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MEETING MINUTES FROM DAY #1 (3/4/02):

Introductions and Agenda Review

Made introductions and reviewed agenda.



Reviewed January 2002 & February 2002 Minutes

1) Changed the year in the header of the January minutes to 2002 instead of 2001.  Version v.04 of the January minutes is attached below.


2)  The following changes were made to the February 2002 minutes (the updated version v.03 is attached below):
a) Changed the year in the header of the February minutes to 2002 instead of 2001.   
b) Changed the wording of section C – 2 – d:
i) FROM: Puerto Rico has indicated that they are on the pooling schedule for 2Q02.  Amy Putnam indicated that the FCC approved schedule goes through 1Q02, however there is a proposed schedule that goes out a couple of years.
ii) TO: Puerto Rico has indicated that they are on the proposed pooling schedule for early 2003.  Amy Putnam indicated that the FCC has approved only the first 3 months of the proposed schedule (which includes mid-March through mid-June of 2002), however there is a proposed schedule that goes out a couple of years.





Introduction of New Business Items

1) Clarify 6-Month Wait for Bonafide Request Outside the Top 100 MSAs 
a) Per the mandate, outside the Top 100 MSAs SPs have six months after 11/24/02 to comply with a Bonafide Request. 
b) This item will be closed unless any team members provide differing opinions on this matter based upon the information in the order.

2) Communication of WNPO Decisions/Recommendations Matrix to the Industry
a) The team determined that the decisions/recommendations of the WNPO will be publicized via the following actions:
i) ACTION: Present the WNPO Decisions/Recommendation Matrix at the upcoming CTIA Critical Issues forum in May 2002. (Brigitte Brown)
ii) The matrix has already been posted on the NPAC website.
iii) ACTION: Separate sections will be created on the NPAC website for WNPO items: one section will contain the WNPO minutes and agendas; another will contain any additional WNPO documentation. (Jim Grasser)
b) Note: Currently the WNPO contribution form is on the NPAC website under “wireless”, then select “WNPO” and the contribution form is in the middle of the page.

3) NAPM LLC Meeting Updates – Jim Grasser
a) NeuStar and the NAPM LLC have agreed to the WNPO’s request for the adjustment of the Long Business Day timers to 3am to 11pm central 7-days a week (to support intercarrier testing) to occur on March 1st, 2002.
b) Reviewed the latest NPAC 3.1 rollout schedule:
i) February 18th		Northeast
ii) March 18th			Western 
iii) April 8th			Southwest
iv) April 22nd			West Coast
v) May 6th			Mid-Atlantic
vi) May 20th			Southeast
vii) June 10th			Midwest

4) Escalation Path for Jeopardies with Porting
ACTION: Add a new item to the WNPO Issues / Action Items list identifying the need for a discussion on mapping an escalation path to an external entity for porting issues and ports in jeopardy.  (Brigitte Brown)

5) Slow Updates to LNP SCPs – Steve Addicks
a) Steve Addicks voiced a concern regarding the timeliness of updates to the LNP databases used for call routing (see contribution attached below).  He mentioned that subsequent to a large customer cut-over they could not receive calls from wireless numbers for one week.  The NPAC broadcasts were being received by the wireless SPs (no failure messages were issued).   Steve mentioned that while the dip was being performed by the wireless SPs, the correct LRN was not obtained due to the Number Portability database not being updated, and therefore the call could not be completed.  Steve further indicated that troubleshooting efforts confirmed that these wireless SPs were not default routing to wireline SPs.  
b) The team agreed to address this concern with the following actions:
i) ACTION:  Add the following statement in the minutes and in the WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix: “The appropriate network elements should be updated with the routing information broadcast from the NPAC SMS within 15 minutes of the receipt of the broadcast.”
ii) ACTION: Maggie Lee to provide a reference to an industry document for the statement regarding the guideline for updating LSMSs/NPDBs subsequent to an NPAC broadcast.  Any other team members with further references (e.g. LNPA working group letter to NANC in 1997, or ATIS document). (Maggie Lee and Team)
iii) 
ACTION: – Add a new item to the WNPO Issues & Action Items list that the WNPO needs to create a troubleshooting guideline.  Jim Grasser will provide a rough draft (Jim Grasser)



Revised Implementation Timeline/Guideline & Narrative for NANC

1) The team decided that while the narrative needs to be updated, the timeline should not be changed as the dates still represent the critical timeframes that need to be met. 

2) The team agreed that the narrative needs to indicate that the critical network elements have still not been delivered by the vendors.

3) ACTION: Jim Grasser and Brigitte Brown to put words together for the narrative tonight (3/4/02) for the team to review and revise tomorrow (3/5/02).  The team requested that the wording clearly indicate that the lack of vendor solutions for critical network elements has created a jeopardy status.

4) On Day #2 (3/5/02) the team reviewed the wording of the narrative and wordsmith-ed collectively until agreement was reached on the following wording:

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

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

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

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

5) Attached below is the updated Narrative (Revision 3; document version v.08) for presentation at the March NANC meeting on 3/12/02. 





WTSC (Wireless Testing Sub-Committee) Update 

Note: Jim Grasser provided the WTSC Update:  
1) Revised the test plan (version 1.4) to include 911 testing and using MDNs from traditional wireline numbers.

2) Updated the test schedule to include the new Top 100 MSAs.
a) 7 wireless SPs and 1 wireline SP are included in the test schedule thus far.
b) Thus far, testing is planned in 23 MSAs (out of a total of 121).  
c) Therefore, roughly 1/8 of the wireless SPs in the new Top 100 MSAs plan to test in 1/5 of the MSAs.
d) There are over 55 wireless SPs within the new Top 100 MSAs.



Matrix of Proposed Help Desk Hours, Timers & Maintenance Windows


The WNPO created a matrix (see attached) containing all the proposed items below.  This matrix will be provided to the NAPM LLC.

1) Maintenance Window Timeframes
a) DECISION: The team decided to propose 2am to 8am central (across all regions) for the SP standard maintenance window.  While there were no major objections to the 3am to 9am central, the team decided to propose that it start at 2am central to avoid a one-hour overlap on the east coast with the beginning of the long business day.
b) DECISION: The SP Extended Maintenance Window is still proposed for midnight to 11am central.
c) DECISION:  The WNPO proposes that the changes in the standard and extended maintenance windows become effective on 11/10/02. 
d) The NPAC will pick their maintenance windows sometime within the SP maintenance window timeframes.
e) SP should not start NPAC processes until after the maintenance window.  
f) Customers should be told that ports will not be completed until after maintenance window.

2) Contract Revision for NPAC Personnel Working Sundays & Longer Business Days: 
a) DECISION: The WNPO is proposing that the NPAC help desk hours be extended (effective 11/24/02) to support the proposed long business day timers.  The WNPO proposed that the NPAC help desk hours run from 9am to 9pm seven days a week for each regional time zone (see the attached matrix for the specific time zones).
b) Wireline is currently setup for 7am to 7pm central.  

3) Long Business Day Timers prior to the implementation of Porting & pooling on 11/24/02:
a) DECISION: For the test bed, the WNPO was requesting that the long business day timers be set to 3am to 11pm central for all regions beginning on 3/1/02 through 11/23/02.
b) DECISION: For the production systems from 3/1/02 through 11/23/02, the WNPO is requesting that the long business day timers be set to 3am to 11pm per each regional time zone (see the attached matrix for the specific time zones).

4) DECISION: For Long Business Day Timers in the production systems from 11/24/02 and moving forward, the WNPO is requesting 9am to 9pm per each regional time zone (see the attached matrix for the specific time zones).

5) DECISION: Team decided that the one time zone that will be used for test lab is central time (Gene Johnston confirmed that there was no need to use another time zone.). 

6) DECISION: The team formalized the decision to use the central time zone for the Midwest region.  Wireline also uses central time for Midwest region.

7) No team members brought up any issues or impacts that need to be considered with regard to certain areas not participating in daylight savings time.

8) ACTION: Jim Grasser and Brigitte Brown to send a letter to the LLC proposing that the timers, help desk hours, and maintenance windows identified in the matrix be supported by the NPAC. 
 
9) ACTION: Add the following statement to the WNPO decision/recommendation matrix “NPAC porting activities should not be carried out during the maintenance window timeframes.”



NeuStar Update – Gene Johnston:

1) NeuStar has two 3.1 test beds:
a) One test bed for the super-region (composite of every region except the Northeast region).
b) One test bed the wireless community is using for testing.

2) Update from Day 2 (3/5/02):
a) Two new SPs signed NDAs last month.  
b) Completed another wireless SP’s turn up testing.  The entities that have completed turn-up testing include: Illuminet, Sprint, Nextel, and Cingular.
c) Two new wireless SPs should have begun turn-up testing last week, however they have not begun yet.
d) NeuStar resources have been available for all SPs that have requested testing.



Review of WNPO Issues & Action Items List

1) Updates were made directly into the WNPO Issues and Action Items list – refer to the updated document (v.13) attached below (the changes are tracked in red).


2) ACTION: Add an issue on the WNPO Issues and Action Items list entitled “Impact of WLNP & Pooling on E911”.  (Brigitte Brown)
a) NENA update from Rick Jones:
i) There is a NENA & CTIA Subject Matter Expert meeting to discuss technical issues related to WLNP/Pooling and E911.  The meeting is scheduled for April 16th and 17th at the NeuStar facility in Washington DC (1120 Vermont Ave NW). 
ii)  NENA is documenting an issues list related to the impact of WLNP and Pooling on E911.  A couple issues include:
(1) One 911 vendor is compliant with the NP query, and the two others are not.  
(2) Wireless SPs using regular 10-digit numbers to access 911 services, not dedicated trunks like wireline.  
(a) Those 10-digit numbers may be pooled or ported numbers.  
(b) Today, the calls go out of the wireless network and over to wireline networks where the number portability dip is performed.  
(c) For 911 calls SPs do not check registration.  If uninitialized calls to 911 are allowed to go through, then all calls are passed through without registration, so a dip could not be performed.  If a dip is performed, then uninitialized calls to 911 cannot be supported.
(d) Rick believes that in the future if it is not dipped and code is held by wireless carrier, then the call would receive vacant number treatment.  
(e) Rick has asked TR45.2 for clarification.
(f) As Sheriff’s departments add numbers, they may be pooled (pooled from a wireless code) or ported numbers.  

3) Item 0002 - Identify group for ongoing maintenance of ICP document:  This item was closed.  2/02 - OBF will maintain the ICP document beginning with the February 2002 OBF meeting (last CTIA doc version 2.1.3).

4) Item 0004 - PIM 0012 – Operator Services:  This item was closed.  1/6/02 – T1S1.3 accepted the contribution with the proposed changes to operator services.

5) Item 0007 - Impact of wireless number portability on directory assistance and directory listings:  3/4/02 – Still ongoing at OBF.

6) Item 0009 - Generate a Wireless Pooling document based on 99-200 and review of existing industry documents:  3/4/02 – PTF developed procedures for Native Block Pooling and developing Transition Plan to Traditional Pooling.

7) Item 0010 – Vendor Readiness:  ACTION: Brigitte Brown to email Holly Hendersen & Rick Dressner Motorola’s response to the WNPO vendor letters that were sent in 2001.

8) Item 0011 - Only a small number of companies have communicated their intent to test with the NPAC:  Need to follow up on this previously assigned item: 6/11/01 – ACTION: Anne Cummins will check with CTIA regarding future mailings to wireless carriers.  As of 7/9/01 no response from CTIA, Anne to resend request.

9) Item 0012 - Monitoring & Recording Wireless NPAC Turn-Up Testing Status: 
a) Need to follow up on this previously assigned item: 12/10/01 - ACTION:  Team member asked that NeuStar look into how many providers requested a test date that NeuStar could not support due to release 3.1 activities. (Gene Johnston) – just one provider as of 3/4/02.  ACTION: NeuStar will continue to monitor this and provide status updates in its monthly reports.
b) ACTION: At a minimum, NeuStar recommends that all SPs start the application process with NeuStar no later than July 1, 2002 to secure the necessary NeuStar resources in order to comply with the mandated dates.  A carrier cannot begin participation in intercarrier testing until the application process is completed.  ACTION: Jim Grasser and Brigitte Brown to wordsmith and provide proposed wording next month.  ACTION: Add this to the timeline narrative and the WNPO decision/recommendation matrix (Jim Grasser & Brigitte Brown)

10) Item 0013 – Intercarrier Testing: 
a) 1/7/02 – ACTION: The WNPO asked that the WTSC confirm with its members whether wireline SPs need to be involved in inter-carrier testing for pooling, even if porting is no longer required. – 3/4/02 Update – WTSC confirmed that testing with wireline for pooling is needed.
b) 1/7/02 – ACTION: WNPO and WTSC members to review the call completion tests in the intercarrier test plan and provide contributions if there any further pooling tests that are needed. – 3/4/02: Jim Grasser to check.

11) Item 0014 - Vendor (Clearinghouse) for Receiving/Submitting Requests for Opening codes for Porting: The team closed this issue because all codes covered by the mandate within the new Top 100 MSAs (121 MSAs) will be opened as of 11/24/02, therefore the WNPO determined that there is no need for a vendor to handle BFR requests outside the new Top 100 MSAs.

12) Item 0015 - Model for Forecasting Porting Activity (NPDB capacity): ACTION: Maggie will email the final version of her NPDB model (updated in January 2002) to Brigitte Brown so that it can be distributed to the team.

13) Item 0019 - Short Messaging Service:  
a) ACTION: Gene Johnston indicated that SMS standards documentation was sent out by T1S1 in January 2002 for final approval.  The document is located on www.ATIS.org under the T1S1 January 2002 minutes.  Gene Johnston will provide the document name.
b) ACTION: Brigitte Brown to forward the following SMS standards documents out to the WNPO:
i) “TR-45 PN-4411 ANSI-41-D Enhancements for MDN Based Message Centers (Source: TR-45.2)”
ii) “TR-45 PN-4411 TIA/EIA-41-D Enhancements for Wireless Number Portability Phase III (WNP-PH3) (Source: TR-45.2.AHWNP)”
c) ACTION: Kathleen Tedrick & Rick Dressner to review SMS standards and document inadequacies.
d) (This item falls under both 0019 & 0010) ACTION: Invite standards bodies (T1S1.3 and TR-45) via email to the April 2002 WNPO meeting with the following list of items that the WNPO would like them to address 
i) What Short Message Service scenarios are supported with number pooling / wireless number portability.
ii) Provide clarification on the new OAA standards.
iii) Provide clarification on standards relating to Cause Code 26.
iv) Provide clarification on any standards relating to wireless porting and pooling, also with respect to an inter-networking environment.



MEETING MINUTES FROM DAY #2 (3/5/02):

1. Approval of Revised Implementation Timeline/Guideline & Narrative for NANC

(See notes under Section D under Day 1 - 3/4/02)



1. Approval of Proposed Help Desk Hours, Timers & Maintenance Windows 

(See notes under Section F under Day 1 - 3/4/02)



Discussion of Wireless Reseller Flows

The WNPO discussed wireless reseller flows, focusing primary on flow C (customers porting from one reseller to another reseller) and assigned the following action items and made the following decision:
a) DECISION: The WNPO decided that the vote on wireless reseller flows (wireless to wireless only) should be postponed until the next WNPO meeting (April 2002), and that it will be the first item on the agenda (after new business) on Monday morning 4/8/02.  
b) The team clarified that there will be one vote per entity participating in the WNPO at the time of the vote.  It was further clarified that reseller entities can participate in the vote.
c) ACTION: Any additional contributions related to the wireless reseller flow discussion (including any suggestions for new flows) must be submitted to Jim Grasser no later than Friday March 22, 2002. 
d) ACTION: Facilities-based providers to speak with their resellers and internal resources that negotiate operating agreements with resellers prior to the April 2002 meeting in order to obtain input for the discussion and vote.

Below are some of the points (both opinions and facts) made by team members during the discussion of flows for customers porting from one reseller to another reseller:

e) Points regarding the original wireless flows documented in the Technical, Operational and Implementation Requirements (OPTION A):

NNSP
ONSP
NLSP
OLSP

OLSP – Old Local Service Provider
NLSP – New Local Service Provider
ONSP – Old Network Service Provider
NNSP – New Network Service Provider







i) These flows have already been adopted by the wireless industry and were included in the Technical, Operational and Implementation Requirements document in September of 2000.
ii) Many SPs have already developed to this design since this agreement was already reached in 2000.  Modifying the flows would require those SPs to 
iii) The NSP communicates with OSP, regardless of whether it is a reseller or a facility-based carrier.  Two-way communication back and forth.
iv) There is no need for the facilities-based network service providers to communicate with one another for customers porting from one reseller to another reseller.
v) Benefit – if the NLSP (reseller) sends a port request and gets no response, the NLSP will know which company to call to troubleshoot (old reseller).
vi) These flows would not force resellers to share their proprietary customer information with the facilities-based carriers.  The alternative flow would require that this information be shared.
vii) For resolving troubles encountered during the ICP (for example if no response is received from the old reseller SP – keeping in mind that no response does not mean “default acceptance” of the port by the old reseller SP), with Option A the new reseller would contact the old reseller to resolve the problem.  But Option B would require that the new reseller call the new facilities-based provider, who would then have to contact the old facilities-based provider, who would then have to handle the communication with the old reseller.  So Option B would require many more communication paths to resolve an ICP trouble, whereas Option A has the new reseller communicate directly with the old reseller.
viii) A member pointed out that Option A would require less communication processes to be setup than Option B.






f) Points regarding the flows proposed in Sprint’s contribution - which is attached below (OPTION B):

OLSP – Old Local Service Provider
NLSP – New Local Service Provider
ONSP – Old Network Service Provider
NNSP – New Network Service Provider

ONSP
NNSP
NLSP
OLSP



i) The new SP reseller only communicates with their facilities–based SP, who then only communicates with the old facilities-based SP, who then communicates with the old SP reseller.
ii) Two resellers participated in the March 2002 WNPO meeting (WorldCom and Excel Wireless) and both indicated that as resellers they preferred Option B.  Excel Wireless believed that Sprint PCS’ contribution represented the path of least resistance.
iii) WorldCom indicated that the ONSP (Old Network Service Provider) knows who its resellers are because they have a business relationship with them.
iv) A team member indicated that there is no system that ties a number to a reseller, so it is difficult to track which reseller is currently providing service to the customer.  
v) The LERG has NPA NXX tied to facilities-based providers, not the resellers.
vi) The facilities-based provider will know if the number is theirs or if it belongs to one of their  resellers.
vii) The original flow would require resellers to have connectivity or a communications process in place with every reseller in that rate center.   However with Sprint PCS’s recommendation, reseller-to-reseller communication is not required.  The facilities-based SP just needs to communicate to the resellers with whom they already have agreements.  So new resellers have to communicate with the new facilities-based carriers they already have agreements with, who then in turn communicate to the old facilities-based carriers, who then communicate with the old resellers with whom they already have agreements.
viii) A member pointed out that most resellers are small and will only support faxes.  
ix) It was mentioned that the wireline industry struggled with wireline reseller flows for 4 years, so the wireless industry could learn from their experiences and adopt what they have chosen (flows that correspond with Sprint’s contribution).
x) By selection Option B, the wireless industry would be in sync with the flows for the wireline industry.

g) Other points related to wireless reseller flow C (porting from one reseller to another):
i) In December 2001 a PIM was opened in the LNPAWG to accommodate wireless flows in the updated NANC flows.
ii) WorldCom indicated that they believe the original wireless flows to be discriminatory against resellers.  However, another team member pointed out that reseller ports would be considered complex ports regardless of whether option A or B is selected, so option A cannot be considered discriminatory.  Reseller involvement, involving multiple SPs,  was already defined as a complex port.
iii) WorldCom indicated that Option A would place a huge burden on all resellers in order to establish communication between resellers.  Another team member pointed out that the Option A flows, that had already been agreed upon by the wireless industry, have been available for over a year and a half, so resellers have had ample time to prepare to support Option A flows.
iv) A team member pointed out that the Option A flows were published at the NANC in September 2000.  However, WorldCom pointed out that the Option A flows were never approved by the FCC.  Another team member stated that the FCC indicated that it would not get down to the detailed level of reviewing and approving the wireless reseller flows.
v) WorldCom indicated that 6 months ago, many SPs liked the idea of an ICP clearinghouse because they did not fathom connecting to many resellers.  Another team member stated that the resellers could also connect to the clearinghouse.  WorldCom responded that small resellers will not likely connect to a clearinghouse, and therefore communications would require faxing.
vi) Another suggestion was voiced: Communicating directly between the NLSP (New Local Service provider – who in this case is a reseller) to the ONSP (Old Network Service Provider – old facilities-based carrier).  If the LERG has the NPA NXX mapped to the facilities-based carrier, then the NLSP (reseller) could identify the ONSP and communicate directly them, even if the OLSP (Old Local Service provider) is a reseller.
vii) A team member mentioned that the LNPAWG voted and opted to use the current wireline-only flows because wireless providers at that meeting abstained from voting.  If the wireless vote were included, the voting scale would have been tipped and the current wireless flows would have been adopted for wireline.
viii) It was mentioned that resellers must abide by the rules in the agreement with their facilities-based service provider, which dictates how they will work together so that resellers can use the facilities-based SP’s network and numbers.
ix) WorldCom indicated that they communicated with the reseller association, and no reseller had voiced concerns related to sharing their proprietary customer information with the facilities-based resellers in order to support Option B.
x) The point was made that perhaps the WNPO should consider inter-species flows while making a decision on wireless-to-wireless flows.

2) Note - This discussion only dealt with inter-carrier communications (ICP), not NPAC communications.  It has already been decided that resellers should not connect to the NPAC, and this decision is not being questioned.



Type 1 Trunk Conversions


1. The team reviewed the minutes from the 1/25/02 Type 1 Trunk Conversion conference call (attached below).
Ron Steen will be leading a team within Bell south to address Type 1 Trunk Conversions.

Team members indicated that it is unlikely that wireless SPs will want to request more Type 1 numbers from wireline SPs in the future.

Before any migration of numbers can take place, both companies affected should be in agreement and have all issues resolved.

ACTION: Ron Steen’s INC representative will take a contribution to INC to propose that the guidelines be adjusted to include this as a reason to allow for “transfer of ownership” of a 1K block.

ACTION: Ron Steen to provide a draft report on Type 1 Trunk conversions outlining the situation, issues, and proposed resolutions for discussion at the April 2002 meeting.  The following issues should be considered:
a) ACTION: Need to address tariff issues related to Type 1 Trunk conversions. (Ron Steen)
b) ACTION: Need to address snapback issues related to Type 1 Trunk conversions. (Ron Steen)
c) ACTION: Determine whether all numbers must be assigned in order to perform a “transfer of ownership”. (Ron Steen)
d) ACTION: Determine if Type 1 trunk conversions are only possible where WLNP is supported. (Ron Steen)

ACTION: Team members to review Type 1 Trunk Conversion conversations and discuss them with your companies so that feedback can be provided at the April 2002 meeting. (Team)



Phased Approach to Opening Codes for Porting – Gary Sacra & Gene Johnston

1. Gary Sacra proposed that the WNPO set a schedule by NPAC region and that all the wireless carriers participating in that region could set their codes as portable with an effective date agreed upon by the WNPO.  However, he proposed that the schedule not include more than two NPAC regions per month.

Gary Sacra indicated the some carriers key off of the LERG effective date to begin related switch translation activities.  Therefore it would pose significant issues if all SPs used the same effective date for all codes.

Some wireless SPs expressed concern with having to pay additional fees to their AOCN in order to stagger the rollout within an OCN.  John Malyar indicated that he did not believe that Telcordia would assess additional fees for not marking all codes as open at the same time in the LERG.  ACTION: John Malyar to confirm whether or not there is an additional cost for opening the codes in the LERG.  

Another team member cautioned against delaying marking codes portable in the LERG


Gene Johnston presented the attached contribution to the team:

ACTION: The WNPO needs to ensure that agreement is reached with the Pooling Task Force (PTF) with respect to a phased approach for opening codes for porting.  A joint conference call between the WNPO and PTF conference call has been scheduled for April 5th from 1:00 to 3:00 (eastern).  The dial in information is 800-503-2899, Passcode 6046644. (Team)

DECISION: The team identified the following common goals with respect to opening codes for porting:
a) Stagger volumes for LERG updates per NPAC region with effective dates no later than September 1st, 2002, in order to accommodate intra-service provider ports.  Approximately two NPAC region per month should be rolled out. 
b) Enable SPs to go into the switches one time and set the triggers.
c) Have all triggers set by 9/1/02.
d) Consider costs for opening codes.
e) Cannot do any porting until the NPAC effective date (plus 5 days) has passed.
f) Need to define LRNs per switch / per NPAC region / per LATA (to accommodate correct toll charges) in the NPAC by 9/1/02. (ACTION: Need to submit a contribution to the WNPO for a potential INC contribution for a modification to the INC Guidelines to address LRNs being defined per NPAC region, in addition to per switch / per LATA [Gene Johnston].)
g) Notes: 
i) Codes utilized for testing will need to be opened as needed in order to support test efforts.
ii) The NPAC broadcast occurs the day of the creation date, not the effective date.  
iii) The effective date in the NPAC can be modified.  
iv) NeuStar indicated that the traffic associated with opening the codes in the NPAC will not affect NPAC performance.
v) If there is a delay in the implementation date, then SPs can change the effective dates for the codes being opened in the NPAC and the LERG.

Carriers may use the LERG effective date to drive marketing campaigns.

ACTION: Telcordia to provide a contribution indicating LERG update timelines.



Other

1. ACTION: Maggie Lee to provide a contribution on “ICP Clearinghouse Interoperability Testing” for discussion at the April 2002 meeting.

1. ACTION: Team members to review and complete action items in the WNPO issues/action items list. (Team)

1. ACTION: Jim Grasser to send out notification for the next OBF wireless meeting.

1. ACTION: Jim Grasser to forward the current NENA E911 issues list to the WNPO.

1. CTIA will be hosting another Critical Issues Forum on May 22 and 23, 2002 at the Westin Grand in Washington DC. 



NEXT MEETING:

April 8th 8:30am – 5:00pm (local time) and April 9th 8:30am – 5:00pm (local time) – Kansas City, MO - Sprint

FUTURE MEETINGS:

WNPO Dates:	Location & Host:	 				
May 13 – 14	Redmond, WA - AT&T Wireless
June 10 – 11	Atlanta, GA - AT&T
July 8 – 9	Chicago – U.S. Cellular 
August 12 – 13	Vancover, BC - Canadian Consortium
September 16 – 17	Baltimore, MD - Verizon
October 14 – 15	Denver, CO - ESI
November 11 – 12	Atlanta, GA - Cox Communications
December 9 – 10	Las Vegas - Nextel Partners

SUBSCRIPTION TO WNPO TEAM DISTRIBUTION LIST: 

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

To remove yourself from the WNPO Team distribution list, send an e-mail to Majordomo@telecomse.com and in the body write <unsubscribe wireless_ops>.
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February 4 & 5, 2002         Dallas, TX – Business Edge Solutions




ATTENDANCE:


No Highlight – Attended on both days


Green – Attended on Day 1


Yellow - Attended on Day 2


		Name

		Company

		Name

		Company



		Jim Grasser

		Cingular Wireless

		Brigitte Brown

		TeleCorp PCS



		Anne Cummins

		AT&T Wireless

		Rosemary Emmer

		Nextel



		Scotty Parish

		AllTel

		Colleen Collard

		Tekelec



		Marcel Champagne

		NeuStar

		Melissa Flicek

		Nextel Partners



		Gene Johnston

		NeuStar

		Todd Barfield

		Excel Communications



		Jean Anthony

		Telecom Software

		Jeff Adrian

		Sprint PCS



		H.L. Gowda

		AT&T

		Linda Godfrey

		Verizon Wireless



		Karen Mulberry

		WorldCom

		Chris Duckett-Brown

		Verizon Wireless



		Jason Lee

		WorldCom

		Kathleen Tedrick

		Sprint



		John Malyar

		Telcordia

		Rick Dressner

		Sprint PCS



		Robert Jones

		U.S. Cellular

		Mary Brien

		Sprint PCS



		Charlotte Holden

		U.S. Cellular

		Mitch Kaufman

		NCS Pearson



		Marlene Nolan

		U.S. Cellular

		Stephen Addicks

		WorldCom



		Suzanne Stelmock

		LTC International Inc.

		Tracy Frank

		Business Edge Solutions



		Ron Stutheit

		Evolving Systems

		Patricia Smith

		Voicestream Wireless



		Julie Neumann

		AT&T Wireless

		Ron Steen

		Bell South



		Colleen Flury

		AT&T Wireless

		Adam Newman

		Telcordia Routing Administration (TRA)



		Charles Ryburn

		SBC Wireline

		Gary Sacra

		Verizon



		Frank Holleman

		Telcom Strategies Group

		Amy Putnam

		NeuStar



		Participants via the Conference Bridge:

		

		



		Jennifer Gory

		AllTel

		Liz Coakley

		SBC Wireline



		Dave Garner

		Qwest 

		Valerie Arch

		Verizon Wireless



		Gene Perez

		TSI Telecommunication Services

		Maggie Lee

		Illuminet



		Rick Jones

		NENA

		Lonnie Keck

		AT&T Wireless



		Steve Hallbauer

		CHR Solutions

		Jen Spitzer

		Qwest Wireless



		Dave Cochran

		BellSouth

		Cheryl Gordon

		AllTel





MEETING MINUTES FROM DAY #1 (2/4/02):


A. Introductions and Agenda Review


Introductions were made and the agenda reviewed.


B. Reviewed December 2001 & January 2002 Minutes


1) [image: image1.wmf]WNPO - Minutes 
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Team approved the December 2001 meeting minutes (see attachment – v.03)


2) The team requested that the following changes be made to the January 2002 meeting minutes.  The attachment below (v.03) incorporates these changes.


a) In Section E - Regional Time Zones for the Long Business Day Tuneables, the Southeast region is listed twice – remove the duplicate reference and list them in alphabetical order.


b) Add Gene Johnston to attendance list in January.


c) Include the following note in Section G - Effective Date for Tuneables in January minutes: 


NOTE: In the February 2002 meeting, NeuStar indicated that the January 2002 decision listed below needed to be modified slightly.  There is only one test bed, so only one time zone can be set for long business days for the intercarrier testing. While the team already decided to propose setting long business day duration from 3am to 11pm and for that to begin on March 1, 2002, the team still needs to decide upon which time zone to use.
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C. Introduction of New Business Items


1) FEEDBACK FROM JANUARY 2002 NANC MEETING:


a) SP Questionnaire:


i) NANC assigned an action item for the WNPO to ask SPs if they were going to be able to make the 11/24/02 date, and to ask SPs to identify the jeopardy issues if they did not believe they could make the 11/24/02 date.  


ii) The co-chairs prepared and sent out a questionnaire to the WNPO distribution list requesting that SPs provide responses to a NeuStar representative.  


iii) Later, based upon concerns raised by some SPs, the questionnaire was retracted.  Some SPs had pointed out that the questionnaire had not been approved by the WNPO prior to being sent out, and others expressed concern with providing responses to a NeuStar representative.


iv) The CTIA is tasked by NANC with identifying jeopardizes.  Members of the WNPO indicated they preferred that method of communicating the jeopardies to NANC and the FCC.


b) FCC Clarification of the 3rd NRO Report:


i) An FCC representative at the NANC meeting clarified that the new definition of Top 100 MSAs in the 3rd NRO report applied to both pooling and porting.  The geographic area and population within the Top 100 MSAs has increased.  The top 100 MSAs defined in the 1990, 2000, and any future census also apply.  San Juan, Puerto Rico is now in the top 100 MSAs.


ii) The 3rd NRO report serves as a BFR for the new definition of the Top 100 MSAs.  Therefore, all codes in Top 100 MSAs must be opened for porting.


iii) The 3rd NRO report will not be clarified/corrected by the FCC (this refers to the statement made in the report regarding the support of porting across rate centers).


2) PUERTO RICO PORTING MEETING:


a) Puerto Rico is preparing to launch Phase 1 of Local Number Portability in May 2002.  The testing is scheduled to begin in March 2002.


b) A meeting is scheduled for March 1st 2002 at 2:00 Puerto Rico time in Puerto Rico.  Participants are scheduled to share their testing implementation schedules and discuss testing and cost recovery.


c) The entire island is one rate center.


d) Puerto Rico has indicated that they are on the proposed pooling schedule for early 2003.  Amy Putnam indicated that the FCC has approved only the first 3 months of the proposed schedule (which includes mid-March through mid-June of 2002), however there is a proposed schedule that goes out a couple of years.


3) APPROVAL OF ADDITIONS TO THE WNPO DECISION/RECOMMENDATION MATRIX:


a) Item 0006 – In response to a request from the LNPA Working Group, the team agreed to add the following verbiage for item 0006: “Service providers must sufficiently test all equipment prior to turning it up in production.  If service providers are unable to complete sufficient testing they should not turn up equipment that is not ready for production use.”  Although there had been some discussion regarding urging SPs to file for a waiver if the solutions could not be fully tested prior to 11/24/02, the team members decided that such a recommendation would not be appropriate because a waiver would have to be filed in March/April, which is before inter-carrier testing will start. 

b) Item 0005 – The wording was approved as is  (“The NRO 3rd Report & Order, released on 12/28/01, clarified that BFRs (Bonafide Requests) are not needed within top 100 MSAs – all codes within the top 100 MSAs must be open for porting by 11/24/02.  This applies to both wireline and wireless SPs.”). 


c) Item 0007 – The team approved the following addition to the WNPO Decision/Recommendation matrix. Title: “Database Query Priority”  Description: “Number portability queries should be performed prior to HLR queries for call originations on a wireless MSC.”.  The updated version of the matrix (v.06) is attached below.
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4) 3RD NRO REPORT – TECHNOLOGY SPECIFIC OVERLAYS


No contributions were received, so this topic is being removed from the list of items to discuss.


5) A SMALLER CARRIER’S PERSPECTIVE OF LNP DATABASE SIZING - BOB JONES


Bob Jones presented the following contribution to the WNPO and asked that it be put into the WNPO record as a resource for smaller SPs.
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6) REVISED IMPLEMENTATION TIMELINE

a) This section contains information from discussions during 2/4/02 (Day 1) meeting, an evening meeting on 2/4/02, and during a discussion on 2/5/02 (Day 2).

b)  DECISION: The team decided upon including the following components and timeframes in the revised timeline.  The revised timeline serves as an updated guideline, not a status update.  Note: all dates below are end dates.

i) Critical Network Elements Available – 3/1/02

ii) All Other Vendor Products Available – 5/1/02

iii) NPAC Agreement Complete – 7/1/02

iv) Internal Development & Testing for Porting & Pooling – 8/1/01 (This item on the timeline is a combination of the following three elements that were on the previous timeline: 1) functional specs, 2) system development, and 3) internal end-to-end testing.  Further a note will be added to the timeline to refer to the Risk Assessment Document.)

v) Intercarrier Test Logistics – 10/1/02

vi) Intercarrier Testing – Begin date: 4/1/02; End date: 10/1/02

vii) Deployment and Final Adjustments – Begin date: 9/1/02; End date: 11/24/02

viii) NPAC Turn-Up testing did not need to be displayed in the timeline because NeuStar indicated they would provide up to and beyond 11/24/02.


ix) The title will be changed to cover both portability and pooling – “Wireless Number Portability & Pooling Implementation Guideline”.


c) ACTION: Jim Grasser to revise the timeline and narrative and send it to the team on 2/6/02.


d) ACTION: Team to review the revised timeline and narrative and provide any comments to Jim Grasser by COB 2/7/02.


e) ACTION: Jim Grasser to send the updated timeline and narrative to NANC.


f) DECISION: The team decided that the following elements would be classified as “Critical Network Elements”:

i) Switch


ii) HLR


iii) LSMS solution (whether service bureau or an in-house solution)


g) DECISION: The team decided that critical network element testing at the call completion level could be performed first, and back office system testing could be done later, so internal and intercarrier testing could proceed while back office systems were being developed in parallel.  ACTION: The WTSC will split up the intercarrier testing checklist requirements, so that it is clear what items need to be addressed before entering the first phase of intercarrier testing to address the critical network elements at the call completion level.

h) NeuStar clarified that although there is no official end-date to when they will support NPAC turn-up testing, SPs must complete an NPAC user agreement prior to intercarrier testing and implementation.


i) NeuStar indicated that July 1st 2002 was the latest date to get an NPAC SPID.


j) The team clarified that SPs must be able to perform intra-service provider ports in September 2002 for pooling.


k) Following are the items that require changes and testing in order to support porting.  These items were identified during the evening session on 2/4/02 and were reviewed with the rest of the team on 2/5/02.  


i) HLR (1)
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Switch (1)


iii) LSMS Capability (1)


iv) LTI/SOA (2)


v) VLR/Traveling (1)


vi) Roaming (on another SP’s network) (2)


vii) TNI – Telephone Number Inventory (3)


viii) ICP (2)


ix) Voicemail (3)


x) Short Message Service Center / SMS (3)


xi) Prepay / Account Spending Limits (2)


xii) Voice Activated Dialing (3)


xiii) Data (3)


xiv) Billing (3)


xv) CIBER Message Exchange (2)


xvi) Geographic eligibility (Rate Center Check) (3)


xvii) Usage Fraud Detection (3)


xviii) E911 (2)


xix) Operator Services (2)


xx) Handsets – display MDN (3)


xxi) OTAF – Over the Air Functionality (3)


xxii) POS – Point of Sale systems (3)


xxiii) Provisioning Systems (3)


xxiv) Directory Assistance (DACC) (3)


xxv) CALEA (2)


xxvi) Directory Listings (3)
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The team discussed that Pooling requires changes and testing on all of the same items except ICP and Point of Sale systems.
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The update timeline and narrative that were sent to the NANC are attached below:


D. NEUSTAR UPDATE:


1) NeuStar indicated that 23 SPs have at least either signed an NDA with NeuStar, or have made serious inquiries to the NPAC.  Out of the 19, about 17 have signed an NDA or have an application on file.  At first it was believed to be 23 out of a possible total of 73 SPs which operate in the Top 100 MSAs, however, four of the 23 do not appear on the list of 73, and Jim Grasser indicated that only about 50 were confirmed as viable companies.   ACTION: Jim Grasser to provide the list of the approximately 50 SPs that operate within the Top 100 MSAs.  

2) There is a new wireless provider that is conducting turn–up testing with the NPAC on Release 2.0.  Two more service providers are scheduled to begin on February 18th.  As of February 18th, there will be a total of seven companies that have participated in turn-up testing.


3) Status, as of 1/31/02, of NPAC release 3.1 testing in the Northeast region:


a) 11 SPs are 100% complete


b) 4 carriers are 90% complete or higher


c) 1 carrier is between 70% - 80% complete


d) 1 carrier is 60% complete 


e) 1 carrier is between 40% – 50% complete


f) There are a total of 18 entities connected in the Northeast region.


g) There was a patch implemented on 1/2/02 to address a couple of problems that were identified.  


h) There is one issue with mass updates on the LSMS that is currently being repaired by LSMS providers.


i) Performance testing is going very well.  The test cases met the requirements for performance.


j) Performance outcome of testing of NANC 179 with 5000 TNs – 2.5 hours with it off, and 1 hour with it on. 


4) The rollout of release 3.1 in the Northeast region is currently scheduled for February 18th.  If SPs do not complete their testing prior to that date, they will have to connect via the LTI when 3.1 goes live on February 18th. 


5) Release 3.1 roll-out schedule:


a) Northeast - February 18th

b) Western - March 18th


c) Southwest - April 8th 


d) West Coast – April 22nd

e) Mid-Atlantic – May 6th

f) Southeast – May 20th

g) Midwest – June 10th

6) Team members stated that at www.wirelessadvisor.com, SPs can enter their area and it shows the companies that are providing service in that area.  


7) Gene Perez expressed concerns regarding the non-Top 100 carriers, there are over 1100 that they have not heard from.


E. CHANGES TO AND APPROVAL OF THE BFR CHECKLIST & FORM 


1) The following changes were made to the BFR checklist and form based on the team’s request:


a) Deleted bullet near the bottom, which read: ” Once a code is open for porting in the LERG and NPAC, that status can be changed in the future if needed.”  Although this is a true statement, the team felt that it did not belong in the document.

b) The following bullet item “SPs can make a request at any time for codes to be open for porting MSAs outside the top 100, however the clock does not start ticking until after 11/24/02.” was modified to read ”SPs can make a request at any time for wireless codes to be open for porting outside the top 100 MSAs, however the time to accommodate that request does not begin until 11/24/02.  The time to accommodate similar requests for wireline codes begins on the date the request is received by the wireline carrier.”

c) Deleted the following item from the checklist: “Check the NPAC to verify that the codes are not already open for porting.”

2) DECISION: Based on the changes made to the BFR Checklist and Form, version v.04 of the document was approved by the team (see v.04 attached below).

3) ACTION: Post the BFR Checklist & Form (v.04) on the NPAC website. (Jim Grasser & Gene Johnston)
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F. CHANGES TO & APPROVAL OF THE RISK ASSESSMENT DOCUMENT


1) DECISION: The team reviewed the Risk Assessment document and agreed upon some modifications on 2/4/02.  The updated document was emailed to the WNPO for final review on 2/5/02.  On 2/5/02 the WNPO agreed upon the final version of the document and agreed that it could be forwarded on to the NANC.

2) ACTION: Capture on WNPO issues/action items list that the WNPO needs to reach out to CIBERNET to request that the X2 record become a requirement.


3) The version of the Risk Assessment Document that was sent to the NANC in February is attached below.
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MEETING MINUTES FROM DAY #2 (2/5/02):


G. APPROVAL OF THE RISK ASSESSMENT DOCUMENT


(See notes under Section F under Day 1 2/4/02)


H. PORTABILITY MEETINGS IN PUERTO RICO


(See notes under Section C under Day 1 2/4/02)


I. APPROVAL OF REVISED IMPLEMENTATION TIMELINE


(See notes under Section C under Day 1 2/4/02)


J. NCS PEARSON – MBI ADMINISTRATOR


Mitch Kaufman, from NCS Pearson, indicated that the MBI Administrator will be sending out materials to wireless providers and it is looking for valid contact information from each wireless SP.  ACTION: All wireless SPs to send an email with contact information to the MBI Administrator at Mbiadmin@ncs.com to request the initial mailing package and user agreement.  The contact information should include name, address, email address, phone number, company name.


K. OTHER


The WNPO needs two full days each month to address more of the items on its agenda.  The team decided that it would meet from 8:30am to 5:00pm on Monday and Tuesday.


NEXT MEETING:


March 4th 8:30am – 5:00pm (local time) and March 5th 8:30am – 5:00pm (local time) – St. Louis - SBC

FUTURE MEETINGS:


WNPO Dates:
Location & Host:
 






April 8 – 9
Kansas City, MO - Sprint


May 13 – 14
Redmond, WA - AT&T Wireless


June 10 – 11
Atlanta, GA - AT&T

July 8 – 9
U S Cellular - Chicago


August 12 – 13
Vancover, BC - Canadian Consortium


September 16 – 17
Baltimore, MD - Verizon


October 14 – 15
Denver, CO - ESI


November 11 – 12
Atlanta - Cox Communications


December 9 – 10
Las Vegas - Nextel Partners

SUBSCRIPTION TO WNPO TEAM DISTRIBUTION LIST: 


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


To remove yourself from the WNPO Team distribution list, send an e-mail to Majordomo@telecomse.com and in the body write <unsubscribe wireless_ops>.
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This legend applies to the ranking of these items:







1 = Needed in order to begin intercarrier testing



2 = Must do in order to complete intercarrier testing



3 = Nice to have during intercarrier testing –OR- 



Needed for internal testing only.







� EMBED PowerPoint.Show.8  ���







� EMBED Word.Document.8 \s ���







� EMBED Word.Document.8 \s ���







� EMBED Word.Document.8 \s ���











~WRO3459[image: image10.wmf]WNPO - Minutes 


020107 & 08 v.03




Page 7 of 7



[image: image11.wmf]WNPO Dec / 


Recommendation v.06 020209


[image: image12.wmf]Contribution - Bob 


Jones


[image: image13.wmf]Timeline sent to 


NANC Feb 2002


[image: image14.wmf]Narrative sent to 


NANC Feb 2002


[image: image15.wmf]BFR v.04 020204


[image: image16.wmf]RAD v1.0 to NANC


_1075860221.doc

Number portability queries should be performed prior to HLR queries for call originations on a wireless MSC.
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WIRELESS NUMBER PORTABILITY AND POOLING



IMPLEMENTATION GUIDELINE



REVISION 2



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



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



New Guideline/Timeline Narrative:



There are several notable differences between the first and second revisions:  two dates for delivery of network and systems products and upgrades; consolidation of internal development and testing, and overlapping of some activities.



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



On the original timeline, development of functional specifications, system development, and internal testing were shown as separate events – each with their own completion date.  This revision more appropriately groups these three activities together under the heading:  Internal Development and Testing for Porting and Pooling.



Finally, we recognize that internal testing may continue through much of inter-carrier testing.  This is to show that even though internal testing must be complete for those items required for inter-carrier testing, there may be other non-critical items not needed for inter-carrier testing.  For these items, internal testing may occur during inter-carrier testing without negative impact.
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- SAMPLE FORM - 






Bonafide Request Form (BFR) Checklist & Sample Form



Purpose: The following is a recommended checklist that should be followed when requesting that other service providers support long-term Local Number Portability (LNP) and open ALL codes for porting within specified Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs) and the specified wireline switch CLLI (Common Language Location Identifier) codes.  This applies to both wireline and wireless requests.



1. Identify the U.S. Census Bureau MSAs for which support of long-term Local Number Portability is being requested.



a. Note: The U.S. Census Bureau MSA’s may differ from MSAs separately defined by the wireline and wireless industries.  



b. Note: The FCC mandate does not require proof from the requestor of the potential to support port-ins in the designated MSAs.



2. Identify the codes within the specified MSAs.



3. Check the LERG to verify that the codes are not already open for porting.



4. Complete and submit a Bonafide Request Form (BFR) containing the following information:



a. Contact Information: First refer to the WNPO BFR Contact Matrix posted on the NPAC website (under WNPO) for the contact information to be completed for the recipient.  If the intended recipient has not provided this contact information to the WNPO, then refer to the contact information in the LERG.  It is the responsibility of the intended recipient carrier to ensure that their contact information is up to date.



To (Recipient):



i. Contact Name



ii. Company



iii. Contact’s Address



iv. Contact’s Email



v. Contact’s Fax



vi. Contact’s Phone



b. Specify the U.S. Census Bureau MSAs for which the BFR recipient should support LNP (for both wireless and wireline recipients).



c. Specify the wireline switch CLLI (Common Language Location Identifier) codes for wireline recipients only.



d. Specify the date of request.



e. Specify the effective date (when switches must be capable and codes must be open for porting) – not less than 6 months from the date of request.



f. Specify the actions requested – opening codes in the LERG and NPAC, and ensuring that the switches are LNP capable.



g. Specify the Date the Confirmation of Receipt of Request is Due - Confirmation of receipt of request is due within 10 business days.



h. Form must state that it is requesting support for deployment of long-term Local Number Portability and site references. (Reference the FCC mandates)


5. Verify confirmation received.



Notes/Clarifications:



· This form is to be submitted for MSAs outside of the top 100.  All codes within the top 100 MSA/CMSAs are required to be opened for porting by 11/24/02 (per the NRO – 3rd Report/Order & 2nd Order on Reconsideration in CC Docket 96-98 & 99-200.



· Service Providers (SPs) can set up an effective date in LERG requests to open codes for porting.



· There is no requirement in the FCC orders to prove the potential to port-in customers within the designated area before requesting that a SP open codes for porting.



· SPs can make a request at any time for wireless codes to be open for porting outside the top 100 MSAs, however the time to accommodate that request does not begin until 11/24/02.  The time to accommodate similar requests for wireline codes begins on the date the request is received by the wireline carrier.












Bonafide Request Form (BFR)









TO (RECIPIENT):




Company Name:_____________________________




Contact Name:______________________________




Contact’s Address:__________________________




__________________________________________




Contact’s Email:____________________________




Contact’s Fax:______________________________




Contact’s Phone:___________________________



















Purpose: This form is used to request deployment of long-term Local Number Portability as defined in the FCC mandates (CC Docket 95-116).  Specifically, this form requests that ALL codes be opened for portability within the Metropolitan Statistical Areas and wireline switch CLLI codes designated below.  This form may be used for both wireless and wireline requests.














Timing:




Date of Request:_____________________________




Receipt Confirmation Due By:__________________(Due no later than 10 days after the Date of Request)




Effective Date:_______________________________(Not less than 6 months from the Date of Request)





























Designated Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs):









Note:  MSAs refer to the U.S. Census Bureau MSAs.  These may differ from the MSAs as separately defined by the wireless or wireline industries.









1st MSA:_______________________________		4th MSA:_______________________________









2nd MSA:_______________________________		5th MSA:_______________________________









3rd MSA:_______________________________		6th MSA:_______________________________



















Actions Required of the Recipient:









Within 10 days of receipt, provide confirmation to the requestor that this form has been received.




For all currently released codes, and those to be released at any future time, within the designated U.S. Census Bureau MSAs and wireline switch CLLI codes (where applicable), open all for porting within the LERG.




For all currently released codes, and those to be released at any future time, within the designated U.S. Census Bureau MSAs and wireline switch CLLI codes (where applicable), open all for porting within the NPAC (Number Portability Administration Center).




Ensure that all switches handling codes within the designated MSAs are Local Number Portability capable.









Designated  Wireline Switch CLLI Codes:




(CLLI – Common Language Location Identifier)




1st CLLI:_______________________________		4th CLLI:_______________________________









2nd CLLI:_______________________________		5th CLLI:_______________________________









3rd CLLI:_______________________________		6th CLLI:_______________________________



















From (Requestor):




Contact Name




Company




Contact’s Address




Contact’s Email




Contact’s Fax




Contact’s Phone









FROM (REQUESTOR):




Company Name:______________________________




Contact Name:______________________________




Contact’s Address:__________________________




__________________________________________




Contact’s Email:____________________________




Contact’s Fax:______________________________




Contact’s Phone:___________________________









  To be completed for both wireless & wireline recipients









  To be completed ONLY for wireline recipients









Use the WNPO BFR Contact Matrix info. if available, otherwise use the LERG contact info.
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1.  PURPOSE & SCOPE



The purpose of this report is to identify and determine risks associated with non-compliance of the separation of the Mobile Identification Number (MIN), also referred to as MSID (Mobile Station Identification), and Mobile Directory Number (MDN) for all wireless service providers (SPs) in the implementation of Wireless Pooling and Wireless Number Portability.  This document discusses the impacts in the event at least one SP is not compliant. 



There are primarily two cellular network protocols in use in North America.  SPs who use the ANSI-41 protocol are “MIN based” and use the MIN for wireless network provisioning and registration.  These SPs will be impacted in the event of non-compliance with the MIN-MDN separation.  SPs who use the Global System for Mobile Communications (GSM) protocol are “International Mobile Station Identifier (IMSI) based” and use the IMSI for wireless network provisioning and registration.  The potential for these SPs to be impacted is based on business decisions made by individual SPs, roaming, and other interoperability functions.  For the purpose of this report, we will not distinguish between IMSI and MIN based SPs.  References will be made to “all wireless SPs” throughout this document with the understanding that there is a much greater impact to MIN-based SPs than IMSI-based SPs.



There are various amounts of work to be done by wireless providers
 depending on where service is provided, i.e. inside or outside the top 100 MSAs (Metropolitan Statistical Areas), as defined in the Third Report and Order and Second Order on Reconsideration in CC Docket No, 96-98 and CC Docket No. 99-200, released December 28, 2001.  All wireless SPs will ultimately need to meet the same requirements in order to support porting once they have received a request to open a code for portability.  While wireless providers who have licenses outside the top 100 MSAs need only initially support roaming of ported or pooled numbers by November 24, 2002, those who have licenses within the top 100 MSAs must be fully compliant with all aspects of wireless number portability by November 24, 2002.  On November 24, 2002, porting and pooling wireless SPs must be able to accommodate the assignment of MDNs and MINs that have different values.  It is vitally important that all wireless providers have their network and OSS systems configured, tested, and implemented so that as of November 24, 2002 wireless SPs within the top 100 MSAs can port customers and those outside the top 100 MSAs can support roaming for all ported and pooled numbers with and without different MIN and MDN values.    The network and OSS work also ensures: 



· the visited network will register roaming subscribers correctly



· the switch will record the roamer call correctly



· the switch will pass correct information about the roamer to other network providers



· the roaming customer will be billed correctly



· the serving company will format the out-collect call detail record correctly



The purpose for this report is to describe some of the adverse impacts to customer service if at least one wireless SP has not implemented the necessary network and OSS changes by November 24, 2002 to support assignment of different numbers for the MIN and MDN.  For the remainder of this report, the term “non-compliant carrier” will refer to any and all wireless SPs who have not implemented the necessary network, OSS support, and process upgrades and modifications to support the separation of the MIN and MDN, required for thousands block pooling and WLNP and specified in IS-756-A and IS-841.  In the event that there is at least one non-compliant carrier, consequences will occur.  The overall impact of these consequences will depend on the number of non-compliant carriers.  This document, however, does not address an assumed number of non-compliant carriers, but attempts to identify and discuss the impacts of non-compliance.



2. REGULATORY BACKGROUND



2.1. Number Portability and Mandatory Support of Nationwide Roaming



On July 2, 1996, the FCC Common Carrier Bureau (CCB) released its First Report and Order in the Number Portability Docket (CC Docket No. 95-116, FCC 96-286).  This order required all cellular, broadband Personal Communications Service (PCS), and covered Specialized Mobile Radio (SMR) providers to have the capability of delivering calls from their networks to ported numbers anywhere in the U.S. by December 31, 1998.  Wireless SPs refer to this as Phase I of Wireless Number Portability.  In addition, Commercial Mobile Radio Service (CMRS) providers were ordered to offer SP Portability, including the ability to support roaming, throughout their networks by June 30, 1999. Wireless SPs refer to this as Phase II of Wireless Number Portability.



In August of 1997, the FCC released a Second Report and Order addressing various long-term number portability implementation issues. Among the actions taken in the Second Report and Order, the NANC was directed to develop standards and procedures regarding the provision of number portability by CMRS providers. 



Previous activities of the LNPAWG and associated Task Forces focused primarily on the wireline segment of the industry.  The implementation of number portability by wireline SPs was addressed by the LNPAWG in the following documents:



The Architecture and Administration Plan for Local Number Portability.  


The LNPA Technical & Operational Requirements Task Force Report, dated April 25, 1997.  Refer to http://www.fcc.gov/ccb/Nanc/lnpastuf.html.


The LNPAWG also addressed wireless and wireline integration issues in four subsequent reports entitled:



Local Number Portability Administration Working Group Report on Wireless Wireline Integration, dated May 8, 1998.



Local Number Portability Administration Working Group 2nd Report on Wireless Wireline Integration, dated February 5, 1999.


Local Number Portability Administration Working Group 3rd Report on Wireless Wireline Integration, dated September 30, 2000.


Wireless Number Portability Subcommittee Report on Wireless Number Portability Technical, Operational, and Implementation Requirements – Phase II , September, 2000



Two extensions were granted for the implementation of Phase II Wireless Number Portability.   The first extension was granted per a Memorandum Opinion and Order released September 1, 1998 (DA 98-1763), by the Wireless Telecommunications Bureau.  



This order extended the deadline from June 30, 1999 to March 31, 2000 to provide additional time for the wireless industry to develop standards to ensure efficient deployment of wireless number portability.  In this order, it was reiterated that CMRS providers offer number portability in the top 100 Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs), as well as the ability to support nationwide roaming.  The orders explicitly name the 100 MSAs that are applicable to porting.
  The second extension was granted by the CCB in a Memorandum Opinion and Order released February 9, 1999 (FCC 99-19).  The CCB granted a Cellular Telephone Industry Association (CTIA) petition to forbear from imposing wireless SP portability until the completion of the five-year build out period for broadband PCS.  This extended the deadline to November 24, 2002. 



2.2. Number Pooling and Mandatory Support of Nationwide Roaming



On December 29, 2000, the FCC Common Carrier Bureau released its Number Resource Optimization Second Report and Order, Order on Reconsideration (CC Docket No. 96-98 and CC Docket No. 99-200), and Second Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (in CC Docket No. 99-200).  This order requires all cellular, broadband Personal Communications Service (PCS), and covered Specialized Mobile Radio (SMR) providers to participate in Number Pooling within the same geographic areas as covered in the order for Number Portability, or as specified by the FCC in future rulings.



Included in this order is the requirement for the selection of a Pool Administrator.  One of the tasks of the Pool Administrator is to document a rollout schedule for the orderly implementation of Number Pooling.  The start date for the rollout of wireline pooling is to be nine months after selection of the Pool Administrator.  Many states have begun wireline pooling trials prior to the March 2002 start date for the implementation of national pooling.



Also, in this order is the recognition that wireless SPs will not be ready to fully support Number Pooling until November 24, 2002 – coincident with the mandated date for Wireless Number Portability.  Much of the work required for Number Pooling is also required for Number Portability, i.e. 



· deployment of the LNP query capability in the MSC; 



· wireless network separation of the MIN and MDN in the HLR, MSC, and other wireless network systems; 



· billing/message processing separation of MIN and MDN,  



· separation of MIN and MDN in other adjuncts



· support of the X2 CIBER record; 



· and for SPs within the top 100 MSAs, provisioning with MIN/MDN separation. 



Because of this, it is expected that, on November 24, 2002, wireless SPs will participate in Number Pooling in all rate centers where Number Pooling has been implemented up to that time.  Also on this date, it is expected that all wireless SPs in the country will be able to support the MIN / MDN separation to preserve nationwide roaming.
   Following are excerpts from the mandates that address roaming requirements:



· “We require all cellular, broadband PCS, and covered SMR providers to have the capability of delivering calls from their networks to ported numbers anywhere in the country by December 31, 1998, and to offer SP portability, including the ability to support roaming, throughout their networks by June 30, 1999.”



· “We also reiterate our view that a regulatory mandate is necessary to the full implementation of wireless number portability, in order for it to support nationwide roaming.  The ability to support nationwide roaming requires that all wireless carriers, even those outside major markets, to configure their networks to support number portability, regardless of whether there is consumer demand for LNP among customers in their home markets.  Thus, without the establishment of a regulatory requirement, wireless carriers who successfully develop SP LNP could be unable to offer its full benefits because their customers would not be able to roam on the networks of other wireless carriers that do not support LNP.”
  


3. Technical Requirements to support Pooling and Porting



The following clearly defines roaming:



· Two facility based wireless SPs are always involved when a wireless customer roams.  



· The “home carrier” is the SP who has entered subscriber information in their HLR (Home Location Register) 



· The “serving carrier” is the SP whose network is currently providing service to the customer. 



3.1. Ubiquitous Separation of the MIN and MDN



The MIN is the identifier that was first used by Advanced Mobile Phone Service (AMPS) cellular systems, and since adopted by most Cellular and PCS standards that contain an “AMPS” compatibility mode (e.g. IS-91 “AMPS”, IS-88 “N-AMPS” (Narrowband Advanced Mobile Phone Service), IS-54 and IS-136 “D-AMPS” (Digital Advanced Mobile Phone Service) and IS-95 “CDMA” (Code Division Multiple Access)). 



Currently, wireless SP networks using AMPS, CDMA, and TDMA (Time Division Multiple Access) perform handset registration, call processing, provisioning, customer care and billing based upon a single number---the MIN.   Traditionally, the MIN has also been used by wireless SPs within the North American Numbering Plan (NANP) serving area as the 10-digit MDN.  MDNs are administered by NANPA (North American Numbering Plan Administrator).



After November 24, 2002, in a number pooling environment and where pooling is in effect, wireless SPs will be assigned MDNs in blocks of 1,000 by the pooling administrator. In those areas where pooling has not been ordered, MDNs will be assigned in full codes by NANPA .  MINs will be assigned by a new entity known as the MBI (MIN Block Identity) Administrator and will be assigned in a block of 10,000 MINs (i.e., an MBI).
   



Wireless SPs outside of the top 100 MSAs will continue to request a new NPA-NXX code from NANPA for use as MDNs, and will also be able to receive the corresponding MBI from the MBI Administrator. By obtaining MBIs that match their MDNs, wireless SPs outside of pooling areas will not have to accommodate different values in their provisioning systems for the MIN and MDN.
   However, upon receiving a Bona Fide request to open a code for porting, wireless SPs outside of the top 100 MSAs will need to accommodate different values for the MIN and MDN in their provisioning systems.



In a pre-LNP environment, existing AMPS, TDMA and CDMA subscribers will still have the same value for both the MIN and MDN.  When a subscriber ports, the MDN and MIN become separate and distinct. The ported subscriber’s MDN will remain unchanged and port with the subscriber.  The MIN that was assigned to the ported subscriber will remain with the donor SP, and the new SP will assign a new MIN to the ported subscriber from its own MIN inventory.   The donor network can reuse the relinquished MIN for another subscriber.  It is probable that the same 10-digit number may be used for a dialable number, in either the wireless or wireline network, and a MIN in a wireless network at the same time. 



In the Porting/Pooling environment, all wireless SPs within the United States will need to support the MIN and MDN separation in order to support nationwide roaming.  This will include network hardware and software upgrades as well as some back-office systems upgrades to support: 



· proper handset roamer registration, 



· roamer billing



· identification of the calling party number (ANI, Automatic Number Identification)  for such items as Calling Party Number, E911 call-back number, and long distance billing. 



3.2. Network Hardware / Software Upgrades



In a wireless number portability / number pooling environment, certain hardware/software upgrades are necessary by all wireless SPs to support the separation of the MIN and MDN.  Specifically, for a serving carrier, the Visitor Location Register (VLR) needs to be updated to accommodate both a MIN and an MDN for each roamer that registers on the system.  In addition, the switch software needs to be updated so that the call detail records that are generated by the switch contain the MIN and MDN as well as LRN if appropriate.



Phase II call completion software is required for any switch on which wireless portable NXX codes will be homed.  Phase II call completion switch software supports the delivery of calls to portable NXX codes, handling of incoming calls routed using an LRN, and cause value code 26 (misrouted call to a ported number).



When a call is routed to a switch, the Phase II call completion software will do the following:  



· determine if the call was routed based on an LRN



· recognize that the LRN is its own LRN



· determine it is not a working number within that switch and if it is not a pooled number then return Cause Code 26



· retrieve the dialed number from the Generic Address Parameter (GAP)



· use the dialed number to terminate the call



3.3. IS-41 Rev C  Compliance



Revision C of the IS-41 standards provides for passing both MIN (Mobile Identification Number) and the MDN (Mobile Directory Number) in the IS-41 messaging to accommodate the split of the MIN and MDN fields for wireless number portability.  While it is certainly true that roaming customers can register on a visited system which uses a version of IS-41 prior to Rev C, and that calls can be delivered to and originated by these roamers, the impacts and implications of roaming on a system that has not been upgraded to IS-41 Rev C go beyond call delivery and call origination. Various issues and impacts resulting from not upgrading to IS-41 Rev C are discussed in the balance of this report.  



The following two points summarize the split of the MDN and MIN (a.k.a. MSID):



· With the introduction of number portability, all IS-41 



transactions, which are based on mobile station identification,



should use the MSID where MIN was used prior to number



portability.



· With the introduction of number portability, all IS-41



transactions, which are based on subscriber identification (as



opposed to mobile station identification), should use the MDN



where MIN was used prior to number portability.



The impact of these two points is potentially on every IS-41 message. Below are diagrammed registration transactions on a non-compliant Home system and Visited System.  These two examples illustrate how the IS-41 signaling is incomplete if a subscriber registers on a non-compliant system.  These diagrams will be referenced later in this report.
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3.3.1 Registration #1:  Home System Non-compliant with IS-41 Rev C or Later 



Step 1:  Mobile handset registers with the visited MSC: the visited MSC (IS-41 Rev C compliant) sends a Registration Notification message to the home HLR using the MIN parameter.



Step 2:  The home HLR returns a Registration Notification Return Result message without an MDN parameter due to IS-41 Rev C non-compliance.



If SPs are not at least IS-41 Rev C compliant, they will not format a return result with an MDN parameter. 



The MDN will not be returned to the visited system.


3.3.2 Registration #2: Visited MSC/VLR Non-Compliant with IS-41 Rev C or later:
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Step 1: Mobile handset registers with the visited MSC; visited MSC sends pre-IS-41 Rev C Registration Notification to the home HLR with the MIN parameter.



Step 2: Since the visited network is not IS-41 Rev C compliant, the home HLR returns a Registration Notification Return Result message without the MDN parameter.  



Step 3:  Since the visited network is not compliant with IS-41Rev C or later, the MDN was not returned because it was never requested.



In both cases above (3.3.1 and 3.3.2), the lack of compliance with IS-41 Rev C will cause the MIN to be used as the MDN in providing a call-back number, caller-id number, and ANI. This may cause potential incorrect billing of roamer usage by the home SP, incorrect/invalid call-back number for 911/Emergency Services, or incorrect billing by an IXC, if used.



