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NOTE:  ALL ACTION ITEMS REFERENCED IN THE MINUTES BELOW HAVE BEEN CAPTURED IN THE “DECEMBER 8 2009 LNPA ACTION ITEMS” FILE ISSUED IN A SEPARATE E-MAIL FROM THESE MINUTES AND ATTACHED BELOW.
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DECEMBER 8, 2009 CONFERENCE CALL MINUTES:
2010 SPID Migration Blackout Requests – All: 

Action Item 111009-09:  Regarding Sprint Nextel’s request to designate October 31, 2010 as a SPID migration blackout date, Service Providers are to come to the December 8, 2009 conference call prepared to determine if the request will be approved. 

· There were no objections voiced to Sprint Nextel’s request and it was approved.
Action Item 111009-10:  Regarding NeuStar’s request to designate January 24, 2010 as a SPID migration blackout date in the West Coast Region and February 21, 2010 as a SPID migration blackout date in the Midwest and Mid-Atlantic Regions in order to install NPAC equipment, Service Providers are to come to the December 8, 2009 conference call prepared to determine if the request will be approved.
· There were no objections voiced to NeuStar’s request for January 24, 2010.  AT&T Mobility was the lone objection to the February 21, 2010 request.  Both requests were approved.

· Gary Sacra, LNPA WG Co-Chair, will distribute the current list of 2010 SPID migration blackout dates based on the most recent additions.


NOTE:  This Action Item was completed on 12/15//09.
Change Management – NeuStar:
· It was reported that all 3 NANC Change Orders, NANC 416, NANC440, and NANC 441, developed in support of FCC Order 09-41, were approved by the NAPM LLC.  NeuStar developed Statement of Work (SOW) 77 for the Change Orders at the request of the LLC.  The GDMO and ASN.1 for SOW 77 has been completed and is currently going through internal NeuStar review.  They will go out to the industry shortly.  The FRS and IIS are being updated.

· Related to NANC 408 (SPID Migration Automation) in Release 3.4, FRS Requirement RR3-263 instructs the NPAC to update the Old SPID in a migration when a code is migrated.  NeuStar stated that they are not aware why this is required and it has implications in NANC 408.  NeuStar would like to remove this requirement so that the functionality is consistent with what Service Providers do in a migration. LNPA WG Participants are to come to the January 12-13, 2010 meeting prepared to determine if FRS Requirement RR3-263, which instructs the NPAC to update the Old SPID in a migration when a code is migrated, can be eliminated.  Keeping this requirement could reduce the number of SPID migrations that are eligible to be done over the interface.
· At the November 10-11, 2009 LNPA WG meeting, the group agreed on a plan for NeuStar to develop a report indicating whether each SPID supported the Simple Port Timers, in order to provide the industry a means of determining which providers would implement FCC 09-41 within 9 months vs. 15 months.  The report would be placed on the NPAC's secure web site.  At the November 10-11, 2009 meeting, it was agreed to request that the NAPM LLC approve the plan and direct NeuStar to develop this report.  On the December 8, 2009 LNPA WG conference call, the group agreed on the following requirements for the report, if approved by the NAPM LLC:
· The reports will be available by June 1, 2010.
· The reports will be updated daily.
· The reports will be maintained until August 1, 2011.
· Reports will be prepared separately for each U.S. regional NPAC. 
· The reports will contain three columns of data for each User in the region: 
1. "SPID" 

2. "Simple Port Support?" 

3. "Date Support Indication Last Changed"
· Old reports will not be retained.
· All SPIDs will be reflected in the reports.
· Each day's reports are a new snapshot and is a complete replacement of the previous day's reports.
· The current reports will be removed and replaced about 3:00am Eastern each morning.
· Access to the current reports will be via a link on the NPAC secure web site's home page.
· Reports will be .csv files that can be copied into a spreadsheet.  An option to open or save locally will be provided.
· Providers that want to automate pulling down this report will need to determine what tools they have available to do so.
Open Action Item Discussion – All:
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· The status of the following open Action Items were discussed on the conference call:

Action Item 090209-03:  Sue Tiffany, Sprint Nextel, will submit a proposed Best Practice on Supplemental LSRs, expedites, and the respective FOC response time for Due Date changes for review by the LNPA WG.
· Sue Tiffany, Sprint Nextel, reported that this Action Item will be discussed at the January 12-13, 2010 LNPA WG meeting.
Action Item 090209-06:  Regarding time zone differences between Simple and Non-Simple Ports, Service Providers are to determine if any changes will be made for Non-Simple NPAC Business Hours.  (This is former LNPA WG FCC 09-41 Parking Lot Item PL072709-02.)  

· Regarding open Action Item 090209-06, which addresses time zone

differences between the Simple Port process and the Non-Simple Port process, Gary Sacra, LNPA WG Co-Chair, will note in the Action Item that the LNPA WG agreed to maintain the NPAC business hours of 7am-7pm Central, Monday-Friday, for wireline-to-wireline and intermodal Non-Simple Ports, but will revisit this decision if the time zone differences become problematic after implementation of FCC 09-41.
Action Item 090209-07:  Service Providers are to discuss when the 4 hour FOC clock starts – when the Clearinghouse or Service Bureau receives the LSR or when the Old Service Provider receives the LSR.
· There were no objections expressed to the clock starting upon receipt of the LSR by the Old SP or the Old SP’s Clearinghouse/Service Bureau, if used.   

· Regarding open Action Item 090209-07, which addresses when the 4-hour

FOC clock starts for Simple Ports submitted through a Clearinghouse or Service Bureau, Jan Doell, Qwest, will submit draft text to the LNPA WG Co-Chairs proposing that it starts upon receipt by the Old SP or the Old SP’s Clearinghouse/Service Bureau, if used.  The proposed text will be reviewed and discussed at the January 12-13, 2010 LNPA WG meeting. 
Action Item 091509-05:  Wireless Service Providers are to work a solution to the following within the current rules.  Delay Response in the Intermodal process:  Today, when a Wireline carrier ports a number away from a Wireless carrier that happens to be a Wireless Reseller, the Wireless Network SP carrier sends a Delay Response.  Wireline carriers cannot process the Delay response.  The only option that exists today is a Reject or FOC with a new Due Date and Time.  The LNPA WG needs to address how a Wireless carrier should respond to a Wireline carrier for Wireless Reseller ports (Non-Simple).  What kind of Response will the Wireless (OSP) send to the Wireline carrier (NSP) in the event the port is considered a Non-Simple Port?  What type of Response is appropriate and what will the Wireline carrier be able to accept?  (This is former LNPA WG FCC 09-41 Parking Lot Item PL090209-01.)  
· A number of wireless carriers stated that they intend to work with their resellers to have them respond to them within the 4 hours.

· It was agreed that we will not carve out a separate rule for wireless resellers with respect to the 4-hour FOC requirement that is different than the general 4-hour rule.  It was further agreed that there would be no system changes and wireless carriers will work to resolve this with their individual resellers consistent with the 4 hour rule if the LSR comes in as a Simple Port request.  
· Action Item 091509-05 is closed.
2010 Meeting/Call Schedule – All: 
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· No changes were made to the current 2010 meeting/call schedule (attached).
New Business – All:

· There were no new business items raised.

NANC 437 Issues Parking Lot Matrix Discussion – All:
Action Item 111009-12:  Regarding the attached NANC 437 Issue Parking Lot Matrix, LNPA WG Participants are to come prepared to the December 8, 2009 conference call to identify which Open and Pending items require deeper dive analysis.  The deeper dive analysis for identified items will begin at the January 2010 meeting.
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· The group identified the following for further deeper analysis, beginning at the January 12-13, 2010 LNPA WG meeting: 

1. The group identified the following NANC 437 Issue Parking Lot Matrix Items for further deeper analysis from the document attached above: 
MAJOR TOPIC:




ITEMS:
M&P/LEVEL OF EFFORT:  


1, 4, 27
M&P:  





2, 25, 74
OPERATIONAL:  



36
FUTURE REQUIREMENTS:  


37, 53
DOCUMENTATION:  
46, 71, 72, 115, 129, 141, 144, 146, 167, 177, 179, 193
ARCHITECTURE/M&P:  


80
ARCHITECTURE:  
23, 95, 99.2, 101, 112, 140, 169, 192
LEVEL OF EFFORT:  



127
DOCUMENTATION/LEVEL OF EFFORT:  173

2. The group also identified the following items for further deeper analysis:

· Regarding NANC 437, Evolving Systems will distribute documentation to

the LNPA WG related to NANC 437 Issues Parking Lot Matrix Item # 53, which addresses the timing of the transfer of the Master NPAC role to the New SP’s NPAC.  This documentation is to be distributed to the LNPA WG by January 4, 2010, even if in draft form, for review prior to the January 12-13, 2010 LNPA WG meeting.

· Regarding NANC 437, NeuStar will distribute documentation to the LNPA WG related to any race condition issues they have identified and documentation related to current Methods & Procedure (M&Ps) that may require inter-NPAC communication (reference open Action Item 111009-11).  This documentation is to be distributed to the LNPA WG by January 4, 2010, even if in draft form, for review prior to the January 12-13, 2010 LNPA WG meeting. 

· The items contained in the document attached below will also be discussed in more detail at the January 12-13, 2010 LNPA WG meeting:
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· Telcordia provided the attached breakdown summary of the open NANC 437 Issues Parking Lot Matrix items, which categorizes each:
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· The group completed the second pass review of the NANC 437 Issues Parking Lot matrix, discussing the open items in identifying which required further deeper analysis.  All revisions to the document are captured in the attached v17 and are identified with the date 12/08/09.  
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Next General LNPA WG Meeting …January 12-13, 2010, Scottsdale, Arizona – Hosted by Telcordia
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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 if necessary

		

		



		March

		

		9th-10th

		Comcast

		Denver, Colorado



		April

		

		No meeting.


4/13/2010 call if necessary

		

		



		May

		

		11th-12th 

		Brighthouse and Syniverse

		Tampa, Florida



		June

		

		No meeting.


6/8/2010 call if necessary

		

		



		July

		 

		13th-14th 

		NeuStar

		Location TBD on West Coast



		August

		

		No meeting.

8/10/2010 call if necessary

		

		



		September

		

		14th-15th

		Tekelec

		Morrisville, North Carolina



		October

		

		No meeting.


10/12/2010 call if necessary

		

		



		November

		

		9th-10th 

		Sprint Nextel

		Fort Lauderdale (tentative)



		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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Operational Issues Introduced by the  Implementation of Change Order NANC 437




1. Archives (off-line records as opposed to on-line "history")

1. What responsibility does the Neustar NPAC have to provide access to a Service Provider's archived records once that SP moves to another NPAC?  Or is the assumption that archived data will move with the SP?


2. A Service Provider transfers from NPAC A to NPAC B.  The EBDD file created for the SP's transfer does not have the SP's archived off-line old-SV information.  How does NPAC B acquire the old SV information belonging to the transferring-in SP where the old SV data was deleted and later moved to NPAC A's off-line archives while the SP still was NPAC A's customer?


2. Change Management Administration (CMA) function at LNPA WG

1. Who provides this function to LNPA WG when more than one NPAC vendor is active in the U.S.?  (The CMA role includes updating NPAC documentation such as FRS, IIS, etc.)

3. Edits/Validations


1. What will be the source for the identity of the LATA associated with an NPA-NXX (rate area)?  Or do we assume that not all NPACs must use the same data source?


2. What does a peer NPAC do when an NPA-NXX code or an LRN broadcast by the Master NPAC does not pass the peer NPAC's LATA ID or code ownership validations?  


3. What does a peer NPAC do when an activated SV broadcast by the Master NPAC does not pass the peer NPAC's LATA ID or DPC/SSN validations?


4. Help Desk

How does NPAC handle its own customer's problem when another NPAC's customer is involved?  For example:


1. A Service Provider is assigned a new NPA-NXX code, but when attempting to open it in NPAC, the SP finds that another SP served from another NPAC already has opened the code as its own.  How is the issue raised with the errant SP?


2. Will the process to reflect a code ownership error/reassignment that avoids a SPID migration be available once there is more than one NPAC operating in a Service Area?  If so, which NPAC will coordinate the process to assure minimum loss of (incoming) service for affected end-users?

NOTE: This alternate process, required before the SPID migration process became available, involves (1.) temporarily deleting active SVs (2.) deleting impacted LRNs, (3.) deleting the code, (4.) re-creating the code (and appropriate LRNs), and (5.) re-creating the deleted SVs.  Though relatively few active SVs may be involved, there are two SPs involved with the code and the LRN changes and both the original donor SP and current SP are involved for each SV change.  (The donor SP is involved even if the number was not last ported from that SP.)


5. IVR

1. Will each NPAC operate its own IVR?  

2. How will an NPAC obtain emergency contact information from another NPAC's customers?

6. NPAC Customer Moves to another NPAC

1. Why is a full EBDD prepared when Service Provider moves to new NPAC vendor?  Looks like "SPID" is needed as a selection criteria for the EBDD.


2. Will NPAC require Certification testing before it will accept a customer transfer?


3. Will every NPAC vendor have the same qualification and connectivity requirements, such as Minimum Connectivity Requirements?


7. NPAC Service Availability

With a single NPAC in the Service Area, when the NPAC is off-line, no porting can occur.  


1. With the introduction of additional NPACs in the Service Area, how will other NPACs in the Service Area react when an NPAC goes off-line?  

2. Should the other NPACs take themselves off-line too; or is the situation viewed as analogous to a partial failure in today's single-NPAC per Service Area environment?

3. If other NPACs go off line when an NPAC goes off-line, would there be a defined interval before the other NPACs took this action?


4. What process would be used to later restore the NPACs?  For example, would all NPACs synchronize with one another before allowing any Users to become active?

8. Performance - Impact of Mass Updates, Pooled Block Activations, and Large Port Activity 


1. How will each NPAC limit its Mass Updates, Pooled Block Activations, and Large Port projects to assure that such activity in the Service Area remains within industry-agreed limits?  

2. If several NPACs are performing Mass Updates, Pooled Block Activations, or Large Port projects, with the result there is an overload for Users in the Service Area, what criteria will determine which NPAC must suppress its Mass Updates, Pooled Block Activations, and Large Port projects? 


9. Proof of Concept


Should the LNPA WG recommend to the NAPM LLC that SOWs be requested from the current and potential NPAC vendors to perform laboratory testing to determine the technical feasibility of Telcordia's multi-NPAC proposal?

10. SLRs

Some SLRs originally were developed by industry in the LNPA WG's predecessor "Technical & Operations" committee, but for an environment based on a single NPAC vendor handling a Service Area.  The change in Architecture introduced by NANC 437, to allow more than one NPAC in a Service Area, may impact these SLRs.  That is, having multiple NPACs in the Service Area introduces the possibility that an NPAC will miss SLRs due to failure opportunities introduced by the new Architecture, such as inadequate inter-NPAC link sizing, failure of inter-NPAC links, or failure of another NPAC to remain on-line.  


1. What changes are proposed to the SLRs affected by the multi-NPAC Architecture?


11. SPID Migrations

There are limits on the size and quantity of SPID migrations.  Further, there can be no pending SVs involving the migrating codes and LRNs when a migration begins. 


1. How will SPID migration requests be coordinated to assure the Service Area remains within the industry-required LRN and SV quantity limits?


2. How will the deletion and re-creation of pending SVs be coordinated?  These pending SVs may be scattered across all NPACs in the Service Area and for any one pending SV, the involved new and old SPs may be served from different NPACs. 


12. Synchronization


1. How is NPAC database synchronization maintained among the various NPAC vendors in the same Service Area?  For example, when an inter-NPAC link failure occurs and is not immediately recognized.


13. Testing


1. How will each NPAC be certified as being ready for inter-NPAC operation, both initially and for each NPAC's subsequent software releases (including point releases)?


2. Will the inter-NPAC Certification testing include end-to-end testing, i.e., would it involve a subtending SOA/LSMS at both NPACs involved in the Certification tests.


3. If SOA/LSMS systems are involved in NPAC Certification testing, would they be actual Service Provider systems subtending the involved NPACs, or would there be test systems established at each NPAC to serve as its subtending SOA/LSMS. 


4. Would SOA/LSMS Certification testing be required by the new NPAC for a customer transferring to it from another NPAC?  


14. Third Party Impacts

1. INC requires the Pool Administrator to notify the NPAC when a thousand block is assigned.  How will the PA determine, for a SPID or TN issue, which NPAC to contact?  (Note that changes to the PA process may require that a Change Order be submitted to the FCC.)


2. NANPA sometimes must work with the NPAC code recovery situations, particular if there are active SV at the NPAC.  How will NANPA determine which NPAC to contact about code recovery situations?

August 13, 2009
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Totals

		Category		Open		Closed		Pending		Recommend Closed		Total Items

		Architecture		9		30		0		0		39

		M&P		15		6		0		0		21

		Level of Effort		5		0		0		0		5

		Operational		1		0		0		0		1

		Future Requirements		4		0		0		0		4

		Documentation		3		6		112		0		121

		Blank		0		2		0		0		2

		Total by Category		37		44		112		0		193

		General Discussion Topics		Related Items

		Race Conditions		95, 140, 146

		Performance/SLA		173, 127, 101, 169, 192

		Downtime		36, 33

		Multi-Vendor Management		2, 3, 6, 23, 25, 32, 75

		Testing/Certification		1, 4, 27, 31

		Inter-NPAC M&P		7, 15, 17, 58, 76, 125

		Miscellaneous		80, 112, 74, 123

		Other LOE and 2 Doc

				26 - New error code indicating Peered NPAC failover

				37 - Reporting on Pending SVs

				54 - Transfer of Master NPAC Role

				64 - Notifications of LSMS outages between peers

				24 - Incorporation of 3.4 Functionality

				34 - Copyright






_1322569743.doc
LNPA Working Group Architecture Planning Team (APT)


NANC 437 Issue Parking Lot Matrix 




​​​​​​


Please Note: The items listed below have been identified for further in-depth analysis during the technical requirements discussions related to NANC 437, which proposes an Inter-NPAC peering model architecture.

		Category Topic

		Description



		DOCUMENTATION

		Items agreed upon during review to be updated in next NANC 437 FRS/IIS 5.0.0 release (8/12/09 -may have impact on NPAC functionality and may not be a Documentation Only change)



		M&P

		Items identifying existing and or new procedures updates in support of NANC 437



		FUTURE REQUIREMENTS

		Items optionally to be considered at a future time that contain suggested new or modified functionality from the functionality currently included in the NANC 437 documentation 



		LEVEL OF EFFORT

		Items requiring further understanding of the level of effort for vendors implementing NANC 437



		ARCHITECTURE

		Items raised during the NANC 437 review related to the NANC 437 solution architecture as well as items not categorized in the other existing categories



		OPERATIONAL (added 09-15-09)

		Items identifying potential NPAC or Service Provider operational impacts.





		Status

		Description



		OPEN

		Items pending next NANC 437 documentation release or for LNPA WG discussion/determination



		RECOMMEND CLOSED

		Items that have been identified as duplicate, can be combined with an existing item, or where there is a more specific and detailed item that has been opened



		CLOSED

		Items that are completed.



		PENDING

		Items pending the release of the next NANC 437 documentation





		Item #

		Date Logged

		Status 

		Related Requirement(s)

		Industry Documentation Referenced

		Major Topic

		Decisions/Recommendations/Discussion



		0001




		3/10/09

		Open

		N/A

		Certification and Regress Test Plan 

		M&P/LEVEL OF EFFORT

Resolving Inter-NPAC SMS interface specification NPAC vendor disputes discovered during test cycles.

		TBD – Address when test plan and test cases are developed.

Related to items #4 and #31  the general testing strategy of NANC 437. 

11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:


· LNPA WG or Operations Team.  Previously when their were two NPAC vendors the change management administrator arbitrated disputes between the NPAC vendors as well as between the NPAC vendors and SOA and LSMS vendors.  Telcordia has recommended reinstatement of third party change management.



		0002

		3/10/09

		Open

		N/A

		M&P

		M&P


Resolving Inter-NPAC SMS Interface specification NPAC vendor disputes discovered during production failures

		TBD – Address when M&Ps are developed.

8/12/09


· The PIM process was discussed as a possible solution.  

11/10/09

Telcordia Proposal:


· LNPA WG with LLC would resolve issues as it does today.  When there were two NPAC vendors the change management administrator and/or LNPA WG arbitrated disputes between the NPAC vendors as well as between the NPAC vendors and SOA and LSMS vendors.  An option is to reinstatement of third party change management.



		0003

		3/10/09

		Closed on 11/10/09

		N/A

		PIMs

		M&P


Addressing NPAC vendor-specific PIM topics

		TBD – Need to determine how to work NPAC specific PIM topics that might not be appropriate to discuss in current PIM processes.

8/12/09


· Discussion needs to take place on logistics of holding technical discussions and addressing technical issues that also impact NPAC contracts. 

11/10/09


· NPAC vendors could be excused for NPAC vendor-specific PIM discussions or it could be addressed in LLC.


· SPs could handle via vendor customer relationship.

· For interoperability issues, this could be addressed by Item 0002.  This item was closed and now pointed to Item 0002.



		0004

		3/10/09

		Open

		N/A

		Certification and Regression Test Plan based on FRS and IIS

		M&P/LEVEL OF EFFORT

Technical certification of a new NPAC vendor

		TBD – Address when test plan and test cases are developed.

8/12/09


· Level of Effort discussion required.


· 3rd party certifier required for NPAC vendors?

· Related to item#1

11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:


· Assumed LLC would identify appropriate certification processes.  Test plans would leverage existing turn-up test cases for interface testing with SOA and LSMS vendors.  A new test plan would be needed for Inter-NPAC testing.



		0005

		3/10/09

		Closed

8/12/09





		N/A

		M&P 

		M&P


NPAC Vendor change process (for operators electing to switch NPAC vendors)

		TBD – Address when M&P for transition are developed.


Covered more completely in Item #31

8/12/09

· What is industry expectation for certification testing when SPs transition to new NPAC vendor? 

· Agreed to close Item 5 and add bullet above to Item 31.



		0006

		3/10/09

		Open

		N/A

		M&P

		M&P


Coordinated changes to NPAC SMS configuration parameters (e.g. timers, retry counters)

		TBD – Address when M&Ps are developed.

8/12/09


· NAPM LLC approval process involved.

09/16/09


Although not required, if desired the LNPA WG would need to define M&P for management of tunables values used by all Peered NPAC.


11/10/09:

Telcordia Proposal:


· LNPA WG in conjunction with LLC as it is done today. Parameter changes are scheduled with prior industry agreement.

Further Discussion:

· Current set of configurable parameters must be listed in the FRS and all NPACs must use the same defined set of configurable parameters.  Add as new DOCUMENTATION item.

· See new Item 0194.



		0007

		3/10/09

		Open

		No New Requirements

		M&P / Best Practices, Existing FRS requirements

		M&P


Managing lagging LSMS systems

		Peering would not change requirements for how each NPAC SMS deals with LSMS that are lagging today. 

8/12/09


· Are additional requirements necessary dependent on which NPAC notices lagging LSMS?

11/10/09

Telcordia Proposal:


· Peering would not change industry requirements for how each NPAC SMS deals with lagging LSMS systems.

Further Discussion:

· Option discussed:  Habitual lagging LSMSs would be dealt with as they are today – by NPAC with the relationship with the lagging LSMS.  This would include the scenario of a primary NPAC disassociating as soon as possible their customer in response to a customer of another NPAC and force them into recovery.

· Question on how to resolve when a customer of one NPAC that identifies a lagging LSMS from another NPAC, e.g., Partial Fails.

· A lagging LSMS on one NPAC could impact the performance of another NPAC.



		0008

		3/10/09

		Closed (07/14/09)

		

		FRS Architecture and specific CH 6 and 10 requirements

		ARCHITECTURE


Performance – industry and provider systems

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.

Agreed to close since Chapters 6 and 10 have been reviewed and specific items have been logged. (items 192, 101, 91, 127)



		0009

		3/10/09

		Closed (07/14/09)

		

		FRS/IIS Requirements relating to SV, Block, and Audit (CH 3, 5, and 8 and related IIS Flows)

		ARCHITECTURE


Race conditions – e.g., NPACs would be out of synch between the time Primary NPAC puts SV in sending state and peered NPAC receives download and somebody launches audit on TN.

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review.


Errata 2 and 3 were introduced to remove race conditions.



		0010

		3/10/09

		Closed

8/12/09



		

		FRS/IIS – Primarily CH 6 and IIS – all requirements apply

		ARCHITECTURE


Question on design of inter-NPAC interfaces and what the message sets will be.  Synchronization, queries, audits, partial fails

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review.


Message sets have been reviewed as well as combination/synchronization of events.  



		0011

		3/10/09

		Closed (07/14/09)

		

		FRS Architecture and specific CH 6, 9, and 10 requirements

		ARCHITECTURE


Question on SLAs and the additional work placed on the NPACs in order to remain transparent to service providers.  Concern raised about ability to meet performance-related SLRs.

		Performance requirements and associated reporting for those requirements will be discussed during Change Order 437. Other SLAs and SLRs are part of contractual arrangements. Agreed to close since Chapters 6 and 10 have been reviewed and specific items have been logged (items 192, 101, 91, 127)



		0012

		3/10/09

		Closed (07/14/09)

		N/A

		FRS Architecture and specific CH 6 and 10 requirements (list SOA bandwidth requirements)

		ARCHITECTURE


SOA throughput issues for Inter-NPAC SMS interfaces

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.

 Agreed to close with item 192 being be moved from DOCUMENTATION back to ARCHITECTURE.



		0013

		3/10/09

		Closed


8/12/09




		N/A

		Existing FRS requirements

		ARCHITECTURE


Do all providers using a Service Bureau have to connect to the NPAC that the Service Bureau chooses?  

		8/12/09


Response was yes.  If SP wants to connect to different NPAC, they could choose to go with a different Service Bureau or go with a direct connect to NPAC of choice.


Service Bureaus are responsible for deciding whether or not to connect to 1 or more NPACs in a region to allow their customers to choose which NPAC they will utilize.


SOA and LSMS must have different SPIDs when connecting to different NPAC vendors.  Constraint will be added to address this in item #49






		0014

		3/10/09

		Closed


8/12/09




		Section 3.11 RT3-25 to RT3-64

		FRS EBDD Requirements in Section 3 and Appendix E

		ARCHITECTURE


Enhanced BDD data requirements between NPACs

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


Covered during industry review Section 3 and Appendix E.  Items 79, 81, 83, and 84 have been opened to update the documentation.



		0015

		3/10/09

		Open 

		N/A




		M&Ps for Release  3.4 w/NANC 414

		M&P


Managing and addressing ports where code ownership is in error

		Existing processes apply in a peering environment.  New Release 3.4 NANC 414 requirements would apply.

8/12/09


· Managing, distributing, updating OCN mapping list among NPACs

· Addressing when lists are discrepant between NPACs

· Frequency of updates could be an operational issue if manual.

11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:


· Existing M&P can be leveraged in a Peered NPAC SMS environment.  The current M&P would be expanded to include use of an M&P for Inter-NPAC communication to facilitate the resolution between the Service Providers.


· Option discussed:  Use current process for resolving errors and develop a general M&P for inter-NPAC communication for issue resolution.

Further Discussion:


· It was suggested that we develop a list of M&Ps that may require inter-NPAC communication.  NeuStar action. 



		0016

		3/10/09

		Closed (07/14/09)

		N/A

		FRS/IIS New Inter-NPAC SMS Number Pool Block Requirements

		ARCHITECTURE


Race conditions during transition of Master NPAC for pooled blocks

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review.


Errata 2 and 3 were introduced to remove race conditions.  

Agreed to close at 7/14/09 review. 



		0017

		3/10/09

		Open 

		No New Requirements

		FRS Existing Number Pool Block Requirements


 (CH 3 and 5) and existing M&Ps

		M&P


Failure on the part of providers to protect contaminated TNs in pooled block and any complexity in resolving

		Existing requirements and processes apply in a peering environment.


Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review.  M&Ps may need to be updated.

11/10/09

Telcordia Proposal:


· Existing M&P can be leveraged in a Peered NPAC SMS environment. The current M&P would be expanded to include use of an M&P for Inter-NPAC communication to facilitate the resolution between the Service Providers.



		0018

		3/10/09

		Closed


8/12/09

		Section 5 requirements

		FRS/IIS; FRS CH 3 and 5 requirements for Inter-NPAC failure communication

		ARCHITECTURE


Failed SP list functionality and behavior

		Service Provider functionality does not change.  Inter-NPAC communication of failures will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review.

Covered during industry review.  Items 104 and 138 have identified enhanced functionality to be added in the documentation for failed lists.



		0019

		3/10/09

		Closed


8/12/09

		Section 8.4 requirements

		FRS/IIS;  FRS CH 8

		ARCHITECTURE


Discrepancies/ambiguities in Master NPAC and golden database identification and impacts on query and audit functionality.

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review.


Covered during industry review.  Specific documentation items were created to further clarify audit processing (item 70,71,141,142,145)



		0020

		3/10/09

		Closed


8/12/09 




		Section 3.2.2 requirements

		FRS/IIS; FRS CH3

		ARCHITECTURE


Action required for case when a –X or pending SV that has not been activated but are impacted by migration are on a different NPAC than the Primary NPAC of the migrating-to SPID

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review.


Covered during industry review of section 3.2.2.  

 



		0021

		3/10/09

		Closed


8/12/09



		RT3-4

		FRS/IIS; FRS CH 3

		ARCHITECTURE


Filter functionality and behavior

		Filter functionality to SOA and LSMS for filters are unchanged.  Filtering is not supported between Peered NPAC SMS over the Inter-NPAC SMS Interfaces. Each Peered NPAC SMS is responsible for filtering to their subtending SOA and LSMS systems. Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review. 


Recommending closure due to clarification of filtering not being supported is covered in DOCUMENTATION Item # 73.



		0022

		3/10/09

		Closed


8/12/09



		Section 6.7

		FRS/IIS; FRS CH 6

		ARCHITECTURE




		Both SWIM and time based recovery is supported over the Inter-NPAC SMS Interface. Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review.  


Covered during industry review. 

Recommend closure due to performance/volume concerns will be rolled up into item 101.



		0023

		3/10/09

		Open

		N/A

		M&P

		Changed to ARCHITECTURE on 11/10/09

SPID migrations – how to manage the current SV limitations in a multiple NPAC environment

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review.  M&Ps may need to be updated.

8/12/09


· With NANC 408, need to coordinate scheduling of migrations to ensure we do not exceed limitations in a multi-NPAC environment.

11/10/09

Telcordia Proposal:


· Existing M&P can be leveraged in a Peered NPAC SMS environment.  From Primer section 4.1 - In an Inter-NPAC SMS environment, the Primary Peered NPAC SMS for the New Service Provider to whom the SPID is being migrated would initiate the SPID migration.  SPID Migration files would be generated and distributed from the Primary NPAC SMS of the New Service Provider to all other Peered NPAC SMSs via FTP site.  Automation of SPID in NPAC Release 3.4 can be utilized in Inter-NPAC Peering.  

Further Discussion:

· Option discussed:  Migrating To SPID generates the migration files.

· Need to determine how we will manage automation of limitations that will be implemented in NANC 408.  An NPAC vendor that is not in all regions will have to communicate migrations to all regions.  Do we need a single repository for the industry?

· Need to address how we will resolve cases where more than the limit is scheduled.



		0024

		3/10/09

		Open

		TBD

		FRS/IIS 

		DOCUMENTATION


Incorporate the Release 3.4 functionality in a multiple NPAC environment

		Requirements for Release 3.4 functionality can be implemented in a Peered NPAC SMS environment.  Once the final Release 3.4 package is approved by the LLC, it can be folded into the NANC 437 requirements.



		0025

		3/10/09

		Open

		N/A

		M&P

		Changed to ARCHITECTURE on 11/10/09

ID management – segmenting the IDs and when NPAC vendors are added

		Recommendations proposed in NANC 437 need to be discussed.  Documentation to be updated is dependent on the adopted solution.

11/10/09

Telcordia Proposal:


· Section 4.3 proposes an ID partitioning in Inter-NPAC Peering, each ID value is assigned by the Master NPAC SMS as identified  in the requirements.  * Some type of inventory system or assignment of ranges must be put into place for use by all Peered NPAC SMS.  * A simple approach that could be used for ID assignment would be to use a formula of (ID value) modulo (the number of Peered NPAC SMS).  * Introducing weighting based on the percentage of traffic could be done but would also require managing large service provider moves subsequently causing a redistribution of the inventory.

Further Discussion:

· Proposed option would require requirements and coding.


· Current ID inventory system does not support segmenting or partitioning.



		0026

		3/10/09

		Open

		TBD

		FRS/IIS

		FUTURE REQUIREMENTS

On inter-NPAC activity, what message does a provider receive on an outstanding request when their Primary NPAC remains up and the Peered NPAC fails over to its backup NPAC? Is it an existing or a new error code?

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review.  These options can be discussed.  

Requirements for a new error code to be developed/investigated post technical feasibility review (7/14/09)

8/12/09

· Association will not be aborted.


· Verify that existing requirements provide appropriate message. 

11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:


· Notification would be forwarded to subtending SOA and LSMS systems

· Requirements can be added if the functionality is deemed necessary by the industry.



		0027

		3/10/09

		Open

		N/A

		Test Plans

		M&P/LEVEL OF EFFORT

How does the industry want to handle disaster failover/recovery testing of peered NPACs?

		TBD – Address when test plan and test cases are developed.

8/12/09

· Are we going to have test facility to handle this?  What are industry expectations?


· Need to discuss Level of Effort before test plans are developed.

11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:


· Testing would be done before turning up a new Peered NPAC vendor as well as at periodic intervals as it is today.  Existing failover and recovery test cases can be enhanced for testing of Inter-NPAC SMS connectivity.



		0028

		3/10/09

		Closed


8/12/09 

		No New Requirements

		FRS/IIS Existing Requirements (FRS CH 6)

		ARCHITECTURE


LSMS recovery process – make sure that same behavior is replicated in a peered NPAC environment

		Peering would not change requirements for how each NPAC SMS deals with LSMS recovery process.


Covered during industry review with several items (177, 178, and 179) opened to clarify requirements to for recovery in a peered environment including 3 NPAC scenarios.



		0029

		3/10/09

		Closed


8/12/09



		Section 3.5.1 and 3.5.2

		FRS/IIS; FRS CH 3

		ARCHITECTURE


NPA splits – all NPACs could be participating in the broadcast of impacted NPA-NXXs

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review.  


Covered during industry review of section 3. Item #75 addresses the M&Ps that would be put in place for NPA Split management in a peered environment.



		0030

		3/10/09

		Closed


8/12/09 

		N/A

		

		M&P


Interop and turnup testing for NPAC vendors

		Duplicate of Item #4, remove or close.



		0031

		3/10/09

		Open

		N/A

		M&P

		M&P


How are Peered NPAC SMSs modified to associate a new SP with its Primary NPAC SMS?  For both a new SP in a region and an SP changing NPACs.

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review. Note: this item is similar to item 5 consider consolidation of item 5 with item #31

8/12/09


· What is industry expectation for certification testing when SPs transition to new NPAC vendor? 


11/10/09

Telcordia Proposal:


· Section 4.7.2 of the Primer addresses Service Provider transition and gives a plan for how this would be accomplished.



		0032

		3/10/09

		Open

		N/A

		M&P

		M&P


Coordinating the timing of NPAC software release updates

		Done as it is done today between NPAC and SOA and LSMS vendors. 

8/12/09


· Need to discuss if this requires a flash cut, backwards compatibility implications, impacts of different vendor development cycles.


· SPs migrating to a different NPAC that does not support feature set that previous NPAC did.  Could drive SP system changes.

11/10/09

Telcordia Proposal:


· Section 4.8 of the Primer addresses Release Management in a Peered NPAC environment. New releases in an Inter-NPAC Peering environment backward compatibility will allow for one Peered NPAC SMS vendor to be able to upgrade independently from another.  Vendors must work with the Industry to schedule use of new functionality.  If changes introduced require increased performance over the Inter-NPAC SMS Interfaces, vendors not yet supporting the increased performance can take advantage of existing flow control mechanisms until they can upgrade.  

Further Discussion:

· Discussions in LNPA WG would determine if coordination among NPACs would be required for certain feature implementation.



		0033

		3/10/09

		Open

		N/A

		M&P

		M&P


Does the industry want an NPAC-only maintenance window for synch up separate from the SP maintenance window so that they can talk to each other without SPs submitting requests?

		LNPA WG would need to discuss as part of NANC 437 implementation.

11/10/09

Telcordia Proposal:


· Additional maintenance windows are not assumed for the  NANC 437 implementations.  Existing maintenance windows and their management would remain as it is today.

Further Discussion:

· Option discussed:  Having an NPAC-only maintenance window within the existing window.


· Question asked on required length of maintenance window with multiple NPACs doing maintenance and time needed to synch up.



		0034

		4/14/09

		Open

		N/A

		FRS/IIS/GDMO/ASN.1

		DOCUMENTATION


Appropriate manner to reflect copyright in FRS document.

		Does not impact review process and will be reviewed at a later date.



		0035

		4/14/09

		Closed


8/12/09



		FRS CH 8 

		FRS CH8 / Audit IIS Flows

		ARCHITECTURE


Impacts of Peered NPACs on Repair Service Functionality (Identified in FRS Section 1.2.3)

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


Audit functionality covered during industry review of CH8.



		0036

		4/14/09

		Open

		N/A

		M&P 

		OPERATIONAL

How will unplanned and scheduled downtime work with Peered NPACs? (Identified in FRS Section 1.2.5)

9/15/09


Is M&P needed for coordinating downtime between Peered NPAC SMS. (Identified in FRS Section 2.5.1)

		TBD – Address when M&Ps are developed.


Related to Item # 26, #27, #63 and #64 


Note: Suggest items be combined

8/12/09

· Need to discuss operational, service affecting implications, level of effort.


· Should all NPACs be taken down if one is down?

11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:


· For LSMS broadcast today, best effort is used to update all LSMS in a region.  NPAC SMS should continue to process requests while the Peered NPAC are down to update the LSMS systems.  When the Peered NPAC recovers the subtending LSMS will recover as they do today.  Porting events between Service Providers using the same NPAC SMS (Inter-NPAC porting) can continue as business as usual.  An error will be returned to the SOA if pending ports cannot be created by the Master NPAC SMS.





		0037

		4/14/09

		Open

		TBD

		FRS CH 9 Reporting

		FUTURE REQUIREMENTS

Impacts of Peered NPACs on Report Request Functionality.  An NPAC may not be aware of some pending SVs. (Identified in FRS Section 1.2.8)

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.

There was a concern raised about pending PTO ports for Number Pool Block creation.  Neustar action item to provide example (7/14/09)

Requirements to be investigated post technical feasibility review (7/14/09)

8/12/09

· Window of error is messages passing each other across the wire – multiple requests being processed at the same time.  Need to review use case for race condition.

11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:


· Related to Pending SVs not in all Peered NPAC SMS.


· No specific situation was identified where a 3rd Party NPAC would need access to the pending subscription versions for reporting. (Related to M&P Item 123 Query of Pending SVs by 3rd NPAC.)



		0038

		4/14/09

		Closed


8/12/09

		N/A

		M&P




		M&P


Coordinating NPA split data when data is coming from different sources.

		TBD – Address when M&Ps are developed.


Combine with Item #75






		0039

		4/14/09

		Closed


8/12/09

		N/A

		

		ARCHITECTURE


Peered data impacts on recovery.

		8/12/09


Covered during industry review with several items (177, 178, and 179) opened to clarify requirements to for recovery in a peered environment including 3 NPAC scenarios.



		0040

		4/14/09

		Pending

		N/A

		FRS Section 1.2.14

		DOCUMENTATION


Include peering interface in items 8 and 12 in section FRS 1.2.14 related to Number Pooling.

		Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0041

		4/14/09

		Pending

		N/A

		FRS Table 1-3

		DOCUMENTATION


Vacant number treatment and snapback of number pooled blocks.  Treatment when effective date of pooled block has been reached but block has not been activated.

		Table will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0042

		4/14/09

		Pending

		New Requirement

		FRS

		DOCUMENTATION


Make it clear that all NPACs must run on same timeframe, such as GMT.

		Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0043

		4/14/09

		Pending

		N/A

		FRS

		DOCUMENTATION


Bring in information from Primer into FRS where appropriate.

		Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0044

		4/14/09

		Pending

		N/A

		FRS

		DOCUMENTATION


Reference different types of NPACs in beginning of document and what their respective roles are.

		Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0045

		4/14/09

		Pending

		AR6-6




		FRS 1.5

		DOCUMENTATION


Do peered NPACs reduce 30 available LSMS slots for providers? 

		Revise text to say 30 subtending LSMS


Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release

8/12/09


· Clarification of assumption (AR6-6) will reflect that 30 subtending LSMSs total will not be reduced.


· 30 subtending LSMSs is not hard-coded, it is an assumption for capacity planning.


· May need to add assumption for inter-NPAC LSMSs for capacity planning.



		0046

		4/14/09

		Pending

		TBD

		FRS Section 1.5 and CH 11

		DOCUMENTATION


In Assumptions section, reflect how billing will work in a peered environment.  How will billing information be collected from multiple NPACs? 

		Usage data collection is in scope of FRS.  Use of the data for billing and billing algorithms are LLC/FCC related


Assumption section will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release.

8/12/09


· Current algorithm requires knowledge of how many transactions are transmitted.  Need to address how this would be captured in a multi-NPAC environment.



		0047

		4/14/09

		Pending

		TBD

		FRS AR10-1

		DOCUMENTATION


Suggestion to add an assumption on scheduled downtime.  What does downtime look like for software updates?  Does it have to be coordinated?

		An assumption will be added in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0048

		4/14/09

		Pending

		N/A

		FRS CH 1

		DOCUMENTATION


Copy assumptions from Primer into FRS.

		Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0049

		4/14/09

		Pending

		N/A

		FRS Constraints Section

		DOCUMENTATION


In scenario where provider uses Service Bureau for SOA and connects directly to NPAC for LSMS, SPID should be associated with one and only one NPAC (Primary).

		Will be addressed as a constraint in the next FRS 5.0.0 release. Item #13 will also be addressed with this constraint in the documentation.



		0050

		4/14/09

		Closed


8/12/09 




		R10-20 and RT10-4

		FRS CH 10

		ARCHITECTURE


How do we do required inter-NPAC messaging and meet 3-second requirement.  It was suggested that all inter-NPAC messaging requirements should be measured independently.

		Suggestion will be applied in next FRS 5.0.0 release


Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


Recommend close as duplicate of item #192



		0051

		4/14/09

		Pending

		N/A

		FRS Section 2.0

		DOCUMENTATION


Remove “in inter-NPAC peering.”

		Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0052

		4/14/09

		

Closed 


9/15/09

		CH6/CH7 

		FRS Section 5/IIS

		ARCHITECTURE


When New SP sends up their Create request first, and sent over inter-NPAC interface, how is that tracked over the interface when it is the Old SP’s NPAC responsibility to create Invoke Id?

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


Team discussed tracking of messages is handled as it is today with the CMIP interface that will be used between Peered NPAC SMS



		0053

		4/14/09

		Open




		N/A 

		FRS CH5 / IIS

		FUTURE REQUIREMENTS

(9-15-09)

Suggestion to transfer Master NPAC role to New SP’s NPAC upon Activation rather than creation of pending SV.  Master ownership should be attached to an SV rather than a TN. (Identified in FRS Section 2.1)

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


Flows will be reviewed to evaluate current proposed behavior.


Team covered during industry review contributor agreed current approach works as documented.

11/10/09


· Evolving Systems issue deferred.

12/08/09


· Evolving will lead discussion in January 2010 meeting.



		0054

		4/14/09

		Pending

		N/A

		FRS Sections 2.1 and 2.2

		DOCUMENTATION


Change reference to notification to request (24 occurrences).  Clarify what is being forwarded where it references “data.”

		Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0055

		4/14/09

		Pending

		N/A

		FRS Sections 2.1.4.2 and 2.1.4.3

		DOCUMENTATION


Add in text addressing when response does come back.

		Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0056

		4/14/09

		

Closed


09/15/09

		N/A

		FRS CH 6

		ARCHITECTURE


Retries – recommendation to not incorporate retries into peered NPAC interface (Identified in FRS Section 2.1.4.3)

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


Review concluded that existing functionality could be reused with retry counter assumed set to zero.





		0057

		4/14/09

		Pending

		N/A

		FRS Section 2.2.4

		DOCUMENTATION


Clarify which NPAC is the Master.

		Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0058

		4/14/09

		Open

		N/A

		M&P

		M&P


Address possible need for M&P for problems found during repair where the Service provider received a problem notification from the NPAC SMS in an Inter-NPAC SMS Peering Environment. (Identified in FRS Section 2.3.1-C)

		TBD – Address when M&Ps are developed

11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:


· The functional requirements defined for NANC 437 allow for audits between Peered NPAC SMS for repair.  The current M&P would be expanded to include use of an M&P for Inter-NPAC communication to facilitate the resolution between the Service Providers.





		0059

		4/14/09

		Pending

		N/A

		FRS Section 2.3.5

		DOCUMENTATION


Address wording of how repair/audit correction of inaccuracies handled over the inter-NPAC interface. 

		Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release


Paragraph wording will be corrected



		0060

		4/14/09

		Closed


09/15/09

		TBD

		FRS CH 8

		ARCHITECTURE


Address automated inter-NPAC audit capability in separate section in Overview. (Identified in FRS Section 2)

		Industry will need to assess the need for this functionality and how it would be implemented


Duplicate of item #71.  Recommend Close



		0061

		4/14/09

		Pending

		N/A

		FRS Section 2.3.5

		DOCUMENTATION


Clarify which NPAC is broadcasting.

		Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0062

		4/14/09

		Pending

		N/A

		FRS Section 2

		DOCUMENTATION


Suggestion to clarify which SP’s NPAC is the Master in either a table in beginning of section and/or in a parenthetical in each applicable requirement.

		Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0063

		4/14/09

		Closed (07/14/09)

		R10-10.1


RT10-1

		FRS CH10

		ARCHITECTURE


Not all providers support electronic messaging to notify of downtime.  Do we need an additional message between NPACs for identifying downtime or is existing message sufficient? (Identified in FRS Section 2.5.1)

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


NANC 437 documents the use of this notification between NPAC vendors.

Team concluded no action required (7/14/09). 



		0064

		4/14/09

		Open

		TBD

		FRS CH10

		FUTURE REQUIREMENTS

Do we need an electronic means of notifying subtending LSMSs from an unaffected NPAC that some LSMSs will be down?  Need input from Service Providers.  Should broadcast take place to LSMSs that are up or should it be suppressed? (Identified in FRS Section 2.5.1)

		Industry will need to assess the need for this functionality and how it would be implemented. 

Requirements to be developed/investigated post technical feasibility review (7/14/09)

11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:


· Requirements can be added if the functionality is deemed necessary by the industry.



		0065

		4/14/09

		Pending

		N/A

		FRS Section 2.4.3

		DOCUMENTATION


Clarify/Add that it is the Master NPAC.

		Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0066

		4/14/09

		Closed


09/15/09

		N/A

		M&P

		M&P


Is M&P needed for coordinating downtime between Peered NPAC SMS. (Identified in FRS Section 2.5.1)

		TBD – Address when M&Ps are developed.


Combined with Item #36






		0067

		4/14/09

		Pending

		N/A

		FRS Section 2.7.3

		DOCUMENTATION


Change “Master” to “Primary.”  Use most appropriate term in Section 2.7.

		Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0068.1

		4/14/09

		Closed (07/14/09)

		N/A

		FRS CH10




		ARCHITECTURE


Sizing of inter-NPAC links to handle message loads, e.g. audits, and still handle inter-NPAC porting messaging. (Identified in FRS Section 2.7)

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.

Agreed to close due to effort to evaluate size of links will be done in conjunction with item 101 with evaluating the need for compression.





		0068.2

		4/14/09

		Pending

		RT3-23

		FRS Section 2.7




		DOCUMENTATION


Suggestion to delete RT 3-23 and make it an Assumption.  Notifications that will not be destined for a provider due to their prioritization schema will still be sent over the inter-NPAC interface.

		RT3-23 will be moved to an assumption.


Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0069

		4/14/09

		Pending

		N/A

		FRS Section 2.7

		DOCUMENTATION


Reference mechanism for identifying Master NPAC.

		Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0070

		4/14/09

		Pending

		TBD

		FRS CH 8/IIS

		DOCUMENTATION

How does an NPAC SMS know whether an LSMS on one NPAC know whether an LSMS on another NPAC supports audits?  What is the response if it does not?  Review current requirements on how an LSMS that does not support audits reports that.  (Identified in FRS Section 2.7)

		There is a “no audit performed” value that can be returned in an audit result. 


Behavior for subsequent repair upon receipt of this audit result should be done as it is today.


Awaiting description/validation of current functionality from current NPAC Vendor.

Functionality is to return “no audit performed”. Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release per discussions on 7/14/09.





		0071

		4/14/09

		Pending

		Filled in upon review

		FRS CH 8/IIS

		DOCUMENTATION


Work through scenarios in auditing that might be needed in peered environment to address out-of-synch and race conditions.

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


Covered existing audit scenarios during industry review. 


Inter-NPAC Audit functionality will be added to the next FRS 5.0.0 release.



		0072

		4/14/09

		Pending

		In tables, requirements will be reviewed

		FRS Section 3

		DOCUMENTATION


What is allocation scheme for IDs among the peered NPACs?  Suggestion to change reference to range to something like “set” since contiguous ranges may not be available.

		First sentence is a duplicate of Item #25. Can be deleted.


The changing of the wording “range” to “set” will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0073

		4/14/09

		Pending

		RT3-4

		FRS Section 3

		DOCUMENTATION


It was questioned if we need this requirement since it is the case in general.  Make it an assumption that peered NPACs will not be filtered.

		Requirement will be made into an assumption and will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0074

		4/14/09

		Open 

		N/A

		M&P

		M&P


How do we assure that peered NPACs are using the same data for NPA-NXX data validation? (Identified in FRS Section 3.4.1)

		TBD – Address when M&Ps are developed.


Need to address both source of data and management of discrepancies.

11/11/09

Telcordia Proposal:


· All Peered NPAC SMS would use any industry data source as determined by the LLC.

Further Discussion:


· Suggested that all vendors use common source for data and updated on a pre-defined schedule.

· It was stated that changes are made with a future effective date.

· It was also suggested that a 3rd party common repository be made available for data to be pulled from.

· Need to list data items and identify their source.





		0075

		4/14/09

		Open

		N/A

		M&P

		M&P


M&Ps for NPA splits in peered environment (Identified in FRS Section 3.5)

8/12/09

Coordinating NPA split data when data is coming from different sources.

		TBD –Address when M&Ps are developed.


Need to address both source of data, replication, and management of discrepancies.

8/12/09

· Need to address coordination across multiple NPACs.

11/11/09

· Suggestion to leverage what is done today but over the inter-NPAC interface.



		0076

		4/14/09

		Open




		N/A

		M&P

		M&P


Need to address split scenarios when peered NPACs have discrepant data post-split. (Identified in FRS Section 3.5)

		11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:


· Existing M&Ps would be leveraged to resolve post split discrepancies. .The current M&P would be expanded to include use of an M&P for Inter-NPAC communication to facilitate the resolution between the Service Providers.



		0077

		4/16/09

		Pending

		FRS RT-4-4




		FRS

		DOCUMENTATION


How will providers get a complete picture of all valid SPIDs in a region?

		Peered NPAC Customer Data is broadcast over the interface, but Peered NPAC Data is not.  RT4-4 should be deleted.


Requirement will be deleted in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0078

		4/16/09

		

Closed


09/15/09

		Section 7.9 requirements

		FRS CH 6/IIS

FRS CH 5

		ARCHITECTURE


Security Question: Can an NPAC SOA SPID do anything to a peered NPAC because the request comes over the inter-NPAC interface similar to capabilities enabled by NANC 48?

Security concern related to “Acting on Behalf of Old Service Provider.”


(Identified in FRS Review of RT5-12)

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


Covered during industry review.  

During the review the team discussed the NANC 437 security.  Security in place for NANC 437 only allows messaging over the inter-NPAC interface as a result of service provider activity to its Primary NPAC SMS.  No NPAC SOA can access a Peered NPAC SMS directly.



		0079

		4/16/09

		Pending

		TBD

		FRS Section 3.10

		DOCUMENTATION


Size of file to transfer for BDD.  Suggested to add selection criteria for only data that NPAC is Master for. 

		Requirements will be added in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0080

		4/16/09

		Open 

		TBD

		FRS Section 3.10 and M&P

		ARCHITECTURE/M&P


Synchronization of BDDs created by Peered NPACs and reconciliation of different snapshots.  Timestamp issues.  

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


Covered during industry review.  Related item #179 will further document recovery processes.

11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:


· Related to documentation items 179 and 177  which will update the documentation to more clearly define recovery in a multi-vendor environment.





		0081

		4/16/09

		Pending

		Section 3.11 EBDD Requirements

		FRS Section 3.10

		DOCUMENTATION


Suggested to change reference to “golden data” to “master data.”  Suggested change from “Enhanced BDD” to “Extended BDD.”

		The changing of the wording will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release in introduction text to “master data”.  


Change to “Extended BDD” will be done in all applicable requirements in next FRS 5.0.0






		0082

		4/16/09

		

Closed


09/16/09

		N/A

		M&P 

		M&P


M&Ps related to BDD and EBDD in Peered NPAC environment?  E.G., establishment, assignment, and management of NPAC IDs. (Identified in FRS Section 3.10)

		TBD – Address when M&Ps are developed.


Related to Item 25 and 80 – Suggest close as duplicate



		0083

		4/16/09

		Pending

		TBD

		FRS Section 3.11

		DOCUMENTATION 


Add a requirement to selection criteria to add Peered NPAC ID as a selection.

		Selection criteria and/or NPAC ID in file will be added in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0084

		4/16/09

		Pending

		RT3-37


RT3-61

		FRS Section 3.10/3.11 BDD Files

		DOCUMENTATION


True up Data Information in EBDD files.

		Updating of fields in requirements will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0085

		4/16/09

		Pending

		N/A

		FRS Section 4.1

		DOCUMENTATION


Make it clear that data modeling remains unchanged.

		The changing of the wording will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0086

		4/16/09

		Pending

		FRS RT4-8

		FRS 4.1.1

		DOCUMENTATION


Change “on their system” to “locally.”  Strike “other.”  Add a Constraint that only local authorized personnel can modify during a maintenance window and not over the Inter-NPAC Interface.

		The changing of the wording will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0087

		4/16/09

		Pending

		RT3-19

		FRS Section 4.1.2.2

		DOCUMENTATION


Page 4-7, RT3-19 should be relabeled to RT4-19.

		Requirement numbers will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0088

		4/16/09

		Pending

		N/A

		FRS Section 4.1.3

		DOCUMENTATION


Add introduction text.

		Introduction text will be added in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0089

		4/16/09

		Pending

		FRS RT4-34

		FRS Section 4.2

		DOCUMENTATION


Change “subtending Service Providers” to “Peered NPAC Customers.”

