Requirements SC Meeting

Date: January 15, 2003

Time: 11:00 – 12:00 PM EDT

Roll Call

Hari Reddy, ContentGuard

Aaron Burstein, Samuelson Law, Technology & Public Policy Clinic

Robin Cover, Individual

Thomas DeMartini, ContentGuard

Cory Doctorow, Individual

John Erickson, HP

Brad Gandee, ContentGuard

Bob Glushko, CommerceOne

Brian LaMacchia, Microsoft

Harry Piccariello, ContentGuard

Lisa Rein, Individual

Agenda:
1. Approve meeting minutes:
a. 12-04-02

b. 01-08-03

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
	Closed
	Deirdre Mulligan
	Submit schedule proposal for reviewing examples or use cases.

R: Examples submitted 01-15-03

	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 12/04/02 and 01-08-03. There were none. Minutes were approved.

As a status, from our Call for Final Comment, we received comments from the SBL and the Law Clinic. I would like to hold off on processing the SBL information since the SBL representative, Patrick, is not present. I had hoped to at least start on processing the Law Clinic information today but they also do not have any representation at today’s call.

2. Review Action Items

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

R: Examples submitted 01-15-03


Hari: This was the action that the subcommittee had asked to be completed by last Friday. The information was sent to the SC mail list last night. I’d like to mark this item as closed. I still have a concern that the issue of how long the TC should spend in working on use cases. From my previous notes, I had assumed that this was part of this Action Item. The data was going to be based upon Brian’s past experience. Brian, was there any time frame as to how long the examples would take to be reviewed?

Brian:  No, that wasn’t shared with me.  Don’t know if Deirdre and the others at the clinic may have talked about this amongst themselves, but it wasn’t told to me.

Hari:  We, as a subcommittee, talked a while ago about how long to process the examples and use cases for requirements.

Brian:  My thought was that it wasn’t going to take more than a few weeks once they decided on what they wanted.  I didn’t think it was going to be a long process.

Hari: Can you talk to Deirdre about that?  

Brian:  Yes, next time I talk to her.

Hari:   Because this goes directly into the timeline that Bob Glusko and I have to do.

Bob: Brian, does this reflect, to the best of your knowledge, what you wanted?

Brian:  Well, I don’t know about that.  Deirdre said it was her response to my comments.  What I was going to do was send the list my previous version and you can judge for yourself how her comments fit into that.

Hari:  Without seeing the original draft, and just looking at your comments, can a person that wasn’t part of the original conversation make judgments on your comments?

Brian:  I don’t think that will be a problem.  It depends how much she’s changed things here and I don’t know.  I’ll be honest, the overall structure looks the same, and I believe at the end of the day the big issue for us as a group is the issue surrounding lack of notification, or notification required.  That’s the larger issue for us to discuss, whether something becomes a requirement or whether something is shown as a protocol.  I’ll send my comments. Hopefully they’ll be useful.

Hari:  You might want to send the document saying it is to reference the current submission.

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


Hari:  Action 16 – Thomas DeMartini, to submit examples to put into the text.

Thomas: I was on vacation for the past few weeks.  I’ll get that to the group soon.

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


Hari:  Bob and Hari to develop a schedule for the requirements subcommittee and as an addendum, give a list of issues and a schedule for resolving those. Bob and I have met a couple of times, we’re going to try to meet again, hopefully after this meeting and hopefully we’ll have something for the rest of the team by next week.  As I said before, if anyone has any suggestions, please post then or send them to Bob and myself.  We want to make sure this is consensus driven.

Hari:  I had hoped that someone from the Law Clinic was here to talk about the examples that were submitted.  I agree with Brian that we need to process this here in the requirements SC so that we can contextually understand each of the use cases and also understand – on a high level – the system that could potentially address some of these use cases because the rights language may only be a small portion of that system.  If people agree, then the generation of the XML becomes easier. There is not point in working on the XML for each use case if there is vagueness in its interpretation. Since no one is here from the Clinic, Brian do you feel comfortable talking about the examples in a very general sense or should we wait for someone from the Clinic. The group was not part of the discussions that transpired to develop the use cases.

Brian:  I can try. I wasn’t in the meeting where they came up with them but I can give everyone my views.

Brian:  There were 7 examples in the doc., at least in the version I saw.  The first 6 were all variants on lending or lending and transfer, coming out of the library and book business,  – transferring books, etc.  First was a classic First Sale example. You had a holder sending an item to first party Alice and they’d sell to 2nd party Bob. The stated requirements were when the copyright holder sold to Alice, there was a copyright or license, but when Alice transferred it to Bob, there couldn’t be any involvement with the original license, and I took issue with that.

Hari:  The issue was no interaction with the first license?

Brian:  Yes.  Some of the cases put out by the clinic, they have that previous licenses can’t be involved in transfers from first cases.  They used “involved” as general.  I think their intent was no “notification requirements”.  If I’m the original copyright holder and I sell to Alice, there shouldn’t be a requirement that every time that moves there effectively is a transaction record.  That’s different from the requirement that the party that holds the work has a transaction recorded, how they got hold of it, that they have proof of the license.  

One of the original examples, they say that you don’t involve the original license. They need to be clearer on that.  There are a couple of ways to implement that, and one of my comments was that they specified in a number of these was one part of choices. We also need to address whether we put a requirement saying the language must be able to support some “x” but say that it doesn’t apply to all cases. I don’t know where we support that whether if it is a profile and/or protocol.

