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�IMPLEMENTATION OF LOCAL COMPETITION 



Final Report to the CRTC





Task ID(s):	ROTF02



Task Name(s):	Pre-determined Rollout Schedule/Criteria



Task Description(s): 	

A pre-determined rollout of LNP (as opposed to a request-driven rollout) is being considered by the subgroup.  Any pre-determined rollout schedule must consider, among other things: 

exchanges to be included within scheduled years/quarters,

basis for selecting exchanges (e.g., population thresholds, market forecasts, entrant requirements)

timing of implementation in each exchange, 

lead times required,

definition and determination of service-ready date, and

appropriateness of other criteria.



Description of the Consensus:

Parties reached consensus on a number of issues in 1997, including:



that a pre-determined rollout schedule would include LNP implementation in the larger Census Metropolitan Areas (CMAs), and

that the CMAs of Vancouver, Calgary, Toronto and Montreal would be the first priorities for rollout with other centres in a subsequent phase.



However, the dates for completion of rollout in each of these CMAs were not agreed upon by the parties, nor was a plan for implementation of smaller areas within a given CMA.   A formal proceeding was conducted by the Commission to resolve the dispute.  Telecom Order CRTC 98-60 established dates for all the cities identified in the dispute.  



The roll-out date for Edmonton was not included in Order 98-60 because the date for local competition in Edmonton had not yet been established.  (At that time, Edmonton was served by TELUS Communications (Edmonton) Inc., which was not bound by Telecom Decision CRTC 97-8.)  Consensus was subsequently reached on a date for Edmonton.



It was noted that the scheduled date for the implementation of LNP in a given city (or its surrounding EAS/EFRC exchanges) may precede the development of local competition in that city.  It was agreed that in this event, LNP implementation may be delayed by the ILEC until local competition materializes.  In this event, roll-out in the exchanges so delayed would be governed by the rules for request-driven roll-out (as described in RORE03B). 



The pre-determined roll-out schedule follows.



	LNP Roll-out Date 	Exchange(s) 	

	

	31 July 1998	Vancouver	

		Calgary & EFRC		

	

	31 August 1998	Vancouver EAS	

		Toronto

		Montreal

		Montreal Island	

	

	31 October 1998	Toronto EAS	

		Montreal EAS

	

	1 December 1998	Edmonton	

	

	31 December 1998	Saint John	

		Halifax		

		Winnipeg

		St. John’s & EAS

	

	28 February 1999	Victoria & EAS	

		Matsqui (now part of Abbotsford)			Ottawa/Hull	

		Quebec	

		Hamilton/Burlington	

	

	31 March 1999	London

		Kitchener-Waterloo

		St. Catharines – Niagara Falls

		Oshawa	

		Windsor

		Peterborough	

		Guelph	

		Barrie		



Consensus was also reached on priorities for LNP implementation with respect to individual wire centres and EAS/EFRC exchanges within the Priority 1 CMAs.  These priorities are documented in ROCO0222 (May 7, 1998 revision) and ROCO0229 (June 16, 1998 revision).

�LNP Roll-out Subgroup Participants
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TASK IDENTIFICATION FORM



SUB-GROUP:	LNP Rollout Criteria			Date Originated:	1997 06 12

							Latest Revision:		1998 01 06



TASK #:	2



TASK TITLE:	Pre-determined Rollout Schedule/Criteria



TASK DESCRIPTION:	

A pre-determined rollout of LNP (as opposed to a request-driven rollout) is being considered by the SWG.  Any pre-determined rollout schedule must consider, among other things: 

exchanges to be included within scheduled years/quarters,

basis for selecting exchanges (e.g., population thresholds, market forecasts, entrant requirements)

timing of implementation in each exchange, 

lead times required,

definition and determination of service-ready date, and

appropriateness of other criteria.





