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SUMMARY

TlA has reviewed the Feels NPRM and used the teC'..hnical experts of TR­

41 and its subcommittees to evaluate the proposal. TIA sUPP(lrls adding

\f'I'egrated Services Digital Network ("ISDN") and PUblic Switched Digital Service

C"PSDS") to ttle FCC's Part 68 Regislration Program with' the recommended. .

changes, corrections, and clarifit-..ations noted in these Comments. TIA will

shortly bo filing H Hulemaking Petition seeking to harmonize Part 68 with the

Canadian aUachrnent document, CS03. TIA is willing to address some of the

technIC(:)I issues raised If) this NPRM, in the work supporting TINs Petition, For

(~xarnplc; ISDN services are already included in CSO:~, and it would take minimal

effort to lrlc:{)rporate this service in the harmonization effort.

Although many of the issues riA addresses art:) detailed technical demS,

therf~ are some policy issues presented by the FCC's proposals For example,

the pending reconsideratton in CC Docket No. 88..57 cOi.Jld have an impact on

ISDN and PSDS. TIA also urges the FCC to undertake a review of the process

of chantJing Part 68, since the North Arneric.an Free Trade Agreement specifies

harmonization of teuhnjcal attachment requirements and this also requires
~

hHt'()lor)izallon of the Intervals to irnplement harmonized requirements.

TtA IS willing te) meet with FCC Staff to further clarify any of riA's

Comments.
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TIA's COMMENTS

Tho User Premises Equipment Division ("UPEDIi
) of the

Telecomrnunications Industry Association (''TIA'i) hereby offers its Commentsin

response to the fCC's No.tiC(~ 9f.£!~U2Q$edHulemaking,1 as modified by the

1 ,§~,~J~llotice of ProPQ~(.tByl~!1!S1king.FCC 93-484, adopted, October 22,
1993, released, November 22. "1993.



FCC's Efrat?_!1n~tQrder..C.?5~ndiQg CQmment per:lQ22 CiNPRM"). The UPED had

the FCC's proposals to add Integrated Services Digital Network C'lSDN") access

and Public Switc;hed Digital ServIce rpSDS") to Par168 reviewed by its

Engineering Committee lR-41, and Sub(~ommitteesTR41.4, 41 ;8. and 41.9.

These Gornrnents are basad upon those technical reviews.

DISCUSSION

TlA $YPPQ!t§ amJi!!5J ISPN and.I!IQS to eart II. however. the FCC needs to
atrJlI!!I.in! IttPlrt 68 Rulem.klng proc!!s.

of months or a few years and the rate of technological change is ever

accelerating

~ee Errata, and Order Extendlog Comment Period, DA 94-46, released
...January 12, 1994 (t'Errata Order''), The Errata Order extended the dates
for Comments until February 10, 1994 , and Reply Comments until
Februar)l 2f:1, ··1994.



