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     LNPA Working Group Meeting Agenda
   September 13 - 14, 2016
 		     			          Hosted by Sprint
6360 Sprint Parkway, Room 1C269
       Overland Park, KS. 66251

Agenda
LNPA Working Group (LNPA WG)
Tuesday, September 13, 2016   9:00 AM – 5:00 PM (Central Time Zone) 
Conference Bridge – 844-202-5500 PIN 3944578017# 
                                                 
9:00 a.m.		Introductions and LNPA WG Agenda Review – All 

July 12-13, 2016 Draft LNPA WG Minutes - All

			Issues from Other Industry Groups:
· OBF Committee Readout – Randee Ryan
· INC Update – Dave Garner
· NANC Future of Numbering WG (FON) Update – Dawn Lawrence
· NANC Meeting Scheduled for September 15, 2016 Report –LNPA WG Tri Chairs

9:15 a.m. 		Architecture Planning Team (APT) –  Status Report -
John Malyar and Teresa Patton

Current Status Report

12 Test Cases Pending Doc Only Change
5 Test Cases Open
125 Test Cases Closed

9:30 a.m. 		LNPA WG PARTICIPANTS New ACTION ITEM:

Action Item 071216-01 - Service Providers are to go back and internally check to determine what the trigger would be to sunset the functionalities in NANC 460						                              

10:00 a.m.  	Change Management – Neustar
                                                                                  
		   	(DOCUMENTATION WILL BE DISTRIBUTED AS NEEDED)
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   September 13 - 14, 2016
 		     			          Hosted by Sprint
6360 Sprint Parkway, Room 1C269
       Overland Park, KS. 66251


Agenda


LNPA Working Group (LNPA WG)
Tuesday, September 13, 2016   9:00 AM – 5:00 PM (Central Time Zone) 
Conference Bridge – 844-202-5500 PIN 3944578017# 

11:30 a.m.		Lunch     

1:00 p.m.		Change Management (Cont’d) – Neustar

                      	(DOCUMENTATION WILL BE DISTRIBUTED AS NEEDED)


2:00 p.m.		Best Practice 04 – Sub-Committee Status Report – Glenn
                            Clepper - Charter
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2:30 p.m.		 PIM 88 – Email Service Provider Porting Communication - Sprint 

			Status Report
.  
                                                                		 
   








	
     LNPA Working Group Meeting Agenda
   September 13 - 14, 2016
 		     			          Hosted by Sprint
6360 Sprint Parkway, Room 1C269
       Overland Park, KS. 66251

Agenda


LNPA Working Group (LNPA WG)
Tuesday, September 13, 2016   9:00 AM – 5:00 PM (Central Time Zone) 
Conference Bridge – 844-202-5500 PIN 3944578017# 

3:00 p.m.	070715-01 – The disputed port PIM submitted by Sprint.com was accepted to be worked as PIM 86.   Lisa Jill Freeman (Bandwidth) will lead a sub-committee to work on details for a process to resolve disputed ports.  If approved, the process will be documented as an LNPA WG Best Practice.  The sub-committee participants are  Suzanne Addington (Sprint), Jan Doell (CenturyLink), Bridget Alexander (JSI), Lonnie Keck (AT&T), Tracey Guidotti (AT&T), Jason Lee (Verizon), Deb Tucker (Verizon), Scott Terry (Windstream), Aelea Christofferson (ATL Communications), Randee Ryan (Comcast),  and Luke Sessions (T-Mobile).  At the March 2016 LNPA Working Group meeting, the subcommittee reported that they would like to expand the scope of this Action Item, PIM, and proposed Best Practice to include all erroneous ports:  inadvertent, slamming, and disputed.  The Working Group agreed and the sub-committee will continue to work this issue, and is still led by Lisa Jill Freeman.

				      

3:15 p.m.	LNPA Transition Discussion - All  

3:30 p.m.		IP Transition effects on Number Portability – All	

3:45 p.m.	 Nationwide Number Portability (NNP) – PTSC Document Review
	NGNP – Teresa Patton
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     LNPA Working Group Meeting Agenda
   September 13 - 14, 2016
 		     			          Hosted by Sprint
6360 Sprint Parkway, Room 1C269
       Overland Park, KS. 66251

Agenda
LNPA Working Group (LNPA WG)
Tuesday, September 13, 2016   9:00 AM – 5:00 PM (Central Time Zone) 
Conference Bridge – 844-202-5500 PIN 3944578017# 
              

4:00 p.m.	Develop the LNPA WG Report to the NANC 
	 
4:10 p.m.     	Discussion of Need for October 12, 2016 LNPA WG Call		 
	
4:15 p.m.		Action Items Not Previously Discussed in Agenda

4:30 p.m.		Unfinished/New Business – All

			Develop 2017 LNPA WG Meeting Schedule

5:00 p.m.		Adjourn LNPA WG Meeting  















Next LNPA WG Conference Call ….. October 12, 2016 (If Necessary)
Next Meeting – November 8 – 9, 2016:  Hosted by Verizon Wireless and AT&T in Atlanta, GA


     LNPA Working Group Meeting Agenda
   September 13 - 14, 2016
 		     			          Hosted by Sprint
6360 Sprint Parkway, Room 1C269
       Overland Park, KS. 66251

Agenda
                                               

LNPA Working Group (LNPA WG)
Wednesday, September 14, 2016   9:00 AM – 11:00 PM (Central Time Zone) 
Conference Bridge – 888-331-6293 PIN 3219969# 

To join AT&T Connect Conference click here: 
https://connect12.uc.att.com/attinc4/meet/?ExEventID=83219969&CT=M

9:00 a.m.		APT Meeting

11:00 a.m.		Adjourn APT Meeting
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Next Meeting – November 8 – 9, 2016:  Hosted by Verizon Wireless and AT&T in Atlanta, GA
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DRAFT 8/22/2016

· EXTENDED AREA SERVICE (EAS) CALL:



LNPA CONSENSUS:



INTRALATA EAS:

· On intraLATA calls to EAS codes, the originating carrier is the N-1 carrier and is responsible for the query on all calls to portable EAS codes.



INTERLATA EAS:

· In cases where the originating carrier’s switch supports the function to route interLATA EAS calls to ported numbers as a local call via an interLATA LRN, and trunking to all potential final destinations (or their POIs in the EAS area) have been established, the query will be performed in the originating switch.  



· On interLATA calls to EAS codes where the originating carrier does not support the function to route the call as a local call to ported numbers via an interLATA LRN, 

the originating carrier is responsible for either

· entering into an arrangement with another entity to query the calls; or

· entering into an arrangement with the donor carrier to perform the queries on its behalf.



