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OCTOBER 12, 2010 CONFERENCE CALL MINUTES:
Review of NANC 437 Position Papers on Operational Feasibility – All:
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· The attached two Position Papers on NANC 437 operational feasibility, one in support and one in opposition, were reviewed.  The review of the Position Paper in support of a determination of NANC 437 operational feasibility was led by Tim Kagele, Comcast.  The review of the Position Paper in opposition to a determination of NANC 437 operational feasibility was led by Gary Sacra, Verizon.  Both Tim and Gary thanked the respective participants for their work and input in the development of both papers and asked the group if there were any questions or comments.  There were none.

· The discussion then moved to the next steps.  Both Position Papers will be included in the NANC 437 Final Report currently under development and edited by Ron Steen, AT&T.  The current plan is to have a draft of the Final Report for initial review at the November 9-10, 2010 LNPA WG meeting.  A readout of the technical and operational feasibility determination of NANC 437 will be part of the Project Executive Report to the NAPM LLC on their October 20, 2010 conference call, as well as part of the LNPA WG’s report to the NANC at their October 22, 2010 meeting.

· A question was asked regarding whether the LNPA WG should ask for further direction with respect to NANC 437.  The Co-Chairs responded that the LNPA WG has completed the work that it was requested to perform by Telcordia, that is, to perform a feasibility analysis of their peered NPAC architecture proposal, and we will await and consider any future direction.  There were no objections to this response.
NEW PIM on Out-of-LATA LRNs – Gary Sacra, Verizon:
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· Gary Sacra, Verizon, presented the attached NEW PIM 80 seeking to address the SVs and pooled blocks in the NPAC databases that contain an LRN that is in a different LATA than the associated TN or pooled block.

· Gary stated that analysis shows that approximately 10,700 SVs (58% of these are in 8 pooled blocks) are impacted with 120 SPIDs involved.

· Verizon is requesting that the LNPA WG recommend to the NAPM LLC that Neustar be directed to develop a Statement of Work (SOW) in order to begin another cleanup process with involved Service Providers as soon as possible so that these routing issues can be eliminated. 

· PIM 80 was accepted by the group for further work.

· Service Providers are to come to the November 9-10, 2010 LNPA WG meeting prepared to determine the resolution of the attached PIM 80 related to LRN assignments in a different LATA than the associated ported/pooled numbers in NPAC.

· A provider asked if BIRRDS allowed out-of-LATA LRN associations.  Adam Newman, Telcordia, stated that not all LRNs are entered into BIRRDS.  He will check to see if there are any edits in BIRRDS that prohibit such out-of-LATA assignments for LRNs.
Review of Release 3.4 Project Plan – Neustar:
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· Neustar led the group through a review of the attached Project Plan for NPAC Release 3.4.

· Providers were reminded that they need to get their profile forms to Neustar’s CCS group with their desired settings.

· Turn-up test cases are being finalized and will be out October 15th.  Industry review will take place from October 15th through October 22nd.

· NPAC Release 3.4 loads are scheduled to take place starting on 3/27/2011 and will complete on 5/8/2011.

· Task 89 in the attached Project Plan was changed to read “SP Individual Turn-up Testing Session.”

· Gary Sacra, LNPA WG Co-Chair, will place an item on the agenda of the November 9-10, 2010 LNPA WG meeting for the scheduling of industry performance testing after the Release 3.4 loads are completed, which will result in increased the throughput requirements via NANC 397.

NANC 408 Action Item for Service Providers – All: 

Action Item 091410-08:  At the September 14-15, 2010 meeting, the LNPA WG agreed that Neustar would develop software for the ability to black out the creation of LRNs after an online migration has been scheduled for a tunable period of time in days prior to the migration.  A period of 14 calendar days was recommended as a default.  Service Providers are to come to the October 12, 2010 LNPA WG conference call with any suggestions other than the recommended default of 14 calendar days.
· There were no objections to the recommended default of 14 days.

Proposed Best Practice on Project Thresholds – Gary Sacra, Verizon:

[image: image6.emf]Draft BP on Porting  Projects v5.doc


· A provider stated that they liked the tiered approach on TN quantities and intervals and asked how this affects the Qwest request for clarification before the FCC.  Gary responded that Verizon hopes to take advantage of the new streamlined FCC process for adjusting the porting process and provide the Working Group’s consensus position on a Best Practice to the FCC through the NANC.
· Another provider stated that they had a concern that 2-20 TNs for a 4-day overall interval seemed too low.  The provider suggested 2-50 TNs for a 4-day interval (24 hour FOC and 3 business day interval) and 51 TNs and above would be negotiated between the two providers involved in the port.  Gary explained that Verizon’s analysis shows that port requests in these ranges typically involve complex accounts and require significant special handling.  He further explained that Verizon is providing the order number with its firm confirmation and this requires a good deal of upfront work before the confirmation can be assured and released.
· Two participants, one representing a large number of small rural carriers, and the other being a small rural carrier, expressed concern that smaller carriers would have difficulty supporting these TN quantities in the proposed intervals.
· Another provider raised a question regarding providers that issue separate LSRs, one for each TN in the port.  It was stated that is what wireless carriers currently do.  It was stated that this scenario would have to be treated as a port of a single number from a multi-line account.  A concern was also expressed that some carriers could get around a threshold by issuing an LSR for one less than the threshold in the Best Practice in order to get a quicker interval.  It was stated that this could occur regardless of the threshold quantity.
· Regarding the attached proposed Best Practice on project thresholds reviewed on the October 12, 2010 LNPA WG conference call, Gary Sacra, Verizon, will revise the attached document based on discussions on the October 12th call and have it distributed to the LNPA WG by October 27, 2010 for review prior to the November 9-10, 2010 LNPA WG meeting.

· Upon receipt of the revision of the attached proposed Best Practice on project thresholds submitted by Verizon and discussed on the October 12, 2010 LNPA WG conference call, Service Providers are to come to the November 9-10, 2010 LNPA WG meeting prepared to discuss the revisions.  

Update on Issue Related to Sale of Numbers – Lonnie Keck, AT&T Mobility:
· Lonnie Keck, AT&T Mobility, provided a readout of the issue related to the fraudulent sale and porting of numbers.  Lonnie reported that the sub-team investigating the issue held a conference call on which John Manning, Director of NANPA, participated and provided a status of the issue.

· NANPA and FCC Staff have looked into this issue.  Many of the websites that offer these numbers have been written by attorneys and they are not stating that they are selling the numbers but are selling services associated with these numbers.  NANPA is monitoring this issue.  It is difficult to prove any fraud has taken place.

· It was agreed that the sub-team will attempt to develop a Best Practice that the LNPA WG can review and possible approve.  This would not be related to the disputed port issue.

· Another sub-team call is scheduled for Tuesday, October 19th, from 2pm-3pm eastern.

· Adam Newman, Telcordia and INC Chair, stated that INC reviewed this issue last week and discussed whether to include a slide in the INC report to NANC on the issue.  The INC decided to hold off for now because the LNPA WG currently has the lead on the discussions.

2010 Meeting/Call Schedule – All: 
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· The remaining 2010 LNPA WG meeting and call schedule was reviewed and no changes were made.
2011 Meeting/Call Schedule – All: 
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· The current 2011 LNPA WG meeting and call schedule was reviewed and no changes were made.  Note that additional meeting information is still needed for the January, July, and November 2011 meetings.

Review of 2011 SPID Migration Blackout Schedule – All: 

· Following is the most current 2011 SPID Migration Blackout schedule as agreed to on the October 12, 2010 LNPA WG conference call:
· January 2, 2011 – 1st Sunday of Month (all Regions)

· January 16, 2011– Midwest Region only – Technology Refresh
· February 6, 2011 – 1st Sunday of Month (all Regions), Mid-Atlantic and Northeast Region Technology Refreshes

· February 13, 2011 – Southeast, Southwest, and Western Regions only – Technology Refresh

· February 27, 2011 – West Coast Region only – Technology Refresh
· March 6, 2011 – 1st Sunday of Month (all Regions)

· March 27, 2011 – Midwest Region only – Release 3.4

· April 3, 2011 – 1st Sunday of Month (all Regions)

· April 17, 2011 – Mid-Atlantic and Northeast Regions only – Release 3.4

· May 1, 2011 – 1st Sunday of Month (all Regions), Southeast, Southwest, and Western Regions – Release 3.4

· May 8, 2011 – West Coast Region only – Release 3.4

· June 5, 2011 – 1st Sunday of Month (all Regions)

· July 3, 2011 – 1st Sunday of Month (all Regions)

· August 7, 2011 – 1st Sunday of Month (all Regions)

· September 4, 2011 – 1st Sunday of Month (all Regions)

· October 2, 2011 – 1st Sunday of Month (all Regions)

