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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A study has been conducted into the adversarial positions taken by the
telephone companies and non-carriers, relative to each other, on -the
adoption of TAPAC Certlflcatlon Standard CS-03.

The furor which has been evident both in TAPAC and recent CRTC héarings,
centres almost entirely around the Canadian proposal to include, in CS- 03,
more protection than is provided in the FCC Part 68 Regulations.

The dlsagreement is more one of principle, with the non-carriers contend-
ing that there is no need to provide greater network protection in Canada
than the FCC standards now provide in the U.S.A.

The carriers on the other hand .contend that the U.S. standards do not go

far enough, because although telephone terminals registered with FCC may,
and probably do meet CS-03 requirements,. there is no compulsion in the U.S.
program to demonstrate it through testing.

From an economic impact point of view this whole issue might be described as
a tempest in a teacup with neithe: side putting forth substantial evidence
of economic harm.

There is.a general consensus that first party (the buyer of terminal equipment)
does not warrant protection through federally controlled standards. Ontario

in partlcular sees this as a consumer protection issue which is under provincial,
not federal jurisdiction. At least one party has suggested that called(second)
party protection may also be a matter not under federal jurisdiction.

Almost all parties favour and will support Canadian network protection standards,
controlled by Canada. There is no support, however, for viewing stringent
Canadian standards as a means of protecting Canadian industry. There is little,
if any, fear that distinctive Canadian standards will inhibit- industry from
participating in other world markets, since a multlpllclty of standards are
already in existence internationally.

There is no question among the various parties, that C&nadlan Standards under
TAPAC should apply. :

Given then that the three sets of standards in CRTC Decisions 80-13 and 81-23
are  C5-03, FCC Part 68 and Telephone Company standards, it appears that CS-03

‘could become acceptable to the non-carriers, as the exclusive Canadian standard

if the called party protection clauses were relegated to non-mandatory status.

CS~03 would then be approx1mately equivalent in Lechnlcal content at least, to
FCC Part 68,

ES-1




. *

Acceptance or rejection of CS~03 as the appropriate standard could

1.

ES~2

" depend on exercising one of the following options.

Delete the requirements for protection against ecalled party harm
until evidence, derived from experience, indicates a need to impose
them.

Seek legal opinion regarding the possibility that "called party"
protection is a consumer matter not under federal jurisdiction.

Classify called party protection requirements in CS-03 as desirable
rather than mandatory. Certified equipment would be placed in one
of four classes depending on the degree to which compliance'with
the desirable characteristics has or has not been demonstrated.

Implement CS~03 exactly as it has been issued, with the expectation
that there will be initial protests from the non~carriers but that
the protests will eventually subside.
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NETWORK HARM DEFINITION
TA2LED IN TASK FORCE C BY
BELL CANADA. SUPPCRTED BY
B.C. TELEPHONE

NATIONAL ACADEMY
OF SCIENCES

FEDERAL -
COMMUNICAT IONS

COMMISSION

COMPONENTS OF NETWORK HARM IN THE
CANADIAN CONTEXT PER H. DULMAGE

1. Electrical enerqgy

g which is hazardous
- to the public and
= Bell Canada person=—
= nel 4

I

2. Damage to network
components by
electrical energy
or improper con-
nections

3. Interference with
normal functioning
of network eguipment

4. Degradatidn of
service to others

SNOTILINIAHA WMVYH HYOMLHN -

a} Voltage dangerous
to human life

b) Signals of excess-
ive amplitude or
or improper
spectrum

¢) Improper line
balance

d) Improper control
signals '

Electrical hazards

to telephone  company
personnel, damage to
telephone company
equipment, malfunction
of telephone company
billing equipment,
and degradation of
service to persons
other than the user
of the subject equip-
ment, his calling or
called party

1. Actual Damage, Interference
_or Hazards

a) Electrical or mechanical
- damage to network com-—
ponents

b} Interference, which
prevents the network
from performing its
norrmal functions

c) Hazards to personnel
2., Negative Administrative and/or

Economic Effects on the Common
Carriers .

a) Nuisance complaints
arising from CPE

b) Fraud arising from
incompatibility with
billing equipment

3. ‘Degradation of Quality Service

a) Perceptible to owners/users
(first or calling party)
of CPE :

b) Perceptible to (second)
party called from CPE

¢) Perceptible to third parties
(not directly involved in a
call)

d) JImperceptible to calling
parties




INTRODUCTION

This study of "Network Harm" has been conducted by Harry Dulmage Associates
Limited (HDAL) on behalf of the Structures and Services Directorate, National
Telecommunications Branch, Department of Communications (DOC).

The terms of reference for the study are included in Appendix "A". The prime

objective is to provide the DOC with a range of policy options which will en- |
able the Minister to provide an informed response to possible future represent-—
ations on network. harm which may arise from CRTC rulings.

The main thrust of this study, rather than being a re-examination of technical
standards, has been to examine the conflicting points of view concerning network’
harm, and to attempt to determine the underlying motivations that have given rise
to them. "

In carrying out the study, an examination has been r.ade of the transcripts of

the CRTC hearings, and of TAPAC minutes. Eleven separate interviews were
conducted with some of “the key participants in the CRTC hearings representing

the common carriers, government, consumers and industry, as well as New York
state Public Service Commission and the Common Carrier Bureau of the Federal
Communications Commission (FCC) bf the U.S.A.

Other issues which have surfaced, beyond the scope ol this study may warrant

further examination by the DOC. They are listed in Appendix "F".

PROBLEM

The divergent views of the common carriers and industry concerning network harm,
which have been expressed in terms of technical standards appropriate to the
Canadian Terminal Attachment Program, appear, on the surface, to be unreconcil-
able. The TAPAC program, and more recently, the CRTC hearings have served to
bring these conflicting views into focus. What appeared-initially to be a
disagreement on mere technical standards has turned out to be a fundamental

- disagreement on the role of the government or its regulatorv agency in the form-

ation and application of publlc policy.

FACTORS

Network Harm

There is no single definition of network harm. Table I lists four versioms.

The major part of each are the same, but in the Canadian context, some elements
have been included by the carriers which others have labelled as "performance
requirements" rather than "harms". :

‘In the CRTC hearings, frequent reference was made to first party, second party
and third party. Table II provides definitions and a graphical illustration of
the three parties. ‘ :

_ . v
Table III lists a nunber of.factors related to the network harm issue.
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I - lst party harm
IL - 2nd party harm
III - 3rd party harm

-
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First Party — Where degradation of service is caused by customer provided
terminal equipment {(CPE). The first party is the customer whose own

equipment is the cause of the service impairmentl5,

Second Party.— A customer who is in direct connection (being called*) with
the customer whose terminals are the cause of sexvice impairmentls._

Third Party — All other users of the network who are neither}S calling nox

are called by the party causing the problem.

*Although the definition of second party adopted by TAPAC is the "éalled" party,
Bell's Memorandum of Evidencel® also referred to a “calling” second party.

TABLE II - 18T, 2ND AND 3RD PARTY DEFINITIONS - TAPAC




Although there is some disagreement about the degree of protection required
for third parties, the polarization of positions centres mainly around second
party harm. The controversy embraces three main characteristics of the
customer provided telephone which are elaborated in Appendix "D". In non-
technical terms they relate to -

1. Defective dlals or touch-tone pads, and ringers which do not
work properly.

2. Receivers and transmitters which distort or inadequately reproduce
the voice message.

3. Electrical balance characteristics which might give rise to excessive
noise, such as background hum, on the line during a conversation.

Divergent Viewpoints in TAPAC

,Task Force C was formed to draft network standards, designated CS-03, for
‘equipment which can dial other subscribers. Disagreement on the scope of these

standards has been present from the start. In a letter to the TAPAC Committee
Chairman, dated December 3, 1979, CBEMA™ drew attention to three major concerns
surrounding the Terminal Attachment Program and requested a re-evaluation of the
program. "Unnecessarily stringent and overly comprehensive specifications which
are being imposed on the program by the telephone -:ompanies" was one of the
concerns highlighted. The Canadian Manufacturers Association (CMA), Ontario

MT & C, and EEMAC subsequently documented support of the CBEMA position regarding
overly stringent specifications. .CIST, CICA and CAC representatives subsequently
verbally confirmed support for the CBEMA position.

It appears from the records2 that an agreement was eventually, though reluctantly,
reached to include tests of dials, touch-tone pads, ringers, recelvers and transmit-
ters as well as the more strlngent limitations on potential for generating noise,

© in the draft standard with the proviso that they are subject to change as second

party harm is more clearly established.

However, the September 11, 1981 TAPAC Minutes> indicate that nine out of eleven
members gave approval to issuing of CS-03 amid reminders that past objections by
CBEMA, and a previous policy statement by CMA should be considered.

Motives

Underlying motives are difficult to pin-point. Table IV lists those expressed
during the interviews. . '

As stated by the New York State Public Service Commission4, parties to a controv-
ersy can always be counted on to support things which work to their economic
advantage and oppose those which work to their economicvdisadvanrage.
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COMPETITIVE IMPACT

On Carriers - Belll®and B.C. Tel20see no threat to their ow. competitive positions if network
harm protection no greater than provided by FCC. Belll8feels that additional costs may occur
and get passed on to the customer.

On Industry - Neither carrier®%8r industr?‘%ee any threat to industry regardless of what degree
of network harm protection is embodied in standaxds.:

New York State Public Service Commission‘are of same opinion. Even if there was a threat to
their own industry, they would not use tough standards to protect industry because it would in-
hibit economic benefits to consumers.

Possible Deregulation

Although FCC 8leans toward increased deregulation, they see no connection between network protection
standards and deregulation. ’

Bell Canada'®and B.c. Tel %®see no connection between t@ﬁ scope of network protection standards and
any possible development toward deregulation. B.C. Tel “"suggests that if good strong standards
existed in a 100% interconnection environment, the regulator (CRTC) might see f£it to no longer re-
quire the terminal environment to be included in the Telco's service measurements.

Telco's Image

The quality of service provided by the federally regulaﬁsd carriers is a source of pride to themselves
and is held in high regard by the public. Bell's V.P., ""Mr. Hewat agrees that the preservation of
Bell's image is part of their concern, but that there are other aspects of much greater concern coming
to the surface in the new customer provided equipment (CPE) environment.

Global Product Mandating (See Report Reference 6)

. Mr. Lees of> CBEMA, Bell Canada'®ana EzMac 6pointed out that doing business in the international en-

vironment involves compliance with a diversity of standards in many different countries. Common
practise is to design a basic product applying custom adaptations to suit a particular market. The
existence of different network protection standards for Canada would not likely inhibit the Canadian
subsidiary of a multinational from enjoying its role in the global market. ‘

Mr. Murray, Past President of CBEMA,?lsaid that different network protection standards for Canada
would be one more in a long list of negative (environmental) factors which inhibit Canadian subsidiar=-
ies from £illing their potential roles.

Canadian Standards

All parties agree that there has to be Canadian network prog;ction standards under Canadian control,
but they must not be used as non-tariff barriers. Industry *° and the Ontario Government 1%insist
that if. such standards differ from the U.S.A. there has to be a good reason. The Ontario Goverqpent
says that patriotism or nationalism is not an adeguate reason. Consumers Association of Canada” (CAQC)
assert that developing a Canadian network protection program is wasteful in view of the fact that the
U.S.A. already has such a program in place. There is a need discussed in Appendix "F" to make network
protection standards uniformly acceptable in all provinces.

Costs of Testing

On balance there is probably little if any difference in the cost of testing for FCC Part 68 or Canad-
ian CS-03. " CS~03 does require specialized test equipment costing about $75,000. In the case of private
laboratories, it is doubtful that there will be enouch volume to pay for this eguipment, which has
virtually no other use. : '

EEMAC objects to the double costs of ‘testing associated with FCC registration in the U.S.A. and DOC
certification in Canada for the same eguipment characteristics. -

- Implementation

Unless CRTC directs, the filing of a tariff, by the carriers, to permit attachment of customer provided
eguipment (CPE) for which TAPAC has issued network protection standards, is strictly voluntary. 'Carriers
can exercise a veto or delay implementation by not filing an appropriate tariff. )

i (EE BN B BN N G N N S % AN m 0 s am Em




There is always a fear that giving in on any point at issue may provide

opposing forces with a foot~in~the door setting an undesirable precedent

or weakening future argument. The network harm issue appears to be no ' -
exception. {

Industry naturaliy wants to minimize the cost of testing and certification

but the basic principle it is defending is that there is no justification

for making any Canadian standard stronger than it needs to be

The federally regulated carriers, on their part, insist that all users,
except for the party who has Customer Provided Equipment, deserve protection
from inferior equipment. During the past decade, they have gradually sur-
rendered their traditional monopoly on the . .telephone -terminal area. It is
to be expected that they will not hastily abandon whatever influence ox
control remains. Although their concern for protecting the users is prob-

ably genuine, protection standards may also be a meauas, even though tenuous,

of retaining a vestige of control or at.least restraining the erosion process.

Unless a reCiprocal registratlon/ceitification arrangement, as suggested by
EEMAC? is made between Canada and the U.S. A., removing. the cost ‘to industry
of double testing, there has been no evidence to show that the choice of
network protection standards for Canada will have any striking economic con-
sequence for either side of the controversy. Direct-economic loss or gain
must therefore be discounted as a significant motive.

CONCLUS IONS

.1. Regardless of what definition of network harm is adopted, there is

virtually no support for using technical standards to protect the buyer
(firet”party) of customer provided equipment.' The Ohtario Government,
although concerned that the consumer gets what he or she pays for, con-

- siders consumer protection to .be a provincial, not a.federal jurisdiction.'

|
|
2, The polarization of viewpoints with the common carriers on the opposite ' ;
side from virtually all .other participants including industry, users, |
consumers and the Government of Ontario, revolves almost entirely around
the issue of called (second) party harm with the non-carriers contending
that they are really performance characteristies and not "harms" at all. .

|

\

\

|

3.  There is a possibility that called (second) party harm is a consumer ‘
protection matter which falls under prov1n01al ‘rather than federal '
jurisdiction. : '

4, The carriers claim to being genuinely concerned with preserving the
quality of service to both second and third party customers on an equal
basis, is probably tempered with an element of concern for preservation .
of their own images which may suffer if quality of service deteriorates.
The carrierstdesire to perpetuate their own control of the terminal world
by imposing stringent network protection standards, which they themselves
are not obligated to meet, should not be discounted as a motive.
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FIRST PARTY
{(OWNER/USER OF CPE)
PRCTECTION

SECOND PARTY PROTECTION

THIRD PARTY PROTECTION

The carriers, industry, the

- Ontario Government and the

Consuners association of
Canad unanimously assert
that it is not the respons--
ibility of the Federal
Reculators to protect the
party who buys his own
equiprent (first party).

The Ontario Government

has a concern that the
buyer gets his money's
worth, but says this is

a consurer protection issue
coming under provincial,
not federal jurisdiction.

a) Pro

Bell Canada's View - Prime motive is

to safequard the network and its service
for both second and third parties. There
is potential for such harm and there is
.adequate reason to protect against it.

It is as valid to protect the second
party as anything else.

B.C. Telephone's -View - B,C. Telephone

1s accustomed to feeling responsible for
customer service and is measured in those
terms by the regulator. CPE can cause
trouble reports and overload the network,
degrading the gquality of service. In an
interconnect environment, anything less’
than the quality of service to which

the customers are accustomed is not in
the public interest. It is B.C., Tele-
phone's desire to not degrade that
quality of service.

CAC's View - The Telco's along with
certain private and government agencies
want to perpetuate their control of the
terminal world. :

Our Own Observation -~ Even though not
verbalized, preservation of Telco's
respective images seems to permeate thelr
repcated emphasis on maintaining the
quality of service.

b) Con

CBEMA, on principle, opposes second party
protection because their is no unigue
feature of the Canadian network that makes
it more vulnerable to second party harm
than .the U.S. network, for which no such
protection is provided by the FCC tech-
nical requirements. CAC and the Ontario
MT and C strongly reiterated the CBEMA
position.

CBEMA — G. Murray - Second party protection
‘may not even be within
federal jurisdiction.

EEMAC - Object to spending money in both
Canada and the U.S.A. to obtain DOC certi=-
fication and FCC registration for same
characteristics .on #n equipment. Common
standards and reciprocity with the U.S.A.
on terminal equipmént is desirable.
Specific problems on telephone apparatus
have been brought to EEMAC’s attention.

Unanimous View - Third parties
deservce some protection. The
guestion is "how much?"

Telco's Views - FCC Part 68 omits
tests to safequard against dialling
the wrong numbers, failure to ring,

‘poor transmission or reception of

sound which could needlessly bother
customer or overload the network,
reducing its availability. )

Non-Telco Views = U.S. has not
experienced these problems although
FCC standards do not protect against
them. There is no need in Canada
£o regulre more tests or set more
severe performance limits than the
FCC does.

FCC and New York Sate PSC Views -

There has never been a third party
complaint. There has never been a
forrnal complaint against any
specific model of customer provided
equipnent.




Industry and other non-carrier opposition to the carriers is a
matter of principle that no Canadian standard should be more
severe than necessary, and is based in this ¢ase on the fact that
there is no evidence in the U.S.A. with a telephone community ’
approximately ten times the size of that in Canada, that any

such harm ever occurred.

All parties to the network harm.issue agree that the public
telephone network should be protected by enforced technical
standards so that the innocent third party customers do not
experience degradation in quality of .service. There is dis-
agreement with the carriers' contention that innocent third
parties need to be protected at all against beirg called in
exror by defective customer provided dials or touch-tone pads.
As with second party harm, this disagreement is based on Fcc8
experience where no case of third party harm has ever been
reported although their standards do not concern themselves
with dialling accuracy at all.

There is almost total unanimity for the establisliment .of Canadian .
standards undexr Canadian control. There is no*supports' L
However for trving to protect Canadian industry by making these
standards more stringent than those of the U.S.A. Such efforts,-
though well intentioned, are viewed as misguided.

That part of industry represented by EEMAC objects®to the duplication
of testing costs requlred to quallfy the same equlpment in Canada and
the U. S A.

In view of the fact that the three alternative sets of interim
standards identified in CRTC .Decisions 80-13 and 81-23 were CS-03,

FCC Part 68 and Telephone Company standards, it is probable that the
non-carriers would find CS-03 acceptable if the called party protectlon
standards, which they have labelled "performance charactexristics",

were relegated to some non-mandatory status. '~ CS-~03 would then, in-
technical content at least, be approximately equivalent to FCC Part 68.




RANGE OF OPTIONS

In dealing with the contentious issues that have been raised, there is no
question that all partles will accept a set of Canadian Network Protection
Standards under Canadian control with a certification program administered
by the DOC. Within such.a standards program there are however at least
four options which could determine the acceptance or rejection of CS-03 as
the approprlate standard. These are:

1. Omit the requirements for testing of dials, touch-tone pads, ringers,

receivers and transmitters, on the basis that there is insufficient
evidence to indicate that a harmful situation will arise, but with

the proviso that the standards will be amended should evidence to the
contrary become available. This parallels the posture originally taken
and still in effect by the rccllyith regard to. dlals, touch-tone pads
and rlngers.

2. Seek legal opinion on whether called (second) party protection is a
consumer protection matter coming, as some suggest, undexr provincial
rather than federal jurisdiction. In the meantime mandatory testlng

. of the items listed in Option 1 would be deferred.

3. Classify performance requirements for dials, touch—tone pads, ringers,
receivers and transmlitters as desirable but not mandatory. The Certific-
ation label?® issued by the DOC might then identify one of four possible
classes in -which the equipment had been certified. For example -

Class I’ -~ — Meets all mandatory and~desirable"criteria.

Class II - Meets all mandatory requirements as well as
' desirable ringer, dial or touch-tone.performance
‘criteria but not those for .receivers and transmitters.

Class III - Meets all mandatory requirements as well as desirable
* receiver and transmitter characteristics but not those
for ringers, dials or touch-tone pads. .

Class IV -~ Meets only the mandatory requlrements.

*There is a precedent in the FCC registration'programlzfor this type oﬁ approach.
It permits non-conforming ringer impedances which are categorized as Type Z.

It is our understanding that, rather than risk the stigma of being labelled as
non-conforming, all applicants have met the standards and no Type Z ringers
have been registered during the history of the program.

4. Implement CS-03 in its entirety as drawn up by TAPAC with the risk: that
the argument for reducing the requlrements will be revived, but may eventual-
ly subside. . ‘
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February 19, 1982

REVISED SCHEME FOR NETWCRK HARM STUDY

- PROBLEM

The divergent views of the common carriers and industry concerning network

harm, which have been expressed in terms of technical standards appropriate

to the Canadian terminal attachment program, appear, on the surface, to be
unreconcilable. The TAPAC program, and more recently, the CRTC hearings

have. served to bring these confllctlng views 1nto focus. The irreconcilability
seems to have spread from mere technical standards into the’ polltlcal arena with
implications for publlc policy.

OBJECTIVE

_The objective of this study is to provide the DOC with a range of policy options

which may enable the Minister to provide an informed response to future represent-
ations on network harm which may arise from the forthcoming CRTC rulings.

WORK_PTAN

We propose to direct this study toward the views of common carriers, industry,
users and governments.

v

In the Canadian context, "network harm" has included three broad categories of
negative factors, namely:

(a) Network Harm ~ i.e. actual damage, interference or hazards

(b) Negative Administrative and/or Economic Effects on Common Carriers.
(¢) Degradation of Quality of Service.

There will be two main activities in this study as follows:

1. Classify the various kinds of harm under the above three broad headings.

2. AtLempt to identify the motivations of the principals and relate them +o the
views which have been publicly expressed. -

SOURCES OF INFORMATION

1. Review of literature - (a) TAPAC minutes _ } (d) NAS Report
(b) CRTC hearings (e)\Technical Press
(c) Inputs to TAPAC (f) Deliberation in other

jurisdictions - FCC,
New York State

2. Personal interviews with selected individuals - e.g. Chief, Common Carrier Bureau,
Chairman, New York State PUC, IBM - VP, Presidents CBEMA, EEMAC, Bell Canada, BC,
Telephone; a few indepéndent'Canadian Industries not represented by CBEMA or
EEMAC. Because of the limited budget for this study, it will be necessary to
conduct some of the interviews by telephone. .
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REVISED SCHEME FOR NETWORK HARM STUDY

THRUST OF ANALYSIS

The data will be analyzed to determine the extent to which the motivations of the

principals are self-serving or in the public interest. Posgssible motives that suggest
themselves are: )

i

Strict adherence to the extrémely broad definition of network harm that
includes all categories listed under (a), (b) and (c¢) above

\ ] .
-~ Fear that anything less than the broadest definition of network harm
might not be in the public interest, may be quite genuine

Carriers

- Possible loss of market share and consequently revénue

- Reluctance to abandon or share a market which has traditionally been the
carriers' monopoly

- Desire to encourage or precipitate deregulation

— Any other, as yet not apparent, motive.

Industry Possibility of having to observe a more strlngent quallty standard

for the smaller Canadian market

- Cost of double testing (Both in Canada and U.S.A.)

P0351b111ty of precluding the Canadian multlnatlonal affiliate from a
"specialized mission" role

- Outrage of U.S. (or other foreign) parent company at Canadian refusal to
~accept U.S. standards .

=~ Economic burden imposed by multiple standards and certification programs
on potential exporters among Canadian independent businesses

- Concern for the public interest
- Any other motive as yet not apparent.
The analysis is expected to support some conclusions which in turn will provide a basis

for identification of a range of options, each related. to a pos51ble objective of
public policy. . .
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REVISED SCHEME FOR NETWORK HARM STUDY

CONTROL

This study will be conducted primarily by Harry Dulmage with the assistance of a
researcher in reviewing existing literature. Regular meetings will be held with
the DOC (D. Gilvary) at approximately 1 1/2 to 2 week intervals to discuss progress

and subsequent action.

Tentatively, the report will take the following form -

TABLE OF CONTENTS

1. Executive Summary

2. Introduction

3. Problem

4, Factors

5. Conclusions

6. Rénge of Policy Options

7. Appendices . ‘
"A"  Various reference documents

"B" and supporting materials
|IC||

etc.
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APPENDIX "B" INTERVIEWS

Interviews were conducted by H. Dulmage with the following organizations
and are recorded in this Appendix.

CBEMA representative K. Lees = Personal Interview
CBEMA Past President, G. Murray - Telephone Interview
Bell Canada - J. Barry, R. Coleman, D. Dutton,.W. Earl - Personal Interview

Bell Canada - Vice-President, Marketing and De?elopment ‘
W, B, Hewat - Telephone Interview

‘

B.C. Telephone - D. Carter, J. Goodall, Ted Isaacson, G. Scheffler -
Telephone Interview '

New York State Public Servise Commission’- R. Horton, R. Sutliff
‘ Personal. Interview

FCC - W. Van Alven, J. Talens - Personal Interview
EEMAC - T. Mimee =~ Personal Intexrview

Ontario Ministry.of Transportation and Communications - Mr., Peebles
' " .Telephone Interview

'

CAC - S. Northrop, H. Wetston - Personal Interviews

CICA - E. Wade - Telephone Interview



INTERVIEW WITH CANADIAN BUSINESS EQUIPMENT- -MANUFACTURERS .-
ASSOCIATION (CBEMA) AT IBM, DON MILLS, ONTARIO — MARCH 3, 1982

The interview was conducted with Mr. Ken Lees who is a member of thé.

Telecommunications Committee of CBEMA. He is also the CBEMA represent-

ative on TAPAC.

The interview was generally unstructured. -Mr. Lees provided some

prepared notes on Network Harms, Regulations.and Standards. These

notes are attached hereto. In addition to the prepared notes, Mr.

Lees made the following verbal comments.

CBEMA takes the position that there has to be some kind of standard for

protecting the network. There i no queétion_about that.

The major difference between Bell and CBEMA is in what constitutes
brotection of the n-twork. Althqugh'Bell doesn*t make a strong case

for protecting the first party, they say they find no reason for not
protecting the second party. o -

This raises the question, "Does the second party deserve to be protected?"

The FCC definition of harm does not attempt to protect the second party.

That is, it exempts from protection, the calling and the called parties.

We should be able to buy a terminal which meets the quality and priée
which the buyer selects as long as it doesn't hurt other users of the

network, that is, innocent people not involved in the decision.

Most of Bell's concern centres around the.telephOne and consumer_protection‘

of the unsophisticated buyer.

These requirements should not be mandatory where sophisticated business’
equipment is involved. The requirements. may not even be appropriate.
Depending, for example, oni the speed of a modem, it may work satisfactorily

with noise levels that would not be acceptable on a telephone.

CBEMA-1




- Regarding the broad categories of network harm suggested by Dulmage,
there is no question about the need for mandatory standards on the
first subcategory - Network Harm i.e. actual damage, interference or

hazards.

- Regarding the second category - Negative Administrative and/or
Economic Effects on Common Carriers‘— CBEMA agrees to the extent that
the carriers require protection from fraﬁd or billing evasion. CBEMA
does not necessariiy support economic effects (as a network harm) to
the extent that it affects competition wifh the carriers. CBEMA thinks

there should be scie competition.

There is a potential hazard in the problem of evaluating whose fault
it is if equipment malfunctions; who pays? .Bell's $75.00 sexrvice

éharge seems to-be out of line.

IBM puts ektensivédiagnosticequipment in the . terminals they build:

Regarding the third subcategory, Degradation of Quality of Service,
CBEMA would support standards which affect third parties. If it refers
to quality of service on the terminal which a user has bought - that

should be his.problem, where there are quality/price trade offs.

There is no need for consumer protection. DOC has no business legislating

consumer standards.

- 'CBEMA has strong views on non-tariff barriers. They consider that DOC
has no business doing that. It narrows the choice of products. If a
Canadian manufacturer is to establish himself in the Canadian base, he

has to make a quality product.

= The Viewtran terminal does not have to be ce: "ified in Canada by the Ts=lco
who use it. Yet it doesn't meet Canadian standards. There would havs to

be a separate design to meet Canadiaﬁ CSOZ(modém function);:

CBEMA~-2
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-~ Regarding global product mandating, Mr. Lees doesn't think that
having to make a unique Canadian product would upset the “specializéd
.mission aspect" in IBM's case. If a smaller company were looking

at this they might want to select a product which enjoys a big market

in Canada.