· In the donor carrier option the donor carrier in the terminating LATA performs the role of the N-1 carrier (i.e. does the database dip and routes the call to the switch serving the ported number).  In this instance, the donor carrier will perform the LNP query in the terminating LATA in either that carrier’s donor end office or terminating LATA tandem, whichever terminates trunks from the originating LATA on calls to EAS codes.  (Note that the terminating LATA tandem case is only applicable if the donor carrier has a tandem in the terminating LATA, and all switches in the originating LATA that can place local calls to the EAS codes in the terminating LATA have trunking to the tandem in the terminating LATA per mutually accepted interconnect agreements.)  The originating carrier is responsible for compensation to the donor carrier for performing the N-1 database dip function.  



The donor carrier in the terminating LATA may charge the originating carrier for transit (consisting of transport and switching) of the call.



Carriers should establish appropriate arrangements to insure that the donor carrier is compensated for performing the N-1 database dip function and routing the call. 





This language takes into account current technical limitations and regulatory constraints as well as existing configuration issues.  Carriers may consider making modifications to their querying and routing arrangements as technology upgrades and changes to interconnecting configurations permit.
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DRAFT 8/22/2016

· EXTENDED AREA SERVICE (EAS) CALL:



LNPA CONSENSUS:



INTRALATA EAS:

· On intraLATA calls to EAS codes, the originating carrier is the N-1 carrier and is responsible for the query on all calls to portable EAS codes.



INTERLATA EAS:

· In cases where the originating carrier’s switch supports the function to route interLATA EAS calls to ported numbers as a local call via an interLATA LRN, and trunking to all potential final destinations (or their POIs in the EAS area) have been established, the query will be performed in the originating switch. 



· On interLATA calls to EAS codes where the originating carrier does not support the function to route the call as a local call to ported numbers via an interLATA LRN, 

the originating carrier is responsible for either

· entering into an arrangement with another entity to query the calls; or

· entering into an arrangement with the donor carrier to perform the queries on its behalf.



· In the donor carrier option the donor carrier in the terminating LATA performs the role of the N-1 carrier (i.e. does the database dip and routes the call to the switch serving the ported number).  In this instance, the donor carrier will perform the LNP query in the terminating LATA in either that carrier’s donor end office or terminating LATA tandem, whichever terminates trunks from the originating LATA on calls to EAS codes.  (Note that the terminating LATA tandem case is only applicable if the donor carrier has a tandem in the terminating LATA, and all switches in the originating LATA that can place local calls to the EAS codes in the terminating LATA have trunking to the tandem in the terminating LATA per mutually accepted interconnect agreements.)  



Carriers should establish appropriate arrangements to insure that the donor carrier is compensated for performing the N-1 database dip function and routing the call. 





This language takes into account current technical limitations and regulatory constraints as well as existing configuration issues.  Carriers may consider making modifications to their querying and routing arrangements as technology upgrades and changes to interconnecting configurations permit.
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PIM 86 - Process to handle Unauthorized Ports (Edits as of 02.26.2016 for Presentation to LNPAWG).pdf
LNP Problem/lIssue Identification and Description Form

Submittal Date (mm/dd/yyyy): Original 05/12/2015 / Resubmit 03/01/2016  PIM XX
Company(s) Submitting Issue: Bandwidth.com, Inc.
Contact(s): Name Lisa Jill Freeman & Matt Ruehlen

Contact Number 919-439-3571

Email Address ljfreeman@bandwidth.com & mruehlen@bandwidth.com
(NOTE: Submitting Company(s) is to complete this section of the form along with Sections 1, 2 and 3.)

1. Problem/Issue Statement: (Brief statement outlining the problem/issue.)

Originally submitted as per below, seeking consensus to amend the scope of this
PIM to address overall challenges related to claims of an unauthorized port in order
to develop one cohesive PIM and resulting Best Practice (“BP”).

Currently there are a variety of PIMs and BPs covering such things as, (including
but not limited to) “Inadvertent Ports”, “Disputed Ports”, “Fraudulent Vanity
Number Ports”, “Unauthorized Ports”, etc. All of which are in part or whole
addressed in a variety of PIMs and/or BPs, (including but not limited to, PIM 53, BP
42, and BP 58) which have been developed over a broad time frame. Some of these
areas, definitions, practices, etc., overlap, have opportunities for refinement
especially in light of newer technologies and systems, and/or are scattered across
the various resources. Because of this there is a need to bring together all the
information related to this overall topic/issue in order to replace the existing various
PIMs/BP with one all inclusive updated cohesive PIM/BP.

Original Submission:

In the event of a claim of a disputed port, for any reason, there are:

1. No existing clear guidelines around how providers will work together to research
and resolve the claim of a disputed port.

2. Based on the outcome of the research, there is an opportunity for clearer broad
recommendations around the circumstances under which a number will be
released back to the then losing provider (or “OSP”).

For the purposes of this PIM, the term “disputed” shall mean any port which for
whatever reason resulted in the OSP receiving a report from their customer and/or
end user and/or another service provider that the port-out was in error; this is
regardless if the OSP provided FOC or otherwise was not aware of an issue with the
port prior to its completion.






In the end, although the losing carrier may not necessarily agree with the veracity
of a given port, they should feel confident they verified to the fullest extent possible
and can defend the position of the winning provider (or “NSP”) to their claiming
customer and/or end user.

It should be noted that while pre-FOC validations afford a level of prevention, there
are multiple factors which negate the full utility (including, but not limited, to an
increasing amount of identity theft, and CSR validation which provides an avenue
chance for an individual to learn the account information required to port).

Many providers may not view these instances as immediately impacting to their
customers’ continuity of service at present. However, the FCC’s movement toward
opening numbering authority to non-CLEC/LEC entities creates a forward-looking
reality of an increase in LNP participants that could quickly make the disputed port
landscape more complicated if a best practice does not already exist.

2. Problem/lIssue Description: (Provide detailed description of problem/issue.)

A. Examples & Impacts of Problem/Issue:

Example: A port completes and the OSP is contacted by their customer and/or end
user (going forward, end user) that the port was not authorized (for whatever
reason), that OSP (after completing their own research and verification to the best
of their ability) will need to reach out to the NSP to verify and compare certain
information such as LOA and bill copy. Without a clear and agreed upon set of
guidelines around contacts & escalation paths, reasonable response time
expectations, types of cooperative information sharing (to the best of their ability,
even with redactions), etc., then it can often take numerous contacts and requests
over a significant amount of time to make research progress, thus impacting the
claiming end user, their business relationship with their provider; sometimes
compromising the ability to resolve if the number in question has since ported to yet
a third provider, etc. For further example: the NSP states the OSP gave FOC and
therefore they will not deem it disputed and therefore the inquiry will not be
considered.

B. Frequency of Occurrence: Although some providers might have statistics on frequency,
it 1s unknown at an overall industry level, but when it occurs each is impactful in
both carrier time/cost and customer satisfaction.