-1'110 US Governrnent has agreed with the Governments of Mexico and

Canada in thfJ North Arnerican Free Trade Agreement ("NAFTA
H

) to seek

harmonization of terminal equipment attachment rules, Even jf technical

roquirements were quickly harmonized, if the QtQQ~ to change rules is not also

hannonized with sirnilar time intervals across the three nations, then

tumnonization of tochnical requirements will quickly fall out of synch. The FCC

should evaluate its process used to change Part 68 and streamline the process

to allow mor~1 timely rUlE} changes, Relyin9 on consensus industry positions

;night bEt one method fOf the FCC to conSider.3

3 llA will shortly be filing with the FCC a Petition for Rulemaking to amend
Part 68 that is the result of three years of Industry effort under the Joint
Committee of the Technical Task Force of the Canadiat) Terminal
Attachment Program Advisory Committee ("TAPAC TTF") and experts
from TIA SUbcommittee l'R 41. ~), These efforts sought to harmonize the
technical requirements of Part 68 and the Canadian attachment document
C$03. It should be noted that "harmonizing" the requirements does not
mean that the requirements ara tdentical, For a variety of reasons, the
negotiators agreed on minor differences, often involving requirements
imposed by standards outside the purvIew of the formulating groups.
There was give and take on both sides throughout the process, The
harmOt'lized requirements were developed as the result of ~ carefully
planned process that was supported by a commitment in r-esource support
by the parties havIng a matarial Interest in the agreed·to objectives. On
February 18, '1994 TIA witt be holding an industry seminar with
participation by the experts from the US and Canada to answer questions
about the final document. TJA has been advised that the process of filing
and issuing an jmplementing Order in Canada will take a few months.
This should be contrasted with the current time intervals for FCC Pari 68
Hulerllaking activities TIA would like to work with the Commission and
others in thE:l industry to streamline these intervals.

TIA is propared to include the rules proposed in the NPRM with the other
proposed harmonization changes in order to facilitate a timely
Implementation by the Commission, it requested to do so by the FCC



In the NPr~M, paragraph S. the FCC notes:

AT&T states that through-gain limitations in Section 68.308(b)(5)
SI'1ould be established for ISDN services. We understand that this
is a current project for Telecommunications Industry Association's
TH.-41 Committee, and we anticipate appropriate reCQmmenda~ions

will be prOVided in this proceeding.

"rIA's Committee TR-41 has completed the referenced work and "rIA will

propose in its Petition a complete new through-gain Table that will also include

changes for connections other than 1SDN along with the supporting rationale for

the changes.

HOWfwer, in analYZing the FCC's proposed Through-Gain Table in the

NPRM, TIA notes that the headings in Columns 4 and 5 and Rows 4 and 5 have

been changed from Subrate 1.544 Mbps Satellite 4wW and Subrate " .544 Mbp$

-'landem 4-W to DDS/HCC Digital PBX Satellite 4-Wire ~nd DDS/HCC Digital

PBX 4-WIHJ, respectively, with no explanation as to why thes$ changes were

made. It appears that the term "DDS" IS boing uset1 in place of the term

"Subrate." TIA questions the need for this change especially Sln~ tt.':le term

"Subrah:t is still used throughout the text and IS stili included in the definition

section In addition, TJA notes that the term IiHCC" is used in other parts of the

Table and seems appropriate. but it WQuid be helpful if a precise definition of

HeC was provided in the rules.
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QblnQ!S are reguirtd in Stction68,308.

Section 6ft308(h){2) must be modified in the Title and other appropriate

paragraphs to also refer to ISDN Primary Rate Access ("PRN') wherever theratS

a reference to 1.544 Mbps service, In addition, TIA recommends that the pulse

ternplate specified in Table III be modified to allow a maximum pulse height of

~1,6 Volts and for th€:l Option A pulse to fall within the template shown in

Attactunent A to these Comments. ThesH changes would also apply to 1.544

Mbps service and are consistent with the industry"adopted standards for these

services in both the U.s. and Canada (~e~, for example, ANSI/EtA/TIA 547­

'19S9)

TIA recommends that the Zero level Decoder definition be amended to

state that it shall comply with the tJ 255 Pulse Gode Modulation ("PCM")

erlC',oding law as specified in nU~T (formerly CCITT) Recommendations G,'711

for Voiceband encoding and decoding.

O...·hook and Off hqols Ire I!.qt meaningful fpr I§[.!N.,

lho terms "on-hook" and lioff~hook" are not meaningful for ISDN services

where signaling is done over the D channE~1. TIA is prepared to provide

recornnmndeti terminology for these conditions if requested to do so by the FCC.



Ptua.and JackifortSDN (alae thorny issues.