-  Unilque Canadiah model of the product currently exists. This comes about
because - ‘
1. There is a separate administrative activity to get CSA approvall
2. Modems used to be identical in Canada and the U.S.A. Since the
FCC program came in, IBM has elected to not certify it in Canada.

The only common method across Canada is to interface with a coupler.

As a result, the same o0ld product continues to be used.in Canada,

unigue to Canada. It interfaces with a coupler.
- Mr. Lees doesn't think that the non-federal carriers wbuld adopt -FCC Part 68.

-~ CBEMA's position is that there is no reason, since the Canadian and U.S.

networks are the same, that there should be a difference in standards.

- CBEMA agrees that Canada has to have its own standards, but they should

be the same as far as possible, with good reasons for making changes.
~ fhere is no objection to a Canadian certification” program.

~ Tt.would be nice not to have to double test ( i.e. both in the U,S. and
Canada) . The cost of testing is a fact of life around the world. GATT
agreements are supposed to provide (safeguards) but if is not certain
that they are there. It would be nice if equipment which had met-FCC.
requirements could have just whatever extra testing Canadian standards

require. We haven't made an issue of the cost factor.

- DOC requirements are the most extensive ones.

)
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—-. There are some CBEMA members who believe that FCC certificafion should
be the criteria for attachment in Canada. It is the same .network and
a U.S. user can dial someone in Canada. This is not the consensus in

CBEMA. Rather, it (the standafds) should be as close as possible.

-International industries-areused to the fact that different countries

have individual standardé, right down to the provincial level.

— With regard to the public interest aspects, we don't' think that the
government should . be dictating the quality/cost trade-offs. That should
be the user choice. * Introducing hidden trade barriers is not helping

industry and is not helping Canadian users.

- Many of these problems would go away if you force the carrier tO‘compIy
When the FCC ruled that ATT would have to comply, the demands (for more

stringent standards) dlsappeared.

- Mr. Lees briefly reviewed the hard-of-hearing issue raised in CRTC hearings -

" and questioned whether special interest groups should be<allowed to.influence
standards that affect costs to everybody creating a unique national requirement.
There is a lot of work going on internationélly in EIC, CCITT, EIA(USA) and
at BNR. When international standards have been determined, then national

|

|

|
standards should be determined. : :
Since most hearing aids are not made in Canada (except for one manufacturer here)

it might in fact be doing the hard-of~hearing a disservice to include special

provisions in the standards.
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Documents provided by CBEMA were -
1. Two-page notes on Network Harms, Regulations and Standards

2. Samble EIA Standards front inside .covering pointing out the

voluntary nature of EIA standards '

3. DNational Academy of Sciences report of June 1970 to the FCC on

N

the Common Carrier/User Interconnection Area

C

4. FCC Notice of Rulemaking Docket No. 19528 released November 7,
1975 ' ‘

5. Extract from FCC Part 68 defining “"Harm" with.respect to Unprotected

Premises Wiring.

CBEMA-5




PROVIDED BY CBEMA(MR. K. LEES)

MARCH 3, 1982.

NOTES ON NETWORK HARMS, REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS
GENERAL |

The Department of Communications Terminal Attachment Program
(DOCTAP) has misnamed its work as standards. Standards are only written
by standards writing bodies which have been approved by the Standards
Council of Canada. The DOC is not such a body. Also, standards are
voluntary and are arrived at by a consensus process, neither of wh1ch is
the case with the DOCTAP.

The DOCTAP products are more correct1y called regu]at1ons, in that
they are specified by the DOC and made mandatory and given the force of

Taw by being specified in the carriers tariffs which are approved by the
CRTC. .

This distinction between standards and regulations is very
important when considering the implications of the definition of network
harm and the inclusion of quality considerations in this definition.

REGULATIONS

Regulations, in our opinion, should only apply to essential
protection of the public. Since the telephone network is a public
resource, it is essential that regulations should be considered for the
protection of this resource and the people associated with it. In
estab]lsh1ng such regulations it is importani. to balance risk and cost,
since it is not possible to eliminate all risk and so an intelligent
compromise must be reached. Cost in this sense includes the social
implications of raising the direct cost of the lowest cost products and
also -includes the cost to our economy of prohibiting existing and future
products which m1ght serve a useful purpose. ‘

Regulations should 1nc1ude:

Protecting Personnel from Harm.

- Intelligent decisions must be made on the risk of such
harm and the degree of protection which will be
mandated.

Protecting the Network from Harm.
- Anything causes harm to this public resource if it:
- damages telephone company equipment '
- causes undue or unnecessary maintenance costs
- avoids the tariffed billing structure.
'Prevent1ng Degradation of Service to Innocent Users

- The owner of terminal equipment is not innocent
because he buys equipment based on his judgement of

~ the importance of the quality of his own service.

- Parties in communication with the owner of equipment
are not innocent in that they choose to communicate
with him.

- Innocent parties are harmed if they are prevented from

~ accessing the network, or find that their . ‘
communication with other innocent parties is affected



by noise or in other ways.

STANDARDS

We are referring here to standards which are not mandatory, but are
voluntary industry standards. The purpose of such standards is to:

- Provide benchmark characteristics that the equipment either
-meets or doesn't meet, thereby perm1tt1ng the customer to know
what he is buying.

-~ Faciltitate the specifying of compatibility between equ1pment and
the network.

- To guarantee a specified level of quality.

Every such standard 1mposes.restrictions on the equipment, both in
cost and in design and functional capability. For this reason, such
standards are not intended to be mandatory.

If voluntary stanaards are adopted as reguletions, as has been done

by the DOCTAP, the followihg are some undesirable results:

1. Whereas the manufacturer may design so as to meet voluntary
standards and test that the results are achieved, once these
standards become regulations add1t1ona1 costs are ‘incurred
because:

- The manufacturer must put in p]ace more. extensive quality
control capability to ensure continued compliance within
the required tolerances.

- The manufacturer must ensure himself of the quality control
of all critical components and may have to buy more

-expensive components to guarantee -the quality.

- The manufacturer or supplier must meet the expense of the
cert1fy1ng bureaucracy. -

2. There is no option about complying and hence no ability to
sacrifice desirable but unessential parameters for the sake of
producing a low cost product.

3. Other countries who have not considered these parameters to be
essential will have produced products that will not be
available to Canadian users without the cost of modification.

4. Canadian manufacturers exporting to such countries will be at a -
cost disadvantage with local industry.

5. Future products or product innovations may be precluded because »
they cannot meet non-essential parameters which have been
mandated,

A very significant argument, in addition to the above, is that the
standards referred to as having been mandated by the DOCTAP have been
developed largely with voice products in mind and most often, the
telephone. If a case can be made that such consumer items must have
mandated quality standards to protect the pub11c (and we don't. believe
‘such a case can be made), there certainly is no case for making these
standards mandatory on expensive and sophisticated business equipment
which is purchased by sophisticated business users, yet this is the case
with the DOCTAP.



NOTE: THESE NOTES REFLECT INFORMAL RESPONSES MADE DURING TELEPHONE INTERVIEW

TELEPHONE INTERVIEW WITH MR. GRANT MURRAY,
PAST PRESIDENT, CBEMA, MARCH 25TH, 1982

Mr. Murray was contacted by Mr. H. Dulmage. Mr. Murray's responses, to questions
. 13

posed by Dulmage follow.

— Question

Answer

— Question

Answer

- Question

Answer

CBEMA-1 R-1
GRANT MURRAY

Is your position on network harm standards that FCC Part
68 is adequate, and there is no need to be concerned about

called/calling party (second party)?

Yes. Mandatory standards for attachment should concern network

harm only, and not consumer matters such as quality or performance.

Do you agree that Canada should have its own standards?

Yes, subject to the above qualification. We feel that a
difference between Canadian standards and that of any other
country, in this case those of the U.S.A., should only be

made when there is a unique Canadian requirement.

Does CBEMA anticipate any economic disadvantage 1f the €SO3

TAPAC standard is adopted?

Yes. There are three possibilities,

1. There is a risk that equipment that is designed in a way
that conforms to U.S. standards would réquire fur ther
modification to be sold in the Canadian market and thus

incur additional expense.

2. If some organizations were to conclude that the additional
cost or redesign wasn't worth it, then some equipment avail-

able in the U.S. would not be available to users in Canada.

3. Getting Canadian certification to different standards may be
onerous - another element of cost and bureaucratic procedure
of doubtful value. This may also result in a delay in product

availability in Canada.




.

- Question

Answer

- Question

Answer .

- Question

Answer..
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I

Is CBEMA's disagreement with the carriers based primarily

on principle?

The point at issue is "Will it interfere with the actual
operation of the network?" While there may be social or
even economic value to being concerned for the second

party, it may not even be a federal jurisdiction.

Would the existence of a different standard in Canada
inhibit a Canadian branch plant of a multinational from
taking full advantage of its potential role in global product

mandating? 4 ‘

I don't want to overstate the case. Its just another factor
in the long list of negative factors in Canada including duty,
sales tax and so on which are not constructive. It is difficult

<tb‘say‘which<one will be the straw that breaks the camel's back.
Have you any other comments?

Our motivation is that.we want to have a positive climate in
Canada where the customer can take optimum advantage of the

products that are available.

There is self . interest of course. .We want to have our business

. gfbw in Canada. Some of these factors may inhibit our growth

in Canada. As a.result the products may end up in the U.S.
market instead of here. Being Canadians, even in amultinational

company, we naturally want to see the growth oécurring in canada.’




A INTERVIEW WITH BELL CANADA ~ MARCH 17, 1982

Initial request was for an interview with Mr. W. B. Hewat, Vice~President -
Marketing and Development. A meeting was subsequently arranged through R.

Coleman's office at 160 Elgin Street, OTTAWA, Ontario, with those present:

R. Coleméan -~ Director General
Legislative Policy
Bell Canada

J. Barry -~ Director, Technology Development
' -Bell Canada - :

D. Dutton - Director, Policy Development
Bell Canada

W. Earl ~ Director, Regulatory Matters
Bell Canada

H. Dulmage ~ Harry Dulmage Associates Limited.

The interview was relatively unstructured. Some of the comments . recorded were
spontaneous and others were responses to direct questions from Dulmage. A

summary foiiows:

! ~

- Bell does not think that standards per se would have any effect on the degree
tbAwhich the terminal market may be retained by Bell or lost to interconnect

companies. The subject has never been looked at within Bell in those terms.

- A major part of the standards issue has revolved around the safeguards for the
public's ability to make, and have the use of, satisfactory connections through .

the network in the terminal connection environment.

~ The fundamental difference between .the U.S. and the Canadian appréach (to network

harm) is the greater reliance in the U.S. on market forces to automatically

rectify problems which result in the degradation of service to the public.

"Buyer beware" policy is stressed. Bell Canada has traditionally been more
concerned with the potential service problems to the public arisiﬁg from terminal
connection and with technical standardé to minimize such problems than has been the

case in the U.S.
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" The same is true of the alerting (ringer) requirement.

‘Network protection standards in, both Ccs-03 and Part 68 are really a subset of

“would be designed to the Canadian standards. The difference is that FCC Part

BELL~2

'~ Thus, the protection of second and third party users is the main-pait of

the issue.' The Canadian standards (CS-03) are aimed at protecting third
party which the U.S.A. also does, but to a more limited extent. The
difference (between CS-03 and FCC Part 68) is the degree of protection from
such factors aé noise, interference and wrong numbefs. Dialling wrong
numbers can use the telecommunication resource (telephone network) needlessly

and cause annoyance to third parties.

With reference to second party harm, the transmission requirement (of CS-03)

is very minimal one which provides some dégree of ‘protection at the other end.

It is not the intention of CS-03 to protect service on the first party's

own terminal. Random genération of wrong numbérs.is a third or second party
harm. It can give rise to trouble reports and network congestion which impose

an unreasonable requirement on the network and reduce the netwbrk's availability
to others. - » ' |

\

Thus, it is not intended to protect the guy who buys the instrument.

The prime motive is to safeguard the network and its service f£or both' the

third and the second parties.

There is a dynamic process going on with FCC Part 68. There appears to be a

trend towards a narxowing of the difierence between CS~03 and Part 68.

the network ahd terminal standards in use in Noxrth America. The network
protection standards‘which apply to Customer Provided Equipment (CPE) are a
very small part of the total set of terminal standards. The manufacturexr has
to design to those (overall) standards in any case. For example, in the case

of network address signalling (dialling), it is probable that most equipment

68 does not require to demonstrate it whereas CS$~03 does reQuire it.




The incremental difference between Part 68 and CS-03 is not great in

terms of achieving overall network compatibility.

Some phoﬁes which wquld mee£ FCC standards could perform unsatisfactorily.
Bell does not want to rely totally on the market place. When a telephone
fails to operate, it_affecﬁs_someone else. Although some people have
'compa;ed a faulty ﬁelephéne to a faulty'toaster, it is not really the same

because a ‘toaster doesn't hurt anyone else.

- Is it not the government's determination to see that the Bell's telecommunic-

ation network provides a satisfactory level of service to the public?

The Telco can operate in-a Part 68 environment but there will be an
additional cost. Someone has to pick it up. One of the objectives is

to try to contain that.cost.

We are shaking down a new environment. Service interruptions do occur. -
It is more complex now because it sometimes involves the interconnect
company as well as the Telco and the subscriber under conditions of shared

responsibility for end-to-end service.

Question - Dulmage - Does the company encounter any local situations-where‘

equipment that meets the standard .doesn't work?
AﬁsWer ‘ N —"No standard can cover all eventualities. CS-03 goes

further toward doing o than FCC Part 68.

CS=-03 describes the tést method and also provides for optional methods of
testing, subject to DOC approval. FCC requires the test conditions to be
documented by the applicant and subjected to'publ%c scrutiny. We think that
the TAPAC standard is a better package since‘it é;ts out égreed upon test

procedures.

Bell doesn't like the interim situation where the_Teico doesn't get to see
the test results. We couldn't accept that as a-permanent arrangement.
There has to be an independent body involved. The DOC has been proposed.
They (TAPAC) have agreed to the manufacturer or an independent laboratory

doing the testing.
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Re the role of TAPAC. It is essentially a voluntary body. There may be a
need.to make it a more formal structure'so that it cén more effectively

handle the role.

Bell sees TAPAC as a suitable forum. In Canada you can sell equipment which
doesn't meet the standard, but you can't legally connect it to the network.

There may be a need to put more teeth into TAPAC.

In TAPAC, there has been a lot of give and take. The carriers do not have a

right of veto. There is a broad representation among the participants.

Nothing is static in the standards area. There is cvolution‘in'technology

and it is an ongoing process.

- The TAPAC (Ce-03) flow chart enables the manufacturer to deal with the

certification on a per feature basis without having to make a public

“disclosure of proprietary information.

In Canada we have misséd the public scrutiny to which the FCC subjects Fhe '

test results.

If the argument is to adopt the FCC procedures, then they should be adopted
in- their entirety. All of the other associated FCC requirements such as

Part 15 (Radio Regulations), should also be reviewed for potential adoption.

Network non-addressing devices can be easily accommodated by CS-03 thrbugh

the functional approach.

Question - Dulmage - Does Bell's position on fechnicallstandards relate to a

K ~ desire to become deregulated? _

Answer . ~ We don't see standards having any connection with Bell's
desire to become deregulated. There is no way that

technical standards would have any bearing on déregulation.

Bell has voluntarily committed itself to purchasing only certifiable equipment

for all new designs.
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The Japanese have broader requirements than CS-03, e.g. reliability

requirements in terms of failure rate.

We believe that the British practice is to authorize a specific manufacturer's

equipment rather than anyone's.

The PTT's in some countries authorize certain models and typically test them
severely, including in depth testing of individual installations at customer's

expense.

With regard to global product mandating, some countries, for example the
Buropeans, would impose more severe or different standards that .we typically
have to meet. There are numerousjpeculiar'or local requirements. As a result
the manufacturer tends to mahufacfure a basic product with a series of custom

adaptations.
There are ways in which billing can be avoided eveh if the technical standard
is met. It has been known to happen already. The only way you could f£ind out

would be by noting ah unusual reduction in toll charges.

CS-03 is aimed at providing some protection to second and third parties.

In doing that, it inéidentally may also provide some protection to the first
party. Even so, in the case of the ringer, CS-03 insures that the device responds

but it doesn't say how loud it must be.

Regarding categorization, suggested by Dulmage, of network harm, the negaﬁive
factors could be further subdivided as shown below. However Bell Canada
prefers and supports TAPAC'Ss catégorization as stated in The Transcript vol XV,

prages 2987 and 2988.

Dulmage's categorization is as follows:

(a) Actual damage, interference or hazards

N\
.

i) Damage to network components
11) Interference with normal network functions, that is
influencing the network in such- a manner as to prevent “he

network from performing its normal function
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iii) Hazards to personnel .

iv) Mechaniéal damage to Telco's jacks. (Piaced in this subcategory
by Bell).

(b) Negative Administrative and/or Economic Effects on Commdn_Carriers.
i) * Nuisance complaints arising from CPE

ii) Fraud arising from incompatibility with billing equipment.

(c) Degradation of Quality of Service
i) Perceptible to owneis/users (first party)
ii) Perceptible to called/calling party (second party)

iii) Perceptible to third parties

In the TAPAC's categorization, which Bell prefers and supports (see Transcript.
reference above), the second and third party. service degradation are included

in the network protection criteria.
Documents received from Bell during and following the interview:
1. Network Harm Testimony - CRTC hearings - 1981 i
2. PFinal Argument of Bell Canada - CRTC hearings - January 1982

3. Decision No. E1235 of the Public Utilities Bqard For the Province
bf Alberta, Alberta Government Telephones - December 1981.

BELL-6



TELEPHONE INTERVIEW WITH MR. W. B. HEWAT
VICE-PRESIDENT, MARKETING AND DEVELOPMENT,
BELL CANADA - MARCH 25TH, 1982.

Mr. Hewat was interviewed by H. Dulmage. Mr, Hewat's .response to questions

posed by Dulmage, follow.

- Question - What is Bell's motive for seeking to protect against a wider

Answer -

- Question -

Answer -

BELL~-1
HEWAT -

range of harms than the FCC does?

It is really a matter of classification. The FCC doesn't

protect against second party harm.Bell's position is that

it is as valid to protect the second party as anything else.

In the view of our technical people, there is potential for

such harm, and that is an adequate reason to pratect against

it.

Do you see Bell's image, in terms of quality of service or network

excellence, belng threatened if weaker standards than CS03 are

applied.

Partly. There are other aspects which are beginning to show up

already. Right now there are four things that we have noticed.

1.

If a customer has a problem, he calls Bell. We test and,
if we isolate the problem to the customer®s equipmént we
don't charge, at present for doing it. If this grows, we

may have to impose a tariff.

When the agent installs a new system, even though it meets

the current technical standards, the agent sometimes has

- difficulty turning it up. The Bell engineers sometimes get

involved helping him out.:

When it comes to positioning the equipment, there seems to -

be some uncertainty about where to access the network.



~ Question

Answer’

- Question

Answer

BELL~2
HEWAT

'

Suppose a customer wants to put a key system behind his
own PBX. There is no terminal to terminal interface
standard laid down. If the key system is of one make

and. the PBX is of another, they may not work.

-Contrast this with data equipment. The EIA RS232 standard

ensures that say a printer and a video terminal, even if
they are of different makes will work together. There is
no equivalent terminal-to-terminal standard for telephone

terminals.

Do you see Bell's competitive position being threatened

if weaker standards‘are adopted?

No, I don't think so. Problems will show up.as additional

costs-to us, and they will get passed on.

" Do- you see Bell's operating cost increasing if weaker standards

are adopted?

There is a cost issue. TIf harm occurs it will be visible to

the cusﬁbmer. The first thing the customer does is turn to. us.




NOTE: THESE NOTES REFLECT INFORMAI. RESPONSES MADE DURING TELEPHONE INTERVIEW.
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TELEPHONE INTERVIEW WITH BRITISH COLUMBIA
TELEPHONE COMPANY - MARCH 29TH, 1982

request for interview was made to the office of Mr. carlile,
British Columbia Telephone. Our request was referred to Mr.

and carried out with -

David Carter — Chief Engineer, B.C. Telephone

!

George Scheffler Engineer, B.C. Telephone

John Goodall Standards Engineer, B.C. Telephone
Ted Isaacson - Special Assignment, Interconnection and

Regulatory Matters, B.C. Telephone.
questions posed by H. Dulmage follow.

Does B.C. Tel's criteria for network protection differ from those

submitted by Bell Canada and subsequently adopted by TAPAC?

B.C. Tel's criteria are set out on prage 59 of our Evidence in
Chief. They line up with Bell and TAPAC.
What are B.C. Tel's motives for promoting standards which go

beyond FCC Part 687?

As an operating company with a long history of feeling responsible
for customer service, and being measured in terms of customer
service by the requlator, we have felt that in an interconnect
environment, anything less than 100% was not in the interest of

the customers. We do not necessarily subscribe to the FCC

approach. There is a market for the quality stuff and also for
equipment which works but not that well. If the owner continues

to use it, it can be a load on the network. BAn overloaded network
can generate harm to third parties. It is our desire not to degrade

the quality of service, as it is seen to-day, to any party.
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- Question - Is it an objective of B.C. Telephone to protect first

Answexr

- Question -

Answer

~ Question

Answer

- Question

Answer
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parties, - that is the person who buys the equipment?

If he huys an inferior telephone, Qe are not particularly.,
concerned about him. Hé can throw it away if he wants to.
If it doesn't hﬁrt anybody else we are not concerned. We
are not concerned about whether he got a good buy_or not.
However, he may start to complain to the telephone. company
on account 6f the poor performance-of his terminal.

Is it an objective of B.C. Telephone to protect second

parties? |

We are concerned about second party. He could call a phone
whose ringer doesn't work. He reportS‘trouble..AWeAget
netwérk blockage. Or, the calledlpérty,doesiget the call
but he can't hear thé party who called. Poor sigﬁalling,

poor transmission etc. can degrad: the system.

Is it an objectiVe of B.C. Telephone to protect third parties?
Our view is pretty much the same as the FCC. We don't perceive
that Canadian standards are.moxe stringent than FCC Part 68 as

regards third parties.

Is B.C. Telephone content to let the market place decide in the
case of the first party?

That is a nice philosophy. It is true if the product fails
dramatically. It is the near failures where it almost works
that cause the problems. When he owns the equipment himself he
will probably go longer before he gets it fixed than he would if
he doesn't own it. We don't think that the market place is that
perfect. )



- Question -

Answer -

~ Question -

Answer -

- Question -
Answer -

BC TEL~3

It should be noted that TAPAC did not include the physical
tests such as dropping it on the floor. The buyer will
probably object if it breaks when it is dropped.

Does B.C. Telephone see its own competitive position being

threatened if the standards are based solely on FCC Part 682

We don't think it makes much difference. We spoke of this

in the hearings and talked of impact on Canadian manufacturing.
If we use Part 68, there may be a flood of products into canada.
Canadian standards might be a slight chrottle on it, but it is
not likely to be.’ They are not a protection for the Canadian
manufacturer. The Telcos‘have unoffiéially had a "Buy Canadian"
leaning. When this is femoved, Canadian industry will no longer

have that‘pfotection.

The :?CC seems to be moving toward deregulation in the. U.S. 1Is
there any way that stringent technical standards could have an

eventual effect on.deregulation.in Canada?

No, not too much. There is a potential relationship. - If we had
good strong standards that caused the network to continue to work
as well as it does now, .perhaps the regulatbrs might, under 100%

interconnect environment, no longer require the Telco to be subject

to those service measurements which include the terminal environment.

Has there been any -significant amount of -CPE (NAD) installed in

B.C. Telephone to date?

lots of PBX's and quite a large number of 1A2;key systems. Most

of it is the same kind of equipment as the Telco offers.




.=~ Question -

Answer

~ Question

Answer
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from CPE?

uHéveftheré'bééh.an§*pr6blems of. network harm'feSﬁitian'

Plenty. We have had problems with a radio paging terminal
that was installed without adequate grounding. It resulted
in automatic busy out. There is plenty of evidence of

incompetent installation. ' )
Have you any other -comments?

You might refer to our original submission - Evidence in
Chief last June, pages 59 to 64 covering technical standards

and procedures. This was reviewed in writing at the end of

the hearing as Final Argument.




-INTERVIEW WITH NEW YORK STATE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION -
. IN ALBANY, NEW YORK, U.S.A. — MARCH 8, 1982

‘Initial request for interview was directed to Neil A. Swift, Director of

Communications Division. Mr. Swift referred us to Roger Sutliff. Those

present at the interview were -

Roger L. Sutliff, Chief System Planner, Communications Division
" New York PSC N
Richard Horton, Associate System Planher, Communications pivision
New York, PSC‘

Harry Dulmage, Harry Dulmage Associates Limited, OTTAWA, Ontario.

The interview was reiatively unstructured. Comments of the PSC.representatives'
follow.wbrdsthngrehtheses are added by Dulmage for clarification of the

context.

- New York PSC regulates approximately 10% of the nation's telephones.

(Dulmage note: - This is approximately of the same magnitude -as all of Canada).

~ The forces that work on all the parties to these métters are largely the
economic forces that contribute to their (the parties) sﬁccess. If they
see a faétor that works to their economic disadvantage, obviously they will
oppose it. If it takes technical standards to do it,'that's what fhey will

uée. If a factor is to their advantage they will support it.

- New York PSC has gone through similar things ( disagréement on standards) on
building cable. As many times as the forum is thrown open, the (same) old
issues will come out.

- People are so consistent, it is perfectly predictable that they will take the

same positions.

NY-PSC-1




The PSC(of New York State) has never found a significant network harm that
has occurred as a result of interconnection. .We have never found a case

where a particular equipmwent consistently caused degradation of service.

The PSC receives. thousands of customer complaints a year. We can't recall

a single service complaint.

There was one case where the interconnect company undertrunked a City Bank

installation so that it had insufficient capacity.

The PSC experienced bigger (service) problems with the New York City telephone

system in the early '70s.

In the mid '70s the PSC adopted a standards and .certification program before

the FCC. It started with answering machiﬁes.and expanded -to cover all eéuip—
ment. The standards were developed by Coﬁmunicétion:Certification Laboratory
(CCL) of Salt Lake City. This program has since been cancellgd (when the FCC

issued standards). -
The PSC has now issued standards for customer owned premises wiring.

The PSC published a report in 1975 of the Revenue . and Cost Impact of Inter-
connection.on the New York Telephone Company. It was updated.in March 1977.
(Duimage was given a copy oﬁ the update). It is unlikely that any further
uﬁdateé will be done. ©No attempt has been made to determine the economic

benefits to the customer or the interconnect companies.

The PSC does not have an analysis of the % of telephone terminals which are

customer provided. Such information is of doubtful beﬁefit.

NY-PSC-2
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With the matter of customers owning their own premises wire,
the_Telco took the positions based on the assumption that a large
shift would take place. éd far, only a small numbexr of customers,
about 1% have wanted to own the premises wiring. The PSC had .
expected a maximum of 10%.in a 5-year .period. It now looks like

it won't be more than 5%.

Regarding standards, perhaps they should have had more trust in the
market place than they did. We probably would be concerned with net-
work degradation if it had happened. We felt that the market place

should decide if a particular telephone is.good or not.

We see a telephone as being like .an electrical applience, such as

‘a toaster. If it fails prematurely, or doesn't work properly, the

customer won't tulerate it; he will disconnect it from the network.

The economic impact (of interconnection) does not appear to be nearly
as great as the Telephone Companies predicted. Customers tend to
want to maintain the status quo. There is a lot of inertia not to
change. It takes a certain degree of economic pressure to cause them

to change.

It is not our (NY-PSC) objective to have customers to own their own

equipment. Our objective is to provide them with that option.

In terms of benefits, we have seen clear evidence of innovation on

both sides.

Regarding possible use of standards to protect domestic industry from
foreign imports = we think it would be inappropriate to enhance the
economic position of a company in the State - (of New York) by. inhibit-

ing the economic position of the consuners.




Documents received by'Dulmage -

1. 1977 update of ' The Revenue and Cost Impact of Interconnection

Within The Service Area of New York Telephone Company.

2. Pamphlet entitled "Guide to Owning Your Phone and Wire".

Published by State of New York, Department of Public Service.

3. Copy of Standards for "Customer—-Owned Telephdne Premises Wiring".

Published by the Commission.

