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INTRODUCTION

At the October 11, 2000 NTWG meeting several solutions and issues with respect to billing and routing concerns stemming from CRTC Orders 2000-830 and 2000-831 were identified.  This contribution provides comments from TELUS with respect to the items discussed.

BILLING ISSUES

In contribution NTCO109 TELUS outlined two issues associated with billing.  The first, an IXC must know the location where the call originates when a mobile wireless CLEC customer initiates a toll call.  The second, for calls terminating to a mobile wireless CLEC customer that generate a second leg toll call, the IXC must know the location where the call is terminated.

There were six possible solutions submitted at the last meeting.  They include:

1. Use the Jurisdiction Information Parameter (JIP) from the Initial Address Message (IAM) for toll calls originated from a mobile wireless CLEC customer.  Use the JIP from the Address Complete Message (ACM) for toll calls terminating to a mobile wireless CLEC customer. 

2. Use a Temporary Location Directory Number (TLDN) for toll calls terminating to a mobile wireless CLEC customer that is associated with the exchange where the customer is located.

3. Use a distance insensitive rate plan.

4. Use Call Detail Records (CDR) recorded by mobile wireless CLECs.

5. Use separate trunk groups that are associated with the exchanges where the customers are located.

6. Continue the exemption of ILEC IX interconnection for toll originated calls from mobile wireless CLECs including those on the second leg of a terminating call.

The following are TELUS’ comments on each solution:

Alternative 1  -  The JIP was created as a method to indicate the location of a caller.  For this application an exchange specific JIP in the IAM would provide the location for originating toll calls and an exchange specific JIP in the ACM would provide the location for second leg toll calls terminating to a roaming mobile CLEC customer.  Even though the current standards do not reflect the JIP’s use, in both the IAM for originating toll calls and ACM for second leg toll terminating calls, for the unique nature of mobile wireless CLEC toll calls, standardization through ANSI and other similar bodies and adoption of this alternative should be pursued quickly.  

Knowing the exact location from which a toll call is originated and terminated is essential even for distance insensitive toll plans.  Using the point of where toll calls exit and enter the mobile wireless CLEC’s network is not adequate since it is not granular enough, especially for calls where the customer roams within their home Mobile Switching Center’s (MSC) serving area.  Inaccurately reflecting origination and termination locations on customer bills generates an unacceptable number of customer disputes.  Generating bills that are inaccurate and disputable creates credibility concerns with the rest of the bill and the IXC itself.  It also opens the door to fraud opportunities.  Adapting a parameter designed to indicate geographic location is the best alternative to provide detailed customer location information.

Alternative 2  -  Using TLDNs associated with the terminating exchanges for second leg toll calls provides an alternative to using the JIP in the ACM.  This solution should be pursued in parallel with the JIP in the IAM solution.  As stated above, originating and terminating locations are required for accurate billing.  Using an exchange related JIP for originating toll calls and using an exchange related TLDN for terminating second leg calls provides IXCs with adequate information to bill the customer correctly.  Using the point of where toll calls exit and enter the mobile wireless CLEC’s network is not adequate since it is not granular enough, especially for calls where the customer roams within their home MSC serving area.  Inaccurately reflecting origination and termination locations on customer bills generates an unacceptable number of customer disputes.  Generating bills that are inaccurate and disputable creates credibility concerns with the rest of the bill and the IXC itself.  It also opens the door to fraud opportunities.  

Alternative 3  -  At the October 11 meeting the ILECs raised concerns about being mandated to offer the distance sensitive basic toll service.  It was speculated that a distance insensitive rate plan may be acceptable if this requirement be removed from the ILEC IXCs.  Upon further investigation to this proposal, TELUS determines that even if the requirement of offering basic toll service be removed, accurate customer origination and termination location information is required.  Using the point of where toll calls exit and enter the mobile wireless CLEC’s network is not adequate since it is not granular enough, especially for calls where the customer roams within their home MSC serving area.  Inaccurately reflecting origination and termination locations on customer bills generates an unacceptable number of customer disputes.  Generating bills that are inaccurate and disputable creates credibility concerns with the rest of the bill and the IXC itself.  It also opens the door to fraud opportunities.  
Alternative 4  -  The use of a CDR generated by another party is not acceptable to TELUS.  Having control of the important parts of the billing process is important to any company for accurate bill generation.  Control of the generation of CDRs is essential to ensure billing can be accurate.  Having control over the generation of CDRs ensures a company that auditing, troubleshooting, maintenance, and desired changes are done in a correct and timely manner.  

Alternative 5  -  Microcell’s proposal of using separate trunk groups for clusters of cell locations as outlined in NTCO 107 is unacceptable due to the lack of granularity plus the administrative difficulties this would create.  Using areas that are more specific than the points of where toll calls exit and enter the mobile wireless CLEC’s network but not specific to the actual exchanges the call is originated is still not adequate.  More location precision is needed, especially for calls where the customer roams within their home MSC serving area.  Inaccurately reflecting origination and termination locations on customer bills generates an unacceptable number of customer disputes.  Generating bills that are inaccurate and disputable creates credibility concerns with the rest of the bill and the IXC itself.  It also opens the door to fraud opportunities.  
Alternative 6  -  This alternative is essential to ensure the integrity of ILEC IXCs toll offerings and should continue indefinitely.

