CRTC Interconnection Steering Committee (CISC)
Network Working Group
CRTC Interconnection Steering Committee (CISC)
Network Working Group

   SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1IMPLEMENTATION OF REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

TASK IDENTIFICATION FORM
	DATE
ORIGINATED:
	July 13, 2004
	DATE
REVISED:
	   October 10, 2006, 

	WORKING GROUP:
	Network (NT)

	TASK #:
	14
	FILE:
	NTTF014U.doc 

	TASK TITLE:
	IP Interconnection Profile for interconnection between service providers under the jurisdiction of the CRTC.

	TASK DESCRIPTION:
	To develop an IP-to-IP interconnection interface guideline initially for Telephony service providers under the jurisdiction of the CRTC.

	CRTICAL TASK:
	N

	PRIORITY:
	M
	DUE DATE:
	September, 2005

	CROSS IMPACTS:
	

	WORK PLAN AND TIME FRAMES:
	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:  A list of feature and corresponding message sets in IP based on the approved TIRE009 (SS7 minimum message set)

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

June 2005:  Draft report

	CURRENT STATUS:
	In Progress

	TASK SPONSOR:
	Stephen Lau, P. Eng.

MTS Allstream Inc.

MP-10A, 333 Main Street

Winnipeg, Manitoba  R3C 3V6 

TEL:
 204-941-6310

FAX:
 204-774-3942

[Mailto:stephen.lau@allstream.com]

	TASK TEAM:
	Members of the Network Working Group


 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.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
	In response to Allstream’s statement “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 notes that Allstream has over-generalized Section 27 (“Unjust Discrimination”) of the Telecommunication Act indiscriminately.  TELUS also notes that a “bi-lateral agreement” needs not be available to all those who request it so long as it does not contravene the Telecommunication Act.

	15
	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.

	16
	19Apr05
	The TIF was reviewed and approved as amended.

	17 
	19Apr05
	· H. Charles presented NTCO302.

· H. Charles proposed to review and to accommodate any new requirements that would be necessary (ENUM, 911, etc).  This would allow the guidelines to encompass everything required.

· K. Richardson stated that 6 months ago it was agreed to the task.  What is IP minimum message set.  We decided deliberately to avoid discussing some issues which now H. Charles suggests to add.

· Bell Canada opposed to the suggestion of testing IP to IP at his time; not NNI only.  Interoperability is key in terms of vendor equipment.

· Xit expressed its agreement with section 3. in NTCO302.

· The Chair expressed that SIP Connect is a subset of the Minimum Message Set.  Does the NTWG want to accept a reduction of the Minimum Message Set?

· Xit stated: What is the mapping TDM to IP?  With that we would understand CCS7 and then we will analyze its implementation in IP, and then we can decide whether we covered all or a subset of the Minimum Message Set.

· H. Charles expressed that it is essential That NTWG determines the level of detail required to be interchanged

· H. Charles proposes to take into account other activities taking place in the industry, as ESWG, HPC, ENUM, etc.

·  H. Charles stated that security is not as significant an issue in the TDM environment as it is for IP inter-networking.

· Xit, related to section 4 and 5 in NTCO302, asked if 710 would need to be considered.

· Cogeco (Dennis Chartier) expressed that simple specs (first building block of a call), SLA, QoS, et.

· Industry Canada (Louis LePage) expressed that the TIF was purposely defined as it is.



	18
	19Apr05
	· TELUS (R. Sired) presented NTCO304.

· R. McCann asked if two SIP end points can set-up a call without a proxy server.

· K. Richardson asked how do we relate this to NTTF014.

· In response, Sam Yung (Chair) stated that the work plan requires the Working Group that “To develop an IP-to-IP interconnection interface guideline that will consider the following:  … 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.”  TELUS’ contribution provided a scan of the IP protocols that exist in the industry for interconnection.  In fact, it is the only contribution so far that supports the work plan item #4.  Regardless of what the final recommendation would be, the Working Group would not have exercised due diligence that was expected of it without such industry scan.
· R. McCann asked for a summary of the protocols in use by VoIP providers are using today

· R. Sired clarified that TELUS position is to support multiple protocols

	19
	19Apr05
	· Bell Canada (D. Kwong) presented NTCO305.

· D. Kwong stated that SIP Connect is a UNI.  Deriving an NNI from a UNI is not recommendable, specially if it is   Manufacturer’s based specs.

· K. Richardson stated that ATIS documentation is only freely available to ATIS members.

· D. Kwong provided the following url: http://contribution.atis.org/upload/PTSC/SAC/ptsc-sac-2005-074R1.doc
· K. Richardson stated that the documentation is not generally available.  

	20
	19Apr05
	· F. Menard presented NTCO306.

· The Chair asked if it was Xit Telecom intention that the NTWG develop the s/w for the SIP stack.

· F. Menard answered no

· S. Yung asked if different tools provide the same SIP stack.  F. Menard answered No

· F. Menard stated that software engineering modelization of protocols is complemented with FDL.  The result is to be able to show in a graphic manner the protocol that is being discussed.

· Ind. Canada (Louis LePage) stated that even a perfect stack needs to address interoperability because of the underlying protocols, permissible delays, etc.

· D. Kwong asked what is the background of EventHelix.com

· F. Menard replied that it is a s/w vendor.

· Regarding the security of the signalling system, D. Kwong stated that SS7 is not an open system.  It is a closed system. 

· D. Kwong also expressed that the architecture suggested for ENUM by Xit had not been adopted.

	21
	19Apr05
	· K. Richardson presented NTCO307.

· S. Yung commented that the contribution seemed to present the idea of doing all the work only on SIP and exclude other protocols.  Sam made his objection clear.

· K. Richardson stated that his contribution does not exclude other protocols.

· CallNet (P. Lang) stated that from the practical point of view, we may end up discussing only SIP.

	22
	19Apr05
	· K. Richardson presented NTCO308

· K. Richardson asked if we could ask the Commission  for help in accessing to the PTSC-SAC document and the ability to participate in the making of this document

	23
	19Apr05
	· Cogeco (D. Chartier) asked a question on process: From three deliverables, can we deliver only one?

· H. Yabar stated that we are committed to deliver all three.

	24
	19Apr05
	· The Chair invited the ILECs to document the CCS7 messages flow.