NY-PSC-4



INTERVIEW'WITH UNITED STATES FEDERAL -COMMUNICATIONS
COMMISSION (FCC) IN WASHINGTON, D.C. - MARCH 9, 1982

{

Present at the interview were -

Wm. Van Alven — Common Carrier Bureau FCC
James Talens - Legal Counsel, Common Carrier Bureau, FCC
H. Dulmage - Harry Dulmage Associates Limited.

The interview was relatively unstructured. Comments of the FCC follow. Words

in parenthesis are added by Dulmage to clarify the context.

- &ince the start of intexrconnection, thére has beeh a compléte switch on the
part of the carriers. The independents, in particular, would love~nothiﬁg
more than to just.sell-dialAtone. Many of them have set-up a separate
subsidiary to sell;termiﬁal equipment, not just.into Bell, but into other
indeéendents. Tt s very competitive. The Telcos were'originally reluctaht

now they are enthusiastically into the interconnect field themselves.

- Part 68 was aimed at the Plain 0ld Telephone (POT). That's where most of

the money is right now.

-~ FCC has not.received any formal complaints regarding any customer provided

equipnment.
- There have been no complaints against any network addressing (device).
It (getting proper performance from a network addressing device) is more of

a maintenance problem than énything else.

~ There have been no third party complaints.

¥Cce-1
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In the case 6f cordless telephones, of which Uniden markets 100,000 a
month, the FCC has heard stories of people driwving ﬁp to an apartmgnt
building, listening for dial tone and making a long distance call.

There havé been no.such formal complaints. Uniden is putting in sécurity
provisions to encode the system. Herice the big issues are being addressed;

the industry is sorting it out.

More frequencies will be needed to handle the cordless telephones.

(J. Talens) - Thinks there should be standards for cordless telephones.
The question is whether they should be industry standards (instead of

FCC standards) . .

EIA has produced Performance standards for Tl ports. Part 68 will carry
the network harm aspect.
With advent of fibre optics (non-metallic subscriber loops) future harms may

“be protocol (i.e. software) rather than metallic harms.

The FCC is now geared to deregulation. Prospect.of severe staff cuts has

‘added weight to deregulafion. If anything, it méy be ‘going too far.

- The carriers originally wanted to include nhetwork address signalling in

the standards. They uéed much of the Bell (Systeﬁ) submission in Part 68.

Section 202 of the Communiéatioﬁs act,. to aVoid-disdximination, was consider-
ed to be legal justification for requiring the Telco's to register equipment.
They found that a lotAof their own equipment wouldn't meet Part 68, although

it was in by virtue of graﬁdfathering rules. As a result, they didn't bother

to register it (i.e. the equipment already in place that didn't meet Part 68).

Improper signal levels and wrong. numbers affect first and second parties.

The FCC is interested in protecting third parties.

IEEE is working on loop standards.

FCC-2




There has been some pressure on the FCC to broaden the reguirements.
There is always the poésibility that someone may request rule making

to protect first or second parties.

With regard to the Telco's market share, the trade press suggests that

they (Telcos) have lost a lot of business on PB 's.

Most people recognize Part 68 as a cost of doing business, i.e. the

price of membership in the club.

To protect the public interest, the FCC puts the onus on the manufacturer
to get the Birth Certificate(Part 68 compliance) and to provide continuing
Quality Control with ongoing compliance testing at 6 month intervals. In

addition there is provision for random audits of equipment.

There are other questions to be settled. Should there standards on loop
and trunk performance? What about hybrid systems that are partly PBX,

partly Key systems. In some jurisdiction the distinction affects the tariff

rates.

Barly in the game the ATT critiqued the applications for Part 68 registration

closely. This activity has Qirtuaily ceased, although the mechanism remains.

for anyone to make objection to an application for registration during the

walting period.

FCC rules do not require the subscriber to get the first telephone from the
carrier. Howeﬁer, the tariffs in some states favour it by not providing any

discount when the first phone is customer provided.

The FCC processes about 1000 new model applications (for Part 68 registration)

a year,

FCC-3



Documents received -

\

' Notice of Pioposed'Rulemaking and

Notice of Inquiry Docket No. 81-216 covering various

applications for amendments to Part 68.
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INTERVIEW WITH ELECTRICAL AND ELECTRONIC MANUFACTURERS
ASSOCIATION OF CANADA(EEMAC) - OTTAWA, ONTARIO, CANADA

The initial request was for an interview with Mr. Leon Balcex, Executive
Vice-President of EEMAC. In a brief conversation with Mr. Balcer he re-

ferred me to Mr. Tom Mimee, Manager, Government Relations. The notes

taken during this interview were subsequently reviewed by Mr. Balcer.

N

Mr. Mimee was interviewed by H. Dulmage on March the 16th. Due to lack of

time it was necessary to complete the interview on March 17th. It is

summarized below.-

- Since the beginning, Beli,has concentrated on the network harm issue.

'~ In the early days EIAC had its own Interconnect Committee. A June 30th,

1972 paper agreeable to both IBM and Northern Telecom was put togethex.
IBM doesn't belong to EEMAC now. ‘

- EEMAC has representation on TAPAC. Motorola prbvides the representative.
The representatives on the Task Foxces of the Terminal Attachment Program
comes from Northern Telecom and Lenbrook Industriesw

~ EEMAC does not supporxt the use of standards:as,a non-tariff barrier. It
'is doubtful that the industry wants to have a unique Canadian‘prbdﬁct.

EEMAC prefers the adoption of International Standards wherevexr possible.

'

- It would be desirable to have reciprocity with the U.S.A. on terminal
\ : . -

equipment.

~ GATT doesn't always work the way we would like to on interxnational trade

matters.

Included in a January 9th, 1980 paper in response to the CRTC Rule 9, we spoke
in favour of having the same overall industry and terminal attachment standards
" in Canada and the U.S.A., provided that the U.S.A. standaxds do not have require-

" ments that are inconsistent with the technical paraméters of the Canadian Tele-

communications System. One has to recognize that we have one of the best
J . . N

telephone.systemé in the world. The equipment, the technaibgy and the techniques

EEMAC-1




must be right.

In order to sell into Europe the first barrier one has to meet is CCITT
Telephone standards. There is not much chance that Europe will adopt our
standards., However, in the development for standards in new services there

are signs of convergence. '

There are probléms with some products, land mobile radio for instance,
having to meet different standards in Canada than those in the U.S.A. In
most cases, TV sets produced for the U.S. market have to be modified to - !

meet CSA requirements when sold in Canada.

The television set manufacturers of EEMAC ask "Why can't noise figures in
Canada be the same as those found in the U.S.A." No specific problems with

telephone apparatus have been brought to our attention at the moment.

QUESTION: Does EEMAC object to having to double test a product? i.e to

get FCC %agistration and DOC Certification.

ANSWER: Yes, particularly as it'affécts double‘costing. It doesn't make
sense to have to spend money in the U.S. and Canada to obtain FCC
Registration and DOC Certification for the same~équipment parameters.
The situation in Canada is further compounded with the introduction

of CsA Certification Program requirements. \

QUESTION: What about World Product Mandating?

ANSWER: We see this arising from a situation in which the Canadian subsidiary
conceives a product and brings it into being for the global market.
Which . .standards they choose to meet .is up to the subsidiary.- They

may have to meet a lot ofAstandards"producéd in different countries,

however.

EEMAC-2



QUESTION:

ANSWER:

QUESTION:

ANSWER:

EEMAC-3

I ‘ . -
Do any of your multinational member companies take umbrage

at having to. meet Canadian Standards?

Some of them have asked, "Why should you have to meet equipment
standards in Canada which are not required anywhere else in .

the worid?2"

Does FEMAC see the Government having a public interest, i.e. a

consumer protection role?

If a product doesn't meet consumer acceptance the company will
suffer. Let the market place decide. In the United States the
FCC depends on EIA Industry Standards as the reference level for
minimum performance and compatibility recommendations. DOC
standards have attempted to combine the regulatory requirements
of the I'CC with the voluntary industry standards of EIA. EEMAC
mémbers would prefer to see in Caﬁada,Aa similar separation of

regulatory requirements from market-oriented performance and

compatibility standards. The Terminal Attachment Program Standards

 could be relatively simple if there was a consensus among TCTS,

industry, users and the CRIC as to what the market place requires

in terms of performance.

The solution to getting a place in the marketplace is to preduce a

superior product. Several Canadian companies have already demon-

strated their ability to do so. =

The Government's objective to provide. jobs for Canadians is

commendable but it should restrict its efforts'to the protection

~ of the public's health, welfare and safety. Efforts such as trying

to protect Canadian industry through stringent technical standards

should be discoﬁraged.



NOTE: THESE NOTES REFLECT INFORMAI, RESPONSES MADE DURING TELEPHONE INTERVIEW.

TELEPHONE INTERVIEW WITH MR. PEEBLES
ONTARIO DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
AND COMMUNICATIONS - MARCH 25, 1982

Mr. Peebles was interviewed by H. Dulmage. Mr Peebles responses to questions

posed by Dulmage, follow.

- Question

Answer

- Question

Answer

- Question

Answer

Is Ontario concerned with consumer protection of the owner/user

(first party)?

Yes it is. The province wants to see that a consumer doesn't get
fleeced and that he gets what he pays for. But consumer

protection falls under provincial jurisdiction.

Is Ontario concerned about protecting the calling/called party

(second party)?

That is a low order of concern. The second party may be inconvenienced.
We think they would soon f£ind out if the telephone is not working

properly.

Does Ontario have an opinion on whether the broad requirements of

CS03 should be applied or whether FCC Part 68 is adequate?

Our concern would be that we not make Canadian standards just for the
sake of doing it that way, if protecting the network is not the problem.
From a philosophical position, we would be reluctant to make a set of
standards just to make ourselves look patriotic and drape ourselves
with the Canadian flag. The danger is that this increases the cost

of doing business. If we have to have unique Canadian standards,

there had better be a good reason for doing so. We would hate to

see the Canadian market undermined by well intentioned but misquided

approaches.

ONT.T & C-1 R-1.



- Question - Are there any fears for the competitive postion of Ontario

CPE (telephone) supply industrieé if a standard weaker than

CS03 is applied?

Answer -~ - It would probably have little impact on Canadian firms. They

probably wouldn't want to manufacture two different kinds of

equipment anyway.

- Question - Is there any
inhibited if

in the U.S?

Answer - It certainly
ences were.

in favour of

- Question - Will Ontario

carriers who

concern that global product mandating would be

there were different standards in Canada than

wouldn't help. It would depend on what the differ-
Global product mandating would be a major argument

common standards.

establish standards of its own with respect to

are provincially regulated?

Answer - That is a matter to be decided by the Ontario Telephone

Service Commission but we would very likely adopt whatever

the CRTC decides on.

ONT. T&C-2 R-1




INTERVIEW WITH CONSUMERS ASSOCIATION OF
CANADA, MARCH 25, 1982 '

~

Contacts, interviewed'separatély by H. Dulmage were Shirley Noxrthrup

and Howard Wetston.

Mr. Wetston's résponses to questions posed by Dulmage, follow.

Question - Does CAC think that the federal govérnment's role should be
to set customer provided equipment (telephone terminal)

standards with a view to protecting the buyer?

Answer - The CAC recognizes that not all of the consumers want to
buy a Cadillac. They should have the opportunity to exercise
their choioe The CAC belleves in consumers exer0151ng their -
preferences 1n the market. They don't need protection from
the regulator and they don' t«need'protection'from.Bell Canada.
. Some people may»get‘ripped off .in the orocess, but the market

place will sort it out.

Question ~ Does CAC belleve that a called/calllng (second party) party

7

requires. protectlon°

Answer - No, we don't.

Question - Does CAC anticipate that consumers will have less choice if

Canadian standards cover more things than are required by FCC

Part 687
Answer - -~ No.
CAC~-1 .
WETSTON : \
NORTHRUP



. = Question -~ Does CAC anticipate that consumers will have to pay more if
' Canadian standards cover more things than are'required by |
FCC Part 68? -
Answer ~ The CAC doesn t see anythlng wrong with FCC standards. We

don't think that Canada should be puttrng in a whole ‘new

program with all of the extra costs it will involve.

-~ Question ~ Do you have any opinions as to why Bell Canada wants more
parametérs covered in the standards than the FCC demands?
Answer ~ Bell, along with certain other Canadians, including certain
private and government agencies, wants to control the system,
or have a part in controlling the system.
- A major complaint about the FCC, at the CRTC hearings, was
that things change too fast and that there is dlf‘lculty in
| understandlng what is golng on 1n a forelgn env1ronment But
the U. S. telephone companies- arerln.on these proceedings and
surely Bell knows what is happenlng. .
We think 1t is a pile of bunk Lhat the Canadian telephone

system has requirements different from the U.S.

- In a separate interview with Shirley Northrup of the CAC, she indicated
that regulatory matters were Mr. Wetston's field, but that'the CAC focus
has been with consumer advisory panels and consumer representations to
protect consumers on Committees of CSA and Canadlan Government Standards
Board (DGSB). She felt that the assoclatlon would be concerned with protect-

ing the Dbuyer of telephone_equlpment.

~ Documents received -

Extracts from CAC's Final Argument before the CRTC.

CAC-2
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TELEPHONE INTERVIEW WITH CANADIAN INDUSTRIAL
COMMUNICATIONS ASSEMBLY (CICA) REPRESENTATIVE
ON TAPAC - E. WADE - MARCH 24, 1982

Mr. Wade was interviewed briefly by Harry Dulmagé. Mr. Wade indicated
that CICA favours the FCC approach to technical standards, but has
tended to go along with the proposed Canadian approach. He believes
that most of the people on the Committee (TAPAC) would prefer to see
some objective testing of a simpler nature on tr§nsmission‘characfer—

istics.

He suggests that the telephone company (Bell) has cut back on preventative
maintenance in favour of automatic threshold testing. 'This has potential
for creating network crosstalk problems if levels from multichannel devices

creep too high because of infrequent maintenance.

Mxr. Wade also representé CAC on TAPAC, but referred us to shirley Noxthrup

of CAC on questions concerning CAC.policy.
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APPENDIX C - DOCUMENTS

National Academy of Sciences Report June 1970

Electronic Industries Association - Sample Front Cover emphasizing
voluntary intent: of . standards

Bell Canada Submission to TAPAC September 6, 1979 - Criteria for Network

Protection

Copy of FCC "Harm" definition from Part 68

Extracts from FCC Docket No. 19528, Pages 11, 12 and 13 - dealing with

implementation of the FCC Registration Program.
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interconnection can he achieved without impairment of service to user

of the network, gencrally, and hazards to cwployces of the carricers,

Tn its approach to this objective, the Panel has analyzéd the appropriate
portions of the carricr ncetwork to determine how harm can be caused and
has then cousidered how this harm can be prevented, '

HNarmful Effccts

(a) voltages dangcerous to human life, (b) signals of excessive amplitnde

or improper spectrum, {(c) improper line balance, ov (d) improper control
© improy , (e) img 1lance, |

signals.

INCREASED EXPOSURE 'O
JIAZARDOUS VOLTAGES CAN
RESULT FROM UNCOWTROLLED
INTERCONNECTIONLO

Uncontrolled installation of user-owned torminal- devices
“involving the use of 115 v AC and other hazardous voltages can introdace
risks to telephone company installation and maintenance personnel.  JFor
maintenance and cipanrion of telephone scervice to be carvied on without
interrvuption of einistiry vervice, it is standard and efficient practice
for cable and exchange plant workers to work barc-handed on paivé and
junctions in the immediate proximity of hundreds ol othev pairs in

To avoid increasing the hazard, it is mandatory that

I - Harm way arise through the introduction into the nctwork or

normal ‘use,
stringent measures be taken to cnsure that hazardous voltages will not

be applied at points of interconnecction,

STGNALS THAT VIOLATE TBE
' : | CRITERTA RELATING TO STGNAL
: AMPLITUDE, WAVEFORM, AND
. : SPECTRUM IN TARIFFS 260 AN
' . | 263 CAN CAUSE HARM BY INTER-
- FERING WITH SERVICE 1O OTHER
' . o USERs H ‘

10Scction 2

'

llSchion

50>
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“

- The non-lincar characteristics of transmission componcnts,
which are widely usad in the telephone plant, requirve that inband signal
power be limited Lo avoid deterioration of scervice to cthuers.due to
cross-talk or overload., The signal-limiting charcactoeristics of voice-
frequency and carrvior-rrapsmission systems do not provide the required
restraints en signat ooweer . The signal powers specific ! in the tariffs
represent rezsonabiy aprtimized values for voice and data usage,

\ The limits on the inband signal-power spectrum are specified to
avoid the possibilicy of interference with internal network signaling,
The out-cof-band power limits are based upon limitations of local cable
plant and requivements for minimum interference with present and expected
greater-than-voice-band services. The telephone plant dovs not supply
this protection,

Signal criteria specified in the tariff must be obscerved
for both voice and data scrvices, Data services pres.nt the more
serious problem, siunce, when transmitting data, the user has an incentive
to exceed the sigual-power criteria in order to reduce his error rate
wivih poseible duegraddtion of service to others,

LINE BALANCE IS IMPORTANT ' - o ;
: , TO NETWORK PERFORMANCE12

ki

lmbalance in line terminations will render ineffective the
careful clectyical balance built into the pairs in the cables connecting
users and the tclephone company central offices, The vesultant imbalances
can cause loss of privacy and increased interference, not only to the
unbalanced pair, but to other pairs in the cable as well, Terminal
imbalancae can occur duce to poorly built equipument, improper installation,
or inadequate maintenance, '

770-A

IMPROPER NETWORK-CONTROL
SIGNALING CAN IMPAIR TELE-
PIIONE SERVICE AND INCREASE
costsl3

L

o

Scetions 1 and 3

L3Scctioﬁs 1 and 4
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Network-control signaling must be properly performed for correct
systom opuration and message accouting, PFor exawmpl-:, in a.telephone set,
these signals are produced by the switchhook and the rotary dial or the
touch-tone pad. Hechanisms for producing these signels, Lf not carcfully .
designed, vanutactared, installed, and maintainoed, coi, in conjunction with
the varyins chavastoristics ol the telephone loops, . susw improper signals
Lo culved gt the central offices,  Central olrives vary in theivr
tolerance to dirtorted control signals and in their ability to correct

“euch ziynals before re-transmission into the network., 1n particular,

dial-pulse sigualing of poor quality can cause signidicant harm by the
acneralion of wrung numbers, causing annoyance to others, wasteful use of
central office cquipoacnn and transmission facilities, and iwmproper billing,
O the other hawd, faproper signals poeneratad by touch-tone pads are

y
k)

“inhevently less havmful since, if a signal is out ol tolerance, the central

olfice cquipment will wot complete-the call, Hetworii-contrvol signaling on
multiparty lines is particularly difficult to define because of different
practices with vespect to ringing and line identification.

Several approaches for protecting the public telephone network
were considered. fTwo which the Pancl considers acceptable are:

- (a) " Operation under present tariffs that call for
common-carrier ownership, installation, and
maintenance of comiecting arrangements and
adhurence to tariff-specified signal criteria,

(b) A program of enforced certification of equipment
’ and personnel, with appropriatce standards for
safety and network protection. This approach
would allow user owncrship, installation, and
- maintenance of protective coupling units or
complete terminal equipment, :

PRESENT TARIFF CRITERIA AND ' '
CARRIER-PROVIDED CONNECTING-

ARRANCEMENTS ARE AN ACCEPT-~

ABLE WAY OF .ASSURING NELWORK

PROFECTTON L4

The present tariffs specify signal criteria for electrical,
acoustic, and inductive coupling, and specify that the carricr provide

lhscetions 3 and 5
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connecting arrangemcents and network-control signaling. ihe signal criteria

limit the sipual inputs to the network to those considerad to be harmless,
The carricrs, wvler the tariffs, assume responsibilivy Jor installation
and maintenance of the connecting arrangements and fov jrotection of
carrier perz.uael and of the network itself. Technicalty, the Panel
considers this to we an acceptable approacli.

Carvier-provided connecting arrangements involve addition by
the carrier of components between the user's termiual and the carrvier's
facilities. Tn soue situations, these may duplicate comnonents of the
users' equipacnt; this redundnnhy in components and functions may, in
principle, cause some Toss in performance and scre raducrtion in
reliabilicy,  Howvewver, the Panel's analysis indicates tiat the added
components, if well designed, should not significantly affect overall
reliablility or peviormince, '

Concerning the nced for some of the protective feuatures,
analyses of the presently available connecting arrangements indicate
that they provide a degree of protection of voice~signal limiting that,
in some cases, is unnccessary, Present carrier-provided coupling units
are, in somec lnstan(O', complicated and marginally effective and may
degrade performance,*: particularly in net~control signaling,

According to AT&T, LhL problems relating to present protective equ1pment
can be attributed Lo the rapid introduction of the comuuating arrangements
and lack of experience on which to base judgments, Further development
should preluce more of feetive units,  Additionally, the sudden domand

for interconnection and the need for time to detelmlue the features
required by a larvge number of users is a cause for present delays.
Desired connecting arrangements are nol yet available according to some
users :

THE ESTABLISHMENT OF STAND-
ARDS AND ENFORCED GERTIFTCATION
0F USER-SUPPLIED EQUIPMENT AND
PIRSONNEL CONSTITUTE AN
ACCEPTABLE WAY OF ASSURING
NETWORK PROTECTIONLO

1t is dmportant to note that the standards to be cutablished
cover only networl-protection considerations such as personnel safety, :
signal levels, transmission, and network-control signaling, and do not
include standards {or user—-equipment performance. . ' '

"
gection 5
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Despile some variability from installatior to installation,
there has been enoveh esperience with the telephone atoork to provide
a basis for standards Jor notwork protection. A standards-development
program veaquires Cine resources of a qualified stand. cds orsanization,

1

ot SorvoLacs ot tise propaving the standavds, S0 W orpanircations
exist in both Lha private sector and government.  Standards can be
prepared by qualitficd representatives of the carriors, supplicers, and
uscrs, A definition of the interface between the unuer-owned equipment
ard the network, so far as protection is concerned, is part of the basis
for standardization, ‘

SThe puvpgose o §o tu provide coordination, struct: ral auidance, and

Finatl., afthoagh general standards can i written ta cover
interconnecti.ng with various types ol central ollic- s and loops, cach .
individual fvstatlation will 'be, to some extent, cu-tomized due to ’
vury}nq loop characteristics and other factors, Th@unfurc, interconnectcd
equiptient should be provided with proper adjustment veatures to deal with
individual case-liy-case variations. Necessary adjustuwents can be worked
Aut coeperatively at ths time of installation Dboelween carrier and user,
Cooperntive guideline procedures should be formalizud,

Type coertification of cquipment could be accomplished by
govermment or by independent testing laboratorics, [t must include
evaluating and monitoring cach manufacturer and his specific products,
Governwent and independeat test laboratorics cexist which are capable
of poritovaing these functious in velatoed ficlds, 7Thiy could expand
their resources te qualily for the program envisaged here. With a
significant volume of work, costs of this program should not be
prohibitive, Coevtification can be applied to couploers, to protective
sections of larger cquipment, or to the protective charvacteristics of _
entire units of cquipment, : A -

o

Bquipment-type certification alone is not sufficient to protect
thue telephone network, The cquipment must be instatled and maintained
by cortified technicians. In addition, standards must nake provisions
for assurance that the network'protection is maintained by documented
periodic inspoction,

Certilication of the installation and maintenance of interconnected

equipwment: will require a program of persouwncl traiuning, development of

tests end test cquipment, and liecnsing of installat ion and maintenance
pursoniral,  n the last point, the Panel beliceves that a nuclous of

support personnel exists iun the sorvicemen and organizations who now

fnstati and service comunications and computer equipment,  They can ha
cevtifiaed (or licensoed) by examination, following procedures included

in the overall certification program. BEach certification (or license)

woulid be endorscd as applicable tu equipment of one or wore classes.
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Requirements for an Enlorced Certification Program

AUTHORITY FOR A NATION-
WIDE CERTIFICATION PRO-
GRAM MUST RESIDE WITH

L THE FEDERAL AGENCY
RESPONSIBLE FOR THE
TARIFFS

Te be erffective, a certification program must be racoynized in
l ' the tariffs and the {ederal agency that approves these tariffs must assume
: responsibility for aurborizing implementation of the overall certification
l program, This agmey should develop and publish rules and pxoudmes

and proposa timetubles and sequence of appllcatmns.

Plans should be developed under control of tlie federal agency
for the selection of the organization or organizations that will coordinate
the preparation of standards, the procedures for the qualification of
technicians, and the organizations to be given the authority to certify
equipment, ‘ '

" Uniformity in standards and certification procedures for
equipment and in persomncel qualifications throughout the country is
desirable, since inscallation and maintenance may be supcrvised and
inspected locally., Therefore, coordination by federal and state agencies
in necessary to establish p01101Ls which wiil permit the nationwide use
of certificd equipment and procedures for the certification of thhnicians.18

l - ENFORCED CERTIFICATION
PROCEDURES MUST BE TAKEN

l AS A WHOLE .
. . The Pancl wanphasizes that the development of standards and a

‘ program of certilfication requires a complete system of coutrol, which

l will not be cffective unless all elements of the system, as deseribed

in this repurt, are adopted, For exanple, the development of standards

. alone is inadequate, Certification of cquipment without cortification of
' installation, tosting, and maintenance will be inceffective in protecting
. persomnnel, facilities, scrvices, ctc.

!

a

1 7Suction 6

18gection 6
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A CARFFULLY PLANNED
STEP-BY-STEP EFFORT TS
NECESSARY TO ENSURE THH:
SUCCESSTIUL IMPLIMUSTATTON
OI' A CERTIFICATION PROGRANLY

Puperionce with interconnection is limited and has, Iovr the most
part, been with users with extensive experience and resources, 20 There
Is little applicanle experience involving smaller, 1.ss sophisticated uscrs
or with large-scale public interconnection., A cortification program is
new Lo the telephone industry and to.many of the wajor uwser industries.

lxisting laboratories are not equipped to test and certify
communications cquipiment in the quantities cnvisionad.  The personnel
needad by all parvties for this kind of operation arve in short supply.

There is much to be learned. If a start is made promptly, and
if all concerned-assign the task a high prioritv, th. nccessary certifi-
cation orograms and guidelines for qualifying personuel chould be produced
in reasonable time, The same effort should produce both standards for
cquipment and guidelines for.quélifying personnel, ‘'thercafter, when the
personncl program has started to function, the coertitication of interface
devices and oqunpm(nt will permit their 1nsLa11dLJon and operation by uscrs
accnrdjhu Lo the new standards,

The Pancl belicves that the certification program should be
undertaken on an incremental basis in order to develop a meaningful base
of knowladge and experience. The first implementation should be in an

carea with high probability of success and sufficient complexity to test

the validity ol the certification program. The first application should be
to cquipment with limited distribution and for which a knowledgeable
technical base for mmwulfacture, installation, and waintcenance uow exists
(such as PBX). Application of the standards to one scrvice can procccdj
while standards are sct for others., Since the standards program is an
iterative process, requiring procedures for continuous reconsideration

dand rencpotiation of spoecifications, it is important that an

wrganizational wechanism be set up to gather data and cvaluate the

progross of the program, . . .

SELF-CERTTITCATION BY
MANUFACTURERS OR USERS
WILL NOT EMSURE AN ACCEDY-
ABLYE DEGREL OF NETWORK
PROTECTTION2L

L9g0ction 6 21gection 6

. 200
“ObucLlun 8

€04




N d

|
L
1
'
'
;
'

L
)

¥
|
i
|
'
'
l
I

- 12 -

A self~certification program allows the manufacturer or user to
test and approve lhis own equipment, installation, and maintenance., On the
other hand, an enforced certification program separates the responsibility
for certification from the organizations having direcr financial 1nvolve~
ment in the prOdULLJOH or use. of jnterconnectLu equipment.

Self-certification requires the user to procure and use equipment
considered harmless and to operate in accordance with the tariffs. 1In the
absence of some control system, it is inevitable that marginal equipment

will make its way to the market and that there will be usafe outside of the
rules,

WE FIND NO PERSUASIVE ARGU~
MENTS FAVORING THE EXEMPTION
OF WHOLE CLASSES OF USERS -
The -Panecl endeavored to classify users, including utilities,
right~of-way companies, agencies of the federal governument, etc., in an
effort to show that one or more classes might be permitted unrestricted
interconnection without risk of impairment to the operation of the
network. An analysis of information in the Applicable Experience section??

and other informatien presented to the Panel led to a firm conclusion that
this was - not poessibie.

