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Dear Member,

The chairmen of TC Safety and TC STQ have asked me to write to the Members of ETSI about whether ETSI should develop a candidate harmonised standard for acoustic safety to be used under the Radio and Telecommunications Terminal Equipment Directive.

Article 3.1(a) of the R&TTE directive requires that equipment provide an adequate level of protection so as to ensure the health and safety of users and other persons.  Protecting the hearing of persons is one area that is covered by this Article.  This raises two questions:

a) Should a Harmonized Standard covering the requirements for protecting health and safety from the phenomenon of acoustic shock be produced?

b) Should ETSI produce a standard specific to telecommunications equipment or leave the matter to CENELEC as a general issue?

Historically, IEC TC74 attempted to produce requirements (including suitable test methodologies) for acoustic safety applicable to information technology equipment.  If agreed, these requirements would normally have become part of EN 60950 following the usual process between the IEC and CENELEC.  However, after many years there was no agreement within IEC T74 and therefore there is no document upon which to create requirements for EN 60950.  Neither IEC TC74 nor CENELEC TC74 are actively continuing with work in this area.

The ITU-T Recommendation P.360 “Efficiency of devices for preventing the occurrence of excessive acoustic pressure by telephone receivers” covers off-hook conditions in telephone receivers, but no European standards reference this ITU-T Recommendation.

Some ETSI TBRs state “The prevention of acoustic shock is a safety requirement arising from the Low Voltage Directive (73/23/EEC). In the absence of any relevant safety standard, advice can be found in annex ….” Then an informative annex contains the words” The prevention of acoustic shock is a safety requirement arising from the Low Voltage Directive (73/23/EEC). In the absence of any relevant safety standard, a supplier’s self-declaration may be based on the following recommendations”. The annex then specifies requirements. Although the R&TTE Directive allows Common Technical Regulations to be used for presumption of conformity for a transitional period, this provision excludes the Article 3.1 on health and safety and therefore the clauses in the TBRs do not provide a sound legal basis for use under the R&TTE Directive.  However, the existence of the informative annexes and the historic precedences under the older directives and national standards would be likely to be taken into account by a Court of Law.

Acoustic requirements are also covered by health and safety at work directives

a) Should a standard be produced?

A harmonised standard would offer the following advantages:

· It would give a common European specification that would replace different national specifications

· Compliance to the harmonised standard would provide manufacturers with a presumption of conformity and so provide some legal protection

However the following difficulties should be taken into account:

-
Setting levels for acoustic safety is not an exact science and some equipment that is safe might be outside the levels set, thus having a standard may not necessarily be an advantage for all manufacturers

-
Defining adequate test methods and procedures for terminals other than ones with a conventional handset would be very difficult and so any standard produced might have to be limited in scope to conventional handsets.

a) Should ETSI produce a standard specifically for telecommunications equipment?

Acoustic safety is not an issue specific to telecommunications and therefore it could be argued that any standard developed should be more general and should be produced by CENELEC and/or CEN. This was presumably the reason why TC74 attempted to add this phenomena into IEC 950. There are therefore two possibilities:

· to provide inputs and support to CENELEC and IEC to re-activate the work and help them to bring the work to a successful conclusion

· to produce a separate standard specific to telecommunications terminals

However, the work to be done on safety standards requires co-operation with CENELEC and an offer to produce these standards as CENELEC deliverables. The advantage of restricting the scope to telecommunications is faster development because fewer technical problems need to be considered. Therefore, if members consider that a standard is needed, then it could be better to develop the standard specific to telecommunications in ETSI. 

Conclusion

The Chairmen of TCs Safety and STQ have requested that the Members should be consulted so that the views of manufacturers especially can be fully taken into account. The Chairmen have agreed that their committees should co-operate fully on any work through joint meetings and email groups in close co-operation with the relevant CEN and CENELEC committees and paying sufficient attention to the ITU Recommendations and their ongoing activities. 

Members are asked to consider these two questions and to send their views to Claire d’Esclercs (claire.desclercs@etsi.fr) and Christian Julien (christian.julien@etsi.fr) respective Technical Officers in the Secretariat with copies to:

-
the Safety Chairman: Richard Hughes (rehughes@nortelnetworks.com)

-
the STQ chairman: John Horrocks (10044.727@compuserve.com)

by 21st September 1999 to be discussed at a meeting to be held together with CENELEC experts on 22nd and 23rd September at the ETSI premises.



Yours faithfully,



Karl Heinz Rosenbrock



Director-General
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