General RLTC Committee Meeting – 5pm, Wednesday, October 2, 2002

Roll Call:

Those Present:

Hari Reddy

Carlisle Adams

Ann Anderson

Bob Atkinson

Aaron Bernstein

Robin Cover

Thomas DeMartini

Corey Doctorow

Peter Douma

Bob DuCharme

Patrick Durusau

John Erickson

Brad Gandee

Bob Glushko

Mike Godwin

Thomas Hardjono

Brian Hayes

Bennie Higdon

Hal Lockhart

Deirdre Mulligan

Ram Moskovitz

Martha Nalebuff

M. Paramasivam

Harry Picariello

Lisa Rein

Dean Rowan

Krishna Sankar

Peter Schirling

Xin Wang

Prospective Members:

Michele Aden

Simon Goddick

Chris Kurt

Dmitry Radbel

Brian LaMacchia

Barbara Fox

New Member Introductions:

Hari:  We have a standing item on general body calls for new members to give short introduction.  

Michelle:  Sun Microsystems, held various positions in Sun from Engineering to Product Marketing, currently in corporate standards, interested in DRM and security issues.

Brian LaMacchia:  Microsoft – trust management and digital signature research work.  Interest in XrML stems from work in XML digital standards.  Worked on XML encryption.  Interested in XrML as a standard system for trust management.

Barbara Fox: On sabbatical from Microsoft, doing research in digital copyright (at Harvard)

Hari reviewed agenda for concurrence. No changes or additional items were requested.

October 02, 2002 Agenda:
1. Administrative
1.1 Roll Call (<http://www.oasis-open.org/committees/rights/documents/rltc/membership/OASIS%20Rights%20Language%20Technical%20Committee%20Membership.htm>) 

1.2 New Member Introductions
1.3 Agenda Review and Concurrence
1.4 Document Repository Status (<http://www.oasis-open.org/committees/rights/documents/Table-of-Contents.htm>)

2. RLTC Minutes
2.1 To approve 07-10-02 Meeting Minutes:
http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/rights/200209/msg00029.html 
2.2 To approve 08-21-02 Meeting Minutes: 
http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/rights/200209/msg00030.html 
3. Review of RLTC Aggregate Schedule (<http://www.oasis-open.org/committees/rights/documents/rltc/schedule/RLTC%20Schedule.xls>) 

4. Subcommittee Review
Review of Progress:
Governance/Liaison SC: Peter Schirling and Brad Gandee, Co-Chairs
Requirements SC: Bob Glushko and Hari Reddy, Co-Chairs
Core and Standard Extension Specification SC: Thomas DeMartini, Chair
Examples SC: Bob DuCharme, Chair
Profiles SC: Thomas DeMartini, Chair
Extensions Process and Models SC: M. Paramasivam, Chair 

5. Request by Karl Best for RLTC input to on reply to W3C: 
Karl Best's request: http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/rights/200209/msg00081.html 
John Erickson's reply: http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/rights/200209/msg00082.html 

6. Motion by Hal Lockhart on modification of voting rules: 
http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/rights/200209/msg00088.html 

1.4 Document Repository Status

Hari provided the status report. Latest changes involved the Examples Subcommittee. Installed current 2.1 schema which will be discussed in depth during the SC review.  Also updating TC membership on the Document Repository and submitted requests to OASIS Webmaster synchronize the information with the main RLTC web page.  If anyone has any misspellings or incorrect info on there, please send Hari changes.

2. RLTC Meeting Minutes

Request approval of the 7/10/02 meeting minutes.  Hari did not receive any changes.  Hari requested if there were any dissenting votes for approval?  None were made. The 7/10/02 minutes were marked as approved.

Request approval of the 8/21/02 meeting minutes.  Hari requested if there were any dissenting votes for approval?  None were made. The 8/21S/02 minutes were marked as approved.

3. Review of the RLTC Aggregate Schedule

Hari requested input and updates from the SC Chairs. Received no input.

Ann Anderson:  In the Requirements section it has the draft approved on 9/4. What do we want the new date to be?


Hari:  As I look at the schedule there are clearly items at risk.  I would like to go over this during the different SC Reviews. 

Carlisle:  One quick point in Specification, last few items don’t reflect the new OASIS process. 