· The Chair also invited to all parties to make contributions to document the Minimum Message CCS7 ISUP messages flow in a single document.

· F. Menard indicated that TCAP messages might need to be included as well.

· D. Kwong clarified that some TCAP requirements relate to wholesale services which are not included in the Minimum Message set.

	25
	17May05
	· The TIF was reviewed and approved as amended.

	26
	17May05
	· K. Richardson stated that SIPConnect is a standards based document that references 17 IETF documents as compared to the ATIS document that references 18 IETF documents,  Consequently if the ATIS document is a Standards based document, then SIPConnect is also a Standards based document.

· Rejecting SIPConnect on the basis of being a manufacturers dominated document or Non Standards based document, without reviewing the value of SIPConnect does not help the NTWG. 

	27
	17May05
	· F. Menard stated that the ability to move forward for Xit is limited by the unavailability of the description of the CCS7 Minimum Message Set, including TCAP.

	28
	17May05
	· The Chair renewed his invitation to the ILECS to document the CCS7 messages flow in the Minimum Message Set.

	29
	17May05
	· K. Richardson stated that he had been working on a contribution that would clarify the services supported by the Minimum Message Set described in TIRE009.   R. Sired and H. Yabar volunteered to cooperate.

	30
	21Jun05
	· The TIF was approved as amended.

	31
	21Jun05
	· F. Menard reported that a working group within the SIP Forum is in a process of being chartered and will start work on July 6.  The purpose of this working group is to define IP/Centrex intercarrier interoperability and SIP intercarrier interconnection

	32
	21Jun05
	· K. Richardson presented his contribution NTCO0324.

· The Chair thanked K. Richardson for his contribution providing such a comprehensive history 

· H. Charles also considered K. Richardson’s contribution very appropriate and useful, and proposed to use it to get on with the task.

· F. Menard also thanked K. Richardson for his contribution.  F. Menard also expressed that CCS7 message sequence charts are still missing.  H. Charles stated that he sees that as the next step.

· K. Richarson stated that the ANSI and Bellcore documents are available for review.  K. Richardson reminded that TELUS offered to provide the documents required to continue the work.
Sam Yung clarified that TELUS has a technical library but not offered to provide the documents.  TELUS will make the documents available through contributions.

· The Chair asked D. Kwong and R. Sired if they can provide the info required.

· F. Menard asked if CNAM was the only instance where TCAP messages are required in the MMS.  K. Richardson responded that MMS requires TCAP also for Call Management Services.  It was clarified that CNAM TCAP messages under bi-lateral agreement are part of the MMS.



	33
	21Jun05
	    H. Charles stated that a flow chart of SS7 messages could be developed in order to identify the corresponding SIP messages.  H. Charles asked Bell Canada and MTS Allstream why is it so complicated to illustrate SS7 call flows.MTS Allstream responded that all the messages required for SS7 are detailed in the documents listed by K. Richarson.

· K. Richardson stated that if we looked at SIP Connect we would find an example of mapping  SIP messages to CCS7 messages.

	34
	21Jun05
	· M. Segal stated that SIP has most of this messages already defined and why do we spend so much time discerning where to start.

	35
	21Jun05
	· H. Yabar presented NTCO0325.

· F. Menard committed to provide comments to MTS Allstream contribution by next meeting.

	36
	21Jun05
	· Videotron stated that they will provide their comments to Allstream contribution after the next meeting.



	37
	19Jul05
	· The TIF was reviewed and approved as amended.

	38
	19Jul05
	· Videotron stated that we need to specify the emerging technical standards currently being worked on to implement in IP the CCS7 Minimum Message Set (MMS).

· Videotron suggested to enquire vendors/manufacturers what features of the CCS7 MMS are they implanting on IP and what emerging technical standards are they using to do so.  

	39
	19Jul05
	· Cogeco stated that identifying protocols that will support all the features is required

	40
	19Jul05
	· Consensus was reached to follow Keith Richardson’s proposal, based on his contribution NTCO324, that the members deconstruct the SS7 MMS and map each feature into its SIP equivalent message. Following is the list of members that volunteered to perform this task, with the commitment to provide their corresponding contributions for the upcoming meeting on September 13, 2005, when if they did not present their contribution, they commit to report on the status of it:

1. Bell Canada - Basic  SS7  Call Control as specified in TICO128a and based on the message sets ANSI T1.111 (192) Message Transfer Part, and ANSI T1.113 (1992) ISDN User Part.

2. MTS Allstream – Calling Line Identification Presentation and Restriction Services as specified in TICO135 with the format and permissible field values of the Calling Party Number as specified in Chapter 3 of ANSI T1.113 (1992) ISDN User Part.

3. TELUS – Call Forward Services as specified in TICO 136 according to the formats and procedures of Section 7 of ANSI Standard T1.611-1991, Supplementary Services for non-ISDN Subscribers.

4. CCTA – Call Management Services as specified in TICO 118A according to the service descriptions and protocol specifications for the call management features in Bellcore technical references: CLASS Feature: Automatic Callback – TR-NWT-00215 Issue 2 March 1991, CLASS Feature: Automatic Recall – TR-NWT-000227 Issue 2 March 1991, and CLASS Feature: Screening List Editing – TR-NWT-000220 Issue 2 March 1991.

5. Rogers – Calling Name as specified in TICO 199c according to ANSI T1.641-Calling Name Identification Presentation and ANSI T1.639-Calling Name Identification Restriction to support the ISUP and TCAP methods.

	41
	19Jul05
	· Doug Kwong committed to send an e-mail with the new link to PTSC-SAC.

	42
	13Sep05
	· The TIF was approved as amended.

	43
	13Sep05
	· H. Yabar presented NTCO0331.

· Doug Kwong presented NTCO0333.  Doug Kwon committed resubmit his contribution providing a lay-out the SIP messages corresponding to figures 3, 4 and 6. 

· James Chin presented NTCO0334. 



	44
	13Sep05
	· CCTA reported that their contribution is progress and that it will soon be issued.

	45
	13Sep05
	· MTS Allstream, Cogeco and Bell Canada volunteered as editor of the report on IP-to-IP interconnection interface guidelines.

· The Chair offered to help with the preparation of the report.  

