Customer Standing Committee - Meeting 10

                                                  EN
Customer Standing Committee - Meeting 10

                                  EN

BYRON HOLLAND:
Good morning. I think we have a pretty full house here in terms of liaisons and all members present. Thanks everybody for joining. The agenda and other materials have been sent out for your reading pleasure and there have been a reasonable amount of them. 

The agenda is in the Adobe Connect right now. Are there any additions or subtractions or suggestions for the agenda? 


Okay. Seeing or hearing none, we’ll move on with the agenda as presented. 


I’ll go to Agenda Item #2 – the action items. [I’m] going to report only on any of the open items which means the first one has been completed so we’ll move straight to the second one. 

ELISE GERICH:
Excuse me. I believe that I’d sent e-mail that this one was completed because we had discussed the topic of the table and we’d included it in last month’s report, and it’s also included in this month’s report.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. Fair enough. One thing I am just curious – could you give a little color on the revocation of Orient Express? 

ELISE GERICH:
No. I can’t give you that color, but is Naela on the call also because she can probably give… We’ve had several different kinds of revocations in the past three months that I’m not sure which this one is. 

Naela, can you give color on the Orient Express one? 

NAELA SARRAS:
Hi, Elise. Yes, I’m on the phone. In terms of color, I don’t really have a story to give. It’s provisioned in the new gTLD contract [inaudible] that if the gTLD operator chooses to pull out and be removed from the root zone, there’s a process that they follow where they notify ICANN and then within 180 days from them notifying ICANN that they wish to be removed out of the root zone, they can be removed. So it’s one that falls within that category. This is a voluntary one. They decided they did not want to participate in the root zone anymore, they give their notification to ICANN, ICANN follows the process where they make a public announcement and then they go through a number of steps where basically the contract is revoked and then they send instructions to ICANN to IANA to now actually carry out the work of removing it out of the root zone. 
BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. So it’s fairly standard.

NAELA SARRAS:
Yes. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thank you for that. 


Action items #03 and #04 are completed. I just noticed – okay, Elaine, you have an item for AOB. We’ll log that. Thank you. 

Moving on to Action Item #05 which was around the PTI Survey. I’ll provide a little bit of an update. I asked Alan to have a preliminary call with Elise and he spoke with Elise and Marilia about the overall timing cycle for the survey. Essentially, what I understand from that is the survey itself will be finalized in late June and it’s my intention to further engage with Elise and Marilia and get back to the overall group in our June meeting, if that’s okay with everybody. 


Actually Elise, you did send out the timeline to me. Could you at the end of this call or when it’s convenient could you circulate it to everybody on the list please? 

ELISE GERICH:
Yes. Happy to do that, Byron. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thanks. Hopefully everybody is at least somewhat familiar with the survey itself – or at least the TLD operators here giving – you would have received it in the past so you know essentially what it looks like, but don’t worry. I won’t actually test you on it right now.


Any questions or comments there? 


Alright. Action Item #06 and #07 have also been completed, so we’ll move on to Agenda Item #3 – the PTI performance for April, 2017. I note that there’s only one missed metric but Elise, could you give us a brief walkthrough please? 

ELISE GERICH:
Yes. The metric that we exceeded was the re-test of the technical check, and the explanation is in line with what we’ve explained in the past that the technical check sweep had to wait for responses from name servers that were ultimately unreachable and it does this for a certain period of time before timing out. And this is one of the topics that the CSC has previously recommended that the threshold be revised and reviewed. So that was the cause of this exception. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. So nothing different than we’ve already had discussions about in previous months. 
ELISE GERICH:
Correct. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Anything unique to this? 

ELISE GERICH:
Nothing unique. We knew the reason for this. We had already investigated and it was similar to other technical checks that we have reported in the past that had a similar behavior. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. Thank you. 


Any questions from the Committee? 


Okay. Then we’ll move on to #3B which is the draft CSC report which Trang, thank you, has sent out the draft version already that notes any changes from last month and includes some of the requests from last month including the publication of IDN table. 


