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The German National Body shares the US concerns about the progress of technical activities within JTC1/SC25/WG1 and welcomes WG 1 to analyze these problems at the 2001-01 WG1 meeting in Cambridge to improve the matter and provide SC 25 with input in case WG 1 can not improve the situation with its own recourses.

THE NATURE OF THE PROBLEMS

The German NB shares the US view, that there are several problems in WG1's technical work, but does neither share the US diagnosis in many details nor the proposed therapy. The German NB also notes that a number of questions raised are beyond the scope of a WG and need to be handled by SC 25.

The German NB would like to recall that during both the Tromso and the Berlin Plenaries of SC 25 the Drafting Committee had spend approx. 80% of its time to clarify the status and to rectify the contents and style of the draft resolutions submitted by WG 1. The Drafting Committee, including the US NC’s head delegate and the former Chairman of 
SC 26, had severe problems to follow the status and the intentions of WG 1 due to the poor quality of their input, in particular as it was hardly possible in many cases to properly follow projects (work items obviously not based on approved NP; split or merger of projects not clearly identified nor approved according to JTC 1 Rules etc.). 

The German NB believes that WG 1 could greatly improve the acceptance of their work if they would improve the administration of their work items. 

Problem #1: Lack of interest/support from NBs at the SC25 level (major problem)

Many documents provided by WG1 do not attract enough votes to gain substantial support.

Analysis:

The SC25 Secretariat appears to believe that the reason for the low response to WG1 documents is because WG1 produces a "low quality" work product.  The USNB does not believe that such is the case.  The USNB believes there are at least three causes to the problem:

German comment: The Secretary confirmed that he would not rate the documents as "low quality" but confirms his doubt whether they concentrate on subjects which meet the users requirements and his recommendation to avoid duplications within documents as well as from document to document and to prefer the stile of a specification whenever possible. 

(1) Times and technologies have changed during the past 13 years since JTC1 was formed, so WG1's technologies have substantially diverged from those of WG3 and WG4 which comprise most of SC25's NBs.  Thus, NBs might not respond to ballots at the SC25 level because they lack expertise in the current work of WG1.

The German NB can not share this view as the same experts who regularly comment drafts forwarded by CLC do not provide comments to drafts distributed by SC 25/WG 1 

(2) The SC25 Secretariat has issued ballots that are prejudicial against the work of WG1.  For example, the SC25 Secretariat issued a ballot on WG1's work stating that NBs could not simply vote Approve/Yes, but they (the NBs) needed to explain why they were voting Approve/Yes.  Such balloting is contrary to JTC1 Directives, processes, and procedures, and certainly discourages responses from NBs.  For example: if an NB had "mild approval, and no objection" to WG1's work, the NB would not be able to vote at all because they could not vote Disapprove/No (they would have to give reasons when there are none), and they could not vote Approve/Yes because the SC25 Secretariat would not accept such a ballot response.

The German NB would like to know the specific example as we could not find such a request. On the contrary we found in SC 25 N 670 an engaged request to vote and to provide WG 1 with input. In addition we have been informed that the request of the Secretary was successful up to now as SC 25 N 681 records 12 countries to have answered a request to comment, two of them provided comments which give the working group the direction needed for productive work.

(3) The SC25 Secretariat, , has been largely unsupportive of the WG1 activities.  Recently, at the JTC1 Plenary, delegates were stunned when the SC25 Secretary (Walter von Pattay) spoke so negatively of one of his WGs (WG1).  As a result, WG1 chronically receives low responses to our ballots, which means that our work will not be able to proceed successfully through CD ballot.

The German NB is convinced that the low rate of response to CD votings before the JTC 1 plenary can not be a result of the presentation at that plenary. The JTC 1 plenary was in November 2000. Only one collation of comments on a WG 1 document was distributed since and this shows an improved response rate. Thus the presentation of the Secretary at the JTC 1 plenary seems to have had an effect which is supportive to the work of the WG. 

(4) The SC25 Secretariat chronically delays WG1 documents, micromanaging the content, makes unauthorized and inappropriate modifications, and makes repeated errors in issuance.

The German NB would like to receive specific data including document number and date so that we are in the position to improve the Secretariats performance, should this be necessary. 

The USNB believes that WG1 should investigate several possible solutions, including but not limited to, outreach to SC25 NBs to increase expertise in WG1's activities, liaising or reassigment of WG1 to JTC1/SC6, and/or disbanding WG1 and reforming the work activity elsewhere.

The German NB welcomes WG 1 to provide SC 25 with proposals as how its output may be improved and requests that the WG does so in the following sequence:

1. What can the WG do?

2. What can be done by the SC Secretariat?

3. What can be done by NBs?

Problem #2: Organization of projects (major problem)

Currently, WG1 has several projects in various states of completion.  Given the limited (but excellent) international resources of WG1, the USNB believes that WG1 should re-focus its work and revise, if necessary, the statements of scope of projects to align them with current activities and current technologies.

The German NB supports WG 1 to streamline its program of work to concentrate on few importatnt documents and to cancel whatever is not supported by the countries to be asked. 

Problem #3: Various international activities outside WG1 (minor problem)

Naturally, it would be convenient if all international standards activities in HES and residential gateways were occurring in WG1.  Unfortunately, this is not so, but continual outreach and "new membership drives" are essential to any successful standards activity.  The current ISO bulletin has an article on WG1's activities and the USNB believes this article should be a good starting point for outreach.

The German NB will continue to support WG 1 and is ready to look for specifications apt for international standardisation and attractive to many users and WG 1 experts.

CONCLUSIONS

The USNB believes it is important to spend a significant amount of time at the Cambridge meeting for the purposes of planning, reorganizing, and general review/prioritization.

The USNB would like feedback as soon as possible so that it can understand the opinions, concerns, and positions of other NBs.  Please send comments to or contact:

The German NB emphasizes the point, that the WG shall concentrate on the development of useful documents: The subjects mentioned above need to be discussed and decided upon by SC 25 thus WG 1 may only use a fraction of its time to provide SC 25 with the necessary input. 
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