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IMSI Oversight Council (IOC)

Virtual Meeting 

12/19/11
2 PM to 4 PM ET
MEETING SUMMARY (IOC/11-12-19.06)
The meeting was held on December 19, 2011. IMSI Oversight Council (IOC) Chair, Adam Newman, called the meeting to order.  Points Noted, Agreements Reached and Action Items of the meeting follow. “Points Noted” are generally suggestions, comments and/or concerns expressed by participants. Points Noted should not necessarily be construed to be definitive statements of fact or legal conclusions.
WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS

The Chair welcomed the participants to the meeting and the participants introduced themselves.
	Last Name
	First Name
	Company/Organization

	Lind
	Steve
	AT&T

	Savitz
	Paul
	ATIS

	Emard
	Jean-Paul
	ATIS

	McGinniss
	Dave
	Clearwire

	Ghaffari
	Behzad
	FCC

	Safavian
	Rasoul
	FCC

	Didier
	Rob
	Motorola

	Scribano
	Gino
	Motorola

	Bratcher
	Jeff
	PSCR (Public Safety Communications Research)

	Thiessen
	Andrew
	PSCR (Public Safety Communications Research)

	Pilley
	Glenn
	SAIC Canada

	
	
	

	Riepenkroger
	Karen
	Sprint

	Cole
	Cynthia
	State of Texas DPS

	McEwen
	Harlin
	PSST

	Miller
	Anna
	T-Mobile

	Newman
	Adam
	Telcordia

	
	
	


REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA

The Chair presented the agenda (IOC-11-12-19.01). The agenda was approved without modification.  
Review action items

1. The IOC Chair will bring in a draft recommendation for a single MNC at the next meeting.
Status: Done (a full recommendation was not drafted, but an outline was drafted for discussion at this meeting)
2. The IOC Chair will bring in a proposed issue to work assignment of a single MNC for public safety into the IMSI Administration Guidelines.
Status: Done
3. The IMSI-A will bring in a suggested path forward for reserving an MNC for future public safety assignment.
Status: Done
4. The Administrator will notify the IOC of the virtual meetings on December 19, 2011, 2-4 PM ET; January 3, 2012, 2-4 PM ET; and January 17, 2012, 2-4 PM ET.

Status: Done
NEW ISSUES

· IOC-11-12-19.02: Add Language to IMSI Administration Guidelines to Allow for Reservation of Codes
Points Noted:
5. Adam Newman (Telcordia) reviewed the proposed issue.
6. It was asked whether a code could exist indefinitely in the reserved or pending state, or whether it would have to be assigned. It was responded that this will have to be discussed during the issue discussion.

7. It was asked whether the resolution of this issue would require changes to the main body of the Guidelines, or whether it would only require an annex. It was responded that if reservations are part of the core process of IMSI-A, then any changes would likely appear in the main body of the Guidelines. However, it was noted that this will be decided during issue discussion.
8. It was asked whether to accept the new proposed issue; there were no objections.

Agreement Reached:
9. It was agreed to accept the new proposed issue IOC-11-12-19.02: Add Language to IMSI Administration Guidelines to Allow for Reservation of Codes.
Points Noted:
10. It was asked whether there are any other entities besides public safety that are interested in reserved MNCs. It was suggested that, given that this issue has not arisen before, it may be best to treat this as a stand-alone case, and leave the main body of the Guidelines alone.

· IOC-11-12-19.03: Add an Addendum or Language to IMSI Administration Guidelines to Allow for an MNC to be designated/assigned to Public Safety network for sub-assignments by public safety.
Points Noted:
11. Mr. Newman reviewed the proposed issue.

12. It was asked whether the entities applying on behalf of another party are already enabled, and it was responded that this may have to be addressed in the Appendix (who is the responsible party, how the IMSI-A learns of said party, and how the MNC assignee’s responsibilities are addressed, given that they are outside the regular Guidelines).