C. NPAC Regions Impacted:
Canada___ Mid Atlantic _ Midwest__ Northeast  Southeast  Southwest  Western
West Coast___ ALL_X_






D. Rationale why existing process is deficient:

Existing process heavily addresses pre-FOC protocols, but little surrounding post-
port corrective actions. There are only very broad suggestions that providers should
work together to resolve disputed port claims; there aren’t any clear and agreed
upon types of actions carriers could take to work together to research and resolve.

In prior periods of industry evolution, there were more clear relationships between
a provider and their end user which made end user verification inherently easier,
and the act of submitting a port much more specific and intentional:

- Physical connectivity at an address as empirical proof of end user

- Paper LOAs with actual signatures

- Face to face or phone to phone transactions naturally supporting more
validation and less propensity for both error and intentional acts

- Less “crowded” carrier landscape — a smaller list of carriers actually porting
phone numbers

As porting becomes increasingly more complex with varying service types and more
automation is introduced into the environment, such as click thru LOAs for end
users and automated FOCs and other systematic releases of numbers, combined
with some new technologies inadvertently both making ports flow more easily
(including in cases of simple human error such as an end user entering the wrong
number in a provider’s user interface) and introducing more fraud potential
(criminal elements adopting technologies which support anonymity), and as carriers
diversify their own work groups, it is becoming increasingly more difficult for
providers to even determine how to approach a resolution, let alone know who to
contact and what kinds of information can be examined and/or exchanged. The
introduction of open numbering authority by the FCC will introduce more
participants to the LNP community, which can reasonably be expected to
exacerbate any existing deficiencies with disputed porting.

In the event an inquiry from the OSP is not addressed thoroughly or even
entertained by the NSP, currently the only path for a OSP and/or their end user is a
variety of formal complaints to the FCC, PUCs, etc., and, various consumer
protection/advocacy organizations (attorney generals, BBB, traditional and social
media, etc.). This results in operational costs and reputational impacts to both
providers.

E. Identify action taken in other committees / forums: Unknown

F. Any other descriptive items:
Need to ensure clarity of the definition of “disputed”; and categories of “disputed”
and/or “unauthorized” versus “mistaken”. The process must be respectful of each






providers’ legal considerations; must be customer focused and always meet the
spirit and intent of the porting rules balanced with a reasonable method for
providers to gain a level of comfort and satisfaction that a given situation has been
examined to the best of their ability to manage their customer appropriately.

3.

Suggested Resolution:

Revisit definitions of various types of disputed ports and consider broadening the
definition and scenarios of what constitutes “disputed” and “unauthorized” —i.e.
at no time should there be a “slam” allegation; this is meant to be a cooperative
cross carrier effort to examine port requests and exchange some information so
that each/both can feel satisfied that the situation has been clearly examined
and each/both can manage their customer accordingly.

Define potential specific actions NSP will undertake to verify the authenticity of
the disputed port (review and provide LOA, review/request bill copy from their
customer/end user, etc.)

Define a list of specific information which providers MAY potentially be able to
exchange and who provides what; such as copy of LOA, exact name on an LOA,
copy of recent end user bill, etc., (recognizing that some providers may have legal
or other reasons to redact or only provide oral verification of some information) —
but the essence is for the NSP to provide the information to the OSP since it is
the OSP who has the original information and hence avoid the situation of the
OSP providing it first and the NSP simply agreeing (i.e. similar to the pitfalls
present in the current CSR practice).

An agreed upon time frame for NSP response — i.e. acknowledge inquiry within
XX hours, provide agreed upon information such as name on or copy of LOA
within XX hours

An agreed upon time frame for losing provider to respond to whatever comes out
of NSP’s response — the OSP who started the inquiry needs to be responsive and
engaged, and promptly advise the NSP if there is any reversal of the inquiry so
as not to waste the time and efforts of the NSP.

Resolution/outcome method to close out the inquiry, i.e. OSP agrees/understands
position of NSP such that they can manage their customer appropriately (even if
they still don’t agree with the port), or, both providers work together to
determine best path to return the number back to the OSP.

Agreed upon point of stalemate (when should the complaining party file request
for resolution through FCC/PUC?)

Are there time bounded considerations to claiming a port is disputed (i.e. must
be within XX days of port — current best practice is unbounded)

For all of the above, consider various customer types and create criteria which
may be applicable to such various customer types and how they will be handled.
For example, in the event the port in question involves a wholesale/resale
arrangement what timing considerations apply for both providers, agreement






that any LOA being used for verification must be from the end user, reseller
relationships do not negate the need for bill copy or other verification methods.
Providers to establish initial and escalation contact information, maintained by
the providers themselves and possibly posted on the LNPA WG website.
Considerations for special and sensitive cases (an out of service hospital number
as a result of a mistaken port).

Example:

- A port is disputed and OSP contacts NSP and provides NSP’s usual porting
contacts with the name and other relevant information of the end user disputing
the port.

NSP should respond to OSP within eight (8) business hours with information
from the LOA (and if applicable the bill copy) related to the name and other
relevant information of the end user who initiated the NSP port.

If information does not match, NSP will release the number back to the OSP

If information matches, NSP will attempt to contact the end user to verify; OSP
will provide bill copy and other supporting documentation to NSP if OSP is still
attempting to regain the number in question.

If NSP does not hear back from their end user within twenty four (24) business
hours the number will be released back to the OSP.

If NSP can verify, the OSP will advise their end user of such verification.

In the event there is any further dispute or concern with a disputed port, the two
providers involved shall work together and escalate to resolve accordingly.

LNPA WG: (only)
Item Number: PIM XXXXXX
Issue Resolution Referred to:

Why Issue Referred:
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[bookmark: _Toc460311638] INTRODUCTION



In response to  FCC Chief Technology Officer  Henning Schulzrinne’s[footnoteRef:1] presentation regarding the PSTN to IP transition “Technology Transition:  Numbering”[footnoteRef:2], the Local Number Portability Administration Working Group (LNPA WG) created a sub-team to determine the probable impacts of implementing Non-Geographic Number Portability (NGNP). As described further below, NGNP is the ability to port telephone numbers without regard to the current Rate Center (geographic) requirements.   [1:  The FCC Chief Technology Officer January, 2012 to August, 2014 ]  [2:  Refer to http://www.nanc-chair.org/docs/mtg_docs/Technology_Transition_Numbering_Presentation.pptx from the February 21, 2013 NANC meeting. ] 




The NGNP sub-team established the following Mission Statement: 



Identify the issues and impacts to being able to port telephone numbers anywhere in the United States and prepare a report to the LNPA WG. 



