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1
Introduction
1. In Telecom Decision CRTC 2005-28, the Commission states:

366.
Given that the ILECs and other service providers are already deploying VoIP technology and that this trend is expected to continue, the Commission considers that, for reasons including improved network efficiency, standardized IP-to-IP interconnection is an important issue that needs to be resolved as IP becomes more prevalent in the market.

367.
The Commission considers that CISC is the appropriate forum to deal with IP-to-IP interconnection issues.  In this regard, the Commission notes that CISC has already undertaken the task of developing IP-to-IP interconnection interface guidelines.

368.
While MTS Allstream has requested that instead of delegating this issue to CISC, the Commission be directly involved in matters related to IP interconnection, the Commission is of the view that it should first review the guidelines issued by CISC and then determine any further course of action, as required.

369.
Accordingly, the Commission requests CISC to file, by November 2005, IP-to-IP interconnection interface guidelines, along with a report detailing its progress as well as any outstanding issues.  The Commission will determine what, if any, further course of action may be required at that time.

2. In December 2005, the CISC NTWG submitted consensus report NTRE035B to the Commission.  In the report, NTWG concluded that Session Initiation Protocol (“SIP”) can support the Minimum Message Set that was approved by the Commission for interconnection.  Further, the NTWG stated that it "identified issues that require the Commissions' guidance such as Interconnection Architecture, QoS, Security and what entities are qualified for interconnection.  The NTWG will be investigating these issues further and communicate its specific concerns to the Commission in 1Q06."

3. In December 2005 and during 1Q06, the NTWG had numerous debates regarding the nature of the issues as identified in NTRE035B; how they would impact the development of an IP-to-IP interconnection interface guideline and whether Commission guidance is really required.  The NTWG also agreed to investigate further into technical parameters that will further establish IP-to-IP interconnection guidelines.

4. At the April 2006 meeting, the NTWG agreed to proceed with two parallel courses of action:

1. members will have opportunity for one final round of contribution (i.e., May) to identify issues/concerns that needs Commission guidance, and

2. members are invited to suggest tasks that can be conducted by NTWG to further develop the IP-to-IP interconnection guideline without first needing guidance from the Commission.
2
TELUS’ Comments
2.1
No Policy Reasons to Change the Current Interconnection Regimes
5. The current long distance and local competition regime consisted of many rules and regulations that were developed as the market evolved.  Interconnection arrangement between various types of service providers is governed by established mandates depending on the stature of the service provider, i.e., LEC, LD, WSP and Reseller.  Within the massive set of competition regulations, the subset of interconnection rules for LEC-to-LEC interconnection is guided by the following principles:
· between carrier of equal stature,
· for the purpose of terminating calls,
· initially based on exchange, interconnection is expanded to be on a Local Interconnection Region basis
,

· shared-cost facilities used for interchange of “local” traffic for the purpose of termination of calls, and
· transit services provided to interconnecting CLECs with interconnection agreement.
6. The interconnection principles are different for interconnections between LECs and non-LECs, but the important realization is that interconnection principles are established for service providers under the jurisdiction of the CRTC.
7. It should also be noted that many industry participants often confuse the mandate for interconnection with the mandate for access to essential (or near essential) network elements such as unbundled loops.  NTTF014 addresses only interconnection.
8. In the consensus report NTRE035B, the NTWG stated that it "identified issues that require the Commissions' guidance such as Interconnection Architecture, QoS, Security and what entities are qualified for interconnection.  The NTWG will be investigating these issues further and communicate its specific concerns to the Commission in 1Q06."  Some members of the NTWG were of the opinion that VoIP introduces new principles into the current interconnection regime.  TELUS has re-examined the discussions leading up to this conclusion and note that this conclusion resulted from a deviation from the original scope of the TIF which deals with “telephony” services.  This deviation may be a result of some members being:  a.) lacking an understanding of the current regime, or  b.) unwilling to oblige by established regulatory obligations but eager to harness the benefits.
9. In paragraph 204 of Telecom Decision CRTC 2005-28, Regulatory framework for voice communication services using Internet Protocol, the Commission “directs that all local VoIP Service Providers that are not operating as Canadian carriers to register with the Commission as resellers, as a condition of obtaining services from a Canadian carrier or other TSP.”  Based on this Commission directive, a VoIP service provider is either a Canadian carrier or a reseller and as such, the applicable interconnection regime is already defined.  TELUS submits that while interconnection in a native IP-to-IP environment may require revision of established technical parameters, all of the principles which guide LEC-to-LEC, or any mandated interconnection, still apply.  Conversion to IP-based interconnection does not change the principles.

