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Notice:
This contribution has been prepared by TELUS Communication Inc. to assist the Network Working Group as basis for discussion. This should not be construed as a binding proposal on TELUS Communications Inc. Specifically, TELUS Communications Inc. reserves the right to request amendments, modifications or to withdraw of this contribution at any time. 

INTRODUCTION

Over the past several meetings the NTWG has discussed outstanding issues from TIF 4.  Late in 2002 and again in February, 2003 TELUS submitted contributions discussing all the issues previously identified in TIF 4.  Both these contributions suggested that there was only one outstanding issue needing to be resolved, the issue of blocking reports on LEC common trunk groups.  At the March 4, 2003 meeting Bell Canada submitted contribution NTCO237 outlining numerous other issues they viewed as not resolved.  

TELUS is of the opinion that issues brought forward in Bell’s NTCO237 are important but suggest that some are beyond the scope of TIF 4.  This contribution identifies common ground between TELUS and Bell and outlines the rationale why TELUS believes some issues are out of scope.

Scope of NTTF004

One of the concerns the Steering Committee identified last year was that working groups must stay focused and on task.  Based on the discussions of the past several meetings TELUS feels it is an opportune time to review the objectives of NTTF004 in an attempt to be focused and on task.

The following is the objective copied from the first page of the Task Identification Form #4:

The presence of Internet Protocol (IP) technology in the architecture of Public Telephone Networks has raised concerns with respect to the appropriateness of current specifications and other interconnection documents that were adopted by the NTWG with the Circuit Switched (CS) technology in mind. The NTWG will examine questions raised by its members as to the applicability of existing Technical Interfaces specifications and Network Planning consensus documents. Where the NTWG agrees there is a problem, the committee will develop an appropriate solution and prepare related documentation accordingly.
Network interfaces in the native IP mode are not part of this task. From now on, new specifications and consensus documents initiated and developed by the NTWG will deal with any impact attributable to IP technology in the architecture of Public Telephone Networks from the onset.   

Based on these two paragraphs the scope of NTTF004 include:

· Examining issues resulting from IP technology being integrated into any interconnecting network.  It is generic enough to include all combinations of local and toll interconnection. 

· Examining existing NTWG TDM to TDM consensus specifications, requirements, reports and definitions to determine if they are applicable to carriers with networks containing IP technology.  

· Developing appropriate solutions for problems that arise from the previous two points.   

The scope does not include:

· Examining IP to IP interconnection.  

· Examining anything else but questions related to the applicability of Technical Interface SWG specifications and Network Planning SWG consensus documents.  

In addition, it has always been an over riding CISC principle, that was reemphasized in the October 31, 2002 Steering Committee statement, that policy issues should be brought to the attention of the Commission.    

Comments on NTCO 237

Q1:

In the last paragraph of comments addressing Q1, Bell questions the correlation of the various IP elements into the existing understanding of functionalities such as access tandem, local tandem, etc.   They suggest that it is unknown how IP elements will correlate to existing terminologies and functions.  TELUS agrees it is unknown.

However, if it is Bell’s intention to discuss the adoption of new terminology or functions to suit IP technology then TELUS takes except to this intent since this is a policy issue and should not be discussed by the NTWG.  Even though this issue is important and requires resolution, adding new functionalities or modifying existing functionalities connotes the altering of the current business model.  Altering this business model cannot be done by CISC.   

On the other hand, if it is Bell’s intention to engage the NTWG to discuss how IP technology can be mapped to the existing guidelines then TELUS is supportive and suggests that this activity be concluded as soon as possible.

Q3/Q4

Bell suggests that a common industry understanding is required as to what IP network elements would require the assignment of point codes and subsystem numbers.  It appears that TELUS and Bell agree that all participants should be aware of this information.  TELUS also suggests this should be done on a generic level without any attempt to name vender specific elements.  

It also appears that TELUS and Bell agree that carriers employing IP technology must be obligated to assign CCS7 point codes and subsystem numbers when interconnecting with PSTN in accordance with existing practices such that it is transparent to the TDM carriers.

Q5

Bell suggests that there has been insufficient discussion related to changes involving specific IP network elements and whether or not such changes would require notification.  They suggest that the NTWG review possible scenarios involving changes to various IP network elements.

TELUS would support a brief discussion on this topic for clarification and understanding but would not support any attempt to create more specific guidance than that contained in Telecom Letter Decision CRTC 94-11.  The NTWG has never been tasked to address this Decision and does not have the mandate to do so.    

Q7

Bell suggests that there has been insufficient discussion as to what network information needs to be interchanged when carriers employ IP elements.  It seems that TELUS and Bell agree that the NTWG participants need a good understanding of VoIP architecture.  TELUS would support a brief discussion on this topic.  

Q9/Q10

Bell states that NAS continue to be appropriate when discussing PSTN voice.  This is in alignment with the TELUS  view that using NAS in this situation is appropriate. 

Bell then introduces a new concept by mentioning the exchange of multimedia services between interconnecting carriers.  TELUS believes that this issue is important and requires resolution, but it leads to altering of the current interconnection business model; something that cannot be done by CISC. 

Q15/Q16

Bell states that performance and QoS involving IP elements need thorough investigation.  In their conclusion they also suggest that the investigation warrants a separate TIF.  This issue is very important and needs investigation.  A new TIF is advisable.

Q17

Bell states that carriers employing IP technology must still comply with existing interconnection regimes but questions whether new functionalities that may develop may require changes to interconnection arrangements.  

IP technology must still comply with existing interconnection regimes and TEULS supports further investigation.  IP technology has the potential of changing interconnection arrangements but TELUS does not support these changes being discussed at NTWG because this would constitute discussing the interconnection business model.  Any discussion of changing the existing interconnection model makes it a policy discussion, which is beyond the mandate of the CISC.   

Conclusion

Bell has identified several pertinent issues in NTCO 237, some requiring further discussion, some involving policy and one that should be transferred to a new TIF.  For those requiring further study, the NTWG should proceed quickly to do so with the intent of adapting IP elements to the existing guidelines.  For those that cause changes to the basic business model of interconnection, TELUS suggests these are policy issues and are out of scope of the NTWG.  Finally, for the issue of performance and QoS levels on common LEC trunk groups, TELUS supports transferring this to a dedicated TIF.  Once these activities are completed NTTF004 can be closed. 
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