Requirements SC Meeting

Date: November 6, 2002

Time: 11:00 – 12:00 PM EDT

Roll Call

Hari Reddy, ContentGuard

Bob Atkinson, Microsoft

Aaron Burstein, Samuelson Law, Technology & Public Policy Clinic

John Erickson, HP

Brad Gandee, ContentGuard

Bob Glushko, CommerceOne

Benny Higdon, IBM

Ram Moskovitz, VeriSign

Deirdre Mulligan, Samuelson Law, Technology & Public Policy Clinic

Martha Nalebuff, Microsoft

M. Paramasiviam, Microsoft

Harry Piccarrriello, ContentGuard

Lisa Rein, Individual

Dean Rowan, Samuelson Law, Technology & Public Policy Clinic

Peter Schirling, IBM

Greg Wiley, Individual

Agenda: 
1. Review open action items 

2. Continue the discussion on reviewing the RLTC Requirements document.
	Action
	Date 
	Assigned
	Description/Resolution

	
	Issued
	Status/

Date
	
	

	1
	10-02-02
	Closed/
10-30-02
	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
	Closed/
10-30-02
	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. 

	12
	10-30-02
	Closed/ 11-06092
	Req SC
	D: Submit any comments on the RLTC Requirements Introduction by 11/6/02.

R: No comments were posted. No objections were noted in the 11-06-02 call. SC has decided to agree on the Introduction.

	13
	10-30-02
	Open
	Deirdre Mulligan
	Submit schedule proposal for reviewing examples or use cases.

	14
	11-06-02
	
	Req SC
	Review the Requirements Document against the Introduction. Comments are due before the 11-12-02 meeting.


Hari: Agenda is to review the open action items today.  Suggest we approve minutes at next meeting, they were just sent out on 11/5.  Then we’ll continue discussion on RLTC requirements doc.  

1. Review open action items
	12
	10-30-02
	Closed/ 11-06092
	Req SC
	D: Submit any comments on the RLTC Requirements Introduction by 11/6/02.

R: No comments were posted. No objections were noted in the 11-06-02 call. SC has decided to agree on the Introduction.


Hari: This action was for everyone on the Requirements SC to submit comments on introduction by today.  I have not seen anything.  I would like to check on status of this.  From last call, we had wanted to get comments in by today.  Are there any comments from the people on the call? 

No comments.

Hari:  What should we do with this Action if people aren’t going to submit comments?  I’m looking for suggestions.  Are people okay with the Introduction?  

Aaron Burstein:  Would like to reiterate what I said last week…the difference between the Requirements Document and the charter needs to be addressed in some way.  

Hari:  But did you have any comments on the Introduction?

Aaron:  The paragraph that John Erickson added is crucial to have in there.  

Hari:   Are there any changes to the Introduction?  What do we do with this body of work now?

Aaron:  I think what we introduced last week was that part of going forward would be to have some kind of feedback between the Examples Subcommittee and the Requirements Subcommittee and develop some examples that could feed back into different requirements.  I think Deirdre suggested last week to develop examples so they could come back into this committee.

Hari: The Examples SC work has continued since May.  I think the action was to submit ideas back to the Examples Subcommittee.  This topic was discussed at this week’s Examples Subcommittee meeting on Tuesday.  No one has submitted anything. The Examples Sc have been working on other examples. We can’t do anything unless people take the time to submit something.

Aaron:  I think we’re proposing that Requirements Subcommittee not do anything with its document until further work comes out if the Examples subcommittee.

Hari:  How would that change the Introduction?

Aaron:  You asking about the Introduction or the Requirements Document?

Hari:  The action was just to have comments on the Introduction.  No one is making any comments on the list or in the calls.  So we gave people a week to formulate any comments on the Introduction.  It’s been weeks since it was crafted and no has one submitted any comments.  And trying to get people to say something, we put this specific action down as an action item.

Martha Nalebuff:  Isn’t it time to move on past it?

Hari:  So are we in concurrence with the Introduction?

John Erickson:  My understanding is that where we are right now, by the fact that we have no comments specific to the Introduction is that we now essentially have a new requirements document. I think there have been good discussions a couple of weeks ago on this stuff and now we have a more focused context for the Requirements Document.

Hari:  I was trying to see if people were agreeing to your statement.

Parma:  I understand from John, that now that we have an Introduction, do we have to go through each requirement again like we did 6 weeks ago. Do we have to re-do that process now that we have a decent introduction?  What do we plan to do?

John:  I think that I am suggesting something of that sort.  I am trying to recall the exact set of steps that led us to clarifying the Requirements Document…the situation we had was that the only context we had for the Requirements Document was the charter itself and different people had different more specific views on what the Requirements Document was.  There was much discussion and then we hit on this notion of putting in an Introduction to clarify more specifically.  You and I worked on it. I think people agreed that as far as the Requirement Document is concerned, now we know what it is we are trying to do.  We can talk about the requirements specifically to see if a requirement fits the Introduction or not. I think we’re ready to consider the document now.  

Parama:  I think Hari is trying to get a feel if everyone agrees this is what we’re doing.  There needs to be focusing on what is done and what we need to do.  The last thing we want is to find out that after we decide all this, someone will say ‘well, I wanted to work on protocols and the charter doesn’t say that.’  We’re not going to get anywhere unless we get a feel that this is what we want to use to continue working.