Bob: Is this a Profile issue?

Brian:  Don’t know if it’s a profile, but it seems that they were requesting that every license we wrote had to be written in such a way that there wasn’t communication.

Bob:  Part of the profile is the choice of protocol. It doesn’t make sense to have this in all uses. For example, as a corporate employee I have a different set of rules that are different from the copyright domain.

Brian:  When we were talking to this original notice of involvement, when people sell books on the used book market.  There is no record going to the copyright owner nor does the buyer have a transaction saying how he got the item. When I walk into the used bookstore, I don’t question if it’s a valid copy of the book or not.  My response is it is true in the physical but not the electronic world, the thing that makes it true, is the guy who wants to sell it has to prove the guy who buys it that he holds the license to it.

Bob: I agree, you have to say that it is a legitimate copy.

Brian:  You may say there are contexts where the law would give you such rights.  One of my objections is the “no communication or notice” is the way the Clinic is approaching it. Not sure this is the way to do it.

Bob:  The corner of the use case space on library and research usage is the opposite of music cases.

Brian: The types of examples are good ones. What it comes down to, is I think there is a mind-set in the physical world, that we don’t question the item we’re buying on the used market or getting loaned is a viable product. There is no communication back to the original publisher of the work if it is truly the original work. I think we as a group are going to have to address this.  The value of the content is also a factor – for example in art they care about providence, in books they don’t.  In the electronic world, the bar moves significantly.  We need to understand where that is and what that means.

Cory:  When you say authentic, a copy that is licensed to sell or not a counterfeit?

Brian:  Both ways.  How do you know it’s not edited?  If I down load a copy, how do I know those words haven’t been changed. The way we wanted to identify the work is though a hash value.  Then if I download an item and the hashes don’t add up then I don’t have the product that was the original.  You don’t have to have a license showing how things were purchased or obtained. When I go into B&N and buy a book, there is an assumption they are not selling counterfeit.  If I go to a used bookstore, I am assuming that I am obtaining a valid copy of that book.

Cory:  That assumption is no better or worse in the digital world.  There are numerous editions of pirated editions that end up in the resale market.  We don’t enact some system that every copy that goes to a used bookstore is validated.  

Brian: When I see a pile of bits, the only way I know they have been licensed is there is a license associated it.  Some of these may be involved in your right to sub-license.  If I give a library a right to buy one copy and you can loan to five people at one time.  That implies there is some state cache there and accounts are maintained.  I can loan some book during the library period.  If that is the case, there has to be a transfer of that right further.  The library says I can license 5 copies because I’m a library. You need to know that it doesn’t end up in a used bookstore.

Cory:  They do end up in used bookstores.  You have two issues – whether it’s a true and accurate copy and whether it’s authorized to be there.  Making no accommodations to insuring that in advance would not be distinctive from the current situation. If there are readers, writers, publishers who have the need to make sure those are authentic copies, there are ways to establish that that are distinct to media types.  There is the second issue, the permission issue.  That would be good to talk about as well, but I’m talking about the issue of true and faithful copies.

Brian:  The true and faithful copies issued get consumed in that it’s referenced by hash value.  I don’t know what happens when you move across formats; whether or not the copy has a right to be present and involved in the transaction.  Maybe we can envision situations where the copy is not the same as the author envisioned and there are modified versions and the rights are distinct.  You are correct in that we can put that issue aside, perhaps we don’t have to address that, but it’s a way our license can use it.

Cory:  I’d say our stable is sufficient and adding more horses to it wouldn’t do anything for it.

Brian:  I agree, I think it sort of comes into that in its own way.

Hari:  Continuing with the other examples.

Brian:  First 6 were first sale, lending, re-lending, and transfer.  All valid, my comments were additional cases and conditions.  You’d want to loan an objects with 2 grants or you want to make the grants separable.  All fine things the examples subcommittee could work on.  The 7th example was different, a format conversation issue.  The way the use case was presented, you buy a copy of a work in one format and the license gives you the right to convert it into other formats.  My comment was it was under specified and I made suggestions to make it more specific.  Those were the two types. 

Most of the examples were about loans and re-loans and direct behaviors in the language.

Hari:  In going back to examples 1-6, where you were saying the “CH” or content holder was not notified, was there any suggestion about notification to intermediaries, some trusted 3rd party.

Brian:  I raised that, based on the anonymity, that would involve communication with a trusted 3rd party, not the copyright holder.  If it’s acceptable for Bob to end up always having a license change, if he wants to exercise that he got a copy of his item from Alice, he sends two licenses around, you wouldn’t have to send communication back. But every time Bob tries to do something he has to “prove” he has the right to do something, that involved Alice.  If he does not have to prove that, you’d need to have Bob get a license directly, you’d have to either go back to the copyright holder or to another trusted 3rd party. That is why there is a protocol issue here as much as anything else.

Hari: This goes back to what I was saying before, it would be helpful to have this discussion within the requirements SC.  Bob and I will list these examples in the list of issues; at least the people around the table will understand the workflow issues better, before we develop the XML.

Hari:  That’s all I had, are there any other items. (No comments).

Hari:  I’d like to call the meeting to a close. We’ll pick this up next Wednesday.  Meet Adjourned at 11:57 AM.

