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�
1�
97 June 11�
TIF assigned.  Metronet accepted responsibility for TIF editing.  Completion date set for July 9 with initial comments due during June 18th conference call.


Initial discussion was held on June 11.   Contribution was received by and reviewed by the NPSWG team.    CCTA contribution included in italics with discussion issues identified in bold print. 


Selection of POI


0)Define Point of Interconnection


i) Define SWG objective


a) selection of a specific POI 


b) the delineation of the criteria to be used when selecting  of a POI


both a and b


                              And


 Are we defining  this for all services and types of traffic (i.e. 911/OS/DA)


Some possible criteria to be used when selecting  a POI


Multi-LEC POI or BI-LEC POI


LEC switch and facilities locations


Availability of co-location space, hydro, etc.


Time constraints regarding building availability relative to LEC need


Equipment constraints relative to LEC need


Time to negotiate POI (Multi-LEC POI or BI-LEC POI)


Cost to establish POI


Building Access at POI


Entire interconnection parameters such as robustness, GOS, cost


Flexibility for future requirements (i.e. real estate, power, environmentals)


POI Options


CLEC CO


ILEC CO


Third Party Location


POI Questions


Co-location tariffs or POI cost allocation for third party locations 


Maintenance activities related to the POI 3rd Party locations maintenance contract which would be evaluated and awarded on the basis of criteria agreed to by the carriers





Much discussion was held over interpretation of the decision.  End result was that all parties agreed that we require the definition of POI as well as the definition of a gateway.  As well all parties agreed we must determine if a POI = a gateway.





 The Commission staff members present at the meeting indicated that POI did not = a gateway and that shared cost were between POIs and not gateways.  All parties are still reviewing their opinion of this statement.





 The Commission staff also stressed that every carrier must identify POIs and not just the ILECs.  All Parties agreed. 





 The Commission staff also indicated that the decision provided for BI-lateral negotiation between LECs for establishment of other POIs.  All parties agreed with this statement.





**Contributions on POIs are due for the June 25th 1997 face to face meeting.�
�
2�
June 18�
TIF was reviewed during conference call held on June 18. 





Contribution from Callnet was received but not reviewed.  It will be reviewed at the next meeting.





Metronet proposed that access points for unbundled loops be considered as part of this TIF.  Callnet proposed that a TIF be created for evaluating Alternate Meet Point.  The team is requested to provide contributions on these approaches for decision at the next SWG meeting.





Much discussion was undertaken about whether selection of primary POIs was within scope of this team.  SCRI stated that in their opinion this is not mandatory and therefore is not within scope of this team.  Other parties disagreed.  Metronet indicated that selection of primary POIs is a must for this team to accomplish.  The commission staff was requested to clarify their statement on this topic made during the previous meeting.  





Due to wording that was included in the first version of the TIF the team could not reach closure on whether all other POIs that are created during BI-lateral negotiations need to be based upon the criteria established by the NPSWG.  SRCI disagreed with this.  Other parties expressed concern over the issue.  The Commission staff was requested to clarify their statement made during the previous meeting on this topic.  Written contributions are requested and this will be reviewed at the next meeting.�
�
3.�
June 25�
Some general comments were made about the previous version of the TIF.  The CCTA requested that we add, “when the criteria for a POI/SPOI must apply” to our task.  Consensus gained to add this to the task description.   The draft list of criteria was expanded to the following


 Multi-LEC POI or BI-LEC POI


LEC switch and facilities locations


Availability of co-location space, hydro, etc.


Time constraints regarding building availability relative to LEC need


Equipment constraints relative to LEC need


Time to negotiate POI (Multi-LEC POI or BI-LEC POI)


Cost to establish POI


Building Access at POI


Entire interconnection parameters such as robustness, GOS, cost


Flexibility for future requirements (i.e. real estate, power, environmentals)


Network Efficiency


Physical diversity





 POI options was edited to read 


CLEC space


ILEC space


Third Party Location


Sprint Canada’s contribution was reviewed.  Discussion was held on the actual definition of a rate center.  Clarification was made that a rate center is not necessarily a physical location and therefore would not be feasible as a POI.  Sprint Canada wished to review its contribution.





Stentor’s contributions were reviewed.  They both contained a process whereby CLECs must contact the CSG within the ILECs to obtain actual POIs/SPOIs.  Most other parties expressed disagreement with the process proposed.





Discussion was held about whether SPOIs can be used for both A and D links.  All parties agreed.   Stentor indicated that it was their opinion that the decision Bill and Keep only covered D links.  They referred to a tariff included in the decision’s Appendix A.  Most other parties disagreed.





All parties agreed that a POI=gateway but did not = a switch.  This was a very controversial topic since all three terms are used for each other in various parts of the decision.  All parties also agreed that each LECs primary gateways in each exchange were common to all but that other POIs are available between LECs as mutually agreed upon.   Videotron made a statement about the need for diversity in the selection of POIs.  All parties agreed with Videotron.





All parties agreed with the following diagram representing interconnection within an exchange:










































































�
�
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July 2�
CCTA’s contribution was reviewed.  General agreement was obtained on the need for diversity in POI/SPOI selection.  As well agreement by all non-Stentor parties on the statement that SPOIs should not be precluded from carrying A and D link traffic.





