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Liora gave a short introduction. She is a consultant that works on several committees within the Health7 standard. She is Chair of the Marketing Committee and Co-Chair of the HL7 Structured Documents TC. She pointed out that she is new to the rights field and has reviewed the documentation.

She also pointed out that the HL7 use case that the RLTC is using does not reflect fully the HL7 needs.

Hari pointed out that the source of this use case came from the XACML TC and suggested that she also send a note to the XACML TC that the use case may not be representative of HL7 needs. The use case was never meant to represent an exhaustive analysis of HL7 requirements. Liora wished the RLTC to change the HL7 tab name since it did not represent HL7. Hari made the suggestion that the tab be changed to "Healthcare" and Liora agreed.

Hari:

-have sent out Rev 12 of the analysis from the discussions from last week.

-would like to devote this time to the schedule to get some consensus going forward.

-there was a discussion on two different paths at the F2F

-Path 1 is where this team develops some document on the items that we agree on.

-Path 2 is where this team develops some schedule that we can finally deliver to.

-People have asked me why we even have a schedule.

-I would like people to refer to the several points in the Charter that pertain to developing formal liaisons with other Standard organizations that have identified the need for a rights language.

-To date we have established 2 formal liaisons with the third pending with standards organizations that have committed resources to working with us. These organizations are ISO (MPEG) and TV-Anytime. We have also received another request from another

OASIS TC, the OASIS Web Services Security TC for a formal liaison.

-We need to develop a schedule so that standard organizations can make decisions on whether to invest in us or not.

-We have had a schedule that we have repeatedly made modifications to allowing for requirements submissions to be made.

-I would like to open the floor for suggestions and discussion on the schedule for this SC.

Peter: We already have a schedule. Why are we changing it? ISO (MPEG) has made major dependencies on making sure that this body of work be efficiently developed. It is imperative that we make every attempt to meet the schedule. Any slippage will greatly affect the RLTC’s integrity.

Hari: We have missed the date of having this group deliver something by 3 weeks and every deadline that we have stated has been repeatedly been missed. Pete, just to help everyone it may be helpful to just introduce yourself.

Peter: I am the Chair of INCITS (International Committee for Information Technology Standardization) L3.1 (US MPEG Committee). I am also the Co-Chair of the RLTC Governance and Liaison SC.

Anne: We need to understand all of the requirements.

Peter: We need to reach some consensus and start to develop a technical response asap.

Mike: Will there be a problem with MPEG if there is an "incomplete product"?

Peter: There will always be new and emerging requirements. This is why MPEG has an architecture of a core and a series of extensions. The work is never really done in that requirements are captured and processed in subsequent releases.

Mike: I have sympathy of meeting the schedule. I also have a concern about open questions about conformance.

Peter: We need to separate the work from conformance to enable interoperability. We need to develop a basic product to accommodate the conformance for interoperability. In this manner, companies can develop to a known specification and develop interoperability guidelines as opposed to working on something that is experimental.

Patrick: Would like to record the fact that SBL would like to continue its involvement. We are not conceding the correctness of the vote on SML-2. We need to take in more requirements.

Peter: We need to set a schedule.

Anne: We need to meet the requirements of OASIS members.

ThomasH: What I am basically hearing is 2 different options. Option 1 is that we freeze upon some set of requirements to develop the specification while taking in new requirements for the next release. Option 2 is basically keep piling on more requirements.

Peter: You've captured the discussion accurately. I am agreeing to Option1.

Patrick: As has been stated before, we don't have consensus on the requirements.

Hari: ok. Then when can we have consensus?

ThomasH: Can we agree on a time?

Anne: This doesn't meet our requirements.

ThomasH: Does this mean that we are going to wait for every requirement from every group in the world before we proceed? We will be here forever.

Anne: We have no consensus.

Hari: For the record, this SC agreed to a process by which the analysis of each requirement set would be sent to each of the submitter for feedback to ensure that it met the needs of the submitter, the customer. We have received all of the feedback and processed all of the comments.

Peter: I would suggest that we make the date of the requirements that will be processed for the first release to be July 1. The next set can be processed between that date and March of 03 as a suggestion.

ThomasH: This seems to be a practical suggestion. This subgroup's reputation is at risk.

Peter: Need to process the requirements in an orderly and expedient fashion. We need to move forward.

Patrick: I would like to suggest the date to be Oct 1.

Mike: I understood this to be a general call and cannot support the July 1st date.

Deirdre: I second Mike's comment. There needs to be symmetry between CRs and Requirements. This may appear to be problematic. We have processed several discussions on requirements that have been submitted after that date.

Liora: I'm not sure of how Health7 requirements fit into the current set.

ThomasD: To make sure that there is no dispute over the date, I would like to suggest that we use the recent schedule which states that the requirements gathering for the first release end on Aug 7.

Aaron: Don't know if those dates have been set.

ThomasH: I agree with Thomas that it is smarter to refer to the schedule date of Aug 7.

Mike: This may appear to be arbitrarily choosing which requirements to work on.

ThomasD: We are now 3 weeks late. The words we used in previous meetings before Aug 7 when we discussed what should be done with requirements submitted after Aug 7 was “best effort.”  To me this means best effort in terms of schedule.  We aren’t just going to not do a requirement for the sole reason that it was late, but we also aren’t going to miss the schedule in order to do it.  That is what “best effort” means.

Peter: It is imperative to have a committee draft in December.

Peter provided a brief description of the MPEG REL work.

Patrick: If we don't meet the December date then MPEG can just keep the core that they have. Is this correct?

Peter: Yes. The strategy is to have the MPEG REL point to the RLTC Core. MPEG will do subsequent development on the MPEG extension and provide feedback to the RLTC. In this way, this satisfies the needs of TV-Anytime and also Web Services Security and future standards efforts. 

ThomasH: This is where RLTC comes in...in providing a common core for multiple uses. Let's say at the worst case that the RLTC finishes in June of next year. What are the implications?

Peter: If we miss the Dec date, MPEG will not change after it releases its specification.

They will just continue with what they have.

Mike: I would suggest that the close of the Requirements Gathering process be today.

Deirdre: I would like to second Mike's suggestion. I understand the need to set a hard date on the gathering but we need to have a more soft date on the analysis.

Peter: We need to set a hard date or we run the risk of our work never being used and alienating the organizations that want to deploy our work product.

Meeting was adjourned at 12:05PM