	46
	13Sep05
	· NTCO0332 was not reviewed due to the absence of Xit Telecom’s representative.

	47
	13Sep05
	· The contributions were discussed in a lengthy detail and it was established that options exist to transmit information in SIP messages but not one common option was defined.

· The concept of Trusted Networks was also discussed in the context of SIP.

	48
	19Oct05
	The TIF was approved as amended.

	49
	19Oct05
	· With respect to item 41, D. Kwong stated that he will not provide the new link to PTSC-SAC.

	50
	19Oct05
	· K. Richardson noted that the resubmission of NTCO0333 by D. Kwong, providing a lay-out of the SIP messages corresponding to figures 3, 4 and 6 is still outstanding.

	51
	19Oct05
	· Cogeco presented its contribution NTCO0336, showing the nature of SIP, that provides more than one option to accomplish the same objective.

· Specifically, Cogeco’s contribution showed the Packetcable and the Sipping approaches (both using SIP) for AR.

· The parties agreed to cogeco’s proposal to acknowledge that SIP provides the means to accomplish the equivalent of the TDM MMS.  NTWG has not investigated other protocols.

· Xit Telecom asked why LNP is not part of the MMS.  Xit believes that LNP can be provided by DNS in an IP environment.

· Videotron believes that LRN should be part of the parameters considered in the interconnection profile.  But Videotron does not support the discussion of the TCAP query within the scope of this TIF.

· LNP was not discussed in any further detail

	52
	19Oct05
	· Xit Telecom presented its contribution NTCO0332.

· Xit telecom stated that authentication can use Transport Layer Security (TLS) between two proxy servers.

· Cogeco stated that ENUM discussions should be deferred until the CSCN publishes some resolution.

· Xit Telecom stated that an IP-to-IP interface should not include TDM for the resolution of LNP.  Xit Telecom stated that IP-to-IP interface should contemplate ENUM for LNP resolution.

· Videotron stated that LNP is not in the scope of this TIF.

· Rogers asked if the Commission Regulates on how to obtain the LRN.

· Xit Telecom stated that the Commission regulated the establishment of the CLNPC.

· The Commission staff clarified that the Commission does not expect resolution or recommendation resolving LNP

· Herb Charles stated that the development of IP-to-IP NNI interface guidelines should be viewed as a work in progress, with the initial objective being to address the Minimum Message Set. Herb agreed with the Cogeco position that, in the context of MMS requirements across an NNI, a DNS query was irrelevant. Nevertheless, such related matters should be “parked” for possible future examination.
· The Chair proposed to include RTP and RTCP on the list of pending issues for an IP-to-IP interconnection.

	53
	19Oct05
	· Cogeco presented its contribution NTCO0335.

· Xit Telecom asked if Call Management Server to Call Management Server signalling standard (CMSS) was submitted to the ITU-T.

· The Chair asked for a substantiation of the relevance of the Standard Writing body that Cogeco feels it should be considered.

	54
	19Oct05
	· MTS Allstream contribution was deferred for the next meeting.

	55
	19Oct05
	· NTRE035 Draft Report on IP Interconnection Profile for Interconnection between service providers under the jurisdiction of the CRTC was presented by D. Kwong.

· It was agreed to add Call Management Services to the list on the Scope section as per NTCO324.

· The Chair committed to provide a paragraph for the Scope section stating that modifications to the existing regime were considered out of the scope of this TIF.

· Agreement was reached to modify the Figure 1: Scope of the Report, to reflect the Network to Network Interface as currently shown.

· It was agreed that SIP provides more than one way to transmit the required feature information.

· It was agreed that a SIP default arrangement has not yet been defined.

· It was discussed whether to issue two separate reports to the Commission or to issue one report addressing both.

· The initial preference seems to be issuing one report addressing both: 
- IP-to-IP interconnection interface guidelines, along with
- A report detailing its progress as well as any outstanding issues.

· Some parties suggested adding a section: Recommendations for the outstanding issues.

· H. Yabar invited to all parties and particularly to the volunteering editors Cogeco, Bell Canada and TELUS to provide their input as soon as possible, so the document could be updated and timely distributed. 

	55
	02Nov05
	· The Chair proposed to defer the approval of the TIF minutes to the 14-15Nov05 meeting given that some participants did not have the opportunity to read them yet.

	56
	02Nov05
	· The Draft Consensus Report was discussed.

· The Chair informed that the paragraph for the scope section of the NTRE0335 will be provided shortly.

· Cogeco committed to provide a list of outstanding issues to be included in the NTRE0335.

· H. Charles stated that the TIF report does not seem to address the Commission’s request: IP-to-IP interconnection interface guidelines…
and that there are no apparent guidelines.

· It was agreed to specify in the body of the report that this is a Progress report on NTTF014.

· H. Yabar again invited to all parties and particularly to the volunteering editors Cogeco, Bell Canada and TELUS to provide their input as soon as possible, so the document could be updated and timely distributed. 

	57
	14Nov05
	· The TIF was approved as amended.

	58
	14Nov05
	· MTS Allstream presented its contribution NTCO0341, concluding that a single interconnection, used for IP-to-IP peering between LECs, can also be used for the exchange of VoIP traffic between these LECs.  Consequently, one common interconnection suffices for the exchange of all the IP traffic between two LECs, including VoIP.

· Bell Canada commented that all three diagrams present the same thing with two routers interconnected via IP.  Bell Canada does not see the relevance of this contribution.

· Videotron stated that if we want to link the architecture to the guidelines, the signalling, voice bearer and security, among others should be considered.

	59
	14Nov05
	· The NTWG focused on re-drafting NTRE035, based on the second draft that was updated and distributed.

	60
	06Dec05
	· Due to the late distribution of the TIF notes, some participants did not receive the TIF notes and/or have the opportunity to review them. Approval of the TIF minutes was deferred to the 10Jan06 meeting.

	61
	06Dec05
	· H. Yabar read the recommendations section on NTRE035B and asked for comments and contributions.

·  H. Yabar also stated that during the discussion of NTRE035B it was agreed that the NTWG should provide a list of issues that require the Commission’s guidance, together with a substantiation of the significance to the NTWG, for each item for which Commisssion’s guidance is requested.
· J. Ndirangu concurred.