Hari:  I will advise the Specification SC of the new process and request an update to the schedule.  

4. Subcommittee Review

Governance and Liaison Subcommittee, Peter Shirling and Brad Gandee

Brad:  In Open e-Book Forum, had vote in the Rights and Rules Working Group, voted to base the development of a spec within OeBF on XrML, as it exists currently in MPEG process.  Nice vote of confidence in applicability of XrML/ MPEG REL in electronic publishing space and we hope that particular org will be on track to build an extension base on the MPEG REL in next 6-8 months.

John Erickson:  Is there a plan to extend or formalize a liaison with them, given that what they voted on was basically the submission to MPEG, and as you said, they are going to work on an extension for OeBF.  It would seem it would be in the OASIS interest to migrate them to the OASIS forum.

Brad:  We can discuss at next government liaison call.  Vote was on Monday 9/30, next call not until Friday 10/4.  

Martha:  It is important to note that MPEG has not just focused on motion picture and audio but also on text. OeBF did a mapping of their requirements to the MPEG work and feels that their requirements have been covered.  OeBF will have to do a publishing extension. If the RLTC is going to make progress in delivering a single common core, I have to say this group is not making the same progress as some of the others.

Deirdre:  In the Requirements SC, we only looked at section one and two of the OeBF requirements document. Did MPEG look at sections 3 and 4 or only sections 1 and 2.  

Martha:  We had a joint meeting where we walked through every one of the requirements.

Deirdre:  If you walk through the doc, there are only sections 1 and 2.  If they went through sections 3 and 4, then MPEG will have resolved many of the issues that have stymied this group.

Hari:  For clarification, Section 2 of the OeBF requirements document says “version 1.0 requirements”.  Section 3 points to version 1.1 requirements of a “hypothetical revision of OEBF rights standard.”  Section 4 is a disposition of things we may or may not get to – deferred requirements.  We used their Version 1.0 requirements in the RLTC Requirements SC, which point to section two.

Deirdre:  The OeBF requirements that are reflected in things other than section 2 are, in fact, many of the issues we have been trying to wrestle in this group.

Peter:  This is indicative of their methodology and the state of the technology.  All of the requirements should be addressed and we should also as we develop the ability to do that.  I think that was the intent of section 3 and 4.

Brad:  There was a clear discussion of addressing those things that people could use to go to market and build a business.  The requirements in section 3 were to be addressed in V 1.1 at some future date.

Martha:  Correct, the goal was to cover the first section right now and then defer the other work.

Deirdre:  Just asking for clarification of what MPEG has addressed.

Martha: The representatives on the rights groups wanted to make it clear what was and was not part within the scope of their requirements.

Brad:  Biggest concern goes back to schedule. We’ve missed a series of dates and tying this work to MPEG is doubtful.  Finished giving this committee’s report.

Pete had nothing further to add.

Requirements Subcommittee: Bob Glushko and Hari Reddy

Hari:  Per the motion passed at the last General Body meeting, the Requirements SC went back to obtain consensus on a list of RLTC Requirements. We tried to process the requirements and we were not able to reach consensus. There were several members that objected to very single requirement. We are trying to resolve some of their concerns.  Several questions have been brought up as to actual scope to the RLTC.  I refer people to the email threads on the Requirements email list and the meeting minutes to gain further insight into the discussion. As for the schedule, there is no schedule or plan on when this SC can achieve consensus.

Brad:  Again, establishing a schedule is the most important thing.

Aaron:  Looked at what a projected timeline would be in light of the new OASIS approval procedures.

Pete:  The requirements document is a distillation of requirements that are handed to us.  Once we get beyond version one, I’m in favor of getting spec out for approval so we can get industry comments back so we can incorporate those to move ahead with better second version.  

Aaron:  I’m not talking about requirements coming in, but proposed channeling of public review of RLTC requirements.  

Pete:  We don’t get that unless we publish a specification.

Deirdre:  People have been making a lot of noise on the requirements subcommittee, so the Requirements SC has been looking at a feasible timeline. 

Hari:  I’ll take the action item to work with the Specification SC to change the schedule to incorporate the public review period as mandated by OASIS.