In the NPRM, paragraph €.l, the FCC discusses some of the debate over

the types of plug-jack connectors to be used for ISDN services. l'hts debate

also needs to be considered in the context of the FCC's decision in CC Docket

No. 88-S7. In that Doc.ket, for simple wiring, tho FCC removed the old

requirement to have a telephone company-supplied Network Interface Jack

f'Nt.1") at the Network Interface. The FCC allowed consumers to hardwire as

IOrlU HS they did not ac.cess the protector TIA, in that proceeding, strongly

l1rood thH Comrnissio(l to rllsintain the NI.J as a "circuit breakerli for simple

wiring Many of these issues have been pendin{t on reconsideration for over

three years If thtJ FCC maintains its policy of not requiring a NIJ for simple

wiring, then the issue could be moot. If the servIce providers lntend to provide a

NIJ aO)l'way, then whether it is a 6·pin or 8-,pin jack becomes an issue. The

current rules state that the ~?~~§!Qm~Xdetermines the jack configuration at the

intenae,e. Section 68.502 states: "This sectIon describes connection

configurations Y!(.t!iQtl.tel~pJ!Qrl~L~Mt~~9fi~!~_.rna'y"requesLtb~1.cJ2.Q.~U~J.~.Qhon~

compgQYJQJ?J.:QYi.t12."Jn1;tQcordance with §68,J.Q1~.QUh~~~.JY1~~, tn the absence

of a request for a specific jack configuration, the telephone (',ompaoy shalt install,
,

the standard jack depicted in §68502(a)(1)" (emphasis added)/Further, this

section also states ",f' a telephone subscriber wishes to have the telephone

cornpany Install a standard jack other than the one depicted in §68.502(a)(1)

below, he sheill specify the appropnate IUnivorsalService Ordering Code

C'USOC")J when requesting the installations I, Section 68.104 does not require a

jac.k at the Interface for simple Wiring, but does state that "Any jack installed by

th{~ tt:1Iephont~company at, or constltutlng, the demarcation point shall conform
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to subpart F of this part. h Conforming to subpart F would include the customer

nght to spedfy the type

Preslirnabl~l, the customer would want the jack that would mate with the

plug on the equipment purchased. riA believes that current industry and

international standards specify an eight-position plug for ISDN. In NAFTA, the

US Government and Canadian and Mexir,an Governments have expressed a

preference for international standards. TIA's Residential Wiring Standard for

,jacks installed t~~yond th~: NlJ also specifies an eight-position jack, TIA believes

that manufacturers will design and register theIr equipment to meet these

national and intf:"matlonal standards,

That is not to say ttlat a particular installation could not work with a 6­

position jack at the NIJ and 8-position jacks throughout the premises.

Equipment that had 8~position plugs would still mate in all uses within the

premises if the premises were wired per TIA standards. The problem would only

corne up if the customer wanted to plug the equipment in at the NIJ, possibly

bf-K:auso thE:) customer was tr~ling to isolate a wiring or other problem An 8­

position plug will not mate with a 6·"position Jack without the use of an adapter.,
.'

'Thus, the problem is one of' determining who picks the jack conftguration

if a jack is supplied at the interface. either as a result of FCC Reconsiderabon in

CC Docket No. 88,,57 requiring such a jack tor simple wiring, or If the service

provider determines It will supply jacks in aC',cordance with Subpart F, Current



't j~ .flot clear that the $CfiUlIllJirw atgorItIJm Rf9R2lf!Si in section
§8.Mlb}(3){Ul is required t<>pr.ventharm.

TIA does not believe use of adapters should be the preferred method of

InterC(lnnection Adapters are useful for non-standard applications,

FCC pc)llcy is the customer {',hom~e$> baged on the equipment purchased and the

plu~l type is selected by the manufacturer and registered with the equipment4

Tt19 proposed requirements on tile dIgital signals of terminal
oquiprnent connecting to PSDS are needed to control the level of
crosstalk interference into analog carriers in adjacent binder
groups, or jnto other digital services. The scrambling of the dtgital
signal prevents the generation of discrete frequency components,
thus f;msuring the sufficient density of pulses needed for timing
recovmy and to prevent crosstalk interference In adjacent systems.