13. The term “designated” in the issue statement was explained, and it was noted that a distinction could be made between “assigned,” “reserved,” and “designated.” It was noted that the latter two terms would have to be defined further. It was also noted that “designated” could be more amorphous than “assigned,” because “assigned” means that an MNC is associated with a specific entity, whereas “designated” merely implies a general purpose for the MNC.

14. It was asked whether to accept the new proposed issue; there were no objections.

Agreement Reached:
15. It was agreed to accept the new proposed issue IOC-11-12-19.03: Add an Addendum or Language to IMSI Administration Guidelines to Allow for an MNC to be designated/assigned to Public Safety network for sub-assignments by public safety.
NEW CONTRIBUTIONS

· IOC-11-12-19.04: Draft Addendum text (related to IOC-11-12-19.03)
Points Noted:
16. Andrew Thiessen (PSCR) reviewed the contribution. It was noted that an HNI would be designated for public safety at large, not assigned to a specific entity. It was also noted that if no one entity was assigned the HNI, then the maintenance fees should be waived.

17. A participant asked why every public safety operator would have to submit a Form A, and it was responded that authorized waiver recipients have to go through a specific process with the FCC to deploy their networks and use an HNI. It was suggested that sub-assignment, though beyond the scope of the IOC, might be a better process than requiring the Form A, but it was responded that this would be harder and slower to implement. Using the Form A, the IMSI-A would be able to review applications for use of the single HNI. It was suggested that this could place too great a burden on the IMSI-A if there is a large number of applications, and it was responded that other solutions are welcome, if they can be found. It was noted that although exact predictions cannot be made, it is not anticipated that applications would number in the hundreds.

18. It was suggested that it would be faster to add an annex than to modify the main body text of the Guidelines.

19. It was noted that since the subassignments are being managed outside of the Guidelines, then managing the individual users would not be desirable.

20. It was discussed whether there should be a section of the Guidelines that discusses communication between the FCC and the IMSI-A to determine if an applicant is authorized by the FCC and therefore should be approved by the IMSI-A. The current draft addendum text leaves this communication vague, but it was suggested that the IMSI-A would need specific guidance for when to approve an application.
21. It was asked whether this “designation” is analogous to the FCC’s treatment of N11 codes. It was responded that Parts 3 and 4 of the contribution might be eliminated.

22. It was discussed whether users of the Guidelines might not understand the need for coordination in the use of MNCs, and whether double assignments might occur (there could be overlap in the assigned values of mobile station identifier codes). It was suggested that having applicants file evidence of authorization from the FCC would help prevent double assignments.
23. It was noted that the IOC would not track subassignments, as agreed on the previous call. They would therefore be handled by a third party. Each subassigned use of the HNI would not require coordination with the IMSI-A.
24. It was asked whether an applicant would have to come to the IMSI-A before being allowed to participate in a given sub-block. It was responded that this will be discussed further.
25. It was suggested to add a requirement that applicants include some material in their applications to the IMSI-A. In this case, there would have to be a fee to cover the administrative costs to the IMSI-A.

26. It was asked if there has to be an application to the IMSI-A if the FCC has ordered the designation. It was also asked who assumes the HNI assignee responsibilities, for efficient management (section 7)? It was responded that these questions would have to be answered in any amendment to the Guidelines.
27. It was suggested that new draft text will be crafted for the next IOC meeting, laying out each potential path forward. These two paths will be reviewed at the next IOC meeting.

Action Item:
28. Andrew Thiessen will draft a revised contribution for issue 11-12-19.03 (including reservation concepts from 11-12-19.02), to be discussed on the next IOC call.

Other Business

· Outline of draft recommendation to FCC
Points Noted:
29. Mr. Newman reviewed the outline, noting that revisions may be made in light of today’s discussion, and based on the input from the next IOC meeting as well.
30. It was noted that the behavior of a 3rd party entity managing subassignments will be determined after further discussion of pending issues.

· Future Meetings
Points Noted: 

31. It was noted that meetings have been scheduled for January 3, 2012, 2-4 PM ET; and January 17, 2012, 2-4 PM ET. 

Adjourn
