Requirements SC Meeting

Date: November 13, 2002

Time: 11:00 – 12:00 PM EDT

Roll Call

Hari Reddy, ContentGuard

Aaron Burstein, Samuelson Law, Technology & Public Policy Clinic

Thomas DeMartini, ContentGuard

Cory Doctorow, Individual

Patrick Durusau, Society of Biblical Literature

Brad Gandee, ContentGuard

Bob Glushko, CommerceOne

Thomas Hardjono, VeriSign

Benny Higdon, IBM

M. Paramasiviam, Microsoft

Harry Piccarrriello, ContentGuard

Lisa Rein, Individual

Dean Rowan, Samuelson Law, Technology & Public Policy Clinic

Brain LaMacchia, Microsoft

Agenda:

1. Approve Meeting minutes (10-30-02) and (11-06-02) 
2. Review open action items
3. 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.

	15
	11-06-02
	
	Hari Reddy
	Update Requirements Document and send to Sc to review


1. Approve Meeting minutes (10-30-02) and (11-06-02)
Hari: I would like to have the minutes from 10-30-02 meeting approved. I have not received any comments. Are there any objections to approving the 10-30-02 meeting minutes?

No comments or objections were made.

Hari: I will note these as approved and put the document on the document repository.

Hari: I would like to have the minutes from 11-06-02 meeting approved. I have not received any comments. Are there any objections to approving the 11-06-02 meeting minutes?

Lisa Rein noted that she did not receive the minutes. No one else had a problem in receiving the minutes. The minutes and all other emails are available on the public list serv available to the general public. Hari will send Lisa the link to the minutes on the public list.

No objections were noted to approving the minutes.

Hari: I will note these as approved and put the document on the document repository.

2. Review open action items
	13
	10-30-02
	Open
	Deirdre Mulligan
	Submit schedule proposal for reviewing examples or use cases.


Aaron Burstein:  Brian was out of town and Deirdre has been out of town so we have had a couple of exchanges trying to schedule a time to talk but haven’t gotten to that due to travel schedules.  

Hari:  When can we get this?

Aaron:  We’re trying to set up a time to talk tomorrow.  Deirdre is back in town this afternoon, so I think we should be able to talk this weekend.

Parma:  What exactly is the deliverable for this meeting they’re trying to have.

Hari:  A proposed schedule for reviewing examples or use cases.  This came up on 10.30.02 and there was a follow-up proposal from Brian and Deirdre to do a tops-down analysis also.  Request from SC was “this can’t be an open ended analysis.”  Is there a suggestion on timeline or schedule?  

Brad Gandee interjected that he is now on the call.

Brian:  Basically, what I have gotten is that they wanted my input based on how we’ve done this on other standards groups.  They’re going to send me some stuff to review today and we’re going to try to find a half hour that works tomorrow.

Hari:  I remember from last call there were several other use cases.  They were in addition to use cases already submitted to the Examples SC.  Is this correct, Aaron?

Aaron:  I think it was that we would have some examples of cases as a guide for a schedule for reviewing them.  That would be the basis for scheduling the examples.  

Hari:  These are in addition to the 3 you have already submitted?

Aaron:  Correct.

Hari: I’ll leave this action from 10-30-02 as still being open.

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


Hari:  Review requirements doc against introduction.  Comments were due on 11.12.02 for this meeting.  The only comments I’ve seen are from Aaron and Dean. Lisa also submitted some comments on the wording of the Introduction. We can go over Dean and Aaron’s list and then go over Lisa’s rewording of the introduction.  Has everyone received the note from Aaron?  (No comments)  Hari asked Aaron to go through it.

Aaron:  These were just some points I thought could use a little clarification after reviewing the requirements doc and trying to read it as someone who has read the Introduction and is not entirely familiar with what is going on in the TC.   It was some things we thought didn’t fit into the Introduction or having a colloquial meaning.

Hari:  We may not get through all of this, but I would like to review them at this meeting.  Then, I would ask people to comment on the email, in addition to commenting on this call.

The following points are from the mail note submitted by Aaron and Dean:

1. General comment: it would be helpful to the reader to explain why 

core and standard extension requirements are handled separately 

(perhaps by drawing on the charter for this distinction). This might 

help to explain, e.g., why some requirements are repeated verbatim in 

the two sections.

Aaron:  Maybe we just need a definition of “core” and definition of “standard extension”…

Hari:  We had previously created definitions of  “core” and “standard extension” and removed it. Would it be suffice to put them back in?

	Core
	Requirements that impart an architectural feature common to all.

