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MEETING MINUTES FROM DAY #1 (4/8/02):

A. Introductions and Agenda Review

Made introductions and reviewed agenda.

B. Reviewed January, February & March 2002 Minutes

Team approved the January (v.04), February (v.03), and March 2002 (v.02) minutes.  

C. Introduction of New Business Items

1) NANC Letter to the FCC (dated 3/15/02):  
a) The team reviewed the letter (attached below) and concerns were expressed regarding the second paragraph, which states that “The purpose of this letter is to advise you that NANC has now been informed that there is a likelihood that some wireless carriers will, in fact, miss the deadline.”  SPs felt that the WNPO’s report to the NANC in March 2002 may have been misinterpreted as the WNPO did not intend to communicate that the implementation deadline would be missed by any carriers, rather the WNPO intended only to notify the NANC that a milestone on the timeline was missed.  The milestone related to critical network elements with WLNP software and hardware being available to SPs by 3/1/02.
b) DECISION: Jim Grasser will include a clarification in the NANC report to indicate that the WNPO’s intent was not to communicate that carriers will miss the implementation deadline, rather a milestone was missed related to critical network elements with WLNP software and hardware being available to SPs by 3/1/02.  Further, no SP has communicated that they will miss the implementation date.  Additionally, it should be noted that the timeline is an industry-wide guideline, and it is assumed that individual SP’s internal schedules will vary as they work toward the 11/24/02 implementation deadline.
c) The use of the word “jeopardy” was clarified to represent that there is a risk that something may not happen by the date specified.  
[image: image1.wmf]NANC Letter to FCC 

020315


2) FCC 3rd Order and NPRM (FCC 02-73):
a) This order was released on 3/14/02.  Comments are due in 30 days, and reply comments are due in 45 days.
b) SPs were concerned about several items contained in this document:
i) The FCC reversed its previous clarification that no BFRs are required within the Top 100 MSAs.  

(1) Prior to this document being published, SPs assumed that they would need to open all codes within the Top 100 MSAs without any BFRs being issued.  

(2) With the release of this document, the implication is that BFRs must now be submitted within the Top 100 MSAs.  

(3) ISSUE: the minimum 9-month time period of issuing BFRs (as specified in the mandate) has passed (nine months prior to 11/24/02 is 2/24/02).  
ii) The FCC is seeking comments on whether CMSAs should be included in the definition of the Top 100 MSAs.

(1) SPs were concerned from planning and implementation perspectives as they are uncertain what MSAs are part of the Top 100.  For example, if BFRs will be required within the Top 100 MSAs there is uncertainty regarding for which MSAs and codes they need to be sent.  Another concern expressed was how to determine which elements needed to be upgraded if it is uncertain whether or not they serve a Top 100 MSA. 
iii) The FCC requested comments on whether carriers should be required to participate in pooling regardless of whether or not they are required to be LNP capable.
c) DECISION: The issuance of the FCC 3rd Order on Reconsideration and NPRM (FCC 02-73) in March 2002 has caused uncertainty within the wireless industry.  The WNPO has agreed upon the assumptions below in an effort to minimize the uncertainty and effectively manage the implementation of WLNP and pooling.
(1) Wireless service providers participating at the WNPO are agreeing to open all their codes within the Top 100 MSAs prior to 11/24/02 (without receiving a BFR), regardless of whether BFRs are required in the future.  The original mandate specifies that BFRs must be submitted no less than nine months prior to implementation.

(2) Wireless service providers participating at the WNPO will assume the Top 100 MSAs are those defined in the 3rd NRO Report and Order – FCC 01-362 issued in December 2001 (including CMSAs).

(3) Note: Participating service providers are defined as those in attendance at the 4/8/02 WNPO meeting.

d) The decision and wording above was approved by the WNPO on 4/8/02 & 4/9/02 and will be provided in the update to NANC.

e) ACTION: Team members to provide the appropriate contact information for the WNPO BFR contact list.
3) Valid Reasons for Denying a Port-Out: 

a) There are reason codes that are used with denying a port-out.  Need to make sure that the proper reason codes are captured in the ICP document.
b) The team drafted the following tentative wording to be considered and approved for inclusion in the WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix:  “If an MDN is assigned to a customer by a SP, that SP must allow the customer to port-out.  Suspended accounts, collections issues, and fraud concerns would not constitute valid reasons to deny a customer to port-out.”  Note: There were some SPs that had issues with this wording, however, the team worked to form this wording for further consideration.
c) ACTION: Team members to email comments on the tentative wording by 4/19/02 to Jim Grasser and Brigitte Brown.
d) ACTION: A conference call is scheduled for Monday, April 29th at 3:00pm eastern (800-503-2899; PIN 6046644) to discuss valid reasons for denying port-outs and the language that was drafted above.  The LNPA WG members will also be invited to attend.
e) Following are some of the points discussed on the topic:

i) Some SPs mentioned that the WNPO may not be an appropriate forum for discussions on this matter.

ii) One SP mentioned that per 47 CFR 52.51(k) they understand that a prerequisite to a customer porting out is that they must actually be a current telecommunications service user, and therefore carriers do not have to port-out suspended accounts.

iii) Some SPs mentioned that if a customer account is suspended it is still considered active – and SPs should still allow it to port-out.  

iv) If an account is suspended, one SP mentioned they were considering sending back a “resolution required”.  Other SPs had issues with this.

v) Some SPs indicated that they believe this to be an internal business process decision.  

vi) Some team members indicated that they could not find documentation on whether SPs have to port-out a customer that has a suspended account.

vii) A SP indicated that if a customer is associated with a telephone number, then you must allow them to port out. This SP mentioned that they spoke with FCC lawyers to obtain clarification, and the response was that SPs could not hold customers/numbers hostage, it must be allowed to port out.

viii) A wireline SP indicated that they draw the line at the deactivation, anytime prior to the deactivation they must allow a port-out.

ix) One team member stated that reserved numbers can also be ported (only if they are associated with an active account). 

4) Puerto Rico Regulatory Body Pooling & LNP Meeting - 3/21/02:
The regulatory body in Puerto Rico held a meeting on 3/21/02 to discuss the implementation of wireline and wireless portability and pooling.  Following are the major updates:

a) The May 1, 2002 implementation date for wireline portability in Puerto Rico will probably be delayed.  The new wireline portability implementation date will be set at a meeting on April 25, 2002.

b) Currently, there are no ported wireline test numbers available for wireless carriers to begin testing Phase 1 of LNP at this point.

c) The LEC in Puerto Rico (PRTC) indicated that they do not want to support default routing by the wireless carriers for the implementation of LNP Phase 1 (i.e. wireline portability).

5) Landline Test Numbers: 

a) In order to support the testing efforts, wireless carriers are requesting that wireline carriers publish test numbers.

b) ACTION: Jim Grasser will forward a request to the LNPAWG that landline carriers provide test numbers to the WNPO.

6) Waiver Clarification:  
A brief discussion was held to clarify the timeframes within which a waiver must be filed.  Per the first report and order, paragraph 85, “In the event a carrier is unable to meet our deadlines for implementing a long-term number portability method, it may file with the Commission, at least 60 days in advance of the deadline, a petition to extend the time by which implementation in its network will be completed.

7) Reverse Billing Issues:

a) Many reverse billing agreements with landline carriers are being dissolved prior to the implementation of wireless porting and pooling, due to the added complexity porting and pooling bring to these agreements.  The issue presented here is that the removal of reverse billing arrangements will negatively impact the customer, as calls terminating to their mobile from a landline that previously were toll-free will now be assessed a toll charge.

b) Reverse billing arrangements are such that wireless carriers pay the landline carrier a fee in order to allow landline terminations to their mobiles to be toll-free, where otherwise the landline caller would be assessed a toll charge.

c) There are options available to the landline carriers to enable them to continue to support reverse billing arrangements after the launch of wireless porting and pooling.

i) For example, wireline carriers could apply reverse billing to calls based on the LRN instead of the telephone number.

ii) Bell South indicated that it is looking into reverse billing options and have found that solutions are very expensive, and it is uncertain whether they will be able to make the necessary changes in order to continue offering reverse billing, so they may have to dissolve the current reverse billing agreements.  LECs assign these agreements by NPA NXX, and if one MDN ports out to another wireless SP, then the LEC would still be charging the original wireless SP for the calls made to the ported MDN unless significant system changes are made.  

d) Some state PUCs require reverse billing to be supported by the LECs (e.g. Louisiana) – so this item needs to be addressed.

e) An option available to wireless carriers is to obtain numbers from another rate center in order to ensure toll charges are not assessed on landline customers calling the wireless customers.  However, this works contrary to number resource optimization efforts.

f) One wireless SP mentioned that they have experienced problems with customers complaining when they perform an intra-LATA PIC change and the landline customers calling the wireless customer begin to be charged toll, where they did not previously when the PIC they used prior to the PIC change had a reverse billing agreement with the wireless carrier.

g) LATA-wide calling is negatively impacted to due to the potential pooling of blocks within an NPA NXX.  LATA-wide calling arrangements are based at the NPA NXX level.

h) ACTION: Add a new item to the WNPO Issues list for reverse billing. (Brigitte Brown)

8) NPA Split Procedures:

a) Gene Johnston discussed the NPA split procedures from a high level:
i) There is a Methods and Procedures document specifying all of the NPA split procedures.  It is located on the NPAC website (on the secure NPAC website under Documents – Methods & Procedures – Section for NPA NXX processing).  
ii) It is the responsibility of the code holder to notify the NPAC via email of an NPA split.  
(1) Block holders will be impacted if the code holder does not give the proper communication to the NPAC.
(2) For carriers that are going out of business, if they have codes that will be part of an NPA split and do not tell the NPAC then many people will be impacted.  If another SP assumes responsibility of those codes, they must ensure they communicate with the NPAC regarding NPA splits.
iii) Per NPAC region, the NPAC will provide a notice about upcoming NPA splits, as communicated to the NPAC by the SPs.
iv) The NPAC only broadcasts the new NPA NXX.  NPAC will accept SVs (subscription versions) with either the old or new NPA NXX, but will only broadcast the new.  
v) The LSMS has the responsibility to create both the old and the new NPA NXX and provide them to the NPDB. 
vi) During the permissive dialing period individuals can dial either the old or new number.  
vii) At the conclusion of permissive dialing, the NPAC deletes any records with the old NPA NXX.  The LSMS has to delete the old NPA NXX as well.
b) ACTION: Maggie Lee & Gene Johnston will revise a presentation on NPA Split Procedures for presentation at the May WNPO meeting.
c) ACTION: Add a new item to the WNPO Issues list for NPA Split Procedures. (Brigitte Brown)
D. Wireless Reseller Flows

