Requirements SC Meeting

Date: November 20, 2002

Time: 11:00 – 12:00 PM EDT

Roll Call

Hari Reddy, ContentGuard

Aaron Burstein, Samuelson Law, Technology & Public Policy Clinic

Thomas DeMartini, ContentGuard

Cory Doctorow, Individual

Patrick Durusau, Society of Biblical Literature

Bob Glushko, CommerceOne

Ram Moskovitz, VeriSign

Martha Nalebuff, Microsoft

Harry Piccarrriello, ContentGuard

Lisa Rein, Individual

Dean Rowan, Samuelson Law, Technology & Public Policy Clinic

Agenda:
1. Review open action items
2. Continue the discussion on reviewing the RLTC Requirements document now at revision 15. 
http://www.oasis-open.org/committees/rights/documents/subcommittee/requirements/analysis-wip/Rev15/RLTC%20Requirements%20Rev%2015.doc
	Action
	Date 
	Assigned
	Description/Resolution

	
	Issued
	Status/

Date
	
	

	1
	10-02-02
	Closed/
10-30-02
	Lisa Rein
	D: Provide reference to the comment that “most rights expression languages to date have rights and permissions” to the email list

R: Lisa stated that she was incorrect. Lisa will provide list with information by 10-23-02.

	2
	10-02-02
	Closed/ 10-16-02
	Lisa Rein
	D: Provide list of “10 words” to discuss on email.

R: Will add to the list provided by Deirdre and Aaron

	3
	10-02-02
	Closed/

10-02-02
	Thomas DeMartini
	D: Provide the two clarifying questions resulting from the email analysis by Thomas and Patrick

R: email sent to SC list on 10-02-02

	4
	10-02-02
	Closed/

10-16-02
	Deirdre Mulligan
	D: Provide a list of terms to be defined on email

R: Sent to list on 10-16…not needed in light of Action 8.

	5
	10-02-02
	Closed/ 10-02-02
	Peter Schirling
	D: Post comment on parallel systems to the email list

R: John Erickson responded on email list.

	6
	10-02-02
	Closed/

10-16-02
	Aaron Burstein
	D: Provide information on schedule to the email list.

R: Provided a synopsis of the OASIS TC Process. There was misunderstanding by the group…several members were expecting a suggested schedule which was not Aaron’s understanding.

	7
	10-02-02
	Moved to Action 11


	Deirdre Mulligan
	D: Provide a list of issues regarding a “general expression language” referencing the Sameulson submission to the email list

R: Aaron sent response to the list on 10-11-02…SC would like more information…Moved to Action 11

	8
	10-09-02
	Closed/

10-15-02
	Parama
	D: Provide an Introduction to the Requirements Document to clarify the scope and the terminology used in the Requirements Document.

R: Parama sent Draft Introduction to the SC list on 10-15-02

	9
	10-16-02
	Closed/

10-17-02
	John Erickson
	D: Provide input to Action 8 with respect to permissions.

R: John made the addition and sent it to the list on 10-17-02

	10
	10-16-02
	Closed/

10-17-02
	Hari Reddy
	D: Update the Requirements Document upon receiving final input from Action 8 and 9.

R: Done…updated as Requirements Rev 14.

	11
	10-23-02
	Closed/
10-30-02
	Deirdre Mulligan and Brian LaMacchia
	D: Clarify expressions not mathematically expressible in the current language

R: Will meet on 10-24 or 10-25 and report back to the SC on 10-30-02. 

	12
	10-30-02
	Closed/ 11-06092
	Req SC
	D: Submit any comments on the RLTC Requirements Introduction by 11/6/02.

R: No comments were posted. No objections were noted in the 11-06-02 call. SC has decided to agree on the Introduction.

	13
	10-30-02
	Open
	Deirdre Mulligan
	Submit schedule proposal for reviewing examples or use cases.

	14
	11-06-02
	
	Req SC
	Review the Requirements Document against the Introduction. Comments are due before the 11-12-02 meeting.

	15
	11-06-02
	
	Hari Reddy
	Update Requirements Document and send to SC to review

	17
	11-20-02
	
	Thomas DeMartini
	Submit descriptive example to be placed into the texts for SX15 and R25.

	16
	11-20-02
	
	Aaron Burstein, Thomas DeMartini, Lisa Rein 
	Submit changes to Introduction Paragraph 5.


Administration:
Hari deferred the approval of the minutes from last meeting to the next meeting to give people opportunity to review them.

Hari recommended canceling meetings on 11/27, 12/25.  Harry P. suggested canceling meeting on 1/1/03 as well.  There were no opposing comments, so this was approved.

