OASIS Rights Language TC
Conference Call Minutes 

Meeting Date:
05/21/2002 12:30 UTC (8:30AM EST)

Chair:
Hari Reddy, ContentGuard

Minutes Taker:
Brad Gandee ContentGuard

Location:
Bethesda MD

Dial-in access was also provided

Introductions/Roll Call

Participants

	Presence
	Name
	Affiliation
	Email

	Present
	Hari Reddy
	ContentGuard
	Hari.reddy@contentguard.com

	Present
	Carlisle Adams 
	Entrust
	carlisle.adams@entrust.com

	Present
	Bob Atkinson
	Microsoft
	bobatk@exchange.microsoft.com

	Present.
	Thomas DeMartini
	ContentGuard 
	thomas.demartini@contentguard.com

	Present.
	John Erickson
	    H.P.
	john_erickson@hpl.hp.com

	Present
	Brad Gandee
	ContentGuard
	brad.gandee@contentguard.com

	Present
	Bob Glushko
	Commerce One
	Bob.glushko@commerceone.com

	Present
	Thomas Hardjono
	Verisign
	thardjono@verisign.com

	Present
	Hal Lockhart 
	Entegrity
	hal.lockhart@entegrity.com

	Present
	M. Paramasivam   
	Microsoft
	parama@microsoft.com

	Phone
	David Parrott
	Reuters
	David.Parrott@reuters.com

	Present
	Harry Piccariello
	ContentGuard
	harry.piccariello@contentguard.com

	Present
	Peter Schirling    
	IBM
	schirlin@us.ibm.com

	Phone
	Xin Wang
	ContentGuard
	Xin.wang@contentguard.com


Observers/Prospective Members

	Presence
	Name
	Affiliation
	Email

	Present
	Bob DuCharme 
	Lexis-Nexis
	bob.ducharme@lexisnexis.com

	Present
	Mike Miron
	ContentGuard
	mike.miron@contentguard.com

	Phone
	Martha Nalebuf
	Microsoft
	marthana@microsoft.com


Call meeting to order 8:30 EDT/12:30UTC

Introductions

Hari Reddy invited members to introduce themselves and make brief statement as to why they were interested in the RLTC.

Review of TC Process & IPR Policy

Hari Reddy provided a brief overview of the TC process and the IPR Policy of OASIS.  There was some discussion about the questions raised by John Erickson in email concerning ContentGuard IP and how they intended to handle licensing of that IP.  The work product of this TC was discussed and it was understood that the any specification or standard that came out of this group would be the property of OASIS and therefore subject to any copyright controls that OASIS would choose to apply.  ContentGuard stated that they did not have any intentions of mandating the use of any particular company’s tools or software as part of the terms and conditions for an IP license.

There was also discussion on how open the TC wants to be with respect to documents in process. 

Bob Glushko raised the issue that there might be a limit on how many people from the same company can participate and be voting members of a TC.  The TC guidelines were retrieved and reviewed by Bob Glushko.  Upon review he stated he could not find any rule limiting participation by company.

There was also discussion about how a specification got approved by OASIS.  It was agreed that all TC members would benefit from reviewing the voting process within OASIS.
During the discussion of the OASIS IPR Policy Bob Glushko offered to supply an English language version of the IPR Policy for the group

	ACTION ITEM
	Bob Glushko
	Due Date: 29 May 2002

	Bob said that an “English Language” version of the IPR Policy of OASIS had been prepared in the course of work done in another TC and he would forward a copy of that to everyone.


John Erickson: The idea of an IPR sub-committee was introduced and tabled until the agenda item for SC’s.

Hal Lockhart suggested we make a list of other IP holders that may have patents relevant to this work.

	ACTION ITEM
	All
	Due Date: Ongoing

	Everyone was tasked with researching possible IPR holders that are relevant to this work.


Discussion of whether the righs@list.oasis-open.org mailing list should be open to all OASIS members.  Vote was held and approved to make the mailing list open to all OASIS members.

Content Guard submitted XrML 2.1 to serves as a starting point for the work of the TC.

Vote was held to accept the submission from ContentGuard:

11 Yeas

1 Abstention

2 Phone votes unknown

Discussion as to whether we should hold email votes.  Hal pointed out that email provided a good alternative to concall meeting votes because there may not be a quorum on the concall.

Vote was taken and approved unanimously to allow the use of email Votes.

	ACTION ITEM
	Hari Reddy
	Due Date: 29 May 2002

	Hari to provide some clarification on the policy and procedure for email voting. 


Presentation of Standards Activities Interested in a Rights Language

Brad Gandee made a presentation about the many standards bodies that have discussed the utility of a standard rights language in the course of their work over the past two years.  He also discussed places where XrML has been actively discussed as a possible solution.  There was some discussion on how we can potentially link the development work of the TC with that of MPEG on the MPEG REL within MPEG 21.