		Requirement will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0090

		4/16/09

		Pending

		Requirements in FRS Section 4

		FRS Section 4.1

		DOCUMENTATION


Clarify references to NPAC Personnel and Peered NPAC Personnel.  Possibly eliminate the term Peered NPAC Personnel to clarify the reference is to local NPAC Personnel.

		Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0091

		4/16/09

		Pending

		FRS RT5-1-RT5-4

		FRS Section 5




		DOCUMENTATION

Concern expressed on the frequency of notifications to Master NPAC of broadcast results and the traffic over the interface.  Default is 60 seconds.  May need a requirement that nothing is sent if nothing new to report.  The need for this requirement to batch notifications was questioned.  Another option is to reuse existing rollup function.  Need to do search on “Results Notification” and add “Broadcast” in front where appropriate.  Need to whiteboard for clarity.

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.

Service Providers do not see this message.  It is between Peered NPAC SMS.  Multiple SVs  in the list would be a problem, but not one for SVs in a Peered Update.  Batching for a Single SVID id  is OK, but not multiple SVIDs.  Changed to Documentation item. (07/14/09)

Requirement will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0092

		4/16/09

		Closed


09/16/09

		N/A

		FRS Section 5.1.1.1

		DOCUMENTATION


Validate that Version Status diagram in Section 5.1.1.1 and Figure 1 does not require modification.

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.

To date no need for a change has been identified recommended closed.



		0093

		4/16/09

		Closed


09/16/09

		TBD

		FRS RT5-5/IIS

		ARCHITECTURE


Security concern over possibly bypassing restrictions on what SP can create port over the inter-NPAC interface. 

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


Suggest combine with Item 78 and close.



		0094

		4/16/09

		Pending



		N/A

		FRS CH 5 


M&P

		DOCUMENTATION


Add Assumption that Broadcast Results Notifications frequency is coordinated across NPACs. (Identified in discussion of RT5-1-RT5-4) 

		Assumption will be added in next FRS 5.0.0 release


M&P for setting of the configurable is addressed in 

item #6 which applies to all tunable values.



		0095

		4/16/09

		Open




		N/A

FRS RR3-107



		FRS Section 5/IIS

FRS Section 3

		ARCHITECTURE


Need to address any race conditions and their resolution.

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.

11/10/09


· Errata 2 and 3 relate to race conditions that were identified.   Related to Doc Item 146.





		0096

		4/16/09

		Pending

		RT5-11

		FRS CH5/IIS

		DOCUMENTATION


Concern on latency affecting delivery of notification over Inter-NPAC Interface to start T1 and T2 Timers.  Impact on short timers which are 1 hour each. 

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


Validate the requirements are clear that the T1 timers are based on the timestamp and therefore there is no latency.


Will be addressed in the next FRS 5.0.0 release.



		0097

		4/16/09

		Closed


09/16/09

		TBD

		FRS CH 5

		ARCHITECTURE


Security concern related to “Acting on Behalf of Old Service Provider.”


(Identified in FRS Review of RT5-12)

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


Combine with Item 78 and close.



		0098

		4/16/09

		Pending

		FRS RT5-14 and RT5-16

		FRS Section 5.1.2.1

		DOCUMENTATION


Either eliminate one or revise so they don’t say the same thing.

		Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release

Eliminate RT5-16. (09/16/09)





		0099.1

		4/16/09

		Closed


09/16/09

		N/A

		M&P

		M&P


Need to analyze management and responsibilities of resends of failed SVs to prevent multiple operations on the SV from happening at the same time. (Identified in FRS review of RT5-17)

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


Requirements are clear that Primary NPAC SMS for the failed LSMS that initiates the resend.  (NPACs may need to coordinate with one another for resends)


M&P - Address the coordination between Peered NPAC 

09/16/09


Closed due to agreement that we would not resolve via an M&P.  Will leave 99.2 open.



		0099.2

		4/16/09

		Changed to Pending on 11/11/09 

		N/A

		FRS CH 5

		Changed to DOCUMENTATION on 11/11/09

Need to analyze management and responsibilities of resends of failed SVs to prevent multiple operations on the SV from happening at the same time. (Identified in FRS review of RT5-17)

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


Requirements are clear that Primary NPAC SMS for the failed LSMS that initiates the resend.  (NPACs may need to coordinate with one another for resends)

09/16/09

Need additional message for Master to inform Peered NPAC to resend to subtending LSMSs.

11/11/09

Telcordia Proposal:


· In the existing requirements, the Primary NPAC SMS manages and resends to its failed subtending LSMS. If industry determines an additional message is necessary then the FRS can be updated in the next documentation release.

Further Discussion:

Agreed to add message for Master to do resends.





		0100

		4/16/09

		Pending

		Filled in upon review

		FRS 

		DOCUMENTATION


True up understanding of Active-Like throughout the document. (Identified in FRS review of RT5-18)

		Requirements will be reviewed and updated as appropriate in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0101

		4/16/09

		Open

		RT5-19

		FRS Section 5 / IIS

		ARCHITECTURE

Consider some sort of compression rather than CPU cycles?  

8/12/09


Volume-related performance concerns with SWIM recovery process

10/19/09:


Configuration of relationships of SPID to SOA associations across peered NPACs are the same.  Concern with amount of traffic and ability to do load balancing.

Regarding peering distribution of workload for each Active SV transaction, it was questioned if the formula (M/N+K)*C accurately reflects all work necessary.



		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


Sizing of inter-NPAC links to handle message loads, e.g. audits, and still handle inter-NPAC porting messaging need to be reviewed as part of consideration of this item. (07/14/09)

8/12/09


Both SWIM and time based recovery is supported over the Inter-NPAC SMS Interface. Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review.  


09/16/09


Moved from FUTURE REQUIREMENTS to ARCHITECTURE due to need to have more in-depth sizing discussion. 

10/19/09:


The current documentation for NANC 437 supports one Inter-NPAC SOA interface connection per SPID.  If capacity issues are identified when considering item 101, then the document can be updated to allow for support of multiple Inter-NPAC SOA associations per SPID.


In the examples the C value used is to represent the functional workload of broadcasting to and receiving responses from an LSMS.  The value of C may not be equal in both equations (it could be less than or greater than depending on implementation).

11/10/09


· Engineering needs to be done.



		0102

		4/16/09

		Pending

		RT5-20

		FRS 5.1.2.1

		DOCUMENTATION


Strike “or canceled.”

		Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0103

		4/16/09

		Pending

		FRS RT5-15 and RT5-21

		FRS 5.1.2.1

		DOCUMENTATION


Check to see if RT5-21 is a duplicate of RT5-15.

		Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0104

		4/16/09

		Pending

		RT5-23

		FRS Section 5

		DOCUMENTATION

Address issue when an SP is inaccurately reflected as a success due to filtering.  Possibly need an indication on failed list that an SP was filtered.

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.

Requirements will be updated to add this functionality in next FRS 5.0.0 release per discussions on 7/14/09



		0105

		4/16/09

		Pending

		FRS RT5-21 and RT5-22

		FRS 5.1.2.1

		DOCUMENTATION


Change reference to “Service Provider’s failed list” to “Subscription Version failed list” in both requirements.

		Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0106

		5/12/09

		Pending



		B.5.1.2 and B.5.1.3

		IIS

		DOCUMENTATION

Sequencing of Object Creation and First Port Notification

		Flows will be updated in the next IIS 5.0.0 release



		0107

		5/12/09

		

Closed


09/16/09

		

		

		ARCHITECTURE 


Cover the case in the flows where both Create messages arrive at the same time.

		Duplicate of Item #9, close

09/16/09

Covered under #95 with general race condition item.



		0108

		5/12/09

		Pending

		RR5-179 and RT5-34

		FRS Section 5

		DOCUMENTATION


Should RR5-179 and RT5-34 be deleted?  As a result, do we need to duplicate R5-16 for peering?

		RR5-179 will be identified as a requirement to be deleted in a documentation change order as it is outside of the scope of NANC 437. See Issue 142. RT5-54 will be removed in the R5.0.0 FRS document and a peering requirement will be added for R5-16 functionality.


Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0109

		5/12/09

		Pending

		RR5-117

		FRS Section 5

		DOCUMENTATION 


May need a duplicate of RR5-117 for peering.

		RT5-36 is the duplicate requirement for peering.  It will be updated to make the requirement more explicit so that it does not invalidate RR5-117.


Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0110

		5/12/09

		Pending

		TBD

		FRS Section 5

		DOCUMENTATION 


Need clarification of Master with the Modify Active scenario.

		Modify Active requirements will be reviewed and updated appropriately in the next FRS 5.0.0 release.



		0111

		5/12/09

		

Closed


09/16/09

		TBD

		FRS Section 5

		DOCUMENTATION



Do we need requirement that peered NPACs need timestamps broadcast from Master?

		Duplicate of 113.



		0112

		5/12/09

		Open 

		R5-43.2

		FRS Section 5

		ARCHITECTURE


Consider requirements for doing validations before sending to Master for efficiency.

		Existing requirements that specify use of the CMIP protocol provide for invalid or badly formed message handling.  These would not be forwarded to the Master.  The Master is responsible for application validation. 

11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:


· CMIP validations are done by the Peered SMS that initially receives the request to prevent badly formed messages being forward to another Peered NPAC.  Some additional validation could be done before forwarding the message to the Master NPAC SMS.  However, the Master NPAC SMS would be ultimately responsible for ensuring the message meets all validation criteria. Should subsequent analysis indicate that there may be a performance saving by doing expanded validation at the Primary NPAC SMS before sending to the Master NPAC SMS then additional requirements for validation can easily be added.



		0113

		5/12/09

		Pending

		TBD 

		FRS Section 5

		DOCUMENTATION


Propagate timestamps and other attributes in the FRS Data Model over the inter-NPAC interface that are not in the interface?

		For all Object Creates (SVs, Number Pooled Blocks) appropriate timestamps will be reviewed and added to the requirements.


Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0114

		5/12/09

		Pending

		R5-55

		FRS Section 5

		DOCUMENTATION 


Add “subtending” in front of “LSMS.”  Clarify the only a Primary NPAC for an LSMS knows which LSMSs are accepting.

		Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0115

		5/12/09

		Pending

		RT5-45


RT5-46

		FRS Section 5

		DOCUMENTATION 


Master and Peered NPACs could have different statuses, e.g., Active and Old, of the same SV, and could update the status at different times.  Need to relook at this.

		Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release

09/16/09


Need to ensure this is addressed in flows.



		0116

		5/12/09

		Pending

		R5-59.1

		FRS Section 5

		DOCUMENTATION 


Indicate that the Master will set to Active.

		Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0117

		5/12/09

		Pending

		RR5-22.1

		FRS Section 5

		DOCUMENTATION 


Need to dup this requirement for Peered NPACs.

		Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0118

		5/12/09

		Pending

		R5-61.3

		FRS Section 5

		DOCUMENTATION


Make sure there are requirements for resends to Peered NPACs and that they are in the right section of the FRS.

		Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0119

		5/12/09

		Pending

		R5-65.4

		FRS Section 5

		DOCUMENTATION


Make wording with change similar to changes made for R5-55 to add subtending”.

		Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0120

		5/12/09

		Pending

		RT5-53


RT5-54

		FRS Section 5

		DOCUMENTATION


Clarify that “Master” in RT5-53 is the Master of the pooled block and that “Master” in RT5-54 is the Master of the SV.

		Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0121

		5/12/09

		Pending

		RR5-67.1-RR5-70

		FRS Section 5

		DOCUMENTATION


Clarify roles of Master and Peered NPACs.

		Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0122

		5/12/09

		Pending

		RT5-55 and RT5-56

		FRS Section 5

		DOCUMENTATION


Need to address how to manage the Excluded List.

		Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0123

		5/12/09

		Open

		RT5-60

		FRS Section 5

		M&P

Requirements are currently written to prohibit a 3rd NPAC from querying a pending SV when it is not the primary NPAC for the Old or New SP in the port.  Operational question as to whether or not we want to allow this.

		Requirements will be reviewed and updated based on feedback from the industry on the desired behavior.

No providers expressed a need to allow a non-primary NPAC to query for pending ports.  Make item an M&P item (07/14/09)

TBD – Address when M&P are developed

11/11/09

Telcordia Proposal:


· No specific situation was identified where a 3rd Party NPAC would need access to the pending subscription versions for reporting. (Related to Future Item 34 Reporting for Pending SVs)

Further Discussion:


· It was suggested that there is not a need to query a pending SV from a non-Primary NPAC for the Old or New SP.

· We need to discuss development of an M&P to address facilitation of completion or cancellation of pending SVs among multiple NPACs when a SPID migration is taking place.



		0124

		5/12/09

		Pending

		RR5-83

		FRS Section5

		DOCUMENTATION 


Look to see if we need a requirement similar to RR5-83 for Peered case.

		Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0125

		5/12/09

		Open

		IIS Flow B.4.1.4

		IIS

		M&P


Do we need an additional flow to resolve the exception case where there is a simultaneous create of an NXX by two different providers in two different NPACs.

		Suggestion to not finalize in the Primary NPAC until update is successful in all Peered NPACs.  


M&P for ensuring a common set of validations in the NPACs.


Need to address the case where an SP needs the code holder to open up a code in order to port in a number and the codeholder subtends a different NPAC than the requesting SP. 


Recommendation is to resolve with M&P.


09/16/09


NANC 414 would prevent this from happening as long as all NPACs are synched with NANP code ownership data..

11/11/09

Telcordia Proposal:


· NANC 414 would prevent this from happening as long as all NPACs are synched with NANPA code ownership data.  The usage of the data would be defined by the LLC to the vendors.

Further Discussion:


· Refer to suggestion in Item 74 for common data source.



		0126

		5/12/09

		Pending

		IIS Flow B.4.2.5


IIS Flow B.4.2.7

		IIS

		DOCUMENTATION


Change “old” or “canceled” to “old with no failed list” or “canceled.”

		Flows will be updated in the next IIS 5.0.0 release



		0127

		5/12/09

		Open

		B5.1.2

		IIS/FRS Section 6 and 10

		LEVEL OF EFFORT

Increased database commits (about twice the current) and impact to performance.  Ability to meet SLRs.  Also increased encryptions in messages across the interface.  How do we model the impact on performance under various load distribution scenarios among NPACs?

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS Review.

Moved to Level of Effort per 7/14/09 review.

11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:


· Assumed LLC would manage SLRs

12/08/09


· Need to understand if we are increasing overall work with respect to database commits when we are increasing them with some flow scenarios and decreasing them in others.



		0128

		5/12/09

		Pending

		B5.1.2

		IIS

		DOCUMENTATION


Look at this line in Step 2 and see if it should say:  “If the service provider were to give a range of TNs, this would result in an M-CREATE and M-EVENTREPORT


for each TN.”

		Flow will be updated in the next IIS 5.0.0 release



		0129

		5/12/09

		Pending

		B5.1.2

		IIS/FRS

		DOCUMENTATION


Cancel and Modify requests on ranges of TNs can span multiple NPACs.

		Requirements and flows will be reviewed and updated appropriately in FRS/IIS 5.0.0.



		0130

		5/12/09

		Pending

		TBD

		IIS Flows

		DOCUMENTATION


Clarify which steps in the flows can be done in parallel and which must be done sequentially.  Identify dependencies.

		Flows will be updated in the next IIS 5.0.0 release



		0131

		5/12/09

		

Closed


09/16/09

		B5.1.6.2

		IIS

		DOCUMENTATION


Sequencing:  SP receives notification before activate is pushed to Peered NPACs.

		Recommend closure as the current proposed behavior is to update all regional LSMS regardless of Peered NPAC status.   Covered during review of B5.1.6.2 review.

Addressed in Erratum 2.





		0132

		5/13/09

		

Closed


09/16/09

		B5.1.6

		IIS/FRS Section 3 and 5 (Number Pool Block)

		DOCUMENTATION


For peered Subscription Version broadcast and peered Number Pool Block broadcast, clarify what data is synchronized.

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS Review.


Close as a duplicate of Item #113



		0133

		5/13/09

		Pending

		B.5.1.6.1

		IIS

		DOCUMENTATION


Steps 3 and 5 should be Requests and not Responses.

		Flow will be updated in the next IIS 5.0.0 release



		0134

		5/13/09

		Pending

		B.5.1.1


B.5.3.1

		IIS

		DOCUMENTATION


Make sure that philosophy of responses to requests are consistent and applied consistently throughout the flows.

		Flows will be updated in the next IIS 5.0.0 release



		0135

		5/13/09

		Pending

		B.5.4.1

		IIS

		DOCUMENTATION


Correction to show that Donor Provider’s Primary NPAC is NPAC A. 

		Flow will be updated in the next IIS 5.0.0 release



		0136

		5/13/09

		Pending

		B.5.4.1

		IIS

		DOCUMENTATION


Renumber Steps 9 and 10 to 7 and 8 in flow

		Flow will be updated in the next IIS 5.0.0 release



		0137

		5/13/09

		Pending

		B.5.4.1

		IIS

		DOCUMENTATION


Should Step 9 (7) be Disconnect Pending?

		The existing behavior will be verified and the IIS will be updated appropriately in the next IIS 5.0.0 release. 

09/16/09


Should be Disconnect Pending.



		0138

		5/13/09

		Pending

		B.5.1.7

		FRS/IIS

		DOCUMENATION

Should LSMS failure codes be included with list of failed SPIDs and sent over the interface?

		LNPA WG will need to decide if these fields should be included.  The failure codes are not available over the interface today.

Requirements will be updated to add this failure codes to the failed list in next FRS 5.0.0 release per discussions on 7/14/09



		0139

		5/13/09

		Closed


09/16/09

		B.5.1.7

		FRS/IIS

		M&P


Coordination of response time tunables and rollup among peered NPACs

		Although not required, if desired the LNPA WG would need to define M&P for management of tunables values used by all Peered NPAC.


Related to Item #6 which applies to all tunable values. Recommend close as duplicate.



		0140

		5/13/09

		Open 




		IIS B.2.1.1


FRS RT8-11


FRS RT8-12

		IIS/FRS

		ARCHITECTURE


Explore audit scenarios with multiple peered NPACs where there is a period of time when 2 NPACs are considered the Master for a TN.  Can a discrepant LSMS be updated with old data as a result of an audit and not be auto corrected?  Need checks and balances to validate golden data.

		Related to race conditions. 

11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:


· Errata 2 and 3 address any race conditions that were identified. 



		0141

		5/13/09

		Pending

		FRS RR8-19


FRS RT 8-1

		FRS Section 8

		DOCUMENTATION


Need rules on how to make audit names unique

		Requirements will be added in the next FRS 5.0.0 release.


09/16/09


Need to capture how this would be done.



		0142

		5/13/09

		Pending

		TBD

		FRS


IIS


GDMO


ASN.1

		DOCUMENTATION


Need a general Doc Only Change Order to clean up identified discrepancies between documentation and current implementation.

		10/19/09

Need to verify that the documentation should be changed per the current implementation and that there are no significant changes to 437 requirements as currently documented.



		0143

		5/13/09

		

Closed

10/19/09

		RT8-6


RT8-7


RT8-8

		FRS Section 8

		DOCUMENTATION


NPAC behavior when receiving an unsolicited update from a peered NPAC.

		Recommend closure as functionality was discussed with the current proposed behavior is that the Peered NPAC SMS would process unsolicited updates.  






		0144

		5/13/09

		Pending

		RT8-21

		FRS Section 8

		DOCUMENTATION


Need to address the skipping of SVs that are in Sending during an audit when a Peered NPAC determines it is discrepant with the Master NPAC SMS and begins sending updates to all of its subtending LSMS.

		Requirements will be added in the next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0145

		5/13/09

		Pending

		RT8-23 thru RT8-29


GDMO

		FRS Section 8

		DOCUMENTATION


Do we want intermediate status updates of audits?

		No, audit queries can be used between NPAC SMS to determine the status of the audit if necessary. 


Requirements will be removed in the next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0146

		6/11/09

		Open

		FRS RT3-87

		IIS B.4.3.1.1 / FRS Section 3




		DOCUMENTATION


Possible race condition related to Pending-like PTOs and creation of –X and pooled block.

		Jim Rooks item to research and indentify use case that supports possible race condition. 





		0147

		6/11/09

		

Closed

10/19/09

		N/A

		IIS B.4

		DOCUMENTATION


Expand representative examples of number pooling flows to include resend of partial fails and de-pools.

		Additional flows were covered in the discussions.  Flows are available for review in the IIS 5.0.0.

10-19-09


Vendors to identify if any flows are missing for subsequent bring-up.



		0148

		6/11/09

		Pending

		TBD

		FRS Section 3 or 5

		DOCUMENTATION 


Add requirement for transfer of –X ownership.

		Requirement will be added in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0149

		6/11/09

		Pending

		FRS RT3-67

		FRS Section 3/5

		DOCUMENTATION


Applies to pooled blocks and not –Xs.  Move to Section 5.

		Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0150

		6/11/09

		Pending

		FRS RT3-70

		FRS Section 3

		DOCUMENTATION


Need a requirement similar to RT3-70 in Section 3.12.5 (Modify) and Section 3.12.6 (Delete).

		Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0151

		6/11/09

		Pending

		FRS RR3-68

		FRS Section 3

		DOCUMENTATION


Need to address in requirement when local indicator is FALSE.

		Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0151

		6/11/09

		Close

		

		

		

		No text available. Maintained to keep numbering.



		0152

		6/11/09

		Closed

10/19/09

		FRS RR3-107

		FRS Section 3

		ARCHITECTURE

Check for possible race conditions related to SVs in Sending state.

		Combine with item #95.

10/19/09:


Requirements and documentation references moved to Item 95 for tracking.



		0153

		6/11/09

		Pending

		FRS RT3-75

		FRS Section 3 

		DOCUMENTATION


Check that we have an explicit requirement to broadcast to subtending LSMSs.

		Requirements will be reviewed and updated if necessary in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0154

		6/11/09

		Pending

		FRS RT3-77, RT3-101

		FRS Section 3

		DOCUMENTATION


Remove “peered” in title of requirement.

		Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0155

		6/11/09

		Pending

		FRS RT3-77

		FRS Section 3

		DOCUMENTATION


Make it clear in all applicable requirements that peered NPACs will not forward SP queries.

		Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0156

		6/11/09

		Pending

		FRS RT3-79, RT3-80

		FRS Section 3

		DOCUMENTATION


Document change to true up reference to SOA Origination Flag.

		Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0157

		6/11/09

		Pending

		FRS RT3-81

		FRS Section 3

		DOCUMENTATION


Remove requirement.

		Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0158

		6/11/09

		Pending

		FRS RT3-86

		FRS Section 3

		DOCUMENTATION


Make sure referencing to rollup is consistent with peered update and identify differences with how it is done today.

		Requirements will be reviewed and updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0159

		6/11/09

		Pending

		FRS RT3-89, RT3-93, RT3-98

		FRS Section 3

		DOCUMENTATION


Check to see if we need to indicate which NPAC is doing create and send.

		Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0160

		6/11/09

		Pending

		FRS RT3-92 and RT3-93

		FRS Section 3

		DOCUMENTATION


Document change to delete these requirements.

		Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0161

		6/11/09

		Close

		

		

		

		No Text Available. Maintained to keep numbering.



		0162

		6/11/09

		Pending

		FRS RT3-103

		FRS Section 3

		DOCUMENTATION


It was stated that this is a negative requirement.

		Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0163

		6/11/09

		Pending

		FRS RT5-63, RT5-67 

		FRS Section 5

		DOCUMENTATION


Delete RT5-63.

		Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0164

		6/11/09

		Pending

		FRS RT5-68

		FRS Section 5

		DOCUMENTATION


Change “filtered” to “non-filtered.”

		Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0165

		6/11/09

		Pending

		N/A

		IIS from Errata document in GDMO section

		DOCUMENTATION


For SV peered broadcast, reflect that it is a disconnect of a “ported” pooled TN.

		GDMO will be updated in next IIS 5.0.0 release






		0166

		6/11/09

		Pending

		N/A

		IIS Flow B.5.4.7.2

		DOCUMENTATION


Failed List for SV2 must be cleared.

		IIS will be updated in next IIS 5.0.0 release






		0167

		6/11/09

		Pending

		N/A

		IIS

		DOCUMENTATION


Need to review and validate flows in the context of 3 or more peered NPACs.

		Scenarios will be reviewed to determine where there is value in having flows with multiple NPAC SMS.  One potential area for additional flows would be recovery. Additional flows identified will be included in next IIS 5.0.0 release



		0168

		6/11/09

		Pending

		N/A

		IIS Flow B.5.6.2

		DOCUMENTATION


Review to make sure that all attributes are included.

		IIS flow will be reviewed and updated in next IIS 5.0.0 release






		0169

		6/18/09

		Open


(changed on 10/19/09)

		N/A

		FRS 6.4

		ARCHITECTURE

(changed on 10/19/09)

May want to revisit having more than one LSMS interface between peered NPACs.

		The current documentation for NANC 437 supports one Inter-NPAC LSMS interface.  If capacity issues are identified, then the document can be updated to allow for support of multiple Inter-NPAC LSMS associations.

10/19/09


Need to determine how they would be sized and augmented if needed.

Action Item 101909-04:  Action for all to determine if we will address in full LNPA WG or in a focused sub-team to analyze various modeling assumptions to determine if one LSMS interface is adequate or more are needed.

11/10/09

Telcordia Proposal:


· Need to decide how it is sized and if it needs augmented.





		0170

		6/18/09

		Closed


10/19/09

		

		FRS Section 6

		DOCUMENTATION

10/19/09:

(Moved to item 101)

Configuration of relationships of SPID to SOA associations across peered NPACs are the same.  Concern with amount of traffic and ability to do load balancing.

		10/19/09:


(Moved to item 101)


The current documentation for NANC 437 supports one Inter-NPAC SOA interface connection per SPID.  If capacity issues are identified when considering item 101, then the document can be updated to allow for support of multiple Inter-NPAC SOA associations per SPID.






		0171

		6/18/09

		Pending

		TBD

		FRS Section 6

		DOCUMENTATION


Unless there are any objections, instead of partitioning rollup requirements make a documentation note that concurrent operations were identified and no requirements changes were warranted.  

		FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0172

		6/18/09

		Closed


10/19/09

		N/A

		

		ARCHITECTURE


10/19/09:


(Moved to Item 101)

Regarding peering distribution of workload for each Active SV transaction, it was questioned if the formula (M/N+K)*C accurately reflects all work necessary. 

		10/19/09:


(Moved to Item 101)


In the examples the C value used is to represent the functional workload of broadcasting to and receiving responses from an LSMS.  The value of C may not be equal in both equations (it could be less than or greater than depending on implementation). 



		0173

		6/18/09

		Pending

		R10-2

		FRS Section 10

		DOCUMENTATION

10/19/09:


LEVEL OF EFFORT added

Regarding 99.9% reliability for LSMS and SOA interfaces, need to calculate aggregate reliability % in a peered NPAC environment in order to ensure no degradation in reliability.

		The 99.9% reliability is for the entire region (an aggregate number).  FRS will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release.

11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:


· Assumed LLC would manage availability SLRs based on the number of Peered NPAC SMS in a region.



		0174

		6/18/09

		Pending

		FRS RT6-12

		FRS Section 6

		DOCUMENTATION


Change requirement to reflect that it is 20 CMIP operations over a single SOA association and not 70.

		FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release

11/10/2009


Need to model what is needed as part of Item 101.



		0175

		6/18/09

		Pending

		FRS RT6-16

		FRS Section 6

		DOCUMENTATION


Strike the requirement.

		FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0176

		6/18/09

		Pending

		FRS RT6-18

		FRS Section 6

		DOCUMENTATION


Change to clarify the requirement because it is required functionality.  It currently states for those that support the application level error functionality. 

		FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		 0177

		6/18/09

		Pending

		TBD

		FRS Recovery

		DOCUMENTATION


Question related to recovery:   If 2 or more NPACs are down and they come up at different times, how is data merged?  Possible race conditions?  Need to revisit recovery tenets in the context of 1 or more NPACs being down.

		FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release to more clearly document the recovery process with multiple NPAC scenarios.

11/10/2009


Tied to Item 80 and Item 179.



		0178

		6/18/09

		Pending

		FRS RT6-55

		FRS Section 6

		DOCUMENTATION


Change requirement to clarify that SWIM is the first priority for recovery and time-based is a fallback.

		FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0179

		6/18/09

		Pending

		TBD

		FRS Recovery

		DOCUMENTATION


Do data requirements drive the need to have all NPACs up and running before recovery takes place?  Example is if an NXX is created on the wrong NPAC and deleted and created on the correct NPAC, if NPACs are down, sequence of recovery of messages is critical.   Discuss in the context of both bringing up a new NPAC and restoring a crashed NPAC.

		Related to item #177. FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release to more clearly document the recovery process with multiple NPAC scenarios.



		0180

		6/18/09

		Pending

		FRS RT6-63

		FRS Section 6

		DOCUMENTATION


Strike the requirement.

		FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0181

		6/18/09

		Pending

		FRS RT6-64

		FRS Section 6

		DOCUMENTATION


Review requirement to see if it should be struck.  SWIM does not currently function in this way.  In general are we only supporting SWIM?

		FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release

11/10/2009


May need to strike this requirement based on the result of Item 178.



		0182

		6/18/09

		Pending

		FRS RT6-73

		FRS Section 6

		DOCUMENTATION


Decide if the requirement should be struck.  It was mentioned that it seemed out of place.

		FRS will be reviewed updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0183

		6/18/09

		Pending

		FRS RT6-81

		FRS Section 6

		DOCUMENTATION


Clarify intent of requirement.  Peered NPAC ID?

		FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0184

		6/18/09

		Pending

		FRS RT6-84


FRS 6.8

		FRS Section 6

		DOCUMENTATION


Remove “existing.” And in Section 6.8, remove other instances of “existing.”

		FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0185

		6/18/09

		Pending

		FRS RT6-90

		FRS Section 6

		DOCUMENTATION


Change requirement to a constraint.

		FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0186

		6/18/09

		Pending

		FRS RT6-90

		FRS Section 6

		DOCUMENTATION


Review for possible clarification or provide rationale if decision is to remove.

		Requirement will be changed to a constraint per item #185. FRS will be reviewed  updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0187

		6/18/09

		Pending

		FRS 7-2

		FRS Section 7

		DOCUMENTATION


Apply note below to this requirement.

		FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0188

		6/18/09

		Pending

		R 7-100.1

		FRS Section 7

		DOCUMENTATION


Update requirement.

		FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release

11/10/09


Requirement R7-101.1 will have the note from RT7-19 added to it which states "Note:  The Application Level Heartbeat is a CMIP notification but it does not contain a security field."



		0189

		6/18/09

		Pending

		R 7-108.1

		FRS Section 7

		DOCUMENTATION


Can this report generated be all NPACs or just the Master NPAC of the block?

		FRS will be reviewed and updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0190

		6/18/09

		Pending

		FRS RR9-11

		FRS Section 9

		DOCUMENTATION


Can this report generated be all NPACs or just the Master NPAC of the Old SP?  What is scope of requirement?  Review Change Order 375.

		FRS will be reviewed and updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0191

		6/18/09

		Pending

		FRS RR9-21

		FRS Section 9.3.3

		DOCUMENTATION


Question on what are data gathering requirements for resend exclusion report.

		FRS will be reviewed and updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0192

		6/18/09

		Open

		FRS RT10-4

		FRS Section 10

		ARCHITECTURE

Revisit requirement to determine how 3-second requirement can be met with multiple NPACs.  Related to Item 50.

		FRS will be reviewed updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release

Moved to architecture per 7/14/09 APT meeting for further discussion requested by a vendor.

11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:


· It is in the best interest for both vendors to work collaboratively to meet the 3-second response time given that both vendors would be the old or new service provider in the port. Two vendors have indicated that this it is reasonable to support a 3-second response time over the Inter-NPAC SMS interface. SLA management would be the responsibility of the LLC.



		0193

		6/18/09

		Changed to Open from Pending  on 11/10/09

		FRS RT11-1, 


FRS RT11-2

		FRS Section 11

		DOCUMENTATION


Industry needs to agree on billing arrangements and compensation of workload on NPACs.  May drive changes to usage measurement requirements.

		Usage data requirements can be updated when industry billing arrangements are in place.



		0194

		11/10/09

		Open

		

		FRS

		DOCUMENTATION

		11/10/09

· Related to Item 0006/


· Current set of configurable parameters must be listed in the FRS and all NPACs must use the same defined set of configurable parameters.
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DECEMBER 8, 2009 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


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


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


· LAST TWO DIGITS DESIGNATE THE ACTION ITEM NUMBER


LNPA WORKING GROUP MEETING ACTION ITEMS:

NEUSTAR ACTION ITEMS:


No Action Items were assigned to NeuStar during the LNPA WG portion of the December 8, 2009 conference call agenda.  See Action Item 120809-05 below for the NeuStar Action Item assigned during the Architecture Planning Team (APT) portion of the December 8, 2009 conference call agenda.

JAN DOELL (QWEST) ACTION ITEMS:

120809-01:  Regarding open Action Item 090209-07, which addresses when the 4-hour


FOC clock starts for Simple Ports submitted through a Clearinghouse or Service Bureau, Jan Doell, Qwest, will submit draft text to the LNPA WG Co-Chairs proposing that it starts upon receipt by the Old SP or the Old SP’s Clearinghouse/Service Bureau, if used.  The proposed text will be reviewed and discussed at the January 12-13, 2010 LNPA WG meeting. 

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

120809-02:  Gary Sacra, LNPA WG Co-Chair, will distribute the current list of 2010


 
SPID migration blackout dates based on the most recent additions.



NOTE:  This Action Item was completed on 12/15//09.

120809-03:  Regarding open Action Item 090209-06, which addresses time zone


differences between the Simple Port process and the Non-Simple Port process, Gary Sacra, LNPA WG Co-Chair, will note in the Action Item that the LNPA WG agreed to maintain the NPAC business hours of 7am-7pm Central, Monday-Friday, for wireline-to-wireline and intermodal Non-Simple Ports, but will revisit this decision if the time zone differences become problematic after implementation of FCC 09-41.

LNPA WG PARTICIPANTS ACTION ITEMS:

120809-04:  Regarding NANC Change Order 408, SPID Migration Automation, LNPA


WG Participants are to come to the January 12-13, 2010 meeting prepared to determine if FRS Requirement RR3-263, which instructs the NPAC to update the Old SPID in a migration when a code is migrated, can be eliminated.  Keeping this requirement could reduce the number of SPID migrations that are eligible to be done over the interface.

ARCHITECTURE PLANNING TEAM (APT) MEETING ACTION ITEMS:

NEUSTAR ACTION ITEMS:


120809-05:  Regarding NANC 437, NeuStar will distribute documentation to the LNPA


WG related to any race condition issues they have identified and documentation related to current Methods & Procedure (M&Ps) that may require inter-NPAC communication (reference open Action Item 111009-11).  This documentation is to be distributed to the LNPA WG by January 4, 2010, even if in draft form, for review prior to the January 12-13, 2010 LNPA WG meeting. 


EVOLVING SYSTEMS ACTION ITEMS:


120809-06:  Regarding NANC 437, Evolving Systems will distribute documentation to


the LNPA WG related to NANC 437 Issues Parking Lot Matrix Item # 53, which addresses the timing of the transfer of the Master NPAC role to the New SP’s NPAC.  This documentation is to be distributed to the LNPA WG by January 4, 2010, even if in draft form, for review prior to the January 12-13, 2010 LNPA WG meeting.
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NOVEMBER 10-11, 2009 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:


111009-01:  Related to Action Item 111009-06, NeuStar will investigate internally if they


can legally provide the SP Profile settings related to support of the new Medium Timer Indicator for Service Providers on the NPAC secure website.  See related Action Items 111009-06 and 111009-07.

111009-02:  Related to the attached presentation regarding potential LSMS capacity


issues, NeuStar will develop and bring in a proposed NANC Change Order for review and discussion at the January 2010 LNPA WG meeting.
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BOB BRUCE (SYNIVERSE) ACTION ITEMS:

111009-03:  Regarding the attached PIM 74, Bob Bruce, Syniverse, will draft a related


proposed LNPA WG Best Practice for review and discussion at the January 2010 meeting.






[image: image2.emf]PIM 74.doc




BONNIE JOHNSON (INTEGRA) ACTION ITEMS:

111009-04:  Regarding the attached PIM 75, Bonnie Johnson, Integra, will draft a


 
revision to the PIM for review and discussion at the January 2010 meeting.
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GARY SACRA (VERIZON AND LNPA WG CO-CHAIR) ACTION ITEMS:

111009-05:  Regarding the attached NANC Change Orders 440 and 441, developed in


support of FCC Order 09-41 and approved at the November 10-11, 2009 LNPA WG meeting, Gary Sacra, LNPA WG Co-Chair, will draft and send an e-mail to the NAPM LLC Co-Chairs recommending implementation of these Change Orders, in addition to NANC 416, and that the NAPM LLC request a Statement of Work (SOW) from NeuStar. 
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NOTE:  This Action Item was subsequently completed and closed.

111009-06:  Regarding the identification of Service Providers who will not be


implementing FCC Order 09-41 within the 9 month implementation deadline for larger Service Providers (i.e., those smaller Service Providers who will be implementing within the 15 month implementation deadline for smaller Service Providers), the LNPA WG discussed the feasibility of having NeuStar indicate when Service Providers have their SP Profile in NPAC changed to reflect their support of the new Medium Timer Indicator.  It was suggested that NeuStar could then build and maintain a table on the NPAC secure website reflecting each Service Provider’s current status with regard to the Medium Timer Indicator as an indication as to whether or not a particular Service Provider was ready to support one-day porting.  Once a Service Provider requests a profile change with NeuStar, NeuStar would verify that the Service Provider has completed the necessary testing and then change their profile and reflect the change in the list of supporting Service Providers on the NPAC secure website.  Since the SP Profile settings are not something that NeuStar currently divulges to other Service Providers, Gary Sacra, LNPA WG Co-Chair, will send a request to the NAPM LLC that NeuStar be requested to provide these specific profile changes via the secure website.  See related Action Item 111009-01 and 111009-07.

111009-07:  Gary Sacra, LNPA WG Co-Chair, will send out a request over the LNPA


WG distribution list asking Service Providers to self-identify whether or not they plan to implement FCC 09-41 by the 9 month implementation date of August 2, 2010.  See related Action Items 111009-01 and 111009-06. 

111009-08:  Regarding the following language proposed by Verizon and accepted by the


LNPA WG on the October 19, 2009 conference call, Gary Sacra, Verizon, will draft a related proposed Best Practice for review and discussion at the January 2010 LNPA WG meeting. 


The Old SP may place the port in Conflict with a Cause Value of 51 (Initial Confirming FOC/WPRR Not Issued) in instances where the New SP has not complied with the Firm Order Confirmation (FOC) returned by the Old SP and the following applies:


· The Object Create Notification contains a Medium Timer Indicator set to True and contains a Due Date that differs from the Due Date on the Firm Order Confirmation.


Note that this does not apply for mutually agreed upon Due Date Changes.


SERVICE PROVIDER ACTION ITEMS:

111009-09:  Regarding Sprint Nextel’s request to designate October 31, 2010 as a SPID


migration blackout date, Service Providers are to come to the December 8, 2009 conference call prepared to determine if the request will be approved. 

111009-10:  Regarding NeuStar’s request to designate January 24, 2010 as a SPID


migration blackout date in the West Coast Region and February 21, 2010 as a SPID migration blackout date in the Midwest and Mid-Atlantic Regions in order to install NPAC equipment, Service Providers are to come to the December 8, 2009 conference call prepared to determine if the request will be approved.


ARCHITECTURE PLANNING TEAM (APT) MEETING ACTION ITEMS:

NEUSTAR ACTION ITEMS:


111009-11:  Regarding NANC 437, NeuStar will compile a list of current Methods &


 
Procedures (M&Ps) that may require inter-NPAC communication.

LNPA WG PARTICIPANTS ACTION ITEMS:

111009-12:  Regarding the attached NANC 437 Issue Parking Lot Matrix, LNPA WG


Participants are to come prepared to the December 8, 2009 conference call to identify which Open and Pending items require deeper dive analysis.  The deeper dive analysis for identified items will begin at the January 2010 meeting.
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ACTION ITEMS REMAINING OPEN FROM PREVIOUS LNPA WG MEETINGS:

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 YEAR OF THE LNPA WG MEETING/CALL

· LAST TWO DIGITS DESIGNATE THE ACTION ITEM NUMBER


0308-13:  Regarding the attached PIM 54, Service Providers are to discuss internally


what caveats would have to be in place in an LNPA WG Best Practice in order to support a next day porting interval, if they can support it.  This will be discussed at the May 2008 LNPA WG meeting.
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November 10-11, 2009 meeting update:  Item remains Open.


0109-05:  Regarding the issue raised at the January 2009 LNPA WG meeting by Verizon


related to some service providers rejecting LSRs with requested due dates more than 30 days in the future, Gary Sacra, Verizon, will develop a proposed Best Practice for review at the March 2009 LNPA WG meeting.  See related Action Item 0109-11.

November 10-11, 2009 meeting update:  Item remains Open.


0109-11:  Regarding the issue raised at the January 2009 LNPA WG meeting by Verizon


related to some service providers rejecting LSRs with requested due dates more than 30 days in the future, Service Providers, to the extent that they can, are to be prepared to share their practice in this regard at the March 2009 LNPA WG meeting.  See related Action Item 0109-05.

November 10-11, 2009 meeting update:  Item remains Open.


0109-12:  Regarding the issue raised at the January 2009 LNPA WG meeting by Verizon


related to some service providers not meeting the 24-hour FOC requirement on multi-line ports, Service Providers, to the extent that they can, are to be prepared to share their practice in this regard at the March 2009 LNPA WG meeting.  See related Action Item 0109-06.

November 10-11, 2009 meeting update:  Item remains Open.


0309-08:  Gary Sacra, Verizon, will revise the attached proposed Best Practice on FOC


 
response times to clarify:

1. that it is an FOC or an appropriate error message as a response.

2. that the proposed Best Practice applies to 1-19 lines per LSR.

3. that the proposed Best Practice applies to manual or electronic communication between carriers.

4. whether Verizon wishes to propose a maximum timeframe for over 19 lines.
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November 10-11, 2009 meeting update:  Item remains Open.


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


090209-03:  Sue Tiffany, Sprint Nextel, will submit a proposed Best Practice on

Supplemental LSRs, expedites, and the respective FOC response time for Due Date changes for review by the LNPA WG.  

November 10-11, 2009 meeting update:  Item remains Open.


090209-05:  Service Providers are to determine if we want to place a required range of

TNs (2 to X) in the Narratives for Non-Simple Ports.  Also, determine if we will acknowledge “projects” and the minimum threshold in terms of TNs that constitute a project.  (This is former LNPA WG FCC 09-41 Parking Lot Item PL060909-07.)  


November 10-11, 2009 meeting update:  Item remains Open.


090209-06:  Regarding time zone differences between Simple and Non-Simple Ports,


Service Providers are to determine if any changes will be made for Non-Simple NPAC Business Hours.  (This is former LNPA WG FCC 09-41 Parking Lot Item PL072709-02.)  


November 10-11, 2009 meeting update:  Item remains Open.


090209-07:  Service Providers are to discuss when the 4 hour FOC clock starts – when

the Clearinghouse or Service Bureau receives the LSR or when the Old Service Provider receives the LSR.


November 10-11, 2009 meeting update:  Item remains Open.


091509-05:  Wireless Service Providers are to work a solution to the following within the


current rules.  Delay Response in the Intermodal process:  Today, when a Wireline carrier ports a number away from a Wireless carrier that happens to be a Wireless Reseller, the Wireless Network SP carrier sends a Delay Response.  Wireline carriers cannot process the Delay response.  The only option that exists today is a Reject or FOC with a new Due Date and Time.  The LNPA WG needs to address how a Wireless carrier should respond to a Wireline carrier for Wireless Reseller ports (Non-Simple).  What kind of Response will the Wireless (OSP) send to the Wireline carrier (NSP) in the event the port is considered a Non-Simple Port?  What type of Response is appropriate and what will the Wireline carrier be able to accept?  (This is former LNPA WG FCC 09-41 Parking Lot Item PL090209-01.)  


November 10-11, 2009 meeting update:  Item remains Open.


ACTION ITEMS REMAINING OPEN FROM PREVIOUS APT MEETINGS:

101909-04:  The current documentation for NANC 437 supports one Inter-NPAC LSMS

interface.  Regarding the determination of how this interface will be sized and augmented if needed, LNPA WG Participants are to come to the November 10-11, 2009 meeting prepared to discuss if this analysis under various modeling assumptions will be done in the full LNPA WG or in a focused sub-team.

November 10-11, 2009 meeting update:  Item remains Open.
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NANC – LNPA Working Group
                     
Problem/Issue Identification Document






LNP Problem/Issue Identification and Description Form



Submittal Date:  9/28/2009                                                                                  PIM 75 


Company(s) Submitting Issue:_Integra Telecom__



Contact(s):  Name ____Bonnie Johnson



         Contact Number 763-745-8464



         Email Address   bjjohnson@integratelecom.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.)



The LNPA-WG reached consensus on a best practice related to pass code/PIN verification (Best Practice 60).  The best practice states that a provider cannot use a provider assigned pass code/PIN as validation or require the pass code/PIN to obtain a CSR.  The new best practice will help in preventing unnecessary delays of porting, whether the delay is intentional or not.  However it may leave room for the potential of using pass code/PIN information in a manner in which the industry agrees it was not intended (to delay a port request), and, may not go far enough to resolve the issue that Qwest identified in PIM 72.  Integra believes the best practice requires some additional clarity and detail, including that it applies to all ports, not only simple ports.  


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



A.   Examples & Impacts of Problem/Issue: The best practice focuses on preventing provider assigned pass codes and pins for purposes of verification.  However, there are circumstances when a customer may assign a pass code or pin to their account, but not for the purposes of preventing unwanted changes to the account or activity on the account.  For example, a provider may require a end user customer select a pin or pass code to access their account information on line (CPNI). A pass code or pin the customer selects for this use, could not be interpreted as a pin or pass code a customer may select to protect the account. ________________________________________________________________________________________



B. Frequency of Occurrence: __constant_ Consistently done on a routine basis___yes_______________


C. NPAC Regions Impacted:



 Canada___ Mid Atlantic ___ Midwest___ Northeast___ Southeast___ Southwest___ Western__     



 West Coast___  ALL_X_


D.  Rationale why existing process is deficient: 


As Qwest’s PIM 72 outlined, a provider represented that they are using the FCC Simple Port validation statement in FCC 07-188 as their support to assign a pin or pass code to the account, and require that information from another provider, even though the customer may not be aware their account has a pin or pass code.  Best practice #60 does not spell out those cases when a pin or pass code is used for CPNI. 


E.   Identify action taken in other committees / forums: 


The LNPA-WG adopted best practice 60. 


F.   Any other descriptive items: 



3. Suggested Resolution: 



For the LNPA-WG to revise Best Practice #60 so it states: 



It is the position of the LNPA WG that only pass codes/PINs requested and assigned by the End User for the purposes of limiting or preventing activity and changes to their account (and not, for example, a password or PIN the end user uses to access their on-line or account information (CPNI) or the PIN used to activate a wireless phone at the time of purchase) may be utilized as an End User validation field on an incoming port request by the Old Network Service Provider/Old Local Service Provider.  In addition, any service provider assigned pass code/PIN may not be utilized as a requirement in order to obtain a Customer Service Record (CSR).  This Best Practice applies to all ports (not just simple ports.) 


The additional language is highlighted. 



LNPA WG: (only)



Item Number:  PIM 75


Issue Resolution Referred to: _________________________________________________________


Why Issue Referred: __________________________________________________________________ ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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NANC 441, FCC Order, SOA Indicator, (V5 – Final)





Origination Date:  8/31/09



Originator:  LNPAWG


Change Order Number:  NANC 441


Description:  FCC Order, SOA Indicator


Functionally Backward Compatible:  Yes


IMPACT/CHANGE ASSESSMENT
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Business Need:


(As extracted from the LNPAWG “Recommended Plan for Implementation of FCC Order 09-41”, version 3, 9/17/09)



On May 13, 2009, the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) adopted and released FCC Order 09-41, which mandates industry implementation of a one Business Day porting interval for simple ports.


During the development of the recommended requirements in support of FCC Order 09-41, the LNPAWG identified the following Change Orders required for the NPAC to support the shortened porting interval.  These changes in the NPAC will also require changes in Service Provider local systems, e.g., SOA, LSMS, Operational Support Systems (OSSs), etc.



It is necessary for the LNPA WG to develop the detailed technical requirements for these Change Orders in order for NPAC, local system vendors, and Service Providers to develop and implement the software changes in time to meet the mandated implementation date.  The development and finalization of these technical requirements will begin immediately.



At a high level, two Change Orders have been identified for development:



· A new additional NPAC timer set (called Medium timers) in support of the shortened interval.



· A method for the NPAC to determine which timer set to utilize on a port.



This change order addresses the need for the implementation of a method for the NPAC to determine which timer set to use in order to support the one Business Day porting interval for simple ports.



Description of Change:



Two new SOA attributes will be added to support a shortened porting interval for simple ports (wireline, intermodal) as defined in FCC Order 09-41.  This will apply to Subscription Versions, but not to Number Pool Blocks.



In the Service Provider Profile, a new support tunable will be added for NANC 440 (Medium Timers Support Indicator).  In addition to indicating support of Medium Timers, this new tunable will identify whether or not an SP supports the use of the new SV attributes.  This is needed because of the two-stage implementation (nine months for large carriers, and fifteen months for small carriers), as well as carriers that may obtain a waiver from the FCC on implementation.



The new SV attributes are:



· New SP Medium Timer Indicator


· Old SP Medium Timer Indicator



If a SOA supports the New SP/Old SP Medium Timer Indicator (based on their Medium Timers Support Indicator setting), the new attribute must be sent up in their inter-SP SV Create message, if not their message will be rejected.  If a SOA does not support the New SP/Old SP Medium Timer Indicator, they must not send the new attribute up in their inter-SP SV Create message, if they do their message will be rejected.  If a SOA that supports the New SP/Old SP Medium Timer Indicator sends up the new attributes in their intra-SP SV Create message, the attributes are ignored.



Since only the Old SP is in a definitive position to determine if a port is simple:



· Modify requests from the New SP for the New SP Medium Timer Indicator will be supported only until the Old SP sends their Create message.



· Modify requests from the Old SP for the Old SP Medium Timer Indicator will be supported until the port is activated.



Modifies of the Old or New Medium Timer Indicator will cause a restart to T1 when the NPAC has received a create message from only one service provider.  If both create messages have been received, T1 will not be restarted.  Because the T1 timer can be restarted, New Service Providers may need to be included in the notification of T2 expirations for Old Service Provider concurrence.  A Service Provider notification priority category will be added to allow a Service Provider to opt-in on receiving T2 expiration notifications as the New Service Provider for lack of Old Service Provider concurrence.  Sending a notification to the New Service Provider at T2 expiration avoids the need for the New Service Provider to track NPAC timers, which eliminates the need to inform them of a new timestamp when T1/T2 is restarted.  In cases where a modify request was sent with the same value (true -> true, false -> false), a notification will still be sent (as done with current behavior on modifies to the same value), but the T1/T2 will not be cancelled, T1 will not be restarted, and neither Timer Type nor Business Type will be included in the notification.


Both the NPAC Ops GUI and the NPAC LTI GUI will support these Create and Modify features upon initial rollout.


The NPAC will use the values of the New SP/Old SP Medium Timer Indicators sent in the SV Create messages (or information in the SP Profile if not supported) to determine the usage of the Medium Timers for a given SV.  This New SP/Old SP Medium Timer Indicator information will be broadcast to the SOAs upon creation/concurrence of the SV (object creation notification and attribute value change notification), for those SOA associations optioned “on” to send and receive this data (NANC 440, Medium Timers Support Indicator).



When both SPs support the Medium Timers Support Indicators, and the values specified by the New Service Provider and Old Service Provider are different, the value specified by the Old Service Provider will prevail (if necessary, the SV Timer Type and Business Type will be changed).  Even though T1 and T2 concurrence timers have expired, the change is applicable because subsequent conflict or cancellation acknowledgement timers will use the value contained in the Timer Type attribute and Business Type attribute on the SV to determine conflict or cancellation duration.  This updated Timer Type and Business Type information will be sent to both the New Service Provider and the Old Service Provider in an Attribute Value Change notification.  If Old Service Provider does not send up their Create, the SV would remain with whatever value is specified in the New Service Provider Create.


These new attributes shall be added to the notification Bulk Data Download file, and be available to a Service Provider’s SOA.



These new attributes will be supported across the interface on an opt-in basis only and will be functionally backward compatible.



All references in the Processing Rules below that refer to “Short” and “Long” relate to the Timer Type settings in the Service Provider’s Profile (Port-In Timer Type, Port-Out Timer Type).


Processing Rules where one or both SPs do not support the Medium Timers Support Indicator:


· BAU (Business As Usual)



· Short + Short = Short



· Everything else =Long



Processing Rules where both SPs do support the Medium Timers Support Indicator:



· NSP is Short, OSP is Short, SV is Short regardless of Indicators



· NSP is Short, OSP is Long,  (Note: NSP Short/OSP Long, NSP Long/OSP Short, and NSP Long/OSP Long all have the same behavior.)


· NSP is First Create,



· SOA Indicator on SV Create is F (non-simple), SV uses Long,


· OSP is second Create,



· SOA Indicator on SV Create is F (non-simple), SV remains Long



· SOA Indicator on SV Create is T (simple), SV switches to Medium


· OSP does not concur, SV remains Long



· SOA Indicator on SV Create is T (simple), SV uses Medium,



· OSP is second Create,



· SOA Indicator on SV Create is F (non-simple), SV switches to Long



· SOA Indicator on SV Create is T (simple), SV remains Medium


· OSP does not concur, SV remains Medium



· OSP is First Create,



· SOA Indicator on SV Create is F (non-simple), SV uses Long,



· NSP is second Create,



· SOA Indicator on SV Create is F (non-simple), SV remains Long



· SOA Indicator on SV Create is T (simple), SV remains Long


· SOA Indicator on SV Create is T (simple), SV uses Medium,



· NSP is second Create,



· SOA Indicator on SV Create is F (non-simple), SV remains Medium



· SOA Indicator on SV Create is T (simple), SV remains Medium


· NSP is Long , OSP is Short,  (Note: NSP Short/OSP Long, NSP Long/OSP Short, and NSP Long/OSP Long all have the same behavior.)


· NSP is First Create,



· SOA Indicator on SV Create is F (non-simple), SV uses Long,



· OSP is second Create,



· SOA Indicator on SV Create is F (non-simple), SV remains Long



· SOA Indicator on SV Create is T (simple), SV switches to Medium


· OSP does not concur, SV remains Long



· SOA Indicator on SV Create is T (simple), SV uses Medium,



· OSP is second Create,



· SOA Indicator on SV Create is F (non-simple), SV switches to Long



· SOA Indicator on SV Create is T (simple), SV remains Medium


· OSP does not concur, SV remains Medium



· OSP is First Create,



· SOA Indicator on SV Create is F (non-simple), SV uses Long,



· NSP is second Create,



· SOA Indicator on SV Create is F (non-simple), SV remains Long



· SOA Indicator on SV Create is T (simple), SV remains Long


· SOA Indicator on SV Create is T (simple), SV uses Medium,



· NSP is second Create,



· SOA Indicator on SV Create is F (non-simple), SV remains Medium



· SOA Indicator on SV Create is T (simple), SV remains Medium


· NSP is Long , OSP is Long,  (Note: NSP Short/OSP Long, NSP Long/OSP Short, and NSP Long/OSP Long all have the same behavior.)


