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Issues List

1.0 Purpose

This contribution provides a complete list of issues raised by Network Working Group members, from June 2000 to the present, as perceived by AT&T Canada (AT&T) and Vidéotron Télécom ltée (VTL).  A complete, agreed upon list is needed so that it can be addressed as part of the authors’ Centrex testing and research program.
2.0 The Issues

1 Task Purpose not Understood

The ILECs questioned the need to move away from ISDN-PRI interconnections, claiming this protocol was specifically designed to support the kinds of features normally encountered in a Centrex environment.  In their opinion, the differential benefit of moving away from ISDN-PRI, if any, would be far outweighed by extra costs and ongoing administrative complexity of Centrex Interworking via the Multiswitch Business Group (MBG) feature.

2 Not Technically Feasible

The ILECs argued that Centrex Interworking via MBG had never before been attempted between networks and that the Task initiators’ claims of technical viability were unsubstantiated.  Even more unlikely, in their opinion, was the claim that it could be made to work between different switch vendors’ products.  Given the apparent odds against achieving any kind of an Industry standard, the ILECs felt that interworking details would have to be worked out on a case-by-case basis, and therefore should remain a subject for bilateral discussions.

3 No Vendor Support

There was no evidence that Centrex Interworking between networks had ever been done in the US.  Consequently, a “made-in-Canada” interworking specification would have to be developed.  There was little or no chance that such an initiative would be recognized by US standards bodies — or at least not in a timeframe that anyone would consider reasonable.  Thus, the switch vendors were likely to ignore the NTWG’s conclusions.  Without vendor support, functionality that worked by chance one day might stop working with the next software load, and there would be no recourse.

4 Overwhelming Administrative Complexity

There were two aspects to this argument.  The first concerned administration of Business Group numbers given that there must be one Business Group ID (BGID) per customer and that each number must be unique.  Given these constraints, the numbers would have to be treated as National resources, implying creation of a new administrative body with all the overhead this would imply.

The second issue concerned the apparent lack of LNP triggers within the Centrex environment, at least in the Nortel product.  Given that numbers assigned to lines comprising business units were assigned randomly (and only complete business units could be ported, as opposed to contiguous blocks of numbers), there would be a need for separate 10-digit translations for each line.  This was seen as being prohibitively complex.

5 The Task Represents Service Portability

It was argued that what was being requested amounted to Service Portability, and that the Commission had not yet ruled on this aspect of LNP.  An abbreviated numbering plan was cited as an example of a service being ported — in the ILECs’ opinion, allowing a customer to move from one network to another while continuing to have abbreviated dial access to the closed user group represents a service port.

6 Interworking of Proprietary Functionality is Being Requested (or, alternatively, Cannot be Avoided)

There was confusion as to what kinds of features are candidates for the Centrex Minimum Feature Set (CMFS).  It was felt that meaningful interworking — i.e., interworking in such a way that the differences between intraswitch calls and interswitch calls would be transparent to the end user — could not be accomplished without incorporating vendor proprietary features.

A corollary issue concerned presentation at the common network interface of proprietary SS7 parameters that could do harm in other networks.  Even if such parameters were not associated with the CMFS, the vendor would probably not have incorporated provisions to turn off unapproved functionality.
3.0 Recommendation

It is expected that NTWG members will file contributions identifying: 1) further issues to be considered by AT&T and VTL; and/or 2) wording changes to the issues described herein.  If no contribution is filed by the meeting following this one (June 26, 2001), it will signify that the issues stated in this contribution are properly worded and comprise the exhaustive list.
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