Requirements SC Meeting

Date: October 16, 2002

Time: 11:00 – 12:00 PM EDT

Roll Call

Hari Reddy, ContentGuard

Anne Anderson, Sun Microsystems

Bob Atkinson, Microsoft

Aaron Burstein, Samuelson Law, Technology & Public Policy Clinic

Robin Cover, Individual

Thomas DeMartini, ContentGuard

Cory Doctorow, Individual

Patrick Durusau, Society of Biblical Literature

Brad Gandee, ContentGuard

Bob Glushko, CommerceOne

Thomas Hardjono, VeriSign

Benny Higdon, IBM

Deirdre Mulligan, Samuelson Law, Technology & Public Policy Clinic

Brian LaMacchia, Microsoft

Ram Moskovitz, VeriSign

Martha Nalebuff, Microsoft

M. Paramasivam, Microsoft

Lisa Rein, Individual

Dean Rowan, Samuelson Law, Technology & Public Policy Clinic

Agenda:

1. Approve meeting minutes: 
10-02-02: 
http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/rights-requirements/200210/msg00013.html 
10-09-02: 
http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/rights-requirements/200210/msg00018.html 

2. Review open action items 

3. Continue the discussion from the last week's meeting on reviewing the RLTC Requirements document. 

Hari: I would like to approve the minutes for 10-02-02. I have not received any request for changes. Are there any objections to approving the minutes for 10-02-02?

No objections or comments were noted.

Hari: I will then note these minutes as approved and put them in the Document Repository.

Hari: I would like to approve the minutes for 10-09-02. I have not received any request for changes. Are there any objections to approving the minutes for 10-09-02?

No objections or comments were noted.

Hari: I will then note these minutes as approved and put them in the Document Repository.

Hari: I would like to review the open Action Items from past few weeks.

· 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: I need more time to put this together. I will send something to the list by next week. If I can’t access the email list then I will send the information to Hari to forward to the group.


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

· Open. 

Lisa: I will just add to the list presented by Deirdre.

Hari: I will then note this Action as combined with Action 4. 


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

· Closed.

· Aaron posted a list of words.

Aaron: This list does not seem to be needed with the recent clarification statement by Parama into the Requirements Document.

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

· Open.


Aaron:  Will send this out shortly.

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

· Deirdre Mulligan

· Closed. Aaron sent a message to the list on 10-02-02 AM. 

Bob Atkinson: This response does not seem to answer the question that was being asked by Brian.

Brian LaMacchia: I was looking for a construct that you need that is not mathematically expressible in the current language.

Deirdre Mulligan: It is fair to say that something may be technically feasible but it may not be practically or politically feasible.

BobA: But this is not the job of this TC.

Brian: In looking at the your (Deirdre’s) response, I do not see anything that isn’t technically expressible.

Deirdre: You can look at the problem in the abstract. I think this is what BobA was looking for…without looking if it is politically and practically feasible. The goal of the RLTC is that something should be useful in a particular domain.

Brian: I think we have a very different perspective on the definition of something being useful. For something to be useful it has to be machine processable. 

Deirdre: My definition of useful is something that is outside of a lab. The response has been that the federal government may play a role in the process and that the individual may be able to insert themselves into this process. The federal government is not going to be an issuer.

Brian: Whether or not this will occur is not the point of this TC. This is handled in the respective domains that have that interest.

Deirdre: Because of the way that the language is structured it does not seem applicable in the copyright domain. What this suggests to me is that this may not be the best way to handle the expression. We need to come up with a more effective way. We need a way to handle competing assertions.

Brian: It’s my personal belief that it is not possible to express fair use rights. If we assume that the entire spectrum of fair use rights can be represented, a trusted party like the government can issue a blanket license. This generic license can be applicable to a collection of works. This is all resolved in authorization algorithm at application time.

Deirdre: I am not saying that it is not possible…I am saying that it is highly unlikely that this will happen. I think that we need to address other areas such that the likelihood of implementation is politically and practically possible.