Currently, under the Act and the FCC’s rules, number portability is defined as the “ability of users of telecommunications services to retain at the same location [emphasis added], existing telecommunications numbers without impairment of quality, reliability, or convenience when switching from one telecommunications carrier to another.” [footnoteRef:3] [3:  47 U.S.C. § 153 and 47 C.F.R. § 52.21(k))] 




In today’s Time Division Multiplexing (TDM) Public Switched Telecommunications Network (PSTN) environment, Service Providers port numbers while maintaining the number’s original Rate Center designation following the port. This is true regardless of whether the Service Providers are wireline, wireless or VoIP. This LNPA WG white paper will discuss potential impacts of NGNP. 



NGNP, for the purpose of this document, refers to the ability of users of telecommunications services to keep their assigned telephone numbers when relocating within the United States, regardless of the Rate Center associated with the phone number’s origin, or the distance between the associated Rate Center and the end user’s physical location. In other words, an end user could retain a phone number when moving to a new physical location within the same local access transport area (LATA), within the same State or in a different State. 



Under NGNP, the end user’s telephone number may no longer indicate the geographic location of the end user’s physical location, residence, or service area. 



During NGNP discussions in the LNPA WG meeting, the topic of lifting of LATA restrictions during Hurricane Katrina led to a suggestion that, as a starting point, the NGNP sub-team should reference the Katrina report, “LNPA WG Interim Report on Out of LATA Porting & Pooling For Disaster Relief After Hurricane Katrina”[footnoteRef:4]. [4:  Refer to http://www.nanc-chair.org/docs/nowg/Jan06_Hurricane_Impact_Report.doc] 




After a review of the Katrina paper, the NGNP sub-team determined the report did not expand enough on the potential impacts of full NGNP. The sub-team then spent several meetings developing a list of possible impacts of NGNP. That list was then grouped into the following three major impact areas: Regulatory, Technical, and Consumer which are discussed in subsequent sections of this report.

[bookmark: _Toc374024370][bookmark: _Toc372009580][bookmark: _Toc372009568]

The team considered two approaches for implementing NGNP and evaluated the possible regulatory and technical constraints associated with each approach. One approach considered for implementing NGNP is to consolidate Rate Centers and LATAs thereby allowing a telephone number (TN) and LRN to be utilized in a much wider area than available today.  Another NGNP approach considered is to permit the LRN associated with the TN to be changed, thereby allowing a TN to be associated with any LRN in the United States. The LRNs could continue to be assigned within specific LATAs and/or Rate Centers.  Other approaches for achieving NGNP may arise and each would need to be individually evaluated. Ultimately, the NGNP sub-team concluded an industry standards body, such as ATIS, would be the appropriate forum to develop the technical methodology and standards associated with NGNP. The LNPA WG would determine and develop any necessary changes to the number porting processes and systems.





[bookmark: _Toc374870084][bookmark: _Toc374870666][bookmark: _Toc375538471][bookmark: _Toc375539376][bookmark: _Toc376944614][bookmark: _Toc378400255][bookmark: _Toc380302105][bookmark: _Toc382107184][bookmark: _Toc383498119][bookmark: _Toc384181761][bookmark: _Toc384189735][bookmark: _Toc460311639] REGULATORY IMPACTS OF NGNP





In this section, several regulatory related areas are discussed at a high level.  Each area will require more detailed analysis to determine the full impact of implementing number portability without regard to the original Rate Center designation. These impacted areas include, but are not limited to, Emergency Routing/911, Numbering Resources, Location Routing Number (LRN) Assignment, LATA Rules/Regulations, State Public Service/Utility/Regulatory Commissions, Federal Rules, and Interconnection and LNP Trading Partnerships.



Emergency Routing/911 

Regulations governing E911, Public Safety Answering Point (PSAP) systems, emergency Service Providers, and telecommunications Service Providers will need to be updated to reflect that E911 PSAPs and emergency Service Providers may be required to accommodate calls with NPA-NXXs from other counties and/or states. National Emergency Number Association (NENA) and Emergency Services Interconnection Forum (ESIF) should conduct the analysis and evaluation of the full impacts of NGNP on the emergency routing systems.






Numbering Resources, LRN Assignment, and LATA Rules/Regulations

It may be beneficial for NGNP to be evaluated in conjunction with non-geographic number assignment. Regulators and industry standard groups must decide how existing numbering assignment rules and LNP rules should be updated to support NGNP.   The ATIS Industry Numbering Committee (INC) should address impacts to non-geographic number assignment, Numbering Resource Utilization/Forecast (NRUF) Report impacts, and number management rules and standards.



The LNPA WG concludes that regulatory changes made as a result of NGNP implementation should be technology and provider agnostic.  Customer confusion may result if a subset of providers is allowed to port any number nationwide while other Service Providers are limited by existing rules that require numbers be associated with specific geographic locations.  Additionally, NGNP would need to be implemented across all providers simultaneously for increased efficiency and decreased customer confusion. 



The LNPA-WG anticipates NGNP will drive changes to the existing routing and rating mechanisms requiring a full regulatory impact analysis and potential subsequent FCC action. In addition, regulatory considerations may be needed in the following areas:  

· Large-scale Rate Center consolidation[footnoteRef:5] [5:  ATIS INC has provided to the FCC a White Paper “Large-Scale Rate Center Consolidation Considerations in the Transition from the PSTN to All-IP” to address the impacts of large-scale Rate Center consolidation during the transition from PSTN to IP.  http://www.atis.org/legal/committee.asp#INC] 


· Changes in the link between Rate Centers and LATAs[footnoteRef:6]  [6:  See http://www.fcc.gov/document/fcc-releases-connect-america-fund-order-reforms-usficc-broadband which removes terminating switched access] 


· A nationwide ten-digit uniform dialing plan[footnoteRef:7]    [7:  See ATIS INC documents ATIS-0300076  “Numbering and Dialing Plan within the United States” and ATIS-0300059 “Uniform Dialing Plan”] 


· Any NPA/NXX codes or blocks that are not marked portable or set to support pooling would need to be evaluated

· Changes in LRN assignment practices

· Changes to toll tariffs and taxing rules





The current LRN Assignment Practices (ATIS -0300065) allow Service Providers to establish one LRN per switch per LATA served by the switch from an assigned NXX for each recipient switch or point of interconnection (POI). LRNs are 10-digit numbers, in the format NPA-NXX-XXXX, that uniquely identify switches or POIs. The NPA-NXX portion of the LRN is used to route calls to numbers that have been ported. LRN assignment rules that require associating LRNs with LATAs would have to be changed if LATAs are no longer needed.



