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BACKGROUND

This report summarizes the NTWG status with regard to NTTF006, Centrex Interworking.

NTTF006 was initiated on 13 June 2000 with the task being defined to determine a Centrex Minimum Feature Set (CMFS) that would support interworking between users of a Centrex customer group in different Local Exchange Carriers (LEC) switches, and to develop an associated network-to-network interface specification.  

From the outset there has been disagreement as to whether Centrex Internetworking across multiple service providers constitutes Service Provider Portability, as defined in the current Local Number Portability (LNP) mandate in Decision 96-28, and therefore whether it should be discussed at the NTWG.   Some parties maintain that Centrex Internetworking forms part of the current LNP mandate whereas other parties submit that Centrex Interworking is a policy issue that is beyond the scope of CISC.  It was also noted at the outset that any technical determination and consensus by the NTWG on a Centrex Minimum Feature Set (CMFS) and its associated network-to-network interface specification would not constitute a LEC obligation to offer the said interface(s) for interconnection.

In spite of this disagreement, AT&T Canada and VTL volunteered to conduct an experiment to demonstrate the technical feasibility of Centrex Interworking in a multi-vendor environment.

In May 2002 AT&T Canada and VTL completed the Centrex Interworking tests and submitted their final report for the NTWG to review.

Since that time the NTWG has been unable to achieve a consensus as to whether these tests fully or sufficiently demonstrate the technical feasibility of Centrex Internetworking across multiple vendors and/or service providers.  A synopsis of the party’s positions is presented below.

CONCLUSIONS

AT&T Canada and VTL

Policy Issue

There is no policy issue relating to Centrex Internetworking.  Full ports (i.e., porting of all the lines within a business group on a given switch) of Centrex lines are already permitted within the LNP mandate.  Centrex Internetworking would simply represent a partial port (i.e., porting of less than all the lines within a business group on a given switch while leaving the remainder unchanged) of Centrex lines as it involves splitting an existing customer’s lines between two LECs.  Since with a partial port there would be no need to exchange customer profile information between the donor LEC and the new LEC, the partial port already fits within the existing Service Provider Portability mandate.

Given that this issue has been an impediment to full NTWG participation in the task, further work on the TIF has been suspended pending a Commission determination as to whether Centrex Interworking is part of the current Local Number Portability mandate.

Technical Issue

Telcordia TR-868 provides a widely recognized benchmark specification for Centrex Interworking.  Testing between AT&T Canada and VTL in Montreal, using the local transiting architecture, demonstrated the vendors’ adherence to TR-868 as well as the technical feasibility of Centrex Interworking involving different vendors’ switches and different networks, and addressed all the identified technical and operational issues. 

TELUS

Policy Issue

CRTC Decision 97-8 mandates that customers can change service providers and retain their number.  Porting a customer where additional functionality is required to provide interworking and retaining some service functionality linkage constitutes something beyond the current mandate of LNP implementation and therefore is inappropriate to resolve at CISC.

Technical Issue

The testing of the limited configuration described in AT&T Canada’s and VTL’s final report [NTCO202.doc] is not sufficient to show that interworking can be achieved in an actual network setting with numerous switches and vendors and/or in an IP environment where Centrex has immature industry specifications or definitions.

SaskTel, MTS, Bell Canada, Aliant

Policy Issue

In July 2000, the NTWG agreed that Centrex Interworking was beyond the current scope of local competition, and that the Commission would need to address this issue.  Further, the porting of Centrex users’ numbers from one service provider to another, while maintaining the same feature capabilities (e.g., abbreviated dial plan or private dial plan) goes beyond the CRTC’s mandates related to local competition and local number portability which do not require service/feature porting and/or sharing of features between service providers.  Nor do these CRTC mandates require interworking between different LECs’ Centrex switches for the same Centrex user.

Technical Issue

The testing conducted by AT&T Canada and VTL is insufficient to show that such interworking could be achieved if products from switch vendors other than Lucent and Nortel were involved, and therefore is not conclusive across the entire network.  The limited testing provides proof of concept only and cannot be extended to a real life situation involving customers.  The underlying capability (i.e., Multiswitch Business Group), proposed by AT&T and VTL goes beyond existing LNP requirements.  Further, with the introduction of IP Centrex technology by the various vendors, the feasibility of even maintaining the existing environment, let alone interworking is unclear.  Operational issues remain to be addressed.
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