PRIORITY:	2	Critical Task:	YES		DUE DATE: July 3 (for initial objectives)





WORK PLAN AND TIME FRAMES:	



Initial Objectives:  All to review LNP Issue Report # 26, LNP Rollout Criteria (filed under PN 95-48) and attend June 12 and 19 meetings ready to contribute to the discussion of the above issues.  Contributions from all parties are to be submitted by noon EDT, June 23.  In order to meet the CRTC’s expectation of rollout recommendations by July 18, work must effectively be complete by July 3.



Subsequent Objectives:  With (1) consensus achieved on the exchanges to be included in Priority 1 and Priority 2 rollout; and (2) the Industry awaiting the CRTC’s determination on the schedule for rollout to/within Montreal, Toronto, Calgary and Vancouver; the SWG will consider the schedule for rollout within the Priority 1 exchanges (i.e., the order in which Priority 1 exchanges / wire centres will be made portable, and the speed of this rollout).  Initial entrant contribution is requested by 13 January 1998, with closure anticipated by 13 February 1998.



CURRENT STATUS:	Re- initiated.



TASK ORIGINATOR:	John MacKenzie	TEL:	403-493-5790

	TELUS	FAX:	403-493-3489

	Fl. 21E, 10020-100 St.	EMAIL:	john.mackenzie@telus.com

	Edmonton, AB

	T5J 0N5



TASK TEAM:



�ACTIVITY DIARY:



Serial�Date�Activity��1.�June 5/97�Assigned to John MacKenzie��2.�June 10/97�Initiated by John MacKenzie��3.�June 12/97�Approved as amended.��4.�June 26/97�The following contributions were accepted and discussed:

ROCO0201:  Clearnet proposed a rollout schedule based on Rate Bands.

ROCO0202:  MetroNet proposed several criteria that CLECs should meet before rollout.

ROCO0203:  Sprint provided a rollout schedule based on population.

ROCO0204:  Stentor proposed several characteristics that should apply to the schedule.

ROCO0205:  fONOROLA supported a Rate Band rollout schedule.

ROCO0206:  CCTA recommended CLEC and ILEC obligations w.r.t. scheduled rollout and proposed that predetermined rollout be based on CLEC forecasts.

ROCO0207:  CCTA provided FCC criteria for rollout.



Discussion of the contributions yielded little progress toward consensus.  TELUS assigned to seek areas of consensus and draft a paper comparing positions for discussion on July 3.��5.�July 3/97�TELUS’ comparison paper accepted for content and as a basis for discussion, and was subsequently labelled ROCO0220.  Two main views were identified: rollout based on population and on entrant demand.  Stentor actioned to propose a rollout schedule for CMAs of various sizes; entrants and IXCs actioned to compare Stentor proposal to their plans.��6.�July 10�Contributions 8 - 12 received and discussed.  

ROCO0208:  Sprint

ROCO0209:  MetroNet

ROCO0210:  Stentor

ROCO0211:  CCTA

ROCO0212:  fONOROLA



All proposed LNP implementation dates for various major centres.  Disparity existed between Stentor’s proposal and entrants’ proposals.  Agreement reached to focus on cities above 250k, with smaller centres considered on entrants’ request.  Entrants and IXCs actioned to assign priorities (1, 2, 3) to all cities on desired rollout plan for discussion next week.  Stentor to develop a standard template.��7.�July 17/97�Contributions 13 - 19 received and reviewed.  

ROCO0213:  MetroNet

ROCO0214:  AT&T

ROCO0215:  Microcell

ROCO0216:  CCTA

ROCO0217:  Sprint

ROCO0218:  Stentor

ROCO0219:  Videotron



Consensus reached on first and second priority cities, but not on implementation dates for these cities.  Entrants collectively proposed completion of the first priority cities (including EAS/EFRC areas) by July1/98.  Stentor representatives did not agree.



Agreement that the issue should go to the formal dispute process.  Parties were to have dispute position papers submitted by July 31, with justification for dates proposed. ��8.�July 24/97�The dispute process was modified to include review by a new, higher-level industry committee (the Coordinating Committee) prior to CRTC resolution. 