· October 23, 2011 – Annual Failover Exercise) (all Regions)

· November 6, 2011 – 1st Sunday of Month (all Regions)

· November 27, 2011 – Thanksgiving Holiday (all Regions)

· December 4, 2011 – 1st Sunday of Month (all Regions)

· December 25, 2011 – Christmas Holiday (all Regions)
Development of October 22nd NANC Report – All: 

· The group agreed that the following items should be included in the LNPA WG report to NANC for their October 22, 2010 meeting:

· Status of FCC 09-41 and FCC 10-85 Implementation

· Status of the Guide to Porting a Telephone Number

· NANC 437 Peered NPAC Feasibility Analysis Results

· NPAC Release 3.4 Status

New Business – All: 

· No new business was discussed and the call was adjourned. 
Next Meeting …November 9-10, 2010:  Location…Key West, Florida
Hosted by Sprint Nextel
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NANC 437 – Operational Feasibility Support Rationale 

Cablevision Lightpath, Comcast, Cox Communications, Integra, One Communications and Qwest Communications (herein after referred to as the Supporting Companies), respectfully encourage  members of the LNPA W/G, the NANC, and the NAPM LLC to recognize the operational feasibility of NANC 437 and initiate/conclude the process for vendor selection prior to the expiration of the current NPAC provider agreement in 2015 for the following reasons:  


The Supporting Companies acknowledge that all change carries the fear of the unknown and must be prudently approached, but also strongly believe that carriers utilizing the NPAC should have a choice of vendors from which to purchase number portability services.  The ability for the industry to support vendor choice will not only promote competition for improved service quality, but also ensure NPAC services are delivered at the best price; thereby improving the value proposition for customers.  The Supporting Companies also observe that number portability has been deployed in a variety of architectures worldwide, and recognize a peered NPAC architecture as a foundation that would foster innovation and facilitate rapid adoption of new technologies, products and services
.   

The issue of technical and operational feasibility of multiple NPACs was addressed and accepted at the inception of local number portability in 1997 when contracts were awarded to multiple vendors.  Although not with respect to a true NPAC peering architecture arrangement, similar concerns to those raised about the operational feasibility of NANC 437 were considered by the industry at that time and deemed surmountable.
  Most importantly, the FCC policy for the telecommunications industry is predicated on the benefits of competition and choice, which by their very nature, encourage creative solutions, improve performance and reduce cost.  


The LNPA W/G and participating vendors have exhaustively investigated, reviewed and resolved the technical aspects of NANC 437.  The LNPA W/G reached unanimous consensus that NANC 437 is technically feasible.  Included as part of the evaluation, was discussion around the operational feasibility of a peered architecture.  This extensive architecture review process undertaken by the LNPA W/G to determine the technical and operational feasibility of NANC 437 neither intended nor required that all issues surfaced during the review process be fully addressed and resolved prior to making such determination.  Although options for resolution of the outstanding parking lot items were collaboratively discussed by the LNPA W/G, specific solutions have not been finalized and detailed.  Therefore, the parking lot items which remain open should be considered as a “to-do” list rather than a “can’t do” list.  The Supporting Companies assert that reasonable solutions can be found via the NAPM LLC RFP process or during the actual contract negotiation process.  For example, at least eleven
 of the open parking lot items concern a lack of existing process for troubleshooting specific problems that may potentially arise in a peered NPAC environment.  The Supporting Companies agree that such Methods and Procedures (M&Ps) are necessary, but contend they are not needed at this time in order to make a determination that NANC 437 is operationally feasible.  Furthermore, the concerns expressed about lack of the aforementioned troubleshooting process are hypothetical in nature.  The Supporting Companies suggest a better approach is to define in detail the specific M&Ps that will require development in a peered NPAC architecture, and then ensure prospective NPAC vendors fully and completely address handling of specific trouble types as part of the RFP process. 


In addition, the Supporting Companies agree the shared industry goal is to maintain a 99.9% reliability objective for the NPAC as described in Parking Lot item 173
.  In this regard, the Supporting Companies contend the LNPA W/G should direct prospective NPAC vendors to cooperatively develop a practical methodology that will allow inclusion of additional vendors within a peered NPAC region that will not sacrifice overall NPAC performance.  Currently, adherence to existing “protocols”
 that are incorporated into the vendor contracts is the responsibility of the vendors.  If performance does not meet the objective, the vendors are assessed penalties until the deficiency is resolved.  The goal of incorporating such protocols into the contracts is to ensure that the number portability ecosystem continues to operate efficiently.  Since it is impossible to guarantee NPAC performance 100 percent of the time, regardless of the number of vendors involved or the architecture deployed, enforcement mechanisms can drive prompt resolution of issues and thus minimize any impacts to the industry or the end user.


Concern has been expressed that resolution of the open parking lot items may lead to finger pointing or lack of cooperation between competing vendors.  The Supporting Companies view this concern as unfounded.  The NANC 437 architecture review process initiated by the LNPA W/G in January 2009 included the support and active participation of both service providers and vendors.  From its inception, the process has been conducted efficiently and professionally.  There was no blame or even reluctance expressed; every participant cooperated.  Moreover, the LNPA W/G and the industry have the experience, expertise and available avenues to facilitate prompt issue resolution.  


Several carriers opined that implementation of an NPAC peering architecture will increase portability costs overall.  The Supporting Companies see this as speculative, premature and insufficient to justify a determination that NANC 437 is not operationally feasible.  The Supporting Companies submit that an RFP process inherently addresses cost, and the RFP must make clear to prospective NPAC vendors that development costs are to be borne by the vendor rather than passed on to the industry.     

Some concerns were also raised about how billing would be accomplished in a peered NPAC environment. The LNPA W/G held a general discussion on this topic.  However, since costs are outside of its mission and scope, the LNPA W/G identified a set of billing Use Cases (Action Item 030910-07) which can be utilized as the basis for development of the RFP billing requirements
. 

In summary, the Supporting Companies are confident that none of the remaining parking lot items are insurmountable problems, and that each can be satisfactorily resolved via collaboration among potential vendors and the industry.  The Supporting Companies contend that NANC 437’s Peered NPAC Architecture is operationally feasible.  It is imperative that the industry support competition for number portability services, and promote vendor choice for the end user companies that rely on the NPAC.  


In these challenging economic times, the industry cannot afford the luxury of complacency and instead must look for improved performance, increased efficiencies, innovations and cost savings wherever they may be found.  The Supporting Companies unanimously contend that NANC 437 has the potential to not only capitalize on the significant advances in technology that have taken place since the initial implementation of local number portability in 1997, but also to accelerate those advances in the future to the benefit of all consumers of telecommunications services.   

Attachment A


LNPA W/G Proposed NANC 437 Billing Use Cases

Use Case 1:  Inter-SP Port between two Service Providers with same Primary NPAC:

SP B, served by Primary NPAC B, ports a number from SP A, also served by Primary NPAC B.


· Billing mechanism for Primary NPAC?


· Billing mechanism for Non-Primary NPACs?


Use Case 2:  Intra-SP Port within same Service Provider:

SP B, served by Primary NPAC B, intra-SP ports a number.


· Billing mechanism for Primary NPAC?


· Billing mechanism for Non-Primary NPACs?


Use Case 3:  Inter-SP Port between two Service Providers with different Primary NPACs:

SP B, served by Primary NPAC B, ports a number from SP A, served by Primary NPAC A.


· Billing mechanism for Primary NPACs?


· Billing mechanism for Non-Primary NPACs?


Use Case 4:  Inter-SP Port between same Service Provider (different SPIDs) with different Primary NPACs:

SP B (SPID bbbb), served by Primary NPAC B, inter-SP ports a number to another one of its SPIDs (SPID aaaa), served by Primary NPAC A.


· Billing mechanism for Primary NPACs?


· Billing mechanism for Non-Primary NPACs?


Use Case 5:  Impact on Use Cases 1-4 of adding an additional NPAC vendor to a Region:

An additional NPAC vendor is added to a Region with an existing peered NPAC environment.


· Billing mechanism for Primary NPACs?


· Billing mechanism for Non-Primary NPACs?


� The Supporting Companies acknowledge that there may be other acceptable architectural solutions proposed via the RFI/RFP process that are technically and operationally feasible.



� The Supporting Companies recognize that one vendor departed the process leading to a single NPAC vendor operating the number portability platform.



�  Parking Lot #6, #15, #17, #23, #25, #27, #33,#58, #139, #177, #195 address M&Ps for porting problems encountered in a multi NPAC environment 







� Maintain the current requirement that the service provider to NPAC system interfaces



 will remain available 99.9% of the time, regardless how many NPAC’s serve an NPAC



 region (Parking Lot #173):







� Protocols may include, but not be limited to Service Level Requirements (SLRs), Methods and Procedures (M&Ps), metrics, reporting requirements and other measuring and performance data.



