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Next Meeting Date:        See last page of these notes


Attendees: Teresa Patton (AT&T), Syed Mubeen Saifullah (NeuStar), Jim Rooks (Neustar), Mohamed Samater (T-Mobile), Deb Tucker (Verizon Wireless), Ron Steen (AT&T), Bob Bruce (Syniverse), Steve Farnsworth (Evolving Systems), Steve Addicks (NeuStar), Paul Lagattuta (NeuStar), John Nakamura (NeuStar), John Malyar (Telcordia)
	Conducted by: Teresa Patton
	Recorded By: Syed Mubeen Saifullah


	Action Required

	Action #
	Description
	Status
	Assigned To
	Target Date
	Actual Date

	1
	Sub-Teams #1, #2, and #4 should continue to meet
	Assigned
	Respective Committees
	
	

	2
	Follow up with LNPA WG Chairs to gain an understanding of how in depth the committee status should be on upcoming calls
	Complete
	Teresa Patton
	06-16-09
	06-16-09

	3
	Follow up with LNPA WG Chairs to determine a consistent format for presenting the ideas from the various committees and sub-teams.
	Complete
	Teresa Patton
	06-16-09
	06-16-09

	4
	Teresa Patton to obtain clarity from LNPA Co-Chairs on whether 1 idea/solution or more than 1 idea/solution will be presented to the NANC
	Assigned
	Teresa Patton
	06-23-09
	

	5
	
	
	
	
	


	Decisions

	Decision #
	Description
	Status
	Target Date
	Actual Date

	1
	Interested members are asked to select one of the ideas listed below to work with a smaller group to begin the initial discovery/definition phase. Email your interest to Teresa Patton.
	Complete
	Committee
	05-27-09
	

	2
	Sub-team#5 - ENUM Solution determined that this idea is not feasible at this time. 
	Closed/

Complete
	06-02-09
	06-02-09

	3
	Sub-team #3 – Combination of Clearinghouse and NPAC/SOA Enhancement has been put into a “dormant” mode and can reconvene when there is more detail around the materials from sub-teams #1 and #2
	Closed
	06-10-09
	06-10-09

	4
	The LNPA meeting in mid-July will allocate 45 mins total , which should accommodate both presentations (roughly 22 mins each).

Teresa Patton - recommended that the 2 sub-teams presenting to the LNPA (#1 Clearinghouse & #2 SOA/NPAC Enhancement) should present what they believe is best and if there are requests for additional information, then this can be included in the presentations for late July in Irvine, CA.  
	Assigned
	07-15-09
	

	5
	
	
	
	


	Record significant Topics, Presenters, Decisions:


Discussions:
Received Updates from each Sub-Team (notes captured in the order of status give on the call)
Sub-team #1: Clearinghouse/Service Bureau – (Status provided by Bob Bruce) – The sub-team met on June 12, 2009 and focused its time on answering some of the outstanding questions documented by the team.

Particularly questions around OSP GUI & fax support for their trading partners.  In addition the question of speed to market surfaced again.  “can this solution/vendors meet the 9 month requirement?”  It was decided that this question cannot be answered appropriately unless requirements are developed and reviewed.  If an inter-vendor standard is simple then the cost of translation and the speed to market is much better.

The need to pull a Customer Service Report (CSR) was also discussed, and it was noted that in many situations the OSP requires data that the NSP can only obtain from doing this “optional CSR step”.  

It was also noted that until more detail comes from the Simple vs. Non-Simple definition teams, much of what the requirements will be remain unanswered.  At this time the only thing that can be discussed in detail is the transport of messages, without detail of what would be different for Simple vs. Non-Simple scenarios.

a. Next Meeting
i. Friday June 19, 2pm ET:  +1-813-637-5900 #12357
See attached notes (embedded within this word document) from 06-12-09 meeting
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Sub-team #2: Enhance NPAC SV Create & Matching Create messages – (Status provided by Jim Rooks) – The sub-team is working on the slides documenting the possible impacts & the flow diagrams.

The sub-team is also waiting for additional details to come from the simple vs. non-simple definition committee.

