Requirements SC Meeting

Date: October 9, 2002

Time: 11:00 – 12:00 PM EDT

Roll Call

Hari Reddy, ContentGuard

Anne Anderson, Sun Microsystems

Bob Atkinson, Microsoft

Aaron Burstein, Individual

Robin Cover, Individual

Thomas DeMartini, ContentGuard

Cory Doctorow, Individual

Brad Gandee, ContentGuard

Bob Glushko, CommerceOne

Thomas Hardjono, VeriSign

Benny Higdon, IBM

Brian LaMacchia, Microsoft

Ram Moskovitz, VeriSign

Martha Nalebuff, Microsoft

M. Paramasivam, Microsoft

Harry Piccariello, ContentGuard

Dean Rowan, Individual

Hari:  I sent out the minutes on 10/8/02. I don’t think that there is enough time for people to have had a chance to review the minutes. I would like to defer voting on accepting these minutes until next week if there are no objections. I would like to review the actions from last call that were expected to be complete for this meeting.  I didn’t list these explicitly in the minutes. I am assuming that people noted their actions. I will read in the order that they appear in the minutes.

· Action 1:  Provide reference to the comment that “most rights expression languages to date have rights and permissions” to the email list 
– Lisa Rein

· Open. Lisa was not present at the meeting. She was traveling.


· Action 2:  Provide list of “10 words” to discuss on email
- Lisa Rein

· Open. Lisa was not present at the meeting.


· Action 3: Provide the two clarifying questions resulting from the email analysis by Thomas and Patrick
- Thomas DeMartini

· Done. Thomas sent out the email to the list on 10-02-02
Thomas requested that since there were not responses to his posting that we could discuss during the present meeting. 


· Action 4: Provide a list of terms to be defined on email
- Deirdre Mulligan

· Open. Deirdre was not present at the meeting

Aaron:  Deirdre is in D.C. for Supreme Court copyright ruling

Hari:  Do you know what status is on list of terms?

Aaron:  No

· Action 5:  Post comment on parallel systems to the email list
- Peter Schirling

· Done. Peter sent the email on 10-02-02

· John Erickson sent response on 10-08-02


· Action 6:  Provide information on schedule to the email list.
- Aaron Burstein

· Open.


Aaron:  Did rough overview. I did not send it out to email list.

Hari:  From last call, you offered to send it to me, and people requested it be sent to email list.  Can you please send the information to the list?

Aaron: Yes.

· Action 7:  Provide a list of issues on regarding a “general expression language” referencing the Sameulson submission

· Deirdre Mulligan

· Open. Deirdre was not present. 

Aaron:  What was the action?

Hari:  There was a dialogue towards end of last meeting between Brian LaMacchia and Deirdre.  Brian requested more clarification from Deirdre on her statement that she does not feel that we have a general expression language. The request was for her to post something to the list referencing perhaps the analysis that the Requirements SC did as part of the Samuelson submission.

Aaron:   I sent a list of use cases to Hari. Maybe we could use that for this discussion also.  I know it needs some additional work, but it might be a way we could go forward.  

Hari:  If you could coordinate that with Deirdre. I am not sure if that is what she wanted to submit with regards to this Action. Do you think those examples point out the specific points that exemplifies that we do NOT have a general expression language?  It may need more elaboration because those examples can be viewed in a different ways.

Brian LaMacchia:  What I was looking for was something in reference to the mathematics. What do we need that we cannot express today in the syntax.

Aaron:  Okay.  Then we should get these to Hari

Brian:  Deirdre made a claim we could not express certain authorizations in the language and I have asked for examples of this.  I have not received any response.

Hari:  For everyone’s benefit, I sent Aaron a note asking him to extract out some work flow examples from the Samuelson so the examples subcommittee could view these and try to come up some licenses that model that workflow.  Brian is speaking to a different question in his request to Dierdre, which I do not believe is satisfied by these work flow examples.

Hari asked Aaron to convey that to Deirdre and he agreed.

Hari:  I had hoped to discuss these Actions a little more but many have not been done and the people are not on this call. Are there other points that members would like to discuss at this Requirements meeting? As a reminder, we still have this state of no progress against the request by the General Body. The general body has asked us to come to a consensus and there are people who have rejected everything.  I am just trying to find a way to go forward whether it’s to have a continued dialogue or some other suggestion – I would like to open the floor for suggestions.

There was a prolonged silence from the group.

Brad Gandee:  How do we get past this issue?