In a certification program that enables any user to qualify on
reasonable terms, there is no reasonable basis, in the opinion of the
Panel, for any class or group of users to be exempted from conforming.

EFFECTS OF INTERCONNECTION ON INNOVATION

THE PROPOSED CERTIFI-

CATION PROGRAM SHOULD

NOT SIGNIFIZANTLY IM-

PEDE INNOVATION BY THE

CARRIERS AND MAY PRO- (
MOTE INNOVATTON BY USERS

Several opinions have been expressed to the Panel regarding the
potentinl impact of interconnection on innovation.

22Sec,tion 8
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Fhe earriers have siabd thal widespresad ijutevconnection will tend
to dmpede innovit joie in the network, because, smong other things, users
will tend to oppesv vhanpes by the carriers that mals tha users' equipment
obsolete or vequire it to be modified, They Iuive aloeosaid that direct
intereonncetion svithent covricer-mmed interconncct in: arrangement will
dnrther fnoede tlein fnnoevation because it reaevern (b cacrier-controlled -

1
H

buffer with known characteristics between the network and the interconnected

Cequdipment,

Some uoceey, especially the. large oacs nud o in rapidly
develaping [iclds zuch as cowputer time-sharing, lLove expressed the opinion
that, with Lhe necessarily deliberate rate of innovalion expected in the
octwor, there will be ne wajor problems in keeping wo with the network
tunovation. Thoy do uet apree with the carricvs’ concerns regarding the
need for a carricr-contrelled bulfer, '

»

Some suppliers of equipment and scrvices have cxpresscd the
apinion that the presence of the carrier—owned interconnecting arrange-
ment will impede innovation on the tser side of the interface where the
goal is to optimize rthe users' system or use of cguipwent,  Further, and
perhaps move dimportantly, they question the ability ol the carrier to
respond rapldly cnough to new situations in which new intevconnection
arrangoements are required. " :

While data on which to base conclusions arc limited, it is the
opinion ol rLhe FPanel that:

(a) Thi advent of widespread intercounection itself,
repardless of how it is implementod awd controlled,
will indecd have some effect on the rate of :

innovation by carriers, suppliers, and users. 1n ¥
c-

some cases, it may impede innovation in the net-
worii; in others, it could conceivably promote

Cinnavation because of competition and the
preossures of demand from users. It will certainly
tand to iuncrease the rate of innovatica by
suppliers and users.

c

(b)  The incrodoction of a certificatioun program
permitting direct interconnection should not
sigailicantly restrict carrier innovation i : .
there is effective information cxcluinge
between earriers, suppliers, aml users,
Uhae olhier hand, the supplicrs and usces will
have more freedom to innovate.

(¢) On balanee, under the certification propram,
innovation in the overall system of ercrriers
“andd users of interconnected cquipment is likely
Lo inerease. - s :




- 14 -
INFORMATTON I&TERCHANCE

" THE PANEL BELIEVES THAT
MECHANISMS SHOULD BE
ESTABLISHED TO PROMOTE
THE EXCHANGE OF INFOR-
MATION AMONG CARRIERS,
USERS, AND SUPPLIERSZ3

As stated evarlier, the Panel was continually reminded of the
‘need for iwproved crxehange of information among the parties concerned,
There were instances of incorrect interpretations of canaditions of
ase of the network by user and manufacturers, causing :aneccessary confusion
at both the technical and administrative levels, The carrviers expressed
strongly the need rfor more direct information exchange and a more compre-
hensive picture of user requirements, With the aniticipated acceleration
in innovation affecting data systems and telecommunications, the require-
ment for this improved exchange is even more pronouncad, At present, no
mechanism exists that adequately serves this function; suech a mechanism
-should be established. '
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NOTICE

EIA engineering standards are designed to serve the public interest through eliminating mis-
understandings between manufacturers and purchasers, facilitating interchangeability and improve-
ment of products, and assisting the purchaser in selecting and obtaining with minimum delay the
proper product for his particular need. Existence of such standards shall not in any respect pre-
clude any member or non-member of EIA from manufaciuring or selling products not conforming to
such standards, nor shall the existence of such standards preclude their voluntary use by those other
than EIA members whether the standard is to be used either domestically or internationally.

Recommended standards are adopted by EIA without regard to whether or not their adoption
may nvolve patents on articles, materials, or processes. By such action, EIA does not assume any
liability to any patent owuer, nor does it assume.any obligation whatever to parties adopting the
recommended standards. C '
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1. Introduction

It was previously declared by the Federal Government in 1ts proposed
Telecommunications Act, Bill C-16, that: :

."eff1c1ent telecommunications systems are essential to the
sovereignty and integrity of Canada, and telecommunication
services and production resources should be developed and

administered so as to safeguard, enrich and strengthen the
cultural, political, social and economic fabric of Canada".

A}

and further:

"Al1l Canadians are entitled, subject to technological and
economic limitations, to reliable telecommunication services,
making the best use of all available modes, resources and
facilities, and taking into account regional and provincial needs
and priorities.”

In order to achieve these objectives, it is essential that the
existing high quality and reliable telecommunications network in
Canada be maintained. Meeting these objectives is obviously not only
in the best interest of the public and carriers but is of great
importance to the terminal equipment manufacturers as well. Through
the cooperative efforts of government, carriers, users and terminal
equipment manufacturers, the objectives of the Telecommunications Act
can be achieved.

transmission, switching, signalling and terminal equipment which has
been designed as an intricate system to prov1de high quality service.
The interdependence of network components requires that 1imits are
defined for all parameters which affect network functions such as
supervision, signalling and transmission. ~Terminal equipment is an
integral part of the network and certification standards for customer
provided terminal equipment are required to ensure protection of the
network. .While this concept has received general support from
terminal equipment manufacturers,. carriers, users, and regulatory
agencies, only limited understanding and agreement has been achieved
on specific criteria for network protection.

In the United States, submissions to the National Academy of Sciences
from each of these interest groups reflected divergent views, and the
recommendations of the Academy were not fully adopted by the Federal
Communications Comnission in developing the network protection
requirements for terminal equipment registration. Outside of North
America, there is little consistency of approach to network :
protection. In Canada, technical standards for network non addressing
.. devices developed under the terminal attachment program were not based

_on clearly stated criteria for network protection, and considerable

- debate occurred in rationalizing each technical parameter cons1dered

-y
for inclusion in the standards.

l .~ The telecommunication network is a complex arrangement of
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The differing pos1t1ons on network protect1on cr1ter1a ddopted by

~terminal equipment manufacturers and carriers are understandable-

since, although both of these groups share a common interest in
protecting the telecommunications network, neither group wishes to
constrain the operation of their distinctly differént businesses.

However, unless a common understanding of the positions of each group.

is established and agreement on a set of criteria reached, the
development of certification standards for network addressing devices

~ will be difficult, disorderly, and time consuming.

2.1

Consequently, in order that the Terminal Attachment Program may be
extended in a logical and orderly manner, Bell Canada recommends that
certification.standards for network addressing terminal equipment be
developed within.the framework of the following criteria for network

protection. This framework will allow parameter limits and asscciated

test methods for customer provided terw1na1 equ1pment to be uniformly
and objectively established.

Criteria for Network Protection

The public telecommunication network requires protection from:

1. Electrical energy which is hazardous to the public and Bell
Canada personnel. ' :

2. Damage to network components by electrical energy or improper
connections. '

3. Thterference with the normal funct1on1ng of network equipment
including billing equipment.

4, Degradation of service to other users of the network.

These criteria are discussed further with some Spec1f1c examples in
the following sections.

Electrical Hazards to the Public and Bell Cahada Personnel

Terminal équipment which is 1oca]1y’powered by commercial ac cou1d; as

a result of inadequate design or equipment failure, connect hazardous

electrical energy to the network interface. This energy could be
conducted through the network, and could potentially result in injury
to the general public, or to Bell Canada personnc] working on network
facilities or equipment.

As an example, terminal equipment failures could be caused by
environmental or operational stress, or component failures. Hazards.

" could include electrical shock and electrical fires in the terminal
- equipment or network facilities. oo
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2.2

Damage to Network Componehts

Terminal equipment which applies excessive levels of electrical energy

~ to the network interface, or uses improper or inadequately designed

connectors could cause damage to network equipment.

The following examples illustrate the potential for each such damage.
Secondary protection devices such as,zener diodes may be provided in

_ terminal equipment. If these devices interfere with or prevent the

normal operation of the primary carbon block or gas tube protection on
the telephone Tine, damage to network equipment as well as to terminal
equipment can result. As a result of an induced lightning surge or a
power Tina cross on the telephone lines, abnormal-voltages could be

presented by the terminal equipment at the network interface, and high

© ¢irculating currents could flow in the inside wiring and the cord of

2.3

the terminal equipment. The possible effects of high circulating
currents in the inside wiring and cord include fire and damage to -
network equipment. Physical damage to carrier provided equipment such
as jack type connectors can result from the use of plug type
connectors which are mechanically incompatible.

Rl

Interference with the Normal Functioning of Network Equ1pment

Including Billing Equipment

Terminal equipment may intentionally or inadvertintly operate in a

manner which makes fraudulent use of network facilities, or interferes’
with the normal operation of network equipment.

™~ -
For example, network signalling and supervision are frequently

. .performed using voice band tones. Spurious tones from terminal

2.4

equipment can cause serious interference with these functions and can
also affect the proper operation of network billing equipment. :
Extreme variations in off hook resistance immediately following ring -
trip can simulate a false on hook condition and can prevent the normal
functioning of billing equipment. » ‘

Degradation of Service to Other Users of the Network

Terminal equipment connected to the network can degrade the service
provided to other network users.

The potential for such degradation can be illustrated with the
following examples. Crosstalk interference can be caused when
terminal equipment transmits excessively high signal levels to the
network. Terminal equipment which has inadequate longitudinal balance
can cause power line interference on the telephone line to be

. converted to noise and thus cause a service dagradation. Crosstalk

.interference can also increase, because of terminal imbalance, through

" the Tongitudinal coupling between circuits in the same cab]e.
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Terminal equipment that is designed to operate so that abnormally high
calling rates, excessively long holding times, or other abuses of the
network occur, will reduce network access to other users since network
facilities are engineered on the basis of normal demands for service.
Make busy devices which are designed for use with call answering
machines and which operate by making busy all lines at a customer
location except the one connected to the call answering machine deny -
normal access to facilities and equipment. Trouble in terminal
equipment can cause a false presumption of a network malfunction by
both parties in a connection. This can occur if the off hook
resistance of the terminal equipment is marginally high resulting in
failure to trip ringing. #hen such failures occur, the custoners
could conclude that the problem is in the network. Other terminal
equipment problems which could Tead to a false presumption-of network
malfunction include excessive noise, distortion, echo, and low
transmission levels. S
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CRITERTA ‘FOR NETWORK PROTECTION

6 INTERDEPENDENCE OF NETWORK o IPONENTS
o CERTIFICATION STANDARDS TO PROTECT THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS NETWORK
¢ CRITERIA FOR NETWORK PROTECTION

- NAS
- FCCPART 63
- DOC (CS-01, CS-02

TERMINAL PARAMETER STANDARDS

- EIA

- FCC PART 68

- CSA

- (S-01, €S-02

- ATRT  PUBLICATIONS
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AGREEMENT ON “CRITERIA FOR NETWORK PROTECTION”

EXTENDS TAP TO NETWORK ADDRESSING DEVICES IN A LOGICAL AND
ORDERLY MANHER : .

- DEVELOPS A FRAMEWORK FOR EVALUATION OF TECHNICAL CATEGORIES,

PARAMETERS, AND LIMITS IN A UNIFORM AND OBJECTIVE MANNER

SHOULD MINIMIZE TIME SPENT ON DEBATE ON “NON-ISSUES” TO

SHORTEN THE TIME INTERVAL FOR THE DEVELOP OF TECHNICAL STANDARDS

-BELL CANADA |

1975 95 06
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CP-01 SECT. 1.8.1

"THE CANADIAN DOC LABEL IDENTIFIES CERTIFIED EQUIPMENT. THIS
CERTIFICATION MEANS THAT THE EQUIPMENT MEETS CERTAIN TELE-
COMMUNICATION NETWORK PROTECTIVE, OPERATIONAL, AND SAFETY |
REQUIREMENTS, THE DEPT. DOES NOT GUARANTEE THE EQUIPMENT WILL
OPERATE TO THE USERS, SATISFACTION”

£S-02 SECT. 111

* “THE STANDARD CONTAINED HEREIN ARE INTENDED FOR THE PROTECTION OF THE
COMMUNICATION VETJORKS

BELL CANADA
1979 09 .06
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TELECOMMUNICATION NETHORK

¢ COMPLEX ARRANGEMENT OF TRANSMISSION, SWITCHING,
SIGNALLING AND TERMINAL EQUIPMENT ' ‘

¢ DESIGHED AS AN INTRICATE SYSTEM ~

o INTERDEPENDENCE OF NETWORK COMPONENTS REQUIRES
LIMITS FOR PARAMETERS THAT AFFECT NETWORK FUNCTICNS

* BELL CANADA
©1979.09 06
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CRITERIA FOR NETWORK PROTECTION

1. ELECTRICAL ENERGY WHICH IS HAZARDOUS T0 THE PUBLIC
- AND BELL CANADA PERSONNEL

2. DAMAGE TO NETWORK COMPONENTS BY ELECTRICAL ENERGY OR
IMPROPER CONNECTIONS.

3, INTERFERENCE WITH THE NORMAL FUNCTIONING GF NETWORK
- EQUIPMENT INCLUDING BILLING ERU:PMENT,

4, DEGRADATION OF SERVICE TO OTHER USERS OF THE NETWORK.



CRITERIA FOR NETWORK PROTECTION

1> ELECTRICAL ENERGY WHICH IS HAZARDOUS TO THE PUBLIC AND
BELL CANADA PERSONNEL.,

' TERMINAL EQUIPMENT WHICH IS POWERED OR CC-LOCATED
WITH COMMERCIAL AC COULD COHNECT HAZARDOUS VOLTAGES
AND CURRENTS TO THE NETWORK RESULTING Iil:
e ELECTRICAL SHOCK
5 BURNS

e FIRE IN EQUIPMENT OR FACILITIES

BELL CANADA
1979 92 06
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CRITERIA FOR NETHORK PROTECTICH
2)  DAMAGE TG NETHORK COMPONENTS BY ELECTRICAL ENERGY OR
IMPROPER CONNECTIONS.

EXCESSIVE VOLTAGE AND CURREHT LEVELS FROHM THE
TERMINAL EQUIPMENT COULD DAMAGE METWORK

FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT. TMPROPER CONHECTION
COULD DAMAGE CARRIER JACKS. EXAMPLES INCLUDE:
¢ CENTRAL OFFICE HEAT COIL OPERATION

‘o SWITCH CONTACT PLATING

"o BROKEN CONNECTORS .

BELL CANADA
1979 09 06

S
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CRITERIA FOR NETWORK PROTECTION

3)  INTERFERENCE WITH THE NORMAL FUNCTIONING OF NETWORK EQUIPMENT

I
INCLUDING BILLING. EQUIPMENT,

SPURIQUS TONES FROM_TERMINAL,EQUIPMENT COULD INTERFERE
WITH NETWORK SIGNALLING, SUPERVISION AND BILLING
FUNCTIONS AND RESULT IN:

TRUNK CARRIER SYSTEM OVERLOAD

k]

TRUNK CARRIER SYSTEM DISCONNECTION

®

©

FAILURE TO TRIP RINGING SIGNALS

)

INCORRECT MESSAGE REGISTRATION

© BELL CANADA
1979 03 05




44) DEGRADATION OF SERVICE TO OTHER USERS OF THE NETHORK.

- NETWORK FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT COULD RESULT .

@ O e D

CRITERIA FOR NETWORK PROTECTION

SERVICE IMPAIRMENTS AND DENIAL OF ACCESS 70
FROM:

CROSSTALK INTERFERENCE

TRUNK CARRIER SYSTEM DISCONNECTION
CIRCUIT OSCILLATION o
TRANSMISSION IMPAIRMENT

BELL CANADA
1979 0906
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CRITERIA FOR NETWORK PROTECTION

BILLING PROTECTION
 EXTRANEQUS ENERGY CHARACTERISTICS
TRANSMITTED ENFRGY CHARACTERISTICS
DC TERMINATING CHARACTERISTICS

AC TERMINATING CHARACTERISTICS
TRANSMISSION CHARACTERISTICS -
 STGNALLING CHARACTERISTICS
STGNALLTHG-CHARACTERTSTICS
ALERTING CHARACTERISTICS

SAFETY REQUIREMENTS
ENVIRONMENTAL SIMULATION
MECHANICAL DESIGN

RiST
ERIST
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path for network signals and voice transmissions:
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The Criteria For Network Protection sulimitizc . at the mzet ng of Task
Force C on 1579 09 06 esticblished the TcurnZziion for the development
of draft technical stendards for network zddressing devwces. An
,zsenu1a1 eiement of the Criteria For NLetwork ProLect1on is the pr1ncxr ]
of orotecting other users of the telecommunications network from service
c¢agradation which might result from the connection of cuseo"er ‘providad
terminal equipment to the network. 1In the discussion and minutes of that
Task Force C meeting it was clearly esteblishaed that this principal is
intended to protect both second and third party users from service
degradation. Based on that discussion, the Criteria For hetwork Protection
were accepted-as a general framework for draft network addresswng standards

developmant.

In deve1091n0 TCS-01 requirements fo fulfill tn1> pr}nc1pd1 it was
recognized that terminal eguipment cheracteristics which affect second

pquy service also affect service to the f]rst Darty provider of the
ecuipment. In order to ensure that service to sscond party users is

not degraded while minimizing the constraint on manufacturers' design »reedom,
a distinction has been made between network 1ntegr1ty and performance

The intent of the following requ1|cm nts of TCS-01 is to secure an end-to-end

\V

Alerting Device Sensitivity
Transmit Objective Loudness Rating (TOLR)
Transmit Fregusncy Rasponse

.-'J._l...'_l-_l
LIMN— N

(A £a3 Co) €0 L O
O (D~~~ O

. Transmit Distorticn
. I Objective
.1 S Obisctive
Mrzt oparzmzisr hrs ~ thage rezuiremsnis ars specw‘wci et
irdustry accested leva in the U.S. These levels ensure absolute
minfimum accepieble service whwch {rom the pe ~spective .of the second party
t

user, constituies basic network 1nieqri . Tnese pareaizier threshold
values also limit veics signa1_p wer to 1evels which have already been
estzhlished within the Terminal Attach-zat program to protect third party

users. Manutacturers .lO not constireirsad ty these TCS-01 requiremants
from establishing & broad rence of hiche : ign standards for tne]r terminal
products which can be.marketed to fir USErS &S nerformance options.
Ls an example, the {clephone sets pro -11 Canzda not only excead
these irinimal requiresants, but also ! ional “equiremﬂnts Tor such
perforrance cha"aet°r15Lics as receive o y response, receive nojse,
sidetone, frecuancy resionse, and sidsto " ingar ‘i,fore1ou.- These
rericrrance c“'*ace:r tics are iniendsd ¢ wrovide CU“}1uy service to the
first party uoer end are not inciudzd in»TCS~O1.
It should ke roted thet disegresrmznt cver the principal of second party
protectizn has focused on the rznufaciurar's nzad Tor cesign flexibility
in orcder ic rael {irst party pervicrrince roguivements.  The Tact that
service o ~oond party users o7 the te?e:;a*::icazaors nztwork will be
desrzled by & customer previcsd teriarial dzvice which coes not n:ot A
ihege mintis resuirerents has ral tren I : o convineir o o .licnale
L SN Tiead Foyr Cleoe T e T thezaoezeond o Lilnrs,
A T, ooy wnd,ovim weLuioy
. SR i o : CoeT ot s relicnnls co ety
- soLuT T r e ol N
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NETWORK HARM CRITERTIA
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I - lst party harm
II - 2nd party harm
TII - 3xd party harm

‘j/’\"’\) 2.7 ga.

Called Switching
N Centre
Telcéj//-\‘ED
Set L
|
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CII
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§68.3

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

and authorlty required by § 68.215(e) will have to be
received from the equipment’s manufacturer.

(iii) Existing separate, identifinble and discrete pro-
tective apparatus may be removed, or replaced with
apparatus of lesser protective function, provided that
any premises wiring to which the telephone network is
thereby exposed conforms to § 68.2(e) (ii) above. Minor
modifications to existing unregistered equipments are
authorized to faeilitate installation or premises wiring,
s0 long as they are performed under the responsible
supervision and control of a person who complies with
§ 68.215(e). Sinee there is no “registrant” of unregis-
tered equipment, the training and authority required by
§ 68.215(c) will have to be received from the manufae-
turer of the equipment so modified.

(d) National Defensc and Securiiy. Where the Secre-
tary of Defense or authorized agent or the head of any
other governmental department, ageney, or administra-
tlon (approved in writing by the Commission to aet
pursuant to this rule) or authorvized representative, cer-
tifies in writing to the appropriate common earrvier that
eompliance with the provisions of Part 68 eould result
in the diselosure of communications equipment or seeu-
rity deviees, locations, uses, personnel, or aetivity which
would adversely affect the nutional defense and seci-
rity, such equipment or security devices may be eon-
neeted to the telephone eompany provided communiea-
tions network without compliance with this Part, pro-
vided that each written certification states that:

' (1) The eonneetion is vequired in the interest of na-
tional defense and security;

(2) The equipnent or device to be conneeted either
eomplies with the technical requirements of this part
or-will not cause harm to the nationwide telephone net-
work or telephong eompany employees; and

(3) The installation is performed by well-trained,
qualified employees under the responsible supervision
and eontrol of a person who meets the qualifieations
stated in § 68.215(c).

Governmental departments, agencies, or administra-

‘tions that wish to qualify for intereonnection of equip-

ment or security deviees pursuant fo this section shall
file a request with the Seeretary of this Commission
stating the reasons why the exemption is requested.
A list of.those departments, ageneies, or administra-
tions that have filed requests shall be published in the
Federal Register. The Commission may take aetion

with respect to those requests 80 days after publica--

tion. The Commission action shall be published in the
Federal Register. However, the Commission may grant,
on less than the normal notice period or without notice,

(T.8. X(77)-3)

special temporary authority, not to execed 90 days, for
governmental departments, agencies, or administra-
tions that wish to qualify for interconnection of equip-
ment or security devices pursuant to this section, Re-
quests for sueh authority shall state the partiemlar
facts and eireumstanees why -authority should be
granted on less than the normal notiee period or with-
out notiee, In such eases, the Commission shall en-

" deavor to publish its disposition as promptly as possible

in the Federal Register.
[§ 68.2(a) amended & (d) added eff. 1-1-80; X (77)-3]

§68.3 Definitions.
As used in this part:
(a) Auwxiliary Leads: Terminal equipment leads at

_the interfaee, other than telephone eonnections, whieh.

leads are to be connected either to common equipment
or to eirenits extending to central office equipment.

‘(b) Direet Connection: Connection of terminal equip-
ment to the telephone network by means other than
aecoustic and/or inductive eoupling.

(e) Harm: Elecirieal hazards to telephone eompany
personnel, damage to telephone company equipment,
malfunetion of telephone company billing equipment,
and degradation of service to persons other than the
user of the subjeet terminal equipment, his calling or
ealled party. o

(d) Interface: The point of intereonunection between-
terminal equipment and telephone company eommuni-
cation facilities.

(e) Longitudinal Voltage: One half the sum of the
potential difference between the tip counection and
earth ground, and the ring eonnection and earth
ground. ] .

(L) Loop Simulator Circuit: A source of de power
and a load impedance for connection, in lieu of a tele-
phone loop, to terminal equipment loop and ground
start eireuits (IMigure 68.3(a)), and reverse battery
civeuits (Iigure 68.83(b)) during testing, The sche-
matic diagrams of IFigures 68.3(a) and 68.3(b) are
illustrative of the type of eireuit which will be re-
quired; alternative implementations may be used pro-
vided that the same de voltage and eurrent eharac-

-teristies and ae impedance characteristics will be pre-

sented to the equipment under test as arve presented in
the illustrative schematic diagrams. When used, the.
simulator shall be operated over the entire range of
loop resistanee as indieated in the Figures, and with
the indicated polarities and voltage limits. Whenever

loop current is changed, sufficient time shall be allo-
cated for the eurrent to reaeh a steady-state eondition
before eontinuing testing. '

128 (The neat page 13 126-4)
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Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS .COMMTSSION
Washington, D. C. 20554 . F'CC 75 1249

37950

In the Mattcer of

. \
Proposals {or new or rovised classes Docket No, 19528
of Tnterstate and Foreign Message
. ne Sen s A gt
Toll Telephone Acrvice (MTS) and
Wide Area Televhone Service (WATS)

PURTHER LOTICE OF PROPOSED RULEMANTRG

Adoptled: October 31, 1975 Releasad: November 7, 19757

‘By the Commission:

Notice of proposed rulemaking in the above-captioned matter
is hereby given. In a companion First Report and Order (FCC 75-1.248)
adopted this date, the Commission established a registration program
designed to allow tisers of Lhe nationwide telephone unetwork to
connect terminal cyquipment other than PBX's, key telephoue systoems,
main station -telephencs, and coin telephones to the neivork witheat the
need for carrier-rsupplied connecting arrangements, provi-'od they comply
with the standard: incorporated in the registratien prooraw to protect
the network from harm., Yor the reasons stated in paragraph i& or that
Report and (nder, somments are being requested on Lhe planned iuclusion
cf PBY's, key telcrhone systems, and main station telephones in the
registration program..

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED, that interestoed parties may file
comment s not Iater than December 11, 1975, directed to tur plannad
inclusien of FBX'y, key telephone systems and main station telephones
in our registration program.

FEDERAL CO'2MURICATIoNs COMMISSTON

Vincent J., Mullinr.
Secretary
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10. The Carterfone Decision placed the burden of proof squarely

upon the carriers <- not the users or this Commission -- to dewonstrate that
a particular unit or class of customer-provided cquipment would cause cither

technical or economic harm to the teilephone netvork, note 4, supra; this
burden was to be met prior to the filing of a tariff restricting the use
of such equipment. The information accompanying the tarifl ».visions
filed pursuant to Carterfone did not demonstrate that the direct
electrical comnnection of all customer-provided equipment would cause

"harm unless accaiplished through the carrier-supplicd connecting

arrangements provided for in the tariff, At best, it simply
reflected one manner in which to protect the network., It was not even
argued that thiz protection was the minimum protcction requirved or the
most cost effective, Nevertheless, the Commigssion, cxercising an
abundance of caution in protecting the telephonc nctwork from any possible
harm, allowed the tariffs to become effective WLLhOUL ruling explicitly

on their lawfulness. 2

11, At the same time, the Comniission, instituted informal
proceedings to obtain technical and operational data to assist its
evaluation of the public interest factors involved in liberalizing the
network control signalling unit and connecting arrangement provisions
of the revised tariffs, Contracts to study these possible revisions
wvere issued to the National Academy of Sciences and Dittberner Associates,
and their subsequent reports together with comments from interested
pariies indicated that consideration should be given to revisions in
MIS and WATS offerings under a program-that would protect the telephone
netvork from four types of harm: (a) hazardous voltages; (b) excessive
signal powet levels; (c) improper network control signalling and (d) line
imbalance. ' Therecafter, th%ﬂCOmmlSSlon created twoe advisory commlttees,
pursuant to Executive Order 11007, to study the possibilities of
initiating such a standards program for selected classes of equipment
such as (1) custemer-provided PBX's and (2) automatic dialers and
recording and answering devices.

)

DOCKET NO. 19528 PROCEEDINGS

12, 00 June 14, 1972, the Commission instituted this proceeding
by Notice of Inquiry and Proposed Rule Making, 35 FCC 24 539 (1972), to
determine whethevr and under what terms, conditionz, or limitations the
interstate MTS and WATS tariffs should be revised to allow customers to

have the optin ! furaishing any needed networs co-'vel slgnalling units
and connectin: arrangersnes (or the functional equi-.lans whercsi),

and to deterwine what rules, if any, the Commission sitould adopt with
respect to the fovepoing. In addition, .a Federal-State Joint ‘Board
was established pursuant to Section 410 of the Communications Act of
1934, as amended, to submit its recommendations to the Commissgion
concerning this matter.

