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Task Description(s): 


Assess and develop a guideline to protect employees from the potential risk of high voltages associated with unbundled loops.
Conclusions:
The BPWG has completed the task and has reflected the requirements to provide notification of a High Voltage Hazard on unbundled loop Local Service Request in C-LOG Bulletin #051-008 and will incorporate necessary changes to the overview section to address notification process of the presence of high voltage post installation.

Recommendations:
The BPWG recommends that the Steering Committee (SC) adopt this consensus report, and that the Commission accept the consensus as approved by the Steering Committee without further need for review.  
Further Activities:
Outstanding and future issues will be addressed in future updates to the C-LOG.  With the approval of this report, BPTF0038 will be closed.
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WORKING GROUP:
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TASK #:

BPTF0038 formerly NOTF0023

TASK TITLE:
Insulation and Labeling of Unbundled Loops Carrying High Voltages
TASK DESCRIPTION:
Assess and develop a guideline to protect employees from the potential risk of high voltages associated with unbundled loops. 

PRIORITY:

High 

DUE DATE: April 30, 2004

CROSS-IMPACTS:
BPWG TIF 44

WORKPLAN AND TIME-FRAMES

· Obtain any government or CSA standards with respect to obligations of LECs when unbundled loops are carrying high voltages.

· Assess the definitions of what is considered a high voltage or any conditions in which specific practices must be observed

· Determine and develop guidelines for LECs to employ in meeting the requirements

· Determine if standardized methods can be employed by all LECs  

CURRENT STATUS:
Underway

TASK ORIGINATOR:

Rick Leroux

Bell Canada

110 O’Connor Street

Floor 9

Ottawa Ontario

K1P 1H1

Bus: 613-781-2763

Fax: 613-781-5544

richard.leroux@bell.ca

TASK TEAM: 
BPWG team members

ACTIVITY DIARY:
	Serial
	Date
	Activity

	1
	April 9, 2001
	The team approved the wording of the TIF with minor changes. 

Bell reviewed their contribution regarding high voltages.

The web site for Canada labour code is: info.load-otea.hrdc-drhc.gc.ca .

It was determined that the team needed to find all voltage types (per the Telcordia GR) which dictates the requirement for tagging and/or insulating. The Bell contribution only identified 1 type (A3). 

Bell and TELUS agreed to provide an overview of their current practices and Bell offered to provide some samples at the next meeting.



	2
	June 6, 2001
	Further to its contribution NOCO052a, Bell identified that per the Telcordia standard, Class A2 (not to be confused with unbundled loop categories) voltage sources shall have restricted access and be insulated and labelled to prevent inadvertent contact.

Bell, for Class A3 and A2 voltage sources apply the following;

A3: SSP measures (red caps) are used to prevent inadvertent contact at all accessible points where the cable pair is represented (Central Office Main Distribution Frame horizontal and vertical, all connection points such as JWI, distribution terminals, WIC, etc.).   Circuits are identified by using a High Voltage ("80-200V") tag at all accessible points where the cable and pair is represented.

A2: SSP measures (red caps) are used to prevent inadvertent contact at all accessible points where the cable pair is represented.

The terminal blocks containing such circuits should have a High Voltage Sticker.
WG Participants to review the attached contribution by Keith Richardson and be prepared to discuss at our next meeting,


[image: image1.wmf]"Hi-Volts contrib.doc"


Loop requesters recognise the need to identify to the loop provider when equipment generating high voltages is placed on the loop.  Concern was also expressed with regards to changing customer equipment such that high voltage would be present on the loop and the need for a notification process for these occurrences that do not normally involve the loop provider.     

	3
	July 16, 2001
	Peter Lang chair of the Business Process WG, to raise as an issue, the identification on the service order of the potential for high voltages on undundled loop requests.  This will provide the indication required to allow for tagging and labeling of those loops to prevent inadvertent contact. 

	4
	September 6-7, 2001
	Peter Lang reported that, if a CLEC is providing a bundled service, it should be known at time of ordering whether the loop may carry a high voltage.  However, CLECs do not control what a customer connects to a line.

The TIF should now reflect the scope of the merged NOWG-BPWG and recommend:

· What constitutes a high-voltage loop?

Industry criteria are required.  A Bell contribution on this subject is embedded in the current NOWG TIF document.

· Are industry standards required for tagging high-voltage loops?

What general tagging practices do ILECs currently follow - should CLECs adopt these?

Action:
ILECs to report on current tagging practices.

