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Meeting Summary 

Chair: Jimmy Salinas, SBC Corporation




 
      2:00pm-4:30pm

1) Call to Order 

Jimmy Salinas called the meeting to order at 2:10pm.

2) Attendance Check-in and Introductions

Tim Jeffries performed roll call to establish a Quorum.  There were 8 Interest Segment Representatives and 1 Alternate Representative present.  All participants took the opportunity to introduce themselves.

Jimmy Salinas, ACTA Chair, welcomed two new Representatives to the Council: Ms. Patricia Von Preysing from NEC, as a Primary NEM, and William (“Billy”) Johnson from ITI, as an Alternate TEM.  

3) Agenda Review and Approval

Mr. Salinas introduced the agenda and asked if there were any suggested modifications.  There were none.  John Bipes, OIP Representative, moved to accept the agenda as submitted.  Steve Whitesell, TEM Representative seconded the motion, and it passed unanimously.  

AGREEMENT REACHED: The agenda (ACTA-01-08-16-01) was approved as submitted.  

4) Introduction of Contributions, Numbering, Assignment to Agenda Number  (Contributions will be numbered as follows: ACTA-01-08-16-XX) 

Mr. Salinas introduced contributions and asked for any additional contributions and none were submitted.  The Chair then went through the numbering sequence and introduced all contributions and matched them with agenda topics.  Please note that all contributions are available on the ACTA Web site at http://www.part68.org/records.htm.  Contributions were submitted and numbered as follows:

	Number
	Contribution

	ACTA-01-08-16-01
	Agenda

	ACTA-01-08-16-02
	July 11 Meeting Summary

	ACTA-01-08-16-03
	July 18 Meeting Summary

	ACTA-01-08-16-04
	July 25 Meeting Summary

	ACTA-01-08-16-05
	TR45 Invitation

	ACTA-01-08-16-06
	Guidelines & Procedures Draft 1.1b

	ACTA-01-08-16-07
	ACTA Filing Issues


5) Review and Approve July 11th, 18th, and 25th Meeting Summaries

Jimmy Salinas introduced the meeting Summary from the July 11, 2001 meeting.  He asked for any modifications, there were none.  Beth Wilson, OIP Representative, moved to accept the notes as written, Chuck Bailey, LEC Representative, seconded.  The meeting summary was approved unanimously as submitted.

AGREEMENT REACHED: The Meeting Summary from July 11, 2001 was approved as submitted. 

Jimmy Salinas introduced the meeting Summary from the July 18, 2001 meeting.  He asked for any modifications, there were none.  Maurice Levitt, NEM Representative, moved to accept the notes as written, Pat Von Preysing, NEM Representative, seconded.  The meeting summary was approved unanimously as submitted.

AGREEMENT REACHED: The Meeting Summary from July 18, 2001 was approved as submitted.

Jimmy Salinas introduced the meeting Summary from the July 25, 2001 meeting.  He asked for any modifications, there were none.  Mr. Whitesell moved to accept the notes as written, Mr. Levitt seconded.  The meeting summary was approved as submitted with two abstentions.

AGREEMENT REACHED: The Meeting Summary from July 25, 2001 was approved as submitted.

6) Reports

a) Liability & Legal Issues 
Tim Jeffries, ACTA Director, noted that ATIS is making progress on investigating the Board Room Plus insurance policy pursuant to Action Item #2 from July 11, 2001. ATIS is currently completing an application to get an estimated premium for the Council. Mr. Jeffries explained that premiums are based upon revenue, and since ACTA has just begun to collect revenue, there has been an obstacle in obtaining an estimated premium.  He proposed that once an estimate was received, an executive session be called to review the estimate and decide the feasibility of the insurance.  Mr. Jeffries noted that ATIS would take no action on a policy until instructed to do so by the Council.

Mr. Bipes moved that the ACTA accept the recommendation that there be an executive session at the October 3, 2001 face-to-face meeting to discuss premiums for insurance.  Mr. Bailey seconded.  The motion was approved unanimously.

AGREEMENT REACHED: There will be an Executive Session at the October 3, 2001 face-to-face meeting to discuss insurance options as presented by ATIS pursuant to Action Item #2 from the July 11, 2001 ACTA Meeting.

b) Terminal Equipment Filings

Mr. Jeffries introduced Contribution ACTA-01-08-16-07, which identifies several filing issues for ACTA.  Mr. Salinas noted that ACTA would vote on these issues on a line-item basis instead of voting on the document as a whole.  