Bob Glushko suggested moving 12/11 meeting to Baltimore since much of the group would be there at a conference.  Thomas DeMartinit said there was also an MPEG meeting in Tokyo on 12/11.  Discussion ensued about canceling the meeting on 12/11.  
Hari offered to put the suggestion to cancel the 12/11 meeting on the mail list. There were no objections. Hari stated that just because we cancel these meetings doesn’t mean people can’t use email to discuss issues that they may have preventing this work from going forward.  The hour meetings to progress the SC may not be sufficient enough.  We should be using these meetings to check on status, but we’ve come to use these meeting to do work.  Hari advised again that people use the list serve especially in the next few weeks when we’re not meeting as frequently.

2. Continue the discussion on reviewing the RLTC Requirements document now at revision 15. 
http://www.oasis-open.org/committees/rights/documents/subcommittee/requirements/analysis-wip/Rev15/RLTC%20Requirements%20Rev%2015.doc
Hari:  Sent out version 15.  Going to refer to document Aaron and Dean sent out.  Ended at point 9:

9. The plain-language meaning of SX14 is unclear. "Rights sequencing"  

has no colloquial meaning. What is the relationship between the 2 words 

in this heading and the full requirement: "The language must be able to 

express conditions on previously reported exercise".

Hari:  Thomas you were going to look at this.

Thomas:  I have the following suggestion:

SX13: Tracking: The language must be able to express conditions requiring the reporting of usage information.

SX14: TBD: The language must be able to express conditions whose satisfaction is dependent upon previously reported usage information (see SX13).

Aaron:  The cross reference is helpful.  That sounds okay.  I still think the heading needs more work.

Hari:  Any suggestions for the heading, “rights sequencing”.  Thomas?

Thomas:  No suggestion for the heading, agree we should think of something else.

Hari:  Anyone else have a suggestion?  (No comments)

Thomas:  Could use long title:  Conditions on previously reported usage information”.

Lisa:  I was coming up with something like that too but with something on prerequisites.

Thomas:  Not exactly prerequisites

Lisa:  Then I’m confused again.

Thomas:  The case is something like when you watch commercials, you report that you have done so, then you can watch the video if you watch the commercial.

Lisa:  How do you know the commercial has been watched?  It still sounds like a prerequisite to me.

Thomas:  Before you play the video, I need to know you watched the commercial.

Lisa:  Sounds like a prerequisite.

Hari:  What do we title this?

Thomas:  How about “prerequisite usage”.

Lisa:  Would love to have something about conditions in the title.  That’s my goal.  Do you think it’s redundant?  Do you think we’ll know the conditions have been met by having prerequisite in the title?

Thomas:  Don’t know.

Bob Glushko: Can’t be about usage, it’s about some system events that have taken played

Thomas:  Condition upon past events.

Lisa:  We’re getting there.  Prerequisite or conditional events. I like the work “prerequisites” in it.  It talks about what we’re talking about.

Aaron:  Rights conditional upon prior events or prior exercises.

Hari:  Rights conditional upon past events?

Aaron:  Past or prior.

Hari:  Rights conditional upon prior events is what I have now.

Thomas:  You can shorten Rights conditional to Condition.  If we have conditional upon prior events, we have rights conditional…

Aaron:  Then you lose a little something there.  Then conditions based upon prior events.

Hari:  Okay.  I have SX14 as Conditions based upon Prior Events.  Great!  Any other comments (no comments.)

Point 10:

10. SX15: Is this different from R25?
Thomas:  The difference between permissions and approvals.  R25, talks about permissions conditional upon other permissions and SX15 is upon approval.  So I may be the only one who can permit you to come into my house, but I could say that I permit you to come into my house if your mother approves.   So, your mother can’t permit you to come into my house, but she can approve of you going into my house.  And I only permit you to come in if you mother approves.

Hari:  So, I give you permission if you have other permission to do something else.

Thomas:  That’s R25.  I give you permission to come into my house if you have permission to be in the U.S.

Hari:  I don’t actually have to exercise that previous permission.  Is that right?

Thomas:  I don’t think we need to get that specific.

Lisa:  Confused, it seems like we’re discussing two different scenarios.  First you can come into my house if you have approval from another party, the second is if you have permission to go into houses, you can come into my house.   Are we talking about both of those scenarios?

Thomas:  Yes, we’re talking about both, that’s why we have two requirements.  Aaron’s question was why we have two requirements, it’s because we have two scenarios.

Bob G:  Lisa, what is it about these that looks different to you?  What is your concern?