· When and how should LECs communicate to one another that a loop may carry a high voltage?

If parties need to be advised, participants agreed that the LSR should be used as the communications vehicle.   In the long-term, a new C-LOG field should be established to clearly identify a loop as high-voltage.  Creation of a new field, however, will have a system impact, and the BPWG has agreed not to implement system-affecting C-LOG changes until there is a significant business reason to do so.  In the interim, the REMARKS field would be used.

Notification would be required both when a newly-ordered loop carries a high voltage AND when the use of an existing low-voltage unbundled loop changes to high voltage.  When a loop is migrated between LECs, there is no need for the Current LEC to notify the New LEC of existing high voltage on the loop since it is the designed service (including terminal equipment) that creates the high voltage and only the unbundled loop is being migrated.

Action: Rick Leroux to revise TIF per the above discussion.



	5
	February 11-12, 2002
	A meeting dedicated to discussing High Voltages on unbundled loops is scheduled for March 14, 2002

	6
	March 14, 2002
	Participants agreed to work on a short term and long term solution for the identification on the LSR by loop requesters of the potential for high voltage.  Several suggestions were discussed including using the remarks field, creating another code in an existing field or telephone call on a case by case basis.   Group to discuss further at the March 18-19/02 face to face meeting.

ILECs noted that the activities related to the protection and labelling of unbundled loops identified as having the potential for high voltages are labour intensive and they would expect to recover their costs.

CLECs agreed to performing an inventory of all existing loops with the potential for high voltages 

	7
	March 18, 2002
	Loop requesters agreed to provide notification of the potential of high voltage to the providing LEC by placing the following remarks in all future LSRs beginning April 29, "HIGH VOLTAGE HAZARD" REF=nnn,nnn,nnn

Inventory by CLECs to be completed by May 6 and submitted to the appropriate LEC.

ILECs preferred not to maintain an inventory of the CLEC connecting link assignments if identified by the CLEC with the potential for service applications with potential for high voltage. 

	8
	April 11, 2002
	Interim process still a go for April 29, 2002.  Sam and Rick to draft a CLOG bulletin to advise loop requesters of the requirements to identify on the LSR loop(s) with a High Voltage Hazard.  

	9
	May 14, 2002
	The WG acknowledged receipt of a letter issued May 3, 2002 by the chair of the Network WG on High Voltages on Unbundled Loops and the TAPAC CS-03 Part VIII requirements as they relate to high voltages on PSTN loops.  The WG have recognised the maximum voltage and are not expected to monitor the voltage on loops to ensure that the maximum voltage is not exceeded.   

AT&T have provided their inventory to Bell, Aliant and TELUS.  Futureway have provided their inventory to Bell.

All LECs ordering loops to identify whether their current inventories have loops with high voltage hazards or not to the provisioning LECs.     

	10
	June 13-14, 2002
	ILECs still waiting to receive inventories from some CLECs.  Each CLEC requested to verify its inventory list since previously identified high voltage circuits are in fact not carrying high voltages.  CLECs also to notify ILECs if there are No high-voltage loops. 

	11
	September 11-12, 2002
	CLEC’s are to confirm using the remarks field of the LSR for providing notification of a High Voltage Hazard as per C-Log Bulletin #051-008.  

AT&T has provided information at a block level rather than individual loop level. Concern around how downstream areas are made aware of high voltage as process established does not support block notice.

CLECs are to provide status on inventory. 

	12
	January 16-17, 2003
	All parties to provide inventories (positive or negative) of potential high voltage loops by February 28th.   Minor changes to TIF and Rick will update.



	13
	June 16-17, 2003
	AT&T Canada clarified that their original inventory by circuit identified circuits that had the potential for high voltage but may not necessarily have high voltage on them at this time.

Further discussion required on how to advise a loop supplier that the  characteristics of a particular circuit has changed such that high voltage is present as a result of a change to a customers’ service.  E.g. issue a records purpose LSR?

Further discussion on applicable charges to protect and label existing circuits inventoried as high voltage.

	14
	December 11, 2003
	Allstream confirmed that they currently have no equipment capable of generating high voltage from the customer end vs CO.  

Rick Leroux to contact Simon Edgett of LondonConnect to confirm inventory status. 

Work needs to be started on the open item relative to notification if voltage characteristics of loop change, schedule to be confirmed at the next meeting scheduled January 19-20, 2004  

	15
	January 19, 2004
	Inventory received January 2, 2004 from LondonConnect for Bell territory, need confirmation of existence or not of high voltage circuits in all ILEC territories.