· NSP is First Create,



· SOA Indicator on SV Create is F (non-simple), SV uses Long,



· OSP is second Create,



· SOA Indicator on SV Create is F (non-simple), SV remains Long



· SOA Indicator on SV Create is T (simple), SV switches to Medium


· OSP does not concur, SV remains Long



· SOA Indicator on SV Create is T (simple), SV uses Medium,



· OSP is second Create,



· SOA Indicator on SV Create is F (non-simple), SV switches to Long



· SOA Indicator on SV Create is T (simple), SV remains Medium


· OSP does not concur, SV remains Medium



· OSP is First Create,



· SOA Indicator on SV Create is F (non-simple), SV uses Long,



· NSP is second Create,



· SOA Indicator on SV Create is F (non-simple), SV remains Long



· SOA Indicator on SV Create is T (simple), SV remains Long


· SOA Indicator on SV Create is T (simple), SV uses Medium,



· NSP is second Create,



· SOA Indicator on SV Create is F (non-simple), SV remains Medium



· SOA Indicator on SV Create is T (simple), SV remains Medium


Anytime the NPAC sets the Timer Type to Medium for a port, the Business Type will also be set to Medium (e.g., Medium Timers, Medium Business Hours and Medium Business days are assigned as a complete set).


Open Issues:



None.



FRS:



Section 3.1, NPAC SMS Data Models


Add new indicators for the SOA SV Medium Timers.  See below:


			Subscription Version Data MODEL





			Attribute Name


			Type (Size)


			Required


			Description





			[snip]


			


			


			





			New SP Medium Timer Indicator


			B


			(


			A Boolean that indicates whether the NPAC Customer views this SV as a simple port using Medium Timers when they are the New SP.


This field is only required if the service provider supports Medium Timers.





			Old SP Medium Timer Indicator


			B


			(


			A Boolean that indicates whether the NPAC Customer views this SV as a simple port using Medium Timers when they are the Old SP.


This field is only required if the service provider supports Medium Timers.





			[snip]


			


			


			








Table 3‑6 Subscription Version Data Model



R5‑14
     Create Subscription Version - Old Service Provider Input Data



NPAC SMS shall accept the following data from the NPAC personnel or old Service Provider upon Subscription Version creation for an Inter-Service Provider port:



· [snip]



· Old SP Medium Timer Indicator – indication that Old SP considers this a simple port using Medium Timers.  (if supported by the Service Provider SOA)


R5‑15.1
     Create “Inter-Service Provider Port” Subscription Version - New Service Provider Input Data



NPAC SMS shall require the following data from NPAC personnel or the new Service Provider upon Subscription Version creation for an Inter-Service Provider port when NOT “porting to original”:  (reference NANC 399)



· [snip]



· New SP Medium Timer Indicator – indication that New SP considers this a simple port using Medium Timers.  (if supported by the Service Provider SOA)


R5-15.2
     Create “Inter-Service Provider porting to original” Subscription Version - New Service Provider Input Data



NPAC SMS shall require the following data from NPAC personnel or the new Service Provider upon Subscription Version creation for an Inter-Service Provider “porting to original” port:



· [snip]



· New SP Medium Timer Indicator – indication that New SP considers this a simple port using Medium Timers.  (if supported by the Service Provider SOA)


R5‑18.1
     Create Subscription Version - Field-level Data Validation



NPAC SMS shall perform field-level data validations to ensure that the value formats for the following input data, if supplied, is valid according to the formats specified in Table 3-6 upon Subscription Version creation for an Inter-Service Provider port:



· [snip]



· New SP Medium Timer Indicator – indication that New SP considers this a simple port using Medium Timers.  (if supported by the Service Provider SOA)


· Old SP Medium Timer Indicator – indication that Old SP considers this a simple port using Medium Timers.  (if supported by the Service Provider SOA)


R5-74.3
     Query Subscription Version - Output Data – SOA



NPAC SMS shall return the following output data for a Subscription Version query request initiated by NPAC personnel or a SOA to NPAC SMS interface user:



· [snip]



· New SP Medium Timer Indicator – indication that New SP considers this a simple port using Medium Timers.  (if supported by the Service Provider SOA)


· Old SP Medium Timer Indicator – indication that Old SP considers this a simple port using Medium Timers.  (if supported by the Service Provider SOA)


Note: If the New SP Medium Timer Indicator value or Old SP Medium Timer Indicator value is not set on the Subscription Version, then it will not be returned in the query response.


Req-1
     Create Intra-Service Provider Port –Medium Timers


NPAC SMS shall accept an intra-service provider Subscription Version Create message from NPAC Personnel or the Current (New) Service Provider, for a Service Provider that supports the New SP/Old SP Medium Timer Indicator, if any of the following attributes are specified:


· New SP Medium Timer Indicator – this attribute is ignored.


· Old SP Medium Timer Indicator – this attribute is ignored.


Req-2
     Modify Subscription Version – New Service Provider - Medium Timers



NPAC SMS shall accept a Subscription Version Modify message from NPAC Personnel or the New Service Provider that includes the New SP Medium Timer Indicator until the NPAC SMS has successfully processed the Old SP Subscription Version create message.


R5‑27.1
     Modify Subscription Version - New Service Provider Data Values



NPAC SMS shall allow the following data to be modified in a pending or conflict Subscription Version for an Inter-Service Provider or Intra-Service Provider port by the new/current Service Provider or NPAC personnel:  (reference NANC 399)



· Location Routing Number (LRN) ‑ the identifier of the ported to switch.



· Due Date ‑ date on which transfer of service from old facilities‑based Service Provider to new facilities-based Service Provider is planned to occur.



· Class DPC



· Class SSN



· LIDB DPC



· LIDB SSN



· CNAM DPC



· CNAM SSN



· ISVM DPC



· ISVM SSN



· WSMSC DPC (if supported by the Service Provider SOA)



· WSMSC SSN (if supported by the Service Provider SOA)



· SV Type (if supported by the Service Provider SOA)



· Alternative SPID (if supported by the Service Provider SOA)



· New SP Medium Timer Indicator (if supported by the Service Provider SOA)


R5-27.2
Modify “porting to original” Subscription Version - New Service Provider Data Values



NPAC SMS shall allow the following data to be modified in a pending, or conflict Subscription Version for a “porting to original” port by the new Service Provider or NPAC personnel:



· Due Date - New Service Provider date on which “port to original” is planned to occur.



· New SP Medium Timer Indicator (if supported by the Service Provider SOA)


Req-2.1
     Modify Subscription Version – Old Service Provider - Medium Timers



NPAC SMS shall accept a Subscription Version Modify message from NPAC Personnel or the Old Service Provider that includes the Old SP Medium Timer Indicator until the NPAC SMS has successfully processed the Subscription Version activate message from the New Service Provider.



R5‑27.3
     Modify Subscription Version - Old Service Provider Data Values



NPAC SMS shall allow the following data to be modified in a pending or conflict Subscription Version for an Inter-Service Provider port by the old Service Provider or NPAC personnel:



· Due Date ‑ date on which transfer of service from old facilities‑based Service Provider to new Service Provider is planned to occur.



· Old Service Provider Authorization



· Status Change Cause Code



· Old SP Medium Timer Indicator (if supported by the Service Provider SOA)



R5‑29.1     
Modify Subscription Version - Field-level Data Validation



NPAC SMS shall perform field-level data validations to ensure that the value formats for the following input data, if supplied, is valid according to the formats specified in Table 3-6 upon Subscription Version modification.  (reference NANC 399)



· LNP Type



· Ported TN(s)



· Old Service Provider Due Date



· New Service Provider Due Date



· Old Service Provider Authorization



· Status Change Cause Code



· Old Service Provider ID



· New Service Provider ID



· LRN



· Class DPC



· Class SSN



· LIDB DPC



· LIDB SSN



· CNAM DPC



· CNAM SSN



· ISVM DPC



· ISVM SSN



· WSMSC DPC



· WSMSC SSN



· Billing Service Provider ID



· End-User Location - Value



· End-User Location - Type



· SV Type (if supported by the Service Provider SOA)



· Alternative SPID (if supported by the Service Provider SOA)



· New SP Medium Timer Indicator (if supported by the New Service Provider SOA)



· Old SP Medium Timer Indicator (if supported by the Old Service Provider SOA)



Req-2.2
     Modify Subscription Version – Medium Timers – Timer Type Change


NPAC SMS shall upon receiving a Subscription Version Modify message from the Old or New Service Provider that modifies the New SP Medium Timer Indicator or the Old SP Medium Timer Indicator and causes a change in the Subscription Version Timer Type, delete any existing T1/T2 timer.


Req-2.3
     Modify Subscription Version – Medium Timers – Restart T1 Timer



NPAC SMS shall upon receiving a Subscription Version Modify message from the Old or New Service Provider that modifies the New SP Medium Timer Indicator or the Old SP Medium Timer Indicator and causes a change in the Subscription Version Timer Type, restart a new T1 timer in cases where the NPAC has not received a create from both providers.


Req-3
     Create/Modify Subscription Version – Medium Timers – Timer Type


NPAC SMS shall set the value of a Subscription Version Timer Type, based on SP Profile and Subscription Version data contained in Table Req-3.



Note: If one or both service providers don’t support Medium Timers the NPAC sets Timer Type and Business Type as specified in the existing requirements R5-19.3, R5-19.4, R5-19.5 and R5-19.6.
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			Timer remains:


			Medium





			OSP is First Create


			OSP SOA Indicator is F


			Timer set to:


			Long





			


			NSP SOA Indicator is F


			Timer remains:


			Long





			


			NSP SOA Indicator is T


			Timer remains:


			Long





			OSP is First Create


			OSP SOA Indicator is T


			Timer set to:


			Medium





			


			NSP SOA Indicator is F


			Timer remains:


			Medium





			


			NSP SOA Indicator is T


			Timer remains:


			Medium





			





			NSP is Long, OSP is Long





			NSP is First Create


			NSP SOA Indicator is F


			Timer set to:


			Long





			


			OSP SOA Indicator is F


			Timer remains:


			Long





			


			OSP SOA Indicator is T


			Timer switches to:


			Medium





			


			OSP no concur


			Timer remains:


			Long





			NSP is First Create


			NSP SOA Indicator is T


			Timer set to:


			Medium





			


			OSP SOA Indicator is F


			Timer switches to:


			Long





			


			OSP SOA Indicator is T


			Timer remains:


			Medium





			


			OSP no concur


			Timer remains:


			Medium





			OSP is First Create


			OSP SOA Indicator is F


			Timer set to:


			Long





			


			NSP SOA Indicator is F


			Timer remains:


			Long





			


			NSP SOA Indicator is T


			Timer remains:


			Long





			OSP is First Create


			OSP SOA Indicator is T


			Timer set to:


			Medium





			


			NSP SOA Indicator is F


			Timer remains:


			Medium





			


			NSP SOA Indicator is T


			Timer remains:


			Medium








Requirement Table Req-3—Medium Timers – Timer Type


Req-4
     Create/Modify Subscription Version – Medium Timers – Business Type



NPAC SMS shall set the value of a Subscription Version Business Type to Medium anytime the Subscription Version Timer Type is set to Medium.



Note: Anytime the Timer Type is currently set to Medium and the NPAC changes it due to a modify SV request, a different Business Type value will be also set as specified in the existing requirements R5-19.5 and R5-19.6.



Req-5
     Service Provider SOA Supports New SP Notification of Old SP T2 Expiration Indicator


Deleted.



Req-6     Service Provider SOA Supports New SP Notification of Old SP T2 Expiration Indicator Default


Deleted.



Req-7
     Service Provider SOA Supports New SP Notification of Old SP T2 Expiration Indicator Modification


Deleted.



RR5-23.3
     Old Service Provider Final Concurrence Timer Expiration Notification – Old SP


NPAC SMS shall upon expiration of the Final Concurrence Timer send a notification to the old service provider via the SOA to NPAC SMS interface to inform them of the timer expiration.



Req-8
     Old Service Provider Final Concurrence Timer Expiration Notification – New SP



NPAC SMS shall upon expiration of the Final Concurrence Timer send a notification to the new service provider, only if the Service Provider SOA Supports New SP Notification of Old SP T2 Expiration Indicator tunable parameter is set to true, via the SOA to NPAC SMS interface to inform them of the timer expiration.


Appendix C – SOA Notification Priority Tunables


FRS, Table C-7, SOA Notification Priorities Tunables.  Create a new row in L-12.0, Subscription Version Old SP Final Concurrence Timer Expiration Notification, making the existing notification Scenario A with the addition of the text in yellow, T2 expiration for Old SP concurrence sent to Old SP, and adding a new Scenario B: T2 expiration for Old SP concurrence sent to New SP, None.


Appendix E – Bulk Data Download File Examples.



NOTE:  If a Service Provider supports New SP Medium Timers Indicator and Old SP Medium Timer Indicator, the format of the Bulk Data Download file will contain delimiters for the parameter.


			subscriptionVersionNPAC-ObjectCreation





			1


			CreationTimeStamp


			For example: 19960101155555





			[snip]


			


			





			888


			Timer Type


			(This attribute will be included with the implementation of NANC 416.  For NANC 441, a Timer Type value of 2 [Medium Timers] may be sent in the Object Creation Notification)





			888


			Business Type


			(This attribute will be included with the implementation of NANC 416.  For NANC 441, a Business Type value of 2 [Medium Timers] may be sent in the Object Creation Notification)





			999


			New SP Medium Timer Indicator


			Not present if SOA does not support the Medium Timers Support Indicator as shown in this example.  If it were present the value would be as defined in the SV Data Model.  The value that will be included in the Object Creation Notification  is based on the SP that first sent up the request.





			999


			Old SP Medium Timer Indicator


			Not present if SOA does not support the Medium Timers Support Indicator as shown in this example.  If it were present the value would be as defined in the SV Data Model.  The value that will be included in the Object Creation Notification  is based on the SP that first sent up the request.





			subscriptionVersionRangeObjectCreation (* if a consecutive list)





			1


			CreationTimeStamp


			For example: 19960101155555





			[snip]


			


			





			888


			Timer Type


			(This attribute will be included with the implementation of NANC 416.  For NANC 441, a Timer Type value of 2 [Medium Timers] may be sent in the Object Creation Notification)





			888


			Business Type


			(This attribute will be included with the implementation of NANC 416.  For NANC 441, a Business Type value of 2 [Medium Timers] may be sent in the Object Creation Notification)





			999


			New SP Medium Timer Indicator


			Not present if SOA does not support the Medium Timers Support Indicator as shown in this example.  If it were present the value would be as defined in the SV Data Model.  The value that will be included in the Object Creation Notification  is based on the SP that first sent up the request.





			999


			Old SP Medium Timer Indicator


			Not present if SOA does not support the Medium Timers Support Indicator as shown in this example.  If it were present the value would be as defined in the SV Data Model.  The value that will be included in the Object Creation Notification  is based on the SP that first sent up the request.





			subscriptionVersionRangeObjectCreation (* if not a consecutive list)





			1


			CreationTimeStamp


			For example: 19960101155555





			[snip]


			


			





			888


			Timer Type


			(This attribute will be included with the implementation of NANC 416.  For NANC 441, a Timer Type value of 2 [Medium Timers] may be sent in the Object Creation Notification)





			888


			Business Type


			(This attribute will be included with the implementation of NANC 416.  For NANC 441, a Business Type value of 2 [Medium Timers] may be sent in the Object Creation Notification)





			999


			New SP Medium Timer Indicator


			Not present if SOA does not support the Medium Timers Support Indicator as shown in this example.  If it were present the value would be as defined in the SV Data Model.  The value that will be included in the Object Creation Notification  is based on the SP that first sent up the request.





			999


			Old SP Medium Timer Indicator


			Not present if SOA does not support the Medium Timers Support Indicator as shown in this example.  If it were present the value would be as defined in the SV Data Model.  The value that will be included in the Object Creation Notification  is based on the SP that first sent up the request.





			subscriptionVersionNPAC-attributeValueChange





			1


			Creation TimeStamp


			For example: 19960101155555





			[snip]


			


			





			888


			Timer Type


			Not present if SOA does not support the Medium Timers Support Indicator as shown in this example.  If it were present the value would be as defined in the SV requirements and Data Model.





			888


			Business Type


			Not present if SOA does not support the Medium Timers Support Indicator as shown in this example.  If it were present the value would be as defined in the SV requirements and Data Model.





			999


			New SP Medium Timer Indicator


			Not present if SOA does not support the Medium Timers Support Indicator as shown in this example.  If it were present the value would be as defined in the SV requirements and Data Model.





			999


			Old SP Medium Timer Indicator


			Not present if SOA does not support the Medium Timers Support Indicator as shown in this example.  If it were present the value would be as defined in the SV requirements and Data Model.





			subscriptionVersionRangeAttributeValueChange (* if a consecutive list)





			1


			Creation TimeStamp


			For example: 19960101155555





			[snip]


			


			





			888


			Timer Type


			Not present if SOA does not support the Medium Timers Support Indicator as shown in this example.  If it were present the value would be as defined in the SV requirements and Data Model.





			888


			Business Type


			Not present if SOA does not support the Medium Timers Support Indicator as shown in this example.  If it were present the value would be as defined in the SV requirements and Data Model.





			999


			New SP Medium Timer Indicator


			Not present if SOA does not support the Medium Timers Support Indicator as shown in this example.  If it were present the value would be as defined in the SV requirements and Data Model.





			999


			Old SP Medium Timer Indicator


			Not present if SOA does not support the Medium Timers Support Indicator as shown in this example.  If it were present the value would be as defined in the SV requirements and Data Model.





			subscriptionVersionRangeAttributeValueChange (* if not a consecutive list)





			[snip]


			


			





			888


			Timer Type


			Not present if SOA does not support the Medium Timers Support Indicator as shown in this example.  If it were present the value would be as defined in the SV requirements and Data Model.





			888


			Business Type


			Not present if SOA does not support the Medium Timers Support Indicator as shown in this example.  If it were present the value would be as defined in the SV requirements and Data Model.





			999


			New SP Medium Timer Indicator


			Not present if SOA does not support the Medium Timers Support Indicator as shown in this example.  If it were present the value would be as defined in the SV requirements and Data Model.





			999


			Old SP Medium Timer Indicator


			Not present if SOA does not support the Medium Timers Support Indicator as shown in this example.  If it were present the value would be as defined in the SV requirements and Data Model.








Table E- 1 -- Explanation of the Fields in The Notification Download File



IIS:



Addition to the current IIS flow descriptions that relate to SV attributes.



Flow B.5.1.1 – Subscription Version Create by the Initial SOA (Old Service Provider)



 [snip]



The old service provider SOA must specify the following valid attributes:



[snip]



subscriptionOldSPMediumTimerIndicator – if supported by the Service Provider SOA



[snip]


Step 5.



If the M-ACTION was successful, the NPAC SMS issues, depending upon the old service provider’s TN Range Notification Indicator, an objectCreation or subscriptionVersionRangeObjectCreation M-EVENT-REPORT containing the following attributes to old service provider SOA of subscriptionVersionNPAC creation:



subscriptionVersionID



subscriptionTN 



subscriptionOldSP



subscriptionNewCurrentSP



subscriptionOldSp-DueDate



subscriptionOldSP-Authorization



subscriptionOldSP-AuthorizationTimeStamp



subscriptionStatusChangeCauseCode - (if subscriptionOldSP – Authorization set to false)


subscriptionVersionStatus



subscriptionVersionConflictTimeStamp – (if subscriptionOldSP – Authorization set to false)


subscriptionTimerType – if supported by the Service Provider


subscriptionBusinessType – if supported by the Service Provider


subscriptionOldSPMediumTimerIndicator – if supported by the Service Provider SOA


Flow B.5.1.2 – Subscription Version Create by the Initial SOA (New Service Provider)


[snip]



The new service provider SOA must specify the following valid attributes:



[snip]



subscriptionNewSPMediumTimerIndicator – if supported by the Service Provider SOA


[snip]



Step 5.



If the M-ACTION was successful, NPAC SMS issues, depending upon the old service provider’s TN Range Notification Indicator, an objectCreation or subscriptionVersionRangeObjectCreation M-EVENT-REPORT containing the following attributes to old service provider SOA of subscriptionVersionNPAC creation:



subscriptionVersionID



subscriptionTN



subscriptionOldSP



subscriptionNewCurrentSP



subscriptionNewSP-CreationTimeStamp



subscriptionVersionStatus



subscriptionNewSP-DueDate


subscriptionTimerType – if supported by the Service Provider SOA


subscriptionBusinessType – if supported by the Service Provider SOA


subscriptionNewSPMediumTimerIndicator – if supported by the Service Provider SOA



[snip]


Flow B.5.1.3 – Subscription Version Create by Second SOA (New Service Provider)



[snip]



The new service provider SOA must specify the following valid attributes:



[snip]



subscriptionNewSPMediumTimerIndicator – if supported by the Service Provider SOA


Step 4.



If the M-ACTION was successful, the NPAC SMS issues, depending upon the old service provider’s TN Range Notification Indicator, an attributeValueChange or subscriptionVersionRangeAttributeValueChange M-EVENT-REPORT with the following attributes to the old service provider when the subscriptionNewSP-DueDate changes value.



subscriptionNewSP-DueDate



subscriptionNewSP-CreationTimeStamp



subscriptionNewSPMediumTimerIndicator – if supported by the Service Provider SOA


If the M-ACTION was successful, the NPAC SMS issues, depending upon the new service provider’s TN Range Notification Indicator, an attributeValueChange or subscriptionVersionRangeAttributeValueChange M-EVENT-REPORT to the new service provider for all attributes updated from the preceding list of modifiable attributes in addition to the following:



subscriptionNewSP-DueDate



subscriptionNewSP-CreationTimeStamp


subscriptionNewSPMediumTimerIndicator – if supported by the Service Provider SOA


Flow B.5.1.4 – Subscription Version Create by Second SOA (Old Service Provider)



[snip]



The old service provider SOA must specify the following valid attributes:



[snip]



subscriptionOldSPMediumTimerIndicator – if supported by the Service Provider SOA



[snip]


Step 5.


If the M-ACTION was successful, the NPAC SMS issues, depending upon the old service provider’s TN Range Notification Indicator, an attributeValueChange or subscriptionVersionRangeAttributeValueChange M-EVENT-REPORT attribute value change to the old service provider for all attributes updated from the following list:


[snip]



subscriptionTimerType – if supported by the Service Provider SOA and the value changed as a result of the OldSP-Create Action.


subscriptionBusinessType – if supported by the Service Provider SOA and the value changed as a result of the OldSP-Create Action.



subscriptionOldSPMediumTimerIndicator – if supported by the Service Provider SOA


[snip]


Step 7.


If the M-ACTION was successful, the NPAC SMS issues, depending upon the new service provider’s TN Range Notification Indicator, an attributeValueChange or subscriptionVersionRangeAttributeValueChange M-EVENT-REPORT attribute value change to the new service provider for all attributes updated from the following list:



[snip]



subscriptionTimerType – if supported by the Service Provider SOA and the value changed as a result of the OldSP-Create Action.


subscriptionBusinessType – if supported by the Service Provider SOA and the value changed as a result of the OldSP-Create Action.



subscriptionOldSPMediumTimerIndicator – if supported by the Service Provider SOA



Flow B.5.1.6.3 – Subscription Version Create: No Create Action from the Old Service Provider SOA After Final Concurrence Window



[snip]



3. NPAC SMS sends the new service provider, if they support the notification according to their NPAC Customer SOA Supports New SP Notification of Old SP T2 Expiration Indicator in their service provider profile on the NPAC SMS, of the expiration of the final concurrence window where the old service provider did not send up a Create action for this subscription version, depending upon the new service provider’s TN Range Notification Indicator, a subscriptionVersionOldSPFinalConcurrenceWindowExpiration or subscriptionVersionRangeOldSPFinalConcurrenceWindowExpiration M-EVENT-REPORT.



4. The new service provider SOA returns an M-EVENT-REPORT confirmation to the NPAC SMS.



Flow B.5.1.11 – Subscription Version Create for Intra Service Provider Port



[snip]



The request will be accepted, and any of the following attributes will be ignored:



subscriptionNewSPMediumTimerIndicator


subscriptionOldSPMediumTimerIndicator 


Flow B.5.6 – Subscription Version Query



[snip]



The query return data includes:



[snip]



subscriptionNewSPMediumTimerIndicator – if supported by the Service Provider SOA



subscriptionOldSPMediumTimerIndicator – if supported by the Service Provider SOA


Note: If the New SP Medium Timer Indicator value or Old SP Medium Timer Indicator value is not set on the Subscription Version, then it will not be returned in the query response.


Flow B.5.2.3 - SubscriptionVersion Modify Prior to Activate Using M-ACTION


The old service provider can only update the following attributes:



[snip]
subscriptionOldSPMediumTimerIndicator – if supported by the Old Service Provider SOA



The new service provider can only update the attributes:



[snip]



subscriptionNewSPMediumTimerIndicator – if supported by the New Service Provider SOA


Step 5.



[snip]
subscriptionTimerType – if supported by the Service Provider SOA.


subscriptionBusinessType – if supported by the Service Provider SOA.



subscriptionOldSPMediumTimerIndicator – if supported by the Old Service Provider SOA


subscriptionNewSPMediumTimerIndicator – if supported by the New Service Provider SOA


Step 7.



[snip]


subscriptionTimerType – if supported by the Service Provider SOA.


subscriptionBusinessType – if supported by the Service Provider SOA.
subscriptionOldSPMediumTimerIndicator – if supported by the Old Service Provider SOA


subscriptionNewSPMediumTimerIndicator – if supported by the New Service Provider SOA


Flow B.5.2.4 - SubscriptionVersion Modify Prior to Activate Using M-SET


The old service provider can only update the following attributes:



[snip]
subscriptionOldSPMediumTimerIndicator – if supported by the Old Service Provider SOA



The new service provider can only update the attributes:



[snip]



subscriptionNewSPMediumTimerIndicator – if supported by the New Service Provider SOA


Step 3.



[snip]


subscriptionTimerType – if supported by the Service Provider SOA.


subscriptionBusinessType – if supported by the Service Provider SOA.
subscriptionOldSPMediumTimerIndicator – if supported by the Old Service Provider SOA


subscriptionNewSPMediumTimerIndicator – if supported by the New Service Provider SOA


Step 5.



[snip]


subscriptionTimerType – if supported by the Service Provider SOA.


subscriptionBusinessType – if supported by the Service Provider SOA.
subscriptionOldSPMediumTimerIndicator – if supported by the Old Service Provider SOA


subscriptionNewSPMediumTimerIndicator – if supported by the New Service Provider SOA


GDMO:



-- 21.0 LNP NPAC Subscription Version Managed Object Class



subscriptionVersionNPAC MANAGED OBJECT CLASS



    DERIVED FROM subscriptionVersion;



    CHARACTERIZED BY



        subscriptionVersionNPAC-Pkg;



    REGISTERED AS {LNP-OIDS.lnp-objectClass 21};



subscriptionVersionNPAC-Pkg PACKAGE



    BEHAVIOUR



        subscriptionVersionNPAC-Definition,



        subscriptionVersionNPAC-Behavior-1,



        subscriptionVersionNPAC-Behavior-2;



    ATTRIBUTES



subscriptionVersionStatus GET-REPLACE,



subscriptionOldSP GET-REPLACE,



subscriptionNewSP-DueDate GET-REPLACE,



subscriptionNewSP-CreationTimeStamp GET-REPLACE,



DueDate GET-REPLACE,



subscriptionOldSP-Authorization GET-REPLACE,



subscriptionStatusChangeCauseCode GET-REPLACE,



subscriptionOldSP-AuthorizationTimeStamp GET-REPLACE,



subscriptionBroadcastTimeStamp GET-REPLACE,



subscriptionConflictTimeStamp GET-REPLACE,



subscriptionCustomerDisconnectDate GET-REPLACE,



subscriptionEffectiveReleaseDate GET-REPLACE,



subscriptionDisconnectCompleteTimeStamp GET-REPLACE,



subscriptionCancellationTimeStamp GET-REPLACE,



subscriptionCreationTimeStamp GET-REPLACE,



subscriptionFailed-SP-List GET-REPLACE,



subscriptionModifiedTimeStamp GET-REPLACE,



subscriptionOldTimeStamp GET-REPLACE,



subscriptionOldSP-CancellationTimeStamp GET-REPLACE,



subscriptionNewSP-CancellationTimeStamp GET-REPLACE,



subscriptionOldSP-ConflictResolutionTimeStamp GET-REPLACE,



subscriptionNewSP-ConflictResolutionTimeStamp GET-REPLACE,



subscriptionPortingToOriginal-SPSwitch GET-REPLACE,



subscriptionPreCancellationStatus GET-REPLACE,



subscriptionTimerType GET-REPLACE,



subscriptionBusinessType GET-REPLACE,


subscriptionOldSPMediumTimerIndicator GET-REPLACE,


subscriptionNewSPMediumTimerIndicator GET-REPLACE;


NOTIFICATIONS



subscriptionVersionOldSP-ConcurrenceRequest,



subscriptionVersionNewSP-CreateRequest,



subscriptionVersionOldSPFinalConcurrenceWindowExpiration,



subscriptionVersionNewNPA-NXX,



subscriptionVersionCancellationAcknowledgeRequest,



subscriptionVersionDonorSP-CustomerDisconnectDate,



subscriptionVersionStatusAttributeValueChange,



subscriptionVersionNewSP-FinalCreateWindowExpiration,



"CCITT Rec. X.721 (1992) | ISO/IEC 10165-2 : 1992":attributeValueChange



accessControlParameter phoneNumberParameter,



"CCITT Rec. X.721 (1992) | ISO/IEC 10165-2 : 1992":objectCreation



accessControlParameter;


[snip]



subscriptionVersionNPAC-Behavior-2 BEHAVIOUR



    DEFINED AS !



[snip]



The SOA attributes are: New SP Medium Timer Indicator and Old SP Medium Timer Indicator.  If a SOA supports the New SP/Old SP Medium Timer Indicator (based on their Medium Timers Support Indicator setting), the new attribute must be sent up in their inter-SP SV Create message, if not their message will be rejected.  If a SOA does not support the new SP/Old SP Medium Timer Indicator, they must not send the new attribute up in their inter-SP SV Create message, if they do their message will be rejected.  If a SOA that supports the New SP/Old SP Medium Timer Indicator sends up the new attributes in their intra-SP SV Create message, the attributes are ignored.  The new attribute is designed for SV Create and SV Modify messages.  The Old SP may modify the Old SP Medium Timer Indicator after sending their Create message and before the subscription version is activated by the New SP.  The New SP may modify the New SP Medium Timer Indicator until the NPAC receives the Create message from the Old SP.  If the NPAC receives the Create message from the Old SP first, the New SP may not modify the New SP Medium Timer Indicator. 


The NPAC will use the values of the New SP/Old SP Medium Timer Indicators sent in the SV Create/Modify messages (or information in the SP Profile if not supported) to determine the usage of the Medium Timers for a given SV.  This New SP/Old SP Medium Timer Indicator information will be broadcast to the SOAs upon creation/concurrence/modification of the SV (object creation notification after the initial Create message and an attribute value change notification for a concurrence Create or Modify message), for those SOA associations optioned “on” to send and receive this data (Medium Timers Support Indicator).


When both SPs support the Medium Timers Support Indicators, and the values specified by the New Service Provider and Old Service Provider are different, the value specified by the Old Service Provider will prevail. If necessary, the SV Timer Type and Business Type will be changed. Even though T1 and T2 concurrence timers have expired, the change is applicable because subsequent conflict or cancellation acknowledgment timers will use the value contained in the Timer Type attribute and Business Type attribute on the SV to determine conflict or cancellation duration.


An intra-service provider port, for a service provider that supports the New SP Medium Timer Indicator or Old SP Medium Timer Indicator, will be accepted if the Medium Timer attributes are included in the request but they will be ignored.



Modification of the New SP Medium Timer Indicator or Old SP Medium Timer Indicator after the NPAC has received a Create message from only one provider will cause the NPAC to delete any existing T1 or T2 timer for the port and then restart a new T1 timer.  When the NPAC has received a Create message from both the New and Old SPs only the Old SP can modify the Old SP Medium Timer Indicator and the NPAC will not restart a new T1 timer.  The NPAC will send an Attribute Value Change Notification to the New and Old SP SOA anytime the New or Old SP Medium Timer Indicator is successfully modified.  Because the T1 timer can be restarted, New Service Providers may need to be included in the notification of T2 expirations for Old Service Provider concurrence.  A Service Provider notification priority category will be added to allow a Service Provider to opt-in on receiving T2 expiration notifications as the New Service Provider for lack of Old Service Provider concurrence.  Sending a notification to the New Service Provider at T2 expiration avoids the need for the New Service Provider to track NPAC timers, which eliminates the need to inform them of a new timestamp when T1/T2 is restarted.  In cases where a modify request was sent with the same value (true -> true, false -> false), a notification will still be sent, but the T1/T2 will not be cancelled, T1 will not be restarted, and neither Timer Type nor Business Type will be included in the notification.


[snip]



Old service provider SOAs can only modify the following attributes:



subscriptionOldSP-DueDate



subscriptionOldSP-Authorization



subscriptionStatusChangeCauseCode


subscriptionOldSPMediumTimerIndicator


New service provider SOAs can only modify the following attributes:



subscriptionLRN



subscriptionNewSP-DueDate



subscriptionCLASS-DPC



subscriptionCLASS-SSN



subscriptionLIDB-DPC



subscriptionLIDB-SSN



subscriptionCNAM-DPC



subscriptionCNAM-SSN



subscriptionISVM-DPC



subscriptionISVM-SSN



subscriptionWSMSC-DPC



subscriptionWSMSC-SSN



subscriptionEndUserLocationValue



subscriptionEndUserLocationType



subscriptionBillingId



subscriptionSvType



subscriptionOptionalData



subscriptionNewSPMediumTimerIndicator


[snip]



-- 108.0 Subscription Version Business Type



subscriptionBusinessType ATTRIBUTE



    WITH ATTRIBUTE SYNTAX LNP-ASN1.Integer;



    MATCHES FOR EQUALITY;



    BEHAVIOUR subscriptionBusinessTypeBehavior;



    REGISTERED AS {LNP-OIDS.lnp-attribute 108};



-- 999.0 Subscription Version New SP Medium Timer Indicator



subscriptionNewSPMediumTimerIndicator ATTRIBUTE



    WITH ATTRIBUTE SYNTAX LNP-ASN1.MediumTimerIndicator;



    MATCHES FOR EQUALITY;



    BEHAVIOUR subscriptionNewSPMediumTimerBehavior;



    REGISTERED AS {LNP-OIDS.lnp-attribute 999};



subscriptionNewSPMediumTimerBehavior BEHAVIOUR



    DEFINED AS !



        This attribute is used to specify the subscription version



        New SP Medium Timer indicator on whether or not the port is



        a simple port.



!;


-- 999.0 Subscription Version Old SP Medium Timer Indicator



subscriptionOldSPMediumTimerIndicator ATTRIBUTE



    WITH ATTRIBUTE SYNTAX LNP-ASN1.MediumTimerIndicator;



    MATCHES FOR EQUALITY;



    BEHAVIOUR subscriptionOldSPMediumTimerBehavior;



    REGISTERED AS {LNP-OIDS.lnp-attribute 999};



subscriptionOldSPMediumTimerBehavior BEHAVIOUR



    DEFINED AS !



        This attribute is used to specify the subscription version



        Old SP Medium Timer indicator on whether or not the port is



        a simple port.



!;


ASN.1:


MediumTimerIndicator ::= BOOLEAN


MediumIndicatorError ::= CHOICE {



    indicator-value [0] BOOLEAN,



    no-value        [1] NULL



}


NewSP-CreateData ::= SEQUENCE {



    chc1 [0] EXPLICIT CHOICE {



        subscription-version-tn [0] PhoneNumber,



        subscription-version-tn-range [1] TN-Range



    },



    subscription-lrn [1] LRN OPTIONAL,



    subscription-new-current-sp [2] ServiceProvId,



    subscription-old-sp [3] ServiceProvId,



    subscription-new-sp-due-date [4] GeneralizedTime,



    subscription-class-dpc [6] EXPLICIT DPC OPTIONAL,



    subscription-class-ssn [7] EXPLICIT SSN OPTIONAL,



    subscription-lidb-dpc [8] EXPLICIT DPC OPTIONAL,



    subscription-lidb-ssn [9] EXPLICIT SSN OPTIONAL,



    subscription-isvm-dpc [10] EXPLICIT DPC OPTIONAL,



    subscription-isvm-ssn [11] EXPLICIT SSN OPTIONAL,



    subscription-cnam-dpc [12] EXPLICIT DPC OPTIONAL,



    subscription-cnam-ssn [13] EXPLICIT SSN OPTIONAL,



    subscription-end-user-location-value [14]



        EndUserLocationValue OPTIONAL,



    subscription-end-user-location-type [15] EndUserLocationType OPTIONAL,



    subscription-billing-id [16] BillingId OPTIONAL,



    subscription-lnp-type [17] LNPType,



    subscription-porting-to-original-sp-switch [18]



        SubscriptionPortingToOriginal-SPSwitch,



    subscription-wsmsc-dpc [19] EXPLICIT DPC OPTIONAL,



    subscription-wsmsc-ssn [20] EXPLICIT SSN OPTIONAL,



    subscription-sv-type      [21] EXPLICIT  SVType OPTIONAL,



    subscription-optional-data [22] EXPLICIT OptionalData OPTIONAL,


    subscription-med-ind [23] EXPLICIT MediumTimerIndicator OPTIONAL


}



NewSP-CreateInvalidData ::= CHOICE {



    subscription-version-tn [0] EXPLICIT PhoneNumber,



    subscription-version-tn-range [1] EXPLICIT TN-Range,



    subscription-lrn [2] EXPLICIT LRN,



    subscription-new-current-sp [3] EXPLICIT ServiceProvId,



    subscription-old-sp [4] EXPLICIT ServiceProvId,



    subscription-new-sp-due-date [5] EXPLICIT GeneralizedTime,



    subscription-class-dpc [6] EXPLICIT DPC,



    subscription-class-ssn [7] EXPLICIT SSN,



    subscription-lidb-dpc [8] EXPLICIT DPC,



    subscription-lidb-ssn [9] EXPLICIT SSN,



    subscription-isvm-dpc [10] EXPLICIT DPC,



    subscription-isvm-ssn [11] EXPLICIT SSN,



    subscription-cnam-dpc [12] EXPLICIT DPC,



    subscription-cnam-ssn [13] EXPLICIT SSN,



    subscription-end-user-location-value [14] EXPLICIT EndUserLocationValue,



    subscription-end-user-location-type [15] EXPLICIT EndUserLocationType,



    subscription-billing-id [16] EXPLICIT BillingId,



    subscription-lnp-type [17] EXPLICIT LNPType,



    subscription-porting-to-original-sp-switch [18]



       EXPLICIT SubscriptionPortingToOriginal-SPSwitch,



    subscription-wsmsc-dpc [19] EXPLICIT DPC,



    subscription-wsmsc-ssn [20] EXPLICIT SSN,



    subscription-sv-type      [21] EXPLICIT  SVType,



    subscription-optional-data [22] EXPLICIT OptionalData,



    subscription-med-ind [23] EXPLICIT MediumIndicatorError


}


OldSP-CreateData ::= SEQUENCE {



    chc1 [0] EXPLICIT CHOICE {



        subscription-version-tn [0] PhoneNumber,



        subscription-version-tn-range [1] TN-Range



    },



    subscription-new-current-sp [1] ServiceProvId,



    subscription-old-sp [2] ServiceProvId,



    subscription-old-sp-due-date [3] GeneralizedTime,



    subscription-old-sp-authorization [4] ServiceProvAuthorization,



    subscription-status-change-cause-code [5] SubscriptionStatusChangeCauseCode,



    subscription-lnp-type [6] LNPType,


    subscription-med-ind [7] EXPLICIT MediumTimerIndicator OPTIONAL


}


OldSP-CreateInvalidData ::= CHOICE {



    subscription-version-tn [0] EXPLICIT PhoneNumber,



    subscription-version-tn-range [1] EXPLICIT TN-Range,



    subscription-new-current-sp [2] EXPLICIT ServiceProvId,



    subscription-old-sp [3] EXPLICIT ServiceProvId,



    subscription-old-sp-due-date [4] EXPLICIT GeneralizedTime,



    subscription-old-sp-authorization [5] EXPLICIT ServiceProvAuthorization,



    subscription-status-change-cause-code [6]



       EXPLICIT SubscriptionStatusChangeCauseCode,



    subscription-lnp-type [7] EXPLICIT LNPType,


    subscription-med-ind [8] EXPLICIT MediumIndicatorError


}


SubscriptionModifyData ::= SEQUENCE {



    subscription-lrn [0] LRN OPTIONAL,



    subscription-new-sp-due-date [1] GeneralizedTime OPTIONAL,



    subscription-old-sp-due-date [2] GeneralizedTime OPTIONAL,



    subscription-old-sp-authorization [3] ServiceProvAuthorization OPTIONAL,



    subscription-class-dpc [4] EXPLICIT DPC OPTIONAL,



    subscription-class-ssn [5] EXPLICIT SSN OPTIONAL,



    subscription-lidb-dpc [6] EXPLICIT DPC OPTIONAL,



    subscription-lidb-ssn [7] EXPLICIT SSN OPTIONAL,



    subscription-isvm-dpc [8] EXPLICIT DPC OPTIONAL,



    subscription-isvm-ssn [9] EXPLICIT SSN OPTIONAL,



    subscription-cnam-dpc [10] EXPLICIT DPC OPTIONAL,



    subscription-cnam-ssn [11] EXPLICIT SSN OPTIONAL,



    subscription-end-user-location-value [12] EndUserLocationValue OPTIONAL,



    subscription-end-user-location-type [13] EndUserLocationType OPTIONAL,



    subscription-billing-id [14] BillingId OPTIONAL,



    subscription-status-change-cause-code [15]



        SubscriptionStatusChangeCauseCode OPTIONAL,



    subscription-wsmsc-dpc [16] EXPLICIT DPC OPTIONAL,



    subscription-wsmsc-ssn [17] EXPLICIT SSN OPTIONAL,



    subscription-customer-disconnect-date [18] GeneralizedTime OPTIONAL,



    subscription-effective-release-date [19] GeneralizedTime OPTIONAL,



    new-version-status [20] VersionStatus OPTIONAL,



    subscription-sv-type [21]  EXPLICIT SVType OPTIONAL,



    subscription-optional-data [22] EXPLICIT OptionalData OPTIONAL,


    subscription-new-sp-med-ind [23] EXPLICIT MediumTimerIndicator OPTIONAL,



    subscription-old-sp-med-ind [24] EXPLICIT MediumTimerIndicator OPTIONAL


}


SubscriptionModifyInvalidData ::= CHOICE {



    subscription-lrn [0] EXPLICIT LRN,



    subscription-new-sp-due-date [1] EXPLICIT GeneralizedTime,



    subscription-old-sp-due-date [2] EXPLICIT GeneralizedTime,



    subscription-old-sp-authorization [3] EXPLICIT ServiceProvAuthorization,



    subscription-class-dpc [4] EXPLICIT DPC,



    subscription-class-ssn [5] EXPLICIT SSN,



    subscription-lidb-dpc [6] EXPLICIT DPC,



    subscription-lidb-ssn [7] EXPLICIT SSN,



    subscription-isvm-dpc [8] EXPLICIT DPC,



    subscription-isvm-ssn [9] EXPLICIT SSN,



    subscription-cnam-dpc [10] EXPLICIT DPC,



    subscription-cnam-ssn [11] EXPLICIT SSN,



    subscription-end-user-location-value [12] EXPLICIT EndUserLocationValue,



    subscription-end-user-location-type [13] EXPLICIT EndUserLocationType,



    subscription-billing-id [14] EXPLICIT BillingId,



    subscription-status-change-cause-code [15]



          EXPLICIT SubscriptionStatusChangeCauseCode,



    subscription-wsmsc-dpc [16] EXPLICIT DPC,



    subscription-wsmsc-ssn [17] EXPLICIT SSN,



    subscription-customer-disconnect-date [18] EXPLICIT GeneralizedTime,



    subscription-effective-release-date [19] EXPLICIT GeneralizedTime,



    new-version-status [20] EXPLICIT VersionStatus,



    subscription-sv-type [21] EXPLICIT SVType,



    subscription-optional-data [22] EXPLICIT OptionalData,


    subscription-new-sp-med-ind [23] EXPLICIT MediumIndicatorError,



    subscription-old-sp-med-ind [24] EXPLICIT MediumIndicatorError


}
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Addressing Potential LSMS Capacity issues


Solution Overview
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Background 


			Nov 2nd LNPA Action Item for Neustar to identify mechanisms whereby potential future LSMS/SCP capacity issues caused by individual carrier activity, can be mitigated








			LSMS/SCP capacity management remains a long term concern for many carriers





			The NPAC currently broadcasts all TN records to all regional LSMS systems (minus NPA-NXX filters)





			NPAC is not aware of the purpose of record creation and modification
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Background, cont.


			Some Intra-SVs in NPAC are created for purposes where LRN population is secondary





			At present, NPAC requires all active SVs to have an LRN








			If NPAC could accept records with no LRN, it could broadcast these records only to interested LSMSs and downstream network systems





			This would allow average LSMS/SCP growth to slow





*











Proposed Solution


			Permit the NPAC to accept a "null" value in the LRN field for SVs and Pooled Blocks, similar to DPC fields today.  








			Allow SOAs and LSMSs to opt-in to null-LRN features separately (similar to the SOA and LSMS opt-in process for optional data parameters):  





SOAs opt-in for SPs that want to create null-LRN SV and thousand block records


LSMSs opt-in for SPs that want to receive null-LRN SV and thousand block record broadcasts.
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Proposed Solution, cont.


			Full backward compatibility; non-participating upstream and downstream systems, including SOAs and LSMSs, need not be changed.





			Traditional (non opt-in) LSMS and SCP capacity constraints are mitigated as null-LRN records can be excluded from broadcast





			Carriers can utilize alternate methods to create and receive null-LRN records
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Solution Overview


			NPAC can be populated with Null-LRN records via





Opt-in SOAs


LTI


Mass Update Change Process


Helpdesk





			LSMSs that do not opt in will receive only the NPAC broadcasts they receive today





All SV/Block info received by LSMS can be transferred to network elements





			LSMSs that opt in will receive existing broadcasts plus additional null-LRN records





LSMS determines which SV/Block data should be transferred to which destinations





NPAC


LRN-routed TNs


All TNs


SCP/STPs


Additional Downstream Hubs/Databases


LNP Provisioning/Network Management
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Opt-LRN


Enabled LSMS’s


Standard LSMS’s
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NANC 437 Issue Parking Lot Matrix 
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Please Note: The items listed below have been identified for further in-depth analysis during the technical requirements discussions related to NANC 437, which proposes an Inter-NPAC peering model architecture.


			Category Topic


			Description





			DOCUMENTATION


			Items agreed upon during review to be updated in next NANC 437 FRS/IIS 5.0.0 release (8/12/09 -may have impact on NPAC functionality and may not be a Documentation Only change)





			M&P


			Items identifying existing and or new procedures updates in support of NANC 437





			FUTURE REQUIREMENTS


			Items optionally to be considered at a future time that contain suggested new or modified functionality from the functionality currently included in the NANC 437 documentation 





			LEVEL OF EFFORT


			Items requiring further understanding of the level of effort for vendors implementing NANC 437





			ARCHITECTURE


			Items raised during the NANC 437 review related to the NANC 437 solution architecture as well as items not categorized in the other existing categories





			OPERATIONAL (added 09-15-09)


			Items identifying potential NPAC or Service Provider operational impacts.








			Status


			Description





			OPEN


			Items pending next NANC 437 documentation release or for LNPA WG discussion/determination





			RECOMMEND CLOSED


			Items that have been identified as duplicate, can be combined with an existing item, or where there is a more specific and detailed item that has been opened





			CLOSED


			Items that are completed.





			PENDING


			Items pending the release of the next NANC 437 documentation








			Item #


			Date Logged


			Status 


			Related Requirement(s)


			Industry Documentation Referenced


			Major Topic


			Decisions/Recommendations/Discussion





			0001






			3/10/09


			Open


			N/A


			Certification and Regress Test Plan 


			M&P/LEVEL OF EFFORT


Resolving Inter-NPAC SMS interface specification NPAC vendor disputes discovered during test cycles.


			TBD – Address when test plan and test cases are developed.


Related to items #4 and #31  the general testing strategy of NANC 437. 


11/10/09



Telcordia Proposal:



· LNPA WG or Operations Team.  Previously when their were two NPAC vendors the change management administrator arbitrated disputes between the NPAC vendors as well as between the NPAC vendors and SOA and LSMS vendors.  Telcordia has recommended reinstatement of third party change management.





			0002


			3/10/09


			Open


			N/A


			M&P


			M&P



Resolving Inter-NPAC SMS Interface specification NPAC vendor disputes discovered during production failures


			TBD – Address when M&Ps are developed.


8/12/09



· The PIM process was discussed as a possible solution.  


11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:



· LNPA WG with LLC would resolve issues as it does today.  When there were two NPAC vendors the change management administrator and/or LNPA WG arbitrated disputes between the NPAC vendors as well as between the NPAC vendors and SOA and LSMS vendors.  An option is to reinstatement of third party change management.





			0003


			3/10/09


			Closed on 11/10/09


			N/A


			PIMs


			M&P



Addressing NPAC vendor-specific PIM topics


			TBD – Need to determine how to work NPAC specific PIM topics that might not be appropriate to discuss in current PIM processes.


8/12/09



· Discussion needs to take place on logistics of holding technical discussions and addressing technical issues that also impact NPAC contracts. 


11/10/09



· NPAC vendors could be excused for NPAC vendor-specific PIM discussions or it could be addressed in LLC.



· SPs could handle via vendor customer relationship.


· For interoperability issues, this could be addressed by Item 0002.  This item was closed and now pointed to Item 0002.





			0004


			3/10/09


			Open


			N/A


			Certification and Regression Test Plan based on FRS and IIS


			M&P/LEVEL OF EFFORT


Technical certification of a new NPAC vendor


			TBD – Address when test plan and test cases are developed.


8/12/09



· Level of Effort discussion required.



· 3rd party certifier required for NPAC vendors?


· Related to item#1


11/10/09



Telcordia Proposal:



· Assumed LLC would identify appropriate certification processes.  Test plans would leverage existing turn-up test cases for interface testing with SOA and LSMS vendors.  A new test plan would be needed for Inter-NPAC testing.





			0005


			3/10/09


			Closed


8/12/09








			N/A


			M&P 


			M&P



NPAC Vendor change process (for operators electing to switch NPAC vendors)


			TBD – Address when M&P for transition are developed.



Covered more completely in Item #31


8/12/09


· What is industry expectation for certification testing when SPs transition to new NPAC vendor? 


· Agreed to close Item 5 and add bullet above to Item 31.





			0006


			3/10/09


			Open


			N/A


			M&P


			M&P



Coordinated changes to NPAC SMS configuration parameters (e.g. timers, retry counters)


			TBD – Address when M&Ps are developed.


8/12/09



· NAPM LLC approval process involved.


09/16/09



Although not required, if desired the LNPA WG would need to define M&P for management of tunables values used by all Peered NPAC.



11/10/09:


Telcordia Proposal:



· LNPA WG in conjunction with LLC as it is done today. Parameter changes are scheduled with prior industry agreement.


Further Discussion:


· Current set of configurable parameters must be listed in the FRS and all NPACs must use the same defined set of configurable parameters.  Add as new DOCUMENTATION item.


· See new Item 0194.





			0007


			3/10/09


			Open


			No New Requirements


			M&P / Best Practices, Existing FRS requirements


			M&P



Managing lagging LSMS systems


			Peering would not change requirements for how each NPAC SMS deals with LSMS that are lagging today. 


8/12/09



· Are additional requirements necessary dependent on which NPAC notices lagging LSMS?


11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:



· Peering would not change industry requirements for how each NPAC SMS deals with lagging LSMS systems.


Further Discussion:


· Option discussed:  Habitual lagging LSMSs would be dealt with as they are today – by NPAC with the relationship with the lagging LSMS.  This would include the scenario of a primary NPAC disassociating as soon as possible their customer in response to a customer of another NPAC and force them into recovery.


· Question on how to resolve when a customer of one NPAC that identifies a lagging LSMS from another NPAC, e.g., Partial Fails.


· A lagging LSMS on one NPAC could impact the performance of another NPAC.





			0008


			3/10/09


			Closed (07/14/09)


			


			FRS Architecture and specific CH 6 and 10 requirements


			ARCHITECTURE



Performance – industry and provider systems


			Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


Agreed to close since Chapters 6 and 10 have been reviewed and specific items have been logged. (items 192, 101, 91, 127)





			0009


			3/10/09


			Closed (07/14/09)


			


			FRS/IIS Requirements relating to SV, Block, and Audit (CH 3, 5, and 8 and related IIS Flows)


			ARCHITECTURE



Race conditions – e.g., NPACs would be out of synch between the time Primary NPAC puts SV in sending state and peered NPAC receives download and somebody launches audit on TN.


			Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review.



Errata 2 and 3 were introduced to remove race conditions.





			0010


			3/10/09


			Closed


8/12/09





			


			FRS/IIS – Primarily CH 6 and IIS – all requirements apply


			ARCHITECTURE



Question on design of inter-NPAC interfaces and what the message sets will be.  Synchronization, queries, audits, partial fails


			Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review.



Message sets have been reviewed as well as combination/synchronization of events.  





			0011


			3/10/09


			Closed (07/14/09)


			


			FRS Architecture and specific CH 6, 9, and 10 requirements


			ARCHITECTURE



Question on SLAs and the additional work placed on the NPACs in order to remain transparent to service providers.  Concern raised about ability to meet performance-related SLRs.


			Performance requirements and associated reporting for those requirements will be discussed during Change Order 437. Other SLAs and SLRs are part of contractual arrangements. Agreed to close since Chapters 6 and 10 have been reviewed and specific items have been logged (items 192, 101, 91, 127)





			0012


			3/10/09


			Closed (07/14/09)


			N/A


			FRS Architecture and specific CH 6 and 10 requirements (list SOA bandwidth requirements)


			ARCHITECTURE



SOA throughput issues for Inter-NPAC SMS interfaces


			Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


 Agreed to close with item 192 being be moved from DOCUMENTATION back to ARCHITECTURE.





			0013


			3/10/09


			Closed



8/12/09






			N/A


			Existing FRS requirements


			ARCHITECTURE



Do all providers using a Service Bureau have to connect to the NPAC that the Service Bureau chooses?  


