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This contribution has been prepared by Cogeco Cable Inc. to assist the Network Working Group in the development of an IP-to-IP interconnection interface guideline (TIF14). This should not be construed as a binding proposal by Cogeco Cable Inc. Specifically, Cogeco Cable Inc. reserves the right to make amendments, modifications, or withdraw this contribution at any time.

BACKGROUND
1. During the proceeding leading to Telecom Decision CRTC 2005-28, Regulatory framework for voice communication services using Internet Protocol, several parties, including Cogeco Cable Inc. (Cogeco), pointed out that the establishment of IP-to-IP interconnection arrangements was an important issue on which the Commission should provide clear direction.  
2. Noting that the Network Working Group (NTWG) was working on the task of developing IP-to-IP interconnection interface guidelines (NTTF014), the Commission concluded in Decision 2005-28 as follows:

· “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.”
· The Commission indicated that it would determine any further course of action after having reviewed these guidelines. Accordingly, the Commission requested “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” 
(Para. 366, 368 and 369. Emphasis added).
3. On December 5, 2005, the NTWG filed with the Commission its Progress Report on IP Interconnection Profile for Interconnection Between Service Providers Under the Jurisdiction of the CRTC.  In its Report the NTWG recommended that “IP-to-IP interconnection should support the Minimum Message Set, approved by the Commission, for CCS7 interconnection” and informed the Commission that it had identified “issues that require the Commission’s guidance such as Interconnection Architecture, QoS, Security and what entities are qualified for interconnection”.  The NTWG also indicated that it would investigate these issues and communicate its specific concerns to the Commission in the first quarter of 2006.
4. In Telecom Decision CRTC 2006-13, IP-to-IP interconnection – Follow-up to decision 2005-28, the Commission approved the NTWG December 5, 2005 Report (NTRE0035B), noting that the NTWG had identified “several issues that involved regulatory policies that would require Commission guidance” (Emphasis added) and that the NTWG would communicate its specific concerns about these issues to the Commission later.
5. During the last NTWG monthly meeting, held on April 11, 2006, Clearcable Networks presented its NTCO0348 contribution, Recommended Preconditions for IP Interconnection supporting the Minimum Message Set. In its contribution, Clearcable supports an IP-to-IP interconnection architecture that greatly differs from the one established under the default local interconnection regime. In the course of the discussion following this presentation, it was decided that specific contributions regarding the regulatory policies that require Commission guidance should be submitted for consideration by the NTWG on or before the NTWG meeting schedule for May 2006. Further, it was also agreed that the NTWG would subsequently file with the Commission its specific concerns on this matter, based on these contributions, as indicated in the NTWG December 5, 2005 Report and noted in Decision 2006-13.
COMMISSION GUIDANCE REQUIRED
6. Cogeco is of the view that the following regulatory policy issues related to the adoption of an IP-to-IP interconnection regime for the purposes of exchanging voice traffic require Commission guidance: 
· Which IP-to-IP interconnection regime should apply between VoIP service providers?

· Which rules should apply with respect to the establishment of POIs under the adoption of an IP-to-IP interconnection regime?

· Which settlement policy should be implemented under an IP-to-IP interconnection regime?
· Which technical interconnection parameters should be implemented by service providers wishing to interconnect at the IP level for exchanging voice traffic?

· Which mechanism should be implemented in order to ensure the number portability requirement is met?  

Need for a mandated default IP-to-IP interconnection model

7. While Cogeco shares many aspects of the Clearcable contribution, it is Cogeco’s view that a default IP-to-IP interconnection model for the purposes of exchanging voice communication should be mandated. All VoIP service providers do not have equal or similar incentive to undertake reasonable bilateral or multilateral negotiations in order to establish such an interconnection.  
8. Furthermore, in the absence of the Commission’s determinations with regard to fundamental policy issues involved in the establishment of an IP-to-IP interconnection between VoIP service providers, Cogeco submits that the dispute resolution mechanism already in place for resolving competitive and access disputes (described in section 3.4 of Clearcable’s contribution) would be inefficient and risk to be used by the parties for the purpose of delaying the implementation of such an interconnection. 
9. Local and long distance interconnection arrangements implemented in the TDM (Time Division Multiplexing) environment are regulated by the Commission. This was necessary in order to promote efficient competition between service providers.  For the same reason, Cogeco submits that the Commission should adopt a default IP-to-IP interconnection regime in an environment where IP is more and more prevalent in the voice communication market. 
10. Commission guidance with respect to the nature of the IP-to-IP interconnection regime to be applied in Canada, including the obligations and rights of the interconnecting service providers, is thus required. 

Architecture Issues
11. In its contribution NTCO038, section 2.1, Clearcable Network submitted, as did MTS Allstream in its NTCO0341 contribution, that one common point of interconnection is technically efficient and sufficient for the exchange of all VoIP traffic between two service providers. While not required to facilitate efficient exchange of traffic, VoIP service providers may also choose to establish other peering points for redundancy purposes.  Cogeco shares this view.