John:  Considering the requirements, if we accept what’s in the Introduction, specifically the excluded pieces, then the nature of discussion has changed.  Now we’re saying there are a lot of “nots” in there.  I personally have not gone through the individual requirements to determine if they fit or not. I’m wondering what the most efficient use of our time is in doing that.  Do we do homework for the week and say, “that’s in, that’s not based on my understanding” or whatever.  I’m just trying to say it’s different now; we have a specific list of what is “not” in and what it’s not supposed to do.  The word “it” being the work product of our group.

Parama: The Introduction says “this is what we think a rights language is supposed to do, and this is what this group is NOT doing.  If we said, “Yeah, we’re happy with the introduction” then we’ve signed ourselves up to do that as our first order of business.  Then there is a secondary thing, based on the requirements submitted previously by the various groups. We need to look at what needs to be in based on the introduction.

Martha:  People have had several weeks. There are no comments. I think you need to say fine, no one has comments, and lets accept it and move on.  I think then we can address requirements.  But I think as far as the Introduction and people have no comments, we need to move on.

Hari:  Are there any objections to this?

No comments made by the membership.

Hari:  As for John’s proposal, I believe it is take the requirements list against the Introduction and see if the requirements meet the Introduction and then see if there are requirements besides what are already listed.

John:  The notion I had was one possible course of action was a) for people to review and appreciate what that list of “nots” are.  It is a set of exclusions, that’s the value in what Parama put together.  Taking that and applying it to what we’ve got and then discovering pieces that we think should be excluded based on that. Whether we take the time online or off line this is a possible way we can do it.  

Hari:  I like the suggestion of people doing it offline but if they have questions, then by all means use the TC mail list serv. Are there any objections for doing it offline and then coming it back and reporting on results next week?

Parama:  I feel like this is exactly what we did last week.  We had a week for people to do this, but this is the same point we were at last week…

John:  Sorry if I’m repeating what you talked about last week, I wasn’t on the call.  

Parama:  Seems we have this input in various forms, brought it up last week and we’ve asked for comments and so forth.  Now we’re saying, let’s do it again and let’s do it this week.  How much more prodding do we need to give comments?

John:  I wasn’t asking for comments on the Introduction.  

Parama:  You said to look at the things that ought to be here and look at the requirements that are not.

John:  Look at the requirements with the filter of the Introduction.

Parama:  I think you’re saying we agree to the Introduction.  I don’t think we’ve heard that from anyone.

John:  My understanding is we’ve agreed on the Introduction.

Hari:  Yes

John:  Then I proposing that the next step is to go off and apply the filter of the Introduction to the Requirements Document.  There is a part, which is personal work, and a part, which is group work in compiling the result of our personal work.

Parama:  I don’t see what it means to agree to the Introduction and do the requirements work.  I don’t see how we can agree with the Introduction if we come back and say that these things have been left out.

John:  Let’s say the Introduction is a good way to go, let’s try to use it as a filter. It looks like a good way to start processing the requirements, let’s go through it, we may decide a particular exclusion is harsh and that’s part of the process and it’s okay.  I think it’s a good way to apply a filter to the requirements.  I don’t think we’ve had that before, at least not in an explicit way.

Parama:  Okay, we can give that a shot…

John:  I feel for what Parama is saying and I appreciate that.  I feel we have to be more explicit. 

Hari:  I’ll note that as an action for the team and to basically look at the list of the requirements and parse it against the Introduction and submit the discussions on the email list by next week.  Then discuss it for next week.  I’d like to ask if people are going to submit anything, that people do it before the meeting so we can all prepare and read everyone’s comments to make the meeting more productive.

Hari:  Any other more discussions on this?

No comments.

	13
	10-30-02
	Open
	Deirdre Mulligan
	Submit schedule proposal for reviewing examples or use cases.


Deirdre Mulligan:  We made some progress to identify some of the other issues we need to address.  But I haven’t been able to coordinate with Brian.  We have some other examples that we think need to be worked through and I’ll be sharing those with Brian and get a sense as to how long it will take to work through those.

Hari:  Can you share something with the Examples Subcommittee?  

Deirdre:  We’re trying to identify what issues we have, what we’re doing, and taking to Brian is helpful. I would like to work with Brian prior to engaging the Examples Subcommittee.

Hari: I had an action with the Examples Subcommittee. Thomas and I, who are on the Examples SC, sent a request to you and Aaron to provide more detail on the action of the workflow to those use cases.  The Examples Subcommittee can’t take it to the next step; they want to but need more detail.

Aaron:  We were confused about the source of the confusion.  Is there a better format you want these in?

Hari:  We can take this offline and I can go over the notes I have from the Examples Subcommittee.  The Examples Subcommittee meets every Tuesday at 1pm EST.  You’re more than welcome to join.

Aaron:  I have a conflict at that time most weeks.

Hari:  Maybe someone else on your team can help us. It helps to have a conversation on the submission.  Or maybe we can schedule another call.

Aaron:  I like your suggestion of discussing offline what you need and we’d be happy to oblige you with some revision of the examples.

Hari:  I think the Examples SC could benefit from conversations.  Deirdre, is there a timeline on when you think you could have this schedule proposal.

Deirdre:  No idea until I hear back from Brian.

Hari:  Those are all the actions I captured from the last meeting.  The next action is to review the requirements document, but the suggestion was to review it offline and send any comments to the list.  Are there any other items people would like to discuss.

No comments.

Motion to adjourn at 11:40am.  Motion was seconded and meeting adjourned.