3.4. Roaming Message Exchange 



Problems will occur if not all wireless SPs in the country support the de-coupling of the MIN and MDN. This section addresses the formatting of billing records for roamer usage by the serving carrier.   When wireless customers roam, they are said to be “served by a visited system”.  In other words, they are not on their “home system”.  In order for the owner of the visited system to send roaming charges back to the owner of the home system, an industry standard call detail record has been defined.  This record is called a CIBER record.  CIBER is an acronym that stands for Cellular Intercarrier Billing Exchange Roamer.  The CIBER record is a standard data structure with various fields, or data elements, some of which are required to be populated while others are optional.  In order to support Number Portability (and coincidentally, Number Pooling), CIBER records have been modified to add the MDN and the LRN elements.  In the past, all CIBER call detail records were two-digit numbers ending in zero.  The record number for those CIBER records, which have been modified to support porting and pooling, are two-digit numbers ending in two and are referred to as the “X2” records.



If a serving carrier has completed all the upgrades identified in 3.1 through 3.3 above, they will be able to provide call delivery, call origination, and correct identification of the originating party for all roamers.  However, if the serving carrier has not upgraded their back-office systems to pass the appropriate information to the home carrier, there may still be problems.  If the serving carrier is still using the CIBER 2.0 record, there is no provision for MDN or LRN.  In this case, the serving carrier may be able to correctly format a CIBER 2.0 record, but the billing carrier may not be able to bill the correct customer or correctly apply an appropriate discount without the MDN and LRN information.



Currently, application of some discounts that are very prevalent in the industry are dependant upon the ability to determine the company providing service to the originating number, the terminating number, or both.  Prior to pooling and porting, SPs could base the determination of the type of service and company providing service on the NPA-NXX of the originating and terminating numbers of a call.  In an LNP environment, the originating number and/or terminating number cannot be used since they may have been ported or assigned from a non-native block of numbers obtained from the pool administrator.  In order to properly apply some discounts, a SP would need to be able to determine the carriers that provide service to the originating and terminating directory numbers (MDNs or wireline dialable numbers).  In a porting and pooling environment, this is only possible by knowing the Location Routing Number (LRN) associated with the terminating number or the Jurisdiction Information Parameter (JIP) associated with the originating switch.  There is no provision to pass these values in the CIBER 2.0 records
.  Likewise, there is no provision to pass the MDN in the CIBER 2.0 records.  On the other hand, if the serving carrier is able to format an X2 record, but has not made any of the upgrades discussed in 3.1 through 3.3 above, they would either populate the MDN field with zeroes or populate it with the same value that is used for the MIN.  In addition, they may or may not be able to provide an LRN for those cases where the terminating number is ported or pooled.  These situations would cause the billing carrier to create inaccurate customer bills.   



While the implementation of wireless number portability in a roaming environment requires the use of the X2 record, no editing requirements exist to ensure that valid MDNs are being populated.  This may pose risks to the accurate billing of roaming calls.



3.4.1 Impact to Home Customers if Roamer Billing is Incorrect Due to Non-compliant LNP/CIBER X2 Roamer Partner



Because the support of roaming is mandated where roaming is allowed, it is necessary that all wireless carriers comply with the CIBER X2 records created to accommodate wireless local number portability.  This record enables service provides to capture both the MIN and MDN when supplying roaming records to a clearinghouse.  



If some carriers do not comply with the CIBER X2 record and continue to use the prior record format, then they will be unable to supply both the MIN and MDN associated with roaming records and roaming customers with ported/pooled numbers, roaming on networks owned by these companies, are likely to be billed incorrectly.  If the serving carrier populates the MIN in the 2.0 record, then only the MIN will be provided back to the home carrier.  If the home carrier guides usage based upon the MDN, then they will either be unable to bill for the record, or they will interpret the MIN to be an MDN and guide the usage to the wrong number.  If the MDN is a ported or pooled number this will result in billing the wrong customer.  If home carriers base guiding of usage on the MIN, and the serving carrier delivers the MIN in the 2.0 record, then billing should not be adversely impacted.  However, as noted below, the MIN is not always available on the switch call detail record.  



If a wireless serving carrier continues to utilize the CIBER 2.0 record and incorrectly populates the MDN instead of the MIN, then the wrong carrier could receive the CIBER record.  If the MIN and MDN are different the wrong carrier would be billed for roaming traffic and a customer could be billed for usage they did not generate as the bill was sent to the carrier of the MDN not the MIN.  If the customer’s MIN and MDN are the same, then the correct carrier should receive the CIBER records and the billing of the usage should not be adversely impacted.  



There are instances when a switch’s call detail record will not contain an MIN for a call origination.  This can occur when a mobile originated call tandems through a second switch prior to termination or routing to the PSTN.  Some wireless implementations of services such as Enhanced Directory Assistance are configured to route a 411 call to the DA provider and from the DA provider directly to the LEC for completion.  The wireless company then receives call detail records from the LEC so they can bill toll charges.  These call detail records will only have the MDN of the originating mobile – not the MIN.  Some wireless networks are configured to tandem specific types of calls through specific switches for completion.  In these cases, the call detail records that record at the tandem switch will not contain the MIN of the originating mobile phone.  They will contain only the MDN.  Currently, call detail records of this type are out-collected based on the originating mobile number, which is coincidently the same as the MIN.  In the future, SPs that have configurations such as these will need to make provision to retain copies of the call detail record from the originating switch to match with the record from the “tandem” or LEC switch in order to obtain the MIN for out-collect purposes.  If the MDN is still used, the wrong company will receive the out-collect charges and possibly bill the wrong end user.



Moreover, although the CIBER X2 record requires the MDN field to be populated, the use of the X2 record is not required.  Further, even if the X2 record is utilized, CIBER allows for invalid MDNs to be populated (e.g., all zeros).  Additionally, there is no provision for the JIP (Jurisdiction Information Parameter) in the CIBER X2 record.  Where the LRN can be used to determine the SP who owns the terminating switch, the JIP can be used to identify the SP that owns the originating switch.  


3.4.2 CIBER Billing Fraud



The importance for CIBER X2 compliance can be underscored by the possibility of serving networks allowing free un-billable calls by inbound roamers, serving networks billing the wrong home carrier, and/or home carriers billing the wrong subscriber.



The wireless industry is concerned and engaged in battling usage fraud, which is widespread in the telecommunications industry. Certainly, if a customer discovers that he is not being billed for certain usage, the word will spread rapidly.  In those cases where a customer has a MIN and MDN that have different values, and the customer is roaming, if the serving network and back-office systems have not been updated, it is very likely that there will be some usage that will not be billed.  The potential billing problems that have been identified in previous sections of this report will be exploited by customers until they are corrected.  It is the responsibility of each SP to monitor their systems to ensure that all usage is being billed correctly.



3.5. Care



Typically, in today’s environment, when a roamer calls Customer Care of the serving carrier, the MIN of the roamer handset is displayed on the console of the Customer Care screen.  The MIN is used not only to identify the home system / SP of the roamer, but to also provide the customer’s call-back number in the event that the call is inadvertently dropped or the question/problem cannot be resolved immediately.  In order to have the same functionality with the separation of the MIN and MDN, two numbers will need to be displayed on the console – the MIN to determine the customer’s home system / SP and the MDN to provide a call-back number.  In the event the visited system is not compliant with the separation of the MIN and MDN, only the MIN will be available.  Customer Care will not be able to initiate a call to the roaming customer. If Customer Care attempts to call the customer back using the MIN, as they can in today’s matching MIN/MDN environment, and the customer has different MIN and MDN values, then Customer Service would terminate to the wrong customer.



3.5.1 Customer & Customer Care Representative Training Issue with Separation of MIN and MDN



With the rollout of pooling and wireless number portability, there exists the potential for confusion on the part of the customer and the customer care representative with respect to the MIN and the MDN.  Generally, the customer will have little to no knowledge of their MIN, while they will be familiar with their dial-able telephone number, or their MDN.  Depending on the capabilities of the handset vendors and handset models, the handset will either display both the MIN and MDN or just the MIN.  A handset display of only the MIN presents challenges for both the customer and the customer care representatives when troubleshooting call processing problems.    



3.5.2 Troubleshooting Problems for Roaming Customers



If a customer with a ported or pooled number roams into a serving market that does not support the separation of the MIN and MDN, call processing troubleshooting efforts by the serving carrier will be impacted.  The serving carrier’s customer care representatives can only look up the MIN in the VLR for troubleshooting, while, the customer will only know their MDN.    If the care representative mistakenly looks up the MDN in the VLR, they will either see the records for another customer’s MIN, or no data at all.  Without knowing the customer’s MIN, the non-compliant serving carrier cannot provide support for troubleshooting.



Serving carriers who do not support the separation of MIN and MDN have potential problems with Home Customer Care routing.  When a wireless customer dials 611, *611, or #611 while roaming on a system that provides Home Customer Care, the call is routed to the Home Customer Care vendor.  That vendor then re-routes the call, based on the ANI, to the appropriate terminating number for the customer’s home Customer Care or Roaming Operations center as determined by the home SP.  The Home Customer Care provider relies on the SP’s technical data sheets for a listing of the NPA-NXXs assigned to each SP. With the split of the MIN and MDN, and the very real possibility of non-compliant SPs, the MIN may be sent as the ANI for a call to 611.  In that case, the roamer’s call would be mis-routed to the wrong Customer Care center.



3.6.  Carrier Issues



WNP impacts of the separation of the MIN and MDN on wireline carrier’s networks can be divided into these categories:



· Call Processing &Feature Interoperability



· Recording & Fraud.



With WNP and Thousands-Block Pooling, mobile subscribers will have their MIN assigned separately from their MDN. During call set-up, the MIN is the "non-directory" number that is passed over the air interface and used to query the HLR or VLR. The MDN will be obtained from the HLR/VLR's registration query response and will be used for call processing in the PSTN. Non-WNP compliant MSCs will not recognize the MDN parameter in the HLR/VLR's registration query response and will use the "non-directory" number, the MIN, for all call processing where the MDN should have been used.  



This will result in "non-directory" numbers being signaled in either the Calling Party Number (CgPN) and/or Charge Number parameters of the ISUP IAM call setup message.  Impacts to call processing and billing are listed below.



3.6.1 Impacts on Call Processing and Feature Interoperability



Call processing in wireline networks uses Calling Party Number Parameter and/or Charge Number parameter for many ANI/Calling Party based services.  The following are examples of when the services will not function correctly if the MIN is used in place of the MDN:



· CgPN based routing (e.g., 8YY service): There are 8YY calls whose destination routing is dependent on CgPN.  This type of routing is broken if a MIN is received in the CgPN. 



· Marketing statistics (e.g., 8YY services): The calling party information is captured for marketing statistics and establishing customer databases.



· Call Screening: There are originating line screening and fraud control procedures based on the calling party number.



· Caller ID and Calling Name Delivery: Caller ID and Name presentation would be incorrect.



· Return Call: For return call, the call would be routed based on the MIN and not the MDN yielding unknown results.



· LIDB services:  Ensuring alternate billing verification for operator service calls.



3.6.2 Impacts on Billing Data Recording and Fraud



If the wireline carrier assumes the switch call detail record has recorded the MDN, and instead it is the MIN, then the wireline call record cannot reliably identify the caller. Losses from unbillable calls would likely increase exponentially as end users discover these calls could not be billed.



3.7. E911



The impacts to E911 are related to the registration process on a home or visited system when the SP is non-compliant with IS-41 Rev C or later.  Currently, the serving MSC for a roaming customer, assumes the MIN value sent by the mobile station on registration is the same as the MDN.  While the MIN is a 10-digit number, which may have the same format as a telephone number, it is not the same as the telephone number (MDN) for a ported subscriber. Consequently, if the MIN is delivered to the PSAP for a ported subscriber, that value cannot be used to call back the subscriber.  



In Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2, roamer registration on a visited system was discussed.  The main impact of either the home or visited system not being at least IS-41 Rev C compliant is that the MDN of the roaming customer would not be available to the visited system/network.  In the case of a call to 911, there would either be no call-back number sent to the PSAP, or the MIN would be erroneously sent as the call-back number.  In either case, there would be no way to re-establish contact with the customer who made the call to 911.  In the second case where the MIN, instead of the MDN, is sent to the PSAP as the call-back number, the wrong person will be reached if there is a working telephone number with the same value as the MIN.   



4. Summary



4.1. Risk to SPs



Lack of ubiquitous compliance with the separation of the MIN and MDN poses risks to SPs such as degraded services being provided to their customers, increase in fraud attempts, incorrectly billed calls, decreases in revenues, and increased customer care and troubleshooting costs.



Degraded Service to Customers:



Features and functionalities that are currently provided to customers may suffer; thereby hurting the reputation of the SP’s brand and causing increased port-outs or discontinued service.  Although the service degradation might occur while roaming outside of the SP’s network, customers may likely associate any difficulties they experience with their home SP.  Further, degraded service may pose safety risks to the customer in the case of E911 issues.  Some of the call processing features based on calling party number may not function properly.  While these issues may financially impact the SPs in the form of legal action taken against them, the detriment to the community and customers may be manifested in serious safety and health consequences. 


Increase in Fraud Attempts:



As stated in sections 3.4.2 and 3.6.2, the implementation of pooling and porting without the ubiquitous separation of the MIN and MDN will lead to increased opportunities for fraud.  Until they are corrected, potential billing problems that have been identified in this report will be exploited by some customers.



Incorrectly Billed Calls:



Without the correct MIN and MDN information, usage could be guided to the wrong customer as reported in section 3.4.



Decreases in Revenue:



· Roaming Revenues -Through a statistical analysis of clearing house data it was determined that about 47% of roaming traffic occurs outside of the initial top 100 MSAs, as listed in FCC 96-286 and FCC 01-362.  This means that there is a potential risk of loss of roaming revenues of up to 47%, depending upon the number of non-compliant service providers. 



· Long distance revenue is also at risk if the MDN is not recorded properly, preventing the inter-exchange carrier from correctly identifying the billable party.  This could lead to billing the incorrect party or result in the inability to bill for those calls.



· Inability to bill for features and services as discussed in Section 3. 



Customer Care & Troubleshooting Costs: 



· A handset display of only the MIN presents challenges for both the customer and the customer care representatives when troubleshooting call processing problems.  The problems, as discussed in Section 3.5, will lead to increased calls to customer care and increased call hold times.



· With MIN and MDN separation there are now two 10-digit numbers involved in trouble resolution.  Isolation of problems, from the network to the invoice, become more complex as evidenced throughout this document.  These issues traverse multiple organizations within a corporation, and they require many resources for resolution.



4.2. Recommended Courses of Action



· All wireless SPs must upgrade their systems to be compliant with IS-756-A and support IS-41 Rev C or greater, to accommodate the separation of the MIN and MDN.  This includes SPs both inside and outside of the top 100 MSAs/CMSAs.




· All wireless SPs must guide usage to customer accounts based on the MIN/MDN combination to ensure usage is allocated to the correct account. 



· All wireless SPs must implement the CIBER X2 records both inside and outside the Top 100 MSAs. 



· All wireless SPs should upgrade their Customer Care screens to support the separation of the MIN and MDN.  This includes SPs both inside and outside of the top 100 MSAs/CMSAs.




· All wireless SPs must ensure that the true MDN is passed to IXCs in the signaling record.



APPENDIX A – OTHER INFORMATION ABOUT WNP & Pooling - Documents & Websites



Other WNP & Pooling Documents:



1) NANC WNPSC Report on Wireless Number Portability Technical, Operational & Implementation Requirements Phase II



2) CTIA Report on Wireless Number Portability


3) FCC Ruling (Docket 95-116) – Order



4) FCC 1st Reconsideration Memorandum 



5) FCC 2nd Order & Report 



6) FCC 3rd Order & Report 



7) FCC Stay & Forbearance – Delay



8) CTIA Numbering Advisory Working Group Report on Wireless Inter-carrier Communications




9) Wireless Number Portability Timeline Phase 2




10) Wireless Reseller Process Flows



11) INC LRN Assignment Guidelines



12) NANC LNPA-WG 1st, 2nd, & 3rd Reports on Wireless Wireline Integration



13) INC Report on Number Portability



14) INC Pooling Guidelines



15) TRQ No. 01 April 1999 Number Portability Operator Services Switching Systems



16) TRQ No. 02 April 1999 Number Portability Switching Systems



17) TRQ No. 03 April 1999 Number Portability Database and Global Title Translations



18) TRQ No. 04 July 1999 Thousand Block Number Pooling using Number Portability



19) Thousand Block NXX-X Pooling Administration Guidelines (INC 99-0127-023)



20) MBI Administration Guidelines



21) TIA/EIA-41-D Enhancements for Wireless Number Portability



Useful Websites:



1) www.npac.com (NPAC Home Page)



2) www.global.ihs.com (Global Engineering Documents



3) www.t1.org/t1p1/_P1-GRID.HTM


4) www.atis.org/atis/clc/inc/incdocs.htm (INC Documents)



5) www.fcc.gov/ccb/Nanc/


6) www.fcc.gov/ccb/Nanc/nanchot.html  (NANC Hot Topics)



7) www.fcc.gov/ccb/Nanc/nancordr.html (NANC Related Orders)



8) www.fcc.gov/ccb/Nanc (NANC Home Page)



9) www.ported.com


10) www.nist.gov/ext_links/industry/industy.html



11) www.industry.net/c/orgindex/tia


12) www.nanpa.com


13) www.webproforum.com



14) www.numberpool.org/


15) www.wirelessvendors.com


16) www.wirelessadviser.com



17) www.atis.org/pub/clc/inc/lnpa/99012723.doc
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� Refer to the Wireless Number Portability Technical, Operational and Implementation Requirements Phase II, adopted by NANC on September 19, 2000




� Reference FIRST REPORT AND ORDER AND FURTHER NOTICE OF PROPOSED RULEMAKING, 




CC Docket 95-116, RM 8535, adopted June 27, 1996, Para 166 .




� Second Report and Order on Reconsideration in CC Docket 96-98 and CC Docket 99-200 and Second Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in CC Docket 99-200; adopted 12/7/00




� FIRST REPORT AND ORDER AND FURTHER NOTICE OF PROPOSED RULEMAKING, 




CC Docket 95-116, RM 8535, adopted June 27, 1996, Para 5




� Cellular Telecommunications Industry Association's Petition for Forbearance From Commercial Mobile Radio Services Number Portability Obligations and Telephone Number Portability, CC Docket 95-116, Adopted Feb 16, 1999, §. 41 The ability to support nationwide roaming requires that all wireless carriers,




� MIN Block Identifier Assignment Guidelines and Procedures, Draft version 1.15, Feb., 1999; Section 3.6




� MIN Block Identifier Assignment Guidelines and Procedures, Draft version 1.15, Feb., 1999; Section  8.6, and  9.1.12.




� It should be noted that currently there is no provision to pass the JIP in the CIBER X2 record.
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WNPO Monthly Meeting Minutes



January 7 & 8, 2001         Orlando, FL – Cingular Wireless






ATTENDANCE:



No Highlight – Attended on both days



Green – Attended on Day 1



Yellow - Attended on Day 2



			Name


			Company


			Name


			Company





			Jim Grasser


			Cingular Wireless


			Brigitte Brown


			TeleCorp PCS





			Anne Cummins


			AT&T Wireless


			Cheryl Gordon


			ALLTEL





			Scotty Parish


			AllTel


			Patricia Horne


			TeleCorp PCS





			Marcel Champagne


			NeuStar


			Melissa Flicek


			Nextel Partners





			Ron Steen


			Bell South


			Lonnie Keck


			AT&T Wireless





			Jean Anthony


			Telecom Software


			Jeff Adrian


			Sprint PCS





			H.L. Gowda


			AT&T


			Ned Timmer


			Ranger Wireless Solutions





			Karen Mulberry


			WorldCom


			Chris Duckett-Brown


			Verizon Wireless





			Jason Lee


			WorldCom


			Meredith Cummings


			Nextel





			Tracy Frank


			Business Edge Solutions


			Terry Hsiao


			InphoMatch





			John Malyar


			Telcordia


			Rick Dressner


			Sprint PCS





			Gene Perez


			TSI Telecommunication Services


			Mary Brien


			Sprint PCS





			Robert Jones


			U.S. Cellular


			Liz Coakley


			SBC Wireline





			Charlotte Holden


			U.S. Cellular


			Frank Reed 


			Voicestream





			Chris Bowe


			Nextel


			Linda Godfrey


			Verizon Wireless





			Michael Whitcomb


			Voicestream Wireless


			Stephen Addicks


			WorldCom





			Gene Johnston


			NeuStar


			


			





			Maggie Lee


			Illuminet


			Marja Kolomyski


			Sprint





			Mike Panis


			Evolving Systems


			Robert Smith


			TSI 





			Mark Wood


			Cingular Wireless


			Marlene Nolan


			U.S. Cellular





			Charles Ryburn


			SBC Wireline


			Denise Thomas


			WorldCom





			Ron Whitson


			Sprint


			Anna Miller 


			Voicestream Wireless





			Cathy So


			Verizon Wireless


			Colleen Flury


			AT&T Wireless





			Jason Cope


			Telesynthesis, Inc.


			Gary Sacra


			Verizon





			Participants via the Conference Bridge:


			


			





			Dave Cochran


			BellSouth


			Colleen Collard


			Tekelec





			Dave Garner


			Qwest 


			Steve Hallbauer


			CHR Solutions





			Rick Jones


			NENA


			Lou Ann Peck


			Excel Communications





			Kathleen Tedrick


			Sprint


			Lori Nelson


			Working Assets Wireless








MEETING MINUTES FROM DAY #1 (1/7/02):



A. Introductions and Agenda Review



Introductions were made and the agenda reviewed.



B. Reviewed Minutes from Previous Months



The WNPO team accepted the revised November 2001 minutes (v.02 attached below).  
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The following changes were made to the December 2001 minutes (see updated document below – v.03)



1) The following statement needs to be removed from the section addressing the extended maintenance window: “Wireline SPs present indicated their approval of midnight to 11am central. “ 



2) Add John Malyar to the attendance list. 
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C. Introduction of New Business Items:



1) NRO – 3rd Report/Order & 2nd Order on Reconsideration in CC Docket 96-98 & 99-200


a) This document was released by the FCC on 12/28/01.



b) Clarified that the top 100 MSAs for pooling now includes the top 100 identified in the 1990 census and the 2000 census, as well as the new CMSAs (Combined Metropolitan Statistical Areas).



c) ACTION: Ask NANC/FCC whether the FCC’s new definition of “top 100 MSAs” as specified in the 3rd NRO Report & Order also applies to portability. (Jim Grasser)



d) ACTION: Add the following clarification to the WNPO Decision /Recommendation Matrix: “The NRO 3rd Report & Order, released on 12/28/01, clarified that BFRs (Bonafide Requests) are not needed within top 100 MSAs – all codes within the top 100 MSAs must be open for porting by 11/24/02.  This applies to both wireline and wireless SPs.” (Brigitte Brown)  



e) The document contains a discussion of technology specific overlays – this will be added to February’s agenda for discussion.



2) Inter-species SV Create Timestamp (00:00) – Rick Dressner 


a) On 10/9/01 the WNPO decided that for an inter-species port (between wireless and wireline) the time stamp on an SV create sent to the NPAC must be set to zero.  For wireless-to-wireless SV creates, specific times can be set.  There are still some operational problems associated with the time stamps today, and they may be exacerbated with the introduction of wireless porting.  This decision was added to the WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix.  


b) On 11/13/01 Sprint raised a concern and was asked to provide a contribution for discussion at the December meeting.


c) Based on initial discussions it was determined that the issue raised by Sprint was related to their business decision to build additional logic in the process. 


d) ACTION: Sprint PCS to take the inter-species SV create timestamp concerns back for further consideration and determine if further discussion is needed at the February meeting.  If further discussion is needed, Sprint PCS will send in a contribution. (Rick Dressner)



D. NeuStar Update:



1) NeuStar is collecting the number of SPs that have already established a profile with the NPAC, and will share it with the WNPO as soon as it is available.



2) No new wireless carriers have contacted NeuStar since the last meeting.



3) No additional wireless carriers have started certification testing with the NPAC since last month’s report.



4) NeuStar indicated that Qwest Wireless is scheduled to begin testing this week.



5) 3.1 Testing – Three carriers successfully completed turn-up testing, which brings the total up to five.  Four carriers have completed 90% or more.  The remaining carriers are between 2% to 44% complete.  All carriers in the Northeast region must complete this testing if have an LSMS or SOA connection.



6) On 1/2/02 a new release (3.1.0.2) was loaded to fix defect #100406, which was logged on 12/27/01.



7) ACTION: Gene Johnston to provide a copy of the latest testing report.



8) One additional new entrant (SOA vendor) will be turning up a SOA.



9) Meagan White is no longer with NeuStar.



E. Regional Time Zones for the Long Business Day Tuneables:



1) Following are the long business day tuneables that the WNPO set at the December 2001 meeting:



a) Long Business Day Duration – 12 hours



b) Long Business Day Start Time – 9am (varying by each regional time zone), so that the Long Business Day would run from 9am to 9pm (by each regional time zone).  


c) Long Business Days – team agreed to setting this to Sunday through Saturday.


2) DECISION: The team decided upon the following predominant time zones to serve as the time zone for each of the NPAC regions, as it pertains to the long business day tuneables:



a) Mid-Atlantic region – EASTERN time zone



b) Midwest region – CENTRAL time zone (If there are any issues with this it needs to be raised at the February WNPO meeting).



c) Northeast region – EASTERN time zone



d) Southeast region – EASTERN time zone



e) Southwest region – CENTRAL time zone



f) West Coast region– PACIFIC time zone



g) Western region – MOUNTAIN time zone



3) Following is some of the information communicated during the discussion:



a) A US map with time zones can be found at www.koalanet.com.au



b) Puerto Rico’s time zone is GMT-4.  The eastern time zone is GMT-5.



c) There are three NPAC regions with only one time zone (Southwest, Mid-Atlantic, Northeast)



d) Regions with multiple time zones:



i) The Western region has 4 time zones (Alaska GMT-9; Pacific GMT-8; Mountain GMT-7; Central GMT-6).



ii) The Mid-West region has 2 time zones (central GMT-6; eastern GMT-5)



iii) The West Coast has 2 time zones (pacific GMT-8; Hawaii GMT-10)



iv) The Southeast region has 3 time zones (central GMT-6; eastern GMT-5; Puerto Rico GMT-4)



e) Currently for wireline business timers are 7am to 7pm central time across all regions.



f) Other suggestions made that were not adopted by the team:



i) One team member suggested that the Western region remain as it is for wireline and use central time.



ii) Another member suggested that instead of 9am to 9pm based on each regional time zone, that the long business day be set to 7am to 11pm central time across all regions.



g) It was pointed out that the 2nd Wireless Wireline Integration report states that the wireless business day will start at 8am or 9am on a per region basis, for 12 hours for each region.  Further, the concern was that individual SOA systems and operations processes have already been developed to this specification.  Another carrier indicated that systems should be made flexible enough to handle the long business day definition as a configurable tuneable.  



h) There was a question regarding what problems would be anticipated if the 9am to 9pm tuneable varies across NPAC region.  



i) If the predominant time zone of the region is selected the timers would end during the retail day for some area, and if an OSP SV create is not received the port could not be performed until the next morning.  It was stated that the only time a port cannot occur is when the OSP does not send the SV create match before the timers stop running.



ii) If a SP port center is not staffed and there are timers running and the OSP does not send a conflict within two hours then the NSP can still activate the customer, only the disconnect by the OSP would take place the next day.



i) A team member requested that the impacts of certain areas not participating in daylight savings time be clarified (e.g. Arizona, Indiana, Puerto Rico, Hawaii).



F. SP Maintenance Windows:



1) Although a decision was made at the December meeting to propose the following maintenance windows at the LNPA WG, there was further discussion at the January meeting which yielded a request for further action on the part of wireless SPs (see bullet #3):



a) Propose a standard maintenance window of midnight to 6am central to the LNPA WG.



b) Propose an extended maintenance window of midnight to 11am central to the LNPA WG.



2) WorldCom representatives clarified what they stated at the December meeting, that there may be a concern on the part of wireline carriers for “dragging cutovers” that need to be handled in early Sunday hours.  WorldCom again stated its preference for a 3am to 9am (central) standard maintenance window.  



3) DECISIONS & ACTIONS identified at the January meeting:



a) ACTION: Wireless SPs to go back to their companies and discuss whether they could support a 3am to 9am (central) standard maintenance window.



b) While the majority of wireless SPs prefer midnight to 6am, it was decided that they should reconsider whether they could support 3am to 9am (central) in an effort to sync up with the likely preference of most wireline SPs.  It should also be noted that Sprint PCS would prefer a 3am to 9am window as the company performs numerous activations between midnight and 3am. 



c) The decision was made to indicate wireless SP’s preference (see above) at the January update to the LNPAWG, and inform the group that the WNPO will be considering 3am to 9am and report back at the February meeting.  



G. Effective Date for Tuneables & Maintenance Window Changes:



NOTE: In the February 2002 meeting, NeuStar indicated that the January 2002 decision listed below needed to be modified slightly.  There is only one test bed, so only one time zone can be set for long business days for the intercarrier testing. While the team already decided to propose setting long business day duration from 3am to 11pm and for that to begin on March 1, 2002, the team still needs to decide upon which time zone to use.



1) DECISION: The team decided that for intercarrier testing the long business days should be defined as 3am to 11pm per regional time zone (regional time zones are defined above) Sunday through Saturday to allow the timers to run longer to support testing efforts.  Note that the team is not requesting a change in the help desk hours for the period of intercarrier testing. DECISION: The team decided that the proposed effective date for the tuneables should be March 1, 2002. ACTION:  Write a letter to the LLC proposing March 1, 2002 as the effective date for tuneables changes required for intercarrier testing. (Jim Grasser & Brigitte Brown)



2) The effective date for the long business day tuneables needed for production (production tuneables agreed upon in December are listed below) has yet to be determined.  ACTION: Team to determine at a future date the effective date for the production long business day tuneables. 



a) Long Business Day Duration – 12 hours



b) Long Business Day Start Time – 9am (by each regional time zone)



c) Long Business Days – Sunday through Saturday


3) ACTION: Discussion of the maintenance windows effective date is on hold until after the window timeframes have been agreed upon with the LNPA WG.  This item will be added back to the agenda at the appropriate time. 



4) Sprint PCS indicated their concern with the 6-hour Short Conflict Resolution New Service Provider Restriction tuneable that was decided upon at the December meeting.  



a) Sprint PCS felt that the timeframe should be 3 or 4 hours, so that OSPs do not unnecessarily elongate the time spent on resolving a conflict and to reduce the risks associated with other SPs simply putting ports into conflict.  



b) Ron Steen stated that the 6 hours is there for a reason – to handle conflicts, and that wireless SPs should not underestimate the need for this time as some wireline SPs did.  



c) Jim Grasser stated that the OSP can always remove the conflict any time within the 6-hour period.    



d) Steve Addicks mentioned that he feels there are more conflicts in wireline than there will be in wireless.   HL Gowda believes that wireless might have more conflicts than wireline because that segment deals with more individual consumers, not significant numbers of business customers like many wireline ports.  



e) Suggestion was made by Steve Addicks that the team start with 6 hours, and the team can always change it at a later date based on the experiences encountered.



f) DECISION: There was no objection by any team members to leaving the Short Conflict Resolution New Service Provider Restriction tuneable at 6 hours for the time being.



H. Wireless Testing Sub-Committee (WTSC) Update:



1) The WTSC meeting will take place on January 8th and 9th.  The WTSC will request that its SP members provide test dates at this week’s meeting.



2) Cause Code 26 – some SPs at the WTSC thought that it was only applicable to wireline SPs.  The WNPO asked that the WTSC inform its members that wireless SPs must be able to support the Cause Code 26 as well.



3) Wednesday afternoon (1/9/02) the WTSC will present to the LNPA WG, to obtain input and request additional wireline participation at the WTSC meetings.



4) The WTSC is discussing issues relating to how SPs will connect with each company and issues with the clearinghouse.



5) ACTION: The WNPO asked that the WTSC confirm with its members whether wireline SPs need to be involved in inter-carrier testing for pooling, even if porting is no longer required.



6) The WTSC indicated that no ICP testing is required for pooling.  However there would be inter-carrier testing requirements for pooling.  The existing call completion tests in test plan would need to be used for pooling testing.  



7) ACTION: WNPO and WTSC members to review the call completion tests in the intercarrier test plan and provide contributions if there any further pooling tests that are needed.



I. N-1 Carrier Methodology – Approval of Documentation:



1) DECISION: The team reviewed and approved the N-1 Carrier Methodology wording in the WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix.



2) Note: Although the N-1 carrier is responsible for performing the dip, the dip can always be done earlier by another SP.



J. Project Management of Type 1 Trunk Conversions:



1) Ron Steen indicated that Bell South has a team that is looking into the area further, and he will share some of their findings with the WNPO.



2) The team agreed that the document should provide general guidelines and that more detailed or specific issues should be handled on a case-by-case basis.



3) On a NENA call there was a discussion related to the ALI database:



a) There must be a step in the conversion process to remove the wireline codes from the ALI database when they are converted to wireless numbers.  Wireless codes are not stored in the ALI database.  



b) Wireline providers need to request that they be removed from the ALI database before donated the codes to the pool.  In today’s environment, before wireline donates numbers to the pool they should be already removing them from the ALI database before donating them.  So this issue is not specific to wireless or wireless integration, however it is essential that the current process be followed.



c) One wireline representative indicated that she was unaware of any activity that her company does currently to remove numbers from the ALI database.



d) ACTION: Ron Steen to update the Project Management Approach for Type 1 Trunk Conversions to address removing numbers from the ALI database before donating them to the pool.  



4) Snapback & Pooling issues related to utilizing porting for the conversion: 



a) Ron Steen’s team is working on addressing these issues.



b) A concern is that when a SP pools, it cannot pool to a specific/designated SP.



c) A team member indicated that you can move a 1K block of unassigned numbers from one carrier to another, however, this process would require a snapback upon deactivation.  



d) ACTION: Conference call will be held to discuss issues related to Type 1 Trunk Conversion (including snapback issues) in order to put together an outline for a recommendation document for SPs.  The call will be held on January 25th at 11:00am (eastern) for 2 hours. 



K. Rehoming of Wireless Numbers:



1) A wireline representative indicated that wireline conducts large ports today involving, for example, 10,000 numbers (a full code) at once.  The wireline representative also clarified that these activities were performed for customer rehomes for a large customer, not for switch rehomes.  Further, if their company needed to bring up a new switch, and needed to transfer numbers, they would perform a LERG assignment change.



2) Per the MBI guidelines, SPs can define a “service account” for MSIDs however they so choose.  A SP can also change how it defines the service account.



3) ACTION: Charlotte Holden to document questions related to rehoming of wireless numbers and submit it as a contribution to the team.  



4) Sprint PCS was asking whether NeuStar could handle the volumes of MSID rehomes.  New LRNs would need to be assigned to all the corresponding MDNs, and the MDNs would not be in contiguous ranges (only the MSIDs would be).  Sprint PCS’s normal rehomes involve 100,000 to 150,000 numbers at a time.   Another carrier stated that it would be very expensive for the industry to complete 100,000 to 150,000 ports. 



5) NeuStar indicated that they regularly port 10,000 at a time.



6) Sprint PCS’s contribution indicates that there should not be any LERG update for MSID rehomes.



7) Sprint PCS stated that rehomes would be used to port from one switch to another when bringing up a new switch.  Another carrier indicated that there are other solutions on the network side that can be used to bring up a new switch.  Another carrier mentioned that when a new switch is turned up, a SP could opt to only put new activations on the new switch (although load balancing concerns would need to be addressed).  There are multiple approaches that could be used.



8) ACTION: Conduct a workshop at the February WNPO to come up with ideas for handling wireless rehomes and to NeuStar to participate in order to indicate what the NPAC can support.



L. Order Exchange Between Wireless & Wireline Companies – Liz Coakley



Reviewed Liz Coakley’s (SBC) contribution (attached below) indicating what information SBC expects to be passed during order exchange.



1) Wireline to Wireless Communication



a) SBC will use the LSR as the vehicle to exchange information from wireline to wireless.



b) By 11/24/02 SBC anticipates using a version of Local Service Ordering Guidelines (LSOG) 5 for order exchange.



c) SBC will follow the NANC process flows.



d) After an interconnection agreement is signed, carriers will have access to specific SBC ordering requirements and can contact an SBC account manager.  



2) Wireless to Wireline Communication



a) SBC is requesting input on what information wireless carriers are expecting from wireline carriers for order exchange.
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DECISION: Each wireline and wireless carrier must work together to define what information will be exchanged and how data will be populated, because even if multiple wireline carriers are using LSOG 5, they each may expect it to be filled out differently.  A team member indicated that wireline carriers have many edits in place today (e.g. where 0’s or blanks are expected in certain fields).  



M. NPDB Capacity Models:



1) Hard copies of contributions on NPDB capacity models were provided by both Maggie Lee and Anne Cummins. 



2) Illuminet clarified the following regarding their contribution:



a) Assumed wireless would follow the historical trend of the wireline industry.



b) Assumed the majority of porting would be within the top 100 MSAs.  Assumed 90% within the top 100, and 10% in more rural areas.



c) Wireless activity for 2002 was based on information provided by the WNPO.



d) Used annual growth rate of 60% for wireless for 2004 through 2006 (the assumptions use to be 60% for 2004, 50% for 2005, 40% for 2006).



e) Allocation across the regions is based on wireline actuals.



f) Assumed a churn rate of 28%, which was taken from CTIA communications.  



g) Includes ported and pooled numbers.



h) Numbers represent the number for the last day of the year (does not show quarters).



3) Anne Cummins indicated that results from her model were very close to Maggie’s results, even though each used very different methodologies to calculate their numbers.



4) Anne Cummins reviewed her capacity model:



a) Received and incorporated input from Gene Johnston.



b) Previous numbers included paging numbers, so she removed those numbers.



c) Growth rate is based on a CTIA study as well as a study done by Yankee Group, which indicate that the growth rate will decline.



d) Increased the churn rate to a flat 50% per the results of a study on international porting.



e) Assumed that of the churn, 80% of it will be for ported numbers.



f) Of the 80% of the churn that is due to porting, in year 1 of porting (2003) 15% of the ports would be new ports for numbers that had never ported before, representing the addition of new numbers being added to the NPDB (for numbers that had not had an entry in the NPDB before).  Sprint PCS and Telcordia indicated that for 2002 through 2004 it would be much higher than 15%.  ACTION: Anne Cummins to change the percent of new ports in her model to 100% for 2002; 90% for 2003 (since they may port multiple times that year); 60% for 2004; 40% for 2005; 20% for 2006.



a) ACTION: Add intra-service provider ports to the new NPDB capacity model (Anne Cummins).



b) ACTION: Break out pooling only data and show what the numbers would be if porting were excluded (Anne Cummins).



N. Bonafide Request Form – Approval:



1) The team approved the updated Bonafide Request Form (BFR) that is to be used outside of the top 100 MSAs (see attachment below).



2) Clarified that the BFR can be sent out in February 2002, but clock does not start ticking until 11/24/02 for outside the top 100 MSAs.



3) The recipient carrier is responsible for ensuring that updated contact information is contained within the WNPO BFR Contact Matrix and the LERG.  A form will be considered to have been received by the recipient carrier if the requestor sends the request to the contact address listed in the WNPO BFR Contact Matrix or the address in the LERG.
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MEETING MINUTES FROM DAY #2 (1/8/02):



O. Risk Assessment Document:



1) Attached is the latest version of the Risk Assessment document (v.19).  The final review and approval of the document will be held at the next WNPO meeting on February 4th so that it can be presented to the NANC.  



2) ACTION: Team members to review the Risk Assessment document (v.19) and submit any final contributions before COB on January 25th in order for them to be considered at the WNPO meeting on February 4th.  
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P. Wireless Reseller Flows:



1) PURPOSE/DECISION:  The original flows in the LNP Architecture Administration Report, which was approved in 1997, did not include flows for resellers (PIM 1 at LNPA WG).  The purpose of this discussion was to address wireless reseller flows.  Per PIM 18, flows were completed for wireline, and the WNPO is trying to document the flows for wireless.  The objective is to put the wireless flows into the wireline document format and add them to the NANC flows; the purpose of this discussion was not to amend the wireless flows.  Since the content of the wireless flows has been accepted for some time, any entity requesting a change in the content of the flows should submit a contribution to the WNPO for future discussion.  



2) ACTION: A conference call will be held to put the wireless flows into the wireline document format.  This will not be a debate of the flows themselves, but rather moving the existing wireless flows into the wireline format. The call is scheduled for January 8th at 5:30pm eastern time (using the same conference bridge as today’s meeting). 



3) ACTION: Any SPs requesting a change in the wireless flows need to submit a contribution to the team for future discussion.



4) The discussion of inter-species ports between resellers will be handled at LNPA WG.



5) Discussion:



a) Definition of a reseller:



i) A reseller is a customer of the facilities-based service provider that has its own customers.



ii) A reseller does not own/maintain its own network.    



iii) Resellers do not have an NPAC connection.



iv) The reseller may or may not handle the billing for its own customers.  



v) A reseller is not equivalent to an agent.



b) WorldCom feels that the existing wireline flows should be used for wireless.



c) Anna Miller indicated that there are wireless flows already documented in the Wireless Wireline Integration report and the Technical Implementation and Operational Requirements report, which were approved by NANC.  



d) WorldCom stated that although the wireless flows were delivered to the FCC, the FCC has taken no action.  WorldCom, as a reseller, would like to use the existing wireline flows. 



e) Sprint PCS is hearing from resellers that they would prefer to use the existing wireline flows.  AT&T Wireless and others indicated they have talked to resellers and they do not want to follow the wireline flow.



f) A wireless SP indicated that the team might be reinventing the wheel to revisit wireless reseller flows since they have already been designed and approved.  Sprint PCS felt that using the wireline flows would not be reinventing the wheel, because the wireline flows are already defined.



g) Anne Cummins submitted a contribution at the December meeting (see December minutes).



h) John Malyar clarified that PIM 18 was to put the wireless flows into the wireline format.



i) PIM 1 applies to ONLY wireline providers, which was stated and confirmed at NNPO (per Jim Grasser, Gene Perez, and Anne Cummins).



j) A few carriers stated that some resellers/facilities-based carriers might opt to follow different flows.  Steve Addicks felt that all wireless carriers should be using the same flows and assumptions.



k) Anne Cummins stated that an agreement has already been reached for wireless SPs, and that any modification from the flows approved by NANC would be an introduction of a requested change to the approved flows.  Rick Dressner indicated that since the FCC has not put a stamp of approval on the flows, he felt there was still room for discussion.  Anne Cummins indicated that a lot of money has been spent to develop to these requirements, because the documents’ purpose was to provide guidance to carriers on how to build their systems and processes.  Anne Cummins recommended that if a SP would like to do propose a change, then that SP should go back and do the research and provide a written contribution and make a presentation to the WNPO team on what items would be affected/impacted if wireless uses the wireline flows and how they would propose wireless would go about implementing the flows.



l) WorldCom indicated that it is not easy to identify a reseller.  It was pointed out that the FCC does not know the resellers because they get their numbers from the facilities-based carrier.  WorldCom was concerned about resellers being “discriminated against” because it would take longer for reseller ports using the current wireless flow.



m) The CTIA report indicates that SPs should perform an NPDB dip query before the HLR query.  A provider can do the HLR query first, but they are taking certain risks when doing so.  In the CTIA report in an appendix it lists out all the problems that can occur if an SP performs an HLR query before the NPDB dip query.



n) Karen Mulberry asked if two resellers are porting between each other and they use the current wireless flows how would the new reseller find the old reseller?  How will the new reseller know whom to contact if the OSP is a reseller?  Does the new reseller go to the facilities-based provider?  Do facilities-based providers know the resellers by the telephone number?  



i) Tracy Frank indicated that traditionally facilities-based providers could determine the reseller by the phone number.  However, that is private information and they may not be able to share it.  She further stated that this is the same problem that a facilities-based provider would have if someone wanted to port in to them and the facilities-based provider would have to identify the reseller.  



ii) Other team members indicated that in order to determine who the old reseller is the new reseller could ask the customer for their customer care number that is listed on their bills, or have the customer dial 611 for customer service and see which provider answers the phone to determine who the OSP reseller is.



Q. NPAC’s Readiness for Wireless Portability:



1) Gene Johnston indicated that:



a) NPAC specifications are written by the industry.  



b) If wireless had to go live today, the NPAC could support that activity today.



c) NeuStar is meeting the requirements that the industry has set for the NPAC.



d) Gene suggested that perhaps the industry should revisit the industry requirements for the NPAC. NPAC will deliver the documented requirements, and if any SP would like to suggest that changes be made to the requirements they should submit a contribution with proposed changes.



e) NeuStar provided two reports to the Slowhorse committee.  Gene indicated that these might need to be reviewed and if anyone identifies any problems, they need to be brought to NeuStar’s attention.



2) A team member suggested we might want to forecast peak transaction requirements.  A wireline team member felt that the peaks are not a threat given the implementation of release 3.1.  Release 3.1 is supposed to mitigate many of the existing peaks.  So this team member did not feel that wireless capacity would be threatening to the NPAC’s capabilities.  Another team member hoped that the reduction of the spikes with implementation of 3.1 could be monitored so that the wireless industry could feel comfortable moving forward with the existing requirements.  



3) This item will be removed from the agenda and will not be discussed at the WNPO unless a new contribution is submitted.



R. Support Of Cause Code 26:



1) Anna Miller indicated that this issue (Cause Code 26 – misdirected call to a ported number) is being addressed in TR45.2.



2) Suppression of a Cause Code 26 for a call to a non-working pooled number is a requirement – it is mandated.



3) The WTSC will be adding test cases for Cause Code 26 for porting and for calls to unassigned pooled numbers.  



4) The WNPO will await information from TR45.2, however it will be kept open on the WNPO Issues and Action Items list in order to track updates.



S. Rollout Plans for Launch in November 2002:



1) ACTION: Gene Johnston to submit a contribution on a phased approach for SPs to submit code creation requests to NPAC.



2) ACTION: Gary Sacra to submit a contribution for a) the effective date for codes SPs are not using for testing and b) sending requests to open codes for porting to the LERG no later than mid-May.



3) ACTION: Upon reaching an agreement on a phased approach for SPs to submit code creation requests to NPAC, an effective date for codes SPs are not using for testing, and reaching an agreement on sending requests to open codes for porting to the LERG no later than mid-May; add the agreements to the WNPO Decision/Recommendation matrix.



4) Discussion:



a) Codes must be opened in NPAC, LERG, and in the network.  NPAC and LERG effective dates should be the same.



b) NPAC wants to minimize the number of “create” messages that are sent to the NPAC at one time.



c) Codes are created at the NPAC with an effective date.  



d) During intercarrier testing SPs are testing with the production NPAC system.



e) Gary Sacra brought up a concern that if the November LERG has many new numbers being opened for porting with effective date in November, carriers might not be able to handle the workload all at once.  Some carriers act upon receiving the notification, not the effective date, so as long as the notification is phased those carriers could handle the workload.  However, Ron Whitson said that some carriers only make the changes on the effective date, so he had concerns if many SPs selected an effective date of 11/24/02.



f) If a code is listing in the August LERG as opened for porting with effective date of 11/15/02 will the November LERG always maintain the effective date?  The LERG will display the effective date until the effective date has passed (i.e. the effective date would no longer show up in the December LERG).



g) Some suggested handling the phasing by specifying timeframes for each OCN to submit codes.



h) Verizon will begin dipping before the effective date passes – in order to better size their network to ensure they can handle the capacity.



T. Other:



1) Any contributions for the February meeting must be submitted no later than COB January 25th.


2) Nextel Partners volunteered to host the December 2002 meeting in Las Vegas.


NEXT MEETING:



February 4th 8:30am – 5:00pm (local time) and February 5th 8:30am – 12:00pm (local time) – Dallas, TX – Business Edge Solutions


FUTURE MEETINGS:



WNPO Dates:
Location & Host:
 







March 4 – 5
St. Louis - SBC



April 8 – 9
Kansas City, MO - Sprint



May 13 – 14
Redmond, WA - AT&T Wireless



June 10 – 11
Atlanta, GA - AT&T


July 8 – 9
U S Cellular - Chicago



August 12 – 13
Vancover, BC - Canadian Consortium



September 16 – 17
Baltimore, MD - Verizon



October 14 – 15
Denver, CO - ESI



November 11 – 12
Atlanta - Cox Communications



December 9 – 10
Nextel Partners – Las Vegas


SUBSCRIPTION TO WNPO TEAM DISTRIBUTION LIST: 



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



To remove yourself from the WNPO Team distribution list, send an e-mail to Majordomo@telecomse.com and in the body write <unsubscribe wireless_ops>.
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WNPO Monthly Meeting Minutes




December 10 & 11, 2001         New Orleans - NeuStar








Attendance:




				Name



				Company



				Name



				Company







				Jim Grasser



				Cingular Wireless



				Brigitte Brown



				TeleCorp PCS







				Anne Cummins



				AT&T Wireless



				Gary Sacra



				Verizon







				Scotty Parish



				AllTel



				Kathleen Tedrick



				Sprint







				Marcel Champagne



				NeuStar



				Rosemary Emmer



				Nextel







				Ron Steen



				Bell South



				Ron Stutheit



				Evolving Systems







				Jean Anthony



				Telecom Software



				Jeff Adrian



				Sprint PCS







				H.L. Gowda



				AT&T



				Patricia Smith



				Voicestream Wireless







				Karen Mulberry



				WorldCom



				Chris Duckett-Brown



				Verizon Wireless







				Maggie Lee



				Illuminet



				Stephen Addicks



				WorldCom







				Jason Lee



				WorldCom



				Julie Neumann



				AT&T Wireless







				Patrick Lockett



				Sprint



				Gene Johnston



				NeuStar







				Tracy Frank



				Business Edge Solutions



				Melissa Flicek



				Nextel Partners







				Robert Jones



				U.S. Cellular



				Colleen Flury



				AT&T Wireless







				Denise Thomas



				WorldCom



				Linda Godfrey



				Verizon Wireless







				Charlotte Holden



				U.S. Cellular



				Anna Miller 



				Voicestream Wireless







				John Malyar



				Telcordia



				



				







				Participants Via the Conference Bridge:



				



				







				Dave Cochran



				BellSouth



				Dennis Rose



				CHR Solutions







				Mark Wood



				Cingular Wireless



				Liz Coakley



				SBC Wireline







				Dave Garner



				Qwest 



				Jennifer Gory



				Altell







				Sheryl Gordon



				Altell



				Rick Dressner



				Sprint PCS







				Lonnie Keck



				AT&T Wireless



				Steve Hallbauer



				CHR Solutions







				Mary Brien



				Sprint PCS



				Kirby ?



				Sprint











Meeting Minutes:




Introductions and Agenda Review



Introductions were made and the agenda reviewed.




Reviewed Minutes from Previous Month




Team identified the following changes that need to be made to the November 2001 minutes:




1) The two references to “9/16/01” need to be changed to “9/16/02”.




2) Under “NPAC’s Readiness for Wireless Portability – Patrick Lockett” make the following change:  




Replace 



“One team member commented that NeuStar provides help desk support 24 hours/day and that as carrier revenues increase it supports the increased staffing of the help desk.”  




with 




“In response to concerns expressed over increased charges for extended Help Desk operating hours, Steve Addicks (WorldCom) pointed out that one should not assume there necessarily is an additional charge for extended Help Desk operating hours due to wireless porting.  This is because the Help Desk is largely funded by porting transaction charges and this revenue stream is increased by the same activities driving the need for longer Help Desk operating hours.”



ACTION: Modify the November 2001 minutes and email updated version to the team. (Brigitte Brown)




Introduction of New Business Items:



1) NANC Updates:




a) The WNPO does not have authorization from the NANC to send a letter to the FCC regarding the updated implementation timeline and stating the issues that have caused delays in inter-carrier testing.




b) The WNPO does not have authorization from the NANC to send a letter to vendors requesting input on their ability to support porting and pooling.




c) Any letter written by the WNPO must go through NANC approval before being sent out.




d) The NANC indicated that individual companies with concerns or issues should send letters directly to the FCC and vendors.  
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CTIA sent a letter to the FCC on 11/21/01 (attached below) reiterating the concerns that the WNPO had communicated to NANC in October 2001.  CTIA’s letter also referenced the letter that NANC sent to the FCC on 11/20/01.
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Revised Implementation Timeline:




a) The revised timeline that was discussed at the November 2001 meeting (attached below) will need to be further revised.




b) WTSC Input:




i) At the December WTSC meeting there was reluctance by the team to agree upon a new testing timeline.




ii) The WTSC has indicated that at least 6 weeks of testing will be required for each region and a new region should begin testing every three weeks (overlapping regions).




c) One team member stated that they did not believe that inter-carrier testing would be needed for pooling.  Other team members disagreed.  The WTSC considered what would be required for number pooling inter-carrier testing (in isolation of porting testing).  The ICP testing would be eliminated, however the network testing would remain.  The WTSC does not feel that removing porting would change the testing dates for pooling.  




d) ACTION: Jim Grasser and Brigitte Brown will further revise the implementation timeline for discussion at the January WNPO meeting.  There is no NANC meeting in December, so the timeline that will be discussed at the January WNPO meeting can also be presented at the January NANC meeting.




3) Wireline to Wireless Reseller Flows – Contribution from Anne Cummins



Team discussed the contribution from Anne Cummins proposing that the wireless reseller porting model (as approved by NANC) be used for ports between wireless and wireline resellers.  The contribution is attached below.  Below are some of the points made during the discussion and the action items that were identified:




a) Background:



i) On 08/07/01 the LNPA voted to accept the NNPO's proposed process flows comprised of only Option B (Network SP to Network SP flows) and recommend it as an industry standard for wireline to wireline reseller ports.  



ii) In September of 2000 the WNPSC sent the to the NANC the Wireless LNP Technical, Operational, and Implementation Requirement Document for approval.  The NANC approved the report and sent it forward to the FCC.  In the report the wireless industry established the wireless to wireless reseller porting process.  In this process the reseller is responsible for the ICP/pre-port process and the new reseller tells the facilities-based provider to send a notification to the NPAC.  Wireless resellers do not share any account information with the facilities based wireless provider.



iii) The two flows are the exact opposite of each other - therefore porting process between wireline and wireless resellers must be determined.




b) Anne Cummin’s Recommendation:




i) Wireless facility based service providers cannot send the LSR/WPR forward to the old facility based service provider because the reseller's subscriber account information is considered by the reseller to be proprietary.  As a consequence the information is never shared with the facility based service provider.  




ii) Since the LSR/WPR purpose is to validate account information the reseller must have the capability of sending the LSR/WPR and receiving the FOC/WPR. Without this capability their customers would not be able to port.



iii) Recommendation:  For ports between wireless and wireline resellers use the wireless reseller porting model.



c) One SP suggested that the wireless-to-wireless reseller flows be changed, however, it was determined that modifications to that process should not be entertained at this time as they were previously defined by the WNPSC in May 2000 and approved by NANC in September 2000.  That SP was represented at the NANC meetings where the process was discussed and approved.  So the focus is now on the wireline to wireless reseller flows and not the wireless to wireless flows.



d) WorldCom and Sprint indicated their desire to use the wireline reseller flows for the wireline to wireless reseller flows.




e) There are two types of reseller ports: a) one reseller can port all of their numbers to another facilities-based provider, or b) one customer of the reseller wants to port to another provider.



f) Charles Ryburn suggested that this issue get opened up as a PIM at the LNPA WG.   



g) ACTION: Open a PIM at the LNPA WG on updating the NANC flows and narratives to a) add flows for wireless resellers and b) review the narratives for existing flows to ensure they are compatible with wireless business models. (Jim Grasser)  



h) ACTION: WNPO to work on updating the NANC flows and narratives to a) add flows for wireless resellers and b) review the narratives for existing flows to ensure they are compatible with wireless business models and then forward it to the LNPA WG.
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Update from NeuStar:




1) Three SPs have completed their turn up testing (Cingular, Illuminet, and Sprint).  Six more have submitted requests to NeuStar for the testing, but have not provided dates yet.




2) ACTION:  Team member asked that NeuStar look into how many providers requested a test date that NeuStar could not support due to release 3.1 activities. (Gene Johnston)  




3) ACTION:  NeuStar to provide the number of SPs who have established a profile with NeuStar. (Gene Johnston)




4) Release 3.1:




a) Two LSMS providers have completed testing.




b) Ten providers are scheduled to test.




c) Seven have not registered yet.




d) There are a total of 19 that need to test in the Northeast region.




5) NeuStar confirmed with the FCC that there are 102 MSAs in the pooling rollout (the original 100 specified for porting, plus two additional ones).   ACTION:  Gene Johnston will provide the additional two MSAs required for pooling and Jim Grasser will distribute the information to the team.




6) Gustavo Hannecke is no longer with NeuStar.  




Wireless Testing Subcommittee (WTSC) Update:




1) At the December WTSC meeting, many carriers indicated they would not be ready for inter-carrier testing in April 2002.  The WTSC is asking carriers to submit test markets and dates to be complied into a matrix.  It appears as though testing will not be as structured as originally anticipated.  Carriers are going to submit markets for testing on a case-by-case basis.  




2) One wireline carrier stated that it needs to know what testing the WTSC is planning and stated that if the testing is done sporadically, it will be much more difficult to coordinate.  The WNPO questioned whether the WTSC participants understand that wireline will need a testing schedule to ensure they can participate.  The WTSC indicated that it would like to have a schedule, but participants are now becoming hesitant to agree and commit to dates.  The WTSC raised this issue up to the WNPO.  The WNPO requested for the WTSC to provide the latest testing start date that is being communicated at the WTSC.




3) On an MSA by MSA basis, inter-species testing will begin after wireless-to-wireless testing is conducted.




4) Some carriers indicated to the WTSC that they may possibly begin ICP testing in January, however no definite dates were provided.




5) The WNPO asked whether there is a mechanism for updating test schedules once dates are provided.  The WTSC plans to develop a matrix to capture each carrier’s test schedule.  




6) The WTSC considered what would be required for number pooling inter-carrier testing (in isolation of porting testing).  The ICP testing would be eliminated, however the network testing would remain.  Therefore the WTSC does not feel that removing porting would change the testing dates for pooling.  




7) The next WTSC meeting will be in Orlando, FL in January 2002.




Bonafide Request Form (BFR) Checklist & Sample Form




The team reviewed a draft BFR checklist and sample form (attached below) to be completed by wireless carriers requesting that other wireless OR wireline service providers support long-term Local Number Portability (LNP) and open all codes for porting within specified Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs).  The team agreed that since the wireless industry has to implement portability using a flash-cut approach (instead of a phased approach like wireline) all a SP’s codes within designated MSAs should be opened for porting at one time. 



The team reviewed a copy of a BFR form that is currently in use by wireline service providers today.  The wireline service providers agreed that the only additional piece of information that they would require (above and beyond what was listed in the draft BFR form) is the wireline switch CLLI (Common Language Location Identifier) code.  Those wireline service providers also confirmed that neither rate centers nor NPA NXXs need to be specified.  The team agreed that one form should be used for requests being made of both wireless and wireline providers.




The team decided that a WNPO BFR Contact Matrix should be created with all the most up-to-date service provider contact information (which will be posted on the NPAC website under WNPO).  Requestors completing the form should first refer to this WNPO BFR Contact Matrix for the intended recipient’s contact information.  If the intended recipient has not provided this contact information to the WNPO, then the requestor should refer to the contact information in the LERG.  It is the responsibility of the intended recipient carrier to ensure that their contact information is up to date.  This contact information can also be specified in the SLAs between individual service providers as well.




ACTION: All service providers to email Jim Grasser their contact information for BFR requests by COB Wednesday 12/19/01 (include company name, contact name, contact’s address, contact’s phone number, contact’s fax number, contact’s email address).




ACTION: Jim Grasser to compile the WNPO BFR Contact Matrix and post it on the NPAC website (under WNPO).  




Sending the BFR form to the recipient contact information in the WNPO BFR Matrix or the LERG contact information guarantees that you have made the request, and the intended recipient is responsible for opening the necessary codes for porting.  It is the recipient’s responsibility for ensuring that the contact information in the WNPO BFR Matrix and/or the LERG is correct.  ACTION: Add the preceding information to the WNPO Decision/Recommendation matrix. (Brigitte Brown)




ACTION: All service providers to ensure that their contact information in the LERG is up to date.




Following are the changes the team requested (which have been incorporated in the attached document below):




Changes to the BFR Form:




a) Include a section for wireline switch CLLI codes to be specified.




b) Clarify that for a wireless recipient the CLLI code information does not have to be completed (only the MSAs need to be specified).




c) In the purpose emphasize that ALL codes must be opened for porting within the specified MSAs and wireline switch CLLI codes.



d) Add to the form that the requestor should use the contact information in the WNPO BFR Contact Matrix, and if that service provider’s contact information is no listed then use the contact information in the LERG.




e) Reference the FCC mandate.




f) In the “Actions Required of the Recipient” section emphasize the word “all” in the following statements:




i) For all currently released codes, and those to be released at any future time, within the designated U.S. Census Bureau MSAs and wireline switch CLLI codes (where applicable), open all for porting within the LERG.




ii) For all currently released codes, and those to be released at any future time, within the designated U.S. Census Bureau MSAs and wireline switch CLLI codes (where applicable), open all for porting within the NPAC (Number Portability Administration Center).




Changes to the BFR Checklist page:




a) Can you set up an effective date in LERG requests to open codes for porting?  YES.




b) Once a code is open for porting in the LERG and NPAC, can that status ever be changed in the future? (This relates to step 1 and 2) YES.



c) Look throughout the FCC orders for the need to prove the potential to port-in customers within the designated area.  THERE IS NO REQUIREMENT FOR PROOF.



d) Look into whether requests outside the Top 100 MSAs can be made in February 2002, or if they cannot be made until 11/25/02. CAN MAKE A REQUEST FOR MSAs OUTSIDE THE TOP 100, BUT THE CLOCK DOES NOT START TICKING UNTIL AFTER 11/24/02.



e) Mention the requirement for CLLI codes.




Clarifications made:




· The clarification was made that if codes are pooling capable, then they are also porting capable.  




· If a SP’s codes are in the designated MSA, but its switches are outside of that MSA, it will still have to open those switches.




· Team member stated that there is not a standardized form currently being used across wireline carriers.
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NPAC Tuneables:




The team reviewed the system tuneables document attached below and agreed upon the following settings.  (Note: these settings can be changed in the future if the team deems it necessary)




1) Short Initial Concurrence Window – leave as is – 1 business hour.




2) Short Final Concurrence Window – leave as is – 1 business hour.




3) Short Conflict Resolution New Service Provider Restriction – leave as is – 6 business hours.  Team members clarified that the OSP puts it into conflict (not the NSP), and that it can stay in conflict for a maximum of 30 days.  




4) Short Cancellation Initial Concurrence Window – leave as is – 9 business hours.




5) Short Cancellation Final Concurrence Window – leave as is – 9 business hours.




6) Long Business Day Duration – After some discussion, the majority of the team agreed to leave this Tuneable as is at 12 calendar hours (with one SP opposed).  During the discussion some SPs expressed a desire to elongate the duration to 14 or 24 hours due to numerous activations being expected outside of a 12-hour period.  Elongating this timeframe would require additional staffing on the part of both SPs and the NPAC.




7) Long Business Day Start Time – The majority of the team agreed to set the start time to 9am (by each regional time zone), so that the Long Business Day would run from 9am to 9pm (by each regional time zone).  The same SP, which opposed the 12-hour day duration, also indicated that 9am to 9pm was not what it was hoping to achieve.




8) Long Business Days – team agreed to setting this to Sunday through Saturday.
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Team members clarified that wireline SPs use short business days with long timers, and wireless SPs would use long business days with short timers.




Maintenance Windows:




The maintenance windows are based on central time across the country (i.e. they do not vary by region).




1) Standard Weekly 6-Hour SP Maintenance Window – The WNPO agreed upon midnight to 6am central time on Sunday mornings.  ACTION: The WNPO will propose a standard maintenance window of midnight to 6am (central) on Sunday mornings to the LNPA Working Group (Jim Grasser).  Two items that were brought up during the discussion include:




a) A study was conducted for the LLC which demonstrated that the number of activations during the holiday season on Sundays for wireless SPs was greater than wireline activations on any other day of the week.  So, even though wireless activations on Sundays represented only 5% of the total, it was still greater than any other day for wireline.  




b) Starting the maintenance window at midnight central time would only cause a problem in Hawaii for 6 months out of the year because that state does not participate in daylight savings (i.e. there is only a 4 hour difference for 6 months out of the year).




2) Extended Monthly SP Maintenance Window – The WNPO agreed upon an 11-hour window from midnight to 11am central time on the first Sunday of every month.  ACTION: The WNPO will propose midnight to 11am central the first Sunday of every month to the LNPA Working Group for the extended SP maintenance window (Jim Grasser).  Following are some of the items that were discussed:




a) Currently the extended SP maintenance window is 12 hours long from 6am to 6pm central.  




b) Illuminet would have preferred a 12-hour extended SP maintenance window from midnight to noon central.




c) NeuStar uses the first 6 hours of the current extended maintenance window for their maintenance activities (i.e. 6am to noon central).  




d) Some hardware or software upgrades require at least 12 hours.  If SPs need more than the current 12-hour period, then carriers must notify NeuStar in advance and NeuStar will send out a notification to all SPs.




e) Wireline SPs do a lot of complex ports on Saturday and Saturday nights, so they do not want the maintenance window to start any earlier than midnight on Sunday morning.  




