Requirements SC Meeting

Date: January 08, 2003

Time: 11:00 – 12:00 PM EDT

Roll Call

Hari Reddy, ContentGuard

Aaron Burstein, Samuelson Law, Technology & Public Policy Clinic

Robin Cover, Individual

Cory Doctorow, Individual

Patrick Durusau, Society of Biblical Literature

Brad Gandee, ContentGuard

Ram Moskovitz, VeriSign

Harry Piccariello, ContentGuard

Peter Schirling, IBM

Agenda:
1. Approve meeting minutes:
12-18-02: http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/rights-requirements/200212/msg00006.html
2. Review open action items
3. Continue the discussion on reviewing the RLTC Requirements document now at revision 16.
http://www.oasis-open.org/committees/rights/documents/subcommittee/requirements/analysis-wip/Rev16/RLTC%20Requirements%20Rev%2016.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
	Done
	Req SC
	Review the Requirements Document against the Introduction. Comments are due before the 11-12-02 meeting.

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

	16
	11-20-02
	Open
	Thomas DeMartini
	Submit descriptive example to be placed into the texts for SX15 and R25.

	17
	11-20-02
	Closed
	Aaron Burstein, Thomas DeMartini, Lisa Rein 
	Submit changes to Introduction Paragraph 5.

	18
	12-04-02
	
	Hari Reddy, Bob Glushko
	Develop a schedule for the Requirements SC


Administrative:
Hari asked if there were any objections to approving the minutes for 12/12/02. There were none. Minutes were approved.

Hari stated that the 12/04/02 minutes would be out shortly.

2. Review Action Items

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


Hari:   Aaron, where are we on getting the examples to the Examples Subcommittee?

Aaron:  Still waiting for Brian to review examples and get them to the Examples subcommittee

Hari: 
This is holding everything up for the requirements committee.

Aaron:
I guess I could take what Brian has reviewed and send them along…

Hari:
Could you send the examples to the list and have everyone look at them and review them?

Aaron:
The process was to prepare the examples in such a way as to avoid having to edit them or so that people would understand what they meant.  Is Brian on the call?

Hari:
No, Brian is not on the call.  I’m concerned that this action has been out for a long time and I’m aware of people’s schedules, but some people are looking at this as saying we can’t continue until this is delivered. This adds ambiguity to the process and we don’t even know when your document is going to be submitted.  Personally speaking, if you submit it to the entire group, you could benefit from people’s general comments.  It’s up to you, but this leads to the second action which is the development of a schedule.  I’ll be also be bringing this up to the general body mtg.   It’s imperative we have some type of schedule so people can coordinate their work to the items we develop.  I fear that if you keep this action open-ended, it’s not going to get the due diligence.

Aaron:  I could take Brian’s comments and incorporate them and send them to the group.  The problem is the next week I’m out of town, so…

Hari: 
I’d love to give you a few more weeks, but you’ve had a long time to incorporate his ideas. This is not fair to the other members of this TC.

Aaron:  That kind of final take on the document is pending and probably with the holidays and everything, it was fine to wait for a final version of the document, but we can treat what we have as being final and incorporate it.

Hari:  I guess, without seeing your original submission and Brian’s submission, this is a black hole to me…

Brad:  Not sure what we’re waiting for anymore.  Back in Sept., we had a meeting where several people stated, “we reject the requirements document, part and parcel.”  Now what are we doing, we’re waiting for a document that no one else has seen and we’re generating examples?  This is the requirements group and we’re waiting for examples?  What hurdle do we need to get over to get on with this group which is the Requirements SC? 

Aaron:  The understanding is the examples feed back into the Requirements Document and before this batch, we had examples, other examples, I don’t know what has happened to those.  There were other examples for the examples committee to start working, I don’t know if you want to have one solid body of examples to work with, anything that is in that committee, some kind of incremental process that can be followed.  

Hari:  Speaking as a member of the Examples SC, we’d like a Requirements Document to at least put some type of scope to what the examples subcommittee should be working on.

Aaron:  How would the submission of these examples help to solidify the Requirements Document?

Brad: 
Don’t ask us, this was all brought up by your team. This whole process has been stopped since you believed that it would.