	62
	06Dec05
	· Cogeco sent a letter for the 14Nov05 meeting that was not discussed at that time due to the absence of the author.  The letter was assigned  contribution number (NTCO344), Cogeco presented it stating that it was intended to be a starting point for discussion of outstanding issues. 

	63
	06Dec05
	· The Chair’s proposal to group the NTWG further activities was adopted, as follows: 
1. Issues that require Commission’s guidance
2. Issues that the NTWG agrees to investigate further as part of NTTF014
3. Issues that can be parked for later consideration

	64
	06Dec05
	· In regard to clarifying what defines a service provider under the CRTC jurisdiction, Keith Richardson (RTS) expressed doubt that the question, as stated, would produce a response that is relevant for NTWG to further develop the NNI.  Keith argued that the NNI should be the same whether the service provider is a CLEC, IXC or a Reseller and the question should address the notion of “trusted network” instead.

· David McKeown (Shaw) commented that the question and the response from the Commission may provide indications that NTWG can use to develop practical interconnection guidelines that address the notion of “trusted network”.  David further illustrated his view by citing that interconnection in the LD regime was allowed to Resellers and LD Carriers whereas in the Local service only Carriers were allowed to interconnect (CLECs and WSPs).  Then David formulated the question as “whether interconnection would be allowed only to IP based carriers, or IP based carriers and resellers”.

· Similarly, Bell Canada formulated the question whether is it distinguishable between LD and Local carriers.

· It was agreed that the wording of the question may need revision.

	
	06Dec05
	· David asked about the possibility of the industry conducting a simple IP-to-IP trial for the purpose of identifying and understanding relevant issues.

	65
	06Dec05
	· After ample discussion, the issues listed in NTCO344 were grouped as follows:

1. Commission Guidance

· Clarifying what defines a service provider

· Interconnection architecture

· Number of POIs

· Demarcation Points

· Local transiting arrangements

· Toll interconnection

· EAS


2.
NTWG agrees to investigate further as part of NTTF014

· Verifying whether SIP is the best or not

· Clarifying whether lower layer protocols should be examined

· Signalling encryption and quality of service (QoS)

· Bearer traffic encryption and QoS, Codecs, Echo control

· LNP

· Privacy

· Relevant standards developing bodies

· Physical interconnection points and characteristics

3.
Parking Lot

· Interface speed

· VLAN/VPN

· Transition consideration

	66

	06Dec05
	· The Chair invited all parties to present their contributions

	67
	10Jan06
	· Minutes of the last two meeting TIF notes were revised. NTTF14K TIF notes were approved. Changes to NTTF14L were suggested. Final approval is pending. 

· Herb Charles asked the rationale of serial 65, Herb submitted that NTWG should be focusing on the interconnection parameters details instead of focusing on things that do not seem to be part of the scope of this TIF. 

· Shaw (Dave Mckeown) reiterated its view described in serial 64 and stated that the discussion occurred during the last meeting and should be reflected in the minutes.

· Herb Charles argued that we should concentrate on defining an NNI instead.

· FCI (Mark Segal) argued that NTWG should work towards agreeing on a default set of definitive parameters that forms part of the NNI. In fact it should be clear what each carrier should do for interconnection in order to avoid any dispute.

· Cogeco (Louis Bourbeau) proposed that a default set of parameters be defined in order of having a dispute resolution mechanism. This reflects VoIP reality which supports a certain number of existing signaling standards or pre-standards. It might be indeed difficult choosing a default one.

· Xit (F. Menard) indicated a preference for a completely predefined set of interconnection parameters.

· Chair (Sam Yung) asked if we should then return to the commission for guidance as previously agreed.

· Herb Charles, FCI and Bell  commented that we should stick to the technical aspects of the TIF. Shaw and Cogeco maintained that we need to have policy guidance.       

· Rogers commented that the CRTC would have to address both.

· Videotron (Jean Choquette), Referring to item 65, section 2, suggested a step by step approach which was supported by Cogeco.  Videotron further suggested that LIR may be the starting point.  Bell Canada asked why we would have to clarify.  Shaw argued that technical interconnection details are important, but interconnection location is important as well.

· RTS (Keith Richardson) suggested that ATIS would be a good technical approach. Herbs Charles responded that we would need to see the standard in order to agree. Same comment from Shaw who cannot agree that it is the best approach until the standard is available. Cogeco reinforced Shaw point.  Shaw, and Videotron agreed to take a look at Atis, if they can get a copy of the standard. RTS then suggested that the group should do a formal request to ATIS I order of getting a free version of their IP interconnection standard. 

· Cogeco suggested that a letter be sent to the commission asking their guidance on the question related to NTWG defining point 1 of serial 65. There was no general agreement that a letter should be sent to the CRTC, even if the report highlighted that commission guidance will be requested. However RTS asked the question what to do if we need, like stated in the report, to ask the commission for guidance? Shaw proposed a possible contribution. Herb Charles volunteered to draft a letter for next meeting. 

· Chair asked NTWG members what the logical next step should be.  Videotron suggested that point 2 of serial 65 should be a good start.

· Cable Companies present agreed to review NTCO307 and 308 and ATIS IP interconnection standard assuming that the documentation is available. All present non-cable company members  should review NTCO335 in order of understanding Packetcable input.

	68
	07Feb06
	· The TIF notes of 06Dec05 were approved as amended.

	69
	07Feb06
	· Approval of The 10Jan06 TIF notes was deferred for the next meeting on 07Mar06.

	70
	07Feb06
	· Chair (Sam Yung) reported the reception of the draft letter from H. Charles.

	71
	07Feb06
	· Clearcable Networks (R. McCann) expressed that the NTWG decided to ask the Commission for guidance on Dec 06, 2005.

· RTS (Keith Richardson) and H. Charles expressed that it is not necessary to ask for guidance to the Commission.

· Commission staff (J. Ndirangu) expressed that the Commission is expecting the letter on policy issues from this group.

· Shaw (D. Mckeown) expressed that we need to know who is authorized to interconnect.

· Chair characterized the issue to be resolved as follows:
If we ask the Commission the policy questions, will the answer impact the technical recommendation?

· R. McCann answered that we need to ask the Commission for policy guidelines because we decided to do it.