3) Should Timers Run During the SP Maintenance Windows?



The WNPO decided that the timers should run during the SP maintenance windows, and it will be expected that SPs will agree not to port during the maintenance windows.  Following are some points made during the discussion:




a) The timers run during the business hours and with the addition of Sundays from 9am to 9pm there will be an overlap between the business hours and the extended SP maintenance window.   This was not an issue with wireline SPs because timers did not run on Sundays.




b) If timers are running during SP maintenance windows then timers will expire while SPs are not able to process ports.  If the timers continue to run and the OSP does not know that they have a port request, the impact is minimal because the NSP can activate a new handset for the customer.  If the NSP is down, then the impact is greater.




c) A major benefit of not running timers during the SP maintenance window is that it would pose less risk for a SP coming back online – there would be no risk that there were changes in the database while they were offline.  However, not running timers during the SP maintenance window would require a change order with the NPAC, as well as changes to SOA software.  There is a possibility that the NPAC could manually change the timer settings once a month to accommodate the extended SP maintenance window, however, the team did not believe this to be a suitable option.




d) The maintenance hours will be known ahead of time, so SPs could agree to a porting timeframe of longer than 2.5 hours to accommodate the maintenance windows.   SPs need to include this in their Service Level Agreements (SLAs) with other SPs.  This would allow the timers to run during the maintenance windows and would not require a change order for the NPAC.




4) NPAC Maintenance Window 



A discussion of the NPAC maintenance window has been tabled until agreement is reached at the LNPA Working Group on the SP maintenance windows proposed by the WNPO.




The NPAC maintenance window will need to be sometime during the SP maintenance window.  If the NPAC maintenance window hours are changed, it may require a contract change.




5) Maintenance Window & Tuneable Timeframes Across Regions



a) Maintenance is currently set to central time for all regions.  A team member questioned whether the maintenance window should vary by region, instead of being set to central time for all regions.  Other team members stated that some SPs use the same system across regions, so it is easier to use central time across all regions for maintenance.  




b) Business day hours differ by the time zone for each region.  The predominant time zone for each region is used.  ACTION: Need a contribution documenting the regional time zones for discussion in January. (Jim Grasser & Brigitte Brown)  ACTION: SPs to be prepared to discuss having the business timers differ by region, regardless of what the time zone for an area within the region might be.



Contract Revision for NPAC Personnel Working Sundays & Longer Business Days:




A revision is needed in the NPAC contract to address business days starting to include Sundays and business days covering an additional two hours per day (wireline business days are 7am to 7pm and wireless will be 9am to 9pm, so the NPAC will need to cover 7am to 9pm).  




The team discussed with the effective date for the changes to the Tuneables and maintenance windows (Note: the effective date  for the Tuneables changes should be considered separately from the effective date for the maintenance window changes).  Some team members indicated their belief that the changes should become effective at the beginning of November 2002 in order to accommodate intra-service provider ports and Type 1 trunk conversions.  Others indicated that those types of activities may occur as early as the Soft-Launch date of 9/1/02.    Team members indicated that they did not know of a specification in the mandate stating that SPs could not port before 11/24/02. One team member stated that if a SP wants to start porting on 9/1/02 it would have to provide notice 9 months ahead of time to the OSPs.  SPs who do not roam might be able to begin porting earlier.  




ACTION: All team members to determine what the effective date should be for the tuneables changes.




ACTION: All team members to determine what the effective date should be for the maintenance window changes.




ACTION:  WNPO to write a letter to the LLC indicating the recommendation for the maintenance windows and Tuneables.  Before the letter can be sent effective dates must be finalized and there must be agreement at the LNPA WG on the settings and dates. (Jim Grasser)




NPDB Capacity & Throughput Models – Maggie Lee’s & Anne Cummin’s Contributions:




Team reviewed and compared the number portability database capacity model (contributed by Maggie Lee) and the number portability throughput model (contributed by Anne Cummins).  Following is the rough comparison:




Period
Maggie’s Data (in M)
Anne’s Wireless Pooled Data (in M)




4Q01
23.4


0




4Q02
56


(not available)




4Q03
82


11.3




4Q04
88


17.1





4Q05
97


19.4




4Q06
108


21.8




Assumptions:




a) Both sets of numbers are cumulative.




b) Maggie’s data includes both wireless & wireline ported volumes (wireline data includes pooled data, but Maggie’s wireless data does not).




c) Anne’s data is wireless pooled data only.




d) Need to sum the two to get the total NPDB capacity.




Anne’s data does not agree with Maggie’s model of wireless ported numbers.  Anne’s data indicates a total of  80M ported wireless numbers by 2006 (about double what Maggie has).  




Gene Johnston provided forecast growth figures for Anne to use.  The growth rates flatten out from 2005 to 2006 at 4.3%.




Anne’s numbers include churn as her model represents throughput.  




ACTION: Anne Cummins will revise the number portability throughput model assumptions to be sent out for discussion in January.




ACTION: Maggie Lee to add Anne Cummin’s wireless pooling data to the totals derived from her model for appropriate NPDB sizing assumptions.  To be reviewed in January.




ACTION: Maggie Lee to go back and revise the capacity model to try to sync up with Anne’s numbers.  Maggie will also verify the assumptions of the model (e.g. whether the numbers include new adds).  For discussion at January meeting.




LLC Letter – NPAC Release 3.1 Rollout:




Dave Garner confirmed that the LLC would not change the rollout order of the regions, and therefore the WNPO will not be sending the LLC a letter with that request.  




N-1 Carrier Methodology:




At the October 2001 WNPO meeting the team clarified that:  




“The N-1 carrier (i.e. company) is responsible for performing the dip, not the N-1 switch.  If there is a locally terminated call then the originating carrier needs to perform the dip, because they cannot be sure whether the tandem switch belongs to the N-1 carrier or the N carrier (terminating carrier).  For all local terminations the originating carrier needs to perform the dip, however, for any calls going through an IXC the IXC must perform the dip.  Following are examples that were discussed:  




a) Wireless to a ported local wireless – the originating wireless carrier should perform the dip (unless they intend to default route and pay the terminating carrier to perform the dip for them).




b) Wireless to a ported local wireline – the originating wireless carrier should perform the dip, since they cannot be sure whether a tandem switch belongs to a different carrier than the terminating switch (unless they intend to default route and pay the terminating carrier to perform the dip for them).”



At the December 2001 WNPO meeting the team agreed that any recommendations or clarifications on this topic should be included in the WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix.  One team member was concerned with the wording to be used in the matrix.  He stated that in an intra-LATA wireless-to-wireless call scenario, if there is not a direct interconnection between wireless SP A and wireless SP B; wireless SP A could route to the LEC (who is the N-1 carrier) to terminate to wireless SP B.  Other team members stated that in this scenario, Wireless A would still be responsible for performing the NPDB dip based on the WNPSC Technical, Operational and Implementation Requirements document.  They indicated that whatever business arrangements wireless SP A makes (e.g. default routing to the LEC) is up to them, however the requirements document indicates that wireless SP A would be considered the N-1 carrier.




ACTION:  Add proposed wording in the WNPO Decision/Recommendation matrix to clarify the N-1 methodology for review at the January meeting (Brigitte Brown & Jim Grasser).




The 2nd CTIA report lists the problems that would be experienced if a SP performs its HLR query before the NPDB query.  The recommendation is that SPs perform their NPDB dip before the HLR query.




ACTION: Review the CTIA 2nd report and identify key points and add them to the WNPO Decision /Recommendation matrix (Jim Grasser).



Project Management for Type 1 Number Conversions – Contribution from Ron Steen




Type 1 number conversions for dedicated NXXs (where all 10,000 numbers are dedicated to a single wireless carrier) can be completed now, because they do not require LNP technology.




Shared NXXs require the use LNP techniques.  For ranges of one thousand blocks pooling can be utilized.  For ranges of numbers that are less than one thousand blocks porting must be utilized.  




The Snapback issue will need to be discussed and resolved.  If pooling is used to perform type 1 trunk conversions then vacant codes will snapback to the wireless carrier.  Problems will arise when porting is used for type 1 trunk conversions as vacant codes would snapback to the code holder, the wireline carrier.  This issue is currently being tracked under item number 0032 on the WNPO Issues & Action Items matrix.  One team member reminded the team that it should remain aware of the INC pooling guidelines when addressing this issue.  




ACTION: SPs to provide contributions on how to address the Snapback issue and addressing any other issues with the project management approach for Type 1 trunk conversions for discussion at the January meeting.
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Below is Ron Steen’s contribution for the December meeting.




Rehoming of Wireless Codes in an LNP Environment – Contribution from Patrick Lockett:




One SP indicated that the Rehoming process is dependent upon how a SP has its network setup, and that SP did not believe it would have any problems here.




ACTION: Charlotte Holden to write up a contribution for the Rehoming of Wireless codes in an LNP environment for discussion at the January meeting.  The contribution should illustrate the billing system impacts.




ACTION: SPs to be prepared to discuss how rehoming of wireless codes should be accomplished - for discussion in January.  



ACTION: SPs to formalize questions/issues and email them to Jim Grasser by 12/21/01so that Patrick Lockett can be prepared to respond to them at the January meeting.




Below is the contribution from Patrick Lockett that was discussed at the December meeting.
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Other:




1) All contributions for the January meeting are due by 6pm on 1/1/02.




2) The WNPO Contribution form is located on the NPAC website (under WNPO).




3) ACTION: Team members must submit contributions for items to be re-addressed/re-introduced if they have already been covered in previous discussions.




4) A conference call will be held on 12/21/01 at 11am eastern to discuss the Risk Assessment Document.




5) A NENA call was held on 12/11/01 and the following WLNP issues were discussed:




a) How are uninitialized phones handled?




b) Is there a problem immediately powering up phone and dialing 911?




c) What problems with roaming in not MIN/MDN compliant?




6) All agenda items that were not covered will be carried over to the next agenda.




Next Meeting:




January 7th 8:30am – 5:00pm (eastern time) and January 8th 8:30am – 12:00pm (eastern time) – Orlando, FL – Cingular Wireless




Future Meetings:




WNPO Dates:
Location & Host:
 








February 4 – 5
Dallas, TX – Business Edge Solutions




March 4 – 5
St. Louis - SBC




April 8 – 9
Kansas City, MO - Sprint




May 13 – 14
Redmond, WA - AT&T Wireless




June 10 – 11
OPEN




July 8 – 9
U S Cellular - Chicago




August 12 – 13
Vancover, BC - Canadian Consortium




September 16 – 17
Baltimore, MD - Verizon




October 14 – 15
Denver, CO - ESI




November 11 – 12
Atlanta - Cox Communications




December 9 – 10
NeuStar (tentative)




Subscription to WNPO Team Distribution: 




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




To remove yourself from the WNPO Team distribution list, send an e-mail to Majordomo@telecomse.com and in the body write <unsubscribe wireless_ops>.
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Appendix A. 
System Tunables





This appendix provides a comprehensive list of tunables identified throughout the FRS and their default values.





					Subscription Tunables









					Tunable Name




					Default Value




					Units




					Valid Range









					Long Initial Concurrence Window




					9




					business hours




					1-72









					The hours subsequent to the time the subscription version was initially created by which both Service Providers using long timers are expected to authorize transfer of service if this is an Inter-Service Provider port. (T1 timer)









					Long Final Concurrence Window




					9




					business hours




					1-72









					The number of hours after the concurrence request is sent by the NPAC SMS by which time both Service Providers using long timers are expected to authorize transfer of subscription service for an Inter-Service Provider port. (T2 timer)









					Short Initial Concurrence Window




					1




					business hours




					1-72









					The hours subsequent to the time the subscription version was initially created by which both Service Providers using short timers are expected to authorize transfer of service if this is an Inter-Service Provider port. (T1 timer)









					Short Final Concurrence Window




					1




					business hours




					1-72









					The number of hours after the concurrence request is sent by the NPAC SMS by which time both Service Providers using short timers are expected to authorize transfer of subscription service for an Inter-Service Provider port. (T2 timer)









					Conflict Expiration Window




					30




					calendar days




					1-180









					The length of time conflict subscriptions will remain in the conflict state before cancellation.









					Maximum Subscription Query




					50




					records




					10-150









					The maximum number of subscription versions returned by a query to the NPAC.









					Pending Subscription Retention




					90




					calendar days




					1-180









					The length of time pending subscriptions will remain in the pending state before cancellation.









					Conflict Restriction Window




					12:00




					HH:MM




					00:00-24:00









					The time on the business day prior to the New Service Provider due date that a 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.  The Conflict Restriction Window does not apply for short timers.









					Long Conflict Resolution New Service Provider Restriction




					6




					business hours




					1-72









					The number of business hours after the subscription version is put into conflict that the NPAC SMS will prevent it from being removed from conflict by the new Service Provider using long timers.









					Short Conflict Resolution New Service Provider Restriction




					6




					Business hours




					1-72









					The number of business hours after the subscription version is put into conflict that the NPAC SMS will prevent it from being removed from conflict by the new Service Provider using short timers.









					Long 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 long timers are expected to acknowledge the pending cancellation.









					Short 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 short timers are expected to acknowledge the pending cancellation.









					Long 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 long timers are expected to acknowledge the pending cancellation.









					Short 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 short timers are expected to acknowledge the pending cancellation.









					Old Subscription Retention




					18




					calendar months




					1-36









					The length of time old subscriptions will be retained.









					Cancel-Pending Subscription Retention




					90




					calendar days




					1-360









					The length of time canceled subscriptions, with last status of pending, will be retained.









					Cancel-Conflict Subscription Retention




					30




					calendar days




					1-360









					The length of time canceled subscriptions, with last status of conflict, will be retained.









					Short Business Day Duration




					12




					calendar hours




					1-24









					The number of hours from the tunable business day start time for short business days.









					Long Business Day Duration




					12




					calendar hours




					1-24









					The number of hours from the tunable business day start time for long business days.









					Short Business Day Start Time




					TBD




					hh:mm




					00:00 - 24:00









					Parameter tunable to the value specified by the contracting region for short business days.  









					Long Business Day Start Time




					TBD




					hh:mm




					00:00 - 24:00









					Parameter tunable to the value specified by the contracting region for long business days.  









					Short Business Days




					Monday – Friday




					Days




					Monday – Sunday









					The business days available for Service Providers using short business days.









					Long Business Days




					Sunday – Saturady 




					Days




					–Sunday – Saturday 









					The business days available for Service Providers using long business days.
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Initial Contact3




Contact between the wireless service provider and the wireline service provider may be initiated by either company.




Trunk Group Identification




Identify Type 1 Trunk Groups and associated Telephone Numbers to be migrated.




Establish Project Timeline




Develop mutually agreed to project plan for migration of telephone numbers.4




Re-engineer Type 2 Trunk Groups5




Wireless Carrier analyzes Type 2A/B trunk groups needs for routing and capacity considerations.  May need to enlarge groups and/or establish new groups.6 




Proposal for Migration1 of Wireless Telephone Numbers




From Type 1 Interconnection to Type 2A/B Interconnection2




Migrate Type 1 Telephone Numbers




The wireline and wireless telephone companies use coordinated local number porting processes7 to move the telephone numbers from the wireline switch to the wireless switch.8




Re-engineer Type 1 Trunk Groups




Wireless Carrier analyzes the Type 1 trunk groups for resizing or elimination as appropriate after the telephone numbers are migrated.9




BellSouth




Ron Steen




Dec 3, 2001




Notes:




					This proposal pertains to shared NXXs, and not dedicated NXXs.  Dedicated NXXs should be “lifted” and moved rather than ported.




					This proposal is intended to minimize individual porting of Type 1 telephone numbers, not eliminate Type 1 Interconnection.




					The initial contact could be from the wireless or the wireline carrier.  A wireless carrier may want to migrate Type 1 numbers to gain more control, offer SS7 based features, simplify porting, etc.  A wireline carrier may desire to migrate Type 1 numbers to minimize porting of individual numbers, etc.




					Both the wireless and wireline companies have tasks to complete.  A mutually agreed to timeline is necessary for coordination.




					Calls previously routed to the Type 1 telephone numbers will now be routed over Type 2A/B trunk group.  Existing Type 2 trunk groups may need to be enlarged or new groups established.




					As part of the re-engineering efforts, existing EAS calling arrangements will need to be considered.




					This may include such things as marking codes as portable, updating switch translations (query trigger), etc.




					There are some open questions to be addressed concerning migration of full 1K blocks.  Could such blocks be pooled rather than ported?




					After the numbers using a particular Type 1 Trunk Group are migrated, the wireless carrier should address the need to resize or eliminate the trunk group.
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Rehoming concerns after MIN separation.






Problem statement: Currently, when a particular switch is approaching its capacity limits, carriers offload the switch by performing an NPANXX rehome: We make changes in th LERG and Translations so that certain NPANXX’s are no longer homed to that switch. Incoming calls to those subscribers are now directed to a different switch. It is not unusual to move anywhere from 3-13 NPANXX’s when offloading a switch.






After MIN separation, there are concerns with this method of offloading a switch. After MIN separation, each subscriber has two numbers to consider (MSID and MDN) rather than just the MIN.





CONSIDER NPANXX REHOMES AFTER SEPARATION:






Using LERG administration to point a particular NPANXX to a different switch will in effect “scatter” the associated MSIDs across switches. The NPANXX will likely be associated with pieces of numerous MBIs (MSID blocks).






Why does this matter? If the network is structured with multiple Standalone-HLRs or with Integrated HLRs, then scattering MSIDs across switches “breaks” 6-digit SS7 routing for registration, which is a vital piece of roaming. In the standalone HLR case, it also constrains the operator’s ability to home those switches to different HLRs.  For example, if the original switch A was homed to HLR 1, and the new homer switch B is homed to HLR 2, then the Global Title Translations for getting registration notifications (MSID-based messages) to the appropriate HLR have now been scattered. A similar example can be constructed for IHLRs.






Recall that one of the main reasons for the MIN separation architecture in the first place was to allow 6-digit SS7 translations for registration while roaming or travelling.





CONSIDER THE ALTERNATIVE: MBI “REHOMES”.






It is conceivable that, after MIN separation & pooling/porting, a switch could be offloaded without using LERG administration at all. All NPANXXs homed to that switch would still be homed to that switch. However, the operation could take a particular MBI (MSID block) and offload it to a different switch by porting the associated MDNs: giving them an entry in the NPDB having an LRN pointing to switch B. (An intra-company port)






This solution is problematic due to volume concerns/constraints. If an MBI is 80% utilized, then this would imply “porting” 8000 subscribers for each MBI block. Rehoming multiple blocks implies high volumes of porting, which is a concern for both transaction volume at NPAC and database capacity in the various LSMS and NPDB systems run by or for each carrier.





WHICH MAKES MORE SENSE?






Clearly, both methods are problematic. The argument could be made, however, that MIN separation and porting are the industry’s solution to “scattering MDNs”, whereas no such solution exists for “scattering  MSIDs”. This points to the MBI rehome as the method most consistent with the industry’s future direction. 





Rehoming Concerns v.01 Sprint 011207.doc
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ABSTRACT:

Recommends porting flows between wireline and wireless resellers 





CONTRIBUTION: 






I    Introduction:




On 08/07/01 the LNPA voted to accept the NNPO's proposed process flows comprised of only Option B (Network SP to Network SP flows) and recommend it as an industry standard for wireline to wireline reseller ports.  





In September of 2000 the WNPSC sent the to the NANC the Wireless LNP Technical, Operational, and Implementation Requirement Document for approval.  The NANC approved the report and sent it forward to the FCC.  In the report the wireless industry established the wireless to wireless reseller porting process.





The two flows are the exact opposite of each other - therefore porting process between wireline and wireless resellers must be determined.





II   Discussion & Alternative Solutions:




Wireless Reseller Flow





In September of 2000 the WNPSC sent the to the NANC the Wireless LNP Technical, Operational, and Implementation Requirement Document for approval.  The NANC approved the report and sent it forward to the FCC.  In the report the wireless industry established the wireless to wireless reseller porting process as follows.





Section 3.4 Resellers 





The impact of LNP on wireless resellers is dependent upon the individual relationship between the facility based SP and the reseller.  In general terms, these relationships fall into one of two categories – either the facility-based SP maintains complete end-user information for the reseller, or the reseller maintains their own end-user information.  





For porting telephone numbers between a new and old wireless reseller, the pre-port process, i.e. the exchange of the Wireless Port Request (WPR) or Local Service Request (LSR) data and confirmation, will be the reseller’s responsibility.  Once the confirmation is received, both the OSP (donor) and NSP (recipient) should notify their facility based network SPs to initiate the port process, i.e. the communication with the NPAC.  Refer to Appendix D, for the wireless to wireless process flows and description.





Appendix D - Reseller LNP Flows for Wireless to Wireless 
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Wireline Reseller Flow




On 08/07/01 the LNPA voted to accept the NNPO's proposed process flows comprised of only Option B (Network SP to Network SP flows) and recommend it as an industry standard for wireline to wireline reseller ports as follows.  





The New Local Service Provider (Reseller) sends an ordering LSR to the New Network Service Provider 





fulfilling all requirements of any service agreement. The LSR process is defined by the Ordering and Billing 





Forum (OBF) and the electronic interface by the Telecommunications Industry Forum (TCIF). The information required on the LSR may vary based on the carriers involved.





The New Network Service Provider notifies the Old Network Service Provider of the porting using the LSR 





and sends the information via an electronic gateway, FAX, or other manual means.  The LSR process is 





defined by the Ordering and Billing Forum (OBF) and the electronic interface by the Telecommunications 





Industry Forum (TCIF). The information required on the LSR may vary based on the carriers involved.





Old Network Service Provider sends the firm order confirmation (local response) to the New Network Service Provider for the porting LSR.





The porting process is coordinated with the ONSP who has the OLSP as a wholesale customer. It is required that upon completion of the port, the ONSP notifies the OLSP of the Loss of the end user.
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OBF Option B: End user ports from OSP (OLSP- Old Local Service Provider) Reseller





to NSP (NLSP -New Local Service Provider ) Reseller (i.e., end user changes from OLSP (reseller), which was





provided facilities via ONSP, to a NLSP (reseller), which is provided facilities via a NNSP)
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DEFINITIONS:





NNSP -  New Network Service Provider





ONSP - Old Network Service Provider





NLSP -  New Local Service Provider





OLSP - Old Local Service Provider





General Acronyms:





CSR - Customer Service Record





LSR - Local Service Request





FOC - Firm Order Confirmation





NNSP coordinates all





porting activities.
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NOTE: It is very important





to read and understand the





possible processing complications 





outlined in the narrative text file





 for this flow.





ONSP is responsible





for Loss Notification to





OLSP upon completion





of port





.
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III Recommendation:




Wireless facility based service providers cannot send the LSR/WPR forward to the old facility based service provider because the reseller's subscriber account information is considered by the reseller to be proprietary.  As a consequence the information is never shared with the facility based service provider.  





Since the LSR/WPR purpose is to validate account information the reseller must have the capability of sending the LSR/WPR and receiving the FOC/WPR. Without this capability their customers would not be able to port.





Recommendation:  For ports between wireless and wireline resellers use the wireless reseller porting model.





Notice: This contribution includes information that has been prepared to assist the WNPO.  This document is submitted as a





basis for discussion and is not a binding proposal on the Source or the Contact.  The aforementioned carrier(s) specifically





reserve the right to add to, amend, or withdraw its contents.
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- SAMPLE FORM - 










Bonafide Request Form (BFR) Checklist & Sample Form





Purpose: The following is a recommended checklist that should be followed when requesting that other service providers support long-term Local Number Portability (LNP) and open ALL codes for porting within specified Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs) and the specified wireline switch CLLI (Common Language Location Identifier) codes.  This applies to both wireline and wireless requests.





1. Identify the U.S. Census Bureau MSAs for which support of long-term Local Number Portability is being requested.





a. Note: The U.S. Census Bureau MSA’s may differ from MSAs separately defined by the wireline and wireless industries.  





b. Note: The FCC mandate does not require proof from the requestor of the potential to support port-ins in the designated MSAs.





2. Identify the codes within the specified MSAs.





3. Check the LERG to verify that the codes are not already open for porting.





4. Check the NPAC to verify that the codes are not already open for porting.





5. Complete and submit a Bonafide Request Form (BFR) containing the following information:





a. Contact Information: First refer to the WNPO BFR Contact Matrix posted on the NPAC website (under WNPO) for the contact information to be completed for the recipient.  If the intended recipient has not provided this contact information to the WNPO, then refer to the contact information in the LERG.  It is the responsibility of the intended recipient carrier to ensure that their contact information is up to date.





To (Recipient):





i. Contact Name





ii. Company





iii. Contact’s Address





iv. Contact’s Email





v. Contact’s Fax





vi. Contact’s Phone





b. Specify the U.S. Census Bureau MSAs for which the BFR recipient should support LNP (for both wireless and wireline recipients).





c. Specify the wireline switch CLLI (Common Language Location Identifier) codes for wireline recipients only.





d. Specify the date of request.





e. Specify the effective date (when switches must be capable and codes must be open for porting) – not less than 6 months from the date of request.





f. Specify the actions requested – opening codes in the LERG and NPAC, and ensuring that the switches are LNP capable.





g. Specify the Date the Confirmation of Receipt of Request is Due - Confirmation of receipt of request is due within 10 business days.





h. Form must state that it is requesting support for deployment of long-term Local Number Portability and site references. (Reference the FCC mandates)




6. Verify confirmation received.





Questions:





· Can you set up an effective date in LERG requests to open codes for porting?  YES.




· Once a code is open for porting in the LERG and NPAC, can that status ever be changed in the future? (This relates to step 1 and 2) YES.




Action Items:





· ACTION: (11/26/01) Look throughout the FCC orders for the need to prove the potential to port-in customers within the designated area.  THERE IS NO REQUIREMENT FOR PROOF.




· ACTION: (11/26/01) Look into whether requests outside the Top 100 MSAs can be made in February 2002, or if they cannot be made until 11/25/02. CAN MAKE A REQUEST FOR MSAs OUTSIDE THE TOP 100, BUT THE CLOCK DOES NOT START TICKING UNTIL AFTER 11/24/02.




















Bonafide Request Form (BFR)













TO (RECIPIENT):






Company Name:_____________________________






Contact Name:______________________________






Contact’s Address:__________________________






__________________________________________






Contact’s Email:____________________________






Contact’s Fax:______________________________






Contact’s Phone:___________________________



























Purpose: This form is used to request deployment of long-term Local Number Portability as defined in the FCC mandates (CC Docket 95-116).  Specifically, this form requests that ALL codes be opened for portability within the Metropolitan Statistical Areas and wireline switch CLLI codes designated below.  This form may be used for both wireless and wireline requests.




















Timing:






Date of Request:_____________________________






Receipt Confirmation Due By:__________________(Due no later than 10 days after the Date of Request)






Effective Date:_______________________________(Not less than 6 months from the Date of Request)









































Designated Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs):













Note:  MSAs refer to the U.S. Census Bureau MSAs.  These may differ from the MSAs as separately defined by the wireless or wireline industries.













1st MSA:_______________________________		4th MSA:_______________________________













2nd MSA:_______________________________		5th MSA:_______________________________













3rd MSA:_______________________________		6th MSA:_______________________________



























Actions Required of the Recipient:













Within 10 days of receipt, provide confirmation to the requestor that this form has been received.






For all currently released codes, and those to be released at any future time, within the designated U.S. Census Bureau MSAs and wireline switch CLLI codes (where applicable), open all for porting within the LERG.






For all currently released codes, and those to be released at any future time, within the designated U.S. Census Bureau MSAs and wireline switch CLLI codes (where applicable), open all for porting within the NPAC (Number Portability Administration Center).






Ensure that all switches handling codes within the designated MSAs are Local Number Portability capable.













Designated  Wireline Switch CLLI Codes:






(CLLI – Common Language Location Identifier)






1st CLLI:_______________________________		4th CLLI:_______________________________













2nd CLLI:_______________________________		5th CLLI:_______________________________













3rd CLLI:_______________________________		6th CLLI:_______________________________



























From (Requestor):






Contact Name






Company






Contact’s Address






Contact’s Email






Contact’s Fax






Contact’s Phone













FROM (REQUESTOR):






Company Name:______________________________






Contact Name:______________________________






Contact’s Address:__________________________






__________________________________________






Contact’s Email:____________________________






Contact’s Fax:______________________________






Contact’s Phone:___________________________













  To be completed for both wireless & wireline recipients













  To be completed ONLY for wireline recipients













Use the WNPO BFR Contact Matrix info. if available, otherwise use the LERG contact info.
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- SAMPLE FORM - 








Bonafide Request Form (BFR) Checklist & Sample Form




Purpose: The following is a recommended checklist that should be followed when requesting that other service providers support long-term Local Number Portability (LNP) and open ALL codes for porting within specified Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs) and the specified wireline switch CLLI (Common Language Location Identifier) codes.  This applies to both wireline and wireless requests.




1. Identify the U.S. Census Bureau MSAs for which support of long-term Local Number Portability is being requested.




a. Note: The U.S. Census Bureau MSA’s may differ from MSAs separately defined by the wireline and wireless industries.  




b. Note: The FCC mandate does not require proof from the requestor of the potential to support port-ins in the designated MSAs.




2. Identify the codes within the specified MSAs.




3. Check the LERG to verify that the codes are not already open for porting.




4. Check the NPAC to verify that the codes are not already open for porting.




5. Complete and submit a Bonafide Request Form (BFR) containing the following information:




a. Contact Information: First refer to the WNPO BFR Contact Matrix posted on the NPAC website (under WNPO) for the contact information to be completed for the recipient.  If the intended recipient has not provided this contact information to the WNPO, then refer to the contact information in the LERG.  It is the responsibility of the intended recipient carrier to ensure that their contact information is up to date.




To (Recipient):




i. Contact Name




ii. Company




iii. Contact’s Address




iv. Contact’s Email




v. Contact’s Fax




vi. Contact’s Phone




b. Specify the U.S. Census Bureau MSAs for which the BFR recipient should support LNP (for both wireless and wireline recipients).




c. Specify the wireline switch CLLI (Common Language Location Identifier) codes for wireline recipients only.




d. Specify the date of request.




e. Specify the effective date (when switches must be capable and codes must be open for porting) – not less than 6 months from the date of request.




f. Specify the actions requested – opening codes in the LERG and NPAC, and ensuring that the switches are LNP capable.




g. Specify the Date the Confirmation of Receipt of Request is Due - Confirmation of receipt of request is due within 10 business days.




h. Form must state that it is requesting support for deployment of long-term Local Number Portability and site references. (Reference the FCC mandates)



6. Verify confirmation received.




Questions:




· Can you set up an effective date in LERG requests to open codes for porting?  YES.



· Once a code is open for porting in the LERG and NPAC, can that status ever be changed in the future? (This relates to step 1 and 2) YES.



Action Items:




· ACTION: (11/26/01) Look throughout the FCC orders for the need to prove the potential to port-in customers within the designated area.  THERE IS NO REQUIREMENT FOR PROOF.



· ACTION: (11/26/01) Look into whether requests outside the Top 100 MSAs can be made in February 2002, or if they cannot be made until 11/25/02. CAN MAKE A REQUEST FOR MSAs OUTSIDE THE TOP 100, BUT THE CLOCK DOES NOT START TICKING UNTIL AFTER 11/24/02.
















Bonafide Request Form (BFR)











TO (RECIPIENT):





Company Name:_____________________________





Contact Name:______________________________





Contact’s Address:__________________________





__________________________________________





Contact’s Email:____________________________





Contact’s Fax:______________________________





Contact’s Phone:___________________________























Purpose: This form is used to request deployment of long-term Local Number Portability as defined in the FCC mandates (CC Docket 95-116).  Specifically, this form requests that ALL codes be opened for portability within the Metropolitan Statistical Areas and wireline switch CLLI codes designated below.  This form may be used for both wireless and wireline requests.

















Timing:





Date of Request:_____________________________





Receipt Confirmation Due By:__________________(Due no later than 10 days after the Date of Request)





Effective Date:_______________________________(Not less than 6 months from the Date of Request)



































Designated Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs):











Note:  MSAs refer to the U.S. Census Bureau MSAs.  These may differ from the MSAs as separately defined by the wireless or wireline industries.











1st MSA:_______________________________		4th MSA:_______________________________











2nd MSA:_______________________________		5th MSA:_______________________________











3rd MSA:_______________________________		6th MSA:_______________________________























Actions Required of the Recipient:











Within 10 days of receipt, provide confirmation to the requestor that this form has been received.





For all currently released codes, and those to be released at any future time, within the designated U.S. Census Bureau MSAs and wireline switch CLLI codes (where applicable), open all for porting within the LERG.





For all currently released codes, and those to be released at any future time, within the designated U.S. Census Bureau MSAs and wireline switch CLLI codes (where applicable), open all for porting within the NPAC (Number Portability Administration Center).





Ensure that all switches handling codes within the designated MSAs are Local Number Portability capable.











Designated  Wireline Switch CLLI Codes:





(CLLI – Common Language Location Identifier)





1st CLLI:_______________________________		4th CLLI:_______________________________











2nd CLLI:_______________________________		5th CLLI:_______________________________











3rd CLLI:_______________________________		6th CLLI:_______________________________























From (Requestor):





Contact Name





Company





Contact’s Address





Contact’s Email





Contact’s Fax





Contact’s Phone











FROM (REQUESTOR):





Company Name:______________________________





Contact Name:______________________________





Contact’s Address:__________________________





__________________________________________





Contact’s Email:____________________________





Contact’s Fax:______________________________





Contact’s Phone:___________________________











  To be completed for both wireless & wireline recipients











  To be completed ONLY for wireline recipients











Use the WNPO BFR Contact Matrix info. if available, otherwise use the LERG contact info.
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1.  PURPOSE & SCOPE




The purpose of this report is to identify and determine risks associated with non-compliance of the separation of the Mobile Identification Number (MIN), also referred to as MSID, and Mobile Directory Number (MDN) for all wireless service providers (SPs) in the implementation of Wireless Pooling and Wireless Number Portability.  This document discusses the impacts in the event at least one SP is not compliant. 




There are primarily two cellular network protocols in use in North America.  SPs who use the ANSI-41 protocol are “MIN based” and use the MIN for network provisioning and registration.  These SPs will be impacted the greatest in the event of non-compliance with the MIN-MDN separation.  SPs who use the Global System for Mobile Communications (GSM) protocol are “International Mobile Station Identifier (IMSI) based” and use the IMSI for network provisioning and registration.  The potential for these SPs to be impacted is based on business decisions made by individual SPs, roaming, and other interoperability functions.  For the purpose of this report, we will not distinguish between IMSI and MIN based SPs.  References will be made to “all wireless SPs” throughout this document with the understanding that there is a much greater impact to MIN-based SPs than IMSI-based SPs.




There are various amounts of work to be done by wireless providers
 depending on where service is provided, i.e. inside or outside the top 100 MSAs (Metropolitan Statistical Areas), as defined in the Third Report and Order and Second Order on Reconsideration in CC Docket No, 96-98 and CC Docket No. 99-200, released December 28, 2001.  All wireless SPs will ultimately need to meet the same requirements in order to support porting once they have received a request to open a code for portability.  While wireless providers who have licenses outside the top 100 MSAs need only initially support roaming of ported or pooled numbers by November 24, 2002, those who have licenses within the top 100 MSAs must be fully compliant with all aspects of wireless number portability by November 24, 2002.  It is vitally important that all wireless providers have their network and OSS systems configured, tested, and implemented so that as of November 24, 2002 wireless SPs within the top 100 MSAs can port customers and those outside the top 100 MSAs can support roaming for all ported and pooled numbers.  On November 24, 2002, porting and pooling wireless SPs should be able to assign MDNs and MSIDs that have different values.  The network and OSS work also ensures that: 




· a roaming subscriber will register correctly on the visited network;




· the switch will record the roamer call correctly;




· the switch will pass correct information about the roamer to other network providers;




· the serving company will format the out-collect call detail record correctly;




· the roaming customer will be billed correctly.




The premise for this report is that at least one wireless SP will not have implemented the necessary changes by November 24, 2002.  For the remainder of this report, the term “non-compliant carrier” will refer to any and all wireless SPs who have not implemented the necessary upgrades and modifications to support thousands block pooling and WLNP.  In the event that there is at least one non-compliant carrier, consequences will occur.  The overall impact of these consequences will depend on the number of non-compliant carriers.  This document, however, does not address an assumed number of non-compliant carriers, but attempts to identify and discuss the impacts of non-compliance.




2. REGULATORY BACKGROUND




2.1. Number Portability and Mandatory Support of Nationwide Roaming




On July 2, 1996, the FCC Common Carrier Bureau (CCB) released its First Report and Order in the Number Portability Docket (CC Docket No. 95-116, FCC 96-286).  This order required all cellular, broadband Personal Communications Service (PCS), and covered Specialized Mobile Radio (SMR) providers to have the capability of delivering calls from their networks to ported numbers anywhere in the U.S. by December 31, 1998.  Wireless SPs (SPs) refer to this as Phase I of Wireless Number Portability.  In addition, CMRS providers were ordered to offer SP Portability, including the ability to support roaming, throughout their networks by June 30, 1999. Wireless SPs refer to this as Phase II of Wireless Number Portability.




In August of 1997, the FCC released a Second Report and Order addressing various long-term number portability implementation issues. Among the actions taken in the Second Report and Order, the NANC was directed to develop standards and procedures regarding the provision of number portability by CMRS providers. 




Previous activities of the LNPAWG and associated Task Forces focused primarily on the wireline segment of the industry.  The implementation of number portability by wireline SPs was addressed by the LNPAWG in the following documents:




The Architecture and Administration Plan for Local Number Portability.  



The LNPA Technical & Operational Requirements Task Force Report, dated April 25, 1997.  Refer to http://www.fcc.gov/ccb/Nanc/lnpastuf.html.



The LNPAWG also addressed wireless and wireline integration issues in four subsequent reports entitled:




Local Number Portability Administration Working Group Report on Wireless Wireline Integration, dated May 8, 1998.




Local Number Portability Administration Working Group 2nd Report on Wireless Wireline Integration, dated February 5, 1999.



Local Number Portability Administration Working Group 3rd Report on Wireless Wireline Integration, dated September 30, 2000.



Wireless Number Portability Subcommittee Report on Wireless Number Portability Technical, Operational, and Implementation Requirements – Phase II , September, 2000




Two extensions were granted for the implementation of Phase II Wireless Number Portability.   The first extension was granted per a Memorandum Opinion and Order released September 1, 1998 (DA 98-1763), by the Wireless Telecommunications Bureau.  




This order extended the deadline from June 30, 1999 to March 31, 2000 to provide additional time for the wireless industry to develop standards to ensure efficient deployment of wireless number portability.  In this order, it was reiterated that CMRS providers offer number portability in the top 100 Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs), as well as the ability to support nationwide roaming.  The orders explicitly name the 100 MSAs that are applicable to porting.
  The second extension was granted by the CCB in a Memorandum Opinion and Order released February 9, 1999 (FCC 99-19).  The CCB granted a Cellular Telephone Industry Association (CTIA) petition to forbear from imposing wireless SP portability until the completion of the five-year build out period for broadband PCS.  This extended the deadline to November 24, 2002. 




2.2. Number Pooling and Mandatory Support of Nationwide Roaming




On December 29, 2000, the FCC Common Carrier Bureau released its Number Resource Optimization Second Report and Order, Order on Reconsideration (CC Docket No. 96-98 and CC Docket No. 99-200), and Second Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (in CC Docket No. 99-200).  This order requires all cellular, broadband Personal Communications Service (PCS), and covered Specialized Mobile Radio (SMR) providers to participate in Number Pooling within the same geographic areas as covered in the order for Number Portability, or as specified by the FCC in future rulings.




Included in this order is the requirement for the selection of a Pool Administrator.  One of the tasks of the Pool Administrator is to document a rollout schedule for the orderly implementation of Number Pooling.  The start date for the rollout of wireline pooling is to be nine months after selection of the Pool Administrator.  Even prior to the start date, numerous wireline pooling trials have begun in many states.




Also in this order is the recognition of the fact that wireless SPs will not be ready to fully support Number Pooling until November 24, 2002 – the mandated date for Wireless Number Portability.  This is due to the fact that much of the work required for Number Pooling is also required for Number Portability, i.e. deployment of the LNP query capability in the MSC; network separation of the MIN/MDN in the HLR, MSC, and other network systems; billing/message processing separation of MIN/MDN in the MSC, MPS, other adjuncts, and the roaming clearinghouse; and for SPs within the top 100 MSAs, provisioning with MIN/MDN separation. Because of this, it is expected that, on November 24, 2002, wireless SPs will participate in Number Pooling in all rate centers where Number Pooling has been implemented up to that time.  Also on this date, it is expected that all wireless SPs in the country will be able to support the MIN / MDN separation to preserve nationwide roaming.
   Following are excerpts from the mandates that address roaming requirements:




· “We require all cellular, broadband PCS, and covered SMR providers to have the capability of delivering calls from their networks to ported numbers anywhere in the country by December 31, 1998, and to offer SP portability, including the ability to support roaming, throughout their networks by June 30, 1999.”




· “We also reiterate our view that a regulatory mandate is necessary to the full implementation of wireless number portability, in order for it to support nationwide roaming.  The ability to support nationwide roaming requires that all wireless carriers, even those outside major markets, to configure their networks to support number portability, regardless of whether there is consumer demand for LNP among customers in their home markets.  Thus, without the establishment of a regulatory requirement, wireless carriers who successfully develop SP LNP could be unable to offer its full benefits because their customers would not be able to roam on the networks of other wireless carriers that do not support LNP.”
  



3. Technical Requirements to support Pooling and Porting




Roaming terminology can be confusing if strict definitions are not provided up front.  Two facility based wireless SPs are always involved when a wireless customer roams.  The “home carrier” is the SP who has entered subscriber information in their HLR (Home Location Register) while the “serving carrier” is the SP whose network is currently providing service to the customer. 




3.1. Ubiquitous MIN/MDN Split




The MIN is the identifier that was first used by Advanced Mobile Phone Service (AMPS) cellular systems, and since adopted by most Cellular and PCS standards that contain an “AMPS” compatibility mode (e.g. IS-91 “AMPS”, IS-88 “N-AMPS” (Narrowband Advanced Mobile Phone Service), IS-54 and IS-136 “D-AMPS” (Digital Advanced Mobile Phone Service) and IS-95 “CDMA” (Code Division Multiple Access)). 




Prior to the MIN / MDN separation, AMPS, CDMA, and TDMA (Time Division Multiple Access) SPs performed registration, call processing, provisioning, customer care and billing based upon a single number---the MIN.   Traditionally, the MIN has also been used by wireless SPs within the North American Numbering Plan (NANP) serving area as the 10-digit MDN.  MDNs are administered by NANPA (North American Numbering Plan Administrator).




In a Pooling environment, wireless SPs will be assigned MDNs in blocks of 1,000 by the pool administrator in those areas where pooling is in effect, and in full codes by NANPA in those areas where pooling has not yet been ordered.  MINs will be assigned by a new entity known as the MBI (MIN Block Identity) Administrator and will be assigned in a block of 10,000 MINs (i.e., an MBI).
   




When wireless SPs outside of the top 100 MSAs request a new NPA-NXX code from NANPA for use as MDNs, they will also be able to receive the corresponding MBI from the MBI Administrator. By obtaining MBIs that match their MDNs, wireless SPs outside of pooling areas will not have to accommodate different values in their provisioning systems for the MIN and MDN.
   However, upon receiving a Bona Fide request to open a code for porting, SPs outside of the top 100 MSAs will need to accommodate different values for the MIN and MDN in their provisioning systems.




In a pre-LNP environment, existing AMPS, TDMA and CDMA subscribers will still have the same value for both the MIN and MDN.  When a subscriber ports, the MDN and MIN become separate and distinct. The ported subscriber’s MDN will remain unchanged and port with the subscriber.  The MIN that was assigned to the ported subscriber will remain with the donor SP, and the new SP will assign a new MIN to the ported subscriber.   The donor network can reuse the relinquished MIN for another subscriber.  It is probable that the same number may be used for a MDN in one network and a MIN in another network at the same time. 




In the Porting/Pooling environment, all wireless SPs within the United States will need to support the MIN/MDN separation in order to support nationwide roaming.  This will include network hardware and software upgrades as well as some back-office systems upgrades to support proper roamer registration, roamer billing, and identification of originating number (ANI, Automatic Number Identification) for such items as Calling Party Number, E911 call-back number, and long distance billing. 




3.2. Network Hardware / Software Upgrades




In a wireless number portability / number pooling environment, certain hardware/software upgrades are necessary to support the separation of the MIN and MDN.  Specifically, for a serving carrier, the Visitor Location Register (VLR) needs to be updated to accommodate both a MIN and an MDN for each roamer that registers on the system.  In addition, the switch software needs to be updated so that the call detail records that are generated by the switch contain the MIN and MDN as well as LRN if appropriate.




Phase II Call Delivery Software is required for any switch on which wireless portable NXX codes will be homed.  Phase II call delivery switch software supports the delivery of calls to its portable NXX codes, handling of incoming calls routed using an LRN, and cause value code 26 (misrouted call to a ported number).




A  switch with Phase II Call Delivery Software can, when a call is routed to it:




· determine if the call was routed based on an LRN;




· recognize that the LRN is its own LRN;




· if the switch determines it is not a working number within that switch and if it is not a pooled number then return Cause Code 26;




· retrieve the dialed number from the Generic Address Parameter (GAP);




· use the dialed number to terminate the call.




3.3. IS-41 Rev C  Compliance




Revision C of the IS-41 standards provides for passing both MIN (Mobile Identification Number) and the MDN (Mobile Directory Number) in the IS-41 messaging to accommodate the split of the MIN and MDN fields for wireless number portability.  While it is certainly true that roaming customers can register on a visited system which uses a version of IS-41 prior to Rev C, and that calls can be delivered to and originated by these roamers, the impacts and implications of roaming on a system that has not been upgraded to IS-41 Rev C go beyond call delivery and call origination. Various issues and impacts resulting from not upgrading to IS-41 Rev C are discussed in the balance of this report.  




The following two points summarize the split of the MDN and MIN (a.k.a. MSID):




· With the introduction of number portability, all IS-41 




Transactions, which are based on mobile station identification,




should use the MSID where MIN was used prior to number




portability.




· With the introduction of number portability, all IS-41




Transactions, which are based on subscriber identification (as




opposed to mobile station identification), should use the MDN




where MIN was used prior to number portability.




The impact of these two points is potentially on every IS-41 message. Below are diagrammed registration transactions on a non-compliant Home system and Visited System.  These two examples illustrate how the IS-41 signaling is incomplete if a subscriber registers on a non-compliant system.  These diagrams will be referenced later in this report




3.3.1 Registration #1:  Home System Non-compliant with IS-41 Rev C or Later 
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Step 1:  Mobile resisters with visited MSC: visited MSC (IS-41 Rev C compliant) sends Registration Notification to home HLR with the MIN parameter.




Step 2:  Home HLR returns Registration Notification Return Result without an MDN parameter




due to IS-41 Rev C non-compliance.




If SPs are not at least IS-41 Rev C compliant, they will not format a return result with an MDN parameter.




The MDN will not be returned to the visited system.



3.3.2 Registration #2: Visited MSC/VLR Non-Compliant with IS-41 Rev C or later:
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Step 1: Mobile registers with visited MSC; visited MSC sends pre-IS-41 Rev C Registration Notification to home HLR with the MIN parameter.




Step 2: Since home network is IS-41 Rev C compliant, home HLR returns Registration Notification Return Result with MIN and MDN parameters.  




Step 3:  Since the visited network is not compliant with Rev C or later of IS-41, the MDN parameter in the Return Result will be ignored.




In both cases above (3.3.1 and 3.3.2), the lack of compliance with IS-41 Rev C will cause the MIN to be used as the MDN in providing a call-back number, caller-id number, and ANI. This may cause potential incorrect billing of roamer usage by the home SP, incorrect/invalid call-back number for 911/Emergency Services, or incorrect billing by an IXC, if used.




3.4. Back Office Systems 




Problems will occur if not all wireless SPs in the country support the de-coupling of the MIN and MDN. This section addresses the formatting of billing records for roamer usage by the serving carrier.   When a wireless customer roams, he is said to be “served by a visited system”.  In other words, he is not on his “home system”.  In order for the owner of the visited system to send roaming charges back to the owner of the home system, an industry standard call detail record has been defined.  This record is called a CIBER record.  CIBER is an acronym that stands for Cellular Intercarrier Billing Exchange Roamer.  The CIBER record is a standard data structure with various fields, or data elements, some of which are required to be populated while others are optional.  In order to support Number Portability (and coincidentally, Number Pooling), CIBER records were modified.  In the past, all CIBER call detail records were two-digit numbers ending in zero.  The record number for those CIBER records, which were modified to support porting and pooling, are two-digit numbers ending in two and are referred to as the “X2” records.




If a serving carrier has completed all the upgrades identified in 3.1 through 3.3 above, they will be able to provide call delivery, call origination, and correct identification of the originating party for all roamers.  However, if the serving carrier has not upgraded their back-office systems to pass the appropriate information to the home carrier, there may still be problems.  If the serving carrier is still using the CIBER 2.0 record, there is no provision for MDN or LRN.  In this case, the serving carrier may be able to correctly format a CIBER record, but the billing carrier may not be able to bill the correct customer or correctly apply an appropriate discount.




Currently, application of some discounts that are very prevalent in the industry are dependant upon the ability to determine the company providing service to the originating number, the terminating number, or both.  Prior to pooling and porting, SPs could base the determination of the type of service and company providing service on the NPA-NXX of the originating and terminating numbers of a call.  In an LNP environment, the originating number and/or terminating number cannot be used since they may have been ported or assigned from a non-native block of numbers obtained from the pool administrator.  In order to properly apply some discounts, a SP would need to be able to determine the carriers that provide service to the originating and terminating directory numbers.  In a porting and pooling environment, this is only possible by knowing the Location Routing Number (LRN) associated with the terminating number or the Jurisdiction Information Parameter (JIP) associated with the originating switch.  There is no provision to pass these values in the CIBER 2.0 records
.  Likewise, there is no provision to pass the MDN in the CIBER 2.0 records.  On the other hand, if the serving carrier is able to format an X2 record, but has not made any of the upgrades discussed in 3.1 through 3.3 above, they would either populate the MDN field with zeroes or populate it with the same value that is used for the MIN.  In addition, they may or may not be able to provide an LRN for those cases where the terminating number is ported or pooled.  These situations would cause the billing carrier to create inaccurate customer bills.   




While the implementation of wireless number portability in a roaming environment requires the use of the X2 record, no editing requirements exist to ensure that valid MDNs are being populated.  This may pose risks to the accurate billing of roaming calls.




3.4.1 Impact to Home Customers if Roamer Billing is Incorrect Due to Non-compliant LNP/CIBER X2 Roamer Partner




Because the support of roaming is mandated where roaming is allowed, it is necessary that all carriers comply with the CIBER X2 records created to accommodate wireless local number portability.  This record enables service provides to capture both the MIN and MDN when supplying roaming records to a clearinghouse.  




If some carriers do not comply with the CIBER X2 record and continue to use the prior record format, then they will be unable to supply both the MIN and MDN associated with roaming records and roaming customers with ported/pooled numbers, roaming on networks owned by these companies, are likely to be billed incorrectly.  If the serving carrier populates the MIN in the 2.0 record, then only the MIN will be provided back to the home carrier.  If the home carrier bases guiding on the MDN, then they will either be unable to bill for the record, or they will interpret the MIN to be an MDN and guide the usage to the wrong number.  If the MDN is a ported or pooled number this will result in billing the wrong customer.  If home carriers base guiding of usage on the MIN, and the serving carrier delivers the MIN in the 2.0 record, then billing should not be adversely impacted.  However, as noted below, the MIN is not always available on the switch call detail record.  




If a serving carrier utilizes the CIBER 2.0 record and incorrectly populates the MDN instead of the MIN, then the wrong carrier could receive the CIBER record.  If the MIN and MDN are different the wrong carrier would be billed for roaming traffic and a customer could be billed for usage they did not generate.  If the customer’s MIN and MDN are the same, then the correct carrier should receive the CIBER records and the billing of the usage should not be adversely impacted.  




There are instances when a switch’s call detail record will not contain an MSID for a call origination.  This can occur when a cellular originated call tandems through a second switch prior to termination or routing to the PSTN.  Some wireless implementations of services such as Enhanced Directory Assistance are configured to route a 411 call to the DA provider and from the DA provider directly to the LEC for completion.  The wireless company then receives call detail records from the LEC so they can bill toll charges.  These call detail records will only have the MDN of the originating mobile – not the MSID.  Some wireless networks are configured to tandem specific types of calls through specific switches for completion.  In these cases, the call detail records that record at the tandem switch will not contain the MSID of the originating mobile phone.  They will contain only the MDN.  Currently, call detail records of this type are out-collected based on the originating mobile number, which is coincidently the same as the MIN.  In the future, SPs that have configurations such as these will need to make provision to retain copies of the call detail record from the originating switch to match with the record from the “tandem” or LEC switch in order to obtain the MSID for out-collect purposes.  If the MDN is still used, the wrong company will receive the out-collect charges and possibly bill the wrong end user.




Moreover, although the CIBER X2 record requires the MDN field to be populated, the use of the X2 record is not required.  Further, even if the X2 record is utilized, CIBER allows for invalid MDNs to be populated (e.g., all zeros).  Additionally, there is no provision for the JIP (Jurisdiction Information Parameter) in the CIBER X2 record.  Where the LRN can be used to determine the SP who owns the terminating switch, the JIP can be used to identify the SP that owns the originating switch.  



3.4.2 CIBER Billing Fraud




The importance for CIBER X2 compliance can be underscored by the possibility of serving networks allowing free un-billable calls by inbound roamers, serving networks billing the wrong home carrier, and/or home carriers billing the wrong subscriber.




The wireless industry is concerned and engaged in battling usage fraud, which is widespread in the telecommunications industry. Certainly, if a customer discovers that he is not being billed for certain usage, the word will spread rapidly.  In those cases where a customer has a MIN and MDN that have different values, and the customer is roaming, if the serving network and back-office systems have not been updated, it is very likely that there will be some usage that will not be billed.  The potential billing problems that have been identified in previous sections of this report will be exploited by customers until they are corrected.  It is the responsibility of each SP to monitor their systems to ensure that all usage is being billed correctly and to correct deficiencies as quickly as possible.




3.5. Care




Typically, in today’s environment, when a roamer calls Customer Service of the serving carrier, the MIN of the roamer handset is displayed on the console of the Customer Service screen.  This is used not only to identify the home system / SP of the roamer, but to also provide a call-back number in the event that the call is dropped or the question/problem cannot be resolved immediately.  In order to have the same functionality with the separation of the MIN and MDN, two numbers will need to be displayed on the console – the MIN to determine the customer’s home system / SP and the MDN to provide a call-back number.  In the event the visited system is not compliant with the MIN / MDN split, only the MIN will be available.  Customer Service will not be able to initiate a call to the roaming customer.




3.5.1 Customer & Customer Care Representative Training Issue with Separation of MIN and MDN




With the rollout of pooling and wireless number portability, there exists the potential for confusion on the part of the customer and the customer care representative with respect to the MIN and the MDN.  Generally, the customer will have little to no knowledge of their MIN, while they will be familiar with their dial-able telephone number, or their MDN.  Depending on the capabilities of the handset vendors and handset models, the handset will either display both the MIN and MDN or just the MIN.  A handset display of only the MIN presents challenges for both the customer and the customer care representatives when troubleshooting call processing problems.  




3.5.2 Troubleshooting Problems for Roaming Customers




If a customer with a ported or pooled number roams into a serving market that does not support the MIN/MDN split, call processing troubleshooting efforts by the serving carrier will be impacted.  The serving carrier’s customer care representatives can only look up the MIN in the VLR for troubleshooting, while, the customer will only know their MDN.    If the care representative mistakenly looks up the MDN in the VLR, they will either see the records for another customer’s MIN, or no data at all.  Without knowing the customer’s MIN, the non-compliant serving carrier cannot provide support for troubleshooting.




It is recommended that if a serving carrier does not support the MIN/MDN split, that they provide for home customer care routing to enable the customer’s SP to troubleshoot the problems.  For these carriers, roamer calls to 611, #611, and *611 should all be routed back to the home carrier.




There are, however, potential problems even with Home Customer Care.  When a wireless customer dials 611, *611, or #611 while roaming on a system that provides Home Customer Care, the call is routed to the Home Customer Care vendor.  That vendor then re-routes the call, based on the ANI, to the appropriate terminating number for the customer’s home customer service or Roaming Operations center as determined by the home SP.  The Home Customer Care provider relies on the SP’s technical data sheets for a listing of the NPA-NXXs assigned to each SP. With the split of the MIN and MDN, and the very real possibility of non-compliant SPs, the MIN may be sent as the ANI for a call to 611.  In that case, the roamer’s call would be mis-routed to the wrong customer service center.




3.6.  Carrier Issues




WNP impacts of MIN/MDN separation on wireline carrier’s networks can be divided into three categories:




· Call Processing & Feature Interoperability and




· Recording & Fraud.




With WNP and Thousands-Block Pooling, mobile subscribers will have their MIN separated from their MDN. During call set-up, the MIN is the "non-directory" number that is passed over the air interface and used to query the HLR or VLR. The MDN will be obtained from the HLR/VLR's registration query response and will be used for call processing. Non-WNP compliant MSCs will not recognize the MDN parameter in the HLR/VLR's registration query response and will use the "non-directory" number, the MIN, for all call processing where the MDN should have been used.  There are impacts to billing as listed below.




This will result in "non-directory" numbers being signaled in either the Calling Party Number (CgPN) and/or Charge Number parameters of the ISUP IAM call setup message.




3.6.1 Impacts on Call Processing and Feature Interoperability




Call processing in wireline networks uses Calling Party Number Parameter and/or Charge Number parameter for many ANI/Calling Party based services.  The following are examples of when the services will not function correctly if the MIN is used in place of the MDN:




· CgPN based routing (e.g., 8YY service): There are 8YY calls whose destination routing is dependent on CgPN.  This type of routing is broken if an MSID is received in the CgPN. 




· Marketing statistics (e.g., 8YY services): The calling party information is captured for marketing statistics and establishing customer databases.




· Call Screening: There are originating line screening and fraud control procedures based on the calling party number.




· Caller ID and Calling Name Delivery: Caller ID and Name presentation would be incorrect .




· Return Call: For return call, the call would be routed based on the MIN and not the MDN yielding unknown results.




· LIDB services:  Ensuring alternate billing verification for operator service calls.




3.6.2 Impacts on Billing Data Recording and Fraud




If the wireline carrier assumes the switch call detail record has recorded the MDN, and instead it is the MIN, then the wireline call record cannot reliably identify the caller. Losses from unbillable calls would likely increase exponentially as end users discover these calls could not be billed.




3.7. E911




The impacts to E911 are related to the registration process on a home or visited system when the SP is non-compliant with IS-41 Rev C or later.  Currently, the MSC assumes the MIN value sent by the mobile station on registration is the same as the MDN.  While the MIN is a 10-digit number, which may have the same format as a telephone number, it is not the same as the telephone number for a ported subscriber. Consequently, if the MIN is delivered to the PSAP for a ported subscriber, that value cannot be used to callback the subscriber.  The diagram below illustrates this problem.




In Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2, roamer registration on a visited system was discussed.  The main impact of either the home or visited system not being at least IS-41 Rev C compliant is that the MDN of the roamer would not be available to the visited system/network.  In the case of a call to 911, there would either be no call-back number sent to the PSAP, or the MIN would be erroneously sent as the call-back number.  In either case, there would be no way to re-establish contact with the customer who made the call to 911.  In the second case where the MIN, instead of the MDN, is sent to the PSAP as the call-back number, the wrong person will be reached if there is a working telephone number with the same value as the MIN.   




4. Summary




4.1. Risk to SPs




Lack of ubiquitous compliance with the separation of the MIN and MDN poses risks to SPs such as decreases in revenues, increased customer care costs, and degraded services being provided to their customers.  




Decreases in Revenue:




· Roaming Revenues -Through a statistical analysis of clearing house data it was determined that about 47% of roaming traffic occurs outside of the initial top 100 MSAs, as listed in FCC 96-286.  This does not mean however that 47% of roaming revenue is at risk as much of it would be on networks that are compliant with the separation of the MIN and MDN.  However, even if only 1% of roaming traffic revenue were at-risk, that would expose SP revenue well in excess of $10M per year to potential loss.




· Long distance revenue is also at risk if the MDN is not recorded properly, preventing the inter-exchange carrier from correctly identifying the billable party.  This could lead to billing the incorrect party or result in the inability to bill for those calls.




· Inability to bill for features and services as discussed in Section 3. 




Customer Care Costs: 




A handset display of only the MIN presents challenges for both the customer and the customer care representatives when troubleshooting call processing problems.  The problems, as discussed in Section 3.5, will lead to increased calls to customer care and increased call hold times.




Degraded Service to Customers:




Features and functionalities that are currently provided to customers may suffer; thereby hurting the reputation of the SP’s brand and causing increased port-outs.  Although the service degradation might occur while roaming outside of the SP’s network, customers may likely associate any difficulties they experience with their home SP.  Further, degraded service may pose safety risks to the customer in the case of E911 issues.  While these issues may financially impact the SPs in the form of legal action taken against them, the detriment to the community and customers may be manifested in serious safety and health consequences. 




4.2. Recommended Courses of Action




RECOMMENDATION:  All wireless SPs, even those outside the major markets, must upgrade their signaling systems to IS-41 Rev C or greater, to accommodate MIN/MDN separation.





RECOMMENDATION: All wireless SPs must guide usage to customer accounts based on the MIN/MDN combination to ensure usage is allocated to the correct account. 




RECOMMENDATION: All wireless SPs must implement the CIBER X2 records. 




RECOMMENDATION:  All wireless SPs, both inside and outside the top 100 MSAs, should upgrade their Customer Care screens to support MIN/MDN separation.




RECOMMENDATION: All wireless SPs should pass the MIN and MDN to IXCs in the subscription record.    Further, this issue should be referred to the ATIS (Alliance for Telecommunication Industry Solutions) Ordering and Billing Forum (OBF).




APPENDIX A – additional WNP Documents & Websites



Additional WNP Documents:



1) NANC WNPSC Report on Wireless Number Portability Technical, Operational & Implementation Requirements Phase II



2) CTIA Report on Wireless Number Portability



3) FCC Ruling (Docket 95-116) – Order




4) FCC 1st Reconsideration Memorandum 




5) FCC 2nd Order & Report 




6) FCC 3rd Order & Report 




7) FCC Stay & Forbearance – Delay




8) CTIA Numbering Advisory Working Group Report on Wireless Inter-carrier Communications





9) Wireless Number Portability Timeline Phase 2





10) Wireless Reseller Process Flows




11) INC LRN Assignment Guidelines



12) NANC LNPA-WG 1st, 2nd, & 3rd Reports on Wireless Wireline Integration




13) INC Report on Number Portability




14) TRQ No. 01 April 1999 Number Portability Operator Services Switching Systems




15) TRQ No. 02 April 1999 Number Portability Switching Systems




16) TRQ No. 03 April 1999 Number Portability Database and Global Title Translations




17) TRQ No. 04 July 1999 Thousand Block Number Pooling using Number Portability




18) Thousand Block NXX-X Pooling Administration Guidelines (INC 99-0127-023)




19) MBI Administration Guidelines




20) TIA/EIA-41-D Enhancements for Wireless Number Portability




Useful Websites:



1) www.npac.com (NPAC Home Page)




2) www.global.ihs.com (Global Engineering Documents




3) www.t1.org/t1p1/_P1-GRID.HTM



4) www.atis.org/atis/clc/inc/incdocs.htm (INC Documents)




5) www.fcc.gov/ccb/Nanc/



6) www.fcc.gov/ccb/Nanc/nanchot.html  (NANC Hot Topics)




7) www.fcc.gov/ccb/Nanc/nancordr.html (NANC Related Orders)




8) www.fcc.gov/ccb/Nanc (NANC Home Page)




9) www.ported.com



10) www.nist.gov/ext_links/industry/industy.html




11) www.industry.net/c/orgindex/tia



12) www.nanpa.com











13) www.webproforum.com



14) www.numberpool.org/



15) www.atis.org/pub/clc/inc/lnpa/99012723.doc



· DEFINE ALL ACRONYMS THE FIRST TIME USED.
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� Refer to the Technical Operations & Implementation Guidelines doc (FILL IN CORRECT NAME AND DATE).





� Reference (FIRST REPORT AND ORDER AND FURTHER NOTICE OF PROPOSED RULEMAKING, 





CC Docket 95-116, RM 8535, adopted June 27, 1996, Para 166 .





