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

Introduction

On 18 September 2003, the BPWG forwarded a letter to the NTWG with two specific concerns.  The second of these two concerns relates to the fact that some DSL technologies, such as G.SHDSL, used extensively by FCI Broadband and available for use by other LECs, work effectively on unloaded loops with less stringent performance parameters that those currently specified for an A5 loop.  The NTWG was requested to review the CLEC requirement for an additional A loop sub-type which would offer an unloaded metallic loop with less stringent parameters than those currently available on an A5 loop.

On 27 January 2004, TELUS submitted a contribution in which it took the position that any new specifications are to be based on industry accepted standards but that it has been unable to uncover such a standard.  TELUS also raised a number of other questions on the second page of its contribution.

Comments
As of the date of this contribution, Bell Canada has not filed its own contribution on this issue.  At the outset, FCI Broadband would like to provide some background which will explain why a new loop sub-type would be of great assistance to the competitive industry both now and into the future.

At the time the current A, B and C loop specifications (including all sub-types) were developed/compiled by the former Stentor Alliance of ILECs (1996/1997), there was no requirement for an unloaded copper local loop longer than 4-5kms due to the fact that ADSL was the dominant DSL technology available at that time.  Since then, new DSL technologies, most notably at present G.SHDSL, have facilitated the provision of DSL services over leased unloaded loops at distances up to 9kms from the central office.  This is clearly a situation that was not anticipated at the time the current loop specifications were developed/compiled.  However, unloaded loops up to 9kms in length do not fit into any of the existing sub-categories of A-type loops and they do not meet the existing A5 specifications.

That being said, metallic non-loaded facilities that do not meet the current A5 specifications are available from the ILECs but an appropriate sub-type does not exist to describe such a facility.

FCI Broadband is currently able to acquire these types of facilities from Bell Canada through a bi-lateral arrangement.  While this arrangement is functional, it adds a significant amount of time to the current provisioning process and the arrangement lacks the protection of a CRTC mandate.

Currently, when it requires a metallic non-loaded loop for a civic address that falls outside the existing specifications, FCI Broadband will submit an LSR for an A5 loop and request a Loop Make-up Report (LMU).  FCI Broadband realizes in advance that the order will be rejected by Bell Canada on the basis that, given the address, there is no loop available that meets the current A5 specifications.  Bell Canada’s response to the LSR will indicate that no A5 loop is available but the LMU will indicate that a loop is available that does not meet the A5 specifications.  From that point, FCI Broadband then has 24 hours to either accept or decline the loop as provided.

If FCI Broadband does proceed with the order, even though the loop does not meet the A5 specifications, Bell Canada will informally record it as such pursuant to the bi-lateral agreement.

Even though the existing arrangement is functional, there are three key problems with it.  1) Loop orders handled in this fashion take at least two additional days to fulfill for the end customer.  2) FCI Broadband is forced to request LMUs from Bell Canada ($49.60 per request).  3) There is no guarantee that the current arrangement will be supported on an on-going basis by Bell Canada.  These issues would be eliminated through the creation of an A6 loop (or other designation) as described later in this contribution.

In the view of FCI Broadband there is a need for an additional A loop sub-type which would provide competitors with long unloaded metallic loops with less stringent parameters than those currently applied to A5 loops.

“The Specifications are Stentor Documents”
The draft minutes from the 6 December meeting of the NTWG mention that the specifications for Type A, B and C loops are Stentor documents and “strictly speaking they are not CISC documents under the control of the NTWG.“ That being said, the Commission’s past decisions mandating the ILECs’ to unbundle local loops as well as Telecom Order 98-108 which anticipates further unbundling in this respect, make it clear that the Commission has the necessary power to require the ILECs to identify new loop types, provide specifications for each new loop type and file proposed tariffs for new loop types.  The fact that the specifications are not under the control of CISC does not mean that the NTWG is not the forum in which to develop a report to the Commission.

TELUS’ Contribution

The following is FCI Broadband’s comments on the four questions posed by TELUS in its contribution:

Question 1
What industry standard can the parameters of this proposed new loop sub-type be modeled from?

Comments
FCI Broadband acknowledges that there are currently no industry standards for the proposed loop sub-type.  FCI Broadband is proposing that the parameters of the new sub-type be consistent with those found on metallic unloaded mixed gauge loops 9-10 kms in length.  Such parameters would accommodate not just today’s protocols but those future protocols that will require long un-loaded loops.

Question 2
Is this proposed new loop subtype specification desired by the entire industry or is it just for a specific need for a single or even a couple of carriers?

Comments
The proposed sub-type would be available to all carriers.  DSL service offerings have become an indispensable part of any carrier’s service portfolio.  In many instances, long unbundled loops are the only way to offer these services, especially for CLECs.  Facilities-based competition in general has suffered, and will continue to suffer, because of lack of suitable facilities available from the ILECs over which to offer these services.

Moreover, CLEC operations have been impacted by the roll-out of remote deployed DSLAMs as well as the fact that they have been precluded from physical access to remotes.  This has resulted in the current scenario where, to offer high speed data services, CLECs are limited to one, and only one, loop sub-type to offer these services.  There is need for an additional loop type.

Question
Will a new loop subtype be required each time a carrier wants to offer a service that requires a specification a little different from what is currently offered by the ILEC?

Comments
This question implies that as they now stand, the existing loop types and their associated sub-types are written in stone as the only options that competitors can ever expect from the ILECs.  However, it is clear that the Commission anticipated that new loop types will have to be created as competition in the local market develops and as technology changes.  In Telecom Order CRTC 98-108, 3 February 1998, the Commission stated:

5. The Commission notes that CLECs will be able to use type A, B and C loops, which have been unbundled and for which specifications have been provided, to provide most data services. (emphasis added)

…

7.  The Commission concludes that the specifications provided by Stentor for type A, B and C loops are sufficient for the initial stages of competition.  However, in order to facilitate competition in the medium to long term, the Commission considers that, where loop types other than A, B or C loops are used for provision of general tariff services and competitive network services, Stentor should identify those additional loop types and put their specifications on the public record.(emphasis added)

FCI Broadband believes that this same Commission directive should apply to a new Type A sub-loop category with less stringent parameters than the existing Type A5.

As mentioned earlier, the new loop sub-type proposed by FCI Broadband would accommodate not only today’s protocols but would be flexible enough to accommodate other protocols that require long un-loaded loops that may be developed in the future.

Question 4
Is an ILEC obligated to develop and adopt a loop specification for a service that it doesn’t offer to its own customers?

Comments
This particular DSL technology (i.e. G.SHDSL) is available to all LECs but it is clear that the ILECs are moving to remote deployed ADSL technologies.  The ILEC emphasis on ADSL and the fact that ADSL does not require long un-loaded loops leaves competitors with only one leased loop sub-type option for the provision of DSL services to their end-customers.  Technological developments since the establishment of the current loop types and their specifications have brought the industry to a place where the A5 loops are restricting innovation and the expansion of competitive forces.  
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