Jim Rooks also noted that both he and Teresa Patton would be reaching out to individual Service Providers to solicit their feedback about this solution.

a. Next Meetings
ii. Wednesday June 24, 2009 at 3pm ET: Conf bridge 866-858-8801, conf ID 5490
See attached notes (embedded within this word document) from 06-16-09 meeting
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Sub-team #4: Combination of LSR/WPR – (Presented by John Malyar) This sub-team is discussing the possible combination of the WICIS and the LSR standards as a possible new standard for wireline-to-wireline and intermodal porting.   
The team has met and has agreed on taking any draft proposals from participants by June 19th, 2009.  See note below from Mr. John Malyar

a. Next Meeting:  

a. June 22, 2009 at 12:00pm ET:
1.888.699.0348 Pin 7192#

See notes below from 06-10-09 meeting

“We agreed to reserve this time slot for the review of the proposals regarding this team recommendations. From the last meeting the only action items were for Mubeen to invite Linda to provide additional wire line input and for any of the (so inclined) team members to submit their draft recommendation proposal to the team’s email list by mid-day 6/19.”

Additional Notes (not related to any one sub-team) – MAINTAINED FROM PREVIOUS MEETING MINUTES
The Committee is planning on having Teresa Patton present an overview of the ideas on July 15th in Ottawa at the LNPA WG meeting and also a detailed discussed on July 27-28th in Irvine, California.

In Ottawa, the suggestion presentation format was:

-Overview Slide

-Flow Diagram(s) Slide

-Impact Slide

-Pros/Cons Slide

Per the LNPA Implementation Work Plan (sent by Gary Sacra) the following 3 deadlines are below: 
HIGHER PRIORITY ITEMS:  (TENTATIVE DUE DATE TO NANC – JULY 17, 2009)

1H.  
Changes to NANC porting flows & narratives in support of 1 business day porting

  
interval.

2H.  
Define one business day:

a. How to measure porting time

b. FOC timeframe

3H.  
ATIS coordination:  LNPA WG to send liaison to ATIS Ordering & Billing  

Forum (OBF) requesting list of standard Local Service Request (LSR) data fields by July 15, 2009. (Related to FNPRM)

4H.  
Exploration of pros/cons and Service Provider and NPAC impacts related to

various 1 business day port process options.  Sub-teams have been formed to explore the following:

i. Out-of-the-box (non-LSR/non-WICIS) solution

ii. WICIS solution

iii. LSR solution

 
The objective for this item is to explore development of a 1 business day port

process using one of the above.  Work on standardization of data fields would still continue for any solution.  (Related to FNPRM)

5H.  
Review of definition of a Simple Port and non-Simple Port for possible

 
recommendation.  (Related to FNPRM)

MEDIUM PRIORITY ITEMS: (TENTATIVE DUE DATE TO NANC – JULY 31, 2009)

1M. Standardization of data fields (yes or no; if yes what are the fields) (related to

 
FNPRM)

a. Administrative/Provisioning data fields

2M. Changes to and/or standardization of LSR. (related to FNPRM)

3M. Establish CSR interval.  (related to FNPRM)

LOWER PRIORITY ITEMS: (TENTATIVE DUE DATE TO NANC – AUGUST 14, 2009)

1L.  
Potential NPAC Change Order to support 1 business day interval.

a. Possible new timers and indicator for which timer set to use on a port.

2L.  
Minimum 5 business day restriction on 1st port in NXX code – keep it or not?

3L.  
Recommendations for other efficiency improvements. (related to FNPRM).