			8/12/09



Response was yes.  If SP wants to connect to different NPAC, they could choose to go with a different Service Bureau or go with a direct connect to NPAC of choice.



Service Bureaus are responsible for deciding whether or not to connect to 1 or more NPACs in a region to allow their customers to choose which NPAC they will utilize.



SOA and LSMS must have different SPIDs when connecting to different NPAC vendors.  Constraint will be added to address this in item #49









			0014


			3/10/09


			Closed



8/12/09






			Section 3.11 RT3-25 to RT3-64


			FRS EBDD Requirements in Section 3 and Appendix E


			ARCHITECTURE



Enhanced BDD data requirements between NPACs


			Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.



Covered during industry review Section 3 and Appendix E.  Items 79, 81, 83, and 84 have been opened to update the documentation.





			0015


			3/10/09


			Open 


			N/A






			M&Ps for Release  3.4 w/NANC 414


			M&P



Managing and addressing ports where code ownership is in error


			Existing processes apply in a peering environment.  New Release 3.4 NANC 414 requirements would apply.


8/12/09



· Managing, distributing, updating OCN mapping list among NPACs


· Addressing when lists are discrepant between NPACs


· Frequency of updates could be an operational issue if manual.


11/10/09



Telcordia Proposal:



· Existing M&P can be leveraged in a Peered NPAC SMS environment.  The current M&P would be expanded to include use of an M&P for Inter-NPAC communication to facilitate the resolution between the Service Providers.



· Option discussed:  Use current process for resolving errors and develop a general M&P for inter-NPAC communication for issue resolution.


Further Discussion:



· It was suggested that we develop a list of M&Ps that may require inter-NPAC communication.  NeuStar action. 





			0016


			3/10/09


			Closed (07/14/09)


			N/A


			FRS/IIS New Inter-NPAC SMS Number Pool Block Requirements


			ARCHITECTURE



Race conditions during transition of Master NPAC for pooled blocks


			Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review.



Errata 2 and 3 were introduced to remove race conditions.  


Agreed to close at 7/14/09 review. 





			0017


			3/10/09


			Open 


			No New Requirements


			FRS Existing Number Pool Block Requirements



 (CH 3 and 5) and existing M&Ps


			M&P



Failure on the part of providers to protect contaminated TNs in pooled block and any complexity in resolving


			Existing requirements and processes apply in a peering environment.



Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review.  M&Ps may need to be updated.


11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:



· Existing M&P can be leveraged in a Peered NPAC SMS environment. The current M&P would be expanded to include use of an M&P for Inter-NPAC communication to facilitate the resolution between the Service Providers.





			0018


			3/10/09


			Closed



8/12/09


			Section 5 requirements


			FRS/IIS; FRS CH 3 and 5 requirements for Inter-NPAC failure communication


			ARCHITECTURE



Failed SP list functionality and behavior


			Service Provider functionality does not change.  Inter-NPAC communication of failures will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review.


Covered during industry review.  Items 104 and 138 have identified enhanced functionality to be added in the documentation for failed lists.





			0019


			3/10/09


			Closed



8/12/09


			Section 8.4 requirements


			FRS/IIS;  FRS CH 8


			ARCHITECTURE



Discrepancies/ambiguities in Master NPAC and golden database identification and impacts on query and audit functionality.


			Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review.



Covered during industry review.  Specific documentation items were created to further clarify audit processing (item 70,71,141,142,145)





			0020


			3/10/09


			Closed



8/12/09 






			Section 3.2.2 requirements


			FRS/IIS; FRS CH3


			ARCHITECTURE



Action required for case when a –X or pending SV that has not been activated but are impacted by migration are on a different NPAC than the Primary NPAC of the migrating-to SPID


			Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review.



Covered during industry review of section 3.2.2.  


 





			0021


			3/10/09


			Closed



8/12/09





			RT3-4


			FRS/IIS; FRS CH 3


			ARCHITECTURE



Filter functionality and behavior


			Filter functionality to SOA and LSMS for filters are unchanged.  Filtering is not supported between Peered NPAC SMS over the Inter-NPAC SMS Interfaces. Each Peered NPAC SMS is responsible for filtering to their subtending SOA and LSMS systems. Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review. 



Recommending closure due to clarification of filtering not being supported is covered in DOCUMENTATION Item # 73.





			0022


			3/10/09


			Closed



8/12/09





			Section 6.7


			FRS/IIS; FRS CH 6


			ARCHITECTURE






			Both SWIM and time based recovery is supported over the Inter-NPAC SMS Interface. Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review.  



Covered during industry review. 


Recommend closure due to performance/volume concerns will be rolled up into item 101.





			0023


			3/10/09


			Open


			N/A


			M&P


			Changed to ARCHITECTURE on 11/10/09


SPID migrations – how to manage the current SV limitations in a multiple NPAC environment


			Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review.  M&Ps may need to be updated.


8/12/09



· With NANC 408, need to coordinate scheduling of migrations to ensure we do not exceed limitations in a multi-NPAC environment.


11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:



· Existing M&P can be leveraged in a Peered NPAC SMS environment.  From Primer section 4.1 - In an Inter-NPAC SMS environment, the Primary Peered NPAC SMS for the New Service Provider to whom the SPID is being migrated would initiate the SPID migration.  SPID Migration files would be generated and distributed from the Primary NPAC SMS of the New Service Provider to all other Peered NPAC SMSs via FTP site.  Automation of SPID in NPAC Release 3.4 can be utilized in Inter-NPAC Peering.  


Further Discussion:


· Option discussed:  Migrating To SPID generates the migration files.


· Need to determine how we will manage automation of limitations that will be implemented in NANC 408.  An NPAC vendor that is not in all regions will have to communicate migrations to all regions.  Do we need a single repository for the industry?


· Need to address how we will resolve cases where more than the limit is scheduled.





			0024


			3/10/09


			Open


			TBD


			FRS/IIS 


			DOCUMENTATION



Incorporate the Release 3.4 functionality in a multiple NPAC environment


			Requirements for Release 3.4 functionality can be implemented in a Peered NPAC SMS environment.  Once the final Release 3.4 package is approved by the LLC, it can be folded into the NANC 437 requirements.





			0025


			3/10/09


			Open


			N/A


			M&P


			Changed to ARCHITECTURE on 11/10/09


ID management – segmenting the IDs and when NPAC vendors are added


			Recommendations proposed in NANC 437 need to be discussed.  Documentation to be updated is dependent on the adopted solution.


11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:



· Section 4.3 proposes an ID partitioning in Inter-NPAC Peering, each ID value is assigned by the Master NPAC SMS as identified  in the requirements.  * Some type of inventory system or assignment of ranges must be put into place for use by all Peered NPAC SMS.  * A simple approach that could be used for ID assignment would be to use a formula of (ID value) modulo (the number of Peered NPAC SMS).  * Introducing weighting based on the percentage of traffic could be done but would also require managing large service provider moves subsequently causing a redistribution of the inventory.


Further Discussion:


· Proposed option would require requirements and coding.



· Current ID inventory system does not support segmenting or partitioning.





			0026


			3/10/09


			Open


			TBD


			FRS/IIS


			FUTURE REQUIREMENTS


On inter-NPAC activity, what message does a provider receive on an outstanding request when their Primary NPAC remains up and the Peered NPAC fails over to its backup NPAC? Is it an existing or a new error code?


			Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review.  These options can be discussed.  


Requirements for a new error code to be developed/investigated post technical feasibility review (7/14/09)


8/12/09


· Association will not be aborted.



· Verify that existing requirements provide appropriate message. 


11/10/09



Telcordia Proposal:



· Notification would be forwarded to subtending SOA and LSMS systems


· Requirements can be added if the functionality is deemed necessary by the industry.





			0027


			3/10/09


			Open


			N/A


			Test Plans


			M&P/LEVEL OF EFFORT


How does the industry want to handle disaster failover/recovery testing of peered NPACs?


			TBD – Address when test plan and test cases are developed.


8/12/09


· Are we going to have test facility to handle this?  What are industry expectations?



· Need to discuss Level of Effort before test plans are developed.


11/10/09



Telcordia Proposal:



· Testing would be done before turning up a new Peered NPAC vendor as well as at periodic intervals as it is today.  Existing failover and recovery test cases can be enhanced for testing of Inter-NPAC SMS connectivity.





			0028


			3/10/09


			Closed



8/12/09 


			No New Requirements


			FRS/IIS Existing Requirements (FRS CH 6)


			ARCHITECTURE



LSMS recovery process – make sure that same behavior is replicated in a peered NPAC environment


			Peering would not change requirements for how each NPAC SMS deals with LSMS recovery process.



Covered during industry review with several items (177, 178, and 179) opened to clarify requirements to for recovery in a peered environment including 3 NPAC scenarios.





			0029


			3/10/09


			Closed



8/12/09





			Section 3.5.1 and 3.5.2


			FRS/IIS; FRS CH 3


			ARCHITECTURE



NPA splits – all NPACs could be participating in the broadcast of impacted NPA-NXXs


			Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review.  



Covered during industry review of section 3. Item #75 addresses the M&Ps that would be put in place for NPA Split management in a peered environment.





			0030


			3/10/09


			Closed



8/12/09 


			N/A


			


			M&P



Interop and turnup testing for NPAC vendors


			Duplicate of Item #4, remove or close.





			0031


			3/10/09


			Open


			N/A


			M&P


			M&P



How are Peered NPAC SMSs modified to associate a new SP with its Primary NPAC SMS?  For both a new SP in a region and an SP changing NPACs.


			Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review. Note: this item is similar to item 5 consider consolidation of item 5 with item #31


8/12/09



· What is industry expectation for certification testing when SPs transition to new NPAC vendor? 



11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:



· Section 4.7.2 of the Primer addresses Service Provider transition and gives a plan for how this would be accomplished.





			0032


			3/10/09


			Open


			N/A


			M&P


			M&P



Coordinating the timing of NPAC software release updates


			Done as it is done today between NPAC and SOA and LSMS vendors. 


8/12/09



· Need to discuss if this requires a flash cut, backwards compatibility implications, impacts of different vendor development cycles.



· SPs migrating to a different NPAC that does not support feature set that previous NPAC did.  Could drive SP system changes.


11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:



· Section 4.8 of the Primer addresses Release Management in a Peered NPAC environment. New releases in an Inter-NPAC Peering environment backward compatibility will allow for one Peered NPAC SMS vendor to be able to upgrade independently from another.  Vendors must work with the Industry to schedule use of new functionality.  If changes introduced require increased performance over the Inter-NPAC SMS Interfaces, vendors not yet supporting the increased performance can take advantage of existing flow control mechanisms until they can upgrade.  


Further Discussion:


· Discussions in LNPA WG would determine if coordination among NPACs would be required for certain feature implementation.





			0033


			3/10/09


			Open


			N/A


			M&P


			M&P



Does the industry want an NPAC-only maintenance window for synch up separate from the SP maintenance window so that they can talk to each other without SPs submitting requests?


			LNPA WG would need to discuss as part of NANC 437 implementation.


11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:



· Additional maintenance windows are not assumed for the  NANC 437 implementations.  Existing maintenance windows and their management would remain as it is today.


Further Discussion:


· Option discussed:  Having an NPAC-only maintenance window within the existing window.



· Question asked on required length of maintenance window with multiple NPACs doing maintenance and time needed to synch up.





			0034


			4/14/09


			Open


			N/A


			FRS/IIS/GDMO/ASN.1


			DOCUMENTATION



Appropriate manner to reflect copyright in FRS document.


			Does not impact review process and will be reviewed at a later date.





			0035


			4/14/09


			Closed



8/12/09





			FRS CH 8 


			FRS CH8 / Audit IIS Flows


			ARCHITECTURE



Impacts of Peered NPACs on Repair Service Functionality (Identified in FRS Section 1.2.3)


			Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.



Audit functionality covered during industry review of CH8.





			0036


			4/14/09


			Open


			N/A


			M&P 


			OPERATIONAL


How will unplanned and scheduled downtime work with Peered NPACs? (Identified in FRS Section 1.2.5)


9/15/09



Is M&P needed for coordinating downtime between Peered NPAC SMS. (Identified in FRS Section 2.5.1)


			TBD – Address when M&Ps are developed.



Related to Item # 26, #27, #63 and #64 



Note: Suggest items be combined


8/12/09


· Need to discuss operational, service affecting implications, level of effort.



· Should all NPACs be taken down if one is down?


11/10/09



Telcordia Proposal:



· For LSMS broadcast today, best effort is used to update all LSMS in a region.  NPAC SMS should continue to process requests while the Peered NPAC are down to update the LSMS systems.  When the Peered NPAC recovers the subtending LSMS will recover as they do today.  Porting events between Service Providers using the same NPAC SMS (Inter-NPAC porting) can continue as business as usual.  An error will be returned to the SOA if pending ports cannot be created by the Master NPAC SMS.








			0037


			4/14/09


			Open


			TBD


			FRS CH 9 Reporting


			FUTURE REQUIREMENTS


Impacts of Peered NPACs on Report Request Functionality.  An NPAC may not be aware of some pending SVs. (Identified in FRS Section 1.2.8)


			Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


There was a concern raised about pending PTO ports for Number Pool Block creation.  Neustar action item to provide example (7/14/09)


Requirements to be investigated post technical feasibility review (7/14/09)


8/12/09


· Window of error is messages passing each other across the wire – multiple requests being processed at the same time.  Need to review use case for race condition.


11/10/09



Telcordia Proposal:



· Related to Pending SVs not in all Peered NPAC SMS.



· No specific situation was identified where a 3rd Party NPAC would need access to the pending subscription versions for reporting. (Related to M&P Item 123 Query of Pending SVs by 3rd NPAC.)





			0038


			4/14/09


			Closed



8/12/09


			N/A


			M&P






			M&P



Coordinating NPA split data when data is coming from different sources.


			TBD – Address when M&Ps are developed.



Combine with Item #75









			0039


			4/14/09


			Closed



8/12/09


			N/A


			


			ARCHITECTURE



Peered data impacts on recovery.


			8/12/09



Covered during industry review with several items (177, 178, and 179) opened to clarify requirements to for recovery in a peered environment including 3 NPAC scenarios.





			0040


			4/14/09


			Pending


			N/A


			FRS Section 1.2.14


			DOCUMENTATION



Include peering interface in items 8 and 12 in section FRS 1.2.14 related to Number Pooling.


			Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0041


			4/14/09


			Pending


			N/A


			FRS Table 1-3


			DOCUMENTATION



Vacant number treatment and snapback of number pooled blocks.  Treatment when effective date of pooled block has been reached but block has not been activated.


			Table will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0042


			4/14/09


			Pending


			New Requirement


			FRS


			DOCUMENTATION



Make it clear that all NPACs must run on same timeframe, such as GMT.


			Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0043


			4/14/09


			Pending


			N/A


			FRS


			DOCUMENTATION



Bring in information from Primer into FRS where appropriate.


			Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0044


			4/14/09


			Pending


			N/A


			FRS


			DOCUMENTATION



Reference different types of NPACs in beginning of document and what their respective roles are.


			Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0045


			4/14/09


			Pending


			AR6-6






			FRS 1.5


			DOCUMENTATION



Do peered NPACs reduce 30 available LSMS slots for providers? 


			Revise text to say 30 subtending LSMS



Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release


8/12/09



· Clarification of assumption (AR6-6) will reflect that 30 subtending LSMSs total will not be reduced.



· 30 subtending LSMSs is not hard-coded, it is an assumption for capacity planning.



· May need to add assumption for inter-NPAC LSMSs for capacity planning.





			0046


			4/14/09


			Pending


			TBD


			FRS Section 1.5 and CH 11


			DOCUMENTATION



In Assumptions section, reflect how billing will work in a peered environment.  How will billing information be collected from multiple NPACs? 


			Usage data collection is in scope of FRS.  Use of the data for billing and billing algorithms are LLC/FCC related



Assumption section will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release.


8/12/09



· Current algorithm requires knowledge of how many transactions are transmitted.  Need to address how this would be captured in a multi-NPAC environment.





			0047


			4/14/09


			Pending


			TBD


			FRS AR10-1


			DOCUMENTATION



Suggestion to add an assumption on scheduled downtime.  What does downtime look like for software updates?  Does it have to be coordinated?


			An assumption will be added in next FRS 5.0.0 release









			0048


			4/14/09


			Pending


			N/A


			FRS CH 1


			DOCUMENTATION



Copy assumptions from Primer into FRS.


			Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0049


			4/14/09


			Pending


			N/A


			FRS Constraints Section


			DOCUMENTATION



In scenario where provider uses Service Bureau for SOA and connects directly to NPAC for LSMS, SPID should be associated with one and only one NPAC (Primary).


			Will be addressed as a constraint in the next FRS 5.0.0 release. Item #13 will also be addressed with this constraint in the documentation.





			0050


			4/14/09


			Closed



8/12/09 






			R10-20 and RT10-4


			FRS CH 10


			ARCHITECTURE



How do we do required inter-NPAC messaging and meet 3-second requirement.  It was suggested that all inter-NPAC messaging requirements should be measured independently.


			Suggestion will be applied in next FRS 5.0.0 release



Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.



Recommend close as duplicate of item #192





			0051


			4/14/09


			Pending


			N/A


			FRS Section 2.0


			DOCUMENTATION



Remove “in inter-NPAC peering.”


			Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0052


			4/14/09


			


Closed 



9/15/09


			CH6/CH7 


			FRS Section 5/IIS


			ARCHITECTURE



When New SP sends up their Create request first, and sent over inter-NPAC interface, how is that tracked over the interface when it is the Old SP’s NPAC responsibility to create Invoke Id?


			Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.



Team discussed tracking of messages is handled as it is today with the CMIP interface that will be used between Peered NPAC SMS





			0053


			4/14/09


			Open






			N/A 


			FRS CH5 / IIS


			FUTURE REQUIREMENTS


(9-15-09)


Suggestion to transfer Master NPAC role to New SP’s NPAC upon Activation rather than creation of pending SV.  Master ownership should be attached to an SV rather than a TN. (Identified in FRS Section 2.1)


			Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.



Flows will be reviewed to evaluate current proposed behavior.



Team covered during industry review contributor agreed current approach works as documented.


11/10/09



· Evolving Systems issue deferred.





			0054


			4/14/09


			Pending


			N/A


			FRS Sections 2.1 and 2.2


			DOCUMENTATION



Change reference to notification to request (24 occurrences).  Clarify what is being forwarded where it references “data.”


			Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0055


			4/14/09


			Pending


			N/A


			FRS Sections 2.1.4.2 and 2.1.4.3


			DOCUMENTATION



Add in text addressing when response does come back.


			Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0056


			4/14/09


			


Closed



09/15/09


			N/A


			FRS CH 6


			ARCHITECTURE



Retries – recommendation to not incorporate retries into peered NPAC interface (Identified in FRS Section 2.1.4.3)


			Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.



Review concluded that existing functionality could be reused with retry counter assumed set to zero.








			0057


			4/14/09


			Pending


			N/A


			FRS Section 2.2.4


			DOCUMENTATION



Clarify which NPAC is the Master.


			Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0058


			4/14/09


			Open


			N/A


			M&P


			M&P



Address possible need for M&P for problems found during repair where the Service provider received a problem notification from the NPAC SMS in an Inter-NPAC SMS Peering Environment. (Identified in FRS Section 2.3.1-C)


			TBD – Address when M&Ps are developed


11/10/09



Telcordia Proposal:



· The functional requirements defined for NANC 437 allow for audits between Peered NPAC SMS for repair.  The current M&P would be expanded to include use of an M&P for Inter-NPAC communication to facilitate the resolution between the Service Providers.








			0059


			4/14/09


			Pending


			N/A


			FRS Section 2.3.5


			DOCUMENTATION



Address wording of how repair/audit correction of inaccuracies handled over the inter-NPAC interface. 


			Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release



Paragraph wording will be corrected





			0060


			4/14/09


			Closed



09/15/09


			TBD


			FRS CH 8


			ARCHITECTURE



Address automated inter-NPAC audit capability in separate section in Overview. (Identified in FRS Section 2)


			Industry will need to assess the need for this functionality and how it would be implemented



Duplicate of item #71.  Recommend Close





			0061


			4/14/09


			Pending


			N/A


			FRS Section 2.3.5


			DOCUMENTATION



Clarify which NPAC is broadcasting.


			Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release









			0062


			4/14/09


			Pending


			N/A


			FRS Section 2


			DOCUMENTATION



Suggestion to clarify which SP’s NPAC is the Master in either a table in beginning of section and/or in a parenthetical in each applicable requirement.


			Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release









			0063


			4/14/09


			Closed (07/14/09)


			R10-10.1



RT10-1


			FRS CH10


			ARCHITECTURE



Not all providers support electronic messaging to notify of downtime.  Do we need an additional message between NPACs for identifying downtime or is existing message sufficient? (Identified in FRS Section 2.5.1)


			Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.



NANC 437 documents the use of this notification between NPAC vendors.


Team concluded no action required (7/14/09). 





			0064


			4/14/09


			Open


			TBD


			FRS CH10


			FUTURE REQUIREMENTS


Do we need an electronic means of notifying subtending LSMSs from an unaffected NPAC that some LSMSs will be down?  Need input from Service Providers.  Should broadcast take place to LSMSs that are up or should it be suppressed? (Identified in FRS Section 2.5.1)


			Industry will need to assess the need for this functionality and how it would be implemented. 


Requirements to be developed/investigated post technical feasibility review (7/14/09)


11/10/09



Telcordia Proposal:



· Requirements can be added if the functionality is deemed necessary by the industry.





			0065


			4/14/09


			Pending


			N/A


			FRS Section 2.4.3


			DOCUMENTATION



Clarify/Add that it is the Master NPAC.


			Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release









			0066


			4/14/09


			Closed



09/15/09


			N/A


			M&P


			M&P



Is M&P needed for coordinating downtime between Peered NPAC SMS. (Identified in FRS Section 2.5.1)


			TBD – Address when M&Ps are developed.



Combined with Item #36









			0067


			4/14/09


			Pending


			N/A


			FRS Section 2.7.3


			DOCUMENTATION



Change “Master” to “Primary.”  Use most appropriate term in Section 2.7.


			Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release









			0068.1


			4/14/09


			Closed (07/14/09)


			N/A


			FRS CH10






			ARCHITECTURE



Sizing of inter-NPAC links to handle message loads, e.g. audits, and still handle inter-NPAC porting messaging. (Identified in FRS Section 2.7)


			Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


Agreed to close due to effort to evaluate size of links will be done in conjunction with item 101 with evaluating the need for compression.








			0068.2


			4/14/09


			Pending


			RT3-23


			FRS Section 2.7






			DOCUMENTATION



Suggestion to delete RT 3-23 and make it an Assumption.  Notifications that will not be destined for a provider due to their prioritization schema will still be sent over the inter-NPAC interface.


			RT3-23 will be moved to an assumption.



Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release









			0069


			4/14/09


			Pending


			N/A


			FRS Section 2.7


			DOCUMENTATION



Reference mechanism for identifying Master NPAC.


			Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release









			0070


			4/14/09


			Pending


			TBD


			FRS CH 8/IIS


			DOCUMENTATION


How does an NPAC SMS know whether an LSMS on one NPAC know whether an LSMS on another NPAC supports audits?  What is the response if it does not?  Review current requirements on how an LSMS that does not support audits reports that.  (Identified in FRS Section 2.7)


			There is a “no audit performed” value that can be returned in an audit result. 



Behavior for subsequent repair upon receipt of this audit result should be done as it is today.



Awaiting description/validation of current functionality from current NPAC Vendor.


Functionality is to return “no audit performed”. Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release per discussions on 7/14/09.








			0071


			4/14/09


			Pending


			Filled in upon review


			FRS CH 8/IIS


			DOCUMENTATION



Work through scenarios in auditing that might be needed in peered environment to address out-of-synch and race conditions.


			Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.



Covered existing audit scenarios during industry review. 



Inter-NPAC Audit functionality will be added to the next FRS 5.0.0 release.





			0072


			4/14/09


			Pending


			In tables, requirements will be reviewed


			FRS Section 3


			DOCUMENTATION



What is allocation scheme for IDs among the peered NPACs?  Suggestion to change reference to range to something like “set” since contiguous ranges may not be available.


			First sentence is a duplicate of Item #25. Can be deleted.



The changing of the wording “range” to “set” will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release









			0073


			4/14/09


			Pending


			RT3-4


			FRS Section 3


			DOCUMENTATION



It was questioned if we need this requirement since it is the case in general.  Make it an assumption that peered NPACs will not be filtered.


			Requirement will be made into an assumption and will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release









			0074


			4/14/09


			Open 


			N/A


			M&P


			M&P



How do we assure that peered NPACs are using the same data for NPA-NXX data validation? (Identified in FRS Section 3.4.1)


			TBD – Address when M&Ps are developed.



Need to address both source of data and management of discrepancies.


11/11/09


Telcordia Proposal:



· All Peered NPAC SMS would use any industry data source as determined by the LLC.


Further Discussion:



· Suggested that all vendors use common source for data and updated on a pre-defined schedule.


· It was stated that changes are made with a future effective date.


· It was also suggested that a 3rd party common repository be made available for data to be pulled from.


· Need to list data items and identify their source.








			0075


			4/14/09


			Open


			N/A


			M&P


			M&P



M&Ps for NPA splits in peered environment (Identified in FRS Section 3.5)


8/12/09


Coordinating NPA split data when data is coming from different sources.


			TBD –Address when M&Ps are developed.



Need to address both source of data, replication, and management of discrepancies.


8/12/09


· Need to address coordination across multiple NPACs.


11/11/09


· Suggestion to leverage what is done today but over the inter-NPAC interface.





			0076


			4/14/09


			Open






			N/A


			M&P


			M&P



Need to address split scenarios when peered NPACs have discrepant data post-split. (Identified in FRS Section 3.5)


			11/10/09



Telcordia Proposal:



· Existing M&Ps would be leveraged to resolve post split discrepancies. .The current M&P would be expanded to include use of an M&P for Inter-NPAC communication to facilitate the resolution between the Service Providers.





			0077


			4/16/09


			Pending


			FRS RT-4-4






			FRS


			DOCUMENTATION



How will providers get a complete picture of all valid SPIDs in a region?


			Peered NPAC Customer Data is broadcast over the interface, but Peered NPAC Data is not.  RT4-4 should be deleted.



Requirement will be deleted in next FRS 5.0.0 release









			0078


			4/16/09


			


Closed



09/15/09


			Section 7.9 requirements


			FRS CH 6/IIS


FRS CH 5


			ARCHITECTURE



Security Question: Can an NPAC SOA SPID do anything to a peered NPAC because the request comes over the inter-NPAC interface similar to capabilities enabled by NANC 48?


Security concern related to “Acting on Behalf of Old Service Provider.”



(Identified in FRS Review of RT5-12)


			Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.



Covered during industry review.  


During the review the team discussed the NANC 437 security.  Security in place for NANC 437 only allows messaging over the inter-NPAC interface as a result of service provider activity to its Primary NPAC SMS.  No NPAC SOA can access a Peered NPAC SMS directly.





			0079


			4/16/09


			Pending


			TBD


			FRS Section 3.10


			DOCUMENTATION



Size of file to transfer for BDD.  Suggested to add selection criteria for only data that NPAC is Master for. 


			Requirements will be added in next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0080


			4/16/09


			Open 


			TBD


			FRS Section 3.10 and M&P


			ARCHITECTURE/M&P



Synchronization of BDDs created by Peered NPACs and reconciliation of different snapshots.  Timestamp issues.  


			Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.



Covered during industry review.  Related item #179 will further document recovery processes.


11/10/09



Telcordia Proposal:



· Related to documentation items 179 and 177  which will update the documentation to more clearly define recovery in a multi-vendor environment.








			0081


			4/16/09


			Pending


			Section 3.11 EBDD Requirements


			FRS Section 3.10


			DOCUMENTATION



Suggested to change reference to “golden data” to “master data.”  Suggested change from “Enhanced BDD” to “Extended BDD.”


			The changing of the wording will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release in introduction text to “master data”.  



Change to “Extended BDD” will be done in all applicable requirements in next FRS 5.0.0









			0082


			4/16/09


			


Closed



09/16/09


			N/A


			M&P 


			M&P



M&Ps related to BDD and EBDD in Peered NPAC environment?  E.G., establishment, assignment, and management of NPAC IDs. (Identified in FRS Section 3.10)


			TBD – Address when M&Ps are developed.



Related to Item 25 and 80 – Suggest close as duplicate





			0083


			4/16/09


			Pending


			TBD


			FRS Section 3.11


			DOCUMENTATION 



Add a requirement to selection criteria to add Peered NPAC ID as a selection.


			Selection criteria and/or NPAC ID in file will be added in next FRS 5.0.0 release









			0084


			4/16/09


			Pending


			RT3-37



RT3-61


			FRS Section 3.10/3.11 BDD Files


			DOCUMENTATION



True up Data Information in EBDD files.


			Updating of fields in requirements will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0085


			4/16/09


			Pending


			N/A


			FRS Section 4.1


			DOCUMENTATION



Make it clear that data modeling remains unchanged.


			The changing of the wording will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release









			0086


			4/16/09


			Pending


			FRS RT4-8


			FRS 4.1.1


			DOCUMENTATION



Change “on their system” to “locally.”  Strike “other.”  Add a Constraint that only local authorized personnel can modify during a maintenance window and not over the Inter-NPAC Interface.


			The changing of the wording will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release









			0087


			4/16/09


			Pending


			RT3-19


			FRS Section 4.1.2.2


			DOCUMENTATION



Page 4-7, RT3-19 should be relabeled to RT4-19.


			Requirement numbers will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release









			0088


			4/16/09


			Pending


			N/A


			FRS Section 4.1.3


			DOCUMENTATION



Add introduction text.


			Introduction text will be added in next FRS 5.0.0 release









			0089


			4/16/09


			Pending


			FRS RT4-34


			FRS Section 4.2


			DOCUMENTATION



Change “subtending Service Providers” to “Peered NPAC Customers.”


			Requirement will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release









			0090


			4/16/09


			Pending


			Requirements in FRS Section 4


			FRS Section 4.1


			DOCUMENTATION



Clarify references to NPAC Personnel and Peered NPAC Personnel.  Possibly eliminate the term Peered NPAC Personnel to clarify the reference is to local NPAC Personnel.


			Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release









			0091


			4/16/09


			Pending


			FRS RT5-1-RT5-4


			FRS Section 5






			DOCUMENTATION


Concern expressed on the frequency of notifications to Master NPAC of broadcast results and the traffic over the interface.  Default is 60 seconds.  May need a requirement that nothing is sent if nothing new to report.  The need for this requirement to batch notifications was questioned.  Another option is to reuse existing rollup function.  Need to do search on “Results Notification” and add “Broadcast” in front where appropriate.  Need to whiteboard for clarity.


			Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


Service Providers do not see this message.  It is between Peered NPAC SMS.  Multiple SVs  in the list would be a problem, but not one for SVs in a Peered Update.  Batching for a Single SVID id  is OK, but not multiple SVIDs.  Changed to Documentation item. (07/14/09)


Requirement will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release









			0092


			4/16/09


			Closed



09/16/09


			N/A


			FRS Section 5.1.1.1


			DOCUMENTATION



Validate that Version Status diagram in Section 5.1.1.1 and Figure 1 does not require modification.


			Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


To date no need for a change has been identified recommended closed.





			0093


			4/16/09


			Closed



09/16/09


			TBD


			FRS RT5-5/IIS


			ARCHITECTURE



Security concern over possibly bypassing restrictions on what SP can create port over the inter-NPAC interface. 


			Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.



Suggest combine with Item 78 and close.





			0094


			4/16/09


			Pending





			N/A


			FRS CH 5 



M&P


			DOCUMENTATION



Add Assumption that Broadcast Results Notifications frequency is coordinated across NPACs. (Identified in discussion of RT5-1-RT5-4) 


			Assumption will be added in next FRS 5.0.0 release



M&P for setting of the configurable is addressed in 


item #6 which applies to all tunable values.





			0095


			4/16/09


			Open






			N/A


FRS RR3-107





			FRS Section 5/IIS


FRS Section 3


			ARCHITECTURE



Need to address any race conditions and their resolution.


			Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


11/10/09



· Errata 2 and 3 relate to race conditions that were identified.   Related to Doc Item 146.








			0096


			4/16/09


			Pending


			RT5-11


			FRS CH5/IIS


			DOCUMENTATION



Concern on latency affecting delivery of notification over Inter-NPAC Interface to start T1 and T2 Timers.  Impact on short timers which are 1 hour each. 


			Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.



Validate the requirements are clear that the T1 timers are based on the timestamp and therefore there is no latency.



Will be addressed in the next FRS 5.0.0 release.





			0097


			4/16/09


			Closed



09/16/09


			TBD


			FRS CH 5


			ARCHITECTURE



Security concern related to “Acting on Behalf of Old Service Provider.”



(Identified in FRS Review of RT5-12)


			Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.



Combine with Item 78 and close.





			0098


			4/16/09


			Pending


			FRS RT5-14 and RT5-16


			FRS Section 5.1.2.1


			DOCUMENTATION



Either eliminate one or revise so they don’t say the same thing.


			Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release


Eliminate RT5-16. (09/16/09)








			0099.1


			4/16/09


			Closed



09/16/09


			N/A


			M&P


			M&P



Need to analyze management and responsibilities of resends of failed SVs to prevent multiple operations on the SV from happening at the same time. (Identified in FRS review of RT5-17)


			Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.



Requirements are clear that Primary NPAC SMS for the failed LSMS that initiates the resend.  (NPACs may need to coordinate with one another for resends)



M&P - Address the coordination between Peered NPAC 


09/16/09



Closed due to agreement that we would not resolve via an M&P.  Will leave 99.2 open.





			0099.2


			4/16/09


			Changed to Pending on 11/11/09 


			N/A


			FRS CH 5


			Changed to DOCUMENTATION on 11/11/09


Need to analyze management and responsibilities of resends of failed SVs to prevent multiple operations on the SV from happening at the same time. (Identified in FRS review of RT5-17)


			Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.



Requirements are clear that Primary NPAC SMS for the failed LSMS that initiates the resend.  (NPACs may need to coordinate with one another for resends)


09/16/09


Need additional message for Master to inform Peered NPAC to resend to subtending LSMSs.


11/11/09


Telcordia Proposal:



· In the existing requirements, the Primary NPAC SMS manages and resends to its failed subtending LSMS. If industry determines an additional message is necessary then the FRS can be updated in the next documentation release.


Further Discussion:


Agreed to add message for Master to do resends.








			0100


			4/16/09


			Pending


			Filled in upon review


			FRS 


			DOCUMENTATION



True up understanding of Active-Like throughout the document. (Identified in FRS review of RT5-18)


			Requirements will be reviewed and updated as appropriate in next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0101


			4/16/09


			Open


			RT5-19


			FRS Section 5 / IIS


			ARCHITECTURE


Consider some sort of compression rather than CPU cycles?  


8/12/09



Volume-related performance concerns with SWIM recovery process


10/19/09:



Configuration of relationships of SPID to SOA associations across peered NPACs are the same.  Concern with amount of traffic and ability to do load balancing.


Regarding peering distribution of workload for each Active SV transaction, it was questioned if the formula (M/N+K)*C accurately reflects all work necessary.





			Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.



Sizing of inter-NPAC links to handle message loads, e.g. audits, and still handle inter-NPAC porting messaging need to be reviewed as part of consideration of this item. (07/14/09)


8/12/09



Both SWIM and time based recovery is supported over the Inter-NPAC SMS Interface. Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review.  



09/16/09



Moved from FUTURE REQUIREMENTS to ARCHITECTURE due to need to have more in-depth sizing discussion. 


10/19/09:



The current documentation for NANC 437 supports one Inter-NPAC SOA interface connection per SPID.  If capacity issues are identified when considering item 101, then the document can be updated to allow for support of multiple Inter-NPAC SOA associations per SPID.



In the examples the C value used is to represent the functional workload of broadcasting to and receiving responses from an LSMS.  The value of C may not be equal in both equations (it could be less than or greater than depending on implementation).


11/10/09



· Engineering needs to be done.





			0102


			4/16/09


			Pending


			RT5-20


			FRS 5.1.2.1


			DOCUMENTATION



Strike “or canceled.”


			Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0103


			4/16/09


			Pending


			FRS RT5-15 and RT5-21


			FRS 5.1.2.1


			DOCUMENTATION



Check to see if RT5-21 is a duplicate of RT5-15.


			Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0104


			4/16/09


			Pending


			RT5-23


			FRS Section 5


			DOCUMENTATION


Address issue when an SP is inaccurately reflected as a success due to filtering.  Possibly need an indication on failed list that an SP was filtered.


			Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


Requirements will be updated to add this functionality in next FRS 5.0.0 release per discussions on 7/14/09





			0105


			4/16/09


			Pending


			FRS RT5-21 and RT5-22


			FRS 5.1.2.1


			DOCUMENTATION



Change reference to “Service Provider’s failed list” to “Subscription Version failed list” in both requirements.


			Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0106


			5/12/09


			Pending





			B.5.1.2 and B.5.1.3


			IIS


			DOCUMENTATION

Sequencing of Object Creation and First Port Notification


			Flows will be updated in the next IIS 5.0.0 release





			0107


			5/12/09


			


Closed



09/16/09


			


			


			ARCHITECTURE 



Cover the case in the flows where both Create messages arrive at the same time.


			Duplicate of Item #9, close


09/16/09


Covered under #95 with general race condition item.





			0108


			5/12/09


			Pending


			RR5-179 and RT5-34


			FRS Section 5


			DOCUMENTATION



Should RR5-179 and RT5-34 be deleted?  As a result, do we need to duplicate R5-16 for peering?


			RR5-179 will be identified as a requirement to be deleted in a documentation change order as it is outside of the scope of NANC 437. See Issue 142. RT5-54 will be removed in the R5.0.0 FRS document and a peering requirement will be added for R5-16 functionality.



Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0109


			5/12/09


			Pending


			RR5-117


			FRS Section 5


			DOCUMENTATION 



May need a duplicate of RR5-117 for peering.


			RT5-36 is the duplicate requirement for peering.  It will be updated to make the requirement more explicit so that it does not invalidate RR5-117.



Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0110


			5/12/09


			Pending


			TBD


			FRS Section 5


			DOCUMENTATION 



Need clarification of Master with the Modify Active scenario.


			Modify Active requirements will be reviewed and updated appropriately in the next FRS 5.0.0 release.





			0111


			5/12/09


			


Closed



09/16/09


			TBD


			FRS Section 5


			DOCUMENTATION




Do we need requirement that peered NPACs need timestamps broadcast from Master?


			Duplicate of 113.





			0112


			5/12/09


			Open 


			R5-43.2


			FRS Section 5


			ARCHITECTURE



Consider requirements for doing validations before sending to Master for efficiency.


			Existing requirements that specify use of the CMIP protocol provide for invalid or badly formed message handling.  These would not be forwarded to the Master.  The Master is responsible for application validation. 


11/10/09



Telcordia Proposal:



· CMIP validations are done by the Peered SMS that initially receives the request to prevent badly formed messages being forward to another Peered NPAC.  Some additional validation could be done before forwarding the message to the Master NPAC SMS.  However, the Master NPAC SMS would be ultimately responsible for ensuring the message meets all validation criteria. Should subsequent analysis indicate that there may be a performance saving by doing expanded validation at the Primary NPAC SMS before sending to the Master NPAC SMS then additional requirements for validation can easily be added.





			0113


			5/12/09


			Pending


			TBD 


			FRS Section 5


			DOCUMENTATION



Propagate timestamps and other attributes in the FRS Data Model over the inter-NPAC interface that are not in the interface?


			For all Object Creates (SVs, Number Pooled Blocks) appropriate timestamps will be reviewed and added to the requirements.



Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0114


			5/12/09


			Pending


			R5-55


			FRS Section 5


			DOCUMENTATION 



Add “subtending” in front of “LSMS.”  Clarify the only a Primary NPAC for an LSMS knows which LSMSs are accepting.


			Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0115


			5/12/09


			Pending


			RT5-45



RT5-46


			FRS Section 5


			DOCUMENTATION 



Master and Peered NPACs could have different statuses, e.g., Active and Old, of the same SV, and could update the status at different times.  Need to relook at this.


			Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release


09/16/09



Need to ensure this is addressed in flows.





			0116


			5/12/09


			Pending


			R5-59.1


			FRS Section 5


			DOCUMENTATION 



Indicate that the Master will set to Active.


			Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0117


			5/12/09


			Pending


			RR5-22.1


			FRS Section 5


			DOCUMENTATION 



Need to dup this requirement for Peered NPACs.


			Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0118


			5/12/09


			Pending


			R5-61.3


			FRS Section 5


			DOCUMENTATION



Make sure there are requirements for resends to Peered NPACs and that they are in the right section of the FRS.


			Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0119


			5/12/09


			Pending


			R5-65.4


			FRS Section 5


			DOCUMENTATION



Make wording with change similar to changes made for R5-55 to add subtending”.


			Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0120


			5/12/09


			Pending


			RT5-53



RT5-54


			FRS Section 5


			DOCUMENTATION



Clarify that “Master” in RT5-53 is the Master of the pooled block and that “Master” in RT5-54 is the Master of the SV.


			Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0121


			5/12/09


			Pending


			RR5-67.1-RR5-70


			FRS Section 5


			DOCUMENTATION



Clarify roles of Master and Peered NPACs.


			Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0122


			5/12/09


			Pending


			RT5-55 and RT5-56


			FRS Section 5


			DOCUMENTATION



Need to address how to manage the Excluded List.


			Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0123


			5/12/09


			Open


			RT5-60


			FRS Section 5


			M&P


Requirements are currently written to prohibit a 3rd NPAC from querying a pending SV when it is not the primary NPAC for the Old or New SP in the port.  Operational question as to whether or not we want to allow this.


			Requirements will be reviewed and updated based on feedback from the industry on the desired behavior.


No providers expressed a need to allow a non-primary NPAC to query for pending ports.  Make item an M&P item (07/14/09)


TBD – Address when M&P are developed


11/11/09


Telcordia Proposal:



· No specific situation was identified where a 3rd Party NPAC would need access to the pending subscription versions for reporting. (Related to Future Item 34 Reporting for Pending SVs)


Further Discussion:



· It was suggested that there is not a need to query a pending SV from a non-Primary NPAC for the Old or New SP.


· We need to discuss development of an M&P to address facilitation of completion or cancellation of pending SVs among multiple NPACs when a SPID migration is taking place.





			0124


			5/12/09


			Pending


			RR5-83


			FRS Section5


			DOCUMENTATION 



Look to see if we need a requirement similar to RR5-83 for Peered case.


			Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0125


			5/12/09


			Open


			IIS Flow B.4.1.4


			IIS


			M&P



Do we need an additional flow to resolve the exception case where there is a simultaneous create of an NXX by two different providers in two different NPACs.


			Suggestion to not finalize in the Primary NPAC until update is successful in all Peered NPACs.  



M&P for ensuring a common set of validations in the NPACs.



Need to address the case where an SP needs the code holder to open up a code in order to port in a number and the codeholder subtends a different NPAC than the requesting SP. 



Recommendation is to resolve with M&P.



09/16/09



NANC 414 would prevent this from happening as long as all NPACs are synched with NANP code ownership data..


11/11/09


Telcordia Proposal:



· NANC 414 would prevent this from happening as long as all NPACs are synched with NANPA code ownership data.  The usage of the data would be defined by the LLC to the vendors.


Further Discussion:



· Refer to suggestion in Item 74 for common data source.





			0126


			5/12/09


			Pending


			IIS Flow B.4.2.5



IIS Flow B.4.2.7


			IIS


			DOCUMENTATION



Change “old” or “canceled” to “old with no failed list” or “canceled.”


			Flows will be updated in the next IIS 5.0.0 release





			0127


			5/12/09


			Open


			B5.1.2


			IIS/FRS Section 6 and 10


			LEVEL OF EFFORT


Increased database commits (about twice the current) and impact to performance.  Ability to meet SLRs.  Also increased encryptions in messages across the interface.  How do we model the impact on performance under various load distribution scenarios among NPACs?


			Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS Review.


Moved to Level of Effort per 7/14/09 review.


11/10/09



Telcordia Proposal:



· Assumed LLC would manage SLRs





			0128


			5/12/09


			Pending


			B5.1.2


			IIS


			DOCUMENTATION



Look at this line in Step 2 and see if it should say:  “If the service provider were to give a range of TNs, this would result in an M-CREATE and M-EVENTREPORT



for each TN.”


			Flow will be updated in the next IIS 5.0.0 release





			0129


			5/12/09


			Pending


			B5.1.2


			IIS/FRS


			DOCUMENTATION



Cancel and Modify requests on ranges of TNs can span multiple NPACs.


			Requirements and flows will be reviewed and updated appropriately in FRS/IIS 5.0.0.





			0130


			5/12/09


			Pending


			TBD


			IIS Flows


			DOCUMENTATION



Clarify which steps in the flows can be done in parallel and which must be done sequentially.  Identify dependencies.


			Flows will be updated in the next IIS 5.0.0 release





			0131


			5/12/09


			


Closed



09/16/09


			B5.1.6.2


			IIS


			DOCUMENTATION



Sequencing:  SP receives notification before activate is pushed to Peered NPACs.


			Recommend closure as the current proposed behavior is to update all regional LSMS regardless of Peered NPAC status.   Covered during review of B5.1.6.2 review.


Addressed in Erratum 2.








			0132


			5/13/09


			


Closed



09/16/09


			B5.1.6


			IIS/FRS Section 3 and 5 (Number Pool Block)


			DOCUMENTATION



For peered Subscription Version broadcast and peered Number Pool Block broadcast, clarify what data is synchronized.


			Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS Review.



Close as a duplicate of Item #113





			0133


			5/13/09


			Pending


			B.5.1.6.1


			IIS


			DOCUMENTATION



Steps 3 and 5 should be Requests and not Responses.


			Flow will be updated in the next IIS 5.0.0 release





			0134


			5/13/09


			Pending


			B.5.1.1



B.5.3.1


			IIS


			DOCUMENTATION



Make sure that philosophy of responses to requests are consistent and applied consistently throughout the flows.


			Flows will be updated in the next IIS 5.0.0 release





			0135


			5/13/09


			Pending


			B.5.4.1


			IIS


			DOCUMENTATION



Correction to show that Donor Provider’s Primary NPAC is NPAC A. 


			Flow will be updated in the next IIS 5.0.0 release





			0136


			5/13/09


			Pending


			B.5.4.1


			IIS


			DOCUMENTATION



Renumber Steps 9 and 10 to 7 and 8 in flow


			Flow will be updated in the next IIS 5.0.0 release





			0137


			5/13/09


			Pending


			B.5.4.1


			IIS


			DOCUMENTATION



Should Step 9 (7) be Disconnect Pending?


			The existing behavior will be verified and the IIS will be updated appropriately in the next IIS 5.0.0 release. 


09/16/09



Should be Disconnect Pending.





			0138


			5/13/09


			Pending


			B.5.1.7


			FRS/IIS


			DOCUMENATION


Should LSMS failure codes be included with list of failed SPIDs and sent over the interface?


			LNPA WG will need to decide if these fields should be included.  The failure codes are not available over the interface today.


Requirements will be updated to add this failure codes to the failed list in next FRS 5.0.0 release per discussions on 7/14/09





			0139


			5/13/09


			Closed



09/16/09


			B.5.1.7


			FRS/IIS


			M&P



Coordination of response time tunables and rollup among peered NPACs


			Although not required, if desired the LNPA WG would need to define M&P for management of tunables values used by all Peered NPAC.



Related to Item #6 which applies to all tunable values. Recommend close as duplicate.





			0140


			5/13/09


			Open 






			IIS B.2.1.1



FRS RT8-11



FRS RT8-12


			IIS/FRS


			ARCHITECTURE



Explore audit scenarios with multiple peered NPACs where there is a period of time when 2 NPACs are considered the Master for a TN.  Can a discrepant LSMS be updated with old data as a result of an audit and not be auto corrected?  Need checks and balances to validate golden data.


			Related to race conditions. 


11/10/09



Telcordia Proposal:



· Errata 2 and 3 address any race conditions that were identified. 





			0141


			5/13/09


			Pending


			FRS RR8-19



FRS RT 8-1


			FRS Section 8


			DOCUMENTATION



Need rules on how to make audit names unique


			Requirements will be added in the next FRS 5.0.0 release.



09/16/09



Need to capture how this would be done.





			0142


			5/13/09


			Pending


			TBD


			FRS



IIS



GDMO



ASN.1


			DOCUMENTATION



Need a general Doc Only Change Order to clean up identified discrepancies between documentation and current implementation.


			10/19/09


Need to verify that the documentation should be changed per the current implementation and that there are no significant changes to 437 requirements as currently documented.





			0143


			5/13/09


			


Closed


10/19/09


			RT8-6



RT8-7



RT8-8


			FRS Section 8


			DOCUMENTATION



NPAC behavior when receiving an unsolicited update from a peered NPAC.


			Recommend closure as functionality was discussed with the current proposed behavior is that the Peered NPAC SMS would process unsolicited updates.  









			0144


			5/13/09


			Pending


			RT8-21


			FRS Section 8


			DOCUMENTATION



Need to address the skipping of SVs that are in Sending during an audit when a Peered NPAC determines it is discrepant with the Master NPAC SMS and begins sending updates to all of its subtending LSMS.


			Requirements will be added in the next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0145


			5/13/09


			Pending


			RT8-23 thru RT8-29



GDMO


			FRS Section 8


			DOCUMENTATION



Do we want intermediate status updates of audits?


			No, audit queries can be used between NPAC SMS to determine the status of the audit if necessary. 



Requirements will be removed in the next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0146


			6/11/09


			Open


			FRS RT3-87


			IIS B.4.3.1.1 / FRS Section 3






			DOCUMENTATION



Possible race condition related to Pending-like PTOs and creation of –X and pooled block.


			Jim Rooks item to research and indentify use case that supports possible race condition. 








			0147


			6/11/09


			


Closed


10/19/09


			N/A


			IIS B.4


			DOCUMENTATION



Expand representative examples of number pooling flows to include resend of partial fails and de-pools.


			Additional flows were covered in the discussions.  Flows are available for review in the IIS 5.0.0.


10-19-09



Vendors to identify if any flows are missing for subsequent bring-up.





			0148


			6/11/09


			Pending


			TBD


			FRS Section 3 or 5


			DOCUMENTATION 



Add requirement for transfer of –X ownership.


			Requirement will be added in next FRS 5.0.0 release









			0149


			6/11/09


			Pending


			FRS RT3-67


			FRS Section 3/5


			DOCUMENTATION



Applies to pooled blocks and not –Xs.  Move to Section 5.


			Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release









			0150


			6/11/09


			Pending


			FRS RT3-70


			FRS Section 3


			DOCUMENTATION



Need a requirement similar to RT3-70 in Section 3.12.5 (Modify) and Section 3.12.6 (Delete).


			Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release









			0151


			6/11/09


			Pending


			FRS RR3-68


			FRS Section 3


			DOCUMENTATION



Need to address in requirement when local indicator is FALSE.


			Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release









			0151


			6/11/09


			Close


			


			


			


			No text available. Maintained to keep numbering.





			0152


			6/11/09


			Closed


10/19/09


			FRS RR3-107


			FRS Section 3


			ARCHITECTURE


Check for possible race conditions related to SVs in Sending state.


			Combine with item #95.


10/19/09:



Requirements and documentation references moved to Item 95 for tracking.





			0153


			6/11/09


			Pending


			FRS RT3-75


			FRS Section 3 


			DOCUMENTATION



Check that we have an explicit requirement to broadcast to subtending LSMSs.


			Requirements will be reviewed and updated if necessary in next FRS 5.0.0 release









			0154


			6/11/09


			Pending


			FRS RT3-77, RT3-101


			FRS Section 3


			DOCUMENTATION



Remove “peered” in title of requirement.


			Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release









			0155


			6/11/09


			Pending


			FRS RT3-77


			FRS Section 3


			DOCUMENTATION



Make it clear in all applicable requirements that peered NPACs will not forward SP queries.


			Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release









			0156


			6/11/09


			Pending


			FRS RT3-79, RT3-80


			FRS Section 3


			DOCUMENTATION



Document change to true up reference to SOA Origination Flag.


			Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release









			0157


			6/11/09


			Pending


			FRS RT3-81


			FRS Section 3


			DOCUMENTATION



Remove requirement.


			Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release









			0158


			6/11/09


			Pending


			FRS RT3-86


			FRS Section 3


			DOCUMENTATION



Make sure referencing to rollup is consistent with peered update and identify differences with how it is done today.


			Requirements will be reviewed and updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release









			0159


			6/11/09


			Pending


			FRS RT3-89, RT3-93, RT3-98


			FRS Section 3


			DOCUMENTATION



Check to see if we need to indicate which NPAC is doing create and send.


			Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release









			0160


			6/11/09


			Pending


			FRS RT3-92 and RT3-93


			FRS Section 3


			DOCUMENTATION



Document change to delete these requirements.


			Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release









			0161


			6/11/09


			Close


			


			


			


			No Text Available. Maintained to keep numbering.





			0162


			6/11/09


			Pending


			FRS RT3-103


			FRS Section 3


			DOCUMENTATION



It was stated that this is a negative requirement.


			Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release









			0163


			6/11/09


			Pending


			FRS RT5-63, RT5-67 


			FRS Section 5


			DOCUMENTATION



Delete RT5-63.


			Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release









			0164


			6/11/09


			Pending


			FRS RT5-68


			FRS Section 5


			DOCUMENTATION



Change “filtered” to “non-filtered.”


			Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release









			0165


			6/11/09


			Pending


			N/A


			IIS from Errata document in GDMO section


			DOCUMENTATION



For SV peered broadcast, reflect that it is a disconnect of a “ported” pooled TN.


			GDMO will be updated in next IIS 5.0.0 release









			0166


			6/11/09


			Pending


			N/A


			IIS Flow B.5.4.7.2


			DOCUMENTATION



Failed List for SV2 must be cleared.


			IIS will be updated in next IIS 5.0.0 release









			0167


			6/11/09


			Pending


			N/A


			IIS


			DOCUMENTATION



Need to review and validate flows in the context of 3 or more peered NPACs.


			Scenarios will be reviewed to determine where there is value in having flows with multiple NPAC SMS.  One potential area for additional flows would be recovery. Additional flows identified will be included in next IIS 5.0.0 release





			0168


			6/11/09


			Pending


			N/A


			IIS Flow B.5.6.2


			DOCUMENTATION



Review to make sure that all attributes are included.


			IIS flow will be reviewed and updated in next IIS 5.0.0 release









			0169


			6/18/09


			Open



(changed on 10/19/09)


			N/A


			FRS 6.4


			ARCHITECTURE


(changed on 10/19/09)


May want to revisit having more than one LSMS interface between peered NPACs.


			The current documentation for NANC 437 supports one Inter-NPAC LSMS interface.  If capacity issues are identified, then the document can be updated to allow for support of multiple Inter-NPAC LSMS associations.


10/19/09



Need to determine how they would be sized and augmented if needed.


Action for all to determine if we will address in full LNPA WG or in a focused sub-team to analyze various modeling assumptions to determine if one LSMS interface is adequate or more are needed.


11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:



· Need to decide how it is sized and if it needs augmented.