� Second Report and Order on Reconsideration in CC Docket 96-98 and CC Docket 99-200 and Second Further Notice of Proposed  Rulemaking in CC Docket 99-200; adopted 12/7/00





� FIRST REPORT AND ORDER AND FURTHER NOTICE OF PROPOSED RULEMAKING, 





CC Docket 95-116, RM 8535, adopted June 27, 1996, Para 5





� Cellular Telecommunications Industry Association's Petition for Forbearance From Commercial Mobile Radio Services Number Portability Obligations and Telephone Number Portability, CC Dockett 95-116, Adopted Feb 16, 1999, §. 41 The ability to support nationwide roaming requires that all wireless carriers,





� MIN Block Identifier Assignment Guidelines and Procedures, Draft version 1.15, Feb., 1999; Section 3.6





� MIN Block Identifier Assignment Guidelines and Procedures, Draft version 1.15, Feb., 1999; Section  8.6, and  9.1.12,





� It should be noted that currently there is no provision to pass the JIP in the CIBER X2 record.
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Discussion Material for WNPO Meeting




Topic: 




Order Exchange Between Wireless and Wireline Companies




Wireline to Wireless LNP




· SBC will use the Local Service Request (LSR) as the vehicle to exchange information for wireline to wireless LNP requests.




· By 11/24/02, SBC anticipates using a version of Local Service Ordering Guidelines (LSOG) 5 for LNP requests. (LSOG is the OBF guideline for LNP order exchange).  The SBC document that describes this information is called the Local Service Ordering Requirements.




· SBC will accept a request type of “C” (Stand Alone LNP). LSR pages required for type “C” are:




· LSR Administrative Page




· LSR End User Page




· LSR Number Portability Page




· SBC will use industry standard wireline LNP intervals (define in the NANC flows)




· SBC will follow the NANC LNP process flows for all LNP activity, including wireless.




· After an Interconnection Agreement is signed a carrier would have access to specific SBC ordering requirements. Contact SBC account manager.




Wireless to Wireline




· What LSOG version will the wireless carriers be expecting from SBC?




· How would the LSR/FOC/SUPP be exchanged?




· How will the CSR be available? 




· What intervals and response time can we expect when submitting an LSR?




· For the FOC?




· For the Porting?




· Will the Wireless carrier have contact lists and escalation procedures available?




· Who do we contact for specific company ordering information and Business Rules? For example:




· What are your Business hours to accept an LSR?




· What methods are acceptable to submit LSR?




· What LSR fields are required, conditional, and/or optional  for LNP requests?




· Are there limitations to porting out  Wireless TNs?  (e.g. 976, 800, etc.)




· How are due dates calculated?




· Will you accept requests for partial migration?




· What are your observed holidays?




· What are the reasons a LSR sent to you might be rejected and how will that be handled?
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Meeting Minutes:




Introductions and Agenda Review



Introductions were made and the agenda reviewed.



Approved Minutes from Previous Months




Team approved the August and October minutes.



Introduction of New Business Items:




Note: Team members who wish to introduce a new business item at a future WNPO meeting will need to complete a WNPO Contribution Form and provide it to the co-chairs for distribution to the team prior to the meeting.  ACTION: Jim G. to email out the WNPO Contribution Template to the team and place in on the NPAC website.



1) Additional Initial Vendor Letters – More Product Types & Vendors
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Discussed and modified a draft of an initial letter that could be sent to other vendors with different product offerings, and the team approved.  Team agreed that the letters should be sent out on 11/19/01 and that responses should be requested by 12/5/01.




Discussed new vendor types to whom the WNPO should consider sending initial vendor letters requesting their input on their plans to support wireless number portability.  Letters have already been sent to Switch, Short Message Service, HLR, E911, STPs, and Operator Services.  The different types of vendors discussed include: Billing/Roaming Clearinghouse, Provisioning / Mediation Systems, Point of Sale, Customer Care Systems, Prepay, Voicemail, Handset Vendors, Data Services, OTAF, Directory Assistance, Roadside Assistance, Handset Insurance, Fraud Systems, and CALEA.  Some service providers wanted the WNPO to send out the letters as they are not hearing responses from the vendors with respect to their product plans and timelines as they relate to their ability to support wireless number portability.  Those service providers indicated that without the ability to support some of these services for ported customers, that would lead to discrimination between ported and non-ported customers where existing service/feature options would be available to non-ported customers, while they would not be able to support those same existing service/feature options for ported customers.




Concerns were raised regarding antitrust issues.  The team decided to ask Mike Alshul at CTIA to provide guidance on which product/vendor types should not be contacted by the WNPO due to antitrust issues.




ACTION: Jim G. to request guidance from Mike Alshul at CTIA as to which vendor types the WNPO can contact without causing any antitrust concerns.



ACTION: Team to email to Brigitte B. (at bbrown@telecorp1.com) by noon eastern on Friday November 16th, vendor name, product type, vendor contact name, and vendor address for initial letters to additional vendors.  
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ACTION: Brigitte B. to send out a blank vendor list matrix so that service providers can input their vendor information.




ACTION: Brigitte B. to send letters on 11/19/01 to the vendors specified by the WNPO team that have been approved by Mike Alshul at CTIA.




2) WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix




The team approved the WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix.




Sprint raised concerns from a wireless perspective regarding item 0001 in the decision/recommendation matrix which relates to wireless service providers setting the SV create timestamp to zero for inter-species ports.  The concerns included:




· If there are many activates with the same time stamp of 00:00, they would all be sent out at once and that this surge of activates could created peakedness at the NPAC and could possibly create capacity issues at the NPAC.




· For wireline to wireless ports, it will make Sprint’s end-user wait a longer period of time for the port to complete.  This is due to how Sprint’s system automation is setup.




ACTION: Patrick L. to write up the different problem scenarios with setting the SV create timestamp to 00:00 for inter-species porting for discussion at the December meeting.




ACTION: Brigitte B. to note on the WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix under item 0001 that Sprint has raised some concerns that need to be addressed.




ACTION: Jim G. to post the updated WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix on the NPAC website.




3) Action Items from NANC:
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Develop a Revised Wireless Number Portability Implementation Timeline
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Reviewed a draft revision of the implementation timeline and a corresponding narrative (see attachments above).  The team approved these documents with the inclusion of the following changes:




i) ACTION: Change the NPAC turn-up testing colors on the timeline to reflect that it is a SP activity (not an industry activity). (Jim Grasser & Brigitte Brown)




ii) ACTION: Change the functional specifications due date in the timeline to 1/02. (Jim Grasser & Brigitte Brown)




iii) ACTION: Change the availability of vendor products in the timeline to 12/01. (Jim Grasser & Brigitte Brown)




iv) ACTION: Change the inter-carrier testing end date to 9/16/02. (Jim Grasser & Brigitte Brown)




Team discussed that the timeline and narrative specifically address porting.  The team wants to identify how the changes in the porting timeline might affect pooling testing dates as the industry prepares for rollout on 11/24/02.  There is a need to identify a practical way of implementing pooling by 11/24/02.  The WNPO requested that the WTSC put together a timeline for pooling testing, and specify if the pooling testing time requirements differ from those identified for portability.  The WTSC indicated that about 25% of the Inter-Carrier Test Plan relates to the Inter-Carrier Communication Process (ICP) and about 75% of the tests are test calls for validation of pooling and porting.   




ACTION: The timeline for pooling testing will be added to December’s WNPO meeting agenda.




ACTION: The WTSC will provide a pooling testing timeline contribution to the WNPO for the December WNPO meeting. (Mark Wood)




ACTION: Jim G. will email Mark W. with a list of specific questions that should be covered in the WTSC contribution.




b) WNPO to Send a Letter to the FCC




Finalized and approved the revised implementation timeline and narrative with the modifications specified in a previous section above.




There are 72 carriers in the Top 100 MSAs – the WTSC could only find addresses for 40.  Have only received 2 responses from the SP letter that was sent out by the WTSC.




Reviewed, revised, and approved the letter from the WNPO to the FCC and the attachments (7) listed below.  ACTION: Co-chairs will send out the letter and attachments to the FCC as soon as it is confirmed that the letter from the NANC was sent to the FCC. 



· Revised timeline (attached in a previous section) with the changes discussed in the meeting.




· Narrative to accompany the timeline (attached in a previous section) with the changes discussed in the meeting.




· Draft letters (versions A & B) from FCC to vendors (2nd mailing to vendors who received the initial mailing from the WNPO).
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Vendor list – indicating which vendors should receive letter version A and B from the FCC.




· Draft letter to non-participating service providers (2nd mailing to service providers who received the initial mailing from the WNPO).
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Non-participating service provider list.
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5) Order Exchange Between Wireless and Wireline Companies – Liz Coakley, SBC




ACTION: Liz Coakley to prepare a contribution for the December meeting on Order Exchange between wireless and wireline companies.




The need for clarification on the type of information that would be exchanged between wireless and wireline carriers was introduced.  




· Need to clarify what data the wireless carriers will provide during a port-out from wireline to wireless.




· Wireless carriers would submit an LSR.  




· Need to review the individual fields of the LSR that should be submitted.  




6) Extending WNPO Meeting Timeframes




Due to the WNPO’s full agenda, the team reached agreement that the WNPO meetings will start Monday mornings at 8:30am (local time) for December 2001 and January 2002.  In January the team will reassess whether future meetings should occur at that time.  




On a case-by-case basis, ad hoc conference calls will be setup to address specific issues.  Team also discussed that subcommittees could be setup to handle certain items.




7) OAA (Over the Air Activation) Standards Contribution  - TeleCorp PCS




TeleCorp withdrew this contribution. There is a UWCC document available which addresses the interim standards for over-the-air activation which will be reviewed to determine whether it sufficiently addresses OAA.




8) NPAC's Readiness for Wireless Portability  - Patrick Lockett




Team decided that this would be rolled into the tuneables discussion.




Following are questions that were raised and comments made on this topic:




· How much it will cost to support wireless number portability and having phone lines staffed at the NPAC 24hours/day?  Would there be an additional charge from NeuStar?  The WNPO already submitted request for support.  




· In response to concerns expressed over increased charges for extended Help Desk operating hours, Steve Addicks (WorldCom) pointed out that one should not assume there necessarily is an additional charge for extended Help Desk operating hours due to wireless porting.  This is because the Help Desk is largely funded by porting transaction charges and this revenue stream is increased by the same activities driving the need for longer Help Desk operating hours.




· Sprint performed a week-long study which shows that 40% of all activations happened outside the 7am to 7pm timeframe.  Midnight to 7am accounted for 5.5% of activations.  




9) Re-homing Wireless Codes in an LNP Environment – Patrick Lockett & Jeff Adrian




Sprint indicated that performing re-homes in order to move cell-sites and NXXs could affect many thousands of subscribers all at once (e.g., 150,000 at one time).  This raised concerns with having to make many changes with the NPAC during one maintenance window, and whether this might pose problems at the NPAC with having to change all the LRNs for the affected subscribers.




Sprint proposed the idea of re-homing MBIs instead of NXXs.  When MDNs and MBIs do not match, you have more control over MBI blocks, rather than MDNs.  This would require porting activity involving the NPAC, and Sprint questioned whether this would pose problems for the NPAC, or for LSMSs. 




NPAC release 3.1 will handle about 28 TNs per second.  However, with LSMSs that could not accommodate EDR, it could affect the performance of the NPAC, because it would slow down the NPAC downloads to the LSMSs.




Sprint’s reasoning behind the idea of re-homing MBIs instead of NXXs is to be able to prevent the scattering of MBIs.  With an integrated HLR, or multiple standalone HLRs, the roaming tables for 6 digit global title would be disrupted (this problem may not manifest itself when using a single standalone HLR).  In an effort to not disrupt the MIN Block, the suggestion is to re-home all MDNs that are associated with a specific MIN Block, instead of moving all MSIDs associated with a specific MDN NXX.  




A team member commented that carriers could not perform an NXX re-home and then simply reassign MDNs to new MBIs, because it would require the handset to be re-programmed.




ACTION: Sprint to put together a contribution for the December meeting on the issues and a recommended solution on Re-homing Wireless Codes in an LNP Environment (note: include a description of the snapback issues). (Patrick Lockett & Jeff Adrian)



ACTION: All service providers to discuss Re-homing Wireless Codes in an LNP Environment with their company and be prepared to discuss it at the December meeting.




Update from the WTSC (Wireless Testing Sub-Committee)




Following is a summary of the last WTSC meeting the week of November 5th in Atlanta:




· Reviewed 911 test cases to be added to the test plan.




· Will incorporate testing with numbers that are traditionally wireline numbers.




· Cause Code 26 Discussion:




· A team member mentioned that wireline switches have “NP Reserve” software to handle cause code 26, and asked whether is it a requirement for wireless carriers to have similar software?  This member indicated that vendors are inconsistent in their responses.




· Another team member mentioned that work is ongoing in TR45.2 for cause code development.  However, it is focusing on HLR standards, not MSC standards.




· ACTION: Jim Grasser to obtain the TR45.2 write up on Cause Code 26 requirements from Anne Cummins, and email it out to the WNPO.



· Reviewed guidelines for inter-carrier testing.  The WTSC is working on providing more detail in the guidelines.




· Inter-carrier testing for each region will be 6 weeks in duration, with 3 weeks in between regions.




· The WTSC would like to present to the WNPO and LNPAWG in January to obtain testing dates from wireline carriers.




· Inter-carrier testing will begin after the rollout of NPAC release 3.1 in each region, and is scheduled to end by 9/16/02.




ACTION: Draft a letter to the LLC on behalf of the WNPO to request that they not change the order of the NPAC release 3.1 regional rollout schedule.  A conference call will be setup to review this letter before it is sent out. (Jim Grasser) 




Update from NeuStar




NPAC testing updates: No changes since last month – no new updates.  Presently no NPAC testing is being conducted.




Following is the rollout schedule for release 3.1:




· 2/11/02 – Northeast




· 3/11/02 - Western




· 3/25/02 - Southwest




· 4/8/02 - West Coast




· 4/22/02 – Mid-Atlantic




· 5/6/02 – Southeast




· 5/20/02 – Mid-West




NAPM LLC Action Items and Model for Forecasting Throughput




The team reviewed the contribution from Anne Cummins and Anna Miller, which included the completion of the following action items with respect to modifications to Attachment A of the Exhibit N liaison letter (describing the transaction rate / TNs per second) sent out around February 13, 2001:




1) Provide estimates for each region (not just the West coast region). - COMPLETED




2) Review the 20% growth rate to ensure that it is still reasonable over the next 4 or five years.  – COMPLETED - Used 27.2% for 2001, then 20% for 2002 through 2006.




3) Include one additional year in the estimates (2006). - COMPLETED
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Develop a second set of estimates for 2003 through 2006 to assume all wireless codes are open for porting even outside the Top 100 MSAs. – The contribution made the assumption that all codes were open for porting.




Other assumptions/clarifications discussed include:




1) Clarified that this model is an indication of throughput, not NPDB capacity.  When calculating the throughput, assumptions were based on the busy months of the year to provide a worst-case scenario.




2) Fill rate started at 60% (since cannot order codes without meeting the 60% utilization requirement) then increased by 5% each year until 75% was reached.




3) Churn started at 30% in 2001 and moved up to 50% in 2003 based on comments filed by Ascent that in certain international examples of portability the churn rose to 50%.




4) Portable TNs = the number of TNs assigned to carriers which are open for porting (not the number assigned to subscribers).




A team member brought up a concern that numbers included in this throughput contribution varied substantially from the numbers included in the NPDB capacity model discussed at the October meeting (e.g., throughput model indicated 11.2M annual ports in 2003, the NPDB capacity model indicated 1.6M ports in 2003).  Following are the action items to address this concern:




· ACTION: Gene Johnston to provide data from growth rate studies and site the source of the data (believed to be the CTIA Semi-Annual Wireless Industry Survey 2000).  



· ACTION: Anne Cummins to revise the model with lower growth rates based on the data provided by Gene Johnston.



· ACTION: Anne Cummins to base national growth rates on actual wireless subscribers and provide a sanity check against the NPDB capacity model.



Draft Project Management Process for Type 1 Trunk Conversions – Ron Steen:
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Team discussed the contribution from Ron Steen (attached above) addressing the proposed project management process for Type 1 trunk conversions.  Following are some of the items discussed:




· For Type 1 to Type 2 number changes companies are actually doing a wireline to wireless port.




· There are risks involved with the conversion which requires taking apart the DID in the switch, removing the numbers to be converted, and changing the switch translations.




· Proposal is to adopt a recommended overall project management approach to converting Type 1 numbers, in an effort to minimize the risks associated with those activities.  The detailed procedures should be arranged between the two service providers that are affected.  The proposal also requests that the WNPO recommend that: a) the hi-level project management process be followed and that b) carriers not perform port-ins for Type 1 numbers one at a time.  Overall, the WNPO was in general agreement within the proposal.




· The recommended process only applies when dealing with less than a full NPA NXX.  This should be reflected in the title of the document.




· ACTION: Modify the document to cover the need to open codes as portable. (Ron Steen).  If it is not a dedicated full NPA NXX, the LEC should mark the codes as portable in the LERG.  If it is a dedicated full NPA NXX, then the wireless carrier should open the code for porting after the transition is complete.   Some team members cautioned that while a carrier may think that an NPA NXX is dedicated, some of the numbers might actually be wireline numbers.  




· Type 1 number porting can occur during the soft launch timeframe if wireless and wireline carriers can support it.  Calls could not complete properly until the wireline translations are completed.  Bell South will not be able to support this prior to 11/24/02.  SBC is looking into the possibility of supporting this at the beginning of the soft-launch.




· Alltel brought up an issue related to snapbacks.  It was indicated that the numbers should be pooled, not ported, otherwise the numbers would snapback to the wireline carrier.  However, pooling can only take place for a full 1,000 block.  If there is not a full 1,000 block, the numbers would have to be ported and the wireless carriers would lose the numbers over time due to snapbacks.  This issue needs to be addressed further and consider the options for going about the conversion using pooling.  INC is looking into whether the numbers can be marked in the LERG without going through the Pooling Administrator.  ACTION: Track this as a WNPO issue since it is an operations issue. (Brigitte Brown)




· ACTION: Team to email Ron Steen with any further questions or new items that need to be considered.




· ACTION: Ron Steen will take back questions and comments discussed at the meeting, or provided via email, and come back with responses and revise the process accordingly.




· ACTION: Ron Steen will add a narrative to accompany the diagram and touch on more of the details.




Risk Assessment Document Overview:
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As indicated by the agenda, the in-depth review of the Risk Assessment document was held the evening of 11/12/01.  The contribution from Anne Cummins, a re-organization of the document, was adopted.  Each section was reviewed, with the exception of Care, E911, and Recommendations.  ACTION: Brigitte Brown to send out the updated Risk Assessment document with the revisions made on 11/12/01 (see attachment below).  ACTION: Team to review the document and send contributions in for any items that may be missing.




Wireless Bonafide Request Form (BFR) & Clearinghouse Process:
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Team discussed the document attached above.  Given the short period of time left before the requests to open codes take place in February of 2002, the team agreed that a vendor solution could not be put in place before that time and that as an alternative a documented BFR checklist needs to be identified that carriers can follow beginning in February. It was decided that the BFR checklist would be created so that it can be used for both inside and outside of the Top 100 MSAs.  ACTION: Setup a conference call to create a document to serve as a checklist for requesting codes to be opened then submit to the team for comments.  This document will then be posted on the NPAC website and sent to CTIA to be posted on their website and for distribution to their members.  (Jim Grasser, Anne Cummins, Jeff Adrian, Patrick Locket, & Brigitte Brown)




A team member asked whether we could assume that all codes within the Top 100 MSAs would all be opened at once without having to wait for requests.  However, this would present issues if there were any carriers within the Top 100 MSAs that were not LNP capable.  Additionally, team members commented that since there are very few carriers that attend the industry meetings carriers should explicitly request for other carriers’ codes to be opened for porting to ensure they are aware of the need.




Methods to announce that codes are scheduled to be open for porting include opening codes in the LERG with effective dates of 11/24/02, or to announce it in the NPAC.




Updates to the WNPO Issues & Action Items List:



Discussed updates to the WNPO Issues & Action Items List.  Attached below is the updated version based on the November discussions.
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Other Items:




1) ACTION: Put together a draft document addressing what activities can take place during the soft-launch timeframe (e.g. intra-SP ports for contaminated numbers and Type 1 trunk conversions).  This list should be referenced in the WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix.  (Jim Grasser & Brigitte Brown) 




2) ACTION: Team to review past meeting minutes and determine which past decisions need to be included in the Decisions/Recommendations Matrix.




3) ICP will utilize Corba.  A fax would be considered a complex port.




4) Issue # 0019 – Sprint indicated that current documented SMS standards are not adequate.  ACTION: Patrick Locket to provide a contribution indicating the SMS standards inadequacies and concerns for discussion at the December meeting.




5) Issue #0021 - ACTION: All wireless service providers to determine what type of activities occur from 7pm to 7am and on Sundays.




6) Issue # 0026 - ACTION: HL Gowda to site document that states the goals for the LSMS (e.g. 15 minutes for NPAC download).




7) Issue #0031 - ACTION: Gustavo to check with Barry Bishop on his findings from discussion with the FCC on the definition of the Top 100 MSAs for pooling and porting. 



8) Meeting schedules:




a) Note: AT&T Wireless is now hosting the May 2002 meeting (instead of the March meeting).



b) ACTION: Jim Grasser will request that the LNPAWG move the February meetings back to the week of February 4th.  No objections by the WNPO.  The WTSC will be meeting that week on Tuesday afternoon and Wednesday morning.



9) In order to get through the Risk Assessment document, an evening review session will be setup at the December WNPO meeting.




10) Any items on the agenda that were not addressed will be moved to the following month’s agenda.




Next Meeting:





December 10th (8:30am – 5:00pm (central time) and December 11th (8:30am – 12:00pm (central time) -- New Orleans – hosted by NeuStar




Future Meetings:




WNPO Dates:  
Location & Host:
 








January 7 – 8
Orlando, FL - Cingular Wireless, host




February 11 – 12
OPEN




March 4 – 5
OPEN




April 8 – 9
Kansas City, MO - Sprint, host




May 13 – 14
Redmond, WA - AT&T Wireless, host




June 10 – 11
OPEN




July 8 – 9
OPEN




August 12 – 13
Vancover, BC - Canadian Consortium




September 16 – 17
Baltimore, MD - Verizon




October 14 – 15
Denver, CO - ESI




November 11 – 12
OPEN




December 9 – 10
OPEN




*Note the change in the month that AT&T Wireless is hosting the meetings.




Subscription to WNPO Team Distribution: 




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




To remove yourself from the WNPO Team distribution list, send an e-mail to Majordomo@telecomse.com and in the body write <unsubscribe wireless_ops>.
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FCC – Common Carrier Bureau





XXXX




Washington D.C. XXXXX




XXXX, 2001





Vendor B





Address




Dear XXXXXX,





In June, the Wireless Number Portability Operations team (WNPO) sent a letter to your company requesting information regarding your company’s plans to support Phase II of Wireless Number Portability.  Written responses to this letter were requested by June 29, 2001.  Wireless service providers continue their efforts to plan for the support of wireless number portability as mandated by FCC Docket No. 95-116 and related rulings.  The WNPO has been tasked by the Wireless Number Portability Subcommittee to address the implementation issues specific to the wireless industry and ensure that wireless providers have a clearly defined path for the implementation of wireless number portability.  Since your company is a major vendor to the wireless industry, your company’s input is vitally important to the completion of this task.





Wireless service providers may need to acquire additional hardware and/or software to meet this mandate.  Further, service provider to service provider testing was scheduled to begin in October of 2001.  This testing is heavily reliant upon wireless service providers understanding how and when vendors will support wireless number portability.





The FCC’s Common Carrier Bureau is requesting written responses from your company regarding the following items for each of the products that you offer to the wireless industry:





1) Are telephone numbers stored or passed through your products? 





2) How will you support Number Pooling and Phase 2 of LNP?





3) What are your plans and timeframes for testing your solutions?





4) What are the general availability dates of your solutions?





Please provide the written responses on or before XXXX  to:





XXXXX




FCC – Common Carrier Bureau








XXXX




Washington D.C. XXXXX




cc:





James Grasser





2000 West Ameritech Center Drive





Location:3F75C





Hoffman Estates, Illinois 60195





And email a soft copy to:  XXXXX, james.n.grasser@cingular.com, and bbrown@telecorp1.com




In addition, the FCC Common Carrier Bureau, along with the wireless industry, request that a representative from your company contribute to the implementation of Wireless Number Portability through participation at the regularly scheduled monthly meetings.  The next meeting will be held in XXXX on xxxxx.  Information regarding the monthly WNPO team meetings can be found at www.npac.com.





Sincerely,





XXXXX




FCC Common Carrier Bureau





-- LETTER B --
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2000 West Ameritech Center Drive





Location:3F75C





Hoffman Estates, Illinois 60195





November 19, 2001





Vendor A





Address




Dear XXXXXX,





Wireless service providers are quickly moving towards implementation of wireless number portability as mandated by FCC Docket No. 95-116 and related rulings.  The Wireless Number Portability Operations (WNPO) team has been tasked by the Wireless Number Portability Sub-Committee (WNPSC) to address the implementation issues specific to the wireless industry and ensure that wireless providers have a clearly defined path for the implementation of wireless number portability.  The WNPO is a sub-committee of the North American Numbering Council, charged with advising the FCC on number portability and pooling issues.  Since your company is a vendor to the wireless industry, your company’s input is vitally important to the completion of this task.





Wireless service providers may need to acquire additional hardware and/or software to meet this mandate.  Further, service provider to service provider testing was originally scheduled to begin in October of 2001, however, the WNPO has been advised by its participants that this date was missed due in part to a lack of vendor readiness.  This testing is heavily reliant upon wireless service providers understanding how and when vendors will support Wireless Number Portability.





The WNPO is requesting written responses from your company regarding the following items for each of the products that you offer that are impacted by wireless number portability and number pooling:





1) Are telephone numbers stored or passed through your products? 





2) How will you support Number Pooling and Wireless Number Portability?





3) What are your plans and timeframes for testing your solutions?





4) What are the general availability dates of your solutions?





Please provide the written responses on or before December 5th, 2001 to:





James Grasser





2000 West Ameritech Center Drive





Location:3F75C





Hoffman Estates, Illinois 60195





And email a soft copy to: james.n.grasser@cingular.com, and bbrown@telecorp1.com




In addition, the WNPO, along with the wireless industry, request that a representative from your company contribute to the implementation of Wireless Number Portability through participation at the regularly scheduled monthly meetings.  The next meeting will be held on December 10th & 11th in New Orleans, LA.  Information regarding the monthly WNPO team meetings can be found at www.npac.com.





Sincerely,





James Grasser & Brigitte Brown





Co-chairs of the Wireless Number Portability Operations (WNPO) team





A subcommittee of the Wireless Number Portability Sub-Committee (WNPSC)
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Vendor List for WNPO Vendor Readiness Letter





11/12/01





					#




					Vendor Name




					Product Type




					Vendor Contact Name




					Vendor Address
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Initial Contact




Contact between the wireless service provider and the wireline service provider may be initiated by either company.




Trunk Group Identification




Identify Type 1 Trunk Groups and associated Telephone Numbers to be migrated.




Establish Project Timeline




Develop mutually agreed to project plan for migration of telephone numbers.




Re-engineer Type 2 Trunk Groups




Wireless Carrier analyzes Type 2A/B trunk groups needs for routing and capacity considerations.  May need to enlarge groups and/or establish new groups. 




Proposal for Migration of Wireless Telephone Numbers




From Type 1 Interconnection to Type 2A/B Interconnection




Migrate Type 1 Telephone Numbers




The wireline and wireless telephone companies use coordinated local number porting processes to move the telephone numbers from the wireline switch to the wireless switch.




Re-engineer Type 1 Trunk Groups




Wireless Carrier analyzes the Type 1 trunk groups for resizing or elimination as appropriate after the telephone numbers are migrated.




BellSouth




Ron Steen




Nov 2, 2001
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CLEARNINGHOUSE PROCESS (PROPOSAL)




Operating Principles of Clearinghouse





A.)  To be the most efficient method





B.)  Prior to 9/30/98 (based on current FCC 6/30/99 wireless number portability implementation date):





1.)  Build wireless carrier database with carrier name, contact person, e-mail address, switch ID and NXX codes within the top 100 MSAs





2.)  Create web site and populate with wireless switch, NXX codes within top 100 MSAs, and NXX code mark indicating a request for code opening was received  





3.)  Publishing web site and clearinghouse e-mail address information to the industry





4.)  As carriers request switch and geographic areas to be opened for NP, mark  those codes in the database and on the web page





C.) For requests to open codes outside of the top 100 MSAs the clearinghouse will 
forward those requests to the appropriate wireless carrier and update the 
database and web page on a per request basis (Turnaround Interval) 





D.) End - limited life (Example: Minimum Initial Term is 2 years with annual review)




E.)  Manage limited data





1.)  Only top 100 MSAs and further MSAs on a per request basis





2.)  Database stores MSA, carrier, contact person, e-mail address, switch ID, and NXX codes, and an NXX code mark that indicates the code was identified for NP





3.)  Web page would store switch ID, NXX codes, and an NXX code mark indicating the code was requested for NP 





Requests to Open Wireless Switches (NXX Codes) for Number Portability Within Top 100 MSAs:





Outputs
Inputs




1.)  Prior to 9/30/98, based on the mandated 





6/30/99 NP date, the clearinghouse should send a 





notice via registered mail to wireless 





carriers
 operating in the top 100 MSAs 





requesting a contact person, list of 





switches, and NXX codes within the top 





100 MSAs.





2.) Existing service provider shall respond to the request for information by 9/30/98.






3.)  The existing service provider may 






provide the information via email, web 






page input screen, fax, or other appropriate 
methods.





4.)  The clearinghouse will monitor the 





response.





5.)  The clearinghouse will send out a 





second notification (via registered/





certified mail) requesting  information 





(if response is not received by 9/30/98.





6.)  The clearinghouse will monitor the 





response.







7.)  The exiting service provider is expected 


to respond within 30 days of the second 


notification.





8.)  Failure to respond to the second 





clearinghouse notification will be 





documented.





9.)  Upon receiving the information the 






clearinghouse should develop a database 






storing the contact person, wireless switch 






and NXX code information for the top 100 






MSAs. 





10.)  The clearinghouse should also create, 





manage, and keep current a web site with 





this wireless information.





11.)The clearinghouse would make public, 





through appropriate public communications 






channels, the web site location, and 





clearinghouse e-mail address for all 





carriers to be able to access.







12.)Nine months before the wireless number 

portability implementation date the 



clearinghouse will accept requests from 







carriers which will indicate the 







geographic area in which competition is 







requested.  Although initial requests will 







be within the top 100 MSAs the area will be 







defined as one of the following:  MSA, 







RSA, BTA, or MTA. 





13.)The clearinghouse will forward the 





request to the wireless carrier via e-mail 





to the appropriate contact person.  The 





clearinghouse will also post the request 





for code opening on the web page.







13.) Note:  The requesting carriers will also 


have the option of checking the web site 


prior to sending a formal request.  If the 


clearinghouse has already indicated that the 


code has been identified for opening there 


would be no need to send a formal request 


for this code.





14.)The clearinghouse would notify the 





requesting carrier that the web page is 





updated.





Requests to Open Wireless Switches (NXX Codes) for Number Portability Outside of the Top 100 MSAs:





Outputs
Inputs





1.)  The requesting carrier would send a 
formal request to the clearinghouse 
identifying the geographic areas outside of 
the top 100 MSAs (MTAs, BTAs, MSAs, or 
RSAs) they wish opened for porting.





2.)  The clearinghouse will forward the 





request to the appropriate wireless 





carrier contact person via registered mail or 





other acceptable means to the carrier. (What is timeframe/turnaournd?)  







3.)  Note:  For requests outside the top 100 
MSAs requesting carriers will also have the 
option of checking the web site prior to 
sending a formal request.  If the 
clearinghouse has already indicated that the 
code has been identified for opening there 
would be no need to send a formal request 
for this code.







4.)  The wireless carrier is expected to 


respond to the request within 30 days of the 


notifications with the requested information.





5.)  The clearinghouse would monitor 





and manage the information.




a.)  Send subsequent request if 





necessary.




b.)  Document lack of response from a 




wireless carrier. 




c.)  Update and manage the database.




d.)  Update and manage the web site.




6.)  The clearinghouse would notify the 





requesting carrier that the web page is 





updated.





� Need and timing for NXX code information is still under discussion.  Comments are welcome.






�  Make use of FCC Website for initial cellular and PCS license and contract information.
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WNPO ISSUES/ACTION ITEM LIST





11/26/01




					Issue #




					Date Open




					Date Closed




					Status




					Owner




					Issue Description




					Update / Resolution









					      0002










					04/16/01










					




					Open




					WNPO




					Identify group for ongoing maintenance of ICP document




					7/9/01 - ACTION: Jim Grasser to ask OBF to maintain. Until long-term owner is identified, ICP team will maintain it.





8/13/01 JG provided CTIA with information to inquire if the OBF would be willing to maintain this document.  No response from CTIA yet. 





11/13/01 – working on getting it included in OBF.









					      0004










					04/16/01




					




					Open




					LNPA WG




					PIM 0012 – Operator Services




					7/9/01 – To be discussed at the LNPA WG on 7/10/01. 





8/13/01 - Open issue at MP Committee (TOPS +) at OBF. Responses from that group were read – it was unclear what the email was really saying and we probably need clarification. A copy of the email will be distributed to the group. This will also be discussed at the OBF again as well as the LNPA-WG. 





11/13/01 – T1S1.3 to modify the standards for Op. Svcs.  Jim G. to present at OBF in  February 02.









					0007










					04/16/01




					




					Open




					OBF / WNPO




					Impact of wireless number portability on directory assistance and directory listings










					Will be worked at OBF 75.





6/11/01 – ACTION: SPs to indicate which directory listing requirements they cannot support.  7/9/01 - Completed – Jim Grasser received input from one SP, and is passing that information along.





6/11/01 – ACTION: Jim Grasser to email softcopy of the Directory Listings presentation to the WNPO team. – Completed before 7/9/01.




8/13/01 – This will be discussed in the next 2 weeks at the OBF in Seattle. 





11/13/01 – Still ongoing at OBF.









					0008










					05/15/01




					




					Open




					WNPO




					Generate a Risk Assessment Document to be forwarded to the NANC; outline risks of implementing porting/pooling w/o every WS SP MIN-MDN split compliant




					6/12/01 – ACTION: Designated team members to prepare contributions for July mtg.-C





7/9/01 - ACTION:  B. Brown to consolidate contributions and put them in a report format.-C




7/9/01 - ACTION: Gene Perez will check on who has tested with the CIBER X2 record, and what is required in terms of testing. – this cannot be disclosed. 





7/9/01 - ACTION: Gene Perez will ask his CIBER managers to review the Risk Assessment contributions and minutes in order to provide additional input. 





7/9/01 - ACTION: J. Grasser & B. Brown to update Section 2. - Closed




7/9/01 - ACTION: J. Grasser & B. Brown to include prepay billing in Section 2 - Closed.




7/9/01 - ACTION: A. Cummins to note that section 3.2 is an example of a serving switch that is not MIN/MDN compliant.   Another note should be made that switches must also be IS41 Rev C compliant as well - Closed.




7/9/01 - ACTION: A. Cummins to further develop section 3.2.3. - c





7/9/01 - ACTION: A. Cummins to provide qualifications on section 3.2.4. - C





7/9/01 - ACTION: Jason Lee to provide percentage information.





7/9/01 - ACTION: H.L. Gouda to provide contribution for IXC impacts in section 4 .- C  





7/9/01 - ACTION: Gene Perez to provide a contribution on section 4.





7/9/01 - ACTION: J. Grasser & B. Brown to refine section 5. - C




8/13/01 – Updates have been provided but a merged document has not been completed. Next month we should have a better document to discuss. All contributions should be submitted to JG by August 31. Gene Perez advised he cannot disclose who his company has tested CIBER records but did say testing was completed satisfactorily.  





ACTION: Brigitte Brown to email out the modified document (v.08) to the team. - C




ACTION: WNPO team members to read over version .08 of the Risk Assessment document and be prepared to discuss it on Friday, October 19th from 1:00 to 4:00 eastern. - C  





11/13/01 - Accepted reorganization of the document.  Work still ongoing. 





11/13/01 - ACTION: Brigitte B. to send out doc with the revisions made on 11/12/01.- C  





11/13/01 - ACTION: Team to review doc & send contributions for any missing items.









					0009










					05/15/01




					




					Open




					PTF




					Generate a Wireless Pooling document based on 99-200 and review of existing industry documents




					7/9/01 - ACTION: All SPs determine if anything is lacking from INC pooling guidelines for wireless.  If modifications can be made to existing docs, a separate doc may not be needed.





7/9/01 - ACTION: Anne Cummins to continue to work with CTIA to obtain the number pooling data.





10/9/01 – This has been referred to the Pooling Task Force.









					0010




					06/11/01




					




					Open




					WNPO




					Vendor Readiness




					6/12/01 – Approved letters to be mailed to vendors.





6/12/01 – ACTION: SPs to provide a list of vendors by 6/18/01, and co-chairs to mail letters. – Completed prior to 7/9/01. As of 7/9/01 heard back from one switch vendor (Motorola).





7/9/01 - ACTION: J. Grasser to request confirmation from Motorola on timing.




6/12/01 – ACTION: Co-chairs to invite the standard bodies to attend & present at future WNPO meetings.





8/13/01 – Letters were sent in July to vendors about readiness and three responses returned so far from Motorola, Tekelec, and Sema Telecoms. Group asked that the entire list of vendors that the original requests went to be published in the minutes. The team will be issuing a second letter to those non-responding vendors with a conference call to Bob Atkinson, the NANC Chairperson. 





11/13/01 - ACTION: Jim G. to request guidance from Mike Alshul at CTIA as to which vendor types the WNPO can contact without causing any anti-trust concerns.




11/13/01 - ACTION: Team to email to Brigitte B. (at bbrown@telecorp1.com) by noon eastern on Friday November 16th, vendor name, product type, vendor contact name, and vendor address for initial letters to additional vendors.  





11/13/01 - ACTION: Brigitte B. to send out a blank vendor list matrix so that service providers can input their vendor - Closed




11/13/01 - ACTION: Brigitte B. to send letters on 11/19/01 to the vendors specified by the WNPO team that have been approved by Mike Alshul at CTIA.





11/13/01 - WNPO approved letter to the FCC requesting a mailing to the vendors.  









					0011




					06/11/01




					




					Open




					WNPO




					Only a small number of companies have communicated their intent to test with the NPAC.




					6/11/01 – ACTION: Anne Cummins will check with CTIA regarding future mailings to wireless carriers.  As of 7/9/01 no response from CTIA, Anne to resend request.





8/13/01 & 11/13/01 Still no response received as of yet. 









					0012




					06/12/01




					




					Open




					WNPO




					Monitoring & Recording Wireless NPAC Turn-Up Testing Status




					6/11/01 – ACTION: NeuStar to make specified changes to status report.




8/13/01 – Is provided every month and will be reviewed until completed. 









					0013




					06/12/01




					




					Open




					WNPO




					Inter-Carrier Testing




					6/12/01 – ACTION: Gene Perez to solicit involvement in Testing Subcommittee from carriers.  7/9//01 – TSI is preparing a letter to be sent out. Closed 





6/12/01 – ACTION: Rick Dressner to submit issues with new tests to Testing Subcommittee. Closed. 





8/13/01 – TSI determined they would not send out any letter. Instead the test team will draft a letter and send it out to encourage intercarrier testing.





8/13/01 – Changes have been made to the test plan for action  item number 2.  





8/13/01 –ACTION – Testing sub-committee to incorporate into their meeting minutes carrier test and participation, updated monthly, provide dates for testing within the MSAs based on carrier input. 





10/13/01 – ACTION: WNPO to send letter to LLC requesting that 3.1 roll-out order not be changed. 





11/13/01 -  ACTION: Draft a letter to the LLC on behalf of the WNPO to request that they not change the order of the NPAC release 3.1 regional rollout schedule.  A conference call will be setup to review this letter before it is sent out. (Jim Grasser)









					0014




					06/12/01




					




					On Hold (3/02)




					WNPO




					Vendor (Clearinghouse) for Receiving/Submitting Requests for Opening codes for Porting




					6/12/01 – ACTION: All WNPO team members to determine the number of NPAs that are in the Top 100 MSAs (not NXXs). 7/9/01 – one carrier estimated 386; team determined that all team members need to revisit this action item for the August mtg.





6/12/01 – ACTION: Patrick Locket to bring list of NPAs that currently have at least one code open. 7/9/01 – in both non-Top 100 and Top 100 MSAs, 275 NPAs are open for porting.





7/9/01 - ACTION: Jim G. to check with CTIA regarding the cost for a vendor to serve as a universal website for communicating requests to open codes for porting.





8/13/01 JG reports has not heard back from CTIA. A copy of the wireline BFR process was distributed & discussion on whether there was the need to keep this item open. Anna Miller will check for the original CTIA requirements prepared some time ago. 





11/13/01 – Vendor solution is on hold for future discussions to begin in March 2002. Not enough time for implementation prior to 2/24/01.  See interim solution in item 0016.









					0015




					06/12/01




					




					Open




					WNPO




					Model for Forecasting Porting Activity (NPDB capacity)




					6/12/01 – ACTION: All WNPO team members to review Illuminet’s contribution and provide feedback to Maggie Lee for discussion in July.




7/9/01 - ACTION: Illuminet will prepare revisions, per the July minutes, for discussion at the August meeting.




8/13/01 – This will be carried over to next month in the absence of time. 





10/9/01 - ACTION: Maggie Lee to ask Illuminet to provide a better explanation of page 4 of the contribution.  The total column of pooled and non-pooled, does not equal the totals on page 2.





10/9/01 - ACTION: Maggie Lee to check the formulas to fix the drop in the total wireless numbers between 1Q03 and 2Q03 from 13.3M down to 10.4M.





10/9/01 - ACTION: Maggie Lee to add an annual growth rate for 2003 for wireline on page 2 and set it to 30%.





10/9/01 - ACTION: Maggie Lee to modify the model to cover only through 2003.




10/9/01 - ACTION: On page 2, 4Q02 and 4Q03 – greater than 100% change needs to be addressed. (Maggie Lee)





10/9/01 - ACTION: Maggie Lee to add a list of assumptions on first page of model.









					0016




					07/09/01




					




					Open




					WNPO




					Defining a Wireless Bonafide Request Form (BFR) and Process




					7/9/01 - ACTION: Patrick Locket to provide a Bonafide Request Form and/or process contribution. 





8/13/01 – ACTION: each company needs to review the BFR form and what their internal requirements are such as will your company need just the NPANXXs on the form or will a CLLI be needed or both. 





11/13/01 - ACTION: Setup a conf. call to create a checklist for requesting codes to be opened then submit to team for comments.  This doc will then be posted on NPAC website & sent to CTIA to be posted on website & for distribution to their members.  (Jim Grasser, Anne Cummins, Jeff Adrien, Patrick Locket, & Brigitte Brown)









					0017




					07/09/01




					




					Open




					WNPO




					NPAC maintenance windows:





A) renegotiate when maintenance window should be 





B) whether timers should run during the maintenance window




					7/9/01 - ACTION:  All WNPO members to be prepared at Aug. mtg to vote on standard maint. window - from 3am to 9am central time or midnight to 6am central time.





7/9/01 - ACTION: J. Grasser to mention at the LNPAWG in July so they are prepared to discuss this in Aug.





7/9/01 - ACTION:  J. Grasser to draft a letter to the LLC re: standard maint. window & wireless business day start time  & duration. 





8/13/01 – On hold until 21 is resolved. How much overlap in Hawaii and on the East Coast and how much porting will occur on Sunday morning. 





11/13/01 – On Hold until the tuneables issue is resolved. Must discuss in December.









					0018




					07/10/01




					




					Open




					WNPO




					A contract revision is necessary to provide for NPAC personnel working on Sundays.




					8/13/01 - This will be addressed with NeuStar and the LLC at a future date. JG will be attending a Sept. meeting to answer some questions about volumes etc for staffing and such.  





11/13/01 - On Hold until the tuneables issue is resolved.  Must discuss in December.









					0019




					07/09/01




					




					Open










					WNPO




					Short Messaging




					7/9/01 - ACTION:  Gary Sacra to check into standards/ requirements SMS. 8/13/01 there are no standards from T1S1.6





7/9/01 - ACTION: Anne Cummins to send Sept 2000 TR45 PN4411 doc to J. Grasser & B. Brown for distribution to group. Completed




7/9/01 - ACTION: If it is determined that standards/requirements have not yet been defined for SMS, then: 





i) WNPO provide contribution to T1S1.3 and/or TR45 requesting that requirements for SMS, with an invite to a WNPO mtg.





ii) 7/9/01 - ACTION: Anne Cummins to check if invite letter is already drafted.    





8/13/01 ACTION: Wireless SPs will go to their system engineers to determine if their current standards (T1P1.3 and TR45.2) are sufficient to support SMS service in a LNP environment.  Wireline carriers are not impacted.





11/13/01 - ACTION: Patrick Locket to provide a contribution indicating the SMS standards inadequacies and concerns for discussion at the December meeting.









					0021




					07/09/01




					




					Open




					WNPO




					NPAC Tunables for Wireless




					7/9/01 - ACTION: All team members to provide input at the August meeting on what the values should be for each of the eight tunable settings for inter-carrier testing.  





8/13/01 ACTION: Discussion delayed until the Sept. meeting when NeuStar is available. SPs should review the July minutes to understand the tunables and be ready to discuss. In addition Jean  Anthony from TSE will provide the exact sections in the FRS where timers are mentioned - completed.




ACTION: An action will be forwarded to the WTSC to determine what the timers will be set for inter-carrier testing.





11/13/01 – Must discuss at December meeting.  ACTION: All wireless service providers to determine what type of activities occur from 7pm to 7am and on Sundays.









					0023




					07/10/01




					




					Open




					WNPO




					Meeting Hosts




					7/9/01 - ACTION: All WNPO members (esp. wireless SPs) to determine which months they are available to host meetings next year.





8/13/01 – JG reiterated the need for wireless carriers to volunteer to host the LNPA-WG meetings next year





11/13/01 - ACTION: Jim Grasser will request that the LNPAWG move the February meetings back to the week of February 4th.  No objections by the WNPO.  The WTSC will be meeting that week on Tuesday afternoon and Wednesday morning.









					0024




					08/13/01




					




					Open




					WNPO




					Handset 




					8/13/01 ACTION: Anna Miller will check with CTIA legal department and some carriers will verify it this is an antitrust issue that should not be discussed in this meeting with other competitors.  If it is determined to not be an antitrust issue then it will be discussed at the next meeting. 









					0025




					10/9/01




					




					Open




					WNPO




					N-1 Carrier Methodology




					10/9/01 - ACTION: Gary Sacra to document any further concerns related to performing number portability database dips, and submit them for inclusion on a future agenda.





11/13/01 – Need to discuss Gary Sacra’s contribution at the December meeting.









					0026




					10/9/01




					




					Open




					WNPO




					Process Clarification for Carrier Updates Based Upon NPAC Downloads




					10/9/01 - ACTION: H.L. Gowda to document details of the problems being experienced with LRN/GT updates in the West Coast region and a recommended solution.




10/9/01 - ACTION: All wireless service providers to determine what their current practices are for updating their systems from the NPAC download, and determine how quickly the practices are followed.  





11/13/01- ACTION: HL Gowda to site document that states the goals for the LSMS (e.g. 15 minutes for NPAC download).









					0027




					10/9/01




					




					Open




					WNPO




					Call Forwarding to a Ported Number




					10/9/01 - ACTION: Wireless carriers need to plan to test call forwarding to a ported number during inter-carrier testing.  Further, it is recommended that wireless carriers test every service and feature they offer during their internal testing and/or during inter-carrier testing.





10/9/01 - ACTION: Need a contribution on the call forwarding issue for discussion at the next meeting (Gary Sacra).









					0028




					10/9/01




					




					Open




					WNPO




					Notification to NANC/FCC re: Risks w/Meeting the Inter-Carrier Testing timeframe




					10/9/01 - ACTION: Put together a draft letter to NANC re: the risks identified w/meeting the testing timeframes.  The letter should request NANC/FCC to send out letters to vendors and non-participating SP.  – (closed – presented at October NANC meeting)





10/9/01 - ACTION: Brigitte Brown to draft a 2nd letter to non-participating SPs to be attached to letter to NANC and a 2nd round of vendor letters.  They will be distributed to the team for review.  Input is needed by Friday October 12th at noon eastern.  Discussion on Friday, October 12th from 4:00 to 5:00pm eastern. – Closed




11/13/01 – WNPO letter to NANC was delivered on 10/16/01.  WNPO letter to the FCC was approved by team and will be mailed after receiving confirmation that the NANC letter was already sent to the FCC.





11/13/01 - ACTION: Change the NPAC turn-up testing colors on the timeline to reflect that is a SP activity (not an industry activity). (Jim G.& Brigitte B.)





11/13/01 - ACTION: Change the functional specifications due date in the timeline to 1/02. (Jim G.& Brigitte B.)





11/13/01 - ACTION: Change the availability of vendor products in the timeline to 12/01. (Jim G.& Brigitte B.)





11/13/01 - ACTION: Change the inter-carrier testing end date to 9/16/01(Jim G.& Brigitte B.)





11/13/01 - ACTION: The timeline for pooling testing will be added to December’s WNPO meeting agenda.





11/13/01 - ACTION: The WTSC will provide a pooling testing timeline contribution to the WNPO for the December WNPO meeting. (Mark Wood)





11/13/01 - ACTION: Jim G. will email Mark W. with a list of specific questions that should be covered in the WTSC contribution.





11/13/01 - ACTION: Co-chairs will send out the letter and attachments to the FCC as soon as it is confirmed that the letter from the NANC was sent to the FCC.









					0029




					10/9/01




					




					Open




					WNPO




					WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix




					10/9/01 - ACTION: Create a WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix to capture the decisions that are made in the meetings which may affect the Technical, Operational, and Implementation Requirements document.  Include the need to populate the time stamp with zeros in an SV create for an inter-species port.  (Brigitte Brown)




11/13/01 - ACTION: Patrick L. to write up the different problem scenarios with setting the SV create timestamp to 00:00 for inter-species porting for discussion at the December meeting.





11/13/01 - ACTION: Brigitte B. to note on the WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix under item 0001 that Sprint has raised some concerns that need to be addressed.




11/13/01 - ACTION: Jim G. to post the updated WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix on the NPAC website.





11/13/01 - ACTION: Team to review past meeting minutes and determine which past decisions need to be included in the Decisions/Recommendations Matrix.









					0030




					10/9/01




					




					Open




					WNPO




					Roll-Out Plans/Timeframes for WLNP Launch




					10/9/01 - ACTION: Add a new agenda item for the November meeting to discuss roll-out plans for the launch of WLNP.  Team members wanted to address specifically the timing of the changes to be made to production systems to ensure that advanced activities do not negatively impact roaming.  (Brigitte Brown)









					0031




					10/9/01




					




					Open




					WNPO




					Definition of Top 100 MSAs for Porting & Pooling




					10/9/01 - ACTION: Check with Barry Bishop on his findings from discussion with the FCC on the definition of the Top 100 MSAs for pooling and porting. (NeuStar)





11/13/01 - ACTION: Gustavo will check with Barry.  For discussion at December mtg.









					0032




					10/9/01




					




					Open




					WNPO




					Type 1 Trunk Conversions




					10/9/01 - ACTION: Type 1 trunk conversion project management will be added to the recommendation matrix for addendums to the Technical, Operational & Implementation Guidelines. (Brigitte Brown)




10/9/01 - ACTION: Ron Steen to draft the project management process for Type 1 trunk conversions for the Nov mtg.




10/9/01 - ACTION: All team members to discuss the concept of a Type 1 trunk conversion project management approach with their company to determine whether this should become a recommendation to all carriers.





11/13/01 - ACTION: Modify the document to cover the need to open codes as portable. (Ron Steen).  





11/13/01 - ACTION: Team to email Ron Steen with any further questions or new items that need to be considered.





11/13/01 - ACTION: Ron Steen will take back questions and comments discussed at the meeting, or provided via email, and come back with responses and revise the process accordingly.





11/13/01 - ACTION: Ron Steen will add a narrative to accompany the diagram and touch on more of the details.





11/13/01 - Alltel brought up an issue related to snapbacks.  It was indicated that the numbers should be pooled, not ported, otherwise the numbers would snapback to the wireline carrier.  However, pooling can only take place for a full 1,000 block.  If there is not a full 1,000 block, the numbers would have to be ported and the wireless carriers would lose the numbers over time due to snapbacks.  This issue needs to be addressed further and consider the options for going about the conversion using pooling.  INC is looking into whether the numbers can be marked in the LERG without going through the Pooling Administrator.  ACTION: Track this as a WNPO issue since it is an operations issue. 









					0033




					10/9/01




					




					Open




					WNPO




					NAPM LLC Requests of the WNPO re: throughput model




					10/9/01 - ACTION: Anne Cummins & Anna Miller volunteered to work on the following changes to Exhibit N and submit the updates for review at Nov mtg:





1) Provide estimates for each region (not just the West coast region).





2) Review the 20% growth rate to ensure that it is still reasonable over the next 4 or five years.





3) Include one additional year in the estimates (2006).





4) Develop a second set of estimates for 2003 -2006 to assume all wireless codes are open for porting even outside the Top 100 MSAs.  A team member pointed out that Exhibit N already assumes that all wireless codes are opened for porting.  





10/9/01 - ACTION: Team to further discuss this NAPM LCC action item related to roll-out timing and areas in November.





11/13/01 – ACTION: Gene Johnston to provide data from growth rate studies and site the source of the data (maybe the CTIA Semi-Annual Wireless Industry Survey 2000).  




11/13/01 – ACTION: Anne Cummins to revise the model with lower growth rates based on the data provided by Gene Johnston.




11/13/01 – ACTION: Anne Cummins to base national growth rates on actual wireless subscribers and provide a sanity check against the NPDB capacity model.









					0034




					11/13/01




					




					Open




					WNPO




					Contribution Template




					ACTION: Jim G. to email out the WNPO Contribution Template to the team and place in on the NPAC website.









					0035




					11/13/01




					




					Open




					WNPO




					Order Exchange Between Wireless and Wireline Companies – Liz Coakley, SBC




					11/13/01 - ACTION: Liz Coakley to prepare a contribution for the December meeting on Order Exchange between wireless and wireline companies.









					0036




					11/13/01




					




					Open




					WNPO




					Re-homing Wireless Codes/MBIs in an LNP Environment – Patrick Lockett & Jeff Adrien




					11/13/01 - ACTION: Sprint to put together a contribution for the December meeting on the issues and a recommended solution on Re-homing Wireless Codes in an LNP Environment (note: include a description of the snapback issues). (Patrick Lockett & Jeff Adrien)




11/13/01 - ACTION: All service providers to discuss Re-homing Wireless Codes in an LNP Environment with their company & be prepared to discuss it at the December mtg.









					0037




					11/13/01




					




					Open




					WNPO




					Cause code 26




					11/13/01 - ACTION: Jim Grasser to obtain the TR45.2 write up on Cause Code 26 requirements from Anne Cummins, and email it out to the WNPO.









					0038




					11/13/01




					




					Open




					WNPO




					Soft-Launch Activities




					11/13/01 - ACTION: Put together a draft document addressing what activities can take place during the soft-launch timeframe (e.g. intra-SP ports for contaminated numbers and Type 1 trunk conversions).  This list should be referenced in the WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix.  (Jim Grasser & Brigitte Brown)









					Closed Items




					




					




					




					




					









					      0001










					04/16/01




					11/13/01




					Closed




					WNPO / LNPA WG




					NANC Change order 328 for Sunday NPAC business hours 




					6/11/01 – Accepted at LNPA WG





8/13/01 – CO Approved for 3.1 but will keep open until the 3.1 SOW has been approved.  





Closed – included in release 3.1 to be implemented in 1H02.









					0020




					07/10/01




					11/13/01




					Closed




					WNPO




					Impacts of WLNP on WIN Services




					8/13/01 ACTION: All SPs should review what new services may be impacted by NP that have yet to be identified. 





11/13/01 – Issue closed until a contribution is provided.









					0022




					07/09/01




					8/13/01




					 Closed




					WNPO




					Industry WLNP Schedule & Wireless Progress




					7/9/01 - ACTION: Patrick Locket, Maggie Lee, Jim Grasser, Dave Garner, & Jason Lee to determine who the facilities-based wireless carriers are within the Top 100 MSAs by using wirelessadvisor.com.  





7/9/01 - ACTION: Jim Grasser to email how the efforts should be split up between the five volunteers.





8/13/01 List was provided identifying the top 100 MSAs based on the original FCC order and the carriers with licenses.   





ACTION: Forward list to the WTSC who will use this to notify carriers that have not been participating thus far in the testing committee.















					      0005










					04/16/01




					8/13/01




					Closed




					WNPO




					Letter to LLCs requesting support of NPAC business hours for Sunday porting




					7/9/01 - LLC responded to the letter and requested the write up to be incorporated in the change orders for release 3.1.















					      0003










					04/16/01




					07/09/01




					Closed




					ICP




					Verizon “clearinghouse” contribution




					07/09/01 – Included in version 2.1.3 of the ICP document, and is being handled by the ICP subcommittee.









					0006




					04/16/01




					6/11/01




					Closed




					OBF / WNPO




					Impact of wireless number portability on Operator Services










					Same as issue 0004
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1.  PURPOSE & SCOPE





The purpose of this report is to identify and determine risks associated with non-compliance of the separation of the Mobile Identification Number (MIN), also referred to as MSID, and Mobile Directory Number (MDN) for all wireless service providers in the implementation of Wireless Pooling and Wireless Number Portability.  This document discusses the impacts in the event at least one service provider is not compliant. 





There are various amounts of work to be done by wireless providers depending on where service is provided.
  All service providers will ultimately need to meet the same requirements in order to support wireless porting once they have received a request to open a code for porting.  While those wireless providers who only have licenses outside the top 100 MSAs need only initially support roaming of ported or pooled numbers by November 24, 2002, those who have licenses within the top 100 MSAs must be fully compliant with all aspects of wireless number portability by November 24, 2002.  It is vitally important that all wireless providers have their work completed, tested, and implemented so that as of November 24, 2002 wireless service providers within the Top 100 MSAs can port customers and those outside the Top 100 MSAs can support roaming for all ported and pooled numbers.  On November 24, 2002, porting and pooling wireless service providers should be able to assign MDNs and MSIDs that have different values.  It also ensures that, if customers with MDNs and MSIDs of different values are roaming, they will register correctly on the visited network, the switch will record the call correctly and pass correct information to other networks/providers, the serving company will format the out-collect call detail record correctly, and that the roaming customer will be billed correctly.  





The premise for this report is that at least one wireless service provider will not have implemented the necessary changes by November 24, 2002.  For the remainder of this report, the term “non-compliant carrier” will refer to any and all wireless service providers who have not implemented the necessary upgrades and modifications to support thousands block pooling and WLNP.  In the event that there are non-compliant carriers, there are a number of consequences that will occur.  The overall impact of these consequences will depend on the number of non-compliant carriers.  This document, however, does not address an assumed number of non-compliant carriers, but attempts to identify and discuss the impacts of non-compliance.





2. REGULATORY BACKGROUND





2.1. Number Portability and mandatory support of nationwide roaming




On July 2, 1996, the FCC Common Carrier Bureau (CCB) released its First Report and Order in the Number Portability Docket (CC Docket No. 95-116, FCC 96-286).  This order required all cellular, broadband Personal Communications Service (PCS), and covered Specialized Mobile Radio (SMR) providers to have the capability of delivering calls from their networks to ported numbers anywhere in the U.S. by December 31, 1998.  Wireless Service Providers (SPs) refer to this as Phase I of Wireless Number Portability.  In addition, CMRS providers were ordered to offer Service Provider Portability, including the ability to support roaming, throughout their networks by June 30, 1999. Wireless SPs refer to this as Phase II of Wireless Number Portability.





In August of 1997, the FCC released a Second Report and Order addressing various long-term number portability implementation issues. Among the actions taken in the Second Report and Order, the NANC was directed to develop standards and procedures regarding the provision of number portability by CMRS providers. 





Previous activities of the LNPAWG and associated Task Forces focused primarily on the wireline segment of the industry.  The implementation of number portability by wireline service providers was addressed by the LNPAWG in the following documents:





The Architecture and Administration Plan for Local Number Portability.  




The LNPA Technical & Operational Requirements Task Force Report, dated April 25, 1997.  Refer to  http://www.fcc.gov/ccb/Nanc/lnpastuf.html.




The LNPAWG also addressed wireless and wireline integration issues in four subsequent reports entitled:





Local Number Portability Administration Working Group Report on Wireless Wireline Integration, dated May 8, 1998.





Local Number Portability Administration Working Group 2nd Report on Wireless Wireline Integration, dated February 5, 1999.




Local Number Portability Administration Working Group 3rd Report on Wireless Wireline Integration, dated September 30, 2000.




Wireless Number Portability Subcommittee Report on Wireless Number Portability Technical, Operational, and Implementation Requirements – Phase II , September, 2000





Two extensions were granted for the implementation of Phase II Wireless Number Portability.   The first extension was granted per a Memorandum Opinion and Order released September 1, 1998 (DA 98-1763), by the Wireless Telecommunications Bureau.  





This order extended the deadline from June 30, 1999 to March 31, 2000 to provide additional time for the wireless industry to develop standards to ensure efficient deployment of wireless number portability.  In this order, it was reiterated that CMRS providers offer number portability in the top 100 Metropolitan Service Areas (MSAs), as well as the ability to support nationwide roaming.  The orders explicitly name the 100 MSAs that are applicable to porting.
  The second extension was granted by the CCB in a Memorandum Opinion and Order released February 9, 1999 (FCC 99-19).  The CCB granted a Cellular Telephone Industry Association (CTIA) petition to forbear from imposing wireless SP portability until the completion of the five-year build out period for broadband PCS.  This extended the deadline to November 24, 2002. 





2.2. Number Pooling and mandatory support of nationwide roaming.





On December 29, 2000, the FCC Common Carrier Bureau released its Number Resource Optimization Second Report and Order, Order on Reconsideration (CC Docket No. 96-98 and CC Docket No. 99-200), and Second Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (in CC Docket No. 99-200).  This order requires all cellular, broadband Personal Communications Service (PCS), and covered Specialized Mobile Radio (SMR) providers to participate in Number Pooling within the same geographic areas as covered in the order for Number Portability, or as specified by the FCC in future rulings.





Included in this order is the requirement for the selection of a Pool Administrator.  One of the tasks of the Pool Administrator is to document a roll-out schedule for the orderly implementation of Number Pooling.  The start date for the roll-out of wireline pooling is to be nine months after selection of the Pool Administrator.  Even prior to the start date, numerous wireline pooling trials have begun in many states.





Also in this order is the recognition of the fact that wireless service providers will not be ready to fully support Number Pooling until November 24, 2002 – the mandated date for Wireless Number Portability.  This is due to the fact that much of the work required for Number Pooling is also required for Number Portability, i.e deployment of the LNP query capability in the MSC; network separation of the MIN/MDN in the HLR, MSC, and other network systems; billing/message processing separation of MIN/MDN in the MSC, MPS, other adjuncts, and the roaming clearinghouse; and for SPs within the top 100 MSAs, provisioning with MIN/MDN separation. Because of this, it is expected that, on November 24, 2002, wireless service providers will participate in Number Pooling in all rate centers where Number Pooling has been implemented up to that time.  Also on this date, it is expected that all wireless service providers in the country will be able to support the MIN / MDN separation to preserve nationwide roaming.




[FIND A REFERENCE FOR MANDATED NATIONWIDE ROAMING & STREGTHEN STATEMENT.]




3. Technical Requirements to support nationwide roaming for Pooling and Porting





Roaming terminology can be confusing if strict definitions are not provided up front.  Two facility based wireless service providers are always involved when a wireless customer roams.  The “home carrier” is the service provider who has entered subscriber information in their HLR (Home Location Register) while the “serving carrier” is the service provider whose network is currently providing service to the customer. 




3.1. Ubiquitous MIN/MDN Split





The MIN is the identifier that was first used by Advanced Mobile Phone Service (AMPS) cellular systems, and since adopted by most Cellular and PCS standards that contain an “AMPS” compatibility mode (e.g. IS-91 “AMPS”, IS-88 “NAMPS”, IS-54 and IS-136 “D-AMPS” and IS-95 “CDMA”). 





Prior to the MIN / MDN separation, AMPS, CDMA, and TDMA service providers performed registration, call processing, provisioning, customer care and billing based upon a single number---the MIN.   Traditionally, the MIN has also been used by wireless service providers within the North American Numbering Plan (NANP) serving area as the 10-digit MDN.  MDNs are administered by NANPA.





In a Pooling environment, wireless service providers will be assigned MDNs in blocks of 1,000 by the pool administrator in those areas where pooling is in effect, and in full codes by NANPA in those areas where pooling has not yet been ordered.  MINs will be assigned by a new entity known as the MBI (MIN Block Identity) Administrator and will be assigned in a block of 10,000 MINs (i.e., an MBI).
  





When wireless service providers outside of the pooling areas request a new NPA NXX code from NANPA for use as MDNs, they will also be able to receive the corresponding MBI from the MBI Administrator so that they do not have to accommodate different values in their provisioning systems for the MIN and MDN.
   However, upon receiving a request to open a code for porting, those service providers outside of the pooling areas will need to accommodate different values for the MIN and MDN in their provisioning systems.