� See attachment A for LNPA W/G proposed NANC 437 Billing Use Cases
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OPPOSITION POSITION PAPER ON 

NANC 437 OPERATIONAL FEASIBILITY




At the September 14, 2010 LNPA Working Group meeting, Service Providers who had participated in the feasibility analysis of NANC 437 since it was introduced by Telcordia in January 2009 were asked to provide their company’s position on the question of operational feasibility based on the following goal and definition agreed to by the Working Group.

At that meeting, the following Service Providers stated as their company’s position that NANC 437 was NOT operationally feasible for reasons including those cited further below in this position paper.


· AT&T


· Hawaiian Telco


· RCN Telecom


· Sprint Nextel


· T-Mobile


· U.S. Cellular


· Verizon


· XO Communications


GOAL:

The goal of assessing if NANC 437 is operationally feasible is to determine if, after a thorough review of the proposed FRS/IIS/ASN.1/GDMO documentation, it is achievable operationally, requires an acceptable level of effort, and would not lead to any NPAC platform degradation and adverse operational impacts to Service Providers and the overall porting process.  The determination of operational feasibility does not speak to cost of implementation.


DEFINITION OF OPERATIONALLY FEASIBLE:

The LNPA WG’s definition of “Operationally Feasible” in the context of NANC 437 is as follows:  


NANC 437 operational feasibility is achieved when, based on the LNPA WG’s detailed analysis of Telcordia’s proposed FRS/IIS/ASN.1/GDMO documentation, and the Issues Parking Lot Matrix, implementation of the proposed methodology is achievable operationally, requires an acceptable level of effort,  and would neither result in any degradation to the overall NPAC platform in terms of either performance or reliability, nor result in business disruptive or adverse impacts to Service Providers or the current porting process.


WHY NANC 437 IS NOT OPERATIONALLY FEASIBLE:

In the opinion of the Service Providers listed above, the following issues identified during the feasibility analysis of NANC 437 would result in an unacceptable level of effort to implement and maintain a peered NPAC environment, would degrade the overall NPAC platform in terms of performance and reliability, and would result in adverse impacts to Service Providers, consumers, and the current porting process.

Billing Issues and Concerns:


1. During the analysis, no viable method was identified for billing Service Providers in a peered multi-NPAC environment that is compliant to FCC rules for NPAC administrator compensation and that will prevent Service Providers from being billed by multiple vendors.  Every peered NPAC in a Region must perform work every time a number is ported or pooled.

Performance and Reliability Issues and Concerns:

1. Peering NPACs in a Region will add additional potential points of failure and congestion.  When NPACs fail, the process to recover data for the failed NPACs and their subtending Service Provider local systems will have much added complexity and take additional time to synch up databases in the Region. 

2. NANC 437 proposes that each peered NPAC would treat each other as downstream SOAs and LSMSs for sending and receiving requests, notifications, and actions with the development and implementation of new inter-NPAC SOA and LSMS interfaces.  These proposed interfaces are untried and untested concepts and have never been used in such a manner before.  SOAs and LSMSs get out-of-synch with the NPAC today.  Peering additional NPACs in a Region would result in additional databases to keep synchronized and add complexity to identifying and correcting out-of-synch conditions.  There would no longer a single “Golden Database” as the single NPAC in a Region is considered today for database synchronization.  Each NPAC in a peered environment would be the Master only for numbers served by its subtending Service Providers.

3. Although they may not be frequent occurrences, race conditions will likely occur in certain scenarios where competing transactions will result in conflicting data or result in the porting transaction not being allowed to progress to completion.  The impacts are not fully understood and the suggested resolution has been to address these conditions with manual inter-vendor Method & Procedures (M&Ps) implemented by competing NPAC vendors that will surely add significant time to any problem resolution.  Time is critical when resolving service-affecting issues.

4. There is a contractual Service Level Requirement (SLR) that requires the NPAC to respond to requests from Service Provider local systems within 3 seconds.  This is a regional requirement and would have to be split in half in a peered NPAC environment for each vendor’s NPAC involved in an inter-NPAC port.  It would be extremely difficult, if not impossible, to determine which NPAC is at fault each time an SLR miss occurs.  Since by contract, monetary penalties are levied to the NPAC administrator when this SLR is missed, finger-pointing will be inevitable.

5. There is a contractual Service Level Requirement (SLR) that requires the NPAC to be available for processing 99.9% of the time outside of scheduled maintenance periods.  This is a regional requirement and each individual peered NPAC would have to exceed 99.9% availability in order to maintain overall 99.9% regional availability.  This higher requirement for each individual peered NPAC would need to be raised even further every time an additional peered NPAC is added to a Region, possibly requiring expensive hardware upgrades for each NPAC in order to meet the higher availability requirement.  By contract, monetary penalties are levied to the NPAC administrator when this SLR is missed.  How would NPAC administrators in a Region be assured that they could continually meet this critical SLR when the addition of a new NPAC platform in the Region means they immediately have fewer hours of potential downtime to reach before they fail the SLR?

Introduction of New Inter-NPAC Issues and Complexities: 

1. With the current one-NPAC-per-Region architecture, there is no such thing as an “inter-NPAC” issue.  Peering of multiple NPACs in a Region will introduce additional new issues and complexities that will degrade the current high performance, highly reliable architecture and porting process.  In some instances, the suggested resolution during the analysis was to develop manual inter-vendor Methods & Procedures (M&Ps) to resolve issues, some of which are consumer service-affecting, and some of which are resolved with an automated process today.  During the NANC 437 analysis, the following areas were identified as either requiring manual inter-NPAC M&Ps to resolve certain issues and/or adding additional complexity and level of effort to accomplish, most of which would add cost and time to the industry. 

· NXX codes opened in error by a Service Provider

· Failure to protect contaminated TNs in a pooled block

· Coordination of tunable parameter changes

· Coordination of SPID migration limitations and process, e.g., deletion/activation of pending Subscription Versions

· Management of Subscription Version IDs

· Annual failover exercise

· Coordination of NPAC software release implementations and resolution of differences among vendors, some of which could be service-affecting

· Coordination of any NPA splits

· Added complexity to recovery process when NPACs fail

· Changes to effective date of pooled blocks


· Coordination of SPID Migration blackout dates among vendors and their customers

· Coordination of large ports and mass update projects in order to prevent link congestion and Service Provider aborts


· Synchronization of Bulk Data Downloads created by peered NPACs and the reconciliation of different snapshots

· Inter-NPAC certification testing when new NPACs are added to a Region

· Resolution of issues related to a lagging LSMS on one NPAC that impacts a Service Provider on another NPAC

2. During the feasibility analysis, a number of areas were identified as requiring a neutral 3rd party arbitrator or coordinator.  The need for this neutral 3rd party to arbitrate differences and disputes and to coordinate certain activities would add level of effort, cost, and time to the industry.  The activities that were identified during the analysis include the following:

· Disputes over software release development and implementation differences


· Inter-NPAC testing and certification disputes


· 3rd Party Change Management Administrator


· Disputes over Service Level Requirement (SLR) misses by NPACs

NPAC Vendor Viability Concerns:

1. In order for an NPAC administrator to remain viable and operating in a Region, that vendor must be assured relative continuity in terms of a minimum customer base and threshold of transactions as well as a stable operating environment.  In a peered NPAC environment where Service Providers can disconnect from one NPAC administrator’s platform and re-establish connectivity with another at any point in time, and where additional NPAC platforms can be added over time reducing the customer base of existing NPAC administrators, stability of the overall porting process in a Region and NPAC administrator viability and ability to sustain their business model in order to continue operations cannot be guaranteed.  The result could be fairly frequent disruptions in the porting process and risk of a steady state of instability adversely affecting the consumer’s ability to seamlessly port their number as desired.    


Summary:

After over 18 months of detailed analysis of NANC 437 at both the LNPA Working Group and internally within our respective companies, we believe the issues and concerns cited in this position paper represent significant risk to the industry’s porting process and the consumer’s ability to port their number in a transparent, non-service-affecting manner as is the case today.  Furthermore, we believe that peering NPAC platforms in a Region would have an unacceptable probability of becoming completely unmanageable in a highly competitive vendor environment, thus shifting in some circumstances the responsibility of ensuring consumers’ ability to seamlessly port their number from the involved Service Providers, where it belongs, to competitive NPAC vendors who have no relationship with the consumer and little to no interest in assisting their competitors’ success in the process.