Future Meetings for the Out-Of-The-Box Committee
June 23, 2009:  
4-5pm ET: 

877-888-4443  
passcode 623 0424
June 30, 2009:
4-5pm ET:

571-434-5750
passcode 1065

July 9, 2009: 
3:30pm-5pm ET: 
877-888-4443  
passcode 623 0424 (prepare for Ottawa)
July 20, 2009: 
2-5pm ET:

877-888-4443
passcode 623 0424 (interim work call) – 

OPEN CALL FOR QUESTIONS 
July 23, 2009:
12-2pm ET:

877-888-4443
passcode 623 0424 (interim work call) - 







TO DISCUSS ANSWER TO QUESTIONS AND 

PREPARE FINAL PRESENTATIONS
1

_1306756266.doc
Out of Box Subcommittee #1 – Service Bureau in the Middle



Participants:


		Name

		Company

		Present on call



		Mohamed Samater

		T-Mobile

		X



		Bob Bruce

		Syniverse Technologies

		X



		Steve Addicks

		NeuStar

		X



		John Nakamura

		NeuStar

		



		Mubeen Saifullah

		NeuStar

		X



		Pat White

		Telcordia Technologies

		X



		Matt Timmerman

		Telcordia Technologies

		



		Mark Lancaster 

		AT&T

		





Scope: 


Defining how a Service bureau, located between NSP and OSP, which converts to the NSP’s format to the OSP’s format, can help the industry meet the FCC 1 Business Day Porting Process

Action Points:

		No.

		Added

		Description

		Due

		Who

		Status



		1

		5/29/09

		Set up follow up meeting for 6/1 3:30 PM EDT

		5/29/09

		Bob

		Done



		2

		5/29/09

		Create call minutes

		5/29/09

		Bob

		Done



		3

		5/29/09

		Create straw man for group review

		5/31/09

		Bob

		Done



		4

		6/1/09

		Update minutes

		6/1/09

		Bob

		Done



		5

		6/1/09

		Set call for Friday 6/5/09

		6/1/09

		Bob

		Done



		6

		6/1/09

		Send minutes to Teresa Patterson

		6/1/09

		Bob

		Done



		7

		6/5/09

		Update minutes, create drawings of 4 transformation options and send minutes to team

		6/7/09

		Bob

		Done



		8

		6/5/09

		Set up meeting for 6/8/09

		6/7/09

		Bob

		Done



		9

		6/12/09

		Set up meeting for 6/19/09

		6/15/09

		Bob

		Done



		10

		6/12/09

		Revise meeting minutes

		6/15/09

		Bob

		Done





Decision Log:

		No.

		Date

		Decision



		1

		5/29

		The team’s goal is to point out pros and cons and general flow only, not to detail all data transformations. 



		2

		5/29

		Use generic process drawings and generic terms like WPR, LSR, FOC



		3

		5/29

		Minutes should be sent to Teresa before each full “out of box” sub-team call





Discussion Summary Log:

		Date

		Discussion Summary



		5/29/09

		Agreed on scope and goals of sub-team



		5/29/09

		Agreed on pros and cons of Service Bureau in the middle doing transformations



		5/29/09




		Outlined 4 options for which service bureau does transformations if both old and new have different service bureaus



		5/29/09

		Discussed and listed questions for future discussion



		6/1/09

		Reviewed minutes of 5/29./09 call and made minor corrections



		6/5/09

		Reviewed and discussed open questions/issues, generated several new questions



		6/8/09

		Reviewed and discussed notes made minor changes



		6/8/09

		Discussed whether the service bureau diagrams should be changed to show SOA process instead of “LSR” or “WPR” show “Create”



		6/8/09

		Discussed briefly whether the solution would solve the problem since it’s not usually a matter of LSR/WPR transport to the OSP it’s usually the back end manual processing



		6/8/09

		Discussed briefly whether these diagrams would apply to complex ports or where complex/simple ports differ in these flows



		6/12/09

		Reviewed and discussed several open questions/issues #6 - #11 (see below)



		6/12/09

		Agreed on next meeting for Friday, June 19 at 2:00 pm Eastern





Issue Matrix


		No.

		Issue/Question

		Discussion/Resolution Summary



		1

		Can both OSP and NSP have a different service bureau? If so, which does transformation

		6/5 Identified 4 possible options:


1) Only NSP’s service bureau does transformations


2) Only OSP’s service bureau does transformation


3) Both do transformation using a common inter-vendor standard


4) Both do transformations for messages headed to its customer 


6/8 illustrated 4 alternatives; reached consensus that the 3rd option seems to be most efficient. See details below.



