RLTC  Meeting of September 12th 

Agenda review by the Chair, Hari Reddy

Roll Call

	Presence
	Name
	Affiliation
	Email

	In Person
	Hari Reddy, Chairperson
	ContentGuard
	hari.reddy@contentguard.com

	Phone
	Carlisle Adams
	Entrust
	carlisle.adams@entrust.com

	In Person
	Anne Anderson
	Sun Microsystems
	Anne.Anderson@Sun.com

	In Person
	Bob Atkinson
	Microsoft
	bobatk@exchange.microsoft.com

	In Person
	Robin Cover
	Individual
	robin@isogen.com

	In Person
	Thomas DeMartini
	ContentGuard
	thomas.demartini@contentguard.com

	Phone
	Bob DuCharme
	Lexis-Nexus
	bob.ducharme@lexisnexis.com

	In Person
	Patrick Durusau
	Society of Biblical Literature
	pdurusau@emory.edu

	In Person
	John Erickson
	HP
	john_erickson@hplb.hpl.hp.com

	In Person
	Brad Gandee
	ContentGuard
	Brad.gandee@contentguard.com

	In Person
	Bob Glushko
	CommerceOne
	glushko@SIMS.Berkeley.EDU

	Phone
	Thomas Hardjono
	VeriSign
	thardjono@verisign.com

	In Person
	Benny Higdon
	IBM
	higdonb@us.ibm.com

	In Person
	Masahito Kawamori
	Individual
	kawamori.masahito@lab.ntt.co.jp

	In Person
	Hal Lockhart
	Entegrity
	hal.lockhart@entegrity.com

	In Person
	Deirdre Mulligan
	Individual
	dmulligan@law.berkeley.edu

	In Person
	Martha Nalebuff
	Microsoft
	marthana@microsoft.com

	In Person
	M. Paramasivam
	Microsoft
	parama@microsoft.com

	In Person
	Harry Piccariello
	ContentGuard
	harry.piccariello@contentguard.com

	In Person
	Krishna Sankar
	Cisco Systems
	ksankar@cisco.com

	Phone
	Xin Wang
	ContentGuard
	xin.wang@contentguard.com

	
	
	
	

	
	Prospective Members/"Observers"
	
	

	In Person
	Aaron Burstein
	Individual
	bustein@bolthall.berkeley.edu

	In Person
	Cory Doctorow
	Individual
	cory@eff.org

	In Person
	Simon Godik
	Overxeer
	simon@godik.com

	In Person
	Mike Godwin
	Individual
	mnemonic@well.com

	In Person
	Chris Kurt
	Microsoft
	ckurt@microsoft.com

	Phone
	Mike Miron (Observer)
	ContentGuard
	Mike.miron@contentguard.com

	In Person
	Ram Austryjak Moskovitz
	VeriSign
	ram@verisign.com

	In Person
	Lisa Rein
	Individual
	lisarein@finetuning.com

	In Person
	Dean Rowan
	Individual
	drowan@uclink.berkeley.edu

	In Person
	Dmitry Radbel
	Universal Music Group
	Dmitry.radbel@umusic.com

	Phone
	Karl Best (Observer)
	OASIS
	karl.best@oasis-open.org


Deirdre: Samuelson Clinic may become a non-profit member of OASIS.

Hari reviewed the agenda:

1. Welcome by Chair

2. Introduction (Roll Call, Agenda Review)

3. RLTC General Body (Charter Review and Schedule Review)

4. Requirements Discussion

5. Subcommittee Review (Governance and Liaison; Specification; Examples)

6. Schedule Review

7. Action Item Review

1. Welcome by Chair

Hari reviewed progress of the RLTC to date including theLiaisons to MPEG, TVAF, Web Services Security TC.

3. RLTC General Body 

Karl Best asked to review TC Policy and Procedures.