1) Participants on the conference bridge at the time of this discussion included: 

Name
Company
Name
Company

Dave Garner
Qwest 
Liz Coakley
SBC Wireline

Steve Harvey
Sprint
Ron Steen
Bell South

Frank Reed
Voicestream
Jaci Daniel
Alltel

Jason Lee
WorldCom
Melissa Flicek
Nextel Partners

David Gusky
Ascent
Valerie Arch
Verizon Wireless

Steve Trotman
Ascent
Brad Bloomer 
Onstar

Tom Williams
Tracfone
Chris Dobb
Onstar

Alec Lalanne 
WorldCom Wireless
Carol Kuglich 


Lonnie Keck
AT&T Wireless
Suzanne Stelmock
LTC International

Dave Cochran
BellSouth



2) DECISION: The WNPO took a vote on 4/8/02 and decided that Option B (as described in a contribution from Sprint attached below), an alternative wireless reseller flow, would be used instead of those documented in the Technical, Operational and Implementation Requirements document (Option A).  
Following is a listing of the votes cast at the meeting.  Note: Companies participating in the WNPO meeting (in person or via conference bridge) who do not appear in the table below abstained from voting.

Company
Vote

Cingular 
Option A

Alltel
Option A

Voicestream
Option A

AWS
Option B

Excel
Option B

Nextel
Option B

Qwest
Option B

Sprint
Option B

US Cellular
Option B

Verizon
Option B

WorldCom
Option B

Tracphone
Option B

Onstar
Option B
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ACTION: Rick Dressner to provide a draft flow and narrative for Option B in the NANC format by COB 4/26/02, and the team will review them for discussion and final approval at the May meeting.
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4) Attached above are the contributions that were provided and following are some of the items discussed on the topic:

a) The team walked through each of the flows.
b) Some of the prerequisites for Option A include:
i) Wireless resellers must have OCNs.  Currently resellers do not have OCNs and they would need to apply for them.  This is a prerequisite for Option A only.  Wireless resellers do not need a SPID.  
ii) Option A also requires that a reseller have connectivity to, and contact information for, all resellers that it competes with and all network providers that it must do business with.  Option B does not require this.
iii) Option A also requires an SLA / Operating agreement to define how to do business with other entities.
c) Some general assumptions that were made:
i) The reseller customer base represents 5% of the total wireless customer base.
ii) Only 5% of reseller port-ins are from another reseller, whereas the other 95% of port-ins are from facilities-based providers.
iii) Assume about 35% of ports will fallout of the ICP process, which must be handled manually.  
d) Option A assumes that the resellers resolve all ICP issues before communicating with the facilities-based provider. 
e) While the facilities-based carrier must get involved with manually handling the 35% fallout from the ICP for resellers for Option B, only 5% of all reseller ports are from a reseller to another reseller – where the facilities based carriers would be involved in the communication between two resellers.
f) With Option B, for trouble resolution the New Reseller contacts the New Facilities-Based Provider, who then contacts the Old Facilities-Based Provider, who then contacts the Old Reseller.  However, only 5% of the overall wireless customer base is with the resellers.
g) With Option B, the new facilities-based provider is acting on behalf of the new reseller.
h) Sprint and WorldCom clarified that with Option B, the New Reseller knows who the Old Facilities-Based Provider is as well as the New Facilities-Based Provider.  Further, it was clarified that the New Reseller does contact the Old Facilities-Based Provider (e.g. via telephone, email, etc), so the New Facilities-Based Provider ONLY acts as a conduit, and fallout is handled by the reseller working with the Old Facilities-Based Provider.  This provided some clarification for many wireless providers, and made Option B appear more attractive than before.

i) With Option B, the New Reseller will have a means to know which New Facilities-Based Provider to send information through.

j) WorldCom indicated that the communication between the reseller and facilities-based carriers is not necessarily dependent on faxing, rather the method of communication is dependent upon the contractual relationship, and WorldCom intends to support more automated means of communication other than fax.
k) A team member mentioned that for a port-out from a reseller, if the Old Facilities-Based Provider can have a mechanized way of getting customer validation from the Old Reseller, then Option B becomes much more attractive to wireless carriers.

l) Question was posed related to Option B and how the old and new reseller agree upon a due date and time – answer is through the Facilities-Based Provider’s ICP process.

m) Sprint pointed out that while Option A has been documented as the adopted wireless reseller flow since September 2000, Sprint has been trying to begin discussions on alternative flows since February 2001.

n) With Option B as the new chosen option, the Technical, Operational and Implementation Requirements document must be revised.
E. Letter to LLC re: Matrix of Proposed Help Desk Hours, Business Day & Maintenance Windows

1) The team reviewed and approved the following letter to be sent to the LLC.  The minor edits made by the team have been incorporated.
2) ACTION: Letter and matrix listing the proposed help desk hours, wireless business days, and maintenance windows need to be sent to the LLC. (Jim Grasser)
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F. NeuStar Update – Gene Johnston

1) Testing Updates:

a) NeuStar has received 11 new applications since last month.
b) During the last month, four carriers completed their interconnect plan indicating how they will connect to the NPAC.

c) One additional carrier completed turn-up testing this month (Triton PCS).  Another carrier is working firewall issues before it can begin testing.

d) One SOA Service Bureau is scheduled to begin testing shortly.

e) There are two carriers that have notified the NPAC of their intent to test, but have not set a test date yet.

2) SPID & OCN Clarifications:

a) A SPID is based on an OCN chosen by the carrier.  OCNs are obtained from NECA.

b) Once a SPID is created in the NPAC it “lives forever” and cannot be removed from the NPAC.

c) Everything in the NPAC is based on the SPID.  

d) Currently, the systems do not support moving information from one SPID to another.  There is a proposed change entitled ”mass update” (NANC change order 323) being reviewed at LNPA WG, which would support this capability.  

e) The inability to perform “mass updates” on the SPID presents significant issues when companies sell properties and for mergers/acquisitions. 

f) SPs were encouraged to join the NAPM LLC so that they can vote on change order 323 for “mass updates”.

g) SPs cannot delete an NPA NXX if there is at least one SV that is active or pending.  

h) SPs cannot delete a SPID if there are any NPA NXXs under them.

i) Advice: choose OCNs wisely.  

j) ACTION: Add the SPID & OCN concerns to the WNPO Issues list for tracking purposes. (Brigitte Brown)

3) 3.1 Rollout Schedule:

a) The April 8th date was not met due to complications with the EMC file system.  Power Path on the EMC has since been upgraded from release 2.0 and 2.1 and no problems have been encountered in the last five days.

b) The next region is scheduled to implement release 3.1 on April 22nd.

c) On 4/9/02, the LLC will reexamine the order of the remaining regions.  However, it is likely that the Southwest region will convert to 3.1 on June 24th and all other regions will remain the same.   In other words, the April 8th date would be skipped over and a June 24th date would be added at the end of the schedule so that the implementation date changes for only one region (as opposed to all five remaining) in order to minimize the impact to the schedule.

G. Type 1 Number Conversions – Ron Steen

1) The team reviewed the following Type 1 Migration document contributed by Ron Steen.

2) [image: image7.wmf]TR45.2 Standards 

Presentation 020409

Following are some of the items discussed:

a) Use porting for a partial block.  Bell South felt it would be less complex to allow the numbers to “snap-back” to the code or block holder if they were ported for Type 1 conversion to Type 2.

b) Current INC Guidelines have the following conditions for transfer of ownership:

i) All 1000 TNs are assigned and/or reserved for a single customer.

ii) The customer has ported all 1000 TNs to another SP that is not the block holder.

iii) Both SPs involved must mutually agree to the transfer of the thousands block.

iv) The block must be donated to the pool and assigned by the Pooling Administrator.  In other words, the block is not native to the current block holder.

v) All these conditions must be met in order to transfer an assigned block between two SPs.  

c) How do you identify who the new SP will be when you transfer ownership?  There are a series of forms that have to be completed to identify the SP.  The block does not get donated to the pool, it is simply a transfer of ownership (but it uses pooling in order to accomplish this transfer – so if you have subsequent ports they will snapback to the new owner).

d) Ron Steen’s INC representative is ready to present the document to INC if the group agrees to the approach.

e) A team member asked that section 8 (Extended Area Service and Other Dialing/Billing Arrangements) needs to be expanded.   However, Ron explained that his intent was to create something generic enough to serve as a guide, yet still allow the individual carriers make their own decisions on a case-by-case basis.

3) Team members were asked to review the Type 1 Migration document Monday evening 4/8 for further discussion on Tuesday 4/9 of suggested additions or modifications.        

4) ACTION: Ron Steen to put together final version of the Type 1 Migration document for the May meeting then pass it along to the LNPAWG.

