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 ADVANCE \d 3ACTIVITY DIARY:

	
	Date
	Activity

	01
	9Nov04
	The NTWG Chair reported that the Steering Committee would like to see a more detailed TIF work plan.  This work plan was developed and is now included in the “Work Plan and Time Frame” section of this TIF report (page 1).

	02
	9Nov04
	It was agreed to add the background information to the TIF to make it self-contained.  The background information would include the contributions and minutes of the discussions prior to the approval of the TIF. 

	03
	9Nov04
	The NTWG Chair reiterated that the TIF should focus on the technical interface and that policy issues should not be discussed.  Gray issues should be identified but not discussed.

H. Charles stated that only high-level service requirements should be discussed.

After a brief discussion in which several parties intervened, it was agreed that IP application layer standards & protocols should be the focus of the TIF while architectural and non-application layer issues should not be discussed.

	04
	9Nov04
	Due to the increased number of participants now attending CISC NTWG that missed discussing the “Work Plan and Time Frame” section, Henry Yabar, the task sponsor reviewed each of the five items contained in this section.

1. Interconnection between Telephony service providers under the jurisdiction of the CRTC.  
- Accepted without comments.

2. The functionalities of the approved CCS7 minimum message set.
- At least one person asked for clarification.
- Several parties responded that the starting point of the task is to identify in the IP interface the minimum message set equivalent to the one specified in the report TIRE009 (available on CRTC Web site).
- It was also stated that the required network interface should allow the interchange of the messages of a service offering, for example Follow-me service, if both service providers offer the same service to their customers.
3. Service functionalities to be supported and the information that needs to be exchanged across the network-to-network interface.
- Several parties suggested the identification of additional features and the method to handle these additional features would be included. 
- TELUS stated that the principle already exists in dealing with exchanging messages for optional features.  Namely, if optional features are offered by interconnecting service providers, the message associated with those features will be exchanged between the service providers by mutual agreement.
4. IP standards and protocols that are commonly used for carrier-to-carrier interconnections.  The initial focus will be on the Session Initiation Protocol, but other protocols will not be excluded.  Carrier specific implementation requirements will not be considered in this TIF.
- Videotron (VTL) asked what protocols will be supported and what protocols are available and implemented in the industry e.g., SIP, H.323?  VTL proposed an industry scan of preferred protocols.
- Bell Canada stated that an industry scan is not required but contributions from the participants would be a more efficient way to identify relevant protocols.
- VTL stated that the basic interconnection requirements in the IP world are security, performance and quality of service.  Before protocols are considered, basic IP interconnection issues like security, number of links for signaling and data types should be investigated.  Are we going to consider functionality first and security second; are basic IP interconnections going to be considered, are carriers allowed bi-lateral arrangements?
- Several parties responded that these are valid concerns and could be investigated depending on the policy aspect of the investigation but they were out of scope for this TTIF since this TIF is only looking at application layer protocols.  Additionally, it was suggested that these issues be placed into a parking lot so as to not lose the thought.
- Louis Lepage (Commission staff) suggested that session border controllers can be used to provide control between autonomous systems.
- Bell suggested we consider vendor seminars for IP issues and requested that each participant make a conscious effort to bring vendors to talk about a list of topics.
-The NTWG Chair expressed that the primary objective of CISC NTWG is to resolve industry issues and not to provide technical training.  To the extent that vendor seminars are required to help understand and resolve an industry issue, the seminars would be welcome.  MTS-Allstream and several parties concurred and expressed that presentations are recognized to be very useful to illustrate specific alternatives in a technical discussion,
- Microcell asked if a LEC could refuse an IP interconnection to another LEC.  Louis Lepage (Commission staff) stated, yes they could.  However, this will probably change when IP arrangements become prevalent.
- H. Charles requested clarification on whether financial institutions were considered to be under CRTC jurisdiction.  Louis Lepage answered: No, only carriers and resellers of carrier services.
- VTL asked if IP to IP interconnection is mandated.  Louis Lepage answered: No, not at this time because of the implication with Internet backbone issues.
- VTL expressed that care should be taken in considering IETF standards because of the ‘best effort’ nature of the internet.  VTL also expressed that SIP is emerging as the favored protocol at this time but because of the fluidity of the Internet and its’ standards, SIP may be obsolete sooner than we would expect.
- Several parties suggested that since the NTWG is not selecting an interconnection protocol that must be used for IP interconnection but rather, establishing principles of what each protocol must provide (i.e., minimum message set, etc.), that our efforts fit very well with the fluid nature of the Internet.
- H. Charles proposed that consideration b e given to the need for the transport of 911 calls between IP networks.
5. Relevant standards-developing bodies and current IP standards development processes within these standard bodies.