The use of LRNs is covered in the ATIS Packet Technology Systems Committee (PTSC) (formerly T1S1) standards[footnoteRef:8] and the FCC North American Numbering Council Local Number Portability Administration Working Group (LNPA WG) best practices[footnoteRef:9]. An FCC mandate to implement NGNP would most likely be required before Service Providers would undertake the re-engineering of systems which were built using the current LRN and TN guidelines.    [8:  See ATIS-1000002, “Number Portability Switching Systems,” an ATIS Standard developed by the PTSC.3 Subcommittee under the ATIS PTSC]  [9:  See LNPA WG Best Practices <http://www.npac.com/lnpa-working-group/lnp-best-practices>] 




If Rate Centers and LATAs are to continue in an NGNP environment and the ported number takes on the rating characteristics of the new Rate Center when ported across Rate Center boundaries, potential impacts requiring analysis include:

· Determination if a new call rating paradigm would have to be developed in this NGNP environment.  Calls are rated today based on a comparison of the first six digits (NPA-NXX) of the calling and called telephone numbers.  The NPA-NXX is geographically significant in terms of its associated Rate Center.  Analysis would be required to determine if development of new signaling parameters are necessary to identify the originating and terminating Rate Centers involved in a call for rating purposes.  Any new rating paradigm to identify the originating and terminating rate centers for a call would require modification of the billing systems.  This would need to be done in a consistent manner across the industry.

· In areas where 1+ dialing is in effect, the switch determines when a 1 prefix is required based on the dialed NPA-NXX or dialed NXX.  If the 1+ prefix is to continue as a toll indicator, a new toll alert mechanism may be required because the local vs. toll nature of a call may not be able to be determined until after an LNP query is completed.  



While not recommended, if Rate Centers and LATAs are to continue in an NGNP environment and the ported number retains the rating characteristics of the old Rate Center when ported across Rate Center boundaries, potential impacts requiring analysis include:

· The ability of network elements and Service Provider systems to potentially support every Rate Center within the boundary of NGNP.

· Impact to the consumer who, as an example, could call their next-door-neighbor who ported in from another Rate Center and be billed for a toll call.



The implementation of flat rate calling plans and the potential consolidation or elimination of Rate Centers are other factors that have a significant influence on these impacts and should continue to be included in the NGNP discussion and analysis. 



State Public Service/Utility/Regulatory Commissions

State public service, utility, and regulatory commissions have oversight over intrastate telecommunications services including conserving numbering resources, tariffs for Extended Calling Areas (EAS) and Local Calling Areas (LCA), and designating Rate Center boundaries.  Any new FCC Rules requiring NGNP implementation that includes dissolution or altering of Rate Centers or LATAs could impact the numbering oversight capabilities of state public service, utility, and regulatory commissions.






Federal Rules

In addition to the more specific elements listed above, a number of Federal rules[footnoteRef:10] for determining inter vs. intra state jurisdiction and local vs. interexchange service will need to be reviewed to determine if they are still needed or require modification, and if so, if the rules comport with new methodologies developed for NGNP. Additionally, allowing Service Providers to recover costs associated with a required NGNP implementation would need to be evaluated at the Federal level. [10:  Examples of Federal rules that will need to be reviewed (not an exhaustive list); 47 C.F.R   §51.209 (Toll dialing parity), 47 C.F.R §51.318 (Definition of local number assignment), 47 C.F.R §52.7 (Definitions), 47 C.F.R §52.15 (Central office code administration), and 47 C.F.R §52.19 (Area code relief)
] 




Interconnection and LNP Trading Partnerships

Implementation of NGNP most likely would impact the established LNP relationships Service Providers have with one another. Non-national providers may need to expand porting arrangements to include additional Service Providers that operate outside of their local area.  Many Interconnection Agreements (ICAs) have language which limits porting within the established Rate Centers. This language would need to be modified in an NGNP environment. In an all-IP environment, some providers may be able to reduce the number of POIs they have in place[footnoteRef:11].  In order to properly implement NGNP, restrictions and policy rules regarding POIs will need to be re-evaluated and revised. Contract language and reports that reference or use elements related to local number portability will all have to be evaluated and may need to be renegotiated or revised to support NGNP. [11:  See ATIS SIP Forum NNI Joint Task Force, “IP Interconnection Routing Report” (IPNNI- 2014-00083R14) located at http://access.atis.org/apps/group_public/document.php?document_id=18837&wg_abbrev=ipnni
] 




[bookmark: _Toc460311640]TECHNICAL IMPACTS OF NGNP



When considering technical constraints for implementing NGNP several industry impacts were identified:  Service Providers, NPAC, BIRRDS/LERG™, Numbering, E911 and toll free routing.  Each one is explained in more detail below.



Service Provider Impacts

The implementation of NGNP would remove the association of a TN from the geographic location of a specific Rate Center thereby making it more difficult to determine the originating and terminating caller’s physical location for routing and billing purposes.  



The decision to implement NGNP will require further analysis of the following technical areas:

· The potential need for non-national providers to expand their systems, including National NPAC connectivity, to allow any TN in any NPA NXX to be ported in their area. 

· The likely need for significant changes to carrier operations support systems (OSS) and billing systems.  

· Determination of the size of the impacts to geographical reporting and reference tables driven by changes to NPA NXXs, Rate Centers[footnoteRef:12], and LATAs.   [12:  For further details see “ATIS INC Input on Large-Scale Rate Center Consolidation” sent by the Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions dated September 19, 2014 to Mr. Scott Jordan, FCC CTO and Mr Henning Schulzrinne, FCC Technology Advisor: http://www.atis.org/legal/Docs/INC/ATIS%20INC%20RCC.pdf  ] 


· The possible need for Service Provider existing SS7 networks to be augmented to accommodate and support LNP query dips as all NPA NXX’s would need to be queried for call routing.

· Number Management system changes that may be required for a majority of Service Providers that have systems based on Rate Center and LATA rules. 

· The ability to allow all NPA NXXs in a state or across the country to reside in every switch/Home Location Register may require system and switch equipment to be significantly upgraded or completely replaced. Switch vendors would need to evaluate any system limitations associated with NPA NXX expansion.

· New ways of billing calls may be required if Local Calling Areas, Extended Area Service, and toll calls go away and all intrastate calls are now local. 

· System enhancements to support State and/or Federal taxation changes may be required.

· Depending upon how NGNP is implemented, N-1 call routing responsibilities would need to be reviewed for potential impacts. 

· Impacts to toll free services and the service providers who offer them would need to be investigated as the current toll free environment operates based on geographic location of NPA-NXX’s and LATAs[footnoteRef:13]. [13:  Reference the FoN white paper about the current issues with geographical routing for toll free numbering resources at this link. 
http://www.nanc-chair.org/docs/mtg_docs/Dec14_White_Paper_Geo_Routing%20_Toll_Free%20_Services.pdf
] 


· Service Providers would need to evaluate the impacts to their Caller Name products, as many providers use caller name designations such as “Florida Caller” based on the NPA-NXX rather than the end users actual name.

· Operator Services validation and screening tables would need evaluation as there may be limits on the amount of entries currently allowed.

· Number portability processes and systems need to be considered as the industry numbering testbed activities progress.