	Standard Extension
	Requirements that are shared amongst many domains but are not critical to the architecture of the language.  Implicit in such requirements is the requirement of the core to support such an extension.


Lisa:  Made the same comments in my comments and think it should be put back in as well.

The SC believed the addition should be made at the end of the Introduction.

2. R03 should read ``Specifying Nouns''.
There was no objection to changing the typo.

3. R04. To reinforce the definition of RLTC scope, perhaps this 

requirement could draw on the Introduction, as well as make the 

relationship of the building blocks of the language in R01-R03 a little 

more clear. For example,

Current R04: "The language architecture must allow for the building 

of expressions of permission based on the expressions of conditions, 

nouns (permitted, permitted-upon, and permitting), and verbs."

Suggested R04: The language architecture must allow for the building 

of expressions of permission - i.e., usage rules - based on the 

expressions of nouns (things that permit, things that are granted 

permission, or things that access to or use of is granted), verbs 

(actions that may be performed by or upon some noun), and conditions."
Hari:  Any objections to modifying R04?

Thomas DeMartini:  Might be clearer to reword as things to which access or use is granted.  Another comment on i.e., usage rule.  This is still part of my concern with not being comfortable the use of the term “usage rule”.  People tell me it makes it clearer between usage and rights.  Wouldn’t want to, every time we say permissions, say “usage rules”.  When I think of usage rules I think more of something else.

Aaron:  I don’t think we suggested this should be done throughout the doc., but since this requirement is where permissions are formally introduced in requirements, maybe we should draw on that.

Thomas:  Maybe we could put it into parenthesis…i.e., for more information about this see introduction.  

Aaron:  I think Thomas pointed out that it’s a conceptual aid to stating usage rules as a way to think about permissions.  That’s why I thought it should be included.

Hari:  May I offer suggestion?  If we take usage rules out of that sentence and then on next sentence put in the sentence “for more rigorous definition of permission see Introduction…”

Aaron:  I guess that would work.

Lisa:  I think that’s a bad idea.  We should be able to read through the doc without having to look back at the introduction…

Brad:  You read from the introduction to the back of the document so you would already have read that.

Lisa:  Perhaps we need to take this definition and move it to the introduction when we define permissions.  I think it should be in one place.

Hari:  We’re only removing the word usage rules and we’re actually increasing it, saying “for more rigorous definition of permission” please refer to introduction.

Lisa:  I see what you’re saying.

Hari:  Aaron?  Okay with that.

Aaron:  I think it’s okay.  

Dean:  I think we could have it both ways, actually.  By having it read “language architecture….   Or, as you were suggesting remove usage rules and move it to say “we define usage rules in greater detail in the introduction.”

Lisa:  Actually, permissions are defined in the introduction, not usage rules.

Aaron:  Where do we want the rigorous definition of permission to be, in the body of the requirements or in the introduction?  For the sake of clarify and drawing people’s attention to something.

Dean:  In the introduction

Hari:  Yes, because it’s referred to other places.  I don’t want to dilute what we already have.  So if we point back to what we already have then it might make more sense.

Lisa:  I’m understanding why Aaron had it the way he had it.  Perhaps put “usage rules” in parentheses, might flow it better.

Hari:  This doesn’t address the concern raised…  May I offer suggestion?  Can I take a stab at this and I’ll put that other sentence after “conditions” and then see if that works for people.  Any objections to that?  (No comments).

4. Is there a conflict between this statement in the Introduction:

"[T]he technical work of the RLTC is not directed to...[d]efine a 

DRM system standard nor a road map for the creation of a collection 

of DRM system standards nor any other component that may be 

required in a DRM system such as [e]ncryption, or any other means 

for limiting the use of a resource" and R15 ("The language 

should make standard security features available where appropriate 

(for example, XML Digital Signature Syntax and Processing and 

XML Encryption Syntax and Processing)"?

Aaron:  Parma pointed out our R15 is supposed to refer to license inscription not content inscription. That makes sense to me now, but I think that could be clarified.

Hari:  How would you clarify that?  

Parma:  Make it more explicit and say we’re talking about license stuff.  

Thomas:  Add, “for the license where appropriate” 

Brad Gandee:  Have we defined license prior to this to be talking about it.

Thomas:  then we should use “rights expressions”

Hari:  It will read:  “The language shall make standards security features available for the language as appropriate.”

Brad:  Expressions created by the language or with the language?  

Hari: In the language?  

This was agreed to by the group.

5. R17 needs some more explanation (though this is true even without the 

Introduction).
Aaron:  Don’t know if we want to introduce distinction between permissions or that revocation permissions are delegated because those cases seems to be handled differently within the language.  I don’t know if we want to distinguish between them here.