Aaron:  I’m getting the gist of the two different scenarios.  The reading I had done when Dean and I sent this to the list, I don’t think we had quite checked out how they were different.  Let me see if I have this right…

Bob G:  Confused about how you could have missed the differences

Aaron:  No explanation to that, more clear now that they are saying different things.

Bob G:  Whatever that phrase was clarified it to Aaron so that phrase should be there.

Thomas:  Maybe I should draft an example there.

Lisa:  Didn’t understand it until Thomas stated the example.

Hari:  Thomas will you provide example for both or one.

Thomas:  For both.

Hari:  That’s all we had from Aaron.  We then had two emails from Lisa.  Aaron, are you okay in how we processed your points.

Aaron:  Yes.

Hari:  Would like to continue with Lisa’s comments.  On 11/12 Lisa sent something to change Introduction to make it read better.  

Lisa:  Just went through the Introduction and realized that there were a couple of places where I wasn’t sure exactly what we meant until I read it over and over.  So I took a shot at rewording it and also taking a shot at seeing if I understood it.

Hari:  It was a re-wording, not to alter the meaning.

Lisa:  It was to make it easier to understand, especially for a newcomer.  Some of the sentences were long and it was hard for me to process the info.  It was just 3 parts, I didn’t do anything about the listing, it was just to have an understanding of core and standard extensions.

Hari:  We have received no comments on email.  Does anyone have any comments on the suggestions before we process them here?  (No comments)

Hari read from Lisa’s email of 11/20:

1. Suggest slight rewording for clarity.  I've also included a link to the charter in parentheses since we reference it outright within the text, and the relevant parts seem to wordy to include:

Original Text:

(1) While the charter of the RLTC is written in words that are meant to draw upon terminology and concepts represented in existing bodies of work in the marketplace, the requirements document is intended to stand alone and uses colloquially accepted terminology.  Thus, in this document we use the colloquial words equivalent to the marketplace concept of rights: permissions granted by one entity to another.

Edited Text:

"The charter of the RLTC (http://www.oasis-open.org/committees/rights/) is written in words that are meant to draw upon terminology and concepts represented in existing bodies of work in the marketplace.  The requirements document is intended to stand alone and uses colloquially accepted terminology.  

In this document we use the colloquial words equivalent to the marketplace concept of rights: permissions granted by one entity to another."

 Hari:  I’d like to point out that two of the main authors of this are not on the call, Parma and John.  Both sent regrets about not being able to attend this meeting. They had asked for input to the Introduction for several weeks and processed all of the input. We are now redoing this and going back to making modifications to the Introduction. Does anyone have any comments on edited text?  Does it help?  People indifferent?  

Aaron:  I think, in the added text, the phrasing is a little more straightforward.  The link to the charter is helpful to have embedded.

Hari:  The main thing is, I guess I’m a little bit reluctant about going back to changing something that we had a lot more people agreeing upon.  Whatever changes we make, we need to send it back to the SC saying “here are more suggestions” and do we feel it has changed the meaning.

Lisa:  I thought we had floor open on comments to the introduction and were given more time in the first round here.

Hari: We have had time for making comments already to the Introduction.  Then people wanted to use that as a foundation to parse the requirements.  But if we want to make changes to this, I’m okay, but to follow the process we should send the changes out.  I can do it in the minutes and just ask people to send an email if they have any comments or objections to it.  

Lisa:  So we’d discuss it in this meeting and then send it out before making changes.  That’s fine, I thought that was already the process.

Hari:  Is everyone okay with the change suggested by Lisa.

Bob G:  I have a problem with colloquial, it seems that it is the same as everyone else uses in the marketplace.

Lisa:  I agree with you, I was just trying to clean it up without changing the meaning.

Bob G:  I think you made an improvement and the words don’t mean what people think they mean.

Harry:  But this is a technical committee.

Bob G:  I Realize this but the word colloquial doesn’t work.  The masses don’t think of the word this way.

Corey:  How about “in the narrow sense used by certain technical groups”.  They don’t mean it in the inclusive sense, in all the ways rights can possibly mean.  Then we can put in parenthesis, i.e.,  parties granting rights from one to another as they exist.

Hari:  Other comments?

Aaron:  Corey has a good point there.  

Thomas: I think that many of the other terms are colloquially accepted.  The terms are defined, but they are not used as colloquially meaning for definitions given.  This is for where there are no definitions given.  Maybe things like ‘the” and “a”, etc...

Lisa:  We say colloquial to what group of people?  We know what these words mean, but we don’t know here in this group.  If we put the definition on a piece of paper, would all the definitions match?