Anything else you wanted to draw our attention to, Trang, on the draft CSC report? 

TRANG NGUYEN:
No. Not really, Byron. This was a pretty straightforward one. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. Committee members, any comments or questions regarding the draft CSC report? Everybody okay with it? Or maybe I’ll frame that in the negative – any objections as presented? 


Okay. Seeing or hearing none, we’ll take the draft report and issue the clean version as the final report for this month. Thank you. 


Okay. Moving quickly along to Agenda Item #4 – review of the [SLE] and overview of the [SLE] process change. Bart and Trang had circulated to the group a one-page flow chart of the general process. There it is up on Adobe Connect for us. And while we can all see the boxes on the page, Bart and/or Trang, could I ask you just to quickly step us through and hit the highlights of what’s required? 
TRANG NGUYEN:
Byron, maybe I will start and then maybe Bart or others can chime in. 


What we have drafted here for the group’s review and discussion basically a high level flow of what would need to happen to change an SLA basically. There are, as you can see, two potential starting points for changing a SLA. 

Maria, it’s very small so I don’t know if it’s possible for you to release the syncing of the document so that others can potentially zoom in.

Perfect. Thank you so much.


The two potential starting points – the top being the IANA Naming Function Review that is mandated by the ICANN Bylaws – through that process an SLA could be changed as the scope of the IFR is to review IANA’s performance against the IANA Naming Function contract and the SOW that is in Annex A of that contract. So through that process it could potentially result in a recommendation to change a particular SLA. So that would be one path for changing an SLA.


Another path for changing an SLA would, of course, be via the mechanism provided for in the CSC Charter, which means that the CSC and PTI could initiate a review of the SLA at any point in time and through that process the CSC could recommend a change to the SLA to the ccNSO and GNSO.


What we’ve tried to do here is map out the various steps for each one of those paths. The path at the top – the IFR path – is basically an illustration of the steps as provided for in the ICANN Bylaws, which basically says that the Board [initiates] an IFR and then the IFR Review Team is formed, they go about doing their work including considering changes to SLA, and if they do consider changes to SLA they have to consult with the CSC per the Bylaws, and then if the IFR Review Team then indeed, through that process, does recommend changes to SLAs, then they also have to seek approval from the GNSO and ccNSO before the recommendations then go to the Board. That’s the process that’s mandated by the ICANN Bylaws. 


The bottom line, as you can see, is the process that we have tried to map out per the CSC Charter. So as a potential starting point the CSC or PTI could request a review or change of the SLA and per the Charter, it’s envisioned that the CSC and PTI would then discuss that request, and if both parties then agree on the outcome of the request which could either be to change an SLA or not to change an SLA, then the actual modification of the SLA if there is a modification then would have to go to the ccNSO and GNSO for approval. Once approved, we envision that that would go to the ICANN Board because that would require basically amendment of an existing contract. And then the process then becomes the same for either path – the IFR path or the CSC Charter path. 


That’s essentially at the high level, the process as we see it, for amending a Service Level Agreement. 

I don’t know, Bart or Elise or anyone else have a comment. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
I just have a quick question on that. Where is the PTI Board in this process? Are they not required to approve in some way? Are they not in this process at all? I’m just struck by their absence entirely. 

TRANG NGUYEN:
Thanks, Byron. I think we did inadvertently leave them out. It’s not just the ICANN Board but the PTI Board would also have to approve the contract amendment. Yes, so we’ll need to add ICANN and PTI Board to that box. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. So you’ll update this and recirculate it then accordingly? 

TRANG NGUYEN:
Yes. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. Thank you. 

BART BOSWINKEL:
Elise has her hand up, but before you go into it, this is [mapped] on the basis of the CSC Charter and this is the language in there. One of the details is what does the PTI as mentioned in the CSC Charter represent? Is it the organization? Is it the Board? And who needs to do this? That’s one of the questions, as Trang said. But there are some other open issues not addressed in the CSC Charter, and maybe that’s where the CSC itself and/or as part of the Charter review need to find some answers [inaudible] document. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
So maybe in the lower path – the CSC PTI path – the third square box from the left where it says, “CSC and PTI agree,” perhaps it’s ambiguous to me who from PTI is actually agreeing. So perhaps it’s there. However, that said, Elise, your hand is up and then Jay and then James.