Clearnet’s contribution was reviewed in detail.  Metronet proposed using it as a basis for the SPOI section of the Task.  All parties wished to review it in detail and make their recommendation by next meeting.�
�
5.�
July 9�
All future discussions will be seperated into POI and SPOI section.





POI discussion





Stentor contribution on Gateway POI selection was reviewed.  General consensus on the contributions suggestion of defining the criteria into various areas.  Comments suggested the areas be further defined in


general principles


LEC POI selection


Switch selection


Discussion ensued over whether POIs only cover LEC to LEC traffic (i.e. local ).  AT&T CLDS has requested clarification as to whether LD traffic will be transported through the POIs.  





Some parties agreed that multi-use of POIs must be established as part of the general principles.  Suggestion for  classification of use are:


Bill and Keep


Intra-EAS transport


Transit (local, IXC, wireless)


Signaling traffic





Videotron introduced the concept of POI not necessarily being in a building space.  Most parties agreed.   





CCTA stated that terminating traffic to a POI does not require co-location in the POI. All parties agreed.  Stentor indicated that all ILEC POIs will be located in an ILEC controlled building space.    





Discussion over the use of 3rd party space.





Videotron proposed that we discuss what is included in shared costs.  Some examples are facilities costs, building costs, only trunks.   Videotron would submit a contribution.





SPOI discussion





Stentor’s contribution titled CCS7 POI was reviewed.  Clearnet indicated again that before they have submitted their contribution they had sought the advice of Commission Staff as to their intent of the Decision (specifically whether it was appropriate to address a more efficient mode of interconnection for national carriers) and the Commission staff supported this approach.  Telus raised an objection to anything other that NPA connectively being considered part of this TIF and that other options be referred to bi-lateral negotiations.  Stentor supported Telus' positions.  ALL other parties disagreed.   Section 2.2 of the task description will remain open and work will continue by all non-Stentor parties with the open invitation for Stentor to participate at any time.  Priority should be given to part one of the tasks. 





Discussion over the progress of existing service providers with existing CCS7 network and how they move under the umbrella of Decision 97-8.  Basic disagreement again.





Suggestion to close this discussion for today and move it to next week’s conference calls.  The final 2 contributions will be reviewed next week (Stentor’s and Metronet’s).





�
�
6. �
July 16�
Agreement to discuss only POIs today.  SPOI conversation will commence the discussion next week.  SRCI and Metronet still have outstanding contributions to be tabled.





Review of Videotron’s contribution titled POI Selection Criteria for building space.  Discussion swirled and following are the summary points….


Basic agreement that POI does not have to be a building space and that this decision is up to the individual LEC when selecting their POI.  Key point was that whatever the selection it must follow all criteria established with some minimum set of environmentals (e.g. accessibility, security).


Basic agreement that POI is not a meet point.  Discussion over whether a meet point is up to bilateral discussion although there was no conclusion.  There was a proposal to include possible types of interconnections within the NPSWG.


Consensus on the fact that we will send our final POI Selection Criteria to the NOSWG for their review and comment before submitting it.


Videotron noted that POI interconnection at the exchange level only applied to ILEC/CLEC interconnection, CLEC/CLEC interconnection can follow or not as they determine.  All parties agreed.





Videotron’s contribution titled Interconnection Trunks and CCS7 Links was reviewed.  Once again much discussion ensued.  It ended up with a proposal to include in the NPSWG the following tasks


Develop a process to decide upon how to build between POIs


Develop potential solutions that may be used in the build process


Develop guidelines on how to choose a technology (i.e. copper or fiber)


Contributions are due before the next meeting.


�
�
7�
July 23�
TIF wording accepted.





Note that attached to the TIF is a summary template of discussions to date for future discussion, modification, deletion, etc.





Consensus on the use of Clearnet’s contribution as a base for the final report on SPOIs.  Clearnet volunteered to continue to edit this section of the total TIF final report, Metronet gladly accepted the offer.





Agreement on contribution presentation process.  All parties will have a few minutes to present their papers.  Limited clarification period after each presentation.  All debates held to end where we will debate the entire topic.    





Metronet contribution  #32 was reviewed.  Clarification summed up the contribution into stating that “POIs should be capable of being a SPOI” and this will be added to the attached table for discussion 


CCTA contributions # 33& 34 were reviewed. 


Sprint’s contribution # 36was reviewed.


Stentor’s contribution # 37 was reviewed.





Contributions submitted previously were reviewed.


Metronet contribution # 28 was reviewed.


Stentor’s contribution # 26 was reviewed.





Discussion ensued on the Selection of POI Criteria.  All companies were polled for their comments.