All Service Providers participating in the LNPA Working Group’s detailed feasibility analysis of NANC 437 unanimously agreed that a determination of operationally feasible 

would require that the proposed peered NPAC architecture “requires an acceptable level of effort, and would neither result in any degradation to the overall NPAC platform in terms of either performance or reliability, nor result in business disruptive or adverse impacts to Service Providers or the current porting process.”  We firmly believe that the issues identified in this position paper directly fail this requirement and necessitates a finding of NOT operationally feasible for NANC 437.  We also believe that any purported, yet unidentified savings that might result from a peered NPAC architecture would be vastly overshadowed by the performance, reliability, and process degradations and disruptions that the industry and consumers would experience.  In a number of areas, the cost to maintain the industry’s porting process would actually increase.  


Maintaining the current one-NPAC-per-Region architecture while developing and issuing a competitive bid to viable vendors for the business, as is currently underway in the North American Portability Management (NAPM) LLC, is the soundest approach to delivering the best solution to the industry while ensuring that the current high performance, highly reliable platform architecture and process is maintained to the ultimate benefit of consumers.
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ID



Task Name



Duration



Start



Finish



Predecessors



Resource Names



1



NPAC Release 3.4 for SOW 73



513 days



Mon 6/1/09



Mon 5/9/11



2



3



Phase 1 Development and Internal Testing of Enhancement 



463 days



Mon 6/1/09



Fri 3/4/11



4



5



Phase 1.1 Develop SOW Project Plan



11 days



Mon 6/1/09



Sun 6/14/09



NeuStar



6



7



Phase 1.2 Design and Develop Enhancement



263 days



Fri 3/5/10



Fri 3/4/11



8



GDMO/ASN.1 Spec Completion



35 days



Fri 3/5/10



Fri 4/23/10



9



GDMO/ASN.1 Draft #1 published on web site



0 days



Fri 3/5/10



Fri 3/5/10



NeuStar



10



GDMO/ASN.1 Draft #1 review period by Industry



11 days



Fri 3/5/10



Fri 3/19/10



9



Industry



11



GDMO/ASN.1 Draft #2 published on web site



0 days



Fri 4/2/10



Fri 4/2/10



NeuStar



12



GDMO/ASN.1 Draft #2 review period by Industry



11 days



Fri 4/2/10



Fri 4/16/10



Industry



13



GDMO/ASN.1 Final Version distributed



0 days



Fri 4/23/10



Fri 4/23/10



NeuStar



14



FRS Integrated Document Completion



35 days



Fri 3/19/10



Fri 5/7/10



15



FRS Draft #1 Integrated Document distributed to Industry



0 days



Fri 3/19/10



Fri 3/19/10



NeuStar



16



FRS Draft #1 review period by Industry



11 days



Fri 3/19/10



Fri 4/2/10



15



Industry



17



FRS Draft #2 Integrated Document distributed to Industry



0 days



Fri 4/9/10



Fri 4/9/10



NeuStar



18



FRS Draft #2 review period by Industry



11 days



Fri 4/9/10



Fri 4/23/10



17



Industry



19



FRS Proposed Final Integrated Document



0 days



Fri 4/30/10



Fri 4/30/10



NeuStar



20



FRS Final Integrated Document



0 days



Fri 5/7/10



Fri 5/7/10



NeuStar



21



IIS Integrated Document Completion



35 days



Fri 4/2/10



Fri 5/21/10



22



IIS Draft #1 Integrated Document distributed to Industry



0 days



Fri 4/2/10



Fri 4/2/10



NeuStar



23



IIS Draft #1 review period by Industry



11 days



Fri 4/2/10



Fri 4/16/10



22



Industry



24



IIS Draft #2 Integrated Document distributed to Industry



0 days



Fri 4/23/10



Fri 4/23/10



NeuStar



25



IIS Draft #2 review period by Industry 



11 days



Fri 4/23/10



Fri 5/7/10



24



Industry



26



IIS Proposed Final Integrated Document



0 days



Fri 5/14/10



Fri 5/14/10



NeuStar



27



IIS Final Integrated Document



0 days



Fri 5/21/10



Fri 5/21/10



28



M&P Development Completion



30 days



Fri 1/21/11



Fri 3/4/11



29



M&Ps Draft #1 distributed to Industry



0 days



Fri 1/21/11



Fri 1/21/11



NeuStar



30



M&Ps Draft #1 review period by Industry



11 days



Fri 1/21/11



Fri 2/4/11



29



Industry



31



M&Ps Draft #2 distributed to Industry



0 days



Fri 2/11/11



Fri 2/11/11



NeuStar



32



M&Ps Draft #2 review period by Industry



11 days



Fri 2/11/11



Fri 2/25/11



31



Industry



33



Final Publishing of M&Ps



0 days



Fri 3/4/11



Fri 3/4/11



NeuStar



34



35



Release Development Complete



0 days



Fri 12/17/10



Fri 12/17/10



NeuStar



36



37



Phase 1.3  Internal Testing 



40 days



Mon 12/20/10



Fri 2/11/11



38



Develop Internal Acceptance Test Cases



10 days



Mon 12/20/10



Fri 12/31/10



NeuStar



39



Execute Internal Acceptance Testing



40 days



Mon 12/20/10



Fri 2/11/11



35



NeuStar



40



41



Phase 1.4 Interoperability Testing



295 days



Thu 12/3/09



Fri 1/14/11



42



Interoperability and Test Cases Completion



64 days



Fri 9/3/10



Wed 12/1/10



43



ITP Test Case List Draft #1 distributed to Industry



0 days



Fri 9/3/10



Fri 9/3/10



NeuStar



44



ITP Test Case List Draft #1 review period by Industry



11 days



Fri 9/3/10



Fri 9/17/10



43



Industry



45



ITP Test Case List Draft #2 distributed to Industry



0 days



Fri 9/24/10



Fri 9/24/10



NeuStar



46



ITP Test Case List Draft #2 review period by Industry



6 days



Fri 9/24/10



Fri 10/1/10



45



Industry



47



ITP Test Cases - Draft #1 - distributed to Industry



0 days



Fri 10/15/10



Fri 10/15/10



NeuStar



48



ITP Test Cases - Draft #1 - review period by Industry



11 days



Fri 10/15/10



Fri 10/29/10



47



Industry



49



ITP Test Cases - Draft #2 - distributed to Industry



0 days



Fri 11/12/10



Fri 11/12/10



NeuStar



50



ITP Test Cases - Draft #2 review period by Industry



6 days



Fri 11/12/10



Fri 11/19/10



49



Industry



51



FINAL Publishing of ITP Test Case



0 days



Wed 12/1/10



Wed 12/1/10



NeuStar



52



53



ITP Simulator Upgrade



91 days



Thu 7/1/10



Mon 11/1/10



54



Implementation of changes to GDMO and ASN.1



91 days



Thu 7/1/10



Mon 11/1/10



Neustar/Vendor



55



Interoperability Test Execution with Vendors



30 days



Mon 12/6/10



Fri 1/14/11



Neustar and Vendors



56



57



ITP Testing Communication Plan



30 days



Thu 12/3/09



Thu 1/14/10



58



Weekly SP ITP Conference call



0 days



Thu 12/3/09



Thu 12/3/09



NeuStar



59



Weekly SP ITP Conference call



0 days



Thu 12/10/09



Thu 12/10/09



NeuStar



60



Weekly SP ITP Conference call



0 days



Thu 12/17/09



Thu 12/17/09



NeuStar



61



Weekly SP ITP Conference call



0 days



Thu 12/31/09



Thu 12/31/09



NeuStar



62



Weekly SP ITP Conference call



0 days



Thu 1/7/10



Thu 1/7/10



NeuStar



63



Weekly SP ITP Conference call



0 days



Thu 1/14/10



Thu 1/14/10



NeuStar



64



65



Phase 2.0 Turn Up Testing Of Enhancement



136 days



Fri 9/17/10



Fri 3/25/11



66



Turn Up Test Plan and Test Case Completion



105 days



Fri 9/17/10



Fri 2/11/11



67



Turn Up Test Case List Draft #1 distributed to Industry



0 days



Fri 9/17/10



Fri 9/17/10



NeuStar



68



Turn Up Test Case List review period by Industry



6 days



Fri 9/24/10



Fri 10/1/10



67



Industry



69



Turn Up Test Case List Draft #2 distributed to Industry



0 days



Fri 10/15/10



Fri 10/15/10



NeuStar



70



Turn Up Test Case List Draft #2 review period by Industry



6 days



Fri 10/15/10



Fri 10/22/10



69



Industry



71



Turn Up Test Cases - Draft #1 distributed to Industry



0 days



Fri 11/12/10



Fri 11/12/10



NeuStar



72



Turn Up Test Cases - Draft #1 review period by Industry



16 days



Fri 11/12/10



Fri 12/3/10



71



Industry



73



Turn Up Test Cases - Draft #2 distributed to Industry



0 days



Fri 12/17/10



Fri 12/17/10



NeuStar



74



Turn Up Test Cases - Draft #2 review period by Industry



16 days



Fri 12/17/10



Fri 1/7/11



73



Industry



75



SP Certification & Regression Test Plan with mods for R3.3.4, distributed to Industry