John  Erickson asked whether we can establish a liaison with MPEG?  Pete Schirling answered that yes we can and that there are two types of formal liaisons: Class A and Class C

The question was asked whether we could make changes to the MPEG REL in light of the fact that they have already started and are on schedule to complete their formal development work in March of 2003.  It would be the task of the liaison to feed input from each organization back into the other.

Lunch Break  

TC Charter Review

Hari Reddy provided a review of the TC Charter.  There was discussion to make some changes to the TC Charter.  Primarily there were changes to the list of Deliverables I the area of the creation of extensions, profiles and mappings of the language to other specifications. 

Vote was held to approve the changes to the TC Charter Vote was approved with unanimous vote.

	ACTION ITEM
	Hari Reddy
	Due Date: 29 May 2002

	Hari to post the new approved TC Charter on the RLTC Web site. 


There was discussion on whether the TC would be terminated upon completion of the specification.  One idea that was put forward was that beyond the potential for future version of the language there was the function of outreach to other standards organizations to aid in the adoption of the language.

Sub-Committees

The Chair recommended the formation of the following SC’s:

1. Governance / Liaison

2. Requirements

3. Core & Standard Extension Specification

4. Examples

5. Profiles

There was considerable discussion of the concept of a Profile and its utility.  It was agreed that a Profile could be defined as a  “subset of the schema for use within a specific domain in conjunction with an extension for that domain”.   Different approaches were discussed. Pete Schirling suggested that there may be a nested approach as well as a tower approach.  Hal suggested that the towers may overlap providing some interoperability.  Brad - profiles may be not have anything to do with XML and may be profiles for specific devices in a binary coding for example.  Thomas suggested that there probably should be at least a “high-end” profile and a “low-end profile” to provide guidance for implementations.  It was suggested that schema factoring was not the only way to achieve profiles.  Peter suggested that we want to avoid creating “islands” as others build extensions and profiles.  We need to maintain backward compatibility whenever possible

There was further discussion about the potential need for an IPR SC and Extensions Process and Model SC.  After extensive discussion it was agreed that we did not need an IPR SC.  

The Extensions Process SC was considered important enough to form an SC immediately

At this point nominations were taken for Chairs of the SC’s.  Results as follows:

Governance/Liaison

Co-Chairs: Brad Gandee and Pete Schirling

Requirements SC
Co-Chairs: Bob Glushko & Hari Reddy

Core and Standards Extensions Specifications SC

Co-Chairs: Thomas DeMartini & John  Erickson 

Examples SC

Chair: Bob DuCharme

Profiles SC

Chair: Thomas DeMartini

Extensions Process and Models SC

Chair: Parama

	ACTION ITEM
	All
	Due Date: 29 May 2002

	All TC members should sign up with the SC Chairs for the activities that they would like to e involved in. 


Work Plan Review 

Hari Reddy presented a straw man template for the development work plan.  There was much discussion about the fact that dates on the template were very aggressive and may be construed as less than a diligent development effort.  There was concern voiced that the TC would appear to be “rubber stamping “ the XrML specification as submitted.   There was concern that we attempt to keep the work of the TC moving in tandem with MPEG if there was any hope of maintaining interoperability.   There was disagreement on whether that should be considered an important goal of the TC.  

There was also discussion of the size of the task to collect requirements.  Some felt that it would take a number of months before we could get responses from the many groups that we expected to poll for their requirements and that in the meantime we could not make much progress on the specification development.  Others felt that some of the work could go on concurrently.  

	ACTION ITEM
	Hari Reddy
	Due Date: 29 May 2002

	Hari to change wording in the 30-60 Day plan and the estimated dates for completion. 


There was discussion about the 30-60 Day Plan proffered by the Chair.  The Chair suggested that we wait and see what the individual SC Chairs fed back to the TC as a whole before we determine what can be done and when.

The Governance SC Chairs promised an outline of the Governance proposal that would be made to MPEG by the nest concall.

	ACTION ITEM
	Brad Gandee and Pete Schirling
	Due Date: 29 May 2002

	Brad and Pete to create an outline for the Governance Proposal to begin the discussion concerning the necessary elements of the governance process. 


It was agreed that we would hold Face-to-Face meetings at least quarterly and conduct most of our work via conference call meetings and email.

Next call was scheduled for May 29th  1200 EDT 1600 UTC.

Overview of XrML

Thomas DeMartini provided an overview of the XrML and the structure of the Core language and the facility offered by the standard extension.

Upon completion of some questions and answers about XrML Hal Lockhart provided a brief overview of XACML.  He also mentioned that he would be making a proposal for how this work could be linked to the work of the Access Control TC.

Meeting Adjourned 1730 EDT/2130 UTC
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