5) Following are discussion points from Day #2 4/9/02:

a) Section 2.1 Type 1 Interconnection Paragraph 5:

i) A team member asked whether SS7 was in place for some Type 1 arrangements.  Ron Steen indicated that SS7 is not used for Type 1, but there are workarounds in place to support Caller ID (although not through SS7 – rather using ISDN as stated in a footnote in the document).  

ii) ACTION: Ron Steen will clarify the 5th paragraph in section 2.1 addressing MF vs. SS7 for Type 1, and how advanced services are supported (using ISDN arrangements).

iii) Ron Steen is not certain whether the GAP field is delivered using the ISDN arrangement, and while he will not be able to look into this further, he will point out the variation using ISDN.

b) Section 3.4 – wireless carriers need to know that they must port before the implementation date – and this section captures what the wireless carriers get out of this arrangement.

c) Not having a clear definition of Top 100 MSAs causes further confusion as carriers cannot be sure of which areas Type 1 conversions are needed.  However, another member pointed out that soon after the implementation, BFRs outside of the Top 100 will eventually require the conversions to happen everywhere.  Additionally, the WNPO has made an assumption of what the Top 100 MSAs are - including the CMSAs.

d) Mutual agreement is necessary between the wireless and wireline carriers.

e) ACTION:  Team members should send comments on Ron Steen’s Type 1 Migration document to Jim Grasser no later than April 19th.  Ron has requested that any comments be typed into the Word document with the tracking utility turned on.  Based on the scope of the comments, it will be determined if we want to have a conference call to discuss the input further.  The conference call is tentatively scheduled for May 1st from 4:00pm – 5:00pm eastern to review the comments.  Bridge information is as follows: 800-503-2899; PIN 6046644.

f) It was recommended by a team member that carriers using type 1 numbers as the only numbers on a switch get together and think through how they plan to handle the migration.  They may not want to use porting to support this effort, as they will slowly deplete their number inventory when the numbers snapback.

g) ACTION:  Carriers outside of the Top 100 MSAs to put together a paragraph to add to Ron Steen’s Type 1 Migration document to address their unique situation.  

h) If the block is pooled (or if “transfer of ownership” is utilized) – then the number will snapback to wireless carrier.

i) A team member brought up the following idea for partial blocks: The wireline company could transfer the ownership of that block to the wireless carrier, then the wireline carrier could port numbers in to itself, and then when the wireline numbers disconnected they would snapback to the wireless carrier.  Ron Steen indicated that Bell South would not be willing to support this.

j) Need to think about the implications on the Telephone Number Inventory and how type 1 numbers are handled in the TNI based on the processes defined in this document.

k) A team member brought up the FCC Auditing program rules, and mentioned that carriers must be in sync with this process.

l) Some of the wireline carriers confirmed that they are still providing partial blocks of Type 1 numbers.  Bell South indicated that they will provide blocks of 20 TNs.

MEETING MINUTES FROM DAY #2 (4/9/02):

H. Nominations/Elections for WNPO Co-Chairs

1) WNPO Co-chair elections will be held at the May meeting.

2) ACTION: Send in nominations for co-chairs by April 19th.

I. WTSC (Wireless Testing Subcommittee) Update – Mark Wood

1) The WTSC met in Virginia last week and reviewed the rest of the test plan.  The WTSC will have a clean version of 1.5, with the SMS and 911 test cases, to send out after the NENA meeting in Washington DC on 4/16 & 4/17.

2) The WTSC no longer needs multiple day meetings to accomplish its remaining tasks, so it will be merged into the WNPO beginning in May.  The WTSC is asking for 1.5 hours on the agenda Monday afternoons.  The option will remain open for break-out sessions on Tuesdays if needed.

3) ACTION: Mark Wood to request that WTSC participants look into their state requirements related to 911 so that it can be reviewed at the May meeting.

4) Jennifer Chartraw is no longer with AT&T Wireless and will no longer be serving as the WTSC Co-chair.

J. Type 1 Number Conversions – Ron Steen

(See notes under Section G under Day 1 – 4/8/02)

K. Staggered Approach to Opening Codes in the LERG & NPAC

1) The team reviewed the items discussed on the 4/5/02 conference call (see the conference call minutes below)[image: image8.wmf]Reseller Pros & Cons 
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2) The team modified the common goals with respect to opening codes for porting that were established at the March 2002 meeting.  The wording in blue is what was agreed upon in March, the changes made on 4/9/02 are in red:
a) Stagger volumes for LERG updates per NPAC region with effective dates no later than September October 1st, 2002, in order to accommodate intra-service provider ports.  Approximately two NPAC region per month should be rolled out. 
b) The NPAC notification must be staggered – not the NPAC effective dates.

c) The LERG effective dates must be staggered – not the LERG notification dates.
d) Carriers should stagger the input into the LERG and NPAC.  Carriers should provide the input by OCN.  The LERG effective dates should be every two weeks for seven groups of approximately 20 NPAs.  The first group of NPAs should have an effective date in July.
e) The NPA groups will begin with the Native Block Pooling catch up NPAs, followed by traditional pooling NPAs.
f) The LERG notification must be submitted by mid-May for an effective date of July 1, 2002.
g) Carriers should utilize the WNPO defined schedule regardless of any potential changes to the porting implementation date.
h) NOTE: The schedule will only apply to codes that carriers are not utilizing for internal and/or intercarrier testing.  For codes that are utilized for testing, carriers will be opening them up in the NPAC and LERG earlier and those activities will not be bound by the schedule.
i) NOTE: Carriers need to ensure they open the codes in the correct NPAC region.
j) Send notification to the LERG and NPAC at the same time (effective dates may vary in the LERG vs. the NPAC).
k) Must be in the NPAC a minimum of 5-days prior to becoming effective in the NPAC (and 5 days prior to a SP’s intent to perform intra-service provider porting).
l) The codes must be opened in the NPAC for intercarrier testing.
m) Carriers use the LTI or SOA to open codes in the NPAC, or NeuStar can do it on behalf of the customer (for a charge of $15 per code, and $15 per LRN).
n) The effective dates do not need to sync up between the LERG and NPAC.
o) Enable SPs to go into the switches one time and set the triggers.
p) Have all triggers set by 910/1/02.
q) Consider costs for opening codes.
r) Cannot do any porting until the NPAC effective date (plus 5 days) has passed.

s) Need to define LRNs per switch, per LATA in the NPAC by 9/1/02.

t) Notes: 

i) Codes utilized for testing will need to be opened as needed in order to support test efforts.

ii) The NPAC broadcast occurs the day of the creation date, not the effective date.  

iii) The effective date in the NPAC can be modified.  

iv) NeuStar indicated that the traffic associated with opening the codes in the NPAC will not affect NPAC performance.

v) If there is a delay in the implementation date, then SPs can change the effective dates for the codes being opened in the NPAC and the LERG.
u) ACTION: By 4/10/02, Jim Grasser & Brigitte Brown will develop a document clarifying the staggered approach for the NPAC notification dates and LERG effective dates, along with the associated NPAs – and propose that the Pooling Task Force include it in their Pooling Transition Plan.  

v) ACTION: A Conference Call is scheduled for 11:00am – 12:00 eastern Tuesday April 23rd  (Bridge information is as follows: 800-503-2899; PIN 6046644) to finalize the schedule for NPAC notification and LERG effective dates.

w) ACTION: What are the limitations, if any, to the amount of time over which carriers can notify NPAC about opening codes in the NPAC.  How restrictive is the NPAC notification process? (Gene Johnston)

L. Standards Bodies Presentations

1) Bob Hall – Chairman of T1S1 – SBC – bhall@tri.sbc.com - 512-372-5842
a) Presentation is attached below:

[image: image9.wmf]NPAC Porting 
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b) Four TRQs have been published related to porting and pooling – TRQ 1-4

c) www.t1.org  -- allows one free download per document per email address.

d) Current Issues that are not included in the current documents:

i) Adding support of ETS (Emergency Telecommunication Services) to several documents.

ii) Use of JIP.  For SS7 there is a JIP but T1S1 does not specify what to put in it.

(1) JIP is currently optional for SS7 ISUP signaling, but in operations it is not optional – SPs must use JIP.  Many are talking about making it mandatory in the standards.

(2) JIP – originally identified the originating switch and the jurisdiction.

(3) Wherever the numbers reside – is where the JIP is identified.

iii) Billing issues continue to arise

iv) Addition of third party number check to operator services  - wireless could be considered a third party.

e) There are billing SMEs participating in T1S1 who look at issues from a message/call record format perspective.  

f) Individuals can request that new items be addressed at T1S1.  If it is a technical issue they will address it, otherwise they refer all billing issues that are business issues to OBF.  T1S1 tries to remain purely technical.

g) Future Work – no further work scheduled beyond ETS changes.  If the WNPO has issues that it would like T1S1 to work on then the WNPO can refer the issues to T1S1.

h) The original standard for call completion to a portable number has come up for reaffirmation (5 years since it was created).  T1S1 is deciding if it needs to reaffirm the standards or whether changes are needed. T1S1 is requesting any groups of individuals to send them any items that might be considered problem areas.

i) Individuals are welcome to call or email Bob with any requests for interpretation of the standards.
2) Terry Watts – Chairman of TR-45.2: Wireless Intersystem Technology
a) [image: image10.wmf]Ascent Reseller Flow 
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Presentation is attached below:

b) Porting and pooling related documents include:

i) IS-756 – Published March 1998 

ii) IS-756 A – for call completion to ported wireless numbers

iii) IS-841 – MDN Based Message Centers – Sept 2000; 

iv) IS-786 Automatic Code Gapping – Sept 2000; Phase 3 Support for Overload Control

c) If a call comes in, can do a LOC REQ to the HLR or a dip to the NPDB.

d) Cause Code 26:

i) If a call is routed to a SP with the wrong LRN, the SP will send a Release with cause code 26. 

ii) ISSUE – Alltel mentioned that a wireless switch vendor incorrectly indicated that this was not in the standards, when it is part or the standards.

e) ISSUES:

i) Emergency Service Calls to ported or pooled numbers – they need a query to be performed, but with the current standards it indicates that a query is not required for calls to 911.

ii) Release with cause code 26 for pooled numbers – ISSUE – IS-756 did not address pooled numbers, so there is a case where it would falsely return cause code 26.  

f) IS-841 addresses SMS: 

i) SMS – a destination point code has to be entered into the SV in the NPAC (which gets downloaded to the NPDB). 

ii) TR45.2 is not currently addressing interoperability for SMS (e.g. Cross-carrier TDMA to CDMA SMS – who performs the dip?).  Anyone can make a contribution to TR45.2 and request that it take on this issue.

iii) Translations Type 12 – Short Message MIN based

iv) Translations Type 11 – NP Req (LRN type query)

v) Translations Type 17- MDN based

g) Any company or the WNPO can make a contribution to the standards groups.

h) Discussion of flows for mobile to mobile SMS (MO/MT – Mobile originated/mobile terminated)

i) Originating message center (SMSC) uses TT 17 in message that it launches to the NPDB.

ii) For all SMS messages the SMSC must launch a message to the NPDB for a destination point code.  If there is no entry in the NPDB then the SMSC must use a default destination point code.

iii) The SMSC must send a query for EVERY SMS message, unless the SMSC stores a list of NPA NXXs that are open for porting.

iv) If you have the MDN to MSID relationship in the SMSC, then a carrier can determine which HLR (if there are multiple HLRs) that customer resides in.

i) ACTION: Lori Messing will provide CTIA’s requirements for SMS interoperability (traffic exchange agreement) – which will be sent out to the team.

