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1.
Background

In Telecom Decision 2005-28, Regulatory framework for voice communication services using Internet Protocol (“the Decision”) issued on 12 May 2005, the Commission requests CISC to address and report on the following issues:

· the accessibility needs of people with disabilities with respect to the development of VoIP technologies,
· technical issues which prevent MRS from being offered initially with local VoIP service,
· technical issues associated with implementing those privacy safeguards that cannot be implemented immediately,
· IP-to-IP interconnection issues, specifically the task undertaken by the Network Working Group (“NTWG”) to develop IP-to-IP interconnection interface guidelines.
At the 19 May 2005 CISC Steering Committee conference call, it was agreed that IP-to-IP Interconnection and VoIP MRS will be assigned to the NTWG.  In June, the deadline for the VoIP MRS report was extended by three month to 12 November 2005.  NTWG approved TIF 17 in the June meeting and CISC Steering Committee approved the TIF at the 30 June 2005 conference call.
At the 13 September 2005 meeting, Xit Telecom submitted contribution NTCO0330and proposed to “locate a SIP/SIMPLE-to-FSK EIA/TIA 825 remote access gateway on the premise of the ILEC MRS Operator Services.”
In this contribution, TELUS provides comments to the issues associated with VoIP MRS pursuant to the Commission’s request in the Decision and a response to contribution NTCO0330.
2.
Telecom Decision 2005-28:  The Issues and The Request
In Telecom Decision 2005-28, the Commission makes the following statements when considering MRS in the VoIP environment:
· ”... these alternatives
 are not yet fully developed and it is not yet known how well they will function or what their cost will be to consumers, the Commission considers that these alternatives cannot be considered replacements for MRS at the present time.”

· ”Accordingly, the Commission concludes that local VoIP service offerings must function with the existing MRS system and the related TTY equipment.”
 (emphasis added)
The Commission requests the CISC to address and report
:
· the circumstances under which MRS can currently be provided over VoIP,
· any problems which prevent MRS from being provided over VoIP,

· possible solutions for the provision of MRS functionality over VoIP where it is not currently technically feasible and the time required for existing VoIP service providers to implement those solutions.

The scope of NTTF0017 is identical to the Commission requests stated above.  Based on the wording of the Decision, it is clear that the Commission within the scope of the request does not contemplate a change of terminal equipment by the customer who is deaf or hard of hearing.
3.
TELUS Comments

Message Relay Service provides a customer who is deaf or hard of hearing the ability to communicate with other customers through the use of a Teletypewriter (“TTY”), and a hearing customer to communicate with customers who use a TTY.  With TELUS Relay Service, a specially trained operator relays the conversation by alternating between the TTY customer and the hearing customer until the call is completed.

A TTY customer initiates a call by dialling “7-1-1” and gives the specially trained operator the number of the hearing customer that he/she wants to connect.  A hearing customer who wants to call a TTY customer will dial a toll-free number and gives the specially trained operator the number of the TTY customer.  In both cases, the specially trained operator completes the connection by dialling the number of the receiving customer.
3.1
Call Scenarios

TELUS does not provide automated relay service between a hearing customer and a TTY customer.  TELUS is also of the understanding that no other LEC in Canada currently provides automated relay service.

Based on this fact, there are four possible call scenarios within the scope of the task – all of which are operator assisted.
· Traditional TTY Customer – to – Traditional Hearing Customer (the current environment)
· Traditional TTY Customer – to – VoIP Hearing Customer

· VoIP TTY Customer – to – Traditional Hearing Customer

· VoIP TTY Customer – to – VoIP Hearing Customer

Note that the “operator” refers to a generic function in the end-to-end connection and does not always represent the existing ILEC or CLEC MRS operator.