He has noticed discussion about the direction of the TC.  Members have asked for clarification of rules and process in OASIS.  He wants to promote progress on the technical work.  TC members themselves should decide what the TC is working on.  TC has a charter and people can clarify the Charter but not revise or change it.  Any clarification in wording of the charter needs to be done in an open and democratic fashion and posted for all to see.

He has also been asked questions about how the Chair has been performing his tasks.  He has been reminded to maintain parliamentary procedures.  If there is controversy then there should a motion, voted and minuted and posted to maintain accessibility for the broader OASIS membership.

Hari then reviewed the Charter by reading it aloud. 

There was a discussion of the word “the” being in the Charter versus the word ”a” with respect  to using XrML as the basis for the development. This refers to bullet 2 on the RLTC Charter: 

“2. Use XrML as the basis in defining the industry standard rights language in order to maximize continuity with ongoing standards efforts.”

Bob Glushko maintains that it was changed.  Parama and other disagreed.

Mike Miron commented and related the importance. Harry Piccariello stated that he specifically requested the wording “the basis” during the May 21st face-to-face meeting. Hari pointed out to the people that were not present at the May 21st meeting that Hari typed any clarifications that people wished to make live on the screen and then printed the document for everyone’s review. This same document was then sent to the OASIS webmaster to include in the RLTC web page and has not been changed since then.

Chris Kurt pointed out that he sees disagreement about the process not about the Charter, which has been posted since the beginning.

Diedre worries about whether we would reject any submission that would come in.  

Bob Atkinson responded that that would not be the case.

Thomas Hardjono said he joined the TC because the Charter said we were working on XrML.

Martha Nalebuf: Maybe we should add wording that states clearly that we would not reject new submissions.

Dmitri Radbel pointed out that UMG joined because the work is based on XrML and that it would be a great loss if we are were to go off on change the Charter and direction of the TC and create a new language.

Benny Higdon suggested changing the document.

Bob Atkinson: But OASIS does not allow changes just clarifications.

Brad Gandee: The minutes posted since day one and the Charter that was voted on and approved unanimously.

Hal claims he has received an email from someone that they felt if they made a submission it would be rejected.

Simon Godik: It seems clear that this TC is working on XrML 

John Erickson stated that HP only joined because they thought this would be an open authoring process and we were not signing up to rubber stamp XrML.

Extensive discussion took place on a recommendation from Chris Kurt that a sentence be added. He started with:

“This TC does not preclude from contribution other ideas or specifications related to rights management for consideration in the context of further enhancements.”

Floor pointed out that Chris does not have standing. Bob Glushko volunteered to make a motion with those words.  He then suggested the sentence be modified.  There was a series of friendly amendments accepted by Bob Glushko.

To get to the following:

“This TC welcomes the contribution of other requirements, specifications or ideas related to rights languages for consideration.”

The words “or modification” was added to the end of the sentence. 

Amendment moved by Thomas DeMartini to strike the words “or modifications”.  A vote was held and it was approved by a vote of 11 to 10.

	Presence
	Name
	Approve

	In Person
	Hari Reddy, Chairperson
	Y

	Phone
	Carlisle Adams
	N

	In Person
	Anne Anderson
	N

	In Person
	Bob Atkinson
	Y

	In Person
	Robin Cover
	N

	In Person
	Thomas DeMartini
	Y

	Phone
	Bob DuCharme
	N

	In Person
	Patrick Durusau
	N

	In Person
	John Erickson
	N

	In Person
	Brad Gandee
	Y

	In Person
	Bob Glushko
	N

	Phone
	Thomas Hardjono
	Y

	In Person
	Benny Higdon
	N

	In Person
	Masahito Kawamori
	Y

	In Person
	Hal Lockhart
	N

	In Person
	Deirdre Mulligan
	N

	In Person
	Martha Nalebuff
	Y

	In Person
	M. Paramasivam
	Y

	In Person
	Harry Piccariello
	Y

	In Person
	Krishna Sankar
	Y

	Phone
	Xin Wang
	Y


Amendment made by Diedre to strike “in the context of further enhancements” Discussion ensued that this would result in a fairly substantial change in the Charter not a clarification.

