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     LNPA Transition Oversight Sub-Committee and APT Meeting Agenda
   March 19, 2018
 		     			         Conference Call
                                                  
Agenda

Monday, March 19, 2018   9:00 AM – 11:00 AM (Eastern Time Zone) 
Conference Bridge – 800-365-8460, 598 375 010 #, #

APT Agenda
 
9:00 a.m.		APT Agenda Review – Teresa Patton and John Malyar

 		
9:05 a.m.		PIM/NANC Change Order Review and Recommendations – All




[bookmark: _MON_1582356657][bookmark: _MON_1582356683][bookmark: _MON_1582356708]

9:45 a.m.		Adjourn APT Meeting

The LNPA TOSC portion of the meeting will begin immediately after the APT session ends.

LNPA TOSC Agenda

9:45 a.m.		LNPA Transition – All
· Discuss Action Items 
· MUMP related action item for SPs and Vendors to look at the impact to their systems for having two different versions of the MUMP forms and the impact on local system or provider’s automated processes. Determine if processes have been already changed and what additional impacts might there be to having a different form.  
· Hold/Replay action items:
· SPs and Vendors to determine impact assessment of this situation and the impact of not having Hold/Replay available for CMIP systems.
· Action item for iconectiv to explain how inbound processes are being handled while a system is on hold and to provide the behavior of inbound messages in general.

10:00 a.m.		Change Management – iconectiv
· PIM Review and Approval – All
· NANC Change Order Review and Approval


10:45 a.m.		New Business – All

11:00 a.m.		Adjourn



Next Meeting …April 4, 2018:  Conference Bridge 10 a.m. Eastern
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Problem/Issue Identification Document




LNP Problem/Issue Identification and Description Form


Submittal Date (mm/dd/yyyy):  03/06/2018

Company(s) Submitting Issue: iconectiv

Contact(s):  Name Pat White


         Contact Number 732-699-4985


         Email Address pwhite@iconectiv.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.)


An issue was raised in the industry concerning documenting and maintaining the MUMP File spreadsheets.  The understanding was that the implementation was vendor specific, and the implementations may be different between the NPAC vendors.   The FRS requirements identified a high-level view of the MUMP files and only identified a subset of the fields that can appear in a MUMP File.

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


A. Examples & Impacts of Problem/Issue:  
Based on the implementation specific nature of the existing MUMP Files and the high level view of the MUMP Files in the FRS requirements, there may be differences in the MUMP File layouts between the vendors.  


B. It may behoove the industry to fully document their needs for the MUMP File in the FRS requirements, including a complete description and layout of all of the fields in the MUMP file (e.g., existing FRS requirements (RR3-780) only specify LRN and DPC is part of Mass Update file (no optional data), no data that would appear on a Mass Create (other than LRN and DPCs), no data that would appear on a Mass Release, no data that would appear on a Mass Disconnect).

B.   Frequency of Occurrence:
Whenever NPAC transitions.

C. NPAC Regions Impacted:


 Mid Atlantic ___ Midwest___ Northeast___ Southeast___ Southwest___ Western___     


 West Coast___ ALL US regions_X__

D. Rationale why existing process is deficient: 

MUMP File specification are implementation specific.  Current FRS requirements for MUMP Files are incomplete.

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


F.   Any other descriptive items: Requested M&Ps for use of MUMP process were not provided by the incumbent LNPA due to the incumbent LNPA sharing that their process is implementation specific. ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________


3. Suggested Resolution: 


Industry should consider if there is value in standardizing the MUMP File forms and if so, then the TOSC should identify/clarify requirements in a NANC Change Order and schedule the Change Order in a future Industry release.

LNPA WG: (only)


Item Number: PIM 107



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):  03/06/2018

Company(s) Submitting Issue: iconectiv

Contact(s):  Name John Malyar


         Contact Number 732-699-7192


         Email Address jmalyar@iconectiv.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.)


Based on feedback from a current user of the Neustar NPAC, there appears to be implementation differences between the Neustar and iconectiv NPAC’s implementation of the XML Hold/Replay functionality.  This functionality can be used when a SOA or LSMS SPID transitions from using a CMIP implementation to using an XML implementation or is initially onboarding to an XML interfacing system.