Elise, can you shed any light on this? 

ELISE GERICH:
I don’t know if I can shed light or not but I wanted to thank you for bringing up the PTI Board piece because yes indeed, I think they are, as Trang said, part of the approval process for the new contract. I would assume that the CSC – and the question you just asked in the lower thing where it says, “CSC and PTI discuss the request,” that that really is PTI org. I don’t know. We haven’t made that a term yet versus PTI Board. But much like we have an ICANN org and an ICANN Board, I would think at this point of the process the discussions that are going on with PTI org which is those of us that do the operational piece.  


But my other point – and I was hoping that we’re all on the same page here – is when we get to the very end where it says, “SLA changed,” there is a step in there where there’s some sort of agreement for the time it’ll take to implement the changes to the SLA in the sense of it’s not just approved by the two Boards, but there may or may not be some development that’ll have to be done and I don’t know if that should be shown in this piece or if we just all acknowledge that once the approval and contracts made, it doesn’t mean that voila, we have this miraculous change, that there is some development time that has to be built in. Thank you. 
BYRON HOLLAND:
Sure, from an operational point of view, absolutely. And I’m not sure how we want to include that, but I think that makes sense to at least have that referenced. 

ELISE GERICH:
Okay. Thank you. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
James, your hand is up? Go ahead please. 

JAMES GANNON:
Thanks. Just briefly to give some, I think, historical flavor, I believe that yes, CSC and PTI discussed was organization, then the ICANN Board comes in first as they’re the contract owner and then PTI Board come in as the counterpoint as that modify stage and that’s where they have their approval between themselves and the ICANN Board. That was my historical understanding of it. 


I need to go back and check e-mails when we were discussing this but that is what I remember roughly.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. Thank you. I think that just reinforces the issue that we need to get clarity on where and how the PTI Board fits into this equation and be crisp on where and how they fit in this process. 

Okay. I will leave that as a takeaway and action item for Trang, I guess. Lucky you. 

TRANG NGUYEN:
Certainly, Byron, we can make that change. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. Carrying on with the same topic still, in terms of CSC, I know Jay and Kal back in the last couple of months you’ve put your hand up to take a stab at the [SLE] review on behalf of the CSC and lead that, and I just wanted to get a sense, have you had the opportunity yet to start to dig into that and if so, could you provide us an update? 


Kal, I see your hand is up. Go ahead. 

KAL FEHER:
Yes. Thank you, Byron. Yes, we’ve exchanged a number of e-mails with IANA and I think I certainly have a better understanding of what the challenge will be in recommending a revised SLA, but I’m not sure that I can easily make a recommendation or that anyone can easily make a recommendation on what the SLA should be because at the moment, the missed targets are a function of the way the tests are conducted and until we have a replacement system or a replacement mechanism for conducting those re-tests it’s hard to know what the SLA should be. 


So I think I’m clearer on the problems but I’m not sure I’m clear on what the ultimate solution should be. Do we wait for a revised system and then make a recommendation based on that? Or do we simply pick a number and ask PTI to meet that number, understanding of course that we might be picking that number with a little bit more knowledge but not complete knowledge of how PTI might conduct that test in the future? 


I see Jay’s put his hand up so perhaps he’s got some insight. 
BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. Thanks, Kal. 


Jay, go ahead. 

JAY DALEY:
As Kal said, the technical tests are complicated because it’s down to how they’re operated. Ultimately though we have a lot of head room in this. My own perception is that if we took the five-minute target and made it a one-hour target, that would have no practical impact on anybody. But we get into difficulty when we start making that kind of call as to how do we socialize that kind of test? How do we check with other people for that [to issue]. 