Patrick Durusau offered a secondary amendment that instead of dropping the words we add “or alterations”  This friendly amendment was accepted by Diedre.

Martha brought up that this is essentially the same as “modifications”” which we just struck. 

It was agreed after the break that this would be tabled until Martha Nalebuf and Dierdre come back with compromise language. 

Carlisle wanted to send some sample language to Martha via email.

Hari then continued on with a review of the remainder of the charter and his presentation summarizing the progress to date.

Liaisons have been established with MPEG and TVAF and one has been proposed by the WSSTC.

The Requirements SC since the May 21st meeting has reviewed and analyzed submitted requirements documents resulting in 26 Core Requirements, 16 Standard Extension Requirements and 2 Governance Requirements. The SC has requested and received feedback from submitters. Present revision is revision 11. SC was unable to produce an SC Draft for the review by the TC on August 28.

The Specification SC has established a Change Management Process Document. The SC has also reviewed submitted Change Requests.

3. RLTC General Body – Schedule Review :

Requirements doc needs to be addressed and a review period added to schedule. Hari requested that the schedule also be discussed at the end of the meeting during the Schedule Review line item.

4. Requirements Discussion

Hari then moved into a Requirements Discussion.

RLTC Requirements Doc is in Rev 11

Then he went on to discuss one of the outstanding issues from the Samuelson Law Clinic submission.  SAM – 5:” The RL shall allow the principal to express the right to make a backup copy of a work.”  

Bob DuCharme was then asked to describe the concept of the Basic Rights profile. He said it was intended as a way of getting to the a conformance test for applications that are claiming to be “XrML compliant”

Bob Glushko: This solution could be used for solving other problems like backup copies for example.

Dmitiri Radbel: Even if we could agree on some set of rights that might represent Fair Use for example we could not then apply it universally because these laws are different around the world.

Bob Atkinson: Overall the idea had merit but agreed with Dmitri that there are potential problems with different uses of the language.  Someone may want to use XrML in a given domain but actually does not want to use the “Basic rights” package that was designed for that domain.

Bob DuCharme:  Architecturally could we layer Profiles? 

Mike Godwin: As for the issue as to whether there are variations in Fair Use around the globe it is not necessarily an intractable problem.

Dmitri: I don’t see how a computer can make vague decisions such as allowing “unauthorized” rights to be exercised.

Brad Gandee: The creation of extensions or profiles to describe bundles of rights such as Fair Use is a great use of the language.  But I think Bob DuCharme’s idea had to do with Conformance tests not making some bundles of rights normative.

Much discussion on Fair Use and whether we are being careful to enable the expression of rights that might be encompassed in Fair Use.  

Dmitri repeated that we should not be defining Fair Use here.

Brad Gandee: Agreed that defining Fair Use is not in the TC Charter.  There was some general agreement on this point.

Thomas DeMartini then tried to explain the idea of Profiles and how they would use elements from the Core and Standard Extension and some number of other extensions and, in fact, mandate that as a subset.  Conformance could then be specified with relation to that subset and things not in that subset.

Lisa Rein: It would certainly be a burden if users of content would have to go and get permission to exercise their Fair Use rights.  

Anne Anderson: Are we treating Backup copy differently than some other things. For example Fee in SX. 

She thinks Backup should be included.

Dierdre: agrees that Backup should be in SX or Core.  She talked about SAM 1 the claim or assertion of rights.  Currently disposition as RO2 RO4 but we have not changed the wording to reflect the concept of Claiming a right. 

Simon: Shouldn’t all of the elements in the Core be mandatory to be implemented.

Thomas DeMartini: The Core is an architecture not at a higher level of importance.

John Erickson: discussed Thomas’ picture describing how extensions add to the universe of terms/elements that can be used to create expressions.

