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��1997, Jun 10�TIF assigned. PN96-28 documents (CCTA, SRCI, MicroCell contributions and issue report) forwarded by the task originator for background information���Jul 8�a) Review of CCTA Contribution

Discussion:

SRCI noted that transiting of GN is not an issue since TR 317 can transit the parameter, however SRCI noted that it does not address the issue of calls originating from the ILEC’s N/W.

The CRTC asked whether CNAM was an essential service.  The CCTA responded that it was not an essential service from the perspective of the CRTC’s definition of an essential service applied in Dec’n 97-8 and that the CLECs were not seeking unbundled access to CNAM, rather trying to ensure that the appropriate CCS7 messages would be exchanged since the support of CNAM and other optional services between networks would be essential to the success of CLECs.

SRCI noted that we have been asked to negotiate the minimum CCS7 message set, and called into question whether CNAM should be within that set.  BCTel noted that CNAM is not offered ubiquitously throughout the SOCs networks today.  BCTel further noted that Bell and BCTel currently do not exchange CNAM since no bilateral agreement is in place for this to occur.  BCTel further noted that attempting to provide a Canada wide common solution for the exchange of CNAM will cause the ILECs to incur undue costs.  Upon cross-examination, Clearnet noted that Bell Canada and BCTel do in fact exchange the CNAM parameter and that the reason that a bi-lateral CNAM agreement is not in place is that Bell Canada and BCTel utilize dissimilar CNAM protocols via the inter-LEC network interfaces.  Clearnet also noted that this was exactly the environment, which should be avoided in a competitive local exchange environment.���Aug 12�Activity on this TIF has been suspended pending the resolution of Dispute 4, which incorporates  this TIF.���Aug 19�SRCI Contribution (TICO048) was discussed.
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Several parties disagreed with SRCI’s position regarding cost recovery.  The CRTC will provide guidance regarding how the cost recovery issues can be dealt with.



Results:

Protocol conversion will be done consistent with ANSI T1.369 and T1.640.  The protocol conversion will support conversion from PI to GN as well as from GN to PI.  The protocol converter will be deployed in the ILECs network.

The specifics of implementation of protocol conversion must be developed.���Aug 26�Contributions TICO058-60 have been reviewed:

Sprint noted that there should be a requirement for calls to pass through unaffected if protocol conversion fails, i.e. that the protocol converter would not act as a single point of failure in the network.  All parties agreed with this.

SRCI noted that they object to the characterization in Microcell’s contribution of SRCI forcing the industry to deploy the originating trigger solution.  It was clarified that Competitors had agreed to deploy the originating trigger solution.

Clearnet solicited comments on their contribution.  It was noted that the decision to implement option 1, 2, 3 may impact costs.  The CRTC Staff indicated that the issue of CNAM Cost Recovery would be added to the letter dealing with Dispute #4.

SRCI noted that they will continue with their analysis of protocol conversion and will indicate by Sept 9th when this analysis can be provided to the TISWG.

BCTel uses an implementation that is different from the other SOCs in that it is a terminating IN based implementation (see TICO041), therefore the CNAM protocol converter being discussed is not applicable in BCTel.  Parties indicated on that basis, the exchange of CNAM in BCTel territory needs to be addressed.



Results:

It was agreed that the Technical aspects of CNAM protocol conversion and the cost recovery issue will be dealt with concurrently.

It was noted that the cost recovery issue will be added to the CRTC letter calling for comments on TISWG dispute 4.

It was agreed that SRCI would continue with their analysis of protocol conversion and will indicate by Sept 9th when this analysis can be provided to the TISWG.���Sep 9�No new contributions were received:

SRCI is evaluating alternatives for the best possible technical alternatives to be presented to the group in time for the first meeting in Oct.

MetroNet noted that the solution must be in place as per SRCI commitment of January ’98.

SRCI noted that the protocol conversion applies to Bell and Telus territories.  Upon questioning by Sprint, SRCI noted that since the STP Gateways are in Bell and Telus territories, this would cover all areas other than BCTel.

Upon questioning by Sprint, BCTel indicated that technically, it would be possible to deploy the post protocol conversion solution.

SRCI noted that given that there is intent to look at the broad issue of CNAM exchange, ILECs cannot be held to the January 98 schedule unless CLECs indicate their intent to use a protocol converter in time for the next TISWG meeting.



Results:

Parties to provide contributions regarding the exchange of CNAM in BCTel Territory.

Parties to provide their comments regarding moving forward with the protocol conversion solution.���Sep 23�SRCI indicated that the CISC Coordinating Committee conference call minutes do not indicate that SRCI committed to providing protocol conversion for January 1998. Several parties indicated that this was indeed the case and as well the CRTC Staff reviewed their notes from the meeting and indicated that SRCI had indeed committed to this date.



New contributions were received:

TICO073- From Sprint on behalf of the competitors

Several clarification questions were asked, Sprint noted that they will re-issue the contribution to reflect the impact to TIF 7, further information was not available regarding the preliminary assessment of efficiency of originating as compared to terminating.





Results:
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TICO076- Bell

Clearnet and MetroNet both noted concerns regard the position in section 6 that “no further discussion of potential future methods of providing one common CNAM interface will be undertaken”.  SRCI reiterated that they do not intend to evolve to a single solution for the Canadian Network.

Clearnet asked for some justification for removing the functionality associated with deletion of other intra-network parameters.  SRCI was requested to clarify how other intra-network parameters will be handled.

Clearnet requested that Stentor Clarify the delay imposed by the protocol converter as well as the broader issue of overall network impact associated with the deployment of the protocol converter.

MetroNet requested that Stentor provide the analysis noted in action 4.  SRCI noted that since it is the position of the competitors that the ILEC will be responsible for all cost associated with the deployment of the protocol converter in its network, they are entirely responsible for the implementation.  Furthermore, SRCI noted that the important thing is that the protocol converter be deployed in conformance with the specification and therefore item 4 is not required.

All parties are requested to provide feedback regarding other items required in the CNAM protocol conversion specification.



TICO077 – BCTel

BCTel noted that a 3rd party provides the database for BCTel CNAM service.  Sprint noted that there is a requirement to provide more info regarding the data, format and I/F for access to the BCTel CNAM database.

Clearnet noted that there seems to be a conflict between the BCTel proposal for exchange of calling name and the SS7 transiting capabilities currently proposed by the ILECs in that it seems to inherently require that TCAP transiting be supported in order for BCTel to carry a query from the CLEC through to BETel 3rd party dB would not be queried for CNAM rather carriers would query their own dB for the names info calls from other carrier and 2) Each carrier provides access on a reciprocal basis to other carriers for the purpose of allowing query response transaction messages in accordance with TR1188 (terminating query method).

Clearnet noted that the BCTel alternatives will only address CNAM within BCTel’s territory and that calls that originate outside BCTel territory will not be capable of supporting the CNAM service.



Results:

BETel agreed to provide details regarding how to interact with their system for CNAM.

���Oct 22�Discussion regarding action item 8:

BCTel indicated that it is not prepared to disclose info on its agreement with its 3rd party dB provider since much of this information is confidential.  BCTel indicated that there is a lot of info regarding 3rd Party CNAM dB providers on the Web.

Sprint asked how a LEC would exchange CNAM info with BETel?  BCTel noted that this should be done in conformance with TR1188.

BCTel also indicated that it was investigating a 3rd option for exchange of CNAM in its territory.  It may be possible to populate the GN parameter for calls that are destined outside the BCTel network.  This would essentially look like an originating  GN solution to another network.  BCTel noted that this would require  that a query be carried out on every call that terminates outside the BCTel network.  Clearnet asked whether BCTel could provide an order of magnitude price for the queries in that case.  BCTel agreed to provide an update ASAP regarding whether this would be a viable option for the exchange of CNAM.

Sprint asked whether option 3 would provide for CNAM interoperability for calls outside the BCTel region.  BCTel noted that it might provide for CNAM interoperability.

BCTel further noted that over 50% of its network is non DMS100.