Stentor generally supported Sprint’s proposal for broad criteria only.  They disagreed with Metronet’s contribution.  Videotron felt that they needed flexibility in determining the POI (i.e. want to be able to choose fiber on a pole if they so desire).  They agree with the concept of ‘Broad Criteria”.  Microcell thinks we have to divorce the concept of building space, meet point, co-location, etc from the concept of POI criteria and generally supports Videotron.  They support a Minimal Set of Criteria to govern individual LEC selection.  They suggest 2 criteria


it can handle all traffic


meets reliability requirements


WIC supports a limited set of criteria and no limit on technology choice.  Metronet support the concept of “limited/minimal/broad” set or criteria but felt that the Sprint’s proposal for proximity to a rate center not acceptable.  Clearnet supported the concept of a “minimal” set of criteria, stated that they believe it to be a self-governing process.  They want the ILEC to disclose their POIs well in advance of the Jan 1 deadline.  Clearnet does not support Sprint Canada’s position on one criterion being the rate center of an exchange.  Sprint Canada believes that specific network criteria (e.g., reliability) for POIs are not required. Rather, a LEC should not be required to treat the POI no differently than any other point in its network from the standpoint of measures such as reliability, etc. Any considerations relating to interconnection should be governed by applicable technical interface standards and specifications that are not relevant to the establishment of selection criteria for POIs and are beyond the scope of NPSWG. Sprint Canada amended its contribution to state that POIs should be situated within the base rate areas of ILEC exchanges. The only other relevant criterion is ensuring that the POIs are mandated by Decision 97-8 provide sufficient capacity to all interconnecting LECs for a defined planning horizon ( e.g. five years ) 





Agreement to define POI criteria to a MINIMAL SET.  Agreement on  the following proposed criteria pending individual company review


POI will be able to accommodate forecast requirements for a minimum period of 5 years


POI will be limited to a geographic limitation of the Basic Rate Area within an exchange


Before the CLECs can complete their review of this tentative agreement Stentor needs to provide the following information (target date of Monday July 28):


Basic Rate Area definition by ILEC.


For the cities listed in the LNP rollout 


-list of exchanges where BRA = Exchange


-BRA and Exchange maps where BRA does not = the exchange





The review of the attached criteria list (Table 1 ) was completed, resulting in the above Minimal Set with placement of some of the issues listed in other discussions( Table 2 ).


The attached list has been edited to indicate when the item will be addressed.  2 parking lots items were identified for future discussion within this TIF:


Is there a need for diverse POIs within an exchange and if so when does the criteria apply (to one POI or both?)


Need to create a POI definition, which would include clarification of the multi-use of the POI.





No discussion was held over section 2 of the TIF task list.  





Discussion was held over the following proposal tabled last week to include in the NPSWG the following tasks


Develop a process to decide upon how to build between POIs


Develop potential solutions that may be used in the build process


Develop guidelines on how to choose a technology (i.e. copper or fiber)


Conclusion was that if any party wanted to created a separate TIF for this activity they are at liberty to do so but that this TIF would not be amended to deal with this issue.


�
�
8�
July 30�
TIF wording was not accepted. Not all TISWG members received the TIF at the time of conference call.


Stentor’s, provided information about “Exchange and Base Rate Area” was analyzed by all parties. Two items were identified:


	1.The only places where BRA does not=Exchange, are Chatham  (ON), Trois 	Riviers (PQ) and Calgary (AB).


2.The concept of  BRA will be eliminated shortly for few ILEC’s ( e.g. BC Tel, NB Tel )


The competitors agreed with the idea of adopting a definition that will suit properly either the BRA or Exchange. CRTC proposed to define BRA ,as:


“Largest populated sector in an exchange, determined by a switch…”


Sprint suggested adding that POI should be located in X distance from the exchange, and therefore we should agree on a minimal value to determine that.


Decision was richer by concluding that POI should be required to be in the dense population area of the exchange. All parties agreed to limit the Gateway/POI location, to the area as defined by BRA, in BELL General Tariff :


“ an area in which the development of individual line service, two-parties line service,


   PBX service and order–turett service is relatively substantial and continuos.”


 �
�
9�
Aug. 13�
TIF wording was accepted. Two contributions were received :


Stentor’s contribution specified the following two POI selection criteria :


       *POI must be able to support forecast growth for of minimum of five years


       *POI should be located within the area of the greatest continuous population density.


Sprint’s contribution ( on behalf of the Competitors ) proposed to change the second POI criteria to the following text :


       *Each gateway POI must be situated within ten kilometers of the rate center for the 


         exchange. 


Stentor argued that X= 10 km is too restrictive a value for the large exchanges (Toronto).


The Competitors’ contribution also introduced the requirement of grandfathering existing 


interconnection arrangements :


       *Finally, irrespective of the selection criteria for gateway POI’s , interconnection 


         arrangements established prior to 1 January 1998 between carriers will remain 


         unaffected and may also be used for the interchange of local exchange traffic.


Clearnet noted that the cost of existing interconnection was primarily born by WSPs,


not by the ILECs, and that the impact therefore of not grandfathering the interim arrangement would be to the WSPs.


Stentor disagreed and mentioned that previous arrangements are a separate issue and can be handled in accordance with paragraph 33 from 97-8.


In CRTC’s staff opinion Stentor’s position is correct.�
�
10�
Aug 20�
TIF wording was accepted. Four contributions were received:


Clearnet’s contribution specified that the criteria promoted by Stentor “may have some merit, but is inherently arbitrary and not equally applicable in the aprox. 1900 exchanges within Canada.” On the grandfathering of the pre-existing interconnection arrangements, Clearnet maintains their position, with respect to existing interconnection facilities.


Stentor disagreed with the limitation of POI’s location at 10 km. from the Rate Center, noting that it imposes unnecessary restriction to both CLECs and ILECs. Stentor’s suggestion to separate the grandfathering subject from the TIF was rejected by Clearnet.