Lisa Rein wondered why we are using XML instead of, say, RDF or some other language.

Thomas and Bob Atkinson pointed out that we were leveraging the features of XML. 

Anne Anderson: Is there something that prevents someone from implementing all of the elements of the Core.  If everyone does not have to use all of the elements then there would not be interoperability.  We should be defining a Core Profile that is mandatory to implement.  

Bob Glushko Agreed that we should be defining a Core Profile that is mandatory but earlier we said we were only defining metaprofiles.  Dierdre also agreed that we need Core Requirements that would drive the creation of this/ these Core Profile(s).

Thomas DeMartini: We should have a set of requirements for Profiles e.g. small devices Profile. Maybe we should have another TC write those Profiles. 

There can be many Profiles how many should we be building within this TC versus other TC’s defining Profiles for their particular domain or need.

John Erickson: We should probably create at least sample Profiles as part of the MetaProfiles definition process.

Thomas DeMartini: Wants people to join the Profiles SC and start working on these

Parama: we need to decide how much of this Profile definition is going to be done in this TC.

Aaron Burstein: Can we label licenses so that we can identify the Profile that this license is compliant

Dmitri we have to be careful that we don’t try to tackle too much.

Hal The TC has to decide if Profiles are additive. Or stand-alone.  This is important wrt the gathering of requirements. Two ways the world of the REL could work.  

Thomas agreed with the observation and we should address this in the profiles SC.

Backup copy was then discussed as to whether we can agree if it should be included in the SX or Core or Domain. 

Bob Atkinson pointed out that there is a particular problem with Backup Copy since we cannot define it.

Dierdre thought we should not be trying to determine whether we could define a concept in the requirement before we include it in the req. set or not.  Just because it is in the Requirements does not mean the specification has to meet the requirement.

Simon: Does the system implementing Backup have to monitor the process of the backup?

 Hal made the suggestion that the architectural disposition of req is not as important as whether it is mandatory.  

John Erickson Profiles are by definition subsets of Core & SX and maybe some domain elements and there be many Profiles created and it is these Profiles that will create true interoperability.

Anne Anderson still wants Backup in the SX.

Corey Doctorow: Is whether something is applicable to Web Services a criteria for whether something is universal enough to be included in the Standard Extension? What is the critical mass that dictates something needs to be in scope for this group?

Robin Cover: Is there a problem with including this placeholder called “Backup”.

Thomas Yes there is. It would be useless 

Parama No License could ever be written that included that elements since it would have no specific semantics

Parama Proposed a motion that Backup be dispositioned as Domain specific unless we come up with a definition that applies to a broad range of domains.

TD Moved to Table his motion  A vote was taken and the motion was tabled.

Hari Can we look at SAM 10:” The rights language shall allow principals to express waiver of a right.”? 

Aaron Burstein: Samuelson Law Clinic wants to withdraw this requirement.  

Hari noted the withdrawal.

Hari then moved to the Society of Biblical Literature requirements. 

Break

SBL 1: Expressing behavior  - CORE

Patrick Durussau agreed to the analysis of SBL-1.

SBL 2: Royalty free access to the specification

Patrick Durusau: This should apply to the implementations as well as the access to the spec itself.

Chris Kurt: We should not be talking about IP issues.  The TC cannot mandate that its work is subject to any specific licensing terms for the implementations.  

Anne Anderson Sun has it as an important criteria that anything that is standardized and be used in Web Services be royalty free and that DRM standards and their implementations can be Royalty Free.

Brad Gandee: This is wishful thinking to imagine that we can mandate that a DRM specification and the implementations of those specs must be available on RF terms.

Chris Kurt: I agree with Brad we cannot and should not be having this discussion.

Bob Glushko: But Karl Best said in his email that we had a number of options 

A motion to mark this Req as In Discussion and table it.  Then the motion was withdrawn.