Review of TICO076a:

General

MetroNet requested clarification regarding SRCI’s view of the dates associated with the deployment of the protocol converter (PC) noting that during discussion with CSGs there appeared to be a view that the CNAM PC spec was on hold due to a dispute and that therefore the Jan 1 target date could not be met.  SRCI indicated that the target date for closure of the spec was the end of Oct. SRCI noted that they would make a statement clarifying the implementation of the CNAM PC.  MetroNet asked that SRCI clarify the situation with the CSGs as well.



Section 6

SRCI re-issued this contribution with some additional information regarding the performance and operation impact of deployment of the CNAM protocol converter. (see section 6).

Clearnet asked for clarification regarding the 180 msec cross office transfer time, noting that the protocol converter (PC) functionality is significantly simpler than a SSP and therefore the transfer time should also be significantly less.  Both Clearnet and MetroNet indicated that the 180 msec was an order of magnitude too large, noting that a more reasonable target would be 18-20 msec.  SRCI noted that the 180 msec had been derived from the specification for ISUP applications.  Several parties requested that SRCI investigate the transfer time for other like elements in its network noting that comparison with an SSP was not a valid measure.  SRCI indicated that it would investigate and revise based on the bookends of between 18 and 50 msecs.

Sprint asked for clarification regarding the number of PCs that would be in the call path in the instance where CLEC in AGT called CLEC in NBTel.  It was agreed that as many as 4 PCs could be encountered.  Sprint noted that from its perspective, transfer time could be a significant issue and that acceptable targets for transfer time must be agreed to by the industry.



Section 5

Sprint asked whether the PC had a fail safe mode.  SRCI indicated that the details of failure have not been worked, but that it did not believe that the element had a fail safe mode.  SRCI further noted however, that the 10min/yr target would likely not be met if the PC was a single point of failure in the network and therefore it would be necessary to provision the conversion facility so that is would not be a single point of failure in the network.



Section 7

MetroNet requested that SRCI remove the reference to discussion of future methods noting that it was inappropriate for this to be in a specification and re-iterating that is was unduly restrictive to expect that there would never be future discussions regarding the evolution of the interface for CNAM.  SRCI agreed to remove the reference.



Review of TICO084:

Clearnet asked whether SRCI considered the deletion of network specific parameters (NSP to be a separate ISUP application (i.e. like the CNAM PC).  SRCI did not respond to this question however, SRCI noted that this functionality would either be carried at the last switch in their network (before the call goes to another carriers network) or in the CNAM PC and would impose no incremental delay beyond that of the CNAM protocol converter.  SRCI noted that they would quantify the impact of the implementation of facilitate the deletion of NSPs.���Oct 29�Action 8 Discussion

It was noted that BCTel did not have any update to action item 8 yet.



Action 9 Discussion

SRCI revised the CNAM PCD specification.  This was reviewed and it was noted that the PCD would adhere to the cross-STP transport time in the range of 50 msec.

AT&T and MetroNet asked several clarification questions regarding how this time was arrived at.

SRCI noted that it would take a minimum of 16-17 msec to receive the full 100 octets of the IAM message.  AT&T noted that it is not necessary for the full 100 octets in the IAM to be received before the conversion begins.  And that therefore the conversion could be done significantly faster than the 50msec.

AT&T rep noted that based on their experience, this type of PCD should be able to perform this function in 20msec (typical), 20 msec (maximum) and noted that this was usually expressed as 20 msec for 95% of message.  MetroNet also noted that based on its investigation, the conversion could be done in 20 msec and further noted its concern regarding the delay given that, in the worst case a call may pass through 4 PCDs.

Sprint noted that 50msec delay was acceptable from its perspective.

AT&T posed a question relative to whether the conversion device performance and reliability would be better if it was deployed in the switch rather than as an adjunct.  SRCI noted that there are benefits to a SSP implementation but that due to cost and time constraints it was not a viable option.

SRCI also noted during the meeting that the January 1 date would not be met for deployment of the PCD and that until the spec was closed they could not project a target date for deployment of the PCD.  MetroNet indicated their concern regarding the slip in dates, the fact that this information had been provided through the CSG first before coming to ���Nov 19�Review of TICO088

�seq level0 \h \r0 ��seq level1 \h \r0 ��seq level2 \h \r0 ��seq level3 \h \r0 ��seq level4 \h \r0 ��seq level5 \h \r0 ��seq level6 \h \r0 ��seq level7 \h \r0 �(	MetroNet noted that nowhere in the TISWG minutes or TITF006 was it indicated             to theTISWG that the critical dates for deployment of the CNAM PCD had been missed nor that the CLEC involvement in development of the spec would    compromise that date.





Review of TICO089

SRCI noted that the Lower Bound noted in table 9-5 would be the bound that was applicable to the CNAM PCD. SRCI noted that this would be the case since the octet string would be 50-60 octets in length. MetroNet requested clarification on this point noting that at previous meetings (Oct 29), SRCI has argued that it was not possible to achieve a 20msec range since it would take 16-17 msec to “receive the full 100 octets of the IAM message”.  Stentor noted that the 155 msec would not apply since the upper bound noted in table 9-5 is only applicable to message greater than 279 octets.

(	Clearnet noted that the octet length is immaterial to processing time, noting that in all cases, the processing time was equal to 43 msec (when table 9-4 values are subtracted from table 9-5 values).  Clearnet noted that it would be reasonable to note in the performance section of the spec that the mean processing time should be a maximum of 43msec. MetroNet noted that although for its investigation the 43msec processing time was still excessive, it would accept this value in order to allow closure of this issue. SRCI asked whether all parties agreed to the 43msec value and it was noted the chair will send a message to the TISWG asking if anyone disagrees with this number.

(	SRCI noted that they would discuss the 43msec number internally to confirm that this value would be reflected as the maximum value of the mean processing delay for the CNAM PCD.

MetroNet noted that given the slip in dates beyond January 1, the deployment of the CNAM PCD could have impact on live traffic and requested that some discussion occur to mitigate this impact. MetroNet furthermore noted that dates for deployment of the CNAM PCD should be provided to the TISWG ASAP.���Dec 16�The CNAM PCD spec will be forwarded to the CISC CC for review, with modifications to generalize (i.e. remove Stentor references).



SRCI noted that in TICO088 it had indicated that there would be preconditions to moving ahead with the deployment of the CNAM protocol converter, specifically the reciprocity principles for exchange of CNAM and the requirement for the industry to agree that this is the final CNAM solution.



MetroNet indicated that the Competitors has stated several times on the record that the exchange of SS7 messages required to support services between networks would be exchanged on a reciprocal basis. However, Clearnet and MetroNet both indicated that it was unreasonable and unnecessary to have the industry agree that the CNAM protocol converter is the only solution that will ever be deployed in the Canadian N/W. Clearnet further noted that Stentor, during the CISC CC meeting, indicated its willingness to provide a solution of CNAM PCD but did not stipulate that there were any caveats to the deployment of the CNAM PCD. MetroNet indicated that if it was Stentor’s intention to raise this issue at the next CISC CC, the TISWG should be informed immediately so that all parties would have the opportunity to put forth their positions at that meeting. This issue was not addressed before the end of the meeting.



SRCI upon questioning from various parties regarding the timing for the deployment of the CNAM PCD indicated that it would be unlikely to have a date for implementation available for the Jan 9th CISC CC meeting.



BCTel indicated that based on its investigations of Option 3 (see action 8), there is not off the shelf software available. 

   ���1998, Jan 14�SRCI stated that contrary to the position put forth during the Dec 16th meeting that “… there would be preconditions to moving ahead with the deployment of the CNAM protocol converter, specifically the reciprocity principles for exchange of CNAM and the requirement for the industry to agree that this is the final CNAM solution.” Noting that after discussions with the SOCs there had been agreement to move ahead with the development without any preconditions

AT&T indicated that it was their intention to withdraw their support from the CNAM PCD spec. Upon questioning AT&T indicated that their reason for this change in position was that it was their opinion that the recent network failure experienced by AT&T where connectivity with the Bell N/W was lost for 5 hours occurred as a result of a PCD on the links between the Bell N/W and their N/W. 

SRCI indicated that there is an ongoing investigation (between Bell AT&T and Stentor) into the problems experienced by AT&T and that the cause of the failure has not yet been determined.

AT&T noted that from the outset they have noted their concern with this type of solution (PCD) in general noting that they have consistently voiced their preference for a switch or network based solution.

