MetroNet Solutions
LTI Deployment Plan

1998 10 09


SUBWORKING GROUP:
Network

TASK:
NT TF007

FILE NAME:
NTCO xxx

TITLE:
Second Round Input to the NTWG regarding CRTC Decision 2001-606

ISSUES ADDRESSED:
This contribution addresses CRTC Decision 2001-606, specifically the need for all LECs to provide OLI and CN.

SOURCE:
AT&T Canada (MetroNet Communications)


George W Turner


gwturner@istar.ca

613 226 5029

DISTRIBUTION:
Interested Parties

NOTICE:
This contribution has been prepared by AT&T Canada to assist the Canadian Industry, Network Working Group, as a basis for discussion.  This should not be construed as a binding proposal on AT&T Canada.  Specifically, AT&T Canada reserves the right to add to, amend, or withdraw the contents of this contribution.

________________________________________________________________________

DATE:
November 06, 2001

Introduction

A number of contributions concerning the costs and benefits of implementing TR-394 were tabled and discussed at the October 23rd NTWG meeting.  This marked the first round in a process intended to produce the report mandated by the CRTC in Decision 2001-606.  A second round of contributions, of which this is one, was scheduled for a further meeting on November 6th.

Much of the October 23rd discussion revolved around the IXCs’ need for CN and OLI parameters that convey true values, as opposed to those currently fabricated from a CLID value and a dummy value, respectively (i.e., “TR-317+”).  The ILECs, who currently provide the Toll-Free IXC selection function for themselves and virtually all the CLECs, argued that all LECs must provide the necessary CN and OLI parameters in order for the resultant TR-394 parameters to be useful.

This contribution provides the viewpoint of AT&T Canada (hereafter AT&T) as a LEC.  It responds to the ILECs’ views regarding the responsibility of all LECs to provide true CN and OLI input values, as expressed in their first round of contributions and subsequent discussion.  In particular, this contribution addresses statements in Telus’s second round contribution for the November 6th meeting, entitled, “Second Round Input to the NTWG Regarding CRTC Decision 2001-606.”

Discussion

Needed Changes in Toll-Free IXC Selection

There are many valid reasons why IXCs would want to change the current non-standard method of Toll-Free IXC selection.  One is the desire to have the function recognized and treated as a LEC responsibility.  Another is the need to have all the LEC-supplied IAM parameters transited to the IXCs in a standard manner, which implies complete transparency unless otherwise specified by recognized standards.  The third reason, and the one currently having the highest profile, is the mandatory presence in the IAM of true CN and OLI parameters.

This contribution focuses exclusively on the latter reason, with particular emphasis on OLI.

Toll-Free Service Creation

In a service creation environment, there are two general classes of service offering.  The first is what one might call “features.”  These require the functionality to work for the vast majority of calls — say 80% or better.  Calling name presentation is a good example.  The second class includes those needing secure access to resources or per-call billing.  These are required to operate properly on all calls — save during rare network failure conditions, in which case the call is generally aborted.

An example of the first class of service offering involving OLI would be a Toll-Free service tailored to a particular line type — say hotel/motel.  Calls with the appropriate OLI would be accepted; calls with other line types would either be rejected or subjected to extra processing steps (such as call prompter), at the Toll-Free customer’s discretion.  Such an offering might be successful if the clients of most major hotels/motels had access to it.  For this critical mass to be achieved, the ILECs would have to provide the true OLI parameter on the vast majority of such calls, given their share of the total Canadian NAS.  As a direct result, CLECs that could not provide true OLI would be at a competitive disadvantage.  Therefore, for this type of service, CLECs need not be forced to provide OLI.

An example of the second class of Toll-Free feature is the pressing need for true OLI in order to identify payphone calls in real time.  This is needed for cost-effective accommodation of the CRTC’s mandated requirement for per-call compensation to payphone service providers.  Unless the availability of true OLI can be counted upon for all payphone calls, there would remain a need for exchanges of files after the fact.  Failure to eliminate this costly and error-prone function would lead to parallel payphone compensation processes, thereby undermining the economic justification for implementing the real time functionality.

In summary, the ILECs must provide true OLI values in order for any OLI-based Toll-Free service to be successful.  In most cases, CLECs would have to follow suit in order to remain competitive.  However, there is a subset of OLI-based services that require all LECs to provide true OLI values from the outset.  Although OLI provides a good focus on the service creation issues, the discussion can be extended to cover CN as well.  In fact, it can be further extended to encompass the parameters needed to enable Calling Name Delivery, as well as several other IAM parameters upon which services could be based, such as JIP and various types of GAP.

Provision of CN and OLI by CLECs

AT&T and virtually all other CLECs rely on the ILECs to perform Toll-Free IXC selection on their behalf.  Toll-Free traffic is generally routed from the CLEC to the ILEC via Bill and Keep trunks.  Telus, in their aforementioned contribution, recommend that all LECs making use of this service be required to provide CN and OLI to them over such trunks.

GR-317, which has been mandated as the target protocol for the Bill and Keep trunks, includes the CN and OLI parameters.  However, not all switch vendors generate these parameters for presentation to this class of trunk group.  The status is being investigated within AT&T, but the outcome is far from clear at this time.

A separate trunk group might be required to deliver Toll-Free calls. Alternatively, it might be necessary to implement a work-around to insert the CN and OLI parameters — for example, an AIN application at the class 5 switches, or an adjunct facility at the STPs.  If a work-around is eventually adopted, non-“00” OLIs will be implemented one line type at a time, as the need is identified.  This is because a method such as a CLID to OLI value lookup table would have to be used.

Any one of the above solutions would have a significant cost penalty to AT&T.

In summary, AT&T agrees that all LECs relying on an ILEC to perform Toll-Free IXC selection should provide that ILEC with CN and OLI parameters.  On the other hand, given the above discussion of Toll-Free service creation, AT&T believes that unless — 1) the vast majority of calls from all the Canadian NAS are delivered to the IXCs with true CN and OLI values; and 2) all payphone calls have valid OLI values — there is no merit in forcing all LECs to deliver these parameters.

Recommendations

As a LEC, AT&T recommends that all LECs be required to provide the CN and OLI parameters to a Toll-Free IXC selection function, either their own or one provided by an ILEC on their behalf.  It is further recommended that this be part of an Industry-wide transition to the TR-394 protocol for Toll-Free access.  Unless the transition is Industry-wide, the CLECs should not be required to provide these parameters, even if their IXC selection function is performed by an ILEC.
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