10. TELUS provides its comments on NTCO0347 and NTCo0348 in the following sections.  Failure by TELUS to address any particular statement made in the two contributions should not be construed as agreement or acquiescence on the part of TELUS, where such agreement or acquiescence would be inconsistent with the interests of TELUS.

2.2
TELUS’ Comments on NTCO0347
11. At the March 2006 meeting Cogeco Cable Inc. proposed, in contribution NTCO0347, a set of default parameters for IP-to-IP interconnection interface guideline.  In this contribution, Cogeco suggested that NTWG define a set of technical default parameters necessary for  a.) successful exchange of VoIP packets and agreed minimum SS7 call features, and  b.) other technical parameters such as “physical support materials” and “quality of service” 
.

12. TELUS does not object to the undertaking of activities to further define a set of technical default parameters.  To that effect, TELUS proposes a new TIF be initiated to examine and establish Quality of Service and Security parameters necessary for the IP-to-IP interconnection.
13. However, TELUS is concerned that attempts to specify the default parameters to the level of details that was suggested by some members will prematurely restrict the industry to a reduce set of options within an evolving technology.  Given that the IP technologies and protocols are still evolving, and the fact that there is a lack of experience amongst service providers in the industry for IP-to-IP interconnection, TELUS submits that a high level guideline is sufficient at this time.  Service providers should be encouraged to negotiate interconnections under a bilateral agreement and as the industry gain experience in interconnection using IP, the NTWG will be in a better position to develop a set of default parameters in the future.
2.3.
TELUS’ Comments on NTCO0348
14. At the April 2006 meeting, Clearcable Networks, on behalf of the “Source”, presented contribution NTCO0348.  In this contribution, Clearcable proposed minimum guidelines for items discussed within TIF 14, such as Relevant Standards Bodies, Physical Interconnection, Quality of Service, Privacy and Eligibility.

15. As stated in its comments on NTCO0347, TELUS does not object to the undertaking of further activities to define a set of technical default parameters.  However in section 2 of contribution NTCO0348, Clearcable states the following:

· “one common interconnection is sufficient for the exchange of all the IP traffic between two service providers, including VoIP.”
· “Service Providers under the jurisdiction of the CRTC should make available Interconnection via public peering at a minimum of one such public peering point. …”

Contribution NTCO0348 appears to build entirely on this notion.

16. TELUS argues that Clearcable has assumed a model that is not applicable in the current interconnection regime, namely, the use of a public peering point.  Further, its assertion that “one common interconnection is sufficient for the exchange of all the IP traffic…” is an attempt to expand the current interconnection mandate beyond that of voice services (which is fully under the jurisdiction of the Commission) to include all traffic of other IP services (which are either forborne or not regulated by the Commission).

17. TELUS submits that non-voice IP services is outside the scope of this TIF and that consideration of non-voice services will unnecessarily delay the resolution of the TIF.  As for the potential benefits of combining the traffic of voice and non-voice applications, TELUS submits that this is best left to bilateral negotiations.  It is a long-standing practice of the CRTC and the CISC to define a default arrangement as the basis for fair interconnection in support of voice services, but also to allow parties to negotiate mutually agreeable alternative arrangements.
18. TELUS submits that public peering points have developed in the Internet industry without regulatory involvement and therefore their establishment is best left to commercial negotiations.  TELUS also notes that there are other ISP interconnection arrangements currently employed by the Internet industry.  TELUS is willing to explore the concept of an IP POI if it can be demonstrated that the existing interconnection arrangements are fundamentally unsound in an IP environment.  However, this should be restricted to IP-to-IP interconnection for voice service only.  If Clearcable Networks insists on the view that all IP traffic between two service providers should be allowed via an IP POI by default, TELUS submits that this is a policy matter that should be resolved through a Public Notice, and that NTWG should cease discussions pertaining to IP-to-IP interconnection immediately.
3.
Conclusion
19. TELUS is of the view that the current interconnection regimes already define the obligations and entitlements of different types of service providers under the jurisdiction of the CRTC.  So long as the VoIP service providers are fully compliant with the Commission’s directive as described in Telecom Decision 2005-28, there is not confusion regarding eligibility of interconnection.

20. TELUS does not object to the undertaking of further activities to define a set of technical default parameters but is concerned that such efforts may actually restrict rather than enhance the future interconnection capability.

21. Finally, notwithstanding the position stated in section 2.3, TELUS notes that the proposal to use public peering point is the only potential issue that may require the Commission’s guidance.  If the Commission consider this proposal worthy of consideration, TELUS submits that it should be dealt with under a Public Notice.
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