Sprint noted that it too wished to reserve the right to change its position pending the results of the investigation into the N/W failure.

The CRTC Staff asked hypothetically if it was proven that the PCD was not the cause of the failure whether AT&T would support the CNAM PCD. AT&T indicated that they might but they would like to reserve comment.���Jan 27�TICO101(Sprint) was reviewed:

SRCI noted that they were concerned a contribution was being tabled for changes to the CNAM specification given that it is a consensus document but noted that they would not object to the contribution being discussed.

 MetroNet noted that several of the issues addressed in TICO101 could be viewed as implementation issues and may not require amendments to the spec but rather could be dealt with in a consensus report to be used in conjunction with the spec.

SRCI noted that they would consider the proposed changes in TICO101 and provide feedback regarding incorporating the changes into the spec prior to the Feb 6th conf call.

AT&T was asked to provide an update regarding its position on the CNAM PCD spec. AT&T noted that Bell Canada had admitted that the conversion device was the cause of the network failure. SRCI asked AT&T whether this information was available in writing and furthermore in what forum this information was provided. AT&T indicated that this information was not available in writing, but that Bell had indicated just prior to beginning testing with AT&T, that the testing was cancelled and that Bell would be issuing a report regarding the N/W failure. The CRTC asked whether the AT&T position regarding the spec had changed. AT&T indicated that its position had not changed but that they had not decided yet whether to file a dispute regarding the CNAM PCD.      

MetroNet requested that BCTel provide an update regarding its investigation of Option 3. BCTel indicated that its investigation indicated that there was no off the shelf solution for Option 3 and that it was unlikely that one would be found. BCTel also noted that MetroNet could speak with its vendors and would likely obtain the same response.���Feb 11 �Reviewed TICO076EA:

Sprint indicated that the changes made to Part-5 Reliability does not capture Sprint’s previous comments. It was agreed that further changes would be made to the documents to capture Sprint’s earlier comments.���Mar 17�CNAM spec tabled:

AT&T would not support the CNAM PCF spec.; filed a dispute.���Mar 31�Reviewed TICO119:

AT&T objected to including the method of TCAP message routing.  Stentor maintained that this was essential information that could not be omitted.

Other:

Stentor reported that the T1S1.3 has approved the 4 new Translation Types, one for each of the 4 TCAP services, as previously identified in the Bellcore proposal for GTAI substitution.  Formal confirmation is expected from the T1S1.3 by around June.

 It was stated that the Commission decision on protocol conversion was still being awaited.���1999, Jan 12�The Commission’s 98-12-11 ruling on AT&T’s dispute re PCDs was reviewed.  The decision was interpreted as allowing carriers to deploy PCDs, provided a comprehensive set of tests was passed, said test suite to be developed by CISC.  It was agreed that the ruling constituted de facto approval of the spec.  Accordingly, it was moved that the spec be approved by the TISWG.  All parties agreed.

It was requested that all LECs who anticipate using PCDs should provide a statement of their intent to implement, including status, at the next meeting. 

There was discussion on the CNAM network interworking, leading to the conclusion that only certain specific issues had been addressed by the TISWG – namely:  1) how to convert the name parameter when interworking PI and GN; and 2) how to route TCAP queries for the database method.  From the latter it was interpreted by some that the “originating” network would choose which method to use.  There appeared to be a number of open questions.

In preparation for the next meeting, David Haskin of BCTel was requested to find out what the business process would be for other LECs to access name information, and vice-versa.��19

�Jan 26�It was confirmed by the chair that the Commission agrees with the NTSWG’s interpretation of the December 11th decision as approval of the PCD spec.

With respect to the first action item from the previous meeting (intention to implement PCDs, as well as selection of the method for providing CNAM information {TCAP versus ISUP}), the results were as follows:

TCAP: BCTel, Telus

ISUP: all other ILECs, MetroNet, Clearnet (see Feb 16th notes)

ISUP, pending confirmation: Sprint

Undecided: Videotron

Timing for deployment of PCDs could not be determined at this time as it was not clear when the first exchange of PI/GN name parameter would be required, given the possibility of bi-lateral business arrangements between LECs to exchange the PI parameter and the non-committal responses of LECs that might make internal use of the GN parameter (i.e., Cleanet, Sprint, and Videotron).

MetroNet voiced its reluctance to deploy an expensive device to generate a parameter that might not be used by any other LEC.  It was clear that further work would be needed by a number of parties before this action item could be closed.

Regarding the Nortel PI parameter, it was stated that the DMS switch contains a table which should allow the PI parameter to be selectively turned off.  (Subsequent investigation by MetroNet confirmed this, although the functionality only extends only to adjacent switches.)

The second action item from the previous meeting concerned BCTel’s business process by which other LECs would obtain calling name information.  BCTel stated that the procedure for getting name information would be for recipients of calls to launch TCAP queries to database destinations identified by BCTel, after establishing appropriate business agreements.  (It is MetroNet’s expectation that there would be no charge for accessing this database — the name information is part of the minimum message set and the method for making it available is the originating network’s choice.)



Asked about calls originated by other networks, BCTel stated that it would respect the originating network’s choice of method.  This lead to questions about what BCTel would do with the GN parameter in an incoming ISUP message, the implication being that this was a non-trivial technical issue.  BCTel asked to respond to this question at the next NTSWG meeting.



Asked the same question, Telus suggested that the GN parameter might be simply thrown away.  This was seen by Sprint, MetroNet and Clearnet as giving the ILEC an unfair advantage and was deemed unacceptable to these parties.  Telus agreed to consider the question further and respond at the next meeting.



In closing the discussion, the new action items were identified as:

1)all LECs are to review the implications of a non-symmetrical CNAM deployment and ensure that the scheme can be accommodated — in particular, can the terminating network respond appropriately in an environment where an incoming call may either contain the ISUP parameter, or require a TCAP query, at the originating network’s option;

2)LECs opting for the TCAP method are to clarify what would happen to an incoming GN parameter, given that a number of Service Providers consider throwing it away unacceptable.

��20�Feb 16�Two procedural changes were made: 1) the numbering scheme for contributions has been changed to reflect the new NTSWG structure — numbers re-started at 001 and interleaved with  Planning contributions; 2) the outstanding Intermediate Global Title Translation (IGTT) item from TI TIF2 has been moved to this TIF because the further work on this item is specifically related to deployment of CNAM.

MetroNet’s recently issued contribution on IGTT, “Towards 10-Digit IGTT”, was assigned NTCO 011.  A high-level overview was provided, but formal review of the proposal was postponed to the Mar 9th meeting. 

Status of the outstanding action item from the Jan 12th meeting — selection of method for providing CNAM — was reviewed and updated, as follows:

TCAP: BCTel, Telus, Clearnet (to be confirmed, rep not present)

ISUP: all other ILECs, MetroNet, Sprint, Videotron

Undecided or Unknown: Microcell (internal discussions required), Optel, Group Telecom

AT&T stated that they were not anticipating use of the TCAP method.

MetroNet (George Turner) and the chair (Tony Chow) took an action item to ensure that parties not at the table would be polled.

The first action item from the Jan 26th meeting (i.e., confirm ability to support non-symmetrical CNAM methods) was addressed.  It was agreed that the “originating network’s choice”  of CNAM method could be (or would be, see second action item below) supported.  However, there was a general discussion of the challenges in doing so.

The discussion revolved around interworking of the PI and GN parameter, primarily on calls from MetroNet to Sprint.  MetroNet saw this as an important issue in that its resolution could impact the design of the PCD.  It was agreed after general discussion that the PI parameter would be absent on calls with unknown name or where per-call privacy had been invoked by the caller, and that this would result in the PCD not generating a GN parameter.  A review at the Sprint end of the call  suggested that absence of the GN parameter would trigger a TCAP query, which MetroNet and Sprint saw as being erroneous.  AT&T also agreed that such queries should be considered erroneous.  Various methods of suppressing these queries were then discussed, including the use of 10-Digit GTT.

It was agreed that MetroNet (George Turner) and Sprint (Boba Topalovic) would continue working this issue outside the meeting and would prepare an appropriate NTSWG contribution.