ROUTING ISSUES

At the October 11 NTWG meeting three routing issues were discussed.  The first concerned the passing of toll calls to the appropriate IXC; the second was routing of “second leg” terminating calls; and the third, routing calls from an a mobile wireless CLEC customer to a wireline customer in specific instances.

Situation 1  -  For the first situation, the passing of toll calls to the appropriate IXC, the available solutions give priority to either customer choice or to the principle of network efficiency.

If customer choice is the overriding principle then customers having selected an IXC interconnected at their home switch may insist on having their calls routed to this IXC regardless where they roam.  This may include trunking the call back to the home exchange, trunking it to the closest available interconnection or trunking it to an access tandem arrangement where regional IXCs have readily available access.

If efficient trunking is the dominant principle then IXCs or a combination of IXCs and IXC designates could interconnect to every mobile wireless CLEC switch.  An access tandem arrangement may be preferred similar as the one mentioned in the preceding paragraph.  

Another alternative might be a customer being able to select their IXC depending on IXCs serving areas and which mobile wireless CLEC interconnections they are interconnected to.

Situation 2  -  For “second leg” toll terminating calls the CLEC is required to route the call from the home MSC to the preferred IXC for further routing.  For situations where the customer roams inside the home MSC serving area, the mobile wireless CLEC must ensure looping does not occur when calls are routed back to the MSC from the IXC.  Use of an exchange specific TLDN would prevent this plus resolve billing issues for this type of call.

Situation 3  -  Please refer to Diagram 1 and Table 1.
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Diagram 1

The following call scenarios need further discussion and possible clarification from the CRTC:

	
	Originating
	Comments

	
	W/CLEC-LEC
	

	From
	To
	Type
	Interconnection.
	

	C
	D
	EAS
	?
	Unknown interconnection.

	D
	C
	EAS
	?
	Unknown interconnection.

	D
	D
	Local
	?
	Unknown interconnection.

	D
	E
	EAS
	?
	Unknown interconnection.

	F
	E
	EAS
	?
	Unknown interconnection.


Table 1

For all the call scenarios listed in Table 1 there is confusion as to the type of calls made when the party in the “from” exchange is a mobile wireless CLEC customer and the party in the “to” exchange is a wireline customer.  

Clearnet’s tariff application indicates they will operate similar to a CLEC in the extended digital serving area with exceptions, one of which is LNP.  Microcell stated at the Oct 11, 2000 NTWG they will operate in the same manner.  Therefore a call originated in the “from” exchange destined for the “to” exchange should go over local interconnection facilities, either Bill & Keep or EAS Transport.  This can not be accomplished since neither of these types of local interconnections exist since there are no mobile wireless CLEC POIs in these exchanges.  

If it is determined that the mobile wireless CLEC is not to be a CLEC for local calling in these exchanges but provide sufficient actual location identification, an alternative may be proposed to route calls through the toll network.  However, this alternative is unreasonable since this call is a local call.  

Using the MSC exchange as the point of where toll calls exit and enter the mobile wireless CLEC’s network is not adequate since it is not granular enough, especially for calls where the customer roams within their home MSC’s serving area.  Inaccurately reflecting origination and termination locations on customer bills generates an unacceptable number of customer disputes.  Generating bills that are inaccurate and disputable creates credibility concerns with the rest of the bill and the IXC itself.  It also opens the door to fraud opportunities.  Therefore this method can not be used.

These calls could be classified as WSP calls and passed via WSP connections similar to how this call is completed today but both Microcell and Clearnet have indicated they will not operate as WSPs outside of their declared CLEC exchanges and do not have the ability to separate CLEC traffic from WSP traffic in any case.  This brings up uncertainty of how customers from other WSP networks that roam onto Microcell and Clearnet networks complete calls to other LECs.  Are these customers CLEC customers with rights to equal access.  What interconnection facilities are used for these type of callers?

Given the above constraints on the identified interconnection scenarios, it is unclear how mobile wireless CLECS intend to pass these calls from their networks to other LECs for the calls shown in Table 1.  What ILEC tariff or CISC defined interconnection arrangement will be utilized for exchange of these types of calls?
CONCLUSION


This contribution outlined the issues and possible solutions to these issues.  In conclusion Telus recommends that a technical solution for billing issues be pursued using the JIP and possibly exchange related TLDNs.  Telus also recommends the exemption from the requirement to interconnect with mobile wireless CLECs for offering toll originating services continue indefinitely.

For matters of routing Telus requests the Commission’s guidance as to the principle the NTWG should be mindful of when developing IXC interconnection to mobile wireless CLECs; the customer choice principle or the efficient routing principle.

Telus also recommends that exchange specific TLDNs be used for the routing of intra MSC toll calls and that for calls where the currently defined interconnections are not applicable that the ambiguity of this traffic exchange be resolved.

5
7