(PLEASE NOTE THAT DUE TO A TECHNICAL PROBLEM WITH RAPIDTEXT, BETH WILSON WAS UNABLE TO PARTICIPATE AT THIS POINT.)

FCC vs. ACTA Product Label

A Council Member asked why there was an interest in removing the Grantee’s name from the filings.  Another Council Member noted that it could be a “re-brander” that would not wish to have another company’s name on the application, and the other issue is that it would take up space.  A Council Member noted that there is a new ACTA-adopted labeling scheme that does not require the manufacturer’s name to be on the product.  Instead, there is a number that can be entered into the database to find more information about the manufacturer and grantee.

Mr. Whitesell moved to accept the proposal as written in Contribution-01-08-16-07.  Clint Pinkham, TEM Representative, seconded the motion.  The motion passed with one abstention.  

AGREEMENT REACHED: Products registered/approved under the FCC approval structure should continue to comply with all the requirements pertaining to its approval; including product-labeling requirements.  Product-label information can be changed to the ACTA-adopted labeling scheme (which grants parties greater flexibility in the product-label information) by filing a re-approval notice.  

Use of TCB Codes

The definition and continued use of previously assigned TCB codes were discussed.  In the near-term, use of the currently assigned codes must continue to ensure cross compatibility between ACTA’s and the FCC’s database.  Going forward, efforts will be initiated to align the codes with those assigned by the FCC OET and/or TCB Council. 

Mr. Cliff Chamney moved to accept accept the recommendation as issued. Clint Pinkham seconded the Motion. The motion passed with one abstention. 

AGREEMENT REACHED: Use of the TCB codes currently assigned must continue to ensure that the ACTA and FCC databases remain alike, as the FCC is continually providing updates to the central database during this transitional period.  Going forward, efforts to align TCB codes with those assigned by the FCC OET and/or TCB Council should be initiated.  TCB codes are used to link a TCB to its database entries.  A list of codes is available on request.

Continuing Compliance Requirements

Several Council Members expressed their concern about the removal of the continuing compliance requirements. A Council Member recommended that ACTA continue this process as previously performed by the FCC. A Council Member noted that the only requirement included in the FCC Report & Order (R&O) was that the product continue to comply, but that the R&O did not specify an oversight method. 

A Council Member noted that it is the responsible party’s responsibility to comply and to continue to comply.  The method is left up to the responsible party and is purposely not detailed in the R&O.  John Bipes commented that the FCC did not traditionally require submission of information for continuing compliance and asked that the statement be removed from the recommendation.

Mr. Pinkham moved that the recommendation be approved as edited by John Bipes.  Mr. Bipes seconded the motion.  The motion passed with one abstention. 

AGREEMENT REACHED: Responsible Parties must retain all relevant test results, test procedures, and quality control documentation necessary to demonstrate (for enforcement purposes) that the terminal equipment complies, and will continue to comply, with all relevant FCC Part 68 Rules and ACTA-adopted technical criteria.  Such information has always been kept on file for reference, not routinely submitted.

PLEASE NOTE THAT THE TECHNICAL DIFFICULTIES WITH RAPIDTEXT WERE RESOLVED AT THIS POINT, AND BETH WILSON WAS ABLE TO FULLY PARTICIPATE.

ACTA Fees Payable by credit card

Tim Jeffries noted that credit card payments are easier for many companies but that ACTA should not accept credit card payment until such a point that web-based filings are implemented.  He noted that credit card companies retain 4-5% of the amount charged, and ACTA’s budget could not absorb this cost at this time.

A Council Member asked when the web-based filing would begin.  Mr. Jeffries noted that he hoped to have it available at the end of the 4Q2001.  The Council Member asked whether we could adjust the fee accordingly to absorb the cost of the fee payment.  Another Council Member noted that changing the fee at this point would be cumbersome and confusing.  