Bob Glushko:  I think that the discussions have been important to understand the language.  I think the present language is appropriate. The question was whether it was able to express rights of the user and rights holder.  Are the verbs there?  We don’t see the rights that we want to see. Maybe if there was a more concrete portfolio we could get through this more quickly.

Martha Nalebuff:  The charter was stated for a permission language for a one-way grant.  What you saying is not the charter of the group.  That’s why we are at an impasse.  No one is denying what you’re saying is not important, but it’s not the charter of this group.  It’s interesting. If someone wants to start a TC to do that fine, but why are we not making progress against our charter.

BobG:  Well if we could call this the permission TC.

Martha:  I personally believe that whether it’s called rights or permissions, it’s discussing capabilities granted to someone.

Bob Glushko:  The concern is within this TC.  Why are we concerned about how it’s being used?  Once we have an OASIS standard, users will think they’re all done. So we have this gap between reality and what people expect it to be.  The word “rights” is so overloaded.  We need to label this a permission TC.

Brian:  Part of the problem is that we’re coming at it from 2 different perspectives.  There are no agreements over the confusion of rights or capabilities – these are all terms for authorizations.  

BobG:  We simply have a way to say, “this is the access control I grant you”. Then there is no problem.

Brian:  So you think the work of the working group is going to interpret on their own what rights and permissions mean.  You think they’re going to use it to satisfy their needs but what we’re talking about is two different things.

BobG: That’s why someone submitted a bill to Congress.

Brian:  But it’s not what we’re talking about.

BobG:  It could be detrimental to the public interest.

Brian:  We’re talking about the definition and labeling of the authorization and permission from one entity to another entity.  I don’t understand the confusion beyond that.

BobG:  It’s the concern calling something a right when it’s a permission.

Martha:  Now I heard you don’t have objection to what we’re doing, as long as we have a clarification as to what we call it.  We’re expressing a machine interpretable capability.

Anne Anderson:  I have a concern. In my view you can’t build a “rights” language on top of a permissions language.  

Hari:  Anne, Do you have a reference to that last statement?

Anne:  The base of this language is granting specific rights or permissions and there are claims that what is not being addressed is that there are some rights you simply have but that are not “granted” by this system.

Brian:  I disagree.  The rights are expressed as an authorization. It does not have a meaning until it’s interpreted in a policy language.  There may be things that are implicitly put in.  Rights in a particular context such as in a legal environments – can be expressed as grants of an authority, the policy evaluator.

Anne:  What if the policy writer doesn’t include these as rights and permission.

Brian:  The policy writer doesn’t have to include this.  Just as an aside with regards to fair use, I don’t believe you can do that the way the law is.  If I can include some rights for a chapter of a book, this doesn’t mean I can subtract the rights from what you’ve been granted.  In other words, under the context of the particular semantic domain, the policy represents all the rights and permissions that are present.  Sometimes these are built into the policy evaluation.  You always assume the rights are there.

BobG:  You have to trust that the interpretation is accurate

Brad: Some of the contextual applications for rights are challenges for the systems and how they are implemented.  You don’t have to state that you have fair use rights. If it’s legal you than you have them. It’s up to the interpretation in the given domain.  I don’t need to make a statement you have fair use rights, you have them, no matter what I say.

BobG: How are the systems implementing them?

Harry Piccariello:  It’s part of the eco-system.

Ram Moskovitz:  It seems we have a legal system that has been doing a good job.  Until you violate the law, then you have reason to be concerned and in fact you can then take action on it.

BoBG:  The balance is being shifted to the implementers.

Martha: We have no position to take legal recourse away from people

BobG:  The expression language will allow us to address this.

Harry:  That is not our job here.

BobG:  Why shouldn’t we try?

Martha:  Let’s go back to our charter.  We are chartered to use the language itself.

BobG:  We need to narrow the language.

Ram:  The charter is technically reflectively what we want to work on here.  It’s a technical committee and from a technical standpoint the charter is very applicable.

Parama:  This is exactly what we’re talking about – maybe we need to add some lines to the effect of communicating to the outside world that the language has been commonly used to the outside world.

BobG:  Is this a permission rather than a rights based model?

Anne:  We need to communicate what the scope is. 

Parama:  That would tell the rest of the world the answer to the issues that what you bring up.

BobG:  I think that we are heading in the right direction.

Aaron:  I hear two things:  (1) Concern over what kinds of use of the technology will be selected and a public face of the tech committee and (2) the ongoing debate about what the scope of what we’re working on is.  To go to the first point, there is a notion to put something into the requirements or the materials that would go around to OASIS and the general public that would clarify the technical perspective of the TC’s work.  I think that this would still be useful.  I think there are people that that kind of clarification would be useful.