Harry:  That’s what Deirdre was supposed to answer

Aaron:  I think it was to use the current version of the Requirements Document as a starting point for analyzing the examples.  

Hari:  I brought that up at several meetings and nobody wanted to say they approved the Requirements Document.  It’s a quandary.  If there is a doc that this team can agree upon, at least that allows me to deliver that to the other subcommittees. I can say, “here’s the scope, now let’s start working on other things.”  Since September-ish, they’ve been waiting for some kind of scope to come out of the Requirements Document.

Aaron:  There are two distinct issues:  final, formal approval of requirements, and some hurdle to getting there.  From looking at the requirements, it’s a very high level document and it’s not clear what the language that those requirements generate, the uses those support and that’s why we were calling for an interim process.  Some people weren’t for producing the requirement before there was a showing of what they might do.

Hari:  But isn’t that a spec question?  If you’re not comfortable with what the spec can do, that’s for the specifications committee.  In an engineering process, you have a requirements doc, you come up with a specification, you test the specification, and you may come up with other features the requirements document doesn’t address and I know that for myself, I rarely go to a requirements document; I go to the specifications doc.  Engineering is iterative.

Hari:  I’d like to have other people comment on this.  I want to make sure it’s the team’s consensus.

Brad:  Is there a way for us to see the document that is being discussed.  Maybe this should be a group activity.  The whole, entire TC has come to a stop waiting for the work of 2 or 3 people, which is supposedly the work of the subcommittee.  Can we share the documents with a wider group?  Either that or this group has to decide to move on without it.  We don’t know what it is. We haven’t seen it.

Aaron: I can’t really make a decision about a document because I need to get Deirdre’s approval. I am just a student.

Pete: If this is something that needs to be looked at by the sub-group, it needs to be looked at the full group, so either it’s a doc we’re going to use and review and if it’s not, then we need to move on without it.  If we’re going to review it, it needs to be put in a document in for everyone to see.

Patrick:  I think it is perfectly reasonable to ask that the document be submitted for everyone to review. Aaron is not the controlling figure for the Law Clinic.  I think we need to say that the document needs to be filed by the next time we meet.  Aaron cannot speak for someone who is his supervisor.  By next week we need to see it.

Harry:
Or it’s not going to be considered.

Pete:
It’s either a doc that is up for our consideration or not.  It’s not a decision Aaron needs to make.  We should have this document today. It is already several months late.

Patrick:  I didn’t say today, I said next week.

Pete:  Well, then it needs to be by COB on Friday.

Hari:
Aaron, when can you get Deirdre to make this decision?

Aaron:  I will try to have her look at it today, I can’t promise.

Hari:  Would Friday be a good compromise? Are there any objections from anyone?  Aaron, if we don’t put a date on this is just keeps leaking.

Pete:  We either see it and it becomes part of the work we’re doing, or it’s not and we move on with what we have.  I’m upset with the fact that we’ve been sitting and waiting for a non-existent document for several months.

Brad:  They need to deliver by Friday, but I agree with Pete. It becomes a non-issue, if by the time we get to the next meeting and nothing is submitted. It’s a non-issue and we go ahead, we move on without it. We move on with the business at hand where we were in September.

Pete:  If the Law Clinic wants to submit this later, they’re welcome to do so and it can be looked at in the next consideration.  Aaron, you need to bring that message back very clearly that this has to be looked at to be under consideration by the general committee.  

Hari:  Let me know if you need help, Aaron.  I want to make sure your document is submitted, but I’m frustrated, I can’t help. I’ve not even seen the document to even know how to help.

Pete:  I’m sure it contains legitimate requirements, but we don’t know that.

Aaron:  I think the general consensus is that it needs to be submitted by Friday. I’ll tell Deirdre the deadline is Friday.

Hari:
Next action item was for Hari and Bob to come up with a schedule for the Requirements Committee.  The entire body is waiting for this committee to produce something. Bob and I had a brief conversation and we really didn’t come to any conclusion.  I feel uncomfortable discussing our thoughts without Bob here. I believe in the last Requirements SC meeting there were some ideas kicked around. There was one idea about starting the efforts on the profiles and conformance as a way to make progress on the ultimate deliverables, even though the requirements are not yet finalized.  I have some concern on that one. The General Body is at least hoping for a stake in the ground from the Requirements Subcommittee. If the Profile Subcommittee starts to do work and the Requirements Subcommittee comes up with something different, the Profiles SC has done fruitless work.  If the Requirements Subcommittee comes up with something, then it’s a guide for other subcommittees to do work.  We’ve been iterating the Requirements Document for some time now and we need to come to some consensus.  

