CGM Open MS Steering Committee Telecon – 20051107

Attendees

Dieter Weidenbrück
Dave Cruikshank

Lofton Henderson

Purpose

Emergency meeting to discuss options for dealing with critical setbacks for our WebCGM 2.0 delivery to the aerospace industry, caused by OASIS-caused delays.  

Agenda & Minutes

WebCGM 2.0 status

Discussion

Two major international industries are relying on approval of WebCGM 2.0 for the next editions of their standards.  The Air Transport Assn (ATA) CGM Profile currently cascades off WebCGM 1.0 and is anticipating adopting WebCGM 2.0 for the 2006 release, expected to be published  in April.  AeroSpace & Defence (ASD) and Aerospace Industries Assn (AIA) collaborate on the S1000D Specification.  The S1000D community also currently cascades their CGM profile from WebCGM 1.0 and expects to adopt WebCGM 2.0 in the 2006 release of the specification.  Both specifications have a requirement by the end of Q1 2006 that WebCGM 2.0 be an approved W3C Recommendation.

Situation

· WebCGM 2.0 is now ready for submittal to a CS ballot in the TC

· CGM Open has already had to back away from its previous end-2005 target for delivery to ATA and S1000D constituents.

· The W3C WebCGM approval process timeline cannot, in all probability, support even the relaxed ATA and S1000D requirement, given that OASIS hasn’t even made a Submission yet (many months later than anticipated).

· This situation is primarily the result of unresponsiveness and miscommunication by OASIS staff.  The Reference “W20-submission-history.html” [1] documents this in detail, the highlights being:

· May 16, 2005 – CGM Open requests immediate approach to W3C, to commence joint or parallel processing.

· Aug 26, 2005 – OASIS Board finally approves to submit WebCGM 2.0 to W3C (for serial processing there, and then back to OASIS)

· Aug-Sep – 4-6 weeks lost due to miscommunication, whereby last documented and agreed action item was on OASIS staff, but OASIS staff was waiting for CGMO action.

· Oct  13, 2005 – Cover letter for OASIS Submission to W3C assigned to OASIS staff.

· Nov 7, 2005 – No communication to CGM Open MS on status

· The CGM Open MS SC has had no communication from OASIS staff in this regard for nearly 4 weeks.

· Both CGM Open and OASIS are rapidly losing credibility in the eyes of W3C and the industries depending on this standard due to these delays

· Because of  unresponsiveness of OASIS leadership and staff, CGM Open SC feels that the working environment is becoming detrimental to its progress

· Bottom line:  Resistance of OASIS management and governance (Board) to the joint work came as a complete surprise to CGMO, and even given that some approvals were needed, 6 months is an extravagant amount of time to accomplish what has been done since the May 16th request to “go” with W3C processing.

Recovery options
Discussion

The CGM Open SC looked at a range of Options.  Three of them represent the range (leaving out minor variants):

· Option 1:  Do nothing.  

This is not an option.  CGM Open owes it to its constituency of users to bring WebCGM 2.0 to usable, stable, approved status as soon as possible

· Option 2:  Pressure  OASIS management and staff to live up to their responsibilities as documented in the MS ROP (and permanent standing documents of OASIS).

This is an option, but carries the risk, as history has shown, that support from OASIS leadership and staff degrades over time.   

· Option 3.  Exercise Clause 4.2 in the CGM Open Asset Transfer Agreement with OASIS

Clause 4.2 allows CGM Open to separate from OASIS to pursue WebCGM as, or as part of, a new or existing business entity and obligates OASIS to release the CGM Open IPR to that entity.

Exiting OASIS and transferring the IPR to an existing standards body or new entity would probably slow the approval of WebCGM 2.0 even more.

Action items related to this option:

· Explore options of removing IPR from OASIS and finishing work elsewhere – Lofton:

1. (re)start a new tax exempt entity to hold the CGM Open IPR;

2. or, transfer to another existing standards body;

3. or, transfer to some existing business entity.

· Determine the financial implications of exiting OASIS – Dieter

Decision

The SC decided to pursue Option 2 for now.  In parallel, Lofton and Dieter each accepted action items to research the next fallback, Option 3.

Board resolution

The CGM Open MS Steering Committee does not take lightly the step of doing this, and takes it with regret, but feels it exhausted all choices but to go on record with a resolution of its dissatisfaction:

Whereas:

· CGM Open has been trying for 6 months to get OASIS to execute previous understandings for joint or parallel WebCGM 2.0 work with W3C;

· CGM Open believes, and has documented [1], that OASIS has taken unreasonably long to execute basic required tasks of its responsibilities during this period;

· Said submissions to W3C are still not made, and repeated requests for status feedback are still being ignored;

· CGM Open documents [1] multiple instances of OASIS staff simply ignoring direct, repeated requests for status or information, much less action;

· CGM Open documents [1] management communications breakdowns that have added delays;

· The cumulative delays endanger CGM Open’s commitments to its major industry clientele, and damage the credibility and reputation of both CGM Open and OASIS.


Therefore the CGMO MS SC resolved as follows:

Resolved: The CGM Open Steering Committee considers 

1. Its working relationship with the OASIS CEO, Patrick Gannon, and TC Administrator James Bryce Clark to be unsatisfactory. 

2. Said OASIS staff’s response to requests for services and support in furtherance of CGM Open’s program of work are inadequate and insufficient to support the effective progression of CGM Open’s WebCGM program of work, and to allow CGM Open to meet its commitments to its industry constituents.
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