M. NPDB Storage Capacity & Throughput Model – Anne Cummins

1) The team reviewed Anne Cummins’ updated NPDB Storage Capacity & Throughput Model (see attachment below).
2) The growth rates were provided by NeuStar.  The growth rates are declining, however the base is growing.
3) The number of wireless subscribers for 2001 were pulled from the CTIA website.
4) [image: image11.wmf]AWS Reseller Flow 
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“% new ported numbers” assumes that some of the numbers that are in the NPDB are part of the churn.  So this row shows only the new entries in the database. 
N. Finalize Implementation Guideline/Narrative Update for NANC (3:00pm central)

1) Following is the narrative wording for the update to NANC that the WNPO team agreed upon.

WIRELESS NUMBER PORTABILITY AND POOLING

IMPLEMENTATION GUIDELINE

Update as of 4/9/02
Milestone: Critical Network Elements Available – targeted for completion 3/02

Status: 

· Some vendor software has been made generally available, and service providers are performing initial testing.

· Some vendor software is currently being tested and should soon become generally available.

Milestone: NPAC Agreement Complete – targeted for completion 7/02

Status:

NeuStar recommends that all SPs start the application process with NeuStar no later than July 1, 2002 to secure the necessary NeuStar resources in order to comply with the mandated dates.  The completion of the NeuStar application process is one of the prerequisites for participating in intercarrier testing.  

To date 24 wireless service providers have filed applications with NeuStar.  In addition, eleven more service providers (at least three of which are wireless) have submitted applications to NeuStar in the month of March.  

Milestone: Intercarrier Test Logistics – targeted for completion 10/02

Status: The intercarrier test calendar was updated with an additional wireless carrier; there are now seven wireless carriers and one wireline carrier represented.  Intercarrier testing is currently planned within 27 CMSAs/MSAs.

2) Some team member suggested that all previous reports to NANC be attached along with the latest update for historical information.  After some discussion it was decided that the backup documentation would render the report cumbersome and confusing, and that historical documentation could simply be provided upon a request from NANC.

3) The team decided that the reports should list “Update as of MM/DD/YY” instead of a revision number at the top of the reports.

4) The team decided that the reports should list the milestones from the timeline along with status on the individual milestones.

5) CTIA will follow up with the carriers and provide a generic report indicating progress with various critical network elements without revealing the vendor names.

a) ACTION: Develop a format for carriers to provide status updates to CTIA on their network element upgrades.  (Jim Grasser, Brigitte Brown, Anne Cummins, Charlotte Holden)

b) ACTION: SPs to review the status report format for critical network element upgrade status and provide feedback to CTIA.

c) ACTION: SPs to provide CTIA with status of their critical network elements (MSC, HLR/VLR, LSMS) in the draft format developed in May.

O. WNPO Troubleshooting Guidelines & Contacts

1) ACTION: SPs need to update their contacts on the NIIF website.

2) ACTION: Jim Grasser will send out instructions on how to update that information on the NIIF website.

3) ACTION: SPs to provide contact information for 3rd party LNP trouble reports.  The WNPO will distribute this list on the NPAC website.

NEXT MEETING:

May 13th 8:30am – 5:00pm (local time) and May 14th 8:30am – 5:00pm (local time) – Redmond, WA – AT&T Wireless

FUTURE MEETINGS:

WNPO Dates:
Location & Host:
 





June 10 – 11
Atlanta, GA - AT&T

July 8 – 9
Chicago – U.S. Cellular 

August 12 – 13
Vancover, BC - Canadian Consortium

September 16 – 17
Baltimore, MD - Verizon

October 14 – 15
Denver, CO - ESI

November 11 – 12
Atlanta, GA - Cox Communications

December 9 – 10
Las Vegas - Nextel Partners

SUBSCRIPTION TO WNPO TEAM DISTRIBUTION LIST: 

To subscribe to the WNPO minutes, send an e-mail to majordomo@telecomse.com and in the body write <subscribe wireless_ops>.

To remove yourself from the WNPO Team distribution list, send an e-mail to Majordomo@telecomse.com and in the body write <unsubscribe wireless_ops>.
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WNPO & PTF Conference Call – Approach to Opening Codes for Portability/Pooling


4/5/02


1) Discussed the following four documents:


a) Verizon’s contribution (Gary Sacra)


b) Sprint’s contribution (Jeff Adrian)


c) NeuStar’s contribution (Gene Johnston)


d) WNPO Common Goals – identified at the March 2002 meeting


2) Items that were discussed include:


a) Team member indicated that they would be OK with another carrier adding the trigger to perform the dips before the effective date, as long as the LEC would not charge for those dips.  However, another team member mentioned that carriers cannot make a common assumption that all codes in the Top 100 MSAs will be open for porting (there may be Type 1 situations were numbers are not open for porting).


b) One suggestion was that everyone set the effective dates in the LERG to 9/1/02, and allow the wireline carriers to perform the necessary work on their own timeframe, as long as it is completed prior to 9/1/02.  Verizon had an issue with this approach as their processes are automated and are driven off of the effective date.


c) By OCN, carriers can send a file to Telcordia so that it can administer the codes in the LERG.  This would alleviate the need for carrier resources to undertake those efforts.


d) Another team member brought up concerns about:


i) SS7 network overload


ii) Resource issues possibly preventing all work from being completed on time


e) The purpose of the staggered code opening to prevent bringing down the SS7 network and to allow enough time for carrier resources to complete the required activities.


f) A concern associated with Sprint’s contribution (scheduling by NPA instead of OCN) was the fact that Telcordia will have ongoing work related to this effort.


g) Telcordia suggested staggering the input of mass updates (a minimum of 100 codes at a time) with staggered effective dates.


h) Once the effective date is reached, the switch must be LNP capable for originations and terminations.


i) Discussed having this approach apply to codes involved in pooling (traditional roll-out schedule and native block pooling catch-up schedule) and additional codes needed for testing.  If the mandate for porting remains in effect for 11/24/02, this approach must also apply to all codes within the Top 100 MSAs.


j) Carriers should stagger the input, by OCN, into the LERG; effective dates every two weeks for seven groups of 20 NPAs each starting the beginning of July and ending the beginning of October.


k) Any WNPO/PTF document specifying procedures for opening codes would serve as a guideline.  A team member pointed out that perhaps not all carriers would follow the recommended approach.


WNPO & PTF Call Approach to Open Codes v.01 020405
Page 1 of 1
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Number Portability Standards

		IS-756 Wireless Number Portability

		Published March 1998

		Phase I for Call Completion to Wireline Ported Numbers

		IS-756-A Wireless Number Portability

		Published December 1998

		Phase II for Wireless Ported Numbers









Number Portability Standards

		IS-841 MDN Based Message Centers

		Published September 2000

		Phase III Change from MIN and IMSI Based

		IS-786 Automatic Code Gapping

		Published September 2000

		Phase III Support for Overload Control
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Phase II Scenario





W/Cause Code 26
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Issues

		Emergency Service Calls to Ported or Pooled Numbers

		Release w/Cause Code 26 for Pooled Numbers
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WIRELESS LOCAL NUMBER PORTABILITY


RESELLER PROCESS FLOWS


SUMMARY OF PROs and CONs


The following is a summary of the pros and cons that have been identified to date with the two


versions of wireless reseller process flows:


Reseller Flow A:  Recipient reseller (NLSP) communicates directly with old local service provider


       (OLSP)


PROs:


Resellers would not be required to give customer information to network providers


FBSP not involved with the initiation, communication and/or resolution of fallout


during the reseller Intercarrier Communication Process (ICP)


Only two separate entities in the ICP process and any related troubleshooting


Reseller has less dependency on the FBSP for their initial LNP eligibility and


acquisition process


Higher probability of meeting the parameters defining a simple port


Reseller has more control of a process affecting their potential customer


ICP solution may be formatted to better-fit one company specific needs and policies


The majority of the wireless industry FBSP have been building to this model for the


past 18 months 


Network providers do not have to get involved until SOA transactions are ready to be


performed


CONs:


Several Thousand Resellers in the top 100 MSAs vs 50 to 60 FBSP.  Increased complexity of interconnection agreements and carrier-to-carrier relations.


Requires more extensive Porting Admin Group (PAG) carrier contact database & associated maintenance.


Resellers are establishing time commitments for the FBSP, over which they have no control.  Inability to meet the agreed-to date and time would require procedures to


establish new port date and time  


A high % of Resellers are small to medium sized companies and will probably elect a manual fax process.



Separate ICP and SOA solutions raise the overall porting cost and increases the opportunity for fallout.


In conflict with the Wireline Solution where the Reseller processes all Local Service Request (LSR) & Firm Order Commitment (FOC) communications through their FBSP only.  


Challenges to systemically identifying other FBSP Resellers on a Port Out Request  


Reseller must modify its business practices, processes, and systems in order to comply with both its facilities-based carrier’s contractual requirements and the industry’s intercarrier communication process (ICP) required to port customers.