Hari:  That was one of the reasons to actually document this which is what I thought what we did.

Lisa:  Do you want to note that we still think there would be a more useful way of expressing what we mean in that colloquial passage? The paragraph “…to stand alone and use in colloquially accepted terminology.”  It’s a contradiction.  If it’s intended to stand-alone then I’d like the terms defined.  

Thomas:  What if we just put a period after “alone” and then just delete the rest of the sentence and drop colloquial from the next sentence?

Hari:  The paragraph now reads:

Old Text:

While the charter of the RLTC is written in words that are meant to draw upon terminology and concepts represented in existing bodies of work in the marketplace, the requirements document is intended to stand alone and uses colloquially accepted terminology.  Thus, in this document we use the colloquial words equivalent to the marketplace concept of rights: permissions granted by one entity to another.

New Text:

While the charter of the RLTC (http://www.oasis-open.org/committees/rights/) is written in words that are meant to draw upon terminology and concepts represented in existing bodies of work in the marketplace, the requirements document is intended to stand alone. Thus, in this document we use the words equivalent to the marketplace concept of rights: permissions granted by one entity to another.
Bob G:  Works for me better than the one with colloquially in it.

Lisa:  Still a little awkward.

Hari:  I think it reads fine now.  

Lisa:  If no one else thinks that sentence reads funny, then okay.

Bob G:  It reads less funny.

Hari:  OK. The next item is on Paragraph 3:

2. Original Text:

(2) To be rigorous, by 'permissions' we refer to a set of usage rules applicable to, for example, one or more objects or services; these rules may be used by a compliant interpreter to control a user's access to and usage of those objects or services. The 'user' in this case might be a human or a hardware or software component.

Edited Text:

"By 'permissions' we refer to a set of usage rules that may be used by a compliant interpreter to control a user's access to and usage of one or more objects or services. The 'user' in this case might be a human or a hardware or software component."

Hari:  Any objections or comments.

Thomas:  I would add back in “to be rigorous”.

Lisa:  I don’t care.

Hari:  Does anyone else have any comments?  (No other comments)

Hari:  The last comment was on Paragraph 5:

(3) While the language that is standardized by this committee may be

expressive enough to express policy associated with the aforementioned areas within the appropriate contexts of the problem addressed, the scope of this committee is not to solve the bigger problem. The work product of this technical committee will be one component of a larger ecosystem of componentry and workflows that will address those issues that are not addressed by this technical committee itself.

Edited Text:

"The language that is standardized by this committee may be expressive

enough to express policy associated with the aforementioned areas within the appropriate contexts of the problem addressed, however, the scope of this committee is not to solve the bigger problem. The work product of this technical committee will be one component of a larger ecosystem, and other components and workflows will be addressing those issues not addressed by this technical committee.

Aaron:  I wonder if it’s misleading to talk about “the bigger problems” as in problems is what people want to use.  I don’t think there is any single problem causing that.

Hari:  Are you saying that “problems” is better?  

Lisa:  I don’t like the first few sentences.  The first one is confusing and then to say “we’re not dealing with this.”  I think the 3rd sentence stands on it’s own what we’re trying to say, defining what we’re saying and that other people are going to do the other part.

Hari:  So, is the suggestion to remove the sentence “the scope of this committee is not to solve the bigger problem…”?

Aaron:  And then just have the two sentences. Would it be accurate to say what we have now is, the language that is standardized by this committee….but there is no guarantee that the language will, the product of this committee will be able to express such policies on it’s own. 

Hari:  Don’t we say that in the next sentence, that this is a component in another eco-system?

Lisa:  That’s why I think the first sentence can be removed.  I think we can say it all in the second sentence.

Thomas:  I think the first sentence adds something the second sentence adds.  We’re not saying it cannot be used for other things.  We’re saying we’re not designing it as a requirement that it can do that.

Lisa:  Okay. Are we saying “although the language maybe able to express policy outside the scope of this tech committee” there is no guarantee that it will express these things?

Corey:  Can we do this as a series of short, declarative sentences?  This is designed to do x.  It is not designed to do y.  You can use it to do x and y.

Thomas:  This is what this paragraph was supposed to be.  It was not designed to do this and that.  

Hari:  I think that “however” sentence sounds good now.  Referring to Lisa’s edit.  

Lisa:  What about a combination of “while the language that is standardized by this committee is made to express policy associated with this aforementioned areas, the work product of this technical committee will be a component of a larger eco-system…..”

Hari:  That just makes for a very long sentence.  I thought you were trying to break it up into easier sentences.  