0 days



Fri 1/14/11



Fri 1/14/11



NeuStar



76



SP Certification & Regression Test Plan with mods for R3.3, review period by Industry



11 days



Fri 1/21/11



Fri 2/4/11



75



Industry



77



FINAL Publishing of Turn Up Test Plan



0 days



Fri 2/11/11



Fri 2/11/11



NeuStar



78



Turn Up Test Execution



37 days



Thu 2/3/11



Fri 3/25/11



79



Turn Up Testing Communication Plan



35 days



Thu 2/3/11



Thu 3/24/11



80



Weekly SP TUT Conference call



0 days



Thu 2/3/11



Thu 2/3/11



NeuStar



81



Weekly SP TUT Conference call



0 days



Thu 2/10/11



Thu 2/10/11



NeuStar



82



Weekly SP TUT Conference call



0 days



Thu 2/17/11



Thu 2/17/11



NeuStar



83



Weekly SP TUT Conference call



0 days



Thu 2/24/11



Thu 2/24/11



NeuStar



84



Weekly SP TUT Conference call



0 days



Thu 3/3/11



Thu 3/3/11



NeuStar



85



Weekly SP TUT Conference call



0 days



Thu 3/10/11



Thu 3/10/11



NeuStar



86



Weekly SP TUT Conference call



0 days



Thu 3/17/11



Thu 3/17/11



NeuStar



87



Weekly SP TUT Conference call



0 days



Thu 3/24/11



Thu 3/24/11



NeuStar






ID Task Name Duration Start Finish Predecessors Resource Names


1 NPAC Release 3.4 for SOW 73 513 days Mon 6/1/09 Mon 5/9/11


2


3 Phase 1 Development and Internal Testing of Enhancement  463 days Mon 6/1/09 Fri 3/4/11


4


5 Phase 1.1 Develop SOW Project Plan 11 days Mon 6/1/09 Sun 6/14/09 NeuStar


6


7 Phase 1.2 Design and Develop Enhancement 263 days Fri 3/5/10 Fri 3/4/11


8 GDMO/ASN.1 Spec Completion 35 days Fri 3/5/10 Fri 4/23/10


9 GDMO/ASN.1 Draft #1 published on web site 0 days Fri 3/5/10 Fri 3/5/10 NeuStar


10 GDMO/ASN.1 Draft #1 review period by Industry 11 days Fri 3/5/10 Fri 3/19/10 9 Industry


11 GDMO/ASN.1 Draft #2 published on web site 0 days Fri 4/2/10 Fri 4/2/10 NeuStar


12 GDMO/ASN.1 Draft #2 review period by Industry 11 days Fri 4/2/10 Fri 4/16/10 Industry


13 GDMO/ASN.1 Final Version distributed 0 days Fri 4/23/10 Fri 4/23/10 NeuStar


14 FRS Integrated Document Completion 35 days Fri 3/19/10 Fri 5/7/10


15 FRS Draft #1 Integrated Document distributed to Industry 0 days Fri 3/19/10 Fri 3/19/10 NeuStar


16 FRS Draft #1 review period by Industry 11 days Fri 3/19/10 Fri 4/2/10 15 Industry


17 FRS Draft #2 Integrated Document distributed to Industry 0 days Fri 4/9/10 Fri 4/9/10 NeuStar


18 FRS Draft #2 review period by Industry 11 days Fri 4/9/10 Fri 4/23/10 17 Industry


19 FRS Proposed Final Integrated Document 0 days Fri 4/30/10 Fri 4/30/10 NeuStar


20 FRS Final Integrated Document 0 days Fri 5/7/10 Fri 5/7/10 NeuStar


21 IIS Integrated Document Completion 35 days Fri 4/2/10 Fri 5/21/10


22 IIS Draft #1 Integrated Document distributed to Industry 0 days Fri 4/2/10 Fri 4/2/10 NeuStar


23 IIS Draft #1 review period by Industry 11 days Fri 4/2/10 Fri 4/16/10 22 Industry


24 IIS Draft #2 Integrated Document distributed to Industry 0 days Fri 4/23/10 Fri 4/23/10 NeuStar


25 IIS Draft #2 review period by Industry  11 days Fri 4/23/10 Fri 5/7/10 24 Industry


26 IIS Proposed Final Integrated Document 0 days Fri 5/14/10 Fri 5/14/10 NeuStar


27 IIS Final Integrated Document 0 days Fri 5/21/10 Fri 5/21/10


28 M&P Development Completion 30 days Fri 1/21/11 Fri 3/4/11


29 M&Ps Draft #1 distributed to Industry 0 days Fri 1/21/11 Fri 1/21/11 NeuStar


30 M&Ps Draft #1 review period by Industry 11 days Fri 1/21/11 Fri 2/4/11 29 Industry


31 M&Ps Draft #2 distributed to Industry 0 days Fri 2/11/11 Fri 2/11/11 NeuStar


32 M&Ps Draft #2 review period by Industry 11 days Fri 2/11/11 Fri 2/25/11 31 Industry


33 Final Publishing of M&Ps 0 days Fri 3/4/11 Fri 3/4/11 NeuStar


34


35 Release Development Complete 0 days Fri 12/17/10 Fri 12/17/10 NeuStar


36


37 Phase 1.3  Internal Testing  40 days Mon 12/20/10 Fri 2/11/11


38 Develop Internal Acceptance Test Cases 10 days Mon 12/20/10 Fri 12/31/10 NeuStar


39 Execute Internal Acceptance Testing 40 days Mon 12/20/10 Fri 2/11/11 35 NeuStar


40


41 Phase 1.4 Interoperability Testing 295 days Thu 12/3/09 Fri 1/14/11


42 Interoperability and Test Cases Completion 64 days Fri 9/3/10 Wed 12/1/10


43 ITP Test Case List Draft #1 distributed to Industry 0 days Fri 9/3/10 Fri 9/3/10 NeuStar


44 ITP Test Case List Draft #1 review period by Industry 11 days Fri 9/3/10 Fri 9/17/10 43 Industry


45 ITP Test Case List Draft #2 distributed to Industry 0 days Fri 9/24/10 Fri 9/24/10 NeuStar


46 ITP Test Case List Draft #2 review period by Industry 6 days Fri 9/24/10 Fri 10/1/10 45 Industry


47 ITP Test Cases - Draft #1 - distributed to Industry 0 days Fri 10/15/10 Fri 10/15/10 NeuStar


48 ITP Test Cases - Draft #1 - review period by Industry 11 days Fri 10/15/10 Fri 10/29/10 47 Industry


49 ITP Test Cases - Draft #2 - distributed to Industry 0 days Fri 11/12/10 Fri 11/12/10 NeuStar


50 ITP Test Cases - Draft #2 review period by Industry 6 days Fri 11/12/10 Fri 11/19/10 49 Industry


51 FINAL Publishing of ITP Test Case 0 days Wed 12/1/10 Wed 12/1/10 NeuStar


52


53 ITP Simulator Upgrade 91 days Thu 7/1/10 Mon 11/1/10


54 Implementation of changes to GDMO and ASN.1 91 days Thu 7/1/10 Mon 11/1/10 Neustar/Vendor


55 Interoperability Test Execution with Vendors 30 days Mon 12/6/10 Fri 1/14/11 Neustar and Vendors


56


57 ITP Testing Communication Plan 30 days Thu 12/3/09 Thu 1/14/10


58 Weekly SP ITP Conference call 0 days Thu 12/3/09 Thu 12/3/09 NeuStar


59 Weekly SP ITP Conference call 0 days Thu 12/10/09 Thu 12/10/09 NeuStar


60 Weekly SP ITP Conference call 0 days Thu 12/17/09 Thu 12/17/09 NeuStar


61 Weekly SP ITP Conference call 0 days Thu 12/31/09 Thu 12/31/09 NeuStar


62 Weekly SP ITP Conference call 0 days Thu 1/7/10 Thu 1/7/10 NeuStar


63 Weekly SP ITP Conference call 0 days Thu 1/14/10 Thu 1/14/10 NeuStar


64


65 Phase 2.0 Turn Up Testing Of Enhancement 136 days Fri 9/17/10 Fri 3/25/11


66 Turn Up Test Plan and Test Case Completion 105 days Fri 9/17/10 Fri 2/11/11


67 Turn Up Test Case List Draft #1 distributed to Industry 0 days Fri 9/17/10 Fri 9/17/10 NeuStar


68 Turn Up Test Case List review period by Industry 6 days Fri 9/24/10 Fri 10/1/10 67 Industry


69 Turn Up Test Case List Draft #2 distributed to Industry 0 days Fri 10/15/10 Fri 10/15/10 NeuStar


70 Turn Up Test Case List Draft #2 review period by Industry 6 days Fri 10/15/10 Fri 10/22/10 69 Industry


71 Turn Up Test Cases - Draft #1 distributed to Industry 0 days Fri 11/12/10 Fri 11/12/10 NeuStar


72 Turn Up Test Cases - Draft #1 review period by Industry 16 days Fri 11/12/10 Fri 12/3/10 71 Industry


73 Turn Up Test Cases - Draft #2 distributed to Industry 0 days Fri 12/17/10 Fri 12/17/10 NeuStar


74 Turn Up Test Cases - Draft #2 review period by Industry 16 days Fri 12/17/10 Fri 1/7/11 73 Industry


75 SP Certification & Regression Test Plan with mods for R3.3.4, distributed to Industry 0 days Fri 1/14/11 Fri 1/14/11 NeuStar