			0170


			6/18/09


			Closed



10/19/09


			


			FRS Section 6


			DOCUMENTATION


10/19/09:


(Moved to item 101)


Configuration of relationships of SPID to SOA associations across peered NPACs are the same.  Concern with amount of traffic and ability to do load balancing.


			10/19/09:



(Moved to item 101)



The current documentation for NANC 437 supports one Inter-NPAC SOA interface connection per SPID.  If capacity issues are identified when considering item 101, then the document can be updated to allow for support of multiple Inter-NPAC SOA associations per SPID.









			0171


			6/18/09


			Pending


			TBD


			FRS Section 6


			DOCUMENTATION



Unless there are any objections, instead of partitioning rollup requirements make a documentation note that concurrent operations were identified and no requirements changes were warranted.  


			FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release









			0172


			6/18/09


			Closed



10/19/09


			N/A


			


			ARCHITECTURE



10/19/09:



(Moved to Item 101)


Regarding peering distribution of workload for each Active SV transaction, it was questioned if the formula (M/N+K)*C accurately reflects all work necessary. 


			10/19/09:



(Moved to Item 101)



In the examples the C value used is to represent the functional workload of broadcasting to and receiving responses from an LSMS.  The value of C may not be equal in both equations (it could be less than or greater than depending on implementation). 





			0173


			6/18/09


			Pending


			R10-2


			FRS Section 10


			DOCUMENTATION


10/19/09:



LEVEL OF EFFORT added


Regarding 99.9% reliability for LSMS and SOA interfaces, need to calculate aggregate reliability % in a peered NPAC environment in order to ensure no degradation in reliability.


			The 99.9% reliability is for the entire region (an aggregate number).  FRS will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release.


11/10/09



Telcordia Proposal:



· Assumed LLC would manage availabilty SLRs based on the number of Peered NPAC SMS in a region.





			0174


			6/18/09


			Pending


			FRS RT6-12


			FRS Section 6


			DOCUMENTATION



Change requirement to reflect that it is 20 CMIP operations over a single SOA association and not 70.


			FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release


11/10/2009



Need to model what is needed as part of Item 101.





			0175


			6/18/09


			Pending


			FRS RT6-16


			FRS Section 6


			DOCUMENTATION



Strike the requirement.


			FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0176


			6/18/09


			Pending


			FRS RT6-18


			FRS Section 6


			DOCUMENTATION



Change to clarify the requirement because it is required functionality.  It currently states for those that support the application level error functionality. 


			FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release





			 0177


			6/18/09


			Pending


			TBD


			FRS Recovery


			DOCUMENTATION



Question related to recovery:   If 2 or more NPACs are down and they come up at different times, how is data merged?  Possible race conditions?  Need to revisit recovery tenets in the context of 1 or more NPACs being down.


			FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release to more clearly document the recovery process with multiple NPAC scenarios.


11/10/2009



Tied to Item 80 and Item 179.





			0178


			6/18/09


			Pending


			FRS RT6-55


			FRS Section 6


			DOCUMENTATION



Change requirement to clarify that SWIM is the first priority for recovery and time-based is a fallback.


			FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0179


			6/18/09


			Pending


			TBD


			FRS Recovery


			DOCUMENTATION



Do data requirements drive the need to have all NPACs up and running before recovery takes place?  Example is if an NXX is created on the wrong NPAC and deleted and created on the correct NPAC, if NPACs are down, sequence of recovery of messages is critical.   Discuss in the context of both bringing up a new NPAC and restoring a crashed NPAC.


			Related to item #177. FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release to more clearly document the recovery process with multiple NPAC scenarios.





			0180


			6/18/09


			Pending


			FRS RT6-63


			FRS Section 6


			DOCUMENTATION



Strike the requirement.


			FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0181


			6/18/09


			Pending


			FRS RT6-64


			FRS Section 6


			DOCUMENTATION



Review requirement to see if it should be struck.  SWIM does not currently function in this way.  In general are we only supporting SWIM?


			FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release


11/10/2009



May need to strike this requirement based on the result of Item 178.





			0182


			6/18/09


			Pending


			FRS RT6-73


			FRS Section 6


			DOCUMENTATION



Decide if the requirement should be struck.  It was mentioned that it seemed out of place.


			FRS will be reviewed updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0183


			6/18/09


			Pending


			FRS RT6-81


			FRS Section 6


			DOCUMENTATION



Clarify intent of requirement.  Peered NPAC ID?


			FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0184


			6/18/09


			Pending


			FRS RT6-84



FRS 6.8


			FRS Section 6


			DOCUMENTATION



Remove “existing.” And in Section 6.8, remove other instances of “existing.”


			FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0185


			6/18/09


			Pending


			FRS RT6-90


			FRS Section 6


			DOCUMENTATION



Change requirement to a constraint.


			FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0186


			6/18/09


			Pending


			FRS RT6-90


			FRS Section 6


			DOCUMENTATION



Review for possible clarification or provide rationale if decision is to remove.


			Requirement will be changed to a constraint per item #185. FRS will be reviewed  updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0187


			6/18/09


			Pending


			FRS 7-2


			FRS Section 7


			DOCUMENTATION



Apply note below to this requirement.


			FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0188


			6/18/09


			Pending


			R 7-100.1


			FRS Section 7


			DOCUMENTATION



Update requirement.


			FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release


11/10/09



Requirement R7-101.1 will have the note from RT7-19 added to it which states "Note:  The Application Level Heartbeat is a CMIP notification but it does not contain a security field."





			0189


			6/18/09


			Pending


			R 7-108.1


			FRS Section 7


			DOCUMENTATION



Can this report generated be all NPACs or just the Master NPAC of the block?


			FRS will be reviewed and updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0190


			6/18/09


			Pending


			FRS RR9-11


			FRS Section 9


			DOCUMENTATION



Can this report generated be all NPACs or just the Master NPAC of the Old SP?  What is scope of requirement?  Review Change Order 375.


			FRS will be reviewed and updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0191


			6/18/09


			Pending


			FRS RR9-21


			FRS Section 9.3.3


			DOCUMENTATION



Question on what are data gathering requirements for resend exclusion report.


			FRS will be reviewed and updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release





			0192


			6/18/09


			Open


			FRS RT10-4


			FRS Section 10


			ARCHITECTURE


Revisit requirement to determine how 3-second requirement can be met with multiple NPACs.  Related to Item 50.


			FRS will be reviewed updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release


Moved to architecture per 7/14/09 APT meeting for further discussion requested by a vendor.


11/10/09



Telcordia Proposal:



· It is in the best interest for both vendors to work collaboratively to meet the 3-second response time given that both vendors would be the old or new service provider in the port. Two vendors have indicated that this it is reasonable to support a 3-second response time over the Inter-NPAC SMS interface. SLA management would be the responsibility of the LLC.





			0193


			6/18/09


			Changed to Open from Pending  on 11/10/09


			FRS RT11-1, 



FRS RT11-2


			FRS Section 11


			DOCUMENTATION



Industry needs to agree on billing arrangements and compensation of workload on NPACs.  May drive changes to usage measurement requirements.


			Usage data requirements can be updated when industry billing arrangements are in place.





			0194


			11/10/09


			Open


			


			FRS


			DOCUMENTATION


			11/10/09


· Related to Item 0006/



· Current set of configurable parameters must be listed in the FRS and all NPACs must use the same defined set of configurable parameters.
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Business Need:



(As extracted from the LNPAWG “Recommended Plan for Implementation of FCC Order 09-41”, version 3, 9/17/09)



On May 13, 2009, the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) adopted and released FCC Order 09-41, which mandates industry implementation of a one Business Day porting interval for simple ports.


During the development of the recommended requirements in support of FCC Order 09-41, the LNPAWG identified the following Change Orders required for the NPAC to support the shortened porting interval.  These changes in the NPAC will also require changes in Service Provider local systems, e.g., SOA, LSMS, Operational Support Systems (OSSs), etc.



It is necessary for the LNPA WG to develop the detailed technical requirements for these Change Orders in order for NPAC, local system vendors, and Service Providers to develop and implement the software changes in time to meet the mandated implementation date.  The development and finalization of these technical requirements will begin immediately.



At a high level, two Change Orders have been identified for development:



· A new additional NPAC timer set (called Medium timers) in support of the shortened interval.



· A method for the NPAC to determine which timer set to utilize on a port.



This change order addresses the need for the implementation of Medium Timers in order to support the one Business Day porting interval for simple ports.


Description of Change:



A new set of NPAC timers will be added to support a shortened porting interval for simple ports (wireline, intermodal) as defined in FCC Order 09-41.  This will apply to Subscription Versions, but not to Number Pool Blocks.


In the Service Provider Profile, a new support tunable will be added.  This indicator will identify whether or not an SP supports the use of the Medium Timers.  This is needed because of the two-stage implementation (nine months for large carriers, and fifteen months for small carriers), as well as carriers that may obtain a waiver from the FCC on implementation.



The Medium Timer set includes the following:



· Medium Initial Concurrence Timer (i.e., T1) – defaulted to three (3) NPAC business hours



· Medium Final Concurrence Timer (i.e., T2) – defaulted to three (3) NPAC business hours



· Medium Conflict Restriction Window – defaulted to 21:00 in the predominate time zone (Mon-Fri, excluding NPAC-defined holidays, adjusted for Standard/Daylight) on the day before the due date (adjusted for Standard/Daylight)


· Medium Conflict Resolution Restriction Window – defaulted two (2) NPAC business hours



· Medium Initial Cancellation Acknowledgement Timer – defaulted to nine (9) NPAC business hours



· Medium Final Cancellation Acknowledgement Timer – defaulted to nine (9) NPAC business hours



· Medium Business Day Start – defaulted to 07:00 in the predominate time zone (Mon-Fri, excluding NPAC-defined holidays, adjusted for Standard/Daylight)


· Medium Business Day Duration – defaulted to 17 clock hours


The Medium Timer set will be used by the NPAC based on a combination of information provided by both SOAs (New SP and Old SP) and SP Profile settings of both SOAs.  Timer Type and Business Type will be broadcast to the SOAs upon creation/concurrence of the SV (object creation notification and attribute value change notification), for those SOA associations optioned “on” to receive this data (Timer Type and Business Type).



This new value for the existing attributes shall be added to the notification Bulk Data Download file, and be available to a Service Provider’s SOA (dependent on NANC 416 implementation in NPAC R3.4).



This new value for the existing attributes will be supported across the interface on an opt-in basis only and will be functionally backward compatible.



Open Issues:



1.  Should SOAs be allowed to continue to optionally support Timer Type and Business Type, or should this be required to support this change order?


10/19/09 con call, the group agreed to leave the capability for a provider to opt in/out of Timer Type and Business Type separate from the NANC 440 change order.


FRS:



Section 1.2, NPAC SMS Functional Overview


Update section 1.2.11 (Business Days/Hours) and 1.2.12 (Timer Type) to describe the functionality of the Medium Timers



Section 3.1, NPAC SMS Data Models


Add new indicator for the Medium Timers.  See below:



			NPAC CUSTOMER DATA MODEL





			Attribute Name


			Type (Size) 


			Required


			Description





			[snip]


			


			


			





			Medium Timers Support Indicator


			B


			(


			A Boolean that indicates whether the NPAC Customer supports Medium Timers in an Object Creation Notification or Attribute Value Change Notification.



The default value is False.





			[snip]


			


			


			








Table 3-2 NPAC Customer Data Model



			Subscription Version Data MODEL





			Attribute Name


			Type (Size)


			Required


			Description





			[snip]


			


			


			





			Timer Type


			Integer


			(


			Timer type used for the subscription version.



0 – Long Timers



1 – Short Timers



2 – Medium Timers





			Business Hour Type


			Integer


			(


			Business Hours used for the subscription version.



0 – Short Business Hours/Days


1 – Long Business Hours/Days



2 – Medium Business Hours/Day





			[snip]


			


			


			








Table 3‑6 Subscription Version Data Model



R4-8
Service Provider Data Elements


NPAC SMS shall require the following data if there is no existing Service Provider data:



[snip]



Port In Timer Type (can select Short or Long, cannot select Medium)


Port Out Timer Type (can select Short or Long, cannot select Medium)


Business Hours/Days (can select Short or Long, cannot select Medium)


[snip]



Medium Timers Support Indicator



Req 1 –Medium Timers Support Indicator


NPAC SMS shall provide a Medium Timers Support Indicator tunable parameter which defines whether a SOA supports Medium Timers in an Object Creation Notification or Attribute Value Change Notification.


Note:  When this value is set to TRUE, and a SOA supports the Timer Type attribute, a Timer Type value of 2 may be sent in the Object Creation Notification, and the Timer Type attribute will be included in the Attribute Value Change Notification with a Timer Type value of 0 or 2 in cases when the value changed from the initial setting based on a Timer Type mismatch in the New SP and Old SP Create messages.



Req 2 –Medium Timers Support Indicator Default


NPAC SMS shall default the Medium Timers Support Indicator tunable parameter to FALSE.



Req 3 –Medium Timers Support Indicator Modification


NPAC SMS shall allow NPAC Personnel, via the NPAC Administrative Interface, to modify the Medium Timers Support Indicator tunable parameter.


Appendix C – System Tunables


			Subscription Tunables





			Tunable Name


			Default Value


			Units


			Valid Range





			[snip]





			Medium Initial Concurrence Window


			3


			business hours


			1-72





			The hours subsequent to the time the subscription version was initially created by which both Service Providers are expected to authorize transfer of service if this is an Inter-Service Provider simple port and at least one of the Service Providers uses “Long” timers for non-simple ports. (T1 timer)





			Medium Final Concurrence Window


			3


			business hours


			1-72





			The number of hours after the concurrence request is sent by the NPAC SMS by which time both Service Providers are expected to authorize transfer of subscription service for an Inter-Service Provider simple port and at least one of the Service Providers uses “Long” timers for non-simple ports. (T2 timer)





			Medium Conflict Restriction Window


			21:00 


			HH:MM


			00:00-23:59





			The time on the business day prior to the New Service Provider due date that a simple port Subscription version is no longer allowed to be set to conflict by the Old Service Provider provided that the Create Subscription Version Final Concurrence Window (T2) timer has expired.  This time uses the predominate time zone of the NPAC region (adjusted for Standard/Daylight, stored in UTC).





			Medium Conflict Resolution New Service Provider Restriction


			2


			business hours


			1-72





			The number of business hours after the simple port subscription version is put into conflict that the NPAC SMS will prevent it from being removed from conflict by the new Service Provider using medium timers.








			Medium Cancellation-Initial Concurrence Window


			9


			Business hours


			1-72





			The numbers of hours after the version is set to cancel pending by which both Service Providers using medium timers are expected to acknowledge the pending cancellation.





			Medium Cancellation-Final Concurrence Window


			9


			business hours


			1-72





			The number of hours after the second cancel pending notification is sent by which both Service Providers using medium timers are expected to acknowledge the pending cancellation.





			Medium Business Day Duration


			17


			calendar hours


			1-24





			The number of hours from the tunable business day start time for medium business days.





			Medium Business Day Start Time


			07:00 


			hh:mm


			00:00 - 23:59





			The start of the business day for short business days.  The value is specified by the contracting region. This time uses the predominate time zone of the NPAC region (adjusted for Standard/Daylight, stored in UTC).   









Table C- 1 -- Subscription Tunables



IIS:



No changes required.



GDMO:



-- 21.0 LNP NPAC Subscription Version Managed Object Class



subscriptionVersionNPAC MANAGED OBJECT CLASS



    DERIVED FROM subscriptionVersion;



    CHARACTERIZED BY



        subscriptionVersionNPAC-Pkg;



    REGISTERED AS {LNP-OIDS.lnp-objectClass 21};


subscriptionVersionNPAC-Behavior-2 BEHAVIOUR



    DEFINED AS !


        When the Medium Timers Support Indicator for the Service



        Provider is set to TRUE, and a SOA supports the Timer Type


        attribute, a Timer Type value of 2 may be sent in the Object


        Creation Notification, and the Timer Type attribute will be


        included in the Attribute Value Change Notification with a



        Timer Type value of 0 or 2 in cases when the value changed



        from the initial setting based on a Timer Type mismatch in the



        New SP and Old SP Create messages.


-- 107.0 Subscription Version Timer Type



subscriptionTimerType ATTRIBUTE



    WITH ATTRIBUTE SYNTAX LNP-ASN1.Integer;



    MATCHES FOR EQUALITY;



    BEHAVIOUR subscriptionTimerTypeBehavior;



    REGISTERED AS {LNP-OIDS.lnp-attribute 107};



subscriptionTimerTypeBehavior BEHAVIOUR



    DEFINED AS !



        This attribute is used to specify the subscription version



        timer type being used to set tunable timers.


        Current valid values are:



        0 for long timers (used primarily for wireline to wireline,



                           and intermodal)



        1 for short timers (used primarily for wireless to wireless)



        2 for medium timers (used only for simple ports)


        Long timers (0) is set if any of the two service providers



        support only long timers.


        Short timers (1) is set if both of the two service providers



        supports short timers (regardless of specification of simple



        port by either new or old service provider).


Medium timers (2) are set if both service providers support Medium timers and they are currently used for the port. 


!;  



-- 108.0 Subscription Version Business Type



subscriptionBusinessType ATTRIBUTE



    WITH ATTRIBUTE SYNTAX LNP-ASN1.Integer;



    MATCHES FOR EQUALITY;



    BEHAVIOUR subscriptionTimerTypeBehavior;



    REGISTERED AS {LNP-OIDS.lnp-attribute 108};



subscriptionBusinessTypeBehavior BEHAVIOUR



    DEFINED AS !



        This attribute is used to specify the subscription version



        business hours/days type being used to set tunable timers.


        Current valid values are:



        0 for short business hours/days



           (used primarily for wireline to wireline)



        1 for long business hours/days



           (used primarily for wireless to wireless)



        2 for medium hours/days 


(used only for simple ports)


Short business hours (0)is set if any of the two service providers support only short business hours and Medium timers are not used for the port.



        Long business hours (1)is set if both of the two service providers support long business hours and Medium timers are not used for the port.


Medium business hours (2) is set if both service providers support Medium timers and they are used for the port.


!;  


ASN.1:



No changes required.
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Best Practice Language for discussion at the March 2009 LNPA WG meeting:



Best Practices Document



			Item Number


			TBD





			Topic: 


			Quantity of telephone numbers on port request for which the 24-hour return of the Firm Order Confirmation (FOC) requirement applies. 





			Date Logged 


			3/6/09





			Date Modified


			





			Related Regulation / Document Ref


			The NANC LNP Provisioning Flows acknowledge that port requests can encompass multiple telephone numbers (TNs), and states that, “For wireline to wireline service providers, and between wireline and wireless service providers, the minimum expectation is that the FOC is returned within 24 hours excluding weekends.”


The North American Numbering Council Local Number Portability Administration Working Group’s 3rd Report on Wireless Wireline Integration, dated September 30, 2000, states, “An LSR is submitted by the NSP (New Service Provider) to the OSP (Old Service Provider).  When an LSR is submitted to the OSP, the OSP will return either an error message or a LSC (FOC).  SPs are required to provide a LSC/FOC within 24 hours of receiving a LSR.”  





[image: image1.emf]3rd report wireline  wireless integration final.doc






In Paragraph 49 of its Memorandum Opinion and Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (FCC 03-284A1), adopted November 7, 2003, the FCC stated, “the wireline NANC LNP Process Flows establish that the FOC must be finalized within 24 hours of receiving the port request.”





[image: image2.emf]FCC-03-284A1.pdf












			Related Issue


			





			


			 





			Recommended Change to Requirements? 


			





			Submitted by


			 Verizon





			Decisions / Recommendations


			Although industry and regulatory documents addressing local number portability cite 24 hours as the required response time for a Firm Order Confirmation (FOC), none of the relevant documentation appears to address the quantity of telephone numbers on the port request for which the 24-hour requirement applies.  As a practical matter, many service providers publish the limits on the quantity of telephone numbers on a port request for which they will return the FOC within 24 hours.  These quantities can and do differ from provider to provider.


It is the position of the LNPA WG, as an industry Best Practice in order to establish a more standard porting process, that the Firm Order Conformation (FOC) should be returned by the Old Service Provider in a port within 24 hours, excluding weekends, for port requests for between 1 to 19 telephone numbers, provided that other “non-simple” port criteria, as defined by the North American Numbering Council Local Number Portability Administration Working Group’s 3rd Report on Wireless Wireline Integration, dated September 30, 2000, do not apply:



· Does not include any Unbundled Network Elements. (no UNE)



· Does not include complex switch translations (e.g.,



                  Centrex, ISDN, AIN services, remote call forwarding, 



                  or multiple services on the loop);


· Does not include a reseller. 
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1. Executive Summary




The LNPA Working Group (LNPA WG) has prepared the 3rd Report on Wireless Wireline Integration, to address the open issues that were identified in the 2nd Wireless Wireline Integration Report submitted to the FCC on June 30, 1999.  In the First Report and Order, the Commission established rules mandating number portability for both LECs and CMRS providers.  A separate timetable was established for CMRS providers, requiring them to offer Service Provider (SP) number portability to their customers and preserve nationwide roaming, by November 24, 2002.
 All regulatory considerations including operational and process of this report specifically apply to the US environment.




On May 18, 1998 the LNPA WG presented NANC with the 1st LNPA WG Report on Wireless Wireline Integration.  During the presentation, the NANC instructed the LNPA WG to continue to review systems and work processes during the remainder of 1998, in order to determine if the porting intervals could be reduced when porting from wireline to wireless carriers. The recommendations were presented in the 2nd Report on June 30, 1999, but open issues still remained.  This 3rd Report addresses those issues as outlined below.




1.1
Report Objectives




This report continues to address the integration of wireline and CMRS provider number portability issues. The following list summarizes the objectives of the LNPA WG and its subcommittees in this report.  Subsequent individual sections of this report provide a more




detailed analysis of these issues.





1. Examine the Impact to the Industry in Overall Reduction of the Current Wireline Porting Interval. The FCC and NANC have asked the LNPA Working Group to look into shortening of the overall wireline/wireline porting interval.  This report provides detailed information into the makeup of the current porting interval and the industry impacts involved in shortening this timeframe. The report provides the recommendation of the Working Group regarding the shortening of the porting interval in today’s environment.




2. Adjustment of current Wireline Porting Interval to meet Wireless Industry Business Demands. The current business model for the Wireless Industry provides for immediate activation of customer’s service at the time a wireless telephone is purchased. If when purchasing wireless service, the customer requests a port of their wireline telephone number to their wireless phone, the Wireless Industry would like to continue their model of immediate (or closer to immediate) service activation. The report addresses this process in two alternatives to normal wireline portability, which allows activation in the NPAC SMS by the wireless carrier prior to disconnect of the wireline service. This process does include issues with 9-1-1 which are further addressed by the report.





3. Address Open Issues from 2nd Report.  There were several issues unrelated to porting interval that were open in the 2nd Report.  These issues include Directory Listings, Rate Center Issues, and Billing Issues the current status of which is discussed in section 5. Also, two new issues involving 9-1-1 address location and alternate billing are included in this section.




1.2 Report Recommendations




Most wireline SPs participating in LNP find their processes and systems challenged to consistently meet even the current porting interval. With their efforts focused on achieving this objective, it is not feasible to shorten the current intervals. 




The two alternatives described in this report are the possible approaches identified by LNPA-WG for porting from a wireline to a wireless service provider, which accommodates the current wireless business model. Because of the 9-1-1 issues associated with mixed service situations, the LNPA-WG could not reach consensus to support these alternatives. Nonetheless, given that the industry is working on resolving these issues, it is possible that these concerns will be mitigated prior to the integration of the wireless industry. In this context, Service Providers may elect to support Alternative 1 or Alternative 2 based upon negotiated SP to SP business arrangements. 




To improve the billing process, accurate population of the Jurisdiction Information Parameter (JIP) is required by wireless service providers prior to InterCarrier testing.



1.3 Contents of the Report




· The Introduction in Section 2 discusses the purpose of the 3rd Report on Wireless Wireline Integration. 




· Section 3 discusses shortening of the current wireline-porting interval for simple ports. The section elaborates on the current wireline porting process and discusses industry identified areas of impact to shortening this interval. The section also provides the LNPA Working Group’s recommendation for shortening the porting interval in today’s environment.




· Section 4 discusses the two alternatives for porting from wireline to wireless in order to maintain the current wireless business model timeframe.  It also addresses the 9-1-1 issues involved with mixed service
. The section provides the LNPA Working Group’s recommendation on this issue.




· Section 5 discusses open issues from the 2nd Report not related to porting intervals as well as two new issues. The first issue is associated with 9-1-1 address/location for wireline to wireless ports, while the second relates to Alternate billing issues when porting between wireline and wireless carriers.   




· Section 6 provides definitions of industry terms.




· Appendix A contains a list of the LNPA Working Members.  




· Appendix B contains the LNPA Working Group meeting schedule.




2. Introduction




The LNPA Working Group, acting as technical consultant, to the North American Numbering Council (NANC), is providing this report to address the issue of porting intervals.  The group has looked at the porting interval from two perspectives:




1.  Overall shortening of current porting interval used by the Wireline Industry simple ports.




2. Shortening the porting interval to better meet the needs of the Wireless Industry’s current business model for simple ports.




Section 3 of the report includes an analysis of current porting intervals and processes used by the Wireline Industry.  This section also contains industry-identified areas of impact to shortening the porting interval. Section 3 concludes with the recommendation of the LNPA Working Group's as to whether or not shortening the porting interval is feasible in today’s porting environment.




Section 4 of the report provides two alternatives, which will allow the Wireless Industry to continue to provide immediate (or closer to immediate) service to its customers.  The section also addresses the 9-1-1 issues that accompany the mixed service condition. Section 4 concludes with the recommendation of the LNPA Working Group as to whether these alternatives should become a NANC standard in a port from wireline to wireless.




Section 5 of the report addresses issues not related to the porting interval from the 2nd Report on Wireless/Wireline Integration as submitted to NANC on June 30, 1999.  These open issues include:




· Rate Center Issue




· Directory Listing Issue




· Billing Issue




Section 5 provides the current status of each of these issues in addition to two new issues:




·  9-1-1 address/location in a wireline to wireless port 




· Alternate billing when porting between wireless and wireline carriers. 




Section 6 provides a glossary of industry terms used in the report.




Appendix A provides a current LNPA Working Group Member Roster




Appendix B provides the LNPA Working Group and Subcommittee Meeting Schedule




3.
Shortening the Wireline Porting Interval for Simple Ports




3.1  Simple Port 




Consideration of Shorter Porting Interval for Simple Ports



The LNPA recommendations on shortening the current 4-day porting interval in this report only apply to “simple ports”. In light of the difficulty the wireline industry is currently experiencing in meeting the existing porting intervals, the LNPA decided to look at what needs to be improved to shorten the interval on simple LNP orders. We expect most of the potential customers for porting from wireline to wireless to fall within our definition of a simple port. Currently most of the wireline to wireline ports are not classified as simple ports. 




Readers must be careful when using the term simple port because it means different things to different SPs. To ensure precision and consistency we define the term “simple port” as used in this report below: 




 Definition of Simple Ports




A “Simple Port”:




· Does not include any Unbundled Network Elements. (no UNE)




· Involves an account for a single line only.  (Porting a single line from a multi-line account is not a simple port.)




· Does not included complex switch translations, such as:




· Centrex or Plexar




· ISDN




· AIN services




· Remote call forwarding




· Multiple services on the loop (DSL etc.)




· May include CLASS features such as:




· Caller ID




· Automatic call back




· Automatic redial 




· Etc.




· Does not include a reseller. 




3.2
Current Wireline Porting Intervals




The current wireline porting intervals are documented in NANC’s “LNPA Technical & Operational Requirements Task Force Report” dated April 25, 1997.  Detailed wireline porting processes, including the intervals, are contained in Appendix B – Inter-Service Provider LNP Operations Flows of the above document.  The current minimum-porting interval consists of: 




· 24 hours for the New Service Provider (NSP) and Old Service Provider (OSP) to agree on a date to port the customer, i.e. LSR/LSC (FOC) process.




· Three business days to complete the porting process, including interactions with the NPAC SMS, systems updates, and all Central Office (CO) activities.  




Additional details of the current LNP porting process are described below.




3.2.1 New and Old Service Providers Agree to Port Customer




The ATIS sponsored Order and Billing Forum (OBF) has established the process for the NSP and OSP to exchange information and agree on a due date to port the customer.  The NSP will send, via FAX or electronically, a Local Service Request (LSR) to the OSP with the customer information, details on the port and the requested Due Date. Under the current NANC LNP Process Flows, the OSP has 24 hours to respond to the NSP with a Local Service Confirmation (LSC), e.g. FOC, containing an agreed upon due date. There are many variables in this process, including the number and type of lines being ported, arrangements for the transfer of facilities and/or use of the OSP’s Unbundled Network Elements (UNE), as well as the possible addition of resellers that which increase the complexity of the porting process. Problems arising from the predominant use of manual (FAX) processes to exchange information between the NSP and OSP, make it challenging to meet the 24 hour interval to complete the LSR/LSC (FOC) process.




Upon winning the customer, the NSP will collect appropriate information necessary for provisioning of service.  This will consist of data gathered from the customer and from the OSP’s customer service record.  The customer service information can be requested from the OSP.




The information gathered is used by the NSP to prepare a LSR that is sent to the OSP.  Upon receipt of the LSR, the OSP verifies that the information on the LSR is correct and that the due date can be met.  If all information is correct, the OSP issues an LSC (FOC) back to the NSP.  If the information is not correct, the OSP will deny the request and steps will be taken to resolve the problem.




The exchange of the LSR and the LSC (FOC) by the OSP and NSP indicates agreement that the number can be ported, and it indicates agreement on a due time and date for actually moving, or porting, the telephone number. 




3.3  Wireline Porting Process




3.3.1 LSR/LSC (FOC) Process




The process for ordering local services includes sending the appropriate Local Service Request (LSR) or Directory Service Request (DSR) forms to the designated local SP. An LSR is submitted by the NSP to the OSP. When an LSR is submitted to the OSP, the OSP will return either an error message or a LSC (FOC). SPs are required to provide a LSC/FOC within 24 hours of receiving a LSR. Once the OSP has completed all work associated with the LSR, the OSP will send a completion notification to the NSP. The NSP will then initiate their billing process. 




The LSR process for Number Portability includes the use of the following forms (data structures) currently in use by wireline carriers: 




Local Service Request (LSR), 




End User Information (EUI), 




Number Portability (NP), 




Local Service Request Confirmation (LSC, formally FOC)




All guidelines for these forms are maintained by the OBF.  For description of these forms, please refer to the 2nd Wireless Wireline Integration Report, Section 4.1.




Other OBF forms are being utilized or are under design by the wireline industry for LNP that wireless may need to consider. These forms will be used for pre-order (e.g. Customer Information Request, Service Configuration Request and Loss Alert forms), completion notification and loss alert.




The NANC inter-company provisioning flows allow 24 hours from receipt of the LSR to transmittal of the LSC (FOC), and 3 days to complete the NPAC SMS port after the LSC (FOC) is returned.  Actual experience has shown that these times are only met under ideal conditions.  If the LSR is sent electronically and the information is correct, it can reasonably be expected that the LSC (FOC) will be returned in 24 hours. If LSRs and LSC (FOC) are transmitted by fax, 48 hours is more realistic and still difficult to achieve at times.




3.3.2  Current Wireline Provisioning Process




The “LNPA Technical & Operational Requirements Task Force Report” established a minimum three-day porting interval starting with the OSP sending the LSC (FOC) to the NSP and ending with the due date.  For complex ports, the OSP and NSP may agree to a longer porting interval. During this minimum three-day porting interval, the OSP and NSP will be updating internal systems, provisioning network elements and preparing to transfer facilities.  The key steps / intervals in the NANC LNP Provisioning Process following the completion of the LSR – LSC (FOC) process are described below. 




a. Send Subscription Version (SV) Create messages to the NPAC SMS, identifying the TN(s) to be ported: After the OSP sends the LSC (FOC) to the NSP, a SV Create message is sent by the NSP to the NPAC SMS,  including the agreed upon due date, and the LNP call routing information. The OSP has the option of sending or not sending an SV Create to the NPAC SMS. The NANC LNP Provisioning Flows do not specify a time interval or a sequence for when the first SV Create message must be sent to the NPAC SMS, by either the OSP or NSP. 




b. T1 Timer Interval: The NPAC SMS starts a T1 timer upon receipt of the first Create message, for the TN being ported, from either the OSP or NSP.  The T1 timer runs until either a matching SV Create message is received from the other SP or the tunable 9-hour interval expires.  If there are matching SV Create messages from both the OSP and NSP before the T1 Timer expires, the porting process continues.  If the T1 Timer’s tunable 9-hour interval was reached, then the NPAC SMS notifies the other SP that a Port is pending and no matching SV Create message has been received from them. When matching SV Create messages are received from both the OSP and NSP, the porting process continues.  




c. T2 Timer Interval: The NPAC SMS starts its T2 Timer only after the T1 Timer has expired without matching SV Create messages from both the OSP and NSP.  The SP who received the T1 Timer expiration notice now has a tunable 9-hour interval to clear up misunderstandings, if any, with the other SP and send up a matching SV Create message to the NPAC SMS.  If the T2 Timer’s tunable 9-hour interval expires and the NPAC SMS did not receive the OSP’s SV Create, the porting process continues as this is an optional message for the OSP.  If the T2 Timer’s tunable 9-hour interval expires and the NSP’s SV Create message was not received, the NPAC SMS will cancel the pending SV Create and send notices to both the OSP and NSP.
 This stops the porting process for the applicable TN.




d. Setting the Ten-Digit Trigger: The OSP and NSP, may set a Ten-Digit Trigger (TDT) on their switches at least one day prior to the due date for each scheduled TN  port.  The setting of the TDT causes the switch to query the appropriate LNP network database for calls to the applicable TN, and eliminate some of the close co-ordination needed between the OSP and NSP during the completion of the porting process.




e. Subscription Version Activation: The NSP is in control of the porting process and on or after the due date, the NSP will first verify the customer dial tone, and then send the SV Activation message to the NPAC SMS.  The NPAC SMS will then send (download) updated LNP routing information to all LSMSs identified to receive download information for the applicable NPA-NXX. Each SP’s LSMS will then upload the LNP routing data to the applicable LNP network databases(s). The LNPA Technical & Operational Requirements Task Force Report describes a goal of updating the LNP network database within 15 minutes after the ported TN has been downloaded from NPAC SMS to the LSMS.  




f. Order Completion: Within one day after the TN has been ported, the OSP and NSP typically complete system and central office updates and, if applicable, remove the TDT.  Also within one day after the port, the industry goal, for each SP, is to update the 9-1-1 database, with the OSP sending an Unlock or Delete message (if a location change is involved) for the ported TN and the NSP sending a corresponding Migrate or Insert message.




While the above outlines the provisioning process, both SP’s must also start the internal processes that will be associated with the TN port. The NSP must provision the service in the serving switch and make arrangements for a serving facility.  The OSP must issue the service orders to disconnect service to this customer at the due time on the due date. Both the NSP's and OSP's provisioning, routing, billing, maintenance, and administrative systems must be updated to accomplish the transfer of the telephone number. Many of these systems rely on batch processing for completion of the updates.




3.3.3 Unconditional Ten-Digit LNP Trigger




An important tool for eliminating some of the close coordination between the OSP and NSP during a port is the unconditional Ten-Digit LNP Trigger.




The unconditional nature of  this trigger forces a query to the provider’s LNP database on calls originating from the OSP or NSP switch. The results of the query (for example dialed digits prior to NPAC activation or NSP’s LRN after NPAC activation) allows the TN to be resident in both the OSP and NSP switches during the porting interval while ensuring that calls complete properly. 




Prior to the port, use of the Ten-Digit Trigger enables the NSP to pre-provision the line translations for the upcoming port in their switch and still complete calls properly to the OSP’s donor switch that still serves the customer.  




When the customer has been rehomed to and is receiving dial tone from the new service provider’s switch, the new service provider immediately activates the pending port via NPAC. The new routing information for the ported number is downloaded to all subtending service provider LSMSs. Implementation of the unconditional Ten-Digit LNP Trigger by the old service provider in their donor switch enables that provider to affect the disconnect of the ported number in the donor switch at their discretion sometime after the port has taken place. This typically takes place around midnight of the due date or sometime during the next day. Use of the Ten-Digit LNP Trigger eliminates the need for donor switch disconnect to take place simultaneously with NPAC activation. The disconnect can be timed to automatically take place after a “safe period” ensuring that the customer port has taken place and there is no danger of prematurely disconnecting the customer from the old service provider’s switch.




This trigger is typically set in the OSP and NSP switches at least one day prior to the due date of the port. Upon notification of an upcoming port, the time required to set the Ten-Digit Trigger varies among service provider systems. Some systems enable near real-time setting of the trigger while others require overnight batch processing. Shortening the porting interval could have an impact on a service provider’s ability to set the Ten-Digit Trigger in a timely fashion and necessitate development in affected systems to eliminate any batch processing involved.




3.4  Industry Identified Areas of Impact to Reduce Porting Intervals




3.4.1 LSR/LSC (FOC) Process




The current LSR / LSC (FOC) process faces the following challenges:




Resource Expensive - Manually Intensive: The current LSR / LSC (FOC) process among most SPs is a manual process which involves completing the LSR Forms and faxing them to the OSP. This process can be very lengthy.




Data Integrity – Due to the manual process of recreating data from internal provisioning systems on the LSR Forms that are faxed, data is often transcribed incorrectly. This results in errors during processing which increases processing time. 




Time in Process – As a result of the manual intensive process and data integrity issues, time to process LSRs will increase, thus causing an increase in the porting interval.




Compliance with same LSOG Version – Most SPs are not using the same Local Service Order Guidelines (LSOG) Version. This impacts the manner in which the LSR forms are completed. Without LSOG uniformity across all SPs, the complexity of completing LSRs increases. 




SP specific provisioning processes – Due to SP specific internal provisioning processes, some SPs require additional information relating to their own internal process.




In order to shorten the porting interval, the industry must agree to automate and make the LSR / LSC (FOC) process uniform across all SPs. Automating the LSR / LSC (FOC) process will include:




· Compliance with the same version LSOG that eliminates the need for LEC specific provisioning processes. 




· Improvement in Data Integrity by electronically transcribing information from Customer Service Record to the LSR and LSC (FOC).




As a result of these improvements, the industry will see improvements in the overall porting process as seen today between SPs with electronic interfaces. This could also result in a possible impact on staffing requirements. 




3.4.2 Batch Processes




Many of the SPs that are participating in Local Number Portability (LNP) employ the use of large mainframe computer systems. These systems are the core processing systems that run their business operations and provide service to their customers. Most of these existing systems use a batch processing method, which means collecting data during the normal work day and then sorting, processing and distributing this data to other internal and external systems during off peak hours.




These existing systems provide functions such as, Service Order Processing from order creation through to order completion, Customer Billing, Directory Listing updates, Customer Service records generation and maintenance, 9-1-1 updates, Network systems updates for call routing/completion and Customer feature provisioning, etc. Because these systems form the core of the business operation and are inter-dependant on one another, a change to one system may have a cascading effect on the next system. It is estimated a reduction in the porting interval could impact at least 10 to 15 major existing systems within a company.  




Elimination of appropriate batch processing would facilitate the possibility of a reduced porting interval. However, to consider a change from batch processing to real time data processing would require an in-depth systems analysis of all business processes that use these systems. This analysis is required to insure that other business processes are not broken by such a change. A normal high level analysis of this type requires, in addition to the systems analysis, cost development, budget preparation and approval, software/hardware development and implementation. Accomplishment of these activities would be a very labor intensive and time consuming effort leading to increased expense.




Another aspect of system change is the effect on operations personnel and staffing levels. Current operations often minimize the staffing level during off peak hours. Changing from the batch processing method of operation could extend staffing hours, particularly on the weekends. Operational changes of this nature could require 24 hours, 7 days a week (24x7) operations, making system development, deployment and maintenance more expensive and difficult.  This would require staffing on a 24x7 basis, thus increasing expense to the companies’ operation and thus the consumer. 



3.4.3 Manual Processing Times




When the OSP receives a Local Service Request (LSR) for porting numbers, it reviews the LSR for accuracy.  If an error is found, the LSR is rejected, using the LSC (FOC) process. The LSC (FOC) in this case explains the nature of the errors found on the LSR.  However, when errors occur, the process must be interrupted and manual intervention used to correct and reissue the LSR. The time required for such manual intervention varies, depending on the nature of the LSR errors reported. The delay engendered can range from a few hours to several days.




3.4.4 UNE Coordination Issues




The actual port of the telephone number from the OSP switch to the NSP switch is not the only major activity that has to be considered. For instance, if the NSP uses their own loop facilities, they must assure that the loop is in place.  If the NSP uses an unbundled loop leased from another SP, those arrangements must be cared for.




Most ports involve several such activities that must be coordinated in order to transition the customer smoothly without service loss.  These activities often require coordination of several different orders and sometimes involve companies other than the donor and the recipient.  Shortening the porting interval could increase the likelihood of not having the orders coordinated properly. 




The NSP and OSPs’ service orders kick off the process for updating the 9-1-1 database.  Getting the proper information into the database in a timely manner is a problem today.  Decreasing the amount of time to accomplish the port at this time may adversely affect that process.




3.5
LNPA Recommendation 




Most wireline SPs participating in LNP find their processes and systems challenged to consistently meet even the current porting interval. With their efforts focused on achieving this objective, it is not feasible to shorten the current intervals. 




4.  Wireless/Wireline Porting Interval




Due to the difference of timeframes involved in the establishment of service between  wireline and wireless providers, the LNPA Working Group previously introduced three alternatives in the 2nd Report.  Due to changes in wireless processes the third alternative (porting without an FOC) has been eliminated. The two remaining “mixed service” alternatives are listed below with a discussion of the 9-1-1 concerns raised in the 2nd Report.



4.1 Alternative 1




By negotiation between individual Service Providers, the potential exists to reduce the porting interval by allowing the new Service Provider to activate the port at the NPAC SMS as soon as the 10-digit trigger has been applied by the old Service Provider, if “mixed service” from both the wireline and the wireless providers is acceptable until the disconnect process can be completed.




4.2 Alternative 2




It may be acceptable to perform the new SP NPAC SMS activation of the port immediately following the receipt of the LSC/LSC (FOC) by the new service provider and concurrence at the NPAC SMS by the old SP, if “mixed service” from both the wireline and the wireless providers is acceptable until the disconnect process can be completed.




4.3 9-1-1 Issues with Alternative 1 and 222



The 2nd Report on Wireless Wireline Integration described a condition, called “mixed service”, associated with shortening the wireline-to-wireless porting interval.  During periods of mixed service, calls can be placed from both the wireless and wireline sets during the porting interval. Both Alternatives 1 and 2, described above, will result in periods of mixed service.




Issues related to these intervals of mixed service were also described in the 2nd Report.  The issue initiating the most concern and discussion was that of callbacks from the 9-1-1 Public Safety Answering Point (PSAP) to re-establish a connection to the calling party during periods of mixed service.  Between the time when the wireless set is activated and the port is completed via NPAC, all callbacks will route to the wireline location. After the port is activated and completed via NPAC, and until the wireline service is disconnected in the wireline switch, most callbacks will route to the wireless set. This routing, both before and after activation of the port via NPAC, will take place regardless of where the 9-1-1 call originated (i.e. wireline location or wireless set location). The exact routing scenarios are detailed below:




Before the NPAC and local SMSs have been updated:




· Between the time that the wireless phone is activated and when the NPAC SMS has been updated to reflect the port, any callback will go to the wireline phone, regardless of which one was used to place the call.




After the NPAC and local SMSs have been updated, there are multiple possibilities:




· If the donor service provider has activated a Ten-Digit Trigger, and the PSAP and the wireline phone service are in the same switch, any PSAP callback will go to the wireless phone, regardless of which was used to place the call.




· If the donor service provider has not activated a Ten-Digit Trigger, and the PSAP and the wireline phone service are in the same switch, any callback will go to the wireline phone (despite the NPAC SMS activation), regardless of which was used to place the  call.




· If the PSAP and wireline phone service are in different wireline switches, any callback will go to the wireless phone, regardless of which was used to place the call.




In addition to the PSAP callback issue during mixed service, the Address Location Information (ALI) database, used by the PSAPs to identify the location of the calling party, will contain the invalid wireline location. The wireline location data, in some cases, is deleted a number of days after the port takes place.




Subsequent to issuing the 2nd Report, the LNPA Working Group was requested by NANC to investigate the requirements for shortening the current wireline porting interval.  The results of this investigation are detailed in this 3rd Report. Coincident with this investigation, the LNPA Working Group consulted with the National Emergency Number Association (NENA) to obtain their input on the mixed service issues.  NENA has provided an opinion stating that the PSAP callback issues associated with Alternatives 1 and 2 did not constitute reason enough to prevent their implementation in wireline-to-wireless porting. NENA has identified a potential issue with ALI display during mixed service.  However, NENA believes this issue will be resolved prior to any wireless portability implementation.




The original mixed service issue associated with the routing of PSAP callbacks to the proper location does not preclude the use of Alternative 1 and 2 in the opinion of NENA.  However, some service providers continue to express concern with possible liability should a PSAP not be able to re-establish connectivity with a 9-1-1 caller. On a port from wireline to wireless, regardless of the use of Alternatives 1 and 2, there will be a period of mixed service if the wireline disconnect does not take place simultaneously with NPAC activation. The use of Alternative 1 and 2 increases the duration of that mixed service and causes concerns of liability on the part of some SPs. 




The scenario that has been used to illustrate this concern is as follows:




· A wireline customer has ported their wireline number to a wireless service provider and has activated their wireless set with their ported number.




· The port has been activated in NPAC, which means most calls (see above) to the ported number will now be routed to the wireless set.




· The wireline service has not yet been disconnected in the wireline switch, so calls can still be originated from the wireline location. The ported number will be transmitted as the ANI.




· A babysitter at the customer’s home, unaware of the port and the mixed service, has an emergency and calls 9-1-1.




· The customer, unaware of the emergency at home, is several miles away in their car with their new wireless set.




· The 9-1-1 call from the babysitter at the customer’s home is disconnected.




· The PSAP attempts to call the babysitter back using the ANI transmitted on the 9-1-1 call.




· The callback routes to the wireless set and not to the location of the emergency.




The LNPA Working Group believes it does not have the legal expertise to adequately address the liability issue. 




4.4 LNPA Recommendation




The two alternatives described in this report are the possible approaches identified by LNPA-WG for porting from a wireline to a wireless service provider, which accommodates the current wireless business model. Because of the 9-1-1 issues associated with mixed service situations, the LNPA-WG could not reach consensus to support these alternatives. Nonetheless, given that the industry is working on resolving these issues, it is possible that these concerns will be mitigated prior to the integration of the wireless industry. In this context, Service Providers may elect to support Alternative 1 or Alternative 2 based upon negotiated SP to SP business arrangements. 




5.
Open Issues




5.1 Rate Center Issue




The difference in local serving areas of wireless and wireline carriers impacts the Service Provider Portability with respect to porting from a Wireless Service Provider to a Wireline Service Provider (See 1st and 2nd report for details). These differences, resulting in an impact called “disparity”, exists because the geographic scope of Service Provider number portability was limited to the wireline rate center. This issue was escalated to the NANC on February 18, 1998, and subsequently referred to the FCC. No resolution of this issue has occurred. 




5.2  Directory Listings Issue




Directory listing issues may occur when porting between wireline and wireless Service Providers (See 2nd Report for more details). For example, at the present time wireless customers do not generally list their mobile directory numbers. The new Service Provider must designate the disposition of the listing, if the telephone number to be ported is currently listed in the directory.  This issue was referred to OBF for resolution. 




5.3 Billing Issue




During the mixed service period, calls made through Inter-exchange carriers (IXC) may not be billed properly. Calls may be billed twice, rated wrong or not billed at all depending on whether the calls are originated from the old or new SP network and the billing arrangement the IXC has with the SPs.




For a TN that is ported between wireless carriers or ported between wireline and wireless carriers, ANI (MDN) alone is not adequate to identify call origination as either wireless or wireline and it is not adequate to identify call origination with either the old or new SP.




Before NPAC activation, the IXC will bill according to its Inter Carrier agreement with the old SP. After NPAC activation, the IXC will bill according to its InterCarrier agreement with the new SP.




To improve the billing process, accurate population of the Jurisdiction Information Parameter (JIP) is required by wireless service providers prior to InterCarrier testing. The JIP provides the IXC with the correct identification of the originating switch. The LNPA-WG recommends that the JIP be supported in wireless standards. 




5.4 
Alternate Billing




Wireless service providers typically block collect and third party billed calls to the subscribers.  Some operator service providers do a table look up by NPA-NXX code.  If the NXX code is a wireless code the collect or third party called is rejected. Other operator service providers do a LIDB query but may or may not go beyond the NPA NXX for collect or third party calls to wireless NXX codes.  




With wireless number portability, this type of look up will cause some ported subscribers to be treated improperly with respect to collect and third party calls.  For example, if a collect call is placed to a wireline subscriber who has ported their number from a wireless carrier, the operator may reject the call if validation is done on the NPA-NXX code.  This issue will be worked by OBF. 




6.
Acronyms/Definitions




ALI


Address Location Information




AMPS

Advanced Mobile Phone System




ANI


Automatic Number Identification




ANSI

American National Standards Institute




ATIS

Alliance for Telecommunication Industry Solutions 




CDMA
Code Division Multiple Access




CLEC

Competitive Local Exchange Carrier




CLASS(
Custom Local Area Signaling Services




CMRS

Covered Commercial Mobile Radio Service




CNAM
Calling Name Delivery




CTIA

Cellular Telecommunications Industry Association




DACC

Directory Assistance Call Completion




DID


Direct Inward Dial




E9-1-1

Enhanced 9-1-1




EDI


Electronic Data Interchange




EUI


End User Information 




FCC

Federal Communications Commission




FOC

Firm Order Confirmation




FRS


Functional Requirements Specifications




GSM

Global Standard for Mobile communication




GTA

Global Title Address




HLR

Home Location Register




IIS


Interoperable Interface Specification




ILEC

Incumbent Local Exchange Carrier




IMSI

International Mobile Station Identifier (E.212)




ISVM/MWI
Intersystem Voicemail/Message Waiting Indication




IS-41

Interim Standard 41




IXC


Interexchange Carrier




JIP


Jurisdiction Information Parameter




LNPA-T&O
Local Number Portability Administration- Technical and Operational Requirements Task Force, Former Subcommittee of the LNPA WG




LNPA-WG
Local Number Portability Administration-Working Group




LEC 

Local Exchange Carrier




LIDB

Line Information Data Base




LNP

Local Number Portability 




LSC 

Local Service Confirmation (Formerly FOC) 




LSMS

Local Service Management System




LSR


Local Service Request




LTI


Low Tech Interface




MDN

Mobile Directory Number




MIN

Mobile Identification Number




MSA

Metropolitan Statistical Area




MSC

Mobile Switching Center




MSID

Mobile Station Identifier




MSISDN
Mobile Station Integrated Service Digital Network Number (E.164)




NANC

North American Numbering Council




NP


Number Portability




NPA

Numbering Plan Area




NPAC

Number Portability Administration Center




NPAC SMS
Number Portability Administration Center/Service Management System




NPDB

Number Portability Database (contains associations between ported numbers and LRNs)




NSP


New Service Provider




NXX

4th, 5th, 6th digits of the 10-digit dialable number. N cannot equal 1 or 0.




OBF

Ordering and Billing Forum




OSP


Old Service Provider




PCS


Personal Communications Service




PSAP

Public Safety Answering Point




PSTN

Public Switched Telephone Network




Rate Center
A uniquely defined geographical location within an exchange area for which mileage measurements are determined for the application of call rating.




SCP


Service Control Point




SME

Subject Matter Expert




SMR

Specialized Mobile Radio




SMS

Service Management System 




SMS

Short Message Service





SOA

Service Order Administration




SP


Service Provider




SS7


Signaling System Seven




SV


Subscription Version 




TCIF

Telecommunications Industry Forum




TDT

Ten Digit Trigger




TDMA

Time Division Multiple Access




TN


Telephone Number




WNP

Wireless Number Portability




WSP

Wireless Service Provider




WWISC
Wireless Wireline Integration Sub Committee




WWITF
(LNP) Wireline/Wireless Integration Task Force




Appendix A
LNPA Working Group Member List




The LNPA WG is open to all parties and is representative of all segments of the telecommunications industry. The following is a current list of members: 




Aerial Communications




AG Communication Systems




Airtouch Cellular




Alcatel




Allegiance Telecom




Alltel




APCC, Inc.





Architel Systems Corp






AT&T







AT&T Wireless Services






Bell Canada




Bell Mobility




BellSouth




BellSouth Cellular




Canadian Consortium





Cincinnati Bell Telephone





Cox





CTIA





DSC




DSET




Electric Lightwave




Evolving Systems, Inc.




Florida Public Service Commission




Global Crossing




GST Telecom





Illuminet




Intermedia





Interstate FiberNet




JFS Telecom Consulting





Level 3 Communications




Lucent Technologies




MDF Associates




MetroNet Communications






Microcell




Navitar Communications, INC.




NENA




NeuStar




Nextel




Nextlink Communications




Norigen Communications, INC.




Nortel





Omnipoint Communication Services





Ohio PUC





OPASTCO




Operations Development Consortium




PCIA




Peak Software Solutions





SBC





Sprint





Sprint PCS





Tekelec





Telcom Strategies Group




Telcordia Technologies




Telecom Software Enterprises (TSE)




Telecom Technologies




Telecommunications Resellers Association




TeLogic




Telus





Time Warner





US West





USTA




Verizon




Videotron




Voicestream Wireless





Williams Communications




WinStar Communications




WorldCom




Appendix B
LNPA Working Group Meetings (as of October, 2000)




LNPA Working Group meetings (and associated integration subcommittee meetings) are scheduled generally on a monthly basis in various cities throughout the United States and Canada.




Week Of

City & State




October 9, 2000

 Banff, Alberta, Canada




November 6, 2000

 St. Petersburg Beach, FL




December 11, 2000

 Phoenix, AZ




2001 Tentative Schedule




Jan 8 – 11
Nextlink,  TBD




Feb 12 –15
Telcordia, San Diego




March 12 – 15
ESI, Denver




April 9 – 12
Verizon, Dallas




May 14 – 18
Bell South, Atlanta




June 11 – 14
Sprint, Kansas City




July 9 – 12
Canadian Consortium, Toronto




August 13 - 16
Verizon, Baltimore




September 10 - 13
AT&T, NY or Seattle





October 8 – 11
SBC, San Francisco




November 12 - 15
NeuStar, New Orleans




December 10 – 13
Qwest, Phoenix




� First Report and Order and Further Notice on Proposed Rule Making, adopted June 27, 1996, ¶ 4





� Mixed service refers to calls that can be originated from both the new wireless phone and the old wireline phone.  There are two forms of mixed service:  Before NPAC activation, when all calls terminate to the wireline phone, and after NPAC activation when most calls terminate to the wireless phone.  The mixed service period ends when the wireline phone is disconnected.