I don’t think there’s anybody out there that is expecting real time response from IANA, but we can’t be absolutely certain unless we check that. So it comes down partly to a definition of expectations of what people could have so that you set those expectations in advance to make sure that the metrics then fit that behind it and those expectations I’m not sure are at the strategic level in terms of can we expect a real time response or what can we expect [are] actually set out [well] enough. 


So actually what I’ve said may make it sound quite confusing. It’s actually really quite straightforward, I think, for us to do once we’ve got a little bit of understanding of what’s practically possible. But I do think it opens up some questions later on if some of the response we get is, “No, we’re expecting a real time response.” 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. Fair point. So how do you see us moving forward here then? 

JAY DALEY:
I think, as Kal said, we are waiting for PTI to make a change to this schedule change that’s going to happen, [us] to get some data from that and [us] to then sit down with PTI and agree to something we think is reasonable based on that and we have so much head room in it, I really don’t think it’s going to be a complicated decision for us to come to. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. Do we have a sense then from Elise when these changes are going to be made and do they have the [dev] resources required to make them? 

ELISE GERICH:
Maybe you want to get Lars Liman’s hand first and then I can respond. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Sure. 

ELISE GERICH:
Or do you want me to respond first? 

BYRON HOLLAND:
No. I’ll give you a second to think about it. 


Lars, go ahead. 

LARS-JOHAN LIMAN:
Yes, but the thing I was thinking of is I like Jay’s suggestion. I might want to add a spice in the stew to see if there’s a way to determine how and when customers will be impacted by the delay. I heard you, Jay, say open it to an hour and no one will be impacted and I’m perfectly willing to believe that. But do we know – does PTI know, do we know, is it possible to investigate – what type of impact does certain delay have because that could be something that we want to bring into the equation? Thanks. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thanks, Lars. 


Elise? 

ELISE GERICH:
Okay, so I was just going to mention that I think it was in our last call that one of the things that we discussed was that the data that was used to produce these SLAs was not being collected in a very – I don’t know – it was collected in a different way than it is now. Once we knew the kinds of things that wanted to be collected we did some instrumentation in order to collect that data that was defined in the CWG Design Team documentation. 
And so I think we had recognized in last month’s call that some of the data that we collected had been collected using a different methodology and so therefore it wasn’t necessarily as accurate as we’d like and that we agreed that we would start looking at what we have instrumented now to see if the way the current RZMS system works and the instrumentation based on the service definition might be reviewed and then adjusted based on current RZMS.


That was my understanding, and one of the things we’re seeing – and I think Jay has pointed it out multiple times on the call – is that for certain technical checks we do exceed the target several times and that in his opinion – Jay, I’m putting word in your mouth so if I say it badly please just pop in – that there was no customer impact on this metric and therefore we could raise it and that was one of the suggestions. 


To Lars Liman’s comment – do we know if there’s customer impact? My understanding is just that anecdotal feedback from Jay and others is that there’s no customer impact on these technical checks. 


So my other question you asked me – and I’m sorry to address multiple things here – the other question you asked me was, when do we think some of this development work will be done? I know that Kim’s on the call right now and he’s been leading the effort with the Development Team and we do have a road map. We expect some of the RZMS changes to happen – like a first phase. It’s a multi-phase activity – in the fall of 2017. However, I don’t know if that will address everything that’s being discussed in the technical checks. 


I’ll stop and I see you have two more hands so I don’t know if they’re responding to me or further questions, Byron. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. Thanks, Elise. 


Lars, is this an old hand up? 

LARS-JOHAN LIMAN:
Yes. Sorry. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. 


Kal, go ahead. 

KAL FEHER:
I just had my hand up to comment purely as a frequent flyer of the IANA checks, that an hour would not actually impact operations as I understand them because there are other elements to the process, to any root zone change, that the scale is quite different. It’s in a scale of days often so an hour for a technical check shouldn’t make a big impact on customers. But I think that leads to a broader topic that when we make these sorts of determinations and if we pick a value we would need to socialize both the reasoning and the actual value with our stakeholder groups, find out that it’s acceptable I suppose, and with that feedback, ultimately make the recommendation. 