Lisa:  Meaning wise, we can break them up, but did we capture what we wanted from the first sentence without going on to say “within the context of the problem addressed….”

Thomas:  It’s hard to think of all the options without seeing them written down.  How many people are interested in wording this?  Maybe Aaron, Lisa and I can exchange email on this topic and propose something on the next call.

Aaron:  I’m okay with that.

Thomas:  You want to take the first crack Lisa?

Lisa:  Yes, we can then take it from there.

Hari:  The final comment, Lisa, I think we’ve addressed it?

Lisa:  Completely.

Hari:  I’ll put in the minutes that “these are the changes” and if anyone has any additions or comments, please submit them.  Next meeting is on Dec. 4, two weeks.  No meeting next week, so we’ll have these changes by the 4th?

Aaron:  That sounds reasonable.

Lisa:  Easily.

Hari:  Should we also ask the people who are not here to submit any subsequent changes?  Are there any objections to that?

Lisa:  Especially the original authors who are not on the call today, I would like to receive those comments.

Hari:  Any other discussion?


Aaron:  Just wanted to report back on Action Item 13  Last night, I sent a list of issues to Brian LaMacchia that we wanted to discuss.  We’re still trying to arrange a time and what we proposed is that we are going to talk to him next Tuesday (11-26-02) and the goal was that conversation was to come back to the meeting, which is now canceled, next week with a schedule.  But maybe we can float something over email after we talk to Brian.  

Hari:  Can you give us a gist on the issues?

Aaron:  They were related to the kind of issues that we raised previously.  Not sure if this example made it to the list, a couple of weeks ago we talked about sort of a problem or an ambiguity related to revocation and we couched that in the context of a certain transaction and what we’ve been trying to do is continue the line of thought that we present it in that transaction and then identify other problems that the core might have in supporting some of the characteristics of it.  

Harry:  What does that have to do with producing a schedule?

Aaron:  The idea is that if there were, we were supposed to propose a schedule for resolution of a few examples. 

Harry:  With all due respect, we’re waiting for a schedule for the last month.

Aaron: And I am trying to tell you we’re going to send it next week.

Hari:  You’re extending upon a use case, a first sale use case, where the ambiguity of revocation was addressed and extending upon that and will have some type of schedule on how to address those issues or ambiguities?

Aaron:  I think that’s right.

Harry:  I’m confused.  I thought the schedule was going to be when the examples would be produced and when requirements could start again.  Thought we were going to hold things until examples could be produced then handed over to requirements.  I thought it was a timetable, not a complete work breakdown structure.  I’m confused here.

Aaron:  I’m confused as well.

Hari:  Reading from the action item list, the action Item was to submit a schedule proposal for reviewing example use cases.  This was from looking at requirements from a bottoms up and tops down approach.  I thought that was what the discussion was going to be around.  So if these other issues or workflows or examples are to be submitted to the examples SC, the group asked for a schedule. This was my understanding also.

Harry:  I thought we’d get a date saying the examples are going to be brought over to the requirement at this time.

Aaron: Maybe we had a different picture of that. 

Hari:  There was also a question on how long we should process the different use cases.

Aaron:  That is what we were going to try to propose, to get some sense about that.  That is what I thought we were trying to accomplish.

Hari:  Using your current list of issues as an example?  

Aaron:  We were going to talk over those and get a realistic idea about how long it will take to go through those examples.  We were trying to get an informed estimate of time and that’s why we were going to have this conversation.  We had intended to bring it to the next meeting, but we’ll send it over email.

Lisa:  The only difference of the visions is that maybe Aaron was going to give an estimate in terms of how long, week or months.  Maybe Harry was expecting more dates in which thing might be done.

Harry:  The requirement SC is accountable to the General Body.  The General Body needs to be updated on when requirements will be produced.  The Requirements SC will now be on hold until we get them from Examples SC.  The General Body is not making requirements accountable at this point because we have no schedule.  There is nothing transpiring. 

Lisa:  We’ll have the start of one in the next week or two.

Harry:  Initially that suggestion was brought up in mid to late October.  We’re coming close to Dec. and we still don’t have a schedule.  It’s getting frustrating.

Hari:  Your referring to the examples iteration?

Harry:  Right, but we put requirements on hold for examples.  And now the General Body is being held up and not getting any schedule of events from the Requirements SC.

Hari:  You can take that feedback, Aaron?

Aaron:  Duly noted.

Hari:  Any other comments?  (None).  Hari motioned to adjourn the meeting, Harry seconded.  Meeting adjourned at 12:09pm