� This process is anticipated to be changed in Release 4.0.
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I. INTRODUCTION

1. In this order, we provide guidance to the industry on local number portability (LNP) issues
relating to porting between wireless and wireline carriers (intermodal porting). First, in response to a
Petition for Declaratory Ruling filed on January 23, 2003, by the Cellular Telecommunications and
Internet Association (CTIA), we clarify that nothing in the Commission’s rules limits porting between
wireline and wireless carriers to require the wireless carrier to have a physical point of interconnection' or
numbering resources in the rate center where the number is assigned. We find that porting from a
wireline carrier to a wireless carrier is required where the requesting wireless carrier’s “coverage area”
overlaps the geographic location in which the customer’s wireline number is provisioned, provided that
the porting-in carrier maintains the number’s original rate center designation following the port. The
wireless “coverage area” is the area in which wireless service can be received from the wireless carrier.
In addition, in response to a subsequent CTIA petition, we clarify that wireline carriers may not require
wireless carriers to enter into interconnection agreements as a precondition to porting between the
carriers. We also decline to adopt a mandatory porting interval for wireline-to-wireless ports at the
present time, but we seek comment on the issue as noted below.

2. In the accompanying Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (Further Notice), we seek
comment on how to facilitate wireless-to-wireline porting if the rate center associated with the wireless
number is different from the rate center in which the wireline carrier seeks to serve the customer. In
addition, we seek comment on whether we should require carriers to reduce the length of the porting
interval for ports between wireless and wireline carriers.

II. BACKGROUND
A. Statutory and Regulatory Background

3. Section 251(b) of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended (the Act) requires local
exchange carriers (LECs) to provide local number portability, to the extent technically feasible, in
accordance with requirements prescribed by the Commission.> Under the Act and the Commission’s

1 . . . .
Referred to hereinafter as “point of interconnection.”

247 U.S.C. § 251(b)(2).
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rules, local number portability is defined as “the ability of users of telecommunications services to retain,
at the same location, existing telecommunications numbers without impairment of quality, reliability, or
convenience when switching from one telecommunications carrier to another.”

4. The Commission released the Local Number Portability First Report and Order in 1996,
which promulgated rules and deployment schedules for the implementation of number portability.* The
Commission highlighted the critical policy goals underlying the LNP requirement, indicating that “the
ability of end users to retain their telephone numbers when changing service providers gives customers
flexibility in the quality, price, and variety of telecommunications services they can choose to purchase.”
The Commission found that “number portability promotes competition between telecommunications
service providers by, among other things, allowing customers to respond to price and service changes
without changing their telephone numbers.”®

5. The Commission adopted broad porting requirements, noting that “as a practical matter, [the
porting obligation] requires LECs to provide number portability to other telecommunications carriers
providing local exchange or exchange access service within the same MSA.”’ In addition, the
Commission noted the section 251(b) requires LECs to port numbers to wireless carriers. The
Commission stated that “section 251(b) requires local exchange carriers to provide number portability to
all telecommunications carriers, and thus to Commercial Mobile Radio Service (CMRS) providers as well
as wireline service providers.”

6. The Commission adopted rules implementing the LNP requirements. Section 52.21(k) of the
rules defines number portability to mean “the ability of users of telecommunications services to retain, at
the same location, existing telecommunications numbers without impairment of quality, reliability, or
convenience when switching from one telecommunications carrier to another.” Section 52.23(b)(1)
provides that “all local exchange carriers (LECs) must provide a long-term database method for number
portability in the 100 largest Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs) by December 31, 1998 ... in switches
for which another carrier has made a specific request for the provision of number portability ...”"
Finally, Section 52.23(b)(2)(i) of the Commission rules provides that “any wireline carrier that is certified
... to provide local exchange service, or any licensed CMRS provider, must be permitted to make a
request for the provision of number portability.”"'

7. In 1997, in the Local Number Portability Second Report and Order, the Commission adopted
recommendations from the North American Numbering Council (NANC) for the implementation of

347U.S.C. § 153(30); 47 C.F.R. §52.21(K).

4 Telephone Number Portability, CC Docket No. 95-116, First Report and Order and Further Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking, 11 FCC Rcd 8352 (1996) (First Report and Order).

> Id. at 8368, para. 30.
®d.

" Id. at 8393, para. 77.

8 Id. at 8431, para. 152.
47 C.F.R. § 52.21(k).
47 CFR. § 52.23(b)(1).

147 CFR. § 52.23(b)2)(0).
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wireline-to-wireline number portability. "> Under the guidelines developed by the NANC, porting
between LECs was limited to carriers with facilities or numbering resources in the same rate center to
accommodate technical limitations associated with the proper rating of wireline calls.”> The NANC
guidelines made no recommendations regarding limitations on intermodal porting.

8. Although the Act excludes CMRS providers from the definition of local exchange carrier,
and therefore from the section 251(b) obligation to provide number portability, the Commission has
extended number portability requirements to CMRS providers."* In the Local Number Portability First
Report and Order, the Commission indicated that it had independent authority under sections 1, 2, 4(i),
and 332 of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended, to require CMRS carriers to provide number
portability."> The Commission noted that “sections 2 and 332(c)(1) of the Act give the Commission
authority to regulate commercial mobile radio service operators as common carriers ...”'® Noting that
section 1 of the Act requires the Commission to make available to people of the United States, a rapid,
efficient, nation-wide and world-wide wire and radio communication service, the Commission stated that
its interest in number portability “is bolstered by the potential deployment of different number portability
solutions across the country, which would significantly impact the provision of interstate
telecommunications services.'” Section 4(i) of the Act grants the Commission authority to “perform any
and all acts, make such rules and regulations, and issue such orders, not inconsistent with [the
Communications Act of 1934, as amended] as may be necessary in the execution of its functions.'® The
Commission concluded that “the public interest is served by requiring the provision of number portability
by CMRS providers because number portability will promote competition between providers of local
telephone services and thereby promote competition between providers of interstate access services.”"”

9. The Commission determined that implementation of wireless LNP, which would enable
wireless subscribers to keep their phone numbers when changing carriers, would enhance competition
between wireless carriers as well as promote competition between wireless and wireline carriers.”® The

12 Telephone Number Portability, CC Docket No. 95-116, Second Report and Order, 12 FCC Red 12,281 (1997)
(Second Report and Order). The requirement that LECs port numbers to wireless carriers has not been applied
previously due to extensions of the deadline for wireless carriers’ implementation of LNP. See Telephone Number
Portability, Cellular Telecommunications & Industry Association’s Petition for Extension of Implementation
Deadlines, CC Docket No. 95-116, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 13 FCC Red 16315 (1998); Telephone
Number Portability, Cellular Telecommunications & Industry Association’s Petition for Forbearance from
Commercial Mobile Radio Services Number Portability Obligations, WT Docket No. 98-229, Memorandum
Opinion and Order, 14 FCC Red 3092 (1999); and Verizon Wireless Petition for Partial Forbearance from the
Commercial Mobile Radio Services Number Portability Obligation, WT Docket No. 01-184 and CC Docket No. 95-
116, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 17 FCC Rcd 14972 (2002).

' North American Numbering Council Local Number Portability Selection Working Group Final report and
Recommendation to the FCC, Appendix D at 6 (rel. April 25, 1997). This report is available at
http://www.fcc.gov/web/tapd/nanc/Inpastuf.html.

" First Report and Order at 8431, paras 152-53.

' Id. at para. 153. See 47 U.S.C. §§ 1, 2, 4(i), and 332.

" 1d.

' 1d. at 8432, para. 153.

847 U.S.C. § 154(i).

¥ First Report and Order at 8432, para. 153.

20 4. at 8434-36, paras. 157-160.
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Commission noted that “service provider portability will encourage CMRS-wireline competition, creating
incentives for carriers to reduce prices for telecommunications services and to invest in innovative
technologies, and enhancing flexibility for users of telecommunications services.””! Commission rules
reflecting the wireless LNP requirement provide that, by the implementation deadline, “all covered
CMRS providers must provide a long-term database method for number portability ... in switches for
which another carrier has made a request for the provision of LNP.”*

10. In the Local Number Portability Second Report and Order, after adopting NANC guidelines
applicable to wireline-to-wireline porting, the Commission directed the NANC to develop standards and
procedures necessary to provide for wireless carriers’ participation in local number portability.” The
Commission indicated its expectation that changes to LNP processes would need to be made to
accommodate porting to wireless carriers. The Commission noted that “the industry, under the auspices
of NANC, will probably need to make modifications to local number portability standards and processes
as it gains experience in implementing number portability and obtains additional information about
incorporating CMRS providers into a long-term number portability solution and interconnecting CMRS
providers with wireline carriers already implementing their number portability obligations.””* In addition,
the Commission noted that the NANC would have to consider issues of particular concern to wireless
carriers, including how to account for differences between service area boundaries for wireline versus
wireless services.”

11. In 1998, the NANC submitted a report on the integration of wireless and wireline number
portability from its Local Number Portability Administration (LNPA) Working Group to the Common
Carrier Bureau (now known as the Wireline Competition Bureau).?® The report discussed technical issues
associated with wireless-to-wireline porting. The report noted that differences between the local serving
areas of wireless and wireline carriers affected the porting capabilities of each type of carrier, making it
infeasible for some wireline carriers to port-in numbers from wireless subscribers. The report explained
that because wireline service is fixed to a specific location the subscriber’s telephone number is limited to
use within the rate center within which it is assigned.”” By contrast, the report noted, because wireless
service is mobile and not fixed to a specific location, while the wireless subscriber’s number is associated
with a specific geographic rate center, the wireless service is not limited to use within that rate center.*®
As a result of these differences, the report indicated that, if a wireless subscriber seeks to port his or her
number to a wireline carrier, but the subscriber’s NPA-NXX is outside of the wireline rate center where
the subscriber is located, the wireline carrier may not be able to receive the ported number.”” The NANC
did not reach consensus on a solution to this issue, and reported that this lack of symmetry, referred to as

2! 1d. at 8437, para. 160.

2247 C.F.R. § 52.31(a).

 Second Report and Order at 12333, para. 90.

*1d.

2 Id. at 12334, para. 91.

**North American Numbering Council Local Number Portability Administration Working Group Report on
Wireless Wireline Integration, May 8, 1998, CC Docket No. 95-116 (filed May 18, 1998) (First Report on
Wireless Wireline Integration).

7 1d. at 7.

2 Id.

2.
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“rate center disparity,” raises questions by some carriers about competitive neutrality.”® The Common
Carrier Bureau sought comment on the NANC report.’’

12. The NANC submitted a second report on the integration of wireless and wireline number
portability to the Commission in 1999,** and a third report in 2000,” both focusing on porting interval
issues. The second report provided an analysis of the wireline porting interval and considered alternatives
to reduce the porting interval for ports between wireless and wireline carriers.”* The report recommended
that each potential alternative be thoroughly developed and investigated.”> The third report again
analyzed the elements of the wireline porting interval and examined whether the length of the porting
interval for both intermodal ports and wireline-to-wireline ports could be reduced.”® The NANC
determined that the wireline porting interval should not be reduced, but it was unable to reach a consensus
on an intermodal porting interval.”” Accordingly, we seek comment on the appropriate interval for
intermodal porting.*®

B. Outstanding Petitions for Declaratory Ruling

13. On January 23, 2003, CTIA filed a petition requesting that the Commission issue a
declaratory ruling that wireline carriers have an obligation to port their customers’ telephone numbers to
wireless carriers whose service areas overlap the wireline rate center that is associated with the number.*
In its petition, CTIA claims that some LECs have narrowly construed their LNP obligations with regard
to wireless carriers, taking the position that portability is only required where the wireless carrier
receiving the number already has a point of presence or numbering resources in the wireline rate center.*
CTIA urges the Commission to confirm that wireline carriers have an obligation to port to wireless
carriers when their respective service areas overlap. CTIA notes that, in several of its decisions, the
Commission has found that LNP is necessary to promote competition between the wireless and wireline

3% 1 etter from Alan C. Hasselwander, Chairman, NANC to A. Richard Metzger, Jr., Chief. Common Carrier
Bureau (filed Apr. 14, 1998).

3! Common Carrier Bureau Seeks Comment on North American Numbering Council Recommendation
Concerning Local Number Portability Administration Wireline and Wireless Integration, CC Docket No. 95-116,
Public Notice, 13 FCC Red 17342 (1998).

32 North American Numbering Council Local Number Portability Administration Working Group Second Report
on Wireless Wireline Integration, June 30, 1999, CC Docket No. 95-116 (filed Nov. 4, 1999) (Second Report on
Wireless Wireline Integration).

33 North American Numbering Council Local Number Portability Administration Working Group Third Report on
Wireless Wireline Integration, Sept. 30, 2000, CC Docket no. 95-116 (filed Nov. 29, 2000) (Third Report on
Wireless Wireline Integration).

3 Second Report on Wireless Wireline Integration at section 3.

% Id. at section 1.1.

3% Third Report on Wireless Wireline Integration at section 3.

37 Letter from John R. Hoffman, NANC Chair to Dorothy Attwood, Chief, Common Carrier Bureau, (filed Nov.
29, 2000).

¥ See paras. 45-51, infra.
3% CTIA Petition for Declaratory Ruling, CC Docket No. 95-116 (filed Jan. 23, 2003) (January 23" Petition).

D14, at 3.
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industries. CTIA argues that, without Commission action to resolve the deadlock over the rate center
disparity issue, the reality of wireline-to-wireless porting will be at risk because many wireline
subscribers will be unable to port their numbers to wireless carriers that serve their areas.*’

14. CTIA also requests that the Commission confirm that a wireline carrier’s obligation to port
numbers to a wireless carrier can be based on a service-level porting agreement between the carriers, and
does not require an interconnection agreement. According to CTIA, number portability requires only that
a carrier release a customer’s number to another carrier and assign the number to the new carrier in the
Number Portability Administration Center (NPAC) database, which is queried solely to identify the
carrier that can terminate calls to the customer.*

15. The majority of wireless carriers submitting comments support CTIA’s request for
declaratory ruling. They agree with CTIA that, without Commission action to resolve the rate center
issue, the majority of wireline customers will be prevented from porting their number to a wireless
carrier.” They call for the Commission to reject any proposal that would restrict porting to rate centers
where a wireless carrier has already obtained numbers, contending that such a limitation would be
inconsistent with the competitive objectives of intermodal LNP and would waste numbering resources.**

16. Wireline carriers generally oppose CTIA’s petition.” Some argue that requiring LECs to port
to carriers who do not have a point of interconnection or numbering resources in the same rate center in
which the number is assigned would give wireless carriers an unfair competitive advantage over wireline
carriers.” LECs argue that, in contrast to wireless carriers who have flexibility in establishing their
service areas and rates, wireline carriers are governed by state regulations. Under the state regulatory
regime, they rate and route local and toll calls based on wireline rate centers. Consequently, LECs
contend, wireline service providers do not have the same opportunity that wireless carriers have to offer
number portability where the rate center in which the number is assigned does not match the rate center in
which the LEC seeks to serve the customer.?” Others argue that CTIA’s petition would amount to a
system of location portability rather than service provider portability, causing customer confusion over

' 1d at19.
2 1d at3.

 AT&T Wireless, Midwest Wireless, Nextel, Sprint, T-Mobile, and US Cellular all filed comments supporting
CTIA’s January 23" petition. Comments and Reply Comments filed in response to the CTIA’s January 23™ and
May 13™ petitions are listed in Appendix A.

* See, e. g., Sprint Reply Comments on CTIA’s January 23" Petition at 9; T-Mobile Comments on CTIA’s
January 23" Petition at 14-15; and Virgin Mobile Reply Comments on CTIA’s January 23" Petition at 4.

45 Centurytel, Fred Williams & Associates, the Independent Alliance, the Michigan Exchange Carriers
Association, NECA and NTCA, the Nebraska Rural Independent Companies, OPASTCO, SBC, TCA, USTA, and
Valor Communications all filed comments opposing CTIA’s January 23" petition.

0 See, e. g., Centurytel Comments on CTIA’s January 23™ Petition at 5-6; Fred Williams & Associates Comments
on CTIA’s January 23" Petition at 8; SBC Comments on CTIA’s J anuary 23" Petition at 1; Letter from Cronan
O’Connell, Vice President-Federal Regulatory, Qwest to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC, CC Docket No. 95-
116 (filed Oct. 9, 2003) (Qwest Oct. 9™ Ex Parte); and Letter from Kathleen B. Levitz, Vice President-Federal
Regulatory, BellSouth to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC, CC Docket No. 95-116 (filed Sept. 9, 2003)
(BellSouth Sept. 9™ Ex Parte).

47 See, e. g., Letter from James C. Smith, Senior Vice President, SBC Telecommunications, Inc. to Michael K.
Powell, Chairman, FCC, CC Docket No. 95-116 (filed Aug. 29, 2003) (SBC Aug. 29" Ex Parte); and BellSouth
Sept. 9" Ex Parte.
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the rating of calls.*® Several LECs also argue that the Commission may not permit intermodal porting

outside of wireline rate center boundaries without first issuing a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking.*’
Several rural LECs argue that requiring porting between wireline and wireless carriers where the wireless
carriers do not have a point of interconnection in the same rate center as the ported number would raise
intercarrier compensation issues, as wireline carriers would be required to transport calls to ported
numbers through points of interconnection outside of rural LEC serving areas.™

17. On May 13, 2003, CTIA filed a second Petition for Declaratory Ruling. In its petition, CTIA
argues that, in addition to the rate center issue that was the subject of its January petition, there are
additional LNP implementation issues that have not been resolved by industry consensus and therefore
must be addressed by the Commission.”’ Specifically, CTIA requests that the Commission rule on the
appropriate length of the porting interval, the necessity of interconnection agreements, a dispute between
BellSouth and Sprint concerning the ability of carriers to designate different routing and rating points,
definition of the largest 100 Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs), the bona fide request requirement,
and whether carriers must support nationwide roaming for customers with ported numbers.

18. On October 7, 2003, we released a Memorandum Opinion and Order addressing carrier
requests for clarification of wireless-wireless porting issues. >> In response to CTIA’s May 13" petition
as well as a Petition for Declaratory Ruling/Application for Review, we concluded that wireless carriers
may not impose “business rules” on their customers that purport to restrict carriers’ obligations to port
numbers upon receipt of a valid request to do so. In addition, we clarified that wireless-to-wireless
porting does not require the wireless carrier receiving the number to be directly interconnected with the
wireless carrier that gives up the number or to have numbering resources in the rate center associated with
the ported number. We clarified that, although wireless carriers may voluntarily negotiate
interconnection agreements with one another, such agreements are not required for wireless-to-wireless
porting. We confirmed also that, in cases where wireless carriers are unable to reach agreement regarding
the terms and conditions of porting, all such carriers must port numbers upon receipt of a valid request
from another carrier, with no conditions.

19. We encouraged wireless carriers to complete “simple” ports within the industry-established
two and one half hour porting interval and found that no action was necessary regarding the porting of
numbers served by Type 1 interconnection because carriers are migrating these numbers to switches
served by Type 2 interconnection or are otherwise developing solutions.” Finally, we reiterated the
requirement that wireless carriers support roaming nationwide for customers with pooled and ported

* See Centurytel Comments on CTIA’s January 23™ Petition at 4-5.

¥ See, e.g., Letter from Gary Lytle, Qwest to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC (filed Oct, 17, 2003) (Qwest Oct.
17" Ex Parte); and SBC Aug. 29" Ex Parte.

%Y NECA and NTCA Comments on CTIA’s January 23" Petition at 6. See, In the Matter of Sprint Petition for
Declaratory Ruling, Obligation of Incumbent LECs to Load Numbering Resources Lawfully Acquired and to
Honor Routing and Rating Points Designated by Interconnecting Carriers, Sprint Petition for Declaratory Ruling,
CC Docket No. 01-92 (filed July 18, 2002) (Sprint Petition for Declaratory Ruling).

31 CTIA Petition for Declaratory Ruling, CC Docket No. 95-116 (filed May 13, 2003) (May 13™ Petition).

52 Telephone Number Portability, CC Docket No. 95-116, Memorandum Opinion and Order, FCC 03-237, rel.
Oct. 7, 2003.

>3 Type 1 numbers reside in an end office of a LEC and are assigned to a Type 1 interconnection group, which
connects the wireless carrier’s switch and the LEC’s end office switch. Type 2 numbers reside in a wireless
carrier’s switch and are assigned to a Type 2 interconnection group, which connects the wireless carrier’s switch
and a LEC access tandem switch or end office switch.
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numbers, and we addressed outstanding petitions for waiver of the roaming requirement. We indicated
our intention to address issues related to intermodal porting in a separate order. >*

I11. ORDER
A. Wireline-to-Wireless Porting

20. Background. In its January 23™ Petition, CTIA requests that the Commission clarify that the
LNP rules require wireline carriers to port numbers to any wireless carrier whose service area overlaps the
wireline carrier’s rate center that is associated with the ported number.” CTIA claims that, absent such a
clarification, a majority of wireline customers will not be able to port their phone number to the wireless
carrier of their choice because wireless carriers typically have a point of interconnection or numbering
resources in only a fraction of the wireline rate centers in their service areas.”® Citing prior Commission
decisions, CTIA notes that the Commission has cited intermodal competition as a basis for imposing LNP
requirements on wireless carriers.”’ CTIA argues that the Commission’s objectives with respect to
intermodal competition cannot be realized without prompt action.

21. Discussion. The Act and the Commission’s rules impose broad porting obligations on LECs.
Section 251(b) of the Act provides that all local exchange carriers “have the duty to provide, to the extent
technically feasible, number portability in accordance with requirements prescribed by the
Commission.”® The Act defines number portability as “the ability of users of telecommunications
services to retain, at the same location, existing telecommunications numbers without impairment of
quality, reliability, or convenience when switching from one telecommunications carrier to another.”” 1In
implementing these requirements in the Local Number Portability First Report and Order, the
Commission determined that LECs were required to provide portability to all other telecommunications
carriers, including CMRS service providers, providing local exchange or exchange access service within
the same MSA.®  The Commission’s rules reflect these requirements, requiring LECs to offer number
portability in switches for which another carrier made a request for number portability and providing that
all carriers, including CMRS service providers must be permitted to make requests for number
portability.*’

> Remaining issues from CTIA’s January 23" and May 13" petitions pertaining to intermodal porting are
addressed in this order. Additional issues from CTIA’s May 13" petition, including the implication of the porting
interval for E911, the definition of the 100 largest MSAs, and the bona fide request requirement have been
addressed separately. See Letter from John B. Muleta, Chief, Wireless telecommunications Bureau, to John T.
Scott, III, Vice President and Deputy General Counsel, Verizon Wireless and Michael F. Altschul, Senior Vice
President, General Counsel, CTIA, CC Docket No. 95-116, DA 03-2190, dated July 3, 2003. See also,
Numbering Resource Optimization, Fourth Report and Order and Fourth Further Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking, CC Docket Nos. 99-200 and 95-116 (rel. June 18, 2003).

> January 23" Petition at 3.

0 Id. at 18.

7 Id. at 12-16.

47 U.8.C. § 251(b).

47 U.S.C. § 153(30).

5 Fipst Report and Order at 8393, 8431, paras. 77 and 152.

1 47 C.F.R. § 52.23(b)(1), (b)2)(i).
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22. We conclude that, as of November 24, 2003, LECs must port numbers to wireless carriers
where the requesting wireless carrier’s “coverage area” overlaps the geographic location of the rate center
in which the customer’s wireline number is provisioned, provided that the porting-in carrier maintains the
number’s original rate center designation following the port.*> Permitting intermodal porting in this
manner is consistent with the requirement that carriers support their customers’ ability to port numbers
while remaining at the same location. For purposes of this discussion, the wireless “coverage area” is the
area in which wireless service can be received from the wireless carrier. Permitting wireline-to-wireless
porting under these conditions will provide customers the option of porting their wireline number to any
wireless carrier that offers service at the same location. We also reaffirm that wireless carriers must port
numbers to wireline carriers within the number’s originating rate center. With respect to wireless-to-
wireline porting, however, because of the limitations on wireline carriers’ networks ability to port-in
numbers from distant rate centers, we will hold neither the wireline nor the wireless carriers liable for
failing to port under these conditions. Rather, we seek comment on this issue in the Further Notice
below.

23. We make our determinations based on several factors. First, as stated above, under the Act
and the Commission’s rules, wireline carriers must port numbers to other telecommunications carriers, to
the extent that it is technically feasible to do so, in accordance with regulations prescribed by the
Commission.”” There is no persuasive evidence in the record indicating that there are significant
technical difficulties that would prevent a wireline carrier from porting a number to a wireless carrier that
does not have a point of interconnection or numbering resources in the same rate center as the ported
number. Accordingly, the plain text of the Act and the Commission’s rules, requiring LECs to provide
number portability applies. In fact, several LECs acknowledge that there is no technical obstacle to
porting wireline numbers to wireless carriers whose point of interconnection is outside of the rate center
of the ported numbers.** Moreover, at least two LECs, Verizon and Sprint, have already established
agreements with their wireless affiliates that specifically provide for intermodal porting.”> In addition,
BellSouth indicates in its comments that it has no intention of preventing customers from porting their
telephone numbers to wireless carriers upon the customers’ requests — regardless of whether or not the

62 we anticipate that a minimal amount of identifying information will be transmitted from the wireless carrier to
the LEC when a customer seeks to port. For example, carriers may choose to verify the zip code of the porting-out
wireline customer in their validation procedures.

6347 U.S.C. § 251(b)(2), 47 C.F.R. § 52.23.

64 See BellSouth Comments on CTIA’s January 23" Petition at 3; and USTA Comments on CTIA’s January 23"
Petition at 7-8.

Several interexchange carriers (IXCs) have brought to the Commission’s attention a problem IXCs face in
identifying whether a customer has switched carriers. This problem can result in customers receiving erroneous
bills from IXCs after they have switched local or interexchange carriers, and could also be a problem when
customers port from a wireline carrier to a wireless carrier. While we do not address this issue in the instant order,
we have sought comment on carrier petitions regarding this matter. See Pleading Cycle Established for Comments
on Petition for Declaratory Ruling and/or Rulemaking, filed by Americatel Corporation, and for Comments on
Joint Petition for Rulemaking to Implement Mandatory Minimum Customer Account Record Exchange
Obligations on All Local and Interexchange Carriers, filed by AT&T Corp., Sprint Corp., and WorldCom, Inc.,
CG Docket No. 02-386, Public Notice, 17 FCC Rcd 25535 (2002).

65 “Verizon and Verizon Wireless Reach Barrier-Free Porting Agreement in Advance of November 24 Deadline,”
Press Release from Verizon Wireless dated Sept. 22, 2003, available at
http://news.vzw.com/news/2003/09/pr2003-09-22.html; and “Sprint Wireless Local Number Portability Plans on
Track, on Schedule for November Deadline,” Press Release from Sprint dated Oct. 1, 2003, available at
Sprint.com.
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carriers’ service areas overlap.®® Accordingly, BellSouth states, number portability can still occur despite
the “rate center disparity” issue. We note that, to the extent that LECs assert an inability to port numbers
to wireless carriers under the circumstances described herein, they bear the burden of demonstrating with
specific evidence that porting to a wireless carrier without a point of interconnection or numbering
resources in the same rate center to which the ported number is assigned is not technically feasible
pursuant to our rules.

24. Second, neither the Commission’s LNP rules nor any of the LNP orders have required
wireless carriers to have points of interconnection or numbering resources in the same rate center as the
assigned number for wireline-to-wireless porting. In the Local Number Portability Second Report and
Order, the Commission adopted NANC recommendations regarding several specific aspects of number
portability implementation, including technical and operational standards for the provision of number
portability by wireline carriers.®’ In this context, the Commission adopted the NANC recommendations
concerning the boundaries applicable to wireline-to-wireline porting. Specifically, the Commission
adopted NANC recommendations limiting the scope of ports to wireline carriers based on wireline
carriers’ inability to receive numbers from foreign rate centers.”®

25. In this order, we address a different issue, wireline-to-wireless porting. The NANC
recommendations that were the subject of the Second Report and Order included a boundary for wireline-
to-wireline porting, but were silent regarding wireline-to-wireless porting issues. In adopting the NANC
recommendations, the Commission specifically recognized that the NANC had not included
recommendations regarding wireless carriers’ participation in number portability and that modifications
to existing standards and procedures would probably need to be made as the industry obtained additional
information about incorporating CMRS service providers into a long-term number portability solution
and interconnecting CMRS carriers with wireline carriers already implementing number portability.*
However, while the Commission noted that NANC should consider intermodal porting issues of concern
to wireless carriers, it did not impose limits on wireline-to-wireless porting while NANC considered these
issues, nor did it give up its inherent authority to interpret the statute and rules with respect to the
obligation of wireline carriers to port numbers to wireless carriers. Accordingly, we find that in light of
the fact that the Commission has never adopted any limits regarding wireline-to-wireless number
portability, as of November 24, 2003, LECs must port numbers to wireless carriers where the requesting
wireless c7%rrier’s coverage area overlaps the geographic location of the rate center to which the number is
assigned.

% See BellSouth Comments on CTIA’s J anuary 23" Petition at 3. In recent ex parte filings, BellSouth argues that
the Commission cannot proceed to require intermodal porting until it addresses the issues arising from the
differences in network architecture, operational support systems, and regulatory requirements that distinguish
wireline carriers from wireless carriers. See, e.g., BellSouth Sept. 9™ Ex Parte.

87 See Second Report and Order. Subsequent NANC reports address technical issues associated with wireless-to-
wireline porting. In the Further Notice, we seek comment on these technical feasibility issues.

5% North American Numbering Council Local Number Portability Selection Working Group Final Report and
Recommendation to the FCC, Appendix D at 6 (rel. April 25, 1997). This report is available at
www.fc.gov/wceb/tapd/nanc/Inpastuf. html.

% Second Report and Order 12 FCC Red at 12333-34.

70 Similarly, wireless-to-wireline porting is required, as of November 24, 2003, where the requesting carrier’s
coverage area overlaps the geographic location of the rate center to which the number is assigned

11
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26. We reject the argument advanced by certain wireline carriers,’' that requiring LECs to port to
a wireless carrier that does not have a point of interconnection or numbering resources in the same rate
center as the ported number would constitute a new obligation imposed without proper notice. In fact, the
requirement that LECs port numbers to wireless carriers is not a new rule. Citing the D.C. Circuit’s
decision in the Sprint case specifying the distinction between clarifications of existing rules and new
rulemakings subject to APA procedures, Qwest, for example, argues that the permitting wireline-to-
wireless porting in the manner outlined above would change LECs’ existing porting obligations.”” As
described earlier, however, section 251(b) of the Act and the Commission’s Local Number Portability
First Report and Order impose broad porting obligations on wireline carriers. Specifically, these
authorities require wireline carriers to provide portability to all other telecommunications carriers,
including wireless service providers. While the Commission decision in the Local Number Portability
Second Report and Order limited the scope of wireline carriers’ porting obligation with respect to the
boundary for wireline-to-wireline porting, the Commission, as noted above, has never established limits
with respect to wireline carriers’ obligation to port to wireless carriers. The clarifications we make in this
order interpret wireline carriers’ existing obligation to port numbers to wireless carriers. Therefore, these
clarifications comply with the requirements of the Administrative Procedure Act as well as the D.C.
Circuit’s decision in the Sprint case.

27. We also reject the argument made by some LECs that the scope of wireline-to-wireless
porting should be limited because wireline carriers may not be able to offer portability to certain wireless
subscribers.””  As discussed above, under the Act and the Commission’s rules, wireline carriers must port
numbers to other telecommunications carriers, to the extent technically feasible. The fact that there may
be technical obstacles that could prevent some other types of porting does not justify denying wireline
consumers the benefit of being able to port their wireline numbers to wireless carriers. Each type of
service offers its own advantages and disadvantages (e.g., wireless service offers mobility and larger
calling areas, but also the potential for dropped calls) and wireline customers will consider these attributes
in determining whether or not to port their number. In our view, it would not be appropriate to prevent
wireline customers from taking advantage of the mobility or the larger local calling areas associated with
wireless service simply because wireline carriers cannot currently accommodate all potential requests
from customers with wireless service to port their numbers to a wireline service provider. Evidence from
the record shows that limiting wireline-to-wireless porting to rate centers where a wireless carrier has a
point of interconnection or numbering resources would deprive the majority of wireline consumers of the
ability to port their number to a wireless carrier.”* With such limited intermodal porting, the competitive
benefits we seek to promote through the porting requirements may not be fully achieved. The focus of
the porting rules is on promoting competition, rather than protecting individual competitors. To the
extent that wireline carriers may have fewer opportunities to win customers through porting, this disparity
results from the wireline network architecture and state regulatory requirements, rather than Commission
rules.

28. We conclude that porting from a wireline to a wireless carrier that does not have a point of
interconnection or numbering resources in the same rate center as the ported number does not, in and of
itself, constitute location portability, because the rating of calls to the ported number stays the same. As
stated above, a wireless carrier porting-in a wireline number is required to maintain the number’s original
rate center designation following the port. As a result, calls to the ported number will continue to be rated

! See, e. g., Letter from Gary Lytle, Qwest to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC (filed Oct, 17, 2003) (Qwest Oct.
17" Ex Parte); and SBC Aug. 29 Ex Parte.

> Qwest Oct. 17" Ex Parte at 11. See Sprint Corp. v. FCC, 315 F. 3d 369 (D.C. Cir. 2003).
7 See, e.g., SBC Aug. 29" Ex Parte and BellSouth Sept. 9" Ex Parte.
" January 23" Petition at 6.
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in the same fashion as they were prior to the port. As to the routing of calls to ported numbers, it should
be no different than if the wireless carrier had assigned the customer a new number rated to that rate
center.”

29. Some wireline carriers contend that they lack the technical capability to support wireline-to-
wireless porting in the manner outlined above, and that they need time to make technical modifications to
their systems. We emphasize that our holding in this order requires wireline carriers to support wireline-
to-wireless porting in accordance with this order by November 24, 2003, unless they can provide specific
evidence demonstrating that doing so is not technically feasible pursuant to our rules.”” We expect
carriers that need to make technical modifications to do so forthwith, as the record indicates that major
system modifications are not required and that several wireline carriers have already announced their
technical readiness to port numbers to wireless carriers without regard to rate centers.”” We recognize,
however, that many wireline carriers outside the top 100 MSAs may require some additional time to
prepare for implementation of intermodal portability. In addition we note that wireless carriers outside
the top 100 MSAs are not required to provide LNP prior to May 24, 2004, and accordingly are unlikely to
seek to port numbers from wireline carriers prior to that date. Therefore for wireline carriers operating in
areas outside of the 100 largest MSAs, we hereby waive, until May 24, 2004, the requirement that these
carriers port numbers to wireless carriers that do not have a point of interconnection or numbering
resources in the rate center where the customer’s wireline number is provisioned. We find that this
transition period will help ensure a smooth transition for carriers operating outside of the 100 largest
MSAs and provide them with sufficient time to make necessary modifications to their systems.

30. Carriers inside the 100 largest MSAs (or outside the 100 largest MSAs, after the transition
period) may file petitions for waiver of their obligation to port numbers to wireless carriers, if they can
provide substantial, credible evidence that there are special circumstances that warrant departure from
existing rules.” We note that several wireline carriers have already filed requests for waiver.” We will

> As noted in paras. 39-40 below, there is a dispute as to which carrier is responsible for transport costs when the
routing point for the wireless carrier’s switch is located outside the wireline local calling area in which the number
is rated. See Sprint Petition for Declaratory Ruling. The existence of this dispute over transport costs does not,
however, provide a reason to delay or limit the availability of porting from wireline to wireless carriers.

We recognize that the Act limits wireline carriers’ ability to route calls outside of Local Access Transport Area
(LATA) boundaries. See 47 U.S.C. § 272. See also, Application by SBC Communications, Inc., Southwestern
Bell Telephone, and Southwestern Bell Communications, Inc. d/b/a Southwestern Bell Long Distance Pursuant to
Section 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 to Provide In-Region, InterLATA Services in Texas,
Memorandum Opinion and Order, 15 FCC Rcd 18354 (2000). Accordingly, we clarify that our ruling is limited to
porting within the LATA where the wireless carrier’s point of interconnection is located, and does not require or
contemplate porting outside of LATA boundaries.

®47US.C. § 251(b). We anticipate that, as a general matter, enforcement issues regarding both wireless-wireless
and wireless-wireline local number portability at this time are likely to be better addressed in the context of
Section 208 formal compliant proceedings or related mediations as opposed to FCC-initiated forfeiture
proceedings. In this connection, we note that a violation of our number portability rules would constitute an unjust
and unreasonable practice under section 201(b) of the Act.

" We note that Verizon has already announced its intention to port numbers without regard to rate centers. See
“Verizon and Verizon Wireless Reach Barrier-Free Porting Agreement in Advance of November 24 Deadline,”
Press Release from Verizon Wireless dated Sept. 22, 2003, available at
http:/mews.vzw.com/news/2003/09/pr2003-09-22 .html.

47 CFR. § 1.3, 52.25(e). See also WAIT Radio v. FCC, 418 F.2d 1153, 1158 (D.C. Cir. 1969), cert. denied,
409 U.S. 1027 (1972).
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consider these requests separately, and our decision in this order is without prejudice to any potential
disposition of these requests.

B. Interconnection Agreements

31. Background. In its January 23™ petition, CTIA requests that the Commission confirm that a
wireline carrier’s obligation to port numbers to a wireless carrier requires only that a carrier release a
customer’s number to another carrier and assign the number to the new carrier in the Number Portability
Administration Center (NPAC) database, which is queried solely to identify the carrier that can terminate
calls to the customer. From a practical perspective, CTIA contends, such porting can be based on a
service-level porting agreement between carriers, and does not require direct interconnection or an
interconnection agreement. Moreover, CTIA argues, because the Commission imposed number
portability requirements on wireless carriers pursuant to its authority under sections 1, 2, 4(i), and 332 of
the Act, and outside the scope of sections 251 and 252, number portability between wireline and wireless
carriers is governed by a different regime than number portability between wireline carriers and is subject
to the Commission’s unique jurisdiction over wireless carriers.*

32. A number of wireless carriers agree with CTIA, arguing that requiring wireless carriers to
establish interconnection agreements with wireline carriers from whom they sought to port numbers
would delay LNP implementation.®’ Several wireline carriers, however, assert that interconnection
agreements for porting are necessary.”> SBC, for example, argues that under sections 251 and 252 of the
Act, LECs must establish interconnection agreements for porting.*> SBC contends that interconnection
agreements guarantee parties their right to negotiate, provide a means of resolving disputes, and allow
public scrutiny of agreements.** In addition, some LECs argue that, without interconnection agreements,
they have no means to ensure that they will receive adequate compensation for transporting and
terminating traffic to wireless carriers.

33. Other LECs, on the other hand, disagree that interconnection agreements are a necessary
precondition to intermodal porting. Verizon contends that intermodal porting is not a Section 251
requirement and is therefore not necessary to incorporate wireless-wireline porting into Section 251
agreements.”> AT&T questions whether either service level agreements or interconnection agreements
are necessary, contending that because such little information needs to be exchanged between carriers for
porting, less formal arrangements may be sufficient.*® Sprint argues that interconnection agreements are

7 See e. g., Franklin Telephone Company, Inc. Petition for Waiver, CC Docket Nos. 95-116 (filed Sept. 24, 2003);
Intercommunity Telephone Company, LLC Petition for Waiver, CC Docket No. 95-116 (filed Sept. 24, 2003); and
North Central Telephone Cooperative, Inc. Petition for Waiver, CC Docket No. 95-116 (filed Sept. 24, 2003).
80 th P

May 13™ Petition at 17-18.

¥1See Sprint Comments on CTIA’s May 13™ Petition at 16; T-Mobile Comments on CTIA’s May 13" Petition at 8;
and Virgin Mobile Comments on CTIA’s May 13" Petition at 4-5.

82See Missouri Independent Telephone Company Group Comments on CTIA’s May 13™ Petition; National
Telecommunications Cooperative Association Comments on CTIA’s May 13" Petition; and SBC Comments on
CTIA’s May 13™ Petition.

%3 SBC Comments on CTIA’s May 13™ Petition at 8.

“1d.

8 Sprint Comments on CTIA’s May 13™ Petition at 18; Verizon Comments on CTIA’s May 13™ Petition at 10.

8 AT&T Reply Comments on CTIA’s May 13" Petition at 7-8.

14









Federal Communications Commission FCC 03-284

not required for LNP because whether or not a customer ports a number from one carrier to another has
nothing to do with the interconnection arrangements two carriers use for the exchange of traffic."’
Several LECs urge the Commission to let carriers determine on their own what type of agreement to use
to facilitate porting.*®

34. Discussion. We find that wireless carriers need not enter into section 251 interconnection
agreements with wireline carriers solely for the purpose of porting numbers. We note that the intermodal
porting obligation is also based on the Commission’s authority under sections 1, 2, 4(i) and 332 of the
Act. Sprint argues that interconnection agreements are not required to implement every section 251
obligation.*”” Sprint also claims that because porting involves a limited exchange of data (e.g., carriers
need only share basic contact and technical information sufficient to allow porting functionality and
customer verification to be established), interconnection agreements should not be required here.”” We
agree with Sprint that wireline carriers should be required to port numbers to wireless carriers without
necessarily entering into an interconnection agreement because this obligation can be discharged with a
minimal exchange of information. We thus find that wireline carriers may not unilaterally require
interconnection agreements prior to intermodal porting. Moreover, to avoid any confusion about the
applicability of section 252 to any arrangement between wireline and wireless carriers solely for the
purpose of porting numbers, we forbear from these requirements as set forth below.

35. To the extent that the Qwest Declaratory Ruling Order could be interpreted to require any
agreement pertaining solely to wireline-to-wireless porting to be filed as an interconnection agreement
with a state commission pursuant to sections 251 and 252 of the Act, we forbear from those requirements.
First, we conclude that interconnection agreements are not necessary to prevent unjust or unreasonable
charges or practices by wireless carriers with respect to porting. The wireless industry is characterized by
a high level of competition between carriers. Although states do not regulate the prices that wireless
carriers charge, the prices for wireless service have declined steadily over the last several years.”' No
evidence suggests that requiring interconnection agreements for intermodal porting is necessary for this
trend to continue.

36. For similar reasons, we find that interconnection agreements for intermodal porting are not
necessary for the protection of consumers.” The intermodal LNP requirement is intended to benefit

87 Letter from Luisa L. Lancetti, Vice President, PCS Regulatory Affairs, Sprint to John Rogovin, General
Counsel, FCC (filed Sept. 22, 2003).

8 See Association for Local Telecommunications Services Reply Comments on CTIA’s May 13™ Petition at 3,
BellSouth Comments on CTIA’s May 13" Petition at 9; and USTA Reply Comments on CTIA’s May 13"
Petition at 6.

8 See note 87.

%0 Sprint’s profile information exchange process is an example of the type of contact and technical information that
would trigger an obligation to port. See, Letter from Luisa L. Lancetti, Vice President PCS Regulatory Affairs,
Sprint Corp. to John B. Muleta, Chief, Wireless Telecommunications Bureau (filed Sept. 23, 2003); and Letter
from Luisa L. Lancetti, Vice President, PCS Regulatory Affairs, Sprint Corp. to John B. Muleta, Chief, Wireless
Telecommunications Bureau and William Mabher, Chief, Wireline Competition Bureau (filed August 8, 2003).

o Implementation of Section 6002(b) of the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1993, Annual Report and Analysis of
Competitive Market Conditions with Respect to Commercial Mobile Services, Eighth Report, FCC 03-150, at 45
(rel. July 14, 2003).

%2 Certain LECs have expressed concern that without interconnection agreements between LECs and CMRS
carriers, calls to ported numbers may be dropped, because NPAC queries may not be performed for customers who
have ported their numbers from a LEC to a CMRS carrier. See Letter from Mary J. Sisak, Counsel for Centurytel,
Inc. to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC (filed Oct. 23, 2003). We do not find these concerns to be justified,
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consumers by promoting competition between the wireless and wireline industries and creating incentives
for carriers to provide new service offerings, reduced prices, and higher quality services. Requiring
interconnection agreements for the purpose of intermodal porting could undermine the benefits of LNP to
consumers by preventing or delaying implementation of intermodal porting. We also do not believe that
the state regulatory oversight mechanism provided by Section 251 is necessary to protect consumers in
this limited instance.

37. Finally, we conclude that forbearance is consistent with the public interest. Number
portability, by itself, does not create new obligations with regard to exchange of traffic between the
carriers involved in the port. Instead, porting involves a limited exchange of data between carriers to
carry out the port. Sprint, for example, notes that to accomplish porting, carriers need only exchange
basic contact information and connectivity details, after which the port can be rapidly accomplished.”
Given the limited data exchange and the short time period required to port, we conclude that
interconnection agreements approved under section 251 are unnecessary. In view of these factors, we
conclude that it is appropriate to forbear from requiring interconnection agreements for intermodal
porting.

C. The Porting Interval

38. CTIA requests that the Commission require wireline carriers to reduce the length of the
porting interval, or the amount of time it takes two carriers to complete the process of porting a number,
for ports from wireline to wireless carriers. > Currently, the wireline-to-wireline porting interval is four
business days.” The wireline porting interval was adopted by the NANC in its Architecture and
Administrative Plan for Local Number Portability, which was approved by the Commission.”® Upon
subsequent review of the porting interval, the NANC agreed that the four business day porting interval for
wireline-to-wireline porting should not be reduced; it did not specify a porting interval for intermodal
porting.”” The current porting interval for wireless-to-wireless ports is two and one half hours.” We
decline to require wireline carriers to follow a shorter porting interval for intermodal ports at this time.
Instead, we will seek comment on this issue in the Further Notice. We note that, while we seek comment
on whether to reduce the length of the wireline porting interval, the current four business day porting

however, because the Commission’s rules require carriers to correctly route calls to ported numbers. See
Telephone Number Portability, CC Docket No. 95-116, First Memorandum Opinion and Order on
Reconsideration, 12 FCC Red 7236, 7307-08, paras. 125-126.

% Sprint Comments on CTIA’s May 13" Petition at 13-14.
% May 13" Petition at 7.

%% Wireline carriers are required to complete the LSR/FOC exchange within 24 hours and complete the port within
three business days thereafter. See North American Numbering Council Local Number Portability Selection
Working Group Final Report and Recommendation to the FCC, Appendix E (rel. April 25, 1997).

% Second Report and Order, 12 FCC Red 12281 (1997

7 Letter from John R. Hoffman, NANC Chair to Dorothy Attwood, Chief, Common Carrier Bureau, (filed Nov.
29, 2000).

%See North American Numbering Council Local Number Portability Administration Working Group Report on
Wireless Wireline Integration, May 8, 1998, CC Docket No. 95-116 (filed May 18, 1998) (First Report on
Wireless Wireline Integration); North American Numbering Council Wireless Number Portability Subcommittee
Report on Wireless Number Portability Technical, Operational, and Implementation Requirements Phase II, CC
Docket No. 95-116 (filed Sept. 26, 2000); ATIS Operations and Billing Forum, Wireless Intercarrier
Communications: Interface Specification for Local Number Portability, Version 2, at § 2 p. 6 (Jan. 2003).
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interval represents the outer limit of what we would consider to be a reasonable amount of time in which
wireline carriers may complete ports. We note also that whatever porting interval affiliated wireline and
wireless service providers offer within their corporate family must also be made available to unaftiliated
service providers.”

D. Impact of Designating Different Routing and Rating Points on LNP

39. CTIA asks the Commission to resolve the intercarrier dispute between BellSouth and Sprint
as it affects the rating and routing of calls to ported numbers.'” CTIA contends that, although the dispute
largely concerns matters of intercarrier compensation, to the extent LECs argue that they need not
differentiate between rating and routing points for local calls, intermodal porting may not be available to
consumers.'’" To ensure that permitting porting beyond wireline rate center boundaries does not cause
customer confusion with respect to charges for calls, we clarify that ported numbers must remain rated to
their original rate center. We note, however, that the routing will change when a number is ported.
Indeed, several wireline carriers have expressed concern about the transport costs associated with routing
calls to ported numbers. The National Exchange Carrier Association (NECA) and National
Telecommunications Cooperative Association (NTCA), for example, argue in their joint comments, that
when wireless carriers establish a point of interconnection outside of a rural LEC’s serving area, a
disproportionate burden is placed on rural LECs to transport originating calls to the interconnection
points.'” They argue that requiring wireline carriers to port telephone numbers to out-of-service area
points of interconnection could create an even bigger burden. Other carriers point out, however, that
issues associated with the rating and routing of calls to ported numbers are the same as issues associated
with rating and routing of calls to all wireless numbers.'”’

40. We recognize the concerns of these carriers, but find that they are outside the scope of this
order. As noted above, our declaratory ruling with respect to wireline-to-wireless porting is limited to
ported numbers that remain rated in their original rate centers. We make no determination, however, with
respect to the routing of ported numbers, because the requirements of our LNP rules do not vary
depending on how calls to the number will be routed after the port occurs. Moreover, as CTIA notes, the
rating and routing issues raised by the rural wireline carriers have been raised in the context of non-ported
numbers and are before the Commission in other proceedings.'” Therefore, without prejudging the
outcome of any other proceeding, we decline to address these issues at this time as they relate to
intermodal LNP.

IV. FURTHER NOTICE OF PROPOSED RULEMAKING
A. Wireless-to-Wireline Porting

41. Background. As noted above, some LECs argue that allowing wireless carriers to port
numbers wherever their coverage area overlaps the rate center in which the number is assigned would

% 47 U.S.C. §§ 201(b) and 202(a).

1% May 13" Petition at 25-26.

01 g
12 NECA and NTCA Comments on CTIA’s J anuary 23" Petition at 6.
19 BellSouth Comments on CTIA’s May 13™ Petition at 11-12.

10 See, e. 2. In the Matter of Sprint Petition for Declaratory Ruling, Obligation of Incumbent LECs to Load

Numbering Resources Lawfully Acquired and to Honor Routing and Rating Points Designated by Interconnecting
Carriers, Sprint Petition for Declaratory Ruling, CC Docket No. 01-92 (filed July 18, 2002).
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give wireless service providers an unfair competitive advantage over wireline carriers.'”> They contend
that while this may facilitate widespread wireline-to-wireless porting, wireless-to-wireline porting can
only occur in cases where the wireless customer is physically located in the wireline rate center associated
with the phone number.'® If the customer’s physical location is outside the rate center associated with
the number, porting the number to a wireline telephone at the customer’s location could result in calls to
and from that number being rated as toll calls. As a result, the LECs assert, they are effectively precluded
from offering wireless-to-wireline porting to those wireless subscribers who are not located in the
wireline rate center associated with their wireless numbers.'”” Furthermore, the LECs contend that for
them to offer wireless-to-wireline porting in this context would require significant and costly operational
changes.'”™ Qwest, for example, argues that if the Commission were to make the Local Access Transport
Area (LATA) or Numbering Plan Area (NPA) the relevant geographic area for porting, LECs would be
required to upgrade switches, increase trunking, and rework billing and provisioning systems.'”

42. Discussion. We seek comment on how to facilitate wireless-to-wireline porting where there
is a mismatch between the rate center associated with the wireless number and the rate center in which the
wireline carrier seeks to serve the customer. Some wireline commenters contend that requiring porting
between wireline and wireless carriers where the wireless carrier does not have a point of interconnection
or numbering resources in the rate center creates a competitive disparity because wireline carriers would
not have the same flexibility to offer porting to wireless customers whose numbers are not associated with
the wireline rate center. We seek comment on the technical impediments associated with requiring
wireless-to-wireline LNP when the location of the wireline facilities serving the customer requesting the
port is not in the rate center where the wireless number is assigned. We seek comment on whether
technical impediments exist to such an extent as to make wireless-to-wireline porting under such
circumstances technically infeasible. Commenters that contend there are technical implications should
specifically describe them, including any upgrades to switches, network facilities, or operational support
systems that would be necessary. Commenters should also provide detailed information on the magnitude
of the cost of such upgrades along with documentation of the estimated costs. We also seek comment on
whether the benefits associated with offering wireless-to-wireline porting would outweigh the costs
associated with making any necessary upgrades. We seek comment on the expected demand for wireless-
to-wireline porting. We note that wireline customers who decide to port their numbers to wireless carriers
are able to port their numbers back to wireline carriers if they choose, because the numbers remain
associated with their original rate centers.

43. In addition to technical factors, we seek comment on whether there are regulatory
requirements that prevent wireline carriers from porting wireless numbers when the rate center associated
with the number and the customer’s physical location do not match. Commenters that suggest such
obstacles exist and result in a competitive disadvantage should submit proposals to address these
impediments, as well as consider the collateral effect on other regulatory objectives as a result of these
proposals. We note that wireline carriers are not able to port a number to another wireline carrier if the
rate center associated with the number does not match the rate center associated with the customer’s

195 See, e. g., Centurytel Comments on CTIA’s January 23" Petition at 5-6; Fred Williams & Associates Comments

on CTIA’s January 23™ Petition at 8; and SBC Comments on CTIA’s January 23" Petition at 1.
106 See, e. 2., Qwest Oct. 9™ Ex Parte; and Letter from Herschel L. Abbott, Jr., Vice President-Government Affairs,
BellSouth to Michael K, Powell, Chairman, FCC (filed Oct. 14, 2003).

107 11

108

See Letter from Cronan O’Connell, Vice President-Federal Regulatory, Qwest to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary,
FCC (filed July 24, 2003) at 4-5 (Qwest July 24™ Ex Parte); and SBC Aug. 29" Ex Parte.

19 See Qwest July 24™ Ex Parte at 4-5.
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physical location. We seek comment on whether wireless and wireline numbers should be treated
differently in this regard. We also seek comment on whether there are any potential adverse impacts to
consumers resulting from wireless-to-wireline porting where the rate center associated with the wireless
number is different from the rate center in which the wireline carrier seeks to serve the customer.

44. In addition, we seek comment on whether there are other competitive issues that could affect
our LNP requirements. For example, to the extent that wireless-to-wireline porting may raise issues
regarding the rating of calls to and from the ported number when the rate center of the ported number and
the physical location of the customer do not match, we seek comment on the extent to which wireline
carriers should absorb the cost of allowing the customer with a number ported from a wireless carrier to
maintain the same local calling area that the customer had with the wireless service provider.
Alternatively, we seek comment on the extent to which wireline carriers can serve customers with
numbers ported from wireless carriers on a Foreign Exchange (FX) or virtual FX basis.'"’ A third option
is for wireline carriers to seek rate design and rate center changes at the state level to establish larger
wireline local calling areas. We seek comment on the procedural, technical, financial, and regulatory
implications of each of these approaches. We also seek comment on the viability of each of these
approaches and whether there are any alternative approaches to consider.