The ICP process requires all Resellers to obtain an OCN. Most, if not all, resellers do not have a current OCN assignment.


Reseller porting request is treated as a complex port, so is exempt from the wireless facilities-based carrier’s 2 ½ hour porting window; the result is that end-users experience a perceptibly slower porting process when using a reseller than when dealing directly with a facility-based carrier.  This is a significant anti-competitive aspect of this proposal.


Reseller Flow B:  Network Service Providers facilitate port process on behalf of resellers


PROs:




Network providers and resellers have process in place to activate service.


Porting procedure could piggyback on this process.


Porting and service order process would be more integrated reducing the possibility


of fall out.


One porting process for both network providers and resellers.


Service providers would have only about 50 wireless network providers with whom


to have porting operational agreements.


More automated porting process reducing manual processing and operational cost.


Value-added service to resellers.


Reseller porting process should more closely mirror network provider time frames.


Resellers could use the same validation tools as network providers


Integrated process with the Reseller using the same ICP solution as their FBSP. 


Less opportunity for fallout or handoff between the Reseller and the FBSP. 


Higher volumes through an ICP solution may result in a lower per transaction rate. 


It is the same model currently used in the Wireline industry. 


Limits PAG carrier contact to the FBSP only. 


Easy identification of the FBSP assigned to the MDN. 


No need for all Resellers to obtain an OCN



CONs:


Resellers must give customer information to network providers


The ICP process & validations will take longer as there will be at least 3 separate entities in every Port and at times four. (Reseller to Reseller Port)


Lower chance of meeting Simple Port guidelines & timeframes. The 30-minute


Wireless ICP timeframe was built with direct OSP/NSP communications in mind


Late in the game. Necessary changes to automate / implement the process may be challenged.


No Reseller Customer information readily available to the FBSP ICP to validate Port


Out Requests. 


No Reseller Customer information readily available to the FBSP to troubleshoot ICP fallout. 


Higher % of ICP fax communications to the FBSP, resulting in more fallout and OCR readability issues. 


Greater (Full Time Employee) FTE need for the FBSP Reseller Ops teams and / or


PAG groups. 


Reseller ICP response time to their customer is dependent on the FBSP. 


ICP and middleware interface needs are more complex. 


Assumptions


· Resellers acquisition and churn models are similar to their FBSP 


· The majority of Resellers are medium to small entities and will be more likely to elect a low-tech interface solution for their ICP & SOA/NPAC provisioning needs. 


· The low-tech interfaces from the Resellers will include e-mail or faxes which may need to be manually entered into the FBSP mechanized solution. 


· The FBSP would set up a 800/888 fax number and have an OCR reader that could read and format the data to auto populate their mechanized ICP solution.


· The Reseller and FBSP Reseller support function will staff up to meet the additional processing needs that are associated with LNP. 


· Flow B will globally raise LNP costs as at least one extra entity (FBSP), and at times two FBSP,  will be involved in the ICP process and cannot provide resolution to any fallout in their ICP solution, without interacting with the Old or New Service Provider. 


· Flow B will present a more difficult challenge for the OSP to meet the 30 minute ICP timer as the notice to them, and the response back, will both flow through a FBSP. 
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				Wireless Pooling and Porting Demand for the NPDB

								DRAFT - DRAFT - DRAFT

				NATIONAL				2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007

				growth rate				27		118.1		112.5		108.3		106.4		106.4		106.4

				Subscribers				123,227,016		145,531,106		163,722,494		177,311,461		188,659,395		200,733,596		213,580,546

				West Coast		0.1200		14787242		17463733		19646699		21277375		22639127		24088032		25629666

				Mid Atlantic		0.1300		16019512		18919044		21283924		23050490		24525721		26095367		27765471

				Western		0.1600		19716323		23284977		26195599		28369834		30185503		32117375		34172887

				North East		0.1000		12322702		14553111		16372249		17731146		18865939		20073360		21358055

				South East		0.1900		23413133		27650910		31107274		33689178		35845285		38139383		40580304

				Mid West		0.2000		24645403		29106221		32744499		35462292		37731879		40146719		42716109

				South West		0.1000		12322702		14553111		16372249		17731146		18865939		20073360		21358055

						1		123227016		145531106		163722494		177311461		188659395		200733596		213580546

												22500000

		National Annual Blocks						0		6300		22500		24368		25927		27586		29352

		growth rate						27.00		18.10		12.50		8.30		6.40		6.40		6.40

		% with LRN total 1K blocks in NPDB										0.50		0.70		0.75		0.75		0.75

		total 1K blocks in NPDB				50%		0		1,260		11,250		17,057		19,445		20,690		22,014

		Total Pooling and Ported #s in NPDB without EDR								23,358,204		107,477,202		137,994,661		162,427,237		180,152,669		170,098,084

		Total Pooling and Ported #s in NPDB with EDR								17,059,464		81,613,452		109,989,094		132,630,609		148,449,057		136,365,441

		% of Intra-SP ports (blocks *1000*.15)								15		15		15		15		15		15

		Total Intra-SP ports								945,000		3,375,000		3,655,125		3,889,053		4,137,952		4,402,781

		NPAC Wireless Porting Demand		West Coast				2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007

		Portable TN's						14,787,242		17,463,733		19,646,699		21,277,375		22,639,127		23,725,806		24,864,644

		Growth Rate %						27.2		18.1		12.5		8.3		6.4		4.8		4.8

		Churn Rate %						30		34.6		50		50		50		50		50

		Assumption port %						80		80		80		80		80		80		80

		% new ported numbers						100		100		100		40		30		20		10

										1,933,584		7,858,680		3,404,380		2,716,695		1,898,064		994,586

		Total Annual Ports						0		1,933,584		9,792,264		13,196,644		15,913,340		17,811,404		18,805,990

		Portable TN - (D5) Total TNs Based upon the actual subscriber based posted on the CTIA wowcom.com web site.

		Portable TNs per region (D25, D54, D63, D72, D81,  and D90)  is % of total wireless numbers per region times D5.

		Growth Rate - was taken from CTIA 2001 Report on Completition and Yankee Study

		Churn Rate % -  provided by CTIA taken from data collected from wireless carriers,

		and international studies for wireless number portability

		Assumption port % - percent of total churn that will also port

		Total Annual Ports - Portable TN  * % churn * % porting

				Mid-West				2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007

								24,645,403		29,106,221		32,744,499		35,462,292		37,731,879		39,543,009		41,441,073

								27.2		18.1		12.5		8.3		6.4		4.8		4.8

								30		34.6		50		50		50		50		50

								80		80		80		80		80		80		80

								100		100		100		40		30		20		10

										8,056,602		13,097,799		5,673,967		4,527,825		3,163,441		1,657,643

								0		3,222,641		16,320,440		21,994,407		26,522,232		29,685,673		31,343,316

				Mid-Atlantic				2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007

								16,019,512		18,919,044		21,283,924		23,050,490		24,525,721		25,702,956		26,936,698

								27.2		18.1		12.5		8.3		6.4		4.8		4.8

								30		34.6		50		50		50		50		50

								80		80		80		80		80		80		80

								100		100		100		40		30		20		10

										5,236,791		8,513,570		3,688,078		2,943,087		2,056,236		13,468,349

								0		2,094,717		10,608,286		14,296,365		17,239,451		19,295,688

				Northeast				2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007

								12,322,702		14,553,111		16,372,250		17,731,147		18,865,940		19,771,505		20,720,537

								27.2		18.1		12.5		8.3		6.4		4.8		4.8

								30		34.6		50		50		50		50		50

								80		80		80		80		80		80		80

								100		100		100		40		30		20		10

										1,611,320		6,548,900		2,836,983		2,263,913		1,581,720		828,821

								0		1,611,320		8,160,220		10,997,204		13,261,117		14,842,837		15,671,659

				Southeast				2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007

								23,413,133		27,650,910		31,107,274		33,689,178		35,845,285		37,565,859		39,369,020

								27.2		18.1		12.5		8.3		6.4		4.8		4.8

								30		34.6		50		50		50		50		50

								80		80		80		80		80		80		80

								100		100		100		40		30		20		10

										3,061,509		12,442,910		5,390,268		4,301,434		3,005,269		1,574,761

								0		3,061,509		15,504,418		20,894,687		25,196,121		28,201,390		29,776,150

				Southwest				2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007

								12,322,702		14,553,111		16,372,250		17,731,147		18,865,940		19,771,505		20,720,537

								27.2		18.1		12.5		8.3		6.4		4.8		4.8

								30		34.6		50		50		50		50		50

								80		80		80		80		80		80		80

								100		100		100		40		30		20		10

										1,611,320		6,548,900		2,836,983		2,263,913		1,581,720		828,821

								0		1,611,320		8,160,220		10,997,204		13,261,117		14,842,837		15,671,659

				Western				2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007

								19,716,323		23,284,977		26,195,600		28,369,834		30,185,504		31,634,408		33,152,860

								27.2		18.1		12.5		8.3		6.4		4.8		4.8

								30		34.6		50		50		50		50		50

								80		80		80		80		80		80		80

								100		100		100		40		30		20		10

										2,578,113		10,478,240		4,539,174		3,622,260		2,530,753		1,326,114

								0		2,578,113		13,056,353		17,595,526		21,217,787		23,748,539		25,074,654
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Status Report


Published
• TRQ No. 1  


Number Portability Operator Services Switching Systems
Issue 1 April 1999, Issue 2 pre-publish 2001.


• TRQ No. 2  
Number Portability Switching Systems 
Issue 1 April 1999, Issue 2 pre-publish 2001.


• TRQ No. 3  
Number Portability Database and Global Title Translation
Issue 1 April 1999.


• TRQ No. 4  
Thousand Block Number Pooling Using Number Portability
Issue 1 July 1999, Issue 2 pre-publish 2001.
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Status Report


Current Issues


• Adding support for Emergency
Telecommunications Services (ETS) to several of
the documents.