Aaron:  Looked into that timeline a bit, and maybe I can send you some dates to match up.

Several members requested that Aaron send this information to the list. Aaron agreed.

Core and Standards Extension SC – Thomas DeMartini

Thomas:  Haven’t had another meeting. People were unavailable for last two weeks.  Will meet today after this call.

Examples Subcommittee – Bob DuCharme

Bob DuCharme:  Example depository is live on web site. There are a lot of good ideas but we need to prioritize. While we are working on short-term priorities we don’t want to forget the other long-term items.  We want to have a mark-up and an abstract description of each example. We welcome all input. We installed the current specification, XrML 2.1, in the Examples directory. When we are testing our examples, we need to use the same schema and this may help the other people playing with them.

Hari:  Please give some examples of the work to date for the people that have not reviewed the work.

BobD:  Can only remember my own.  These include workflows such as publishers supplying things to Nexus/Lexus, geographical descriptions and class of users.  Thomas helped me propose an extension element.  

Hari:  Examples I submitted was how 3 different domains could use the same core and what does an extension actually look like off of an XrML core.  Another looks at how would you use XrML to do rights/conditions to an XrML data set.  I think I did a hypothetical healthcare case where a patient shows certain credentials and they are provided rights and conditions to an XML health record.  The last example, which Thomas helped to write, was a self-issuance of a license where the permitter and the permittee is the same person or the same system component.  To visualize: if I have a doc and I want to grant myself the permission to copy a section of the document out, I would issue a license back to myself.  

BobD:  If anyone has any ideas for examples they would like to see represented please send them to the Examples SC.

Profiles Subcommittee – Thomas DeMartini

Thomas:  Started traffic on email awhile back.  If anyone has more emails to send, send for the reflection.  Not sure we want to send a meeting schedule yet. Want to see how a discussion goes.  If we have a lot of discussion on them, then we’ll set a meeting.

Extensions Process and Models - Parama

Parama:  Exchanged some private messages, but it is the same situation as profiles. Until it reaches critical mass, we are not ready to schedule meetings.  We need examples and cases that motivate people to create extensions and so forth.  

Thomas Hardjono:  Would it make sense to invite some of the people who submitted requirements to provide examples and use cases?

Parama:  This was suggested, but we’ve not seen anything.

Thomas H:  Maybe they would like to submit an example rather than a set of requirements.  Maybe the requirements could be turned back into an example.

John:  The healthcare requirements are a secondary submission.

Parama:  Just using the healthcare requirements as an example.

Hari:  John, I talked to Liora and we change the tab to “HC” for Healthcare and it’s not now HL7. As stated previously, the requirements are not exhaustive of the HL7 requirements, and as you said, they were given to us as a secondary.  Working with Liora to get better types of documentation to go forward.

Aaron:  Maybe we can help out with examples subcommittee.  Our initial requirements from Samuelson Law Clinic have use-case models.

Hari:  I was looking at this document for use cases. If you would help us prioritize the cases you find most interesting that would help us to prioritize. If you could send the information to the list this would help the group.

Parama:  Would like to propose that the Extension and Profile Subcommittees combine.  There is a lot of overlap and we need to make some progress on doing examples and if the need arises we can split them, but right now we have 2 subcommittees not doing much to combine them and do one call a week rather than 2.

Member (Name not noted): Consistent with the suggestion, maybe we should say two subcommittees will work together at this time.

Parama:  Fair enough.  Do we need to make a motion?

Deirdre:  Not sure you need an official vote to coordinate.  Sounds like something you can just do it by agreement.

Hari:  Are there any objections?

No objections were noted

Hari: Approved. I think this a good plan to go forward and I will a note of it.

5. Request by Karl Best for RLTC input to on reply to W3C
Hari:  We have received a request from Carl Best that he had received a question from W3C.  (Read from the Karl’s email: http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/rights/200209/msg00081.html)
Parama:  There is no mention of a W3C work effort.