Using the FCC guidelines as a model for Canadian rollout was discussed as a possible way to forestall the formal dispute process.  Parties generally agreed to continue to work toward a negotiated solution in parallel with the dispute process.  Sprint objected to the parallel process as it was proposed but agreed to participate.��9.�July 31/97�Stentor’s ROCO0221 was reviewed and discussed.  Entrants did not accept the new dates proposed by Stentor, but agreed to a face-to-face meeting on Aug 7/98.  Incumbents are to provide switch upgrade schedules and wire centre maps to allow entrants to identify priority rollout areas in large centres.



The formal dispute process was halted pending the next meeting.��10.�Aug 7/97�Bell’s ROCO0222 and BC TEL’s ROCO0223 were accepted.

Bell and BC TEL were questioned extensively on map and schedule documentation distributed at the meeting, with no resolution.  BC TEL advanced its implementation date for the City of Vancouver to Sep 1/98, but this date was not accepted either.



TELUS stated that the limiting factor for rollout in Calgary is not expected to be switch upgrades, but support system availability. 



MetroNet and CCTA stated that the July 1/98 date offered by the entrants at the July 17/97 meeting referred only to the completion date and that they expect earlier rollout in smaller areas much sooner.



The issue was sent to formal dispute again, with position papers to be submitted by the following Tuesday for discussion at the Coordinating Committee meeting.  The details of the dispute are summarized in RODI02.��11.�Aug 15/97�Issue discussed at Coordinating Committee without resolution.��12.�Aug 19/97�Staff Opinion released as attachment to minutes of Coordinating Committee meeting.  Parties given until Aug 22/97 to disagree.��13.�Aug 22/97�Stentor, CCTA, Videotron and MetroNet file letters with the CRTC.  Stentor identified some points of disagreement and areas which required clarification.  CCTA and Videotron disagreed, while MetroNet offered conditions of agreement.��14.�Aug 27/97�Non-consensus report RORE02 filed with the CRTC.  Meetings suspended.��15.�Dec 11/97�Roll-out meetings re-initiated.  Contribution (not numbered) by MetroNet and Videotron submitted on Dec 9/97, emphasizing need to identify switch/ wire centre priorities within major CMAs. ��16.�Jan 6/98�TIF revised to add new objectives.��17.�Jan 8/98�TIF revision introduced but not discussed.��18.�Jan 15/98�TIF revision accepted as proposed.

Competitors’ ROCO0222 discussed.  It was noted that EAS areas were not identified, but competitors say it’s unlikely that EAS areas will be assigned a high priority.  Agreement reached that it is a working document and that there is still some room for discussion, but competitors emphasized the importance of wire centre completion.  Further contributions requested.��19.�Jan 29/98�ROCO0223 from fONOROLA discussed and accepted.  fONOROLA supports ROCO0222.  Further contributions requested by Feb 10/98.��20.�Jan 29/98�Order 98-60 issued, setting the schedule for roll-out to Priority 1 and Priority 2 CMAs.��21.�Feb 12/98�ROCO0224 was introduced by TELUS.  It was the result of an action item at the Consortium SWG’s legal subcommittee for ROSWG input to the definition of “core” exchanges (reference Order 97-1243) required for completion of the USA for the LNP Consortium.  Contributions requested ASAP.   ��22.�Feb 19/98�ROCO0225 introduced by Videotron in response to ROCO0224, proposing that the definition of “core” exchanges include the EAS area for Montreal.  Others stated that they had not had time to address this issue.��23.�Feb 26/98�There were no further contributions to the definition of “core” exchanges.  Videotron clarified ROCO0225 in that its proposed definition of “core” is only applicable toward the determinations of the “transition date” in the LNP Consortium USA.  Initial closure was reached on applying Videotron’s definition of “core” to all Priority 1 cities. ��24.�Mar 5/98�ROCO0226 was submitted by BC TEL.  BC TEL requested clarification of apparent conflicts in the priorities identified by the competitors in ROCO0222.  

ROCO0227 was submitted by TELUS.  TELUS accepted the priorities identified in ROCO0222, but requested that any priority EFRC areas should also be identified.  MetroNet to respond to BC TEL and TELUS.