• Use of JIP continues to be an issue.
• Other billing issues continue to arise.
• Addition of third party number check to operator


services.
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Status Report


Future Work


• No further work expected beyond ETS changes.
• T1S1 stands ready to work with you if needed.





		Published

		Current Issues

		Future Work
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RESELLER FLOW PRO’S AND CON’S


Reseller flow A Resellers handle there own ICC process directly:

Pro’s


· Network Providers do not get involved until SOA transactions are ready to be performed.


· Reseller’s don’t have to give Network providers their customer information.


Con’s


· Resellers are making commitments for the network providers for whom they have no control 

· If the network provider is unable to meet the agreed due date and time to which the reseller committed, there are too many steps to confirm new due date and time.

· All service providers will have more than a thousand trading partners with whom they must establish and maintain separate LNP Operational Agreements and ICC connectivity. 

· Since most resellers have a small number of subscribers, the cost to automate the ICC process will likely not be accurate. This will increase the cost of the network providers to handle reseller ports because the ICC process will likely happen by fax.

· Since this flow is the exact opposite of the wireline flow, who will win the battle of interspecies flows?

· No systematic way of determining a reseller.

· Dependent on the customer to give correct reseller provider information. The Reseller business experiences significant fluctuation (e.g., change of names) making it virtually impossible to depend on the customer providing correct information.

Reseller flow B Network providers facilitate the ICC process on behalf of the Resellers:


Pro’s


· Network providers and Resellers currently have a process in place to activate service. ICC process could piggyback on this communication process.


· ICC process and SOA process are more integrated reducing the possibility of fall out.


· One process for network providers and resellers


· All service providers will only have about 50 wireless network providers with whom to have LNP Operational Agreements and ICC connectivity.


· More automated ICC process reducing manual processing and operational cost.


· Value added service to the resellers


· Resellers should more closely mirror network provider time frames


· Matches the wireline process which decreases interspecies port complexity.


· Resellers could use the same validation tools as network providers.


· No need to rely on the customer to ensure that the port request goes to the correct provider. (There is no systematic way of determining which reseller owns the customer relationship.)  This information can be obtained from either the LERG or the LSMS.


Con’s


· Resellers will have to give there customer information to network provider


~WRO2965
Page 1 of 1
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Wireless


Type 1 Interconnection Arrangement


Migration Considerations


DRAFT


1. Executive Summary


The FCC has ordered that the wireless industry participate in Local Number Portability and Telephone Number Pooling beginning on November 24, 2002.  The order includes porting between wireline and wireless carriers as well as wireless-to-wireless porting.  


Among the topics being addressed by various industry bodies is the issue of Type 1 Wireless Interconnection Trunks and their associated telephone numbers.  These telephone numbers are assigned to wireless customers and, therefore, are functionally wireless numbers.  These numbers physically reside in wireline switches, and calls are routed to them through wireline end office switches to the Type 1 Interconnection Trunk Groups.  Calls traverse the Type 1 trunk groups to the wireless switch where they are terminated to the wireless customer.


Porting telephone numbers associated with Type 1 interconnection wireless service involves a wireline carrier even if the customer is moving from one wireless carrier to another.  Therefore, wireline-porting procedures must always be used.  This imposes undesirable constraints on the wireless carrier and involves complex porting situations for the wireline carrier.


Wireless telephone numbers that use Type 2 Wireless Interconnection Trunks actually reside in the wireless switches.  Since the numbers reside in the wireless switches, wireless-to-wireless porting processes can be used unless a wireline carrier is involved in the port (i.e., the donating or recipient carrier).  This removes the wireline constraints from a pure wireless-to-wireless port.


The Wireless Number Portability Operations (WNPO) team and the LNPA Working Group propose that service providers be allowed to “migrate” the telephone number blocks associated with Type 1 Interconnection Trunks from the wireline switches into the wireless switches where they will interface the Public Switched Telephone Network over Type 2 Interconnection Trunks.  Migrating the numbers into the wireless switches offers advantages to the wireless carriers, and it minimizes the number of complex porting activities undertaken by the wireline carriers.  This is viewed to be a win-win situation.  


It is not proposed to force migration of the Type 1 telephone number blocks.  Wireless and wireline carriers who wish to migrate blocks of numbers would jointly agree to a project plan and timeline.  Details of the proposal are described further in this document. 


2. Background Information


In the First Report and Order, the FCC established rules mandating number portability for both Local Exchange Carriers
 (LEC) and Commercial Mobile Radio Service (CMRS) Providers
.  A separate timetable was established for CMRS providers, and the completion date has been extended on two occasions.  The latest schedule requires that CMRS carriers be integrated into Local Number Portability by November 24, 2002.  In addition to the current capability to port between wireline carriers, it is required that customers be able to port between wireless carriers and between wireless and wireline carriers after November 24, 2002.


Wireless carriers must interconnect with the Public Switched Telephone Network (PSTN) in order to complete calls to/from wireline carrier customers and to complete calls to/from other wireless carrier customers.  Wireless carriers normally connect to the PSTN through Type 1 Interconnection Arrangements or through Type 2 Interconnection Arrangements. 
  


2.1. Type 1 Interconnection


The Type 1 interconnection is at the Point of Interface (POI) of a trunk between a wireless service provider (WSP) switch and a local exchange carrier (LEC) end office switch.  The WSP establishes connections to the telephone numbers served by this LEC end office and numbers served by other end offices (including other carriers) through this interconnection arrangement.


Calls are handled through the Type 1 interconnection using multifrequency (MF) signaling.
  The LEC switch contains special software referred to as Trunk with Line Treatment (TWLT).  With this software, the LEC switch routes calls and records billing information for calls originating in the WSP switch as if they are from an ordinary line.  Calls going to the WSP switch/customer are routed to the Type 1 interconnection trunk group by the LEC switch.  The telephone number of the wireless customer is transmitted to the WSP switch using MF signaling.  Calls from the WSP switch to the LEC end office switch look like line originations to the LEC switch: dialed digits are collected, and call processing proceeds. 


A key point about telephone numbers that are used in the Type 1 interconnection arrangements is that they reside in the LEC switch as opposed to the WSP switch.  The WSP arranges with the LEC to use a block (or blocks) of numbers that are assigned to the WSP customers.  In some cases, an entire NPA-NXX may be dedicated to a WSP.  In other cases, the WSP has a smaller block or blocks, and the LEC is using some of the numbers in the NPA-NXX as well in a shared arrangement.  Any calls to WSP subscribers that are assigned these numbers are routed through the LEC end office switch and over the Type 1 interconnection trunk group to the WSP switch for termination to the customer.


Another key point is that a port of a WSP customer served by a Type 1 interconnection arrangement is actually a port to or from a LEC (or wireline) switch rather than a WSP (or wireless) switch.  Therefore, a port that appears to be solely between two wireless carriers may actually involve a wireline carrier.


Type 1 interconnection uses MF signaling to transmit inter-switch call processing information.  SS7 signaling capability does not exist for the Type 1 interconnection trunks; therefore, advanced services such as caller ID cannot be offered to customers whose telephone numbers are served by these trunks.


2.2. Type 2A Interconnection


The Type 2A interconnection is at the POI of a trunk between a WSP and a LEC tandem switch.  Through this interface, the WSP can establish connections to the LEC end offices and to other carriers accessible though the tandem.


With a Type 2A interconnection arrangement, the telephone numbers are assigned to the WSP and actually reside in the WSP switch.  In essence, the WSP switch is an end office.  Calls from the PSTN to the WSP customers route through the LEC tandem directly to the WSP switch.


Originally, Type 2A trunks used only MF signaling, but, in recent years, SS7 signaling capability has been developed.  SS7 signaling allows advanced services such as caller ID to be offered to the WSP customer.


2.3. Type 2B Interconnection


The Type 2B interconnection is at the POI of a trunk between a WSP and LEC end office switch.  The Type 2B interconnection only provides connections between the WSP and telephone numbers served by the end office to which it is interconnected.  A Type 2B interconnection is used in conjunction with the Type 2A interconnection on a high-usage basis to serve large volumes of traffic between the WSC and the LEC end office.  Just as with the Type 2A, the telephone numbers reside in the WSP switch.


Like the Type 2A interconnection arrangement, the SS7 capability has been developed for in recent years.  Advanced services requiring SS7 signaling can be offered over this interconnection.


3. Type 1 Interconnection Issues


3.1. Inability to Offer Advanced Services


Many WSPs would like to move customers that are served using Type 1 interconnection arrangements into their own switches and serve them using Type 2 interconnection arrangements.  This would be advantageous for a number of reasons, but one major reason is so that they could offer customers advanced services that require SS7 signaling capability, which is not available with Type 1 interconnection.  Until the advent of LNP, moving the customer into the WSP switch required a telephone number change.  With LNP, the customer telephone number can be ported from the LEC switch into the WSP switch.


3.2. Wireline Porting Procedures Must be Used


As previously mentioned, telephone numbers that use the Type 1 interconnection arrangement actually reside in the LEC rather than a WSP switch.  When a WSP customer served by Type 1 interconnection decides to port to another WSP, wireline porting procedures will have to be used rather than wireless porting procedures.   


3.3. LEC Switch Translation Changes and LSR Processes are Complex


LEC end office switch software uses coding similar to the coding used with Direct-Inward-Dialing (DID) trunk groups.  The switch translations that have to be established for the Type 1 interconnection trunk groups are complex.  When a telephone number is ported out of a Type 1 interconnection trunk group, it must be removed from the group translations.  This equates to taking the group apart and rebuilding it.  This is a time consuming and complex operation that puts customer service at risk.


Porting an individual telephone number in a Type 1 trunk group is a complex port rather than a simple port.  As described, there are switch translation issues, but processing the LSR involves time consuming processing as well.