		2

		Do Service Bureaus handle only ICP or also SOA? And if SOA is included is a mandatory feature or an implementation choice?

		6/8 Consensus was that carriers to change SOAs would be requiring more changes in an already short timeline, so it may be easier to integrate with existing process that already feed a SOA. Group’s consensus is to consider SOA integration an optional implementation choice. Vendors can choose to offer SOA or not, and each carrier using a vendor can choose to use the Service Bureau’s SOA or its own.



		3

		Is a Service bureau required or optional? Can a carrier choose to “go direct” if so is the carrier required to meet OSP requirements even if the OSP has a Service Bureau.

		The current “rule” is that the OSP can determine how you port out. So they should be able to determine that you have to go through the OSP’s service bureau.  So if the NSP doesn’t want to use a service bureau then they have to use the OSP’s service bureau’s GUI. Or the NSP can optionally use the “inter-vendor standard” to communicate with the OSP’s Service Bureau. On the other hand, when a carrier that doesn’t want to use a service bureau is the OSP then they have to communicate their standard to the service bureaus of the NSP. If the OSP doesn’t use a service bureau and the method the OSP supports doesn’t allow 1-business day porting then the team’s assumption is that there would be regulatory impacts (FCC complaints which may force the OSP to change).  If the OSP method does facilitate 1-business day porting then the team assumes the NSP service bureau will need to work with it. It was again noted that some carriers have invested in GUIs or EDI interfaces and won’t want to change that investment. It is presumed that the vendors will have to work with those carriers as OSPs on a case-by-case basis.



		4

		Is a fax/e-mail still permitted? Is it possible to meet 24 hour deadline by having the service bureau re-type all data.

		The team believes that there will still be carriers that want to use faxes/e-mail when they are the OSP. It was noted that if this doesn’t support the 1-business day porting then the FCC may want to take action. However, it was also noted that faxes can be handled in 24 hours but the unpredictability of volumes and complexity may require staffing levels be maintained that are cost prohibitive. It was noted that the staffing may have to be at both the OSP and service bureau. It was noted that most large carriers would like all interfaces be electronic, but that automation for smaller operators doesn’t make economic sense due to low volumes. It was further noted that using a service bureau gives that option to large carriers however that means that the service bureau has to take on the burden of complying with the manual process. There will naturally be a cost to this. There will be some small carriers that will not use a service bureau, but it was mentioned that the service bureaus shouldn’t build their systems around the needs of these carriers because they may not buy the service anyway.



		5

		How would timers start – upon receipt by OSP vendor or OSP or NSP vendor?

		Defer to one-day definition committee.



		6

		If the OSP uses a GUI is the Service Bureau required to type it in manually? Or, must the OSP also support an “automated” method?

		May be dependent on the relationship between the OSP and a service bureau. If the only option an OSP carrier provides is a GUI, then the NSP (or its vendor) will have to use the OSP’s GUI. If the OSP also provides a gateway then the NSP (or its vendor) the can choose to use the OSP automated gateway.



		7

		If the OSP uses fax/e-mail is the Service Bureau required to send and receive fax and e-mails and manually enter faxes/e-mails into its systems

		Same as answer as above. If that manual process is too slow, and the OSP cannot meet the industry commitments then there’s probably an enforcement issue that would arise.



		8

		Is it possible for the vendors to provide this service within “9 months”?

		It depends on when the standards are completed and how complex they are. If the vendors are allowed to meet “off-line” and hash it out then the probability of any vendor being able to meet these dates increases. If we have to wait for OBF and greater industry participation and alignment then it will be more difficult for vendors to complete their work in the times permitted. Simpler, straight-forward general standards will lead to a shorter time-to-market and less costly conversions and processes. The team may want to focus on a way to more smoothly align the differences between WICIS and LSR



		9

		Are CSR’s part of the process

		CSRs are optional. But sometimes NSPs might want or need to pull a CSR so it can to obtain or validate address, account numbers and type of service data provided by end users so the OSP can validate. Thus CSRs are sometimes “effectively necessary” because the users don’t have this information and the OSP validates it.  It was noted that in some cases the OSP is only validating that the NSP is including data it obtained from the OSP in the first place creating circular validation logic. It was noted that NSPs should be able to make commercial decision to ask pull a CSR (or ask its vendor to do so) or risk the fallout or ask the customer to bring a bill.