John:   I think Hari was going to bring up reference that I said what you just said.    The gist of it was that it was applicable to the public acknowledgement of the ODRL submission as Parama said. This confers no status, doesn’t imply their intention to take action in any way and does not indicate any activity in this area.  Emails to everyone and to Karl, noted that W3C has been watching this technology. Their Technology In Society group has been watching this since late 2000 or early 2001. They had a workshop in Nice.  So right now, they are not doing anything, just watching.  For whatever reason, as a partial result of work going on here, the interest in XrML in other places, those 2 organizations, Renato and IPR and also the sponsors of XMCL which is primarily Real, have decided to submit versions of their respective rights language to W3C.  

Martha:  The W3C has posted that they may not do anything with this and they have actually said it was unlikely they will take any action.

John:  We can tell Karl this doesn’t mean a heck of a lot.

Hal:  Maybe I mis-heard earlier, but I believe Karl’s message was misrepresented, that it was a not a request from W3C, but that it was an inquiry from OASIS.  The point is that it is something in OASIS and OASIS wants a comment.

Lisa:  Our committee is mentioned in the comments on the submission so maybe that is why OASIS wants comments.

John:  What Lisa is referring to is that when they do these statements they make notes as to other activities. 

Hal:  Until W3C defines some activity; there is no comment to be made.

Thomas:  One comment we may want to make is that OASIS does not have a TC on DRM, just a TC on rights language.

Bob Glushko:  We have nothing to say at this point. We can’t comment since there is nothing to comment on.

John:  We should at least respond back to Karl and discuss this request.

Hari read John Ericksons’ email for those that were not able to review it.

Parama:  What Karl needs to know is there is no proposed work by W3C.  

Hari:  I will send note to Karl saying we have no comment since W3C  is not doing any work in this area.

6. Motion by Hal Lockhart on modification of voting rules:

Hari:  Motion by Hal Lockhart, modification of voting rules.  We are at 5:57pm.  I am not sure if we have time. Do we want to discuss now or defer to the next meeting?

Hal Lockhart:  I posted modification of the voting rules.  Hope everyone had a chance to read it. If this is not a contentious issue I would like to vote on it.

Parama:  Time is running out.  Let’s do it offline. I think this may be contentious as there was some ambiguity. I would like to defer it.

Hal:  I hope I made clear what I want to do.  Karl Best suggested an all email vote rule, but I think it reduces our flexibility.  I am open to fiddling with the rules in a minor way.

Harry:  Would like to make a motion to adjourn the meeting.

Brad:  I would second this motion. We’ve had discussions previously about the meetings going long and how that is inappropriate given all of our other commitments.

There was a loud argument by members refusing to adjourn the meeting.

Deirdre:  I find it puzzling that it is a contentious issue.

Hari:  The motion hasn’t even been read so it is not even in discussion.

Thomas D: Don’t think this is entirely controversial.  I wonder if it’s appropriate to talk about this in a hurry when everyone is yelling at each other.

Hal:  Will be happy to defer, but would like this at the beginning of the agenda of the next meeting.   So that this vote has been taken before we vote on other issues.

Time was now 6:10 PM.

Parama:  Some of us have to leave, and do we really want to start discussing this quickly.  

Martha: I agree with putting it in the front of the next meeting.

There was loud disagreement about whether to vote or not to vote.  

Members wanted to vote without discussion. Others wanted to have time to discuss.

Hari stopped the arguments.  Hari offered to put the Motion at the beginning of the next meeting’s agenda.  Others insisted on voting on the motion by Hal, stating that it was on the table and must be processed. Hari noted that the time was now 6:15 and the motion has not even been officially presented to committee. 

Hari requested that the motion be read.

Hal and others objected stating that the motion was on the email list and should have been reviewed by the members.

Hari stated that this was inappropriate and personally was aware of members in the meeting that have had no access to their email and the motion must be read for everyone to fully understand what they are being asked to consider.

Loud debate occurred over the reading of the motion.

Hal finally read the motion:

Fair Vote Procedure 

Whereas the members of the Rights Language TC have multiple important obligations and responsibilities, outside the work of the TC including business travel and other meetings, conferences, etc.
And, whereas the TC has been unable to achieve consensus on many issues and has been forced to proceed by simple majority vote in many cases.
And whereas, decisions on the important work of the TC merits due reflection and an opportunity for every member to vote who wishes to,
The following procedure, called the Fair Voting Rule, is adopted. 