Sprint Canada’s contribution , on behalf of the Competitors , acknowledged that the recommendations regarding the selection of switches to be designated as gateway POIs 


(in Decision 97-8) applies to ILECs only.


Microcell’s contribution stated that there is a need to acknowledge pre-existing arrangements.


CRTC’s staff asked for clarifications on why  CLECs believe that paragraph 34 of Telecom Decision 97-8 applies to ILECs only. CRTC’s staff attempted to clarify whether the grandfathering was to apply to the interconnection facility or tariffs etc.


Clearnet noted that it was expected that the grandfathering would apply to the interconnection facility, but the tariffs would not, they would migrate to tariffs developed pursuant to Decision 97-8.


CRTC staff indicated that facilities utilized in pre-existing interconnection arrangements should be utilized in a local exchange environment, unless there is a compelling reason as to why the facilities in question can not be reused.


The CRTC staff further noted that they believe that there will be more problems in CLEC to CLEC POI negotiations than in CLEC to ILEC POI negotiation.





�
�
11�
Aug 27�
TIF wording was accepted. Stentor proposed some wording changes with regard to paragraph 2, section 4.3 and paragraph 1 section 4.3 from Clearnet’s contribution. Both changes were accepted. 


�
�
12�
Sept.10�
Seven contributions were received: Clearnet’s contribution with regards to the selection criteria for CCS7 POI and CCS7 Principles of interconnection was adopted as dispute paper on behalf of the Competitors.


Telus, Bell Canada and BCTel presented the gateway POI locations. With regards to Bell’s contribution, Metronet raised the question of the location of gateway POI for Toronto, which was not included on the list. Bell noted that this POI was not established yet but the answer should follow in the next few days.


Telus provided their contribution, which had been filed as the dispute position paper associated in this issue. No discussion was engaged since the dispute papers were in front of the Commission.


Metronet presented the position of Competitors on the issue of Facilities Build.


�
�
13�
Sept.24�
TIF wording was not reviewed. Eight contributions were received.


Telus presented two contributions with regards to Gateway SPOI for NPA 403 and for communities with which Calgary has ERFC. Sprint required further clarification on the location and asked if all the POIs and SPOIs are in 10-km. range from the Rate Center. Same questions applied to other two contributions presented by BCTel and Bell. All ILECs reply that the SPOIs are in the CO, in 10 km. range and not outside of the exchange boundaries. Sprint asked for further clarification with regards to EAS with other exchanges in Montreal Island.


Cantel provided two contributions with regards to grandfathering of existing interconnection agreements and the requirement for one SPOI per NPA. Both contributions were numbered but no discussion occurred since these had been table at the CISC Coordinating Committee Call the week before.


Stentor’s contribution with regards to Facility Build Principles was presented. Agreement was reached with regard to the use of a mid span meet point which shall be selected based on mutual agreement of LECs. The cost recovery was identified as a separate issue. With regards to diversity ,Stentor argued that the cost related to it is not shared and some incremental cost will be required. All parties agreed to address the cost recovery and facility ownership issues to the Coordinating Committee on Friday, Oct.10-th and to prepare the dispute papers with regards to diversity for next face-to-face meeting.


�
�
14�
Oct.9�
TIF wording was reviewed. Telus contribution NPCO072A was reviewed.


Telus added more description to POI locations and mentioned that all POIs are in central office location, all of which are the rate centers, therefore within the 10km.


Bell’s contribution NPCO091 was presented. Bell acknowledge that NPA


807 for Thunder Bay will be provided later. Sprint asked for 807 information as soon as possible. Bell noted that POIs are within 10km of rate center. Sprint asked for further clarification on certain POI locations that do not have any V&H coordinates or cross street addresses and to identify which ones are at that rate center. In the event that the selected POIs are outside the 10km range the ILECs were required to provide justification.


Bell also added that locations such as Pt.Claire, Roxboro, Lachine and


St. Genierier have same EAS links as Montreal exchange.


BCTel mentioned that if there were other COs more convenient than the ones selected (other than Vancouver or Victoria) would be considered.


However, Sprint mentioned that if any party, request a change in the Gateway POI, it should be discussed at NPSWG. BCTel noted that POIs are generally at the rate center 


All parties adopted NPRE007 with regards to facility build.


With regards to cost allocation , the following questions were raised :


(Who owns facility?


(Is it joint building?


(It is a meeting point?


With regards to facility build issues, the following principles were raised:


Allocation principles should be based on the usage of the quality


Utilization of additional capacity for traffic other than bill and keep in facility


Growth of electronics beyond bill and keep


Bell fells that theses principles need to be dealt with case by case


CLECs insisted that a correlation between principles need to be established.


With regards to ownership facility the following questions were raised :


Scenarios 3&4 how to deal with ownership


How is mid span meet chosen?


When does mid span meet apply?


Dispute Resolution


MA SWG looking at this.


Objective is to formalize the dispute resolution mechanism


Who should arbitrate? 


How does arbitration get triggered?


What other dispute resolution mechanisms are being addressed, if any in CISC are they appropriate for this issue?


What is the process for arbitration?


Leo notes that we could initiate a process re: facility


With regards to dispute papers, parties decided to send to CRTC the consensus report and not residual issues that need resolution perspectives on how to deal with residential issues.