		10

		This is transport it may not be the true issue (it’s the ancillary processes that might be the long pole) that prevents 1 business day porting.

		Some ILECs have automated 911 and directory pieces behind scenes and want LSR/FOC well integrated. Others LECs have not done this and it’s still very manual. Carriers will likely have to add costs (automation or manual staffing) to comply with the FCC order. It was noted that this transport method will at least have the components present to enable automation by OSPs. It was also noted that some issues (like directory listing) are probably not as critical as other issues (like 911 database updates). Some research and inputs needed by LECs as to what ancillary services are critical. Possibly an issue for the greater LNPA Working Group to address.  Also need to research other aspects of porting (e.g., physical work at customer premises, switch translations, etc.) that need to be addressed. Team decided to leave this issue unresolved.



		11

		Will non-Simple ports follow the current processes, or, would the non-simple ports follow the Service Bureau/inter-vendor standards and just take longer.

		May need to wait on whether we are dealing with Simple vs. Non-Simple or Simple, non-simple and complex. Team noted that this is dependent on the team defining non-Simple vs. Simple and ultimately FCC decision.



		12

		If Option 3 for multiple vendors is used, are there three separate inter-vendor standards: (1) for wireline to wireline (2) intermodal (3) wireless to wireless (WICIS)? Or just two (1) wireline and (2) WICIS with intermodal ports using either wireline or wireless depending on port direction?

		Consensus seems to be that there should be two standards (1) for wireless to wireless (WICIS) and (2) for intermodal and wireline-to-wireline. 





Pros of a Service Bureau translating from new to old:

· Decreases carrier cost of carrier back-office changes 


· Minimizes changes for carrier – no need for standardization in short term because vendors may adopt between disparate forms/formats/protocols


· Permits use of GUI to replace fax (may need industry agreement)


· In today’s world, Individual carrier implementation not industry standardization


· Extendable to support future standardization (standardized LSR request form e.g.)


· Speed to market may be enhanced (less changes for operators to make)


· May still need to make changes (e.g. to reduce validations, etc.)


Cons of this approach:


· Still no “standard” LSR/FOC which increases costs of translations


· Manual ports (fax/e-mail) may still require additional data entry time (and costs) when time is tight. 


· Requires 3 or 4 parties in a port instead of just 2 which produces more possible points of failure – but this is true in wireless today.


Discussion Notes 5/29:


Mark pointed out that it will be difficult for the carriers to come to agree to a standardized format in the time being. Also, wireline carriers aren’t sure how a service bureau would work between themselves. 


1) Specify general formula of how a service bureau works 


2) We should specify unifying themes for vendor service bureaus and have the vendors tell us how they can help us. In essence, this becomes an individual carrier implementation choice not an industry standardization…


We identified 3 specific flows that need to be addressed relative to the FCC order:

· Wireline-to-wireline: In today’s world CLECs go to ILECs via service bureau or custom built, or ILEC GUI or fax/e-mail doing whatever the old provider wants… 


· Intermodal wireline to wireless: The wireless carrier sends WICIS messages and the service bureaus builds a LSR and sends it via fax, e-mail, EDI, or XML. In some cases the Service Bureau may pull a CSR. When the LEC sends back a FOC/LSC via fax, e-mail, EDI or XML and the Service Bureau will translate it back to a WPRR and get it back to wireless carriers.

· Intermodal wireless to wireline: The wireline carrier sends a LSR to the service bureau via fax, e-mail, EDI or XML. The Service Bureau creates a WPR and sends it to the wireless. The wireless responds with a WPRR and the Service Bureau converts it to a LSC/FOC and sends it to the wireline via fax, e-mail, EDI or XML. 

Discussed what the “issues” that prevent the 1-day are porting – The FCC order does not address wireless-to-wireless; it’s wireline to wireline and intermodal. Today the LSR is used in these. But it’s not the LSR (wireline) process that takes too long it’s the other stuff on the backend 911, CNAM, DL, etc. that cause the same business day goal to be not easily met. 