12. Clearcable also notes in section 2.1.2 of its contribution, that it is a common practice between ISPs to use public peering points, such as TORIX, OTTIX, QIX and BCIX, to exchange IP traffic. Since they are readily accessible to all service providers, in an efficient perspective, Clearcable recommended that these public peering points be used for exchanging VoIP traffic, without precluding service providers to establish at their discretion, through bilateral negotiation, other private peering between their respective networks.  While sharing this approach, Cogeco is nevertheless of the view that public peering points should be identified as the default POIs under a mandated IP-to-IP interconnection regime.   
13. Consistent with the current peering interconnection arrangements between ISPs, the approach proposed for the establishment of POIs under an IP-to-IP interconnection regime contrasts with the current mandated interconnection arrangements for local and long distance voice traffic.  The determination of the requirements related to the establishment of POI under the adoption of an IP-to-IP interconnection regime is primarily a policy matter. Commission guidance is therefore required in this regard.
Settlement Issue

14. As submitted by Clearcable, section 2.2.2 of its contribution, consistent with the peering policy implemented in public peering points, the exchange of voice traffic under an IP-to-IP interconnection regime should be carried out on a Settlement-Free basis.  Cogeco shares this position.
15. This approach also contrasts with the compensation approach effective under the mandated interconnection arrangements for local and long distance voice traffic.  Commission guidance regarding this policy issue is thus required. 
Technical Interconnection Parameters Issue

16. The main objective of NTTF 14 is to define an IP-to-IP interconnection interface guideline. However, the current scope of this TIF mainly focuses on the IP signaling protocol that should be used. 
17. As noted in section 2.3.2 of Clearcable’s contribution, another important technical interconnection parameter is the IP routing protocol currently used by ISPs wishing to interconnect at the IP level. Internet interconnection using BGP-4 follows strict rules which have demonstrated solid interconnection for years.
18. In Cogeco’s view, other technical interconnection parameters also need to be agreed between the parties wishing to interconnect at the IP level in order to establish an efficient and functional IP-to-IP interconnection for the purposes of exchanging voice traffic, such as the following identified in Cogeco’s NTCO0347 contribution:
· Codec choice

· Bearer traffic encapsulation protocol

· NNI signaling transport protocol

· Bearer traffic transport protocol

· Layer 3 QoS

· Layer 2 VPN encapsulation protocol (if necessary)

· Layer 2 QoS (if necessary)

· Interface layer 2 protocol

· Interface speed

· Interface medium

19. Cogeco is of the view that a set of minimal technical interconnection parameters should be determined for the purposes of implementing an IP-to-IP interconnection regime.  The adoption of default parameters would not preclude service providers to agree on a bilateral basis to implement different parameters, but would be required in Cogeco’s view to avoid competitive disputes that could delay the implementation of the IP-to-IP interconnection. Commission guidance is thus required in this regard.
Number Portability Issue

20. In Decision 2005-28, the Commission reiterated its requirement that all LECs implement Local Number Portability (LNP) and extended this requirement to LECs providing local VoIP services. 

 

21. In Cogeco’s view, the LNP requirement raises the policy issue related to the need of implementing a public ENUM infrastructure or any other alternative mechanism in order to ensure the establishment of an efficient and viable IP-to-IP interconnection regime.  Commission guidance is required in this regard.
CONCLUSION

22. The discussions about the regulatory issues related to the establishment of an IP-to-IP interconnection regime are not new, while no such a regime has been adopted so far. 
23. Between October 1999 and early 2001, the NTWG identified and discussed several interconnection issues involving VoIP networks (NTTF004). These discussions were suspended and a status report (NTRE012) was filed with the Steering Committee on October 21, 2001, as a result of Videotron’s decision to cancel its initial plan to launch an IP based voice network. However, between August 2002 and October 2003, these discussions about NTTF004 were reopened when TELUS filed its contribution, New Generation Network Deployment. On October 7, 2003, the NTWG filed a consensus report (NTRE024) in which it recommended the initiation of new, more focused TIFs to address interconnection issues specifically associated with IP network elements. On July 14, 2004, NTTF 14 was introduced and is still opened. 
24. Considering the few progress made on this interconnection matter, it is worth remembering the following comment included in the NTRE024 Report, made by Allstream in 2003: “[P]rior to the NTWG embarking on any discussion of the details of an IP interconnection architecture there should be a clear direction from the Commission that such interconnection is mandatory […] Direction on these matters will prevent the NTWG from embarking on discussions and exploring solutions that may not correspond to the framework.”  Moreover, consistent with the CISC procedures, policy issues should be dealt with by the Commission and not by CISC.
25. In this regard, while the Commission did not choose to implement the MTS Allstream proposal of initiating a proceeding to address the need for mandated IP interconnection arrangements (see paragraph 360 of Decision 2005-28), Cogeco notes that this option is still opened in the CRTC 3-Year Work Plan 2006-2009, scheduled for the 2007-2008 period and mentioned as follows: “Conduct a framework proceeding to address issues in moving to an IP-based interconnection regime.”
26. One year after the release of Decision 2005-28 and in light of the policy issues at the heart of the NTWG discussions, Cogeco submits that the NTWG should recommend that the Commission immediately initiates a proceeding to address the regulatory policy issues related to the implementation of an IP-to-IP interconnection regime.  This proceeding should be based on the contributions filed by the participants of the NTWG, which identify regulatory policy issues that required Commission guidance.
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