Requirements SC Meeting

Date: October 23, 2002

Time: 11:00 – 12:00 PM EDT

Roll Call

Hari Reddy, ContentGuard

Anne Anderson, Sun Microsystems

Aaron Burstein, Samuelson Law, Technology & Public Policy Clinic

Thomas DeMartini, ContentGuard

Cory Doctorow, Individual

Patrick Durusau, Society of Biblical Literature

John Erickson, HP

Bob Glushko, CommerceOne

Thomas Hardjono, VeriSign

Benny Higdon, IBM

Deirdre Mulligan, Samuelson Law, Technology & Public Policy Clinic

Brian LaMacchia, Microsoft

Ram Moskovitz, VeriSign

Harry Piccarrriello, ContentGuard

Lisa Rein, Individual

Agenda: 
1. Review open action items 
2. Continue the discussion from the last week's meeting on reviewing the RLTC Requirements document.
	Action
	Date 
	Assigned
	Description/Resolution

	
	Issued
	Status/

Date
	
	

	1
	10-02-02
	OPEN
	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
	OPEN
	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. 


Hari: Several people that have sent me their regrets for not being able to attend this meeting due to the MPEG meeting in China. I have sent out the minutes from the last meeting. I would recommend that people review the minutes and we vote on them at the next meeting since there was not enough time to review them before this meeting. I would like to continue with the Action Items from the past few weeks.

Action Item 1:

	1
	10-02-02
	OPEN
	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.


Lisa Rein: After reviewing the information, I found out that I was completely wrong in that assumption. I looked at 8 or 10 different languages as a sample. They all handle things differently. I have found that it is critical to state what we really mean. There is no consensus about any of these words in the community. I will put this together and send to the list by tomorrow at the latest.

John Erickson: I’d like to ask a question about this research. I worked on a definition of permissions in the context of the Requirements Document. I have received feedback from Thomas. I am wondering if we should stall the current work until we hear from Lisa.

Hari: I would look at the action item in the context that it was given. Several people at the 10-02 meeting had a question on Lisa’s comment that it was common for a rights expression language to have both rights and permissions. I was one of them. To my knowledge, it is not but I wanted to get more clarification from Lisa. I believe that Lisa will send something out to the list so we can review this in light of the current Introduction in the Requirements Document.

Lisa: I’ve been trying to keep it simple and go right to the specs and take out of the specs the words they use to the way they define them.  A lot of these specs aren’t doing much better job.

Bob Glushko:  I am confused why this is an issue.  If Lisa can tell us other groups have not attacked this problem, it tells us why we should.  If no one else has done it, then we should we not do it?

Hari: Again, I refer to the context of this Action Item. I looked at this as Lisa having some pre-existing knowledge.  How we look at the results is up to the group.

John: I just wanted to wait to see if there was something more that we should add.  Thomas has had some constructive questions but so far there has been no arguments.

Lisa:  Perhaps I can look at the list archives and follow the thread.

John:  Hari sent the final text in the newest version of the requirements document. This has the information that I am referring to.

Hari:  That was noted as Version 14

Action Item 6:

	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.


Hari: Aaron sent out and email looking at OASIS process and trying to figure out the actual scheduling as per the OASIS process.  It was not a suggestion for the schedule.  Correct Aaron?

Aaron:  There were some different ideas about what I was supposed to do.  I wasn’t going to suggest an absolute schedule, but starting with this document to look at the OASIS process and suggest something based on that.

Ann Anderson:  Would like to comment it’s a little much to expect a hard schedule when the basic debate is about the overall framework and process.

Hari: To clarify again, Aaron did not send out a definitive schedule.

Ann:  But there were comments on the last meeting we have to come up with one.  We need to resolve these issues before coming up with a schedule.  

Hari:  As I tried to explain – we can use Aaron’s input to a phase-shift a schedule when this team agrees decides on a date.

Aaron: Agreed.

Action Item 7 and 11:

	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

	11
	
	Open
	Deirdre Mulligan and Brian LaMacchia
	D: Clarify expressions not mathematically expressible in the current language

R: Will meet on 10-23 or 10-24 and report back to the SC on 10-30-02. 


Hari:  Action 7 was closed, but then Action 11 was to provide report on discussions between Brian and Deirdre.  Not sure if you’ve had the opportunity to discuss it.

Brian and Deirdre had been traveling and were not able to meet. They will meet off line this week and report back to the SC next week.

Action Item 8:

	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


Hari:  Parma sent this out, that’s closed. 

Action Item 9:

	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


Hari: John sent this out so it’s marked as DONE.

Action Item 10:

	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.


Hari: Once this discussion came to a consensus, I included the text into the Requirements Document. It’s marked as Rev 14. 

Hari: We have reviewed the Actions that we have recorded. I would like to open the floor to continue discussion on the Requirements and topics going forward.

Lisa Rein wished to discuss the OASIS policy of requiring its membership to attend 2 out of 3 successive meetings to maintain good standing in a TC.

Several people requested that this discussion be held off line and was not relevant to requirements.

Several members pointed out that this information was in the TC Process which is available on the OASIS website.

Hari:  Is there anything else people would like to discuss at this Requirements SC call?

Ann Anderson:  How are we going to move forward?  Seems we need to come up with framework for requirements that is going to satisfy 2/3 of membership.  Current framework doesn’t do that. Like to hear opinions on that.  Seems like we’re spinning our wheels until we get that result.

Hari asked for discussion.

Bob Glushko:  It’s not 2/3 it’s ¾ of the group that has to agree going forward for this to work.  Need the issue of the charter to get to the table or we’re deadlocked.  Both sides have tried to win at the ballot box and we’re not going to be able to do that, so we need to find a way to compromise or we’re not going to get through this TC process.

Hari:  I thought providing clarification to Requirements Document was helping us go forward.

Bob G:  We have talked about creating another forum to address the other issues not being addressed here.  We have to modify the charter, saying it’s not a rights language, it’s a permission language.

Hari: From the last minutes, I thought the path forward was to allow the general body to have this discussion and then use the requirements doc as a vehicle to present this to the general body.

Bob G: Agreed.

Hari:  Are there any other items for discussion?

No comments were noted.

Hari suggested the meeting adjourn.  Motion was seconded.  Meeting adjourned at 11:35 am.  