Number Portability Administration Center (NPAC) Impacts

The NPAC today has seven distinct and separate regional databases which would require significant changes to implement NGNP depending on the scope and boundaries of the NGNP  implementation  (e.g. will NGNP be implemented across a state, LATA, consolidated Rate Centers, entire United States?). 

    

Change Order NANC 319 requires the NPA NXX of the TN and of the LRN to be in the same LATA.  Implementation of NGNP would require a modification to the way LRNs are associated with TNs in the NPAC.   This requirement and its associated NPAC edit were temporarily relaxed during Hurricane Katrina.  The LNPA WG Hurricane Katrina report identified positive and negative service impacts as a result of relaxing the edit[footnoteRef:14]. [14:  Refer to http://www.nanc-chair.org/docs/nowg/Jan06_Hurricane_Impact_Report.doc] 


Additionally, allowing TNs to be ported anywhere in the US could require significant NPAC software code changes to enable each of the seven regional databases to communicate with each other and exchange porting information. Another architectural alternative would be to develop a single, national NPAC database.  A single NPAC database would obviate the need for communication between NPAC databases, but would introduce additional, capacity implications to support the increased storage requirements of additional ported and pooled numbers.



BIRRDS/LERG™ Impacts

The BIRRDS/LERG™ provides routing information to Service Providers and currently houses nationwide NPA Information, LATA codes by region, Rate Center details, LRNs by Switch, Postal Codes, and other Geographical data elements. The rating and routing information within the BIRRDS/LERG™ would have to change to support NGNP. BIRRDS/LERG™ would need to evaluate changes to its data structures and the functionality of LRNs would also need to be assessed as a result of how NGNP was implemented. The net changes to the BIRRDS/LERG™ would cause a significant impact.



Emergency Routing Impacts

The emergency services in the U.S. today utilize geography in their current processes.  The geographic location of the caller is the basis for determining which PSAP to contact when 911 is dialed.  There would be impacts to E911 PSAPs if all NPA-NXXs from other LATAs and/or states need to be accommodated.  Additionally, number portability changes related to service and jurisdiction boundaries would require review and modification of standards, technology, and operations by NENA and ESIF.



[bookmark: _Toc460311641]CONSUMER (END USER) IMPACTS OF NGNP



A few consumer related areas are mentioned in this section and each will require more detailed analysis to determine the full scope of impacts that must be considered in order to be able to port numbers without regard to the original Rate Center designation. These impacted areas include, but are not limited to, Education, Calling Plans, and Cost to Consumers. 





Education

Consumers have long questioned why there are limitations to porting their telephone numbers. The general public understanding is that number portability means they can port their telephone number (TN) anywhere they please.  Consumers do not understand that FCC regulations prohibit, for example, customers relocating from Maryland to Virginia to port their TNs to a new service provider and Rate Center in Virginia. With the implementation of NGNP, such ability may be granted to consumers. Education will be required to ensure the public fully comprehends the magnitude of such a numbering change as it relates to current wireline/wireless/VoIP services, calling scopes/plans, directories, and consumer advertising. An extensive educational campaign will be required to provide consumers with details regarding the use of 10-digit dialing in states that allow 7-digit dialing. 



Calling Plans

Through NGNP, consumers would have the ability to port their telephone number across Rate Centers, LATAs, and/or state boundaries.  This could impact state approved Service Provider tariff calling plans, for example, by requiring the elimination of distance-based calling plans altogether and expanding Local Calling Areas and Extended Area Calling for consumers.  Any changes to the calling plans will require consumer education.   Some consumers could become confused and frustrated that their calling plans they have had for years are changing.  However, there are other consumers who may desire a simpler calling plan.  Future consumer education could become easier as Service Providers will no longer have to explain dialing plans or local calling scopes.  



Cost to Consumers

Phone systems and equipment programming may require changes to implement 10-digit dialing from 7-digit dialing.  Some examples include alarm systems, PBXs, life safety systems, voicemail systems, fax machines, etc.  The change in equipment programming could cost consumers in the beginning, but future changes could become easier with the possibility of simpler unlimited local calling plans. It is noted that the impact to phone systems and equipment may be mitigated as more consumers migrate to IP-based services and the equipment that supports IP-based services. 



Another potential concern to consumers is change of printed telephone numbers, especially for business customers for advertising and directories.  In areas that have limited or no experience with NPA overlays, the nationwide 10-digit dialing, needed to support NGNP, may necessitate changes to business cards, billboards, flyers, yellow pages, and any other printed materials with a 7-digit phone number.  An extended transition period could help minimize costs and spread them over a longer duration. As consumers and businesses migrate to marketing solely via the internet, the impacts in this area may be lessened.



During the original implementation of Local Number Portability, Service Providers were granted the ability to recover costs associated with the rollout. If cost recovery is allowed in an NGNP implementation, those costs could be passed along to all consumers.



The implementation of NGNP is not without impact to the consumers.  However, if proper education is provided, the risk of negative consumer opinion is reduced.

[bookmark: _Toc460311642]SUMMARY 



Any implementation of NGNP will encounter significant consumer, industry, regulatory, and technical challenges as documented in this paper and will require collaboration and support by all parties involved. An industry move to NGNP will require a mandate by the FCC. The current regulations, standards, and infrastructure were constructed for the TDM network and are based upon a premise that telephone numbers and geography are intertwined. 



Efforts to implement NGNP in a TDM environment (or an environment transitioning from TDM to IP) would require significant re-engineering of legacy TDM  infrastructure, would require an extended duration of time to design and implement, and will necessitate a thorough review for impacts on the underlying number assignment and number portability rules, regulations, systems and processes. Some Service Providers may already be making plans or undergoing system and switch upgrades to support and implement IP with upgraded equipment and given the industry is moving away from TDM-based networks, the re-engineering of the TDM environment to support NGNP would be costly and the benefits short-lived.  



A single approach to implement NGNP has not yet been determined and once determined, the massive complexity and cost of this undertaking will certainly require significant analysis and an extended duration of time to design, re-engineer, and implement. As the industry infrastructure evolves more toward an all IP environment, the LNPA WG will need to re-evaluate NGNP in that context, and continue to work collaboratively with industry standards bodies such as ATIS.










[bookmark: _Toc460311643]APPENDIX A – LNPA WG Review of ATIS PTSC Technical Report on Nationwide Number Portability



The LNPA Working Group received the ATIS Technical Report on Nationwide Number Portability (NNP) during the July 2016 meeting. The NGNP Sub-committee was asked to review the report with the narrow focus of potential NPAC related impacts and provide feedback.  This report does not address the myriad of non-NPAC related impacts described in the ATIS Technical Report that yet need to be determined.



A summary of the five solutions identified and the NGNP sub-committee’s feedback for each solution is provided in this report. 

