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In the communications industry, no one model of how to create
standards prevails. Some groups are more formal than others, some
include implementation as well as specification development, and some
are defacto standards efforts driven by open source coding.

Michael S. Richmond, Retired from Intel
Former Executive Director of the Open Connectivity Foundation

In essence, industry standards facilitate global and domestic
understandings of what is acceptable, while fostering appropriate
levels of competitiveness.

HG.org, legal reference website

Coopetition — collaborating to create greater value than that which
would result without it ... while leaving room for differentiation.

| just made that up
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Standards bodies increasingly interested in open source

W3C - spec only official after
5 code exists
ubuntu SUSE

- So why does one need specs
m{i_(%) @ B|UgZ flkofono ... just look at the code!
Initial focus for OSS is often
<IEEE a C in tools (WiFi Alliance)
TIZEN
Wsr"® — A= Telecom SDOs* highly
~ 1 ETF interested but cautious
openstack OPnFV (3G/4G/5G...)

The power of money...

* Other names and brands may be claimed as the property of others. * SDO = Standards Development Organization




Why the increased attraction?

Inter-connected systems with many interface points + Moore's law
High demand for middleware that's hard to monetize ... spec or OSS project?
Rise of software in accelerating innovation
= Software-defined infrastructure (SDI)
= Network function virtualization (NFV)
= Software-defined radios, antennas
» Lower cost reprogrammable memory, FPGAs
= Agile, CI/CD, ...
Rise of Google, Amazon, Facebook, Baidu, Yandex, ... global super powers
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OPEN ‘S’(SIURBE OPEN SOURCE
OR
STANDARDS STANDARDS?




Lots in common, just a different approach...

STANDARDS | SPECS OPEN SOURCE

Focuses on the What Focus on the How (this is work!)
Specs enable certification tests which drive API compliance ensures things work together
interoperability
A standard typically has many Some open source projects have a single
implementations implementation, others more

Assertion of an implementation by making the

A i fIP ing itinto th
ssertion of IP by getting it into the spec code available for others to distribute

Industrial efficiency — volume economics, Accelerated development of commercial
commoditization, etc. solutions and a community of maintainers




Example 1: The cool kids have been doing this for years

Payment Request 451 3

< ch| s
3% apps s My intel G-Deve ocl

o e B e B Bt 35 The spec itself is an open
Payment Request API source project in glthUb

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Draft

- B W3C Editor's Draft 09 February 2017

5 IERE] Out of scope

E This version:

el = Definitions hitps fw3c github iatbrowser-payment-api! T h h k

g T O Change the spec, make a
= 3 PaymentRequest interface

hittpes Hweww w3 org/ TR/ payment-requast

ey e pull request.

httpes_ w3, github io'browser- payment-agi’

i3 () method

34 mant | | method Editors:

35 5 attribute Adnan Bateman, Microsoft Corporation
6

Zochlech Gooe Typically, two working
e implementations are
b s oy T N i P 9% required for spec approval*

b A PaymentDetal IsHodifier dictionary

at Internal Slots

4. PaymuntHethodnata dictionary

Abstract

8. PaymentshippingType enum H
This specification slandardizes an AP| 1o allow merchants (i & web sites seling physical or dgital goods) o S I S e u u re 0

a PR gt T ulilize one or moere payment mathods with minimal integration. User agents (e g, browsers) facilitate the
payment flow between merchant and user

2 e e standards development?

. Paymuntaddross interface Status of This Document

12 PaymentShippingoption dictionary This section describes the status of this document at the time of its publication. Other documents may superseda
thiz document A list of current W3C publications and the latest revision of this technical report can be found in
13 PaymentComplete SAUM the W3C t | reports index at htfps A w ong/ TRY

* Workgroups have flexibility as to whether implementations are open source or binaries / APIs. They also have flexibility as to whether implementations are required for spec approval.
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Example 2: Match made in heaven? or still room for spats?

| Open Source Project
...: ; [ ] ®
OPEN CONNECTIVITY IOT|V| ty

FOUNDATION™

Nothing can be mandatory in an OCF spec unless an| | Sponsored by OCF and hosted by Linux Foundation

open source reference implementation is available .
IP policy: Apache 2.0

IP policy: RANDZ (Provides patent protection from code contributor.)

(Reasonable and non-discriminatory w zero royalty) . _
OCF membership not required to be part of the open

OCF owns certification (mark, tools, program) souce project

Source of tension - spec or code first?
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OpenStack’: “Collective Implementation” -
openstack.

©
. ZAQAR .

SAHARA Messaging Service D?t? ‘;Ese . .
Data Processing o ’ DESGNATE Standard, h 18 h volume
® ey NeuTRON 5 compute makes it about the
Networking
s orteiraon R o software.