In a pre-LNP environment, existing AMPS, TDMA and CDMA subscribers will still have the same value for both the MIN and MDN.  When a subscriber ports, the MDN and MIN become separate and distinct. The ported subscriber’s MDN will remain unchanged and port with the subscriber.  The MIN that was assigned to the ported subscriber will remain with the donor service provider, and the new service provider will assign a new MIN to the ported subscriber.   The donor network can reuse the relinquished MIN for another subscriber.  It is probable that the same number may be used for a MDN in one network and a MIN in another network at the same time. 





In the Porting/Pooling environment, all wireless service providers within the United States will need to support the MIN/MDN separation in order to support nationwide roaming.  This will include network hardware and software upgrades as well as some back-office systems upgrades to support proper roamer registration, roamer billing, and identification of originating number (ANI) for such items as Calling Party Number, E911 call-back number, and long distance billing. 





[DEFINE ACRONYMS]




3.2. IS41 Rev C  Compliance





Revision C of the IS-41 standards provides for passing both MIN (Mobile Identification Number and the MDN (Mobile Directory Number) in the IS-41 messaging to accommodate the split of the MIN and MDN fields for wireless number portability.  While it is certainly true that, in a roaming situation, calls can be completed, via call delivery, to a customer who has a ported wireless number without IS-41 Rev C (in other words, using IS-41 Rev A), and it is also true that calls can be originated by a roaming customer who has a ported wireless number without IS-41 Rev C (again using IS-41 Rev A), the impacts and implications of roaming on a system that has not been upgraded to IS-41 Rev C go beyond call delivery and call origination. Various issues and impacts resulting from not upgrading to IS-41 Rev C are discussed in the balance of this report.  





The following two points summarize the split of the MDN and MIN (aka MSID):




· With the introduction of number portability, all IS-41 




transactions which are based on mobile station identification





should use the MSID where MIN was used prior to number





portability.





· With the introduction of number portability, all IS-41





transactions which are based on subscriber identification (as





opposed to mobile station identification) should use the MDN





where MIN was used prior to number portability.





The impact of these two points is potentially on every IS-41 message. Below are diagrammed registration transaction on a non-compliant Home system and Visited System.  These two examples illustrate how the IS-41 signaling is incomplete if a subscriber registers on a non-compliant system.





3.2.1 Registration #1:  Home System non-compliance with IS-41 Rev C or later 
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[NEED TO DELETE THE LEC IN THE DIAGRAM]




Step 1:  Mobile resisters with visited MSC: visited MSC (non IS 41 Rev C compliant) sends Registration Notification to home HLR with the MIN parameter.





Step 2:  Home HLR returns Registration Notification Return Result without an MDN parameter.





Service Providers must be at least IS 41 Rev C compliant in order to receive the MDN in the return result.  There is no provision in the return result sent by the Home provider to accommodate MDN prior to IS 41 Rev C.





The MDN will not be returned to the visited system.




3.2.2 Registration #2: Visited MSC/VLR Non-Compliant with MIN/MDN Split:
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[NEED TO REMOVE THE LEC FROM DIAGRAM; AND CHANGE HLR TO VLR; ADD HLR TO THE RIGHT; HLR RETURNING MDN, VLR IGNORES MDN.]





Assumption: Visited carrier is not IS-41 Rev C complaint.





Step 1: Mobile registers with visited MSC; visited MSC (non-MIN/MDN Split compliant) sends Registration Notification to home HLR with the MIN parameter.





Step 2: Home HLR returns Registration Notification Return Result with MIN and MDN parameters.  





Step 3: The Visited MSC will ignore the returned MDN parameter because the VLR has not been upgraded to accommodate both the MIN and MDN.





Any call originated from the visited MSC will cause the MIN to be populated in the MDN parameter of the ISUP message, instead of the desired MDN.  This will cause incorrect billing to be collected via the IXC if used, incorrect ANI to be sent causing Caller ID to be incorrect. 





3.3. Network Hardware / Software Upgrades





In a wireless number portability / number pooling environment, certain hardware/software upgrades are necessary to support the separation of the MIN and MDN.  Specifically, for a serving carrier, the Visitor Location Register (VLR) needs to be updated to accommodate both a MIN and an MDN for each roamer that registers on the system.  In addition, the switch software needs to be updated so that the call detail records that are generated by the switch contain both the MIN and MDN as well as LRN if appropriate.





Phase II Call Delivery Software is required for any switch that will support wireless customers whose MSID/MIN is different from the MDN.  Phase II call delivery software support the delivery of calls to both ported wireline and wireless numbers, handling of incoming calls routed using an LRN, and cause value code 26 (misrouted call to a ported number).





A serving switch with Phase II Call Delivery Software can, when a call is routed to it:





· determine if the call was routed based on an LRN;





· recognize that the LRN is its own LRN;





· if the switch determines it is not a working number within that switch and if it is not a pooled number then return Cause Code 26;





· 




· retrieve the dialed number from the Generic Address Parameter (GAP);





· 




· 




· use the dialed number to terminate the call.





[CONSIDER PUTTING 3.3 AHEAD OF 3.2]




3.4. Back Office Systems 





Problems will occur if not all wireless service providers in the country support the de-coupling of the MIN and MDN. This section will address the formatting of billing records for roamer usage by the serving carrier.   When a wireless customer roams, he is said to be “served by a visited system”.  In other words, he is not on his “home system”.  In order for the owner of the visited system to send roaming charges back to the owner of the home system, an industry standard call detail record has been defined.  This record is called a CIBER record.  CIBER is an acronym that stands for Cellular Intercarrier Billing Exchange Roamer.  The CIBER record is a standard data structure with various fields, or data elements, some of which are required to be populated and others are optional.  In order to support Number Portability (and coincidentally, Number Pooling), CIBER records were modified.  In the past, all CIBER call detail records were two-digit numbers ending in zero.  The record number for those CIBER records, which were modified to support porting and pooling, are two-digit numbers ending in two and are referred to as the “X2” records.




[INSERT COMMENTS RE: USING X2 RECORD, BUT NOT POPULATING CORRECTLY.  INSERT LACK OF EDIT – E.G. PREVENTING ZEROING OUT.]




If a serving carrier has completed all the upgrades identified in 3.1 through 3.3 above, they will be able to provide call delivery, call origination, and correct identification of the originating party for roamers who have ported or pooled numbers.  However, if that serving carrier has not upgraded their back-office systems to pass the appropriate information to the home carrier, there may still be problems.  If the serving carrier is still using the CIBER 2.0 record, there is no provision for MDN or LRN.  In this case, the serving carrier may be able to correctly format a CIBER record, but the billing carrier may not be able to bill the correct customer or correctly apply a discount for a mobile-to-mobile call.  In order to properly discount a mobile-to-mobile call, a service provider would need to recognize that both MDNs belong to their customers, or by looking at the LRN they can determine if the person receiving the call is one of their customers.  Without provision for the LRN of the terminating number, they do not know if the terminating number was ported or not.  On the other hand, if the serving carrier is able to format an X2 record, but has not made any of the upgrades discussed in 3.1 through 3.3 above, they would either populate the MDN field with zeroes or populate it with the same value that is used for the MIN.  In addition, they may or may not be able to provide an LRN for those cases where the terminating number is ported or pooled.   





[MAPPING CIBER RECORDS TO A MIN THAT NOW HAS A NEW MDN (ISSUE WITH AGING, AND TIMELY DELIVERY OF CIBER RECORDS?)]




[IF A CARRIER’S TNI IS NOT UPDATED PROPERLY, MIN TO MDN MAPPING MAY BE INCORRECT, AND USAGE COULD GET ASSIGNED TO THE WRONG CUSTOMER ACCOUNT?]




3.4.1 Impact to home customers if roamer billing is incorrect due to non-compliant LNP/CIBER X2 Roamer partner





Because the support of roaming is mandated, where roaming is allowed, it is necessary that all carriers comply with the CIBER X2 recordscreated to accommodate wireless local number portability.  This record enables service provides to capture both the MIN and MDN when supplying roaming records to a clearinghouse.  





If some carriers do not comply with the CIBER X2 record and continue to use the prior record format, then they will be unable to supply both the MIN and MDN associated with roaming records and roaming customers with ported/pooled numbers are unlikely to be billed correctly.  If the serving carrier populates the MIN in the 2.0 record, then only the MIN will be provided back to the home carrier.  If the home carrier bases guiding on the MDN, then they will either be unable to bill for the record, or they will interpret the MIN to be an MDN and therefore the usage will be incorrectly guided and the carrier will bill the wrong customer.  If home carriers base guiding of usage on the MIN, and the serving carrier delivers the MIN in the 2.0 record, then billing should not be adversely impacted.  




If a serving carrier utilizes the CIBER 2.0 record and incorrectly populates the MDN instead of the MIN, then the wrong carrier could receive the CIBER record if the MIN is different from the MDN for the customer.  In that case, not only would the wrong carrier be billed for roaming traffic by the serving carrier, but potentially the wrong customer could be billed for usage they did not generate.  Also, in that same case, the customer generating the usage would not be billed for the calls they placed on the serving carrier’s network.  If the customer’s MIN and MDN are the same, then the correct carrier should receive the CIBER records and the billing of the usage should not be adversely impacted.  




Even if carriers are utilizing the CIBER X2 record, there is still the possibility that the MIN and MDN may be populated incorrectly.  If populated incorrectly, the MDN could be mistaken for the MDN or vice versa.  This could lead to improper billing of home carriers by the serving carrier, and improper billing of customers.  Some carriers may be billed for traffic on a serving carrier’s network that their customers did not use, and other carriers may not be billed for calls that their customers did make on the serving carrier’s network.  Additionally, some customers may be billed for calls they did not make, and other customers will not be billed for calls they did make.  If all carriers were to use the CIBER X2 record correctly, these problems can be avoided.





[THE POSSIBILITY ALSO EXISTS THAT INCORRECTLY POPULATED CIBER X.2 RECORDS MAY BE REJECTED BY THE CLEARINGHOUSE, WHICH MAY BE UNABLE TO PROCESS THOSE RECORDS. (VERIFY – IS THIS TRUE?)  IF THE CLEARINGHOUSE CANNOT PROCESS THE RECORD IT RETURNS IT TO THE SOURCE.  IS THE CLEARINGHOUSE GOING TO ADD MDN TO THE EDITS?]




3.4.2  CIBER Billing Fraud





The importance of the need for compliance of the MIN/MDN split can be underscored by the possibility of serving networks allowing free un-billable calls by inbound roamers, serving networks billing the wrong home carrier, and/or home carriers  billing the wrong subscriber.





3.5. Care





Typically, in today’s environment, when a roamer calls Customer Service of the serving carrier, the MIN of the roamer handset is displayed on the console of the Customer Service screen.  This is used not only to identify the home system / service provider of the roamer, but to also provide a call-back number in the event that the call is dropped or the question/problem cannot be resolved immediately.  In order to have the same functionality with the separation of the MIN and MDN, two numbers will need to be displayed on the console – the MIN to determine the customer’s home system / service provider and the MDN to provide a call-back number.  In the event the visited system is not compliant with the MIN / MDN split, only the MIN will be available.  Customer Service will not be able to initiate a call to the roaming customer.





Should serving carriers be required to support a mapping of MDN to MIN?





Should serving carriers without support of MIN/MDN split be required to support home customer care routing?





3.5.1 Customer & Customer Care Representative training issue with separation of MIN and MDN





With the roll-out of pooling and wireless number portability, there exists the potential for confusion on the part of the customer and the customer care representative with respect to the MIN and the MDN.  Generally, the customer will have little to no knowledge of their MIN, while they will be familiar with their dial-able telephone number, or their MDN.  Depending on the capabilities of the handset vendors and handset models, the handset may display both the MIN and MDN or just the MIN.  This presents challenges for the customer and the customer care representatives when troubleshooting problems.  





3.5.2 Troubleshooting Problems for Customers While Roaming





If a customer roams into a serving market that does not support the MIN/MDN split, this poses problems for call processing troubleshooting efforts made by the serving carrier.  The serving carrier’s customer care representatives can only look up the MIN in the VLR for troubleshooting, however, the customer will only be familiar with their MDN.  Therefore, if the customer care representative is untrained on the MIN/MDN split, they will request the customer’s telephone number, and the customer will provide their MDN.  If the care representative mistakenly looks up the MDN in the VLR, they will either see the records for another customer’s MIN, or no data at all.  Therefore, without knowing the customer’s MIN, the serving carrier could not provide roaming troubleshooting support.





It is recommended that if a serving carrier does not support the MIN/MDN split, that they provide for home customer care routing to enable the customer’s service provider to troubleshoot the problems.  So calls to 611, #611, and *611 should all be routed back to the home carrier if the serving carrier cannot determine both the Min and MDN of an inbound roamer.  The home service provider should be aware of both the customer’s MIN and MDN.





In the event serving carriers are unable to support the Min/MDN split or home customer care routing, roaming partners can encourage that partner to contact the home carrier to obtain the MIN associated with the customer’s MDN.  With that information, the serving carrier would be able to troubleshoot call processing issues.  A requirement for this alternative is that the serving carrier’s representatives communicating wit the customer and the home carrier must be educated on the difference between the MIN and the MDN.





3.6. Wireline Carrier Issues





WNP impacts of MIN/MDN separation on wireline carriers can be divided into three categories:





· Call Processing & Feature Interoperability





· Recording & Fraud; and





· Number Administration.





With WNP, mobile subscribers will have their MIN separated from their MDN. The MIN becomes a "non-directory" number that is passed over the air interface and used to query  a HLR. The MDN will be obtained from the HLR's registration query response and will be used for call processing. Non-WNP compliant MSCs will not recognize the MDN parameter in the HLR's registration query response and will use the "non-directory" number, the MIN, for all call processing where the MDN should have been used.  There are impacts to billing as listed below.




This will result in call scenarios where a mobile subscriber roams into an area where the visited MSC is non-WNP compliant, resulting in a "non-directory" number being signaled in either the Calling Party Number (CgPN) and/or Charge Number parameters of the ISUP IAM call setup message.





3.6.1 Impacts on Call Processing and Feature Interoperability





Call processing in wireline networks use Calling Party Number Parameter and/or Charge Number parameter for the following ANI/Calling Party based services:





· CgPN based routing (e.g., 8YY service);





· Marketing statistics (e.g., 8YY services);





· Call Screening;





· Caller ID;





· Return Call;





· Calling Name Delivery;





· LIDB services.





All of these functions and services will be broken if the MIN is used for call processing..





[NEED INFO ON HOW IT BREAKS – SO CAN IDENTIFY POSSIBLE RESOLUTIONS]




3.6.2 Impacts on billing data recording and fraud





If it is not possible to differentiate between MDNs and MINs, then the wireline call record cannot reliably identify the caller. These calls cannot be billed without manual intervention and cooperation by the WSP that assigned the non-directory MIN.In addition, losses from unbillable calls would likely increase exponentially as end users discover these calls could not be billed.














3.7. E911





The impacts to E911 are related to the registration process on a home or visited system when the service provider is non-compliant with IS 41 Rev C or later.  Currently, the MSC assumes the MIN value sent by the mobile station on registration is the same as the MDN.  While the MIN is a 10 digit number which may have the same format as a telephone number, it is not the same as the telephone number for a ported subscriber. Consequently, if the MIN is delivered to the PSAP for a ported subscriber, that value cannot be used to callback the subscriber.  The diagram below illustrates this problem.





E911 Calls - MDN returned to Visited MSC that does not support MDN parameter.
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1. Mobile sends Registration Notification from visited MSC (non MIN/MDN separation capable) to home HLR with the MIN parameter.





2.  Home HLR returns Registration Notification Return Result with MDN parameter.





3.  The Visited MSC will ignore the returned MDN parameter.





4.  Subscriber dials 911, call is routed out either CAMA or ISUP trunk group using the MIN parameter. Since this is not the proper value to be passing (should be MDN) then callback information is inaccurate.





5.  Voice path is established.





E911 Calls - Non-initialized Mobile Phone on a non-compliant system




The FCC adopted the requirement that CMRS carriers must complete emergency calls to 911 “without respect to their call validation process”
 the Commission acknowledged that because of technical limitations in CMRS networks, “covered carriers will not be required to provide reliable call back numbers to PSAPs in the case of mobile units that are not associated with a dialable telephone number . . . because . . . they were never initialized or the subscription has lapsed.”
  Notwithstanding this limitation, the Commission determined that public safety would be enhanced by delivering all 911 calls to PSAPs, even if some calls would be delivered without the information necessary to allow for a PSAP call back.
  In response to this policy, handsets specifically designed to dial 911, and only 911, without being activated by a carrier, have been developed and sold to the public.





4. Summary





4.1. Risk to Service Providers





Through a statistical analysis of clearing house data it was determined that about 47% of roaming traffic occurs outside of the Top 100 MSAs.  This does not mean however that 47% of roaming revenue is at risk as much of that traffic would be on networks that are compliant with the separation of the MIN and MDN.  Even if only 1% of roaming traffic revenue is at risk, that would expose revenue well in excess of $10M per year to potential loss.




Placeholders for how to calculate the risk to service providers.  Below lists items that might be used to calculate this risk:





· Billing Errors





· Unable to bill for calls (no MDN)





· Number of calls a carrier cannot bill for (no MDN)





· Revenue per call (average)





· Incorrect billing





· No mobile to mobile discounts





· Billing the wrong account





· Cost of Calls to Customer Care for roaming and billing issues related to WLNP





· Cost per call to Customer Care





· Number of calls to Care related to WLNP roaming and billing problems





· Lawsuits for E911





· Average cost of a lawsuit





· Number of lawsuits related to E911 problems related to WLNP




4.2. Risks to customers 




· Billing errors:





· Not getting mobile to mobile discounts





· Bills to their number that belong to someone else





· E911 errors:





· (no dollar amount to put on lives or safety)





· Unable to place calls while roaming





4.3. Recommended course of action





[RECOMMENDATION : It is recommended that wireless carriers begin guiding usage to customer accounts based on the MIN/MDN combination to ensure that usage is allocated to the correct account.  ]




[RECOMMENDATION: Again, it is recommended that all carriers comply with the CIBER X2 records, and that roaming partners encourage this of their partners. ]




[RECOMMENDATION: It is recommended that roaming partners exert some efforts to ensure that their partners are complying correctly with the CIBER X2 record.]




Additional Placeholders:





· [APPENDIX - NEED TO ADD A SECTION REFERING TO WIRELESS WORK ALREADY COMPLETED AND TECHNICAL OPERATIONS & IMPLEMENTATION GUIDE]




· Discussion of within Top 100 MSA and Outside Top 100 MSA, and confusion of whether their MSA is covered.





· Differences between MSA boundaries





· CIBER indicated that MDN field is required with X2, but use of the X2 record is not required, and even if the X2 record is used CIBER allows the MDN field to be populated with all zeros.


















































































� Refer to the Technical Operations & Implementation Guidelines doc (FILL IN CORRECT NAME AND DATE).






� Reference (NAME THE FCC MANDATE DOC AND DATE).






� MIN Block Identifier Assignment Guidelines and Procedures, Draft version 1.15, Feb., 1999; Section 3.6






� MIN Block Identifier Assignment Guidelines and Procedures, Draft version 1.15, Feb., 1999; Section  8.6, and  9.1.12,






� 	47 C.F.R. § 20.18(b).






� 	Revision of the Commission’s Rules To Ensure Compatibility with Enhanced 911 Emergency Calling Systems, CC Docket No. 94-102, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 12 FCC Rcd 22665, ¶ 108 (1997) (“Memorandum Opinion and Order”).






� 	Id. ¶ 34 (“We continue to believe that the public safety will be promoted more effectively if all potential calls are passed through to the PSAP regardless of whether they are made by subscribers.”).






� 	CTIA is aware of at least one such phone, the Magnavox Mobile911, which was advertised in The New York Times.  See "Why pay for cellular phone service if you need it only for emergencies?", The New York Times Magazine, March 12, 2000, p. 70.  Since this phone is not designed to be activated, it is not marketed through carriers’ distribution channels.  Instead, it is marketed through mass media advertisements, the Internet, and affiliate sales channels.  Distributors claim that the Magnavox Mobile911 has been featured on “The Oprah Winfrey Show”, “The Today Show”, CNN, NPR’s “All Things Considered”, and “The New York Times.”
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					NPAC Wireless Porting Demand					West Coast										2001					2002					2003					2004					2005					2006




					Portable TN's															41,080,000					49,296,000					59,155,200					70,986,240					85,183,488					102,220,186




					Growth Rate %															27.2					20					20					20					20					20




					% Fill															60					65					70					75					75					75




					Churn Rate %															30					34.6					50					50					50					50




					Assumption port %															80					80					80					80					80					80




					Total Annual Ports															5,915,520					8,869,336					16,563,456					21,295,872					25,555,046					30,666,056




					Busy months															2					2					2					2					2					2




					% Ports during busy months															40					40					40					40					40					40




					Busy days/month															22					22					22					22					22					22




					% ports on busy days															17					17					17					17					17					17




					Busy Hour load %															12					12					12					12					12					12




					TN/sec load																				0.443					0.828					1.065					1.278					1.533




					Portable TN - since Exhibit N (NPAC telephone numbers per second throughput rate) is published as a regional




					figure we took the region with the most wireless telephone numbers to build the "worse" case scenario.




					The region is West Coast Region.  Assumed all wireless codes would be opened for LNP.




					Growth Rate - was taken from CTIA published information




					% Fill - was taken from the California region - although not all codes are 95% filled the wireless ustilization is




					very high - so this represents the worse case.  Considering what is going on in Calif with the state commisssion




					saying there will be no more area code relief (whether that holds remains to be seen) and their expectation that




					pooling will elliminate the need for area code relief - wireless NXX codes will be heavily utilized over the next couple of years.




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




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




					Busy Months - November 15 to January 15




					% Ports during busy months - estimated wireless growth during busy months (11/15/- 1/15) 40%




					Busy days/month - assumption Friday and Saturday each week




					% ports on busy days - assumption percentage of weekly ports on the busy days




					Busy hour load % - assumed percentage of busy day load during the busy hour




					TN/sec load - ((((Total annual ports * %Ports during the BMs)/(BMs))/(BDs/month))*(% ports on BD*BH load))/3600 sec




										Mid-West										2001					2002					2003					2004					2005					2006




																				66,310,000					79,572,000					95,486,400					114,583,680					137,500,416					165,000,499




																				27.2					20					20					20					20					20




																				60					65					70					75					75					75




																				30					34.6					50					50					50					50




																				80					80					80					80					80					80




																				9,548,640					14,316,594					26,736,192					34,375,104					41,250,125					49,500,150




																				2					2					2					2					2					2




																				40					40					40					40					40					40




																				22					22					22					22					22					22




																				17					17					17					17					17					17




																				12					12					12					12					12					12




																									0.716					1.337					1.719					2.063					2.475




										Mid-Atlantic										2001					2002					2003					2004					2005					2006




																				38,160,000					45,792,000					54,950,400					65,940,480					79,128,576					94,954,291




																				27.2					20					20					20					20					20




																				60					65					70					75					75					75




																				30					34.6					50					50					50					50




																				80					80					80					80					80					80




																				5,495,040					8,238,897					15,386,112					19,782,144					23,738,573					28,486,287




																				2					2					2					2					2					2




																				40					40					40					40					40					40




																				22					22					22					22					22					22




																				17					17					17					17					17					17




																				12					12					12					12					12					12




																									0.412					0.769					0.989					1.187					1.424




										Northeast										2001					2002					2003					2004					2005					2006




																				27,710,000					33,252,000					39,902,400					47,882,880					57,459,456					68,951,347




																				27.2					20					20					20					20					20




																				60					65					70					75					75					75




																				30					34.6					50					50					50					50




																				80					80					80					80					80					80




																				3,990,240					5,982,700					11,172,672					14,364,864					17,237,837					20,685,404




																				2					2					2					2					2					2




																				40					40					40					40					40					40




																				22					22					22					22					22					22




																				17					17					17					17					17					17




																				12					12					12					12					12					12




																									0.299					0.559					0.718					0.862					1.034




										Southeast										2001					2002					2003					2004					2005					2006




																				59,360,000					71,232,000					85,478,400					102,574,080					123,088,896					147,706,675




																				27.2					20					20					20					20					20




																				60					65					70					75					75					75




																				30					34.6					50					50					50					50




																				80					80					80					80					80					80




																				8,547,840					12,816,061					23,933,952					30,772,224					36,926,669					44,312,003




																				2					2					2					2					2					2




																				40					40					40					40					40					40




																				22					22					22					22					22					22




																				17					17					17					17					17					17




																				12					12					12					12					12					12




																									0.641					1.197					1.539					1.846					2.216




										Southwest										2001					2002					2003					2004					2005					2006




																				36,870,000					44,244,000					53,092,800					63,711,360					76,453,632					91,744,358




																				27.2					20					20					20					20					20




																				60					65					70					75					75					75




																				30					34.6					50					50					50					50




																				80					80					80					80					80					80




																				5,309,280					7,960,380					14,865,984					19,113,408					22,936,090					27,523,308




																				2					2					2					2					2					2




																				40					40					40					40					40					40




																				22					22					22					22					22					22




																				17					17					17					17					17					17




																				12					12					12					12					12					12




																									0.398					0.743					0.956					1.147					1.376




										Western										2001					2002					2003					2004					2005					2006




																				43,740,000					52,488,000					62,985,600					75,582,720					90,699,264					108,839,117




																				27.2					20					20					20					20					20




																				60					65					70					75					75					75




																				30					34.6					50					50					50					50




																				80					80					80					80					80					80




																				6,298,560					9,443,641					17,635,968					22,674,816					27,209,779					32,651,735




																				2					2					2					2					2					2




																				40					40					40					40					40					40




																				22					22					22					22					22					22




																				17					17					17					17					17					17




																				12					12					12					12					12					12




																									0.472					0.882					1.134					1.360					1.633
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Vendor Types for WNPO to Consider Contacting





11/12/01





Systems & Services Requiring Input from Vendors:





1. Vendors Types – Letters from WNPO have Already been Sent





a. Switch





b. Short Message Service





c. HLR





d. E911





e. STPs





f. Operator Services





2. Vendor Types – WNPO to Consider Sending Letters





a. Billing/Roaming Clearinghouse





b. Provisioning / Mediation Systems





c. Point of Sale





d. Customer Care Systems





e. Prepay





f. Voicemail





g. Handset Vendors





h. Data Services





i. OTAF





j. Directory Assistance





k. Roadside Assistance





l. Handset Insurance





m. Fraud Systems





n. CALEA





*Need to check with Mike Alshul at CTIA on anti-trust issues.
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Vendor List for FCC Vendor Readiness Letter





The following table lists the vendors whom the WNPO has contacted requesting their plans for supporting WLNP, and whether or not they have provided the WNPO with any responses.  Further, the table indicates the proposed letter format that the WNPO is requesting the FCC to send to the vendors.  There are two letter formats (Letter A and Letter B).  Letter A should be sent to MSC, HLR, and STP vendors.  Letter B should be sent to E911, Operator Services, and Short Message Service vendors.  “Letter A” and “Letter B” are denoted on the proposed letters that are attached. 





Note: The products listed for each vendor are not all inclusive of vendors’ product lines impacted by WNP.  This list is not all inclusive of vendors whose products may be impacted by WNP.





					#




					Vendor Name




					Provided Preliminary Response to WNPO Letter




					Proposed Letter Format for FCC to Send




					Product Type




					Vendor Contact Name




					Vendor Address









					1




					Motorola




					Yes




					Letter A




					MSC




					Dan Meessman 





VP Marketing & Sales




					Motorola




1701 East Golf Road (Tower #1)





Rolling Meadows, IL 60008









					




					




					




					




					




					Charles Wright





VP Engineering




					Motorola




1301 East Algonquin Road





Schaumburg, IL 60196









					2




					Lucent




					No




					Letter A




					MSC




					Michael Cooley




					Lucent Technologies




67 Whippany Rd





Room 3E-222





Whippany, New Jersey  07981-0903









					3




					Ericsson




					No




					Letter A




					MSC




					Elaine Todd




					Ericsson




111 East Capital Street, Suite 238





Jackson, Mississippi 39201









					4




					Nortel




					No




					Letter A




					MSC




					David LeClaire




					Nortel




410 Irvine Drive





Allen, Texas 75013









					5




					Nokia




					No




					Letter A




					MSC




					Jim Harper




					Nokia




6000 Connection Drive





Mail Drop M8-540





Irving, Texas 75039









					6




					Logica




					No




					Letter A




					Short Message Service Center




					Michael Ahern





Technical Business Development Manager for Mobility Products




					Logica




32 Hartwell Avenue





Lexington, Massachusetts 02421









					7




					Compaq




					No




					Letter A




					SCP/HLR




					Dave Morse










					Compaq Computer Corp




SEO building B





14408 North East 20th street





Bellevue Washington 98007-3724









					8




					Tekelec




					Yes




					Letter A




					STP




					Robert Tinsley




					Tekelec




5200 Paramount Parkway





Morrisville, NC 27560









					9




					Bell South




					No




					Letter B




					E911 Hybrid-NCAS Phase I solution and project management for T2 markets




					Karen Nurkiewicz




					BellSouth Telecommunications





675 West Peachtree





Room 34A35





Atlanta GA 30375









					10




					Intrado (formerly SCC)




					No




					Letter B




					E911 NCAS Phase I solution and project management for T1 markets




					Lorraine Hoover




					Intrado




6285 Lookout Rd





Boulder Co 80205









					11




					Sema




					Yes




					Letter B




					Short Message Service Center




					Heather Forrester










					SEMA Telecoms




515 Consumers Rd., Suite 600, 





Toronto, Ontario M2J 4Z2
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November 13, 2001









Date: XXXX, 2001





To: Company’s Name





Attn: President’s Name





Address





City




Dear President/CEO Name:




The Wireless Testing Subcommittee (WTSC), a sub-committee of the North American Numbering Council’s (NANC) Local Number Portability Administration Working Group, has been preparing a national inter-carrier test plan to meet the FCC’s November 24, 2002 mandate for Wireless Number Portability (WNP).  In September, the WTSC sent a letter to your company requesting the completion of a questionnaire by October 31, 2001 to determine the readiness of the wireless industry to perform inter-carrier testing, and further requesting your company’s participation in the WTSC meetings.  To date, the WTSC has not received a completed questionnaire from your company, and/or has not had representation from your company at the WTSC meetings.





The FCC is requesting that you fill in the attached questionnaire and return it along with the name of your company’s number portability Single Point of Contact (SPOC), by XXXXXX, 2001.  Additionally, the FCC requests that your company attend the WTSC meetings in person or via the meeting conference bridge.  





The benefits of participating in the WTSC are vast; from analyzing the baseline test plan, networking with other carriers, scheduling test dates with other service providers, and working on solutions for common industry issues.  All carriers, large and small, will benefit from participating in this industry committee.





Further, the FCC along with the wireless industry, would appreciate the value that a representative from your company would add to the discussion of issues related to wireless number portability and requests your attendance at the regularly scheduled monthly Wireless Number Portability Operations team (WNPO) meetings.  The WNPO has been tasked by the Wireless Number Portability Sub-committee to address the implementation issues specific to the wireless industry and ensure that wireless providers have a clearly defined path for the implementation of wireless number portability. 





WTSC and WNPO meeting schedules are posted on the Number Portability Administration Center (NPAC) website at www.npac.com (click on Wireless).  Many other important documents are posted on the NPAC website; including FCC Reports and Orders, WNP Specification/Requirements, NPAC agreement, WNP Test Plan, Intercarrier Communications Process, meeting dates and agendas, past meeting minutes, and much more.





It is imperative, for porting to be successful, that all carriers test their switch networks, back office systems, and their “Inter-carrier Communications Process” within the testing timeline.  Inter-carrier portability testing is currently scheduled to start in April 1, 2002 and be completed in mid-September 2002.  Your company’s input is greatly appreciated and vitally important to the successful implementation of WNP, and the FCC looks forward to receiving your responses.





Sincerely,





XXXXX




FCC





W/questionnaire attachment 








_1068252008.doc



FCC – Common Carrier Bureau





XXXX




Washington D.C. XXXXX




October 19, 2001





Vendor A





Address




Dear XXXXXX,





In June, the Wireless Number Portability Operations team (WNPO) sent a letter to your company requesting information regarding your company’s plans to support Phase II of Wireless Number Portability.  Written responses to this letter were requested by June 29, 2001.  Wireless service providers continue their efforts to plan for the support of wireless number portability as mandated by FCC Docket No. 95-116 and related rulings.  The WNPO has been tasked by the Wireless Number Portability Subcommittee to address the implementation issues specific to the wireless industry and ensure that wireless providers have a clearly defined path for the implementation of wireless number portability.  Since your company is a major vendor to the wireless industry, your company’s input is vitally important to the completion of this task.





Wireless service providers may need to acquire additional hardware and/or software to meet this mandate.  Further, service provider to service provider testing was scheduled to begin in October of 2001.  This testing is heavily reliant upon wireless service providers understanding how and when vendors will support wireless number portability.





Please send written responses detailing the release level, general availability date, number portability issues addressed in the release, and specifically how the solution addresses the following: 





· MIN/MDN separation





· Handling of incoming calls routed using LRN 





· Supporting cause value 26 (misrouted call to a ported number) 





· Supporting per-trunk group CCPN capability checking for outgoing call (signals CdPN instead of LRN, number not translated indication)





Please provide the written responses on or before November 5th to:





XXXXX




FCC – Common Carrier Bureau





XXXX




Washington D.C. XXXXX




cc:





James Grasser





2000 West Ameritech Center Drive





Location:3F75C





Hoffman Estates, Illinois 60195





And email a soft copy to:  XXXXXXX, james.n.grasser@cingular.com, and bbrown@telecorp1.com




In addition, the FCC’s Common Carrier Bureau requests that a representative from your company attend the WNPO’s November meeting, which will be held in Kansas City on November 12th and 13th for the purpose of discussing your written responses.  Please RSVP to Jim Grasser and Brigitte Brown, co-chairs of the WNPO, at james.n.grasser@cingular.com and bbrown@telecorp1.com, by November 5th for inclusion on the November WNPO agenda.





Further, the Common Carrier Bureau, along with the wireless industry, request that a representative from your company contribute to the implementation of Wireless Number Portability through participation at the regularly scheduled monthly meetings.  Information regarding the monthly WNPO team meetings can be found at www.npac.com.





Sincerely,





XXXXX




FCC Common Carrier Bureau





--LETTER A--
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WIRELESS NUMER PORTABILITY TIMELINE





REVISION





The wireless industry, through the Wireless Number Portability Operations team, a sub-committee of the NANC, has revised the timeline for wireless number portability which was forwarded to the FCC last year.  While the wireless industry is working toward the November 24, 2002 implementation date for wireless number portability (and pooling), this revised timeline more accurately depicts the work yet to be completed and the timeframes available to complete that work.





The following matrix provides a brief comparison of the original and revised timelines. 





					Original Timeline




					EVENT




					Revised Timeline









					Complete – 04/01




					Inter-Carrier Communications Process




					Not shown - complete









					Complete – 04/00




					Functional Specifications




					Complete by 12/01









					05/00 thru 01/01




					System Development




					Complete by 02/02









					02/01 thru 04/01




					Internal End-to-End Testing




					02/02 thru 04/02









					05/01 thru 09/01




					NPAC Turn-up Testing




					Complete by 04/02









					Complete by 09/01




					Inter-carrier test coordination and logistics




					Complete by 04/02









					10/01 thru 05/02




					Inter-carrier testing




					04/02 thru 09/02









					06/02 thru 08/02




					Deployment




					09/02 thru 10/15/02









					09/02 thru 11/24/02




					Final Adjustments




					10/15/02 thru 11/24/02














New Timeline Narrative:





The Inter-carrier Communications Process (ICP) is complete to the point that a high-tech interface (CORBA IDL) has been defined and documented.  Work in still underway to define a fax interface, but testing is not prevented by the absence of this interface.  Due to the amount of work completed, the ICP is no longer shown on the timeline.





Service providers must complete their functional specifications by the beginning of December and are dependant on vendors having their WNP products complete prior to that date.  Even if all vendor products are available and functional specifications are complete by the beginning of December, that only leaves two months to complete system development and unit and system testing.  System Development, including unit and system testing, must be completed by the beginning of February, 2002.  Some of this work may occur concurrently with the writing of functional specifications. 





Internal end-to-end testing cannot begin until all system development is complete and tested because all functionality must be tested by porting numbers internally in a test environment.  Two months have been allotted for internal end-to-end testing.





.





During the period of System Development and Internal End-to-End testing, wireless service providers must also complete the “new entrant” testing with the NPAC.  In addition, although the inter-carrier test plan is complete, inter-carrier test logistics and coordination must take place between the service providers who will be testing in selected MSAs.  These steps must be completed by the first of April, 2002 since they are all requirements for participation in inter-carrier testing.





Inter-carrier testing is now scheduled to occur between the first of April and the first of September, 2002.  This is nearly a 50% reduction in the timeframe from the original timeline, but is all the time that is available to still allow time for Deployment and Final Adjustments (roughly 45 days each) and implement on the mandated date of 11/24/02.
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Ms. Dorothy Atwood





Chief, Common Carrier Bureau





445 12th St. SW





Washington, DC    20554





Date:  October 31, 2001





Dear Ms Atwood:





The purpose of this letter is to provide notice to the FCC of wireless number portability implementation issues that have been identified by the Wireless Number Portability Operations (WNPO) team.  This letter describes actions that have been taken by the WNPO and wireless industry members to address these issues and requests the help and support of the FCC to ensure a successful implementation of wireless number portability.  





The Wireless Number Portability Operations Team wishes to inform the FCC of changes to the wireless number portability (WNP) implementation timeline originally submitted to the FCC in the Technical, Operational, and Implementation Requirements document dated September 2000.   The revised timeline is attached; the major changes are described below:





· Ongoing service provider functional specifications to be completed by January 1, 2002.





· Service provider system development of back office systems, network systems, separation of MIN and MDN, and development of service interoperability to be completed by February 1, 2002.





· Internal testing of the network and back office systems between February 1, 2002 and April 1, 2002.





· NPAC turn-up testing deadline extended until April 1, 2002, although the NPAC will continue to support turn-up testing for service providers who request support after April 2002.





· Inter-carrier testing to begin April 1, 2002 and be completed by mid-September 2002.





· Deployment from September 1, 2002 to October 15, 2002.





These timeline revisions are necessary due to the following reasons:





· Switch and network component vendors unable to provide upgrades for WNP until after October 2001 and possibly not until after May 2002





· Back office (OSS) system vendors unable to provide system upgrades for WNP until after October 2001 and possibly not until after May 2002





· Many non-participating providers in the top 100 MSAs have yet to identify their test readiness.





Following are the actions that have already been taken in order to identify and address these issues and concerns. 





· Both the CTIA and the WNPO have sent letters to vendors requesting confirmation that hardware and software supporting Local Number Portability Phase 2 call delivery and the separation of the MIN and MDN will be available in time for inter-carrier testing.  Three vendors replied to the WNPO letters and just one vendor replied to the CTIA letter.





· Only three companies have completed the mandatory “New Entrant” testing with NeuStar.  This testing is required in order to connect a SOA and/or LSMS to an NPAC database. 





· Of the 72 wireless service providers identified by the WNPO as having licenses to provide service in the top 100 MSAs, contact information was found for about 40.  Of the 72, about 14% attend the Wireless Testing Sub-Committee, a sub-committee of the WNPO.  Of the 14% who attend, most are reluctant to commit to a testing schedule due to uncertainty about the availability of hardware and software to support LNP Phase 2 call delivery and the separation of the MIN and MDN. While testing has not been specifically ordered for LNP Phase 2, there are major impacts not only to wireless service providers, but also to wireline carriers.  As November 24, 2002 approaches, there will be less time for testing, which may result in an increased risk of problems when LNP Phase 2 is implemented.





· The WNPO sent a letter to the NANC informing them of these issues, and discussed them at the October 16, 2001 NANC meeting.  This resulted in the NANC sending the FCC a letter dated XX/XX/XX.





Per the revised timeline, in order to ensure a timely implementation of LNP Phase 2 call delivery and the separation of MIN and MDN vendor hardware and software solutions must be available no later than December 1, 2001.  As the vendors have not given significant response to inquiries by both CTIA and the WNPO, the WNPO is requesting the help of the FCC.  Attached are two draft letters for which the WNPO requests the Common Carrier Bureau issue, under the authority of the FCC, to the vendors that have previously been contacted by the WNPO (see attached vendor matrix).  If vendors fail to provide the necessary information and support by December 1, 2001, the implementation timeline will have to be further compressed, and the risk to successful implementation of wireless number portability increases.





Additionally, the WNPO is requesting the FCC’s help in gaining participation from all wireless service providers within the Top 100 MSAs at the industry meetings addressing the implementation of wireless number portability.  Attached is a draft letter for which the WNPO requests the Common Carrier Bureau issue, under the authority of the FCC, to all wireless service providers within the Top 100 MSAs.  Contact information for 40 of those service providers is also attached.  Without the full participation from all wireless service providers within the Top 100 MSAs, the success of 1) the inter-carrier testing, 2) the ubiquitous separation of the MIN and MDN, and 3) the implementation of wireless number portability are at risk.





Sincerely,





James Grasser and Brigitte Brown





Co-chairs of the Wireless Number Portability Operations team (WNPO)
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WNPO DECISION/RECOMMENDATION MATRIX


2/9/02


			Item #


			Date Logged


			Recommend Chg to Reqs


			Major Topic


			Decisions/Recommendations





			0001






			10/9/01


			Yes


			Time Stamp on SV Create


			The WNPO decided that for an inter-species port (between wireless and wireline) the time stamp on an SV create sent to the NPAC must be set to zero.  For wireless-to-wireless SV creates, specific times can be set.  There are still some operational problems associated with the time stamps today, and they may be exacerbated with the introduction of wireless porting.





			0002


			10/9/01


			Yes


			Type 1 Trunk Conversion


			Recommend that project management processes be put in place for Type 1 trunk conversions.





			0003


			12/10/01


			Yes


			BFR Contact Information


			Sending the BFR form to the recipient contact information in the WNPO BFR Matrix or the LERG contact information guarantees that you have made the request for another service provider to support long-term Local Number Portability (LNP) and open ALL codes for porting within specified Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs) and the specified wireline switch CLLI (Common Language Location Identifier) codes.  The intended recipient is responsible for opening the necessary codes for porting.  It is the recipient’s responsibility for ensuring that the contact information in the WNPO BFR Matrix and/or the LERG is correct.  





			0004


			12/10/01


			Yes


			N-1 Carrier Methodology Clarification


			The N-1 carrier (i.e. company) is responsible for performing the dip, not the N-1 switch.  If there is a locally terminated call then the originating carrier needs to perform the dip, because they cannot be sure whether the tandem switch belongs to the N-1 carrier or the N carrier (terminating carrier).  For all local terminations the originating carrier needs to perform the dip, however, for any calls going through an IXC the IXC must perform the dip.  Following are examples that were discussed:  



a) Wireless to a ported local wireless – the originating wireless carrier should perform the dip (unless they intend to default route and pay the terminating carrier to perform the dip for them).



b) Wireless to a ported local wireline – the originating wireless carrier should perform the dip, since they cannot be sure whether a tandem switch belongs to a different carrier than the terminating switch (unless they intend to default route and pay the terminating carrier to perform the dip for them).





			0005


			1/7/02


			Yes


			BFR Requirements


			The NRO 3rd Report & Order, released on 12/28/01, clarified that BFRs (Bonafide Requests) are not needed within top 100 MSAs – all codes within the top 100 MSAs must be open for porting by 11/24/02.  This applies to both wireline and wireless SPs.





			0006


			1/9/02


			Yes


			Sufficient Testing Prior to Turn-Up


			Service providers must sufficiently test all equipment prior to turning it up in production.  If service providers are unable to complete sufficient testing they should not turn up equipment that is not ready for production use. 





			0007


			2/4/02


			Yes


			Database Query Priority


			Number portability queries should be performed prior to HLR queries for call originations on a wireless MSC.





			0008


			


			


			Major Recommendations from CTIA Report on WNP Version 2.0


			(JIM TO INSERT ITEMS FROM CTIA REPORT)
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WNPO Monthly Meeting Minutes



December 10 & 11, 2001         New Orleans - NeuStar






Attendance:



			Name


			Company


			Name


			Company





			Jim Grasser


			Cingular Wireless


			Brigitte Brown


			TeleCorp PCS





			Anne Cummins


			AT&T Wireless


			Gary Sacra


			Verizon





			Scotty Parish


			AllTel


			Kathleen Tedrick


			Sprint





			Marcel Champagne


			NeuStar


			Rosemary Emmer


			Nextel





			Ron Steen


			Bell South


			Ron Stutheit


			Evolving Systems





			Jean Anthony


			Telecom Software


			Jeff Adrian


			Sprint PCS





			H.L. Gowda


			AT&T


			Patricia Smith


			Voicestream Wireless





			Karen Mulberry


			WorldCom


			Chris Duckett-Brown


			Verizon Wireless





			Maggie Lee


			Illuminet


			Stephen Addicks


			WorldCom





			Jason Lee


			WorldCom


			Julie Neumann


			AT&T Wireless





			Patrick Lockett


			Sprint


			Gene Johnston


			NeuStar





			Tracy Frank


			Business Edge Solutions


			Melissa Flicek


			Nextel Partners





			Robert Jones


			U.S. Cellular


			Colleen Flury


			AT&T Wireless





			Denise Thomas


			WorldCom


			Linda Godfrey


			Verizon Wireless





			Charlotte Holden


			U.S. Cellular


			Anna Miller 


			Voicestream Wireless





			John Malyar


			Telcordia


			


			





			Participants Via the Conference Bridge:


			


			





			Dave Cochran


			BellSouth


			Dennis Rose


			CHR Solutions





			Mark Wood


			Cingular Wireless


			Liz Coakley


			SBC Wireline





			Dave Garner


			Qwest 


			Jennifer Gory


			Altell





			Sheryl Gordon


			Altell


			Rick Dressner


			Sprint PCS





			Lonnie Keck


			AT&T Wireless


			Steve Hallbauer


			CHR Solutions





			Mary Brien


			Sprint PCS


			Kirby ?


			Sprint








Meeting Minutes:



Introductions and Agenda Review


Introductions were made and the agenda reviewed.



Reviewed Minutes from Previous Month



Team identified the following changes that need to be made to the November 2001 minutes:



1) The two references to “9/16/01” need to be changed to “9/16/02”.



2) Under “NPAC’s Readiness for Wireless Portability – Patrick Lockett” make the following change:  



Replace 


“One team member commented that NeuStar provides help desk support 24 hours/day and that as carrier revenues increase it supports the increased staffing of the help desk.”  



with 



“In response to concerns expressed over increased charges for extended Help Desk operating hours, Steve Addicks (WorldCom) pointed out that one should not assume there necessarily is an additional charge for extended Help Desk operating hours due to wireless porting.  This is because the Help Desk is largely funded by porting transaction charges and this revenue stream is increased by the same activities driving the need for longer Help Desk operating hours.”


ACTION: Modify the November 2001 minutes and email updated version to the team. (Brigitte Brown)



Introduction of New Business Items:


1) NANC Updates:



a) The WNPO does not have authorization from the NANC to send a letter to the FCC regarding the updated implementation timeline and stating the issues that have caused delays in inter-carrier testing.



b) The WNPO does not have authorization from the NANC to send a letter to vendors requesting input on their ability to support porting and pooling.



c) Any letter written by the WNPO must go through NANC approval before being sent out.



d) The NANC indicated that individual companies with concerns or issues should send letters directly to the FCC and vendors.  



e) [image: image1.wmf]CTIA Ltr to FCC



CTIA sent a letter to the FCC on 11/21/01 (attached below) reiterating the concerns that the WNPO had communicated to NANC in October 2001.  CTIA’s letter also referenced the letter that NANC sent to the FCC on 11/20/01.
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Revised Implementation Timeline:



a) The revised timeline that was discussed at the November 2001 meeting (attached below) will need to be further revised.



b) WTSC Input:



i) At the December WTSC meeting there was reluctance by the team to agree upon a new testing timeline.



ii) The WTSC has indicated that at least 6 weeks of testing will be required for each region and a new region should begin testing every three weeks (overlapping regions).



c) One team member stated that they did not believe that inter-carrier testing would be needed for pooling.  Other team members disagreed.  The WTSC considered what would be required for number pooling inter-carrier testing (in isolation of porting testing).  The ICP testing would be eliminated, however the network testing would remain.  The WTSC does not feel that removing porting would change the testing dates for pooling.  



d) ACTION: Jim Grasser and Brigitte Brown will further revise the implementation timeline for discussion at the January WNPO meeting.  There is no NANC meeting in December, so the timeline that will be discussed at the January WNPO meeting can also be presented at the January NANC meeting.



3) Wireline to Wireless Reseller Flows – Contribution from Anne Cummins


Team discussed the contribution from Anne Cummins proposing that the wireless reseller porting model (as approved by NANC) be used for ports between wireless and wireline resellers.  The contribution is attached below.  Below are some of the points made during the discussion and the action items that were identified:



a) Background:


i) On 08/07/01 the LNPA voted to accept the NNPO's proposed process flows comprised of only Option B (Network SP to Network SP flows) and recommend it as an industry standard for wireline to wireline reseller ports.  


ii) In September of 2000 the WNPSC sent the to the NANC the Wireless LNP Technical, Operational, and Implementation Requirement Document for approval.  The NANC approved the report and sent it forward to the FCC.  In the report the wireless industry established the wireless to wireless reseller porting process.  In this process the reseller is responsible for the ICP/pre-port process and the new reseller tells the facilities-based provider to send a notification to the NPAC.  Wireless resellers do not share any account information with the facilities based wireless provider.


iii) The two flows are the exact opposite of each other - therefore porting process between wireline and wireless resellers must be determined.



b) Anne Cummin’s Recommendation:



i) Wireless facility based service providers cannot send the LSR/WPR forward to the old facility based service provider because the reseller's subscriber account information is considered by the reseller to be proprietary.  As a consequence the information is never shared with the facility based service provider.  



ii) Since the LSR/WPR purpose is to validate account information the reseller must have the capability of sending the LSR/WPR and receiving the FOC/WPR. Without this capability their customers would not be able to port.


iii) Recommendation:  For ports between wireless and wireline resellers use the wireless reseller porting model.


c) One SP suggested that the wireless-to-wireless reseller flows be changed, however, it was determined that modifications to that process should not be entertained at this time as they were previously defined by the WNPSC in May 2000 and approved by NANC in September 2000.  That SP was represented at the NANC meetings where the process was discussed and approved.  So the focus is now on the wireline to wireless reseller flows and not the wireless to wireless flows.


d) WorldCom and Sprint indicated their desire to use the wireline reseller flows for the wireline to wireless reseller flows.



e) There are two types of reseller ports: a) one reseller can port all of their numbers to another facilities-based provider, or b) one customer of the reseller wants to port to another provider.


f) Charles Ryburn suggested that this issue get opened up as a PIM at the LNPA WG.   


g) ACTION: Open a PIM at the LNPA WG on updating the NANC flows and narratives to a) add flows for wireless resellers and b) review the narratives for existing flows to ensure they are compatible with wireless business models. (Jim Grasser)  


h) ACTION: WNPO to work on updating the NANC flows and narratives to a) add flows for wireless resellers and b) review the narratives for existing flows to ensure they are compatible with wireless business models and then forward it to the LNPA WG.
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Update from NeuStar:



1) Three SPs have completed their turn up testing (Cingular, Illuminet, and Sprint).  Six more have submitted requests to NeuStar for the testing, but have not provided dates yet.



2) ACTION:  Team member asked that NeuStar look into how many providers requested a test date that NeuStar could not support due to release 3.1 activities. (Gene Johnston)  



3) ACTION:  NeuStar to provide the number of SPs who have established a profile with NeuStar. (Gene Johnston)



4) Release 3.1:



a) Two LSMS providers have completed testing.



b) Ten providers are scheduled to test.



c) Seven have not registered yet.



d) There are a total of 19 that need to test in the Northeast region.



5) NeuStar confirmed with the FCC that there are 102 MSAs in the pooling rollout (the original 100 specified for porting, plus two additional ones).   ACTION:  Gene Johnston will provide the additional two MSAs required for pooling and Jim Grasser will distribute the information to the team.



6) Gustavo Hannecke is no longer with NeuStar.  



Wireless Testing Subcommittee (WTSC) Update:



1) At the December WTSC meeting, many carriers indicated they would not be ready for inter-carrier testing in April 2002.  The WTSC is asking carriers to submit test markets and dates to be complied into a matrix.  It appears as though testing will not be as structured as originally anticipated.  Carriers are going to submit markets for testing on a case-by-case basis.  



2) One wireline carrier stated that it needs to know what testing the WTSC is planning and stated that if the testing is done sporadically, it will be much more difficult to coordinate.  The WNPO questioned whether the WTSC participants understand that wireline will need a testing schedule to ensure they can participate.  The WTSC indicated that it would like to have a schedule, but participants are now becoming hesitant to agree and commit to dates.  The WTSC raised this issue up to the WNPO.  The WNPO requested for the WTSC to provide the latest testing start date that is being communicated at the WTSC.



3) On an MSA by MSA basis, inter-species testing will begin after wireless-to-wireless testing is conducted.



4) Some carriers indicated to the WTSC that they may possibly begin ICP testing in January, however no definite dates were provided.



5) The WNPO asked whether there is a mechanism for updating test schedules once dates are provided.  The WTSC plans to develop a matrix to capture each carrier’s test schedule.  



6) The WTSC considered what would be required for number pooling inter-carrier testing (in isolation of porting testing).  The ICP testing would be eliminated, however the network testing would remain.  Therefore the WTSC does not feel that removing porting would change the testing dates for pooling.  



7) The next WTSC meeting will be in Orlando, FL in January 2002.



Bonafide Request Form (BFR) Checklist & Sample Form



The team reviewed a draft BFR checklist and sample form (attached below) to be completed by wireless carriers requesting that other wireless OR wireline service providers support long-term Local Number Portability (LNP) and open all codes for porting within specified Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs).  The team agreed that since the wireless industry has to implement portability using a flash-cut approach (instead of a phased approach like wireline) all a SP’s codes within designated MSAs should be opened for porting at one time. 


The team reviewed a copy of a BFR form that is currently in use by wireline service providers today.  The wireline service providers agreed that the only additional piece of information that they would require (above and beyond what was listed in the draft BFR form) is the wireline switch CLLI (Common Language Location Identifier) code.  Those wireline service providers also confirmed that neither rate centers nor NPA NXXs need to be specified.  The team agreed that one form should be used for requests being made of both wireless and wireline providers.



The team decided that a WNPO BFR Contact Matrix should be created with all the most up-to-date service provider contact information (which will be posted on the NPAC website under WNPO).  Requestors completing the form should first refer to this WNPO BFR Contact Matrix for the intended recipient’s contact information.  If the intended recipient has not provided this contact information to the WNPO, then the requestor should refer to the contact information in the LERG.  It is the responsibility of the intended recipient carrier to ensure that their contact information is up to date.  This contact information can also be specified in the SLAs between individual service providers as well.



ACTION: All service providers to email Jim Grasser their contact information for BFR requests by COB Wednesday 12/19/01 (include company name, contact name, contact’s address, contact’s phone number, contact’s fax number, contact’s email address).



ACTION: Jim Grasser to compile the WNPO BFR Contact Matrix and post it on the NPAC website (under WNPO).  



Sending the BFR form to the recipient contact information in the WNPO BFR Matrix or the LERG contact information guarantees that you have made the request, and the intended recipient is responsible for opening the necessary codes for porting.  It is the recipient’s responsibility for ensuring that the contact information in the WNPO BFR Matrix and/or the LERG is correct.  ACTION: Add the preceding information to the WNPO Decision/Recommendation matrix. (Brigitte Brown)



ACTION: All service providers to ensure that their contact information in the LERG is up to date.



Following are the changes the team requested (which have been incorporated in the attached document below):



Changes to the BFR Form:



a) Include a section for wireline switch CLLI codes to be specified.



b) Clarify that for a wireless recipient the CLLI code information does not have to be completed (only the MSAs need to be specified).



c) In the purpose emphasize that ALL codes must be opened for porting within the specified MSAs and wireline switch CLLI codes.


d) Add to the form that the requestor should use the contact information in the WNPO BFR Contact Matrix, and if that service provider’s contact information is no listed then use the contact information in the LERG.



e) Reference the FCC mandate.



f) In the “Actions Required of the Recipient” section emphasize the word “all” in the following statements:



i) For all currently released codes, and those to be released at any future time, within the designated U.S. Census Bureau MSAs and wireline switch CLLI codes (where applicable), open all for porting within the LERG.



ii) For all currently released codes, and those to be released at any future time, within the designated U.S. Census Bureau MSAs and wireline switch CLLI codes (where applicable), open all for porting within the NPAC (Number Portability Administration Center).



Changes to the BFR Checklist page:



a) Can you set up an effective date in LERG requests to open codes for porting?  YES.



b) Once a code is open for porting in the LERG and NPAC, can that status ever be changed in the future? (This relates to step 1 and 2) YES.


c) Look throughout the FCC orders for the need to prove the potential to port-in customers within the designated area.  THERE IS NO REQUIREMENT FOR PROOF.


d) Look into whether requests outside the Top 100 MSAs can be made in February 2002, or if they cannot be made until 11/25/02. CAN MAKE A REQUEST FOR MSAs OUTSIDE THE TOP 100, BUT THE CLOCK DOES NOT START TICKING UNTIL AFTER 11/24/02.


e) Mention the requirement for CLLI codes.



Clarifications made:



· The clarification was made that if codes are pooling capable, then they are also porting capable.  



· If a SP’s codes are in the designated MSA, but its switches are outside of that MSA, it will still have to open those switches.



· Team member stated that there is not a standardized form currently being used across wireline carriers.
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NPAC Tuneables:



The team reviewed the system tuneables document attached below and agreed upon the following settings.  (Note: these settings can be changed in the future if the team deems it necessary)



1) Short Initial Concurrence Window – leave as is – 1 business hour.



2) Short Final Concurrence Window – leave as is – 1 business hour.



3) Short Conflict Resolution New Service Provider Restriction – leave as is – 6 business hours.  Team members clarified that the OSP puts it into conflict (not the NSP), and that it can stay in conflict for a maximum of 30 days.  



4) Short Cancellation Initial Concurrence Window – leave as is – 9 business hours.



5) Short Cancellation Final Concurrence Window – leave as is – 9 business hours.



6) Long Business Day Duration – After some discussion, the majority of the team agreed to leave this Tuneable as is at 12 calendar hours (with one SP opposed).  During the discussion some SPs expressed a desire to elongate the duration to 14 or 24 hours due to numerous activations being expected outside of a 12-hour period.  Elongating this timeframe would require additional staffing on the part of both SPs and the NPAC.



7) Long Business Day Start Time – The majority of the team agreed to set the start time to 9am (by each regional time zone), so that the Long Business Day would run from 9am to 9pm (by each regional time zone).  The same SP, which opposed the 12-hour day duration, also indicated that 9am to 9pm was not what it was hoping to achieve.



8) Long Business Days – team agreed to setting this to Sunday through Saturday.
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Team members clarified that wireline SPs use short business days with long timers, and wireless SPs would use long business days with short timers.



Maintenance Windows:



The maintenance windows are based on central time across the country (i.e. they do not vary by region).



1) Standard Weekly 6-Hour SP Maintenance Window – The WNPO agreed upon midnight to 6am central time on Sunday mornings.  ACTION: The WNPO will propose a standard maintenance window of midnight to 6am (central) on Sunday mornings to the LNPA Working Group (Jim Grasser).  Two items that were brought up during the discussion include:



a) A study was conducted for the LLC which demonstrated that the number of activations during the holiday season on Sundays for wireless SPs was greater than wireline activations on any other day of the week.  So, even though wireless activations on Sundays represented only 5% of the total, it was still greater than any other day for wireline.  



b) Starting the maintenance window at midnight central time would only cause a problem in Hawaii for 6 months out of the year because that state does not participate in daylight savings (i.e. there is only a 4 hour difference for 6 months out of the year).



2) Extended Monthly SP Maintenance Window – The WNPO agreed upon an 11-hour window from midnight to 11am central time on the first Sunday of every month.  ACTION: The WNPO will propose midnight to 11am central the first Sunday of every month to the LNPA Working Group for the extended SP maintenance window (Jim Grasser).  Following are some of the items that were discussed:



a) Currently the extended SP maintenance window is 12 hours long from 6am to 6pm central.  



b) Illuminet would have preferred a 12-hour extended SP maintenance window from midnight to noon central.



c) NeuStar uses the first 6 hours of the current extended maintenance window for their maintenance activities (i.e. 6am to noon central).  



d) Some hardware or software upgrades require at least 12 hours.  If SPs need more than the current 12-hour period, then carriers must notify NeuStar in advance and NeuStar will send out a notification to all SPs.



e) Wireline SPs do a lot of complex ports on Saturday and Saturday nights, so they do not want the maintenance window to start any earlier than midnight on Sunday morning.  



3) Should Timers Run During the SP Maintenance Windows?


The WNPO decided that the timers should run during the SP maintenance windows, and it will be expected that SPs will agree not to port during the maintenance windows.  Following are some points made during the discussion:



a) The timers run during the business hours and with the addition of Sundays from 9am to 9pm there will be an overlap between the business hours and the extended SP maintenance window.   This was not an issue with wireline SPs because timers did not run on Sundays.



b) If timers are running during SP maintenance windows then timers will expire while SPs are not able to process ports.  If the timers continue to run and the OSP does not know that they have a port request, the impact is minimal because the NSP can activate a new handset for the customer.  If the NSP is down, then the impact is greater.



c) A major benefit of not running timers during the SP maintenance window is that it would pose less risk for a SP coming back online – there would be no risk that there were changes in the database while they were offline.  However, not running timers during the SP maintenance window would require a change order with the NPAC, as well as changes to SOA software.  There is a possibility that the NPAC could manually change the timer settings once a month to accommodate the extended SP maintenance window, however, the team did not believe this to be a suitable option.



d) The maintenance hours will be known ahead of time, so SPs could agree to a porting timeframe of longer than 2.5 hours to accommodate the maintenance windows.   SPs need to include this in their Service Level Agreements (SLAs) with other SPs.  This would allow the timers to run during the maintenance windows and would not require a change order for the NPAC.



4) NPAC Maintenance Window 


A discussion of the NPAC maintenance window has been tabled until agreement is reached at the LNPA Working Group on the SP maintenance windows proposed by the WNPO.



The NPAC maintenance window will need to be sometime during the SP maintenance window.  If the NPAC maintenance window hours are changed, it may require a contract change.



5) Maintenance Window & Tuneable Timeframes Across Regions


a) Maintenance is currently set to central time for all regions.  A team member questioned whether the maintenance window should vary by region, instead of being set to central time for all regions.  Other team members stated that some SPs use the same system across regions, so it is easier to use central time across all regions for maintenance.  



b) Business day hours differ by the time zone for each region.  The predominant time zone for each region is used.  ACTION: Need a contribution documenting the regional time zones for discussion in January. (Jim Grasser & Brigitte Brown)  ACTION: SPs to be prepared to discuss having the business timers differ by region, regardless of what the time zone for an area within the region might be.


Contract Revision for NPAC Personnel Working Sundays & Longer Business Days:



A revision is needed in the NPAC contract to address business days starting to include Sundays and business days covering an additional two hours per day (wireline business days are 7am to 7pm and wireless will be 9am to 9pm, so the NPAC will need to cover 7am to 9pm).  



The team discussed with the effective date for the changes to the Tuneables and maintenance windows (Note: the effective date  for the Tuneables changes should be considered separately from the effective date for the maintenance window changes).  Some team members indicated their belief that the changes should become effective at the beginning of November 2002 in order to accommodate intra-service provider ports and Type 1 trunk conversions.  Others indicated that those types of activities may occur as early as the Soft-Launch date of 9/1/02.    Team members indicated that they did not know of a specification in the mandate stating that SPs could not port before 11/24/02. One team member stated that if a SP wants to start porting on 9/1/02 it would have to provide notice 9 months ahead of time to the OSPs.  SPs who do not roam might be able to begin porting earlier.  



ACTION: All team members to determine what the effective date should be for the tuneables changes.



ACTION: All team members to determine what the effective date should be for the maintenance window changes.



ACTION:  WNPO to write a letter to the LLC indicating the recommendation for the maintenance windows and Tuneables.  Before the letter can be sent effective dates must be finalized and there must be agreement at the LNPA WG on the settings and dates. (Jim Grasser)



NPDB Capacity & Throughput Models – Maggie Lee’s & Anne Cummin’s Contributions:



Team reviewed and compared the number portability database capacity model (contributed by Maggie Lee) and the number portability throughput model (contributed by Anne Cummins).  Following is the rough comparison:



Period
Maggie’s Data (in M)
Anne’s Wireless Pooled Data (in M)



4Q01
23.4


0



4Q02
56


(not available)



4Q03
82


11.3



4Q04
88


17.1




4Q05
97


19.4



4Q06
108


21.8



Assumptions:



a) Both sets of numbers are cumulative.



b) Maggie’s data includes both wireless & wireline ported volumes (wireline data includes pooled data, but Maggie’s wireless data does not).



c) Anne’s data is wireless pooled data only.



d) Need to sum the two to get the total NPDB capacity.