And so I’m looking at the flow of requests and perhaps we should have maybe a side note somewhere in one of those boxes that includes a, if not a formal comment period, but an informal comment period or some kind of acknowledgement that would share our current opinions before we propose them to the ccNSO and GNSO. I know it's probably implicit that we might want to make it explicit that the first time those stakeholder groups see or propose changes should not be the time they are asked to vote on them.

BYRON HOLLAND: 
Absolutely agree. Thank you for that comment, Kal. Sorry and just to check, are you finished? I don’t want to cut you off. 
All right. I absolutely agree with Kal on that front and it's probably worth noting that in the process below, even though would be implicit. Because I think we absolutely need to bring proposed changes to our respective communities for input and feedback, not just as a [inaudible]. Any of us who has been around this long enough know that that rarely goes well. And apart from just the sheer logistics of it, how do we know this is the right number. 

I think getting that kind of feedback will validate the anecdotal experience. I think we all know what the right answer is but it is anecdotal based on conversation as opposed to broader feedback from our constituencies. Like I said, that still leads me to the question how do we move from here, recognizing we do have a pan opportunity in Johannesburg to socialize this possibly. And what should we be doing with our communities to either socialize recommendations or solicit feedback and input in the way that help us make up our minds here or narrow down the range of options and [path forward]. 
Jay, your hand is up. Go ahead.

JAY DALY: 
I think at the last meeting, you specifically delegated this to Kal and I. I think it’s a working group, anybody else of course is welcome to join where we go ahead and discuss these things. So basically, for the minimum, me, Kal, and Elise and then anybody else who wants to come along and we then put a proposal to the main group once we’ve had a [think through] those questions.

BYRON HOLLAND: 
That’s the most excellent suggestion, Jay. Thank you. If that works for you, let's do that and as part of that, if there's an opportunity in Johannesburg, let's use that. I know most of the members are not going to be in Johannesburg but I will be. So I'm at your disposal to speak to or solicit either of our communities as required. 
Any other comments or thoughts on that agenda item, [SLE] change process? 
Bart, your hand's up? Go ahead.

BART BOSWINKEL: 
Yeah. Maria could you change the second document, please? And it's related – it frames the issues a little bit differently than your first one than the work flow. But what you will see if you scroll down, there are some procedural aspects to the changes and review of SLEs. And procedural steps, which are not addressed in either the CSC Charter or in the Bylaws themselves, and where you need – at some point, that is the advice that the CSC together with PTI comes up with an agreed upon procedure if you go through the CSC Charter SLE Review. And that includes public consultations, etc. and the consultation of the stakeholders. So this is again for the small working group to look at and if you need any further assistance from Trang or me, let us know. That’s all.

BYRON HOLLAND: 
Thanks Bart. Okay, any final comment on this item? Okay, we will move on to agenda item #5. As I mentioned, I've had some preliminary discussion with Elise from earlier, so the plan there is to get back to this group at the June meeting. With that, unless there is any further comment, we'll move on to Agenda Item #6.

On to Item #6, which is an intro to the remedial action procedure, and perhaps, Trang, I could ask you to walk us through the process and details in the CSC Charter. So I think we have a pretty good guidance there but if you could walk us through that and also just ask you to think about your sense of what might be the process to finalize the remedial action procedure, as well.

TRANG NGUYEN: 
Thank you, Byron. The main intent of this chart is to sort of give you an overview of the PTI complaint resolution process and to primarily show where the remedial action procedures come in to play. And then we have another document that would be loaded to show you the draft remedial action procedures that were included by the CWG in the CSC charter. So let me just walk you through this PTI complaint resolution process at a high level. 

So if a customer launches the complaint with PTI, then of course PTI works with the customer to resolve that complaint. And if the complaint is not resolved and the customer escalates the issue to PTI Management, which would, eventually be Elise and her team, then they would work with the customer to try to resolve that issue and per the CSC Charter at the same time, the PTI would notify the CSC that an escalation has occurred.