Manufacturers may register equipment with a variety of plug types in
order to provide the customer more flexibility and a greater degree of
ehoicE.~. Complex s~/stemsstill reguire a telephone company-supplied NIJ.
See §68104.
-..................................,

4

The same issues discussed for ISDN would be applicable to PSDS since

tho customer is the one who chooses the Jack conflguration at the NIJ and also

for in-prerrllses Jacks by specifying a TtA standard installation.

in iis original Petition for PSDS, Arneritech stated that "The technology

specific scrambling variations assure sufficient pulse density thus preventing

crosstalk in adjacent s~r\lices caused by low pulse densityll {Ameritech Petition

at S) Further, If) the AJ.:,lpendix, p. 1:-\, to its Petition, Arneritech stated:
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In its Comments on the Ameritech Petition, US West, pp. 4·,·5, noted that

"a party seeking to expand the scope of Part 68 bears a heavy burden of

dt)nlOnstratlng 'actual' network harm, or at least of the substantial probability of

network harm." US West at f.) then goes on to state that one of the alleged

harms is "crosstalk" and that "Arneritech would give the impression ... that

crosstalk will bf: prevented by . . . pulse density specifications."

In its Comrnents to the Ameritech Petition, BellSouth also alleges that the

rules proposed by Ameritech go beyond hc)rms to the network and contain

"perfonnance standards." (BellSouth at 2) BellSouth states (ld,): It[T]he

proposf::ld rules specify the exact pulse repetition rates, output pulse templates

~md fl.g!UlJ11J.~r...ch~r~~J~Ii.2t!~,§".usedby ATSr and NTI .. It is highl)' unlikely that

other manufacturers will doslgn their products to these performance..related

standards. ," (emphasis added)

Given this discussion irl the Comments, TlA is surprised there is no

discussion of tho harm VS, performance issue in the NPRM, Based on the

tectmical review in lR~41.4, TtA is not sure that the exact scrambling algorithms

nOHd to be contained in Part 68- If some lower pulse density would meet the.
ttlff;~shojd of' harm proventlon then this lower threshold should be/used For

eX€lrnple. a reqUIrement to have a "sufficient pulse density to avoid cross··talktl

nllgtlt be all that is required without locking H1 particular manufacturers' designs

In the rules .. T1A recommends that the FCC require a more rigorous

demonstration by Ameritech that these proposed technical requirements afe the

lowest threshold for harm prevention, as opposed to a performance threshold. If

that burden c.annot be met, then the scrambling rules should be deleted
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In the last sentence of NPRM paragraph '7. the FCC asks for comments

on inverse multiplexing and whether other bandwidths (or other subrates TIA

assumes) should be added to the rules. In the ('..ontext of the paragraph, it IS not

m~ces.sary to consider other transmission rates because the Customer Premises

Fquiprnent C'CPE") c.an handle 0(56/54) Kbps channels and do the inverse

muHlpl(\xing.

The FCC shOUld clarify the nY!DJ>tr 9t!C2pies of a 730 E000
that are required.

ThE} FCC is proposing to change the current rule requirement of an

original and two copies of a 730 Application to an original and one copy. ~

proposed §68,200) TIA questions whether even thJS many copies are reqUired

since the February 1994 issue of the Form 730 Application Guide, Rev C~253,

on the back of the 730 Form, states: "Prepare ONE ct,,>mplete unbound copy.

In addition, page 1-1 of the Form 730 Application Guide also states a

H$ql.lirement for only ONE copy. ThIS should b(~ GlarifJed in the final rules

..