76 SP Certification & Regression Test Plan with mods for R3.3, review period by Industry 11 days Fri 1/21/11 Fri 2/4/11 75 Industry


77 FINAL Publishing of Turn Up Test Plan 0 days Fri 2/11/11 Fri 2/11/11 NeuStar


78 Turn Up Test Execution 37 days Thu 2/3/11 Fri 3/25/11


79 Turn Up Testing Communication Plan 35 days Thu 2/3/11 Thu 3/24/11


80 Weekly SP TUT Conference call 0 days Thu 2/3/11 Thu 2/3/11 NeuStar


81 Weekly SP TUT Conference call 0 days Thu 2/10/11 Thu 2/10/11 NeuStar


82 Weekly SP TUT Conference call 0 days Thu 2/17/11 Thu 2/17/11 NeuStar


83 Weekly SP TUT Conference call 0 days Thu 2/24/11 Thu 2/24/11 NeuStar


84 Weekly SP TUT Conference call 0 days Thu 3/3/11 Thu 3/3/11 NeuStar


85 Weekly SP TUT Conference call 0 days Thu 3/10/11 Thu 3/10/11 NeuStar


86 Weekly SP TUT Conference call 0 days Thu 3/17/11 Thu 3/17/11 NeuStar


87 Weekly SP TUT Conference call 0 days Thu 3/24/11 Thu 3/24/11 NeuStar
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ID



Task Name



Duration



Start



Finish



Predecessors



Resource Names



88



SP Release Testing



30 days



Mon 2/14/11



Fri 3/25/11



All SPs



89



SP Individual Testing Session 



20 days



Mon 2/14/11



Fri 3/11/11



NeuStar/All SPs



90



SP Group and Performance Testing



8 days



Mon 3/14/11



Wed 3/23/11



89



NeuStar/All SPs



91



SP Failover Testing



2 days



Thu 3/24/11



Fri 3/25/11



NeuStar/All SPs



92



Update and submission of NPAC SMS User Profile Form



1 day



Thu 3/24/11



Thu 3/24/11



SPs



93



94



Phase 3: Roll out of Enhancement



72 days



Tue 2/1/11



Sun 5/8/11



95



Send notice to LLC/PEs to prepare for installation sequence



0 days



Tue 2/1/11



Tue 2/1/11



NeuStar



96



97



Enhancement Install, 1 Region 



0 days



Sun 3/27/11



Sun 3/27/11



NeuStar



98



Region 1 Install burn-in



15 days



Mon 3/28/11



Fri 4/15/11



97



NeuStar



99



Enhancement Install, 2 Regions



0 days



Sun 4/17/11



Sun 4/17/11



NeuStar



100



Enhancement Install, 3 Regions



0 days



Sun 5/1/11



Sun 5/1/11



NeuStar



101



Enhancement Install, 2 regions and Industry Test bed



0 days



Sun 5/8/11



Sun 5/8/11



NeuStar



102



103



Phase 4: SOW Completion



0 days



Mon 5/9/11



Mon 5/9/11



104



Project closeout 



0 days



Mon 5/9/11



Mon 5/9/11



NeuStar






ID Task Name Duration Start Finish Predecessors Resource Names


88 SP Release Testing 30 days Mon 2/14/11 Fri 3/25/11 All SPs


89 SP Individual Testing Session  20 days Mon 2/14/11 Fri 3/11/11 NeuStar/All SPs


90 SP Group and Performance Testing 8 days Mon 3/14/11 Wed 3/23/11 89 NeuStar/All SPs


91 SP Failover Testing 2 days Thu 3/24/11 Fri 3/25/11 NeuStar/All SPs


92 Update and submission of NPAC SMS User Profile Form 1 day Thu 3/24/11 Thu 3/24/11 SPs


93


94 Phase 3: Roll out of Enhancement 72 days Tue 2/1/11 Sun 5/8/11


95 Send notice to LLC/PEs to prepare for installation sequence 0 days Tue 2/1/11 Tue 2/1/11 NeuStar


96


97 Enhancement Install, 1 Region  0 days Sun 3/27/11 Sun 3/27/11 NeuStar


98 Region 1 Install burn-in 15 days Mon 3/28/11 Fri 4/15/11 97 NeuStar


99 Enhancement Install, 2 Regions 0 days Sun 4/17/11 Sun 4/17/11 NeuStar


100 Enhancement Install, 3 Regions 0 days Sun 5/1/11 Sun 5/1/11 NeuStar


101 Enhancement Install, 2 regions and Industry Test bed 0 days Sun 5/8/11 Sun 5/8/11 NeuStar


102


103 Phase 4: SOW Completion 0 days Mon 5/9/11 Mon 5/9/11


104 Project closeout  0 days Mon 5/9/11 Mon 5/9/11 NeuStar





_1349092187.doc
Best Practice Language “DRAFT” for discussion:


Best Practices Document

		Item Number

		TBD



		Topic: 

		Minimum quantity of telephone numbers (TNs) on a port request that can be considered a project by the Old Service Provider



		Date Logged 

		10/12/2010



		Date Modified

		



		Related Regulation / Document Ref

		FCC 09-41, FCC 10-85



		Related Issue

		Since the inception of Local Number Portability in 1997, most, if not all, Service Providers have established varying maximum thresholds in terms of the quantity of telephone numbers (TNs) on an incoming port request for which they can support a requested due date of 4 business days (1 day Firm Order Confirmation [FOC] plus 3 day due date).  Incoming port requests with TN quantities above the Old Service Provider’s maximum threshold, typically called “projects,” may result in a longer interval for the return of the FOC and a due date that is negotiated between the Old Service Provider and the New Service Provider, which is dependent on the size and complexity of the port.

With the implementation of next business day porting per FCC Order 09-41, the industry established a new process for simple ports in one business day and maintained the long standing non-simple interval as indicated in NANC LNP Process Flows v4.1, Figure 5, Step 13: “The due date of the first TN ported in an NPA-NXX is No earlier than five (5) Business Days after FOC receipt date.  Any subsequent port in that NPA NXX will have a due date No earlier than three (3) Business Days after FOC receipt.”

However, the revised industry process in support of FCC Order 09-41, and FCC Order 09-41 itself, did not establish a standard minimum threshold in terms of the quantity of TNs that could be considered a “project” by the Old Service Provider and therefore not a candidate for the standard 4 day non-simple porting interval.

The result is that a number of Service Providers have established minimum thresholds of TNs, some as low as 2, that are not candidates for the 4 day non-simple porting interval.


This proposed Best Practice seeks to reach consensus at the LNPA Working Group on an acceptable least common denominator in order to do the following:


1. Establish the minimum quantity of TNs on a port request that can be considered a “project” by the Old Service Provider for which the due date can be negotiated between the Old and New Service Providers and not necessarily a candidate for the 4 business day non-simple porting interval.

2. Establish the minimum quantity of TNs on a port request that can be considered a “project” by the Old Service Provider for which the response to the Local Service Request (LSR) (either the Firm Order Confirmation [FOC] or Reject, whichever is applicable) can exceed 24 clock hours.


3. Establish the minimum quantity of TNs on a requested Customer Service Record (CSR), if applicable, for which the return of the CSR to the requesting New Service Provider can exceed 24 clock hours and be negotiated between the Old and New Service Providers.



		

		



		Recommended Change to Requirements? 

		See below.



		Submitted by

		 LNPA WG



		Decisions / Recommendations

		It is the position of the LNPA WG that, effective February 21, 2011, the following minimum thresholds shall apply for when an Old Service Provider in a port can consider the request to be a project and not necessarily a candidate for the 24 clock hour Firm Order Confirmation (FOC) requirement and a 4 business day overall non-simple porting interval.  NOTE:  The following are subject to applicable state guidelines.