Illustrations of Various Porting Flows Using a Service Bureau in the Middle to Transform between NSP and OSP


Wireline to Wireline Ports:
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1. Wireline NSP creates an LSR1 or LSR-information and sends it to a service bureau via manual GUI entry, XML, EDI, fax, or e-mail etc. 

2. Service bureau converts it to the LSR2 format of the OSP and sends it to the wireline via their required protocol (EDI, XML, Fax, e-mail or GUI). 

3. OSP Wireline creates a response (e.g. FOC2) and sends it to the Service bureau via EDI, XML, Fax, E-mail, or via GUI. 

4. Service bureau converts it to a FOC1 or FOC-information and sends it to the Wireline NSP via EDI, XML, Fax, E-mail, or via GUI. 


5. If Service Bureau is acting as the NSP’s SOA the Service Bureau issues a NSP Create, and NSP Activate (as appropriate).


Intermodal Wireline to Wireless Ports:
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1. Wireless NSP creates a WPR or WPR-information and sends it to a service bureau via manual GUI entry, XML, EDI, fax, or e-mail etc. 


2. Service bureau converts it to the LSR format of the OSP and sends it to the wireline via their required protocol (EDI, XML, Fax, e-mail or GUI). 


3. OSP Wireline creates a response (e.g. FOC2) and sends it to the Service bureau via EDI, XML, Fax, E-mail, or via GUI. 


4. Service bureau converts it to a WPRR or WPRR-information and sends it to the Wireless NSP via EDI, XML, Fax, E-mail, or via GUI. 


5. If Service Bureau is acting as the NSP’s SOA the Service Bureau issues a NSP Create, and NSP Activate (as appropriate).


Intermodal Wireless to Wireline Ports:
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1. Wireline NSP creates an LSR or LSR-information and sends it to a service bureau via manual GUI entry, XML, EDI, fax, or e-mail etc. 


2. Service bureau converts it to a WPR of the Wireless OSP and sends it to the wireless via their required protocol (EDI, XML, Fax, e-mail or GUI). 


3. Wireless OSP creates a response (e.g. WPRR) and sends it to the Service bureau via EDI, XML, Fax, E-mail, or via GUI. 


4. Service bureau converts it to a FOC and sends it to the Wireline NSP via EDI, XML, Fax, E-mail, or via GUI. 


5. If Service Bureau is acting as the NSP’s SOA the Service Bureau issues a NSP Create, and NSP Activate (as appropriate).


Question 1 Details & Drawings: 

1. Can both OSP and NSP have a different service bureau, if so which does the transformation?


· Option 1: NSP’s service bureau handles transformation


· How does NSP know OSP requirements – requires OSP to communicate its requirements to multiple NSP service bureaus

Wireline to Wireline Option 1 – NSP Service Bureau handles all transformations:
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· Option 2: OSP’s service bureau handles transformations


· How does it know NSP’s requirements

Wireline to Wireline Option 2 – OSP Service Bureau handles all transformations:
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· Option 3: Common protocol that must be met between Service Bureaus (like WICIS)

Wireline to Wireline Option 3 – Both Service Bureaus transform to a common standard:
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· Option 4: Both do protocol translations (NSP’s service bureau transforms for messages (FOCs/WPRRs) sent to NSP; OSP’s service bureau does transformation for messages (LSRs/WPRs sent to OSP)

Wireline to Wireline Option 4 – Both Service Bureaus transform only when sending to their respective customers:
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· Consensus understanding is that Carriers want one interface and don’t want different wireline and wireless processes or don’t want different process with different wireline carriers.  Consensus assumption that a Service Bureau vendor and their client will have an interface between them and that if there’s a standardized approach when going to the other operator that’s better. It’s unlikely that all carriers can agree on a common standard in the time allowed but maybe the vendors can agree. 


