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Abstract

[Minutes of the RR-TAG conference call meeting on 12, 14 August 2013]
These are the minutes of IEEE 802.18 Telephone Conference Call held on 12, 14 August 2013.
The teleconference was called to review and revise the draft submission in support of the IEEE USA petition for rules above 95GHz.  Also to prepare a response to revision of Part 15 rules regarding operation in the 57-64 GHz Band.  The original meeting call was sent out by the Chair on 31 July 2013 and the agenda was posted by the Vice Chair on 08 August 2013.
Monday, 12 August 2013
1. The Vice Chair called the meeting to order at 10:06 AM CDT.

2. The Vice Chair asked attendees to email the Chair and Vice Chair their name and affiliation to establish attendance.

3. The Vice Chair verified that a quorum was met, of 5 voting members. 

4. The IEEE 802 patent policy and all standard meeting policies were in effect. 
5. The Vice Chair displayed the agenda, 18-13/0094r00, and asked if there were any changes to the agenda.
a. Review, revise Draft submission to the FCC in support of the IEEE USA petition for rules above 95 GHz, 18-13/90r1.
b. Prepare a response to Revision of Part 15 of the Commission's Rules Regarding Operation in the 57-64 GHz Band, to be considered at the August 9, 2013, Open Commission Meeting.
c. Adjourn meeting.
6. The Chair asked if there were any objections to approving the agenda 18-13/0094r00. Hearing no objections, the agenda was approved by unanimous consent.
7. Actually the R&O for 60 GHz Part 15 rule updates was just released the end of last week.  The Vice Chair shared the summary of the R&O.
a. The Vice-Chair noted this is an Order and will go into effect when published in the National Register. 
b. Peter Ecclesine commented that the order discussed about the power levels and gain and bandwidth of antennas, and how they will work fine for short range point to point in adverse weather.
c. Vijay Auluck noted the only change since earlier is clarity on the EIRP power levels, e.g. considering outdoor; and also the removal of the ID.  There was no requirement for an ID before, so not an issue.

d. The Vice-Chair asked if there were any concerns with what the R&O and what was shared today, should we consider any response?   No one noted any concerns. 

8. For the supporting response of the IEEE SA petition for rules > 95 GHz, it was learned after the Geneva Plenary the petition was never ECFS filed with the FCC.  

a. This was noted when trying to file our response approved in Geneva when looking for a filing number in the ECFS (Electronic Comment Filing System), there was no submittal.  

b. With this, the supporting comments, 18-13/90r1, by IEEE 802, were never filed. 

c. We were looking for Mike Marcus and he was not on the call, as he may have some current status on this matter, he was the one the delivered the petition to the FCC. 

9. Back on the 60GHz R&O, it does quote IEEE several times; WirelessHD Consuortium used the IEEE 802.15 3c-2009 standard, several comments from IEEE 802.18, and a reference to IEEE 802.11ad (known at WiGig).

a. The R&O was posted to the 802.18 Mentor site as:  18-13/101r0 

10. The Vice-Chair suggested we recess the meeting and he will try to find out from MikeM or Dan Lubar on status of the >95 GHz petition.

a. Also this will give the group a chance to look over the 60GHz R&O more.  

11. The teleconference was recessed at 08:20 AM PDT until Wednesday, 14 August 2013 at 08:00 AM PDT. 
Wednesday, 14 August 2013

12. The Vice-Chair reconvened the meeting at 08:10 AM PDT, Wednesday, 14 August 2013. 
13. The Vice Chair asked attendees to email the Chair and Vice Chair their name and affiliation to establish attendance.

14. The Vice Chair verified that a quorum was not met at the beginning of the meeting

a. By the close of the meeting there was a quorum. 
15. The IEEE 802 patent policy and all standard meeting policies are in effect. 

16. The Vice Chair displayed the agenda, 18-13/94r2, and asked if there were any changes to the agenda.

a. Review, revise Draft submission to the FCC in support of the IEEE USA petition for rules above 95 GHz, 18-13/90r1.
b. Prepare thank you response to Revision of Part 15 of the Commission's Rules Regarding Operation in the 57-64 GHz Band, to be considered at the August 9, 2013, Open Commission Meeting. 18-13/101r0.
c. Adjourn meeting.
17. The Chair asked if there were any objections to approving the agenda 18-13/94r2. Hearing no objections, the agenda was approved by unanimous consent.

18. The Vice-Chair opened the discussion about the IEEE-USA petition for rules > 95 GHz. 
a. Dan Lubar brought up the point this is a petition for a Declaratory ruling from IEEE-USA, supporting innovations.  

i. Generally with supporting innovations, as in this case, no one would disagree.
b. From IEEE-USA’s view, the commission is looking forward and getting people to be aware regulation will be needed for these higher frequencies. 

i. This may be more transparent to the commission, as this higher spectrum is not brought up very often.

19. From our understanding there is no docket or RM # for tracking this matter at the FCC. 
a. Mike Marcus had hand carried the petition from the IEEE-USA Mentor site into the FCC offices, on 01 July 2013. 
20. The discussion continued that a request for a declaratory ruling is not a petition for rule making.  
21. 18-13/55 rev 2 is the document we are talking about for the 18 Mentor site.

a. It turns out this was not the latest or what Mike Marcus hand carried into the commission on 01 July 2013. 
b. Dan Lubar will send to John Notror the link to the IEEE-USA document.

i. He had also sent out on 05 July 2013 an email to the RRTAG with the link to IEEE-USA’s petition available at:

http://www.ieeeusa.org/policy/documents/FCCPetitionJuly2013.pdf.

