Bell Canada Comments and Input for the June 8th WNP Roll Out Sub-Group Meeting

The following comments are provided by Bell Canada and Bell Mobility.

(A) Phases of Roll-out:

Bell Canada envisioned 4 phases starting March 14, 2007

· Phase 1 entails the ILECs’ exchanges that are made WNP on day 1, March 14, 2007.  These exchanges would likely be a sub-set of LNP on March 14.  For planning and implementation purpose, it is highly desirable that the WNP exchanges are fully known for March 14th launch date ahead of time (by August 15, 2006 which is when the CISC NTWG report is due to be sent to the CRTC for approval).  The lead time would depend on, amongst other things, industry process (e.g. Telcordia), and bulk porting considerations.  After August 15, 2006, there would be no new exchange to be added for WNP.
· Phase 2 entails turning up all the LNP exchanges into WNP (e.g. those that are LNP on March 13 but may not be activated as WNP in Phase 1.

· Phase 3 would be those that are not LNP/WNP (after phase 1 and 2) but would be considered as high priority by the industry and as such, a schedule needs to be developed for WNP implementation.  This requires industry consensus.  This is consistent with RORE003B. 
· Phase 4 are those exchanges considered not as priority and would be implemented on a per request basis. This is consistent with RORE003B.

RORE003B needs to be updated:
· To allow WSPs to request an exchange to be WNP rather than just CLECs themselves
· To allow WSPs more time (increase the service ready date) to investigate their impacts such as bulk porting, and declare the exchange of their POIs within the LCA of the requested exchange, to be WNP.   
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· Phase 4 are those exchanges considered not as priority and would be implemented on a per request basis. This is consistent with RORE003B.
Note 1: 

Throughout the 4 phases, normal LNP activation would continue to take place.

Note 2: 

For Phase 2 to 4, the actual implementation may be limited by resources of the carriers
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�IMPLEMENTATION OF LOCAL COMPETITION

Consensus Report to the CRTC





Task ID(s):	ROTF03



Task Name(s):	Request Roll-out Schedule/Criteria



Task Description(s): In that the LNP Roll-Out Plan will have a Request-driven component, this task will define that process. 

Some Issues for this Task group to address:

Who can initiate  a Request  (status of requester)

Who receives the Request?

What are the minimum commitments for the Requester/CLEC?

How is the “Service Ready Date” deferred/determined?

Forecast of Implementation Plans & Schedules from CLEC’s? - Confidentiality issues?

Appropriateness of other criteria



Background

The LNP Roll-out subgroup reached consensus under ROTF 01 that some exchanges would be made LNP-capable under a pre-determined roll-out schedule, while others would be made LNP capable upon the request of a CLEC desiring to serve a given exchange.  



Prior to the initiation of this task, the Stentor Companies had put forth a position that the ILEC may require a financial commitment, in the form of a deposit or similar mechanism, of any CLEC for each exchange when LNP roll-out is requested.  (See RORE5B (Financial Commitments) for further details.)  The SUBGROUP agreed that the general criteria for request-driven roll-out was sufficiently different from the matter of financial commitments to warrant separate tasks.  Therefore, this task addresses all request-driven roll-out criteria save the financial commitments, which are addressed in RORE5B.



The general criteria for request-driven roll-out reached a preliminary consensus in March of 1998.  Due to the close relationship to the Financial Commitments task, it was agreed that the consensus would not be finalized until Task 5 was also concluded.  However, the subgroup failed to reach consensus on the appropriateness of any sort of financial commitment, especially if the CLEC had not caused unnecessary expenditures in the past.  Instead, all members accepted the Stentor proposal to waive the ILEC’s requirement for a deposit under the condition that a limit be placed on the number of roll-out requests requiring major switch upgrades that a given CLEC could have outstanding at any time.     



In consideration of the above, the consensus of the subgroup regarding LNP roll-out criteria is as follows. The reader should refer also to RORE5B for a complete understanding of the subgroup’s consensus on these closely related issues.



Consensus

For those exchanges not covered within the pre-determined LNP rollout, there will be a request-driven process.  That process will be initiated by a formal request from a registered CLEC to the ILEC’s Carrier Services Group, requesting that a particular exchange be converted to LNP-capable.  The CLEC’s letter of request will specify the exchange and service-ready date desired. 