3.2
Circumstances under which MRS can currently be provided over VoIP
In the first two scenarios described in section 3.1, the TTY customer remains a user of the legacy TTY equipment and therefore a customer of a LEC.  The interface between the specially trained operator and the TTY customer will remain the same.  There is no need for any additional equipment to be placed at the MRS operator premise.
In both scenarios, the hearing customer, whether using traditional telephony or VoIP service, communicates with the operator using voice equipment.  There is also no need for any change in equipment at the MRS operator premise.
3.3
Problems that prevent MRS from being provided over VoIP
Since the interaction between the operator and the hearing customer continue to be based on existing voice equipment, the remaining two scenarios in section 3.1 can be considered the same.  In this situation the ability of VoIP to handle TTY depends on at least three factors:

1. Coupling method:  is the TTY coupling method supported by the VoIP system directly – through an analog terminal adapter or connect directly to the VoIP phone?
2. Codec used:  how well does the codec work with TTY tones using ITU V.18 standard or other TTY protocols?
3. Network condition:  how does VoIP traverse the unmanaged internet with unpredictable Quality of Service impact the delivery of TTY traffic?
TELUS is not aware of an agreed upon industry standard and practice that will ensure compatibility between the VoIP service and the legacy TTY equipment.  As such, TELUS is of the opinion that the first two considerations are solely the responsibility of the VoIP service provider.  In providing MRS over VoIP, the VoIP service provider will be responsible for testing the equipment to ensure compatibility at the TTY customer end and provide the operator function at the other end to ensure end-to-end connectivity.

In regards to network condition, TELUS’ view is that when traffic traverses the public internet, which is used by the VoIP service providers as the transport network almost exclusively, the network condition cannot be guaranteed.  This uncertainty alone will make it difficult, if not impossible to guarantee VoIP MRS service.
4.
NTCO0330

In contribution NTCO0330, Xit Telecom proposed to place a SIP/SIMPLE-to-FSK EIA/TIA 825 gateway at the premise of the ILEC MRS operator so that the VoIP service providers can provide the hearing impaired customer a SIP compliant TTY device.

TELUS offers the following comments:
· SIP Compliant TTY:  The introduction of a new terminal device (i.e., SIP compliant TTY) is not within the scope of the current TIF and not contemplated by the Commission in its request to CISC.  This proposal may be better dealt with in the Accessibility Issue Working Group.

· SIP/SIMPLE-to-FSK EAI/TIA 825 Gateway:  TELUS is investigating the SIP/SIMPLE standard.  At this time, TELUS is not satisfied that this standard is widely accepted by the industry.
· Location of the Gateway:  Consistent with TELUS’ view stated above, TELUS submits that any such gateway, if deployed by a VoIP service provider should be located entirely within the VoIP service provider’s network.
NTCO0330 also does not address the issue of network condition.  TELUS submits that this factor is the most significant challenge in the delivery of TTY traffic over VoIP.

However, NTCO0330 highlights an important point for consideration.  That consideration being that the Canadian telecommunication industry should capitalize on VoIP’s potential to provide many services in a superior manner.  For example, IP MRS is a service that is approved in the U.S. and offered as an additional service rather than being mandated to be backward compatible with legacy MRS.  Other forms of text relay services are also possible.  TELUS is of the opinion that the Canadian public is better served if resources are focused in finding superior alternatives that will serve people with disabilities rather than trying to force fit advanced technology and services into existing service configurations.
5.
Conclusion

Based on the current environment, and the Commission’s expressed directive that “any VoIP solution must be compatible with the current MRS system and related TTY equipment”; TELUS is of the view that MRS will not be impacted when the hearing customer is on VoIP service.  However, there is currently no standard or practice that enables MRS to be operative on an industry-wide basis when the customer with hearing disability switches to VoIP.  Individual VoIP service providers will be in the best position to determine the coupling method and codec to be used in providing MRS to a customer.  Even then, the quality of service can be severely impacted by the unpredictable network conditions of the public internet which the VoIP service providers use almost exclusively to transport traffic until it reaches the gateway interconnecting to the PSTN.
� Refers to services that are technically different from MRS but similar in function.  See Telecom Decision CRTC 2005-28, para 286.


� Telecom Decision CRTC 2005-28, para 288.


� Telecom Decision CRTC 2005-28, para 289.


� Telecom Decision CRTC 2005-28, para 292.
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