Discussions on how, post installation to identify that high voltage is expected as a result of a change of service for a individual circuit or as a result of CLEC wholesale equipment changes.  If on an individual circuit basis a COLT change is required, a LSR is required and that may suffice for notification.  In instances where the COLT block has been designated for services requiring high voltages, how will notification be provided?  In cases where the CLEC is making equipment changes resulting in high voltages on a number of circuits, can notification be provided on a bilateral basis similar to the inventory?  

	16
	February 18, 2004
	No responses received on Action Register #14.

Discussion on the requirements to ensure an audit trail is available re notifications by CLECs advising that the characteristic of a circuit has changed such that high voltage is present.  Proposal is to use the LSR as the medium for notification when low volumes (one of) are involved and for higher volumes (threshold to be determined) use the Project approach and agree on a bilateral basis the means for the exchange of information.

Bell and TELUS to respond via Email on the preferred approach by March 17, 2004.

	17
	April 22-23, 2004
	Reviewed the March 8, 2004 response provided by Sam Glazer on behalf of Aliant, Bell, MTS and SaskTel re preference for notification on a change to the status of an unbundled loop post installation relative to the presence of high voltage.  Sam indicated that in general, all of the companies support using LSRs and are open to using other mechanisms for larger volumes.  There is some challenge, however, in determining a threshold for "larger volumes".   A larger volume for a smaller ILEC is likely to be considered small from Bell's viewpoint.

Bell is continuing to automate its LSR processing to meet service interval and QoS obligations. Requests that are not initiated via LSRs cause manual work for the CSG and jeopardize Bell's ability to meet these objectives.  Bell therefore wants the LSR to be used as the general vehicle for any change in the high voltage status of a loop.  Should a CLEC have a significant volume of work (e.g. triggered by some equipment change) that might be better handled or communicated through a vehicle other than the LSR, this could be handled as a project with a unique timeline and activity plan developed co-operatively by the two LECs per C-LOG (Overview paragraph 2.14.15).  A non-LSR approach could certainly be considered / used in this project context.  Sam suggest that we draft up a short section for the Overview that LSRs should generally be used, but that projects (per para. 2.14.15) may draw on other mutually-agreeable mechanisms for exchanging the required information.

Allstream, Call-Net, FCI Broadband and TELUS agree with using LSRs when volumes are small and to discuss notification process on a bilateral basis when volumes are significant.  

BPWG participants agreed not to create artificial volume thresholds, if volumes are deemed to be significant, bilateral discussions are expected.  

Rick Leroux to prepare draft consensus report for review at the next meeting.

	18
	June 4, 2004
	Rick Leroux reviewed the draft consensus report, diary serial 16 and outstanding Actions in the register.  All participants aligned with the report except for Tracey Kenning of Allstream who needs to review report internally within her company.  Tracey to confirm position by next meeting June 17-18, 2004.  

	19
	June 17, 2004
	Diary serial # 18 reviewed and approved.

Allstream advised that the reason high voltage was not present on some of the loops identified on the inventory was because their business model, when ordering an A5 for HDSL, is to always order a second loop for a hot standby for quickly restoring service should the in-service loop go out of service.  When such out of service occurs Allstream would prefer not to have to issue a LSR to indicate the presence of high voltage on the hot standby, rather, they prefer the ILEC place the appropriate protection on the identified circuits.  All participants agreed with approach.     




ACTION REGISTER:
	Serial
	Action
	Prime
	Status

	1
	Bell to provide a contribution outlining the various regulation or standards.
	Bell
	Closed - April 2, 2001

	2
	Bell to review and provide any Voltage source types that meet the requirement for labeling and/or insulation
	Bell
	Open- April 9, 2001

Closed - June 6, 2001

	3
	Telus to confirm if similar practice to Bell's for the insulating and labeling sources of high voltages is used.
	Telus
	Open - June 6, 2001

	4
	Loop Requesters to investigate high voltages sources 
	Loop Requesters
	Open - June 6, 2001

	5
	CLECs to complete an inventory of all existing loops with the potential for high voltages.  Inventory to be completed May 6, 2002.
	CLECs
	Open-March 14, 2002

AT&T provided inventory to Bell, Aliant and TELUS.  Futureway provided inventory to Bell.