Hari:  I would like to ask people on the call today for comments about a schedule and I’ll bring them back to Bob.  Bob was going to talk to Deirdre about a schedule.

Robin:  Is there any possibility that you and Bob can submit a summary as to where the committee is and the steps that we need to take? I am kind of lost. 

Hari:  What is confusing the issue is there are different ideas of the process that people have.  It’s my belief that at the end of the day, people are interested in specifications and items to support the specifications.  Are you asking for a list of things that the requirements process needs or the general body needs?

Robin:  It feels to be a lack of clarity and I would like them summarized.

Hari:  This is exactly my frustration. Almost every meeting I’ve been asking for issues and we’ve been going through the Requirements Document as a body of work to bring up the issues.  Now it seems that there are just small, editorial changes. I would like people to tell me what the issues are.

Brad:  If people can’t describe what the issues outstanding for them are, then there must not be any issues, so why can’t we promote the document forward?  This started in Sept when a group of people voted “no” across the board.  We’ve been in a “do” loop since, with us re-writing paragraphs, submitting examples, etc.  You’re right Robin; there is no one that can articulate what the problem is.

Robin:  Maybe the co-chairs can make a document saying what the five disagreements are.

Hari:  I’d love that document and I’m looking for the people around the table to help me.  What are the issues?  And how can we resolve them?  Does anyone on the call want to help me?

Patrick:  The SBL has a disposition of some of the requirements.  As far as Robin is asking, we can certainly do a summary that you and Bob can put together.  If the doc said “these are the issues where there are disagreements, and these are the things we agree upon.”  Then it puts a “stake in the ground” and perhaps the other committees can start to work with that.

Hari:  If I were to write that document right now, I would say that the people have concurred or agreed to the Requirements Document. We’ve had it open to edits for at least 2 months. People have been actively participating on it. That could be a body that people agree upon.  I need help for items that people don’t agree upon.  Patrick, you were part of the process. Do you have any issues?  Don’t mean to put you on the spot, but I want to show progress.

Patrick:  Most of our objections were disposition of our requirements for example First Sale.  I could give you something in detail in writing where you could separate the portion of the requirements doc where we quibble with the wording. I have to admit; I’m not sure where we are either.  Quibbles with words should not prevent people from going ahead with technical issues in other committees. I think we all want to start to do technical work.

Hari:  I don’t know if everyone feels like that.  People can’t wait forever; other subcommittees don’t even know how to allocate their time to do the work.  I fear they’re losing interest.  If there are issues in regard to first sale, what are the issues?

Patrick:  I can give you that in writing. I can submit a document.

Hari:  So what are you feelings on the Requirements Document, Version 16?

Patrick:  In terms of?

Hari:  Are you in agreement of it, does it meet your requirements, so forth.

Patrick:  When I do the doc about outstanding issues, I’ll go through the Requirements Document point-by-point.  For examples, requirement 1:  probably don’t have a problem with that one, might think it’s too vague, but doesn’t strike me as being an issue I’m going to get inflamed about.

Hari:  I appreciate your input, but I wish you had provided this a couple of months ago while we were all reviewing this together.  

Patrick:  I don’t think we dispositioned it.  I agree that we got into this “do loop” and just got stuck on this.

Hari:  Have you sent in a list of issues like the Law Clinic did?  I’m sorry we didn’t disposition those if you sent something.

Patrick:  No, I haven’t sent something in. I remember when we went through each item. I didn’t just vote “no” on everything. I had specific reasons for voting no on different things.  Then we got caught in the “do loop.”

Hari:  Did you agree with how this was dispositioned? We have reviewed this Requirements Document together for the past few months.

Patrick:  You’re asking me to remember what we did 4 months ago.  I’ll put it in writing before the next meeting.  We don’t have to formally disposition it. We can do whatever we need to do at that point.  I want to ask anyone else who has objections, to please send them in.  Why don’t you announce that we’re going to set a date?