· Rogers (P. Lang) asked also if the Commission response  will impact the technical report.

· Cogeco (L. Bourbeau) communicated that Cogeco will submit a contribution asking the question. 

· J. Ndirangu expressed that if the Commission is asked the question, it will probably issue a Public Notice.  James suggested that we continue with the technical aspects of the interface.

· Chair expressed that we can expect contributions stating what and why needs to be guided by the Commission.  Based on the round of contributions the NTWG will decide if it can continue the technical work or if it asks the question to the Commission.

· K. Richardson reiterated that if there are no issues preventing the development of the NNI, then we should continue.

· J. Ndirangu expressed that the NTWG should identify the issues that prevent it from continuing with the development of the technical aspects.  Also , other policy issues that are related to IP interconnection, are welcome to be mentioned to the Commission.

· H. Charles stated that it would appear that the Commission’s staff statements attempt to broaden the scope of the TIF.

	72
	07Feb06
	· Shaw (D. McKeown) asked if we are looking at all IP to IP interconnection issues between two carriers or only focused on the IP protocol.

· K. Richardson expressed that we know what a Minimum Message Set is and we decided to replicate it in the IP world.  Pure protocol.  An interconnection regime is a different fish.

· Chair expressed that we are not here to define or resolve any policy issues or interconnection regime.

· Shaw (D. McKeown) stated that Decision 2005-28 asks the NTWG to deal with IP to IP interconnection issues.

	73
	07Feb06
	· H. Charles withdrew his draft letter.

	74
	07Feb06
	· J. Choquette inquired about completeness, stability and readiness of the ATIS document..

· K. Richardson stated that ATIS will probably be ready in the spring.  ATIS is on the 9th. Revision of the document.

· Herb asked if it is feasible to get a copy of the ATIS draft for the group’s perusal.

· Xit Telecom (F. Menard) asked if the NTWG can participate in the preparation of the ATIS document.

· The Chair stated that each member at the CISC has vested interests and that acquiring pertinent standards/information should be considered by each member as a cost of doing business.  The Chair is not responsible for bringing in documents that can be purchased by the members themselves.

· F. Menard
and K. Richardson asked if the Chair can write to ATIS requesting the info.  The Chair reiterated that each and every individual member is responsible for providing themselves the appropriate documentation.  F. Menard stated that the Japanese have their own documents and the RFCs are public.  TELUS (S. Yung) stated that it is highly unlike that it will support standards customized for Japan.

· D. Kwong informed the group that Bell Canada was not prepared to share any information from the ATIS document with the members of the NTWG.  He felt that it was the responsibility of individual members to incur whatever costs must be paid, as well as the consideration of copy right issues, in order to obtain the ATIS documents.

· H. Charles stated that he finds Bell Canada’s position rather unfortunate and regrettable, as it does not help the group to assess the benefits of the ATIS document

· Louis Bourbeau asked if the members with access to ATIS can write contributions clarifying the technical advantages of that standard.

· F. Menard expressed that PacketCable 2.0 may be proposed clarifying how it solves the NNI.  R. McCann and L. Bourbeau clarified that PacketCable 2.0 is not available yet.

· Louis Bourbeau stated that PacketCable 1.5 is standard by the ITU since this month

· K Richardson clarified that  PacketCable is a suite of recommendations,  then asked L. Bourbeau which are the ones he refers to and why are they relevant.-  Louis stated that at the end of his contribution NTCO336 is the link to the relevant recommendations he is referring to.

	75
	07Feb06
	· Chair proposed to  specifically review NTCO336, NTCO307 and NTCO308, at the March meeting.

	76
	07Mar06
	· The TIF notes were approved as amended.

	77
	07Mar06
	· Cogeco,(L. Bourbeau) presented its contribution NTCO0347, which is a wide-ranging proposal covering layers 1 to 5, focused on objective 3 of NTTF014. It is premised on the regime we have today proposing that in order to establish an IP-to-IP interconnection interface guideline, a minimum set of technical default parameters has first to be agreed upon. 

· Rogers (P.Lang) stated that the contribution is a good start.

· Bell Canada (D. Kwong) stated that in any case a default model should only be applicable to Telephony service providers under the jurisdiction of the CRTC.

· P. Lang agreed with D. Kwong in that the frame work is the current regime.

· Shaw (D. McKewon) stated that we need to know who is authorized to interconnect.

· RTS (K. Richardson), expressed that as he stated long ago, we know what a minimum message set (MMS) is and we decided to replicate it in the IP world; pure protocol.  Therefore NTCO0347 is off topic as we first have to define the specs for the MMS.

· The Chair asked for suggestions on the course of action.

· MTS Allstream (H. Yabar) expressed that the SIP messages required to replicate MMS in the IP world still need to be agreed upon and that we could dedicate our efforts in achieving that.

· The Chair asked all parties to prepare for discussion in the next meeting.



	78
	11Apr06
	· The minutes were approved as amended.

	79
	11Apr06
	· Clearcable (R. McCann) presented NTCO0348.

· The contribution assumes that any interconnection should support the MMS and that SIP supports the MMS (but not LNP).

· *The contribution leverages as much as possible discussions of the NTWG to date.  It addresses mainly layer 3 issues and proposes minimum guidelines for physical interconnection characteristics, lower layer protocols, quality of service, privacy and eligibility for interconnection based on current industry best practices for IP interconnection and on existing generally accepted IP peering policies. 

· The contribution does not consider the impact of LNP on IP to IP interconnection.

· The contribution refers to NTCO0347 regarding the requirement for minimum set of default parameters, and to NTCO0341 which demonstrated that one common interconnection is sufficient for the exchange of all IP traffic between LECs, including VoIP. 

· Bell Canada (D. Kwong) stated that NTCO341 relates to the exchange of any IP traffic, not only for voice and therefore the exchange of traffic other than voice is outside of the scope of the TIF.
· TELUS (S. Yung) stated that this TIF is about IP interconnection Interface guideline and does not relate to the interconnection regime.

· D. Kwong stated that each party should be responsible for engineering its own interface once agreement is reached, as well as being responsible for their own cost. 