	6
	CLECs to determine the feasibility of dedicating blocks of connecting link assignments for service applications with the potential for high voltage.  Activity cancelled March 18, 2002.
	CLECs
	Open-March 14, 2002

Closed March 18, 2002

	7
	ILECs to determine the feasibility of maintaining an inventory of CLEC connecting link assignments to be used only for service applications with the potential for high voltages as a means of identifying the loops requiring protection.

ILECs determined this was not feasible. 
	ILECs
	Open-March 14, 2002

Closed March 18, 2002

	8
	Sam and Rick to prepare a draft bulletin for review by the WG and distribution to industry advising of loop requesters responsibilities relative to the identification of High Voltage Hazard on the LSR.  
	Bell
	Open - April 11, 2002

Closed April 25, 2002 with the issuance of C-Log Bulletin #051-008 by Sam G.

	9
	All parties to provide inventories (positive or negative) of potential high voltage loops by February 28th.   Minor changes to TIF and Rick will update.


	CLECs
	Open – January 16-17, 2003

Call-Net provided inventory input to Bell and TELUS March 7, 2003 

	10
	Tracey Kenning to confirm if they have equipment capable of generating high voltage from the end customer as opposed to the central office. 
	AT&T Canada
	Open – June 16-17, 2003

Closed December 11, 2003

	11
	Norm Peacey to confirm if LondonConnect has any circuits with high voltage.
	LondonConnect
	Open – June 16-17, 2003

Closed January 2, 2004 

	12
	Rick Leroux to contact Simon Edgett of LondonConnect to confirm if they have any circuits with high voltage.
	Bell Canada
	Open – December 11, 2003

Closed January 2, 2004 

	13
	Rick Leroux to contact Norm Peacey of LondonConnect to confirm if they have, or not, circuits with high voltage in ILEC territories other than Bell Canada.

January 19, 2004 LondonConnect confirmed that the inventory provided was a Canadian Report covering all territories where LondonConnect is providing service and based on their audit no other HDSL circuits are in service across the country at this time.


	Bell Canada

LondonConnect
	Open – January 19, 2004

Closed January 19, 2004



	14
	All BPWG participants to confirm by February 13, 2004 post installation preferred method for providing notification to the ILEC in instances where the characteristics of the unbundled loop changes such that high voltage is present. 
	BPWG Participants
	Open – January 19, 2004

Closed April 22, 2004



	15
	Bell and TELUS to respond by March 17, 2004 on the preferred approach for notification by the CLECs to advise that the characteristic of a circuit has changed such that high voltage is present.   
	Bell Canada

TELUS
	Open – February 18, 2004

Closed Bell March 8, 2004 

	16
	Sam suggested that we draft up a short section for the C-LOG Overview indicating that LSRs should generally be used for notification of the presence of high voltage post installation.

	Bell Canada
	Open – April 22, 2004

Closed June 4, 2004

	17
	Rick Leroux to prepare draft consensus report by May 10, 2004 for review at our next meeting.   
	Bell Canada
	Open – April 22, 2004

Closed June 4, 2004

	18
	Tracey Kenning of Allstream to review internally for consensus.
	Allstream
	Open – June 4, 2004

Closed – June 17, 2004


TIF CONTRIBUTION LOG:

	ID#
	Date
	Originator
	Title

	NOCO052a
	April 2, 2001
	Bell Canada
	High Voltage Protection
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Notice:
This contribution has been prepared to assist the Network Working Group as a basis for discussion. 


1.  Introduction

This contribution summarises current activites and issues related to the use of hazardous voltages on unbundled loops for powering remote equipment.


2. Network Operations WG Activities

In NOCO047a OPTEL requested that a new TIF be initiated to deal with Unbundled Loop Type A5 installation requirements. One of the issues OPTEL raised is the need to ensure technician safety on DSL loops that operate with voltages much higher than voice equipment requires. OPTEL suggested that if the loop is not protected or visibly cautioned, ILEC technicians are subject to harm.


Network Operations subsequently initiated NOTF0023 Identification of Unbundled Loops Carrying High Voltages, to assess and develop methods and practices for the identification and protection of unbundled loops carrying high voltages. No survey or analysis of voltages fed to unbundled loops has been performed but as a result of discussions with the TIF Originator CLECs will be asked to specify the voltages that they anticipate will be fed to unbundled loops and whether the terminal equipment used is certified to CS-03.


3. DSL-based long reach and pair-gain systems

DSL systems have been designed for use as transport for provisioning pair-gain voice and data lines for short and long-range applications on copper facilities in the local network. Repeaters are used to extend services to over 100kft from the Central Office.  Repeaters and remote terminal units may be line powered or locally powered. Line powering requires the loop to be fed with a voltage in excess of normal telecommunications voltages
, in some cases as high as +/- 190V.