QTY. OF TNs ON LSR


FOC RETURN INTERVAL


(CLOCK HOURS)


PORT INSTALLATION INTERVAL (BUSINESS DAYS)


TOTAL PORT INTERVAL (BUSINESS DAYS)


2-20


24


3


4


21-50


72


3


6


51-100


72


4

7

101-200

72

5

8

>200

NEGOTIATED BY INVOLVED SERVICE PROVIDERS

NEGOTIATED

BY INVOLVED SERVICE PROVIDERS


NEGOTIATED

BY INVOLVED SERVICE PROVIDERS

A requested Customer Service Record (CSR), if applicable, must be returned by the Old Service Provider to the New Service Provider within 24 clock hours if the request involves 50 or fewer TNs.  For TN quantities of 51 and above, the CSR must be returned by the Old Service Provider to the New Service Provider within 48 clock hours.

NOTE:  This Best Practice is not intended to imply or encourage Service Providers to lower their minimum thresholds if they currently support higher quantities of TNs that can be ported within the 4 business day non-simple porting interval.  It is only intended to require Service Providers to support a higher threshold of TNs if they currently only support less than the established thresholds described above.  Service Providers that currently support higher thresholds of TNs for non-simple ports are encouraged NOT to initiate changes to their systems and processes in order to lower them.  

Verizon respectfully requests the LNPA WG’s consideration of this proposed Best Practice on the October 12, 2010 conference call and its approval in time for presentation at the October 22, 2010 NANC meeting in order to request NANC endorsement.  In addition, Verizon requests the LNPA WG’s approval to request that the NANC forward this Best Practice to the FCC with a request for adoption.
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OCTOBER 12, 2010 LNPA WORKING GROUP ACTION ITEMS ASSIGNED:


NOTE:  FOR THE FOLLOWING ACTION ITEMS THIS NUMBERING SCHEME APPLIES:


· FIRST TWO DIGITS DESIGNATE THE MONTH OF THE LNPA WG  MEETING/CALL

· SECOND TWO DIGITS DESIGNATE THE DAY OF THE LNPA WG MEETING/CALL

· THIRD TWO DIGITS DESIGNATE THE YEAR OF THE LNPA WG MEETING/CALL

· LAST TWO DIGITS DESIGNATE THE ACTION ITEM NUMBER


LNPA WORKING GROUP MEETING ACTION ITEMS:


NEUSTAR ACTION ITEMS:


No Action Items were assigned to Neustar on the October 12, 2010 LNPA WG conference call.


ADAM NEWMAN (TELCORDIA) ACTION ITEMS:

101210-01:  Regarding the attached PIM 80 related to LRN assignments in a different


LATA than the associated ported/pooled numbers, Adam Newman, Telcordia, will check to see if there are any edits in BIRRDS that prohibit such out-of-LATA assignments for LRNs.








[image: image1.emf]PIM 80.doc





GARY SACRA (VERIZON AND LNPA WG CO-CHAIR) ACTION ITEMS:

101210-02:  Gary Sacra, LNPA WG Co-Chair, will place an item on the agenda of the


November 9-10, 2010 LNPA WG meeting for the scheduling of industry performance testing after the Release 3.4 loads are completed, which will result in increased the throughput requirements via NANC 397.


101210-03:  Regarding the attached proposed Best Practice on project thresholds


reviewed on the October 12, 2010 LNPA WG conference call, Gary Sacra, Verizon, will revise the attached document based on discussions on the October 12th call and have it distributed to the LNPA WG by October 27, 2010 for review prior to the November 9-10, 2010 LNPA WG meeting.  See related Action Item 101210-05.
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SERVICE PROVIDER ACTION ITEMS:

101210-04:  Service Providers are to come to the November 9-10, 2010 LNPA WG


meeting prepared to determine the resolution of the attached PIM 80 related to LRN assignments in a different LATA than the associated ported/pooled numbers in NPAC.
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101210-05:  Upon receipt of the revision of the attached proposed Best Practice on


project thresholds submitted by Verizon and discussed on the October 12, 2010 LNPA WG conference call, Service Providers are to come to the November 9-10, 2010 LNPA WG meeting prepared to discuss the revisions.  See related Action Item 101210-03.
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ARCHITECTURE PLANNING TEAM (APT) MEETING ACTION ITEMS:

No APT Action Items were assigned on the October 12, 2010 LNPA WG conference call.  
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NANC – LNPA Working Group
                     
Problem/Issue Identification Document






LNP Problem/Issue Identification and Description Form



Submittal Date (mm/dd/yyyy):  10 /04/2010                                                        PIM 80


Company(s) Submitting Issue:    Verizon


Contact(s):  Name    Gary Sacra



         Contact Number 410-393-0843



         Email Address   gary.m.sacra@verizon.com


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



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



A significant quantity of ported/pooled NPAC database records currently contain LRNs that are in a different LATA than their associated ported/pooled telephone numbers (TNs).  This is resulting in customer complaints that they are not receiving all of their telephone calls.  


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



A.   Examples & Impacts of Problem/Issue:  Verizon has received trouble reports from a Service Provider stating that some of their customers are not receiving all of their calls from Verizon customers.  Further investigation showed that the Service Provider had associated an out-of-LATA LRN with a number of their pooled blocks.  Analysis shows that approximately 10,700 SVs (58% of these are in 8 pooled blocks) in the NPAC databases are impacted with 120 SPIDs involved.  Because of the call routing issues resulting when an out-of-LATA LRN is associated with a ported/pooled number in the NPAC, the NPAC currently contains an edit to ensure that newly created SVs and pooled blocks contain LRNs that are associated with the same LATA as the ported/pooled number.  These 10,700 impacted SVs may precede the addition of this edit or were possibly added during a period when the edit was relaxed.


B.   Frequency of Occurrence: Analysis shows that approximately 10,700 SVs (58% of these are in 8 pooled blocks) are impacted with 120 SPIDs involved.


C. NPAC Regions Impacted:



 Canada___ Mid Atlantic ___ Midwest___ Northeast___ Southeast___ Southwest___ Western___  West Coast___  ALL X



D.  Rationale why existing process is deficient: 


E.   Identify action taken in other committees / forums:    N/A


F.   Any other descriptive items:   Per the Industry Numbering Committee’s LRN Assignment Practices:


An LRN is a 10-digit number, in the format NPA-NXX-XXXX, that uniquely identifies a switch or point of interconnection (POI) per LATA. The NPA-NXX portion of the LRN is used to route calls to numbers that have been ported.



A service provider will establish one (1) LRN per LATA from an assigned NXX for each recipient switch or POI in the number portability capable network.  



3. Suggested Resolution: 



Neustar has previously worked with Service Providers during cleanup efforts related to out-of-LATA LRNs.  Verizon requests that the LNPA WG recommend to the NAPM LLC that Neustar be directed to develop a Statement of Work (SOW) in order to begin another cleanup process with involved Service Providers as soon as possible so that these routing issues can be eliminated. 



LNPA WG: (only)



Item Number: PIM 80


Issue Resolution Referred to: _________________________________________________________


Why Issue Referred: __________________________________________________________________ ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Best Practice Language “DRAFT” for discussion:



Best Practices Document


			Item Number


			TBD





			Topic: 


			Minimum quantity of telephone numbers (TNs) on a port request that can be considered a project by the Old Service Provider





			Date Logged 


			10/12/2010





			Date Modified


			





			Related Regulation / Document Ref


			FCC 09-41, FCC 10-85





			Related Issue


			Since the inception of Local Number Portability in 1997, most, if not all, Service Providers have established varying maximum thresholds in terms of the quantity of telephone numbers (TNs) on an incoming port request for which they can support a requested due date of 4 business days (1 day Firm Order Confirmation [FOC] plus 3 day due date).  Incoming port requests with TN quantities above the Old Service Provider’s maximum threshold, typically called “projects,” may result in a longer interval for the return of the FOC and a due date that is negotiated between the Old Service Provider and the New Service Provider, which is dependent on the size and complexity of the port.


With the implementation of next business day porting per FCC Order 09-41, the industry established a new process for simple ports in one business day and maintained the long standing non-simple interval as indicated in NANC LNP Process Flows v4.1, Figure 5, Step 13: “The due date of the first TN ported in an NPA-NXX is No earlier than five (5) Business Days after FOC receipt date.  Any subsequent port in that NPA NXX will have a due date No earlier than three (3) Business Days after FOC receipt.”


However, the revised industry process in support of FCC Order 09-41, and FCC Order 09-41 itself, did not establish a standard minimum threshold in terms of the quantity of TNs that could be considered a “project” by the Old Service Provider and therefore not a candidate for the standard 4 day non-simple porting interval.


The result is that a number of Service Providers have established minimum thresholds of TNs, some as low as 2, that are not candidates for the 4 day non-simple porting interval.



