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Introduction
Futureway has reviewed the following documents and its comments in this Contribution are based on the information contained in them:

NTCO193 Telus Contribution to Network Working Group “Access to Sub-Loops at Remotes”, 16Mar02;

Report to the CLG by the NTWG “Technical and Deployment Issues and Solutions Regarding Access to Sub-loops at Remotes” 28Mar02; and,

CLRE023B (Draft) CLG Draft Consensus “Remote Access – Direct Interconnect Arrangement ‘Sub-Loop Extension’”, 18Dec01.

Overview

Futureway’s comments relate primarily to the implications of the “One Source Feed Concept” as discussed by both Telus and the NTWG and the technical issues that have arisen as a result of the ILECs’ investigations into facilitating access to remotes.  The NTWG report states that:

In addition to all the issues associated with CO based services, it is generally agreed that CO served and remote-served DSL circuits are not compatible, if they are included in the same binder group.

This compatibility problem led to a discussion of the One Source Feed Concept as a means to mitigate potential interference.  The NTWG report states that:

Essentially, the One Source Feed requires that there is only one xDSL serving source for all loops in a given service area.  That is, for a given serving area, xDSL services, provided by various service providers, should be served either from the CO or from remotes that are located “close” to each other.

While access to remotes (or more accurately access to the customers served by remotes) is an important issue for Futureway, the implications of One Source Feed (i.e. an either/or scenario) poses significant problems to Futureway due to its current deployment of xDSL services.

Current Situation

Partly in the absence of a working solution to the issue of access to remotes, Futureway has made significant investments in and has extensively deployed “long-reach” G.SHDSL technology in the Greater Toronto Area.  G.SHDSL provides moderate bandwidth service at 7 and even 8 kilometers from the central office and allows Futureway to offer data services to customers that would otherwise be unable to obtain its services.  Futureway also continues to deploy other xDSL technology to serve the areas closer to its co-location sites.

Discussion
Studies undertaken thus far by the ILECs indicate that if a particular area is served via both a fibre fed remote and copper network facilities and one LEC offers ADSL services from a remote, all LECs will need to offer ADSL from that remote in order to avoid interference.

In its contribution on this issue, TELUS suggests that if One Source Feed is implemented “Action must be taken to remove ADSL lines in the CO and cut the copper pairs over to the ADSL equipment located in the remote.”
  This requirement, which is also implicit in the report from the NTWG, is completely unacceptable from Futureway’s point of view.  Furthermore, if an ILEC decides to offer ADSL from a fibre fed remote, the copper loops from that area back to a competitor’s co-location site may be unusable.  The threat this would pose to competitor xDSL services already served from that co-location location would be unacceptable to Futureway.

The studies performed by the ILECs thus far have been very useful in that they have raised serious questions as to the feasibility of deploying ADSL from both remotes and COs (hence the One Source Feed concept).  Futureway believes that additional study is needed.  Additional testing is required to determine the potential conflicts between different xDSL technologies deployed from either the CO or remotes.  Investigation is also needed into possible technical solutions that may result in these technologies being able to operate side by side (e.g. limiting the power of ADSL equipment in remotes).

Futureway submits that additional testing of other xDSL technologies must take place before the One Source Feed concept is operationalized and before the ILECs commence their own wide-spread roll-out of ADSL equipment at remotes.  Any initiative by the ILECs to offer ADSL from remotes must not jeopardize the use of xDSL technology (i.e. G.SHDSL) by CLECs from the CO, since this technology has been deployed in accordance with the applicable technical standards and complies with the list of acceptable co-location equipment.

Futureway submits that at present, the only scenario where the One Source concept could be implemented is in those areas where all customers, without exception, are served via fibre fed remotes (i.e. customers are not addressable on copper facilities via the CO).  Futureway believes that One Source should be adopted and operationalized in those scenarios.

Conclusion
Futureway intends to continue its use and deployment of long reach and other shorter reach DSL services from its co-location sites in ILEC Central Offices and would object strongly to any access to remote solution that would compromise its ability to provision any of its services from these sites.  Futureway would also strongly object to any initiative on the part of the ILEC that would compromise this ability.





















































































































































































� One Source Feed Concept – Disadvantages.
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