The second action item from the Jan 26th meeting (i.e., disposition of the GN parameter received by Telus) was addressed.  Telus responded that they were being compliant at the network interface in terms of supporting the non-symmetrical approach using the standardized protocols for TCAP and ISUP, and that what Telus does with the GN parameter after its receipt is not subject to discussion at this forum.

MetroNet again stated that it was unacceptable to throw away the incoming name information from a CLEC operating in the same exchange as this conveyed an unfair advantage on an incumbent.  CRTC staff (Chaouki Dakdouki) agreed that this could be seen as a competitive equity issue, but agreed with Telus that internal technical details of the recipient’s network were not appropriate topics for NTSWG discussion. It was suggested that the CLEC’s recourse would be to send an application to the CRTC if this situation were encountered.��21�Mar 9�The chair announced that the CISC Coordinating Committee had identified resolution of CNAM deployment methodology as the highest priority task.

A further update was provided on the action item from the Jan 12th meeting — selection of method for providing CNAM:  Microcell will use the ISUP method with GN parameter.  The Clearnet decision to use TCAP still needs to be confirmed, while the Group Telecom and Optel positions remain unknown.  It was agreed that the chair (Tony Chow) would get the Optel position and MetroNet (George Turner) would approach Group Telecom.

 Three contributions were reviewed, as follows:

NTCO011: Towards IGTT, submitted by MetroNet:  This paper proposed use of TT Substitution in the terminating network, instead of the originating network, to protect against looping.  The intent was to solve the looping problem while avoiding solutions that would deviate from US practice and could cause difficulties implementing new services.  Commenting on the US scene, Bell (Stew Patch) stated that Illuminet had already deployed TT Substitution in the originating network.  It was agreed that this news should be confirmed as the objective here is to be consistent with US practice, in order to ensure TT and TT’ will continue to be assigned to new Canadian services by the US-based standards body.

Because a consensus on the 10-digit IGTT methodology did not appear imminent, and there was no immediate urgency, it was decided to return the 10-Digit IGTT issue to limbo (estimated completion date set at June 30th, 1999).

NTCO013: CNAM Delivery to Interconnecting Networks in a Form Compatible with the Common Interface Standard, submitted by AT&T:  This paper reviewed the characteristics of the GN parameter as described in ANSI T1.639 & T1.641, concluding that PCD only accomplishes a subset of the standard.  Of particular concern was the lack of information about name availability and presentation status, as well as a means for suppressing TCAP queries in the terminating network.  Bell and SRCI took the position that the CNCF might not completely fulfill the ANSI standard, but the CLECs would receive exactly the same CNAM functionality that the ILECs were providing internally.  With respect to not suppressing queries in the absence of name info, Bell and Stentor insisted this was a normal occurrence while AT&T, MetroNet, and Sprint maintained that such queries would be “erroneous” because they were preventable.

NTC014: CNCF in a “Mixed Mode” Environment, submitted by Bell:  This paper demonstrated that the existing CNCF spec provides an optimum conversion mechanism given the information available about a call at the point of CNCF insertion.  Bell (Stew Patch) explained that in a transit application, the CNCF could not simply insert a GN parameter in the absence of a PI parameter because there would be no way of knowing whether the originating network had opted for the ISUP or the TCAP method — inserting a GN parameter with the presentation restricted flag set would always inhibit TCAP queries at the terminating network.  While recognizing that Bell was correct on this point, MetroNet and AT&T re-iterated their view that the combination of a DMS switch with a CNCF was not equivalent to a switch with true GN capability.

MetroNet (George Turner) advised the group that the proposed MetroNet/Sprint contribution on CNAM interworking between Nortel and Lucent switches was not available because there had not been a full response to key questions from both vendors.  These questions were seen as important because there was a suspicion that DMS might actually generate a GN parameter in the IAM in some cases, or that it may do so in the future as this switch becomes more compliant with ANSI standards.  MetroNet was concerned that the CNCF Spec should reflect the possibility of both the GN and PI parameters in a single IAM.

Discussion revolved around how to tackle possible refinements to the Spec.  One suggestion was to provide “clarifications” in the TIF notes.  Call-Net (Mike Charendoff) was of the opinion that there should not be reluctance to change the Spec if said change has been caused by evolution of standards or other unanticipated external event.  The discussion concluded with an offer from Bell (Gerry Fikis) to do a final review of the SDLs once Nortel has answered the questions.

MetroNet agreed to draw up a list of questions for Nortel based on issues raised at this meeting.  The objective would be to review the answers at the next NTSWG meeting.           

             ��22�Mar 30�	The status of Service Providers’ ISUP versus TCAP election was reviewed. Since Clearnet’s position had remained to be confirmed, the rep (Bodhan Zabawskyj) provided the following information:  1) Clearnet would provide name information via the TCAP method; 2) ISUP from other SPs would be accepted; 3) this view was preliminary; and 4) Clearnet’s choice of TCAP would likely not be a 1999 issue for the Industry.

	Per an action item from the previous meeting, the chair (Tony Chow) advised that Optel would use the ISUP method.  MetroNet (George Turner) stated that Group Telecom had not yet been approached for their position.   

	MetroNet, Bell Canada, and Optel would be using the PI parameter form of ISUP within their own networks.  Thus, at this point in time, these were the potential users of the Calling Name Conversion Facility (CNCF).

	It was requested that the latest election status be summarized in these notes.  Accordingly, the following is the summary…

TCAP method: BC Tel, Clearnet, Telus

ISUP method:  Bell Canada, MetroNet, Microcell, Optel, Sprint Canada, Videotron

	MetroNet and Sprint had intended to submit a contribution on CNAM interworking, but this was not possible due to lack of information from switch vendors.  Instead, a proposed Test Plan was sent to the participants.  This test plan was not a formal contribution — rather a listing of current CNCF concerns, as seen by MetroNet and Sprint, in order to further Industry discussion at this meeting.

	The ensuing discussion revolved around two separate issues:  1) Equivalency of Service, Level of CNAM Functionality; and 2) Evolution towards true GN. 

Equivalency of Service, Level of CNAM Functionality

	Reiterating the conclusion of contribution NTCO013, AT&T (Henry Yabar) stated for the record that the CNCF provides only a subset of the CNAM standard, and as such is totally unacceptable.  Information as to name availability and presentation status was seen by AT&T as an essential element of the CNAM service. 

	Asked how Bell displayed private names, Stew Patch cited the example of women’s shelters.  The name datafill for the DN would be “Private Name,” resulting in the called party receiving the correct display.  However, in the case of casual per-call restriction of name, the called party would receive “Unknown Name.”

	 CRTC staff (Chaouki Dakdouki) stated that the priority is to concentrate on making essential elements for Local Competition available for new entrants.

	Nonetheless, it had been the expectation of AT&T, MetroNet, Sprint, and Videotron that DMS plus the CNCF would be equivalent to a true GN-capable switch.  In their opinion, this has not been achieved by the current configuration (because the GN parameter is absent under certain conditions).  The differences in position of these parties, if any, related more to what should be done about this situation.

Evolution towards true GN

	MetroNet (George Turner) stated that the GN parameter was insisted upon by MetroNet, and others, at the standardized common interface, so that SPs could eventually move away from proprietary name delivery parameters and towards this standard.   However, in MetroNet’s opinion, the current CNCF spec does not allow for a migration strategy from the PI to the GN. 

	The chair (Tony Chow) and the Bell Canada rep (Gerry Fikis) stated that the current spec was for use by the ILEC only.  If a CLEC wished to make changes to the spec for its own purposes, it was welcome to do so.  Although it was shown that the spec contained a reference to “ILEC,” this proposed disposition of the spec was news to MetroNet.  MetroNet believed at the outset (and still believes) that there should only be one spec for conversion from PI to GN, and vice-versa.  RLS Com (Herb Charles) expressed concern about the possibility of having to interface with several SPs, each having different versions of the CNCF — an unnecessary extra cost, especially for a small company.

	CRTC staff (Chaouki Dakdouki) stated that the December 11th 1998 order meant that it is up to each Service Provider to determine how to implement CNCF provided that it adheres to the common interface standard, and that reliability concerns are properly addressed.  He saw the actual facility as being part of an SP’s network, meaning that details such as the translation algorithms to be used were the SP’s own business.  However, staff added, the fact that the Network WG had already spent more than a year to reach consensus on the CNCF algorithm will be taken into consideration by the Commission, even though it did not need to approve the consensus.