This proposed Best Practice seeks to reach consensus at the LNPA Working Group on an acceptable least common denominator in order to do the following:



1. Establish the minimum quantity of TNs on a port request that can be considered a “project” by the Old Service Provider for which the due date can be negotiated between the Old and New Service Providers and not necessarily a candidate for the 4 business day non-simple porting interval.


2. Establish the minimum quantity of TNs on a port request that can be considered a “project” by the Old Service Provider for which the response to the Local Service Request (LSR) (either the Firm Order Confirmation [FOC] or Reject, whichever is applicable) can exceed 24 clock hours.



3. Establish the minimum quantity of TNs on a requested Customer Service Record (CSR), if applicable, for which the return of the CSR to the requesting New Service Provider can exceed 24 clock hours and be negotiated between the Old and New Service Providers.





			


			





			Recommended Change to Requirements? 


			See below.





			Submitted by


			 LNPA WG





			Decisions / Recommendations


			It is the position of the LNPA WG that, effective February 21, 2011, the following minimum thresholds shall apply for when an Old Service Provider in a port can consider the request to be a project and not necessarily a candidate for the 24 clock hour Firm Order Confirmation (FOC) requirement and a 4 business day overall non-simple porting interval.  NOTE:  The following are subject to applicable state guidelines.


QTY. OF TNs ON LSR



FOC RETURN INTERVAL



(CLOCK HOURS)



PORT INSTALLATION INTERVAL (BUSINESS DAYS)



TOTAL PORT INTERVAL (BUSINESS DAYS)



2-20



24



3



4



21-50



72



3



6



51-100



72



4


7


101-200


72


5


8


>200


NEGOTIATED BY INVOLVED SERVICE PROVIDERS


NEGOTIATED


BY INVOLVED SERVICE PROVIDERS



NEGOTIATED


BY INVOLVED SERVICE PROVIDERS


A requested Customer Service Record (CSR), if applicable, must be returned by the Old Service Provider to the New Service Provider within 24 clock hours if the request involves 50 or fewer TNs.  For TN quantities of 51 and above, the CSR must be returned by the Old Service Provider to the New Service Provider within 48 clock hours.


NOTE:  This Best Practice is not intended to imply or encourage Service Providers to lower their minimum thresholds if they currently support higher quantities of TNs that can be ported within the 4 business day non-simple porting interval.  It is only intended to require Service Providers to support a higher threshold of TNs if they currently only support less than the established thresholds described above.  Service Providers that currently support higher thresholds of TNs for non-simple ports are encouraged NOT to initiate changes to their systems and processes in order to lower them.  


Verizon respectfully requests the LNPA WG’s consideration of this proposed Best Practice on the October 12, 2010 conference call and its approval in time for presentation at the October 22, 2010 NANC meeting in order to request NANC endorsement.  In addition, Verizon requests the LNPA WG’s approval to request that the NANC forward this Best Practice to the FCC with a request for adoption.
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2010 LNPA WG Meeting/Call Schedule:

Following is the current schedule for the 2010 LNPA WG meetings and calls.


		MONTH

(2010)

		NANC MEETING DATES

		LNPA WG


MEETING/CALL


DATES

		HOST COMPANY

		MEETING LOCATION



		

		

		

		

		



		January 

		

		12th-13th  

		Telcordia

		Scottsdale, Arizona



		February 

		

		No meeting.


2/9/2010 call from 11am to 5pm Eastern time, dial-in bridge number is 888-412-7808, pin 23272#

		

		



		March

		

		9th-10th

		Comcast

		Denver, Colorado



		April

		

		No meeting.


4/13/2010 call from 11am to 5pm Eastern time, dial-in bridge number is 888-412-7808, pin 23272#

		

		



		May

		

		11th-12th 

		Brighthouse and Syniverse

		St. Petersburg, Florida



		June

		

		No meeting.


6/8/2010 call from 11am to 2pm Eastern time, dial-in bridge number is 888-412-7808, pin 23272#

		

		



		July

		 

		13th-14th 

		NeuStar

		Seattle, Washington



		August

		

		No meeting.

8/10/2010 call from 11am to 2pm Eastern time, dial-in bridge number is 888-412-7808, pin 23272#

		

		



		September

		

		14th-15th

		Tekelec

		Morrisville, North Carolina



		October

		

		No meeting.


10/12/2010 call from 12pm to 4pm Eastern time, dial-in bridge number is 888-412-7808, pin 23272#

		

		



		November

		

		9th-10th 

		Sprint Nextel

		Key West, Florida



		December

		

		No meeting.


12/7/2010 call if necessary

		

		



		

		

		

		

		





· Continuing evaluation during 2010 will determine if interim conference calls are needed or if the decision to meet face-to-face every other month should be revisited.
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2011 LNPA WG Meeting/Call Schedule:

Following is the current schedule for the 2011 LNPA WG meetings and calls.


		MONTH

(2011)

		NANC MEETING DATES

		LNPA WG


MEETING/CALL


DATES

		HOST COMPANY

		MEETING LOCATION



		

		

		

		

		



		January 

		

		11th-12th  

		Telcordia

		TBD, Arizona

(TENTATIVE)



		February 

		

		No meeting.


2/8/2011 call if necessary

		

		



		March

		

		8th-9th

		Comcast

		Denver, Colorado



		April

		

		No meeting.


4/12/2011 call if necessary

		

		



		May

		

		10th-11th 

		Canadian Consortium

		Banff, Canada



		June

		

		No meeting.


614/2011 call if necessary

		

		



		July

		 

		12th-13th 

		Neustar

		TBD



		August

		

		No meeting.

8/9/2011 call if necessary

		

		



		September

		

		13th-14th

		Sprint Nextel

		Overland Park, Kansas



		October

		

		No meeting.


10/11/2011 call if necessary

		

		



		November

		

		8th-9th 

		AT&T

		San Antonio, Texas

(TENTATIVE)



		December

		

		No meeting.


12/13/2011 call if necessary

		

		



		

		

		

		

		





· Continuing evaluation during 2011 will determine if interim conference calls are needed or if the decision to meet face-to-face every other month should be revisited.
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NANC – LNPA Working Group
                     
Problem/Issue Identification Document




LNP Problem/Issue Identification and Description Form


Submittal Date (mm/dd/yyyy):  10 /04/2010                                                        PIM 80

Company(s) Submitting Issue:    Verizon

Contact(s):  Name    Gary Sacra


         Contact Number 410-393-0843


         Email Address   gary.m.sacra@verizon.com

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


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


A significant quantity of ported/pooled NPAC database records currently contain LRNs that are in a different LATA than their associated ported/pooled telephone numbers (TNs).  This is resulting in customer complaints that they are not receiving all of their telephone calls.  

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


A.   Examples & Impacts of Problem/Issue:  Verizon has received trouble reports from a Service Provider stating that some of their customers are not receiving all of their calls from Verizon customers.  Further investigation showed that the Service Provider had associated an out-of-LATA LRN with a number of their pooled blocks.  Analysis shows that approximately 10,700 SVs (58% of these are in 8 pooled blocks) in the NPAC databases are impacted with 120 SPIDs involved.  Because of the call routing issues resulting when an out-of-LATA LRN is associated with a ported/pooled number in the NPAC, the NPAC currently contains an edit to ensure that newly created SVs and pooled blocks contain LRNs that are associated with the same LATA as the ported/pooled number.  These 10,700 impacted SVs may precede the addition of this edit or were possibly added during a period when the edit was relaxed.

B.   Frequency of Occurrence: Analysis shows that approximately 10,700 SVs (58% of these are in 8 pooled blocks) are impacted with 120 SPIDs involved.

C. NPAC Regions Impacted:


 Canada___ Mid Atlantic ___ Midwest___ Northeast___ Southeast___ Southwest___ Western___  West Coast___  ALL X


D.  Rationale why existing process is deficient: 

E.   Identify action taken in other committees / forums:    N/A

F.   Any other descriptive items:   Per the Industry Numbering Committee’s LRN Assignment Practices:

An LRN is a 10-digit number, in the format NPA-NXX-XXXX, that uniquely identifies a switch or point of interconnection (POI) per LATA. The NPA-NXX portion of the LRN is used to route calls to numbers that have been ported.


A service provider will establish one (1) LRN per LATA from an assigned NXX for each recipient switch or POI in the number portability capable network.  


3. Suggested Resolution: 


Neustar has previously worked with Service Providers during cleanup efforts related to out-of-LATA LRNs.  Verizon requests that the LNPA WG recommend to the NAPM LLC that Neustar be directed to develop a Statement of Work (SOW) in order to begin another cleanup process with involved Service Providers as soon as possible so that these routing issues can be eliminated. 


LNPA WG: (only)


Item Number: PIM 80

Issue Resolution Referred to: _________________________________________________________

Why Issue Referred: __________________________________________________________________ ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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