3.4. Migration of Telephone Numbers that use Type 1 Interconnection


Because of the complexities of porting individual numbers out of Type 1 interconnection trunk groups, many LECs would prefer to work with the WSPs to use porting and/or pooling techniques to migrate all the numbers associated with the trunk groups on a project managed basis rather than port them on a one-by-one basis.


Migrating the numbers into the WSP switches on coordinated projects would:


· Give WSPs more control over their customers.


· Allow WSPs to offer advanced services to these customers.


· Minimize the quantity of numbers using Type 1 interconnection that a LEC would have to port out individually.


· Allow future ports of the migrated telephone numbers to be ported to other WSPs using wireless porting rules.


Migrating these telephone numbers to the wireless switches is a win-win proposal for both the LECs and the WSPs.


4. Migration of Type 1 Interconnection Dedicated NPA-NXX


When a WSP uses an entire NPA-NXX (i.e., all 10,000 numbers), it is not necessary to use LNP techniques to migrate the numbers to the WSP switch.  If the WSP and the LEC mutually agree that moving the NPA-NXX into the WSP switch is the appropriate action, changes are made to the Local Exchange Routing Guide (LERG) to indicate the new routing information.  Appropriate changes are made in the switch translations for the WSP and the switch translations for the LEC.  Other service providers must make any switch translations changes necessary to route calls based on the new LERG data.


Moving dedicated codes does not involve LNP, so service providers can pursue moving these codes immediately if desired.


5. Migration of Type 1 Interconnection Shared NPA-NXX


When a WSP shares an NPA-NXX with the LEC, number portability or number pooling techniques must be used to migrate the Type 1 interconnection numbers because the NPA-NXX will reside in more than one switch.  Migration of blocks of numbers in shared NPA-NXXs is dependent on both LEC and WSP switches being LNP capable.


5.1. Multiples of 1K Sequential Blocks of Numbers


When the numbers under consideration for migration form a sequential block of 1000 (1K) as defined by the Industry Numbering Committee Guidelines (INC)
, number pooling techniques rather than number porting techniques can be used to accomplish the migration. This would transfer ownership of the block from the LEC to the WSP.


Paragraphs 3.11 and 8.4 of the INC Guidelines refer to the transfer of assignment of a thousands-block from one service provider to another.  While the migration of a thousands-block of Type 1 interconnection numbers is similar to the description in the referenced paragraph, the conditions are not met exactly.  While it seems advantageous to use transference of assignment, a contribution would have to be submitted to and approved by the INC to broaden the definition to include this situation.


If accepted and approved, this procedure would only be applicable for complete 1K blocks.  For example, if the telephone numbers NPA-NXX-2000 through NPA-NXX-3499 make up a block to be migrated, NPA-NXX-2000 though NPA-NXX-2999 could be migrated using assignment transfer as described in the INC guidelines.  NPA-NXX-3000 through NPA-NXX-3499 would have to be migrated using LNP techniques.


When the involved carriers agree to transfer the assignment of a 1K block of numbers, a project with a timeline should be established.  The Pooling Administrator may be involved in the process to ensure that all transference requirements are met and that all necessary documentation is provided.


5.2. Blocks Smaller than 1K


When the block of Type 1 interconnected numbers is less than a 1K block, number porting techniques must be used.  When both carriers involved (the WSP and the LEC) agree that a block of numbers is to be migrated, a project with a timeline should be established.  The numbers will be ported to the WSP and, once activated, be disconnected in the LEC switch.  Porting individual Type 1 interconnected telephone numbers requires the LEC to extract the number from the DID trunk group translations.  This is a time consuming process and places other numbers in the group at risk of service loss.  When the blocks are migrated (ported) as a group, the entire group can be disconnected.  There are economies of scale realized in the laborious activities, and since the entire group is moved, there are no working numbers left at risk.


5.3. “Snap-Back” on Disconnect


LNP rules state that when a customer disconnects a telephone number that has been ported, it is returned, or “snapped-back,” to the Code Holder or Block Holder, as appropriate, for aging and reassignment.  Migration of Type 1 numbers presents some challenges to that rule.  


If the block of numbers migrated is a sequential 1K block and the ownership is transferred as described above, the WSP becomes the block holder, and, even after subsequent ports, the number will snap-back to the WSP if disconnected.


If the block is less than 1K, then code/block ownership stays with the LEC.  If a migrated number is subsequently ported to another carrier (wireless or wireline), then disconnects, the number will be returned to the code/block holder.  In this case, the disconnected number would snap-back to the LEC.   For simplicity, it is recommended that this process not be changed.  


6. Trunk Group Resizing


When numbers that currently use Type 1 interconnection arrangements are moved into the WSP switch, they will then access the PSTN through Type 2A/B interconnection arrangements.  It will be necessary for the WSP to reevaluate the sizing of the individual Type 2A/B trunk groups to ensure that the additional call volumes can be accommodated.  It is likely that this will need to be done in conjunction with the serving LEC.


In most cases, the size of the Type 1 trunk groups can be reduced after migration.  In some cases, it is possible that the trunk group can be removed in its entirety.  It must be remembered, however, that wireless subscribers access 911 services, operator services, N11 services, and possibly other special services over Type 1 trunks.  Therefore, it will be necessary to leave some Type 1 trunk groups in service.


7. Switch Capacity

The WSP should ensure that adequate switch capacity exists to move the Type 1 numbers into their switch.  Conversely, the LEC should assure that adequate capacity exists at the tandem switch (Type 2A) or at the end office (Type 2B) to terminate the additional trunking and process the additional traffic.


8. Extended Area Service and Other Dialing/Billing Arrangements

Extended Area Service (EAS) arrangements must be considered since the Type 2A serving tandems may not have the same calling area as the previous serving Type 1 end office.  Even though Type 2B interconnection trunks connect to LEC end offices, they do not provide the same service that Type 1 interconnection trunks provide.  Type 2B trunks are strictly high-usage direct connections between a particular LEC switch and a particular WSP switch.  Calls do not “tandem” through the LEC end office to the PSTN using Type 2B.


In some instances, special dialing arrangements or billing arrangements are in effect.  The impacts must be analyzed on a case-by-case basis.


9. E911 Delete Issues


When numbers using Type 1 interconnection are migrated from the LEC switch to the WSP switch, the losing LEC should ensure that the numbers are deleted from the E911 Automatic Location Identification (ALI) database.  


10.  Path Forward


Migration of Type 1 interconnected telephone numbers in dedicated NPA-NXXs can begin at any time.  It is not necessary that switches be LNP capable to move these numbers.  Since the entire 10,000 numbers would be moved at once by making changes to the LERG and appropriate switch routing changes, there is no technical reason that this cannot be done now.  It will be dependent, however, on whether or not there are existing tariffs for these changes and/or both carriers reach agreement for completion of the project.


Migration of Type 1 interconnected telephone numbers in shared NPA-NXXs requires that both the WSP and the LEC switches are LNP capable.  Currently, the FCC mandate requires the wireless industry is to begin service provider portability on November 24, 2002.  The provider serving the customer is not changing with Type 1 telephone number migration.  Therefore, if both the LEC and the WSP agree and both involved switches are LNP capable, migration could occur prior to that date.


It will be necessary to provide a contribution to the INC to request a modification to the wording of the Number Pooling Guidelines to allow the transfer of ownership of 1K blocks of Type 1 interconnected numbers.


� Or Wireline Service Providers



� Or Wireless Service Providers



� Detailed information about wireless interconnection arrangements can be found in GR-000145-CORE, “Compatibility Information for Interconnection of a Wireless Services Provider and a Local Exchange Carrier Network,” Issue2, May 1998.  Contact Telcordia for information about purchasing this document.



� There is a variation to MF signaling that is based on a National ISDN arrangement.



� See the Industry Numbering Committee (INC) Thousands-Block Number (NXX-X) Pooling Administration Guidelines, INC 00-0127-023, November 12, 2001.
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Pamela Connell


Rick Theiss


April 8, 2002


Pamela & Rick,


The Wireless Number Portability Operations team has determined the values desired by the wireless industry for the NPAC tuneables, service provider maintenance windows for production, and business hours for wireless service providers.  We are forwarding this information to you in the attached table.  These values need to be merged with the current settings to support both the wireless and wireline industries.  Please note that the desired wireless business hours will extend the current help desk hours, which may require a change to the contract with NeuStar.  


Sincerely,


Jim Grasser and Brigitte Brown


Co-chairs of the Wireless Number Portability Operations team
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RESELLER “FLOWS” 


Pro’s & Con’s


Reseller Flow A:  Resellers Administer Porting Process Directly:

Pro’s


· Network providers would not get involved until transactions are ready to be performed.


· Resellers would not be required to give customer information to network providers.


Con’s


· Service providers would have more than a thousand trading partners with whom they must establish and maintain separate number porting operational agreements.

· Resellers would make commitments on behalf of network providers for which they have no control. 

· When the network provider is unable to meet the agreed due date and time to which the reseller committed, there would be a complex procedure to confirm new due date and time.

Reseller Flow B:  Network Providers Administer Porting Process on Behalf of Resellers:


Pro’s


· Network providers and resellers have process in place to activate service.  Porting procedure could piggyback on this process.


· Porting and service order process would be more integrated reducing the possibility of fall out.


· One porting process for both network providers and resellers.


· Service providers would have only about 50 wireless network providers with whom to have porting operational agreements.


· More automated porting process reducing manual processing and operational cost.


· Value-added service to resellers.


· Reseller porting process should more closely mirror network provider time frames.


· Resellers could use the same validation tools as network providers.


Con’s


· Resellers must give customer information to network providers. 
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Reseller Flow A      Facility Based Service Provider  (FBSP) only provisions 


                                            SOA/NPAC. Reseller directly handles ICP.  


Pros


· FBSP not involved with the initiation, communication and/or resolution of fallout during the Reseller Intercarrier Communications Process (ICP). 


· FBSP has a diminished need for Reseller Customer base information. 


· Only two separate entities participate in the ICP process and any related troubleshooting.  


· Reseller has less dependency on the FBSP for their initial LNP eligibility and acquisition process. 