Milestones

	The discussion closed with an attempt by the chair (Tony Chow) to match accomplishments with the established dates.  It was suggested that the current CNCF spec be put forward as version 1, and called the ILEC initial entry level.  This would allow the Mar 30th milestone to be met.  The matter of version 2 — i.e., enhancements needed for GN evolution — would be targeted for Jun 30th.  Tony Chow stated that this would be considered the non-ILEC version of the spec.

	AT&T objected to closing version 1.  In response, it was pointed out that changes to the CNCF spec alone would not eliminate the service functionality shortfall identified by AT&T.  Rather, it would be necessary for Bell Canada to provision additional software packages in its switches, and Bell stated that it was not prepared to do this.   Consequently, in the chair’s opinion, if AT&T wished to pursue the matter further, the recourse would be to file a dispute.

CNCF Intent

	RLS Com (Herb Charles) expressed its disappointment over the failure of the NTSWG to endorse the CNCF, after months of discussion.  RLS Com felt that AT&T’s perception of non-compliance of the CNCF with the mandate of the Commission reflects confusion or misunderstanding of the original intent for the use of the CNCF.  Attention seems focused on what modifications some carriers may have to undertake within their own networks to attain service interworking for CNAM through deployment of the CNCF, rather than the adequacy of the CNCF as a network-to-network interface device.  RLS Com questioned the merit of further activities by the NTSWG towards the development of CNCF variants, at this time — given the apparent lack of a clear understanding of intent, and the non-existence of consensus.

��23�Apr 20�The TIF notes were reviewed and corrected, as required.  Because the notes were sent out late, and had not been received by all parties, it was agreed that the notes would be considered a draft to be finalized at the May 11th meeting.  In the meantime, an updated draft would be sent to group members.

MetroNet (George Turner) stated that the planned MetroNet/Sprint contribution on the subject of CNAM TCAP/ISUP deployment had not been formally submitted, but would be within the next few days.

MetroNet stated that as a result of apparent confusion surrounding the original CNCF intent, expressed at the Mar 30th meeting, there had been an internal MetroNet review of expectations.   It was confirmed that MetroNet’s expectation was that the CNCF would make a DMS using Nortel’s proprietary PI parameter look to the outside world like a true GN-capable switch.  In MetroNet’s view, the current configuration — i.e., Bell Canada’s DMS switch plus the CNCF — fails to meet this expectation.  It was further confirmed that MetroNet, as a user of DMS switches with the PI parameter, fully expected to use the existing CNCF spec to define the required conversion algorithms.

In view of MetroNet’s statement in the previous bullet, the chair (Tony Chow) asked that the following statement be included in the meeting notes:  The current chair was present throughout all of this group’s discussions on the topic of CNCF.   It has always been his expectation that the CNCF would convert the PI parameter into the GN parameter, and vice-versa — and nothing more than this.

MetroNet agreed that the CNCF was intended to provide a simple PI to GN conversion facility.  However, in the meantime, a true GN-capable switch  has appeared on the scene — i.e., the Lucent switch.  Awareness of the level of GN functionality this switch provides, coupled with the need for some Service Providers to efficiently support both TCAP and ISUP methods simultaneously,  has made it apparent that the DMS plus CNCF accomplishes only a subset of the standard.   The missing GN functionality can only be provided by the DMS switch, via the addition of currently available software.  The changes MetroNet wants to see in the CNCF spec are related to preventing conflict between a GN generated by this additional DMS software and the CNCF algorithms, so that DMS switches can be elegantly upgraded  to support true GN.  These proposed changes do not necessarily impact the high-level overview of the CNCF spec, as stated in the document’s Introduction — rather their impact is at the level of  the SDLs.

The chair (Tony Chow) stated that the group had already agreed to work the details of enhancements to the CNCF spec needed to support evolution to true GN.  This would be called version 2, and activity would commence once Metronet and Sprint tabled their contribution on the requirements.  It was agreed that these changes were intended to enhance the degree of compliance with the ANSI standard, as opposed to creating a “CNCF variant,” and that movement towards full compliance would always be welcome.

In order to help clear up the issue of original CNCF intent, it was requested that group members review the TIF note history, as it relates to the CNCF spec,  prior to the next meeting.��24�May 11�The notes from Mar 30 and Apr 20 were reviewed and accepted, with a change to the former by Tony Chow.

MetroNet (George Turner) reported that GT Telecom had been approached re their selection of CNAM Method.  According to the GT Telecom rep (Simon Edgett), the ISUP Method would be used in conjunction with an originating name database.

The MetroNet, Sprint-Canada/CallNet, Videotron contribution (NTCO028) was reviewed.  The contribution stated that the Nortel name feature, combined with the current CNCF spec, could induce the terminating network to reach the wrong decision about which method of calling name the originating network had chosen.  TCAP queries launched as a result were considered “erroneous queries.”  A number of recommendations were put forward to resolve the issue.

Stentor (Tony Chow) stated that although calling name was part of the minimum message set, the exchange of name information was not mandatory.  Thus, if a Service Provider in a portability area were to opt out of CNAM, this would result in the terminating network launching similar redundant queries.  MetroNet (George Turner) responded that this would be true, but the paper was written to address CNAM participating SPs – specifically, CNAM participating originating networks causing terminating networks to take improper action.  Dealing with non-participating SPs in an LNP area, if there are any, is a separate issue.

The recommendations of the above-mentioned contribution were reviewed, as follows:

Determine the seriousness of the “erroneous query” problem.  At this point in time, CallNet is the only terminating network in the position of generating such queries.  Telus is the recipient of such queries.  Action: Sprint/CallNet (Boba Topalovic/Richard Paik) agreed to report on the seriousness of the problem.  Telus (Craig Miller) agreed to provide Telus’s approach to redundant queries at the next meeting.

Develop a “ball park” cost estimate to eliminate the cause of the problem in all applicable SPs’ networks.  Action: MetroNet (George Turner), as an operator of an applicable network, agreed to provide the cost estimate for its network.  This could be extrapolated, based on numbers of switches, to give an estimate for other networks.

There was discussion regarding existing DMS functionality that provides an appropriate GN parameter when call-by-call privacy is invoked.  Testing indicates the functionality exists in Telus DMSs. 

Develop a Version 2 of the CNCF spec.  The goal is that all CLECs using Nortel switches, now and in the future, should use a common spec.  Action: Authors of the contribution to produce the draft spec.

Develop an evolution plan to allow a smooth transition from the proprietary calling name delivery feature to the ANSI standard method. Action: MetroNet to produce a plan in conjunction with Optel, the other CLEC currently using Nortel switches.

Reach an equitable Industry conclusion to the erroneous query issue.  Action: ongoing till consensus is reached.

��25�Jun 22�Telus responded on the first action item regarding redundant queries.  This was as follows: 1) there will be no charge for queries to obtain name information on calls from Telus; 2) there will be no charge for redundant queries which Telus causes; and 3) Telus reserves the right to charge for redundant queries related to the actions of other networks.

MetroNet (George Turner) reported that the pricing study of software to suppress queries had not been carried out due to lack of information from Nortel.  A first draft of the CLEC CNCF spec had been prepared and was to be tabled at this meeting.  Discussions with Optel re conversion had not yet taken place because the conversion strategy was still evolving.  Reaching an equitable outcome is an ongoing activity at this point.

The CNCF spec was tabled and assigned NTCO031.  Comments largely revolved around the need to better scope the activity.  It was agreed that enhancements to the PI interface are not included, nor is the case where a LEC has opted out of CNAM.  Conversion is limited to conversion within the ISUP Method, and not from ISUP to TCAP.  Comments were to be incorporated and the document further reviewed at the next meeting.��26�Jul 13�LEC intentions re TCAP versus ISUP method were reviewed: 1) ClearNet (Bohdan Zabawskyj) stated they were awaiting vendor clarification of what will be provided, representing a change from the intent to deploy TCAP, as recorded earlier; 2) The Novus rep (Flavio Petrin) agreed to check the method to be used by Novus and report at the next meeting. 