In the meantime, PTI will continue to work with the customer to try to resolve that issue and if the issue is still not resolved at that point in time, then the customer can really choose that they want to trigger mediation. They can also go to the Ombudsman at that point in time if they choose. And then, because the CSC has been notified at that point time, the CSC may also choose to conduct its own review to determine if the issue is a persistent or systemic issue. If the customer triggers mediation, of course that has its own path of mediation and so on and so forth.

From a CSC perspective, if the CSC decides to review the issues to determine if there is a persistent or systemic problem, and if the CSC through that review determines that there is a systemic or persistent problem, then at that point in time, the CSC may trigger to remedial action procedures. So the high level that how the complaint process goes and that’s where the remedial action procedures would come into play. 
So let me stop there and see if there are any questions before we take a look at the remedial action procedures.

BYRON HOLLAND: 
Thanks, Trang. Are there any questions for Trang? None? Kal? Kal, go ahead.

KAL FEHER: 
Just a quick clarification. The folks with PTI notify CSC after a complaint is received and the customers escalated to PTI Management. I assume that something – we simply note that the complaint has been received and there is nothing expected of the CSC or even required of the CSC at that point.

TRANG NGUYEN: 
That’s right, Kal. At that point, it's just a notification that an individual issue has been escalated to the CSC. The CSC as for its charter is not to really get involved with individual complaint. If the issue is still not resolved at that point with PTI Management, then at that point, the customer has the options of either triggering mediation or going to the Ombudsman. And then CSC at that point could also choose to look at that issue to see if it's part of a systemic or persistent problem. But CSC is really not to get involved with individual issue or compliant at this point.

BYRON HOLLAND: 
Thank you. Any other question for Trang on this or comments? Okay, well then maybe try to [inaudible] for my second question and to say you have a sense of a process for us to finalize the remedial action procedure.

TRANG NGUYEN: 
So Byron, the CSC Charter actually already included a draft for remedial action procedures that the CWG has developed. So my recommendation would be for the group to review those draft remedial action procedures and for also PTI Elise's team to review that. And see if you have any questions or if there is any areas that you want to modify in light of now that the transition has happened and the new structures are in place, review those remedial action procedures in light of those new structures to make sure that they still make sense. 

The good thing is there's already a draft of that set of procedures already done, so there is no need to start from scratch. I guess, my suggestion would be for the group, both the CSC and PTI to review the draft remedial action procedures and then perhaps a subsequent call to highlight any sort of questions or areas of concerns that you may see with the draft procedures.

BYRON HOLLAND: 
Okay, thanks. I trust everybody is at least approximately familiar with what's in the Charter. I think we are fortunate CCWG did, I think, a pretty good job on providing guidance on what their remedial action procedure should look like. So we do have to make sure we're comfortable with it. The other thing however is the actual process or logistics and how do we want to go forward with our own communities in terms of any kind of outreach or consultation with our respective communities. 
Bart, go ahead.

BART BOSWINKEL: 
Just one thing, just to ensure you are aware, I think it's either in the ICANN Bylaws or the PTI Bylaws or in the contract that say both the CSC and PTI need to agree to the remedial action procedures. So again, there needs to be a handshake on the process between PTI and again whether this is the Board or PTI or again that’s the [method] for further research. So we'll get back to you on that one as well.

BYRON HOLLAND: 
Okay, so you will come back to us on specifically what the Bylaws for ICANN or PTI say on this specific issue.

TRANG NGUYEN: 
Hi, Byron. Both the contract and the Bylaws and the Charter, actually all three, actually specifically say that PTI and CSC have to agree to the remedial action procedures, so confirming what Bart said.

BYRON HOLLAND: 
Yeah. No, that I get. I guess I'm asking more about specifically the how and the logistics of it. 

TRANG NGUYEN:
Sorry.

BYRON HOLLAND:
So acknowledge that CSC and PTI have to come to terms on it and both agree, absolutely. It is like a clear path on the logistics of how that should happen. And also the level of outreach required to make a change like this. 
If there's anything specific, if there's any guidance, that would be helpful in terms of process. Bart, would you know for a chance if there are any specific requirements articulated in terms of community comment or anything?