Hari: How is political and practical quality actually measured and actioned by this team?

Brian: I cannot envision an AI (Artificial Intelligence) system that can handle this. We need to be very explicit in the policy evaluator.

Deirdre: I’d like to continue this conversation with you off line.

John Erickson: I find this conversation useful but not within the scope of the RLTC.

Brian: My concern, again, is that I would like to know what is NOT expressible in the current language.

Brian had to leave the call to board his plane…

Hari: Continuing on with the Action Items…

· Action 8:  Provide an Introduction to the Requirements Document to clarify the scope and the terminology used in the Requirements Document.

· Parama

· Done – Parama sent a mail note to the Requirements SC on 10-15.

Parama: I wanted to give some background on what we did. Last week we tried to focus on the scope of the RLTC. Aaron had suggested that this be included in the Requirements Document. I also included items that the TC would not cover. I also took input from Thomas and Hari.

Bob Glushko: This is quite good but I am concerned about some of the wording.

There was confusion over the version of the text. Hari had mistakenly copied an older version of Parama’s text into the Requirements Document and distributed it to the SC prior to the meeting for their review. Hari apologized and stated that he would resend with the correct text and for everyone on the call to use Parama’s original email text.

BobG: The text in Parama’s email looks much better. I was one of the people behind this effort last week. We need to also clarify this in the charter for this to be useful.

Parama: In the charter, rights is consistent with what the industry views as a rights language. This is consistent with how other groups such as MPEG and OeBF view rights. The charter talks about a rights language in the market place. 

BobG: We need to be clear that there is one interpretation. Deirdre, is this a fair take of your characterization?

Deirdre: A rights language need to be more than permissions if it needs to support legal rights. It looks like what we are doing is simply a language to access.

Parama: Calling this an access control language is not accurate. The language can express any anticipated use.

Deirdre: I agree with you that the current access control languages are not robust enough and that we are moving in the right direction.

Martha: I am glad that you see this as more that just access control. Access is even the wrong word in that it goes far beyond access but also takes into account elements such as distribution.

Deirdre: I’m trying to be sympathetic in some respect to what Brian said…I think that there is a shared feeling in this group that this is not going to get us to Fair Use.

Parama: It is not whether this language has a gap or not. It is whether if this language can play a role with other pieces to satisfy Fair Use.

Deirdre: Let’s say someone asks to build a chair. If you find that adding padding increases their comfort doesn’t this make sense to add it? The fact that one thing doesn’t work doesn’t mean that it’s the only way.

Parama: Bob’s (Glushko) final point was that we need to add a clarifying line in the charter.

Brad: I would like to remind everyone that this is a Requirements SC meeting and discussions of clarifying the charter are best dealt with in the General Body.

Thomas DeMartini: I would have to agree with Brad.

Deirdre: It sounds to me that it would be useful to bring this to the full committee. It should not be hard since it is almost the same group of people.

Thomas D: It has been noted that in the General Body some people have stated that they would like time to review items. This would give them the opportunity to be included in the discussion.

John Erickson: That is probably the best way to handle this. The General Body should actually be included in the discussion. I would recommend making an addition to the current Introduction to clarify the meaning of permissions since it may have various meanings.

BobG: John, can you take a stab at editing the current text and send this out for the SC to review?

John: I’ll work with Parama on creating this section and send it out to everyone.

Hari: The time is now 11:59. Is there anything else people would like to discuss?

Parama: Is there a way that we can inform the General Body at this evening’s General Body meeting of our approach?

Hari: I was thinking about doing this as part of our standing SC review at the end of the meeting. Bob (Glusko), will you be able to attend?

BobG: I may not be able to attend.

Hari: I can discuss this during our section of the General Body agenda. If there are no more items, I would like to adjourn this meeting.

No more items were noted.

Meeting Adjourned at 12:02 PM EDT.