It was agreed that the current tracking method of LEC intentions is too fragmented, being captured incrementally in meeting notes.  George Turner agreed to add a table to the TIF to summarize the results and keep them current.

Videotron (Guy Robert) submitted a CNAM contribution entitled, “Responsibility of non-participating LEC to CNAM Service”, NTCO037.doc, and this was reviewed at the meeting.  This paper maintained that if non-participating LECs did not provide a GN parameter on originating calls, other LECs, which were participating in CNAM, and were terminated these calls, would launch erroneous TCAP queries.  This would place an undue burden on such LECs.  Accordingly, it was proposed that non-participating LECs be deemed to have chosen the ISUP method, and be required to furnish a GN parameter indicating the name was not available.



Bell, Telus, and Stentor disagreed with the conclusion in Videotron’s contribution.  In their view, a non-CNAM participating CLEC/Carrier could not be forced to supply a GN parameter in the ISUP message.  The Interface Standard does not require that a GN parameter be generated by a network that does not offer CNAM Service; and that for local competition in Canada, if a carrier does not offer CNAM Service to its own customers, it has no obligation to support CNAM messages as part of the minimum message set.  The ILECs also noted that the minimum message set issue was the subject of a dispute which was dealt with in CRTC Decision 98-40, as well as the consensus report TIRE009.

Clearnet (Bohdan Zabawskyj)  expressed reservations about the Videotron proposal because in his opinion it was inconsistent with the neutrality provisions of Decision 98-40.  On the other hand, CallNet and MetroNet supported Videotron.  In the view of MetroNet and CallNet, the erroneous query problem generated by a LEC that had opted out of CNAM would be even more serious than that caused by shortcomings of Nortel’s PI parameter.  Every call from such a LEC would have the potential to generate an erroneous query, and with CNAM becoming virtually a basic service in some LECs, this could result in a very large number of such queries.  MetroNet suggested it was a conflict of interest to disagree with the conclusion of the contribution while reserving the right to charge for redundant queries related to the actions of other networks.

      ��27�Aug 10�There was no further progress to report at this meeting, primarily due to vacations.  MetroNet (George Turner) affirmed the intent of MetroNet, Videotron, and CallNet to maintain the current September completion date for the CLEC version of the CNCF specification.

Bell Canada (Gerry Fikis) commented on the continued appearance of the term, “erroneous queries”, in the meeting notes.  It was explained that this issue had been addressed at an earlier meeting in which several CLECs insisted that the term remain in the TIF notes.  Thus, it has not been possible to reach a consensus on a name for CNAM TCAP launched against TNs for which there is no database name information. ��28�Sep 21�Novus (Flavio Petrin) asked to defer its decision on the use of the TCAP versus the ISUP Method until an internal review had been undertaken.  He said that a decision would be forthcoming shortly and would be submitted in writing.

The AT&T(MetroNet), CallNet, Videotron contribution on CNCF specification, version 2 was assigned number NTCO031a, and was reviewed.  The following are highlights of the discussion…

A number of technical questions were sent to George Turner by Gerry Fikis of Bell Canada.  It was agreed that the questions and their answers should be sent to all Network Working Group members.

There was considerable discussion on the appropriateness of this group addressing such a highly detailed and complex document.  Most members felt that the group should not be working at such a detailed level.  The CLECs noted that the circumstances were unusual (no existing standard), and that a precedent had been set in this one instance by the group’s work on the ILEC version of the CNCF.

George Turner agreed that the document had evolved into a mixture of rationale and background, as well as specifications.  He agreed to separate out the requirements and package them into a more generic specification document, and to consolidate the rationale and background into a separate supporting contribution.

There was discussion as to who would benefit from the work, given that it was taking up time and effort from the ILECs and other non-participants.  AT&T (George Turner) stated on behalf of the involved CLECs that there were several potential CLEC users of the specification – AT&T, Optel, and Novus, and possibly others in the future.  There were other CLECs who would be affected by what was being recommended in the spec – particularly CallNet and Videotron, but likely others as well.  This was seen by AT&T as being a relatively large list of interested parties.  It was also pointed out by AT&T that the primary reason for having the review by this group was one of risk reduction – reducing the risk of introducing a function that might have a negative impact on others, or might be ineffectual in addressing previously identified concerns, or might simply not function properly.

CallNet (Richard Paik) asked to have CallNet’s views formally documented in the TIF notes, as follows: The revised CNCF spec should be a Canadian Industry standard rather than merely a CLEC option.  As the new competitive environment evolves, and more experience is gained with network interworking, standards can be developed that supersede previous standards on which there had been consensus, as opposed to having them cast in concrete for all time.  In CallNet’s view, version 2 reflects changes to version 1 that have come about as a result of greater knowledge, and that the ILEC versus CLEC differentiation between the two is artificial.

The chair (Tony Chow) clarified the fact that AT&T would require development time to introduce the CNCF after consensus had been reached.  Therefore, there was an issue of getting this CNCF issue resolved in a timely manner.

Considerable discussion revolved around the impact of having a GN parameter inserted on every IAM by the originating network, as recommended in the spec.  It was pointed out that this is what the Lucent switch is already doing. George Turner stated that the goal of the specification is to make the combination of a Nortel switch and the CNCF look the same to the outside world as a switch using the true GN ISUP method — nothing more, nothing less.  He felt that this was a simple, easy-to-understand objective.

There was discussion involving the role of IXCs in end-to-end CNAM.  It was agreed that IXCs are not required to modify their networks to accommodate CNAM, unless there is a specific business reason to do so.��29�Oct 19�Novus (Flavio Petrin) announced that it would be using the ISUP Method for CNAM.  He also provided the useful input that this would be based on the Nortel PI parameter, although use of this parameter is an internal matter and is not recognized at the Common Network Interface.

Novus raised the issue of what the ILECs would do to display name information supplied by the PI Method, if the ILEC in question were using the TCAP Method.  It was identified that this question had been asked and answered some time ago (asked in serial 19 and answered in serial 20, bullet 5).  CRTC staff (Chaouki Dakdouki) recalled that this could be seen as a competitive equity issue, but agreed that it was not a subject for discussion in this forum.  As before, he stated that the recourse would be to write to the Commission.  But he suggested this not be done until it was clear this was a real issue.

The version 2 CNCF spec, NTCO031b, was reviewed.  A change was requested in the introduction to clarify that the enhancements being introduced were for use by the CLECs.  References to “OPC” in section 2 should be corrected to “PC”, and a footnote with a definition of PC should be added.

It was agreed that the document would need only one more pass through the NTWG  for review of the indicated corrections, after which it would be submitted as a Report – 007.��30�Nov 9�There was discussion surrounding the first bullet of the previous TIF notes wherein Flavio Petrin of Novus was quoted as stating his company would be using the ISUP Method with the PI parameter.  The chair (Tony Chow) took an action item to write to Novus explaining that the PI parameter was not recognized at the Common Network Interface, and that a GN parameter would have to be provided at that point.

Due to technical problems with e-mail, the revised CNCF v2 spec and associated consensus report was not received by all parties.  Accordingly, formal review was deferred to the next meeting.  It was agreed that any further technical questions or comments on the spec or its companion documents would be communicated to the author in writing, with copies to NTWG members, prior to the next meeting.

In a status review it was confirmed that the 10-digit GTT methodology was still parked.��31�Dec 7�Videotron (Guy Robert) confirmed that its VoIP gateway will conform to the ISUP Method for CNAM

Contribution NTCO051 (supporting rationale for the CLEC version of the CNCF spec) was reviewed and several comments were received.  The authors clarified that this was intended to be a contribution and therefore did not require consensus.  AT&T (Henry Yabar) was of the view that the rationale should be part of the consensus documentation because it merely furnishes the supporting facts upon which consensus on the spec was – or should have been – based. 