TELUS actioned to notify LNP Consortium SWG of ROSWG’s view on the definition of “core” exchanges.  The memo is to note that MetroNet was absent from the discussion.��25.�Mar 11/98�TELUS sends memo to LNP Consortium SWG as per Mar 5 action item.��26.�Mar 12/98�ROCO0228 was submitted by Bell, accepting the priorities identified in ROCO0222.  Discussion focussed on the need for priorities on wire centres within each exchange.  Sprint actioned.    ��27.�Mar 19/98�Updated ROTF02 issued, not discussed.��28.�Mar 26/98�Discussion of need for clarifications to of ROCO0222.  MetroNet to provide updated contribution.��29.�Apr 23/98�Revised ROCO0222 submitted by MetroNet, with addition of Alpine exchange address.��30.�May 7/98�MetroNet to revise ROCO0222 again to clarify Montreal wire centre priorities.  (Submitted after meeting.)��31.�May 14/98�MetroNet’s May 7 revision of ROCO0222 reviewed, with Lachine-Dorval added to Montreal section.  Final closure achieved.

Sprint submitted ROCO0229, indicating the competitors’ consolidated EAS/EFRC wire centre priorities.  Discussion deferred to next meeting.   ��32.�May 21/98�ROCO0229 was discussed.  Bell noted that the competitors’ interconnection activities were not aligning with their roll-out priorities.  BC TEL identified exchanges where there is more than one wire centre and volunteered to provide addresses.  Relationship between Order 98-60 schedule and this priority list discussed.  Further discussion deferred.��33.�May 28/98�In response to a TELUS question, MetroNet replied that the EAS/EFRC priority exchanges are higher than the unprioritized wire centres in the core exchange, but that roll-out must still be complete w.r.t. Order 98-60.  Other competitors agreed.  There was some discussion regarding whether this will always be feasible if the core exchange must be completed before the EAS/EFRC exchange.��34.�June 18/98�Sprint issued ROCO0229 (revised), clarifying open issues from previous meetings.  Initial closure achieved. ��35.�June 25/98�Final closure achieved on ROCO0229.��36.�July 2/98�Stentor’s ROCO0230 was discussed.  It proposed that CLECs aiming to compete in the Priority 2 cities by the dates specified in Order 98-60 need to start discussing local network interconnection 4 to 5 months in advance.  Competitor contribution(s) to come. 

TELUS actioned to propose a date for LNP in Edmonton.��37.�July 9/98�Order 98-678 issued, directing that LNP rollout be completed in accordance with Order 98-60 despite outstanding problems, using an interim arrangement until the NPAC/SMS is available. ��38.�July 16/98�Discussion of Order 98-678.  No potential variations from dates as ordered.��39.�July 23/98�Videotron’s ROCO0231, issued in response to ROCO0230, was tabled and discussed.  Videotron suggested that established CLECs should only require 3 months’ lead time in any exchange.��40.�July 30/98�TELUS’ ROCO0232 was discussed, proposing that LNP could be implemented in Edmonton by Dec 1/98 if manual processes are used, or some automation could be used if the LNP implementation date is Mar 1/99.

ROCO0233 was submitted by MetroNet, proposing that LNP be implemented in Edmonton by Oct 1/98.  MetroNet and TELUS to try to resolve the gap off-line.��41.�Aug 13/98�BC TEL’s ROCO0234 issued and discussed.  This advises that Priority 2 exchange Matsqui is now part of Abbotsford.  Initial closure achieved.��42.�Aug 20/98�Final closure achieved on ROCO0234.��43.�Sep 3/98�Stentor’s ROCO0235 was discussed.  It proposes that Priority 2 cities where no CLEC is present be rolled out according to the request-driven criteria.  Sprint received clarification that financial commitments for these exchanges would not be required, even of they are under request-driven criteria.