4. Unbundled Type A Loop Categories and Connecting Links


The Attachment reproduces Section 13 from the 1 December 1998 Type A loop specifications approved by the Commission. Section 13.2 deals with the protection of Network Personnel and emphasises that the CLEC is responsible to ensure that all attached equipment meets all safety requirements required by law. In particular the terminal connecting to the facility (i.e. unbundled loops) shall meet the requirements of CS-03.


5. National Co-location Equipment List

· Release 2.2 of the List approved by the Commission as CLRE004 in October 1998 includes:


1.0 Suitable Equipment for Co-location: 


1.1  Network Access Systems


- Analog Loop Carrier Equipment






- CO loop repeaters (analog and digital)


- Digital Subscriber Line (DSL)


- Asymmetrical Digital Subscriber Line (ADSL) compliant with T1.413, Issue 2


- High Speed Digital Subscriber Line (HDSL) compliant with ITU G.991 proposed


- DLC terminals (in accordance with related CRTC Consensus Report)


- Rate Adaptive Digital Subscriber Line (RADSL) T1.413 or currently approved version,  


- Symmetric Digital Subscriber Line (SDSL) compliant with ITU G.991 proposed


- Pairgain devices (Added Main Line (AML) and Digital Added Main Line (DAML) that meet or exceeds the spectral density requirements of ANSI document T1.413, or currently approved version  


No mention is made of CS-03 or safety requirements in the National Co-location Equipment List.

6. TAPAC Requirements

TAPAC develops technical requirements and test procedures to ensure that equipment connected to the networks of ILECs does not cause network harm. 


By convention network protection requirements are intended to prevent the following network harms :


1. Electrical energy that is hazardous to the public and to the carriers' personnel;


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


3. Interference with the normal functioning of network equipment including billing equipment;


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

Protection against hazardous voltages is a central principle of network harm and various tests are performed to ensure that equipment connected to loops cannot impress hazardous voltages on the network under normal or fault conditions.


DSL equipment at the subscriber and CO ends of the loop are covered by Part VIII of CS-03. However it was not anticipated that voltages for powering remote equipment would be imposed on the loop when this Part was developed.  Consequently it does not include any specific requirements for protection against hazardous voltages, although certified equipment would be expected to conform to all general requirements, including electrical safety, of CS-03.


The TAPAC Technical Task Force is currently considering whether testing of CO Terminals for hazardous voltages should be a mandatory certification  requirement.

Conclusions

a) The attention of the NOWG should be drawn to the fact that equipment attached to unbundled loops should be certified to CS-03.


b) The issue of hazardous voltages on unbundled loops should be revisited when TAPAC concludes its deliberations.



Attachment

Unbundled Type A Loop Categories and Connecting Links, Section 13

1. COEXISTENCE considerations


1.1. Signal Levels


The maximum allowable signal levels provided by the CLEC at the POT and the maximum allowable signal levels provided by the terminal equipment into the access facility at the NI shall comply with the requirements specified in CS-03, Part I, Section 3 [2].


Interference which results from the inappropriate use of these facilities will not be allowed to continue, e.g. excessive input power levels, regardless of frequency; or the use of frequencies outside the nominal operating range, e.g. outside approximately the 300 Hz to 3400 Hz frequency band for nominal 3 kHz bandwidth facilities.


1.2. Protection of Network Personnel


The CLEC is responsible to ensure that all attached equipment meets all the safety requirements required by Law, e.g. municipal, provincial, and federal, to ensure the safety of the Stentor Operating Company’s Operations Personnel .


Further, the terminal equipment connecting to this facility shall meet the requirements of CS-03 [2].


1.3. Other Considerations


1.3.1. Induced AC Voltages


The CLEC should be aware that induced ac voltages may be present on the loop.  Some information in this regard has been provided in Annex 3.


The CLEC should be aware that other transmission systems may coexist on the same facility structure upon which his facility is being carried, e.g. ADSL and T1 Carrier, and as a result, appropriate provision for the existence of these and other signals should be made. 


1.3.2. Presence of Foreign Voltages


The CLEC should be aware that Foreign Voltages may be present on the loop.  Some information in this regard has been provided in Annex 4.


� Normal telecommunications network signals used in North America are described in ANSI T1.401. Hazardous voltages, according to CSA 22.2 No 950, are voltages exceeding 42.4V peak or 60V d.c.