· R. McCann stated that Bell charges for local peering

· D. Kwong asked peering between two domains? R. McCann: Yes

· COGECO (D. Chartier) asked if in the US it was the exception to charge for peering? R. McCann: Yes

· R. McCann stated that the intent was to try to use the best practices in the IP world applied to Voice traffic.

· S. Yung stated that even in the Public Internet domain, peering has settlement mechanisms depending on the tier structure of the ISPs.

· R. McCann stated that this then is the introduction of peering to the group and if any one is familiar with peering in the US, should prepare a contribution.

· RTS (K. Richardson) stated that in the US there is a voice peering forum and it is international.

· D. Kwong stated that in the US there are charges for the exchange of VoIP traffic

· S. Yung stated R. McCann is using the internet peering concept to VoIP model

· R. McCann invited those who have better knowledge of settlements on peering to submit contributions.

· K. Richardson commented that there is no mention of QoS….ATIS spec is a peering spec and covers, maintenance, security, settlements

· D. McKeown stated that Bi-lateral agreements are mentioned and those are policy related issues.  R. McCann answered that these are the recommended minimum set of ip-to-ip requirements that every body needs to support.  If parties want to go beyond they require bi-lateral agreements (transiting arrangements require bilateral agreements and that in itself is different than the current regime)

· R. McCann stated that Layer 3 elements should be efficient, acceptable, and sufficient.

· *R. McCann clarified Peering is for calls in the same exchange and calls carried forward within the peer network.   He also asked if there should be such a thing as toll and local in the IP world
· H. Charles, in reference to the contribution’s section on Delay, Jitter and Packet loss, stated that those are end-to-end parameters.

· With respect to Local Call Interconnection, R. McCann stated that if a 3rd. party is involved in the peering relation, a carrier cannot be held accountable for IP calls originating, terminating or passing through a third party network that is not explicitly under control of the carrier including traffic exchanged at public peering points.  

· K. Richardson mentioned that today we do not have QoS parameters established.

· S. Yung stated that there is no centralized network management for the Public Internet and  that it is a best-effort model and that it is not what the Commission is looking for VoIP.

· K. Richardson expressed that it was a very good contribution with an internet point of view, whereas ATIS’ is the Telephony point of view and both coincide, although ATIS covers more issues (maintenance for example) 

· S. Yung asked: What are the actionable items?

· R. McCann answered: ask the Commission on the clarifications required.

· R. McCann asked: Is one peering point is sufficient?

· S. Yung re-iterated, in response to discussions that were policy oriented in nature (single peering point; Q0S; toll boundary definition in IP world) that policy issues can be identified, however are not to be addressed within the scope of TIF 014.

· COGECO expressed that it supports this contribution, which is in line with NTCO0347.

· F Menard expressed that section 3.1.1 of the contribution proposes local interconnection related to LIR.

· F. Menard also expressed that section 2.1.3 of the contribution is actionable: He also added that we should standardise on GigE over single mode fibre explicitly over 10 Km. as an interconnection interface for local IP network interconnection.

· F. Menard also proposed as actionable, the recognition of the fact that there are regional service providers that can not use public peering,  They should be able to use the existing POIs in the LIR.

· F. Menard asked what is the future of this document?

· R. McCann asked F. Menard to please provide a contribution on these three points.  F. Menard expressed that he has already made contributions on those aspects.  F Menard recommends that this document should be submitted as a consensus report.

· R. McCann proposed to adopt this document as the framework of a Consensus Report.

· TELUS does not support at this time converting contribution NTCO0348 into a Report.

· Chair asked to all members to express their position on the policy issues implicit or explicit on this contribution for the next meeting.

· Chair stated that in the following meeting we will establish the list, to be sent to the Commission.

· Chair expressed that the technical parameters QoS are not the only technical parameters talked about in the contribution.  The Chair asked for comments on the technical parameters that are supported or alternate parameters proposed in a two months time frame (by the June meeting)

· H. Charles asked how this contribution indicates support for the MMS?

· R McCann answered that there is a Progress Report (NTRE035B) on which this contribution is based on.

· Chair based on the technical contributions we can decide if a parameter has consensus. If not, we can drop the parameter, or consider the course of the action.

· H. Charles asked if it was still the intent to develop an Interface guideline document.

· K. Richardson agreed that the program for today was to discuss those messages.

· H. Yabar stated that the discussion on the specific SIP messages to support MMS is following the presentation of NTCO0348.  Parties are supposed to be prepared for that discussion.



	80
	11Apr06
	· Discussion on SIP messages 

· Louis Bourbeau expressed that the SIP extensions are highlighted on contribution NTC0347 and it additionally have the list of ex tensions that support CMSS from CableLabs 1.5:
3261, 3323 and 3325.SIP and SIP extensions.

· H Yabar stated that MTS agrees that 3261, 3323 and 3325 support the MMS in an IP-to-IP interconnection.

· D. Chartier expressed that we have identified the SIP messages that accomplish the MMS.  We need to choose a standard for interconnecting softswitches. 

· L. Bourbeau committed to write a table this week with the SIP extensions and send it to the Chair for distribution.

· D Kwong asked what constitutes a guideline as compared to define a standard.

· R. McCann answered that if RC3261, RFC3323 and RFC3325 accomplish MMS then the guideline is to adopt them.

· FCI Broadband (M. Segal) commented that compliance with RFCs does not necessarily mean that it will be interoperable.

	81
	09May06
	The approval of the TIF notes as amended was deferred until next meeting.

	82
	09May06
	Six contributions were filed, of which NTCO0352, 353, 358 and 357 were presented; time precluded a thorough presentation of NTCO0356 so it will be discussed at the next meeting; and NTCO0351 will be presented at the next meeting due to the absence of its author.

	83
	09May06
	· D. Kwong presented Bell Canada’s contribution NTCO0352.

· Videotron (J. Choquette) stated that the use of Session Border Controllers (SBCs) needs to be investigated further if required. 

· FCI Broadband (M. Segal) commented that some softswitches have the SBC function incorporated as it is the case in FCI Broadband.

· COGECO (L. Bourbeau) asked whether in a LIR the segregation of traffic was logical or physical.

· D. Kwong responded that no consideration was given to that question.  Bell Canada further noted that Bell Canada can not support User provided information ..

· In relation to performance parameters, J. Choquette stated that they need to set the guideline and then the procedures and methods have to be identified.