The time period from the ILEC’s receipt of the letter of request to the service ready date will conform to the following intervals and be subject to the conditions listed below. The intervals will begin with receipt of the CLEC's letter of request, not with the completion of local network interconnection between the parties.  Parties are encouraged to work to shorter intervals but may also agree to longer intervals as may be appropriate in order to align LNP implementation with local network interconnection activities, or for other reasons. Where possible, ILECs  will make switches ready at an earlier date to allow network interoperability tests and verification to be conducted before the service ready date.  



Exchange served by a switch remote unit

(for which the host switch is LNP-capable):	30 days



Exchange served by switches requiring

only software upgrades:	90 days



Other configurations:	180 days



Conditions



If new roll-out requests objectively exceed the capacity of the ILEC’s available implementation resources previously committed to fulfilling the pre-determined roll-out and/or earlier roll-out requests, the above intervals will not be binding on the ILEC.  In this event :�

service ready dates will need to be negotiated and agreed upon by the CLEC and ILEC;



the pre-determined roll-out schedule will take priority over request-driven roll-out; and  



priority for roll-out requests will be established in accordance with the chronological order of the requests (i.e., “first come, first served”).



2.	Should a CLEC have outstanding roll-out requests which require the ILEC to make more than two (2) major switch upgrades, caused by the implementation of LNP(i.e., the “Other configurations” above), the 180-day interval will not be binding on the ILEC in respect of requests made by that CLEC. In this event, service ready dates will need to be negotiated and agreed upon by the CLEC and ILEC and the requirement for financial or other commitments is not precluded. For the purposes of this consensus document, a roll-out request remains outstanding until the CLEC has made local service with LNP commercially available in the requested exchanges for which a major switch upgrade was required.



3.	If a CLEC has requested roll-out in a given exchange but has not made local service with LNP commercially available in that exchange within a reasonably short period after the agreed-upon service ready date, the above intervals will not be binding on the ILEC for subsequent or outstanding requests made by that CLEC.  In this event, service ready dates will need to be negotiated and agreed upon by the CLEC and ILEC and the requirement for financial or other commitments is not precluded. The ILEC will advise the CLEC at the time of the failure if, in the view of the ILEC, the CLEC has failed to meet this requirement. �

Recommendations

That the Commission accept the consensus presented above.�

Further Activities

TIF closed.
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IMPLEMENTATION OF REGULATORY FRAMEWORK



TASK IDENTIFICATION FORM



SUB-GROUP:	LNP Roll-out Sub-Group			Date Originated:	1997 06 05



TASK #:	ROTF03



TASK TITLE:	Request Roll-out Schedule/Criteria



TASK DESCRIPTION:	In that the LNP Roll-Out Plan will have a Request-driven component, this task will define that process. 

Some Issues for this Task group to address:

Who can initiate  a Request  (status of requester)

Who receives the Request?

What are the minimum commitments for the Requester/CLEC?

How is the “Service Ready Date” deferred/determined?

Forecast of Implementation Plans & Schedules from CLEC’s? - Confidentiality issues?

Appropriateness of other criteria



  

PRIORITY: 2	Critical Task:	YES		DUE DATE: July 3, 1997 





WORK PLAN AND TIME FRAMES:	Direction here will be dictated by the direction from ROTF001 which will conclude if there is a need in the Roll Out strategy to deal with the ‘Request-driven’ process. It is proposed in this issue of the document that the SWG augment the issues list above as appropriate.   Participants in SWG will submit their positions on recommendations by June 23, 1997. From these positions, the team will draft a TIF report reflecting the issues, their status re consensus and refer non-consensus issues to the Commission by July 18, 1997 deadline. 









CURRENT STATUS:	Completed





TASK ORIGINATOR:	John MacKenzie	TEL:	403-493-5790

	TELUS	FAX:	403-493-3489

	Fl. 21E, 10020-100 St.	EMAIL:	john.mackenzie@telus.com

	Edmonton, AB

	T5J 0N5





ACTIVITY DIARY:



Serial�Date�Activity���May 30th, 1 1997�Assigned to Bob Nixon - fONOROLA���June 5th, 1997�Initiated by Bob Nixon - fONOROLA���June 12th, 1997�ROTF003 was reviewed by the Roll-Out SWG and approved. This TIF was given a priority 2. PROPOSAL to send a note to Network Operations to determine what is  service ready timeframe and what the process is.  Mike Rosko to send note to  Network Operations (Gord Colton, Ordering and Billing and Shirley Soehn) requesting response back by June 27th.  Sub Working Group approved the proposal.·���Jun 24/97�ROCO0301 MetroNet Supports the criteria as identified in ROTF003 and offers for consideration other criteria.