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


A. Examples & Impacts of Problem/Issue:

  
iconectiv based its implementation of the Hold/Replay XML functionality on the FRS Section 3.17 Customer Onboarding description and stated requirements.  iconectiv implemented these requirements for Customers initially onboarding to XML interfacing systems or transitioning from CMIP to XML interfacing systems as per the statement in the introduction “this feature fills a synchronization gap for service provider systems that are new to the XML interface”.  In customer testing of the Hold/Replay functionality, it was reported that the iconectiv implemented process is different than the incumbent in that the Hold state may be a long duration. 


The iconectiv implementation was based on the description in 3.17 and on the current Industry documentation/procedures for CMIP recovery. This implementations includes the use of the current methodology of notifying Industry participants via status/attribute change notifications and when Local Systems are not successful recipients of Network updates they are placed on the Failed SP Lists. The iconectiv implementation for not placing the on boarded XML system on the Failed List was to manage Hold the way recovery operations is treated (i.e., rollup of SVs is held up until the recovering LSMS finishes recovery). That is, given the transition should be brief, the rollup of SV is suspended. Also the current FRS 5.1.1.1 status change transitions do not permit Active SV to revert back to Partial Failed status. Also, not placing an LSMS on Hold for a longer period of time may have operations issues since SPs activating SVs have no way of knowing that the “On-Hold” LSMS/network did not receive the update (is not on the Failed SP list).


The assumptions for the use of BDD/delta BDD for Hold/Replay/Normal are from the description in 3.17 as per the following:


For a new system synchronizing with the NPAC, this Hold status starts when the delta BDD is created and continues until they have successfully loaded the delta BDD and the system is ready to receive messages from the NPAC.  At that time, the provider’s system status will be changed from Hold to Replay.  While in Replay status, all messages that are in the hold queue are sent to the provider in the order they were originally created.  Any new messages created during this time are placed at the end of the hold queue.  When the hold queue is empty, the provider's system status is changed to Normal and synchronization is complete.  

B.   Frequency of Occurrence:
As per current documentation may be used whenever SPIDs migrate from using the CMIP interface to using the XML interface.

C. NPAC Regions Impacted:


 Mid Atlantic ___ Midwest___ Northeast___ Southeast___ Southwest___ Western___     


 West Coast___ ALL US regions_X__

D.  Rationale why existing process is deficient: 
The implemented process is not deficient for the original intended purpose. If the Industry determines that an expanded process is to allow for long periods of Service Providers not being identified as failures for receiving network broadcasts, then a new process should be agreed to and documented by the Industry. 

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


F.   Any other descriptive items: iconectiv requested the M&Ps used by the incumbent LNPA for the existing Hold / Replay process but was told that XML M&Ps are implementation specific and not publicly available.____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________


3. Suggested Resolution: 


If the implementation by iconectiv is determined to be an Industry issue to be worked by the LNPA Transition Oversight Subcommittee, then the TOSC should identify/clarify requirements in a NANC Change Order and schedule the Change Order in a future Industry release. 

LNPA WG: (only)


Item Number: PIM 108



Issue Resolution Referred to: _________________________________________________________

Why Issue Referred: __________________________________________________________________ ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________


1
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LNP Problem/Issue Identification and Description Form


Submittal Date (mm/dd/yyyy):  03/12/2018

Company(s) Submitting Issue: iconectiv

Contact(s):  Name John Malyar


         Contact Number 732-699-7192


         Email Address jmalyar@iconectiv.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.)


Based on feedback from current users of the Neustar NPAC, there appears to be a need to utilize Hold – Replay functionality for CMIP mechanized users that is not related to those users transitioning from a CMIP implementation to an XML implementation. 

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


A. Examples & Impacts of Problem/Issue:

  
iconectiv based its implementation of the Hold/Replay XML functionality on the FRS Section 3.17 Customer Onboarding description and stated requirements.  iconectiv implemented these requirements for Customers initially onboarding to XML interfacing systems or transitioning from CMIP to XML interfacing systems as per the statement in the introduction “this feature fills a synchronization gap for service provider systems that are new to the XML interface”.  In customer testing of the Hold/Replay functionality, it was reported that the iconectiv implemented process is different than the incumbent in that the feature in the iconectiv implementation was not extended to be used in a CMIP-only implementation not related to transitioning between CMIP and XML. 