With regards to grandfathering use of existing facility, a letter from CRTC will follow, requesting comments.�
�
15�
Nov 19�
Reviewed new contribution from SOCs regarding POI/SPOI locations. It was noted that these should be all the POIs and SPOIs for the P1 and P2 locations (as delineated in the LNP rollout SWG). It was noted that all the POIs are within 10 km from the rate centre. 


This TIF is parked pending CRTC decision regarding the disputed items.�
�
16�
98 May 27�
Discussed Telecom Order 98-486. 


MetroNet noted that existing SPOIs do not comply with this order and noted that these should probably be considered to be grandfathered since some CLECs have already established IC arrangements to the POIs/SPOIs. MetroNet asked whether the LECs that don’t comply with the order will have to establish new SPOIs co-located with their POIs. The CRTC staff noted that existing IC arrangements could be viewed as alternative arrangements between the LECs in the event that a new POI/SPOIs were established as a result of the decision. �
�
17�
Sept 30�
Discussion on NPCO0121:


TCEI currently has a pair of STPs in Alberta, with D-Link connections to TCI. Eventually they intend to migrate to a pair of STPs that would both be used by TCI and TCEI. 


MetroNet indicated its preference during the meeting that TCEI and TCI have joint SPOIs in Edmonton and Calgary. MetroNet also noted that it would be most efficient to have one set of SPOIs as well as one set of links. The CRTC staff indicated that the CRTC would not object to this proposal, but that if a CLEC that did business in only Edmonton came along, that TCEI would need to provide for two SPOIs in the NPA-NXX. The CRTC noted that both SPOIs do not necessarily need to be  within the serving territory of  the ILEC (i.e. TCEI).�
�
18�
Oct 14�
Discussion regarding NPCO122:


- TCEI indicated the following reasons for decalring 2 SPOIs in Edmonton rather than using the same SPOIs and links:


TCEI and TCI are not 1 operating company


In the event that a CLEC operating only in the Edmonton territory requested interconnection, TCEI would be obliged to provide 2 SPOIs in Edmonton.


TCEI re-iterated that it would consider other arrangements on a bi-lateral basis.


TCEI indicated that there may be changes to its STPs architecture but that this would not affect the SPOIs. 


Clearnet  asked whether a WSP currently interconnected with TCEI in Edmonton which becomes a CLEC in Edmonton would have its SS7 IC arrangement grandfathered. TCEI indicated that this would be left to bi-lateral negotiations.


Discussion regarding NPCO124:


- TCEI requested the specific reference to Telecom Order 98-486. The Sprint rep who had made the contribution was not available to clarify this at the meeting.


�
�
19�
Nov 18�
Parties requested that CLECs disclose all POI/SPOI information to NPSWG. �
�
20�
Dec 2�
Reveiwed NPCO079a & NPCO091b:


Bell and BCTel filed changes to POI/SPOI locations that would apply to CLECs seeking LNI going forward. 


There was discussion that there is still a requirement for CLECs to disclose POI/SPOI info.


Some discussion regarding whether there’s a requirement for a central repository of LEC data, POIs/SPOIs etc.�
�
21�
99 Jan 27�
Reviewed Edmonton & EFRC POIs (NPRE129), and 404/780 SPOIs (NPRE71b).


CallNet submitted and withdrew Alberta POI and SPO (NPRE130)


The chair (Tony Chow) submitted an index of  the ILECs’ contributions in the CRTC CISC Web Page, under the Network Planning SWG (NPRE131)


Bell requested all CLEC POI/SPOIs.�
�
22�
Mar 31�
CallNet resubmitted POI & SPOI for Alberta (NPRE130a & NTCO025), and these were reviewed.


MTS POI/SPOI  (NTCO015) was tabled and  reviewed.  Bell (NTCO023 & NTCO024) and BCT.Telus (NTCO025) provided consolidated contributions on their POIs/SPOIs , and these were reviewed.  The consolidated documents supersede earlier versions.  The chair will send these contributions  to the WEB site.


Bell again requested all CLEC POI/SPOIs.  The CLECs expected to submit POI & SPOI info were identified as CallNet, GTTelecom, MetroNet, and Videotron.  CallNet has already submitted their locations and Videotron is expected to do so by the next meeting.  The chair (Tony Chow) will pursue GTTelecom.  The MetroNet rep (George Turner) took an action item to get the info for the next meeting.�
�
23�
Apr 20�
The Videotron POI/SPOI contribution was assigned NTCO027.  Several questions were raised.  However, the contribution was not discussed because the Videotron rep was not present on the conference call.


This TIF had not been updated for some time.  MetroNet (George Turner) agreed to obtain the latest version and update it to capture all contributions to date.


Bell again requested all CLEC POI/SPOIs.  MetroNet reported that their POI/SPOI contribution was being actively worked and would be available within a few days.


CallNet asked when would it be appropriate for a list of POI/SPOIs to be available.  The Bell rep (Doug Kwong) stated that the list is required prior to the start of bilateral negotiations.�
�
24�
May 11�
NTCO027, submitted by Videotron, was reviewed.  The Videotron rep (Michel Rochefort) stated that the POI/SPOI was for 514 only, and was intended to address VTL locations only.  A subsidiary company, VL, which is intended to serve residential clients, was not operating yet.  VL will declare POI/SPOI locations once negotiations have been concluded with the ILEC.