· With respect to Encryption, M. Segal stated that it would be required if transiting via a non related 3rd. party when using the Public Network.

· H. Charles expressed that he endorses Bell’s contribution in its entirety (100%), adding that we are supposed to ignore all the policy issues.

· H. Yabar stated that policy issues can be dealt through a Part VII Application.

	84
	09May06
	· S. Yung presented TELUS’ contribution NTCO0353.

· M. Segal expressed that as a CLEC we should focus on the technical requirements.

· L. Bourbeau stated that we should communicate to the Commission as soon as we identify issues that may require guidance.

· In relation to Section 2.1, Xit Telecom ( F.Menard) expressed that if resellers comply with CLEC obligations, they are entitled to all CLEC benefits.

	85
	09May06
	· L. Bourbeau presented COGECO’s contribution NTCO0358.

· With respect to section 7, L. Bourbeau clarified that not all VoIP service providers have equal or similar incentive to undertake reasonable bilateral or multilateral negotiations in order to establish an only IP-to-IP interconnection.

· M. Segal stated that SS7 is required for LNP and for Automatic Call Back (ACB), Automatic Recall (ARC) and Call Screening List (CSL), adding that unless ENUM would be in place, SS7 would be required (SIGTRAN).

Note.-  From this point on Keith Richardson took notes because H. Yabar had to leave.

· TELUS doesn’t agree with the “issues” identified by Cogeco as they will not help with developing the interconnection guidelines. In the December 05 progress report (NTREO035) the NTWG was looking for guidance that advances technical parameters not policy issues.

· Louis Bourbeau recommended sending the four contributions to the Commission with a covering letter asking for resolution of the issues raised.

· Mark Segal supported this approach on the basis that it is unlikely that all participants will agree on the policy issues. The alternative is to encourage individual overtures to the Commission.

· TELUS agreed that not all participants will agree on what the issues are.

· Bell expressed the view that approaching the Commission will be unproductive until it has completed its review of D2005-28.

· FM disagreed on the basis that the Commission’s evaluation is an ideal opportunity to ask for policy direction.

· James Ndirango pointed out that the Commission plans to evaluate an IP interconnection Regime next year.

· MarkS suggested that James report that the NTWG had reached an impasse and ask for guidance.

· LB stood by his suggestion that a 2-page letter should be sent to the Commission listing the “policy issues”

· SamY will review the letter drafted by HCharles as the possible basis for a letter to the Commission. His conclusion will probably be that we cannot agree and this will be discussed at the next meeting.

· Bell stated that they will not be a party to any conclusions that would lead to R&V of Commission decisions.

	86
	09May06
	· MSegal presented NTCO0356 which is their response to the Cogeco table, presented at the April meeting, showing how the MMS could be mapped to SIP. Time precluded a thorough presentation of this contribution so it will be discussed at the next meeting.

· FM asked if LNP was outside the scope of TIF14 or do we need a new TIF?

· MS replied that LNP can’t be ignored for IP interconnection.

· SYung reminded the meeting that the focus was on getting the MMS finished.

	87
	09May06
	· KRichardson presented NTCO0357 which reports on the current status of the ATIS IP-IP NNI standard and the MSO peering project just started under CableLabs auspices. The ATIS standard will soon be ready for sale so it will be available to all NTWG participants.

	88
	15Jun06
	· The minutes were approved as amended.

	89
	15Jun06
	· M. Segal proceeded to answer questions regarding its contribution NTCO0356.

· L. Bourbeau asked for further clarification on the requirement of TCAP queries.

· M. Segal answered that CLASS services require TCAP messages.  Consequently, a Hybrid solution is required (SIGTRAN).

· L. Bourbeau asked if we really need to support a hybrid or for now we do not need to deal with it.

· FCI states that a Hybrid solution is still required for LNP (in addition to CLASS)

· M. Segal presented a SIP message with an SDP in order to demonstrate that trunks and channels are specified.  The fields specify for the far-end, IP address and the port number which are equivalent to trunk and channel.

· The NTWG identified the need to investigate if there is a way to pass the JIP, Gap and LRN parameters in an IP-to-IP interconnection, to support LNP.

· M. Segal stated that there might be an LNP RFC in the works.

· L. Bourbeau suggested that the NTWG should make every effort to identify issues like the LNP as soon as possible.

	90
	16Jun06
	· D. McKeown presented NTCO0351 which presents the topics related to IP interconnection between service providers, which should be identified by the NTWG as issues that require Commission guidance.

· K. Richardson commented that the issue of bilateral negotiations was raised in the context of technical details of the NNI.  D. McKeown responded that it would be very different if we get into bilateral negotiations without any CRTC approved CISC guidelines.

· H. Charles stated that these are policy issues that the NTWG should not be discussing.

· D. McKeown agreed with that this is not the place to talk about policy issues but we have to at least note these issues to the Commission.

· S. Yung (Chair) suggested postponing discussions till later in the agenda when the WG review the draft letter to the Commission.

	91
	16Jun06
	· L. Bourbeau presented NTCO0361 which proposes a default IP-to-IP interconnection interface guideline specification to be met in situations where bilateral agreements cannot be achieved.

· Bell asked if the contribution implies a specific architecture.

· COGECO expressed that the table does not intent to imply architectural configurations.

· K. Richardson asked if the SIP version is to be mandated, is the additional default table to be mandated also?

· L. Bourbeau answered that COGECO proposes SIP and SIP extensions for the MMS, adding layer 3 to layer 5 that are in the scope of the TIF. This table is not as complete as required but it serves as a default (minimum) enough to provide a good interconnection.

· F. Menard asked if RTP and RTCP will be considered as part of the NNI?  

· L. Bourbeau answered that it will have to be supported.

· F. Menard asked why has ENUM been left out?

· L. Bourbeau, answered that we are not at the stage that ENUM can be implemented.

· F. Menard asked if it would be preferable to roll all the NNI issues as part of TIF14 than to open other TIFs?

· COGECO’s point of view is to specify what is on the table and that it would be enough

· K. Richardson asked COGECO if they propose that the table would be mandated?

· The purpose of the default table or parts of it is to be used when bilateral negotiations fail.

· F. Menard asked what can be feared out of limiting TIF14 to the MMS?

