General RLTC Committee Meeting – 5pm, Wednesday, October 30, 2002

Roll Call:

Ann Anderson

Steve Anderson

Bob Atkinson

Corey Doctorow

Bob DeCharme

Brad Gandee

Chris Kurt

Ron Moskowitz

Martha Nalbuff

Parama

Harry Piccarriello

Dimitri Radbel

Krishna Sankar

Lisa Seaburg

Peter Schirling

Barbara Fox

Greg Wiley

Carlisle Adams

Karl Best

Thomas DeMartini

New Member Introductions:

Hari:  New member: Greg Wiley – introduce yourself to the general body and your interest in rights language.  

Greg:  I work in building rights digital distribution software and specifications at Universal Music Group.  

Hari:  Does anyone have any additional agenda item to add? (No comments)

Hari: Question re: requirements revision 14, on documents repository and also on email list for rights requirements, if you have any problems getting it, it’s under requirements analysis “works in progress”.  If anyone has any docs they want to post, please send them to me and tell me location you want them to be put into.

Hari:  Next agenda item, I would like to approve minutes for 9/18/02.  Brad has not received any inputs.  Any objections to approval?  (No comments)  Noted as approved, will be put into doc repository.

Hari:  Next the minutes of 10/02/02.  

Brad:  Have not received any comments marked for them.

Hari:  Any objections to approval?  (No comments).  Will note these as approved and will put in doc repository.

Hari:  Next time: subcommittee review.  Standing item on all general body calls.

Governance & Liaison SC: Peter Schirling and Brad Gandee


Brad:  Have not had meeting since last general meeting as most people traveling.  Should be receiving a response from MPEG on our liaison on change request processed by us.  Will be getting thank you note from us, will take input under advisement and will deal with it at Japan meeting in December.  No other news 

Requirements SC: Bob Glushko & Hari Reddy Co-Chairs

Hari:  A lot of people know that what we need is to achieve consensus within requirements subcommittee and what we’ve done is put in an introduction to RLTC requirements clarifying a lot of elements inside of requirements doc so it stands as a stand-alone document.  Would like the general body to look at it to feel comfortable to it.  Not presented to general body, but just look at it as work in progress.  I invite people to send comments to requirements list or even subscribe to the requirements list.  Other key item was an action item.  We went over an item by Deidre and Brian basically to understand if there was a problem in the mathematical expressiveness of XrML. 

There was a con call with the rep of the Samuelson Clinic – Deidre, Aaron, and John, joined with Brian to review it.  Will refer people to the email Brian sent out.  Two actions:  request clarification language around revocation and Brian will author that.  Next action:  direct extensions and process subcommittee to include guidance for system implementers to be cognizant of some issues around fair use.  Refer people to email from Brian to get a better understanding.  

Other point that came out was suggestion that example subcommittee start to do more examples to look at areas where language needed to be changed or added to – basically a top down approach.  Deidre had the action to develop a schedule around that and that would feed into the requirements process.  Any comments (No comments heard.)

John:  I think you captured the call we had with Brian pretty well.  

Hari:  There was also a document that talked to the revocation discussion and I refer people to that, which was attached in Brian’s email.  

John:  Don’t know if it was adequately characterized, but it was a significant issue (with publication).  

Hari:  Think fix was easy, but flushed out by this discussion.

Coe & Standard Extension SC: Thomas DeMartini Chair

Thomas:  No news to report

Examples SC:  Bob DuCharme, Chair

Bob DuC:  Haven’t met in awhile, some examples coming in.  Unless people are sure XrML fits their need perfectly, I’d think that people would be working to see if it fits and that’s what examples are for.  People should suggest scenarios and send those in.  I heard you say that a schedule is going to be set for requirements, but I wish they would send in scenarios.  Is that going to happen?

Hari:  3 scenarios are with Samuelson Law committee, we should get some description from them of the work flows.  But the suggestion to go forward is to have people submit examples to examples sub-committee to work on in the hopes of finding other requirements.  So, who actually will be submitting use cases – I invite people in the general body to do that and the other action was to determine a schedule for submitting that schedule.  We’ve been asking for examples from the membership, but I hope we may get more from this.

Bob DuC:  Some are coming and to hear there are more on the way is great news.  Can’t believe people are 100% confident XrML fits their needs and that’s what the examples subcommittee is for.

Profiles and extensions SC: Thomas DeMartini and Parma, CoChairs

(Deidre just joined)

Thomas:  No news

Hari:  Last item I had was – as standing line item – review of aggregate schedule.  If anyone has any comments or ideas, I’d like to entertain them.  Right now, the schedule is at risk.

Deidre:  Our discussion this morning, giving the examples subcommittee more examples to work with and to have some kind of time frame to do that in to get information back to the Requirements SC and get back on the specs because there are changes to be made. 

Hari:  I mentioned this already during the requirements committee review.

Deidre:  Are people receptive to this?

Hari:  Once we figure out what the timeline is, we can present it to the general body.

Deidre:  That would be my feedback on whether we’re going off schedule, would be setting a schedule for that. 

Hari:  Are there any other items that people would like to discuss.

Brad:  Moved to adjourn.

Adjournment seconded.

Meeting adjourned at 5:23pm