· The consensus was that of the four options for multi-vendor transformations, Option 3 (“inter-vendor standard”) is better from vendors’ point of view because there’s only 1 common interface to meet so less cost and confusion. Each vendor has to build its own interface to its own customers and then only a limited number of other interfaces to other vendors.  It was noted that previous discussion have taken place at OBF that if we use terms like “PON”, “Request Version”, “LSR”, etc. ATIS will want to maintain it. Discussed whether the vendors might be able to work out an “inter-vendor standard” off-line and then let ATIS approve and maintain the standard. Raised a question: if there is a standard, can a carrier use that standard without using a service bureau. The consensus was that this should be allowed. Follow up question was raised: if a carrier does not use a service bureau is it required to use the “inter-vendor” standard? The consensus was that carriers should probably not be required to use the “inter-vendor standard” because some of them have developed GUIs or EDI or XML APIs or other “gateways”.
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I. Overview

II. NANC Porting Flows


Inter-Service Provider LNP Operations Flows

- Main Flow -
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Figure 1

III. Impact Assessment

a. Substantial Impacts to Service Provider Systems

i. List


b. How to handle Directory Listing


c. How to handle E911

d. Interoperable Interface Specification (IIS) Impacts


i. B.5.1.1, SV Create by Initial SOA (OSP).  No longer needed?


ii. B.5.1.1.1, SV Create by Initial SOA (OSP).  No longer needed?


iii. B.5.1.2, SV Create by Initial SOA (NSP).  Add pre-port fields.


iv. B.5.1.2.1, SV Create by Initial SOA (NSP).  Add pre-port fields.


v. B.5.1.3, SV Create by Second SOA (NSP).  No longer needed?


vi. B.5.1.4, SV Create by Second SOA (OSP).  Behavior changes.


vii. B.5.1.5, SV Activate by NSP.  No change?


viii. B.5.1.6, SV Create to LSMS.  No change?


ix. B.5.1.6.x, and B.5.1.7, 8, 9, 10, other SV Create to LSMS.  No change?


x. B.5.1.11, Intra-SV Create by NSP.  No change?


xi. B.5.1.12, and 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, PTO SV Activate by NSP.  No change?


xii. B.5.1.18, SV Create prior to NXX ED.  No change?

xiii. B.5.2.1, and 2, SV Modify-Active by NSP.  No change?


xiv. B.5.2.3, and 4, SV Modify-Pending by NSP.  Add pre-port fields?


xv. B.5.2.5, and 6, 7, SV Modify-Active by NSP, Resend to LSMS.  No change?

xvi. B.5.3.1, and 2, 3, 4, 5, SV Cancel by SP.  No change?

xvii. B.5.4.1, and 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, SV Disco by SP.  No change?

xviii. B.5.5.1, and 2,3, 4, 5, SV Conflict or Conflict Removal.  No change?

xix. B.5.6, SV Query by NPAC or OSP.  Add pre-port fields.


e. Subscription Version GDMO Impacts


i. 20.0 LNP subscription Version Managed Object Class, add pre-port attributes.


ii. 21.0 LNP NPAC Subscription Version Managed Object Class, add pre-port attributes.


iii. Attribute Definitions, need new attributes for each new pre-port field.


iv. 7.0 LNP Subscription Version Modify Action, add pre-port attributes.


v. 11.0 LNP New Service Provider Subscription Version Create, add pre-port attributes.


vi. 14.0 LNP Old Service Provider Subscription Version Create, add something to disagree with pre-port fields provided by NSP?


vii. 9.0 LNP Subscription Version New SP Create Request Notification, no longer needed?


viii. 10.0 LNP Subscription Version Old SP Concurrence Request Notification, add pre-port attributes?


ix. 12.0 LNP Subscription Version Old SP Final Concurrence Timer Expiration Notification, add pre-port fields?


x. 23.0 LNP Subscription Version New SP Final Create Window Expiration Notification, no longer needed?


IV. Pros/Cons


a. Pros


i. Having a single interface to submit port requests (pre-port and create requests).


ii. Having a standard set of fields submitted by all providers.


b. Cons


i. Impacts to Service Provider systems could be substantial.

V. Schedule Assessment

a. Can this be done in 9 months?