Even though there are existing recovery mechanisms supported in CMIP (time/SWIM recovery, BDD/delta BDD files), there may be an additional need to support Hold/Replay functionality for CMIP users that are experiencing issues.  The iconectiv implementation was based on the description in 3.17 and on the current Industry documentation/procedures for CMIP recovery. This implementations includes the use of the BDD and delta BDD files in conjunction with mechanized time or SWIM based recovery for CMIP and Hold/Replay for XML.  There are no explicit requirements in the FRS for supporting Hold/Replay for CMIP interfacing system.

B.   Frequency of Occurrence:
Unknown.  Although the incumbent cited the feature was used approximately 90 times in 2017 at the March 2018 LNPA TOSC meeting, there was no distinction of its use for CMIP interfacing systems vs use for CMIP systems transitioning to XML.

C. NPAC Regions Impacted:


 Mid Atlantic ___ Midwest___ Northeast___ Southeast___ Southwest___ Western___     


 West Coast___ ALL US regions_X__

D.  Rationale why existing process is deficient: 
The implemented process is not deficient for the original intended purpose. If the Industry determines that an expanded process to include CMIP users is needed, then a new process should be agreed to and documented by the Industry. 

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


F.   Any other descriptive items: iconectiv requested the M&Ps used by the incumbent LNPA for the existing Hold / Replay process but was told that XML M&Ps are implementation specific and not publicly available.____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________


3. Suggested Resolution: 


If the implementation by iconectiv is determined to be an Industry issue to be worked by the LNPA Transition Oversight Subcommittee, then the TOSC should identify/clarify requirements in a NANC Change Order and schedule the Change Order in a future Industry release. 

LNPA WG: (only)


Item Number: PIM XXX



Issue Resolution Referred to: _________________________________________________________

Why Issue Referred: __________________________________________________________________ ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________


1
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Problem/Issue Identification Document




LNP Problem/Issue Identification and Description Form


Submittal Date (mm/dd/yyyy):  03/06/2018

Company(s) Submitting Issue: iconectiv

Contact(s):  Name Pat White


         Contact Number 732-699-4985


         Email Address pwhite@iconectiv.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.)


iconeciv implemented the BDD files based on the NPAC SMS FRS BDD requirements and examples in Appendix E.  During certification and regression testing of the iconectiv NPAC                                    vendors and mechanized service providers, no one identified any issues with iconectiv’s BDD implementation.  While onboarding non-mechanized BDD file only users, a small set of users identified issues with the content and format of some fields in the SV BDD file as compared to the incumbent NPAC implementation.  This particular issue concerns the content of the SSN field in SV and Number Pool Block BDD files.  iconectiv would like clarification on the correct behavior for producing BDD files that contain the SSN fields.

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


A. Examples & Impacts of Problem/Issue:  
The FRS identifies the content of the SV BDD file in Appendix E, and in particular identifies, via example, how each field in the file is formatted.  The FRS for the SSN fields, as identified in Table E-1, indicates the following (this is for the CLASS SSN field, identifying the field and a sample value for that field):

       CLASS SSN - 123 (This value is 1 octet and usually set to 000)

Based on the BDD requirements and description in FRS Appendix E, the iconectiv NPAC outputs SSNs as 3 numeric characters when populated (in the US these 3 digits are “000”).  But customers who obtain full BDDs have indicated that in BDD files produced by the incumbent LNPA NPAC the SSN fields are represented as a single “0” digit when the SSN is “000”.

B.   Frequency of Occurrence:
Whenever SV or Block BDD files are produced.  Many NPAC BDD users obtain BDD files nightly.

C. NPAC Regions Impacted:


 Mid Atlantic ___ Midwest___ Northeast___ Southeast___ Southwest___ Western___     


 West Coast___ ALL US regions_X__

D. Rationale why existing process is deficient: 

Current incumbent LNPA SV/Block BDD files obtained by BDD users are inconsistent with current FRS documentation.  Using “0” for SSN field also makes the size of the file smaller, which can decrease the time for clients to process the files.

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


F.   Any other descriptive items: ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________


3. Suggested Resolution: 


If it is determined that this is an issue to be worked, a change order for future implementation should be developed. 

LNPA WG: (only)


Item Number: PIM 106



Issue Resolution Referred to: _________________________________________________________

Why Issue Referred: __________________________________________________________________ ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________


1
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