ROCO0302 -fONOROLA (faxed Letter).  The process to prepare an exchange opened for LNP, which should take the form of a letter of Request from the CLEC to the ILEC Carrier Services Group

ROCO0303- CCTA Contribution to ROTF02 and ROTF03 .For both the predetermined roll-out schedule (PDROS) and the request driven roll-out (RDRO) the CCTA suggests certain procedures should apply.

ROCO0304- CCTA Contribution - FCC criteria for Roll-Out of Telephone number portability���Jul 3/97�ROCO0305 - Sprint Canada proposes that any carrier that has met the conditions laid down by the Commission in Telecom Decision 97-8 (XIV  Entry Obligations for Competitive Local Exchange Carriers) may submit a request for LNP roll-out in one or more exchanges to the appropriate ILEC’s Carrier Services Group. Fonorola’s proposal that the “Service Ready Date” should represent the actual in-use date and should not be more than six months after the “Service Request Date” is reasonable and is supported by Sprint Canada.���Jul 10/97�ROCO0306 Stentor proposes criteria for request-driven rollout:

ROCO0307- Consensus Proposal from fONOROLA was tabled.

ROCO0308- Contribution summary from fONOROLA - tabled

*Gord Colton’s response to Service Ready definition: Response received from Gord Colton regarding ROTF003 “Service Ready” definition. Gord Colton’s response has two definitions and SWG members to review the response in preparation for the next meeting���Jul 17/97�Face-to-Face Meeting in Ottawa.- -Roll-Out SWG agreed that Financial component will be handled in ROTF005

Gord Colton’s response to Service Ready definition: 

“Wire Centre Switches” should be deleted from the definition. 

WSP participation. If the SWG proposed to adopt definition than  recommend inclusion of WSP in definition.���Aug 7/97�ROCO0307 - Consensus Proposal Revised as per face-to face���Aug 21/97�Status Report filed with the Commission.���Dec 11/97�fONOROLA consensus proposal ROCO0307 -reviewed.���Jan 8/98�ROTF03- status review.���Feb 19/98�(Stentor) ROCO0309 contribution relates to a consensus proposal submitted by fONOROLA (ref. ROCO0307 &ROCO0308) It was suggested that further clarification on the wording was required. Bob Nixon (fONOROLA) to take input and submit an updated consensus proposal. 

���Feb 26/98�ROCO0311 - fONOROLA - The CLEC “Letter of Request” to include: - the fulfillment of all required commitments as specified in the resolution ofROTF05.- the requested “Service Ready Date”���Mar 5/98�Version 3.0 of Consensus Proposal reviewed 

Dennis Beland, Microcell, noted that consensus on ROTF005 should be achieved before issuing ROTF003 to the Coordinating Committee.���Mar 12/98�Version 4.0 of Consensus Proposal reviewed ���Mar 26/98�Initial Closure was reached on TPTF03 

Roll-Out SWG intention is to complete work on ROTF05 and then provide a 

joint consensus report to the Coordinating Committee.���Sept 10/98�TIF Status Review - ROTF03 - Request Roll-Out Schedule / Criteria. - Pending closure of TIF 5���Oct 22/98�RORE03B. - Draft Consensus Proposal was tabled, reviewed and opened for questions. John MacKenzie stated that he based the report on Bob Nixon’s consensus proposal ROCO0317 and also provided background and explanation of this TIFs relationship with TPTF05. Discussion and questions for clarification���Oct 29/98�John MacKenzie revised Draft Consensus proposal and reissued to Roll-out SWG , also tabled and reviewed proposal submitted by Guy Robert of Videotron.  Roll-Out SWG reviewed both draft proposals.