A debate ensued as to the timing of POI/SPOI submission.  Bell (Doug Kwong) insisted that this info should be declared prior to the start of negotiations.  AT&T (Henry Yabar) insisted that the public list of POI/SPOIs are discussed with the ILEC for feasibility before being declared.  Unofficial POI/SPOIs can exist by bilateral agreement.  But a LEC is obliged to honour interconnection at the officially declared POI/SPOI locations, hence these must be subjected to rigorous scrutiny for feasibility.  Videotron supported AT&T’s position.


The Bell rep (Doug Kwong) again insisted on having all the LEC POI/SPOIs.  The MetroNet rep (George Turner) stated that the input had been prepared but was not yet ready for release.  Bell insisted that the record show that the information had been asked for by Bell and promised by MetroNet for three meetings in a row (i.e., 22 to 24).


The MTT POI/SPOI contribution and the Bell revision, NTCO029 and NTCO023a respectively, were reviewed.  The former was an initial declaration; the latter was a revision to add Niagara Falls.  There were no comments.


The subject of future changes to declared POI/SPOI locations was discussed.  It was agreed that ongoing changes should be presented at the Network Working Group, because a current list must be maintained on the CRTC Web site.  This list was seen as being particularly important for new Service Providers.  There was debate as to the need for group approval of the changes.  While it was agreed that disapproval would be unfortunate, most agreed that a LEC should not be subjected to undue economic hardship by a committee disagreement — e.g., per Telus (Craig Miller), having to undertake an ill-advised or uneconomical building expansion just to preserve an existing POI/SPOI location.  It was concluded that final disposition of  this issue would have to be experience rated.   �
�
25�
Jun 22�
A revised Bell POI/SPOI, NTCO023b, was tabled and reviewed — a minor typing error was identified and corrected on 01 Adelaide.


MetroNet tabled an initial POI/SPOI contribution, NTCO033.  Several comments were received which suggested errors.  It was agreed that completion of the review and posting on the Web should be deferred until the next meeting.


With respect to the ongoing nature of POI/SPOI declarations and updates, CRTC staff (Chaouki Dakdouki) stated that this TIF (and other ongoing CISC activities as well) would be superseded by a repository for open-ended items.�
�
26�
Jul 13�
Videotron provided and reviewed an updated POI and SPOI contribution, and this was identified as NTCO027a.  The original was only for Montreal.  OK to send the revised version to the Web site with a change in the title from NP to NT.


MetroNet (George Turner) stated that its POI/SPOI contribution was still being worked and was not yet ready for posting on the Web site.  Telus (Craig Miller) agreed to investigate and comment on the Richmond BC site.


The ongoing role of the NWG in reviewing these submissions was discussed.  It was agreed that POI/SPOI declarations should continue to flow through this committee for the purpose of assigning numbers, and the chair is currently the only person who can submit material to the Web site.�
�
27�
Aug 10�
There were no new contributions to review.  MetroNet (George Turner) stated that no work had been done on the MetroNet contribution since the previous meeting; hence it should continue to be held and not released to the Web.  With respect to the action item on Telus from the previous meeting, Craig Miller stated that he had no objection to the Richmond BC site as a MetroNet POI.�
�
28�
Sep 21�
No new contributions to review.  AT&T/MetroNet (George Turner) requested that the MetroNet POI/SPOI contribution be held over to the next meeting.


Novus (Flavio Petrin) stated that it was prepared to submit its POI/SPOI information and would do so in the near future.�
�
29�
Oct 19�
The Novus POI/SPOI contribution was assigned NTCO048.  It was reviewed and released for posting to the Web.


The revised AT&T (MetroNet) contribution, NTCO033a, was reviewed and several errors were corrected at the meeting.  A corrected version, NTCO033b, captured the changes identified at the meeting and was issued on Oct 20th for posting to the Web.


There was a discussion regarding the number of characters to be provided in the CLLI code.  It was agreed that only the first 8 need be to be published.


�
�
30�
Nov 9�
no activity to report�
�
�
�
�
�









	


ACTION REGISTER:





Action	Prime	P - Date	A - Date	Status





1. Contributions requested on proposal to	ALL	July 9	July 9	Closed


use Clearnet contribution as basis for 


report on SPOI section of the task





Contributions re: opinions of what the 	ALL	July 16	July 23	Closed


basic outline for the Criteria Definition should


be and be prepared to close on the outline at


the meeting.





Contributions on proposal to include in	ALL	July 23 	July 23	Closed


the NPSWG the following tasks


Develop a process to decide upon how to


build between POIs


Develop potential solutions that may be 


used in the build process


Develop guidelines on how to choose a


technology (i.e. copper or fiber)





4. Contributions on the POI Criteria	ALL	July 23	July 23	Closed	





5. Final closure of the POI Criteria	ALL	Aug 13		Closed





6. Contributions on the issue of the 


    principles governing facilities build	ALL	Aug.25	Sept.24	Closed


Fiber route diversity required between


POIs


Develop a process upon how to share 


cost between POIs


Present all issues with regard to facility


ownership





7. POI  and SPOI Locations


ILECs to specify if all POI/SPOI locations 


       areIn 10 km range from the Rate Center	Bell	Sept.24	Nov 17	Closed


ILECs to provide further clarification 


(address) for the POIs/SPOIs	ALL	Sept.24	Nov 17	Closed


Complete the list of POIs/SPOIs


(Toronto and Montreal)	Bell	Sept.24	Nov 17	Closed


10 km range from the rate center


Provide justification for locations outside	SOCs	Sept 24	Nov 17	Closed


the 10 km range.