22. We discussed how the FCC process maybe working in this case.  Is there an internal submission process, why there is no external number available?  No one was sure how this works and how it is tracked.  
a. As we understand, Mike Marcus handed the document to an assistant for Commissioner Pai.  Then did they scan it into the system, or what? 
b. For the discussion, this is a fully approved petition by IEEE USA for public exposure. 
c. Thinking here was an RM number should be assigned to the hand delivered petitions.

d. Dan suggested we could have a meeting with the commission and ask about how to handle this situation.  
i. For example, IEEE 802 could reach out to the OET and explain the situation that the petition is there and how to reference it. 

23. Then Paul Nikolich brought up a point that he, Mike Marcus and Mike Lynch had a call earlier discussing the RRTAG 802-18/90 rev1 document supporting the IEEEE-USA petition.

a. The outcome of that call was the 802-18 support document was not addressing directly Mike Marcus’s points in the petition and requests. 
b. Paul N. sent John N. a copy of the 802-18 document that Mike Marcus edited and modified. 

c. The RRTAG will need to figure when the updates can be reviewed for a new revision to the 802-18/90 supporting document. 
i. Dan Lubar commented he will be at the commission in the next month, and could hand deliver the support document, an option anyway. 
ii. In the meantime he can ask the commission over the next few weeks on how this could be done, and on the situation / questions we have in general.
24. Vijay Auluck had a procedure question on why do we need to talk to the commission directly, can’t we just send it in, and reference the IEEE-USA petition? 
a. Looks like the commission doesn’t have a clean process for walk in with a new submissions. 
b. For us to submit we could address the original meeting of Mike M. with Commissioner Pai’s assistant on 01 July 2013. 
c. It was mentioned for clarity, this was not an ex parte since there was not an open proceeding.
25. John N. brought up we have an approved document, already through the EC, what can be done with it?
a. We discussed and Dan needs to validate if there is or is not an RM or tracking #?  

i. And will start to work the FCC to get a reference number or way to track it

b. Paul N. suggested we should look at the edits to the 802-18 supporting document and do a new version. 

i. Yes, it would have to go through the whole approval process which can be painful. 
26. So the plan: 

a. First is Dan Lubar will work on a reference/tracking number or how to link the 802 comments to the petition from the IEEE-USA that was hand delivered.
i. We need to keep in mind it may be after Labor Day, after the FCC is back. 
ii. He will send an email to the 802-18 reflector group with his results. 
b. Second – The RRTAG 802-18 will then convene in a teleconference or in Nanjing, and review the updates to the supporting 802-18/90 supporting document. 
c. Third is file the updated IEEE 802 reply. 

i. There was a discussion that there is no hard deadline, we just need to keep the activity going.  

27. Now onto the other agenda item on the 60GHz Report and Order, 18-13/101r0.
a. The proposal in this meeting was that nothing is needed to be done by the RRTAG. 
b. The order does reference the RRTAG’s comments in several places, e.g. indoor and outdoor use. 
i. This was the RRTAG’s comments:  18-07-0082-01-0000-d1-et-07-113-nprm.doc; 18-07/82r1; Amendment of Part 15 Rules for License-Exempt 57-64 GHz Band.
c. John spoke to there was some activity by IEEE 802-15 also before. 
d. In the end the consensus was to support the proposal and the RRTAG does not need to respond to the order.  

28. At this point Peter Ecclesine asked if the RRTAG is planning any courtesy visits to the FCC, e.g. the OET, on an ongoing basis.
a. This is to stay in touch with the FCC on what IEEE 802 is doing, maybe learn from the FCC what they are doing etc. 

b. At this time the RRTAG has not received any requests for this type of courtesy visits. 

c. Paul N. commented this does sound like a good idea.  

d. Peter brought up an example of the 802-11 SRC activity that would be a good discussion point in a visit like this.  Dan L. also brought up an example. 

e. John Notor will add this discussion point to the agenda for Nanjing Interim Meeting coming up, about if and how the RRTAG would do ongoing courtesy visits with the FCC. 
29. Last point brought up is that Dan and Peter are both visiting the FCC in the next weeks and could bring up things from others if appropriate.  Just let them know. 
30. At this point the agenda items have been satisfied and it was agreed upon the Friday portion of this meeting will not be necessary.  The Vice-Chair will send out a notice about no meeting this Friday. 

31. The Vice-Chair adjourned the meeting at 08:55 AM PDT Wednesday, 12 June, 2013. 
Meeting Attendance:

	Name
	Affiliation
	Email Address
	

	Voters
	
	
	

	   John Notor
	Notor Research
	gnu@notor.com
	Mon / Wed

	   Jay Holcomb
	Itron
	jay.holcomb@itron.com
	Mon / Wed

	   Vijay Auluck
	Intel
	vijay.auluck@intel.com
	Mon / Wed

	   Jim Ragsdale
	Ericsson
	jim.ragsdale@ericsson.com
	Mon 

	   Peter Ecclesine
	Cisco
	pecclesi@cisco.com
	Mon / Wed

	   Paul Nikolich
	Self, YAS BBF LLC, Intel, Samsung, Silver Spring Networks
	paul.nikolich@att.net 
	Wed

	   Dan Lubar
	Relay Services
	dlubar@ieee.org 
	Wed


RR-TAG Minutes 12, 14 August 2013 Teleconference       page 5 of 6              
Jay Holcomb