The CLEC CNCF specification was again reviewed and more comments and questions were received from the ILECs.  The chair (Tony Chow) sought to point out that the CLEC CNCF specification would restrict transiting in certain specifications.  He also questioned whether those CLECs that were not present bought into the specification.  AT&T Canada (George Turner) responded that the purpose of the specification was to provide assurances to any CLEC that wished to build a CNCF, according to the requirements in the specification, that the resulting functionality would be acceptable to all parties to the NTWG -- no CLEC would be obliged to deploy a CNCF, or, if they chose to do so, would be obliged to adhere to this specification.  Thus, in AT&T’s opinion, future CLEC buy-in was an irrelevant issue.  This view was confirmed by Videotron (Guy Robert).  Several new CLECs were identified and the chair undertook to approach them regarding their CNAM intentions (i.e., ISUP versus TCAP, and need for a CNCF).

The authors of the spec produced a covering consensus report, NTRE007, which called for consensus on the specification (NTCO031x) and acknowledgement of the rationale contribution (NTCO051).  As it was evident that further discussion would be required, review was postponed to a subsequent meeting.

There was discussion regarding continuation of the PI interface between AT&T Canada and Bell Canada, as an alternative to or in parallel with the CNCF.  AT&T (George Turner) stated that there had been no internal discussion of this subject to date, and that formal bilateral discussions would not begin until consensus had been achieved on the CLEC CNCF specification.    ��32�2000, Jan 18�The chair (Tony Chow) reported that the new CLECs had not yet been approached.  He stated that this was because there were now almost 30 of them on the CRTC website, and that he was not sure the status of the spec was sufficiently mature to send out at this time.  It was suggested that several questions should be asked of these new entrants, not just their interest in the CLEC CNCF.  It was agreed that Tony and George Turner would work out the wording to be used.

There was continuing discussion on the method to be used (if any) for tying the CLEC CNCF spec to its supporting rationale document.  Tony Chow suggested doing away with a separate consensus report — just use the spec as is.  Videotron (Guy Robert) suggested that the spec could contain a footnote or other reference to the NTCO051.  Tony stated that he would have to check with the lawyers before agreeing to this.  He mentioned that Bell Canada did not agree with the rationale, leading George Turner to state that one could question the meaning of consensus on the specification if the supporting rationale was being questioned.

It was agreed that the goal should be to have the CLEC CNCF spec in its final state for the next meeting.  It was further agreed that all parties with additional suggestions, comments, or refinements would send them to George Turner within the next 2 weeks.��33�Feb 08�The chair (Tony Chow) reported that he and AT&T Canada (George Turner) had collaborated on a questionnaire and that this had been sent to all new entrants, as agreed at the previous meeting.  Responses were to be sent to George Turner who reported that none had been received as of this a.m.  Telus (Craig Miller) indicated that he had provided a response, but this had not yet been received.

NTCO051b, the CLECs’ rationale document was reviewed.  George Turner explained that this contribution had been extensively re-worked to remove any language that would suggest that the ILECs’ CNCF was inadequate for the intended purpose.  There was agreement that this document was now acceptable and could be referenced in the NTRE007b consensus report.

The proposed consensus report, NTRE007b was reviewed.  It was explained by George Turner that this new document superseded both the stand-alone covering document (NTRE007a) and the CLECs contribution (NTCO031d).  The CLEC CNCF spec constituted the body of the document.  The significant changes were the addition of a reference to the rationale document (NTCO051b) and the addition of a conclusion subsection in the introduction to capture the consensus.  It was the opinion of the chair that the material was in a state where it was now acceptable to the committee and that formal consensus could be achieved at the Mar 7th meeting.



Henry Yabar of AT&T Canada asked a technical question regarding the handling of calling name restriction.  It was agreed that AT&T would discuss these technical details internally after the meeting.



Henry went on to state that he had only received the document on Sunday.  According to the rules, this late receipt meant that discussion of the content would take place at the next meeting and not formal submission of the consensus report to the CRTC.  Herb Charles (RSLCom) stated that the entire CLEC CNCF spec discussion had been a deplorable waste of time, and to have the discussion further prolonged on a technicality was “lamentable”.��34�Mar 07�Consensus was achieved on NTRE007b.������

	

INTERESTED PARTIES CONTRIBUTIONS

Date

�Contributor�Title�Reviewed�CRTC Web Page FN��970707�CCTA�Calling Name Input�yes�TICO021��970716�CCTA�TIF6 Calling Name Input�yes�TICO031��970812�SRCI�TIF6 DR4 Dispute paper on CNAM�yes�TICO042��970812�AT&T�TIF3, 5, 6, 7 Dispute paper �yes�TICO044��970812�Sprint�TIF3, 5, 6, 7 Dispute paper �yes�TICO045��970819�SRCI�Calling Name Conversion Facility �yes�TICO048��970827�Mcell�Conversion  of Calling Name Information �yes�TICO058��970827�SRCI�Name Conversion Facility SDL �yes�TICO059��970827�Clearnet�On the Stentor Proposal to Implement a Calling Name Information �yes�TICO060��970919�Sprint�Competitors position regarding CNAM �yes�TICO073��971006�Sprint�Competitors position regarding CNAM �yes�TICO073��971006�Bell�Calling Party Name Conversion Facility �yes�TICO076��971002�Bell�Calling Party Name Conversion Facility �yes�TICO076a��980211�Bell�Calling Party Name Conversion Facility �yes�TICO076ea��980211�Bell�Calling Party Name Conversion Facility �yes�TICO076ea��971006�BCTel�Calling Name for BCTel�yes�TICO077��971006�SRCI

�Network Specific Parameters�yes�TICO084��971029�Bell�Calling Party Name Conversion Facility �yes�TICO076b��971126�Bell�Calling Party Name Conversion Facility �yes�TICO076c��971031�SRCI�6.Calling Party Name Conversion Facility Specification �yes�TICO088��971111�MetroNet�Performance of Calling Name Protocol Conversion Device (PCD)�Yes�TICO089��980126�Sprint�Proposed revisions to the CNAM Conversion Facility Specification�Yes�TICO101��980320�SRCI�Calling Name Identification Presentation and Restriction, spec v 0.3�Yes�TICO119��980512�SRCI�Proposed Draft Consensus Report for TI Spec�Yes�TICO134��980512�AT&T�Proposed change to CMS and CNAM spec�Yes�TICO137��980526�SRCI�Proposed Draft Consensus Report for TI Spec�Yes�TICO134a��980707�SRCI�Proposed change to CNAM TT Spec�Yes�TICO141��990214�MetroNet�Towards 10-digit IGTT (for CNAM)�Yes�NTCO011��990305�AT&T�CNAM Delivery to Interconnecting Networks in a Form Compatible with the Common Interface Standard�Yes�NTCO013��990309�Bell�CNCF in a “Mixed Mode” Environment�Yes�NTCO014��990511�MetroNet, Sprint, Videotron�CNAM: Service Interworking in a “Mixed Mode” Environment�Yes�NTCO028��990621�MetroNet�CNAM: Calling Name Conversion Facility Specification (Version 2 — CLEC Applications)�Yes�NTCO031��990713�Videotron�Responsibility of non-participating LEC to CNAM Service�Yes�NTCO037��990921�AT&T, CallNet, Videotron�CNAM: Calling Name Conversion Facility Specification (Version2 — CLEC Applications)�Yes�NTCO031a��991019�As above�As above�Yes�NTCO031b��991109�As above�As above�Yes�NTCO031c��991207�All�Draft Consensus Report�No�NTRE007��991207�AT&T, CallNet, Videotron�CNAM: Calling Name Conversion Facility, CLEC Version, Supporting Rationale for NTCOo31c�Yes�NTCO051��000118�As above�CNAM: Calling Name Conversion Facility Specification (Version2 — CLEC Applications)�Yes�NTCO031d��000118�As above�CNAM: Calling Name Conversion Facility, CLEC

Version, supporting Rationale for NTCO031d�No�NTCO051a��000118�All�Draft Consensus Report�No�NTRE007a��000208�AT&T, CallNet, Videotron�CNAM: Calling Name Conversion Facility, CLEC Version, Supporting Rationale for NTRE007b�Yes�NTCO051b��00208�All�Draft Consensus Report�No�NTCO007b��������



ACTION / FOLLOW UP

Plain text action  items are active.

Italic text action  items are in-active.