Anne’s data does not agree with Maggie’s model of wireless ported numbers.  Anne’s data indicates a total of  80M ported wireless numbers by 2006 (about double what Maggie has).  



Gene Johnston provided forecast growth figures for Anne to use.  The growth rates flatten out from 2005 to 2006 at 4.3%.



Anne’s numbers include churn as her model represents throughput.  



ACTION: Anne Cummins will revise the number portability throughput model assumptions to be sent out for discussion in January.



ACTION: Maggie Lee to add Anne Cummin’s wireless pooling data to the totals derived from her model for appropriate NPDB sizing assumptions.  To be reviewed in January.



ACTION: Maggie Lee to go back and revise the capacity model to try to sync up with Anne’s numbers.  Maggie will also verify the assumptions of the model (e.g. whether the numbers include new adds).  For discussion at January meeting.



LLC Letter – NPAC Release 3.1 Rollout:



Dave Garner confirmed that the LLC would not change the rollout order of the regions, and therefore the WNPO will not be sending the LLC a letter with that request.  



N-1 Carrier Methodology:



At the October 2001 WNPO meeting the team clarified that:  



“The N-1 carrier (i.e. company) is responsible for performing the dip, not the N-1 switch.  If there is a locally terminated call then the originating carrier needs to perform the dip, because they cannot be sure whether the tandem switch belongs to the N-1 carrier or the N carrier (terminating carrier).  For all local terminations the originating carrier needs to perform the dip, however, for any calls going through an IXC the IXC must perform the dip.  Following are examples that were discussed:  



a) Wireless to a ported local wireless – the originating wireless carrier should perform the dip (unless they intend to default route and pay the terminating carrier to perform the dip for them).



b) Wireless to a ported local wireline – the originating wireless carrier should perform the dip, since they cannot be sure whether a tandem switch belongs to a different carrier than the terminating switch (unless they intend to default route and pay the terminating carrier to perform the dip for them).”


At the December 2001 WNPO meeting the team agreed that any recommendations or clarifications on this topic should be included in the WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix.  One team member was concerned with the wording to be used in the matrix.  He stated that in an intra-LATA wireless-to-wireless call scenario, if there is not a direct interconnection between wireless SP A and wireless SP B; wireless SP A could route to the LEC (who is the N-1 carrier) to terminate to wireless SP B.  Other team members stated that in this scenario, Wireless A would still be responsible for performing the NPDB dip based on the WNPSC Technical, Operational and Implementation Requirements document.  They indicated that whatever business arrangements wireless SP A makes (e.g. default routing to the LEC) is up to them, however the requirements document indicates that wireless SP A would be considered the N-1 carrier.



ACTION:  Add proposed wording in the WNPO Decision/Recommendation matrix to clarify the N-1 methodology for review at the January meeting (Brigitte Brown & Jim Grasser).



The 2nd CTIA report lists the problems that would be experienced if a SP performs its HLR query before the NPDB query.  The recommendation is that SPs perform their NPDB dip before the HLR query.



ACTION: Review the CTIA 2nd report and identify key points and add them to the WNPO Decision /Recommendation matrix (Jim Grasser).


Project Management for Type 1 Number Conversions – Contribution from Ron Steen



Type 1 number conversions for dedicated NXXs (where all 10,000 numbers are dedicated to a single wireless carrier) can be completed now, because they do not require LNP technology.



Shared NXXs require the use LNP techniques.  For ranges of one thousand blocks pooling can be utilized.  For ranges of numbers that are less than one thousand blocks porting must be utilized.  



The Snapback issue will need to be discussed and resolved.  If pooling is used to perform type 1 trunk conversions then vacant codes will snapback to the wireless carrier.  Problems will arise when porting is used for type 1 trunk conversions as vacant codes would snapback to the code holder, the wireline carrier.  This issue is currently being tracked under item number 0032 on the WNPO Issues & Action Items matrix.  One team member reminded the team that it should remain aware of the INC pooling guidelines when addressing this issue.  



ACTION: SPs to provide contributions on how to address the Snapback issue and addressing any other issues with the project management approach for Type 1 trunk conversions for discussion at the January meeting.
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Below is Ron Steen’s contribution for the December meeting.



Rehoming of Wireless Codes in an LNP Environment – Contribution from Patrick Lockett:



One SP indicated that the Rehoming process is dependent upon how a SP has its network setup, and that SP did not believe it would have any problems here.



ACTION: Charlotte Holden to write up a contribution for the Rehoming of Wireless codes in an LNP environment for discussion at the January meeting.  The contribution should illustrate the billing system impacts.



ACTION: SPs to be prepared to discuss how rehoming of wireless codes should be accomplished - for discussion in January.  


ACTION: SPs to formalize questions/issues and email them to Jim Grasser by 12/21/01so that Patrick Lockett can be prepared to respond to them at the January meeting.



Below is the contribution from Patrick Lockett that was discussed at the December meeting.
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Other:



1) All contributions for the January meeting are due by 6pm on 1/1/02.



2) The WNPO Contribution form is located on the NPAC website (under WNPO).



3) ACTION: Team members must submit contributions for items to be re-addressed/re-introduced if they have already been covered in previous discussions.



4) A conference call will be held on 12/21/01 at 11am eastern to discuss the Risk Assessment Document.



5) A NENA call was held on 12/11/01 and the following WLNP issues were discussed:



a) How are uninitialized phones handled?



b) Is there a problem immediately powering up phone and dialing 911?



c) What problems with roaming in not MIN/MDN compliant?



6) All agenda items that were not covered will be carried over to the next agenda.



Next Meeting:



January 7th 8:30am – 5:00pm (eastern time) and January 8th 8:30am – 12:00pm (eastern time) – Orlando, FL – Cingular Wireless



Future Meetings:



WNPO Dates:
Location & Host:
 







February 4 – 5
Dallas, TX – Business Edge Solutions



March 4 – 5
St. Louis - SBC



April 8 – 9
Kansas City, MO - Sprint



May 13 – 14
Redmond, WA - AT&T Wireless



June 10 – 11
OPEN



July 8 – 9
U S Cellular - Chicago



August 12 – 13
Vancover, BC - Canadian Consortium



September 16 – 17
Baltimore, MD - Verizon



October 14 – 15
Denver, CO - ESI



November 11 – 12
Atlanta - Cox Communications



December 9 – 10
NeuStar (tentative)



Subscription to WNPO Team Distribution: 



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



To remove yourself from the WNPO Team distribution list, send an e-mail to Majordomo@telecomse.com and in the body write <unsubscribe wireless_ops>.
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Appendix A. 
System Tunables




This appendix provides a comprehensive list of tunables identified throughout the FRS and their default values.




				Subscription Tunables







				Tunable Name



				Default Value



				Units



				Valid Range







				Long Initial Concurrence Window



				9



				business hours



				1-72







				The hours subsequent to the time the subscription version was initially created by which both Service Providers using long timers are expected to authorize transfer of service if this is an Inter-Service Provider port. (T1 timer)







				Long Final Concurrence Window



				9



				business hours



				1-72







				The number of hours after the concurrence request is sent by the NPAC SMS by which time both Service Providers using long timers are expected to authorize transfer of subscription service for an Inter-Service Provider port. (T2 timer)







				Short Initial Concurrence Window



				1



				business hours



				1-72







				The hours subsequent to the time the subscription version was initially created by which both Service Providers using short timers are expected to authorize transfer of service if this is an Inter-Service Provider port. (T1 timer)







				Short Final Concurrence Window



				1



				business hours



				1-72







				The number of hours after the concurrence request is sent by the NPAC SMS by which time both Service Providers using short timers are expected to authorize transfer of subscription service for an Inter-Service Provider port. (T2 timer)







				Conflict Expiration Window



				30



				calendar days



				1-180







				The length of time conflict subscriptions will remain in the conflict state before cancellation.







				Maximum Subscription Query



				50



				records



				10-150







				The maximum number of subscription versions returned by a query to the NPAC.







				Pending Subscription Retention



				90



				calendar days



				1-180







				The length of time pending subscriptions will remain in the pending state before cancellation.







				Conflict Restriction Window



				12:00



				HH:MM



				00:00-24:00







				The time on the business day prior to the New Service Provider due date that a 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.  The Conflict Restriction Window does not apply for short timers.







				Long Conflict Resolution New Service Provider Restriction



				6



				business hours



				1-72







				The number of business hours after the subscription version is put into conflict that the NPAC SMS will prevent it from being removed from conflict by the new Service Provider using long timers.







				Short Conflict Resolution New Service Provider Restriction



				6



				Business hours



				1-72







				The number of business hours after the subscription version is put into conflict that the NPAC SMS will prevent it from being removed from conflict by the new Service Provider using short timers.







				Long 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 long timers are expected to acknowledge the pending cancellation.







				Short 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 short timers are expected to acknowledge the pending cancellation.







				Long 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 long timers are expected to acknowledge the pending cancellation.







				Short 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 short timers are expected to acknowledge the pending cancellation.







				Old Subscription Retention



				18



				calendar months



				1-36







				The length of time old subscriptions will be retained.







				Cancel-Pending Subscription Retention



				90



				calendar days



				1-360







				The length of time canceled subscriptions, with last status of pending, will be retained.







				Cancel-Conflict Subscription Retention



				30



				calendar days



				1-360







				The length of time canceled subscriptions, with last status of conflict, will be retained.







				Short Business Day Duration



				12



				calendar hours



				1-24







				The number of hours from the tunable business day start time for short business days.







				Long Business Day Duration



				12



				calendar hours



				1-24







				The number of hours from the tunable business day start time for long business days.







				Short Business Day Start Time



				TBD



				hh:mm



				00:00 - 24:00







				Parameter tunable to the value specified by the contracting region for short business days.  







				Long Business Day Start Time



				TBD



				hh:mm



				00:00 - 24:00







				Parameter tunable to the value specified by the contracting region for long business days.  







				Short Business Days



				Monday – Friday



				Days



				Monday – Sunday







				The business days available for Service Providers using short business days.







				Long Business Days



				Sunday – Saturady 



				Days



				–Sunday – Saturday 







				The business days available for Service Providers using long business days.
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Initial Contact3



Contact between the wireless service provider and the wireline service provider may be initiated by either company.



Trunk Group Identification



Identify Type 1 Trunk Groups and associated Telephone Numbers to be migrated.



Establish Project Timeline



Develop mutually agreed to project plan for migration of telephone numbers.4



Re-engineer Type 2 Trunk Groups5



Wireless Carrier analyzes Type 2A/B trunk groups needs for routing and capacity considerations.  May need to enlarge groups and/or establish new groups.6 



Proposal for Migration1 of Wireless Telephone Numbers



From Type 1 Interconnection to Type 2A/B Interconnection2



Migrate Type 1 Telephone Numbers



The wireline and wireless telephone companies use coordinated local number porting processes7 to move the telephone numbers from the wireline switch to the wireless switch.8



Re-engineer Type 1 Trunk Groups



Wireless Carrier analyzes the Type 1 trunk groups for resizing or elimination as appropriate after the telephone numbers are migrated.9



BellSouth



Ron Steen



Dec 3, 2001



Notes:



				This proposal pertains to shared NXXs, and not dedicated NXXs.  Dedicated NXXs should be “lifted” and moved rather than ported.



				This proposal is intended to minimize individual porting of Type 1 telephone numbers, not eliminate Type 1 Interconnection.



				The initial contact could be from the wireless or the wireline carrier.  A wireless carrier may want to migrate Type 1 numbers to gain more control, offer SS7 based features, simplify porting, etc.  A wireline carrier may desire to migrate Type 1 numbers to minimize porting of individual numbers, etc.



				Both the wireless and wireline companies have tasks to complete.  A mutually agreed to timeline is necessary for coordination.



				Calls previously routed to the Type 1 telephone numbers will now be routed over Type 2A/B trunk group.  Existing Type 2 trunk groups may need to be enlarged or new groups established.



				As part of the re-engineering efforts, existing EAS calling arrangements will need to be considered.



				This may include such things as marking codes as portable, updating switch translations (query trigger), etc.



				There are some open questions to be addressed concerning migration of full 1K blocks.  Could such blocks be pooled rather than ported?



				After the numbers using a particular Type 1 Trunk Group are migrated, the wireless carrier should address the need to resize or eliminate the trunk group.






















_1071452797.doc


Rehoming concerns after MIN separation.





Problem statement: Currently, when a particular switch is approaching its capacity limits, carriers offload the switch by performing an NPANXX rehome: We make changes in th LERG and Translations so that certain NPANXX’s are no longer homed to that switch. Incoming calls to those subscribers are now directed to a different switch. It is not unusual to move anywhere from 3-13 NPANXX’s when offloading a switch.





After MIN separation, there are concerns with this method of offloading a switch. After MIN separation, each subscriber has two numbers to consider (MSID and MDN) rather than just the MIN.




CONSIDER NPANXX REHOMES AFTER SEPARATION:





Using LERG administration to point a particular NPANXX to a different switch will in effect “scatter” the associated MSIDs across switches. The NPANXX will likely be associated with pieces of numerous MBIs (MSID blocks).





Why does this matter? If the network is structured with multiple Standalone-HLRs or with Integrated HLRs, then scattering MSIDs across switches “breaks” 6-digit SS7 routing for registration, which is a vital piece of roaming. In the standalone HLR case, it also constrains the operator’s ability to home those switches to different HLRs.  For example, if the original switch A was homed to HLR 1, and the new homer switch B is homed to HLR 2, then the Global Title Translations for getting registration notifications (MSID-based messages) to the appropriate HLR have now been scattered. A similar example can be constructed for IHLRs.





Recall that one of the main reasons for the MIN separation architecture in the first place was to allow 6-digit SS7 translations for registration while roaming or travelling.




CONSIDER THE ALTERNATIVE: MBI “REHOMES”.





It is conceivable that, after MIN separation & pooling/porting, a switch could be offloaded without using LERG administration at all. All NPANXXs homed to that switch would still be homed to that switch. However, the operation could take a particular MBI (MSID block) and offload it to a different switch by porting the associated MDNs: giving them an entry in the NPDB having an LRN pointing to switch B. (An intra-company port)





This solution is problematic due to volume concerns/constraints. If an MBI is 80% utilized, then this would imply “porting” 8000 subscribers for each MBI block. Rehoming multiple blocks implies high volumes of porting, which is a concern for both transaction volume at NPAC and database capacity in the various LSMS and NPDB systems run by or for each carrier.




WHICH MAKES MORE SENSE?





Clearly, both methods are problematic. The argument could be made, however, that MIN separation and porting are the industry’s solution to “scattering MDNs”, whereas no such solution exists for “scattering  MSIDs”. This points to the MBI rehome as the method most consistent with the industry’s future direction. 




Rehoming Concerns v.01 Sprint 011207.doc
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ABSTRACT:

Recommends porting flows between wireline and wireless resellers 




CONTRIBUTION: 





I    Introduction:



On 08/07/01 the LNPA voted to accept the NNPO's proposed process flows comprised of only Option B (Network SP to Network SP flows) and recommend it as an industry standard for wireline to wireline reseller ports.  




In September of 2000 the WNPSC sent the to the NANC the Wireless LNP Technical, Operational, and Implementation Requirement Document for approval.  The NANC approved the report and sent it forward to the FCC.  In the report the wireless industry established the wireless to wireless reseller porting process.




The two flows are the exact opposite of each other - therefore porting process between wireline and wireless resellers must be determined.




II   Discussion & Alternative Solutions:



Wireless Reseller Flow




In September of 2000 the WNPSC sent the to the NANC the Wireless LNP Technical, Operational, and Implementation Requirement Document for approval.  The NANC approved the report and sent it forward to the FCC.  In the report the wireless industry established the wireless to wireless reseller porting process as follows.




Section 3.4 Resellers 




The impact of LNP on wireless resellers is dependent upon the individual relationship between the facility based SP and the reseller.  In general terms, these relationships fall into one of two categories – either the facility-based SP maintains complete end-user information for the reseller, or the reseller maintains their own end-user information.  




For porting telephone numbers between a new and old wireless reseller, the pre-port process, i.e. the exchange of the Wireless Port Request (WPR) or Local Service Request (LSR) data and confirmation, will be the reseller’s responsibility.  Once the confirmation is received, both the OSP (donor) and NSP (recipient) should notify their facility based network SPs to initiate the port process, i.e. the communication with the NPAC.  Refer to Appendix D, for the wireless to wireless process flows and description.




Appendix D - Reseller LNP Flows for Wireless to Wireless 




[image: image1.wmf]Wireless to Wireless 




Assumption:  For a complex port it is assumed 




that coordination is complete before step 1.




 




    step 1 




WPR




  




   step 2




 WPRC




             step 3




 Notification




        




 step 3




 Notification




    step 4a




 SV Create




    step 4b




 SV Match




   




step 5




 activate




  download




   step 6a




 completion




 




 




step 6b




 completion









   NLSP









  OLSP









  OLSP









   NLSP









   NNSP









  ONSP









   NNSP









   NPAC









   ONSP









   NPAC









   NNSP









   NPAC









   NNSP









   NLSP









   ONSP









   OLSP








Wireline Reseller Flow



On 08/07/01 the LNPA voted to accept the NNPO's proposed process flows comprised of only Option B (Network SP to Network SP flows) and recommend it as an industry standard for wireline to wireline reseller ports as follows.  




The New Local Service Provider (Reseller) sends an ordering LSR to the New Network Service Provider 




fulfilling all requirements of any service agreement. The LSR process is defined by the Ordering and Billing 




Forum (OBF) and the electronic interface by the Telecommunications Industry Forum (TCIF). The information required on the LSR may vary based on the carriers involved.




The New Network Service Provider notifies the Old Network Service Provider of the porting using the LSR 




and sends the information via an electronic gateway, FAX, or other manual means.  The LSR process is 




defined by the Ordering and Billing Forum (OBF) and the electronic interface by the Telecommunications 




Industry Forum (TCIF). The information required on the LSR may vary based on the carriers involved.




Old Network Service Provider sends the firm order confirmation (local response) to the New Network Service Provider for the porting LSR.




The porting process is coordinated with the ONSP who has the OLSP as a wholesale customer. It is required that upon completion of the port, the ONSP notifies the OLSP of the Loss of the end user.
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OBF Option B: End user ports from OSP (OLSP- Old Local Service Provider) Reseller




to NSP (NLSP -New Local Service Provider ) Reseller (i.e., end user changes from OLSP (reseller), which was




provided facilities via ONSP, to a NLSP (reseller), which is provided facilities via a NNSP)




NLSP sends ordering




LSR to NNSP for




resale service.




                (3)




NNSP  sends porting




LSR to ONSP to port




number as Agency of




Authorization of




NLSP.      (4)




.




ONSP sends




FOC for porting




LSR  to NNSP.




              (5)




 Return to Figure 1 , Box 12.
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FOC for ordering LSR




to NLSP.
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porting all TN’s?




(1)




NLSP notes “not all TNs




being ported” in the




remarks field of the




ordering LSR  addressed in




box 3.




                    (2)
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No
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Final Draft (Last Revision 7-03-2001)




DEFINITIONS:




NNSP -  New Network Service Provider




ONSP - Old Network Service Provider




NLSP -  New Local Service Provider




OLSP - Old Local Service Provider




General Acronyms:




CSR - Customer Service Record




LSR - Local Service Request




FOC - Firm Order Confirmation




NNSP coordinates all




porting activities.




                (7)




NOTE: It is very important




to read and understand the




possible processing complications 




outlined in the narrative text file




 for this flow.




ONSP is responsible




for Loss Notification to




OLSP upon completion




of port




.




            (5a)








III Recommendation:



Wireless facility based service providers cannot send the LSR/WPR forward to the old facility based service provider because the reseller's subscriber account information is considered by the reseller to be proprietary.  As a consequence the information is never shared with the facility based service provider.  




Since the LSR/WPR purpose is to validate account information the reseller must have the capability of sending the LSR/WPR and receiving the FOC/WPR. Without this capability their customers would not be able to port.




Recommendation:  For ports between wireless and wireline resellers use the wireless reseller porting model.




Notice: This contribution includes information that has been prepared to assist the WNPO.  This document is submitted as a




basis for discussion and is not a binding proposal on the Source or the Contact.  The aforementioned carrier(s) specifically




reserve the right to add to, amend, or withdraw its contents.
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- SAMPLE FORM - 








Bonafide Request Form (BFR) Checklist & Sample Form




Purpose: The following is a recommended checklist that should be followed when requesting that other service providers support long-term Local Number Portability (LNP) and open ALL codes for porting within specified Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs) and the specified wireline switch CLLI (Common Language Location Identifier) codes.  This applies to both wireline and wireless requests.




1. Identify the U.S. Census Bureau MSAs for which support of long-term Local Number Portability is being requested.




a. Note: The U.S. Census Bureau MSA’s may differ from MSAs separately defined by the wireline and wireless industries.  




b. Note: The FCC mandate does not require proof from the requestor of the potential to support port-ins in the designated MSAs.




2. Identify the codes within the specified MSAs.




3. Check the LERG to verify that the codes are not already open for porting.




4. Check the NPAC to verify that the codes are not already open for porting.




5. Complete and submit a Bonafide Request Form (BFR) containing the following information:




a. Contact Information: First refer to the WNPO BFR Contact Matrix posted on the NPAC website (under WNPO) for the contact information to be completed for the recipient.  If the intended recipient has not provided this contact information to the WNPO, then refer to the contact information in the LERG.  It is the responsibility of the intended recipient carrier to ensure that their contact information is up to date.




To (Recipient):




i. Contact Name




ii. Company




iii. Contact’s Address




iv. Contact’s Email




v. Contact’s Fax




vi. Contact’s Phone




b. Specify the U.S. Census Bureau MSAs for which the BFR recipient should support LNP (for both wireless and wireline recipients).




c. Specify the wireline switch CLLI (Common Language Location Identifier) codes for wireline recipients only.




d. Specify the date of request.




e. Specify the effective date (when switches must be capable and codes must be open for porting) – not less than 6 months from the date of request.




f. Specify the actions requested – opening codes in the LERG and NPAC, and ensuring that the switches are LNP capable.




g. Specify the Date the Confirmation of Receipt of Request is Due - Confirmation of receipt of request is due within 10 business days.




h. Form must state that it is requesting support for deployment of long-term Local Number Portability and site references. (Reference the FCC mandates)



6. Verify confirmation received.




Questions:




· Can you set up an effective date in LERG requests to open codes for porting?  YES.



· Once a code is open for porting in the LERG and NPAC, can that status ever be changed in the future? (This relates to step 1 and 2) YES.



Action Items:




· ACTION: (11/26/01) Look throughout the FCC orders for the need to prove the potential to port-in customers within the designated area.  THERE IS NO REQUIREMENT FOR PROOF.



· ACTION: (11/26/01) Look into whether requests outside the Top 100 MSAs can be made in February 2002, or if they cannot be made until 11/25/02. CAN MAKE A REQUEST FOR MSAs OUTSIDE THE TOP 100, BUT THE CLOCK DOES NOT START TICKING UNTIL AFTER 11/24/02.
















Bonafide Request Form (BFR)











TO (RECIPIENT):





Company Name:_____________________________





Contact Name:______________________________





Contact’s Address:__________________________





__________________________________________





Contact’s Email:____________________________





Contact’s Fax:______________________________





Contact’s Phone:___________________________























Purpose: This form is used to request deployment of long-term Local Number Portability as defined in the FCC mandates (CC Docket 95-116).  Specifically, this form requests that ALL codes be opened for portability within the Metropolitan Statistical Areas and wireline switch CLLI codes designated below.  This form may be used for both wireless and wireline requests.

















Timing:





Date of Request:_____________________________





Receipt Confirmation Due By:__________________(Due no later than 10 days after the Date of Request)





Effective Date:_______________________________(Not less than 6 months from the Date of Request)



































Designated Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs):











Note:  MSAs refer to the U.S. Census Bureau MSAs.  These may differ from the MSAs as separately defined by the wireless or wireline industries.











1st MSA:_______________________________		4th MSA:_______________________________











2nd MSA:_______________________________		5th MSA:_______________________________











3rd MSA:_______________________________		6th MSA:_______________________________























Actions Required of the Recipient:











Within 10 days of receipt, provide confirmation to the requestor that this form has been received.





For all currently released codes, and those to be released at any future time, within the designated U.S. Census Bureau MSAs and wireline switch CLLI codes (where applicable), open all for porting within the LERG.





For all currently released codes, and those to be released at any future time, within the designated U.S. Census Bureau MSAs and wireline switch CLLI codes (where applicable), open all for porting within the NPAC (Number Portability Administration Center).





Ensure that all switches handling codes within the designated MSAs are Local Number Portability capable.











Designated  Wireline Switch CLLI Codes:





(CLLI – Common Language Location Identifier)





1st CLLI:_______________________________		4th CLLI:_______________________________











2nd CLLI:_______________________________		5th CLLI:_______________________________











3rd CLLI:_______________________________		6th CLLI:_______________________________























From (Requestor):





Contact Name





Company





Contact’s Address





Contact’s Email





Contact’s Fax





Contact’s Phone











FROM (REQUESTOR):





Company Name:______________________________





Contact Name:______________________________





Contact’s Address:__________________________





__________________________________________





Contact’s Email:____________________________





Contact’s Fax:______________________________





Contact’s Phone:___________________________











  To be completed for both wireless & wireline recipients











  To be completed ONLY for wireline recipients











Use the WNPO BFR Contact Matrix info. if available, otherwise use the LERG contact info.
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WIRELESS NUMBER PORTABILITY OPERATIONS TEAM (WNPO)


CONTRIBUTION FORM


CONTRIBUTION TITLE: Slow Updates to LNP SCPs?


If this contribution relates to an existing open issue, please identify the issue number:


n/a


SOURCE:

Name

:Stephen Addicks





Company
:WorldCom


Address
:8521 Leesburg Pike, Vienna, Va. 22182





Phone number
:703-394-7202





e-mail address
:stephen.addicks@wcom.com

CONTACT:

Name

: Stephen Addicks





Company
: WorldCom


Address
: 8521 Leesburg Pike, Vienna, Va. 22182





Phone number
: 703-394-7202





e-mail address
: stephen.addicks@wcom.com

DATE:


March 1, 2002


ABSTRACT:

Brief (one sentence) description of contribution 


There is perception that wireless carriers are not updating their internal LNP call routing database (SCP) promptly after NPAC broadcast received.


CONTRIBUTION: Detailed description of the issue, alternative solutions, and recommended solution.


I    Introduction:

1.  When a ported customer is moved to his new service provider, he can originate calls over his new SP's network, but now no longer can receive calls.


2.  When ported customer is moved to his new SP's network, the new SP sends an "activate" message to NPAC; NPAC then immediately broadcasts the ported number's new routing information to all carriers who maintain LNP call routing databases.


3.  When the NPAC’s broadcast is received by a carrier, that carrier immediately updates its LNP call routing database.


4.  Until the carrier's LNP call routing database is updated, the calls from its customers to the newly ported number are queried but misrouted.  Signaling associated with these misrouted calls reaching wrong destination switch will show that call has been dipped; consequently, the terminating switch will not dip the call in an attempt to route it to proper destination switch.  All such calls fail.


5.  Once a carrier's LNP call routing database is updated, calls originated from that carrier's customers will route properly to the newly ported number's serving switch.


II   Discussion & Alternative Solutions:

1.  Some carriers are not immediately updating their LNP call routing databases.  So each time a customer ports his number, there is an extended period (frequently days long I'm told) during which the customer cannot receive calls from these carriers.  It has been brought to my attention that this now appears to be a chronic problem for traffic from the wireless carriers.  This matter also was raised by AT&T some months ago (but may have been in the LNPA-WG and apparently focused on one un-named carrier).


2.  The FCC LNP Orders forbid inferior call handling for calls to ported numbers.  The frequent, extended delays by some wireless carriers in doing their LNP call routing database updates violates the spirit and letter of the FCC Orders.  


3.  There is an objective (or goal) of 15 minutes for this interval, but this is not in itself a requirement.  Clearly, though, routine update delay of several hours is bad; several days is really bad.


III Recommendation:

If perception is correct, wireless carriers will need to make changes necessary to update their LNP call routing databases in a more timely fashion or make arrangements to rely on other entities LNP call routing databases.


Notice: This contribution includes information that has been prepared to assist the WNPO.  This document is submitted as a


basis for discussion and is not a binding proposal on the Source or the Contact.  The aforementioned carrier(s) specifically


reserve the right to add to, amend, or withdraw its contents.
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WIRELESS NUMBER PORTABILITY AND POOLING


IMPLEMENTATION GUIDELINE


REVISION 3


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


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


New Guideline/Timeline Narrative:


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


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


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


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


3/5/02


		

		NPAC Help Desk Hours

		Long Business Day Timers: PRE-Implementation

		Long Business Day Timers: 


POST-Implementation

		SP Maintenance Windows 


(Effective 11/10/02)



		Region


(time zone)

		Test Bed


(3/1/02 – 11/23/02)

		Production System


(11/24/02 and forward) 

		Test Bed


(3/1/02 – 11/23/02)

		Production System


(3/1/02 – 11/23/02)

		Production System


(11/24/02 and forward)

		SP (Standard) Maintenance Window

		SP Extended Maintenance Window



		Mid-Atlantic (Eastern)

		N/A

		9am – 9pm


Eastern

		3am – 11pm


Central

		3am – 11pm


Eastern

		9am – 9pm


Eastern

		2am – 8am


Central

		Midnight – 11am


Central



		Midwest


(Central)

		N/A

		9am – 9pm


Central

		3am – 11pm


Central

		3am – 11pm


Central

		9am – 9pm


Central

		2am – 8am


Central

		Midnight – 11am


Central



		Northeast


(Eastern)

		N/A

		9am – 9pm


Eastern

		3am – 11pm


Central

		3am – 11pm


Eastern

		9am – 9pm


Eastern

		2am – 8am


Central

		Midnight – 11am


Central



		Southeast


(Eastern)

		N/A

		9am – 9pm


Eastern

		3am – 11pm


Central

		3am – 11pm


Eastern

		9am – 9pm


Eastern

		2am – 8am


Central

		Midnight – 11am


Central



		Southwest


(Central)

		N/A

		9am – 9pm


Central

		3am – 11pm


Central

		3am – 11pm


Central

		9am – 9pm


Central

		2am – 8am


Central

		Midnight – 11am


Central



		West Coast


(Pacific)

		N/A

		9am – 9pm


Pacific

		3am – 11pm


Central

		3am – 11pm


Pacific

		9am – 9pm


Pacific

		2am – 8am


Central

		Midnight – 11am


Central



		Western


(Mountain)

		N/A

		9am – 9pm


Mountain

		3am – 11pm


Central

		3am – 11pm


Mountain

		9am – 9pm


Mountain

		2am – 8am


Central

		Midnight – 11am


Central





*Help Desk is 7 days per week.
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WNPO ISSUES/ACTION ITEM LIST


3/4/02

		Issue #

		Date Open

		Date Closed

		Status

		Owner

		Issue Description

		Update / Resolution



		      0002




		04/16/01




		2/02

		Closed

		WNPO

		Identify group for ongoing maintenance of ICP document

		7/9/01 - ACTION: Jim Grasser to ask OBF to maintain. Until long-term owner is identified, ICP team will maintain it.


8/13/01 JG provided CTIA with information to inquire if the OBF would be willing to maintain this document.  No response from CTIA yet. 


11/13/01 – working on getting it included in OBF.

2/02 - OBF will maintain the ICP document beginning with the February 2002 OBF meeting (last CTIA doc version 2.1.3).





		      0004




		04/16/01

		

		Closed

		LNPA WG

		PIM 0012 – Operator Services

		7/9/01 – To be discussed at the LNPA WG on 7/10/01. 


8/13/01 - Open issue at MP Committee (TOPS +) at OBF. Responses from that group were read – it was unclear what the email was really saying and we probably need clarification. A copy of the email will be distributed to the group. This will also be discussed at the OBF again as well as the LNPA-WG. 


11/13/01 – T1S1.3 to modify the standards for Op. Svcs.  Jim G. to present at OBF in  February 02.

1/6/02 – T1S1.3 accepted the contribution with the proposed changes to operator services.



		0007




		04/16/01

		

		Open

		OBF / WNPO

		Impact of wireless number portability on directory assistance and directory listings




		Will be worked at OBF 75.


6/11/01 – ACTION: SPs to indicate which directory listing requirements they cannot support.  7/9/01 - Completed – Jim Grasser received input from one SP, and is passing that information along.


6/11/01 – ACTION: Jim Grasser to email softcopy of the Directory Listings presentation to the WNPO team. – Completed before 7/9/01.

8/13/01 – This will be discussed in the next 2 weeks at the OBF in Seattle. 


11/13/01 – Still ongoing at OBF.

3/4/02 – Still ongoing at OBF.

3/5/02 – ACTION: Jim G. to send out notification for the next OBF wireless meeting.



		0008




		05/15/01

		

		Open

		WNPO

		Generate a Risk Assessment Document to be forwarded to the NANC; outline risks of implementing porting/pooling w/o every WS SP MIN-MDN split compliant

		6/12/01 – ACTION: Designated team members to prepare contributions for July mtg.-C


7/9/01 - ACTION:  B. Brown to consolidate contributions and put them in a report format.-C

7/9/01 - ACTION: Gene Perez will check on who has tested with the CIBER X2 record, and what is required in terms of testing. – this cannot be disclosed. 


7/9/01 - ACTION: Gene Perez will ask his CIBER managers to review the Risk Assessment contributions and minutes in order to provide additional input. 


7/9/01 - ACTION: J. Grasser & B. Brown to update Section 2. - Closed

7/9/01 - ACTION: J. Grasser & B. Brown to include prepay billing in Section 2 - Closed.

7/9/01 - ACTION: A. Cummins to note that section 3.2 is an example of a serving switch that is not MIN/MDN compliant.   Another note should be made that switches must also be IS41 Rev C compliant as well - Closed.

7/9/01 - ACTION: A. Cummins to further develop section 3.2.3. - c


7/9/01 - ACTION: A. Cummins to provide qualifications on section 3.2.4. - C


7/9/01 - ACTION: Jason Lee to provide percentage information.


7/9/01 - ACTION: H.L. Gouda to provide contribution for IXC impacts in section 4 .- C  


7/9/01 - ACTION: Gene Perez to provide a contribution on section 4.

7/9/01 - ACTION: J. Grasser & B. Brown to refine section 5. - C

8/13/01 – Updates have been provided but a merged document has not been completed. Next month we should have a better document to discuss. All contributions should be submitted to JG by August 31. Gene Perez advised he cannot disclose who his company has tested CIBER records but did say testing was completed satisfactorily.  


ACTION: Brigitte Brown to email out the modified document (v.08) to the team. - C

ACTION: WNPO team members to read over version .08 of the Risk Assessment document and be prepared to discuss it on Friday, October 19th from 1:00 to 4:00 eastern. - C  


11/13/01 - Accepted reorganization of the document.  Work still ongoing. 


11/13/01 - ACTION: Brigitte B. to send out doc with the revisions made on 11/12/01.- C  


11/13/01 - ACTION: Team to review doc & send contributions for any missing items.


1/8/02 - ACTION: Team members to review the Risk Assessment document (v.19) and submit any final contributions before COB on January 25th in order for them to be considered at the WNPO meeting on February 4th.  


2/11/02 – Jim Grasser provided version 1.0 of the Risk Assessment Doc to NANC. 



		0009




		05/15/01

		

		Open

		PTF

		Generate a Wireless Pooling document based on 99-200 and review of existing industry documents

		7/9/01 - ACTION: All SPs determine if anything is lacking from INC pooling guidelines for wireless.  If modifications can be made to existing docs, a separate doc may not be needed.


7/9/01 - ACTION: Anne Cummins to continue to work with CTIA to obtain the number pooling data.


10/9/01 – This has been referred to the Pooling Task Force.

3/4/02 – PTF developed procedures for Native Block Pooling and developing Transition Plan to Traditional Pooling.



		0010

		06/11/01

		

		Open

		WNPO

		Vendor Readiness

		6/12/01 – Approved letters to be mailed to vendors.


6/12/01 – ACTION: SPs to provide a list of vendors by 6/18/01, and co-chairs to mail letters. – Completed prior to 7/9/01. As of 7/9/01 heard back from one switch vendor (Motorola).


7/9/01 - ACTION: J. Grasser to request confirmation from Motorola on timing.

6/12/01 – ACTION: Co-chairs to invite the standard bodies to attend & present at future WNPO meetings.


8/13/01 – Letters were sent in July to vendors about readiness and three responses returned so far from Motorola, Tekelec, and Sema Telecoms. Group asked that the entire list of vendors that the original requests went to be published in the minutes. The team will be issuing a second letter to those non-responding vendors with a conference call to Bob Atkinson, the NANC Chairperson. 


11/13/01 - ACTION: Jim G. to request guidance from Mike Alshul at CTIA as to which vendor types the WNPO can contact without causing any anti-trust concerns. Completed – Mike did not see any issues with the letter of the vendors.

11/13/01 - ACTION: Team to email to Brigitte B. (at bbrown@telecorp1.com) by noon eastern on Friday November 16th, vendor name, product type, vendor contact name, and vendor address for initial letters to additional vendors. Closed 


11/13/01 - ACTION: Brigitte B. to send out a blank vendor list matrix so that service providers can input their vendor - Closed

11/13/01 - ACTION: Brigitte B. to send letters on 11/19/01 to the vendors specified by the WNPO team that have been approved by Mike Alshul at CTIA.Closed – NANC did not approve of the letter being sent.

11/13/01 - WNPO approved letter to the FCC requesting a mailing to the vendors.  NANC did not approve of the letter being sent.

3/4/02 - ACTION: Brigitte Brown to email Holly Hendersen & Rick Dressner Motorola’s response to the WNPO vendor letters that were sent in 2001.

3/4/02 - ACTION: Invite standards bodies (T1S1.3 and TR-45) via email to the April 2002 WNPO meeting.



		0011

		06/11/01

		

		Open

		WNPO

		Only a small number of companies have communicated their intent to test with the NPAC.

		6/11/01 – ACTION: Anne Cummins will check with CTIA regarding future mailings to wireless carriers.  As of 7/9/01 no response from CTIA, Anne to resend request.


8/13/01 & 11/13/01 Still no response received as of yet. 



		0012

		06/12/01

		

		Open

		WNPO

		Monitoring & Recording Wireless NPAC Turn-Up Testing Status

		6/11/01 – ACTION: NeuStar to make specified changes to status report.

8/13/01 – Is provided every month and will be reviewed until completed. 


12/10/01 - ACTION:  Team member asked that NeuStar look into how many providers requested a test date that NeuStar could not support due to release 3.1 activities. (Gene Johnston)  3/4/02 - ACTION: NeuStar will continue to monitor this and provide status updates in its monthly reports. -  just one provider as of 3/4/02.  


12/10/01 - ACTION:  NeuStar to provide the number of SPs who have established a profile with NeuStar. (Gene Johnston)

1/7/02 - ACTION: Gene Johnston to provide a copy of the latest testing report.


2/4/02 - ACTION: Jim Grasser to provide the list of the approximately 50 SPs that operate within the Top 100 MSAs. – 3/4/02 - Jim to provide for new Top 100 MSAs (121 MSAs)  

3/4/02 - ACTION: At a minimum, NeuStar recommends that all SPs start the application process with NeuStar no later than July 1, 2002 to secure the necessary NeuStar resources in order to comply with the mandated dates.  A carrier cannot begin participation in intercarrier testing until the application process is completed.  ACTION:  Jim Grasser and Brigitte Brown to wordsmith and provide proposed wording next month.  ACTION: Add this to the timeline narrative and the WNPO decision/recommendation matrix (Jim Grasser & Brigitte Brown)



		0013

		06/12/01

		

		Open

		WNPO

		Inter-Carrier Testing

		6/12/01 – ACTION: Gene Perez to solicit involvement in Testing Subcommittee from carriers.  7/9//01 – TSI is preparing a letter to be sent out. Closed 


6/12/01 – ACTION: Rick Dressner to submit issues with new tests to Testing Subcommittee. Closed. 


8/13/01 – TSI determined they would not send out any letter. Instead the test team will draft a letter and send it out to encourage intercarrier testing.


8/13/01 – Changes have been made to the test plan for action item number 2.  


8/13/01 –ACTION – Testing sub-committee to incorporate into their meeting minutes carrier test and participation, updated monthly, provide dates for testing within the MSAs based on carrier input. – ongoing request.

10/13/01 – ACTION: WNPO to send letter to LLC requesting that 3.1 roll-out order not be changed. Closed – Letter need not be sent – Dave Garner confirmed that the LLC will not change the rollout schedule.

11/13/01 -  ACTION: Draft a letter to the LLC on behalf of the WNPO to request that they not change the order of the NPAC release 3.1 regional rollout schedule.  A conference call will be setup to review this letter before it is sent out. (Jim Grasser)  Closed – Letter need not be sent – Dave Garner confirmed that the LLC will not change the rollout schedule.

1/7/02 – ACTION: The WNPO asked that the WTSC confirm with its members whether wireline SPs need to be involved in inter-carrier testing for pooling, even if porting is no longer required. – 3/4/02 Update – WTSC confirmed that testing with wireline for pooling is needed.

1/7/02 – ACTION: WNPO and WTSC members to review the call completion tests in the intercarrier test plan and provide contributions if there any further pooling tests that are needed. –3/4/02: Jim G. to check.



		0014

		06/12/01

		3/4/02

		Closed

		WNPO

		Vendor (Clearinghouse) for Receiving/Submitting Requests for Opening codes for Porting

		6/12/01 – ACTION: All WNPO team members to determine the number of NPAs that are in the Top 100 MSAs (not NXXs). 7/9/01 – one carrier estimated 386; team determined that all team members need to revisit this action item for the August mtg.


6/12/01 – ACTION: Patrick Locket to bring list of NPAs that currently have at least one code open. 7/9/01 – in both non-Top 100 and Top 100 MSAs, 275 NPAs are open for porting.


7/9/01 - ACTION: Jim G. to check with CTIA regarding the cost for a vendor to serve as a universal website for communicating requests to open codes for porting.


8/13/01 JG reports has not heard back from CTIA. A copy of the wireline BFR process was distributed & discussion on whether there was the need to keep this item open. Anna Miller will check for the original CTIA requirements prepared some time ago. 


11/13/01 – Vendor solution is on hold for future discussions to begin in March 2002. Not enough time for implementation prior to 2/24/01.  See interim solution in item 0016.

3/4/02 – All codes covered by the mandate within the new Top 100 MSAs (121 MSAs)  will be opened as of 11/24/02, therefore the WNPO determined that there is no need for a vendor to handle BFR requests outside the new Top 100 MSAs. 



		0015

		06/12/01

		

		Open

		WNPO

		Model for Forecasting Porting Activity (NPDB capacity)

		6/12/01 – ACTION: All WNPO team members to review Illuminet’s contribution and provide feedback to Maggie Lee for discussion in July.

7/9/01 - ACTION: Illuminet will prepare revisions, per the July minutes, for discussion at the August meeting.

8/13/01 – This will be carried over to next month in the absence of time. 


10/9/01 - ACTION: Maggie Lee to ask Illuminet to provide a better explanation of page 4 of the contribution.  The total column of pooled and non-pooled, does not equal the totals on page 2.


10/9/01 - ACTION: Maggie Lee to check the formulas to fix the drop in the total wireless numbers between 1Q03 and 2Q03 from 13.3M down to 10.4M.


10/9/01 - ACTION: Maggie Lee to add an annual growth rate for 2003 for wireline on page 2 and set it to 30%.


10/9/01 - ACTION: Maggie Lee to modify the model to cover only through 2003.

10/9/01 - ACTION: On page 2, 4Q02 and 4Q03 – greater than 100% change needs to be addressed. (Maggie Lee)


10/9/01 - ACTION: Maggie Lee to add a list of assumptions on first page of model.


12/10/01 – ACTION: Maggie Lee to add Anne Cummin’s wireless pooling data to the totals derived from her model for appropriate NPDB sizing assumptions.  To be reviewed in January.


12/10/01 – ACTION: Maggie Lee to go back and revise the capacity model to try to sync up with Anne’s numbers.  Maggie will also verify the assumptions of the model (e.g. whether the numbers include new adds).  For discussion at January meeting.

1/7/02 – Maggie Lee provided a final presentation on the model and transitioned the forecasting to Anne Cummins.

1/7/02 - ACTION: Anne Cummins to change the percent of new ports in her model to 100% for 2002; 90% for 2003 (since they may port multiple times that year); 60% for 2004; 40% for 2005; 20% for 2006.


1/7/02 - ACTION: Add intra-service provider ports to the new NPDB capacity model (Anne Cummins).


1/7/02 - ACTION: Break out pooling only data and show what the numbers would be if porting were excluded (Anne Cummins).

3/4/02 – ACTION: Maggie will email the final version of her NPDB model (updated in January 2002) to Brigitte Brown so that it can be distributed to the team.






		0016

		07/09/01

		

		Open

		WNPO

		Defining a Wireless Bonafide Request Form (BFR) and Process

		7/9/01 - ACTION: Patrick Locket to provide a Bonafide Request Form and/or process contribution. Closed.

8/13/01 – ACTION: each company needs to review the BFR form and what their internal requirements are such as will your company need just the NPANXXs on the form or will a CLLI be needed or both. Completed. 


11/13/01 - ACTION: Setup a conf. call to create a checklist for requesting codes to be opened then submit to team for comments.  This doc will then be posted on NPAC website & sent to CTIA to be posted on website & for distribution to their members.  (Jim Grasser, Anne Cummins, Jeff Adrien, Patrick Locket, & Brigitte Brown).Completed

12/10/01 - ACTION: All service providers to email Jim Grasser their contact information for BFR requests by COB Wednesday 12/19/01 (include company name, contact name, contact’s address, contact’s phone number, contact’s fax number, contact’s email address).


12/10/01 - ACTION: Jim Grasser to compile the WNPO BFR Contact Matrix and post it on the NPAC website (under WNPO).  


12/10/01 - ACTION: Sending the BFR form to the recipient contact info in the WNPO BFR Matrix or the LERG contact info guarantees that you have made the request, and the intended recipient is responsible for opening the necessary codes for porting.  It is the recipient’s responsibility for ensuring that the contact information in the WNPO BFR Matrix and/or the LERG is correct.  Add the preceding information to the WNPO Decision/Recommendation matrix. (Brigitte Brown)

12/10/01 - ACTION: All service providers to ensure that their contact information in the LERG is up to date.


2/4/02 -ACTION: Post the BFR Checklist & Form (v.04) on the NPAC website. (Jim Grasser & Gene Johnston)



		0017

		07/09/01

		

		Open

		WNPO

		NPAC maintenance windows:


A) renegotiate when maintenance window should be 


B) whether timers should run during the maintenance window

		7/9/01 - ACTION:  All WNPO members to be prepared at Aug. mtg to vote on standard maint. window - from 3am to 9am central time or midnight to 6am central time.

7/9/01 - ACTION: J. Grasser to mention at the LNPAWG in July so they are prepared to discuss this in Aug.

7/9/01 - ACTION:  J. Grasser to draft a letter to the LLC re: standard maint. window & wireless business day start time  & duration. 


8/13/01 – On hold until 21 is resolved. How much overlap in Hawaii and on the East Coast and how much porting will occur on Sunday morning. 


11/13/01 – On Hold until the tuneables issue is resolved. Must discuss in December.


12/10/01 – ACTION: WNPO will propose a standard maintenance window of midnight to 6am (central) on Sunday mornings to the LNPA WG (Jim G.)


12/10/01 – ACTION: WNPO will propose midnight to 11am central the first Sunday of every month to the LNPA WG for the extended SP maintenance window (Jim G).  


12/10/01 – ACTION: Need a contribution documenting the regional time zones for discussion in January. (Jim Grasser & Brigitte Brown)  


12/10/01 – ACTION: SPs to be prepared to discuss having the business timers differ by region, regardless of what the time zone for an area within the region might be.


12/10/01 - ACTION: All team members to determine what the effective date should be for the maintenance window changes.

12/10/01 - ACTION:  WNPO to write a letter to the LLC indicating the recommendation for the maintenance windows and Tuneables.  Before the letter can be sent effective dates must be finalized and there must be agreement at the LNPA WG on the settings and dates. (Jim Grasser)


1/7/02 - ACTION: Wireless SPs to go back to their companies and discuss whether they could support a 3am to 9am (central) standard maintenance window.


1/7/02 - ACTION: Discussion of the maintenance windows effective date is on hold until after the window timeframes have been agreed upon with the LNPA WG.  This item will be added back to the agenda at the appropriate time. 


3/4/02 - ACTION: Jim Grasser and Brigitte Brown to send a letter to the LLC proposing that the timers, help desk hours, and maintenance windows identified in the matrix be supported by the NPAC. 


 3/4/02 - ACTION: Add the following statement to the WNPO decision/recommendation matrix “NPAC porting activities should not be carried out during the maintenance window timeframes.”



		0018

		07/10/01

		

		Open

		WNPO

		A contract revision is necessary to provide for NPAC personnel working on Sundays.

		8/13/01 - This will be addressed with NeuStar and the LLC at a future date. JG will be attending a Sept. meeting to answer some questions about volumes etc for staffing and such.  


11/13/01 - On Hold until the tuneables issue is resolved.  Must discuss in December.



		0019

		07/09/01

		

		Open




		WNPO

		Short Messaging Service

		7/9/01 - ACTION:  Gary Sacra to check into standards/ requirements SMS. 8/13/01 - there are no standards from T1S1.6


7/9/01 - ACTION: Anne Cummins to send Sept 2000 TR45 PN4411 doc to J. Grasser & B. Brown for distribution to group. Completed

7/9/01 - ACTION: If it is determined that standards/requirements have not yet been defined for SMS, then: 


i) WNPO provide contribution to T1S1.3 and/or TR45 requesting that requirements for SMS, with an invite to a WNPO mtg.


ii) 7/9/01 - ACTION: Anne Cummins to check if invite letter is already drafted.    


8/13/01 ACTION: Wireless SPs will go to their system engineers to determine if their current standards (T1P1.3 and TR45.2) are sufficient to support SMS service in a LNP environment.  Wireline carriers are not impacted.


11/13/01 - ACTION: Patrick Locket to provide a contribution indicating the SMS standards inadequacies and concerns for discussion at the December meeting. 

3/4/02 - ACTION: Gene Johnston indicated that SMS standards documentation was sent out by T1S1 in January 2002 for final approval.  The document is located on www.ATIS.org under the T1S1 January 2002 minutes.  Gene Johnston will provide the document name.


3/4/02 - ACTION: Brigitte Brown to forward the following SMS standards documents out to the WNPO:


a) “TR-45 PN-4411 ANSI-41-D Enhancements for MDN Based Message Centers (Source: TR-45.2)”


b) “TR-45 PN-4411 TIA/EIA-41-D Enhancements for Wireless Number Portability Phase III (WNP-PH3) (Source: TR-45.2.AHWNP)”

3/4/02 - ACTION: Kathleen Tedrick & Rick Dressner to review SMS standards and document inadequacies.

3/4/02 - ACTION: Invite standards bodies (T1S1.3 and TR-45) via email to the April 2002 WNPO meeting.





		0021

		07/09/01

		

		Open

		WNPO

		NPAC Tunables for Wireless

		7/9/01 - ACTION: All team members to provide input at the August meeting on what the values should be for each of the eight tunable settings for inter-carrier testing.  Closed.

8/13/01 ACTION: Discussion delayed until the Sept. meeting when NeuStar is available. SPs should review the July minutes to understand the tunables and be ready to discuss. In addition Jean  Anthony from TSE will provide the exact sections in the FRS where timers are mentioned - completed.

ACTION: An action will be forwarded to the WTSC to determine what the timers will be set for inter-carrier testing.


11/13/01 – Must discuss at December meeting.  ACTION: All wireless service providers to determine what type of activities occur from 7pm to 7am and on Sundays.

12/10/01 - ACTION: All team members to determine what the effective date should be for the tuneables changes.

12/10/01 - ACTION:  (Same as action in 0017) WNPO to write a letter to the LLC indicating the recommendation for the maintenance windows and Tuneables.  Before the letter can be sent effective dates must be finalized and there must be agreement at the LNPA WG on the settings and dates. (Jim Grasser)


1/7/02 - ACTION:  Write a letter to the LLC proposing March 1, 2002 as the effective date for tuneables changes required for intercarrier testing. (Jim Grasser & Brigitte Brown)

1/7/02 - ACTION: Team to determine at a future date the effective date for the production long business day tuneables.



		0023

		07/10/01

		

		Open

		WNPO

		Meeting Hosts

		7/9/01 - ACTION: All WNPO members (esp. wireless SPs) to determine which months they are available to host meetings next year.

8/13/01 – JG reiterated the need for wireless carriers to volunteer to host the LNPA-WG meetings next year


11/13/01 - ACTION: Jim Grasser will request that the LNPAWG move the February meetings back to the week of February 4th.  No objections by the WNPO.  The WTSC will be meeting that week on Tuesday afternoon and Wednesday morning.



		0024

		08/13/01

		

		Open

		WNPO

		Handset 

		8/13/01 ACTION: Anna Miller will check with CTIA legal department and some carriers will verify it this is an antitrust issue that should not be discussed in this meeting with other competitors.  If it is determined to not be an antitrust issue then it will be discussed at the next meeting. 



		0025

		10/9/01

		

		Open

		WNPO

		N-1 Carrier Methodology

		10/9/01 - ACTION: Gary Sacra to document any further concerns related to performing number portability database dips, and submit them for inclusion on a future agenda.


11/13/01 – Need to discuss Gary Sacra’s contribution at the December meeting.


12/10/01 - ACTION:  Add proposed wording in the WNPO Decision/Recommendation matrix to clarify the N-1 methodology for review at the January meeting (Brigitte Brown & Jim Grasser).

12/10/01 - ACTION: Review the CTIA 2nd report and identify key points and add them to the WNPO Decision /Recommendation matrix (Jim Grasser).



		0026

		10/9/01

		

		Open

		WNPO

		Process Clarification for Carrier Updates Based Upon NPAC Downloads

		10/9/01 - ACTION: H.L. Gowda to document details of the problems being experienced with LRN/GT updates in the West Coast region and a recommended solution.

10/9/01 - ACTION: All wireless service providers to determine what their current practices are for updating their systems from the NPAC download, and determine how quickly the practices are followed.  


11/13/01- ACTION: HL Gowda to site document that states the goals for the LSMS (e.g. 15 minutes for NPAC download).

3/4/02 - ACTION:  Add the following statement in the minutes and in the WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix: “The appropriate network elements should be updated with the routing information broadcast from the NPAC SMS within 15 minutes of the receipt of the broadcast.”



		0027

		10/9/01

		

		Open

		WNPO

		Call Forwarding to a Ported Number

		10/9/01 - ACTION: Wireless carriers need to plan to test call forwarding to a ported number during inter-carrier testing.  Further, it is recommended that wireless carriers test every service and feature they offer during their internal testing and/or during inter-carrier testing.


10/9/01 - ACTION: Need a contribution on the call forwarding issue for discussion at the next meeting (Gary Sacra).



		0028

		10/9/01

		

		Open

		WNPO

		Notification to NANC/FCC re: Risks w/Meeting the Inter-Carrier Testing timeframe

		10/9/01 - ACTION: Put together a draft letter to NANC re: the risks identified w/meeting the testing timeframes.  The letter should request NANC/FCC to send out letters to vendors and non-participating SP.  – (closed – presented at October NANC meeting)


10/9/01 - ACTION: Brigitte Brown to draft a 2nd letter to non-participating SPs to be attached to letter to NANC and a 2nd round of vendor letters.  They will be distributed to the team for review.  Input is needed by Friday October 12th at noon eastern.  Discussion on Friday, October 12th from 4:00 to 5:00pm eastern. – Closed

11/13/01 – WNPO letter to NANC was delivered on 10/16/01.  WNPO letter to the FCC was approved by team and will be mailed after receiving confirmation that the NANC letter was already sent to the FCC.


11/13/01 - ACTION: Change the NPAC turn-up testing colors on the timeline to reflect that is a SP activity (not an industry activity). (Jim G.& Brigitte B.) - Closed

11/13/01 - ACTION: Change the functional specifications due date in the timeline to 1/02. (Jim G.& Brigitte B.) - Closed

11/13/01 - ACTION: Change the availability of vendor products in the timeline to 12/01. (Jim G.& Brigitte B.) - Closed

11/13/01 - ACTION: Change the inter-carrier testing end date to 9/16/01(Jim G.& Brigitte B.) - Closed

11/13/01 - ACTION: The timeline for pooling testing will be added to December’s WNPO meeting agenda.

11/13/01 - ACTION: The WTSC will provide a pooling testing timeline contribution to the WNPO for the December WNPO meeting. (Mark Wood)


11/13/01 - ACTION: Jim G. will email Mark W. with a list of specific questions that should be covered in the WTSC contribution.


11/13/01 - ACTION: Co-chairs will send out the letter and attachments to the FCC as soon as it is confirmed that the letter from the NANC was sent to the FCC. – Closed – NANC did not approve the WNPO sending the letter directly to the FCC.

12/10/01 - ACTION: Jim G & Brigitte B will further revise the implementation timeline for discussion at the January WNPO meeting & for presentation at the January NANC meeting.



		0029

		10/9/01

		

		Open

		WNPO

		WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix

		10/9/01 - ACTION: Create a WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix to capture the decisions that are made in the meetings which may affect the Technical, Operational, and Implementation Requirements document.  Include the need to populate the time stamp with zeros in an SV create for an inter-species port.  (Brigitte Brown)

11/13/01 - ACTION: Patrick L. to write up the different problem scenarios with setting the SV create timestamp to 00:00 for inter-species porting for discussion at the December meeting.


17/02 - ACTION: Sprint PCS to take the inter-species SV create timestamp concerns back for further consideration and determine if further discussion is needed at the February meeting.  If further discussion is needed, Sprint PCS will send in a contribution. (Rick Dressner)

11/13/01 - ACTION: Brigitte B. to note on the WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix under item 0001 that Sprint has raised some concerns that need to be addressed.

11/13/01 - ACTION: Jim G. to post the updated WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix on the NPAC website.


11/13/01 - ACTION: Team to review past meeting minutes and determine which past decisions need to be included in the Decisions/Recommendations Matrix.

3/4/02 - ACTION: Present the WNPO Decisions/Recommendation Matrix at the upcoming CTIA Critical Issues forum in May 2002. (Brigitte Brown)


3/4/02 - ACTION: Separate sections will be created on the NPAC website for WNPO items: one section will contain the WNPO minutes and agendas; another will contain any additional WNPO documentation. (Jim Grasser)



		0030

		10/9/01

		

		Open

		WNPO

		Roll-Out Plans/Timeframes for WLNP Launch

		10/9/01 - ACTION: Add a new agenda item for the November meeting to discuss roll-out plans for the launch of WLNP.  Team members wanted to address specifically the timing of the changes to be made to production systems to ensure that advanced activities do not negatively impact roaming.  (Brigitte Brown)


1/8/02 - ACTION: Gene Johnston to submit a contribution on a phased approach for SPs to submit code creation requests to NPAC.


1/8/02 -  ACTION: Gary Sacra to submit a contribution for a) the effective date for codes SPs are not using for testing and b) sending requests to open codes for porting to the LERG no later than mid-May.


1/8/02 - ACTION: Upon reaching an agreement on a phased approach for SPs to submit code creation requests to NPAC, an effective date for codes SPs are not using for testing, and reaching an agreement on sending requests to open codes for porting to the LERG no later than mid-May; add the agreements to the WNPO Decision/Recommendation matrix.

3/5/02 - ACTION: John Malyar to confirm whether or not there is an additional cost for opening the codes in the LERG.  


3/5/02 - ACTION: The WNPO needs to ensure that agreement is reached with the Pooling Task Force (PTF) with respect to a phased approach for opening codes for porting.  A joint conference call between the WNPO and PTF conference call has been scheduled for April 5th from 1:00 to 3:00 (eastern).  The dial in information is 800-503-2899, Passcode 6046644. (Team)

3/5/02 - ACTION: Need to submit a contribution to the WNPO for a potential INC contribution for a modification to the INC Guidelines to address LRNs being defined per NPAC region, in addition to per switch / per LATA [Gene Johnston].


3/5/02 - ACTION: Telcordia to provide a contribution indicating LERG update timelines.



		0031

		10/9/01

		

		Open

		WNPO

		Definition of Top 100 MSAs for Porting & Pooling

		10/9/01 - ACTION: Check with Barry Bishop on his findings from discussion with the FCC on the definition of the Top 100 MSAs for pooling and porting. (NeuStar)

11/13/01 - ACTION: Gustavo will check with Barry.  For discussion at December mtg.


12/10/01 ACTION:  (Gene J. indicated that 102 MSAs will participate in pooling as of 11/24/02) Gene Johnston will provide the additional two MSAs required for pooling and Jim Grasser will distribute the information to the team.

1/7/02 - ACTION: Ask NANC/FCC whether the FCC’s new definition of “top 100 MSAs” as specified in the 3rd NRO Report & Order also applies to portability. (Jim Grasser) – answer is yes – it applies to both.

1/7/02 - ACTION: Add the following clarification to the WNPO Decision /Recommendation Matrix: “The NRO 3rd Report & Order, released on 12/28/01, clarified that BFRs (Bonafide Requests) are not needed within top 100 MSAs – all codes within the top 100 MSAs must be open for porting by 11/24/02.  This applies to both wireline and wireless SPs.” (Brigitte Brown)  - completed



		0032

		10/9/01

		

		Open

		WNPO

		Type 1 Trunk Conversions

		10/9/01 - ACTION: Type 1 trunk conversion project management will be added to the recommendation matrix for addendums to the Technical, Operational & Implementation Guidelines. (Brigitte Brown)

10/9/01 - ACTION: Ron Steen to draft the project management process for Type 1 trunk conversions for the Nov mtg.

10/9/01 - ACTION: All team members to discuss the concept of a Type 1 trunk conversion project management approach with their company to determine whether this should become a recommendation to all carriers.


11/13/01 - ACTION: Modify the document to cover the need to open codes as portable. (Ron Steen).  


11/13/01 - ACTION: Team to email Ron Steen with any further questions or new items that need to be considered.


11/13/01 - ACTION: Ron Steen will take back questions and comments discussed at the meeting, or provided via email, and come back with responses and revise the process accordingly.


11/13/01 - ACTION: Ron Steen will add a narrative to accompany the diagram and touch on more of the details.


11/13/01 - Alltel brought up an issue related to snapbacks.  It was indicated that the numbers should be pooled, not ported, otherwise the numbers would snapback to the wireline carrier.  However, pooling can only take place for a full 1,000 block.  If there is not a full 1,000 block, the numbers would have to be ported and the wireless carriers would lose the numbers over time due to snapbacks.  This issue needs to be addressed further and consider the options for going about the conversion using pooling.  INC is looking into whether the numbers can be marked in the LERG without going through the Pooling Administrator.  ACTION: Track this as a WNPO issue since it is an operations issue. 


12/10/01 - ACTION: SPs to provide contributions on how to address the Snapback issue and addressing any other issues with the project management approach for Type 1 trunk conversions for discussion at the January meeting.


1/7/02 - ACTION: Ron Steen to update the Project Management Approach for Type 1 Trunk Conversions to address removing numbers from the ALI database before donating them to the pool.  


1/7/02 - ACTION: Conference call will be held to discuss issues related to Type 1 Trunk Conversion (including snapback issues) in order to put together an outline for a recommendation document for SPs.  The call will be held on January 25th at 11:00am (eastern) for 2 hours.

1/25/02 - ISSUE – if one of the 60 numbers (originally belonging to the wireline company #1, type 1 number assigned to a customer of wireless carrier #2) ports to another carrier (company #3) and then the customer disconnects, then they would snapback to the wireline carrier because they are the code holder.  ACTION: Need to have further discussion on this issue at the February meeting.

1/25/02 - QUESTION: If the 1K block is not in an NPA that is in pooling yet, can this transfer of ownership still take place?


1/25/02 - ACTION: Ron Steen will put together an outline with bullet points.

1/25/02 - ACTION: At the 2/5/02 WNPO meeting, work on a draft contribution to the INC.

1/25/02 - ACTION: Everyone to document their company’s thoughts on this issue and bring them to the February meeting.

3/5/02 - ACTION: Ron Steen’s INC representative will take a contribution to INC to propose that the guidelines be adjusted to include this as a reason to allow for “transfer of ownership” of a 1K block.


3/5/02 - ACTION: Ron Steen to provide a draft report outlining the situation, issues, and proposed resolutions for discussion the April 2002 meeting.  The following issues should be considered:


a) ACTION: Need to address tariff issues related to Type 1 Trunk conversions. (Ron Steen)


b) ACTION: Need to address snapback issues related to Type 1 Trunk conversions. (Ron Steen)


c) ACTION: Determine whether all numbers must be assigned in order to perform a “transfer of ownership”. (Ron Steen)


d) ACTION: Determine if Type 1 trunk conversions are only possible where WLNP is supported. (Ron Steen)


3/5/02 - ACTION: Team members to review Type 1 Trunk Conversion conversations and discuss them with your companies so that feedback can be provided at the April 2002 meeting. (Team)



		0033

		10/9/01

		

		Open

		WNPO

		NAPM LLC Requests of the WNPO re: throughput model

		10/9/01 - ACTION: Anne Cummins & Anna Miller volunteered to work on the following changes to Exhibit N and submit the updates for review at Nov mtg:


1) Provide estimates for each region (not just the West coast region).