@mﬁ- ATET "Foreijn Attachment' Tariff Revisions, 15 FCC 2d 6U5'(l968),
reconsidoral fon denied, 18 FCC 24 871 (1909). ~




~ 13, In cur First Supplemental Notice in Docket No. 19528, 40
FCC 2d 315 (1973), we questioned whether, at that time, it was leasible
from a technical, engineering, operational and administrative viewpoint
to establish an optional program in lieu of or in addition to the
present tariff vequirements for carrier-provided network control.
signalling units and connecting arrangements and requested comments
concerning a number of reports and proposals. These reports and pro-
posals include: (J) the report and rvecommendations of the PBX Standards

Advisory Committee: (2) the proposal of the Office' of rhe Chief Engincer
of this Commission; and (3):the proposal of Lhe Naticnal Association of
Regulatory Utility Commissioners (NARUC) Staff Subcommittee Report on
Communication luterconnection. In addition to these specific proposals,
we also invited comments concerning other alternatives such as: (1) the
Rochester Telepione Company's NPD program; (2) the establishment of
standards by the carriers and the incorporation of such standards in .
tariffs or technical references vith the carriers being responsible.

for the program's enforcement; and (3) leaving the tariffs unchanged

but requiring the carriers to improve thelr services and applying the
same practices to both éarrier and customer-provided facilities. The
Joint Board we convened in this matter has reviewed these comments and
issued its Recommended PLrst Report and Order Whlch is presently before
us for consideration,.

14. The Joint Board has proposed that customer and carrier-
provided ancillary and data terminal equipment be directly conuected to
the telecommunications network if it is registered with the Commission
under a program similar to this Commission's existing type acceptance pro-
gram for radio transmitting equipment. The proposed plan is to apply to all
terminal equipment other than PBXs, key telephone systems, main telephones,
extension telephenes and coin telephones., Registration is to be based

on representations and test data submitted by an applicant to the
.Commission. If the representations and test data concerning a particular

device are found to comply with specific interface criteria and other
requirements and the Commission determines that it is in the public
interest, convenience and necessity, such device weuld then be re egistered,
The Joint Board proposal would require each device to have affixed to
it installation, maintenance and operating instructions, and would
allow connecticn of registered devices to the netwerk to be accomplished
through the use of standard plugs, jacks and other sinmple arrangements
as provided in tm'lis.

'15. The california Publlc Utilities Commission in its General
Order No. 138 has odopted rules permitting the direct attachment to
the Lelccommuumcatxonb network of customer-provided ancillary and data
terminal equiprment and of protective couplers where they have been
certified by a registered electrical engineer qualified in the field of

communications equipment. The program applies. on]y to customer-provided

equipment, not to carrier- plOVidCd equipment. Certification is based
on the registered rngineer's examination of the design and operating
characteristics of the device, the manufacturer's quality control



procedures, and the servicing. The test standards and enforcement
procedures regarding these factors are not specified in the plan, but
are left to the discretion of the registered engincer. After being
granted a registration number, the manufacturer must keep records of
his quality control procedures, and these records are to be examined
annually by the certifying engincer, TFurther, manufacturers or vendors
must offer a wmiintenance contract with all certified equipment..

16. We have given careful consideration to American Telephone
and Telegraph Company's (AT&T) cehnecting arrangemant progeam (AT&T
Tariff F.C.C. llo. 263, Sections 2.6.4 (A)(1); (2) and (3); 2.6.4 (B)(1);
2.6.4- (D)1 (), 6 7" 4T6T"s manufacturer attestation program for
customer-provided headsets and nen-powered conferencing equipment
(Tariff 263, .Section 2.6.4 (E)), 6_/ ATET's confermance program (APCM -
program) for ansvering devices (Tariff 263, Section 2.6.4 (1)), 6/
the Rochester Telephone Company's NPD program (Tariff 263, Section 2.9),
the reports of the National Academy of Sciences and Dittberuner Associates,
the various reports of the several advisory comnittees and subcommittees,
the recommendations of the Federal-State Joint Board, the California
registration program, and all the comments of the mwany parties who have
participated throughout the various stages of the proceedings herein,

In addition, we have noticed other reports and materials, and where

such were used in arriving at our findings they are so noted. 1In the
seven years which have elapsed since our Cart:rfene ruling, the carriers

have been afforded ample opportunity to propose effective procedures
and/or tariff conditions to prevent harm without unduly restricting a
customer's basic right to make reasonable use of the facilities and

services furnished by the carrier., This the carriers have failed to

do (with the possible exception of non-powered conferencing devices,

headsets and conforiming answering devices). The evidence before this
Commission amply demonstrates that many "special' entities (e.g., gas,
0il, electvic, and transportation companies,sclected industrial firms,

the Department of Defense, the National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion, and customers in "hazardous or inaccessible locations') -

have long been and continue to be allowed to comnect thelr

equipment and facilities directly to the telephone network by means

less rostrictive than carrier-provided connecting arvangements (Tariff
263, Sections 2.7.5, 2.7.6, 2.7.7 and 2.7.8) apparently without causing

harm to the network. Ve also note that there has been no demonstration

of network hawvn resulting from the interconnected operation of some 1600
indepandent lecal telephone companies and the. Fell System (ineluding swmall

rural, munizir;.l, and co-op systems) -- many of waom purchase and connect
withent be. o::t of carrier-supplied connecting arrsaperouts the identical
independently manufactured terminal equipment for which the individual user

must lease carvier-supplied connecting arrangewents. Accordingly, in

view ¢f our findings in this proceeding concerniug the mechanismg which can
cause technical harm and effective means for preventing such harms, the
Conmission has now reached three separate and independent conclusions.

6 [/ sSimilar tariff provisions appear in other sections of Tariff 2063
(M1S) as well as Tariff 259 (WATS). :
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First, the prescnt tariff provisions requiring the use of carrier-
supplicd connecting ullangbmonts impose an unnecessarily restrictive
limitation on the customer's right to make reasonable use of the

services and facilities furnished by the carriers. 'Second,' they con-
stitute an unjust and unreasonable discrimination bu”ﬁmamonﬁ users

(or classes of users) and among suppliers of terminal equipment.

Third, the standards and procedures prescribed herein for the reglstratlon
with this Cemmission of protective circuitry and/or terminal equipment
will provide the necessary minimal protection against network harm which
has been specified in various carrier operating procedures and/or the '
recommendations of the Joint Board~‘the California PUC, the NAS and
Dittberner studies, and the Commission's intercennect .advisevy committees,
“and will serve the public interest. Equipment containing the appreopriate !
FCC registered protective circuitry, or FCC registered termival equipment,
may, following the effective date of this Order, be connected directly

with the telephone network pursuant to the procedures set forth in these
rules, without benefit of carrier-supplied comnecting arrangements.:
Carriers may continue to provide such connecting arrangements, if
reglstered and may require their use for equipment not registered with
the FCC or not used in conjunction with appropriate FCC registered
protective circuitry. Except as herein provided, rcarriers may not

require the use of such connecting arrangements or other interface devices
or arrangements for FCC registered equipment or protective circuitry, and
may not impose other tariff conditions contrary te the Carterfone pollcy
without prior approval of the Conm1531on.

THE F.C.C. REGISTRATION'PROCRAM

17. The program which we are adopting was designed with the goals of
(1) protecting the public switched telephone network from harms which might be
caused by counecticn of terminal equipment to the network and (2) keeping the pro-
gram as simple and easy to administer as is reasonably possible with a minimum of
government intervention. Basically the program allows users to connect any. terminal

"equipment to the telephone network if such equ1pmcnt is connected through protective

circuitry registered with the Commission or if such equipment is itself registored
with the Commission. The option of registering only discrete protective circuitry

‘rather than the entire terminal equipment will (1) eliminate unnecessary documenta-

tion relating to Ltntal system design and performance criteria (Yven for complex

terminal equiprent and/or svstems, this option will roqguire documcntaticon relotving
only to the discrote protective circuitry.); (2) remore for filinz | ie-
tary informaticn, thus eliminating the necd to estalli=™ curterszerme procedures fov

-handling such information; (3) allow users and manufacturers greater flexibility in

satisfying the requircements of our registration program through the separate pur-
chasc of protective circuitry, if desired; and (4) enable us to .administer our reg-
istration program with an absolute minimum of expense to both' the government and:
private industry -- to the benefit of the ultimate users -~ while at the same time
protecting the public switched telephone network from harms whxcn could be caused
by the connection c¢f faulty terminal equipment. ‘



18, As noted above, the Federal-State Joint Board recommended .
that PBXs, key telephone systems, and main station, extension aud coin
telephones be excluded from the registration program at this time, thus
requiring that these devices continue to be interconnected with the
network via carrier-~provided connecting arrangements. In this respect
the Joint Board plan differed from that proposed in 1972 by the FCC's
Office of the Chief Engineer, although the Joint Board largely adopted
the Chief Engineexr's proposal. Many parties have urged that some or all
of these classes of terminal equipment be included, and point to the
Joint Board's failure to provide any basis for such proposed exclusion.
While it did not explicitly so state, we believe the Joint Board's
recommendation to deier inclusion of these devices was based primaxily
on technical concerns relating to the more complex network countrol
signalling functions performed by some of these devices. In view of
the clarification of network harms; the delineation of the reles, respon-
sibilities and incentives of the wvarious parties in protecting against
these harms; and ‘the registration standards and procedures contained
herein, we believe that many if not all the technical concerns reflected
in the Joint Board's exclusion of these equipment classes have been mooted.
With this. clarification, we are tentatively of the view that there is no
valid distinction as to the potential for harm from any of the excluded
classes of devices. However, since all parties may not have considered
it necessary fuliy to address the inclusion of PBX's, key telephones, -
and main stations at this time, in view of the Joint Board's recommenda-
tion, we shall «fford interested parties an opportunity to comment
further on the inclusion of these classes of equipuient. Accoerdingly,
PBX's, key telephone systems, main stat;o? telephones, coin telephones,

. and equipment connected to party lines L/ will be exluded from the

registration program established herein, pending further order of the
Commission, 8_ : :

N

Since we do not now have interconnection criteria for party line
service, we will, in the meantime, allow customer—-provided terminal
equipment to be connected ‘through carrier-provided connecting
arrangements as is now done under presently effective tariffs.
Coin telephones are excluded because, under present regulatory
policies, only telephone carriers may provide coin telephone service.
i
8 / VWhile the rules proposed by the Joint Board listed extension tele-
phoncs in the equipment to be excluded frem the vegistration pregran
at this tima, we conclude that extension taleyp.-nes properly fall
with<n the category of "ancillary' devices inciuded in the Jeint.
Boavd reccmnendation., .The record supports our view that there is no
valid technical distinction between extenslon tclephones and other
"ancillary" devices, Because the standards adopted herein are
equally applicable to extension telephones. and because inclusion
of extension telepliones does not represent a significant departure
from the Joint:Board's recommendations, we feol that the public
interest is best served by the prompt inclusfon of extension
telephones within the scope of .our registration program.
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19. Several of the parties to this proceeding have suggested
that it would be inappropriate to adopt new policies concerning intercon-
nection priorv to collection and evaluation of the pertinent data filed in
Docket No. 20003 concerning the economic effects of such interconnectilon.
Recognizing that Docket No. 20003 constitutes a broad fact-finding inves-
tigation of the economic implications and interrelationships among a number
of industry developments, policies, and practices -- some instituted pur-
suant to regulatary policy, others carrier~initiated -- we previously held
that "the commencement of the notice of inguiry in Docket MNg. 20003 does not .
necessarily preclude further action-in Docket No. 19528."_9/ 1n short, the
Docket No., 20003 inquivy is not to become a "dumping ground" for existing
docketed proceedings. Consistent vith Carterfone, §qg}g' as wvell as the
more recent decision in Mebane, 53 F.C.C. 2d 473 (19753), we will afford any
carrier the opportunity to demonstrate the need to restrict specific
{nstances or classes of interconnection on the grounds of econeowmic harm, and
will continue to examine the broad, long-term and interrelated implications
of interconnection, jurisdictional separations, and rate structures in
Docket No. 20003. The present decision relates only to the requirements

“which interconnected devices must satisfy in order to avoid technical harm

to the telephone network. -In view of our findings in paragraph 16 above,
we believe that the public interest would be best served by the prompt
implementation of our registration programhlg )

20, The carriers have argued that, as they have every incentive
as well as the technical and operational means to maintain a high quality
service, a registration program for carrier-supplied equipment is unnec—

- essary, and may impose additional expenses on them which must ultimately

be borne by the telephone user, We do not question the carriers' dedica-
tion to high quality service, nor their desire and ability to protect

2_/ Economic Implications Relating To Customer Interconnectioﬁ, jurisdictional
Separations, and Rate Structures, Docket No. 20003, 49 F.C.C. 2d 1238,
1240 (1974).

10/ Our Carterfone policy has permitted the public to utilirc various
types “of cquipment with the public communications .netivory., It is
our firm belief that public benefits have resulted from this
policy. The purpose of Docket 19528 is not to revisit Carterfone
but rather to revicw the present limitations irpored on th
attachment of equipment to this network, Thus, issurs relating
to the potontial overall economlc impact of the Car fone poilcy
are bevend the scope of this proceeding. Toe prt uuhx.l'ggonomlc
conseqnences of any decislon in this proceeding are minimail,
gince they affect only the differential costs and reveunues asso=’
clated with customer-provided vis-—a-vis carricr-provided
protective circuitry and procedures -- not with the terminal

~ device per se. In view of this we would expect that the parties
in commenting on PBXs, key telephoné systems, and maln station
telephones would limit theilr arguments to reclevant matters and
not to the basic policy decision enunciated in Carterfone.

L.




‘the network from any harms which might be caused By carrier-supplied

-the information provided by the carriers in thelr regilstration

Technical Requirements

-1l -

equipment ., MHowever, we note that carrier-supplied terminal equipment
possesses the same potential for harm to the nctwork as does customer-
supplied equipment —-- particulaily in view of the [act that much carrier-
supplied equipment is purchased from independent manufacturevs who

market identical equipment to the general public., We also expect that

applications will be of considerable aid to the Commission as a benchmark
against which other applications may be judged. TFurthermore, when one
participant in a competitive market is subject to regulatory constraints .
(e.g. registiation of equipment) while another s not, there exists

the possibility of using the registration, notification, and complaint
standards and procedures for competitive advantag2. In a related
proceeding, the Courts have already coumented on such a situation; 11/
and the carriers themselves have made the same argument in similar
circumstances, These countervailing considerations require a careful
veighing to ascertain wherein the overall public interest rests. On
balance, and particularly in view of the relatively straightforward

and inexpensive registration program we envision, we believe the public
interest will best be served by.requiring that cazrier-supplied terminal
equipment be registered, and consistent with the Joint Board recommenda-
tion we shall so order, However, we plan to rcexamine the situation
within the first yvear of operation of this registration pregram to
determine whether the public benefits of requiving vegistration of
carrier-provided equipment continue to outweigh any costs resulting
therefrom, and to rule-accordingly. '

21. The National Academy of Sciences, in its 1970 report to the ,
Commission, identified four areas of potential "harm" which might arise as ..
a consequence of permitting uncontrolled direct connection of equipment to
the telephone network: (1) hazardous voltages, (2) excesslve signal power
levels, (3) excessive longitudinal imbalance, and (4) improper network
control signaling. The National Academy of Scizauces reported that the
carrier-provided protective connecting arrangements protected -against such
"harms' within the boundaries of acceptableness regardless of the design of
particular equipment coanected thereto. Our progpram adopts a similar
aprroach. #e have specified the boundaries which iy not be exceeded f{or
each of hazardous voltage, signal power and longitudinal imbalance. Without

11/ Hush-A-Phone v. U.S., 238 F. 24 266, 268-69 note 9 (N,C. Cir. 1956).
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~requiring any particular circuit design to be employed, we have required

that the design of registered terminal equipment and registered protective
circuitry assurce that these boundaries are not exceceded, and will continue
not to be exceeded, under foresecvable usage and mechanical and electrical
stress. Registered protective circuitry is required to provide assurance
of conformance to our interface requirements regardless of the particular
equipment conneccted thereto and regardless of what failure modces such
equipthent may manifest. Registered terminal equipment is required to
provide such nssurance under all foreseeable failure modes of such regis—
tered termina! equipment and of cquipment expected: to be connected thereto.
Such assurance may bo provided either by incorporating protective civcuitry
in the repistered terminal equipment, or, alternatively, by virtue of a
design which precludes violation of the boundary constraints.

22. With the exception of on-hook impedance, we do not believe
it is necessary to impose standards upon network control signaling. We are
not persuaded that individual violations of criteria on compatible network

control signaling will have ‘any significant effect upon the telephone Leman i de o

service of other telephone network users., Improper network control
signaling will most directly affect the telephone service of the user of
equipment which generates improper network control signals. A user thus
has no incentive to generate improper network control signals, as he will
only decrease the utility of his own telephone service bv se doing (e.g.
fail to recsive telephone calls, be unable to gunerate telephone calls, or
reach wrong numbers); thus we fecl that any problems which may arise will
be self-correcting. We would note that the present telephone company- -
provided coun2cting arran§ements do not fully protect against improper net-
work coutrol signaling,lz and that since such conmnecting arrangements were
first offered in 1969, the carriers have not increased the level of pro-
tection apainst improper network control signaling provided by their con-
necting arrangements. From this we conclude that improper network control
signaling has not been a significant problem to the carriers, and that the
presently-effective approach of specifying proper network control signals
in the tariffs, and in informational materials ("Technical References')
distributed to equipment manufacturers has been effective, and has provided
the requisit: protection. We encourage the carricrs to continue to provide
informativnal materials to 97uipment manufacturers and cthers concerning
network control sign:}ling,l-5 and commend the veports of our advisory
committces on PBXs, telephone answering devices and telephone dialers to
the attention of 2quippent manufacturers as onc souvce of such information.

12/ Sed 1oy ket No. 19419 Tr. 3980-85; 3987-93; 41328-29; 4546-50; 4552-54;

4561-65%; 4969-73, Testimony of L. Hohmann. Tariff F.C.C. No. 2063, 8 2.6.3. ‘

13/ Sectian 68.110(a) imposes the requirement that the carriers supply

7 cowpatibility information upen request; to the extent that such
informational macertals effect compliance with this rule, no
additiinal actien by the carriers will be necessary.

¢

N
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23. Should improper network control signaling proliferate on the
telephone network, the point crild be reached where telephone facilities
which are shared among many network users 6o.g. central olfice equipment,
ttupks. cte.) would be nonproduactively enghped in reachin srrong numbers,
and incrmpleted calls, ete., wihich would degrade the averall service
quality. While we are convinced that such a situation will not arise, due
to the self-correcting mechanisms previously noted, we would be receptive PRI
to amending our rules at any time to include ovalnantion of network control -
sigaling functions of registered terminal cquipment and recistered e
protective eivcuitry, or to provide for manuiacturer attestation of compal-
ibility, should evidence to the contrary become available. :

24, The technicol requivements pertaining to registered terminal
ecquipment and vepistered protective civeuitry e contained in Subpart b ool
Part 68, and arc explained in the following paragraphs. The terwm "reasonable
application of carth ground", which appears in sevéral of the rules in
Subpart D, dJdeserves particular note. Because the connectinn of carth ground
to registered terminal cquipment and registered prolective circuilry may
cause noncouwpliance with several of the technical yequirements, it is
important that such registered terminal equipment and registered protective
circuitry be properly insulated and iscolated frow any "rveasonable applicalion
of earth ground”. In evaluating equipment, the following guidelines should

“he followaed:

a. For protective circuitry, "reasouwiblce application of earth grovad"
shall include physical contact of all exposed surfaces of the
civcuitry with a conductor ‘connected with eavrth ground, and ol
phvsical contact of cach non-lelephone Hine connestion with a
conductor connected with earth ground, and with all possible .
‘combinations thereof; ' ) )

b.. Fer terminal eguipment, "reasonable application of earth ground"
shall include all reasonably forescesble possibiltities whercby
earth ground may become cannected with sach equipment, including
the possibility of physical contact of all exposed surfaces with
a conductor connccted with earth grount, the possibility of
conneetion with carth ground of cach power-line connection, and
the pussibility of connection with csvth srawed through foresce-
able connection with other equipmunt.}ﬁf

ietered termianl equip-

svironmental Stresg Sieulatico.,
Nigsted to various

protective cireultry will = o0
itione during shipmont ani ve oo oAt geeordinelys we have

rent and reoai
eaviren on's
roquired, o Soction €85,.302, that barm docs el aviae o ovesisterad equipment
either pri «r Lo, or after the application ar thercin-specified stresses.

5

14/ ForOSianfE—Eddicionn] connection, wust include A1l expected possi-
bilities, such as accessory sockets (e.g. an ecarphone Jack).
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CAC

 CBEMA

cIca

CIsT

CMA

EEMAC

‘Interconnection

Qualicvy of Sexvice.

Signalling (IEEE
Definition)

Transmission Parameters

GLOSSARY
COnsumers AssociatiOn of'Canada

Canadian Busines Equipment Manufacturers Ass001at10n
Canadian Industrial Communlcatlons Assembly

Canadian Institute for Stﬁdies in-Teleqommﬁnicatioﬁs
Canadiaﬁ Manufacturers Association

Electrical and Electronic Manufacturers Association
of Canada

A term used, especially in the U.S.A. to describe the
attachment of customer provided equipment to the public
switched network. Terminal aitachment, the term offic-
ially used in Canada, is generally synonomous with
interconnection as used in the U.S.A.

See Reference 16.

(1)(Lelephone switching systems) ‘'The " transmission of.
address and other switching information between stations
and central offices and between sw1tch1ng entities.

Note: Telephone dials and touch~-tone pads are common
addressing devices.

(2) In a telephone system, any of- several methods used
to alert subscribers and operators. )

Note: Ringing of the called party's telephOne bell is
the most familiar example.

This is a generic term having a wide range of meanings.
However, in the TAPAC context, it is frequently used. to
mean telephone air-to-air input-output characteristics.
These refer to the acoustical output level of a telephone
set as a function of the acoustical input level of
another telephone set to which it is connected via the
telephone network.
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Equipment
v 3] Manufacturers
o iif Association

December 3, 1979

Mr. M.E. Melnyk

Chairman, TAPAC

Government of Canada
Department of Communications
300 Stater Street

Ottawa, Ontario

Kip 0C8

Dear Mr. Mé1nyk

CBEMA believes that for a number of reasons, it is now an appropriate.
time for a re-evaluation of the DOC Terminal Attachment Program
(TAP)}. The purpose of this letter is to address this subject.

CBEMA's objective at the start of this program was to obtain less _
restrictive and more cost effective access to the carriers' networks
for customer-provided equipment. We felt such an objective was
‘possible without jeopardizing the integrity of the carriers'

networks or endangering carriers' maintenance personnel.

- Qur concept ‘was to develop a set of specifications necessary for
network protection to which equipment manufacturers could design.
In our view, any equipment which was certified to meet the specifications
should be eligible for attachment to the network. The specifications
would apply to all equipment attached to the network, would be
established through consensus under the supervision of an independent
body such as the DOC or CRTC, and should be as compatible as
possible with specifications for similar programs in other countries,
particularly those being developed by the FCC in the U.S.A.  In
addition, we felt that compliance with the specifications should be
administered through an independent agency such as the DOC or CSA.
Certification of compliance would be obtained through either
submission of test results to the certifying agency or through the
submission of equipment for testing.

We foresaw a number of advantages to such a program, 1nc1ud1ng the
following: A

a) an alternative to the need for carrier-provided protective
gduplers onh the telephone network. This would have numerous
borefits, such as: .

ol nk ’00 ;
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i)  improved reliability and fault isolation through
integration of network protective features in the
terminal equipment

1) providing users with more control over installation
. schedules, eliminating delays sometimes caused by
lack of availability of couplers, and e]1m1nat1ng
some of the administrative burden

iii) removing the need for the pro1iferat10n of different
- types of couplers for different types of equipment

iv) the potential of lowering cost attachment for users.

Vb) ease of extension of the program to all equ1pment which is eligible

for attachment.

c) a workable program, providing protection to the carriers' networks
with a minimum of administrative overhead and resulting cost.

d) Similarity of the specifications to those that were being developed
-in the United States. This would result in lower cost and wider
availability of equipment to Canadian business, and easier
reciprocal access to the markets on either side of the border.
- The Tatter point should be of special advantage to Canadian
~manufacturers, since it opens up a far greater market to them.

CBEMA believes that while the TAP initially held promise of meet1ng
many of these objectives, today it is growing 1in complexity,
restrictiveness and cost and diverging from the comparable FCC

program in the U.S.A. We believe that this is a particularly

opportune time to evaluate the direction the program is taking,,and

to take corrective action. This is espec1a1ny important in view of

the Bell Canada filing with the CRTC which gives 1ncreased significance
to the role of the TAP.

" CBEMA believes that there are three basic problems with the TAP that

must be addressed at this time. These are the nature of the testing
procedures,’ the unnecessary restrictiveness of the specifications
and the limited geographic applicability of the program. These
prob]ems are outlined below.

Testing Procedures

The fundamental problem is the requirement that the DOC must
perform all the testing to obtain certification. There are

' serious consequences of this that are causing rapidly increasing
complexity and will result in -increased costs of the program. ’
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The most serious drawback of the "DOC testing only" approach is
the resulting requirement to devise "standardized" testing.
procedures. In order to test that the output of a device is
within specification, the DOC laboratory must have some means

of providing an input, or of activating the device. Trying to
build this into a standard is extremely difficult, since each
type of equipment has a different media for input. (e.g. a
document for a facsimile machine, a digital signal for a modem,

a recording for an answering machine), and every manufacturer's
models of this various equipment will implement the functions

in a different manner using different technologies. Even for

the simple devices the program has dealt with to date,
establishing input standards for testing has been difficult.

As the program expands to cover a potentially wide variety of |
new device types, this probiem will become unmanageable. Thus, ~
the program has shifted from the relatively straightforward job
of defining a set of standards to adequately protect the

network to the extremely complex job of standard1z1ng test
procedures. Such procedures are artificial, and in our view,
place an unnecessary burden on manufacturers. the DOC Taboratory,
and on the overall administration of the program.

CBEMA believes a much more sensible approach is to permit
manufacturers to test equipment for the environment and -
application of its intended use, and to submit the testing
method and test results to the DOC, or other authority, for
approval and certification. Such an approach would have many
benefits, including:

- removal of the need to standardize testing procedures and
define input standards for each device type

‘- elimination of much of the sophisticated test equipment in
the certification Taboratory - thus lowering the cost of
the program

- elimination of the need for manufacturers to design and
. test for artificial inputs in addition to normal operational
inputs - thus eliminating duplication and avoiding
unnecessary product cost

- the DOC or independent laboratories could perform testing
services for manufacturers who may not have adequate
facilities.
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‘Specifications

“The second concern deals with the unnecessarily stringent and overly
comprehensive specifications which are being imposed on ‘the program

by the telephone companies. These specifications are far more
embracing than the network protection that is provided by the:
protective couplers. They are also much broader in scope and often
more restrictive than the specifications of the comparable FCC program
in the United States. This results in a program that will reduce the
availability and increase the cost of equipment for use by Canadian
businesses. A 7 :

“As an example, Bell Canada have now proposed a new 107-page document
(TCS-01) as a proposed standard for single Tine network-addressing
equipment which introduces many new and more stringent specifications.
The attachment to this letter compares the specifications of the FCC
program with this TCS-01 proposal. A glance will show that something
is out of line. Of the 56 parameters considered, 33 are unique
requirements of TCS-01 and another 8 are more stringently applied in
TCS-01 than in the FCC program. In comparison, the FCC program

- specifies only 1 unique requirement and only 2 parameters are more
stringent. The FCC program has had the advantage of considerable
resources in its conception and extensive application to date.. We
believe that the degree of network protection provided by the FCC
program is adequate, and to our knowledge, there is no evidence to
the contrary.