It was agreed to include the standards developing bodies together with the standards accreditation bodies.  It was also agreed that “Standard” as defined in this TIF would also include industry guidelines
- Several parties mentioned the industry bodies to consider include ITU, ATIS, IETF, IEEE, ISO, etc..
- K. Richardson noted the difference between standards developing bodies and standards accreditation bodies.  

	05
	9Nov04
	After a brief discussion, the following time table was agreed to complete the activities listed:
- Item 1


Feb 2005
- Item 2


Feb 2005
- Item 3


Feb 2005
- Item 4


April 2005
- Item 5


April 2005
- Report 1st draft
June 2005

	06
	07Dec04
	The TIF was reviewed and approved as amended.

	07
	07Dec04
	Clear Cable Networks stated that we can not preclude internet  protocols based on the public Internet when we may be using those protocols on the private internet.

	08
	15Feb05
	The TIF was reviewed and approved as amended.

	09
	15Feb05
	Mark Seagal from FCI Broadband commented that the CRTC tracks BGP border gateway protocol for peer-to-peer interconnections.

The Chair to ask the CRTC staff about this issue.

	10
	15Feb05
	XIT Telecom presented its contribution NTCO301.

Mark Seagal stated that CRTC does not object bi-lateral interconnection agreements.

Allstream stated that if ILECs offer a service for themselves or to another party (bilateral agreement), they have to make it available to any one who requests it from them.
TELUS noted that Allstream had over-generalized Section 27 (“Unjust Discrimination”) of the Telecommunication Act indiscriminately.  TELUS also noted that a “bi-lateral agreement” needed not be available to all those who request it so.
H. Charles stated that the purpose of the TIF is NNI meeting the needs of the Minimum Message set and that Xit Telecom’s contribution does not address this issue.  Allstream agreed, as well as Xit.

D. Kwong stated that SIP Connect is a vendor spec not a standard spec.  SIP Connect is a UNI spec, not a NNI spec. There is a draft document in the industry which addresses NNI:  PTSC-SAC-2005-005R1 (ATIS based document).

	11
	15Feb05
	The Chair requested a revised work plan for the next meeting.  H. Yabar to present the revised work plan.

	12
	15Mar05
	The TIF was reviewed and approved as amended.

	13
	15Mar05
	Henry Yabar, per the Chair’s request to present a revised work plan, and given that the work plan was approved by the NTWG, tabled the following revised time frames proposal:

To develop an IP-to-IP interconnection interface guideline that will consider the following:

1.
Interconnection between Telephony service providers under the jurisdiction of the CRTC.

2.
The functionalities of the approved CCS7 minimum message set.

3.
Service functionalities to be supported and the information that needs to be exchanged across the network-to-network interface.

4.
IP standards and protocols that are commonly used for carrier-to-carrier interconnections.  The initial focus will be on the Session Initiation Protocol, but other protocols will not be excluded.  Carrier specific implementation requirements will not be considered in this TIF.