Hari:  I fear that the date was a month ago. It was on the Action Item list that I review at each meeting and in the minutes.  I’m trying to get everyone to state what their objections are.  It’s getting very difficult.  Every single date we’ve set, we’ve neglected it and just kept going.  I’m trying to make sure this process meets the needs of everyone around the table. We lack credibility. If we don’t have a date, it will keep leaking.

Patrick:  As far as I know, there has never been a date set to resolve all outstanding objections.

Hari:  There was a date set for submitting objections to the Requirements Document.  We were diligently going through it.  The Law Clinic and others sent a line item analysis and we went through that.  There was also the Introduction that was put in.  Even after that date, people still wanted to make editorial changes.  I said okay, if that helps people to understand the document better but now we are at a point where the Document has been reviewed many times but still no one wants to commit to any date. Right now we don’t have a date or credibility. When people outside the RLTC ask me about a date, I have to tell them the truth in that each date we set, we just keep going. We’re trying to get a date but I can’t give any better information at this time.

Patrick:  You have to take one position or another.  You ask for objections, and when I offer a document to list objections, you say I should have done that previously.

Hari:  Okay, if you submit the document and then we can go through it. I guess my concern is that it would have better if we had this data before when we were going through the Requirements Document line item by line item.

Patrick:  There may be things that don’t need going through.  We don’t need absolute consensus before other groups move on.

Hari: We were charted by the General Body to have a consensus on the Requirements Document before moving on.

Patrick:  Until we isolate what those issues are with the requirements, we don’t know how to move on.  For example, if we’re arguing about the colors of the cover of the document, it doesn’t stop us from moving forward with what’s between the covers.

Hari: Yes but each of us needs to decide if the color of the document is that important to prevent the work from continuing.

Patrick: Agreed.

Hari:  You’ll submit that by next week?

Patrick:  Before I leave for NY on Monday.

Hari:  How would you like the committee to process that?  Go through at the next meeting. You’re not going to be there.

Patrick:  I’ll post it to email, so I can respond via email before the next meeting.  It will give us a way to show “what are the disagreements” and say does this disagreement keep us from doing something else.  I’m happy to handle it by email.   I don’t think we should let formality get in the way of us getting work done.  

Hari:  Does anyone else have anything to add?

Brad:  Could we have a general request, from this meeting, from anyone who has an opinion, to put on the table with what the issues are with respect to the requirements, so we can get out of this do loop.  Post it to the entire TC and ask if anyone has any objections and if so, post them to the email list before the next meeting.  The only thing we’ve wordsmithed is the introduction.  The document hasn’t changed since last August.

Hari:  Is everyone okay with that (no comments). Any objections (no comments)?

Hari:  I’ll post it and ask anyone to send in objections to requirements by the next Req SC meeting.

Patrick:  I’d add making it key to the current requirements process.

Hari:  Yes.

Robin:  The only thing is some people are not on this call and they may be out of touch and only just see the email a couple of days before the meeting.

Hari: I realize this. Most of the people not on the call however have been part of this process for months. I would hope that they know what issues that they have.

Robin:  I was just saying that if they saw their email on Monday, they’d only have 48 hrs. to respond.

Brad:  Maybe we should post it to everybody and ask them to respond with a yes or no.  Yes I have objections or no I don’t have objections.  Then if they don’t respond, we make the statement that it is the goal to receive everyone’s objections by next Wed., but say we realize people are away and we’ll know who responds or not. 

Hari:  Put it to everyone?

Brad:  Yes, everyone. Let everyone put their cards on the table.

Robin:  That’s an excellent idea.  If they don’t respond, then we agree they have no objections or aren’t interested.

Aaron:  Shouldn’t a timeline need to be voted on by the committee?

Hari:  No, this is just asking for outstanding issues input.  It’s not putting anything to a vote.

Brad:  It’s not a vote issue.  We already know we’re getting input from Patrick, so it’s getting all the issues in which is what we have asking for all along.

Hari:  Is there anything else people want to talk about?  (No comments)

Hari:  Thank you and Happy New Year everyone!  Meeting adjourned at 11:58am.