Geographic Coverage

OQur third concern deals with the jurisdiction of the TAP. As the
program becomes more complex and restrictive, the cost of product
development increases and the cost of certification testing increases.
This results in increased cost to Canadian users and decreased
efficiency of Canadian business. The cost effects are amplified
because such products are still only certifiable for British
Columbia, Ontario and Quebec. This is a small market to justify such
costs. It does not help Canadian manufacturers that they must incur.
these extra costs to market only in B.C., Ontario and Quebec.
Canadian manufacturers would have a greater advantage if they could
develop and test their products for the North American market without
unigue specifications and'additional testing costs in their home
markets., ‘ A : _

The problems we have identified can be addressed and hopefully can all be -
solved, but they require some basic re-evaluation of how the TAP shouid ‘ ‘
operate. They require, for example, re-evaluating the concept of testing
by fldnufacturers with some form of attestation or other control. It is
timg to stop the proliferation of new and more stringent specifications
and to see 1f we can establish requirements in line with those of the

FEC program with the objective of obtaining, at a minimum, North American
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compatability. It is also time to evaluate what can be done to make
the program acceptable to the provinces whose telephone companies
are not federally regulated. '

CBEMA believes that the above issues are critical .to the TAP and
must be faced now. We urge that the Advisory Committae recogn1ze
these problems and undertake action to resolve them.

!

Yours truly

K.C. Lees:mi}
CBEMA Representative

cc: TAPAC Members
Mr. D.J. Flood - CBEMA
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- ; © June 19, 1980

TAPAC MEMBERS ,%3 f) -
‘ €~Rv$eepa$e91

M. MELNYK . V —
CHAIRMAN, TASK FORCE C : Alem YL <.

REPORT OF TASK FORCE C ACTIVITIES

TASK FORCE C MEETING - SEPTEMBER 6, 1979

RESULTS ¢

2) Geneial agreement to confine the work activities
of the task force to a single line individual
service interface standard. .

b) Bell Canada tabled two documents'outiining
criteria for network protection. These
included:

1. Electrical energy which is hazardous
to the public and Bell Canada personnel.

Damage to network components by electrical
energy or improper connections.

t

3. Interference with the normal functioning of
network equipment including billing equipment.

4, Degradation of service to other users of the
network.,

‘The Bell Canada criteria were accepted as a general framework

to be used in the development of draft network addressing
standards. . :

c¢) General agreement to the plan for the development of
a draft standard for network addressing equipment.

d) Bell Canada iudicated that a draft standard for single
line individual service could be made avqllable to
all members by September 28, 1979.

TASK FORCE C MEETING ~ OCTOBER 31, 1979.

RESULTS :

a) Review of Bell Canada Draft Terminal Connection Standaxd
TCS-01 dated September 28, 1979 in three classes:

CLASS 1 - Parameters which are specified in CS-01
or €S~02 and which are appiicable to

L. ]2
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network addressing devices with_appropriate
changes to the threshold values and methods.
of measurement: _ v

- Extraneous Energy

~ Transmitted Signal Energy

- Terminating Characteristics
-~ Hazardous Electrical Energy
- Other Characteristics.

CLASS 2 - Parameters which are not specified in CS-01"
or CS-02 and which are applicable primarily
.to network .addressing devices such as
elephone sets:

- Dial Pulse Network Control Signalling
-~ DTMF Signalling

~ Billing Protection

- Alerting Characteristics

- Transmission Characteristics '

- Other Characteristics.

CLASS 3 - Parameters which are not currently or
adequately specified in €S5-01 or CS-02 and
which are applicable to both network
addresstnb and netwoxk non-addressing
devices:

- Environmental Simulation
Conditioning Procedures.

-~ Extraneous Energy.

'~ Transmitted Signal Energy

~ Hazardous Electrical Energy

b) Agfeement to form a subcommittee to determine and
establish appropriate values and test methods for the

parameters agreed upon at the meeting,

TASK FORCE C SUBCOMMITTEE MEETINGS

—~ NOVEMBER 8 & 22, 1979

RESULTS:

a) Preliminary review of all parameter values and test
method requirements.

b) Identification of parameters which required further

review and additdional work.

TASK FORCE C MEETING

-~ DECEMBER &, 1970

RESULTS : o

a) Agreement that the initial draft single line standard
) being develcped by the task force for TAPAC would

I
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VI.

b)

c)

d)

e).

-3

contain applicable parameters and test methods extfacted
from CS-01 or €CS-02 in their existing form. Bell Canada
agreed to produce rationale, whererapplicable, for any

changes in parameters unique to network addressing devices.

It was finally decided for the sake of expediency

to accept the Network Control Signalling Parameters.
All members agreed to include them in the draft
standard with the proviso ‘that these will not be
interpreted as a precedent to bring in other
performance requirements into the standard.

Agreement to delete the following requirements from
the draft standard:

- Electromagnetic Susceptibility.

- Transmission and Reception of Data
~. Mechanical Rotary Dial Wind Time

- DTMF Network MNon-Control Signalling
- Alerting Device Acoustic Output.

Unresolved items included the folloﬁing:

—~ Environmental Simulation
Conditioning Procedures
-~ Off Hook Terminal Resistance
- Other Single Frequency Restrlctlons
-~ DTMF Tone Leak
-~ Alerting Characteristics
-~ Transmission Characteristics.

Agreement that further discussion was required on the
subject of network harm.

~

TASK FORCE C SUBCOMMITTEE

MEETING - JANUARY 15, 1980

RESULTS:

a)

b)

Resolution of parameter values and test methods for
various parameters.

Recommended the compilation of the first-draft of a
network addressing standard.

TASK FORCE C MEETING -~ JANUARY 29, 1980

RESULTS:
a) Discussion continued on network harm criteria. Industry
& user representatives voiced reservations on the
validity cf recognizing second party harm. It was

realized that second party harm is directly dependent
on the definition of ‘quality and grade of service, so
that the development of parameters related to it could

e
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not be completed immediately.
1
b) Industry and user representativee questioned the need
for a complex method of measurement for Transmission
Characterlistics since the method is subjective.
Alternative test methods were to be investigated.

.¢c) Agreement to place the parameters related to second,
party- harm in the draft standard with the proviso
that they are subject to change as second party harm}
is more clearly established. i

|

d) Resolution of parametere - Answerdng Supervision :
CSA Approval, DIMF Tone Leak, Call Progress Tones
(deleted)

e) Discussion on Environmental Simulation parameters.
Unresolved. ‘

£) Agreement ‘that DOC should start assembllng the draft
: single line NAD Standard.

g) Bell Canada indicated that a standavd document for.
key telephone systems was available.

.VII. TASK FORCE C SUBCOMMITTEE :
- FEBRUARY 13, 1980

RESULTS:

a) Development of test methods for Network Control Sigrnalling
parameters. '

b) Outline. of problem areas and samples of test results

, were presented.

" VIII, TASK FORCE C SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING

- MARCH 25, 1980

RESULTS :

a) Devolopment of test methods and test parameters for
addicignal parameters.

b) Review of.progress. First draft of CS-03 distributed
to members for evaluation and discussion.

- - . - | =
_E=N . -
,

IX. TASK FORCE C MEETING - MARCH 26, 1980

RESULTS::

.I a) Discussions on the comparison of the FCC program and
s . the DOC program.

l b) Bell Canada removed the requirement for Electrostatic

- Stresg.
=
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¢) Discussions on Environmental Simulation Conditioning
" requirements. Referred to TAPAC to determine
whether these parameters should be included in the
draft standard or reject them . as being part of product
quality assurance. ' '

d) Initial discussions on Automatic Call Initiation and
Scaling.

TASK FORCE C SUBCOMMITTEE: MEETING
- April 15, 1980

RESULIS:

a) Discussion of draft CS-03.

b) Review of Non-Network Ports.

TASK FORCE C MEETING - April 17, 1980.

RESULTS:

za) Discussion on Transmission Characterlstlcs. Additional

input requested.

b) Discussion on Automatic Call Inltiation. Additional
input requested

c) Further discussions on Environmental Simulation.

d) Cost estimates for test equipment and testing time
‘'were .reviewved.

e) Bell Canada presented a paper on scaling of terminal
equipment and a copy of a standard for key telephone
systems.

TASK FORCE C SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING

~ MAY 21, 1980

RESULTS:

»a) Review of draft CS-03.

b) Resolution of outstanding issues,

TASK FORCE C MEETING
- MAY 23, 1980

RESULTS:

a)‘ReQiew of progress on the draft single line standard.

b) Discussion of Transmission Characteristics. Various
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proposals were preéented. To be reviewed at the next
subronmittee meeting on June 24, 1980.

.c) Discussion on Automatic Call Initiation. Bell Canada
and B.C. Telephone to respend to industry input.

d) Further discussions con Environmental Simulation
Conditioning parameters, This item was unresolved and
further direction is to be requested from TAPAC.

e) Further discussion on testing procedures and testing
times.

£f) Review of proposed schedule for the development of a
1 . draft standard for key telephone systems. Schedule
' - to be submitted to TAPAC for approval. ‘

g) Bell Canada standard for key telephoze systems to be
reviewed by committee members.

h) Discussion of the Bell Canada paper on terminal
equipnment scaling. Committee members are to submit
comments to Bell Canada.

i) Agreement to recommend to TAPAC that the committee
commence the development of draft network addressing

- l : - standards for key_i:elephone systems.

';’.’./ .-f_’(, 7 ':»f--'f/z'f

/}' - ’ -

M.E. Melnyk

Chairman, Task For:ce C.

.
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TERMINAL ATTACHMENT PROGRAM ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MINUTES OF MEETING
SEPTEMBER 11, 1981
vPLACE: Room 520, Journal Tower South

365 Laurier Ave. lest
OTTAWA, Ontario.

REPRESENTING:

ATTENDEES:
1. MEMBERS
M. Melnyk DOC (Chairman)
H. Mar DOC (Secretary)
D.J. Slind CN Communications ’
A.J. Robinson CBEMA

" E.H. Rowe . N Gov't of Newfound1and
J. Tapsell CMA /
E.M. Wade CICA/CAC
M.Jd. Eric CNCP Te]ecommun1cat1ons
J.L. Wood _ Bell Canada
D.M. Ferguson CIST

. J.Jd. Goodall B.C. Tel

~ T. Mimee EEMAC
D. Gilvary DOC
R.B. Bulger MTC (Ont.)
2. ALTERNATES AND OBSERVERS
L.R. Miller CMA
A.M. Duke DOC
D. Hogan CBEMA
R. Perrin CRTC
F.M. Boivin CRTC
P. Fleury Anaconda Er1ccson
F. McInerney NBI
R. Wilson TCTS
S. Nakamoto - Bell Canada
K. Cameron Bell Canada
M. During AGT

- K. Rabbat Doc




1.0 OPENING REMARKS

2.0

The Chairman welcomed the member représentatiVes and observers to the
meeting and asked each one to introduce himself and his affiliation.

He then briefly reviewed the background related to the commiencement and
progress towards the development of the draft network adressing standards
and that this TAPAC meeting was called to review and approve the final
working draft of Standard CS-03 which incorporated revisions to accommodate
PBX's, public comments and revisions related to parameter rcquirements and
test methods. In addition, he indicated that there was parallel activity
related to the development of administrative procedures.

1.1 The Chairwan referred to the proposed agenda (attachment 1) and askec
for any additions. Mr. J. Hood, Bell Canada, requested that
administrative aspects of Certification Standard CS-04 (Radio Paging
Terminal Equipment) be added to the agenda. Mr. A. Robinson, .CBEMA,

stated that they had some input on "Series Connection" which would be
introduced later in the meeting.

MINUTES OF LAST MEETING

3.0

The Chairman requested if there were any revisions to the minutes of the -
July 10, 1981 TAPAC Meeting. Mr. J. Tapsell, CMA, stated that at the last
meeting (item 4.5), CMA had agreed to the.publication of the standard only
when the administrative procedures were all available. The Chairman
indicated that administrative procedures were being reviewed and that the
prime ‘consideration of this committee was the development of the standards.

On a motion by D. Ferguson, seconded by D. Stind, the minutes of the July
10, 1981 meeting were approved.

TASK FORCE “C" SUBCOMMITTEE REPORT

~ The Chairman of the Task Force "C" Subcommittee, Mr. A. Duke, revieWed the

general structure of the CS-03 Working Draft (81-09-10) and he outlined the
revisions made to the document as a result of the joint Task Force "C" and
subuisnittee meeting held on September 10, 1981, (Revisions were made to
the sections on On-Hook Longitudinal Impedance, Alerting Sensitivity and
the Glossary of Terms). He stated that as a result of this mecting, the .
document was being forwarded for TAPAC approval.

3.1 The process for the development of the technical standards in phases -

- single-line, key telephone systems and PBX equipment - was described
by the Chairman. He reviewed the public comment stages and the
incorporation of revisions to the standard as a result.of public
comnents and further review in the task force. The Chairman stated

that he was seeking the approval of the tabled document as CS-03, _
Issue 3. o \
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3.2 Considerable discussion-took place on the standard.

‘Mr. E. Wade, CICA, questioned how this standard will affect the
interim arrangement under the CRTC decision and addressed the
shortfall in the standard in relation to the interim (c.g. equipment
to equipment connections are not included). The Chairman responded by
out1ining that TAPAC had agreed to develop the standard in phases and
future work areas had a]ready been identified. He alsc stated that
any deficiencies in the'standard in relation to the interim or 11na1
decision should be addressed in the regulatory forum.

Mr. R. Perrin, CRTC, stated that the final hearing-will determine the
connection of COAM equipment and that there is no guarantee that the
equipnent being connected under the interim will be alleovied as it 1is
at the present time.

Mr. R. Bulger, MTC (Ont.), cxpressed- the view that there was a
definite nced for a Canadian certification standard ard that TAPAC
should set up an ad hoc technical group to update the published
standard and clean up all the issues.

E. Wade, CICA, expressed the view that any deficiencies in the

|I : standard shou]d be worked on quickly so that a smooth Lrans1t10n could -

be achieved.

Mr. J. Tapsell, CMA, supported the development of a Canadian standard.
However, he stated that such a standard should be reasonable and
consistent with other similar standards published anywhere and that
procedures are needed to apply to the standard. »

Mr. A Robinson, CBEMA, supported the CMA position.

3.3 The Chairman stated that the procedures have been identified and that
activity is progressing in this direction. He also stated that there
was & need to separate the technical standards development from the
administrative procedures and that the purpose of this mecting was to
complete the standard work and to identify any further work required.

:4;0"DI%GUSSION'AND'RECOMMFNDATION§'4 €S-03, Issue 3

|||||

1Jsu1ng of the standards; Th1s quest1on was .address ed as follows:

EN COMHUNICATIONS (D. $14nd)
- The standard is acceptable providing that there is a qualifying

paragraph in thé document or a covering 1etter that 1nd1cates
that future revisions can be made.

CBEMA (A. Rob1nson)

- Any m1ss1ng items from the document shou]d be identified and a
timetable ‘prepared.

- Past objections to the standard by CBLMR should be considered.
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NEWFOUNDLAND (E. Rowe)

- No problems with the standard but it should be identified that
the standard is not complete and future revisions will be made.

“CMA (J. Tapsell)

- CMA have issued a policy statement which should be considered.
- No objection to a Canadian standard providing that the
administrative clements are in place and it should be

hlgh11ghted that the standard ‘is.nct complete and that future
rev131ons will be made.

CICA/CAC (E. Wade) :
- There shnuld not be any changes made to the curvent document
and the standard should be re]eased but a full disclosure of
any missing items and any shortcomings should be provided.
- It should be indicated in the Gazette Notice that future

revisions will be made, similar to wording in previous Gazette
Notices.

CNCP TELECOMMUNICATIONS (M. Eric)
- Standard is acceptable.

BELL CANADA (J. WOod)
- Standard is suitable to be relcased as Issue 3.

- Additional items previously 1dent1f1ed by Bell Canada should be
inclTuded in future work.

- Complete administrative procedures can not be developed until a
regul atory decision is made.

CIST (D. Ferguson)

- Standard should. be released and any further work shou]d be
completed as soon as poss1b1e

B.C. TELEPHONE (J. Goodall) .
- ‘Standard is acceptable. ' _ o

MT&C (ONT.) - (R. Bu]ger)
- Standard is acceptable but further work needs to be done.

EEMAC (T. Mimee)
- Standard is acceptable but further editorial work and

consideration should be given to additional equipment items.
The Cha1rman summar1zed the views of the members:

(a) Nine of the eleven members in attendance agreed to the release of
the revised Certification Standard CS-03.

(b) Wording should bt included to indicate that future work is
continuing and Lhat revisions can be made.

{c) A timetable should be established to 1dent1fy furthor uork

‘qu1red.

Ry

'l
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(d) Further review of concerns raised by members W111 continue in
TAPAC task forces.

FUTURE WORK

6.0

Members were requested to identify future work requirements of the Program.
These included:

(a) OPX's and tie lines for Key Telephone Systems. .
(b) Equipment to equipment connections.

Series connections

e

)
(c)
(d) Key systems behind PBX's.
(e) Editorial items.

)

(f) Procedures.

The Chairman indicated that a timetable of future work would be developed
by Task Force "C“

TASK_FORCE "B" REPORT

Mr. R. Bulger, Chairman of Task Force "B" reported on the work of the Task
Force “B" Editorial Committee in reviewing three documents (copies were
distributed at the meeting): Network Affecting Function Approach,
Connection Information and Administration and Certification of Network

Addressing Equipment. He stated that CMA and CBEMA had prepared written

comments which required review. CBEMA and CMA stated that they would have
additional comments.

© 6.1 Mr. J. Wood, Bell Canada, expressed a desire to complete the network

affecting function approach as soon as possible. The Chairman, Task
Force "B", agreed to coordinate with CMA and CBEMA before a meeting on
the subject to be held in Toronto on September 28th.

6.2 The TAPAC Chairman distributed a draft revision to the Certification
Procedure, CP-01, which included previous revisions approved by TAPAC,
additional clarifying information and revised forms. He als¢
identified that the procedure was rewritten to outline a certification
procedure for terminal equipment, irrespective of whether it was
network addressing or network non-addressing.

3

.LLMQTHFR BUSINESS

W1 M. AL Rot on, the CBEMA representative, tabled & docter to the
IAPAC Chair ~'~h outlined en 1ndustny view on "ocr s connect1nn:.

ChArr ter  ralwatant shidian s
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7.2 Mr. J. Vood, the Bell Canada representative, requested clarification
on the administrative procedures required for the implemcntation of
CS-04 (Certification Standard for Radio Common Carrier Paging
Terminals). The TAPAC Chairman identified that the existing standard
could be used for connection to the public switched nctwork and that
the question of channel connections was still under consideration by
the subcommittee of Task Force "A". He also stated that the _
transition from installed systems (attestation to Bell Canada) to new
system installations (equipiment certification by DOC) was a matter to
?c re;olvéq betweren the carrier (Bell Canada) and the regulator

CRTC).

7.3 The Chairman distributed copies of TRC-52, Issue 5 (Program Appliation
Notes) which was effective August 14, 1981. This adds the following
network non-addressing devices to the Program: Hotel/Motel/Message
Registers, Single-Line Hold, Audio Input on Single-Line Hold, Audio
Input on Multi-Line Hold, Network Non-Addressing Telephone (No Dial),
and Slow Scan Frame Freeze TV Terminals.

7.4 A letter from Bell Canada dated July 16, 1981 to DOC was distributed
for information. The subject letter gives notice to the Department
that effective Feb. 1, 1982, Bell Canada will destandardize the

. 4~position 404B-type jack for the connection of certified customer-
provided voice and data terminal equipment. ‘

The Chairman indicated that it may be suitable for a TAPAC meeting to be
held after a timetable of future work was developed by Task Force "C".
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APPENDIX “F.™

ISSUES RELATED TO NETWORK HARM WHICH MAY WARRANT FURTHER STUDY
t

During the course of this study, several issues not within the terms of
reference of this study came to light. They are identified here as matters
which the Department of Communications may wish to examine in greater depth.

1.

National Network Protection Standards

The TAPAC Program, although it has had some participants and observers

from various provinces, has been directed primarily toward the federally
regulated carriers. This is borne out by the fact that .at .the time of
writing, there is no provision whereby the DOC will certify any terminal
equipment until there is actually a tariff in place with at least one of
the federally regulated carriers, covering that type of terminal and
identifying one of CS-Q1,CS-02, CS-03 or CS-04 as the appropriate technical
standard. :

Current moves in other provinces toward a more liberalized environment Ffor
customer provided terminals have brought the matter of appropriate standards
to the surface. BAlberta Government Telephones (AGT), for instance, has
requested a DOC certification number of at least one Radio Common Carrier
Radio Paging Terminal user, in accordance with the requirements of CS-04,

at a time when there is no corresponding tariff in place among the federal
carriers and the rules, as set out in Certification Procedure CP-01, do not
provide for such certification to be made.

In the recent hearings (Decision E81235) of the AGT before the Public
Utilities Board of Alberta the AGT stated that it had drawn on network
protection standards developed by "the DOC under its Terminal Attachment
Program, from standards developed by Bell Canada pursuant to a CRTC
direction, and from AGT's own requirements that are deemed necessary to
protect the network. The result is standards that AGT believes will be, for-
all practical purposes, consistent with national standards."

Mr. Peebles of the Ontario M T and C expressed the opinion, during our interview,
that Ontario would be very likely to adopt the same network protection standards
with respect to carriers regulated by that province that are adopted by the CRTC.

CBEMA, has expressed concern, in writing, to TAPAC, about the possibility
that TAPAC génerated network protection standards will not necessarily be
adopted nationally. EEMAC, CMA and CICA representatives have reiterated
these concerns.

It now appears that while it remains probable that individual provinces, to
the extent that they permit the use of customér provided terminals, will
either adopt TAPAC network protection standards or some variant of them,
this will proceed on a piecemeal basis amid a great deal of uncertainty as
to what standard or what procedure is likely to be applicable in a given
jurisdiction. This is a developing problem which needs early resolution.
The DOC could take a lead role to initiate appropriate action.
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(Continuéd)

Jurisdiction Over Consumer Protection

"party, is a provincial, not a federal matter. .

There is a strong feeling within industry that the definition of "network
harm" tabled by the telephone companies and adopted by TAPAC goes beyond
actual network harm and includes performance characteristics, which al-
though labelled second party harm, are really consumer protection matters.
Mr. Murray of CBEMA commented that it is not at all certain that second
party harm falls within federal jurisdiction.

. The Ontario Ministry oi Transportation and Commuhicatidns (Mr. Peebies)

emphasized that consumer protection of .the buyer/user, i.e..the first

Although the telephoné companies indicated that it is not their objective
to protect the owner of customer provided equipment(CPE) against making a
bad investment, it is apparent that the performance characteristics that

have been identified as potential sources of "second party harm" would

also have equal relevance to the user/owner (the first party).
The Department of Communlcatlons may wish to seek. legal opinion -
as to whether or not first party and second party protection are federal

matters.

Operational Difficulties in Implementing the Standards

The quantity and diversity of apparatus coming on the market is prolifer-
ating rapidly. Some of these .devices do not fit neatly into any one of the .
equipment categories envisaged by CS~01, CS-02, CS-03 or CS-04.. As a result,
the would-be marketer encounters frustration and lengthy delays while he
seeks to get a ruling from the carriers. The carrier in turn has to examine

- his tariffs and the existing TAPAC standards and if there is no objection on

his part, to initiate new tariffs and propose changes ‘to the standards to
accommodate the device in question.

It appears that there may be a need for TAPAC to broaden the scope of all
standards to achieve a greater degreé of flexibility without necessitating
a series of case-by-case amendments.
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(Continued)

New Issues Arising Out of Terminal Attachment Experience

Bell Canada and B.C. Telephone have each identified new problem
areas that have surfaced in the current CPE environment. Those
which may be of direct interest to the DOC are -

a)

b)

B.C. Tel has commented that there is plenty of evidenée of
incompetence among installers. '

In Bell Canada territory, interconnect companies sometimes

seem uncertain about where to access the network. There are

times when the agent/installer has difficulty in tuning up
the equipment and Bell engineers get involved helping out.

The FCC} during our interview with them commented that potential
harms with network addressing devices is more of a maintenance
problém than an eguipment qualification matter.

The 1972 DOC Worklng Paper on Interconnectlon suggests possible
licensing of ‘interconnect companies and llcen51ng of 'craftsmen
to install and maintain CPE.

It appears that re-examination, by the DOC of the installation
and maintenance aspects, under DOC auspices, might be in orxder,
now that a significant amount of experience has been accumulated.

In the data world, for 1nstance, the EIA RS232 interface standards -
ensures compatibility of-printers, keyboards, video terminals, etc.
There are no equivalent industry standards for telephone equipment.
Consequently when attempts are made to connect, for example, a key
telephone system of one manufacturer beyond a customer provided
PBX of another manufacturer, the arrangement sometimes w1ll not
work satisfactorily. g

The DOC could take the lead to, investigate these types of problems
and make recommendations for minimizing or solving them.
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APPENDTIX G

REFERENCES ON THE ISSUE OF

"NETWORK HARM" - CRTC HEARINGS



1.

2.

TERMINAL CONNECTION HEARING -

REFERENCES ON THE ISSUE OF "NETWORK HARM" -

BELL CANADA
REPLY ARGUMENT
February 1982

: Pages 91 to 95

BELL CANADA
FINAL -ARGUMENT

~ January 1982

Pages 45 to 49

PUBLIC-HEARING
TRANSCRIPT VOL. XV
December 8, 1981

- Pages 2973 to 2991
" Pages 3112 and 3113

PUBLIC HEARING

TRANSCRIPT VOL. VI
November 20, 1981

Pages 1252 to 1258

Brief overview of the arguments on
standards; references to degradation
of service and protection criteria
("network harm" issue) on pages

93 and 94.

Arguments on the issue of TAPAC CS-03
versus FCC Part 68; references to
service safeguards on pages 46 and 48;

"TAPAC's technical standards versus

FCC'S reliance on market forces
approach ("network harm" issue), page
47 Bell's support and CBEMA's
opposition to TAPAC's service
safeguards, pages 48 and 49.

Cross-examination (by Beli) of CREMA's
position on the "network harm" issue;
TAPAC's criteria for network protection
quoted on pages 2987 and 2988. -

Cross-examination of CBEMA by BC Tel; a
. hypothetical example of "market forces"

given on line 22 (page 3112) to line 8
?page 3113). .

Cross-examination (by CAC) of Bell's
position on the “"network harm" issue;-
distinction between FCC Part 68
definition and TAPAC's criteria, line
20 on page 1252 to 1ine 22 on page
1253; discussion of network addressing
(dialing) requirement, page 1254 to
1258.
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Pages 1367 to 1369

5.

6. .

8.

RLM

. HQTD

1982

PUBLIC HEARING
TRANSCRIPT VOL VII
November 24, 1981

Page 1463 to 1465

PUBLIC HEARING
TRANSCRIPT VOL XI
December 1, 1981

Page 2366

 RESPONSES TO

INTERROGATORIES
July 1981

Bell (CAC) - 2 TC

Bell (ONT) - 700 TC

.
Be11 (TIAC) - 157 §§@5’<3€§§

BELL CANADA
MEMORANDUM OF
EVIDENCE

June 1981

Pages 48 to 50

rges 54 to 57

03 15

L o~ . - »' ) B - < [

Cross-examination of Bell by Gov of -
Ontario; TAPAC and FCC standards differ
due to difference in objectives.

Cross-examination of Bell by NIAC; -
TAPAC and FCC concerns may not be the
same, line 18 of page 1463 to line 5 of
page 1464; TAPAC's standards process is
ggngdiscriminatory, page 1464 and

6 L]

Cross-examination of BC Tel by NIAC;
the main area where CS-03 is more
stringent than FCC Part 68 is the
necessity of having the call go.
through, 1ine 20 to 30.

a\Objectives of TAPAC-formulated Bell

standards and a few examples of
differences from FCC fornu]ated
> standards.

Quantification of potential hazards is
not available.

General overview of BeT] s network;
concern about service 1mpa1rnents,
pages 49 and 50.

Prime objective of TAPAC terminal .
connection standards is stated, 1ine 7
to 15 of page 54; ‘"“network harm"
according to TAPAC includes potential
service impairments listed under
"degradation of service to the network
users", page 55 to 57.
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BELL CANADA REPLY ARGUMENT, February 1982,'559es 91 to 95.

.91 -

- o #1
3.14 TECHNICAL STANDARDS o

The arguments of most of the submissions concerning

technical standards revolve around the desirability of having

.a single set of Canadian standards; the desirability of

" adding tb such‘Canadian‘sténda:ds the FCC (Part 68) standards;

and the suitability of the DOC and TAPAC as aédministrator and

developer of such standards.