Mr. Bailey moved that ACTA accept the recommendation with the understanding that the web-based filing, and credit card payment method, would be available by the end of 2001.  John Balinski, OIP Alternate Representative, seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously

Agreement Reached: While electronic payment will be available once web-based filings are implemented, in the interim, payment should be by check.  Credit card companies typically retain 4-5% of the amount charged for processing whereby placing a (avoidable) financial burden on ACTA.  An alternative method of payment, until such time that the ACTA Funding Working Group devises other alternatives, is bank-to-bank electronic transfers.  Parties wishing to pursue this method can contact the ACTA Secretariat for account-routing information.  Parties using this service must pay for the service (i.e., ~$12 transfer fee).  This agreement was made with the understanding that web-based filing would be available by December 31, 2001.

Authorized US Service Center

Mr. Jeffries noted that he had received a question with regards to US Service Centers and responsible parties.  A Council Member noted that the recommendation offered by Mr. Jeffries makes no changes to the rules as written.  A Council Member expressed concern that the recommendation as written does not fully explain the issue.

There was discussion as to whether the US Service Center should be assigned by the manufacturer or the responsible party.  A Council Member noted that the issue of the US Service Center is quite complicated and a simple statement may not cover all issues involved.

Mr. Chamney moved to accept the recommendation with modifications, Mr. Pinkham seconded.  The motion passed unanimously.

Agreement Reached: While a Responsible Party is not required to directly control or maintain a US Service Center, identification of a Service Center for the product is required.  

Modifications and Notices of Change on Previously Registered Products

Mr. Jeffries noted that he has received several questions on modifications and notices of change for previously registered products.

A Council Member noted that he agreed with the indemnification policy, but has some concerns about doing away with the classifications in the database as recommended.  The last paragraph of the recommendation was removed.

Mr. Whitesell moved to accept the first two paragraphs of the recommendation and to strike the third paragraph. Mr. Pinkham seconded. The motion passed unanimously.

Agreement Reached: Parties modifying and/or expanding the registration ‘umbrella’ of previously approved products shall declare (via the SDoC method) or have a TCB certify that the products comply with the relevant Part 68 rules and/or ACTA-adopted technical criteria.  Parties utilizing the SDoC method must provide the SDoC with the modified and/or additional products, in accordance with the FCC R&O.  

Additionally, the Indemnification & Liability statement is deemed a ‘blanket’ requirement and, as such, must be included with all filings submitted to ACTA, unless otherwise noted.  

Point of Contact for SDO and TCB Council

Mr. Jeffries explained that technical inquiries must be submitted to the SDO or TCB, as instructed in the FCC R&O.  Accordingly, a point of contact needs to be established to ensure that questions are answered.  He noted that the same holds true for the TCB Council as well. 

Dan Bart noted that the recommendation as written requires that the contact information be in the specification and suggested that the parenthetical be removed.

Mr. Whitesell moved to accept the recommendation as modified on this issue.  Mr. Bipes seconded.  The motion passed unanimously.

Agreement Reached: SDOs submitting technical criteria to ACTA should provide instructions on where to submit (i.e., email) technical inquiries.  This information should also be posted on ACTA’s website.  A point of contact, in addition to a website address, for the TCB Council should also be established and posted.  

7) Database Working Group 

This item was not addressed due to insufficient time.

8) ACTA Guidelines & Procedures for TTE submissions, Draft Rev 1.1 

This item was not addressed due to insufficient time.

9) Work Items

This item was not addressed due to insufficient time.

10) ACTA Correspondence

a) ACTA vacancies 

Megan Hayes, ACTA Secretariat, noted that elections were held to fill the Primary NEM Interest Segment Representative and the Alternate TEM Interest Segment Representative seats.  She also noted that several seats have yet to be filled, including, IXC Primary and Alternate, LAB Alternate, and NEM Alternate.  Questions regarding nominations for ACTA should be addressed to Ms. Hayes at acta@atis.org.

b) ACTA/SDO Meeting Co-location 

Steve Whitesell introduced Contribution ACTA-01-08-16-05, which is an invitation for ACTA to co-locate with TR41 and T1E1.  There was discussion as to the feasibility of such a meeting.  Due to time constraints, it was agreed to table this topic until the September 19, 2001 Virtual Meeting.

11) Draft Statement of Work re: ACTA Secretarial Support 

This item was not addressed due to insufficient time.

12) Next Meeting

a) September 19th – Virtual Meeting 

b) October 3rd – Face-to-Face with housekeeping executive session for the morning of this meeting.  

13) Adjournment 

Jimmy Salinas adjourned the meeting at 4:40pm.

Administrative Council for Terminal Attachments (ACTA)


August 16, 2001


Virtual meeting




