· Higher probability of meeting the parameters defining a Simple Port. 


· Reseller has more control of a process affecting their potential customers. 


· ICP solution may be formatted to better-fit one company specific needs & policies. 


· The majority of the wireless industry FBSP have been building to this model for the past 18 months. 


Cons


· Several Thousand Resellers in the top 100 MSAs vs 50 to 60 FBSP.  Increased complexity of interconnection agreements and carrier-to-carrier relations. 


· Requires more extensive Porting Admin Group (PAG) carrier contact database & associated maintenance. 


· Resellers are establishing time commitments for the FBSP, over which they have no control. 


· A high % of Resellers are small to medium sized companies and will probably elect a manual fax process. 


· Separate ICP and SOA solutions raise the overall porting cost and increases the opportunity for fallout. 


· In conflict with the Wireline Solution where the Reseller processes all Local Service Request (LSR) & Firm Order Commitment (FOC) communications through their FBSP only. 


· Challenges to systemically identifying other FBSP Resellers on a Port. Out Request  


Reseller Flow B         Facility Based Service Provider Provides all ICP, 


                                    SOA & NPAC provisioning.  


Pros


· Interconnect and / or LNP operating agreements only need to be established between the 50-60 FBSP in the top 100 MSAs.  


· Integrated process with the Reseller using the same ICP solution as their FBSP. 


· Less opportunity for fallout or handoff between the Reseller and the FBSP. 


· Higher volumes through an ICP solution may result in a lower per transaction rate. 


· It is the same model currently used in the Wireline industry. 


· Limits PAG carrier contact to the FBSP only. 


· Easy identification of the FBSP assigned to the MDN. 


Cons


· The ICP process & validations will take longer as there will be at least 3 separate entities in every Port and at times four. (Reseller to Reseller Port)  


· Lower chance of meeting Simple Port guidelines & timeframes. The 30-minute Wireless ICP timeframe was built with direct OSP/NSP communications in mind. 


· Late in the game. Necessary changes to automate / implement the process may be challenged.


· No Reseller Customer information readily available to the FBSP ICP to validate Port Out Requests. 


· No Reseller Customer information readily available to the FBSP to troubleshoot ICP fallout. 


· Higher % of ICP fax communications to the FBSP, resulting in more fallout and OCR readability issues. 


· Greater (Full Time Employee) FTE need for the FBSP Reseller Ops teams and / or PAG groups. 


· Reseller ICP response time to their customer is dependent on the FBSP. 


· ICP and middleware interface needs are more complex. 


Assumptions


· Resellers acquisition and churn models are similar to their FBSP 


· The majority of Resellers are medium to small entities and will be more likely to elect a low-tech interface solution for their ICP & SOA/NPAC provisioning needs. 


· The low-tech interfaces from the Resellers will include e-mail or faxes which may need to be manually entered into the FBSP mechanized solution. 


· The FBSP would set up a 800/888 fax number and have an OCR reader that could read and format the data to auto populate their mechanized ICP solution.


· The Reseller and FBSP Reseller support function will staff up to meet the additional processing needs that are associated with LNP. 


· Flow B will globally raise LNP costs as at least one extra entity (FBSP), and at times two FBSP,  will be involved in the ICP process and cannot provide resolution to any fallout in their ICP solution, without interacting with the Old or New Service Provider. 


· Flow B will present a more difficult challenge for the OSP to meet the 30 minute ICP timer as the notice to them, and the response back, will both flow through a FBSP. 


Reseller Flows Pro.Cons AWS 020403
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North American Numbering Council


c/o Columbia Institute for Tele-Information


1A Uris Hall


Columbia Business School


3022 Broadway


New York, New York 10027-6902


March 15, 2002


Ms. Dorothy Attwood


Chief,  Common Carrier Bureau


Federal Communications Commission


445 Twelfth Street, SW


Washington, DC 20544


RE: Possible “Jeopardy” for Wireless 


Number Pooling and Portability Deadline


Dear Ms. Attwood:


On November 20, 2001, I wrote on behalf of the North American Numbering Council (NANC) to advise the Commission that NANC’s Wireless Number Portability Operations (WNPO) subcommittee (composed of wireless carrier representatives) had informed NANC that some wireless carriers might be unable to provide number pooling and number portability by the November 24, 2002 deadline that has been specified by the Commission.  I said that I would keep you informed of any further developments.


The purpose of this letter is to advise you that NANC has now been informed that there is a likelihood that some wireless carriers will, in fact, miss the deadline.


During NANC’s March 12 meeting, NANC received a report from the WNPO subcommittee which included Revision 3 to the Wireless Number Portability and Pooling Implementation Guideline (Attachment 1). That revision declared that the successful and timely implementation of pooling and porting has been placed in “jeopardy status” by the inability of some wireless carriers to begin testing because they had been unable to obtain necessary hardware and software. The document concludes by noting, “In order to meet the 11/24/02 date for pooling and porting, this issue must be addressed immediately.”

I should emphasize that it is not clear how extensive this “jeopardy” situation might be.  For example, in a February 12 memorandum to NANC members (Attachment 2), the wireless industry’s trade association said that “…most (but not all) wireless carriers have established the necessary relationships with their vendors and have received firm delivery commitments that will permit testing to go forward on a revised schedule.” (This revised schedule contemplated the availability of wireless pooling and portability by the November 24 deadline.)


It is unlikely that NANC will be able to obtain any more detailed information about the scale and scope of the potential “jeopardy” situation because of the reluctance of carriers and their suppliers to provide competitively-sensitive information in an open forum.  So, if the FCC requires additional information, I recommend that the Commission seek it directly from the wireless carriers and their vendors. In that regard, I should note that a number of NANC members who represent State public utility commissions expressed the hope that the FCC would be able to obtain additional information on a state-by-state basis so that the impact, if any, of the “jeopardy” could be assessed for each state.



NANC will continue to monitor the situation and advise the Commission of any significant new developments. For example, NANC will be considering a “Risk Assessment Report” prepared by the WNPO subcommittee which is entitled “Launching Wireless Pooling or Porting Without Ubiquitous Separation of the MIN & MDN.”


Sincerely,


________________________


Robert C. Atkinson


Chairman


cc:
Thomas Sugrue



Diane Griffin



Cheryl Callahan



Sanford Williams



NANC Members


Attachment 1


WIRELESS NUMBER PORTABILITY AND POOLING


IMPLEMENTATION GUIDELINE


REVISION 3


The wireless industry, through the Wireless Number Portability Operations team, a sub-committee of the NANC, has revised the Implementation Guideline for wireless number portability and pooling which was forwarded to the FCC last year.  This revised guideline reflects the work yet to be completed and the timeframes available to complete that work before the November 24, 2002 implementation date for wireless number portability and pooling.


This guideline is not meant to reflect the status of the wireless industry’s completion of the tasks listed, but rather is to be used by all wireless service providers as a guideline to indicate the approximate or estimated timeframes available for the various tasks to be completed.  Every effort has been made to recognize the fact that all wireless service providers will not be completing all tasks at the same time or in a linear fashion.  In some cases, work may progress on several tasks concurrently.


New Guideline/Timeline Narrative:


This third revision of the guidelines does not include any changes to the timeline, however, this narrative documents a jeopardy situation.


In the second revision, that was distributed to the NANC with the February WNPO status update, critical network elements were identified.  The paragraph discussing those critical elements is repeated here for reference:


“Several items were identified as critical network elements: switches, HLR/VLRs, SOA/LTI, and LSMS.  Delivery of the elements themselves, or upgrades to these elements, are extremely critical to the successful testing and implementation of wireless porting and pooling.  In addition, installation of these new elements and upgrades to existing elements can be very time consuming and labor intensive.  For these reasons, they have been identified separately as Critical Network Elements on the current revision and have the earliest completion/due date.  Delivery of all other network and/or system related products and upgrades may be slightly later due to the less intensive work required to prepare them for testing and implementation.” 


JEOPARDY – As evidenced by the timeline, vendor supplied hardware and software for these critical network elements was to be available to service providers by the beginning of March 2002.  The core network vendors have not yet provided fully tested, functional, and generally available solutions for switches and/or HLR/VLRs.  Since this has not occurred, testing cannot begin and this places the successful and timely implementation of pooling and porting in jeopardy status.  The WNPO has deemed it necessary to identify and escalate this as an issue to the NANC.    In order to meet the 11/24/02 date for pooling and porting, this issue must be addressed immediately.  


Attachment 2


M E M O R A N D U M 


February 12, 2002


To: 
Members of NANC


From:
Michael Altschul, Senior Vice President for Policy and Administration, General Counsel


Re: 
NANC Action Item CTIA Forum and Wireless Vendor Readiness for WNP


CTIA Critical Issues Forum Update


On January 22-23, 2002 CTIA conducted the 3rd Critical Issues Forum in San Francisco. More than 190 participants attended the Forum.  The topics presented and discussed included number pooling administration and implementation, MIN Block Identification (MBI) Administration, testing timeframes and vendor solutions related to the wireless inter-carrier communication process.  While small carriers, in particular, were targeted to benefit from this meeting, both large and small CMRS carriers were well represented. CTIA plans to conduct another Critical Issues Forum in May to review the status of carrier testing and readiness to meet the November 24, 2002, deadline.


Vendor Readiness Update


Timely delivery of hardware and software is critical for the Wireless industry to successfully implement Thousand Block Number Portability and Wireless Number Portability.  Product availability is directly linked to a carrier’s readiness to enter in to the Testing cycles.  To the best of our knowledge, most (but not all) wireless carriers have established the necessary relationships with their vendors and have received firm delivery commitments that will permit testing to go forward on a revised schedule.  In some cases, we have heard that small carriers are experiencing difficulty in placing orders because solutions have not yet been made available.  And while it seems that vendor solutions will be offered for core features, there are cases where ancillary services (such as voice mail) are not yet available.  


The WNPO has released a revised timeline, which reflects carriers’ ability to ready their networks for the testing process. 
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