8. Send NPRE07	S.Ledwell	asap	Oct 29	Closed


9. All parties to send co related to TCEI SPOIs 	All	Oct 9	Oct 28	Closed


10. All  CLEC to disclose POI/SPOI info 	All	Nov 18		Open








					


ASSOCIATED CONTRIBUTIONS:





Date	Contributor	Title	FN on CRTC Web Page


June 11	CCTA 	June 11 Mtg. Contribution			NPCO001.doc


June 18	Sprint Canada	Points on Interconnection for the 		NPCO002.doc


		Interexchange of Traffic Between


		Local Exchange Carriers (LECS)


June 23	Stentor	SS7 SPOI Implementation Guidelines	NPCO012.doc


June 25	Stentor	Stentor’s Input on Point on Interconnection	NPCO011.doc


June 30	CCTA	POIs			NPCO018.doc


July 1	Clearnet	Basis for CCS7 POI selection			NPCO024.doc


		And Interconnection in a Local


		Exchange Environment


July 8	Stentor	Gateway POI Selection Criteria		NPCO025.doc


July 8	Stentor	SPOI Architecture & Selection Criteria	NPCO026.doc


July 8	Stentor	CCS7 POI			NPCO027.doc


July 8	Metronet	Selection of POI			NPCO028.doc


July 16	Videotron	POI Selection Criteria for building space	NPCO030.doc


July 16	Videotron	Interconnecting Trunks and CCS7 Links	NPCO031.doc


July 17	Metronet 	CCS7 SPOIs coexistence with Voice POIs	NPCO032.doc


July 21	CCTA	POI Selection Criteria Template		NPCO033.doc


July 21	CCTA	Facilities Build Between POIs			NPCO034.doc


July 23	Sprint	Position of Sprint Canada on Task #2	NPCO036.doc


July 18	Stentor	Interconnecting Trunks and CCS7 Links	NPCO037.doc


Aug 7	Stentor	POI Selection			NPCO038.doc


Aug 13	Sprint Canada	Position of Sprint Canada on Task #2	NPCO039.doc


Aug 14	Clearnet	Basis of gateway POI selection in a						LEC environment			NPCO045.doc


Aug.19	Stentor	Input to TIF 2 final summary report		NPCO046.doc


Aug.18	Clearnet	Non-Consensus report on CCS7 POI 


		Selection criteria and principles of CCS7


		Interconnection			NPCO047.doc


July 30	Stentor	SPOI input for NPSWG report to


		Commission			NPCO048.doc


Aug.20	Sprint Canada	Position of Competitors on task no. 2	NPCO049.doc


Aug.18	Microcell	POI selection criteria			NPCO050.doc


Aug.27	Stentor	TIF2 rewording of sections 3.4 & 4.3	NPCO053.doc


		of final report


Aug.27	Stentor`	TIF2 Retention of existing POIs		NPCO054.doc


Sept 8	Metronet	Position of Competitors on the issue	NPCO055.doc


		of Facility Build


Sept.8	Clearnet	The position of the Competitors with	NPCO057.doc


		Respect to CCS7 POI Selection Criteria


		And Principles of CCS7 Interconnection


Sept.10	Telus	Gateway POI location for Calgary		NPCO059.doc


Sept.10	Bell	List of Gateway POI Locations			NPCO060.doc


Sept.10	Telus	Additional clarification regarding 		NPCO062.doc


		expanded use of existing POIs


Sept.10	Stentor	Comments on POI Selection Criteria	NPCO063.doc


Sept.10	BCTel	Gateway POI Location for Vancouver	NPCO064.doc


Sept.17	Cantel	Grandfathering of Existing Interc’n		NPCO065.doc


		Arrangements


Sept.17	Cantel	The requirement for one SPOI per NPA	NPCO066.doc


Sept.18	Metronet	Position of the Competitors on the issue	NPCO068.doc


		of Facilities Build


Sept.18	Stentor	Comments on SPOI Selection Criteria	NPCO069.doc


		And related Matters


Sept.19	Telus	Gateway SPOI Locations for Telus		NPCO071.doc


Sept.19	Telus	Gateway POI Locations for communities	NPCO072.doc


		having EFRC with Calgary


Sept.22	Stentor	Facility Build Principles			NPCO075.doc


Sept.22�
BCTel�
Gateway POI and SPOI Locations for BcTel�
NPCO079.doc�
�
Dec 1�
BCTel�
Gateway POI and SPOI Locations for BcTel�
NPCO079a.doc�
�
Sept.22	Bell	POI Locations			NPCO083.doc