Thomas:  Maybe this should say “the language must allow expressions written in the language to indicate which permissions” or “expression in the language must indicate which permissions…”  It’s actually the language doesn’t indicate… it’s the expressions that indicate.

Aaron:  I think the first way – the language must allow expressions that indicate…

Thomas:  The language must allow expressions written in the language to indicate which permissions….

Corey Doctorow:  subject where possible is redundant.  

The group was ok with the clarification.

6. R24 (which reads, in part, "The language specification must 

not require any system to support any expression in the language.") is 

in conflict with R17 ("The language must indicate which permissions are 

subject to possible revocation and how that revocation should be 

discovered if it were to occur.") and the Introduction's statement that 

"[T]he technical work of the RLTC is not directed to...[d]efine a DRM 

system standard nor a road map for the creation of a collection of DRM 

system standards nor any other component that may be required in a DRM 

system such as [e]ncryption, or any other means for limiting the use of 

a resource".

Aaron:  It reads like a mandate.  Now it’s phrased more as possible expressions in the language more than what one would say with given implementation. I’m ok with the present R24.

Hari:  Are people okay with the present R24 (no comments made by the group). No changes to R24.

7. Should R08 and SX04 ("Well-defined Semantics. Each expression written 

in the language must have exactly one meaning.") be qualified by 

mention of namespaces?

Aaron:  Suggest situation if someone failed to specify name spaces or if you were comparing expressions without knowledge of appropriate name spaces that might not be true.  There could be different semantics intended by two different issuers.  That context isn’t taken into account.

Bob Glushko:  My concern is that it starts moving into the area of systems, which we’re building, which is out of scope here.  

Brad:  I also read it to be talking about extensions that might be built based on this language not a requirement of this base language.

Bob:  Me too.

Brad:  As each domain or organization builds an extension they want to be clear about name spaces they will have their own semantics.  But this is not a requirement of the base language.

Aaron:  I see…

Brad:  We should make it clear in best practices annex…

Lisa:  Is your concern is how to say one meaning per name space?

Aaron:  I think what Brad was saying is that expression in the core name space would want to follow these requirements and expression in the standard name space would have to follow it and then it’s up to the domains and extension authors best interested to be clear about name spaces, but that is not something we’d have to put into this requirement.

Hari:  Any suggestions or should we leave this as it is?

Aaron: This is clearer to me now.  .

Hari:  I’ll leave this the same if there are no objections (no objections were made)

8. SX06-SX10 appear to violate the Introduction's statement that "[T]he 

technical work of the RLTC is not directed to...develop expressions of 

specific policies."  In particular, SX08-SX10 appear to be close to 

expressing specific policies regarding money transactions.
Hari:  Aaron, do you want to elaborate on this concern?  

Aaron:  Don’t have much to add.  Don’t know whether further elaboration on ideas would help or whether putting something in the introduction to that effect would help.

Hari:  You mean the description of the SX?

Aaron:  Yes.  To a certain extent.  I guess I was looking for some explanation contained within this document as to why these particular conditions are singled out as requirements.  That’s basically it.

Hari:  Maybe we can do that in the description of the SX and the core that we’re going to put into the introduction.

Bob Glushko:  Are you saying that these are non-expressions of policy?  See them as particular domain expressions?

Aaron:  Deal with one kind of activity but with a range of policy surrounding financial transactions, doesn’t sit with fairly exclusive nature of other policies in introduction.

BobG:  It says that some of the copyright document and things like that had been seen as being too domain particular. I though that the discussion with Brian was about putting it into the core…

Brian:  I was not saying we should take particular domains and saying they are core. It is perfectly reasonable to look at domains and see how they would fit on the core and the problem with that would mean there are features that need to be in core and will surface by examining these particular domains.  There are features, which are very domain specific that get modeled in the extension and not into the core.

BobG:  And this is to see that these are written into the core.

Hari:  In this case what is currently being reviewed is the Standard Extensions, which is in fact an extension.

BobG:  I see.  This has applicability to the core.  Is that where you’re going Aaron?

Aaron:  If we find things brought to the surface by particular examples, we need to look at changing core or standard extension requirements to make sure that expressions of domains of broad and general interest requirements.

BobG:  Thought that was the implicit thing that was brought forth, that this would be on the core.

Brian:  You are confusing Standard Extension with the Core.  My original question was:  Is there an issue with the expressability with the core.”  That’s what led to the various calls the past few weeks and the proposal I put out.  That’s different, where they’re talking about particular monitored conditions that are appropriate for the standard extensions but not appropriate to core because they’re not fundamental to the structure of the language.