A motion was made by Martha Nalebuf to vote on the dispositioning of the RF Requirement in the document. It was seconded. 

Thomas D. offered an amendment but it was rejected.

Martha restated that we vote to disposition this RF Requirement as “Out of Scope”.  It was seconded and voted on.  It was passed 12 to 8.

	Presence
	Name
	Approve

	In Person
	Hari Reddy, Chairperson
	Y

	Phone
	Carlisle Adams
	- Not Present -

	In Person
	Anne Anderson
	N

	In Person
	Bob Atkinson
	Y

	In Person
	Robin Cover
	N

	In Person
	Thomas DeMartini
	Y

	Phone
	Bob DuCharme
	N

	In Person
	Patrick Durusau
	N

	In Person
	John Erickson
	N

	In Person
	Brad Gandee
	Y

	In Person
	Bob Glushko
	N

	Phone
	Thomas Hardjono
	Y

	In Person
	Benny Higdon
	Y

	In Person
	Masahito Kawamori
	Y

	In Person
	Hal Lockhart
	N

	In Person
	Deirdre Mulligan
	N

	In Person
	Martha Nalebuff
	Y

	In Person
	M. Paramasivam
	Y

	In Person
	Harry Piccariello
	Y

	In Person
	Krishna Sankar
	Y

	Phone
	Xin Wang
	Y


Dierdre requested that the minutes reflect the individual votes because she thought the pattern of voting would show significant block voting by companies with large delegations to the TC.

Brad Gandee pointed out that it would be also show that there is block voting on both sides of the issue given that there is a relationship between the Samuelson Law Clinic and Bob Glushko given that is funded by his wife and that John Erickson of Hewlett Packard is listed as Author in the Properties of the Requirements document submitted by the Samuelson Law Clinic.

Dierdre explained that John Erickson contributed to the submission and was not the author.

Hari then directed the discussion to the Fair Use req. (SBL 3) and First Sale (SBL 4)

Patrick Durusau clarified the requirements that he submitted. He was in agreement to the analysis.

SBL#5 Express the right to make an archival copy. 

Patrick stated that since we have put Backup “In Discussion” we can we put this “In Discussion” also.

Hari summarized the list requirements as dispositioned.

Hal Lockhart questioned what happened to the submission of use cases that the XACML TC used that he sent to the SC.  He also stated that he did not receive an email about the disposition.

Hari explained that he had taken a few of the Use Cases as a basis for Requirements. Hari requested that if Hal had any questions that he was always free to ask them.

John Erickson pointed out that the healthcare requirements do not reflect requirements that HL7 might submit.  Hal agreed as did Hari. Hal provided the use cases that XACML used for their specification.

The TC then reviewed language for inclusion in the TC Charter from Martha and Dierdre:

“This TC welcomes the contribution of other requirements, specifications or ideas related to rights languages for consideration in making additions or subtractions to enhance the language.”

Harry Picciarello wanted to know what the intent of this was.  Does it refer to XrML or the basis.

Martha: It is meant to clarify the first sentence in point 2 of the Charter (“Use XrML as the basis in defining the industry standard rights language in order to maximize continuity with ongoing standards efforts.”) and Dierdre agreed.  

Hari: Are there any objections to this additional language.  None were raised except for an abstention by Parama. The motion to add the clarifying sentence to the end of point 2 of the Charter was passed. 

Thomas made a motion that we at least promote the Requirements document R 11 so that other SC’s are can use these instructive to their work.

Thomas requested if there was an agreement even on a subset of the requirements such as R01, which states that the language needs to support conditions.

Bob Glushko disagreed and stated that the requirements were still being gathered. The Requirements SC will note the concern of the TC as to the schedule but will tell the TC when it is done.

Parama moved that all of the SCs begin work based on the requirements as they stand.  Seconded by Anne Anderson.  No objections were recorded.

Hari stated that he will try to reschedule the subcommittee reviews during subsequent RLTC meetings.

Meeting was adjourned.