TELUS’ ROCO0236 was discussed. TELUS withdrew the Mar 1/99 alternative and supported only a Dec 1/98 implementation date for Edmonton.  MetroNet agreed, based on off-line agreement with TELUS to start testing in November.  Consensus achieved.��44.�Sep 17/98�ROCO0235 discussed, but not closed.��45.�Sep 24/98�Initial closure achieved on ROCO0235 (with revised wording).  ��46.�Oct 1/98�ROCO0235 discussed further addressing concerns raised over the last few meetings.  MetroNet concerned that none of the exchanges contain switches needing hardware upgrades, which require 6 months’ notice.  Stentor said no hardware upgrades would be required..��47.�Oct 15/98�Stentor’s ROCO0237 discussed, a revision of ROCO0235.  ��48.�Oct 22/98�Initial closure achieved on ROCO0237.��49.�Oct 29/98�Final closure achieved on ROCO0237.  Chair to talk to CRTC staff to see whether it should be forwarded to CRTC as a consensus report.��50.�Nov 5/98�Chair advised that CRTC staff directed the ROSWG to present ROCO0237 as a consensus report to the Coordinating Committee on Nov 6/98. ��51.�Nov 6/98�RORE02C (containing  ROCO0237) submitted to Coordinating Committee.  Consensus achieved at CC.��52.�Dec 18/98�CRTC issues Order 98-1267, approving RORE02C.������

�ROTF02 Contributions



ROTF02(Prime: John MacKenzie)

Pre-Determined Roll-Out Schedule / Criteria��Number�Company �Person�Submitted�Status��ROCO0201�Clearnet Communications�Bohdan Zabawskyj�June 24th , 1997�reviewed- June 26th���resubmitted as per ROCO0106���accepted��ROCO0202�MetroNet �Dave Lozinski�June 24th , 1997�reviewed- June 26th���MetroNet Supports the criteria as identified in ROTF002 and offers for consideration other criteria;  1) CLEC  ROW agreements 2) CLEC investment in plant, facilities and staff 3) CLEC committed service dates 4) CLEC application for co-location with ILEC���accepted��ROCO0203�Sprint Canada�Graham Parsons�June 24th , 1997�reviewed- June 26th���Sprint Canada supports, in general, the suggestion originally put forward by Microcell that the CMAs identified by Statistics Canada be used as the basis for defining the major metropolitan areas that will be part of a pre-determined roll-out of LNP.���accepted��ROCO0204 �Stentor �Rick Leroux�June 24th , 1997�reviewed- June 26th���The schedule must be based on:

1. Entrants’ needs and the  ILEC’s ability to meet entrant’s needs  2. Stentor proposes 2-3 years as the length of the pre-determined rollout schedule with specific details by quarter for each exchange/partial exchange. 3. ILEC will only commence provisioning in any given exchange (including exchanges on the Predetermined Rollout Schedule) subject to the following criteria: Interconnection arrangements in place Forecasts exchanged Financial commitments as per ROTF005 met.���accepted��ROCO0205�fONOROLA (faxed letter)�Bob Nixon�June 24th , 1997�reviewed- June 26th���fONOROLA believes that the pre-determined roll-out schedule should reflect the priority locations as seen by the CLEC community. Support the position of Clearnet Communications Inc. in their proposal that all ILEC exchanges within rate bands A&B and selected exchanges within rate band C, should be LNP capable according to a specific schedule of pre-determined  dates.���accepted��ROCO0206�CCTA�Tracey Strauss�June 25th , 1997�reviewed- June 26th���CCTA Contribution to ROTF02 and ROTF03 .For both the predetermined roll-out schedule (PDROS) and the request driven roll-out (RDRO) the CCTA suggests that the following procedures should apply.���accepted��ROCO0207�CCTA (FCC Criteria)�Tracey Strauss�June 25th , 1997�reviewed- June 26th���FCC Criteria for Roll-Out of Telephone Number Portability���accepted��ROCO0208�Sprint Canada�Graham Parsons�July 8th , 1997�reviewed - July 10th���As requested, Sprint Canada Inc. submits a proposed pre-determined roll-out priority list based on the population sizes shown below. Sprint Canada continues to support the position that the total free-calling area surrounding the core exchange should be made LNP-compatible over as short a roll-out time period as possible.���accepted��ROCO0209�MetroNet�Dave Lozinski�July 8th , 1997�reviewed - July 10th���Further to the July 3rd meeting MetroNet submits the priorities for the predetermined rollout schedule. We support Sprint Canada’s Contribution ROTFC008 by Graham and used his spread sheet to reflect MetroNets priorities.���accepted��ROCO0210�Stentor�Rick Leroux�July 8th , 1997�reviewed - July 10th���In response to Stentor’s action item assigned in the LNP Rollout meeting of July 3, 1997 relating to ROTF002, Stentor has drafted a proposed rollout schedule based on 1996 Census Metropolitan Area (CMA) populations, as defined by Statistics Canada.���accepted��ROCO0211�CCTA Contribution�Tracey Strauss�July 8th , 1997�reviewed - July 10th���In order to roll-out LNP functionality nationally, the CCTA supports a population criteria that would incorporate the following cities into the pre-determined roll out schedule for January 1, 1998: Toronto, Ottawa, Montreal, Vancouver, Calgary, St. John, Halifax, Quebec City���accepted��ROCO0212�fONOROLA Contribution�Bob Nixon�July 8th , 1997�reviewed - July 10th���Looking at the CMA statistics from the 1996 Census it would seem that the major centres in Canada would be covered if we drew the line at all the CMA’s of 250K or greater.���accepted��ROCO0213�MetroNet Contribution�Dave Lozinski�July 111h , 1997�reviewed - July 17th���Metronet’s Priority 1,2,3 locations for POP 1,000,000 or more, POP 500,000 to 1,000,000, POP 250,000 to 500,000 and POP 250, 000 or less.���accepted��ROCO0214�AT&T Canada�Shing K. Wong�July 15th , 1997�reviewed - July 17th���AT&T’s Priority 1,2,3 locations for POP 1,000,000 or more, POP 500,000 to 1,000,000, POP 250,000 to 500,000 and POP 250, 000 or less.���accepted��ROCO0215�Microcell�Dennis Beland�July 15th , 1997�reviewed - July 17th��Action:�Microcell priority matrix for the five cities in which they have launched service to date.  In Bell Canada territory prioritization is by order of population.���accepted��ROCO0216�CCTA�Tracey Strauss�July 16th , 1997�reviewed - July 17th��Action:�CCTA’s Priority 1,2,3 locations for POP 1,000,000 or more, POP 500,000 to 1,000,000, POP 250,000 to 500,000 and POP 250, 000 or less.���accepted��ROCO0217�Sprint Canada�Graham Parsons,�July 17th , 1997�reviewed - July 17th��Action:�Sprint Canada’s Priority 1,2,3 locations for POP 1,000,000 or more, POP 500,000 to 1,000,000, POP 250,000 to 500,000 and POP 250, 000 or less.���accepted��ROCO0218�Stentor  �Rick Leroux�July 17th , 1997�reviewed - July 17th���This contribution incorporates the contributions received from other participants since last meeting (July 10, 1997), while keeping with the previously defined criteria of population bands.  The attached schedule adds the element of timing and resource abilities within the member companies and is contingent on the successful completion of the trial.  To best meet entrants needs, the schedule for individual wire centres/exchanges in this Stentor Contribution, is dependent on prioritizing them in consultation with Industry, 6 months prior to service ready dates.���accepted��ROCO0219�Videotron�Pierre Allard�July 22nd, 1997�reviewed - July 24th�� �Videotron generally supports the contribution provided by CCTA (ROC0216) dated July 16, 1997, however would like to add Quebec City as a priority 2 location within the 500,000 to 1,000,000 population segment���accepted��ROCO0220�TELUS (Comparison of Positions)�John MacKenzie�July 2nd , 1997�reviewed on July 3rd �� �This paper is a discussion and comparison of some of the major issues surrounding the criteria for a pre-determined rollout schedule for LNP.  It was undertaken at the request of the LNP Rollout SWG at the meeting of 26 June 1997.  It is based on contributions submitted by that date and on telephone conversations between the originator and several of the contributors on 30 June 1997 and 2 July 1997.���accpeted��ROCO0221�Stentor�Rick Leroux�July 29th , 1997�Reviewed July 31�� �This contribution considers the CLEC/IXC group contribution made at the CISC LNP Roll-Out SWG meeting July 17, 1997 and is intended to reflect the general discussions between all parties.  The following schedule reflects the Stentor Owner Companies’ new proposal for discussion at the July 31, 1997 CISC LNP Roll-Out SWG  meeting.  Adoption of this proposal will preclude the need to initiate the dispute resolution process.���accepted��RODI02�Dispute Identification Form�Mike Rosko�August 12th , 1997��� ������RODP0201�Dispute Position Form�All participants excluding Stentor�August 12th , 1997��� ������RODP0202�Dispute Position Form�Stentor�August 12th , 1997��� ������RORE02�Non Consensus Report�John MacKenzie�August. 28th, 1997�accepted �� �Report to the Commission���sent to CRTC��ROCO0222�Joint Contribution - Metronet, Videotron, Microcell, Sprint�Sharon Ledwell�January 15th, 1998