B. Porting Interval

45. Background. Over the past several years, the NANC has studied the wireline porting interval
and reviewed options for reducing the length of the interval for simple ports.''" In the Third Report on
Wireless/Wireline Integration, the Local Number Portability Administration Working Group analyzed the
elements of the wireline porting interval and investigated how reducing the length of the interval for
simple ports would affect carriers’ operations.''> The report noted that reducing the porting interval
would require wireline carriers to make significant changes to their operations. First, reducing the porting
interval would require wireline carriers to automate and make uniform the Local Service Request
(LSR)/Local Service Request Confirmation (LSC) Firm Order Confirmation (FOC) process.'”® In
addition, the report indicated that wireline carriers would likely have to eliminate or adjust their batch
processing operations. The report noted that a change from batch processing to real time data processing
would require in-depth system analysis of all business processes that use batch processing systems.'"*
Based on its analysis of these and other challenges, the working group concluded that because most
wireline carriers already found their processes and systems challenged to meet the current porting interval
it was not feasible to reduce the length of the wireline porting interval for simple ports.'"

46. Because of the number and complexity of changes that would be required in the porting
process for wireline carriers, the NANC was not able to reach consensus on reducing the porting interval

"% T_Mobile Comments on CTIA’s January 23" Petition at 11.

"1 See Second Report on Wireless Wireline Integration; Third Report on Wireless Wireline Integration.

12 See Third Report on Wireless Wireline Integration. Simple ports are defined as those ports that: do not involve
unbundled network elements, involve an account for a single line (porting a single line from a multi-line account is
not a simple port), do not include complex switch translations (e.g., Centrex or Plexar, ISDN, AIN services,
remote call forwarding, multiple services on the loop), may include CLASS features such as Caller ID, and do not
include a reseller. All other ports are considered “complex” ports. /d. at 6.

3 1d. at 13.
14 14 at 13-14.
5 14, at 14.
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to accommodate intermodal porting.''® The wireless industry expressed concern that the wireline four
business day porting interval does not fit within its business model.""” In order to accommodate the
wireless business model, the NANC attempted to shorten the porting interval for wireline-to-wireless
ports by developing a process that will allow the wireless carrier to activate the port before the wireline
carrier activates the disconnect in the Number Portability Administration Center (NPAC). This process
results in a situation referred to as a “mixed service” condition, whereby the customer can make calls on
both the wireline and wireless phones before the port is completed. The NANC reported that this mixed
service condition can result in misdirected callbacks in an emergency situation.'"® That is, for example, if
the emergency operator attempts to callback a person that made a call from the wireless phone, the call
may be routed to the wireline phone. The NANC consulted with the National Emergency Number
Association and concluded that, while the mixed service condition is not desirable, the incidence of such
is low and would not impede intermodal porting'"

47. LECs contend that their current porting interval cannot be reduced readily for intermodal
porting, because it is necessary to support the complex systems and procedures of wireline carriers.'*
SBC, for example, explains that the current porting interval not only ensures that the porting out carrier
correctly ports a number to the porting in carrier, but also that these carriers accurately update other
systems, including E911, billing, and maintenance.'”' Qwest notes that wireline carriers have longer
porting intervals due to differences in network and system configurations.'”> Qwest indicates that
wireline carriers are often constrained by the provisioning of physical facilities (e.g., loops) to serve
customers.'> Moreover, LECs contend, reducing the length of the current wireline porting interval would
require them to make changes to many of their systems and would involve significant expense.'**

48. Wireless carriers argue that a reduced intermodal porting interval would encourage more
consumers to use porting by eliminating confusion about the porting process.'” They argue that a
reduced porting interval is technically achievable and that wireline carriers should be required to make the

16 1 etter from John R. Hoffman, NANC Chair to Dorothy Attwood, Chief, Common Carrier Bureau (filed Nov.

29, 2000).
"7 Wireline carriers are required to complete the LSR/FOC exchange within 24 hours and complete the port
within three business days thereafter. See North American Numbering Council Local Number Portability
Selection Working Group Final Report and Recommendation to the FCC, Appendix E (rel. April 25, 1997). See
also Letter from John R. Hoffman, NANC Chair to Dorothy Attwood, Chief, Common Carrier Bureau (filed Nov.
29, 2000).

118 See Second Report on Wireless Wireline Integration.

9 See Letter from John R. Hoffman, Chair, NANC to Dorothy Attwood, Chief, Common Carrier Bureau, FCC,
dated Nov. 29, 2000.

120 See letter from Kathleen Levitz, Vice President-Federal Regulatory, BellSouth to Marlene H. Dortch,
Secretary, FCC, dated Oct. 15, 2003.

21 SBC Aug. 29" Ex Parte.

122 Qwest Comments on CTIA’s May 13" Petition at 7.

123 Id.
124 1d. at 5.

12 See, e. g., AT&T Wireless Comments on CTIA’s May 13" Petition at 3-6; Sprint Comments on CTIA’s May

13" Petition at 6-12; and T-Mobile Comments on CTIA’s May 13™ Petition at 7-9.
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necessary changes to their systems. At least one wireless carrier recognizes, however, that significant
changes to LEC systems may be required to achieve reduced porting intervals.'*

49. Discussion. Reducing the porting interval could benefit consumers by making it quicker for
consumers to port their numbers. To that end, wireless carriers intend to complete intramodal wireless
ports within two and one-half hours.'”” There, however, may be technical or practical impediments to
requiring wireline carriers to achieve shorter porting intervals for intermodal porting. We seek comment
on whether we should reduce the current wireline four business day porting interval for intermodal
porting. If so, what porting interval should we adopt? Commenters proposing a shorter porting interval
should specify what adjustments should be made to the LNP process flows developed by the NANC.'*®
For example, the wireline NANC LNP Process Flows establish that the FOC must be finalized within 24
hours of receiving the port request.'” Specific time periods are also established for other steps within the
porting process that may require adjustment in the event that a shorter porting interval is adopted.

50. We also seek comment on whether adjustments to the NPAC processes, including interfaces
and porting triggers, would be required.””’ In addition, we seek comment on the risks, if any, associated
with reducing the porting interval for intermodal porting. We seek comment on an appropriate transition
period in the event a shorter porting interval is adopted, during which time carriers can modify and test
their systems and procedures.

51. We seek input from the NANC on reducing the interval for intermodal porting. The NANC
recommendation should include corresponding updates to the NANC LNP process flows and any
recommendations on an appropriate transition period. The NANC should provide its recommendations
promptly as we intend to review the record and address this issue expeditiously.

V. PROCEDURAL MATTERS
A. Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis

52. As required by the Regulatory Flexibility Act, see 5 U.S.C. § 603, the Commission has
prepared an Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis (“IRFA”) of the possible significant economic impact
on small entities of the proposals suggested in the Further Notice. The IRFA is set forth in Appendix B.
Written public comments are requested on the IRFA. These comments must be filed in accordance with
the same filing deadlines as comments filed in response to the Further Notice, and must have a separate
and distinct heading designating them as responses to the IRFA.

126 See Sprint Comments on CTIA’s May 13™ Petition.
127 See First Report on Wireless Wireline Integration; North American Numbering Council Wireless Number
Portability Subcommittee Report on Wireless Number Portability Technical, Operational, and Implementation
Requirements Phase II, CC Docket No. 95-116 (filed Sept. 26, 2000); and ATIS Operations and Billing Forum,
Wireless Intercarrier Communications: Interface Specification for Local Number Portability, Version 2, at § 2 p. 6
(Jan. 2003).

128 See Local Number Portability Selection Working Group Final Report and Recommendation to the FCC (rel.
April 25, 1997).

12 FOC, or Firm Order Confirmation refers to the response the old service provider sends to the new service
provider upon receiving the new service provider’s request to port a number, setting a due time and date for the
port. See Local Number Portability Selection Working Group Final Report and Recommendation to the FCC (rel.
April 25, 1997).

"0 The NPAC, administered by NeuStar, operates and maintains the centralized databases associated with LNP.
Interaction with the NPAC is required for all porting transactions.
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B. Paperwork Reduction Analysis
53. This Further Notice contains no new or revised information collections.
C. Ex Parte Presentations

54. This is a permit-but-disclose notice and comment rule making proceeding. Members of the
public are advised that ex parte presentations are permitted, provided they are disclosed under the
Commission's Rules."'

D. Comment Dates

55. Pursuant to Sections 1.415 and 1.419 of the Commission's Rules, 47 C.F.R. §§ 1.415 and
1.419, interested parties may file comments on or before twenty (20) days from the date of publication of
this Further Notice in the Federal Register and reply comments thirty (30) days from the date of
publication of this Further Notice in the Federal Register. Comments may be filed using the
Commission's Electronic Comment Filing System (ECFS) or by filing paper copies.

56. Comments filed through the ECFS can be sent as an electronic file via the Internet to
http://www.fcc.gov/e-file/ecfs.html. Generally, only one copy of an electronic submission must be filed.
If multiple docket or rulemaking numbers appear in the caption of this proceeding, however, commenters
must transmit one electronic copy of the comments to each docket or rule making number referenced in
the caption. In completing the transmittal screen, commenters should include their full name, U.S. Postal
Service mailing address, and the applicable docket or rulemaking number. Parties may also submit an
electronic comment by Internet e-mail. To get filing instructions for e-mail comments, commenters
should send an E-mail to ecfs@fcc.gov, and should including the following words in the body of the
message, "get form <your e-mail address>." A sample form and directions will be sent in reply.

57. Parties who choose to file by paper must file an original and four copies of each filing. If
more than one docket or rule making number appear in the caption of this proceeding, commenters must
submit two additional copies for each additional docket or rule making number. Filings can be sent by
hand or messenger delivery, by commercial overnight courier, or by first-class or overnight U.S. Postal
Service mail (although we continue to experience delays in receiving U.S. Postal Service mail). The
Commission’s contractor, Natek, Inc., will receive hand-delivered or messenger-delivered paper filings
for the Commission’s Secretary at 236 Massachusetts Avenue, N.E., Suite 110, Washington, DC 20002.
The filing hours at this location are 8:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. All hand deliveries must be held together with
rubber bands or fasteners. Any envelopes must be disposed of before entering the building. Commercial
overnight mail (other than U.S. Postal Service Express Mail and Priority Mail) must be sent to 9300 East
Hampton Drive, Capitol Heights, MD 20743. U.S. Postal Service first-class mail, Express Mail, and
Priority Mail should be addressed to 445 12th Street, SW, Washington, DC 20554. All filings must be
addressed to the Commission’s Secretary, Office of the Secretary, Federal Communications Commission.
Comments and reply comments will be available for public inspection during regular business hours in
the FCC Reference Center of the Federal Communications Commission, Room TW-A306, 445 12th
Street, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20554.

58. Parties who choose to file by paper should also submit their comments on diskette. These
diskettes should be submitted to the Commission's Secretary, Marlene H. Dortch, Office of the Secretary,
Federal Communications Commission. The Commission’s contractor, Natek, Inc., will receive hand-
delivered or messenger-delivered diskette filings for the Commission’s Secretary at 236 Massachusetts
Avenue, N.E., Suite 110, Washington, DC 20002. The filing hours at this location are 8:00 a.m. to 7:00
p.m. All hand deliveries must be held together with rubber bands or fasteners. Any envelopes must be

Bl See generally 47 C.F.R. §§ 1.1202, 1.1203, 1.1206(a).
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disposed of before entering the building. Commercial overnight mail (other than U.S. Postal Service
Express Mail and Priority Mail) must be sent to 9300 East Hampton Drive, Capitol Heights, MD 20743.
U.S. Postal Service first-class mail, Express Mail, and Priority Mail should be addressed to: 445 12th
Street, SW, Washington, DC 20554. All filings must be addressed to the Commission’s Secretary,
Office of the Secretary, Federal Communications Commission. Such a submission should be on a 3.5-
inch diskette formatted in an IBM compatible format using Word for Windows or compatible software.
The diskette should be accompanied by a cover letter and should be submitted in "read only" mode. The
diskette should be clearly labeled with the commenter's name, the docket number of this proceeding, type
of pleading (comment or reply comment), date of submission, and the name of the electronic file on the
diskette. The label should also include the following phrase "Disk Copy - Not an Original." Each
diskette should contain only one party's pleading, preferably in a single electronic file. In addition,
commenters must send diskette copies to the Commission's copy contractor, Qualex International, Portals
1L, 445 12th Street, S.W., Room CY-B402, Washington, D.C. 20554.

59. Accessible formats (computer diskettes, large print, audio recording and Braille) are available
to persons with disabilities by contacting Brian Millin, of the Consumer & Governmental Affairs Bureau,
at (202)418-7426, TTY (202) 418-7365, or at bmillin@fcc.gov. This Further Notice can be downloaded
in ASCII Text format at: http://www.fcc.gov/wtb.

E. Further Information

60. For further information concerning this Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, contact:
Jennifer Salhus, Attorney Advisor, Policy Division, Wireless Telecommunications Bureau, at (202) 418-
1310 (voice) or (202) 418-1169 (TTY) or Pam Slipakoff, Attorney Advisor, Telecommunications Access
Policy Division, Wireline Competition Bureau at (202) 418-1500 (voice) or (202) 418-0484 (TTY).

VI. ORDERING CLAUSES

61. Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT, pursuant to sections 4(i) and 10 of the
Communications Act of 1934, as amended, 47 U.S.C. sections 154(i) and 160, the Petitions for
Declaratory Ruling filed by CTIA on January 23, 2003, and May 13, 2003, are GRANTED to the extent
stated herein.

62. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Commission’s Consumer and Governmental Affairs
Bureau, Reference Information Center, SHALL SEND a copy of this Notice, including the Initial
Regulatory Flexibility Analysis, to the Chief Counsel for Advocacy of the Small Business
Administration.

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Marlene H. Dortch
Secretary
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APPENDIX A

List of Parties

A. January 23" Petition
Comments

ALLTEL

AT&T

AT&T Wireless

BellSouth

California Public Utilities Commission (CA PUC)
CenturyTel, Inc.

Fred Williamson & Associates

Illinois Citizens Utility Board

Independent Alliance

Michigan Exchange Carriers Association

Midwest Wireless

National Exchange Carrier Association and National Telephone Cooperative Association (NECA &
NTCA)

Nebraska Rural Independent Companies

New York State Department of Public Service (NY DPS)
Nextel

Ohio Public Utilities Commission (Ohio PUC)
Organization for the Promotion and Advancement of Small Telecommunications Companies
(OPASTCO)

Rural Telecommunications Group (RTG)

SBC

TCA, Inc

Texas 911 Agencies

T-Mobile

United States Telecom Association (USTA)

United States Cellular (US Cellular)

WorldCom

Reply Comments

AT&T

AT&T Wireless

BellSouth

CA PUC

Cingular Wireless

CTIA

Fred Williamson & Associates

McLeod USA Telecommunications Services
Mid-Missouri Cellular

Bernie Moskal

South Dakota Telecommunications Association
Sprint

T-Mobile

USTA
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Valor Telecommunications Enterprises
Virgin Mobile

B. May 13" Petition

Comments

ALLTEL

AT&T

AT&T Wireless

BellSouth

CA PUC

Cincinnati Bell Wireless
Cingular Wireless

City of New York

First Cellular of Southern Illinois
Illinois Citizens Utility Board
Independent Alliance

Missouri Independent Telephone Group
Nebraska Public Service Commission
NENA

Nextel

Ohio PUC

OPASTCO

Qwest

Rural Cellular Association

Rural Iowa Independent Telephone Association
RTG

SBC

Sprint

T-Mobile

Triton PCS

USTA

Verizon

Verizon Wireless

Virgin Mobile

Western Wireless

Wireless Consumers Alliance

Reply Comments

ALLTEL

ALTS

AT&T

AT&T Wireless

Cellular Mobile Systems of St. Cloud, LLC
Cingular Wireless

CTIA

ENMR-Plateau

Illinois Citizens Utility Board
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Missouri Independent Telephone Group
NTCA

NTELOS Inc.

T-Mobile

South Dakota Telecommunications Association
Sprint

US Cellular

USTA

Verizon

Verizon Wireless

XIT Cellular
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APPENDIX B

Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis
Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
CC Docket No. 95-116
1. As required by the Regulatory Flexibility Act, as amended (RFA),"? the Commission has
prepared this Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis (IRFA) of the possible significant economic impact
on a substantial number of small entities by the policies and rules proposed in this Further Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking (Further Notice), CC Docket No. 95-116. Written public comments are requested
on this IRFA. Comments must be identified as responses to the IRFA and must be filed by the deadlines
for comments on the Further Notice. The Commission will send a copy of the Further Notice, including
this IRFA, to the Chief Counsel for Advocacy of the Small Business Administration. See 5 U.S.C. §
603(a). Ig3addition, the Further Notice and IRFA (or summaries thereof) will be published in the Federal
Register.

A. Need for, and Objectives of, the Proposed Rules

2. The Further Notice seeks comment on how to facilitate wireless-to-wireline porting where the
rate center associated with the wireless number and the rate center in which the wireline carrier seeks to
serve the customer do not match. The Further Notice also seeks comment on whether the Commission
should reduce the current four-business day porting interval for intermodal porting.

B. Legal Basis for Proposed Rules

3. The proposed action is authorized under Section 52.23 of the Commission’s rules, 47 C.F.R.
§ 52.23, and in Sections 1, 3, 4(i), 201, 202, 251 of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended, 47
U.S.C. §§ 151, 153, 154(i), 201-202, and 251.

C. Description and Estimate of the Number of Small Entities To Which the Proposed Rules
Will Apply

4. The RFA directs agencies to provide a description of and, where feasible, an estimate of the
number of small entities that may be affected by the proposed rules, if adopted.”** The RFA generally
defines the term “small entity” as having the same meaning as the terms “small business,” “small
organization,” and “small governmental jurisdiction.”"** In addition, the term “small business™ has the

same meaning as the term “small business concern” under Section 3 of the Small Business Act.136
Under the Small business Act, a “small business concern” is one that: (1) is independently owned and
operated; (2) is not dominant in its field of operation; and (3) satisfies any additional criteria established

132 See 5 U.S.C. § 603. The RFA, see 5 U.S.C. §§ 601-612., has been amended by the Small Business Regulatory
Enforcement Fairness Act of 1996 (SBREFA), Pub. L. No. 104-121, Title II, 110 Stat. 857 (1996).

133 See 5 U.S.C. § 603(a)
3 See 5U.S.C. § 603(b)(3).

355 U.S.C. § 601(6).
Bs5u.s.C. § 601(3) (incorporating by reference the definition of “small business concern” in the Small Business
Act, 15 U.S.C. § 632). Pursuant to 5 U.S.C. § 601(3), the statutory definition of a small business applies “unless
an agency, after consultation with the Office of Advocacy of the Small Business Administration and after
opportunity for public comment , establishes one or more definitions of such term which are appropriate to the
activities of the agency and publishes such definitions(s) in the Federal Register.”
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by the Small Business Administration (SBA). 137 A small organization is generally “any not-for-profit
enterprise which is independently owned and operated and is not dominant in its field.”'** Nationwide, as
of 1992, there were approximately 275,801 small organizations.'*

5. Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers. We have included small incumbent local exchange
carriers LECs in this RFA analysis. As noted above, a "small business" under the RFA is one that, inter
alia, meets the pertinent small business size standard (e.g., a telephone communications business having
1,500 or fewer employees), and "is not dominant in its field of operation."140 The SBA's Office of
Advocacy contends that, for RFA purposes, small incumbent LECs are not dominant in their field of
operation because any such dominance is not "national" in scope.'*' We have therefore included small
incumbent LECs in this RFA analysis, although we emphasize that this RFA action has no effect on the
Commission's analyses and determinations in other, non-RFA contexts. According to the FCC’s Telephone
Trends Report data, 1,337 incumbent local exchange carriers reported that they were engaged in the
provision of local exchange services.'** Of these 1,337 carriers, an estimated 1,032 have 1,500 or fewer
employees and 305 have more than 1,500 employees.'*

6. Competitive Local Exchange Carriers. Neither the Commission nor the SBA has
developed a specific small business size standard for providers of competitive local exchange services.
The closest applicable size standard under the SBA rules is for Wired Telecommunications Carriers.
Under that standard, such a business is small if it has 1,500 or fewer employees. '** According to the FCC's
Telephone Trends Report data, 609 companies reported that they were engaged in the provision of either
competitive access provider services or competitive local exchange carrier services.'* Of these 609
companies, an estimated 458 have 1,500 or fewer employees and 151 have more than 1,500 employees.'*®

7. Wireless Service Providers. The SBA has developed a size standard for small businesses
within the two separate categories of Cellular and Other Wireless Telecommunications or Paging. Under

B715U.8.C. § 632.

B8 1d. § 601(4).
139 Department of Commerce, U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1992 Economic Census, Table 6 (special tabulation of
data under contract to Office of Advocacy of the U.S. Small Business Administration).

0 51.8.C. § 601(3).

141" See Letter from Jere W. Glover, Chief Counsel for Advocacy, SBA, to Chairman William E. Kennard, FCC
(May 27, 1999). The Small Business Act contains a definition of "small business concern," which the RFA
incorporates into its own definition of "small business." See 5 U.S.C. § 632(a) (Small Business Act); 5 U.S.C.
601(3) (RFA). SBA regulations interpret "small business concern” to include the concept of dominance on a
national basis. 13 C.F.R. § 121.102(b).

2 FCC, Wireline Competition Bureau, Industry Analysis and Technology Division, Trends in Telephone Service,
at Table 5.3, p 5-5 (Aug. 2003) (Telephone Trends Report).

143 Id.
"4 13 C.F.R. § 121.201, NAICS code 513310.
145

Telephone Trends Report, Table 5.3.

146 1d.
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that standard, such a business is small if it has 1,500 or fewer employees.'*’ According to the FCC's
Telephone Trends Report data, 719 companies reported that they were engaged in the provision of
wireless telephony.'*® Of these 719 companies, an estimated 294 have 1,500 or fewer employees and 425
have more than 1,500 employees.

D. Description of Projected Reporting, Recordkeeping, and Other Compliance Requirements
for Small Entities.

8. To address concerns regarding wireline carriers’ ability to compete for wireless customers
through porting, future rules may change wireline porting guidelines. In addition, future rules may
require wireline carriers to reduce the length of the current wireline porting interval for ports to wireless
carriers. These potential changes may impose new obligations and costs on carriers.'* Commenters
should discuss whether such changes would pose an unreasonable burden on any group of carriers,
including small entity carriers.

E. Steps Taken to Minimize Significant Economic Impact on Small Entities, and Significant
Alternatives Considered

9. The RFA requires an agency to describe any significant alternatives that it has considered in
reaching its proposed approach, which may include the following four alternatives (among others): (1)
the establishment of differing compliance or reporting requirements or timetables that take into account
the resources available to small entities; (2) the clarification, consolidation, or simplification of
compliance or reporting requirements under the rule for small entities; (3) the use of performance, rather
than deslis%n, standards; and (4) an exemption from coverage of the rule, or any part thereof, for small
entities.

10. The Further Notice reflects the Commission’s concern about the implications of its regulatory
requirements on small entities. Particularly, the Further Notice seeks comment on the concern that
wireline carriers, including small wireline carriers, have expressed that permitting wireless carriers to port
numbers wherever their rate center overlaps the rate center in which the number is assigned would give
wireless carriers an unfair competitive advantage over wireline carriers. Wireline carriers contend that
while permitting porting outside of wireline rate center boundaries may facilitate widespread wireline-to-
wireless porting, wireless-to-wireline porting can only occur in cases where the wireless customer is
physically located in the wireline rate center associated with the phone number. If the customer’s
physical location is outside the rate center associated with the number, porting the number to a wireline
telephone at the customer’s location could result in calls to and from that number being rated as toll calls.
As aresult, LECs assert, they are effectively precluded from offering wireless-to-wireline porting to those
wireless subscribers who are not located in the wireline rate center associated with their wireless numbers.

11. The Further Notice seeks comment on how to facilitate wireless-to-wireline porting when
the location of the wireline facilities serving the customer requesting the port is not in the rate center
where the wireless number is assigned. The Further Notice seeks comment on whether there are technical
or regulatory obstacles that prevent wireline carriers from porting-in wireless numbers when the rate
center associated with the number and the customer’s physical location do not match. The Further Notice

7 13 C.F.R. § 121.201, NAICS code 513322.

148 Telephone Trends Report, Table 5.3.

149 See e. g., Further Notice, paras. 41, 48-49.

130 See 5 U.S.C. § 603.
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asks commenters that contend that such obstacles exist and result in a competitive disadvantage to submit
proposals to mitigate these obstacles.

12. In addition, the Further Notice seeks comment on alternative methods to facilitate wireless-
to-wireline porting. To the extent that wireless-to-wireline porting may raise issues regarding the rating
of calls to and from the ported number when the rate center of the ported number and the physical
location of the customer do not match, the Further Notice seeks comment on the extent to which wireline
carriers should absorb the cost of allowing the customers with a number ported from a wireless carrier to
maintain the same local calling area that the customer had with the wireless service provider.
Alternatively, the Further Notice seeks comment about whether wireline carriers may serve customers
with numbers ported from wireless carriers on a Foreign Exchange (FX) or Virtual FX basis. The Further
Notice seeks comment on the procedural, technical, and regulatory implications of each of these
approaches. These questions provide an excellent opportunity for small entity commenters and others
concerned with small entity issues to describe their concerns and propose alternative approaches.

13. The Further Notice also seeks comment about whether the Commission should require
wireline carriers to reduce the length of the current wireline porting interval for ports to wireless carriers.
The Further Notice analyzes the current wireline porting interval and seeks comment about whether there
are technical or practical impediments to requiring wireline carriers to achieve shorter porting intervals
for intermodal porting. The Further Notice recognizes that, if a reduced porting interval was adopted,
carriers may need additional time to modify and test their systems and procedures. Accordingly, the
Further Notice seeks comment on an appropriate transition period in the event a shorter porting interval is
adopted.

14. Throughout the Further Notice, the Commission emphasizes in its request for comment, the
individual impacts on carriers as well as the critical competition goals at the core of this proceeding. The
Commission will consider all of the alternatives contained not only in the Further Notice, but also in the
resultant comments, particularly those relating to minimizing the effect on small businesses.

F. Federal Rules that Overlap, Duplicate, or Conflict with the Proposed Rules

15. None.
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SEPARATE STATEMENT OF
CHAIRMAN MICHAEL K. POWELL

Re: In re Telephone Number Portability;, CTIA Petitions for Declaratory Ruling on Wireline-
Wireless Porting Issues; CC Docket No. 95-116

After today it’s easier than ever to cut the cord. By firmly endorsing a customer’s right
to untether themselves from the wireline network — and take their telephone number with them —
we act to eliminate impediments to competition between wireless and wireline services.
Seamless wireline-to-wireless porting is another landmark on the path to full fledged facilities-
based competition.

Our action promises significant consumer benefits for wireline and wireless customers. |
have heard the concerns expressed by some wireline providers that wireline network architectures
and state-imposed rate centers complicate number portability. This proceeding has undoubtedly
focused the Commission’s attention on these issues. State regulators have long been champions
of local number portability and I appreciate their support. I look forward, however, to working
with my colleagues in the states to remove additional barriers to inter-modal local number
portability such as the difficulty of some providers to consolidate rate centers to more accurately
match wireless carrier service areas.

In the end, the consumer benefits associated with inter-modal LNP convince me that the
time for Commission action is now. No doubt there will be some bumps in the road to
implementation, but I trust that carriers will use their best efforts to ensure consumers have the
highest quality experience possible. Ilook forward to the Commission’s November 24" trigger
for this obligation and to working with my colleagues to ensure that full wireline to wireless
portability is a reality for all consumers everywhere.
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SEPARATE STATEMENT OF
COMMISSIONER KATHLEEN Q. ABERNATHY

Re: Telephone Number Portability — CTIA Petitions for Declaratory Ruling on Wireline-
Wireless Porting Issues, CC Docket No. 95-116

This Order removes the final roadblocks to implementing wireline-to-wireless number
portability, which is an important step in facilitating intermodal competition. The Commission
mandated local number portability (LNP) within and across the wireline and wireless platforms,
where technically feasible, with the goal of maximizing consumer choice. As of November 24,
2003, this goal will become a reality: Most consumers who seek to switch wireless providers or
to move from a local exchange carrier to a wireless carrier will be able to retain their existing
telephone numbers. While I expressed sympathy in the past to arguments that the November 24
deadline was premature, our present focus must be on implementation, and the foregoing Order
provides much-needed clarity regarding the parties’ obligations.

I recognize that wireline network architecture and state rating requirements will prevent
many (if not most) consumers from porting wireless numbers to wireline carriers. Although, in
the short term, wireline carriers will have more limited opportunities to benefit from intermodal
LNP than wireless carriers will, I was simply not willing to block consumers from taking
advantage of the porting opportunities that are technologically feasible today. I am hopeful that
existing obstacles to wireless-to-wireline porting will be addressed as expeditiously as possible
through technological upgrades and, where necessary, state regulatory changes.

Finally, I am pleased that the Commission is stepping up its consumer outreach efforts on
the issues of wireless and intermodal LNP. To this end, I commend the recent proactive efforts of
the Wireless Telecommunications Bureau and the Consumer and Government Bureau to educate
the public about our LNP rules. I am also pleased with the recent efforts of industry to reach out
to consumers so that they understand what number-porting opportunities are available to them.
For consumers to benefit from our expanded LNP regime, it is imperative for them to have
sufficient information to make the most appropriate choices for themselves.
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SEPARATE STATEMENT OF
COMMISSIONER MICHAEL J. COPPS

Re: Telephone Number Portability CTIA Petitions for Declaratory Ruling
on Wireline-Wireless Porting Issues (CC Docket No. 95-116)

With today’s action, consumers are assured that intermodal telephone number portability
will begin, at last, to become a reality later this month. After numerous delays, consumers are on
the verge of enjoying the significant new ability to take their current telephone numbers with
them when they switch between carriers and technologies. This gives consumers much sought-
after flexibility and it provides further competitive stimulus to telephone industry competition.
This makes it a win-win situation for consumers and businesses alike.

It was some seven years ago, in the 1996 Act, when Congress recognized that the ability
of consumers to retain their phone numbers when switching providers would facilitate the
development of competition. Congress instructed us to get this job done and to use “technical
feasibility” as our guide in making sure the vision became reality. This we have labored mightily
to do. As aresult, American consumers will be able to take their digits with them, unimpeded by
the hassle, loss of identity and attendant expenses that until now have accompanied switching
between service providers and technologies.

The bulk of the problems accompanying the challenge of porting numbers are behind us
now. A very limited few remain and these are the subject of the Further Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking also approved today. I am confident that these can be handled expeditiously if all
interested parties work together. Similarly, any minor implementation problems that develop
should be amenable to swift and cooperative corrective actions. It has taken considerable
cooperation to bring us to this important point, and I believe consumer support for porting will
encourage all parties to reach quick resolution of the few remaining challenges.

Finally, it is difficult to see how we are ever going to have true intermodal competition in
the telephone industry apart from initiatives like the one we embark on today. Intermodal
competition always receives strong rhetorical support. Today it gets some action, too.
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SEPARATE STATEMENT OF
COMMISSIONER KEVIN J . MARTIN

Re: Telephone Number Portability, CTIA Petitions for Declaratory Ruling on Wireline-
Wireless Porting Issues, Memorandum Opinion and Order and Further Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking, CC Docket No. 95-116

I am pleased to support this item because it provides important consumer benefits by
promoting competition in the wireline telephone market. One of the primary reasons I supported
wireless local number portability is the additional competition it is likely to encourage in the
wireline market. See Press Statement of Commissioner Kevin J. Martin on the Commission’s
Decision on Verizon’s Petition for Permanent Forbearance from Wireless Local Number
Portability Rules (July 16, 2002). As I stated last year, the ability to transfer a wireline phone
number to a wireless phone is an important part of ensuring that competition with wireline phones
continues to grow. I am glad that today the full Commission agrees.

I am disappointed, however, that the Commission was not able to provide this guidance
until weeks before the LNP requirement is scheduled to take effect. The Commission has an
obligation to minimize the burdens our regulations place on carriers, and [ wish we had provided
the guidance in this Order considerably sooner.

Finally, I recognize that LNP — although very important for consumers — places real
burdens on the carriers, particularly the small and rural carriers. Accordingly, I support the
decision to waive our full porting requirements until May 24, 2004, for wireline carriers operating
in areas outside of the largest 100 MSAs. I am also pleased that we emphasize that those wireline
carriers may file waiver requests if they need additional time.









Federal Communications Commission FCC 03-284

SEPARATE STATEMENT OF
COMMISSIONER JONATHAN S. ADELSTEIN

Re: In re Telephone Number Portability; CTIA Petitions for Declaratory Ruling on Wireline-
Wireless Porting Issues; CC Docket No. 95-116

I am pleased to support this Order because it clarifies that our rules and policies provide for
enhanced number portability opportunities for American consumers. Specifically, we enable
consumers to port their wireline telephone numbers to local wireless service providers. We also
affirm that wireless carriers are required to port telephone numbers to wireline carriers but
recognize that wireline carriers are only able to receive those numbers from wireless carriers on a
limited basis. Finally, we rightly seek comment on how to deal with these limitations and further
facilitate wireless-to-wireline porting.

I believe that our decision is consistent with Section 251(b) of the Communications Act, which
requires local exchange carriers (LECs) to provide local number portability to the extent
technically feasible. However, I do recognize that there may be certain limitations on the ability
of the nations’ smallest LECs to technically provide local number portability. In this regard, [ am
extremely pleased we made the decision to waive until May 24, 2004, the requirement of LECs
operating in areas outside of the largest 100 MSAs to port numbers to wireless carriers that do not
have a point of interconnection or numbering resource in the rate center where the LEC
customer’s wireline number is provisioned.

I recognize that there may be other compelling circumstances that make it disproportionately
difficult for these same LECs to provide full number portability. Consequently, I am pleased we
agreed to the language in the item recognizing that those wireline carriers may need to file
additional waivers of our LNP requirement.

I remain concerned, however, that today’s clarification of our LNP rules and obligations will
exacerbate the so-called “rating and routing” problem for wireless calls that are rated local, but
are in fact carried outside of wireline rate centers. While I appreciate the language in the Order
that clarifies that ported numbers must remain rated to the original rate center, the rating and
routing issue continues to remain unresolved for rural wireline carriers as well as neighboring
LECs and the wireless carriers whose calls are being carried. I believe that we must redouble our
efforts to resolve this critical intercarrier compensation issue as quickly and comprehensively as
possible.

Finally, I take very seriously the concerns of those wireline carriers that have argued wireline-to-
wireless number portability should be limited pending the resolution of issues associated with full
wireless-to-wireline porting. While I do not believe that these concerns outweigh the very
significant benefits to American consumers that our clarification provides today, I do want to
highlight my keen interest in working both with industry and the Chairman and my fellow
Commissioners on solutions to address this inequity. The Commission should constantly strive to
level the proverbial playing field, and the situation presented by our LNP rules and policies
should not be any different.
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LNP Problem/Issue Identification and Description Form



Submittal Date (mm/dd/yyyy):
09 / 11 / 2009
PIM 74


Company(s) Submitting Issue:
Syniverse Technologies



Contact(s) Name: 
Bob Bruce




Contact Number:
813-637-5172




Email Address:   
bob.bruce@syniverse.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.)



Regarding the definition of the word “sends” in the LNP Provisioning Flows Narratives in the context of a response.



The provisioning flows narratives currently state, “ONSP sends FOC confirming Simple Port request to NNSP.”  Some providers with their own GUIs for LSR submission only place or post their Local Responses (e.g., FOCs, Rejects) on their GUI website for retrieval by the New Service Provider rather than transmitting (e.g. sending via fax or e-mail or some other method). Providers have questioned if posting the Response (FOC or Reject) is consistent with “sends”.  _________________________________________________________________________________                                                          



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



A.   Examples & Impacts of Problem/Issue: 


Carriers that place their local responses in a web site require the NSP to take extra efforts to return to the web site to check if the local response is there yet. This may require extra care on the part of the NSP to note that it needs to follow up. If the response is not yet ready the NSP has to make another note. Each effort costs the NSP additional time and effort. In a one-day porting scenario it is reasonable to expect that more carriers will have trouble making the four hour response deadline requiring more manual efforts.  



In some cases, a few carriers have posted a second response after the initial response posted in a GUI. However, because the NSP has already found one response they have no reason to look again. When this happens it causes major confusion. For example a request was made via a GUI and a reject response was posted. The OSP then later posted a FOC – without a subsequent LSR. When the NSP called to work the fallout of the previous LSR the OSP told the NSP the LSR was confirmed, but the NSP only had the Reject. This caused a lot of confusion and delay of the eventual port.


B.   Frequency of Occurrence: 


Some carriers’ GUIs do not “send” the response. For these carriers GUI system every port requires  manual monitoring for a response, by the NSP. 



Syniverse has compiled a list of wireline carriers that use a GUI for port outs. The responses can either be posted in the GUI, e-mailed to the NSP (Syniverse in this case) or mixed depending on SPID, state or other conditions.  13 of the 26 (50%) GUI-using wireline carriers post their response. These 13 carriers represent 51 of the 89 SPIDs (57%) that use a GUI


[image: image1.emf]TP Response Type Total TP SPIDS % TP % SPID



GUI 13 51 50% 57%



e-mail 9 27 35% 30%



various 4 11 15% 12%



Total 26 89 100% 100%






C. NPAC Regions Impacted:



 Canada___ Mid-Atlantic ___ Midwest___ Northeast___ Southeast___ Southwest___ Western___     



 West Coast___  ALL_X_



D.  Rationale why existing process is deficient: 


Not sending a response is inefficient and could contribute to delays in completing ports which may lead to consumer complaints. 



The posting of a second response causes unnecessary work and great confusion and delays in port completion.


E.   Identify action taken in other committees / forums: None._____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________


F.   Any other descriptive items: None.____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________



3. Suggested Resolution: 



Carriers must modify their GUI system to provide the option to send local responses (e.g., FOC or reject) to the NSP to either a standard e-mail address per SPID or an e-mail address entered into the GUI.  Carriers should validate the e-mail address entered into the GUI by double data entry.


_____________________________________________________________________________________



LNPA WG: (only)



Item Number: PIM 74


Issue Resolution Referred to: _________________________________________________________


Why Issue Referred: __________________________________________________________________ ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Problem/Issue Identification Document






LNP Problem/Issue Identification and Description Form



Submittal Date (mm/dd/yyyy):  04/28/2006                                             PIM 54v3


Company(s) Submitting Issue:  Comcast Phone, LLC


Contact(s):  Name   Nancy Sanders



         Contact Number   720-267-8321



         Email Address   nancy_sanders@cable.comcast.co,


(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.)



 .  Comcast is requesting NANC support a standard porting interval for wireline to wireline and wireline to wireless    of  one day  based on the following criteria;  :



- the trading partners are E Bonded through EDI (Electronic Data Interchange) or xML



- the port is a single line port.



- the directory listing is  retained or deleted


- there is no DSL associated with the line



- the LSR submitted contains no errors



- the LSR is submitted to the Old Service Provider processing center by 3PM Local Area Time


This PIM is not suggesting a change in the wireless to wireless interval.  It does not include carriers who use an ILEC or CLEC, other GUI or Email and FAX as a means to submit LSRs.                                                        



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



A. Examples & Impacts of Problem/Issue:  Comcast is seeking to be more competitive in the communications industry.  Current processes may require more than 24 hours for issue and receipt of a Firm Order Confirmation (FOC) in response to a Valid LSR and more than 4 days for Port Completion in NPAC.    


B. Frequency of Occurrence:



The standard porting interval is applied to all wireline to wireline and intermodel, wireline to wireless.


C. NPAC Regions Impacted:



 Canada___ Mid Atlantic ___ Midwest___ Northeast___ Southeast___ Southwest___ Western___     



 West Coast___  ALL_X_



D. Rationale why existing process is deficient:   The current practices do not meet Customer, Business and Industry Expectations and are not acceptable when compared to the Wireless to Wireless Porting Interval of 2.5 hours. Comcast is able to do next day porting today and wants to establish that practice in their business model for all wireline to wireline and Intermodal, wireline to wireless porting activity.


E. Identify action taken in other committees / forums: NANC , FCC 03-284,  Intermodel Porting Interval issue management Group 



F. Any other descriptive items: __



__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________



3. Suggested Resolution:   



The LNP – WG recommend to NANC that the porting interval be changed under the conditions defined in the Problem/Issue statement


to next day porting interval.



LNPA WG: (only)



Item Number: 0054 v3




Issue Resolution Referred to: _________________________________________________________


Why Issue Referred: __________________________________________________________________ ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________



1


1


This contribution includes proposals which were prepared to assist the LNPA Working Group. This document is submitted for discussion only, and is not to be construed as binding on Verizon.  Subsequent study may lead to a revision of this document, both in numerical value and/or form, and, after continuing study and analysis, Verizon specifically reserves the right to change the contents of this contribution



* CONTACT: Gary Sacra; email: gary.m.sacra@verizon.com; Tel: 410-736-7756
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LNPA Working Group Architecture Planning Team (APT)


NANC 437 Issue Parking Lot Matrix 




​​​​​​


Please Note: The items listed below have been identified for further in-depth analysis during the technical requirements discussions related to NANC 437, which proposes an Inter-NPAC peering model architecture.

		Category Topic

		Description



		DOCUMENTATION

		Items agreed upon during review to be updated in next NANC 437 FRS/IIS 5.0.0 release (8/12/09 -may have impact on NPAC functionality and may not be a Documentation Only change)



		M&P

		Items identifying existing and or new procedures updates in support of NANC 437



		FUTURE REQUIREMENTS

		Items optionally to be considered at a future time that contain suggested new or modified functionality from the functionality currently included in the NANC 437 documentation 



		LEVEL OF EFFORT

		Items requiring further understanding of the level of effort for vendors implementing NANC 437



		ARCHITECTURE

		Items raised during the NANC 437 review related to the NANC 437 solution architecture as well as items not categorized in the other existing categories



		OPERATIONAL (added 09-15-09)

		Items identifying potential NPAC or Service Provider operational impacts.





		Status

		Description



		OPEN

		Items pending next NANC 437 documentation release or for LNPA WG discussion/determination



		RECOMMEND CLOSED

		Items that have been identified as duplicate, can be combined with an existing item, or where there is a more specific and detailed item that has been opened



		CLOSED

		Items that are completed.



		PENDING

		Items pending the release of the next NANC 437 documentation





		Item #

		Date Logged

		Status 

		Related Requirement(s)

		Industry Documentation Referenced

		Major Topic

		Decisions/Recommendations/Discussion



		0001




		3/10/09

		Open

		N/A

		Certification and Regress Test Plan 

		M&P/LEVEL OF EFFORT

Resolving Inter-NPAC SMS interface specification NPAC vendor disputes discovered during test cycles.

		TBD – Address when test plan and test cases are developed.

Related to items #4 and #31  the general testing strategy of NANC 437. 

11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:


· LNPA WG or Operations Team.  Previously when their were two NPAC vendors the change management administrator arbitrated disputes between the NPAC vendors as well as between the NPAC vendors and SOA and LSMS vendors.  Telcordia has recommended reinstatement of third party change management.



		0002

		3/10/09

		Open

		N/A

		M&P

		M&P


Resolving Inter-NPAC SMS Interface specification NPAC vendor disputes discovered during production failures

		TBD – Address when M&Ps are developed.

8/12/09


· The PIM process was discussed as a possible solution.  

11/10/09

Telcordia Proposal:


· LNPA WG with LLC would resolve issues as it does today.  When there were two NPAC vendors the change management administrator and/or LNPA WG arbitrated disputes between the NPAC vendors as well as between the NPAC vendors and SOA and LSMS vendors.  An option is to reinstatement of third party change management.



		0003

		3/10/09

		Closed on 11/10/09

		N/A

		PIMs

		M&P


Addressing NPAC vendor-specific PIM topics

		TBD – Need to determine how to work NPAC specific PIM topics that might not be appropriate to discuss in current PIM processes.

8/12/09


· Discussion needs to take place on logistics of holding technical discussions and addressing technical issues that also impact NPAC contracts. 

11/10/09


· NPAC vendors could be excused for NPAC vendor-specific PIM discussions or it could be addressed in LLC.


· SPs could handle via vendor customer relationship.

· For interoperability issues, this could be addressed by Item 0002.  This item was closed and now pointed to Item 0002.



		0004

		3/10/09

		Open

		N/A

		Certification and Regression Test Plan based on FRS and IIS

		M&P/LEVEL OF EFFORT

Technical certification of a new NPAC vendor

		TBD – Address when test plan and test cases are developed.

8/12/09


· Level of Effort discussion required.


· 3rd party certifier required for NPAC vendors?

· Related to item#1

11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:


· Assumed LLC would identify appropriate certification processes.  Test plans would leverage existing turn-up test cases for interface testing with SOA and LSMS vendors.  A new test plan would be needed for Inter-NPAC testing.



		0005

		3/10/09

		Closed

8/12/09





		N/A

		M&P 

		M&P


NPAC Vendor change process (for operators electing to switch NPAC vendors)

		TBD – Address when M&P for transition are developed.


Covered more completely in Item #31

8/12/09

· What is industry expectation for certification testing when SPs transition to new NPAC vendor? 

· Agreed to close Item 5 and add bullet above to Item 31.



		0006

		3/10/09

		Open

		N/A

		M&P

		M&P


Coordinated changes to NPAC SMS configuration parameters (e.g. timers, retry counters)

		TBD – Address when M&Ps are developed.

8/12/09


· NAPM LLC approval process involved.

09/16/09


Although not required, if desired the LNPA WG would need to define M&P for management of tunables values used by all Peered NPAC.


11/10/09:

Telcordia Proposal:


· LNPA WG in conjunction with LLC as it is done today. Parameter changes are scheduled with prior industry agreement.

Further Discussion:

· Current set of configurable parameters must be listed in the FRS and all NPACs must use the same defined set of configurable parameters.  Add as new DOCUMENTATION item.

· See new Item 0194.



		0007

		3/10/09

		Open

		No New Requirements

		M&P / Best Practices, Existing FRS requirements

		M&P


Managing lagging LSMS systems

		Peering would not change requirements for how each NPAC SMS deals with LSMS that are lagging today. 

8/12/09


· Are additional requirements necessary dependent on which NPAC notices lagging LSMS?

11/10/09

Telcordia Proposal:


· Peering would not change industry requirements for how each NPAC SMS deals with lagging LSMS systems.

Further Discussion:

· Option discussed:  Habitual lagging LSMSs would be dealt with as they are today – by NPAC with the relationship with the lagging LSMS.  This would include the scenario of a primary NPAC disassociating as soon as possible their customer in response to a customer of another NPAC and force them into recovery.

· Question on how to resolve when a customer of one NPAC that identifies a lagging LSMS from another NPAC, e.g., Partial Fails.

· A lagging LSMS on one NPAC could impact the performance of another NPAC.



		0008

		3/10/09

		Closed (07/14/09)

		

		FRS Architecture and specific CH 6 and 10 requirements

		ARCHITECTURE


Performance – industry and provider systems

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.

Agreed to close since Chapters 6 and 10 have been reviewed and specific items have been logged. (items 192, 101, 91, 127)



		0009

		3/10/09

		Closed (07/14/09)

		

		FRS/IIS Requirements relating to SV, Block, and Audit (CH 3, 5, and 8 and related IIS Flows)

		ARCHITECTURE


Race conditions – e.g., NPACs would be out of synch between the time Primary NPAC puts SV in sending state and peered NPAC receives download and somebody launches audit on TN.

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review.


Errata 2 and 3 were introduced to remove race conditions.



		0010

		3/10/09

		Closed

8/12/09



		

		FRS/IIS – Primarily CH 6 and IIS – all requirements apply

		ARCHITECTURE


Question on design of inter-NPAC interfaces and what the message sets will be.  Synchronization, queries, audits, partial fails

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review.


Message sets have been reviewed as well as combination/synchronization of events.  



		0011

		3/10/09

		Closed (07/14/09)

		

		FRS Architecture and specific CH 6, 9, and 10 requirements

		ARCHITECTURE


Question on SLAs and the additional work placed on the NPACs in order to remain transparent to service providers.  Concern raised about ability to meet performance-related SLRs.

		Performance requirements and associated reporting for those requirements will be discussed during Change Order 437. Other SLAs and SLRs are part of contractual arrangements. Agreed to close since Chapters 6 and 10 have been reviewed and specific items have been logged (items 192, 101, 91, 127)



		0012

		3/10/09

		Closed (07/14/09)

		N/A

		FRS Architecture and specific CH 6 and 10 requirements (list SOA bandwidth requirements)

		ARCHITECTURE


SOA throughput issues for Inter-NPAC SMS interfaces

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.

 Agreed to close with item 192 being be moved from DOCUMENTATION back to ARCHITECTURE.



		0013

		3/10/09

		Closed


8/12/09




		N/A

		Existing FRS requirements

		ARCHITECTURE


Do all providers using a Service Bureau have to connect to the NPAC that the Service Bureau chooses?  

		8/12/09


Response was yes.  If SP wants to connect to different NPAC, they could choose to go with a different Service Bureau or go with a direct connect to NPAC of choice.


Service Bureaus are responsible for deciding whether or not to connect to 1 or more NPACs in a region to allow their customers to choose which NPAC they will utilize.


SOA and LSMS must have different SPIDs when connecting to different NPAC vendors.  Constraint will be added to address this in item #49






		0014

		3/10/09

		Closed


8/12/09




		Section 3.11 RT3-25 to RT3-64

		FRS EBDD Requirements in Section 3 and Appendix E

		ARCHITECTURE


Enhanced BDD data requirements between NPACs

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


Covered during industry review Section 3 and Appendix E.  Items 79, 81, 83, and 84 have been opened to update the documentation.



		0015

		3/10/09

		Open 

		N/A




		M&Ps for Release  3.4 w/NANC 414

		M&P


Managing and addressing ports where code ownership is in error

		Existing processes apply in a peering environment.  New Release 3.4 NANC 414 requirements would apply.

8/12/09


· Managing, distributing, updating OCN mapping list among NPACs

· Addressing when lists are discrepant between NPACs

· Frequency of updates could be an operational issue if manual.

11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:


· Existing M&P can be leveraged in a Peered NPAC SMS environment.  The current M&P would be expanded to include use of an M&P for Inter-NPAC communication to facilitate the resolution between the Service Providers.


· Option discussed:  Use current process for resolving errors and develop a general M&P for inter-NPAC communication for issue resolution.

Further Discussion:


· It was suggested that we develop a list of M&Ps that may require inter-NPAC communication.  NeuStar action. 



		0016

		3/10/09

		Closed (07/14/09)

		N/A

		FRS/IIS New Inter-NPAC SMS Number Pool Block Requirements

		ARCHITECTURE


Race conditions during transition of Master NPAC for pooled blocks

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review.


Errata 2 and 3 were introduced to remove race conditions.  

Agreed to close at 7/14/09 review. 



		0017

		3/10/09

		Open 

		No New Requirements

		FRS Existing Number Pool Block Requirements


 (CH 3 and 5) and existing M&Ps

		M&P


Failure on the part of providers to protect contaminated TNs in pooled block and any complexity in resolving

		Existing requirements and processes apply in a peering environment.


Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review.  M&Ps may need to be updated.

11/10/09

Telcordia Proposal:


· Existing M&P can be leveraged in a Peered NPAC SMS environment. The current M&P would be expanded to include use of an M&P for Inter-NPAC communication to facilitate the resolution between the Service Providers.



		0018

		3/10/09

		Closed


8/12/09

		Section 5 requirements

		FRS/IIS; FRS CH 3 and 5 requirements for Inter-NPAC failure communication

		ARCHITECTURE


Failed SP list functionality and behavior

		Service Provider functionality does not change.  Inter-NPAC communication of failures will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review.

Covered during industry review.  Items 104 and 138 have identified enhanced functionality to be added in the documentation for failed lists.



		0019

		3/10/09

		Closed


8/12/09

		Section 8.4 requirements

		FRS/IIS;  FRS CH 8

		ARCHITECTURE


Discrepancies/ambiguities in Master NPAC and golden database identification and impacts on query and audit functionality.

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review.


Covered during industry review.  Specific documentation items were created to further clarify audit processing (item 70,71,141,142,145)



		0020

		3/10/09

		Closed


8/12/09 




		Section 3.2.2 requirements

		FRS/IIS; FRS CH3

		ARCHITECTURE


Action required for case when a –X or pending SV that has not been activated but are impacted by migration are on a different NPAC than the Primary NPAC of the migrating-to SPID

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review.


Covered during industry review of section 3.2.2.  

 



		0021

		3/10/09

		Closed


8/12/09



		RT3-4

		FRS/IIS; FRS CH 3

		ARCHITECTURE


Filter functionality and behavior

		Filter functionality to SOA and LSMS for filters are unchanged.  Filtering is not supported between Peered NPAC SMS over the Inter-NPAC SMS Interfaces. Each Peered NPAC SMS is responsible for filtering to their subtending SOA and LSMS systems. Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review. 


Recommending closure due to clarification of filtering not being supported is covered in DOCUMENTATION Item # 73.



		0022

		3/10/09

		Closed


8/12/09



		Section 6.7

		FRS/IIS; FRS CH 6

		ARCHITECTURE




		Both SWIM and time based recovery is supported over the Inter-NPAC SMS Interface. Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review.  


Covered during industry review. 

Recommend closure due to performance/volume concerns will be rolled up into item 101.



		0023

		3/10/09

		Open

		N/A

		M&P

		Changed to ARCHITECTURE on 11/10/09

SPID migrations – how to manage the current SV limitations in a multiple NPAC environment

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review.  M&Ps may need to be updated.

8/12/09


· With NANC 408, need to coordinate scheduling of migrations to ensure we do not exceed limitations in a multi-NPAC environment.

11/10/09

Telcordia Proposal:


· Existing M&P can be leveraged in a Peered NPAC SMS environment.  From Primer section 4.1 - In an Inter-NPAC SMS environment, the Primary Peered NPAC SMS for the New Service Provider to whom the SPID is being migrated would initiate the SPID migration.  SPID Migration files would be generated and distributed from the Primary NPAC SMS of the New Service Provider to all other Peered NPAC SMSs via FTP site.  Automation of SPID in NPAC Release 3.4 can be utilized in Inter-NPAC Peering.  

Further Discussion:

· Option discussed:  Migrating To SPID generates the migration files.

· Need to determine how we will manage automation of limitations that will be implemented in NANC 408.  An NPAC vendor that is not in all regions will have to communicate migrations to all regions.  Do we need a single repository for the industry?

· Need to address how we will resolve cases where more than the limit is scheduled.



		0024

		3/10/09

		Open

		TBD

		FRS/IIS 

		DOCUMENTATION


Incorporate the Release 3.4 functionality in a multiple NPAC environment

		Requirements for Release 3.4 functionality can be implemented in a Peered NPAC SMS environment.  Once the final Release 3.4 package is approved by the LLC, it can be folded into the NANC 437 requirements.



		0025

		3/10/09

		Open

		N/A

		M&P

		Changed to ARCHITECTURE on 11/10/09

ID management – segmenting the IDs and when NPAC vendors are added

		Recommendations proposed in NANC 437 need to be discussed.  Documentation to be updated is dependent on the adopted solution.

11/10/09

Telcordia Proposal:


· Section 4.3 proposes an ID partitioning in Inter-NPAC Peering, each ID value is assigned by the Master NPAC SMS as identified  in the requirements.  * Some type of inventory system or assignment of ranges must be put into place for use by all Peered NPAC SMS.  * A simple approach that could be used for ID assignment would be to use a formula of (ID value) modulo (the number of Peered NPAC SMS).  * Introducing weighting based on the percentage of traffic could be done but would also require managing large service provider moves subsequently causing a redistribution of the inventory.

