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INTRODUCTION

At the June 13, 2000 NTWG CISC meeting AT&T introduced the issue of Centrex interworking between LECs.  AT&T and VTL have spent the past two years investigating this issue and presented the results of this effort at the May 7, 2002 NTWG meeting in contribution NTCO202.  TELUS reviewed NTCO202 and requires clarification on certain assertions plus information on that the contribution did not cover.  Comments on NTCO202 will be tabled at a later date after the following questions are addressed.  

Questions

AT&T and VTL are very active in attempting to justify their notion that Centrex business groups can be shared between LECs and even between different switching technologies.  They have expended considerable effort in researching and testing over the past two years to prove this theory.  NTCO202 chronicles this endeavor.  They also claim that Centrex interworking is proven and recommend the CISC NTWG proceed to “develop technical and administrative processes in the event that a CLEC wishes to use MGB for Centrex Interworking”.

Before TELUS can comment on this claim and recommendation, several questions need to be addressed.  Below are two groupings of questions.  The first is designed to clarify material in NTCO202.  The second is based on the issue of Centrex interworking from an overall perspective not covered in NTCO202. 

Section 1 – NTCO202 clarification

1. Throughout NTCO202 the authors referred to TR 868 numerous times.  Is there a corresponding ANSI, ITU, etc. standard? 

2. In section 2.3.1 the authors claim, “the Centrex Minimum Feature Set (CMFS) could be supported between two different vendors’ products, making it a defacto standard”.  What is the rationale for the authors to propose that a limited success lab experiment be deemed a defacto standard?  

3. In section 3.1.2 the authors inserted the quote: 
“ ‘Additional parameters relating to MBG may be appended to the IAM used for call setup;’ ”.  

a. What is the reference for this quote?

b. What are the extra parameters mentioned in this quote?

c. Is this parameter in TR 317?

d. Is additional software required to equip this extra parameter?

e. If yes, is either AT&T or VTL willing to pay for the other LECs to purchase it?

4. The authors state in section 3.3 that LEC013 contains the software feature FN A59012468 that is necessary in the DMS switches for Centrex interworking.  

a. Is this software feature available in DMS loads before LEC013?

b. Is this software feature part of the standard load or standard Centrex offering or does it have to be purchased as an enhancement?

c. If it does need to be purchased is AT&T and VTL willing to pay for the other LECs to purchase it?

d. The authors claim that this same functionality is provided in the Lucent switch since VTL had it “from the outset”.  

i) Is there an associated feature package number attributed to this functionality?

ii) Did VTL purchase a feature package when Centrex was purchased thus making it appear to be available “from the outset”?

5. In section 3.6.3 the authors state, “All but one test case worked as expected.”  Is it the authors’ contention that the industry accept interworking as a standard when they themselves did not get 100% of the tests to work? 

6. In section 3.6.3 the authors state, “forwarding reason displays were not consistent at the Lucent switch”.  

a. Is this something that could be made consistent?  

b. Is it the authors’ contention that the industry accept interworking when reason displays are not 100% consistent?

7. In section 3.6.3 the authors state that Lucent adds an additional IAM message that is in the ANSI standard but not in TR 868.  

a. What is the ANSI standard referred to?  

b. What is the additional IAM message?  

c. Was this observed in the tests or was this assumed?

8. In section 4.2.4 the authors state, “given that TR-868 achieves the specified degree of feature transparency”.  

a. Please expand as to what is meant with this statement.

b. Who specifies the “degree of feature transparency”?

9. In section 4.2.4 the authors state, “it should be possible to divide the partial port into stages”.  Is this statement based on test information or is this an assumption?

10. The authors listed numerous anomalies in the notes section of the tests report.  

a. Is it the author’s plan to address and resolve these anomalies before proceeding?

b. In the test case note (2) the authors state, “On the Lucent switch, this requires the abbreviated number delivery feature to be turned on.”  

i) Does this entail purchasing additional features from Lucent?

ii) If yes, is either AT&T or VTL willing to pay for the other LECs to purchase it?

iii) Does turning this feature impact any other service?

c. In test case note (4) the authors state that for the problem in case 10 they “concluded that this call was directed to a non-provisioned IVMS.”  Is this just an assumption?

d. In test case note (5) the authors state “This feature requires the originating switch to send an Information Request Indicator”.  

i) Is this an additional software package that needs to be purchased?  

ii) If yes, is either AT&T or VTL willing to pay for the other LECs to purchase it?

iii) Is this parameter in TR 317?

11. The authors claim that part of the CMFS is Calling Party Identification (number and name).  TELUS assumes that the delivery of name between AT&T and VTL for these tests utilized the Generic Name parameter found in the IAM.  

a. Did any of the tests utilize the TCAP method of providing Calling Name?  

b. Can one or both of the LECs in Centrex interworking use the TCAP method?

Section 2 – Centrex interworking - General

In previous NTWG meetings TELUS stated that Centrex service is available from two of the three switch types in its network, the 5 ESS and DMS switches.  It recently came to my attention that these two switch types are the GTD 5 and DMS switches instead.  

1. TELUS has conducted interworking tests between the GTD 5 and the DMS that failed.  Granted the scope of those tests were different from that of AT&T and VTL’s tests but we were unable to even get the call to complete.  With this in mind, what is AT&T and VTL’s proposal for ensuring Centrex interworking is possible if new or existing LECs deploy or have already deployed TDM Centrex using vendors other than Lucent or Nortel.

2. There were many issues that were not covered in the NTCO202 that need to be addressed.  Some of these are:

a. One of the problems that TELUS noticed during the GTD 5 / DMS interworking tests was terminology in documentation.  What is AT&T and VTL’s proposal for standard terminology for Centrex and MBG so misinterpretation does not occur?

b. NTCO202 did not include test results for different access technologies or customer’s devices.  Is AT&T and VTL going to perform additional tests to investigate the implication of interworking for Centrex over PRI (primary rate interface) and BRI (basic rate interface) plus the use of customer devices such as BRI sets, EBS (electronic business sets) sets, MBS (meridian business sets) sets, MBSII sets, MBS emulators, Centrex consoles, GTD 5 feature phones? 

c. Are there any implications with respect to AMA (automatic message accounting) records, SMDR (station message detail recording) records or switch maintenance logs?

3. Has AT&T or VTL conducted any interworking compatibility tests with IP Centrex equipment?  If yes, what was the equipment make and what was the result?

4. In the future the trend will be towards deploying IP Centrex.  What is AT&T and VTL’s proposal for ensuring Centrex interworking is possible when this occurs?

5. Some vendors have new IP business service products that are similar to Centrex but under a different name.  How does AT&T and VTL propose to distinguish what is Centrex and subject to their proposed interworking requirements versus what is not?

6. Do AT&T and VTL propose to put controls over which IP Centrex products LECs can select?

7. Do AT&T and VTL propose to put controls over which IP business service products LECs can provision or sell?

CONCLUSION 

Over the past two years AT&T and VTL have done an admirable job in digging into the possibility of Centrex interworking.  Unfortunately, there are still many questions and uncertainties remaining as to the actuality and sustainability of Centrex interworking.  TELUS looks forward to AT&T and VTL’s response to the above questions. 
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