MAY 7TH (REVISED )�Reviewed Jan. 15th �� �The following constitutes the preliminary views of the Competitors regarding the priority for LNP Rollout on a wire centre basis. It should be noted that this does not include the priorities associated with the P1 EAS locations. Furthermore, it should be noted that this is a working document and does not constitute commitment on the part of the Competitors, rather an indication of the relative priorities to be assigned for the purpose of  LNP Rollout.

REVISED May 7th: to include Lachine 14th Ave (MTLPQ44), Lachine-Dorval (MTLPQ45)

�����ROCO0223�fONOROLA�Bob Nixon�January 16th , 1998��� �fONOROLA has reviewed the attached document as submitted by Microcell Communications Inc. (Microcell), MetroNet Communications Corp. (MetroNet), Sprint Canada Inc. (Sprint), and Videotron ltee (Videotron) (ROCO0222) and supports the priorities as identified in that submission�����ROCO0224�TELUS�John MacKenzie�February 10, 1998��� �The Unanimous Shareholders' Agreement for the LNP Consortium specifies a "transition date", which is the date at which interim voting procedures are to be terminated and replaced by the voting procedures defined in Order 97-1243. The intention was for the Rollout SWG to recommend a list of exchanges which define the "core".  This action item was assigned before the release of Order 98-60, but I won't presume to decide whether the Order solves anything regarding the definition of the transition date�����ROCO0225�Videotron�Guy Robert�February 19, 1998��� �Recommendation from Videotron that the definition of the Montréal core for the purpose of changing the Consortium’s Interim Unanimous Shareholders’ Agreement should be:

the territory covered by all the telephone exchanges which have Extended Area Service (EAS) with the Montréal exchange�����ROCO0226�BCTEL�Terry Connolly�February 28, 1998��� �This contribution is intended to seek clarification on the LNP Roll-Out Wire Centre Priorities for Vancouver Exchange and Vancouver EAS as outlined in Contribution ROCO0223, dated January 14, 1998.�����ROCO0227�TELUS�John MacKenzie�March 4, 1998��� �In ROCO0222, the competitors proposed the following priorities for rollout within Calgary: High priority COs:	Main 2nd priority COs:Airways, Kingsland, Forest Lawn, Ogden   TCI has no difficulty with the Competitors' proposed priorities.