Governance Service
MISTRAL

e witensewe  COMPatibility manifested at

) Agu Block Storage Object Storage . t h e A P I leve l

Shared Filesystems

" s @ Lack of API specs / guidance a
o cevouerer o e source of growing pains
Container Service Bare-Metal Provisioning
\ wwees | ots of middleware
Core Services Big Tent

I'm not sure if it's an example of what to do or what not to do, but the project hasn't died because of it.
Dean Troyer, OpenStack Client PTL

* Other names and brands may be claimed as the property of others.
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What do we need to think about as these hookups
continue?

Intel recommends that developing SDO* OSS* IPR policies include:
1) an express reference to and acknowledgement of the OSI Open Source Software principles;

2) arequirement that OSS projects only use an OSlI-certified license, and that this OSI-certified
license is the only license required; and

3) clearly articulated expectations for participation in OSS projects.

Key Points
* Intelis OSl-license agnostic — they all have their virtues.

* Consistency & transparency is key: Don't call it open source software if it isn't.

* OSS projects may not be well-suited for all SDOs or software projects

o Make sure SDO objectives for your software project align with OSS principles

* BKMs = Best Known Methods; OSS = Open Source Software; SDO = Standards Development Organization

OpenSource Intel Confidential Information
OGY CENTER

TECHNOL




Summary

There isn't a single best approach. We should build our knowledge of best
practices, pitfalls and considerations.

What should your company be thinking about re: pre-nuptial agreements for
the marriage of standards and open source?

TECHI
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Let’s keep talking!

Wednesday, February 15 2:00pm
Open Source & Standards: Working Together - Charles Eckel, Cisco

Wednesday, February 15 2:40pm

Using Open Source and Open Standards in the Platform Game: War Stories and
Lessons Learned - Patrick Chanezon, Docker

Wednesday, February 15 3:20pm
Does Open Source Need SDOs? - Doug Davis, IBM

Wednesday, February 15 4:10pm

Panel Discussion: How Open Source is Reshaping Standardization
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Happily married or warring factions? Open source
and standards development.

Abstract:

Having been involved in development of standards in the IEEE, global spectrum policy in the ITU-R and
numerous open source projects and their respective advocacy groups, | find the evolving practices of
how companies collaborate to advance new technology fascinating. This talk will share observations of
how the process for development and adoption of new specifications, standards and code is evolving
as well as touching upon how the protection and assertion of intellectual property is impacted.

Open Source Leadership Summit
Tuesday, Feb 14th, 2017
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ALT
Is one approach better than the other?

Many companies can more easily agree on the “what” - Software is able to be agile, standards, not so much

the spec --vs. the "how” - the code implementation Open source allows the industry to scale more quickly

Standards are better for products (e.g., hardware, silicon,

I th l H H iy, n
etc) with a long life cycle (sprinkle in 4G exp) n open source, the developer or architect is “king” and

that's good
Open source (and its associated culture) is not favorable
to asserting and enforcing essential IP

o O

&

o

OPEN SOURCE
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Principles of Open Standards (W3C()

yperation

ful cooperation between standards organizations, whereby each respects the autonomy, integrity,
25, and intellectual property rules of the others.

\erence to Principles
ce to the five fundamental principles of standards development:

process. Decisions are made with equity and fairness among participants. No one party dominates
lides standards development. Standards processes are transparent and opportunities exist to

:al decisions. Processes for periodic standards review and updating are well defined.

1d consensus. Processes allow for all views to be considered and addressed, such that agreement
be found across a range of inferests.

isparency. Standards organizations provide advance public notice of proposed standards

:lopment activities, the scope of work to be undertaken, and conditions for participation. Easily
ssible records of decisions and the materials used in reaching those decisions are provided. Public
ment periods are provided before final standards approval and adoption.

ince. Standards activities are not exclusively dominated by any particular person, company or

est group.

nness. Standards processes are open to all interested and informed parties.
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3. Collective Empowerment

Commitment by afirming standards organizations and their participants to collective empowe
striving for standards that:

= are chosen and defined based on technical merit, as judged by the contributed expertise
participant;

= provide global interoperability, scalability, stability, and resiliency;

» enable global competition;

« serve as building blocks for further innovation; and

« contribute to the creation of global communities, benefiting humanity.

4. Availability

Standards specifications are made accessible to all for implementation and deployment. Affin
organizations have defined procedures to develop specifications that can be implemented un
Given market diversity, fair terms may vary from royalty-free to fair, reasonable, and non-disc
terms (FRAND).

5. Voluntary Adoption

Standards are voluntarily adopted and success is determined by the market.




Getting Essential IP into Standards

Tactics for gaming essential IP via

standards control:

» agpressive development of technical Essential IP
contributions to standards bodies
containing company IP; T

. iﬂdus_tr}' ;lliances to support Standards control,
contributions; Contributions,

» large human footprint at standards Industry alliances
body meetings;

» securing official seats (chair, editor, 1
etc.) mxa:mkjng groups; Techn-crlngy

* sgcuring seats in higher level R&D investment,
approval committees. Intellectual property

Figure 12: Relationship between IPR and standards control
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