BART BOSWINKEL: 
As far as I know, no, because say… Put it this way, the more you deviate from the proposed remedial action procedure, the more outreach effort you will need to do. In principle, this one has been agreed by the community and by the Board because it's directly from the CWG Stewardship proposals, so the one included in the CSC Charter. That's one. 


And secondly, at one point, probably you need to inform and to manage the expectations about the role of the CSC with respect to, first of all, complaints and if and when the remedial action procedure kicks in. 


You do have some time and it would be nice, for example, I guess if the remedial action procedure would be in place or at least accepted by PTI and the CSC before the review starts.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. Thank you, Bart. When I look at the abstract from the charter, I think you're right, Bart, that the community has had a good heart to look at this through the CWG process. But I would also just note that the actual document says this proposal is illustrative of what could be included in the remedial action procedures. 


So, I think I take your point that there's so much discussion about it, but I think we also do have to make sure that we are crisp and the community is satisfied that even if we just did a cut and paste of what's actually here, that there is more to be done in terms of getting the community onboard. 


So, I think this, to me, seems like, what we suggested with the SLE that a small working group to review it and with the benefit of having lived with the transition for some time and having had these calls, etc., and a better appreciation for what the situation is now, I think a small working group to review this and make recommendations to the broader TSC would be helpful. 
Before we go there, Bart, your hand’s up. Go ahead.

BART BOSWINKEL:
Yes. Just to clarify, if you go down the path of this one, it's at least the effort to inform the community is relatively light compared to if you would really deviate from what was proposed. That's the only… what I wanted to suggest, to clarify. It doesn’t mean that you don’t need to do anything, but it makes a difference.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Absolutely. Yes. And just to be clear, I'm not suggesting any particular radical changes, at least not at this point. So, to the members and also liaisons, does that make sense to strike a small working group similar nature to what would be onto the SLEs to review and make a recommendation on this? Jay says yes, Kal says yes, Elaine, yes. 

ELISE GERICH:
May I ask for clarification?

BYRON HOLLAND:
Go ahead.

ELISE GERICH:
The working group is to work on the remediation process that is the draft in the CWG proposal, correct?

BYRON HOLLAND:
Right. Yes. 

ELISE GERICH:
Okay. I just wondered because what we're looking at on the screen is not what's from the draft. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
No, we're talking about the illustrative proposal of what could be included in the remedial action procedure which is one of the addendums to the actual CSC Charter. 

ELISE GERICH:
Okay. Thanks, Byron, because what's being typed into the notes section didn’t identify whether it's the document that we're looking at on our screen or whether it was the one in the charter and I just wanted to be clear which one of the working group is going to work on it.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Yes, not the flowchart on the screen but the table contained in the charter document. 

ERISE GERICH:
Thank you for that clarification. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Yes. To my mind, that would be the starting point and I have no particular reason to think that it may not also be the end point but it's incumbent upon this group now to actually review it and make sure that it either satisfies us at it stands or based on the knowledge that we've gleaned since it was put forward suggesting changes.


So, as far as I've seen, the members are in unanimous agreement that that would be a path forward. And I also see James’s comments, so, yes. And I just want to reiterate, I have no particular feeling on whether it should be changed or not, I just want to make sure that this group with the knowledge that it's acquired since the Transition reviews it and is 100% satisfied with it. 


Bart, last comment before we start to move on?

BART BOSWINKEL:
Yes. Maybe as a suggestion that you invite PTI to do the same thing because the CSC may not find any issues but you got the handshake with the PTI on this one as well. So, maybe as a suggestion that you request PTI do the same thing, look at the remedial action procedure.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Well, we can suggest that to make sure they're comfortable with it. Yes. So, given we're a relatively small group, I would put my hand up to be part of that small working group. And I see that Elise have suggested that she will put herself or somebody forward for that small working group from PTI which would be I think entirely appropriate. And I'll just wait for a second because I see several people are typing. 


Yes, and Kal has made the point about liaisons can participate too. Absolutely. If I sounded like I was not entertaining that that is not how I meant to sound. Liaisons are certainly not only able but invited. 


