Ms. P. Hewitt, MP

Minister for Small Business and e-Commerce

DTI

1 Victoria Street

London

SW1W OET

06 June 2000
Dear Ms. Hewitt,

Re: Radiocommunications Agency Standard MPT1570

I am writing to you in my capacity as Chair of the OPF Option 2 Implementation Focus Group, and on behalf of a large number of companies within the Telecommunications Industry in the United Kingdom, who have appended their names below.

The OPF Option 2 Focus Group was formed shortly after Oftel issued its document “Access to Bandwidth: Delivering Competition for the Information Age”, in November 1999.  These proposals were well ahead of the European Commission’s similar recommendations in April of this year.  The OPF Focus Group is open to any and all interested parties and includes telecoms operators, equipment manufacturers and a range of other parties, including prospective telecoms operators.  The group’s task has been to develop detailed arrangements for the implementation of the high level proposals.   

During the consultation process, prior to November 1999, Oftel identified several options that might enable competitive provision of broadband services in the UK.  The OPF Focus Group has addressed one of the two options finally selected, commonly referred to as Option 2.  Option 2 involves the provision of an end-to-end metallic path, otherwise known as an Unbundled Local Loop.

 In order to use these metallic path facilities to benefit customers, Digital Subscriber Line (DSL) technologies will need to be deployed to allow broadband services to be delivered across the local network infrastructure.  

It was in the course of the focus group’s work that we became aware of the Radiocommunications Agency’s (RA’s) initiative to prepare a new standard, MPT1570 (Electromagnetic Radiation from Telecommunications Systems…) which could have profound implications for the development of broadband competition in the UK.  

I understand that the RA has now announced its intention to carry out a regulatory impact study on MPT 1570.  Unfortunately, they are intending to carry it out on a version of MPT1570 that is most damaging to the deployment of DSL technologies and with considerable opposition from the Industry.  

It would not be an exaggeration to say that if MPT1570 is accepted as proposed then current DSL technologies would almost certainly fail to meet the proposed standard.  This is clearly of great concern to an Industry that is planning to offer competitive services using this technology.
MPT1570 is an enforcement standard designed to protect the radio spectrum, by allowing the RA to take action against any telecommunications systems that are found to be emitting electromagnetic energy above the levels specified.  Although produced as an enforcement standard, in reality it will become a de facto compliance standard, as operators would not wish to knowingly deploy systems, which might be found to fail under investigation.  

It follows, therefore, that few companies are likely to deploy DSL technologies in the United Kingdom if this standard is approved.

The DSL technologies envisaged for providing broadband services, with “permanently on” high speed internet access for consumers, home-office and SMEs, have already been widely and successfully deployed in other advanced countries. The proposed more stringent version of MPT1570 would unfairly discriminate against DSL technologies, notwithstanding that other common domestic equipment is considered quite acceptable, although it has much higher emission levels than DSL.

MPT 1570 is trying to establish a new, low, precedent-setting benchmark for emissions.  If applied to fluorescent lighting, commonly found in most buildings in the Country, they would fail.

Put simply, the Industry is willing to invest considerable sums of money in the development of a competitive infrastructure to enable a broadband Britain, by bringing effective competition to local access.  In doing so it will bring the UK into step with other leading networked nations such as the United States.  However, this will only happen if the Industry can be confident that overly stringent regulations will not be allowed to put this investment at risk.  Until this issue is resolved it is hard to see how we will get the speed of competitive change that the Government and the Industry want in broadband access in the UK.

Protecting the radio spectrum is not an issue unique to the UK.  The UK should not impose limits different from other countries in Europe.  Not only would the imposition of stricter limits hold the U.K. back in deployment of DSL and development of e-business relative to other countries, but also, if different emission limits are adopted nationally, then this could have implications in Europe for the free circulation of, and single market in, equipment.

The RA’s proposals have the potential to halt the deployment of DSL technologies in the United Kingdom.  This is no longer simply a technical issue; it is a matter of major public and commercial interest to the Country.  Oftel’s conclusions and proposals for regulatory action in this area were based on the profound benefits brought by the introduction of broadband communications to homes and small businesses.  I hope that you will be able to help in resolving this issue that a broad cross-section of the communications industry considers to be sufficiently serious to warrant writing to you in such strong terms.  

If I, or any of the companies represented on the focus group, can be of any help in providing you with further information, please let me know.   This is now an issue of some urgency as telecommunications companies are currently beginning to invest substantial sums in the deployment of DSL equipment, in anticipation of trials of competitive unbundled local loops from January 2001 and full commercial competitive launch later that year.

Yours sincerely,

Colin Annette

Chair OPF Option 2 Focus Group 

(On behalf of all of the companies listed below)

c.c.
Alex Allan – e-Envoy


David Hendon – Radio Agency


David Edmonds – OFTEL


Bill Macintyre – DTI CII

Signatories to this letter;

· British Telecommunications

· Cable and Wireless

· Call Media

· Easynet

· Energis

· EircomNI

· Fibernet

· Global Crossing

· Kingston Communications

· KPN Qwest

· MCI WorldCom

· Nortel Networks

· NTL

· Redstone Telecom

· Starcomm Ltd

· Telewest

· Telia

· Telinco/WorldOnline

· Thus

· Versapoint

· YesTV