Further Discussion:

· Proposed option would require requirements and coding.


· Current ID inventory system does not support segmenting or partitioning.



		0026

		3/10/09

		Open

		TBD

		FRS/IIS

		FUTURE REQUIREMENTS

On inter-NPAC activity, what message does a provider receive on an outstanding request when their Primary NPAC remains up and the Peered NPAC fails over to its backup NPAC? Is it an existing or a new error code?

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review.  These options can be discussed.  

Requirements for a new error code to be developed/investigated post technical feasibility review (7/14/09)

8/12/09

· Association will not be aborted.


· Verify that existing requirements provide appropriate message. 

11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:


· Notification would be forwarded to subtending SOA and LSMS systems

· Requirements can be added if the functionality is deemed necessary by the industry.



		0027

		3/10/09

		Open

		N/A

		Test Plans

		M&P/LEVEL OF EFFORT

How does the industry want to handle disaster failover/recovery testing of peered NPACs?

		TBD – Address when test plan and test cases are developed.

8/12/09

· Are we going to have test facility to handle this?  What are industry expectations?


· Need to discuss Level of Effort before test plans are developed.

11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:


· Testing would be done before turning up a new Peered NPAC vendor as well as at periodic intervals as it is today.  Existing failover and recovery test cases can be enhanced for testing of Inter-NPAC SMS connectivity.



		0028

		3/10/09

		Closed


8/12/09 

		No New Requirements

		FRS/IIS Existing Requirements (FRS CH 6)

		ARCHITECTURE


LSMS recovery process – make sure that same behavior is replicated in a peered NPAC environment

		Peering would not change requirements for how each NPAC SMS deals with LSMS recovery process.


Covered during industry review with several items (177, 178, and 179) opened to clarify requirements to for recovery in a peered environment including 3 NPAC scenarios.



		0029

		3/10/09

		Closed


8/12/09



		Section 3.5.1 and 3.5.2

		FRS/IIS; FRS CH 3

		ARCHITECTURE


NPA splits – all NPACs could be participating in the broadcast of impacted NPA-NXXs

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review.  


Covered during industry review of section 3. Item #75 addresses the M&Ps that would be put in place for NPA Split management in a peered environment.



		0030

		3/10/09

		Closed


8/12/09 

		N/A

		

		M&P


Interop and turnup testing for NPAC vendors

		Duplicate of Item #4, remove or close.



		0031

		3/10/09

		Open

		N/A

		M&P

		M&P


How are Peered NPAC SMSs modified to associate a new SP with its Primary NPAC SMS?  For both a new SP in a region and an SP changing NPACs.

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review. Note: this item is similar to item 5 consider consolidation of item 5 with item #31

8/12/09


· What is industry expectation for certification testing when SPs transition to new NPAC vendor? 


11/10/09

Telcordia Proposal:


· Section 4.7.2 of the Primer addresses Service Provider transition and gives a plan for how this would be accomplished.



		0032

		3/10/09

		Open

		N/A

		M&P

		M&P


Coordinating the timing of NPAC software release updates

		Done as it is done today between NPAC and SOA and LSMS vendors. 

8/12/09


· Need to discuss if this requires a flash cut, backwards compatibility implications, impacts of different vendor development cycles.


· SPs migrating to a different NPAC that does not support feature set that previous NPAC did.  Could drive SP system changes.

11/10/09

Telcordia Proposal:


· Section 4.8 of the Primer addresses Release Management in a Peered NPAC environment. New releases in an Inter-NPAC Peering environment backward compatibility will allow for one Peered NPAC SMS vendor to be able to upgrade independently from another.  Vendors must work with the Industry to schedule use of new functionality.  If changes introduced require increased performance over the Inter-NPAC SMS Interfaces, vendors not yet supporting the increased performance can take advantage of existing flow control mechanisms until they can upgrade.  

Further Discussion:

· Discussions in LNPA WG would determine if coordination among NPACs would be required for certain feature implementation.



		0033

		3/10/09

		Open

		N/A

		M&P

		M&P


Does the industry want an NPAC-only maintenance window for synch up separate from the SP maintenance window so that they can talk to each other without SPs submitting requests?

		LNPA WG would need to discuss as part of NANC 437 implementation.

11/10/09

Telcordia Proposal:


· Additional maintenance windows are not assumed for the  NANC 437 implementations.  Existing maintenance windows and their management would remain as it is today.

Further Discussion:

· Option discussed:  Having an NPAC-only maintenance window within the existing window.


· Question asked on required length of maintenance window with multiple NPACs doing maintenance and time needed to synch up.



		0034

		4/14/09

		Open

		N/A

		FRS/IIS/GDMO/ASN.1

		DOCUMENTATION


Appropriate manner to reflect copyright in FRS document.

		Does not impact review process and will be reviewed at a later date.



		0035

		4/14/09

		Closed


8/12/09



		FRS CH 8 

		FRS CH8 / Audit IIS Flows

		ARCHITECTURE


Impacts of Peered NPACs on Repair Service Functionality (Identified in FRS Section 1.2.3)

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


Audit functionality covered during industry review of CH8.



		0036

		4/14/09

		Open

		N/A

		M&P 

		OPERATIONAL

How will unplanned and scheduled downtime work with Peered NPACs? (Identified in FRS Section 1.2.5)

9/15/09


Is M&P needed for coordinating downtime between Peered NPAC SMS. (Identified in FRS Section 2.5.1)

		TBD – Address when M&Ps are developed.


Related to Item # 26, #27, #63 and #64 


Note: Suggest items be combined

8/12/09

· Need to discuss operational, service affecting implications, level of effort.


· Should all NPACs be taken down if one is down?

11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:


· For LSMS broadcast today, best effort is used to update all LSMS in a region.  NPAC SMS should continue to process requests while the Peered NPAC are down to update the LSMS systems.  When the Peered NPAC recovers the subtending LSMS will recover as they do today.  Porting events between Service Providers using the same NPAC SMS (Inter-NPAC porting) can continue as business as usual.  An error will be returned to the SOA if pending ports cannot be created by the Master NPAC SMS.





		0037

		4/14/09

		Open

		TBD

		FRS CH 9 Reporting

		FUTURE REQUIREMENTS

Impacts of Peered NPACs on Report Request Functionality.  An NPAC may not be aware of some pending SVs. (Identified in FRS Section 1.2.8)

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.

There was a concern raised about pending PTO ports for Number Pool Block creation.  Neustar action item to provide example (7/14/09)

Requirements to be investigated post technical feasibility review (7/14/09)

8/12/09

· Window of error is messages passing each other across the wire – multiple requests being processed at the same time.  Need to review use case for race condition.

11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:


· Related to Pending SVs not in all Peered NPAC SMS.


· No specific situation was identified where a 3rd Party NPAC would need access to the pending subscription versions for reporting. (Related to M&P Item 123 Query of Pending SVs by 3rd NPAC.)



		0038

		4/14/09

		Closed


8/12/09

		N/A

		M&P




		M&P


Coordinating NPA split data when data is coming from different sources.

		TBD – Address when M&Ps are developed.


Combine with Item #75






		0039

		4/14/09

		Closed


8/12/09

		N/A

		

		ARCHITECTURE


Peered data impacts on recovery.

		8/12/09


Covered during industry review with several items (177, 178, and 179) opened to clarify requirements to for recovery in a peered environment including 3 NPAC scenarios.



		0040

		4/14/09

		Pending

		N/A

		FRS Section 1.2.14

		DOCUMENTATION


Include peering interface in items 8 and 12 in section FRS 1.2.14 related to Number Pooling.

		Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0041

		4/14/09

		Pending

		N/A

		FRS Table 1-3

		DOCUMENTATION


Vacant number treatment and snapback of number pooled blocks.  Treatment when effective date of pooled block has been reached but block has not been activated.

		Table will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0042

		4/14/09

		Pending

		New Requirement

		FRS

		DOCUMENTATION


Make it clear that all NPACs must run on same timeframe, such as GMT.

		Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0043

		4/14/09

		Pending

		N/A

		FRS

		DOCUMENTATION


Bring in information from Primer into FRS where appropriate.

		Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0044

		4/14/09

		Pending

		N/A

		FRS

		DOCUMENTATION


Reference different types of NPACs in beginning of document and what their respective roles are.

		Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0045

		4/14/09

		Pending

		AR6-6




		FRS 1.5

		DOCUMENTATION


Do peered NPACs reduce 30 available LSMS slots for providers? 

		Revise text to say 30 subtending LSMS


Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release

8/12/09


· Clarification of assumption (AR6-6) will reflect that 30 subtending LSMSs total will not be reduced.


· 30 subtending LSMSs is not hard-coded, it is an assumption for capacity planning.


· May need to add assumption for inter-NPAC LSMSs for capacity planning.



		0046

		4/14/09

		Pending

		TBD

		FRS Section 1.5 and CH 11

		DOCUMENTATION


In Assumptions section, reflect how billing will work in a peered environment.  How will billing information be collected from multiple NPACs? 

		Usage data collection is in scope of FRS.  Use of the data for billing and billing algorithms are LLC/FCC related


Assumption section will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release.

8/12/09


· Current algorithm requires knowledge of how many transactions are transmitted.  Need to address how this would be captured in a multi-NPAC environment.



		0047

		4/14/09

		Pending

		TBD

		FRS AR10-1

		DOCUMENTATION


Suggestion to add an assumption on scheduled downtime.  What does downtime look like for software updates?  Does it have to be coordinated?

		An assumption will be added in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0048

		4/14/09

		Pending

		N/A

		FRS CH 1

		DOCUMENTATION


Copy assumptions from Primer into FRS.

		Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0049

		4/14/09

		Pending

		N/A

		FRS Constraints Section

		DOCUMENTATION


In scenario where provider uses Service Bureau for SOA and connects directly to NPAC for LSMS, SPID should be associated with one and only one NPAC (Primary).

		Will be addressed as a constraint in the next FRS 5.0.0 release. Item #13 will also be addressed with this constraint in the documentation.



		0050

		4/14/09

		Closed


8/12/09 




		R10-20 and RT10-4

		FRS CH 10

		ARCHITECTURE


How do we do required inter-NPAC messaging and meet 3-second requirement.  It was suggested that all inter-NPAC messaging requirements should be measured independently.

		Suggestion will be applied in next FRS 5.0.0 release


Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


Recommend close as duplicate of item #192



		0051

		4/14/09

		Pending

		N/A

		FRS Section 2.0

		DOCUMENTATION


Remove “in inter-NPAC peering.”

		Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0052

		4/14/09

		

Closed 


9/15/09

		CH6/CH7 

		FRS Section 5/IIS

		ARCHITECTURE


When New SP sends up their Create request first, and sent over inter-NPAC interface, how is that tracked over the interface when it is the Old SP’s NPAC responsibility to create Invoke Id?

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


Team discussed tracking of messages is handled as it is today with the CMIP interface that will be used between Peered NPAC SMS



		0053

		4/14/09

		Open




		N/A 

		FRS CH5 / IIS

		FUTURE REQUIREMENTS

(9-15-09)

Suggestion to transfer Master NPAC role to New SP’s NPAC upon Activation rather than creation of pending SV.  Master ownership should be attached to an SV rather than a TN. (Identified in FRS Section 2.1)

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


Flows will be reviewed to evaluate current proposed behavior.


Team covered during industry review contributor agreed current approach works as documented.

11/10/09


· Evolving Systems issue deferred.



		0054

		4/14/09

		Pending

		N/A

		FRS Sections 2.1 and 2.2

		DOCUMENTATION


Change reference to notification to request (24 occurrences).  Clarify what is being forwarded where it references “data.”

		Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0055

		4/14/09

		Pending

		N/A

		FRS Sections 2.1.4.2 and 2.1.4.3

		DOCUMENTATION


Add in text addressing when response does come back.

		Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0056

		4/14/09

		

Closed


09/15/09

		N/A

		FRS CH 6

		ARCHITECTURE


Retries – recommendation to not incorporate retries into peered NPAC interface (Identified in FRS Section 2.1.4.3)

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


Review concluded that existing functionality could be reused with retry counter assumed set to zero.





		0057

		4/14/09

		Pending

		N/A

		FRS Section 2.2.4

		DOCUMENTATION


Clarify which NPAC is the Master.

		Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0058

		4/14/09

		Open

		N/A

		M&P

		M&P


Address possible need for M&P for problems found during repair where the Service provider received a problem notification from the NPAC SMS in an Inter-NPAC SMS Peering Environment. (Identified in FRS Section 2.3.1-C)

		TBD – Address when M&Ps are developed

11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:


· The functional requirements defined for NANC 437 allow for audits between Peered NPAC SMS for repair.  The current M&P would be expanded to include use of an M&P for Inter-NPAC communication to facilitate the resolution between the Service Providers.





		0059

		4/14/09

		Pending

		N/A

		FRS Section 2.3.5

		DOCUMENTATION


Address wording of how repair/audit correction of inaccuracies handled over the inter-NPAC interface. 

		Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release


Paragraph wording will be corrected



		0060

		4/14/09

		Closed


09/15/09

		TBD

		FRS CH 8

		ARCHITECTURE


Address automated inter-NPAC audit capability in separate section in Overview. (Identified in FRS Section 2)

		Industry will need to assess the need for this functionality and how it would be implemented


Duplicate of item #71.  Recommend Close



		0061

		4/14/09

		Pending

		N/A

		FRS Section 2.3.5

		DOCUMENTATION


Clarify which NPAC is broadcasting.

		Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0062

		4/14/09

		Pending

		N/A

		FRS Section 2

		DOCUMENTATION


Suggestion to clarify which SP’s NPAC is the Master in either a table in beginning of section and/or in a parenthetical in each applicable requirement.

		Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0063

		4/14/09

		Closed (07/14/09)

		R10-10.1


RT10-1

		FRS CH10

		ARCHITECTURE


Not all providers support electronic messaging to notify of downtime.  Do we need an additional message between NPACs for identifying downtime or is existing message sufficient? (Identified in FRS Section 2.5.1)

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


NANC 437 documents the use of this notification between NPAC vendors.

Team concluded no action required (7/14/09). 



		0064

		4/14/09

		Open

		TBD

		FRS CH10

		FUTURE REQUIREMENTS

Do we need an electronic means of notifying subtending LSMSs from an unaffected NPAC that some LSMSs will be down?  Need input from Service Providers.  Should broadcast take place to LSMSs that are up or should it be suppressed? (Identified in FRS Section 2.5.1)

		Industry will need to assess the need for this functionality and how it would be implemented. 

Requirements to be developed/investigated post technical feasibility review (7/14/09)

11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:


· Requirements can be added if the functionality is deemed necessary by the industry.



		0065

		4/14/09

		Pending

		N/A

		FRS Section 2.4.3

		DOCUMENTATION


Clarify/Add that it is the Master NPAC.

		Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0066

		4/14/09

		Closed


09/15/09

		N/A

		M&P

		M&P


Is M&P needed for coordinating downtime between Peered NPAC SMS. (Identified in FRS Section 2.5.1)

		TBD – Address when M&Ps are developed.


Combined with Item #36






		0067

		4/14/09

		Pending

		N/A

		FRS Section 2.7.3

		DOCUMENTATION


Change “Master” to “Primary.”  Use most appropriate term in Section 2.7.

		Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0068.1

		4/14/09

		Closed (07/14/09)

		N/A

		FRS CH10




		ARCHITECTURE


Sizing of inter-NPAC links to handle message loads, e.g. audits, and still handle inter-NPAC porting messaging. (Identified in FRS Section 2.7)

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.

Agreed to close due to effort to evaluate size of links will be done in conjunction with item 101 with evaluating the need for compression.





		0068.2

		4/14/09

		Pending

		RT3-23

		FRS Section 2.7




		DOCUMENTATION


Suggestion to delete RT 3-23 and make it an Assumption.  Notifications that will not be destined for a provider due to their prioritization schema will still be sent over the inter-NPAC interface.

		RT3-23 will be moved to an assumption.


Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0069

		4/14/09

		Pending

		N/A

		FRS Section 2.7

		DOCUMENTATION


Reference mechanism for identifying Master NPAC.

		Will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0070

		4/14/09

		Pending

		TBD

		FRS CH 8/IIS

		DOCUMENTATION

How does an NPAC SMS know whether an LSMS on one NPAC know whether an LSMS on another NPAC supports audits?  What is the response if it does not?  Review current requirements on how an LSMS that does not support audits reports that.  (Identified in FRS Section 2.7)

		There is a “no audit performed” value that can be returned in an audit result. 


Behavior for subsequent repair upon receipt of this audit result should be done as it is today.


Awaiting description/validation of current functionality from current NPAC Vendor.

Functionality is to return “no audit performed”. Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release per discussions on 7/14/09.





		0071

		4/14/09

		Pending

		Filled in upon review

		FRS CH 8/IIS

		DOCUMENTATION


Work through scenarios in auditing that might be needed in peered environment to address out-of-synch and race conditions.

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


Covered existing audit scenarios during industry review. 


Inter-NPAC Audit functionality will be added to the next FRS 5.0.0 release.



		0072

		4/14/09

		Pending

		In tables, requirements will be reviewed

		FRS Section 3

		DOCUMENTATION


What is allocation scheme for IDs among the peered NPACs?  Suggestion to change reference to range to something like “set” since contiguous ranges may not be available.

		First sentence is a duplicate of Item #25. Can be deleted.


The changing of the wording “range” to “set” will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0073

		4/14/09

		Pending

		RT3-4

		FRS Section 3

		DOCUMENTATION


It was questioned if we need this requirement since it is the case in general.  Make it an assumption that peered NPACs will not be filtered.

		Requirement will be made into an assumption and will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0074

		4/14/09

		Open 

		N/A

		M&P

		M&P


How do we assure that peered NPACs are using the same data for NPA-NXX data validation? (Identified in FRS Section 3.4.1)

		TBD – Address when M&Ps are developed.


Need to address both source of data and management of discrepancies.

11/11/09

Telcordia Proposal:


· All Peered NPAC SMS would use any industry data source as determined by the LLC.

Further Discussion:


· Suggested that all vendors use common source for data and updated on a pre-defined schedule.

· It was stated that changes are made with a future effective date.

· It was also suggested that a 3rd party common repository be made available for data to be pulled from.

· Need to list data items and identify their source.





		0075

		4/14/09

		Open

		N/A

		M&P

		M&P


M&Ps for NPA splits in peered environment (Identified in FRS Section 3.5)

8/12/09

Coordinating NPA split data when data is coming from different sources.

		TBD –Address when M&Ps are developed.


Need to address both source of data, replication, and management of discrepancies.

8/12/09

· Need to address coordination across multiple NPACs.

11/11/09

· Suggestion to leverage what is done today but over the inter-NPAC interface.



		0076

		4/14/09

		Open




		N/A

		M&P

		M&P


Need to address split scenarios when peered NPACs have discrepant data post-split. (Identified in FRS Section 3.5)

		11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:


· Existing M&Ps would be leveraged to resolve post split discrepancies. .The current M&P would be expanded to include use of an M&P for Inter-NPAC communication to facilitate the resolution between the Service Providers.



		0077

		4/16/09

		Pending

		FRS RT-4-4




		FRS

		DOCUMENTATION


How will providers get a complete picture of all valid SPIDs in a region?

		Peered NPAC Customer Data is broadcast over the interface, but Peered NPAC Data is not.  RT4-4 should be deleted.


Requirement will be deleted in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0078

		4/16/09

		

Closed


09/15/09

		Section 7.9 requirements

		FRS CH 6/IIS

FRS CH 5

		ARCHITECTURE


Security Question: Can an NPAC SOA SPID do anything to a peered NPAC because the request comes over the inter-NPAC interface similar to capabilities enabled by NANC 48?

Security concern related to “Acting on Behalf of Old Service Provider.”


(Identified in FRS Review of RT5-12)

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


Covered during industry review.  

During the review the team discussed the NANC 437 security.  Security in place for NANC 437 only allows messaging over the inter-NPAC interface as a result of service provider activity to its Primary NPAC SMS.  No NPAC SOA can access a Peered NPAC SMS directly.



		0079

		4/16/09

		Pending

		TBD

		FRS Section 3.10

		DOCUMENTATION


Size of file to transfer for BDD.  Suggested to add selection criteria for only data that NPAC is Master for. 

		Requirements will be added in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0080

		4/16/09

		Open 

		TBD

		FRS Section 3.10 and M&P

		ARCHITECTURE/M&P


Synchronization of BDDs created by Peered NPACs and reconciliation of different snapshots.  Timestamp issues.  

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


Covered during industry review.  Related item #179 will further document recovery processes.

11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:


· Related to documentation items 179 and 177  which will update the documentation to more clearly define recovery in a multi-vendor environment.





		0081

		4/16/09

		Pending

		Section 3.11 EBDD Requirements

		FRS Section 3.10

		DOCUMENTATION


Suggested to change reference to “golden data” to “master data.”  Suggested change from “Enhanced BDD” to “Extended BDD.”

		The changing of the wording will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release in introduction text to “master data”.  


Change to “Extended BDD” will be done in all applicable requirements in next FRS 5.0.0






		0082

		4/16/09

		

Closed


09/16/09

		N/A

		M&P 

		M&P


M&Ps related to BDD and EBDD in Peered NPAC environment?  E.G., establishment, assignment, and management of NPAC IDs. (Identified in FRS Section 3.10)

		TBD – Address when M&Ps are developed.


Related to Item 25 and 80 – Suggest close as duplicate



		0083

		4/16/09

		Pending

		TBD

		FRS Section 3.11

		DOCUMENTATION 


Add a requirement to selection criteria to add Peered NPAC ID as a selection.

		Selection criteria and/or NPAC ID in file will be added in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0084

		4/16/09

		Pending

		RT3-37


RT3-61

		FRS Section 3.10/3.11 BDD Files

		DOCUMENTATION


True up Data Information in EBDD files.

		Updating of fields in requirements will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0085

		4/16/09

		Pending

		N/A

		FRS Section 4.1

		DOCUMENTATION


Make it clear that data modeling remains unchanged.

		The changing of the wording will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0086

		4/16/09

		Pending

		FRS RT4-8

		FRS 4.1.1

		DOCUMENTATION


Change “on their system” to “locally.”  Strike “other.”  Add a Constraint that only local authorized personnel can modify during a maintenance window and not over the Inter-NPAC Interface.

		The changing of the wording will be addressed in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0087

		4/16/09

		Pending

		RT3-19

		FRS Section 4.1.2.2

		DOCUMENTATION


Page 4-7, RT3-19 should be relabeled to RT4-19.

		Requirement numbers will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0088

		4/16/09

		Pending

		N/A

		FRS Section 4.1.3

		DOCUMENTATION


Add introduction text.

		Introduction text will be added in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0089

		4/16/09

		Pending

		FRS RT4-34

		FRS Section 4.2

		DOCUMENTATION


Change “subtending Service Providers” to “Peered NPAC Customers.”

		Requirement will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0090

		4/16/09

		Pending

		Requirements in FRS Section 4

		FRS Section 4.1

		DOCUMENTATION


Clarify references to NPAC Personnel and Peered NPAC Personnel.  Possibly eliminate the term Peered NPAC Personnel to clarify the reference is to local NPAC Personnel.

		Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0091

		4/16/09

		Pending

		FRS RT5-1-RT5-4

		FRS Section 5




		DOCUMENTATION

Concern expressed on the frequency of notifications to Master NPAC of broadcast results and the traffic over the interface.  Default is 60 seconds.  May need a requirement that nothing is sent if nothing new to report.  The need for this requirement to batch notifications was questioned.  Another option is to reuse existing rollup function.  Need to do search on “Results Notification” and add “Broadcast” in front where appropriate.  Need to whiteboard for clarity.

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.

Service Providers do not see this message.  It is between Peered NPAC SMS.  Multiple SVs  in the list would be a problem, but not one for SVs in a Peered Update.  Batching for a Single SVID id  is OK, but not multiple SVIDs.  Changed to Documentation item. (07/14/09)

Requirement will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0092

		4/16/09

		Closed


09/16/09

		N/A

		FRS Section 5.1.1.1

		DOCUMENTATION


Validate that Version Status diagram in Section 5.1.1.1 and Figure 1 does not require modification.

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.

To date no need for a change has been identified recommended closed.



		0093

		4/16/09

		Closed


09/16/09

		TBD

		FRS RT5-5/IIS

		ARCHITECTURE


Security concern over possibly bypassing restrictions on what SP can create port over the inter-NPAC interface. 

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


Suggest combine with Item 78 and close.



		0094

		4/16/09

		Pending



		N/A

		FRS CH 5 


M&P

		DOCUMENTATION


Add Assumption that Broadcast Results Notifications frequency is coordinated across NPACs. (Identified in discussion of RT5-1-RT5-4) 

		Assumption will be added in next FRS 5.0.0 release


M&P for setting of the configurable is addressed in 

item #6 which applies to all tunable values.



		0095

		4/16/09

		Open




		N/A

FRS RR3-107



		FRS Section 5/IIS

FRS Section 3

		ARCHITECTURE


Need to address any race conditions and their resolution.

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.

11/10/09


· Errata 2 and 3 relate to race conditions that were identified.   Related to Doc Item 146.





		0096

		4/16/09

		Pending

		RT5-11

		FRS CH5/IIS

		DOCUMENTATION


Concern on latency affecting delivery of notification over Inter-NPAC Interface to start T1 and T2 Timers.  Impact on short timers which are 1 hour each. 

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


Validate the requirements are clear that the T1 timers are based on the timestamp and therefore there is no latency.


Will be addressed in the next FRS 5.0.0 release.



		0097

		4/16/09

		Closed


09/16/09

		TBD

		FRS CH 5

		ARCHITECTURE


Security concern related to “Acting on Behalf of Old Service Provider.”


(Identified in FRS Review of RT5-12)

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


Combine with Item 78 and close.



		0098

		4/16/09

		Pending

		FRS RT5-14 and RT5-16

		FRS Section 5.1.2.1

		DOCUMENTATION


Either eliminate one or revise so they don’t say the same thing.

		Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release

Eliminate RT5-16. (09/16/09)





		0099.1

		4/16/09

		Closed


09/16/09

		N/A

		M&P

		M&P


Need to analyze management and responsibilities of resends of failed SVs to prevent multiple operations on the SV from happening at the same time. (Identified in FRS review of RT5-17)

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


Requirements are clear that Primary NPAC SMS for the failed LSMS that initiates the resend.  (NPACs may need to coordinate with one another for resends)


M&P - Address the coordination between Peered NPAC 

09/16/09


Closed due to agreement that we would not resolve via an M&P.  Will leave 99.2 open.



		0099.2

		4/16/09

		Changed to Pending on 11/11/09 

		N/A

		FRS CH 5

		Changed to DOCUMENTATION on 11/11/09

Need to analyze management and responsibilities of resends of failed SVs to prevent multiple operations on the SV from happening at the same time. (Identified in FRS review of RT5-17)

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


Requirements are clear that Primary NPAC SMS for the failed LSMS that initiates the resend.  (NPACs may need to coordinate with one another for resends)

09/16/09

Need additional message for Master to inform Peered NPAC to resend to subtending LSMSs.

11/11/09

Telcordia Proposal:


· In the existing requirements, the Primary NPAC SMS manages and resends to its failed subtending LSMS. If industry determines an additional message is necessary then the FRS can be updated in the next documentation release.

Further Discussion:

Agreed to add message for Master to do resends.





		0100

		4/16/09

		Pending

		Filled in upon review

		FRS 

		DOCUMENTATION


True up understanding of Active-Like throughout the document. (Identified in FRS review of RT5-18)

		Requirements will be reviewed and updated as appropriate in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0101

		4/16/09

		Open

		RT5-19

		FRS Section 5 / IIS

		ARCHITECTURE

Consider some sort of compression rather than CPU cycles?  

8/12/09


Volume-related performance concerns with SWIM recovery process

10/19/09:


Configuration of relationships of SPID to SOA associations across peered NPACs are the same.  Concern with amount of traffic and ability to do load balancing.

Regarding peering distribution of workload for each Active SV transaction, it was questioned if the formula (M/N+K)*C accurately reflects all work necessary.



		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.


Sizing of inter-NPAC links to handle message loads, e.g. audits, and still handle inter-NPAC porting messaging need to be reviewed as part of consideration of this item. (07/14/09)

8/12/09


Both SWIM and time based recovery is supported over the Inter-NPAC SMS Interface. Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS review.  


09/16/09


Moved from FUTURE REQUIREMENTS to ARCHITECTURE due to need to have more in-depth sizing discussion. 

10/19/09:


The current documentation for NANC 437 supports one Inter-NPAC SOA interface connection per SPID.  If capacity issues are identified when considering item 101, then the document can be updated to allow for support of multiple Inter-NPAC SOA associations per SPID.


In the examples the C value used is to represent the functional workload of broadcasting to and receiving responses from an LSMS.  The value of C may not be equal in both equations (it could be less than or greater than depending on implementation).

11/10/09


· Engineering needs to be done.



		0102

		4/16/09

		Pending

		RT5-20

		FRS 5.1.2.1

		DOCUMENTATION


Strike “or canceled.”

		Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0103

		4/16/09

		Pending

		FRS RT5-15 and RT5-21

		FRS 5.1.2.1

		DOCUMENTATION


Check to see if RT5-21 is a duplicate of RT5-15.

		Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0104

		4/16/09

		Pending

		RT5-23

		FRS Section 5

		DOCUMENTATION

Address issue when an SP is inaccurately reflected as a success due to filtering.  Possibly need an indication on failed list that an SP was filtered.

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS review.

Requirements will be updated to add this functionality in next FRS 5.0.0 release per discussions on 7/14/09



		0105

		4/16/09

		Pending

		FRS RT5-21 and RT5-22

		FRS 5.1.2.1

		DOCUMENTATION


Change reference to “Service Provider’s failed list” to “Subscription Version failed list” in both requirements.

		Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0106

		5/12/09

		Pending



		B.5.1.2 and B.5.1.3

		IIS

		DOCUMENTATION

Sequencing of Object Creation and First Port Notification

		Flows will be updated in the next IIS 5.0.0 release



		0107

		5/12/09

		

Closed


09/16/09

		

		

		ARCHITECTURE 


Cover the case in the flows where both Create messages arrive at the same time.

		Duplicate of Item #9, close

09/16/09

Covered under #95 with general race condition item.



		0108

		5/12/09

		Pending

		RR5-179 and RT5-34

		FRS Section 5

		DOCUMENTATION


Should RR5-179 and RT5-34 be deleted?  As a result, do we need to duplicate R5-16 for peering?

		RR5-179 will be identified as a requirement to be deleted in a documentation change order as it is outside of the scope of NANC 437. See Issue 142. RT5-54 will be removed in the R5.0.0 FRS document and a peering requirement will be added for R5-16 functionality.


Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0109

		5/12/09

		Pending

		RR5-117

		FRS Section 5

		DOCUMENTATION 


May need a duplicate of RR5-117 for peering.

		RT5-36 is the duplicate requirement for peering.  It will be updated to make the requirement more explicit so that it does not invalidate RR5-117.


Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0110

		5/12/09

		Pending

		TBD

		FRS Section 5

		DOCUMENTATION 


Need clarification of Master with the Modify Active scenario.

		Modify Active requirements will be reviewed and updated appropriately in the next FRS 5.0.0 release.



		0111

		5/12/09

		

Closed


09/16/09

		TBD

		FRS Section 5

		DOCUMENTATION



Do we need requirement that peered NPACs need timestamps broadcast from Master?

		Duplicate of 113.



		0112

		5/12/09

		Open 

		R5-43.2

		FRS Section 5

		ARCHITECTURE


Consider requirements for doing validations before sending to Master for efficiency.

		Existing requirements that specify use of the CMIP protocol provide for invalid or badly formed message handling.  These would not be forwarded to the Master.  The Master is responsible for application validation. 

11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:


· CMIP validations are done by the Peered SMS that initially receives the request to prevent badly formed messages being forward to another Peered NPAC.  Some additional validation could be done before forwarding the message to the Master NPAC SMS.  However, the Master NPAC SMS would be ultimately responsible for ensuring the message meets all validation criteria. Should subsequent analysis indicate that there may be a performance saving by doing expanded validation at the Primary NPAC SMS before sending to the Master NPAC SMS then additional requirements for validation can easily be added.



		0113

		5/12/09

		Pending

		TBD 

		FRS Section 5

		DOCUMENTATION


Propagate timestamps and other attributes in the FRS Data Model over the inter-NPAC interface that are not in the interface?

		For all Object Creates (SVs, Number Pooled Blocks) appropriate timestamps will be reviewed and added to the requirements.


Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0114

		5/12/09

		Pending

		R5-55

		FRS Section 5

		DOCUMENTATION 


Add “subtending” in front of “LSMS.”  Clarify the only a Primary NPAC for an LSMS knows which LSMSs are accepting.

		Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0115

		5/12/09

		Pending

		RT5-45


RT5-46

		FRS Section 5

		DOCUMENTATION 


Master and Peered NPACs could have different statuses, e.g., Active and Old, of the same SV, and could update the status at different times.  Need to relook at this.

		Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release

09/16/09


Need to ensure this is addressed in flows.



		0116

		5/12/09

		Pending

		R5-59.1

		FRS Section 5

		DOCUMENTATION 


Indicate that the Master will set to Active.

		Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0117

		5/12/09

		Pending

		RR5-22.1

		FRS Section 5

		DOCUMENTATION 


Need to dup this requirement for Peered NPACs.

		Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0118

		5/12/09

		Pending

		R5-61.3

		FRS Section 5

		DOCUMENTATION


Make sure there are requirements for resends to Peered NPACs and that they are in the right section of the FRS.

		Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0119

		5/12/09

		Pending

		R5-65.4

		FRS Section 5

		DOCUMENTATION


Make wording with change similar to changes made for R5-55 to add subtending”.

		Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0120

		5/12/09

		Pending

		RT5-53


RT5-54

		FRS Section 5

		DOCUMENTATION


Clarify that “Master” in RT5-53 is the Master of the pooled block and that “Master” in RT5-54 is the Master of the SV.

		Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0121

		5/12/09

		Pending

		RR5-67.1-RR5-70

		FRS Section 5

		DOCUMENTATION


Clarify roles of Master and Peered NPACs.

		Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0122

		5/12/09

		Pending

		RT5-55 and RT5-56

		FRS Section 5

		DOCUMENTATION


Need to address how to manage the Excluded List.

		Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0123

		5/12/09

		Open

		RT5-60

		FRS Section 5

		M&P

Requirements are currently written to prohibit a 3rd NPAC from querying a pending SV when it is not the primary NPAC for the Old or New SP in the port.  Operational question as to whether or not we want to allow this.

		Requirements will be reviewed and updated based on feedback from the industry on the desired behavior.

No providers expressed a need to allow a non-primary NPAC to query for pending ports.  Make item an M&P item (07/14/09)

TBD – Address when M&P are developed

11/11/09

Telcordia Proposal:


· No specific situation was identified where a 3rd Party NPAC would need access to the pending subscription versions for reporting. (Related to Future Item 34 Reporting for Pending SVs)

Further Discussion:


· It was suggested that there is not a need to query a pending SV from a non-Primary NPAC for the Old or New SP.

· We need to discuss development of an M&P to address facilitation of completion or cancellation of pending SVs among multiple NPACs when a SPID migration is taking place.



		0124

		5/12/09

		Pending

		RR5-83

		FRS Section5

		DOCUMENTATION 


Look to see if we need a requirement similar to RR5-83 for Peered case.

		Requirements will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0125

		5/12/09

		Open

		IIS Flow B.4.1.4

		IIS

		M&P


Do we need an additional flow to resolve the exception case where there is a simultaneous create of an NXX by two different providers in two different NPACs.

		Suggestion to not finalize in the Primary NPAC until update is successful in all Peered NPACs.  


M&P for ensuring a common set of validations in the NPACs.


Need to address the case where an SP needs the code holder to open up a code in order to port in a number and the codeholder subtends a different NPAC than the requesting SP. 


Recommendation is to resolve with M&P.


09/16/09


NANC 414 would prevent this from happening as long as all NPACs are synched with NANP code ownership data..

11/11/09

Telcordia Proposal:


· NANC 414 would prevent this from happening as long as all NPACs are synched with NANPA code ownership data.  The usage of the data would be defined by the LLC to the vendors.

Further Discussion:


· Refer to suggestion in Item 74 for common data source.



		0126

		5/12/09

		Pending

		IIS Flow B.4.2.5


IIS Flow B.4.2.7

		IIS

		DOCUMENTATION


Change “old” or “canceled” to “old with no failed list” or “canceled.”

		Flows will be updated in the next IIS 5.0.0 release



		0127

		5/12/09

		Open

		B5.1.2

		IIS/FRS Section 6 and 10

		LEVEL OF EFFORT

Increased database commits (about twice the current) and impact to performance.  Ability to meet SLRs.  Also increased encryptions in messages across the interface.  How do we model the impact on performance under various load distribution scenarios among NPACs?

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS Review.

Moved to Level of Effort per 7/14/09 review.

11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:


· Assumed LLC would manage SLRs



		0128

		5/12/09

		Pending

		B5.1.2

		IIS

		DOCUMENTATION


Look at this line in Step 2 and see if it should say:  “If the service provider were to give a range of TNs, this would result in an M-CREATE and M-EVENTREPORT


for each TN.”

		Flow will be updated in the next IIS 5.0.0 release



		0129

		5/12/09

		Pending

		B5.1.2

		IIS/FRS

		DOCUMENTATION


Cancel and Modify requests on ranges of TNs can span multiple NPACs.

		Requirements and flows will be reviewed and updated appropriately in FRS/IIS 5.0.0.



		0130

		5/12/09

		Pending

		TBD

		IIS Flows

		DOCUMENTATION


Clarify which steps in the flows can be done in parallel and which must be done sequentially.  Identify dependencies.

		Flows will be updated in the next IIS 5.0.0 release



		0131

		5/12/09

		

Closed


09/16/09

		B5.1.6.2

		IIS

		DOCUMENTATION


Sequencing:  SP receives notification before activate is pushed to Peered NPACs.

		Recommend closure as the current proposed behavior is to update all regional LSMS regardless of Peered NPAC status.   Covered during review of B5.1.6.2 review.

Addressed in Erratum 2.





		0132

		5/13/09

		

Closed


09/16/09

		B5.1.6

		IIS/FRS Section 3 and 5 (Number Pool Block)

		DOCUMENTATION


For peered Subscription Version broadcast and peered Number Pool Block broadcast, clarify what data is synchronized.

		Will be discussed during Change Order 437 FRS and IIS Review.


Close as a duplicate of Item #113



		0133

		5/13/09

		Pending

		B.5.1.6.1

		IIS

		DOCUMENTATION


Steps 3 and 5 should be Requests and not Responses.

		Flow will be updated in the next IIS 5.0.0 release



		0134

		5/13/09

		Pending

		B.5.1.1


B.5.3.1

		IIS

		DOCUMENTATION


Make sure that philosophy of responses to requests are consistent and applied consistently throughout the flows.

		Flows will be updated in the next IIS 5.0.0 release



		0135

		5/13/09

		Pending

		B.5.4.1

		IIS

		DOCUMENTATION


Correction to show that Donor Provider’s Primary NPAC is NPAC A. 

		Flow will be updated in the next IIS 5.0.0 release



		0136

		5/13/09

		Pending

		B.5.4.1

		IIS

		DOCUMENTATION


Renumber Steps 9 and 10 to 7 and 8 in flow

		Flow will be updated in the next IIS 5.0.0 release



		0137

		5/13/09

		Pending

		B.5.4.1

		IIS

		DOCUMENTATION


Should Step 9 (7) be Disconnect Pending?

		The existing behavior will be verified and the IIS will be updated appropriately in the next IIS 5.0.0 release. 

09/16/09


Should be Disconnect Pending.



		0138

		5/13/09

		Pending

		B.5.1.7

		FRS/IIS

		DOCUMENATION

Should LSMS failure codes be included with list of failed SPIDs and sent over the interface?

		LNPA WG will need to decide if these fields should be included.  The failure codes are not available over the interface today.

Requirements will be updated to add this failure codes to the failed list in next FRS 5.0.0 release per discussions on 7/14/09



		0139

		5/13/09

		Closed


09/16/09

		B.5.1.7

		FRS/IIS

		M&P


Coordination of response time tunables and rollup among peered NPACs

		Although not required, if desired the LNPA WG would need to define M&P for management of tunables values used by all Peered NPAC.


Related to Item #6 which applies to all tunable values. Recommend close as duplicate.



		0140

		5/13/09

		Open 




		IIS B.2.1.1


FRS RT8-11


FRS RT8-12

		IIS/FRS

		ARCHITECTURE


Explore audit scenarios with multiple peered NPACs where there is a period of time when 2 NPACs are considered the Master for a TN.  Can a discrepant LSMS be updated with old data as a result of an audit and not be auto corrected?  Need checks and balances to validate golden data.

		Related to race conditions. 

11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:


· Errata 2 and 3 address any race conditions that were identified. 



		0141

		5/13/09

		Pending

		FRS RR8-19


FRS RT 8-1

		FRS Section 8

		DOCUMENTATION


Need rules on how to make audit names unique

		Requirements will be added in the next FRS 5.0.0 release.


09/16/09


Need to capture how this would be done.



		0142

		5/13/09

		Pending

		TBD

		FRS


IIS


GDMO


ASN.1

		DOCUMENTATION


Need a general Doc Only Change Order to clean up identified discrepancies between documentation and current implementation.

		10/19/09

Need to verify that the documentation should be changed per the current implementation and that there are no significant changes to 437 requirements as currently documented.



		0143

		5/13/09

		

Closed

10/19/09

		RT8-6


RT8-7


RT8-8

		FRS Section 8

		DOCUMENTATION


NPAC behavior when receiving an unsolicited update from a peered NPAC.

		Recommend closure as functionality was discussed with the current proposed behavior is that the Peered NPAC SMS would process unsolicited updates.  






		0144

		5/13/09

		Pending

		RT8-21

		FRS Section 8

		DOCUMENTATION


Need to address the skipping of SVs that are in Sending during an audit when a Peered NPAC determines it is discrepant with the Master NPAC SMS and begins sending updates to all of its subtending LSMS.

		Requirements will be added in the next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0145

		5/13/09

		Pending

		RT8-23 thru RT8-29


GDMO

		FRS Section 8

		DOCUMENTATION


Do we want intermediate status updates of audits?

		No, audit queries can be used between NPAC SMS to determine the status of the audit if necessary. 


Requirements will be removed in the next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0146

		6/11/09

		Open

		FRS RT3-87

		IIS B.4.3.1.1 / FRS Section 3




		DOCUMENTATION


Possible race condition related to Pending-like PTOs and creation of –X and pooled block.

		Jim Rooks item to research and indentify use case that supports possible race condition. 





		0147

		6/11/09

		

Closed

10/19/09

		N/A

		IIS B.4

		DOCUMENTATION


Expand representative examples of number pooling flows to include resend of partial fails and de-pools.

		Additional flows were covered in the discussions.  Flows are available for review in the IIS 5.0.0.

10-19-09


Vendors to identify if any flows are missing for subsequent bring-up.



		0148

		6/11/09

		Pending

		TBD

		FRS Section 3 or 5

		DOCUMENTATION 


Add requirement for transfer of –X ownership.

		Requirement will be added in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0149

		6/11/09

		Pending

		FRS RT3-67

		FRS Section 3/5

		DOCUMENTATION


Applies to pooled blocks and not –Xs.  Move to Section 5.

		Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0150

		6/11/09

		Pending

		FRS RT3-70

		FRS Section 3

		DOCUMENTATION


Need a requirement similar to RT3-70 in Section 3.12.5 (Modify) and Section 3.12.6 (Delete).

		Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0151

		6/11/09

		Pending

		FRS RR3-68

		FRS Section 3

		DOCUMENTATION


Need to address in requirement when local indicator is FALSE.

		Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0151

		6/11/09

		Close

		

		

		

		No text available. Maintained to keep numbering.



		0152

		6/11/09

		Closed

10/19/09

		FRS RR3-107

		FRS Section 3

		ARCHITECTURE

Check for possible race conditions related to SVs in Sending state.

		Combine with item #95.

10/19/09:


Requirements and documentation references moved to Item 95 for tracking.



		0153

		6/11/09

		Pending

		FRS RT3-75

		FRS Section 3 

		DOCUMENTATION


Check that we have an explicit requirement to broadcast to subtending LSMSs.

		Requirements will be reviewed and updated if necessary in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0154

		6/11/09

		Pending

		FRS RT3-77, RT3-101

		FRS Section 3

		DOCUMENTATION


Remove “peered” in title of requirement.

		Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0155

		6/11/09

		Pending

		FRS RT3-77

		FRS Section 3

		DOCUMENTATION


Make it clear in all applicable requirements that peered NPACs will not forward SP queries.

		Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0156

		6/11/09

		Pending

		FRS RT3-79, RT3-80

		FRS Section 3

		DOCUMENTATION


Document change to true up reference to SOA Origination Flag.

		Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0157

		6/11/09

		Pending

		FRS RT3-81

		FRS Section 3

		DOCUMENTATION


Remove requirement.

		Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0158

		6/11/09

		Pending

		FRS RT3-86

		FRS Section 3

		DOCUMENTATION


Make sure referencing to rollup is consistent with peered update and identify differences with how it is done today.

		Requirements will be reviewed and updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0159

		6/11/09

		Pending

		FRS RT3-89, RT3-93, RT3-98

		FRS Section 3

		DOCUMENTATION


Check to see if we need to indicate which NPAC is doing create and send.

		Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0160

		6/11/09

		Pending

		FRS RT3-92 and RT3-93

		FRS Section 3

		DOCUMENTATION


Document change to delete these requirements.

		Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0161

		6/11/09

		Close

		

		

		

		No Text Available. Maintained to keep numbering.



		0162

		6/11/09

		Pending

		FRS RT3-103

		FRS Section 3

		DOCUMENTATION


It was stated that this is a negative requirement.

		Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0163

		6/11/09

		Pending

		FRS RT5-63, RT5-67 

		FRS Section 5

		DOCUMENTATION


Delete RT5-63.

		Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0164

		6/11/09

		Pending

		FRS RT5-68

		FRS Section 5

		DOCUMENTATION


Change “filtered” to “non-filtered.”

		Requirements will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0165

		6/11/09

		Pending

		N/A

		IIS from Errata document in GDMO section

		DOCUMENTATION


For SV peered broadcast, reflect that it is a disconnect of a “ported” pooled TN.

		GDMO will be updated in next IIS 5.0.0 release






		0166

		6/11/09

		Pending

		N/A

		IIS Flow B.5.4.7.2

		DOCUMENTATION


Failed List for SV2 must be cleared.

		IIS will be updated in next IIS 5.0.0 release






		0167

		6/11/09

		Pending

		N/A

		IIS

		DOCUMENTATION


Need to review and validate flows in the context of 3 or more peered NPACs.

		Scenarios will be reviewed to determine where there is value in having flows with multiple NPAC SMS.  One potential area for additional flows would be recovery. Additional flows identified will be included in next IIS 5.0.0 release



		0168

		6/11/09

		Pending

		N/A

		IIS Flow B.5.6.2

		DOCUMENTATION


Review to make sure that all attributes are included.

		IIS flow will be reviewed and updated in next IIS 5.0.0 release






		0169

		6/18/09

		Open


(changed on 10/19/09)

		N/A

		FRS 6.4

		ARCHITECTURE

(changed on 10/19/09)

May want to revisit having more than one LSMS interface between peered NPACs.

		The current documentation for NANC 437 supports one Inter-NPAC LSMS interface.  If capacity issues are identified, then the document can be updated to allow for support of multiple Inter-NPAC LSMS associations.

10/19/09


Need to determine how they would be sized and augmented if needed.

Action for all to determine if we will address in full LNPA WG or in a focused sub-team to analyze various modeling assumptions to determine if one LSMS interface is adequate or more are needed.

11/10/09

Telcordia Proposal:


· Need to decide how it is sized and if it needs augmented.





		0170

		6/18/09

		Closed


10/19/09

		

		FRS Section 6

		DOCUMENTATION

10/19/09:

(Moved to item 101)

Configuration of relationships of SPID to SOA associations across peered NPACs are the same.  Concern with amount of traffic and ability to do load balancing.

		10/19/09:


(Moved to item 101)


The current documentation for NANC 437 supports one Inter-NPAC SOA interface connection per SPID.  If capacity issues are identified when considering item 101, then the document can be updated to allow for support of multiple Inter-NPAC SOA associations per SPID.






		0171

		6/18/09

		Pending

		TBD

		FRS Section 6

		DOCUMENTATION


Unless there are any objections, instead of partitioning rollup requirements make a documentation note that concurrent operations were identified and no requirements changes were warranted.  

		FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release






		0172

		6/18/09

		Closed


10/19/09

		N/A

		

		ARCHITECTURE


10/19/09:


(Moved to Item 101)

Regarding peering distribution of workload for each Active SV transaction, it was questioned if the formula (M/N+K)*C accurately reflects all work necessary. 

		10/19/09:


(Moved to Item 101)


In the examples the C value used is to represent the functional workload of broadcasting to and receiving responses from an LSMS.  The value of C may not be equal in both equations (it could be less than or greater than depending on implementation). 



		0173

		6/18/09

		Pending

		R10-2

		FRS Section 10

		DOCUMENTATION

10/19/09:


LEVEL OF EFFORT added

Regarding 99.9% reliability for LSMS and SOA interfaces, need to calculate aggregate reliability % in a peered NPAC environment in order to ensure no degradation in reliability.

		The 99.9% reliability is for the entire region (an aggregate number).  FRS will be updated in the next FRS 5.0.0 release.

11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:


· Assumed LLC would manage availabilty SLRs based on the number of Peered NPAC SMS in a region.



		0174

		6/18/09

		Pending

		FRS RT6-12

		FRS Section 6

		DOCUMENTATION


Change requirement to reflect that it is 20 CMIP operations over a single SOA association and not 70.

		FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release

11/10/2009


Need to model what is needed as part of Item 101.



		0175

		6/18/09

		Pending

		FRS RT6-16

		FRS Section 6

		DOCUMENTATION


Strike the requirement.

		FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0176

		6/18/09

		Pending

		FRS RT6-18

		FRS Section 6

		DOCUMENTATION


Change to clarify the requirement because it is required functionality.  It currently states for those that support the application level error functionality. 

		FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		 0177

		6/18/09

		Pending

		TBD

		FRS Recovery

		DOCUMENTATION


Question related to recovery:   If 2 or more NPACs are down and they come up at different times, how is data merged?  Possible race conditions?  Need to revisit recovery tenets in the context of 1 or more NPACs being down.

		FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release to more clearly document the recovery process with multiple NPAC scenarios.

11/10/2009


Tied to Item 80 and Item 179.



		0178

		6/18/09

		Pending

		FRS RT6-55

		FRS Section 6

		DOCUMENTATION


Change requirement to clarify that SWIM is the first priority for recovery and time-based is a fallback.

		FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0179

		6/18/09

		Pending

		TBD

		FRS Recovery

		DOCUMENTATION


Do data requirements drive the need to have all NPACs up and running before recovery takes place?  Example is if an NXX is created on the wrong NPAC and deleted and created on the correct NPAC, if NPACs are down, sequence of recovery of messages is critical.   Discuss in the context of both bringing up a new NPAC and restoring a crashed NPAC.

		Related to item #177. FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release to more clearly document the recovery process with multiple NPAC scenarios.



		0180

		6/18/09

		Pending

		FRS RT6-63

		FRS Section 6

		DOCUMENTATION


Strike the requirement.

		FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0181

		6/18/09

		Pending

		FRS RT6-64

		FRS Section 6

		DOCUMENTATION


Review requirement to see if it should be struck.  SWIM does not currently function in this way.  In general are we only supporting SWIM?

		FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release

11/10/2009


May need to strike this requirement based on the result of Item 178.



		0182

		6/18/09

		Pending

		FRS RT6-73

		FRS Section 6

		DOCUMENTATION


Decide if the requirement should be struck.  It was mentioned that it seemed out of place.

		FRS will be reviewed updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0183

		6/18/09

		Pending

		FRS RT6-81

		FRS Section 6

		DOCUMENTATION


Clarify intent of requirement.  Peered NPAC ID?

		FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0184

		6/18/09

		Pending

		FRS RT6-84


FRS 6.8

		FRS Section 6

		DOCUMENTATION


Remove “existing.” And in Section 6.8, remove other instances of “existing.”

		FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0185

		6/18/09

		Pending

		FRS RT6-90

		FRS Section 6

		DOCUMENTATION


Change requirement to a constraint.

		FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0186

		6/18/09

		Pending

		FRS RT6-90

		FRS Section 6

		DOCUMENTATION


Review for possible clarification or provide rationale if decision is to remove.

		Requirement will be changed to a constraint per item #185. FRS will be reviewed  updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0187

		6/18/09

		Pending

		FRS 7-2

		FRS Section 7

		DOCUMENTATION


Apply note below to this requirement.

		FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0188

		6/18/09

		Pending

		R 7-100.1

		FRS Section 7

		DOCUMENTATION


Update requirement.

		FRS will be updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release

11/10/09


Requirement R7-101.1 will have the note from RT7-19 added to it which states "Note:  The Application Level Heartbeat is a CMIP notification but it does not contain a security field."



		0189

		6/18/09

		Pending

		R 7-108.1

		FRS Section 7

		DOCUMENTATION


Can this report generated be all NPACs or just the Master NPAC of the block?

		FRS will be reviewed and updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0190

		6/18/09

		Pending

		FRS RR9-11

		FRS Section 9

		DOCUMENTATION


Can this report generated be all NPACs or just the Master NPAC of the Old SP?  What is scope of requirement?  Review Change Order 375.

		FRS will be reviewed and updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0191

		6/18/09

		Pending

		FRS RR9-21

		FRS Section 9.3.3

		DOCUMENTATION


Question on what are data gathering requirements for resend exclusion report.

		FRS will be reviewed and updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release



		0192

		6/18/09

		Open

		FRS RT10-4

		FRS Section 10

		ARCHITECTURE

Revisit requirement to determine how 3-second requirement can be met with multiple NPACs.  Related to Item 50.

		FRS will be reviewed updated in next FRS 5.0.0 release

Moved to architecture per 7/14/09 APT meeting for further discussion requested by a vendor.

11/10/09


Telcordia Proposal:


· It is in the best interest for both vendors to work collaboratively to meet the 3-second response time given that both vendors would be the old or new service provider in the port. Two vendors have indicated that this it is reasonable to support a 3-second response time over the Inter-NPAC SMS interface. SLA management would be the responsibility of the LLC.



		0193

		6/18/09

		Changed to Open from Pending  on 11/10/09

		FRS RT11-1, 


FRS RT11-2

		FRS Section 11

		DOCUMENTATION


Industry needs to agree on billing arrangements and compensation of workload on NPACs.  May drive changes to usage measurement requirements.

		Usage data requirements can be updated when industry billing arrangements are in place.



		0194

		11/10/09

		Open

		

		FRS

		DOCUMENTATION

		11/10/09

· Related to Item 0006/


· Current set of configurable parameters must be listed in the FRS and all NPACs must use the same defined set of configurable parameters.
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