��Prime�P - Date�A – Date�Status���seq level0 \h \r0 ��seq level1 \h \r0 ��seq level2 \h \r0 ��seq level3 \h \r0 ��seq level4 \h \r0 ��seq level5 \h \r0 ��seq level6 \h \r0 ��seq level7 \h \r0 ��seq level0 \*arabic�1�.I�All  parties are requested to provide their views regarding how CNAM should be exchanged between carriers

�All�Jul 14��Closed���seq level0 \*arabic�2�.�Provide guidance regarding the procedure for resolving associated cost recovery issues associated with the deployment of protocol  conversion.

�seq level0 \h \r0 ��seq level1 \h \r0 ��seq level2 \h \r0 ��seq level3 \h \r0 ��seq level4 \h \r0 ��seq level5 \h \r0 ��seq level6 \h \r0 ��seq level7 \h \r0 �(This item will be added to the CRTC letter calling for comments on TISWG dispute 4

�L.Mevel





L.Mevel

�Aug 25





ASAP�Aug 26





Sept 16

�Closed





Closed���seq level0 \h \r0 ��seq level1 \h \r0 ��seq level2 \h \r0 ��seq level3 \h \r0 ��seq level4 \h \r0 ��seq level5 \h \r0 ��seq level6 \h \r0 ��seq level7 \h \r0 ��seq level0 \*arabic�1�.�Provide contributions regarding the implementation of protocol conversion.

�All

�Aug 25�Aug 26

�Closed���seq level0 \*arabic�2�.�Provide analysis of alternatives available and a preliminary specification for the CNAM Protocol converter.

�seq level0 \h \r0 ��seq level1 \h \r0 ��seq level2 \h \r0 ��seq level3 \h \r0 ��seq level4 \h \r0 ��seq level5 \h \r0 ��seq level6 \h \r0 ��seq level7 \h \r0 �(SRCI noted that this should be available for the first meeting in Oct

�SRCI





S.Patch



�Aug 25





Oct 7



��Closed





Closed

���seq level0 \h \r0 ��seq level1 \h \r0 ��seq level2 \h \r0 ��seq level3 \h \r0 ��seq level4 \h \r0 ��seq level5 \h \r0 ��seq level6 \h \r0 ��seq level7 \h \r0 ��seq level0 \*arabic�1�.�Provide the CNAM implementation per SOC noting the protocol and trigger type used. 

�seq level0 \h \r0 ��seq level1 \h \r0 ��seq level2 \h \r0 ��seq level3 \h \r0 ��seq level4 \h \r0 ��seq level5 \h \r0 ��seq level6 \h \r0 ��seq level7 \h \r0 �( SRCI noted that all other SOCs use the originating trigger based on ID0019.�T.Chow

�ASAP�Oct 21�Closed���seq level0 \h \r0 ��seq level1 \h \r0 ��seq level2 \h \r0 ��seq level3 \h \r0 ��seq level4 \h \r0 ��seq level5 \h \r0 ��seq level6 \h \r0 ��seq level7 \h \r0 ��seq level0 \*arabic�1�.�Parties to provide contributions regarding the exchange of CNAM Protocol Canada-wide keeping in mind the differences in BCTel territory.

�All

�Sept 23�Sept 22�Closed���seq level0 \*arabic�2�.�BCTel to outline how CLECs can interact to exchange CNAM information providing details regarding the database method data format and structure

�D.Patrick

�Oct 7�Oct 8�Closed���seq level0 \*arabic�3�.�BCTel to provide additional information regarding the data, format and i/f to the BCTel CNAM database

�seq level0 \h \r0 ��seq level1 \h \r0 ��seq level2 \h \r0 ��seq level3 \h \r0 ��seq level4 \h \r0 ��seq level5 \h \r0 ��seq level6 \h \r0 ��seq level7 \h \r0 �( Provide feedback regarding the viability of option 3. �D.Patrick



D.Patrick

�Oct 21



ASAP

�Oct 21�Closed



Open���seq level0 \h \r0 ��seq level1 \h \r0 ��seq level2 \h \r0 ��seq level3 \h \r0 ��seq level4 \h \r0 ��seq level5 \h \r0 ��seq level6 \h \r0 ��seq level7 \h \r0 ��seq level0 \*arabic�1�.�Regarding the CNAM protocol converter specification

�seq level0 \h \r0 ��seq level1 \h \r0 ��seq level2 \h \r0 ��seq level3 \h \r0 ��seq level4 \h \r0 ��seq level5 \h \r0 ��seq level6 \h \r0 ��seq level7 \h \r0 �( Provide input on any additional input to be detailed in specification.

( Outline the N/W impact associated with the deployment of CNAM protocol conversion in the network.

( SRCI to clarify how the other intra-network parameters will be handled.

( SRCI to revise section 6 of TICO076a re transfer time impact of the protocol converter; section 7 re future methods.

( Provide a contribution clarifying the implementation of the CNAM PC and update the CSGs regarding this info. 

( Quantify the impact of implementation relative to deletion of NSPs (see TICO084). 

( Provide written co re slip in dates for PCD

( MetroNet and V’tron to provide f/b regarding the PCD delay (50 msec)�

All



SRCI





SRCI



SRCI





SRCI



SRCI



SRCI

S.Ledwell

�

ASAP	ASAP·



	ASAP·	ASAP

·	ASAP·	ASAP�tc  \l 1 "·	ASAP"�



Oct 21



Oct 28



Oct 31

Nov 3

�











Oct 22



Oct 28









Oct 28



Oct 31

Nov 11�

Ongoing



Open





Closed



Closed





Open



Closed



Closed

Closed

���seq level0 \h \r0 ��seq level1 \h \r0 ��seq level2 \h \r0 ��seq level3 \h \r0 ��seq level4 \h \r0 ��seq level5 \h \r0 ��seq level6 \h \r0 ��seq level7 \h \r0 ��seq level0 \*arabic�1�.	�Send a message to the TISWG asking if anyone disagrees with this 43msec value.

�T.Chow �ASAP�Nov 28�Closed

���seq level0 \*arabic�2�.	�Dates for deployment of the CNAM PCD should be provided to the TISWG ASAP.

No update�SRCI�ASAP�



Jan 14th �Open���The CNAM PCD spec will be forwarded to the CISC CC forward review�J.Hodges�ASAP�Dec 22nd �Closed

���1999-01-12:  Intent to deploy PCDs and status to be provided to TISWG at next meeting �All�Next TISWG��Ongoing���1999-01-12: Describe process for exchanging calling name information with BCTel�David Haskin�Next TISWG�Jan 26th�Closed���1999-01-26: Terminating networks are to ensure that a non-symmetrical deployment of CNAM is viable�All�Next NTSWG�Feb 16�Closed���1999-01-26: Networks opting for TCAP method are to describe what happens to an incoming ISUP name parameter�David Haskin, Craig Miller�Next NTSWG�Feb 16�Closed���1999-02-16: Review and comment on NTCO 011�All�Next

NTSWG�Mar 9�Closed���1999-02-16: Method of interworking PI and GN parameters�MetroNet/ Sprint�Next NTSWG�Mar 9�Closed���1999-03-09: Obtain TCAP/ISUP selection from Optel and Group Telecom�Tony Chow/ George Turner�Next NTSWG�Mar 30�Closed���1999-03-09: Obtain answers from Nortel re status of the GN parameter�MetroNet�Next NTSWG�Mar 30�Closed���1999-09-21: Novus position TCAP/ISUP�Flavio Petrin�Next meeting�Oct 19th�Closed���1999-11-09: Tony Chow to write to Novus re status of PI parameter�Tony Chow�Next meeting��Closed���2000-01-18: Tony Chow and George Turner to collaborate on a questionaire re CNAM intentions for new CLEC entrants�Tony Chow, George Turner�Next meeting�Feb 08�Closed���������

�CNAM Method (ISUP or TCAP)

Date�Service Provider�Method��99 03 30�Bell Canada�ISUP��99 03 30�CallNet�ISUP��99 07 13�Clearnet�to be determined��99 05 11�GT Telecom�ISUP��99 03 30�AT&T (MetroNet)�ISUP��99 03 30�Microcell�ISUP��99 03 30�Optel�ISUP��99 10 19�Novus�ISUP��99 03 30�Telus�TCAP��99 03 30�Videotron�ISUP������

�
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