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Notice:
This contribution has been prepared by Bell Canada to assist the Network Working Group as basis for discussion. This should not be construed as a binding proposal on Bell Canada. Specifically, Bell Canada reserves the right to request amendments, modifications or to withdraw of this contribution at any time. 

1.0 Introduction

At the August 7, 2000 meeting, Videotron Limited (VL) submitted a contribution (NTCO100) addressing the potential IP technology issues raised in the NTTF004.

The objective of this contribution is to provide comments to the above VL’s contribution and to provide summary review of the list of the 21 potential issues that has been raised since the establishment of NTTF004.  

As VL is the only VoIP CLEC, that has provided contributions in the NTWG relating to this matter, Bell Canada’s comments in this contribution may not be applicable to other LECs that have different VoIP implementation.
2.0 Commnets on the list of 21 issues

1. Various types of switch (EO, Access Tandem, Toll Switches, local tandem) and CCS7 elements are well understood in the CS environment.  Will new element names and definitions need to be developed for VoIP (e.g., Routers, Gateways, etc.)?

Bell Canada acknowledges that the network elements  provided in the NTCO081b (section3.1) are those that are generally used in a VoIP network.. (see section 3 in this contribution for recommendation). 

2. DMS or Lucent technology (in addition to Telcordia/Cisco)?

Bell Canada notes that the technology type should include non-CS equipment manufacturers such as Telcordia, Cisco and others technologies used by VoIP CLECs in Canada (see section 3 for recommendation).
3. How can CCS7 point codes be assigned to IP devices (i.e., non-CCS7 Signaling Points)?

4. How can subsystem numbers be assigned to functionality residing in an IP device (i.e., non CCS7 Signaling Point)?

As per contributions NTCO78 and NTCO81b, CCS7 point codes are only assigned to CCS7 gateways.  Bell Canada acknowledges that the assignment to CCS7 gateways is appropriate.
5. What would constitute network changes in a VoIP network?  What impact would it have on the interconnecting networks?

See comment on item 8.

6. What are the public sources for VoIP network information (ref: Appendix A of NTRE003) and how are these sources accessed by non-VoIP carriers?

Bell Canada agrees that public sources, as per NTRE003, are to be used for interchange of network information LECs.
7. Are there any additional network information that  needs to be interchanged?

There are additional network information to be interchanged such as gateways, routers, as indicated in items 1 and 2. 
8. Will VoIP CLECs participate in the LERG process?  How will the information be input/reflected in the LERG?

It should be noted that in a letter issued on August 29, 2000, the Executive Director of the CRTC reminds all Canadian telecommunications service providers that the LERG should be utilized to exchange network change information between carriers. The LERG is a product of Telcordia Technologies. It contains data on the current configurations and scheduled changes in local exchange carrier networks. It is the only common North America-wide vehicle available to telecommunications service providers for exchanging network change notification information. Therefore all LECs should adhere to the LERG requirements.

While NTCO081a recognizes the obligations of participation in the LERG process, it is not clear how the information can be reflected.  Information from Telecordia suggested that the North American Industry (e.g. Network Routing Resources Information Committee, NRRIC) is still defining requirements and information that are appropriate for VoIP technologies.  For the benefits of the Canadian Industry, it would be desirable to obtain further information from VoIP CLECs as to what information will be provided in the interim to ensure smooth interconnection implementation.


9. Could a VoIP  “loop” support more than one customer?  If yes, how would NAS forecast be reflected?

10. If a VoIP loop can support multiple customers, how would traffic volume be reflected on a per “line” basis?

It is Bell Canada’s understanding that VL’s VoIP NAS is equivalent to CS NAS.  As such, there is no impact to exchange of forecast information.  However, it is not clear if other LEC using VoIP technology will have the same implementation.
11. Would calls be allowed between pure IP stations versus voice sets and will there be addressing issues?

As per VL’s implementation, NANP will be used.
12. Protocol conversion is required to convert IP signaling to SS7 messages.  Will there be protocol conversion issues?

13. ISUP/GN versus TCAP: will the test plan approved by the Commission apply?

Bell Canada acknowleges VL’s statement that it has the same obligation as any other CLEC in this area.  
14. How would it apply to a VoIP network that offers ACB/RC?

Bell Canada acknowleges VL's statement that it has the same obligation as any other CLEC in this area.
15. Blocking versus delay: need to understand what work is being done in the standard body if we are not tackling it — need follow up?

16. How would the performance of the common trunk group be expressed?

NTCO078 indicated there is capability express performance in terms of blocking.  
What is this capability? Are these accepted by the Industry and are all LECs using VoIP compliance to this capability?  What is VL’s intention in expressing the performance in terms of blocking? 
17. How would IXCs receive and deliver IX traffic to/from a VoIP network?

As stated in NTCO077, NTCO086 and the working group meeting records (NTTF004), Bell Canada does not agree with VL’s LEC-IXC interconnection configuration.  This issue is similar to the current debate at the NTWG on the definitions of EO and AT (and the associated tariff application), articulated by VTL, who had issued a draft dispute paper.  VTL has indicated on Aug 23rd that “ … VTL advises that it will not pursue work and/or discussions on the subject of CLEC-to-IXC interconnection architecture at the 2000-09-19 NTWG meeting as planned …”.  
18. Is there anything within the IP portion of the VoIP networks that makes it difficult to adhere to the World Zone 1 numbering plan?  Are the rate center, exchange concepts as per Telecom Decision CRTC 92-12 maintainable?

19. The specifications for the CCS7 interface are quite clear that these standards must be met.  For the CNAM PCD it was argued by several LECs that since the PCD is part of the CCS7 network and this network is essential then the PCD should be reviewed by the Industry to ensure specifications are not or would not harm any LEC that is interconnected with the network containing the PCD.  Since the IP – CS gateway is essentially a PCD from IP to CCS7 (and vice versa) then the Industry must be assured that reliability is maintained and undue message processing delay is avoided.  Are the IP – CS gateways compliant to these standards when facing the CS network?  Are there messages in the CCS7 environment that are not convertible to the IP environment?  Are there messages in the IP environment that are not convertible to the CCS7 environment?  If so then are these messages essential to interworking?  Are there messages produced that are not necessary, either CCS7 to IP or IP to CCS7?

20. The Consensus Report specified the use of ISUP to connect and release calls from end switch to end switch.  This end switch to end switch signaling procedure may not be applicable to the IP - CS interconnection as the IP equipment may not have CCS7 interface capability.  If this is the case, is something additional required?

21. This Consensus Report specifies the use of CCS7 signaling between the LEC end office and the IXC.  Similar to item 3 above, this signaling procedure may not be applicable to the IP – CS interconnection.  Is something additional required?  The IXC process for settlements utilizes the measuring of time between call setup and teardown.  Does adding onto the CCS7 control structure of the gateway and IP network elements impact settlements?  Does the above have impact on the end to end delay performance?

Bell Canada does not have further comments on items 18 to 21 at this time.

3.0 Recommendations

Based on the above, Bell Canada recommends that a working document is to be created to capture information specific to VoIP networks (e.g. additional network elements such as routers and gateways) that is not included in the current consensus document NTRE003, Network Information Interchange and Forecast Information Interchange.  Once agreement is reached, this working document could be appended to the existing consensus documents for use by the industry. 

















































































































































































































