John MacKenzie to review suggested revisions and incorporate Guy Robert’s proposed changes and reissue to Roll-Out SWG for discussion and initial closure on November 5th.���Nov 5/98�Further work on rewording consensus proposal off-line.   Revised Consensus Proposal to be retabled on November 12th.���Nov 12/98�Draft 4 of RORE3B reached initial closure and put on hold, pending resolution of ROTF4 issue related to industry notification of exchanges becoming portable.���January 7, 1999�Roll-Out SWG to reviewed RORE03B and provided final closure for RORE03B��



�



ROTF03(Prime: John MacKenzie)

Request Roll-Out Schedule / Criteria��Number�Company �Person�Submitted�Status��ROCO0301�MetroNet�Dave Lozinski�June 24th, 1997 �reviewed- June 26th�� �MetroNet Supports the criteria as identified in ROTF003 and offers for consideration other criteria;  1) CLEC  ROW agreements 2) CLEC investment in plant, facilities and staff 3) CLEC committed service dates 4) CLEC application for co-location with ILEC���accepted��ROCO0302�fONOROLA  (Faxed letter)�Bob Nixon�June 24th , 1997�reviewed- June 26th�� �fONOROLA believes that all registered CLEC’s should have the ability to request that an exchange be prepared for LNP.  The process should take the form of a letter of Request from the CLEC to the ILEC Carrier Services Group. The CLEC should be prepared to provide a forecast range of expected activations within the specific exchange for a one year period following “service ready date”.  The Service ready date should represent the date at which time real customer traffic can be assigned to the CLEC Switch and will be correctly routed through the NPAC���accepted��ROCO0303�CCTA�Tracey Strauss�June 25th 1997�reviewed- June 26th�� �CCTA Contribution to ROTF02 and ROTF03 .For both the predetermined roll-out schedule (PDROS) and the request driven roll-out (RDRO) the CCTA suggests that the following procedures should apply.���accepted��ROCO0304�CCTA (FCC Criteria)�Tracey Strauss�June 25th 1997�reviewed- June 26th�� �FCC criteria for Roll-Out of Telephone number portability���accepted��ROCO0305�Sprint Canada�Graham Parsons�July 2nd 1997�reviewed on July 3rd �� �Sprint Canada proposes that any carrier that has met the conditions laid down by the Commission in Telecom Decision 97-8 (XIV  Entry Obligations for Competitive Local Exchange Carriers) may submit a request for LNP roll-out in one or more exchanges to the appropriate ILEC’s Carrier Services Group. Fonorola’s proposal that the “Service Ready Date” should represent the actual in-use date and should not be more than six months after the “Service Request Date” is reasonable and is supported by Sprint Canada.���accepted��ROCO0306�Stentor�Rick Leroux�July 8th 1997�reviewed on July 10�� �Stentor proposes the following criteria for request-driven rollout:  Request-driven rollout should follow completion of the predetermined rollout schedule, so incumbents would not be subject to large, unexpected variations in resource requirements during the first two years of number portability.  Requests may be negotiated during the course of the predetermined rollout schedule, but ILECs reserve the right to deny or delay any requests unless resources can be diverted from predetermined rollout activities.  CLECs making requests must meet the financial commitments as per ROTF005. A lead-time of six months will generally be required by the ILEC to provision the requested exchange.  However, in some instances, a longer lead-time could be required.���accepted��ROCO0307�fONOROLA (consensus proposal)�Bob Nixon�July 8th 1997�reviewed on July 10�� �For those exchanges not covered within the Pre-Determined LNP Rollout, there will be a Request-Driven process. That process will be initiated by a formal request from a registered CLEC to the ILEC - Carrier Services Group, requesting that a particular exchange be converted to LNP-capable.  The CLEC “Letter of Request” will include an indication of their commitment to offer service in that exchange and the requested “ Service Ready Date”.   The interval from  “Letter of Request” to “Service Ready Date” will conform to the following time frames as maximums. Where possible, parties are encouraged to work to shorter intervals.  Service on a Remote unit:      30 days Service on  Host Switch - Software Update:    90 daysOther configurations:     180 days���accepted��Note : Revised  �Consensus revised as per face-to-face Aug. 7th �Bob Nixon�Aug. 8th 1997���ROCO0308�fONOROLA (Contribution Summary)�Bob Nixon�July 8th , 1997�sent out on July 11th �� �Summary of all contributions to date to ROTF03.�����RORE03�Status Report�Bob Nixon�August. 28th1997�accepted �� �Report filed with the Commisison���sent to CRTC��ROCO0309�Stentor�Mel Harris�February 25, 1998�accepted �� �This Stentor contribution is a response to the previous contribution ROCO0307,   The consensus must reflect that implementation of the pre-determined roll-out schedule takes priority over request-driven roll-out.  ILEC resources being used to implement the pre-determined roll-out cannot be diverted to accommodate requests that are to the benefit of a single CLEC.  Intervals may also be extended where implementation resources are required to implement previous roll-out requests. Such intervals will need to be negotiated and agreed upon by the parties involved.  The interval for implementation of LNP in the requested exchange must be measured from the date that the ILEC has received from the CLEC a “Letter of Request” and one of the following:  payment for each requested exchange in accordance with the resolution of ROTF05 (Financial Commitments), or evidence that the CRTC has approved a CLEC roll-out request in lieu of a financial commitment. The 30-day service interval for a Remote is only valid if the Remote’s Host switch is already LNP-capable.�����ROCO0310�Stentor - duplicate of ROCO0309 - ERROR�Mel Harris�February 25, 1998���ROCO0311�fONOROLA (consensus proposal ver. 3.0)�Bob Nixon�February 26, 1998�accepted �� �The CLEC “Letter of Request” will include:

- the fulfillment of all required commitments as specified in the resolution ofROTF05.- the requested “Service Ready Date” 

The interval from ILEC-receipt of the  “Letter of Request” to “Service Ready Date” will conform to the following time frames as maximums and these time frames will include as part of that overall interval, the “Switch Ready Date”. Where possible, parties are encouraged to work to shorter intervals.

Service on a Remote unit:      30 days

(Serving Host is LNP-capable)  Service on  Host Switch - Software Update:    90 days Other configurations:     180 days.  

It is understood that the Pre-determined Roll-out schedule will take priority over the Request-Driven roll-out. As well, when new Roll-out requests exceed the capacity of available implementation resources previously committed to earlier requests, “Service Ready Date” intervals will need to be negotiated and agreed upon by the parties.���February 25, 1998��ROCO0312�Videotron�Guy Robert�March 5th, 1998�accepted ���The consensus proposal in ROCO0311 could still be acceptable if the above stated provision was changed to:

"As well, when new Roll-out requests objectively exceed the capacity of available implementation resources previously committed to earlier requests, “Service Ready Date” intervals will need to be negotiated and agreed upon by the parties."�����ROCO0313�Microcell�Dennis Beland�March 6th, 1998�accepted ���To help facilitate continuity in geographic coverage in a request-driven environment, Microcell recommends that the following guideline be added at the end of the last paragraph of the Consensus Proposal:  “In these situations, priority will be given to converting exchanges that are contiguous with exchanges specified in the Pre-determined Roll-out schedule.”�����ROCO0314�CCTA�Tracey Strauss�March 10th, 1998�accepted ���Replace the last sentence of the above noted consensus with the following:

As well, when new Roll-out requests exceed the capacity of available implementation resources previously committed to earlier requests, “Service Ready Date” intervals for these new roll-out requests may have to be negotiated and agreed upon by the parties. Available implementation resources will not be unreasonably withheld.�����ROCO0315�Videotron - revised�Guy Robert�March 12th, 1998�accepted ���The sentence referred to in the introduction to the present contribution shall therefore be reworded as follows: "As well, when new request-driven roll-out demands objectively exceed the capacity of available implementation resources previously committed to earlier requests, published “Service Ready" date intervals will need to be negotiated and agreed upon by the parties.

Also, “Service Ready" dates previously committed to specific request-driven LNP roll-out deployments shall not be subject to re�negotiation if or when later requests result in an overload on the available ILEC LNP implementation capacity."�����ROCO0316�fONOROLA - Consensus Proposal�Bob Nixon�March 13th, 1998�accepted ���CHANGE  to last paragraph :.  Priorities should be established in consideration of the chronological order of the Requests. Where not in conflict with this order, the scheduling of these Requests should also consider geographic areas that are contiguous with exchanges of the Predetermined rollout.�����ROCO0317�fONOROLA - Consensus Proposal- Final�Bob Nixon�March 24th, 1998�accepted ���CHANGE  to last paragraph :. Priorities should be established in consideration of the chronological order of the Requests, in other words “first come, first serve”.�����
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