111797�
Bell�
POI Locations �
Yes�
NPCO083a.doc�
�
100697�
Bell�
List of SPOI Locations�
Yes�
NPCO091.doc�
�
111797�
Bell�
List of SPOI Locations�
Yes�
NPCO091a.doc�
�
120197�
Bell�
List of SPOI Locations�
Yes�
NPCO091b.doc�
�
102297�
Bell�
POI Locations�
Yes�
NPCO092.doc�
�
111797�
Bell�
POI Locations�
Yes�
NPCO093.doc�
�
111797�
NewTel�
SPOI Locations�
Yes�
NPCO094.doc�
�
111797�
MT&T�
SPOI Locations�
Yes�
NPCO095.doc�
�
111797�
MTS�
Gateway POI Locations�
Yes�
NPCO096.doc�
�
111797�
MTS�
SPOI Locations�
Yes�
NPCO097.doc�
�
111797�
NBTel�
Gateway POI Locations�
Yes�
NPCO098.doc�
�
111797�
NBTel�
SPOI Locations�
Yes�
NPCO099.doc�
�
111797�
NewTel�
POI Locations�
Yes�
NPCO100.doc�
�
111797�
MT&T�
Gateway POI Locations�
Yes�
NPCO101.doc�
�
980930�
TCEI�
Response to A REQUEST FOR CONTR’N ON THE TCEI HOW CAUSE LETTER�
Yes�
NPCO121.doc�
�
981014�
TCEI�
G/W SPOI Loc’s for TELUS Comm’s (Edm) Inc�
Yes�
NPCO122.doc�
�
981014�
Sprint�
Sprint CO regarding EDM SPOIs�
Yes�
NPCO124.doc�
�
990126�
Telus�
Edmonton & EFRC POIs�
Yes�
NPRE129.doc�
�
990126�
Telus�
403 and 780 SPOIs�
Yes�
NPRE71b.doc�
�
990126�
CallNet�
POI  and SPOI  locations (withdrawn)�
No�
NPRE130.doc�
�
990126�
Chair�
ILEC POI/SPOI Contribution index�
Yes�
NPRE131.doc�
�
990309�
CallNet�
POI and SPOI locations (Alberta) resubmitted�
Yes�
NPCO130.doc�
�
990309�
MTS�
POI and SPOI locations�
Yes�
NTCO015.doc�
�
990330�
Bell�
Consolidated POIs�
Yes�
NTCO023.doc�
�
990330�
Bell�
Consolidated SPOIs�
Yes�
NTCO024.doc�
�
990330�
BCT.Telus�
Consolidated POI/SPOI�
Yes�
NTCO025.doc�
�
990330�
CallNet�
POI/SPOI locations – Calgary�
Yes�
NTCO026.doc�
�
990420�
Videotron�
POI/SPOI, VTL, 514 (rep not present)�
No�
NTCO027.doc�
�
990511�
Videotron�
POI/SPOI, VTL, 514�
Yes�
NTCO027.doc�
�
990511�
MTT�
POI/SPOI�
Yes�
NTCO029.doc�
�
990511�
Bell�
Change: Niagara Falls added�
Yes�
NTCO023a.doc�
�
990621�
Bell�
Change: 01 Adelaide typo�
Yes�
NTCO023b.doc�
�
990621�
MetroNet�
POI and SPOI locations (on hold)�
No�
NTCO033.doc�
�
990713�
Videotron�
POI/SPOI, 514 and beyond�
Yes�
NTCO027a.doc�
�
991019�
AT&T (MetroNet)�
POI/SPOI, revised�
Yes�
NTC0033a.doc�
�
991019�
AT&T (MetroNet)�
POI/SPOI, revised�
Yes�
NTCO033b.doc�
�
991019�
Novus�
POI/SPOI, initial�
Yes�
NTCO048.doc�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�



�
CISC - NPSWG


Table 1. Proposed Criteria Selection for POIs








Possible Criteria for the Selection�
Proposed Category�



POI?�



SPOI?�
�
Multi-LEC or BI-LEC interconnection�
�
�
�
�
LEC switch and facilities location�
�
�
�
�
Availability of co-location space, hydro�
�
�
�
�
Building availability related to LEC need�
�
�
�
�
Equipment constraints�
�
�
�
�
Time to negotiate�
�
�
�
�
Mandatory use of a third party interconnect point�
�
�
�
�
Cost�
�
�
�
�
Building access�
�
�
�
�
Interconnect parameters ( robustness, GOS,cost)�
�
�
�
�
Flexibility for future requirements ( power, environmental, real estate )�
�
�
�
�
Network efficiency�
�
�
�
�
Physical diversity�
�
�
�
�
Route diversity ( specially for D links )�
�
�
�
�
Availability of dedicated links, witch will carry specific traffic�
�
�
�
�
Security on location�
�
�
�
�
Accessibility and maintainability�
�
�
�
�
Access to sufficient transport facilities �
�
�
�
�
Multi-use�
�
�
�
�
Building capacity to accommodate forecast growth�
�
�
�
�
Where economically feasible, location based upon LEC practices, witch include but not limited to:


*Local buildings code


*Manufacturer of equipment installations


*Proximity of existing interconnect point�
�
�
�
�






Table 2. Adopted Selection Criteria for POIs











Possible Criteria for the Selection�
Proposed Category�



POI?�



SPOI?�
�
Accommodate forecast requirements for a minimum period of 5 years�
�
�
�
�
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