[bookmark: _Toc460311202][bookmark: _Toc460311278][bookmark: _Toc460311644]Commercial Agreement Approach

[bookmark: _Toc460311203][bookmark: _Toc460311279][bookmark: _Toc460311645]Solution Overview

[bookmark: _Toc460311204][bookmark: _Toc460311280][bookmark: _Toc460311646]The Commercial Agreement approach allows for NNP to be achieved by using the facilities of third parties to provide a Point Of Interconnection (POI) in the donor LATA and to deliver traffic from that POI to the network of the recipient provider in a distant LATA.

The party providing the POI arranges to route calls to the ported number on the recipient network per terms of a commercial agreement. In this way the POI for a number that has effectively moved to a distant LATA can remain in the original LATA just as in the case for a provider with a national footprint that treats customers who move as permanent roamers. 



[bookmark: _Toc460311205][bookmark: _Toc460311281][bookmark: _Toc460311647]NGNP Feedback

The commercial agreement solution is the only one that can be supported today without significant changes or impacts to NPAC or service provider systems.



[bookmark: _Toc460311206][bookmark: _Toc460311282][bookmark: _Toc460311648]National LRN

[bookmark: _Toc460311207][bookmark: _Toc460311283][bookmark: _Toc460311649]Solution Overview 

This approach proposes a routing solution to enable NNP using Location Routing Numbers (LRNs). This approach allows LRNs to be used outside of the current LATA boundaries thereby allowing TNs to be “ported” nationally. 



[bookmark: _Toc460311208][bookmark: _Toc460311284][bookmark: _Toc460311650]NGNP Feedback

This solution would require LRNs be assigned outside of their associated LATA. In order to support a national LRN implementation, the NPAC would be required to relax existing LRN edits to allow any LRN to be added to any NPAC region. Additionally, carriers may need to accept downloads from all NPAC regions or port records may be required to be kept in the region that is servicing that TN. 



[bookmark: _Toc460311209][bookmark: _Toc460311285][bookmark: _Toc460311651]NNP Solution Based on GR-2982-CORE 

[bookmark: _Toc460311210][bookmark: _Toc460311286][bookmark: _Toc460311652]Solution Overview

GR-2982-CORE describes one solution for NNP that is based on the concept of a Geographic Unit Building Block (GUBB). A GUBB is an identifier that represents the geographic location end user in an area within which customers may port their TNs. Each GUBB is a separate, distinct area with specific non-overlapping borders. The territory covered by an area of location portability must be fully defined by one or more GUBBs. Every location within the area of portability corresponds to one and only one geographic block. Every TN in an area of location portability can be associated with one and only one GUBB, based on the TN’s geographic location in the area of location portability. GR-2982-CORE assumes that a GUBB is a 6-digit number formatted as an NPA-NXX. The GR-2982-CORE solution assumes that at cutover, current rate centers will continue to exist, and a representative NPA-NXX will be assigned and working in each rate center. 



The GR-2982-CORE-based NNP solution (referred to a Portability Outside the Rate Center [PORC]) assumes that routing continues to be done using existing LNP LRN-based mechanisms, but that the GUBB is used for carrier selection and rating purposes. GR-2982-CORE assumes a billing policy in which the end user calling a TN that has ported outside of the rate center will incur the transport charges for the call. Since charges based on GUBBs could be different from charges based on TNs, GR-2982-CORE suggests the use of a warning tone or announcement to alert the calling customer to this difference. 



[bookmark: _Toc460311211][bookmark: _Toc460311287][bookmark: _Toc460311653]NGNP Feedback

This solution may require the NPAC to relax existing LRN edits. Additionally, there may be impacts to porting data if a GUBBs field needs to be communicated for routing purposes. Changes to the porting records would impact all switches and NPDBs and may SOA’s and LSMS systems deployed across the industry. 

[bookmark: _Toc460311212][bookmark: _Toc460311288][bookmark: _Toc460311654]Non-Geographic LRN (NGLRN)

[bookmark: _Toc460311213][bookmark: _Toc460311289][bookmark: _Toc460311655]Solution Overview

The NGLRN solution proposes a new numbering resource (non-geographic area code) to be used for routing numbers for NNP TNs. Geographic TNs are ported to an NGLRN. The area code of the NGLRN can be used as an indicator to networks that the call may be treated differently. For example it may be an indicator that the call can be billed or routed differently. The NGLRNs would be hosted on a network of IP switches (NGGWs) for call routing and termination. Connectivity to the NGGWs is only offered over IP. NGGW providers would volunteer to offer this function and likely be vetted by an industry body.

 

The NGLRN solution requires that all carriers have the ability to route to NGLRNs. Carriers may choose to have agreements with transport providers who can route to NGLRNs rather than do it themselves. Otherwise the solution does not require carriers to 1) offer NNP service to their customers, 2) connect directly to NGGWs, nor 3) interface with administrative systems or processes required to enable the solution.



[bookmark: _Toc460311214][bookmark: _Toc460311290][bookmark: _Toc460311656]NGNP Feedback

This solution would require the NPAC to relax LRN edits to allow a NGLRN to be added to any region. Depending on how this solution is implemented there could be additional impacts to NPAC and service provider solutions. 



[bookmark: _Toc460311215][bookmark: _Toc460311291][bookmark: _Toc460311657]Internet Interconnection 

[bookmark: _Toc460311216][bookmark: _Toc460311292][bookmark: _Toc460311658]Solution Overview

Where service providers cannot agree on the terms of interconnection, the default is for each to provide a POI on the Internet, essentially a set of Session Border Controller addresses where traffic can be delivered. Under Internet interconnection all service providers must be able to resolve telephone numbers to IP addresses for interconnection. This may be accomplished in a number of ways, whether directly by a secure query infrastructure that replaces the functions of the NPAC and LERG or indirectly via existing numbering aggregation constructions such as central office codes and LRNs. 

Originating service providers will resolve the dialed NANP number for all calls to an interconnection address whether based on bilateral agreements for interconnection (which may still predominate) or the default Internet POI and route the call to its destination regardless of the location of the called number. 



[bookmark: _Toc460311217][bookmark: _Toc460311293][bookmark: _Toc460311659]NGNP Feedback

Impacts to NPAC or existing porting practices to support this solution won’t be known until a final architecture solution is identified. 



[bookmark: _Toc460311218][bookmark: _Toc460311294][bookmark: _Toc460311660]Conclusion

In summary, the Commercial Agreements option is the only solution identified in the ATIS Technical Report on Nationwide Number Portability that has no porting impacts to either the NPAC or service provider systems. Each of the remaining solutions require changes to NPAC and potential changes to service provider systems. Any plans to implement Nationwide Number Portability must also take into consideration the NPAC Vendor Transition schedule. 
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LNP Problem/Issue Identification and Description Form


Submittal Date: 03 /30/2016

Company(s) Submitting Issue: Bright House Networks Information Systems

Contact(s):  Name Glenn Clepper


         Contact Number (813)-387-3684


         Email Address   glenn.clepper@mybrighthouse.com

(NOTE: Submitting Company(s) is to complete this section of the form along with Sections 1, 2 and 3.)