BobG:  Confused that copyright is in an extension, but if that’s not where we’re going, I’m ok…

Brian:  If you’re looking at a general authorization language, you’ll see that copyright will apply, but maybe not.  You have to look at the core to be applying to everything.

Hari:  Are people okay with SX6 to SX10 (No comments)

9. The plain-language meaning of SX14 is unclear. "Rights sequencing"  

has no colloquial meaning. What is the relationship between the 2 words 

in this heading and the full requirement: "The language must be able to 

express conditions on previously reported exercise".

Hari:  Thomas, would you like to comment on this?

Thomas:  I think the full requirement is what we want.  The heading was picked due to the terms used in the Reuters submission.  We can change the header to whatever you think is a good header for that.

Aaron:  Not sure I understand what this requirement is about.

Thomas:  Idea is you want to say “you can watch a video after you have watched a commercial”  Or  “you can’t watch a video until you watch a commercial.”  Something like that.

Aaron: When I read previously reported exercise, that sounds different from “you watch the video, now you have to watch a commercial.”  If it’s previously reported…

Thomas:  The idea is if you watch the commercial, you report that you’ve done so.

Hari:  Is the concern the word reporting?

Aaron:  Previously reported

Thomas:  You may have the right to play the video, but only if you have previously reported that you have played the commercial.  If you play the commercial you will report you have done so.  So when you play the video you can play it since it’s been previously reported.

Aaron:  Heading could be something like, “the language must be able to express a temporal order of conditions on exercises.”

Hari:  Not sure if it’s temporally ordered.  Are there any other feedbacks to that?  (No comments)

Lisa:  It seems as if the condition, we’re already having language expression conditions that need to be met before it happens, don’t think we need to have expression about previously reported exercises.

Brad:  Speaking to the previous example by Thomas... You can exercise this right, after you meet another right.  You made it a condition, an exercise rather than a reported right.

Lisa:  It seems like another condition that needs to be met, not another thing that needs it’s own expression.  In the example we’re looking at now, seems the reporting that has to take place first is another condition. Is reporting domain specific?

Hari:  Reporting may be in some local states store. This is just the recording of a state.

Lisa:  The term reporting, there is no commonly understand from a standpoint of automated system when info. is reported it can mean so many different things.  Have a problem with the way it’s used in this requirement.

Thomas:  It doesn’t mean anything more special then in the English sense.  You told me what you understand reporting.

Lisa:  I don’t know what it means.  It’s a specific context.  I wanted to qualify my comment there.

Thomas:  I heard at one point to say you understand reporting to mean you reported but there are all these other definitions…

Lisa:  I understand reported in the specific example Hari gave, understand what it might me in the example he gave, when someone is reading this document it’s unclear…

Thomas:  How about previously recorded exercises.

Lisa:  Actions that have previously taken place.

Thomas:  The language must be able to expression permissions, conditioned upon previously recorded exercises.

Aaron:  Yes, that’s what I was thinking. This makes the sentence easier to understand the relationship between the conditions and idea of a sequence more transparent.

Thomas:  Add  “of other permissions.”

Brad:  Not sure that is the same thing anymore.  I think given the time of the call right now, we might want to think about this one and email some suggested solutions. I’m not positive it still means the same thing as sequencing.

Lisa:  I agree

Hari:  I will hold off on this point until next week.

10. SX15: Is this different from R25?
Hari:  I’d like to hold this off until the next meeting?  We’re out of time.

Hari: Want to ask the SC, during the report this evening, what does the SC want me to tell the general body.  I’m looking for suggestions here.  

Parma:  Has the general body even had a glimpse of the Requirements Document with the changes and everything?

Hari:  Yes, asked them to preview version R14 –

Parma:  I think that you can state that we’re still working on it, we’ve had some comments from Aaron and Deirdre and we’re continuing to review and to expect another revision of the document.

Lisa:  Is the suggestion that we give them a version 14 after we make changes to it?

Hari:  We haven’t given them anything.  What Parma said was you can review the work in progress, it’s on the doc repository, we’ve had more comments this week, we’ll roll it into the document and they can review the stuff in progress.

Lisa:  In progress, means reading the list?

Hari:  Everything is on the document repository and on the list serve.  I’ve been trying to get every one to go to the list serve at every General Body meeting to review in progress work.

Hari:  We’re past time now, I suggest a move to adjourn (move seconded)

Meeting adjourned at 12:10pm.

