need to know what a role is when an expression is delivered to someone. Roles change and inherent rights change.  There may be situations where the role overrides the expression and times where it does not.  Looking at the whole notion of fair use, US law vs. European Union copyright law, we need to be able to allow for a complementary system.  This TC should do one body of work and then another TC does another body of work.

Martha:  The difference between permission and right is something one has inherited the other is something granted.  We need to have a set of rules and then have a way to enforce it.  It does not matter under what conditions it was given, there just have to be rules to enforce it. 

Lisa:  Want to get back to Aaron’s point before this call ends.

Hari:  Want to have something actionable before the call ends.

Lisa:  I have ten words that we can discuss on email:  Content owner, content, delivery mechanism, rules, expression, permissions, rights .

Hari:  Many of these words don’t appear in the Requirements Document.

Deirdre: The requirements document doesn’t mean anything.

Hari:  It doesn’t mean anything?

Deirdre:  If someone is coming in, it doesn’t say anything.

Pete: You have to read the standard in order to implement.  

Deirdre: Maybe we can agree in defining some words in the document.

Pete:  The requirements should state a set of terms. The specification is a set of use of those terms when they are not in the language or the industry.

Deirdre:  Even if it’s common use, we should write it down. In a previous standards group, we were all meaning different things.  It took 8 months.  I’m really at a loss that we’re arguing about defining terms.

Pete: Please provide a list of terms that you believe need to be defined.  “The requirements should simply say there needs to be a list of terms.  Now, provide a list of terms and we’ll rationalize those and a set of definitions that fit those terms, then we’re have a jumping off point to discussion those terms.  Can you (Deirdre) do that for next week?

Deirdre:  Yes, I’ll be happy to do that for next week.

John:  There are a couple of points. One was the points that were raised earlier, the bottom line of the discussion between Patrick and Thomas. The other is the point that Pete made on the point on the parallel systems.  I want to discuss that but  I don’t want to discuss that right now. Can we discuss this on email?  It raised some excellent questions. There are some issues that need to be brought up.  

Pete will post comment to the email list. 

John:  When we have this question of rights, vs. the question of permissions, is there a question of definition of scope.  Maybe it’s assumed that the charter and other related documents do that. I’m suggesting perhaps that some of the discussion that has happened over weeks is that of an agreement upon scope.

Deirdre:  I share your sense that the discussion of definitions has to do with scope rather than the more mundane definition.  Can we get back to Aaron’s point, which I thought was important, before we run out of time?

Hari:  Aaron you wanted to know what documents RLTC will send out for review and how RLTC will handle discussions of the review.

Aaron:  I couldn’t really find any documentation anywhere about what the answer is.  For the purposes of defining and scheduling, it might be helpful for other people to know what we’re going to put out.  

Hari:  I don’t even know, at this point, what we have to put out.  As of the last call, there were several people who objected to everything.  This group is charted to come up with a consensus and deliver the Requirements Document.  Do you have any suggestions on what documents to send out for review.

Brad:  We also had a lingering issue from the last call about a schedule.  We’re wandering a bit.  It’s good to talk about what people see about this work effort but we need to figure out what this group’s schedule is.  

Hari:  Deirdre, at the end of the last meeting you had some proposal.  Would you like an opportunity to discuss your proposal?

Deirdre:  Talked about what a reasonable schedule would be.  Certain we could come up with one if we wanted to do that.  At this point since we don’t have a document to circulate, it’s hard to come up with a schedule.

Hari:  Deirdre, which document don’t we have?

Deirdre:  We don’t have closure on the requirements doc.  What would be circulated would be the requirements document.  Difficult to know when this process would end without knowing when it will start.  Aaron has done some OASIS timeline research and looked at some of the W3C processes. They have a protocol on public comment period, and those public comment periods are a little longer then normal.  We haven’t come up with a timeline but we can if we want to.

Aaron offered to send his information on a schedule to the email list.

Brian:  I have done a lot of work with the W3C. There is a difference between the core language for authorization and the work at the semantic level when you go to use that language.  I don’t think it’s fair to say the comment period should follow the same protocols. The language we’re talking about is a content neutral language.  So you don’t necessarily imply the same thing.

Deirdre:  Don’t necessarily disagree, but not sure I necessarily agree that just because it isn’t about the semantics that it doesn’t have important social consequences.  

Brian:  I think it is important to bring up, since there are disagreements in minds of the committee members, about what this means.  If people don’t agree this is content neutral definition of semantics issues, then we can’t get more specific on other definitions if we don’t agree on what the content neutral language is.

Deirdre:  The content neutral portion has to be rich enough.  There are issues about the richness of this language that we need to have discussions on later.

Brian:  There is also a mathematical level of analysis. Do you believe we do not have a general expressible language here?

Hari:  Deirdre, could you list the points.

Deirdre:  If you talk about language applicability, it needs to support all the domains in which people want to use it.  We need to define language of copyright but also in other domains.

Hari:  Can I give you an action item to list this on email and put it in context of the requirements that we reviewed as part of the Samuelson requirements analysis?  

Deirdre:  Yes

Hari:  It’s 12:10pm EDT. I’d like to adjourn this meeting if there are no objections.

Meeting adjournment moved and seconded with no objections.

Meeting adjourned at 12:10pm EDT.