2) Review the 20% growth rate to ensure that it is still reasonable over the next 4 or five years.


3) Include one additional year in the estimates (2006).


4) Develop a second set of estimates for 2003 -2006 to assume all wireless codes are open for porting even outside the Top 100 MSAs.  A team member pointed out that Exhibit N already assumes that all wireless codes are opened for porting.  


10/9/01 - ACTION: Team to further discuss this NAPM LCC action item related to roll-out timing and areas in November.


11/13/01 – ACTION: Gene Johnston to provide data from growth rate studies and site the source of the data (maybe the CTIA Semi-Annual Wireless Industry Survey 2000).  

11/13/01 – ACTION: Anne Cummins to revise the model with lower growth rates based on the data provided by Gene Johnston.

11/13/01 – ACTION: Anne Cummins to base national growth rates on actual wireless subscribers and provide a sanity check against the NPDB capacity model.


12/10/01 – ACTION: Anne Cummins will revise the number portability throughput model assumptions to be sent out for discussion in January.



		0034

		11/13/01

		

		Open

		WNPO

		Contribution Template

		11/13/01 - ACTION: Jim G. to email out the WNPO Contribution Template to the team and place in on the NPAC website.


12/10/01 - ACTION: Team members must submit contributions for items to be re-addressed/re-introduced if they have already been covered in previous discussions.



		0035

		11/13/01

		

		Open

		WNPO

		Order Exchange Between Wireless and Wireline Companies – Liz Coakley, SBC

		11/13/01 - ACTION: Liz Coakley to prepare a contribution for the December meeting on Order Exchange between wireless and wireline companies.



		0036

		11/13/01

		

		Open

		WNPO

		Re-homing Wireless Codes/MBIs in an LNP Environment – Patrick Lockett & Jeff Adrien

		11/13/01 - ACTION: Sprint to put together a contribution for the December meeting on the issues and a recommended solution on Re-homing Wireless Codes in an LNP Environment (note: include a description of the snapback issues). (Patrick Lockett & Jeff Adrien)

11/13/01 - ACTION: All service providers to discuss Re-homing Wireless Codes in an LNP Environment with their company & be prepared to discuss it at the December mtg.


12/10/01 - ACTION: Charlotte Holden to write up a contribution for the Rehoming of Wireless codes in an LNP environment for discussion at the January meeting.  The contribution should illustrate the billing system impacts.


12/10/01 ACTION: SPs to be prepared to discuss how rehoming of wireless codes should be accomplished - for discussion in January.  

12/10/01 ACTION: SPs to formalize questions/issues & email them to Jim Grasser by 12/21/01so that Patrick Lockett can be prepared to respond to them at the Jan mtg.


1/7/02 ACTION: Charlotte Holden to document questions related to rehoming of wireless numbers and submit it as a contribution to the team.


1/7/02 ACTION: Conduct a workshop at the February WNPO to come up with ideas for handling wireless rehomes and to NeuStar to participate in order to indicate what the NPAC can support.  



		0037

		11/13/01

		

		Open

		TR45.2

		Cause code 26

		11/13/01 - ACTION: Jim Grasser to obtain the TR45.2 write up on Cause Code 26 requirements from Anne Cummins, and email it out to the WNPO. -Completed

1/8/02 – On Hold – Awaiting further information from TR45.2.



		0038

		11/13/01

		

		Open

		WNPO

		Soft-Launch Activities

		11/13/01 - ACTION: Put together a draft document addressing what activities can take place during the soft-launch timeframe (e.g. intra-SP ports for contaminated numbers and Type 1 trunk conversions).  This list should be referenced in the WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix.  (Jim Grasser & Brigitte Brown)



		0039

		12/10/01

		

		Open

		WNPO 

		Wireless Reseller Flows

		12/10/01 - ACTION: Open a PIM at the LNPA WG on updating the NANC flows and narratives to a) add flows for wireless resellers and b) review the narratives for existing flows to ensure they are compatible with wireless business models. (Jim Grasser)  

12/10/01 - ACTION: WNPO to work on updating the NANC flows and narratives to a) add flows for wireless resellers and b) review the narratives for existing flows to ensure they are compatible with wireless business models and then forward it to the LNPA WG.


1/8/02 - ACTION: A conference call will be held to put the wireless flows into the wireline document format.  This will not be a debate of the flows themselves, but rather moving the existing wireless flows into the wireline format. The call is scheduled for January 8th at 5:30pm eastern time (using the same conference bridge as today’s meeting). 


1/8/02 - ACTION: Any SPs requesting a change in the wireless flows need to submit a contribution to the team for future discussion.

3/5/02 - ACTION: Any additional contributions related to the wireless reseller flow discussion (including any suggestions for new flows) must be submitted to Jim Grasser no later than Friday March 22, 2002. 


3/5/02 - ACTION: Facilities-based providers to speak with their resellers and internal resources that negotiate operating agreements with resellers prior to the April 2002 meeting in order to obtain input for the discussion and vote.



		0040

		2/4/02

		

		Open

		WNPO

		Revised WLNP & Pooling Implementation Guideline (Timeline)

		2/4/02 - ACTION: Jim Grasser to revise the timeline and narrative and send it to the team on 2/6/02. - Completed


2/4/02 - ACTION: Team to review the revised timeline and narrative and provide any comments to Jim Grasser by COB 2/7/02. - Completed


2/4/02 - ACTION: Jim Grasser to send the updated timeline and narrative to NANC. – Completed.

2/4/02 - ACTION: The WTSC will split up the intercarrier testing checklist requirements, so that it is clear what items need to be addressed before entering the first phase of intercarrier testing to address the critical network elements at the call completion level.



		0041

		2/4/02

		

		Open

		WNPO

		CIBER X2 Record Compliance

		2/4/02 - ACTION: Capture on WNPO issues/action items list that the WNPO needs to reach out to CIBERNET to request that the X2 record become a requirement.



		0042

		2/5/02

		

		Open

		WNPO

		MBI Administration Setup Requirements

		2/5/02 - ACTION: All wireless SPs to send an email with contact information to the MBI Administrator at Mbiadmin@ncs.com to request the initial mailing package and user agreement.  The contact information should include name, address, email address, phone number, company name.



		0043

		3/4/02

		

		Open

		NENA

		Impact of WLNP & Pooling on E911

		3/4/02 – NENA is tracking the impacts related to E911.

3/4/02 – ACTION: Jim G. to forward the current NENA E911 issues list to the WNPO.



		0044

		3/4/02

		

		Open

		WNPO

		Escalation Path for Jeopardies with Porting

		3/4/02 – ACTION: Add a new item to the WNPO Issues / Action Items list identifying the need for a discussion on mapping an escalation path to an external entity for porting issues and ports in jeopardy.  (Brigitte Brown)



		0045

		3/4/02

		

		Open

		WNPO

		Ensuring Timely Updates to Network Elements Subsequent to NPAC Broadcasts

		3/4/02 – ACTION:  Add the following statement in the minutes and in the WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix: “The appropriate network elements should be updated with the routing information broadcast from the NPAC SMS within 15 minutes of the receipt of the broadcast.”

3/4/02 – ACTION: Maggie Lee to provide a reference to an industry document for the statement regarding the guideline for updating LSMSs/NPDBs subsequent to an NPAC broadcast.  Any other team members with further references (e.g. LNPA working group letter to NANC in 1997, or ATIS document). (Maggie Lee and Team)



		0046

		3/4/02

		

		Open

		WNPO

		Troubleshooting Guideline

		3/4/02 – [image: image1.wmf]Slow LNP SCP 
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ACTION: – Add a new item to the WNPO Issues & Action Items list that the WNPO needs to create a troubleshooting guideline.  Jim Grasser will provide a rough draft (Jim Grasser)



		0047

		3/5/02

		

		Open

		WNPO

		ICP Clearinghouse Interoperability Testing

		3/5/02 – ACTION: Maggie Lee to provide a contribution on “ICP Clearinghouse Interoperability Testing” for discussion at the April 2002 meeting.



		Closed Items

		

		

		

		

		



		      0001




		04/16/01

		11/13/01

		Closed

		WNPO / LNPA WG

		NANC Change order 328 for Sunday NPAC business hours 

		6/11/01 – Accepted at LNPA WG


8/13/01 – CO Approved for 3.1 but will keep open until the 3.1 SOW has been approved.  


Closed – included in release 3.1 to be implemented in 1H02.



		0020

		07/10/01

		11/13/01

		Closed

		WNPO

		Impacts of WLNP on WIN Services

		8/13/01 ACTION: All SPs should review what new services may be impacted by NP that have yet to be identified. 


11/13/01 – Issue closed until a contribution is provided.



		0022

		07/09/01

		8/13/01

		 Closed

		WNPO

		Industry WLNP Schedule & Wireless Progress

		7/9/01 - ACTION: Patrick Locket, Maggie Lee, Jim Grasser, Dave Garner, & Jason Lee to determine who the facilities-based wireless carriers are within the Top 100 MSAs by using wirelessadvisor.com.  


7/9/01 - ACTION: Jim Grasser to email how the efforts should be split up between the five volunteers.


8/13/01 List was provided identifying the top 100 MSAs based on the original FCC order and the carriers with licenses.   


ACTION: Forward list to the WTSC who will use this to notify carriers that have not been participating thus far in the testing committee.






		      0005




		04/16/01

		8/13/01

		Closed

		WNPO

		Letter to LLCs requesting support of NPAC business hours for Sunday porting

		7/9/01 - LLC responded to the letter and requested the write up to be incorporated in the change orders for release 3.1.






		      0003




		04/16/01

		07/09/01

		Closed

		ICP

		Verizon “clearinghouse” contribution

		07/09/01 – Included in version 2.1.3 of the ICP document, and is being handled by the ICP subcommittee.



		0006

		04/16/01

		6/11/01

		Closed

		OBF / WNPO

		Impact of wireless number portability on Operator Services

		Same as issue 0004
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WIRELESS NUMBER PORTABILITY OPERATIONS TEAM (WNPO)



CONTRIBUTION FORM



CONTRIBUTION TITLE: Slow Updates to LNP SCPs?



If this contribution relates to an existing open issue, please identify the issue number:



n/a



SOURCE:

Name

:Stephen Addicks






Company
:WorldCom



Address
:8521 Leesburg Pike, Vienna, Va. 22182






Phone number
:703-394-7202






e-mail address
:stephen.addicks@wcom.com


CONTACT:

Name

: Stephen Addicks






Company
: WorldCom



Address
: 8521 Leesburg Pike, Vienna, Va. 22182






Phone number
: 703-394-7202






e-mail address
: stephen.addicks@wcom.com


DATE:


March 1, 2002



ABSTRACT:

Brief (one sentence) description of contribution 



There is perception that wireless carriers are not updating their internal LNP call routing database (SCP) promptly after NPAC broadcast received.



CONTRIBUTION: Detailed description of the issue, alternative solutions, and recommended solution.



I    Introduction:


1.  When a ported customer is moved to his new service provider, he can originate calls over his new SP's network, but now no longer can receive calls.



2.  When ported customer is moved to his new SP's network, the new SP sends an "activate" message to NPAC; NPAC then immediately broadcasts the ported number's new routing information to all carriers who maintain LNP call routing databases.



3.  When the NPAC’s broadcast is received by a carrier, that carrier immediately updates its LNP call routing database.



4.  Until the carrier's LNP call routing database is updated, the calls from its customers to the newly ported number are queried but misrouted.  Signaling associated with these misrouted calls reaching wrong destination switch will show that call has been dipped; consequently, the terminating switch will not dip the call in an attempt to route it to proper destination switch.  All such calls fail.



5.  Once a carrier's LNP call routing database is updated, calls originated from that carrier's customers will route properly to the newly ported number's serving switch.



II   Discussion & Alternative Solutions:


1.  Some carriers are not immediately updating their LNP call routing databases.  So each time a customer ports his number, there is an extended period (frequently days long I'm told) during which the customer cannot receive calls from these carriers.  It has been brought to my attention that this now appears to be a chronic problem for traffic from the wireless carriers.  This matter also was raised by AT&T some months ago (but may have been in the LNPA-WG and apparently focused on one un-named carrier).



2.  The FCC LNP Orders forbid inferior call handling for calls to ported numbers.  The frequent, extended delays by some wireless carriers in doing their LNP call routing database updates violates the spirit and letter of the FCC Orders.  



3.  There is an objective (or goal) of 15 minutes for this interval, but this is not in itself a requirement.  Clearly, though, routine update delay of several hours is bad; several days is really bad.



III Recommendation:


If perception is correct, wireless carriers will need to make changes necessary to update their LNP call routing databases in a more timely fashion or make arrangements to rely on other entities LNP call routing databases.



Notice: This contribution includes information that has been prepared to assist the WNPO.  This document is submitted as a



basis for discussion and is not a binding proposal on the Source or the Contact.  The aforementioned carrier(s) specifically



reserve the right to add to, amend, or withdraw its contents.
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WIRELESS NUMBER PORTABILITY OPERATIONS TEAM (WNPO)


CONTRIBUTION FORM


CONTRIBUTION TITLE: Wireless Reseller flow for both wireless to wireless and Inter-species  Joint contribution.


If this contribution relates to an existing open issue, please identify the issue number: _______


SOURCE:

Name

: Rick Dressner





Company
: Sprint PCS


Address
: 4717 Grand Avenue; Kansas City MO, 64112





Phone number
: 816-559-4269





e-mail address
: rdress01@sprintspectrum.com

Telispire PCS

4309 Jacksboro Hwy. Suite G


Wichita Falls, Texas, 76302


Brent Ballard


Director of Business Development


Main Phone: 940-397-9600


Direct Line: 940-397-9609


Fax: 940-397-9610


Email: bballard@telispire.com

Working Assets Wireless


Lori Nelson


Wireless Operations Manager


415 369 2085

CONTACT:

Name

: Rick Dressner





Company
: Sprint PCS


Address
: 4717 Grand Avenue; Kansas City MO, 64112





Phone number
: 816-559-4269





e-mail address
: rdress01@sprintspectrum.com

DATE:


1/22/02


ABSTRACT:
Recommends 1) porting flows between wireless and wireless Resellers 2). interspecies Reseller porting

CONTRIBUTION: 


I    Introduction:

The purpose of this document is to identify the various issues and risks associated with Local Number Portability when Resellers are involved as the local service provider. How wireline will deal with porting when Resellers are involved has been an open issue with the LNPA WG since July 1999. Both the OBF and the NNPO have worked this issue. In August 2001, this issue was closed at LNPA WG for wireline porting only. It was agreed that all LSR/FOC activity would flow through the network service provider who, in turn, will act as an agent for their Reseller partner(s).


II   Discussion & Alternative Solutions:

The following information outlines the numerous risks associated with a Reseller facilitating their own ICC process.


1. Resellers who are responsible for their own ICC process will be negotiating the due date/time on a process over which they have no control while the Network provider is graded against performance. The FCC mandate states service providers in the top 100 MSA/CSA must be able to port out numbers.  This has nothing to do with how authorization is obtained by service providers. If a Reseller agrees to a date and time that the network provider cannot meet, the NNSP must contact the Reseller to renegotiate the due date/time with the OLSP and notify the NNSP of this change. Not having an integrated ICC process, especially when changes to due date/time are required -- or any other change thereafter, would result in:

· incremental steps and excessive coordination


· routinely categorizing the transaction as a complex port


· unnecessarily extending the porting window 



This would be a great disadvantage to the Reseller in a port-in scenario. 


2. When an advocate receives a request to port-in a MDN from a Reseller, there is no systematic way to determine the correct Reseller. The only way a Reseller is identified is by a customer telling the service provider. An advocate would have to manually locate the correct identifier for that Reseller to ensure appropriate communications are initiated as service providers need to be identified by a numerical number (SPID/OCN).  Most manual processes assume a higher level of mistakes resulting in error resolution processes and, as a result, customer dissatisfaction.

3. No interface between the NSP and the LSP would impair a Reseller’s ability to know when to initiate or disengage the customer billing process. Billing should begin on a port-in when activation occurs and the bill should terminate once a disconnect has taken place. Some interfacing needs to occur between LSP and NSP. Resellers assume that the due date and time agreed upon in the ICP is the most accurate. This issue  occurs today in the wireline industry in which the due date/time to deprovision is not assumed.


4. An additional impact to larger service providers is a significantly increased potential of managing processes via low-tech interfaces like faxes. It can be assumed that unless the Reseller is a large company, the Reseller may not have the capital or may choose not to invest in an automated interface method for porting. Inherent in this assumption is an incremental cost of porting with Resellers  as it will cost service providers more to handle faxes (manual processes, increased advocate handle time and a higher potential of errors and subsequent error resolution) than an automated interface. An  additional assumption is that there currently exists some automated interface for Resellers to communicate with their network provider and, as such, the intercarrier communications process could piggyback on that existing functionality.


5. If wireless providers opt to have Reseller port requests handled differently than wireline, additional processes would need to be developed including how to handle sending communications to an ONSP or OLSP depending on wireline, wireless or even each SP. If providers had a single method of handling Reseller activity, the process would be consistent, simpler and, ultimately, less costly.

III Recommendation:


· All providers conform to a single flow, which is to have the network providers facilitate the ICC process on behalf of Resellers. 


· Resellers would (still) validate customer information on a port out request. 


· On a port-in request, Resellers would need to pass customer specific data to their network provider in order for the NNSP to forward port request to other provider.  


· A suggested requirement is that the NNSP and ONSP store customer information until the port is complete after which time they maintain a record of the port but delete customer specific information from their systems.


See process flow below.
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Notice: This contribution includes information that has been prepared to assist the WNPO.  This document is submitted as a


basis for discussion and is not a binding proposal on the Source or the Contact.  The aforementioned carrier(s) specifically
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WNPO Conference Call – Type 1 Trunk Conversions


1/25/02

1) Portion of a 1K Block (not a full block – less than 1,000 numbers):  With porting, do we treat them as “working numbers” or “intermediate numbers”?

a) Ron Steen indicated potentially treat them as “intermediate numbers” - numbers that are set aside for use by another carrier.  Wireline would report them as intermediate numbers.


b) E.g. 100 numbers, with only 60 that are working numbers – wireline assumes that all 100 are working numbers, and only the wireless SP knows that only 60 of them are assigned to customers.  


c) The wireline carrier (company #1) will inter-company port the 100 numbers to the wireless carrier (company #2).  The NPAC sees them as 100 working numbers.  If one customer disconnects the wireless carrier (company #2) will need to do something in the switch, but does not communicate anything to the NPAC.


d) ISSUE – if one of the 60 numbers (originally belonging to the wireline company #1, type 1 number assigned to a customer of wireless carrier #2) ports to another carrier (company #3) and then the customer disconnects, then it would snapback to the wireline carrier (company #1) because they are the code holder.  ACTION: Need to have further discussion on this issue at the February meeting.


2) Full 1K Block:   


a) True 1K block, not a range of 1000 numbers from mid-block to mid-block.

b) How to pool and donate the block to a SPECIFIC carrier?

c) Can “transfer ownership” of the block (per the INC Pooling Guidelines).  So if it is treated as a transfer of ownership, not pooling.

i) If the team agrees to this method, then Ron Steen’s INC representative will take a contribution to INC to adjust the guidelines to include this as a reason to allow for “transfer of ownership”.

ii) The PA would provide documentation to NPAC.  NPAC would create the pooled block and communicate the new LRN.  Would probably require new forms to be submitted.

iii) QUESTION: If the 1K block is not in an NPA that is in pooling yet, can this transfer of ownership still take place?

3) Recommendation Document:


a) Need to influence INC Guidelines

b) Need a draft paper that outlines the situation, issues, and problems.  Perhaps the team could use the structure that the Pooling Task Force used:

i) Proposal

ii) Guidelines/Procedures

c) ACTION: Ron Steen will put together an outline with bullet points.

d) ACTION: At the 2/5/02 WNPO meeting, work on a draft contribution to the INC.

e) ACTION: Everyone to document their company’s thoughts on this issue and bring them to the February meeting.

~WRO2652
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NPAC NPA NXX Code Opening and LRN Recommendations


· Each Service Provider will need to identify each NPA NNX Code they own that is located in the top 100 + MSAs as Identified by the current FCC Order.


· Each NPA NXX will need to be defined in the appropriate NPAC Region with an effective date NLT November 24, 2002.  NPA NXX Codes that will need to be opened for Intercarrier Testing or to be used in a soft launch I.E. September, 2002 should have an effective date NLT than when it is anticipated to be required less 5 days.


· NOTE: Each First Port within an NXX can not occur faster than 5 days after the first SV Create Message is entered into the NPAC so this needs to be taken into consideration when establishing Testing and Porting time lines.


· Today approximately 26,000 Wireless Codes are in use in the USA today.  If an assumption is made that approximately 80 % of these NXX Codes are located in the Top 100+ MSAs this would equate to approximately 20,800 Codes that would need to be opened in the NPAC.


· If a period of 90 days is allocated to perform the task of opening the codes, this would equate to approximately 230 codes per day not including growth in NPA NXX Codes.


· It is recommended the code opening commence on or about June 1, 2002 and conclude on September 1, 2002 for codes that will be portable on November 24, 2002.  This should provide a reasonable period of time to open the codes in the NPAC.


· It is also recommended that a Service Provider add all NPA NXX Codes to the NPAC on a single region at a time to reduce the possibility of opening the NPA NXX in the wrong NPAC Region.


· It should be noted that the 7 NPAC Regions are defined by states and the states in each region maybe identified from the NPAC.Com web site.  All NPA codes reside in only one NPAC Region with one exception.  Specific Rate Centers identified by an FCC ruling allows a deviation of NXX's in ten specific rate areas located within the 606 & 859 NPAs located in the state of Kentucky.  These ten unique rate centers are located in the MW Region VS the Southeast Region NPAC.  


· During this same 90 day period of time each Service Provider will need to define each Local Routing Number (LRN) in the appropriate NPAC Region that has or will be defined for routing calls in a portability environment.  Each switch will need to be assigned an LRN as defined in the LRN Assignment Guidelines on the ATIS.org web site.
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WNPO Monthly Meeting Minutes


January 7 & 8, 2002         Orlando, FL – Cingular Wireless




ATTENDANCE:


No Highlight – Attended on both days


Green – Attended on Day 1


Yellow - Attended on Day 2


		Name

		Company

		Name

		Company



		Jim Grasser

		Cingular Wireless

		Brigitte Brown

		TeleCorp PCS



		Anne Cummins

		AT&T Wireless

		Cheryl Gordon

		ALLTEL



		Scotty Parish

		AllTel

		Patricia Horne

		TeleCorp PCS



		Marcel Champagne

		NeuStar

		Melissa Flicek

		Nextel Partners



		Ron Steen

		Bell South

		Lonnie Keck

		AT&T Wireless



		Jean Anthony

		Telecom Software

		Jeff Adrian

		Sprint PCS



		H.L. Gowda

		AT&T

		Ned Timmer

		Ranger Wireless Solutions



		Karen Mulberry

		WorldCom

		Chris Duckett-Brown

		Verizon Wireless



		Jason Lee

		WorldCom

		Meredith Cummings

		Nextel



		Tracy Frank

		Business Edge Solutions

		Terry Hsiao

		InphoMatch



		John Malyar

		Telcordia

		Rick Dressner

		Sprint PCS



		Gene Perez

		TSI Telecommunication Services

		Mary Brien

		Sprint PCS



		Robert Jones

		U.S. Cellular

		Liz Coakley

		SBC Wireline



		Charlotte Holden

		U.S. Cellular

		Frank Reed 

		Voicestream



		Chris Bowe

		Nextel

		Linda Godfrey

		Verizon Wireless



		Michael Whitcomb

		Voicestream Wireless

		Stephen Addicks

		WorldCom



		Gene Johnston

		NeuStar

		

		



		Maggie Lee

		Illuminet

		Marja Kolomyski

		Sprint



		Mike Panis

		Evolving Systems

		Robert Smith

		TSI 



		Mark Wood

		Cingular Wireless

		Marlene Nolan

		U.S. Cellular



		Charles Ryburn

		SBC Wireline

		Denise Thomas

		WorldCom



		Ron Whitson

		Sprint

		Anna Miller 

		Voicestream Wireless



		Cathy So

		Verizon Wireless

		Colleen Flury

		AT&T Wireless



		Jason Cope

		Telesynthesis, Inc.

		Gary Sacra

		Verizon



		Participants via the Conference Bridge:

		

		



		Dave Cochran

		BellSouth

		Colleen Collard

		Tekelec



		Dave Garner

		Qwest 

		Steve Hallbauer

		CHR Solutions



		Rick Jones

		NENA

		Lou Ann Peck

		Excel Communications



		Kathleen Tedrick

		Sprint

		Lori Nelson

		Working Assets Wireless





MEETING MINUTES FROM DAY #1 (1/7/02):


A. Introductions and Agenda Review


Introductions were made and the agenda reviewed.


B. Reviewed Minutes from Previous Months


The WNPO team accepted the revised November 2001 minutes (v.02 attached below).  
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The following changes were made to the December 2001 minutes (see updated document below – v.03)


1) The following statement needs to be removed from the section addressing the extended maintenance window: “Wireline SPs present indicated their approval of midnight to 11am central. “ 


2) Add John Malyar to the attendance list. 
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C. Introduction of New Business Items:


1) NRO – 3rd Report/Order & 2nd Order on Reconsideration in CC Docket 96-98 & 99-200

a) This document was released by the FCC on 12/28/01.


b) Clarified that the top 100 MSAs for pooling now includes the top 100 identified in the 1990 census and the 2000 census, as well as the new CMSAs (Combined Metropolitan Statistical Areas).


c) ACTION: Ask NANC/FCC whether the FCC’s new definition of “top 100 MSAs” as specified in the 3rd NRO Report & Order also applies to portability. (Jim Grasser)


d) ACTION: Add the following clarification to the WNPO Decision /Recommendation Matrix: “The NRO 3rd Report & Order, released on 12/28/01, clarified that BFRs (Bonafide Requests) are not needed within top 100 MSAs – all codes within the top 100 MSAs must be open for porting by 11/24/02.  This applies to both wireline and wireless SPs.” (Brigitte Brown)  


e) The document contains a discussion of technology specific overlays – this will be added to February’s agenda for discussion.


2) Inter-species SV Create Timestamp (00:00) – Rick Dressner 

a) On 10/9/01 the WNPO decided that for an inter-species port (between wireless and wireline) the time stamp on an SV create sent to the NPAC must be set to zero.  For wireless-to-wireless SV creates, specific times can be set.  There are still some operational problems associated with the time stamps today, and they may be exacerbated with the introduction of wireless porting.  This decision was added to the WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix.  

b) On 11/13/01 Sprint raised a concern and was asked to provide a contribution for discussion at the December meeting.

c) Based on initial discussions it was determined that the issue raised by Sprint was related to their business decision to build additional logic in the process. 

d) ACTION: Sprint PCS to take the inter-species SV create timestamp concerns back for further consideration and determine if further discussion is needed at the February meeting.  If further discussion is needed, Sprint PCS will send in a contribution. (Rick Dressner)


D. NeuStar Update:


1) NeuStar is collecting the number of SPs that have already established a profile with the NPAC, and will share it with the WNPO as soon as it is available.


2) No new wireless carriers have contacted NeuStar since the last meeting.


3) No additional wireless carriers have started certification testing with the NPAC since last month’s report.


4) NeuStar indicated that Qwest Wireless is scheduled to begin testing this week.


5) 3.1 Testing – Three carriers successfully completed turn-up testing, which brings the total up to five.  Four carriers have completed 90% or more.  The remaining carriers are between 2% to 44% complete.  All carriers in the Northeast region must complete this testing if have an LSMS or SOA connection.


6) On 1/2/02 a new release (3.1.0.2) was loaded to fix defect #100406, which was logged on 12/27/01.


7) ACTION: Gene Johnston to provide a copy of the latest testing report.


8) One additional new entrant (SOA vendor) will be turning up a SOA.


9) Meagan White is no longer with NeuStar.


E. Regional Time Zones for the Long Business Day Tuneables:


1) Following are the long business day tuneables that the WNPO set at the December 2001 meeting:


a) Long Business Day Duration – 12 hours


b) Long Business Day Start Time – 9am (varying by each regional time zone), so that the Long Business Day would run from 9am to 9pm (by each regional time zone).  

c) Long Business Days – team agreed to setting this to Sunday through Saturday.

2) DECISION: The team decided upon the following predominant time zones to serve as the time zone for each of the NPAC regions, as it pertains to the long business day tuneables:


a) Mid-Atlantic region – EASTERN time zone


b) Midwest region – CENTRAL time zone (If there are any issues with this it needs to be raised at the February WNPO meeting).


c) Northeast region – EASTERN time zone


d) Southeast region – EASTERN time zone


e) Southwest region – CENTRAL time zone


f) West Coast region– PACIFIC time zone


g) Western region – MOUNTAIN time zone


3) Following is some of the information communicated during the discussion:


a) A US map with time zones can be found at www.koalanet.com.au


b) Puerto Rico’s time zone is GMT-4.  The eastern time zone is GMT-5.


c) There are three NPAC regions with only one time zone (Southwest, Mid-Atlantic, Northeast)


d) Regions with multiple time zones:


i) The Western region has 4 time zones (Alaska GMT-9; Pacific GMT-8; Mountain GMT-7; Central GMT-6).


ii) The Mid-West region has 2 time zones (central GMT-6; eastern GMT-5)


iii) The West Coast has 2 time zones (pacific GMT-8; Hawaii GMT-10)


iv) The Southeast region has 3 time zones (central GMT-6; eastern GMT-5; Puerto Rico GMT-4)


e) Currently for wireline business timers are 7am to 7pm central time across all regions.


f) Other suggestions made that were not adopted by the team:


i) One team member suggested that the Western region remain as it is for wireline and use central time.


ii) Another member suggested that instead of 9am to 9pm based on each regional time zone, that the long business day be set to 7am to 11pm central time across all regions.


g) It was pointed out that the 2nd Wireless Wireline Integration report states that the wireless business day will start at 8am or 9am on a per region basis, for 12 hours for each region.  Further, the concern was that individual SOA systems and operations processes have already been developed to this specification.  Another carrier indicated that systems should be made flexible enough to handle the long business day definition as a configurable tuneable.  


h) There was a question regarding what problems would be anticipated if the 9am to 9pm tuneable varies across NPAC region.  


i) If the predominant time zone of the region is selected the timers would end during the retail day for some area, and if an OSP SV create is not received the port could not be performed until the next morning.  It was stated that the only time a port cannot occur is when the OSP does not send the SV create match before the timers stop running.


ii) If a SP port center is not staffed and there are timers running and the OSP does not send a conflict within two hours then the NSP can still activate the customer, only the disconnect by the OSP would take place the next day.


i) A team member requested that the impacts of certain areas not participating in daylight savings time be clarified (e.g. Arizona, Indiana, Puerto Rico, Hawaii).


F. SP Maintenance Windows:


1) Although a decision was made at the December meeting to propose the following maintenance windows at the LNPA WG, there was further discussion at the January meeting which yielded a request for further action on the part of wireless SPs (see bullet #3):


a) Propose a standard maintenance window of midnight to 6am central to the LNPA WG.


b) Propose an extended maintenance window of midnight to 11am central to the LNPA WG.


2) WorldCom representatives clarified what they stated at the December meeting, that there may be a concern on the part of wireline carriers for “dragging cutovers” that need to be handled in early Sunday hours.  WorldCom again stated its preference for a 3am to 9am (central) standard maintenance window.  


3) DECISIONS & ACTIONS identified at the January meeting:


a) ACTION: Wireless SPs to go back to their companies and discuss whether they could support a 3am to 9am (central) standard maintenance window.


b) While the majority of wireless SPs prefer midnight to 6am, it was decided that they should reconsider whether they could support 3am to 9am (central) in an effort to sync up with the likely preference of most wireline SPs.  It should also be noted that Sprint PCS would prefer a 3am to 9am window as the company performs numerous activations between midnight and 3am. 


c) The decision was made to indicate wireless SP’s preference (see above) at the January update to the LNPAWG, and inform the group that the WNPO will be considering 3am to 9am and report back at the February meeting.  


G. Effective Date for Tuneables & Maintenance Window Changes:


NOTE: In the February 2002 meeting, NeuStar indicated that the January 2002 decision listed below needed to be modified slightly.  There is only one test bed, so only one time zone can be set for long business days for the intercarrier testing. While the team already decided to propose setting long business day duration from 3am to 11pm and for that to begin on March 1, 2002, the team still needs to decide upon which time zone to use.


1) DECISION: The team decided that for intercarrier testing the long business days should be defined as 3am to 11pm per regional time zone (regional time zones are defined above) Sunday through Saturday to allow the timers to run longer to support testing efforts.  Note that the team is not requesting a change in the help desk hours for the period of intercarrier testing. DECISION: The team decided that the proposed effective date for the tuneables should be March 1, 2002. ACTION:  Write a letter to the LLC proposing March 1, 2002 as the effective date for tuneables changes required for intercarrier testing. (Jim Grasser & Brigitte Brown)


2) The effective date for the long business day tuneables needed for production (production tuneables agreed upon in December are listed below) has yet to be determined.  ACTION: Team to determine at a future date the effective date for the production long business day tuneables. 


a) Long Business Day Duration – 12 hours


b) Long Business Day Start Time – 9am (by each regional time zone)


c) Long Business Days – Sunday through Saturday

3) ACTION: Discussion of the maintenance windows effective date is on hold until after the window timeframes have been agreed upon with the LNPA WG.  This item will be added back to the agenda at the appropriate time. 


4) Sprint PCS indicated their concern with the 6-hour Short Conflict Resolution New Service Provider Restriction tuneable that was decided upon at the December meeting.  


a) Sprint PCS felt that the timeframe should be 3 or 4 hours, so that OSPs do not unnecessarily elongate the time spent on resolving a conflict and to reduce the risks associated with other SPs simply putting ports into conflict.  


b) Ron Steen stated that the 6 hours is there for a reason – to handle conflicts, and that wireless SPs should not underestimate the need for this time as some wireline SPs did.  


c) Jim Grasser stated that the OSP can always remove the conflict any time within the 6-hour period.    


d) Steve Addicks mentioned that he feels there are more conflicts in wireline than there will be in wireless.   HL Gowda believes that wireless might have more conflicts than wireline because that segment deals with more individual consumers, not significant numbers of business customers like many wireline ports.  


e) Suggestion was made by Steve Addicks that the team start with 6 hours, and the team can always change it at a later date based on the experiences encountered.


f) DECISION: There was no objection by any team members to leaving the Short Conflict Resolution New Service Provider Restriction tuneable at 6 hours for the time being.


H. Wireless Testing Sub-Committee (WTSC) Update:


1) The WTSC meeting will take place on January 8th and 9th.  The WTSC will request that its SP members provide test dates at this week’s meeting.


2) Cause Code 26 – some SPs at the WTSC thought that it was only applicable to wireline SPs.  The WNPO asked that the WTSC inform its members that wireless SPs must be able to support the Cause Code 26 as well.


3) Wednesday afternoon (1/9/02) the WTSC will present to the LNPA WG, to obtain input and request additional wireline participation at the WTSC meetings.


4) The WTSC is discussing issues relating to how SPs will connect with each company and issues with the clearinghouse.


5) ACTION: The WNPO asked that the WTSC confirm with its members whether wireline SPs need to be involved in inter-carrier testing for pooling, even if porting is no longer required.


6) The WTSC indicated that no ICP testing is required for pooling.  However there would be inter-carrier testing requirements for pooling.  The existing call completion tests in test plan would need to be used for pooling testing.  


7) ACTION: WNPO and WTSC members to review the call completion tests in the intercarrier test plan and provide contributions if there any further pooling tests that are needed.


I. N-1 Carrier Methodology – Approval of Documentation:


1) DECISION: The team reviewed and approved the N-1 Carrier Methodology wording in the WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix.


2) Note: Although the N-1 carrier is responsible for performing the dip, the dip can always be done earlier by another SP.


J. Project Management of Type 1 Trunk Conversions:


1) Ron Steen indicated that Bell South has a team that is looking into the area further, and he will share some of their findings with the WNPO.


2) The team agreed that the document should provide general guidelines and that more detailed or specific issues should be handled on a case-by-case basis.


3) On a NENA call there was a discussion related to the ALI database:


a) There must be a step in the conversion process to remove the wireline codes from the ALI database when they are converted to wireless numbers.  Wireless codes are not stored in the ALI database.  


b) Wireline providers need to request that they be removed from the ALI database before donated the codes to the pool.  In today’s environment, before wireline donates numbers to the pool they should be already removing them from the ALI database before donating them.  So this issue is not specific to wireless or wireless integration, however it is essential that the current process be followed.


c) One wireline representative indicated that she was unaware of any activity that her company does currently to remove numbers from the ALI database.


d) ACTION: Ron Steen to update the Project Management Approach for Type 1 Trunk Conversions to address removing numbers from the ALI database before donating them to the pool.  


4) Snapback & Pooling issues related to utilizing porting for the conversion: 


a) Ron Steen’s team is working on addressing these issues.


b) A concern is that when a SP pools, it cannot pool to a specific/designated SP.


c) A team member indicated that you can move a 1K block of unassigned numbers from one carrier to another, however, this process would require a snapback upon deactivation.  


d) ACTION: Conference call will be held to discuss issues related to Type 1 Trunk Conversion (including snapback issues) in order to put together an outline for a recommendation document for SPs.  The call will be held on January 25th at 11:00am (eastern) for 2 hours. 


K. Rehoming of Wireless Numbers:


1) A wireline representative indicated that wireline conducts large ports today involving, for example, 10,000 numbers (a full code) at once.  The wireline representative also clarified that these activities were performed for customer rehomes for a large customer, not for switch rehomes.  Further, if their company needed to bring up a new switch, and needed to transfer numbers, they would perform a LERG assignment change.


2) Per the MBI guidelines, SPs can define a “service account” for MSIDs however they so choose.  A SP can also change how it defines the service account.


3) ACTION: Charlotte Holden to document questions related to rehoming of wireless numbers and submit it as a contribution to the team.  


4) Sprint PCS was asking whether NeuStar could handle the volumes of MSID rehomes.  New LRNs would need to be assigned to all the corresponding MDNs, and the MDNs would not be in contiguous ranges (only the MSIDs would be).  Sprint PCS’s normal rehomes involve 100,000 to 150,000 numbers at a time.   Another carrier stated that it would be very expensive for the industry to complete 100,000 to 150,000 ports. 


5) NeuStar indicated that they regularly port 10,000 at a time.


6) Sprint PCS’s contribution indicates that there should not be any LERG update for MSID rehomes.


7) Sprint PCS stated that rehomes would be used to port from one switch to another when bringing up a new switch.  Another carrier indicated that there are other solutions on the network side that can be used to bring up a new switch.  Another carrier mentioned that when a new switch is turned up, a SP could opt to only put new activations on the new switch (although load balancing concerns would need to be addressed).  There are multiple approaches that could be used.


8) ACTION: Conduct a workshop at the February WNPO to come up with ideas for handling wireless rehomes and to NeuStar to participate in order to indicate what the NPAC can support.


L. Order Exchange Between Wireless & Wireline Companies – Liz Coakley


Reviewed Liz Coakley’s (SBC) contribution (attached below) indicating what information SBC expects to be passed during order exchange.


1) Wireline to Wireless Communication


a) SBC will use the LSR as the vehicle to exchange information from wireline to wireless.


b) By 11/24/02 SBC anticipates using a version of Local Service Ordering Guidelines (LSOG) 5 for order exchange.


c) SBC will follow the NANC process flows.


d) After an interconnection agreement is signed, carriers will have access to specific SBC ordering requirements and can contact an SBC account manager.  


2) Wireless to Wireline Communication


a) SBC is requesting input on what information wireless carriers are expecting from wireline carriers for order exchange.
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DECISION: Each wireline and wireless carrier must work together to define what information will be exchanged and how data will be populated, because even if multiple wireline carriers are using LSOG 5, they each may expect it to be filled out differently.  A team member indicated that wireline carriers have many edits in place today (e.g. where 0’s or blanks are expected in certain fields).  


M. NPDB Capacity Models:


1) Hard copies of contributions on NPDB capacity models were provided by both Maggie Lee and Anne Cummins. 


2) Illuminet clarified the following regarding their contribution:


a) Assumed wireless would follow the historical trend of the wireline industry.


b) Assumed the majority of porting would be within the top 100 MSAs.  Assumed 90% within the top 100, and 10% in more rural areas.


c) Wireless activity for 2002 was based on information provided by the WNPO.


d) Used annual growth rate of 60% for wireless for 2004 through 2006 (the assumptions use to be 60% for 2004, 50% for 2005, 40% for 2006).


e) Allocation across the regions is based on wireline actuals.


f) Assumed a churn rate of 28%, which was taken from CTIA communications.  


g) Includes ported and pooled numbers.


h) Numbers represent the number for the last day of the year (does not show quarters).


3) Anne Cummins indicated that results from her model were very close to Maggie’s results, even though each used very different methodologies to calculate their numbers.


4) Anne Cummins reviewed her capacity model:


a) Received and incorporated input from Gene Johnston.


b) Previous numbers included paging numbers, so she removed those numbers.


c) Growth rate is based on a CTIA study as well as a study done by Yankee Group, which indicate that the growth rate will decline.


d) Increased the churn rate to a flat 50% per the results of a study on international porting.


e) Assumed that of the churn, 80% of it will be for ported numbers.


f) Of the 80% of the churn that is due to porting, in year 1 of porting (2003) 15% of the ports would be new ports for numbers that had never ported before, representing the addition of new numbers being added to the NPDB (for numbers that had not had an entry in the NPDB before).  Sprint PCS and Telcordia indicated that for 2002 through 2004 it would be much higher than 15%.  ACTION: Anne Cummins to change the percent of new ports in her model to 100% for 2002; 90% for 2003 (since they may port multiple times that year); 60% for 2004; 40% for 2005; 20% for 2006.


a) ACTION: Add intra-service provider ports to the new NPDB capacity model (Anne Cummins).


b) ACTION: Break out pooling only data and show what the numbers would be if porting were excluded (Anne Cummins).


N. Bonafide Request Form – Approval:


1) The team approved the updated Bonafide Request Form (BFR) that is to be used outside of the top 100 MSAs (see attachment below).


2) Clarified that the BFR can be sent out in February 2002, but clock does not start ticking until 11/24/02 for outside the top 100 MSAs.


3) The recipient carrier is responsible for ensuring that updated contact information is contained within the WNPO BFR Contact Matrix and the LERG.  A form will be considered to have been received by the recipient carrier if the requestor sends the request to the contact address listed in the WNPO BFR Contact Matrix or the address in the LERG.
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MEETING MINUTES FROM DAY #2 (1/8/02):


O. Risk Assessment Document:


1) Attached is the latest version of the Risk Assessment document (v.19).  The final review and approval of the document will be held at the next WNPO meeting on February 4th so that it can be presented to the NANC.  


2) ACTION: Team members to review the Risk Assessment document (v.19) and submit any final contributions before COB on January 25th in order for them to be considered at the WNPO meeting on February 4th.  
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P. Wireless Reseller Flows:


1) PURPOSE/DECISION:  The original flows in the LNP Architecture Administration Report, which was approved in 1997, did not include flows for resellers (PIM 1 at LNPA WG).  The purpose of this discussion was to address wireless reseller flows.  Per PIM 18, flows were completed for wireline, and the WNPO is trying to document the flows for wireless.  The objective is to put the wireless flows into the wireline document format and add them to the NANC flows; the purpose of this discussion was not to amend the wireless flows.  Since the content of the wireless flows has been accepted for some time, any entity requesting a change in the content of the flows should submit a contribution to the WNPO for future discussion.  


2) ACTION: A conference call will be held to put the wireless flows into the wireline document format.  This will not be a debate of the flows themselves, but rather moving the existing wireless flows into the wireline format. The call is scheduled for January 8th at 5:30pm eastern time (using the same conference bridge as today’s meeting). 


3) ACTION: Any SPs requesting a change in the wireless flows need to submit a contribution to the team for future discussion.


4) The discussion of inter-species ports between resellers will be handled at LNPA WG.


5) Discussion:


a) Definition of a reseller:


i) A reseller is a customer of the facilities-based service provider that has its own customers.


ii) A reseller does not own/maintain its own network.    


iii) Resellers do not have an NPAC connection.


iv) The reseller may or may not handle the billing for its own customers.  


v) A reseller is not equivalent to an agent.


b) WorldCom feels that the existing wireline flows should be used for wireless.


c) Anna Miller indicated that there are wireless flows already documented in the Wireless Wireline Integration report and the Technical Implementation and Operational Requirements report, which were approved by NANC.  


d) WorldCom stated that although the wireless flows were delivered to the FCC, the FCC has taken no action.  WorldCom, as a reseller, would like to use the existing wireline flows. 


e) Sprint PCS is hearing from resellers that they would prefer to use the existing wireline flows.  AT&T Wireless and others indicated they have talked to resellers and they do not want to follow the wireline flow.


f) A wireless SP indicated that the team might be reinventing the wheel to revisit wireless reseller flows since they have already been designed and approved.  Sprint PCS felt that using the wireline flows would not be reinventing the wheel, because the wireline flows are already defined.


g) Anne Cummins submitted a contribution at the December meeting (see December minutes).


h) John Malyar clarified that PIM 18 was to put the wireless flows into the wireline format.


i) PIM 1 applies to ONLY wireline providers, which was stated and confirmed at NNPO (per Jim Grasser, Gene Perez, and Anne Cummins).


j) A few carriers stated that some resellers/facilities-based carriers might opt to follow different flows.  Steve Addicks felt that all wireless carriers should be using the same flows and assumptions.


k) Anne Cummins stated that an agreement has already been reached for wireless SPs, and that any modification from the flows approved by NANC would be an introduction of a requested change to the approved flows.  Rick Dressner indicated that since the FCC has not put a stamp of approval on the flows, he felt there was still room for discussion.  Anne Cummins indicated that a lot of money has been spent to develop to these requirements, because the documents’ purpose was to provide guidance to carriers on how to build their systems and processes.  Anne Cummins recommended that if a SP would like to do propose a change, then that SP should go back and do the research and provide a written contribution and make a presentation to the WNPO team on what items would be affected/impacted if wireless uses the wireline flows and how they would propose wireless would go about implementing the flows.


l) WorldCom indicated that it is not easy to identify a reseller.  It was pointed out that the FCC does not know the resellers because they get their numbers from the facilities-based carrier.  WorldCom was concerned about resellers being “discriminated against” because it would take longer for reseller ports using the current wireless flow.


m) The CTIA report indicates that SPs should perform an NPDB dip query before the HLR query.  A provider can do the HLR query first, but they are taking certain risks when doing so.  In the CTIA report in an appendix it lists out all the problems that can occur if an SP performs an HLR query before the NPDB dip query.


n) Karen Mulberry asked if two resellers are porting between each other and they use the current wireless flows how would the new reseller find the old reseller?  How will the new reseller know whom to contact if the OSP is a reseller?  Does the new reseller go to the facilities-based provider?  Do facilities-based providers know the resellers by the telephone number?  


i) Tracy Frank indicated that traditionally facilities-based providers could determine the reseller by the phone number.  However, that is private information and they may not be able to share it.  She further stated that this is the same problem that a facilities-based provider would have if someone wanted to port in to them and the facilities-based provider would have to identify the reseller.  


ii) Other team members indicated that in order to determine who the old reseller is the new reseller could ask the customer for their customer care number that is listed on their bills, or have the customer dial 611 for customer service and see which provider answers the phone to determine who the OSP reseller is.


Q. NPAC’s Readiness for Wireless Portability:


1) Gene Johnston indicated that:


a) NPAC specifications are written by the industry.  


b) If wireless had to go live today, the NPAC could support that activity today.


c) NeuStar is meeting the requirements that the industry has set for the NPAC.


d) Gene suggested that perhaps the industry should revisit the industry requirements for the NPAC. NPAC will deliver the documented requirements, and if any SP would like to suggest that changes be made to the requirements they should submit a contribution with proposed changes.


e) NeuStar provided two reports to the Slowhorse committee.  Gene indicated that these might need to be reviewed and if anyone identifies any problems, they need to be brought to NeuStar’s attention.


2) A team member suggested we might want to forecast peak transaction requirements.  A wireline team member felt that the peaks are not a threat given the implementation of release 3.1.  Release 3.1 is supposed to mitigate many of the existing peaks.  So this team member did not feel that wireless capacity would be threatening to the NPAC’s capabilities.  Another team member hoped that the reduction of the spikes with implementation of 3.1 could be monitored so that the wireless industry could feel comfortable moving forward with the existing requirements.  


3) This item will be removed from the agenda and will not be discussed at the WNPO unless a new contribution is submitted.


R. Support Of Cause Code 26:


1) Anna Miller indicated that this issue (Cause Code 26 – misdirected call to a ported number) is being addressed in TR45.2.


2) Suppression of a Cause Code 26 for a call to a non-working pooled number is a requirement – it is mandated.


3) The WTSC will be adding test cases for Cause Code 26 for porting and for calls to unassigned pooled numbers.  


4) The WNPO will await information from TR45.2, however it will be kept open on the WNPO Issues and Action Items list in order to track updates.


S. Rollout Plans for Launch in November 2002:


1) ACTION: Gene Johnston to submit a contribution on a phased approach for SPs to submit code creation requests to NPAC.


2) ACTION: Gary Sacra to submit a contribution for a) the effective date for codes SPs are not using for testing and b) sending requests to open codes for porting to the LERG no later than mid-May.


3) ACTION: Upon reaching an agreement on a phased approach for SPs to submit code creation requests to NPAC, an effective date for codes SPs are not using for testing, and reaching an agreement on sending requests to open codes for porting to the LERG no later than mid-May; add the agreements to the WNPO Decision/Recommendation matrix.


4) Discussion:


a) Codes must be opened in NPAC, LERG, and in the network.  NPAC and LERG effective dates should be the same.


b) NPAC wants to minimize the number of “create” messages that are sent to the NPAC at one time.


c) Codes are created at the NPAC with an effective date.  


d) During intercarrier testing SPs are testing with the production NPAC system.


e) Gary Sacra brought up a concern that if the November LERG has many new numbers being opened for porting with effective date in November, carriers might not be able to handle the workload all at once.  Some carriers act upon receiving the notification, not the effective date, so as long as the notification is phased those carriers could handle the workload.  However, Ron Whitson said that some carriers only make the changes on the effective date, so he had concerns if many SPs selected an effective date of 11/24/02.


f) If a code is listing in the August LERG as opened for porting with effective date of 11/15/02 will the November LERG always maintain the effective date?  The LERG will display the effective date until the effective date has passed (i.e. the effective date would no longer show up in the December LERG).


g) Some suggested handling the phasing by specifying timeframes for each OCN to submit codes.


h) Verizon will begin dipping before the effective date passes – in order to better size their network to ensure they can handle the capacity.


T. Other:


1) Any contributions for the February meeting must be submitted no later than COB January 25th.

2) Nextel Partners volunteered to host the December 2002 meeting in Las Vegas.

NEXT MEETING:


February 4th 8:30am – 5:00pm (local time) and February 5th 8:30am – 12:00pm (local time) – Dallas, TX – Business Edge Solutions

FUTURE MEETINGS:


WNPO Dates:
Location & Host:
 






March 4 – 5
St. Louis - SBC


April 8 – 9
Kansas City, MO - Sprint


May 13 – 14
Redmond, WA - AT&T Wireless


June 10 – 11
Atlanta, GA - AT&T

July 8 – 9
U S Cellular - Chicago


August 12 – 13
Vancover, BC - Canadian Consortium


September 16 – 17
Baltimore, MD - Verizon


October 14 – 15
Denver, CO - ESI


November 11 – 12
Atlanta - Cox Communications


December 9 – 10
Nextel Partners – Las Vegas

SUBSCRIPTION TO WNPO TEAM DISTRIBUTION LIST: 


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


To remove yourself from the WNPO Team distribution list, send an e-mail to Majordomo@telecomse.com and in the body write <unsubscribe wireless_ops>.
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WNPO Monthly Meeting Minutes



December 10 & 11, 2001         New Orleans - NeuStar






Attendance:



			Name


			Company


			Name


			Company





			Jim Grasser


			Cingular Wireless


			Brigitte Brown


			TeleCorp PCS





			Anne Cummins


			AT&T Wireless


			Gary Sacra


			Verizon





			Scotty Parish


			AllTel


			Kathleen Tedrick


			Sprint





			Marcel Champagne


			NeuStar


			Rosemary Emmer


			Nextel





			Ron Steen


			Bell South


			Ron Stutheit


			Evolving Systems





			Jean Anthony


			Telecom Software


			Jeff Adrian


			Sprint PCS





			H.L. Gowda


			AT&T


			Patricia Smith


			Voicestream Wireless





			Karen Mulberry


			WorldCom


			Chris Duckett-Brown


			Verizon Wireless





			Maggie Lee


			Illuminet


			Stephen Addicks


			WorldCom





			Jason Lee


			WorldCom


			Julie Neumann


			AT&T Wireless





			Patrick Lockett


			Sprint


			Gene Johnston


			NeuStar





			Tracy Frank


			Business Edge Solutions


			Melissa Flicek


			Nextel Partners





			Robert Jones


			U.S. Cellular


			Colleen Flury


			AT&T Wireless





			Denise Thomas


			WorldCom


			Linda Godfrey


			Verizon Wireless





			Charlotte Holden


			U.S. Cellular


			Anna Miller 


			Voicestream Wireless





			John Malyar


			Telcordia


			


			





			Participants Via the Conference Bridge:


			


			





			Dave Cochran


			BellSouth


			Dennis Rose


			CHR Solutions





			Mark Wood


			Cingular Wireless


			Liz Coakley


			SBC Wireline





			Dave Garner


			Qwest 


			Jennifer Gory


			Altell





			Sheryl Gordon


			Altell


			Rick Dressner


			Sprint PCS





			Lonnie Keck


			AT&T Wireless


			Steve Hallbauer


			CHR Solutions





			Mary Brien


			Sprint PCS


			Kirby ?


			Sprint








Meeting Minutes:



Introductions and Agenda Review


Introductions were made and the agenda reviewed.



Reviewed Minutes from Previous Month



Team identified the following changes that need to be made to the November 2001 minutes:



1) The two references to “9/16/01” need to be changed to “9/16/02”.



2) Under “NPAC’s Readiness for Wireless Portability – Patrick Lockett” make the following change:  



Replace 


“One team member commented that NeuStar provides help desk support 24 hours/day and that as carrier revenues increase it supports the increased staffing of the help desk.”  



with 



“In response to concerns expressed over increased charges for extended Help Desk operating hours, Steve Addicks (WorldCom) pointed out that one should not assume there necessarily is an additional charge for extended Help Desk operating hours due to wireless porting.  This is because the Help Desk is largely funded by porting transaction charges and this revenue stream is increased by the same activities driving the need for longer Help Desk operating hours.”


ACTION: Modify the November 2001 minutes and email updated version to the team. (Brigitte Brown)



Introduction of New Business Items:


1) NANC Updates:



a) The WNPO does not have authorization from the NANC to send a letter to the FCC regarding the updated implementation timeline and stating the issues that have caused delays in inter-carrier testing.



b) The WNPO does not have authorization from the NANC to send a letter to vendors requesting input on their ability to support porting and pooling.



c) Any letter written by the WNPO must go through NANC approval before being sent out.



d) The NANC indicated that individual companies with concerns or issues should send letters directly to the FCC and vendors.  



e) [image: image1.wmf]CTIA Ltr to FCC



CTIA sent a letter to the FCC on 11/21/01 (attached below) reiterating the concerns that the WNPO had communicated to NANC in October 2001.  CTIA’s letter also referenced the letter that NANC sent to the FCC on 11/20/01.



2) [image: image2.wmf]Revised Timeline 



011112



Revised Implementation Timeline:



a) The revised timeline that was discussed at the November 2001 meeting (attached below) will need to be further revised.



b) WTSC Input:



i) At the December WTSC meeting there was reluctance by the team to agree upon a new testing timeline.



ii) The WTSC has indicated that at least 6 weeks of testing will be required for each region and a new region should begin testing every three weeks (overlapping regions).



c) One team member stated that they did not believe that inter-carrier testing would be needed for pooling.  Other team members disagreed.  The WTSC considered what would be required for number pooling inter-carrier testing (in isolation of porting testing).  The ICP testing would be eliminated, however the network testing would remain.  The WTSC does not feel that removing porting would change the testing dates for pooling.  



d) ACTION: Jim Grasser and Brigitte Brown will further revise the implementation timeline for discussion at the January WNPO meeting.  There is no NANC meeting in December, so the timeline that will be discussed at the January WNPO meeting can also be presented at the January NANC meeting.



3) Wireline to Wireless Reseller Flows – Contribution from Anne Cummins


Team discussed the contribution from Anne Cummins proposing that the wireless reseller porting model (as approved by NANC) be used for ports between wireless and wireline resellers.  The contribution is attached below.  Below are some of the points made during the discussion and the action items that were identified:



a) Background:


i) On 08/07/01 the LNPA voted to accept the NNPO's proposed process flows comprised of only Option B (Network SP to Network SP flows) and recommend it as an industry standard for wireline to wireline reseller ports.  


ii) In September of 2000 the WNPSC sent the to the NANC the Wireless LNP Technical, Operational, and Implementation Requirement Document for approval.  The NANC approved the report and sent it forward to the FCC.  In the report the wireless industry established the wireless to wireless reseller porting process.  In this process the reseller is responsible for the ICP/pre-port process and the new reseller tells the facilities-based provider to send a notification to the NPAC.  Wireless resellers do not share any account information with the facilities based wireless provider.


iii) The two flows are the exact opposite of each other - therefore porting process between wireline and wireless resellers must be determined.



b) Anne Cummin’s Recommendation:



i) Wireless facility based service providers cannot send the LSR/WPR forward to the old facility based service provider because the reseller's subscriber account information is considered by the reseller to be proprietary.  As a consequence the information is never shared with the facility based service provider.  



ii) Since the LSR/WPR purpose is to validate account information the reseller must have the capability of sending the LSR/WPR and receiving the FOC/WPR. Without this capability their customers would not be able to port.


iii) Recommendation:  For ports between wireless and wireline resellers use the wireless reseller porting model.


c) One SP suggested that the wireless-to-wireless reseller flows be changed, however, it was determined that modifications to that process should not be entertained at this time as they were previously defined by the WNPSC in May 2000 and approved by NANC in September 2000.  That SP was represented at the NANC meetings where the process was discussed and approved.  So the focus is now on the wireline to wireless reseller flows and not the wireless to wireless flows.


d) WorldCom and Sprint indicated their desire to use the wireline reseller flows for the wireline to wireless reseller flows.



e) There are two types of reseller ports: a) one reseller can port all of their numbers to another facilities-based provider, or b) one customer of the reseller wants to port to another provider.


f) Charles Ryburn suggested that this issue get opened up as a PIM at the LNPA WG.   


g) ACTION: Open a PIM at the LNPA WG on updating the NANC flows and narratives to a) add flows for wireless resellers and b) review the narratives for existing flows to ensure they are compatible with wireless business models. (Jim Grasser)  


h) ACTION: WNPO to work on updating the NANC flows and narratives to a) add flows for wireless resellers and b) review the narratives for existing flows to ensure they are compatible with wireless business models and then forward it to the LNPA WG.
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Update from NeuStar:



1) Three SPs have completed their turn up testing (Cingular, Illuminet, and Sprint).  Six more have submitted requests to NeuStar for the testing, but have not provided dates yet.



2) ACTION:  Team member asked that NeuStar look into how many providers requested a test date that NeuStar could not support due to release 3.1 activities. (Gene Johnston)  



3) ACTION:  NeuStar to provide the number of SPs who have established a profile with NeuStar. (Gene Johnston)



4) Release 3.1:



a) Two LSMS providers have completed testing.



b) Ten providers are scheduled to test.



c) Seven have not registered yet.



d) There are a total of 19 that need to test in the Northeast region.



5) NeuStar confirmed with the FCC that there are 102 MSAs in the pooling rollout (the original 100 specified for porting, plus two additional ones).   ACTION:  Gene Johnston will provide the additional two MSAs required for pooling and Jim Grasser will distribute the information to the team.



6) Gustavo Hannecke is no longer with NeuStar.  



Wireless Testing Subcommittee (WTSC) Update:



1) At the December WTSC meeting, many carriers indicated they would not be ready for inter-carrier testing in April 2002.  The WTSC is asking carriers to submit test markets and dates to be complied into a matrix.  It appears as though testing will not be as structured as originally anticipated.  Carriers are going to submit markets for testing on a case-by-case basis.  



2) One wireline carrier stated that it needs to know what testing the WTSC is planning and stated that if the testing is done sporadically, it will be much more difficult to coordinate.  The WNPO questioned whether the WTSC participants understand that wireline will need a testing schedule to ensure they can participate.  The WTSC indicated that it would like to have a schedule, but participants are now becoming hesitant to agree and commit to dates.  The WTSC raised this issue up to the WNPO.  The WNPO requested for the WTSC to provide the latest testing start date that is being communicated at the WTSC.



3) On an MSA by MSA basis, inter-species testing will begin after wireless-to-wireless testing is conducted.



4) Some carriers indicated to the WTSC that they may possibly begin ICP testing in January, however no definite dates were provided.



5) The WNPO asked whether there is a mechanism for updating test schedules once dates are provided.  The WTSC plans to develop a matrix to capture each carrier’s test schedule.  



6) The WTSC considered what would be required for number pooling inter-carrier testing (in isolation of porting testing).  The ICP testing would be eliminated, however the network testing would remain.  Therefore the WTSC does not feel that removing porting would change the testing dates for pooling.  



7) The next WTSC meeting will be in Orlando, FL in January 2002.



Bonafide Request Form (BFR) Checklist & Sample Form



The team reviewed a draft BFR checklist and sample form (attached below) to be completed by wireless carriers requesting that other wireless OR wireline service providers support long-term Local Number Portability (LNP) and open all codes for porting within specified Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs).  The team agreed that since the wireless industry has to implement portability using a flash-cut approach (instead of a phased approach like wireline) all a SP’s codes within designated MSAs should be opened for porting at one time. 


The team reviewed a copy of a BFR form that is currently in use by wireline service providers today.  The wireline service providers agreed that the only additional piece of information that they would require (above and beyond what was listed in the draft BFR form) is the wireline switch CLLI (Common Language Location Identifier) code.  Those wireline service providers also confirmed that neither rate centers nor NPA NXXs need to be specified.  The team agreed that one form should be used for requests being made of both wireless and wireline providers.



The team decided that a WNPO BFR Contact Matrix should be created with all the most up-to-date service provider contact information (which will be posted on the NPAC website under WNPO).  Requestors completing the form should first refer to this WNPO BFR Contact Matrix for the intended recipient’s contact information.  If the intended recipient has not provided this contact information to the WNPO, then the requestor should refer to the contact information in the LERG.  It is the responsibility of the intended recipient carrier to ensure that their contact information is up to date.  This contact information can also be specified in the SLAs between individual service providers as well.



ACTION: All service providers to email Jim Grasser their contact information for BFR requests by COB Wednesday 12/19/01 (include company name, contact name, contact’s address, contact’s phone number, contact’s fax number, contact’s email address).



ACTION: Jim Grasser to compile the WNPO BFR Contact Matrix and post it on the NPAC website (under WNPO).  



Sending the BFR form to the recipient contact information in the WNPO BFR Matrix or the LERG contact information guarantees that you have made the request, and the intended recipient is responsible for opening the necessary codes for porting.  It is the recipient’s responsibility for ensuring that the contact information in the WNPO BFR Matrix and/or the LERG is correct.  ACTION: Add the preceding information to the WNPO Decision/Recommendation matrix. (Brigitte Brown)



ACTION: All service providers to ensure that their contact information in the LERG is up to date.



Following are the changes the team requested (which have been incorporated in the attached document below):



Changes to the BFR Form:



a) Include a section for wireline switch CLLI codes to be specified.



b) Clarify that for a wireless recipient the CLLI code information does not have to be completed (only the MSAs need to be specified).



c) In the purpose emphasize that ALL codes must be opened for porting within the specified MSAs and wireline switch CLLI codes.


d) Add to the form that the requestor should use the contact information in the WNPO BFR Contact Matrix, and if that service provider’s contact information is no listed then use the contact information in the LERG.



e) Reference the FCC mandate.



f) In the “Actions Required of the Recipient” section emphasize the word “all” in the following statements:



i) For all currently released codes, and those to be released at any future time, within the designated U.S. Census Bureau MSAs and wireline switch CLLI codes (where applicable), open all for porting within the LERG.



ii) For all currently released codes, and those to be released at any future time, within the designated U.S. Census Bureau MSAs and wireline switch CLLI codes (where applicable), open all for porting within the NPAC (Number Portability Administration Center).