So, Elaine has put her hand up. Elaine and somebody from PTI and myself can form the basis of that. If there are any other liaisons who would want to jump in and participate and review this, I could also welcome that. You can have the time to think about that and join us. But for now, we'll go with the three of us. And James Gannon, sure. 


Okay. Let's go with the four of us as a small working group. We will take that away to review the table as contained in the CSC Charter and make a recommendation to the broader CSC and we will have to get back here in terms of timing.


Okay. Any other comments on Agenda Item #6?


Okay. Seeing and hearing none, we'll move on. And that is to whether or not we would have some sort of working session tied to the Johannesburg meeting. I think I've noted I'll be the only member actually attending and there will be some of our liaisons. Not everybody but most of the liaisons. 


But we will have actually had our June CSC meeting very shortly before. I'm not sure that a full CSC meeting would be of value at that point but given the working group struck on SLEs and the RAP. Should we use that acronym, the RAP? I think there's probably an opportunity there to perhaps do some work on these two specific issues. 


I would like to hear thoughts from the group. Is there an overwhelming desire to have a full CSC meeting in the Johannesburg or tied to the Johannesburg meeting? 
Elise. Elaine says no. Elise, go ahead. 

ELISE GERICH:
I was responding to the working group, the SLE Working Group. And I was wondering, since neither Kal nor Jay plan to be there in Johannesburg, I'm not sure that that would be the best time for us to have an SLE Working Group meeting. But I'll defer to Kal and Jay. I think we would find it easier to schedule a different time. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. Hold on. One of the beauty of our community, I'm sure you will self-organize the best time. Okay.

ELISE GERICH:
Okay. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
James, your hand is up.

JAMES GANNON:
Thanks. So, super briefly. I agree, I don’t think it's the right timing. And also given that Joburg is the policy forum, I think staff would actually find it increasingly difficult to actually get space for us first on policy activity. I think would be super difficult because we're running into that on other groups I'm in. So, I think it would actually be a huge amount of overhead if we're not very much [inaudible].

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. That would seem to be the feel. No scheduled meeting in Johannesburg. Okay. Fine with me. We'll move on to Agenda Item #8. I know Elaine, you had indicated you had something for AOB. 

ELAINE PRUIS:
Yes, thanks, Byron. We've had a little bit of it with the review of the RAP but I'm just wondering if we have it in our schedule or plan to have the CSC review the charter before the review team tackles that work so that we could inform them of any concerns we have around that.

BYRON HOLLAND:
The CSC Charter itself?

ELAINE PRUIS:
Yes.

BYRON HOLLAND:
That's a good question. And I have to admit, I don’t have it on the work plan right now. But you're absolutely right. My sense is given what we've just agreed to and given the size and the scope of our group here, I would suggest that we're not in a position to run three concurrent work streams. There, I used that word. And given we have two going right now, I think you're absolutely right in terms of timing but I would suggest that it's something that we should put on our medium-term agenda [for after] at least one of these two has come to conclusion. 

ELAINE PRUIS:
Yes, that makes sense. So, maybe we could target August for a working session on a review of the charter and just raising any issues we might want the Charter Review Team to be aware of. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
That seems like a very sensible proposal. Any comments or agree that the goal would be to have a working session or a process on a CSC Charter review commence in August. And Kal is asking what the timing is for the Charter review. 

ELAINE PRUIS:
I have an e-mail. Maybe Bart has a better idea, but I have an e-mail from the Charter Review Team saying that they would kick it off in October. They're going to agree to their terms of review in Johannesburg. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. August should be fine. Okay. Thank you. We'll take that away as an action item for August, the dog days of August. 
Any Other Business? Okay. Seeing or hearing none, then we'll adjourn the meeting. Thank you very much, everybody. I think that was very efficient and very helpful in terms of us going forward. But thanks, all. 

UNIDENTIFIED MALE:
Thank you, Bart.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Talk to you next month. 

UNIDENTIFIED FEMALE:
Thanks, everyone. Bye.
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