1. Problem/Issue Statement: (Brief statement outlining the problem/issue.)


 LNPA WG best practices reflect the consensus of the working group regarding the preferred processes for porting. Best Practice 0004, N-1 Carrier Methodology Clarification, was originally submitted by the working group in December 2001. The most current version 5.0 was a result of revisiting the practice in January 2005.


The best practice states that the N-1 carrier is responsible for performing the dip and describes the role of a “donor carrier” in certain situations.  To clarify the meaning of this term, the LNPA WG confirms the donor carrier is the A-Block Code Holder designated in the LERG for the NPA-NXX of the called number (default carrier for routing calls based on the NPA-NXX of the called number).  


The LNPA WG periodically reviews the Best Practices to determine whether each remains applicable to the current porting environment.  Based on these reviews, a practice may be modified or deleted.

 Bright House believes BP4 requires additional detail and edits as it relates to donor carrier.

2. Problem/Issue Description: (Provide detailed description of problem/issue.)


A. Examples & Impacts of Problem/Issue: 

Example- EAS Interlata calls originating in Duluth MN LATA 624 and terminating in Superior WI LATA 352 where originating SP is routing calls to ILEC tandem in LATA 624, tandem is performing dip (assumed) and routing to “A” code owner donor switch, donor is dipping (LRN) and routing to ILEC tandem LATA 352, and 352 tandem is terminating call to terminating LRN end office switch.


Impact- As BP4 states today, the donor carrier is responsible for dip and transit for the originating carrier under certain provisions during EAS Interlata calls. 


More specifically this scenario includes the donor not only performing the LNP dip but also utilizing an inbound trunk and outbound trunk for the duration of the originating customers call. This creates technical challenges in the areas of platform design, traffic engineering and trunk capacity planning, and in cases where the donor carrier’s platforms are technically unable support the donor carrier role, i.e. networks designed to function as closed networks, not terminating traffic for other carriers customers, additional development may be required to fulfill the donor role.

B.   Frequency of Occurrence:  


Undefined, where applicable based on tariff.

C. NPAC Regions Impacted:


 Canada___ Mid Atlantic ___ Midwest___ Northeast___ Southeast___ Southwest___ Western___     


 West Coast___  ALL_X_


D. Rationale why existing process is deficient: 

BP4 currently impacts all “A” code holders including CLEC’s and VoIP SP’s (new regulation allows VoIP’s to be code holders, requires following all applicable LNP rules).

Although known instances are limited, the current 5.0 practice involving donor carrier traffic termination without an “established agreement in place” and as a “long term solution” creates potential for abuse and does not account for the evolution of voice technology over the last 11 years nor does it consider changes to federal regulation. 


Legacy TDM Switches (Alcatel-Lucent 5ESS, Nortel DMS-10, etc.), have had a lifetime of well over 30 years, most today being at their end-of-life, end-of-support phase. A technical limitation rooted to a legacy TDM switch, if not solutioned in EAS scenarios through exception routing (local or toll), should not result in the industry creating exceptions and workarounds like the donor carrier solution. 


The donor carrier solution places little accountability on the originating carrier and creates a greater vulnerability for fraud scenarios which were not present at the time 5.0 was released (i.e. traffic pumping). 

Donor carriers are inadvertently disadvantaged by this responsibility. 


We wish to allow carriers the flexibility to choose and negotiate among themselves which carrier shall perform the database query, according to what best suits their individual networks and business plans.


E.   Identify action taken in other committees / forums: __________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________


F.   Any other descriptive items: __________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________


3. Suggested Resolution: 


Revisions to BP4 5.0, page 11, EAS section


Option #1, add language stating the originating carrier is responsible for dip and routing of interLATA calls to EAS codes or entering into an agreement with another entity for dip and routing or upon prior agreement relying on the donor carrier for dip and routing.

On interLATA calls to EAS codes, the originating carrier is responsible for performing the database dip and routing the call to the switch serving the terminating carrier (1) or entering into an agreement with another entity to perform the dip and routing on its behalf so that the call is not sent to the donor carrier (A code holder and so that the call is not dropped).(2)

Or the originating carrier may…

On interLATA calls to EAS codes where the originating carrier does not support the function to route the call as a local call to ported numbers via an interLATA LRN, originating carrier and donor carrier will establish a prior agreement. (3) The donor carrier in the terminating LATA performs the role of the N-1 carrier (i.e does the database dip and routes the call to the switch serving the ported number).  In this instance, the donor carrier will perform the LNP query in the terminating LATA in either that carrier’s donor end office or terminating LATA tandem, whichever terminates trunks from the originating LATA on calls to EAS codes.  (Note that the terminating LATA tandem case is only applicable if the donor carrier has a tandem in the terminating LATA, and all switches in the originating LATA that can place local calls to the EAS codes in the terminating LATA have trunking to the tandem in the terminating LATA per mutually accepted interconnect agreements.)  The originating carrier is responsible for compensation to the donor carrier for performing the N-1 database dip function.  


(1) Added language that is similar to local & toll section of BP4, describing originating carrier as responsible for dip and routing

(2) Added new language,  or is responsible for entering into an agreement with 3rd party to dip and routing


(3) Added new language. Will establish an agreement….

Option #2, same as above minus the reference to the donor carrier. Remove the donor carrier concept from BP4 entirely.


On interLATA calls to EAS codes, the originating carrier is responsible for performing the database dip and routing the call to the switch serving the terminating carrier or entering into an agreement with another entity to perform the dip and routing on its behalf.

N-1 carrier to follow the FCC rules for dip and routing as mentioned in toll section of BP4. 


“N-1 carrier is responsible for ensuring that databases are queried, as necessary, to effectuate number portability.  


The N-1 carrier can meet this obligation by either querying the number portability database itself or by arranging with another entity to perform database queries on behalf of the N-1 carrier.” (4)

Regardless of the status of a carrier’s obligation to provide number portability, all carriers have the duty to route calls to ported numbers. In other words, carriers must ensure that their call routing procedures do not result in dropped calls to ported numbers. 

In this regard, the Commission stated clearly:


We emphasize that a carrier operating a non-portability-capable switch must still properly route calls originated by customers served by that switch to ported numbers. When the switch operated by the carrier designated to perform the number portability database query is non-portability-capable, that carrier could either send it to a portability-capable switch operated by that carrier to do the database query, or enter into an arrangement with another carrier to do the query.(5)

(4) New language referencing toll section of BP4, page 7, section 73


(5) New language referencing toll section of BP4, page 10, last cite referencing DA 04-1304


LNPA WG: (only)


Item Number: __ __ __ __



Issue Resolution Referred to: _________________________________________________________

Why Issue Referred: __________________________________________________________________ ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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