TCI notes that ROCO0222 does not contain the Competitors' priorities for EAS/EFRC exchanges, and recommends that these be addressed before closure on the priority list.�����ROCO0228�BELL CANADA�Pierre Paquette�March 10, 1998��� �Bell Canada acknowledges the list of priority wire centres as per contribution ROCO0222 and does not now see an impediment in rolling out  the listed wire centres  before the remaining wire centres in the Priority 1 exchanges.  Bell Canada understands that this prioritized list represents the collective views of the CLEC community and further acknowledges that within each prioritized sub-list no attempt has been made to further prioritize by wire centre..�����ROCO0229�Sprint Canada Inc.�James Chin�May 14, 1998��� �The following constitutes a recommendation of Wire Centre priorities for rollout in the Priority 1 Exchange EAS’s/EFRC’s.  Furthermore, the following list of Wire Centres only represent a list of priorities identified by the Competitors, and it should not be construed as the only Wire Centres the Competitors require for rollout in the EAS/EFRC locations.  Finally, the Competitors submit that the ILECs are still obligated to rollout LNP in the Wire Centres of the EAS/EFRC locations not identified in this list as a result of Telecom Order 98-60.�����ROCO0230�Stentor�Josee Neron�June 26, 1998�reviewed - July 2nd �� �Preparation for roll-out in priority 2 cities This contribution has been prepared by Stentor to assist the CISC ROSWG and in particular the Competitors to prepare for rollout in the Priority 2 Exchanges.  While rollout in the Priority 1 Exchanges follows an Industry trial in the corresponding  ILEC territory, planning for rollout in the Priority 2 Exchanges need to consider timeline for implementation of prerequisite steps involved in interconnection and LNP.�����ROCO0231�Videotron�Helene Lehaie�July 23rd, 1998�reviewed - July 30th �� �LNI/LNP deployment intervals for Priority 2 cities. Response to Stentor contribution ROCO0230 dated 98-06-26�����ROCO0232�TELUS�John MacKenzie�July 28th,  1998�reviewed - July 30th �� �LNP Rollout Date for Edmonton.

This contribution advises of the dates by which TELUS Communications (Edmonton) Inc. can complete the necessary activities to implement LNP in Edmonton.  It completes the TELUS action item of 2 July 1998.�����ROCO0233�Metronet�Jordan Kendall�July 28th,  1998�reviewed - July 30th �� �MetroNet’s desired timing for LNP roll-out to the city of Edmonton. It is MetroNet’s position that the issue of LNP roll-out in Edmonton has already been addressed.  Given that Decision 98-6 states that local competition should, at this time, already exist in Edmonton, and given that the ROSWG has already determined that Edmonton would be added to the list of Priority 1 LNP locations if local competition was introduced in Edmonton on a timely basis, MetroNet believes that it would now be appropriate for TCEI to make LNP available in Edmonton no later than October 1, 1998.�����ROCO0234�BCTEL�Terry Connolly�August 13, 1998�reviewed - Aug. 13th�� �This contribution outlines BC TEL’s approach for provisioning LNP Software in the Priority 2 Location of  Matsqui  by February 28, 1999 per Telecom Order 98-60.  This clarification is necessary as the District of  Matsqui  has been amalgamated with the City of Abbotsford since January, 1995.�����ROCO0235�Stentor�Josee Neron�September 1st, 1998�reviewed - Sept. 3rd �� �Preparation for roll-out in priority 2 cities. This contribution has been prepared by Stentor, further to contribution ROCO0230, to assist the CISC ROSWG and in particular the Competitors to prepare for rollout in the Priority 2 Exchanges. Stentor Companies propose that if no CLEC has started interconnection activities in a priority 2 exchange by the determined roll-out date, roll-out of LNP in this exchange will then be determined following the request driven criteria. 

�����ROCO0236�TELUS�John MacKenzie�September 1st, 1998�reviewed - Sept. 3rd �� �LNP Rollout Date for Edmonton In ROCO0232, TELUS offered two alternatives for implementation of LNP in Edmonton.  These alternatives were as follows: Alternative 1:  Manual Processes by December 1, 1998.  Alternative 2:  Enhanced Manual Processes by March 1, 1999.  Due to the short timeline for implementation, TCEI can no longer entertain Alternative 2 without jeopardizing its ability to achieve Alternative 1 by the specified date of December 1.  TCEI has therefore chosen to dedicate resources to Alternative 1 and hereby withdraws Alternative 2.�����ROCO0237�Stentor�Josee Neron�October 13, 1998�reviewed – Oct 15

accepted Oct 22 �� �Consensus proposal stemming from discussion of ROCO0235.  Recommends moving exchanges from the pre-determined roll-out schedule to request-driven if no CLEC is ready at the originally scheduled date. �����
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