‘The stated position of most of the participants, in their
respective arguments, was that Canadian.standards were solidly
supported. Who woula have»it otherwise? Kowever, closer B
examination of the arguments reveals that many of.the partici-
pants, notably OHA et al, CTG 'and éAC ha§;mpaid lip service»
only to this notion, and would favour almost complete abdica-

tion of the development of Canadian standards in favour of

‘adoption for Canada of the standards contained in FCC (Part 68).

- In its Written Argument,  at pages 45-51, Bell Canada

- stated the reasons why a Canadian set of standards should

be adopted instead of foreign standards, such.as.the FCC

(Part 68) standards. The féllowing remarks are therefore

limited to Reply.
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In their Argument at page 76, paragraph 111, OHA et al'o

allege that:

"Through its veto power on TAPAC, Bell has been

able to 1n51st on the inclusion of a number of guality

and service standards which have nothing to do with the
protection of the network as defined by the FCC. The

result of this insistence by Bell Canada has been to
produce a standard which is much more complex than the,

FCC program, Aimposes unique costs for manufacturers '
seeking to serve the Canadian marketplace or compete

in the U.S. and other world markets. The standard

certainly is overly stringent by comparlson to any such.

standard in the world."

That Bell Canada has had a veto power over the TAPAC is

.contradicted by the evidence put before the Commission in

this proceeding. In the first place, Bell Canada is only‘

one of sixteen members of TAPAC. (See E£Bibit Bell TC 81-3)

-In addition, Bell Canada has only one member in each of the

TAPAC Task Force committees. That the TAPAC committees

. operate on a consensus basis and are not dominated by Bell

‘Canada or the carriers was proved beyond a shadow of a doubt

Thls need for consensus will become even- stronger when the

Comm1551on assumes its role of grentlng approval to the

standards developed by TAPAC, in'any case of disagreement

and'application to the Commission.

In addition, chenges in procedures put forth by the manufac-

turers have been' accepted by the carrieos (eqg. suggestions for:

alternative test methods as proposed by manufacturers have
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"been ‘included in CP-01, Issue 3, Section 1.4.2; cor.cept of

—

nanufacturers being able to test their own equipment and’

.submit their test results has been supported by the carriers

(See Bell Argument, Selected Reference 24(c).)).

Bell Canada's support for T&PAC'S position on potential
degradation of service quality, the concerns to be addressed by
terminal attachment standards and the difference between these =
standards énd FCC (Part 68) standards were co&ered in discus-
sions between Messrs. Hewat and Worrall and Mr. Burtnick

(see Bell Written Argument, Selected Reference Number 24(a)).

The superficiality of the evidence produced by OHA et al
in an éttempt to show that the Canédian étéﬁéards developed
under TAPAC were much more complex than the FCC (Part 68)

standards was discussed at Page 46, lines 1 to 7 of the Bell

Canada Argument. That this "evidence" was used in the -

OHA et al Argument as support for its position only setves,

in Bell Canada's submission, to demonstrate how desperately

those parties wish to discredit Canadian standards in favour

~of the FCC (Part 68) standards.

That such standards might posé "unique costs", as stated
in the above quote from the OHA et al, was not cuantified in

the evidence presented by OHA et al and thé‘seriousness of its

implications as to any substantial modifications to sets as

sold in the U.S. and Canada was put in its proper perspective~by
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Mr. Worrall when asked by Mr. Burtnick as follows: "Translated

into the device, would any of the differences mean a substan-

. tial modification to the set as sold in the U.S. and in Canadaz?".

Mr. Worrall repiiedy "In most cases probably not . . .". (See.
Bell Canada Written Argument, Selected Reference Number 24(a)
C(1).) Canadian Standards afe different than FCC (Part 68)
.because they are based on different network protection criteria

(See Bell Canada's Argument, Page 47).

The overall impact on terminal equipment,cost’of adopting
CS~03 standards rather than FCC (Part 68) standards should be“ \
minimal. CS~O3 contains many similar requirements to FCC |
(Part 68). Moreover, FCC (Part 68) contalns drop, temperature
and vibration tests which are not 1nc1uded in CS-03 and are very -

costly in terms of.test equipment (See Bell(CAC)17Jul8l~-2TC).

It is interesting to note that the Alberta ﬁublic Utilities

Board 1n its Decmslon E81235 dated December 22, 1981 at Page 98

supported netwomk protectlon criteria smmllar to those suppor-

ted by TAPAC. For example, dialing (addressing) and supervision,

“which are not included in FCC (Part 68) are supported by the

 Alberta Decision.

The statement in the.above quotation from the Argument of
OHA et al as to the Yoverly stringent" Canadian standards also
stands unéupported by any credible evidence. The facts are

otherwise.




- 9§ -
.
Irrespective of any argument OHA et al may have regarding
alleged Bell Canada and other carrier activities to prejudice

thé free working of TAPAC, such argument\falls«by its own weight

when compared with .the facts. (Seé Bell Canada Written Argﬁment -

.Page 49 and following and Selected Reference Number 24(b)).
"Any party affected by the réquirements established by TAPAC
may apply to the Commission for a determination as to the
reasonableness of such requirements, eitﬁef_thosé in existence

‘now, or ahy to be produced in the future.

In addition to the contested allegations contained in
‘the OHA et al Argument, NIAC, at Page 36 of its Argument
stated that: '

"It objects, however, to a situation where technical
certification proceeds at that pace the carriers want it
.tOO" N ‘

Such a statement would suggest that this has been the
_case'in‘the past and that somehow carriers' foot-dragging has

actéd to circumvent the interests of other parties. There is

‘no evidence in the record of this proceeding to support.such a
statement. Moreover, the adoption by DOC of manufacturer test-
.ing, alternative test methods and the €S-03 functional approaéh

will simplify and reduce the time to obtain certification.
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SUBJECT AREA 8

The technical standards that should zpply

to subscriber-provided terminal equipment

and the procedures that should be. adopted
~to ensure compllance with them

TECHNICAL STANDARDS: GENERAL

Bell Canada's position with regard to the technical standards
that should apply to customer provided equipment intended to
be attached to Bell's facilities was stated clearly in the

written Evidence under Subject Area 8, Pages 48 to 60. During -

the course of the public hearing, Mr. Hewat and Mr. Worrall
answered many questions having to do with the Company's views.
It is respectfully submitted that the Company's position is
well stated in the written Evidence and in the answers giveﬁ
during the hearing, a number of which answers are collected
in the Selected References under Number 24. '

5

10

Certain of the parties to this case appeared to feel that Canada

_ should not have its. own set of technical standards, and the pér—

sons who espoused this view, while they adopted various methods
of Ysugar-coating" their arguments, were in effect arguing that -

. the technical standards adopted by the Federal Communications

Commission of the United States in Part 68 of F.C.C. rules
should be adopted in Canada. The arguments were, in the main,
specious and, in certain cases, were demonstrably wrong. For
example, C.T.G. suggested that Part 68 had "stood the test of
time" and was then forced to admit, under cross-examination,
that it did not know how long Part 68 had been in force and.
it was very apparent that the statement had been made without
knowledge of thée many amendmentc to Part 68 which had occulxed
during each year of its very short life. C.T.G. would have

‘been more correct if it had said that Part 68 had not stood

the test of time.- (Volume XVI, Page 3318 and fol owlng)

15

20

25




Again, the superficial and futile attempt by CBEMA to sﬁpQ
posedly show the simple nature of Part 68 as against the

- alleged complekity.of Cs-03 (the TAPAC standards), by comparing

the number of pages in one section of Part 68 to the full com-
plement of‘pages in CS-03 demonstrates the weakness of the
position of those persons.opposing the adoption of Canadian
standards developed in Canada. The Commission will recall
that it was amply demonstrated that Part 68 was evexy bit as
complex as CS-03. ' ‘ '

' No one would suggest that Canadian standards should render

Canadian terminal equipment incompatible with U.S. terminal
equipment or, for that matter, terminal equipment in any

other major country. However, standards vary from country.

to country, depending upon the considerations which lie be-
hind them. ‘The principal consideration for teiminal connection
standards is of course protection of thevnefaork from phvsical
damage and from conditions which will cause damage to persons
or property. There are also considerations with regard to
standards to safeguard network service to other terminals.

As we learned during the cross-examination of the witness for

CBEMA, Mr. Lees, Volume XV, Page 2977, line 13 and following,
the international CCITT standard requires that the terminating

‘longitudinal balance be 40 decibels. FCC Part 68, on the other
_hand, requires 60 decibels in order to limit the effect of

cross~talk, and "to prevent harm to innocent third parties on
the network" (Volume XV, Page 2980). The Canadian standard
CS-03 requires 72 decibels, reflecting TAPAC's concern to
limit not only crosstalk but also noise impairment to other
network terminals.

10

15

20

25
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The FCC Part 68 standard chtains no requirements as to proper
dialing signals in a piece of terminal equipment. The reason
"given is that market competition will drive out the pieces of
terminal equipment.which do not function up to the expectations

ihis theory does not appeér to be backed up by any evidence
whatsoever. If analogies are of an assistance one might look \
out on the streets of Quebec and Ontario where one éan see
‘automobiles ranging in quality from Cadillac to Volkswagen,

but where one can also see automcbiles in the most horrendous 10
physical and mechanical condition which, while still moving

on the roads, are clearly menaces both to those using them

anc¢ other persons on the_highway. Competition in supply has

‘not driven such menaces off our highways.\ Conseguently, 3in

checks and similar regulatory devices are ucad in many Jurls-_
QlCtlonS.

As was admitted by Mr. Lees, the witness'fof’CBEMA‘ who is
a member of TAPAC, when questloned about the difference be-
tween FCC Part 68 and CS- 03 (Volume XV, Page 2291)r 20

Q. Would it be fair to say on this question
~of harm, Mr. Lees, that in broad terms the only
difference between the FCC standards and the

standards in CS-03 is that the standards in

CS-03 are concerned about degradation of ser- 25
vice to the called party and/or other persons

.on the network whereas the FCC concept is that

the market will take care of that?

A. (Lees) You are correct. 1If we were able

to work on the same definition of harm that the 30
FCC has and which.we believe is a correct one

for competitive terminal marketplace, the two

standards would be very close. They would not
- be identical but they would be very close.“

of the user and the people with whom he communicates. : 5

order to protect the public, compulsory automcbile safety . 15

v e mtermyon s
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It has been amply demonstrated that Bell Canada is not inter-
ested in establishing a Canadian standard in order to give
itself ahy competitive advantages. The Company has stated

- that it would expect to be subject to the standard in the

same way as any other supplier of terminal equipment.

The reasons Bell Canada is pressing for.a distinctive
Canadian standard are:

- first of all, this country should be the
master of its own technical reculrements
and safecuards,

- secondly, the Canadian standard will provide.
better safeguards for sérvice to all users of the
network. The Company suggests that standards
regarding service to other network terminals
can easily be met by anYohe who- wishes to compete
in the Canadian market in a serious way.

- Em s as e em My We B A m e G e M a» m we W

‘_1(}

15

It has also been argued in this case that Canadians should adopt

FCC Part 68 as a "Canadlan" standard, subject to exclusion or
adjustment where special Canadian conditions require. The

. supporters of this proposition argue that the standard then

becomes a Canadian standard adopted by Canadians but compat~
ible with the U S. - ‘

The propohents of this proposition ignore entirely that once
a foreign standard is adopted, the complete control of how

- that standard will be varied, amended or otherwise used re-

mains in foreign hands and all that Canadians can do is meekly
wait for a foreign country to make its dec151ons and then
follow. To do otherwise would be to set up.a situation of
confu51on worse confounded where a forelgn standard would
first be adopted and then, subsequent changes deemed neces-

sary in the foreign country might or might not be adopted
in Canada.

20

25
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The real purpose behind the expressed wishes for adoption of

FCC Part 68 is of course to permit foreign manufacturers who _
manufacture prlmarlly for the U.S. market to treat Canada as

an incremental and ready-made market to which they can ship ,
terminal eﬁuipment for sale without worrying about Canadian 5
requirements. It should not be surprising that the chief
proponents of this type of thinking are first of all CBEMA,

which is controlled by and largely compdsed'of‘giant mualti- .
national corporations based in the U.S., and Sécond,«by.inter-.
connect companies which do not manufacture but which simply .10
purchasé equipment for re-sale.

‘Under the circumstances, and for the reasons set out in the
Company's written Evidence and 'in the witnesses' testimony

referred to above, Bell Canada submits that the Commission :
should opt for the adoption of a sole set of™Canadian stand- 15
ards and prbcedures applicable to the attachment of terminal
equlpment to the fac111t1es of Bell and the other Canadian
carriers. Such standards and procedures should be those
developed and approved by TAPAC, as set out in CS~03 and in

related procedure documents such as CP-~0l. These will provide 20
reasonable service'éafeguards and will not impose serious '
limitations on any manufacturer.

TECHNICAL STANDARDS: PROCEDURE

During the proceedings, a number of parties proposed that

the Commission give orders with regard to the procedure

to be followed in setting standards. In many cases, the . 25
procedure suggested requested the Commission either to

designate itself as the body initially responsible for pre-

scribing technical standards or in another dimension, to ‘
de51gnate itself as a court of ‘appeal from decisions to be \ »
‘made by DOC or by TAPAC. ‘ . . 30




' \ December 8, 1981, Pages 2973 to 2991 Pecs. Hessenr Frarocsgt Vor. xvo - TF

' and .3112 to 3113 Murray, Lees, Lambert, Faine, g
, cr. ex. (Saunders) 2773
. revenﬁes were approximately 500 m‘illion, but I am
: ndt:, su’re what proportion was exported. I do not seem
. l 2 to have any figures here right now. | |
: | 3? _ . 0. And from_ your c¢eneral knowl.e_dge
" | Vi of the company, you could not guess?
' - 5 ‘Al (Lambert) I would rather not. -
6.}' ~I.prefer not to, but I can- obviously obtain the
. v . . . /
: 6 figure.
' : Q. Yes, I woﬁld ask ﬁ/ou to do.;th:at,
S l: please, perhaps in 'tbe course of the cay.
' 11. | A. ~ (Lambert) Right.
B .‘ 12 | N " Q. Gentlemen, on that same page 15:6
l 13 CBEMA chose to list Digital Egquipment of Canada
. 14 | ~»'Liimited, which it states, provides sizable export
: 15 .re_venue,. according to the evidence. Does |
i T | o |
- 17 any of you have any idea what Digital Ecuipment of
Z’,'l‘ 'lgg Canada Limited's sizable export ‘revenue‘ ‘;mounts;
' S ; 19 to? |
" 20 § ' " A.  (Murray) No, we do not.
. . . A
' 21? . Q. So “"sizable" could be anything
| 22 : at allz
' 235 All right. Would vou turn, please,
' 24{ . to paragraph 121 on page 71. Perhaps we could just
. 25 read paragraph 121 together, and I guote: |
' 26: o "'Sec.:ond is resolution of what .
L 27i constitutes network harm. ‘Ail parties
.'\‘ 28% agree the standards should‘?re\}ent
'A i 29; : network harm,- but i+ =zs not been
oo 22 _ _ possible to obtain corsensus -on whether




21

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

22
23
24

25
26
27
28

29 ¢

30

ANGUS. STONEHOUSE & CO LTD

TOROKTO ONTARIO

-

Murray,

the question of network harm should

the users of

first party)

second rarty)?

resolution of conflicting views on

for the-state.ent that Bell's

the subiect

and his

Lees, Lamkert,
(Saunders)

Murray,
cr. ex.

etwo*k narm should be as cdefined
by Lhe FCC:

'Electrical hazards +o telephone
company personnel, damace to
telepvhone company ecguizment,
malfunction of telephone company

billing equipment, and cdecradation
of service to persons other than

the user of the subject terminal

eguipment, is calliné, or'called
party.’
Or whether

it should include

"harm to the user of the subject terminal

&

equipment (the first varty) and his
calling or called party (the second

party), -as insisted on by Bell. The

the need for a number oI the tests

the

in the standards and reguired

parameter values in other tests hincges .

on resolution of this issue. CBEMA's

position, which supporis the FCC

definition of network hazrm, was

developed in the preceding section.”

On what do you base yourself, Mr.

terminal ecuipment (the

e am e —ea
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ANGUS. sTONEMOUSE & cO. LTp . Murray, Lees, Lambew't, Faine, 77
TORONYQ. onTARIO cr. ex. (Sauncers) '

A (Murray) I would’ask Mr. Lees
to respond to that gueétion.

A, "(Lees) This haslbeen the
position of Bell throuchout-the TAPAC program that
it was given a- form when we started developlng the
standards for network adcress;ng eculoment, whlch
. became CS-03, and in agreeing to work on the developmen1
of these standards, Bell did so on the condition'thét

the standards developed would include what we have

the FCC says "the calling and the called party"

Bell tabled a document with the TAPAC task forces -

"and in subseguent meetings of the task force,'in'spite
of the objections of many of-the_members of TAPAC,
Bell insisted on that‘definition,‘and the definition,
of network harm tﬁaﬁ they had submitteé-at that time.

‘Q. Aﬁd is it your position thatA
Bell's definition is in CS-C3 now in the third
.issue? | |

A.  (Lees) Very much so.

Q. Vould you take out youx'copy'of
cS-03, please, Mr. Lees, and tell me where.you find
that definition?’

A. (Lees) That definition will
appear in two forms in CS~03.E“It will appear, first
of all, in the stringency»of someuof the standards
in the parameter values that havé to be met by

some Of the standards, and I will give you anexample

of that. It also o ears in the fact that a nunbe

referred to as the first and second party harm, whereas}

at that time, stating what their pdsition was on this, |

-
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A'Ncus. svou:no_ué.z &« co.Lvp  Murrav, Lees, Lambert, Paine ,
erowte-emyAme .7 c¢r. ex. (Saunders)

of these standards are in here at all, they are in
here to serve that purpose and I can cgive vou examples

of £hose.
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ANGUS. STONEHOUSE & CO. LTD. Aurray,Lees,Lambert,Paine ‘
TORONTO. ONTARIO cr., exX. (Sauncers)

An example of the stringcency

"question, I might refer you to what has come to be

favourite subject of mine; it is cazlled terminating.
a - g

1ongitudihal balance. In your cdocument CS-03, it is

. Section 3.6. It appéars on pagé 46 of CS-03.

If you look at page 46 and the Section
3.6 on terminating longitudinal balance, you will
find a table of frequencies.ané a minimum balance
that must be met to pass this particular test. Now,
just lookiﬁg at the first item in that table, it
says that at a frequency of 200 hertz, the equipmént

must have a minimum balance of 72 decibels, Db.

If you look at international standaxds

for that pafticular test, the CCITT recuires that.
that balance should bé a minimun of.40 Db. If you
look at the various éountries whére we_submit'our.
equipment for festing,}we_face values of between 40

and 60 decibels that we have to meet.

In the United Staﬁes, the FCC program -

for that particular value calls for 60 Db as a
miniﬁum. So there appears to be quite a discrepancy
between what is éalled for in this standard and what
we are required’'to mee£ in the rest of the wérld;

| The reason for thét, znd Bell has put
this reason forward in the TAPAC delizerations, the
reason is that this is not a stzndaré Zor network
proteétion. This is'a standard_for\qua;ity’of the

terminal.
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! ANGUS, STONEHOUSE & CO. LTD Murray ,Lees ,Lambert , Paine

TORCNTO, ONTARIO

cr. ex. (Sauncers)

" given in CS-03, the 72 decibels, the purpose of that
' is to ensure that if a spurious signal is generated
- on your teiephone lire, it will not result in

excessive noise on your terminal. In other woxrds, if

‘- we are talking about a telephone, it will not result

in excessive noise on your telephoné. ;

The FCC standa;d says that the
criteria here should be that your terminal does not
generate excessive signals that will interfere with
other users.of the network, and that accoun's for the
difference between the FCC reguirement and oux
requirement in that ours is much more stringent becaus
it is specifying what the gquality of the_términal will
be. |

It is our belief, and we have pointed
this out in our evidénce; that the Qarkétplace should
be determining the quality of this terminal device
-in a coﬁpetiiive environment, that gquality may have
been appropriate for the carriers when they had a
monopoly on the terminal and sémebody had to speéify
a minimum guality that they would meet. But in a
competitive terminal supply situation, we believe that
the mérketplace'and industry standards will provide
the user with what he needs, and he should be“ab;e to
make a choice of what he will pay for guality of the
instrument. |

So that is an examplé in CSfCB‘of
where the standards are overly stringent because of

guality regul

=

= - - X - .
st and zz-2ond party harm teing
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ANGUS. STONEHOUSE & CO LTD
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Murrav Lees Lamber-,-a;re
cr.ex. (Sauncers)

built into the standard.

Now, the other thing I sazié was that

there are tesés in here that are a result of that

requirement., Examplesfof these are all the tests in :

here.

If you refer to the Index of CS-OB;
all the tests starting af Section'3.12 and 3.13,
which deal with setwork contrel signaliing, we

consider ‘to be introduced because of quality or first

" and second party harm. considerations. The FCC does

not_haveAthese kinds of standards in its program, and

1

the FCC ruled that network signalling was inherently

self-correcting, implying that the marketplace would
reject a product that did not have adequate network
signalling canablllty and . that standarcs were not
required to ensure that that happened.

So that is the justification, Mr.
Saunders, for that statement in our evidence.

Q. Thank vou, Mr. Lees. Did I
understand vou to say earlier in &our answer that the
international standard was 40 decibels, but that the
FCC stancdard was 60 decibelsé

A, (Lees) That isfcoriect,

Q. Why the differenee?

A. (Lees) I believe -~ I am not

exactly sure -- that the 40 decibels tha:t to the best

of my knowledge is still in the CCITT standard was an

earlier developed stancard, and that the FCC has’

determined in its ‘llt twons tuat that is not

e
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adequate to prevent cross-talk from you, the user,

over to other lines in the network. In other woréds,

40 decibels'is probably not enough to prevent harm

to innocent third parties on the network.

£
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saunders, because we started these deliberations

. been developed in parallel.
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ANGUS. STCNEHOUSE & CO _TD Murray, Lees, I_,amb-r.. ¢+ Paine .
TCACNTO. ONTARIO cr. eX. (Sauncers) 2881

Q. I see. Now, would you agree that

this hearing is later in time than when the FCC set

their standards in the same way that the FCC setting a|

standard was later in time to the CCITT?

A. (Lees) ©No, I would& not, Mr.

publicly in 1975 at the same time the FCC standards
were being develéped. This was a set of parameters

that was developed at that time. So I think they have

Q. I see. So the internaﬁioﬁél ones
are not okay, but the FCC oneé are just sweli; is that
éenerally your attifude?

A. (Lees) Obvio&sly, from a
manufacturer's point of #iew, the.inﬁernational ones
are easier to meet. However, wé have had no objectioﬁ
to ﬁeeting the FCC requirements. | |

Q. But you do object to meeting the
Cs-03? |

A.. (Lees) What we obiect to is‘having
mandated the guality of terminal that we have to
pioduce‘ We believe, as I said before,‘ﬁhat.this
should be a manufacturer's option and that selection
should be made by the users.

Q. Is that not exaétly what the rcc

did when it ordered 60 decibels?

i

L1

A. (Lees) The FCC orédered 60 decibels
rote l

because they thoucht that was reguired to p ct othe
users. of the network. . o , _ : '~i '

\)
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;youAturn to the top of page 2, which is a continuation

- of the purpose oif CS-03?

purpcse of CS-63. The problem, Mr. Saundsrs, is that we

Murray, Lees, Lamkert, Paine
cr. ex. (Saunders) 2982

0. And so they qgnd&ted the qualiﬁy
of the terminal to that extent?

A. (Lees) To the extent that a
standard prevents harming other people on the network,
we agree with it fully.

Q. I sée. Would‘you.turn then to pagd
2 of C5-03 under the'genéral heading of "Scope”. I do
not think we need to read péragrabh'l.l,.the first

three paragraphs. I will, if you request me to, but if

of the scope Qf CS=-03 would you read with me pleasé?

Have you go it there? I.quote: .
"The requirements>co&tained herein are
‘intended for ﬁhe protection of the |
communicaﬁidns netwgrk and wili not
afford:the user any measure of
e@uipment performance or safety.éther
thaﬁ those covered by CSA approval.
Part I of CS-03 shall be uéed to
determine the appropriate sections of
Part II and III,which are tobe applied fo‘r
a particular type of ecuipment.”

Should I gather from your previous

answers that you do rot agree that that is a statement|

A. (Lees) I agree that should be the

disagree on what constitutes protection of the

communications network, as i% says in this statement.

H3
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Q. I see. How many o
manufacture telecommunications eguipme

office equipment?

A. (Lees) Other than

Q. Yés.

zer<, Paine
s)
S vour =

nt cther than

embers
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F’ ANGUS. STONEMOUSE & €O LTD Murray, Leess, Zzarbert, Paine.
5 TORORTO ONTARIO cr. ex. (Sa’_‘.r::ers) :
Fe
l ' \ ; : A. (Lees) I can ¢ive you examples of
'l crmn -
. . 2 members who manufacture diZferent procucts but. it is
E not a complete and exhausiive list. We have two
‘ 3 .
" 4 suppliers of telephones that I am aware of, maybe more.
Q. Who are they? .
' 51 . |
6 A, (Lees) Do you include a telephone
.; = as a piece of office equipment?
} gl : _ Q. No, it is telecommunications
' | 9 equipment. Who are your suppliers?
l 10 A, (Lees) 1ITT and Nelson Business
11 Machines, to my Xknowledge.
' 12 _ What about a telephcne answering machine,
131" Mr. Saunders?
| . 14 Q. As - long as you identify it, go
' 15 ahead.
16 A. (Lees) Telephone answering
"F 17 “ machines, we include as business eguipment and
5 . 18 manufacturers are Dictaphone, Sony, Philips = there
lf 19 may be others that I am not aware oZ.
» ”é 20 ’ Rermote cdictation machines which we
B 21 include as business eguipment - I should point out to
& 22 : \ : v Ny
53 you, Mr. Saunders, that I am looking at the list on
g 23 |
R - . - . -
5 page 7 of our evidence where we list a number of
i 24 -
¥ products.
8 25 .
Ry . . .
lf; Q. It will not be necessary if that
M o is what we are locxing at to go over it, unless yvou
. 3 o b - . -
' : . wish to.
S 5 : n., (Less) There Is a list on theat
. ) rage of different Zavices that osur members produce and
! o . :
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ANGUS, STCNEHOUSE & CO LTD
; TORCKRTO ONTARID cy., ex. (Sauncders

Q. I notice that it savs marxez=d as

A. (Lees) Yes.

Q. And I was really interestec in how
much experience your‘membeys had in manufacturing in
Canada telecommunications equipment, as you seem ﬁo
have such strong views on tﬁe charaqteristi;s of
telecommunications equiément.‘

A. (Lees)A I don't thihk our views are
dependent on where eguipment is manufactured. As you

are aware our members manufacture some products here

and other products in other locations and our experience

is based on those products. It does not really have

anything to do with where they are manufactured.

Q. I will accept that. I do not thinXk

you‘can.ﬁistake 1ookin§ at the'book I am holding up,
Mr. Lees, have you seen that book.béfore?

A, (Lees) i have seen that bright
cover Sefore, Mr. Saunders, but I have not reéd_the
contenté." |

Q. You have ﬁot-read the contents?

A. (Leés) No.

Q. I will point out to you and to the
Commission thgt the book is entitled “Thé Suppply of

Communications Eguipment in Canada" published by the

Government of Canada, Department of Cemmunications. It

~S stated that it was prepared in the Communications
“fcncnics Branch, Department of Communicaticens, March,

» and an address is given.

B3
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'So you have not réad this;.Mr. Lees.
Bave you.read it, Mr. Murray.
| | A, (Murray) No, I have not.
| Q. 'Have You, Mr. Paine. -
A. (Paine) No, I have not.
Q. Have you, Mr.’Lambert.
A. (Lambert) No, I have not.
Q. You should try it sometime.
Now, Mr. Lees, during your introduction
Mr. Grant mentioned that you sat and had beenia
fepresentative of CBEMA with the TAPAC program for a.
nuﬁber of years. | B

AI would like to hand yvou a document
concerning thg TAPAC program which are the notes to a
meeting of September 6 of Task,ForcéAC and ask you
whether you have seen this document before.:

A. . (Lees) It says Seétember 6, } .
Saunders, but it does not say.which year. Can you _
help me? | : - "- o .

Q. I hgpe so.> if you look in about
five pageé I think yoﬁ will find a meeting summary for
September 6, 1979 and if vou look further down‘yoﬁ will
find an agenda for Task Force C meeting 6n September 6
1979. | |

bo you recall havingréceiveéthat:séﬁof
notes and minutes from Mr.-Melnykl or Irom someone?