5.
Relevant standards-developing bodies and current IP standards development processes within these standard bodies.
(February 2005) May 2005:  A list of feature and corresponding message sets in IP based on the approved TIRE009 (SS7 minimum message set)

(April 2005) July 2005:  Document standards / protocols and standard developing and accreditation bodies

(June 2005) September 2005:  Draft report

	14
	15Mar05
	Due to the unavailability of the contributor to present NTCO302, the late arrival of other contribution and the short time available for the presentation of NTCO304, it was agreed to postpone the presentation and discussion of  these contributions for the next April 18-19, 2005 meeting.


ACTION REGISTER:



	
	Action
	Opened
	Prime
	P Date
	A Date
	Status

	01
	To include a Background section in the TIF
	9Nov04
	H.Yabar
	07Dec04

	07Dec04
	Completed

	02
	Present a revised work plan.
	15Feb05
	H.Yabar
	15Mar05
	15Mar05
	Closed
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BACKGROUND:

From Previous CISC Meetings Minutes

CISC NTWG Meeting Summary - February 24, 2004

Proposed TIF – Session Initiation Protocol Profile for Interconnection Between Canadian Carriers

The NTWG reviewed the proposed TIF.  The following comments were made.

· There are many protocols in the IP environment; it is premature to develop an interconnection profile based on SIP.

· IP standards are evolving.  There is not enough knowledge on SIP to start working on an interconnection profile.  An industry scan of alternative standards is needed.

· Not all IETF RFCs become standards even in the IP environment.

· Not comfortable that the specifications such as IETF RFC and Packet Cable specifications are from recognized standards writing bodies, e.g., ANSI.

· The NTWG needs an understanding about where the industry regulation is leaning before meaningful works can be done.  Lots of groundwork needed before an interconnection profile can be developed.

· The Commission staff indicated that at the moment interconnection framework does not include IP interconnections although this does not prevent carriers from entering into bi-lateral agreement arrangements.  However, carriers are required to comply with the “no undue preference” rule and offer the same arrangement to other carriers.

In order to enable meaningful discussions and focus activities, participants are invited to submit contributions to better define / refine the scope of the proposed TIF for the next meeting.  Specifically, contributions should focus on the following:

· Whether the WG can undertake the proposed task in whole or in parts?

· If the proposed task needs to be modified, what should be in-scope and what should be out-of-scope?

· Given this activity will only facilitate the development of bi-lateral arrangements and not an interconnection mandate, participants are requested to express their interest in participating in the task.

CISC NTWG Meeting Summary - April 06, 2004

Proposed TIF – Session Initiation Protocol Profile for Interconnection Between Canadian Carriers

Contributions were received from TELUS (NTCO289.doc), Xit Telecom (NTCO290.doc) and Bell Canada (NTCO291.doc).  The Bell contribution was distributed late, therefore in accordance to the CISC administrative guideline, presentation and discussion was postponed to the next meeting.

TELUS presented its contribution NTCO289.doc and answered questions from the WG seeking clarification of the contribution.

Xit telecom presented its contribution NTCO290.doc and answered questions from the WG seeking clarification of the contribution.

Discussion regarding the scope of the proposed TIF was postponed to the next meeting.

Francois Menard (Xit telecom) presented materials from several Internet resources on IP protocols.  Instead of assigning contribution numbers to the materials from the Internet and posting them to the CRTC web site, his email request was converted into a contribution (NTCO292.doc) and will be posted.

During the discussion, Louis LePage (CRTC) made reference to a presentation on VoIP standards that was given at the Telecommunications Standards Advisory Council of Canada (“TSACC”) meeting in March.  NTWG members can view this presentation at the TSACC web page http://www.tsacc.ic.gc.ca/e/.  (Note:  please follow the URL, login at the member section and then following the meeting documents folder.  You may be required to register before you can view this document.)

CISC NTWG Meeting Summary - May 11, 2004

Proposed TIF – Session Initiation Protocol Profile for Interconnection Between Canadian Carriers

Bell presented its contribution NTCO291.doc and answered questions from the WG seeking clarification of the contribution.