· J. Ndirangu expressed IP-to-IP encompasses more than MMS.  The Commission expects TIF14 to look at the whole IP-to-IP interconnection guideline.

· H. Charles stated that TIF 14 was an initiative of NTWG, limited to the MMS, as a work in progress.   

· S. Yung  stated that TIF 14 was initiated before Decision 2005-28.  

· F. Menard expressed that last year in NTCO0332 paragraph 4, Xit listed the need to agree on: SIP for NNI, which RTP & RTCP messages and parameters to be exchanged across the NNI, etc.

· H. Yabar reminded NTWG of NTRE035B where NTWG consensually stated: “…This report summarizes the consensus reached within the Network Working Group (NTWG) with regard to IP-to-IP interconnection between two service providers who wish to deliver and receive voice traffic in native IP format.”

· S. Yung stated that we should be careful in how we manage this issue in order to comply with the Commission’s request.  TELUS has not submitted any contribution because they were focused on the MMS.

· F. Menard expressed that we would require QoS, peering for IP-to-IP, complementary signalling for interconnection, ENUM, and h/w minimum requirement for interconnection (Fiber).

· H. Charles submitted NTCO0302 in 2005 and it was shot down as well as F. Menard’s contribution.

· M. Segal stated that LNP is required for NNI interface.

· COGECO states that the table can be part of TIF14 and that there is no need of a new TIF for that.

· Bell expressed that NNI requires that all the required info needs to be transmitted across the interface.  IP is still evolving and that is why we differentiate between Specs and guidelines.

· It was agreed to continue working with TIF14 to investigate LNP on SIP (investigate if there is a way to pass the JIP, Gap and LRN parameters in an IP-to-IP interconnection, to support LNP) with the expectation to close it on September.

	92
	12Jul06
	· The minutes were approved with changes.

	93
	12Jul06
	· A proposal was made to use IETF RFC 3398 to pass LNP call set up information in SIP.

· TELUS agreed with FCI’s finding of vendor’s handling of LNP in SIP

· Louris B. committed to prepare an information and contribution on how to accomplish LNP on Cable’s network and to present that on the next meeting

· Bell and Telus will review RFC 3398 to investigate how LNP can be accomplished.

· The WG agreed to close TIF 14 upon completing investigation of handling LNP in SIP.

· FCI will prepare a contribution to be the basis of a new TIF for the development of the  IP to IP NNI

	94
	11Aug06
	· S.Yung (the Chair) advised the group of the change in TIF owner due to the Henry Yabar’s extended leave of absence and Stephen Lau is the new owner for TIF 14.

· S.Yung requested Stephen Lau to contact Henry Yabar of MTS Allstream to determine the types of changes that has been made for Serial #89-91 and to edit the meeting minute for discussion in next meeting.
Note:  Henry Yabar ‘s August 28/06 e-mail confirmed only changes to 16 June 06 meeting minutes is changes made in Serial # 90 which stated that “S.Yung suggested postoning the discussion till later in the agenda when the WG review the draft letter to the Commission”
· Denis Chartier of Cogeco advised the group that Louis Bourbeau is no longer with Cogeco.  Denis will followup on Cogeco’s contribution.

· WG members reviewed Serial #93 and several changes were made and agreed to.  The final wordings were shown above under Serial #93.

· Rob McCann of Clearcable volunteered to be the author of the final report for TIF14.  A draft is to be distributed before Sept 12/06 for group review.

· Rob McCann of Clearcable will develop the draft Table of Content for the report and Keith Richardson will provide the updates on it 

· WG members agreed that TIF14 will cover the mapping of SIP messages to MMS including LNP.  It was stated that two methods can be used to handle LNP in SIP:  1.) SIP SS7 message mapping (RFC 3398) and 2.) SIP Message Encapsulation (RFC 3372, also known as SIP-T).  It was suggested that both methods should be included.

· It was suggested that a third method is to use PSTC.

	95
	12Sep06
	· WG members reviewed changes made to Serial #94 and  discussion followed on a) whether or not there was explicit agreement in the last meeting to include LNP as part of MMS and b) the applicability of using SIP-T and SS7 to transport LNP information between IP networks.  S Yung (Chair) made reference to past meeting minutes to substantiate the decision to include LNP as part of the information to be exchanged between IP networks. It was concluded that LNP parameters are to be included in the signalling messages exchanged between IP networks.
· S.Yung (Chair) suggested that Francois Menard (Xit Telecom) is welcome to provide additional contribution on the passing of LNP parameters over the IP NNI, but there will be no formal requirement for another round of contribution at NTWG.
· Francois Menard (Xit Telecom) indicated that he had proposed a SIP/ENUM method to address LNP requirements previously and he will update his contribution for the next meeting for discussion.
· It was also repeatedly stated that ENUM is not within the scope of TIF14.
· Rob McCann (Clearcable) presented the draft final report for TIF14 (NTRE039) and a paragraph by paragraph discussion was followed by WG members.  Question was raised for and against the inclusion of SIP-T because of LNP. Francois Menard (Xit Telecom) suggested the Interim report (NTRE035B) could be modified and issued as the Final Report should the need for LNP were not required. Herb Charles committed to provide suggested wording for the second paragraph of section 3.0 of the report.  Subsequent discussion centered what should be included in the Table identifying the various guidelines and recommendations to be followed in section 3.0 of the report. It was agreed that text associated with layer 3 and 4 are to be excluded.
· Doug Kwong (Bell Canada) indicated that in the previous discussions, the possible use of SIP-T (by VTL) and ATIS/PTSC specification (bu Bell) was discussed and it was agreed that these specifications are to be included for possible adoption.  Rob indicated that he will reflect the above in the next issue of the report

· WG members agreed to resume discussion on the draft report on the Oct 17 meeting.
· WG members agreed to open TIF19 as the forum to discuss details of information that have to be exchanged between IP networks.  TIF owner is Rob Sired (TELUS).  Contribution from Mark Segal (FCI Broadband) which will serve as the scope template is pending.
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	Proposed enhancements to Standards Writing Organizations (SWO) examples, based on the definition proposed in Telecom Order 98-40
	NTCO0335
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	NTCO0336
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	MTS Allstream
	LECs IP-to-IP Interconnection Scenarios
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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
	No
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