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Meeting minutes taker: Hari

Hari (HR): I have not received any requests for changes to the 09-18 Requirements minutes that I sent out. I would like to move to accept the minutes.

Brad Gandee (BG): Second the motion.

Aaron Burstein (AB): I would like it reflected in the minutes that I stated the “dates in controversy were not prominently displayed anywhere” next to where I am quoted in the minutes.

HR: With the addition of this statement to the minutes, are there any objections.

No objections were stated.

HR: The minutes with the noted addition are accepted.

HR: I would now like to review the direction of the General Body that was in the motion from the 9-18-02 General Body meeting and also in the published minutes.

HR: Reading from the minutes, “To include technology in the RLTC specification to be issued as scheduled on October 15, 2002 related to those requirements provided to the RLTC on or before August 7 upon which consensus has been reached. To delay inclusion of technology until versions after October 15 of the RLTC specification related to those requirements on or before August 7, upon which consensus has not been reached. To accept requirements submitted after August 7, 2002 for inclusion in versions of the RLTC specification subsequent to October 15, 2002 once consensus has been reached on each requirement.”

HR: For everyone’s benefit included in the set of pre August 7th requirements are the following:

· Society of Biblical Literature

· Reuters

· OeBF (Open eBook Forum)

· Healthcare use cases

· EBXML use cases

· ISO-MPEG

· Web Services

HR: I have updated the RLTC Requirements document to the present Rev 13 and emailed it out to everyone. I would like people to note that the list of RLTC Requirements did not change. While there are some requirements that there is still discussion on for example “backup” and “claim”, there is no consensus on the treatment of these requirements.

HR: What I am suggesting is to review the RLTC Requirements document for consensus.

HR: (Reading from RLTC Requirements R13) The first RTLC requirement, R01, reads as follows:

“R01. Specifying Conditions

The language architecture must allow for expressions of conditions.”

HR: Do we have consensus on this requirement? Does anyone dissent?

No response.

HR: I will then mark that we have consensus on R01, Specifying Conditions.

HR: The next requirement, R02, reads as follows:

“R02. Specifying Verbs

The language architecture must allow for expressions of verbs.”

Bob Glushko (BGl): I don’t understand what we are doing here. Are we seeing if we have consensus on this document only to have the General Body vote against it? What happened to the work that we did on the requirements after the August 7 deadline?

HR: Per the motion passed at the General Body meeting, what we are doing is reviewing this list of requirements to see if we have consensus. The General Body will then vote on the report that we provide them. All of the previous work is still there in the document repository. I have included for review the word document with the RLTC Requirements since we agreed to produce a list of RLTC Requirements that took into account the submissions. There are references to the source submissions using an indexing method that we agreed upon. For those requirements that we do not have consensus, I would like to request the group develop some action plan to achieve consensus.

BGl: This process seems flawed.

John Erickson (JE): If I may try to resolve this, per the directive of the General Body, Hari has created a revised version of the RLTC Requirements. This document is supposed to reflect consensus of the group. Hari is reviewing the list of requirements in the word document for consensus.

HR: This is correct.

Anne Anderson (AA): This seems like a list of features derived from requirements.

Aaron Burstein (AB): I have a problem with this and would like it on the record that I object to every requirement.

Thomas DeMartini (TD): The response is to either agree, object or abstain.

Dierdre Mulligan (DM): I would also like to object to everything.

AA: I would also like to record that I object to everything.

BGl: I would also like to record that I object to everything.

Patrick Durusau (PD): I would like to record that the Society of Biblical Literature objects to everything.

PD: What do you mean by a verb in a language?

M. Paramasiviam (P): We are not starting from a clean slate here. Since the Charter states we are working from the CG submission, upon reading the submission, is it not clear what the word “verb” means in the context of rights languages?

PD: I’ve read the XrML specification. In my other activities, I have developed requirements first and then developed the specification. The requirements are not controlled by the specification.

P: I want to understand whether your concern is:

1. You do not understand what the word “verb” mean in this context or

2. You understand it, but the Requirements Document does not define it well enough to make it an independent document.

Carlisle Adams (CA): In the first paragraph of the requirements document is a statement that the words used in the requirements document do not refer to the specification. There is link to an online dictionary for the references to meanings of words.

PD: We can’t refer to anything outside the Requirements Document.

JE: Another perspective on this is that the Requirements Document implies an implementation. It is not clear that a language should be constructed in this way.

P: First, the notion of a verb in this context is not specifically tied only to XrML. It is a common concept. Confusion about what this concept refers to can be easily resolved by reading the XrML submission.

Lisa Rein (LR): I have three points. First, a verb is better described inside the Requirements Document. The document should be a stand-alone document. Second, requirements should be implementation independent. Third, the discussion of a “verb” has come up before.

HR: I do not recall when people have previously questioned the definition of a verb.

LR: We discussed this when we talked about the verb “backup”.

Simon Godick (SG): I would propose that each concept should be documented. I don’t understand what a “verb” means.

PD: Pointing to a dictionary leads to serious issues in that there are a large number of definitions.

AB: This is an important step to take. We had some questions on the term “right.

HR: My question to the team is how much is enough? Should I list every word and define it in the document?

TD: The term “right” does not appear in the listed requirements. The term used is permissions. The frustration here, I believe, is understanding how much is enough. We can spend the next 2 years and still not have consensus that we have enough definitions. I believe that there is general understanding of the words used in this document and the present document is fine.

SG: I would like to understand what this requirement means.

P: Looking at, for example, maybe OeBF or Reuters, the requirement that may state something like being able to express “print”. In the context of a rights language, this is modeled as a “verb”.

SG: This is clearer.

HR: The reference methodology that this SC has been using allows you to go back and see the specific source reference. The team did not recommend to include specific examples but to include all of them. Everything is there.

PD: A “verb” means something different in different contexts. For example, SBL and Reuters are talking about two entirely different things.

HR: I don’t have full recollection of each of the Reuters requirements but I am fairly certain that I can point to several requirements that are the same.

TD: Some of these requirements submission are very large. A purpose of the Requirements Document is to document the fundamental requirements from the many different requirements. One submitted requirement for example may have several fundamental requirements associated with it. A requirement that we need a “verb” is one of these fundamental requirements.

Cory Doctorow (CD): As a point of order, I would like to record that I object to everything.

Dean Rowan (DR): I too would like to object to everything.

DM: In the absence of the SC reviewing everything, a process that these requirements meet the needs of a diverse community makes it impossible to assess.

LR: I also object to everything.

HR: I have recorded your objections. What is the process going forward and why are you objecting?

DM: We have spent a great deal of time and effort and all of the issues have been expunged. The needs of the diverse communities are not addressed. We do not want to give any sense of proprietary to this work. We can propose a schedule if required that would take into account the needs of the various communities.

TD: I have read every single word of every submission. I am comfortable that the wording in the Requirements document sufficiently addresses the requirements from the submissions. If I can ask Deirdre to explain further of the proposed schedule.

Liora Alschuler: I would like to understand the timetable for submitting requirements from the HL7 domain.

HR: The current schedule has been developed for the first release. We will hopefully be developing the schedule for the next release shortly.

AA: Point of Order. The meeting has now gone beyond the scheduled one hour. I would call the meeting to adjourn.

BGl: Second

HR: Meeting is adjourned.