In the proposed Sechon 6a,~~OO(d) the FCC advises that the Common

Carrier Bl.lreaU will publish a "tist of 8{,.':(:eptable test procedures." There is

concern that this language could mean that the FCC will actually determine and

publish its ()\lVO test procedures. riA thinks the intent here would be doare,. if

the words "v-lith a list of' were replaced by the word "referencing,"
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Tb! WI'[JOQu for esQ~&bQuld I;Je eliminated.

in the pmposed Section 68.308(h)(3), the FCC specifIes a tolerance of

plus or minus 5 pulses per second for "Type II and Type JlI PSDS TIA has

mviewed this requirement with the manufacturers of this equipment and has

deterrnmed that this tolerance is too restrictive and, In any event, not required to

bo in th(~ rules, By comparison, the tolerance for 1.544 Mbps is plus or minus 75

pulses per second (~,~~ Section 6R308(h)(2)(i).)

Since these services receive thetr clock from the serving central office,

ttle tolerance of the clock for the terminal equipment is not a network harm

concern TIA suggests that the nominal rates of 144,000 pulses per second (fOr

Type II) and 160,000 pulsf;~s per second (for Type Ill) be referred to without any

additional qualifiers

TIA gues!ions ythdJer the IirnJtdon to ontx "W'lIlb2De companie," i.§
,Rpropfjate in the d!flnltion of T'ft Equipment.

In the proposed definition of Test Equipment, the FCC has exempted

certain devices "used by telephone companies" solely for network installabon

and maintenance activities, from a registration requirement TIA,qus:.qtlons

Whether this limitation to only telephone companies is warranted, lnterexchange

carriers, Competitive Acc.ess Providers, and other service providers use similar

handheld equiprnent for network installabon and maintenance activities and no

rationale has been stated why such uses should not receive the same

exemption,
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The Errata Order added lables IV(A) and (B) that were missing from the

original NPRM, tn comparing the FCC's proposal to the proposal presented by

Ameri16ch Emd modified based on AT&T's Comments, TlA notes that the FCC's

values for Pulse Height and Pulse Width are different than those proposed by

Ameritech, There IS no discussion in the NPRM as to \l\lhy the Commission

fflHde these changes. TIA dlrects the Commission to the TIA Standard for PSDS

for additIonal infonnaHon. (S&~ NPRM, footnote 9)

:nl!r! dIl,ppeam mbe typoqf'QhicI' ,no,.. In
IKtton 68.3 god section 61.319.10.

Although the FGC's Errata Order cleaned up some typographical errors,

there still seems 10 be two remaining errors In Section 68.3, in the definItion for

ISDN Prirnary Hate Interface, TIA believes "ring~2" should be '!Rtng~1 " In

SeclIon 68.310(1), the proposed rule states !Wi~~ that the metallic terminabon

used for the longitudinal balance measurements for 1.544 Mbps shall be 100

onnls plUS or minus one percent. The only difference is that in one case the dOll

in Ohms is capitali~!.ed, in the second appearance it IS lower case-, I
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CONCLUSION

TIA generally supports the FCC's proposals provided they are modified Of

clarit'led as suggested by TINs Comments

Respectfully submiUed,

User Premise$ Equipment Division of
the Telecommunications Industry
Associ.tion

Ron Angner,
Chairman, User Premises
Equipment' Division

Daniel L Bart
Vice-President. Technical &
Regulatory Affairs
2001 Pennsylvania Ave.: N.W.
Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20006
202-457-4936

FebrucH y 10, 1H~)4



1.4 ....

1.2 -

1

• 0.8

Ia. 0.6 ....

~

I
0.4

0.2

z 0 " ...- " .

-0.2 ...

-0.4

I

-0 8 " " .1 _ " L_ 1 L ~ 1 "._._ .1_ J
••IlOO -400 ~_ 0 IlOO 40D IlOO ..

Time (na)

MINIMUM CURVE

~EIE~'-: ;~~~'~~~~~ill
f'iJ(IlJ1:' 68.308 (e) Rd. EIAITIA 547-1989)

Isolated .>ulst, TClllllJ.ll~ Rod (;"mn J'()lnts for 1.544 MbJt' c(luipmc.'Rt

.
Note. Tll(, pubi:: lllllplthl(k is 2.4 10 3.6 V. (Use ('Ollstllnt scaling fuelor tI. fSluMrltali7.cd template.)

43