The Chair indicated that the WG should decide whether to approve the proposed TIF at the next meeting.

CISC NTWG Meeting Summary - June 15, 2004

Proposed TIF – Session Initiation Protocol Profile for Interconnection Between Canadian Carriers

Members generally supported the undertaking of a TIF to work on IP interconnection profile.  However, there was still a diverse view in regards to the scope of the TIF.

The Chair indicated that one final round of contribution will be accepted.  Contributions are due by next meeting.  Decision regarding the scope of the TIF was held over till the additional contributions are reviewed.

CISC NTWG Meeting Summary - July 13, 2004

Proposed TIF – IP Interconnection Profile for Interconnection Between Canadian Carriers

Despite the diverse views expressed at the June meeting and the extension for contributions, no additional contribution was received.

The WG members approved the creation of a new TIF –NTTF014, IP Interconnection Profile for Interconnection Between Canadian Carriers.  Henry Yabar of MTS Allstream volunteered to be the TIF owner.

The TIF will be submitted to the Steering Committee for approval.  The next Steering Committee meeting is scheduled for September, 2004.

CISC NTWG Meeting Summary - September 14, 2004

Proposed TIF – IP Interconnection Profile for Interconnection Between Service Providers Under the Jurisdiction of the CRTC

The proposed TIF was reviewed.  Following is a summary of the discussions and the agreements reached.

· TIF title:  Some parties raised the concern that the term “Canadian Carriers” would restrict the applicability of the guideline to LECs within Canada while other parties contended that the mandate of CISC should remain focused on interconnection between carriers.  The Chair reminded members that the Commission would ultimately have to decide who could interconnect as peers and that NTWG should focus on developing a technical guideline that would be used for interconnection.  After much discussion, members agreed to replace “Canadian Carriers” with “Service Providers Under the Jurisdiction of the CRTC”.

· Task Description:  The task description was revised from

The objective of this TIF is to develop an IP-to-IP interconnection interface guideline (reference document) that will assist Canadian carriers who are interested in interconnecting by natively exchanging VoIP traffic between themselves.

to

To develop an IP-to-IP interconnection interface guideline initially for telephony service providers that are under the jurisdiction of the CRTC.

Herb Charles objected to the term “telephony”, arguing that it would limit the task to voice application only.  Some parties argued that the phrase “… initially for telephony service providers …” provided the initial focus critical for the task.  Herb Charles agreed to accept the text so long as his objection is noted in the minutes.

· Editorial changes were also made to the “Work Plan and Time Frames” section of the TIF.

· The TIF will be submitted to the Steering Committee for approval.

CISC NTWG Meeting Summary - October 12, 2004

Proposed TIF – IP Interconnection Profile for Interconnection Between Service Providers Under the Jurisdiction of the CRTC

Sam Yung indicated that the finalized proposed TIF was submitted to the Steering Committee for approval at the October 15 meeting.

Note:  The proposed TIF was accepted by the Steering Committee at their October 15 meeting.

ASSSOCIATED BACKGROUND CONTRIBUTIONS:
	Date
	Contributor
	Title
	File ID
	Reviewed

	12Sep2003
	Xit Telecom
	Session Initiation Protocol (SIP) Profile for interconnection between Canadian carriers
	
	Yes

	06Apr2004
	TELUS
	Scope of a Proposed SIP Interconnection Profile Task
	NTCO289
	Yes

	06Apr2004
	Xit Telecom
	Scope of a Proposed SIP Interconnection Profile Task
	NTCO290
	Yes

	07Apr2004
	Bell Canada
	Comments on Proposed TIF re: SIP
	NTCO291
	Yes

	31Mar2004
	Xit Telecom
	PacketCable(tm) Call Management Server Signaling Specification 
PacketCable(tm) Interdomain Quality of Service Specification 
IETF Session Initiation Protocol Standards Track Request For Comment
	NTCO292
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