For any vote on a major issue of TC scope, policy, establishment of subcommittees, agreement on completion of any work items, specifically including:
·       Agreement to accept any document as a work product of this TC 
·       Agreement to submit or convey any document from this committee to any other group or organization either inside or outside OASIS
·       Agreement to make any document available for public review. 

The following procedure must be followed. 
1.      Notice of the intention to hold such a vote must be given via the RLTC main mailing list (rights@lists.oasis-open.org) at least 7 days in advance of the meeting at which the vote is to be taken.
2.      The vote must occur within the scheduled hours of the meeting 
3.      If the meeting is two hours or longer in duration, such as a face to face meeting, the time of the vote must be announced, not later than the beginning of the session on that day and the vote must take place within 30 minutes following the announced time.
4.      The Chair is empowered to curtail debate and call the question if necessary in order to meet either of these time constraints.
Any vote to alter, amend, revoke or suspend this rule must follow Fair Voting Rule. 
------------------------------------------------------------ 

Immediately after Hal completed the last sentence, Anne Anderson made a Call to Question.

Anne’s Call to Question was seconded by Mike Godwin.

Anne and Mike: We must vote on this now.

Hari: Are you requesting that the Committee vote without any discussion?

Mike: This is what a Call to Question means.

ThomasD:  I would like to make a friendly amendment to the motion. As I think that it is fair to have votes during scheduled meeting times, I also think it is fair to expect that everyone interested in this work should dedicate the one hour a week to attend the meetings. Robert’s Rules of Order have been tried and tested and should be the basis of what we do. I would like to move to remove the first and third bullet.

Hal: I reject this friendly amendment.

Brian LaMacchia: Call to Order. According to Robert’s Rules of Order, one needs 2/3 vote to prohibit discussion.

Hari: The motion is to prohibit the discussion on Hal Lockhart’s motion. 

At 6:19, the vote of the members that were still able to be at the meeting was taken to prohibit the discussion:

	Name
	Firm
	Vote to Prohibit Discussion on the Motion presented by Hal Lockhart

	Hari Reddy, Chairperson
	ContentGuard
	NO

	Carlisle Adams
	Entrust
	YES

	Anne Anderson
	Sun Microsystems
	YES

	Bob Atkinson
	Microsoft
	NO

	Aaron Burstein
	Samuelson Law, Technology & Public Policy Clinic
	YES

	Robin Cover
	Individual
	YES

	Thomas DeMartini
	ContentGuard
	NO

	Cory Doctorow
	Individual
	YES

	Peter Douma
	Sony
	NO

	Bob DuCharme
	Lexis-Nexis
	YES

	Patrick Durusau
	Society of Biblical Literature
	YES

	John Erickson
	HP
	YES

	Brad Gandee
	ContentGuard
	NO

	Bob Glushko
	CommerceOne
	YES

	Mike Godwin
	Individual
	YES

	Thomas Hardjono
	VeriSign
	NO

	Brian Hayes
	Individual
	YES

	Benny Higdon
	IBM
	NO

	Hal Lockhart
	Entegrity Systems
	YES

	Deirdre Mulligan
	Samuelson Law, Technology & Public Policy Clinic
	YES

	Martha Nalebuff
	Microsoft
	NO

	M. Paramasivam
	Microsoft
	NO

	Harry Piccariello
	ContentGuard
	NO

	Lisa Rein
	Individual
	YES

	Dean Rowan
	Samuelson Law, Technology & Public Policy Clinic
	YES

	Lisa Seaburg
	Individual
	YES

	Peter Schirling
	IBM
	NO

	Xin Wang
	ContentGuard
	NO


The number of members that wanted to curtail any discussion of the motion was 17.

The number of members that did not want to curtail discussion of the motion was 11.

A 2/3 vote was not achieved. Hari stated that there needs to be a discussion on this motion.

Brad Gandee: I would like to make a motion to adjourn.

Pete: I would like to second the motion.

An argument was held on the adjournment of the meeting. Robert’s Rules of Order was read concerning the motion to adjourn is a privileged motion and must be considered. Several members voiced their objection as to why Harry Piccariello’s initial motion to adjourn 20 minutes ago was not recognized by this committee.

Hari asked if there were any objections to adjourning.

None were made.

Meeting was adjourned at 6:20pm