#nced

rr

A. (Lees) Yes, I see that I at
that meeting, yes, and I am fairly sure that I have

read this doc¢unent before.

2986 | 13
!‘ :
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could be filed as exhibit Bell ‘TC-N.

-—— EXHIBIT NUMBER BELL TC-17: Docunent &ated

2987
cr. ex. (Saunders)

Q. Fine. I wonder if ihat document

THE SECRSTARY: Bell TC-17, Mr. Sauncer

your ‘attention,

the notes. It starts at the top with "General" and
then "Guidelines" and number three is “Criteria for

Network Protection®.

short, I quote:

continuing:

September 13, 1979,
entitled “Terminal
Attachment Program
Advisoxy Committee
Task Force C",

Q. I would like to &sk you to address

Mr. Lees, to the first page of text in

If you just read with me, it is quite

"Bell Canada tabled two documents
outlining criteria for network

protection. These included:

1. Electrical energy which is

hazardous to tiie pﬁblic;and Bell Canadi .

personnel..

. 2. Damage to.network components by

electrical energy or improper
connections.

3. Interference with the normal
funétioning of network equipment
includéing billing ecuipment.
4.H*Degradation of service to, cother
users of the network."

Then, varagraph 3.1, the quotation
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representation of what when on, according to your

memory, Mr.

section quite well, Mr. Saunders. The documents

referred to
that Bell h

constituted

-

"3.1 The meaning of the term ‘'other

-

-

users' in the context of .4‘anovejwas
discussed; It was explained by the
Bell Canada represéntative that in the
context of .4, the term was intendéd \
to covef both second and third parties
3.2 Discussion centered on the

existing standards and what additional

parameters would be reguired for

network addressing equipment. Signalling

and supervision were identified as new
reguirements. A éiscussion,follbwed
concerning whether or not old “
standards should not be reopened for
discussion.

3.3 Based on these éoints, thé Bell
Canada criteria wére accepted és a
~§eneral framework to be used in the
development of draft network-addresSinq'
standards.”

Does that seem t0 be a fair

Lees?

A. (Lees) I remember this particular

here are the documents I was referring to
ad tabled concerning their pcsition on what
netwoxX harm.

Scme of the staisments here need some

N
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: ‘ Now, to put that in context, you have

which were approved by these standards.

PR

. Possible standard that we could under those terms.

- W2 nad convinced the carriers to go along with the

Murray, Lees, Laxmbert, Paine

ANGUS, STONEHCUSE & CO. L’TD -
© ICRONIO Chuvantd : cr. eX. (Sauncers) *

Section 3.3 says:
"Based on these points, the Bell Canada
criteria were accepted as a general
framework to be used in the developmen?

of draft network addressing standards.’'

to understand héw TAPAC has proceeded. The.positiqn
of the carriers in TAPAC has been that they have beén
there on a voluntary basis. We pointed this out in
our evidence on péragraph 117, what exactly this neans

and if I may just summarize ﬁhat, it means that the

us

carriers were under no obligation to tariff any devices:

So the whole developmént of TAPAC has
been one where the carriers.were in a position to
decide what would or what would not happen, what would
or would not be in the standards, what the
parameters of ény given standard would'be,Becausefif
they did not accept the standard théy would not tarifsf
it and not;ing happened.

| ‘S0, as we pointed out in our evidencel

\ -

our position has been to try and negotiate the best

‘So paragraph 3.3 in this document is
another exzample of where we agreed to go along with
2ell's position because if we did not we would not have

2 Standard. 'The time that this occured was just after

~tpment of a standard for network addressing and

238 of ourz2lves for having accomplishet
. . L
. )

c— e m——— o od
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that because the carriers were very reluctant to do

.this and the carriers did not agree that they would

tariff the results of this.

So if we were going to have a

whatever terms wereAimposed on us in TAPAC and it
became evident that Bell's interpretation of network
harm was going to be one of the things that we had to

go along with if we were going to obtain a standardg.

Murray, Lees, Lambert, Paine.

~

:standard for network addressing we had to go along wi=:

Uy
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--l\ “TORONTO. ONTARIO cr. e?:. : (Saunce:;

- ! ! _ ' Q. V:ould_it\be faiz == éay on t’::is St 3
;l : ) question of harm, Mr. Lees, that in. =rczi terms the ‘
‘ m . | 5| only difference between the FCC stanézr3s and the
l ' 4 'x ‘st-fandards in CSO-3-.is that _thg stanc‘.a::‘.s in CS0O-3 are
l 5 concerned a.bout degradation of service to the called
' 6 party and/or other pérsons on the network whereas the

l 7 : FCC .concept ‘is that the Amarke’tvwill 'take care of
I g | that? |
‘ 9 I Al (Lees) You are correct. If\we
l ‘ 10 were able tc work on the same definition of harm
' 11 that the FCC has and which we believe is a correct one
& l 12 . for competitive terminal marketplace, the";-wé standards
' 13 would be very close. They would not be identical
: 14| - but they would be very close.

. 151 Q. So it really depends on what

» 16 concept the Commissioﬁ has as to the necessity or not
. 17 of a quality sufficient. to protect called xpaz.:ties

' 18 and third parties.

R 19 o Q. (Lees) That is correct, and

L . . , - _

l 20 that is why we pointed out in our evidence that this

' 21 was an area which required ; decision *o be made.

' ' | 22 , 0. All rightf i

' \ 23 Now, gentlemen, whoéve:: wants Lo pick
| 24 up on this can, I would like you to turn to paragraph
) l 25 28 in whi;*:h you ;vere discussing the imrzact of the.

}. 26 interim decision, and I note that you szay, in talking

' 27 about the amount of equivment certified under the
. l 28 DOC Program is alsoi growina. °~ - |

T -29 "On August 1981, the 20C
I 30 | -

T published a . Terminal T zuipment
| - .
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A. (Lees) Eguipment standarés from a

' guality point of view, if they are in the competitive

——— e

s an

marketplace, then my statement was that the competitive

3
4 marketpléce should be determining the quality it wants
5; and the price it is willing to éay; if the carrier is
6; offering thatj?erminal on a monopoly basis then, of
7% - course, ﬁhere have to beiéontrols on what guality of
g & service he provides. -
9é : Q.- Are you aware of the guality of
10 } service mgasurements that this Commiséioh reguires
11' B. C. Tel and Beil Canada to repoft on? |
12t o "A. (Lees) I have had some indication
13 of them. I am rot detail familiar with them.
145 | Q. And the working paper on qualityVoE
15% service measurements, are you ﬁaguely familiar with
16 E that?
17§ A. (Lees) Yes, sir.
18? Q. Are you aware of the customer,
1;19§ expectation or attitude survey.measufements réquiréd _
.ZOE‘ of B. C..Tel and Bell ﬁy the Cpmmissioh?
21; o - A,  (Lees) ©Not in any detail.
22% ) Q. 'Weli, let us take an example of a
Z3§ business customer who buys 6ne of'these'"‘u§er béware“
24% telephone terminals you are advocating, and let us
‘255 'assumé that I am a potential customér of that man's
26§ business, so I phone him at his listed number, enquire
272 about his procducts, and I am met with, oh, a péor
28: transmissidn, cross talk or noise, woulé vou t@ink
2 that my attitude of the telephone company is going to

-
iy

— ba gocd, bad or indi

W}

ferent as a result o "buver bewzre
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ANGUS. STCNEHOUSE & GO. LTD Murray, Lees, x...&::‘:::’—:-::t,-_ Pai
TERSATO, ONTARID cr. ex. (Butler) : 31

A. (Lees) Well, in the new
environment you would probably assume that because
terminals meet the regquirement that they will not harm

network, that'tﬁe problem is being caused because that|

shrewd, you would not buy your termina; from him,

MR. 3UTLER: I see. I have no further
questioné. | , |

THE CHAIRMAN: fine. Thank you, Mr.
Butler.

Just before you leave, I wonder if it
might clean up the record by giving that ¢ocument ypu_
filed an exhibit number. Mr. Secretary.

MR. BUTLER: That is the Globe & Mazil

| THE CHAIRMAN: Globe & Mail article ©F|
November 19,1981; ' |
- THE SECRETARY: Thank vou, Mr.
Chairman. ' That document will betmarked as B. C. Tel
exhiBit number 9.

--- EXHIBIT NUMBER B. C. TEL-9: Globe & Mail article

dated November 19,
1981.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank vou. We will
resume again in 15 minutes. XNous reproncdons dans

Tt

guinze minutes.

--- Short recess.
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November 20, 1981, Pages 1252 to ]258
~and 1367 to 1369. )

. Hewat, Owen, Worrall,
‘cr.ex., (Wetston)
your own information, you do not have any?
A, (Hewat) No, I do not.
Q. May I ask you a guestion once

b
again with respect-to the FCC standard? Of the
FCC interface circuitry standards currently in place,:
does Bell feel it could live with any of those
particmlar standardo, with or without modification?

A. (Worrall) ©No, there are
differences, Mr. Wetston, and theidifferences ériseo
from the principles that are applied to the standards
process.

If you wish, I can compare the
objectives of basically the FCC appmoach to protection
and the TAPAC approach. And that might indicaté
why some of the standards that come out of that do .
in'faot differ. Would that be of any helz:»’>

A. By all means. I am just trylng

to get as much information to assist the Commission

perhaps in dECldlng on which is a better system’
A, (wOrrall) Well, spec1L1cally in

FCC part 68, harm is defined as:

| "Electrioal hazards to telephone’

compény personnel, damage €O telephone
company equipment,.malfunction of
telephone company billing eguipment,
and‘degradation of service O
persons -other than the usexr of the

is

o2
o

subject terminal equipment,

)

red party.

-

G
)
l-—‘

" calling orx

e
ct

of;that which

w

It is the‘ls
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differs from the approach that has béeﬁ’taken in

TAPAC. And in TAPAC the approach is reflected in3

these criteria. The hazards are seen to include:
o "Electrical energy which is hazardoﬁs

' to'the public and Bell Canada

4

personnel ...
" That is essentially similar to FCC.
Yeee damagé to networi components by
electrical energy or‘improper
connection ..."
That is essentially similar~té FCC.
"interfgrence with the normal
- functioning of network eguipment
including billingnzguipment.ﬁ
That is esséntially similar,
although in terms of degree there are some differences
wﬁich I caﬂ elaborate on later.
| The final point:
"Degradation of service tp'other users
of the network." |
This is a distinction between TAPAC
aﬁd FCC. '
Q. That is something like cross-

talk on the network, for example?

A.. (Worrall) Well, it manifests

itself in four specific items. There are others to

a degree, but there are four that were perhaps

descriptive and are worth pursuing.

One 6f.thoée would be the question of

dialling validity, whether it be a‘regular rotary
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dial or whether it be a fouch-ione pad. TAPAC
recognizes the concern with iheffiéiently punping
addressing iﬁformation into the'network and |
effectivély de-optimizing the utilization of network
switching and trénsmission'equipmgnt, and has
accordingly set up gtandards ?or that.

- The FCC approach is not to do that,
so that is one of the criﬁeria that has flown out
6f this distinétion between these two aﬁproaches.

0. Perhaps we might be able to
take ﬁhe distinctions one step fﬁrther. You might
recall that CAC directed an interrogatory to Bell
regarding tkz matter of TAPAC, it is CAC-2, i
believe. TAPAC and FCC standardgfl What I am ju#t
trying to get at, Mr. Worrall, is Bell's perception
of the difference between the FCC and TAPAC
sténdards which you are assisting me with, and i take
it that what you are really saving is that the TAPAC -
standard appears to be.dealing.Qith.not only _
techniéal harm to the system, if I‘may use that

phrase, but also with respect to performance criteria

which may or may not have some economic harm to the

network.

Would you agrée witﬁ that?

"A. . (Worrall) Wéll, I do not think
it is quife'as simple as that. There is a technical

capability that is harmed in eZfZect, and whether vou

harm it by taking it out of serwvice coxpletely or

attempts, I f£find it very difficult to distinguish
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' between the end effect of that in terms of its use

to the pubiic as a whole.

- s
|3

d R Q. You are not suggesting, though,

" that the FCC standard does not include criteria which
you have just .described? For example, let me refer
'specifically to_CAC-2, page -2 of 3, and do you have
ﬁhat interrogatory, sir? '

A. (Worrall) Yes, I do.

10
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121

13
14
15
16

18
19
20

" GI GEE S N S N N &S N N BN G G Em e
s
-3

4



10

11
12
13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

about here when you are comparing the TAPAC standard

is a TAPAC standard for that reiating to metallic

" concerns in FCC but not all of the concerns, so there

™~
O

(93]
(@]

ANGUS. STONENHOUSE & CO LTD -~
TORONTO OWYARIO

. Eewat, Cwen, Worrall 1256
cr. ex.  {wetston)

Q. And in the latter part éf that --
well, it stgrts, I do not have a line reference.bﬁt
the middle of the last paragraph where it states:

| | "FCC formulateé standéards do not
provide the same degree of protection
that %s provided by TAPAC standards."

* I take it that is what you are talking

with the FCC standard; is that correct?

A. (Worrall) Well, some of it is
degree and some of it ié; in essence the étandard in
total is not adéressed necessarily in FCC;vVMaybé that
it a fine puint, but perhéps I\cag bring'you out an
example of that. )

Going back to the_éuestioﬁ.of.the
yalidity'of the dialing, and :efering specifically‘to
the appropriateness of the touéh tqné éignal that -

addresses the routing equipmént in the network, there

impedence of the terminal which can impact on the

operation of touch tone pads on aséociated tefminals.
There -is a TAPAC standara for that, it

is 3.7.1 in CSO 3. There is no such étandard in FCC.
.Now, there are other situations where

the degree of the standard addresses some of the

is a mixture of both. There is both the absence of a

standard and there is the degrese £0 wihich the standard

is pursued.
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R Hewat, Owen, Wwocrrall 1257
cr. ex. (We<ston) g

Q. You use the word'"vélidity" of the
dialing? 1Is that the word you used? :

A. (Worrall) Yes. What I am trying
to say there is the touch tone is set up to operaté ét
certain frequenhcies and certain levels, and if indeed
you deviate from fﬁat you get to the point where it

will not work. -

Q. By thét you'mean the number dialed|

‘will not be reached?

A, (Worrall) Or an incorrect number'
will be reached. |

Q. I notice in your intefrogatory hexrd
in résponse to the CAC-Inferrogatpry, fifth line from

e

"Another example is exclusion ﬁrom'FCC

‘standards of network addressing signalli

reguirement which ensure,that the numbsg
dialed is reached." .
- Is that what you are getting‘at in party

A. (Worrall) . Yes. I think in o

CHiqar ‘ . -
retrospect I—am-sure—it is perhaps too commanding a
word because other factors are involved. But certainly
to give it a reasonable chance of arriving at the
appropriate destination.

Q. Are you awafe‘of any FCC approved
equipment which does not ensure that the number dialed

i

is reached?
A, (Worrall) wWell, if I tzke it very
literally, and weé are in very fine ground here, I am

certain there are standards for FCC eguipment %hat do

1

2

k4

ing

x

w




ANGUS. STONEMOUSE & €O LTD o '-Hewat,-()w v, Worrall 1358 #/7!‘
“renente ewtame ' cr. ex. (Weiston)
1? . not in fact provide for any addresgingvat all. .In Zact,
25. it would meet the standard without providing any
3j ' addressing at all and therefore there is no way yvou can
4ii reach a number by using that piece of equipment.
5' However, I take it that is ﬁot really
641 - fhe sense in which you are asking the éuéstion and, nol
7 I have no personal knowledge of a paréicuiar piece of
81 - equipment under FCC not in fact meefing that standard.
9 B Q. What do you think is the likelihood
10 of a manufacturer of equipﬁent which might overlook
g this aesign feature in their equipment? Do you.think
12 that is a likelihood as well? :
13 | A. (Worrall) It is a likelihood. It
14 is nét something that I think would Ee consciously done.
15 To that\aegree the standard -- maybe a better way of ?
16 answering -this is that standard does ﬁoﬁ guarantee' i
‘17l ‘anything; The stanéard is a basis foxVSetting your ‘!
18 | objectives-in a.way that youlcan reasonably meet the ’
19 ‘expectation of the business. t.in}itsélf does not %
20 - guarantee anything. However, most certainly in my
21 opinion the absénce of a standaéd would just take ﬁhe
22 proﬁability further down the scale in terms of
.23 achieving that objective.
24 ‘'Q. Let us just m@ve on to one other
25 ~part of this and that is CAC, the same inferrogatory,
26 it is Interrogatory Bell CAC 2 at pagerthree:and the
¢ very last paragraph, the last sentence of that paragravh
28 ¢ : a '
' ! vou say that:
29
: "By contrast “est procedures are not
300 '
B geneérally sgeatiilied in TCC nar: 68
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It would be much mcre desirable iZ the Americans

aa

would follow us.

; Q. What-are you talkxinc about here,
the hearing impaired? | |

A. (Hewat) No, I was falking the

straight question of standards. in.my-understanding
in tﬁe TAPAC standards, the standarés under TAPAC
that we have thus far in the single line market and
the prescription for them in'genergl go beyond some
.of the standards, particularly in second party harm
that are embraced by FCC Part 68. It does not

suggest that the standards themselves in the other

areas need necessarily be different standards but:the

K

administrative processes and the total extent of the
standards may be different in Canada.
Q. But you were sucgesting that

some of your standards go.beyond -- the TAPAC

‘standards go beyond those of the ?CC?

.Af . (Hewat) VYes.

Q. | In technical terms?

A, (Hewat) Yes.

Q. So £hat means . if the 83-13 were
changed So as to exclude partial reliance on FCC
certified deviceé, that at that point a manufacturer
might not be able to sell the same device iﬁ the
U.S. and in Canada? ‘

A, (Kewat) - That would be true.
That is a possibility. . |

Q. - In your view, ars the TARPAC

iy
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standards, to the extent that théy
U.S. requires, is that a good thing?

A. (Hewat) I am'gbing(to let Mr.
Worrall answer that one for you.

A. (Worrall) Acgain, it depends on

‘the objectives, Mr. Burtnick, ancé particularly with

regard td second party harm. We think it is a good
thing and particularly, I quess,'the elements I »‘A
mentioned fhis morning,Athe staréard that exists
with'regaéd bto the validity of the addressin§
signal, we think it is important; again, iﬁ stems

from the objectives of the standards are designed‘

to meet. The objectives of TAPAC are slightly

different from the ones of FCC.

Q. _Translated(intc thé deviée,
wouidlany of éhe differénces:mean a'subéténtial
modification to the set as sold in the U.é._and in
Cénada?

. A, (Worrall) In most cases probabiy
not in that whilst no standard is set in the States
for, say, the element that rélates td the'touchtdne
péd and the validity of the sighal that comes out
of that, thét is not to say that the devices produced
in the States won't meet that staﬁdard.' It iﬁ‘jﬁst
that they afe not tested against that éféndard, and
to our way Qf thinking it is an importan£ tgét.»

It is something that mefits recocnition inxterms
of products entering thé markeﬁ passing that
particular test.

Q. T zutnozae i emeld Fallonw dhad

e
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TORONTO. ONTARIQ' cr. ex. (Eurtnick)

there might'be'a cost difference?

A. (Worrall) Well, again, I would
suspect, and particularly when you look at ﬁhe.
well éstablisﬁed manufactureré I would Sugéest that
they would probably have no difficulty meeting the .
test. It is just that-they are not subjeéted to it
in terms of standards. _

Q. Well, Mr. Hewat, I think,
mentiohed this morning that there was a difference
in one machine -- I cannot remember which one it
was.

A, (Hewat) The Logic-1l.

Q. | Pardon me?

A.. (Hewat) The Logic series of
telephone sets.

Q. - Does that have to do with
sfandards? o

A. (ﬁewat) No.  Well; it had to do
with standards in this sense, the partigular.CDnsﬁmer
-- we wefe talking about difficulty in this whole
attestation field; the particularAconsumer had
purchased some Logic sets and had attested to them
Under}PartAsé. When we‘looked at the.attestatioh}
we determined the attestation was‘based on a
different technical configuration for Logic in the
United States than is produced in Canada and,
therefofé, tﬁe éets that were prodﬁced‘iﬁ Canacda and
purchased by the subécribér in canada did not reet

the FCC Part 68 standard.
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although there are~things that they are studying

30|

- hNovenber <&, 1301, Pages 1463 to 1465. wHewat, Owen, wWcorra.i, B éé K
: ~ cr. ex.(Denton) ' ¥ :

A : : R

. - -

Q. One of these competiti-e {

adwantaaes, of which vou hope to take full dvanta e."

A, (Hewat) I would look at it
as one of the costs of competition, Mr. Dentdn.

Q. You have stated that there be a
single set of Canadian standards and procedures
which respond to the specxflc requirements of the
Canadian telecommunlcatlons environment. What mlght
the spec1f1c reqguirements be? In other words =—- yes, .
what might the specific requirements“be?

A.  (Worrall) of course you can
look at this fairly widely but we can look qﬁ two
things‘that we discussed over the paét few days.’

If it is determined that one of théﬁrequirements
in the Canadian system is‘indeed to have hearing aid
compatiblé sets then that may well be a Canadian
reéuirement. | _ ”

~ The other thing thaﬁ I refeffed to
the other day related to the validity of_thgisignallin
addressing information. I think TAPAC has seen this
to be a partidular concern and it is beina addressed
in the Canadian s;tuatlon whereas at the present

time it is not reflected in the same way in FCC,

which are similar to some of the things we have

done.

Oﬁé of the things relates to
repértoryidialers where they are.now investigating
some of the concérns that come out of the addréssing

information that comes out of those forms of dialers.
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TORCNTID ONTARID . . cr.ex. (Denton)

Se I could not pretend to put an enveiczs arouﬁd
all the considerations that might apply, but thefe
might be things that we see to be iméortant‘which
may net.seehfto be as important in the environment
in the States.

Q. .éould you see circumstances in
which Canadian standards might funetion in a £fashion
to render equlpment not manufactured in Canada or
spec1f1cally designed for our market to render that
equipment incompatible oxr unattachable in our
environﬁent? | |

. A. (Worrall) I cannot think of a
SPElelC case there but, again, I would refer it bacL
to this functlonal approach wherebv Zhe specific
device itself with its proprietary content, or
whatever, is not the form by which the standardsA
will be measured. They w111 be measured acalnst
its functlonal capablllty, and as such, in efféct it
will be a black box that has certaln functlons, and
those functions must be seen to be consistent with
our reguirements. |

Q. Which requirements?

AL (Worrall) Well, thesrequirements

of TAPAC in essence, and it seems to me that that is
a fairly broad and non—dlscrlmlnatory approach to
the standards. process. |

Q. No&, if it beeame evideut. that
othef manufacturers, other countries were'closing
their markets through non-tariff barriers to

Canadian manufactured products, is there some gfound

. ———— oM i o,

o [ ]
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YOROKTO ONTARID

-then for belleVlng that TAPAC oucht to function in a

similar fashian, say, with respect to Jazz-anesse or

European telecommunications manufacturers?

. A. " (Worrall) I d&o not bzlieve so.
I think TAPAC addresses the technlcal corcerns in the

light of pre-determined objectives, and I éo not think

At is TAPAC'S role to be discriminatory in that regérd

otherwise it would negate some of its blc advantages.
0. Well, presumably it is the
companies like Northern Telecom which»&:e at least‘
as much hurt by non-tariff barriers'or tariff |
barriers which dlscrlmlnate against lts en»ry into
foreign markets. Why then should standaxrd settlng
process not estéblish some form of préﬁe:ence, or

some form of reciprocity for Canadian manufactured

equipment?

A. (Worrall) I do not believe it
should be in the standards process. | t takes it
out of the objectlve analy51s of the technology and
puts 1L into a really GATT situation, and I think
that is beyond the mandate of TAPAC. ‘think TAPAC
serves the puréése very well when it addresses the
technology standards. |

| A. (Hewat) I am no expert in
non;tariff barriers, Mr. Denton, but it seems ﬁo me
they kind of formulate themselves this wav: they
come out of the purchasing policies in the Euronean
and Japanese milieu, at least, of the te;ecommunxcat101

administration. They come out of the technical

f
Vo §

1S

reguirements in a non-standards way; that is,
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' South Korean sﬁandards. It could be anywhere.

‘more stringent than the U. S. is in the necessity of

Cr. ex. - (Denton)

Q. Well, we all aéknowlehce the need
for Canadians to set the standards. The quegtion is
whether the standards they set are relevant, having
regard for our business competition. Again, I ask yoﬁ
you do not seem to_ha&e indicated beyond requirements
for perhaps deaf people any particular reason why our
standgrds, in.subétance; should aiffer from those of ou
largest trading partner? _

A. (Carter) Well, what about‘any
other? It may turn ouﬁ that the major suéplier of

telephones is South Korea or something, and they use

It happens thé u. S..ls where most of
them are coming from at the moment.

I think the point is that the existing
standard that has béen developed and approved to date,

Cs-03, is basically very similar to the ¥CC 68. . It

has some specific thlngs whlch are more stringent. 14

has some thlng which are not reguired. Sixty-eight
is more stringent, and I think the main area in which

the Canadian standards have been felt and agreed to bd

having the call go throﬁgh. In the U.-S. standard
there is nothing that requires the bell to'ring, as an
ekample.

I think £he:feeling in the Canadian

croup was that there was a necessity of a standard

that the call would go somewhere, that the likelihood |

of completing the call would be enhanced, and that is

~ Carlile, Carter, Téylor 2366
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nart of the standard.
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COMPARISON OF

CS~-03 TESTS WITH FCC PART 68 TESTS

FCC Part 68 requires environmental simulation tests including vibration,

shock and temperature/humidity which are not required in Cs-03.

CS-03 requires measurements of signalling, that is) dial and pushbutton DTMF
generators which are not required in FCC Part 68. CS-03 also requires
measurement of sidetone, transmitter and receiver objective loudness ratings

which FCC Part 68 does not redquire.

On balance the overall test time for CS-03 is not much aifferent than that for
Part 68. The paperwork required by the FCC with an application for registration
is ponderous cdmpareq to the corresponding DOC applicatiép paperwo;k. .Including
the paperwork, a typical FCC registration will‘pfobably cost as much or . more

than a CS~03 certification.

A well équipped test .laboratory would normally have .general use vibration.
machinery and climatic chambers required for FCC environmental simulation which

costs about $75,000 to $100,000.

It is understood that the facilities which the DOC has for measuremeﬁt of
objective loudness ratings required in CS—OB cost about $75,000. This is
highly specialized equipment for which a private laboratory would prqbably have
no other application. it is doubtful if a private laboratory can generate
enough revenﬁe from the few loudness tests that will be required in Canada to

pay for the edquipment.

A difference exists between U.S. and Canadian policy in the applicability of
the standards. The FCC made registfation of terminal equipment compulsory

for the carriers as well as for customer provided equipmeﬁt, on the basis that
to do otherwise would be discriminatory under Section 202 of the Communications

Act.

PT 68/CS-03~-1



The Canadian Terminal Attachment Program does nbt reqﬁire
certification of the carrierfs terminal equipment. Bell
Canada states that it is voluntarily going to.purchase

only certifiable new equipment in the futufe; TAPAC minutes,
on the other hand, show that compulsory certification of
their own equipment has been consistently opposed by the
carriers. It has been suggested by CBEMA, that, if the
Canadian carriefs were under compulsion to have their own
equipment certified, the difference between CS-03 and FCC

Part 68 standards might quickly disappear.

PT 68/CS-03-2



i S EE I i N N EE D D G BE B B B B =B aE e
|
_

e



|
QUEEN P 91 .C655 S8 1982

Harry Dulmage Associates Ltd

‘A Study of network harm

'
i




Wil

P91 .C655 S8 1982 JOUR
A Study of network harm

DATE DUE

DATE DE RETOUR

LOWE-MARTIN No. 1137