Parama:  How do we articulate it and get to an action item.

Hari:  Parama, do you want to take an action?

Parama:  The action would be to add a clarification to the charter and get people to review it?

Aaron:  I think it might be helpful to have it integrated into the requirements document. This would make it a little more useful. People need to understand what we are trying to do and not trying to do.

Brad:  So some sort of introductory comment in the requirements document would be helpful?

Aaron:  I think some kind of general statement about how the rights and permissions are being used interchangeably.  That’s kind of the model.

Hari:  Do you mean a statement as it pertains to the industry or this TC or computer science?

BobG:  Some of us are trying to create a rights language in the colloquial sense rather than the technical committee.  So we need to say we’re creating a rights expression language TC.  So how do we leave that open for another TC?

Hari:  Bob, are your referring to legal rights TC?  I am just trying to understand your last statement?

BobG:  There is an empirical question about perception by members or users of other TC. We’re hypothetically proposing, another TC that will have the word “rights” in it. This needs to be distinguishable from the Rights TC.

Brian:  Why won’t it show up when you create the specific domain you create?  If you’re talking about a copyrights expression TC, I can see that.  This authorization language is going to be used by all sorts of people where rights are equivalent to something in their domain. When you create these subclasses of XrML for those semantic domains, you need to make sure what you create for the specific domain has additional expressability so, for example, you can claim legal requirements.

BobG:  Agreed.

Brian:  If we’re going to have this Neutral format for expressing authorization statements and then have these other TCs to express legal domains on top of that...

Hari:  Or other technologies

Brian:  Sure. If I want to use it for access rights to web services, if that has a semantic domain then we’re defining resources and rights at the XML level and we’ll say this is how you use it for rights to web services.  If we need one for the U.S. copyright legal domain this would follow the same process.

BobG:  What this group has never been doing is that.  Can we name this TC the XrML 2 TC?

Harry:  If it’s another TC that is going to be formed, it their job to name their TC. The opinions here are that the name of this TC is fine.

BobG:  It’s overloaded here…

Thomas:  I think the proposal by Aaron to make the requirements doc very clear in scope and the word permission used in our requirements doc will make it clear to the outside world what we’re working on.  I think another TC should reasonably start up to do legal rights and there are many choices of names for that other TC indicating what rights will be worked on there. There might be another TC for moral rights for instance; we can go on and on.

Martha:  It is unreasonable to assume that any name of a group will communicate it’s scope and charter.  No name change will do as much good and I think a name change is inappropriate.

Brad:  There is a TC that is LegalXML.  They are defining schemas for the legal document domain.  There are many groups in the industry working on a rights expression languages.  MPEG is working on a Rights Expression Language. OeBF is working on a REL. TV Anytime is working on a REL.  I can name ten other standards organizations that have started or discussed work on a REL.  There is no confusion for them in all these different domains. All think they are working on a rights language not a permission language.

Parama:  Another issue is, Bob, you want to work on some of these other rights in other contexts.  I’m not sure that working on a language would meet your needs so it’s possible that by defining language you are limiting yourself.  So if we’re dealing with fair use or something, it’s not only expressing it but enforcement will come into play.

BobG:  So are you saying this TC will never get into conformance issues?

Parama:  If you want to deal with something that has specific values as opposed to neutral expressions, we are not just talking about usage policy but conformance issues as well.  You probably need something not necessarily a language to get that across.  You may be narrowing your scope finding that it is not adequate to express your needs.

BobG:  I want to be able to carve up the worlds between these two TC so that permissions will be one and rights expression systems will be the other one.

Martha: That is doable But the RLTC Charter is clear and its name is well known and understood.

BobG:  We need to move in that direction to clarify the scope of this TC.


Parama:  I think we are close enough that we should probably hammer out the difference at this point so we can make some progress.  The action item from Aaron would clarify what rights mean and the document would define what this TC is targeting leaving no room for misunderstanding by people with a  technical background to not know what rights means. We can present this to another TC to target the domain. Somebody needs to do the latter. So we have some consensus then?

Hari:  Is there consensus on Parama’s action item?

Brad:  What does this mean in terms of going forward? 

Parama:  We can present the clarification document and list of terms. If what their interested in is still being worked on in this TC, then we move forward with that.  

Hari:  Any other comments?

No comments

Hari:  Anything else people want to discuss on this call?

No comments

Brad:  Made motion we adjourn.  Seconded.  Meeting adjourned at 11:50pm