Changes to the BFR Checklist page:



a) Can you set up an effective date in LERG requests to open codes for porting?  YES.



b) Once a code is open for porting in the LERG and NPAC, can that status ever be changed in the future? (This relates to step 1 and 2) YES.


c) Look throughout the FCC orders for the need to prove the potential to port-in customers within the designated area.  THERE IS NO REQUIREMENT FOR PROOF.


d) Look into whether requests outside the Top 100 MSAs can be made in February 2002, or if they cannot be made until 11/25/02. CAN MAKE A REQUEST FOR MSAs OUTSIDE THE TOP 100, BUT THE CLOCK DOES NOT START TICKING UNTIL AFTER 11/24/02.


e) Mention the requirement for CLLI codes.



Clarifications made:



· The clarification was made that if codes are pooling capable, then they are also porting capable.  



· If a SP’s codes are in the designated MSA, but its switches are outside of that MSA, it will still have to open those switches.



· Team member stated that there is not a standardized form currently being used across wireline carriers.
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NPAC Tuneables:



The team reviewed the system tuneables document attached below and agreed upon the following settings.  (Note: these settings can be changed in the future if the team deems it necessary)



1) Short Initial Concurrence Window – leave as is – 1 business hour.



2) Short Final Concurrence Window – leave as is – 1 business hour.



3) Short Conflict Resolution New Service Provider Restriction – leave as is – 6 business hours.  Team members clarified that the OSP puts it into conflict (not the NSP), and that it can stay in conflict for a maximum of 30 days.  



4) Short Cancellation Initial Concurrence Window – leave as is – 9 business hours.



5) Short Cancellation Final Concurrence Window – leave as is – 9 business hours.



6) Long Business Day Duration – After some discussion, the majority of the team agreed to leave this Tuneable as is at 12 calendar hours (with one SP opposed).  During the discussion some SPs expressed a desire to elongate the duration to 14 or 24 hours due to numerous activations being expected outside of a 12-hour period.  Elongating this timeframe would require additional staffing on the part of both SPs and the NPAC.



7) Long Business Day Start Time – The majority of the team agreed to set the start time to 9am (by each regional time zone), so that the Long Business Day would run from 9am to 9pm (by each regional time zone).  The same SP, which opposed the 12-hour day duration, also indicated that 9am to 9pm was not what it was hoping to achieve.



8) Long Business Days – team agreed to setting this to Sunday through Saturday.
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Team members clarified that wireline SPs use short business days with long timers, and wireless SPs would use long business days with short timers.



Maintenance Windows:



The maintenance windows are based on central time across the country (i.e. they do not vary by region).



1) Standard Weekly 6-Hour SP Maintenance Window – The WNPO agreed upon midnight to 6am central time on Sunday mornings.  ACTION: The WNPO will propose a standard maintenance window of midnight to 6am (central) on Sunday mornings to the LNPA Working Group (Jim Grasser).  Two items that were brought up during the discussion include:



a) A study was conducted for the LLC which demonstrated that the number of activations during the holiday season on Sundays for wireless SPs was greater than wireline activations on any other day of the week.  So, even though wireless activations on Sundays represented only 5% of the total, it was still greater than any other day for wireline.  



b) Starting the maintenance window at midnight central time would only cause a problem in Hawaii for 6 months out of the year because that state does not participate in daylight savings (i.e. there is only a 4 hour difference for 6 months out of the year).



2) Extended Monthly SP Maintenance Window – The WNPO agreed upon an 11-hour window from midnight to 11am central time on the first Sunday of every month.  ACTION: The WNPO will propose midnight to 11am central the first Sunday of every month to the LNPA Working Group for the extended SP maintenance window (Jim Grasser).  Following are some of the items that were discussed:



a) Currently the extended SP maintenance window is 12 hours long from 6am to 6pm central.  



b) Illuminet would have preferred a 12-hour extended SP maintenance window from midnight to noon central.



c) NeuStar uses the first 6 hours of the current extended maintenance window for their maintenance activities (i.e. 6am to noon central).  



d) Some hardware or software upgrades require at least 12 hours.  If SPs need more than the current 12-hour period, then carriers must notify NeuStar in advance and NeuStar will send out a notification to all SPs.



e) Wireline SPs do a lot of complex ports on Saturday and Saturday nights, so they do not want the maintenance window to start any earlier than midnight on Sunday morning.  



3) Should Timers Run During the SP Maintenance Windows?


The WNPO decided that the timers should run during the SP maintenance windows, and it will be expected that SPs will agree not to port during the maintenance windows.  Following are some points made during the discussion:



a) The timers run during the business hours and with the addition of Sundays from 9am to 9pm there will be an overlap between the business hours and the extended SP maintenance window.   This was not an issue with wireline SPs because timers did not run on Sundays.



b) If timers are running during SP maintenance windows then timers will expire while SPs are not able to process ports.  If the timers continue to run and the OSP does not know that they have a port request, the impact is minimal because the NSP can activate a new handset for the customer.  If the NSP is down, then the impact is greater.



c) A major benefit of not running timers during the SP maintenance window is that it would pose less risk for a SP coming back online – there would be no risk that there were changes in the database while they were offline.  However, not running timers during the SP maintenance window would require a change order with the NPAC, as well as changes to SOA software.  There is a possibility that the NPAC could manually change the timer settings once a month to accommodate the extended SP maintenance window, however, the team did not believe this to be a suitable option.



d) The maintenance hours will be known ahead of time, so SPs could agree to a porting timeframe of longer than 2.5 hours to accommodate the maintenance windows.   SPs need to include this in their Service Level Agreements (SLAs) with other SPs.  This would allow the timers to run during the maintenance windows and would not require a change order for the NPAC.



4) NPAC Maintenance Window 


A discussion of the NPAC maintenance window has been tabled until agreement is reached at the LNPA Working Group on the SP maintenance windows proposed by the WNPO.



The NPAC maintenance window will need to be sometime during the SP maintenance window.  If the NPAC maintenance window hours are changed, it may require a contract change.



5) Maintenance Window & Tuneable Timeframes Across Regions


a) Maintenance is currently set to central time for all regions.  A team member questioned whether the maintenance window should vary by region, instead of being set to central time for all regions.  Other team members stated that some SPs use the same system across regions, so it is easier to use central time across all regions for maintenance.  



b) Business day hours differ by the time zone for each region.  The predominant time zone for each region is used.  ACTION: Need a contribution documenting the regional time zones for discussion in January. (Jim Grasser & Brigitte Brown)  ACTION: SPs to be prepared to discuss having the business timers differ by region, regardless of what the time zone for an area within the region might be.


Contract Revision for NPAC Personnel Working Sundays & Longer Business Days:



A revision is needed in the NPAC contract to address business days starting to include Sundays and business days covering an additional two hours per day (wireline business days are 7am to 7pm and wireless will be 9am to 9pm, so the NPAC will need to cover 7am to 9pm).  



The team discussed with the effective date for the changes to the Tuneables and maintenance windows (Note: the effective date  for the Tuneables changes should be considered separately from the effective date for the maintenance window changes).  Some team members indicated their belief that the changes should become effective at the beginning of November 2002 in order to accommodate intra-service provider ports and Type 1 trunk conversions.  Others indicated that those types of activities may occur as early as the Soft-Launch date of 9/1/02.    Team members indicated that they did not know of a specification in the mandate stating that SPs could not port before 11/24/02. One team member stated that if a SP wants to start porting on 9/1/02 it would have to provide notice 9 months ahead of time to the OSPs.  SPs who do not roam might be able to begin porting earlier.  



ACTION: All team members to determine what the effective date should be for the tuneables changes.



ACTION: All team members to determine what the effective date should be for the maintenance window changes.



ACTION:  WNPO to write a letter to the LLC indicating the recommendation for the maintenance windows and Tuneables.  Before the letter can be sent effective dates must be finalized and there must be agreement at the LNPA WG on the settings and dates. (Jim Grasser)



NPDB Capacity & Throughput Models – Maggie Lee’s & Anne Cummin’s Contributions:



Team reviewed and compared the number portability database capacity model (contributed by Maggie Lee) and the number portability throughput model (contributed by Anne Cummins).  Following is the rough comparison:



Period
Maggie’s Data (in M)
Anne’s Wireless Pooled Data (in M)



4Q01
23.4


0



4Q02
56


(not available)



4Q03
82


11.3



4Q04
88


17.1




4Q05
97


19.4



4Q06
108


21.8



Assumptions:



a) Both sets of numbers are cumulative.



b) Maggie’s data includes both wireless & wireline ported volumes (wireline data includes pooled data, but Maggie’s wireless data does not).



c) Anne’s data is wireless pooled data only.



d) Need to sum the two to get the total NPDB capacity.



Anne’s data does not agree with Maggie’s model of wireless ported numbers.  Anne’s data indicates a total of  80M ported wireless numbers by 2006 (about double what Maggie has).  



Gene Johnston provided forecast growth figures for Anne to use.  The growth rates flatten out from 2005 to 2006 at 4.3%.



Anne’s numbers include churn as her model represents throughput.  



ACTION: Anne Cummins will revise the number portability throughput model assumptions to be sent out for discussion in January.



ACTION: Maggie Lee to add Anne Cummin’s wireless pooling data to the totals derived from her model for appropriate NPDB sizing assumptions.  To be reviewed in January.



ACTION: Maggie Lee to go back and revise the capacity model to try to sync up with Anne’s numbers.  Maggie will also verify the assumptions of the model (e.g. whether the numbers include new adds).  For discussion at January meeting.



LLC Letter – NPAC Release 3.1 Rollout:



Dave Garner confirmed that the LLC would not change the rollout order of the regions, and therefore the WNPO will not be sending the LLC a letter with that request.  



N-1 Carrier Methodology:



At the October 2001 WNPO meeting the team clarified that:  



“The N-1 carrier (i.e. company) is responsible for performing the dip, not the N-1 switch.  If there is a locally terminated call then the originating carrier needs to perform the dip, because they cannot be sure whether the tandem switch belongs to the N-1 carrier or the N carrier (terminating carrier).  For all local terminations the originating carrier needs to perform the dip, however, for any calls going through an IXC the IXC must perform the dip.  Following are examples that were discussed:  



a) Wireless to a ported local wireless – the originating wireless carrier should perform the dip (unless they intend to default route and pay the terminating carrier to perform the dip for them).



b) Wireless to a ported local wireline – the originating wireless carrier should perform the dip, since they cannot be sure whether a tandem switch belongs to a different carrier than the terminating switch (unless they intend to default route and pay the terminating carrier to perform the dip for them).”


At the December 2001 WNPO meeting the team agreed that any recommendations or clarifications on this topic should be included in the WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix.  One team member was concerned with the wording to be used in the matrix.  He stated that in an intra-LATA wireless-to-wireless call scenario, if there is not a direct interconnection between wireless SP A and wireless SP B; wireless SP A could route to the LEC (who is the N-1 carrier) to terminate to wireless SP B.  Other team members stated that in this scenario, Wireless A would still be responsible for performing the NPDB dip based on the WNPSC Technical, Operational and Implementation Requirements document.  They indicated that whatever business arrangements wireless SP A makes (e.g. default routing to the LEC) is up to them, however the requirements document indicates that wireless SP A would be considered the N-1 carrier.



ACTION:  Add proposed wording in the WNPO Decision/Recommendation matrix to clarify the N-1 methodology for review at the January meeting (Brigitte Brown & Jim Grasser).



The 2nd CTIA report lists the problems that would be experienced if a SP performs its HLR query before the NPDB query.  The recommendation is that SPs perform their NPDB dip before the HLR query.



ACTION: Review the CTIA 2nd report and identify key points and add them to the WNPO Decision /Recommendation matrix (Jim Grasser).


Project Management for Type 1 Number Conversions – Contribution from Ron Steen



Type 1 number conversions for dedicated NXXs (where all 10,000 numbers are dedicated to a single wireless carrier) can be completed now, because they do not require LNP technology.



Shared NXXs require the use LNP techniques.  For ranges of one thousand blocks pooling can be utilized.  For ranges of numbers that are less than one thousand blocks porting must be utilized.  



The Snapback issue will need to be discussed and resolved.  If pooling is used to perform type 1 trunk conversions then vacant codes will snapback to the wireless carrier.  Problems will arise when porting is used for type 1 trunk conversions as vacant codes would snapback to the code holder, the wireline carrier.  This issue is currently being tracked under item number 0032 on the WNPO Issues & Action Items matrix.  One team member reminded the team that it should remain aware of the INC pooling guidelines when addressing this issue.  



ACTION: SPs to provide contributions on how to address the Snapback issue and addressing any other issues with the project management approach for Type 1 trunk conversions for discussion at the January meeting.



[image: image6.wmf]PM of Type 1 Trk 



Conversions v.02 011207






Below is Ron Steen’s contribution for the December meeting.



Rehoming of Wireless Codes in an LNP Environment – Contribution from Patrick Lockett:



One SP indicated that the Rehoming process is dependent upon how a SP has its network setup, and that SP did not believe it would have any problems here.



ACTION: Charlotte Holden to write up a contribution for the Rehoming of Wireless codes in an LNP environment for discussion at the January meeting.  The contribution should illustrate the billing system impacts.



ACTION: SPs to be prepared to discuss how rehoming of wireless codes should be accomplished - for discussion in January.  


ACTION: SPs to formalize questions/issues and email them to Jim Grasser by 12/21/01so that Patrick Lockett can be prepared to respond to them at the January meeting.



Below is the contribution from Patrick Lockett that was discussed at the December meeting.
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Other:



1) All contributions for the January meeting are due by 6pm on 1/1/02.



2) The WNPO Contribution form is located on the NPAC website (under WNPO).



3) ACTION: Team members must submit contributions for items to be re-addressed/re-introduced if they have already been covered in previous discussions.



4) A conference call will be held on 12/21/01 at 11am eastern to discuss the Risk Assessment Document.



5) A NENA call was held on 12/11/01 and the following WLNP issues were discussed:



a) How are uninitialized phones handled?



b) Is there a problem immediately powering up phone and dialing 911?



c) What problems with roaming in not MIN/MDN compliant?



6) All agenda items that were not covered will be carried over to the next agenda.



Next Meeting:



January 7th 8:30am – 5:00pm (eastern time) and January 8th 8:30am – 12:00pm (eastern time) – Orlando, FL – Cingular Wireless



Future Meetings:



WNPO Dates:
Location & Host:
 







February 4 – 5
Dallas, TX – Business Edge Solutions



March 4 – 5
St. Louis - SBC



April 8 – 9
Kansas City, MO - Sprint



May 13 – 14
Redmond, WA - AT&T Wireless



June 10 – 11
OPEN



July 8 – 9
U S Cellular - Chicago



August 12 – 13
Vancover, BC - Canadian Consortium



September 16 – 17
Baltimore, MD - Verizon



October 14 – 15
Denver, CO - ESI



November 11 – 12
Atlanta - Cox Communications



December 9 – 10
NeuStar (tentative)



Subscription to WNPO Team Distribution: 



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



To remove yourself from the WNPO Team distribution list, send an e-mail to Majordomo@telecomse.com and in the body write <unsubscribe wireless_ops>.
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Appendix A. 
System Tunables




This appendix provides a comprehensive list of tunables identified throughout the FRS and their default values.




				Subscription Tunables







				Tunable Name



				Default Value



				Units



				Valid Range







				Long Initial Concurrence Window



				9



				business hours



				1-72







				The hours subsequent to the time the subscription version was initially created by which both Service Providers using long timers are expected to authorize transfer of service if this is an Inter-Service Provider port. (T1 timer)







				Long Final Concurrence Window



				9



				business hours



				1-72







				The number of hours after the concurrence request is sent by the NPAC SMS by which time both Service Providers using long timers are expected to authorize transfer of subscription service for an Inter-Service Provider port. (T2 timer)







				Short Initial Concurrence Window



				1



				business hours



				1-72







				The hours subsequent to the time the subscription version was initially created by which both Service Providers using short timers are expected to authorize transfer of service if this is an Inter-Service Provider port. (T1 timer)







				Short Final Concurrence Window



				1



				business hours



				1-72







				The number of hours after the concurrence request is sent by the NPAC SMS by which time both Service Providers using short timers are expected to authorize transfer of subscription service for an Inter-Service Provider port. (T2 timer)







				Conflict Expiration Window



				30



				calendar days



				1-180







				The length of time conflict subscriptions will remain in the conflict state before cancellation.







				Maximum Subscription Query



				50



				records



				10-150







				The maximum number of subscription versions returned by a query to the NPAC.







				Pending Subscription Retention



				90



				calendar days



				1-180







				The length of time pending subscriptions will remain in the pending state before cancellation.







				Conflict Restriction Window



				12:00



				HH:MM



				00:00-24:00







				The time on the business day prior to the New Service Provider due date that a 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.  The Conflict Restriction Window does not apply for short timers.







				Long Conflict Resolution New Service Provider Restriction



				6



				business hours



				1-72







				The number of business hours after the subscription version is put into conflict that the NPAC SMS will prevent it from being removed from conflict by the new Service Provider using long timers.







				Short Conflict Resolution New Service Provider Restriction



				6



				Business hours



				1-72







				The number of business hours after the subscription version is put into conflict that the NPAC SMS will prevent it from being removed from conflict by the new Service Provider using short timers.







				Long 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 long timers are expected to acknowledge the pending cancellation.







				Short 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 short timers are expected to acknowledge the pending cancellation.







				Long 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 long timers are expected to acknowledge the pending cancellation.







				Short 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 short timers are expected to acknowledge the pending cancellation.







				Old Subscription Retention



				18



				calendar months



				1-36







				The length of time old subscriptions will be retained.







				Cancel-Pending Subscription Retention



				90



				calendar days



				1-360







				The length of time canceled subscriptions, with last status of pending, will be retained.







				Cancel-Conflict Subscription Retention



				30



				calendar days



				1-360







				The length of time canceled subscriptions, with last status of conflict, will be retained.







				Short Business Day Duration



				12



				calendar hours



				1-24







				The number of hours from the tunable business day start time for short business days.







				Long Business Day Duration



				12



				calendar hours



				1-24







				The number of hours from the tunable business day start time for long business days.







				Short Business Day Start Time



				TBD



				hh:mm



				00:00 - 24:00







				Parameter tunable to the value specified by the contracting region for short business days.  







				Long Business Day Start Time



				TBD



				hh:mm



				00:00 - 24:00







				Parameter tunable to the value specified by the contracting region for long business days.  







				Short Business Days



				Monday – Friday



				Days



				Monday – Sunday







				The business days available for Service Providers using short business days.







				Long Business Days



				Sunday – Saturady 



				Days



				–Sunday – Saturday 







				The business days available for Service Providers using long business days.
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Initial Contact3



Contact between the wireless service provider and the wireline service provider may be initiated by either company.



Trunk Group Identification



Identify Type 1 Trunk Groups and associated Telephone Numbers to be migrated.



Establish Project Timeline



Develop mutually agreed to project plan for migration of telephone numbers.4



Re-engineer Type 2 Trunk Groups5



Wireless Carrier analyzes Type 2A/B trunk groups needs for routing and capacity considerations.  May need to enlarge groups and/or establish new groups.6 



Proposal for Migration1 of Wireless Telephone Numbers



From Type 1 Interconnection to Type 2A/B Interconnection2



Migrate Type 1 Telephone Numbers



The wireline and wireless telephone companies use coordinated local number porting processes7 to move the telephone numbers from the wireline switch to the wireless switch.8



Re-engineer Type 1 Trunk Groups



Wireless Carrier analyzes the Type 1 trunk groups for resizing or elimination as appropriate after the telephone numbers are migrated.9



BellSouth



Ron Steen



Dec 3, 2001



Notes:



				This proposal pertains to shared NXXs, and not dedicated NXXs.  Dedicated NXXs should be “lifted” and moved rather than ported.



				This proposal is intended to minimize individual porting of Type 1 telephone numbers, not eliminate Type 1 Interconnection.



				The initial contact could be from the wireless or the wireline carrier.  A wireless carrier may want to migrate Type 1 numbers to gain more control, offer SS7 based features, simplify porting, etc.  A wireline carrier may desire to migrate Type 1 numbers to minimize porting of individual numbers, etc.



				Both the wireless and wireline companies have tasks to complete.  A mutually agreed to timeline is necessary for coordination.



				Calls previously routed to the Type 1 telephone numbers will now be routed over Type 2A/B trunk group.  Existing Type 2 trunk groups may need to be enlarged or new groups established.



				As part of the re-engineering efforts, existing EAS calling arrangements will need to be considered.



				This may include such things as marking codes as portable, updating switch translations (query trigger), etc.



				There are some open questions to be addressed concerning migration of full 1K blocks.  Could such blocks be pooled rather than ported?



				After the numbers using a particular Type 1 Trunk Group are migrated, the wireless carrier should address the need to resize or eliminate the trunk group.
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Rehoming concerns after MIN separation.





Problem statement: Currently, when a particular switch is approaching its capacity limits, carriers offload the switch by performing an NPANXX rehome: We make changes in th LERG and Translations so that certain NPANXX’s are no longer homed to that switch. Incoming calls to those subscribers are now directed to a different switch. It is not unusual to move anywhere from 3-13 NPANXX’s when offloading a switch.





After MIN separation, there are concerns with this method of offloading a switch. After MIN separation, each subscriber has two numbers to consider (MSID and MDN) rather than just the MIN.




CONSIDER NPANXX REHOMES AFTER SEPARATION:





Using LERG administration to point a particular NPANXX to a different switch will in effect “scatter” the associated MSIDs across switches. The NPANXX will likely be associated with pieces of numerous MBIs (MSID blocks).





Why does this matter? If the network is structured with multiple Standalone-HLRs or with Integrated HLRs, then scattering MSIDs across switches “breaks” 6-digit SS7 routing for registration, which is a vital piece of roaming. In the standalone HLR case, it also constrains the operator’s ability to home those switches to different HLRs.  For example, if the original switch A was homed to HLR 1, and the new homer switch B is homed to HLR 2, then the Global Title Translations for getting registration notifications (MSID-based messages) to the appropriate HLR have now been scattered. A similar example can be constructed for IHLRs.





Recall that one of the main reasons for the MIN separation architecture in the first place was to allow 6-digit SS7 translations for registration while roaming or travelling.




CONSIDER THE ALTERNATIVE: MBI “REHOMES”.





It is conceivable that, after MIN separation & pooling/porting, a switch could be offloaded without using LERG administration at all. All NPANXXs homed to that switch would still be homed to that switch. However, the operation could take a particular MBI (MSID block) and offload it to a different switch by porting the associated MDNs: giving them an entry in the NPDB having an LRN pointing to switch B. (An intra-company port)





This solution is problematic due to volume concerns/constraints. If an MBI is 80% utilized, then this would imply “porting” 8000 subscribers for each MBI block. Rehoming multiple blocks implies high volumes of porting, which is a concern for both transaction volume at NPAC and database capacity in the various LSMS and NPDB systems run by or for each carrier.




WHICH MAKES MORE SENSE?





Clearly, both methods are problematic. The argument could be made, however, that MIN separation and porting are the industry’s solution to “scattering MDNs”, whereas no such solution exists for “scattering  MSIDs”. This points to the MBI rehome as the method most consistent with the industry’s future direction. 




Rehoming Concerns v.01 Sprint 011207.doc










_1071338490.doc


WIRELESS NUMBER PORTABILITY OPERATIONS TEAM (WNPO)




CONTRIBUTION FORM
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ABSTRACT:

Recommends porting flows between wireline and wireless resellers 




CONTRIBUTION: 





I    Introduction:



On 08/07/01 the LNPA voted to accept the NNPO's proposed process flows comprised of only Option B (Network SP to Network SP flows) and recommend it as an industry standard for wireline to wireline reseller ports.  




In September of 2000 the WNPSC sent the to the NANC the Wireless LNP Technical, Operational, and Implementation Requirement Document for approval.  The NANC approved the report and sent it forward to the FCC.  In the report the wireless industry established the wireless to wireless reseller porting process.




The two flows are the exact opposite of each other - therefore porting process between wireline and wireless resellers must be determined.




II   Discussion & Alternative Solutions:



Wireless Reseller Flow




In September of 2000 the WNPSC sent the to the NANC the Wireless LNP Technical, Operational, and Implementation Requirement Document for approval.  The NANC approved the report and sent it forward to the FCC.  In the report the wireless industry established the wireless to wireless reseller porting process as follows.




Section 3.4 Resellers 




The impact of LNP on wireless resellers is dependent upon the individual relationship between the facility based SP and the reseller.  In general terms, these relationships fall into one of two categories – either the facility-based SP maintains complete end-user information for the reseller, or the reseller maintains their own end-user information.  




For porting telephone numbers between a new and old wireless reseller, the pre-port process, i.e. the exchange of the Wireless Port Request (WPR) or Local Service Request (LSR) data and confirmation, will be the reseller’s responsibility.  Once the confirmation is received, both the OSP (donor) and NSP (recipient) should notify their facility based network SPs to initiate the port process, i.e. the communication with the NPAC.  Refer to Appendix D, for the wireless to wireless process flows and description.




Appendix D - Reseller LNP Flows for Wireless to Wireless 
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Assumption:  For a complex port it is assumed 




that coordination is complete before step 1.
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Wireline Reseller Flow



On 08/07/01 the LNPA voted to accept the NNPO's proposed process flows comprised of only Option B (Network SP to Network SP flows) and recommend it as an industry standard for wireline to wireline reseller ports as follows.  




The New Local Service Provider (Reseller) sends an ordering LSR to the New Network Service Provider 




fulfilling all requirements of any service agreement. The LSR process is defined by the Ordering and Billing 




Forum (OBF) and the electronic interface by the Telecommunications Industry Forum (TCIF). The information required on the LSR may vary based on the carriers involved.




The New Network Service Provider notifies the Old Network Service Provider of the porting using the LSR 




and sends the information via an electronic gateway, FAX, or other manual means.  The LSR process is 




defined by the Ordering and Billing Forum (OBF) and the electronic interface by the Telecommunications 




Industry Forum (TCIF). The information required on the LSR may vary based on the carriers involved.




Old Network Service Provider sends the firm order confirmation (local response) to the New Network Service Provider for the porting LSR.




The porting process is coordinated with the ONSP who has the OLSP as a wholesale customer. It is required that upon completion of the port, the ONSP notifies the OLSP of the Loss of the end user.
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OBF Option B: End user ports from OSP (OLSP- Old Local Service Provider) Reseller




to NSP (NLSP -New Local Service Provider ) Reseller (i.e., end user changes from OLSP (reseller), which was




provided facilities via ONSP, to a NLSP (reseller), which is provided facilities via a NNSP)




NLSP sends ordering




LSR to NNSP for




resale service.




                (3)




NNSP  sends porting




LSR to ONSP to port




number as Agency of




Authorization of




NLSP.      (4)




.




ONSP sends




FOC for porting




LSR  to NNSP.




              (5)




 Return to Figure 1 , Box 12.
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 LSRs
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FOC for ordering LSR




to NLSP.




                (6)
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end-user




porting all TN’s?




(1)




NLSP notes “not all TNs




being ported” in the




remarks field of the




ordering LSR  addressed in




box 3.




                    (2)




Yes




No




D




Final Draft (Last Revision 7-03-2001)




DEFINITIONS:




NNSP -  New Network Service Provider




ONSP - Old Network Service Provider




NLSP -  New Local Service Provider




OLSP - Old Local Service Provider




General Acronyms:




CSR - Customer Service Record




LSR - Local Service Request




FOC - Firm Order Confirmation




NNSP coordinates all




porting activities.




                (7)




NOTE: It is very important




to read and understand the




possible processing complications 




outlined in the narrative text file




 for this flow.




ONSP is responsible




for Loss Notification to




OLSP upon completion




of port




.




            (5a)








III Recommendation:



Wireless facility based service providers cannot send the LSR/WPR forward to the old facility based service provider because the reseller's subscriber account information is considered by the reseller to be proprietary.  As a consequence the information is never shared with the facility based service provider.  




Since the LSR/WPR purpose is to validate account information the reseller must have the capability of sending the LSR/WPR and receiving the FOC/WPR. Without this capability their customers would not be able to port.




Recommendation:  For ports between wireless and wireline resellers use the wireless reseller porting model.




Notice: This contribution includes information that has been prepared to assist the WNPO.  This document is submitted as a




basis for discussion and is not a binding proposal on the Source or the Contact.  The aforementioned carrier(s) specifically




reserve the right to add to, amend, or withdraw its contents.
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- SAMPLE FORM - 








Bonafide Request Form (BFR) Checklist & Sample Form




Purpose: The following is a recommended checklist that should be followed when requesting that other service providers support long-term Local Number Portability (LNP) and open ALL codes for porting within specified Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs) and the specified wireline switch CLLI (Common Language Location Identifier) codes.  This applies to both wireline and wireless requests.




1. Identify the U.S. Census Bureau MSAs for which support of long-term Local Number Portability is being requested.




a. Note: The U.S. Census Bureau MSA’s may differ from MSAs separately defined by the wireline and wireless industries.  




b. Note: The FCC mandate does not require proof from the requestor of the potential to support port-ins in the designated MSAs.




2. Identify the codes within the specified MSAs.




3. Check the LERG to verify that the codes are not already open for porting.




4. Check the NPAC to verify that the codes are not already open for porting.




5. Complete and submit a Bonafide Request Form (BFR) containing the following information:




a. Contact Information: First refer to the WNPO BFR Contact Matrix posted on the NPAC website (under WNPO) for the contact information to be completed for the recipient.  If the intended recipient has not provided this contact information to the WNPO, then refer to the contact information in the LERG.  It is the responsibility of the intended recipient carrier to ensure that their contact information is up to date.




To (Recipient):




i. Contact Name




ii. Company




iii. Contact’s Address




iv. Contact’s Email




v. Contact’s Fax




vi. Contact’s Phone




b. Specify the U.S. Census Bureau MSAs for which the BFR recipient should support LNP (for both wireless and wireline recipients).




c. Specify the wireline switch CLLI (Common Language Location Identifier) codes for wireline recipients only.




d. Specify the date of request.




e. Specify the effective date (when switches must be capable and codes must be open for porting) – not less than 6 months from the date of request.




f. Specify the actions requested – opening codes in the LERG and NPAC, and ensuring that the switches are LNP capable.




g. Specify the Date the Confirmation of Receipt of Request is Due - Confirmation of receipt of request is due within 10 business days.




h. Form must state that it is requesting support for deployment of long-term Local Number Portability and site references. (Reference the FCC mandates)



6. Verify confirmation received.




Questions:




· Can you set up an effective date in LERG requests to open codes for porting?  YES.



· Once a code is open for porting in the LERG and NPAC, can that status ever be changed in the future? (This relates to step 1 and 2) YES.



Action Items:




· ACTION: (11/26/01) Look throughout the FCC orders for the need to prove the potential to port-in customers within the designated area.  THERE IS NO REQUIREMENT FOR PROOF.



· ACTION: (11/26/01) Look into whether requests outside the Top 100 MSAs can be made in February 2002, or if they cannot be made until 11/25/02. CAN MAKE A REQUEST FOR MSAs OUTSIDE THE TOP 100, BUT THE CLOCK DOES NOT START TICKING UNTIL AFTER 11/24/02.
















Bonafide Request Form (BFR)











TO (RECIPIENT):





Company Name:_____________________________





Contact Name:______________________________





Contact’s Address:__________________________





__________________________________________





Contact’s Email:____________________________





Contact’s Fax:______________________________





Contact’s Phone:___________________________























Purpose: This form is used to request deployment of long-term Local Number Portability as defined in the FCC mandates (CC Docket 95-116).  Specifically, this form requests that ALL codes be opened for portability within the Metropolitan Statistical Areas and wireline switch CLLI codes designated below.  This form may be used for both wireless and wireline requests.

















Timing:





Date of Request:_____________________________





Receipt Confirmation Due By:__________________(Due no later than 10 days after the Date of Request)





Effective Date:_______________________________(Not less than 6 months from the Date of Request)



































Designated Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs):











Note:  MSAs refer to the U.S. Census Bureau MSAs.  These may differ from the MSAs as separately defined by the wireless or wireline industries.











1st MSA:_______________________________		4th MSA:_______________________________











2nd MSA:_______________________________		5th MSA:_______________________________











3rd MSA:_______________________________		6th MSA:_______________________________























Actions Required of the Recipient:











Within 10 days of receipt, provide confirmation to the requestor that this form has been received.





For all currently released codes, and those to be released at any future time, within the designated U.S. Census Bureau MSAs and wireline switch CLLI codes (where applicable), open all for porting within the LERG.





For all currently released codes, and those to be released at any future time, within the designated U.S. Census Bureau MSAs and wireline switch CLLI codes (where applicable), open all for porting within the NPAC (Number Portability Administration Center).





Ensure that all switches handling codes within the designated MSAs are Local Number Portability capable.











Designated  Wireline Switch CLLI Codes:





(CLLI – Common Language Location Identifier)





1st CLLI:_______________________________		4th CLLI:_______________________________











2nd CLLI:_______________________________		5th CLLI:_______________________________











3rd CLLI:_______________________________		6th CLLI:_______________________________























From (Requestor):





Contact Name





Company





Contact’s Address





Contact’s Email





Contact’s Fax





Contact’s Phone











FROM (REQUESTOR):





Company Name:______________________________





Contact Name:______________________________





Contact’s Address:__________________________





__________________________________________





Contact’s Email:____________________________





Contact’s Fax:______________________________





Contact’s Phone:___________________________











  To be completed for both wireless & wireline recipients











  To be completed ONLY for wireline recipients











Use the WNPO BFR Contact Matrix info. if available, otherwise use the LERG contact info.
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- SAMPLE FORM - 






Bonafide Request Form (BFR) Checklist & Sample Form



Purpose: The following is a recommended checklist that should be followed when requesting that other service providers support long-term Local Number Portability (LNP) and open ALL codes for porting within specified Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs) and the specified wireline switch CLLI (Common Language Location Identifier) codes.  This applies to both wireline and wireless requests.



1. Identify the U.S. Census Bureau MSAs for which support of long-term Local Number Portability is being requested.



a. Note: The U.S. Census Bureau MSA’s may differ from MSAs separately defined by the wireline and wireless industries.  



b. Note: The FCC mandate does not require proof from the requestor of the potential to support port-ins in the designated MSAs.



2. Identify the codes within the specified MSAs.



3. Check the LERG to verify that the codes are not already open for porting.



4. Check the NPAC to verify that the codes are not already open for porting.



5. Complete and submit a Bonafide Request Form (BFR) containing the following information:



a. Contact Information: First refer to the WNPO BFR Contact Matrix posted on the NPAC website (under WNPO) for the contact information to be completed for the recipient.  If the intended recipient has not provided this contact information to the WNPO, then refer to the contact information in the LERG.  It is the responsibility of the intended recipient carrier to ensure that their contact information is up to date.



To (Recipient):



i. Contact Name



ii. Company



iii. Contact’s Address



iv. Contact’s Email



v. Contact’s Fax



vi. Contact’s Phone



b. Specify the U.S. Census Bureau MSAs for which the BFR recipient should support LNP (for both wireless and wireline recipients).



c. Specify the wireline switch CLLI (Common Language Location Identifier) codes for wireline recipients only.



d. Specify the date of request.



e. Specify the effective date (when switches must be capable and codes must be open for porting) – not less than 6 months from the date of request.



f. Specify the actions requested – opening codes in the LERG and NPAC, and ensuring that the switches are LNP capable.



g. Specify the Date the Confirmation of Receipt of Request is Due - Confirmation of receipt of request is due within 10 business days.



h. Form must state that it is requesting support for deployment of long-term Local Number Portability and site references. (Reference the FCC mandates)


6. Verify confirmation received.



Questions:



· Can you set up an effective date in LERG requests to open codes for porting?  YES.


· Once a code is open for porting in the LERG and NPAC, can that status ever be changed in the future? (This relates to step 1 and 2) YES.


Action Items:



· ACTION: (11/26/01) Look throughout the FCC orders for the need to prove the potential to port-in customers within the designated area.  THERE IS NO REQUIREMENT FOR PROOF.


· ACTION: (11/26/01) Look into whether requests outside the Top 100 MSAs can be made in February 2002, or if they cannot be made until 11/25/02. CAN MAKE A REQUEST FOR MSAs OUTSIDE THE TOP 100, BUT THE CLOCK DOES NOT START TICKING UNTIL AFTER 11/24/02.












Bonafide Request Form (BFR)









TO (RECIPIENT):




Company Name:_____________________________




Contact Name:______________________________




Contact’s Address:__________________________




__________________________________________




Contact’s Email:____________________________




Contact’s Fax:______________________________




Contact’s Phone:___________________________



















Purpose: This form is used to request deployment of long-term Local Number Portability as defined in the FCC mandates (CC Docket 95-116).  Specifically, this form requests that ALL codes be opened for portability within the Metropolitan Statistical Areas and wireline switch CLLI codes designated below.  This form may be used for both wireless and wireline requests.














Timing:




Date of Request:_____________________________




Receipt Confirmation Due By:__________________(Due no later than 10 days after the Date of Request)




Effective Date:_______________________________(Not less than 6 months from the Date of Request)





























Designated Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs):









Note:  MSAs refer to the U.S. Census Bureau MSAs.  These may differ from the MSAs as separately defined by the wireless or wireline industries.









1st MSA:_______________________________		4th MSA:_______________________________









2nd MSA:_______________________________		5th MSA:_______________________________









3rd MSA:_______________________________		6th MSA:_______________________________



















Actions Required of the Recipient:









Within 10 days of receipt, provide confirmation to the requestor that this form has been received.




For all currently released codes, and those to be released at any future time, within the designated U.S. Census Bureau MSAs and wireline switch CLLI codes (where applicable), open all for porting within the LERG.




For all currently released codes, and those to be released at any future time, within the designated U.S. Census Bureau MSAs and wireline switch CLLI codes (where applicable), open all for porting within the NPAC (Number Portability Administration Center).




Ensure that all switches handling codes within the designated MSAs are Local Number Portability capable.









Designated  Wireline Switch CLLI Codes:




(CLLI – Common Language Location Identifier)




1st CLLI:_______________________________		4th CLLI:_______________________________









2nd CLLI:_______________________________		5th CLLI:_______________________________









3rd CLLI:_______________________________		6th CLLI:_______________________________



















From (Requestor):




Contact Name




Company




Contact’s Address




Contact’s Email




Contact’s Fax




Contact’s Phone









FROM (REQUESTOR):




Company Name:______________________________




Contact Name:______________________________




Contact’s Address:__________________________




__________________________________________




Contact’s Email:____________________________




Contact’s Fax:______________________________
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1.  PURPOSE & SCOPE



The purpose of this report is to identify and determine risks associated with non-compliance of the separation of the Mobile Identification Number (MIN), also referred to as MSID, and Mobile Directory Number (MDN) for all wireless service providers (SPs) in the implementation of Wireless Pooling and Wireless Number Portability.  This document discusses the impacts in the event at least one SP is not compliant. 



There are primarily two cellular network protocols in use in North America.  SPs who use the ANSI-41 protocol are “MIN based” and use the MIN for network provisioning and registration.  These SPs will be impacted the greatest in the event of non-compliance with the MIN-MDN separation.  SPs who use the Global System for Mobile Communications (GSM) protocol are “International Mobile Station Identifier (IMSI) based” and use the IMSI for network provisioning and registration.  The potential for these SPs to be impacted is based on business decisions made by individual SPs, roaming, and other interoperability functions.  For the purpose of this report, we will not distinguish between IMSI and MIN based SPs.  References will be made to “all wireless SPs” throughout this document with the understanding that there is a much greater impact to MIN-based SPs than IMSI-based SPs.



There are various amounts of work to be done by wireless providers
 depending on where service is provided, i.e. inside or outside the top 100 MSAs (Metropolitan Statistical Areas), as defined in the Third Report and Order and Second Order on Reconsideration in CC Docket No, 96-98 and CC Docket No. 99-200, released December 28, 2001.  All wireless SPs will ultimately need to meet the same requirements in order to support porting once they have received a request to open a code for portability.  While wireless providers who have licenses outside the top 100 MSAs need only initially support roaming of ported or pooled numbers by November 24, 2002, those who have licenses within the top 100 MSAs must be fully compliant with all aspects of wireless number portability by November 24, 2002.  It is vitally important that all wireless providers have their network and OSS systems configured, tested, and implemented so that as of November 24, 2002 wireless SPs within the top 100 MSAs can port customers and those outside the top 100 MSAs can support roaming for all ported and pooled numbers.  On November 24, 2002, porting and pooling wireless SPs should be able to assign MDNs and MSIDs that have different values.  The network and OSS work also ensures that: 



· a roaming subscriber will register correctly on the visited network;



· the switch will record the roamer call correctly;



· the switch will pass correct information about the roamer to other network providers;



· the serving company will format the out-collect call detail record correctly;



· the roaming customer will be billed correctly.



The premise for this report is that at least one wireless SP will not have implemented the necessary changes by November 24, 2002.  For the remainder of this report, the term “non-compliant carrier” will refer to any and all wireless SPs who have not implemented the necessary upgrades and modifications to support thousands block pooling and WLNP.  In the event that there is at least one non-compliant carrier, consequences will occur.  The overall impact of these consequences will depend on the number of non-compliant carriers.  This document, however, does not address an assumed number of non-compliant carriers, but attempts to identify and discuss the impacts of non-compliance.



2. REGULATORY BACKGROUND



2.1. Number Portability and Mandatory Support of Nationwide Roaming



On July 2, 1996, the FCC Common Carrier Bureau (CCB) released its First Report and Order in the Number Portability Docket (CC Docket No. 95-116, FCC 96-286).  This order required all cellular, broadband Personal Communications Service (PCS), and covered Specialized Mobile Radio (SMR) providers to have the capability of delivering calls from their networks to ported numbers anywhere in the U.S. by December 31, 1998.  Wireless SPs (SPs) refer to this as Phase I of Wireless Number Portability.  In addition, CMRS providers were ordered to offer SP Portability, including the ability to support roaming, throughout their networks by June 30, 1999. Wireless SPs refer to this as Phase II of Wireless Number Portability.



In August of 1997, the FCC released a Second Report and Order addressing various long-term number portability implementation issues. Among the actions taken in the Second Report and Order, the NANC was directed to develop standards and procedures regarding the provision of number portability by CMRS providers. 



Previous activities of the LNPAWG and associated Task Forces focused primarily on the wireline segment of the industry.  The implementation of number portability by wireline SPs was addressed by the LNPAWG in the following documents:



The Architecture and Administration Plan for Local Number Portability.  


The LNPA Technical & Operational Requirements Task Force Report, dated April 25, 1997.  Refer to http://www.fcc.gov/ccb/Nanc/lnpastuf.html.


The LNPAWG also addressed wireless and wireline integration issues in four subsequent reports entitled:



Local Number Portability Administration Working Group Report on Wireless Wireline Integration, dated May 8, 1998.



Local Number Portability Administration Working Group 2nd Report on Wireless Wireline Integration, dated February 5, 1999.


Local Number Portability Administration Working Group 3rd Report on Wireless Wireline Integration, dated September 30, 2000.


Wireless Number Portability Subcommittee Report on Wireless Number Portability Technical, Operational, and Implementation Requirements – Phase II , September, 2000



Two extensions were granted for the implementation of Phase II Wireless Number Portability.   The first extension was granted per a Memorandum Opinion and Order released September 1, 1998 (DA 98-1763), by the Wireless Telecommunications Bureau.  



This order extended the deadline from June 30, 1999 to March 31, 2000 to provide additional time for the wireless industry to develop standards to ensure efficient deployment of wireless number portability.  In this order, it was reiterated that CMRS providers offer number portability in the top 100 Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs), as well as the ability to support nationwide roaming.  The orders explicitly name the 100 MSAs that are applicable to porting.
  The second extension was granted by the CCB in a Memorandum Opinion and Order released February 9, 1999 (FCC 99-19).  The CCB granted a Cellular Telephone Industry Association (CTIA) petition to forbear from imposing wireless SP portability until the completion of the five-year build out period for broadband PCS.  This extended the deadline to November 24, 2002. 



2.2. Number Pooling and Mandatory Support of Nationwide Roaming



On December 29, 2000, the FCC Common Carrier Bureau released its Number Resource Optimization Second Report and Order, Order on Reconsideration (CC Docket No. 96-98 and CC Docket No. 99-200), and Second Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (in CC Docket No. 99-200).  This order requires all cellular, broadband Personal Communications Service (PCS), and covered Specialized Mobile Radio (SMR) providers to participate in Number Pooling within the same geographic areas as covered in the order for Number Portability, or as specified by the FCC in future rulings.



Included in this order is the requirement for the selection of a Pool Administrator.  One of the tasks of the Pool Administrator is to document a rollout schedule for the orderly implementation of Number Pooling.  The start date for the rollout of wireline pooling is to be nine months after selection of the Pool Administrator.  Even prior to the start date, numerous wireline pooling trials have begun in many states.



Also in this order is the recognition of the fact that wireless SPs will not be ready to fully support Number Pooling until November 24, 2002 – the mandated date for Wireless Number Portability.  This is due to the fact that much of the work required for Number Pooling is also required for Number Portability, i.e. deployment of the LNP query capability in the MSC; network separation of the MIN/MDN in the HLR, MSC, and other network systems; billing/message processing separation of MIN/MDN in the MSC, MPS, other adjuncts, and the roaming clearinghouse; and for SPs within the top 100 MSAs, provisioning with MIN/MDN separation. Because of this, it is expected that, on November 24, 2002, wireless SPs will participate in Number Pooling in all rate centers where Number Pooling has been implemented up to that time.  Also on this date, it is expected that all wireless SPs in the country will be able to support the MIN / MDN separation to preserve nationwide roaming.
   Following are excerpts from the mandates that address roaming requirements:



· “We require all cellular, broadband PCS, and covered SMR providers to have the capability of delivering calls from their networks to ported numbers anywhere in the country by December 31, 1998, and to offer SP portability, including the ability to support roaming, throughout their networks by June 30, 1999.”



· “We also reiterate our view that a regulatory mandate is necessary to the full implementation of wireless number portability, in order for it to support nationwide roaming.  The ability to support nationwide roaming requires that all wireless carriers, even those outside major markets, to configure their networks to support number portability, regardless of whether there is consumer demand for LNP among customers in their home markets.  Thus, without the establishment of a regulatory requirement, wireless carriers who successfully develop SP LNP could be unable to offer its full benefits because their customers would not be able to roam on the networks of other wireless carriers that do not support LNP.”
  


3. Technical Requirements to support Pooling and Porting



Roaming terminology can be confusing if strict definitions are not provided up front.  Two facility based wireless SPs are always involved when a wireless customer roams.  The “home carrier” is the SP who has entered subscriber information in their HLR (Home Location Register) while the “serving carrier” is the SP whose network is currently providing service to the customer. 



3.1. Ubiquitous MIN/MDN Split



The MIN is the identifier that was first used by Advanced Mobile Phone Service (AMPS) cellular systems, and since adopted by most Cellular and PCS standards that contain an “AMPS” compatibility mode (e.g. IS-91 “AMPS”, IS-88 “N-AMPS” (Narrowband Advanced Mobile Phone Service), IS-54 and IS-136 “D-AMPS” (Digital Advanced Mobile Phone Service) and IS-95 “CDMA” (Code Division Multiple Access)). 



Prior to the MIN / MDN separation, AMPS, CDMA, and TDMA (Time Division Multiple Access) SPs performed registration, call processing, provisioning, customer care and billing based upon a single number---the MIN.   Traditionally, the MIN has also been used by wireless SPs within the North American Numbering Plan (NANP) serving area as the 10-digit MDN.  MDNs are administered by NANPA (North American Numbering Plan Administrator).



In a Pooling environment, wireless SPs will be assigned MDNs in blocks of 1,000 by the pool administrator in those areas where pooling is in effect, and in full codes by NANPA in those areas where pooling has not yet been ordered.  MINs will be assigned by a new entity known as the MBI (MIN Block Identity) Administrator and will be assigned in a block of 10,000 MINs (i.e., an MBI).
   



When wireless SPs outside of the top 100 MSAs request a new NPA-NXX code from NANPA for use as MDNs, they will also be able to receive the corresponding MBI from the MBI Administrator. By obtaining MBIs that match their MDNs, wireless SPs outside of pooling areas will not have to accommodate different values in their provisioning systems for the MIN and MDN.
   However, upon receiving a Bona Fide request to open a code for porting, SPs outside of the top 100 MSAs will need to accommodate different values for the MIN and MDN in their provisioning systems.



In a pre-LNP environment, existing AMPS, TDMA and CDMA subscribers will still have the same value for both the MIN and MDN.  When a subscriber ports, the MDN and MIN become separate and distinct. The ported subscriber’s MDN will remain unchanged and port with the subscriber.  The MIN that was assigned to the ported subscriber will remain with the donor SP, and the new SP will assign a new MIN to the ported subscriber.   The donor network can reuse the relinquished MIN for another subscriber.  It is probable that the same number may be used for a MDN in one network and a MIN in another network at the same time. 



In the Porting/Pooling environment, all wireless SPs within the United States will need to support the MIN/MDN separation in order to support nationwide roaming.  This will include network hardware and software upgrades as well as some back-office systems upgrades to support proper roamer registration, roamer billing, and identification of originating number (ANI, Automatic Number Identification) for such items as Calling Party Number, E911 call-back number, and long distance billing. 



3.2. Network Hardware / Software Upgrades



In a wireless number portability / number pooling environment, certain hardware/software upgrades are necessary to support the separation of the MIN and MDN.  Specifically, for a serving carrier, the Visitor Location Register (VLR) needs to be updated to accommodate both a MIN and an MDN for each roamer that registers on the system.  In addition, the switch software needs to be updated so that the call detail records that are generated by the switch contain the MIN and MDN as well as LRN if appropriate.



Phase II Call Delivery Software is required for any switch on which wireless portable NXX codes will be homed.  Phase II call delivery switch software supports the delivery of calls to its portable NXX codes, handling of incoming calls routed using an LRN, and cause value code 26 (misrouted call to a ported number).



A  switch with Phase II Call Delivery Software can, when a call is routed to it:



· determine if the call was routed based on an LRN;



· recognize that the LRN is its own LRN;



· if the switch determines it is not a working number within that switch and if it is not a pooled number then return Cause Code 26;



· retrieve the dialed number from the Generic Address Parameter (GAP);



· use the dialed number to terminate the call.



3.3. IS-41 Rev C  Compliance



Revision C of the IS-41 standards provides for passing both MIN (Mobile Identification Number) and the MDN (Mobile Directory Number) in the IS-41 messaging to accommodate the split of the MIN and MDN fields for wireless number portability.  While it is certainly true that roaming customers can register on a visited system which uses a version of IS-41 prior to Rev C, and that calls can be delivered to and originated by these roamers, the impacts and implications of roaming on a system that has not been upgraded to IS-41 Rev C go beyond call delivery and call origination. Various issues and impacts resulting from not upgrading to IS-41 Rev C are discussed in the balance of this report.  



The following two points summarize the split of the MDN and MIN (a.k.a. MSID):



· With the introduction of number portability, all IS-41 



Transactions, which are based on mobile station identification,



should use the MSID where MIN was used prior to number



portability.



· With the introduction of number portability, all IS-41



Transactions, which are based on subscriber identification (as



opposed to mobile station identification), should use the MDN



where MIN was used prior to number portability.



The impact of these two points is potentially on every IS-41 message. Below are diagrammed registration transactions on a non-compliant Home system and Visited System.  These two examples illustrate how the IS-41 signaling is incomplete if a subscriber registers on a non-compliant system.  These diagrams will be referenced later in this report



3.3.1 Registration #1:  Home System Non-compliant with IS-41 Rev C or Later 
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Step 1:  Mobile resisters with visited MSC: visited MSC (IS-41 Rev C compliant) sends Registration Notification to home HLR with the MIN parameter.



Step 2:  Home HLR returns Registration Notification Return Result without an MDN parameter



due to IS-41 Rev C non-compliance.



If SPs are not at least IS-41 Rev C compliant, they will not format a return result with an MDN parameter.



The MDN will not be returned to the visited system.


3.3.2 Registration #2: Visited MSC/VLR Non-Compliant with IS-41 Rev C or later:
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Step 1: Mobile registers with visited MSC; visited MSC sends pre-IS-41 Rev C Registration Notification to home HLR with the MIN parameter.



Step 2: Since home network is IS-41 Rev C compliant, home HLR returns Registration Notification Return Result with MIN and MDN parameters.  



Step 3:  Since the visited network is not compliant with Rev C or later of IS-41, the MDN parameter in the Return Result will be ignored.



In both cases above (3.3.1 and 3.3.2), the lack of compliance with IS-41 Rev C will cause the MIN to be used as the MDN in providing a call-back number, caller-id number, and ANI. This may cause potential incorrect billing of roamer usage by the home SP, incorrect/invalid call-back number for 911/Emergency Services, or incorrect billing by an IXC, if used.



3.4. Back Office Systems 



Problems will occur if not all wireless SPs in the country support the de-coupling of the MIN and MDN. This section addresses the formatting of billing records for roamer usage by the serving carrier.   When a wireless customer roams, he is said to be “served by a visited system”.  In other words, he is not on his “home system”.  In order for the owner of the visited system to send roaming charges back to the owner of the home system, an industry standard call detail record has been defined.  This record is called a CIBER record.  CIBER is an acronym that stands for Cellular Intercarrier Billing Exchange Roamer.  The CIBER record is a standard data structure with various fields, or data elements, some of which are required to be populated while others are optional.  In order to support Number Portability (and coincidentally, Number Pooling), CIBER records were modified.  In the past, all CIBER call detail records were two-digit numbers ending in zero.  The record number for those CIBER records, which were modified to support porting and pooling, are two-digit numbers ending in two and are referred to as the “X2” records.



If a serving carrier has completed all the upgrades identified in 3.1 through 3.3 above, they will be able to provide call delivery, call origination, and correct identification of the originating party for all roamers.  However, if the serving carrier has not upgraded their back-office systems to pass the appropriate information to the home carrier, there may still be problems.  If the serving carrier is still using the CIBER 2.0 record, there is no provision for MDN or LRN.  In this case, the serving carrier may be able to correctly format a CIBER record, but the billing carrier may not be able to bill the correct customer or correctly apply an appropriate discount.



Currently, application of some discounts that are very prevalent in the industry are dependant upon the ability to determine the company providing service to the originating number, the terminating number, or both.  Prior to pooling and porting, SPs could base the determination of the type of service and company providing service on the NPA-NXX of the originating and terminating numbers of a call.  In an LNP environment, the originating number and/or terminating number cannot be used since they may have been ported or assigned from a non-native block of numbers obtained from the pool administrator.  In order to properly apply some discounts, a SP would need to be able to determine the carriers that provide service to the originating and terminating directory numbers.  In a porting and pooling environment, this is only possible by knowing the Location Routing Number (LRN) associated with the terminating number or the Jurisdiction Information Parameter (JIP) associated with the originating switch.  There is no provision to pass these values in the CIBER 2.0 records
.  Likewise, there is no provision to pass the MDN in the CIBER 2.0 records.  On the other hand, if the serving carrier is able to format an X2 record, but has not made any of the upgrades discussed in 3.1 through 3.3 above, they would either populate the MDN field with zeroes or populate it with the same value that is used for the MIN.  In addition, they may or may not be able to provide an LRN for those cases where the terminating number is ported or pooled.  These situations would cause the billing carrier to create inaccurate customer bills.   



While the implementation of wireless number portability in a roaming environment requires the use of the X2 record, no editing requirements exist to ensure that valid MDNs are being populated.  This may pose risks to the accurate billing of roaming calls.



3.4.1 Impact to Home Customers if Roamer Billing is Incorrect Due to Non-compliant LNP/CIBER X2 Roamer Partner



Because the support of roaming is mandated where roaming is allowed, it is necessary that all carriers comply with the CIBER X2 records created to accommodate wireless local number portability.  This record enables service provides to capture both the MIN and MDN when supplying roaming records to a clearinghouse.  



If some carriers do not comply with the CIBER X2 record and continue to use the prior record format, then they will be unable to supply both the MIN and MDN associated with roaming records and roaming customers with ported/pooled numbers, roaming on networks owned by these companies, are likely to be billed incorrectly.  If the serving carrier populates the MIN in the 2.0 record, then only the MIN will be provided back to the home carrier.  If the home carrier bases guiding on the MDN, then they will either be unable to bill for the record, or they will interpret the MIN to be an MDN and guide the usage to the wrong number.  If the MDN is a ported or pooled number this will result in billing the wrong customer.  If home carriers base guiding of usage on the MIN, and the serving carrier delivers the MIN in the 2.0 record, then billing should not be adversely impacted.  However, as noted below, the MIN is not always available on the switch call detail record.  



If a serving carrier utilizes the CIBER 2.0 record and incorrectly populates the MDN instead of the MIN, then the wrong carrier could receive the CIBER record.  If the MIN and MDN are different the wrong carrier would be billed for roaming traffic and a customer could be billed for usage they did not generate.  If the customer’s MIN and MDN are the same, then the correct carrier should receive the CIBER records and the billing of the usage should not be adversely impacted.  



There are instances when a switch’s call detail record will not contain an MSID for a call origination.  This can occur when a cellular originated call tandems through a second switch prior to termination or routing to the PSTN.  Some wireless implementations of services such as Enhanced Directory Assistance are configured to route a 411 call to the DA provider and from the DA provider directly to the LEC for completion.  The wireless company then receives call detail records from the LEC so they can bill toll charges.  These call detail records will only have the MDN of the originating mobile – not the MSID.  Some wireless networks are configured to tandem specific types of calls through specific switches for completion.  In these cases, the call detail records that record at the tandem switch will not contain the MSID of the originating mobile phone.  They will contain only the MDN.  Currently, call detail records of this type are out-collected based on the originating mobile number, which is coincidently the same as the MIN.  In the future, SPs that have configurations such as these will need to make provision to retain copies of the call detail record from the originating switch to match with the record from the “tandem” or LEC switch in order to obtain the MSID for out-collect purposes.  If the MDN is still used, the wrong company will receive the out-collect charges and possibly bill the wrong end user.



Moreover, although the CIBER X2 record requires the MDN field to be populated, the use of the X2 record is not required.  Further, even if the X2 record is utilized, CIBER allows for invalid MDNs to be populated (e.g., all zeros).  Additionally, there is no provision for the JIP (Jurisdiction Information Parameter) in the CIBER X2 record.  Where the LRN can be used to determine the SP who owns the terminating switch, the JIP can be used to identify the SP that owns the originating switch.  


3.4.2 CIBER Billing Fraud



The importance for CIBER X2 compliance can be underscored by the possibility of serving networks allowing free un-billable calls by inbound roamers, serving networks billing the wrong home carrier, and/or home carriers billing the wrong subscriber.



The wireless industry is concerned and engaged in battling usage fraud, which is widespread in the telecommunications industry. Certainly, if a customer discovers that he is not being billed for certain usage, the word will spread rapidly.  In those cases where a customer has a MIN and MDN that have different values, and the customer is roaming, if the serving network and back-office systems have not been updated, it is very likely that there will be some usage that will not be billed.  The potential billing problems that have been identified in previous sections of this report will be exploited by customers until they are corrected.  It is the responsibility of each SP to monitor their systems to ensure that all usage is being billed correctly and to correct deficiencies as quickly as possible.



3.5. Care



Typically, in today’s environment, when a roamer calls Customer Service of the serving carrier, the MIN of the roamer handset is displayed on the console of the Customer Service screen.  This is used not only to identify the home system / SP of the roamer, but to also provide a call-back number in the event that the call is dropped or the question/problem cannot be resolved immediately.  In order to have the same functionality with the separation of the MIN and MDN, two numbers will need to be displayed on the console – the MIN to determine the customer’s home system / SP and the MDN to provide a call-back number.  In the event the visited system is not compliant with the MIN / MDN split, only the MIN will be available.  Customer Service will not be able to initiate a call to the roaming customer.



3.5.1 Customer & Customer Care Representative Training Issue with Separation of MIN and MDN



With the rollout of pooling and wireless number portability, there exists the potential for confusion on the part of the customer and the customer care representative with respect to the MIN and the MDN.  Generally, the customer will have little to no knowledge of their MIN, while they will be familiar with their dial-able telephone number, or their MDN.  Depending on the capabilities of the handset vendors and handset models, the handset will either display both the MIN and MDN or just the MIN.  A handset display of only the MIN presents challenges for both the customer and the customer care representatives when troubleshooting call processing problems.  



3.5.2 Troubleshooting Problems for Roaming Customers



If a customer with a ported or pooled number roams into a serving market that does not support the MIN/MDN split, call processing troubleshooting efforts by the serving carrier will be impacted.  The serving carrier’s customer care representatives can only look up the MIN in the VLR for troubleshooting, while, the customer will only know their MDN.    If the care representative mistakenly looks up the MDN in the VLR, they will either see the records for another customer’s MIN, or no data at all.  Without knowing the customer’s MIN, the non-compliant serving carrier cannot provide support for troubleshooting.



It is recommended that if a serving carrier does not support the MIN/MDN split, that they provide for home customer care routing to enable the customer’s SP to troubleshoot the problems.  For these carriers, roamer calls to 611, #611, and *611 should all be routed back to the home carrier.



There are, however, potential problems even with Home Customer Care.  When a wireless customer dials 611, *611, or #611 while roaming on a system that provides Home Customer Care, the call is routed to the Home Customer Care vendor.  That vendor then re-routes the call, based on the ANI, to the appropriate terminating number for the customer’s home customer service or Roaming Operations center as determined by the home SP.  The Home Customer Care provider relies on the SP’s technical data sheets for a listing of the NPA-NXXs assigned to each SP. With the split of the MIN and MDN, and the very real possibility of non-compliant SPs, the MIN may be sent as the ANI for a call to 611.  In that case, the roamer’s call would be mis-routed to the wrong customer service center.



3.6.  Carrier Issues



WNP impacts of MIN/MDN separation on wireline carrier’s networks can be divided into three categories:



· Call Processing & Feature Interoperability and



· Recording & Fraud.



With WNP and Thousands-Block Pooling, mobile subscribers will have their MIN separated from their MDN. During call set-up, the MIN is the "non-directory" number that is passed over the air interface and used to query the HLR or VLR. The MDN will be obtained from the HLR/VLR's registration query response and will be used for call processing. Non-WNP compliant MSCs will not recognize the MDN parameter in the HLR/VLR's registration query response and will use the "non-directory" number, the MIN, for all call processing where the MDN should have been used.  There are impacts to billing as listed below.



This will result in "non-directory" numbers being signaled in either the Calling Party Number (CgPN) and/or Charge Number parameters of the ISUP IAM call setup message.



3.6.1 Impacts on Call Processing and Feature Interoperability



Call processing in wireline networks uses Calling Party Number Parameter and/or Charge Number parameter for many ANI/Calling Party based services.  The following are examples of when the services will not function correctly if the MIN is used in place of the MDN:



· CgPN based routing (e.g., 8YY service): There are 8YY calls whose destination routing is dependent on CgPN.  This type of routing is broken if an MSID is received in the CgPN. 



· Marketing statistics (e.g., 8YY services): The calling party information is captured for marketing statistics and establishing customer databases.



· Call Screening: There are originating line screening and fraud control procedures based on the calling party number.



· Caller ID and Calling Name Delivery: Caller ID and Name presentation would be incorrect .



· Return Call: For return call, the call would be routed based on the MIN and not the MDN yielding unknown results.



· LIDB services:  Ensuring alternate billing verification for operator service calls.



3.6.2 Impacts on Billing Data Recording and Fraud



If the wireline carrier assumes the switch call detail record has recorded the MDN, and instead it is the MIN, then the wireline call record cannot reliably identify the caller. Losses from unbillable calls would likely increase exponentially as end users discover these calls could not be billed.



3.7. E911



The impacts to E911 are related to the registration process on a home or visited system when the SP is non-compliant with IS-41 Rev C or later.  Currently, the MSC assumes the MIN value sent by the mobile station on registration is the same as the MDN.  While the MIN is a 10-digit number, which may have the same format as a telephone number, it is not the same as the telephone number for a ported subscriber. Consequently, if the MIN is delivered to the PSAP for a ported subscriber, that value cannot be used to callback the subscriber.  The diagram below illustrates this problem.



In Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2, roamer registration on a visited system was discussed.  The main impact of either the home or visited system not being at least IS-41 Rev C compliant is that the MDN of the roamer would not be available to the visited system/network.  In the case of a call to 911, there would either be no call-back number sent to the PSAP, or the MIN would be erroneously sent as the call-back number.  In either case, there would be no way to re-establish contact with the customer who made the call to 911.  In the second case where the MIN, instead of the MDN, is sent to the PSAP as the call-back number, the wrong person will be reached if there is a working telephone number with the same value as the MIN.   



4. Summary



4.1. Risk to SPs



Lack of ubiquitous compliance with the separation of the MIN and MDN poses risks to SPs such as decreases in revenues, increased customer care costs, and degraded services being provided to their customers.  



Decreases in Revenue:



· Roaming Revenues -Through a statistical analysis of clearing house data it was determined that about 47% of roaming traffic occurs outside of the initial top 100 MSAs, as listed in FCC 96-286.  This does not mean however that 47% of roaming revenue is at risk as much of it would be on networks that are compliant with the separation of the MIN and MDN.  However, even if only 1% of roaming traffic revenue were at-risk, that would expose SP revenue well in excess of $10M per year to potential loss.



· Long distance revenue is also at risk if the MDN is not recorded properly, preventing the inter-exchange carrier from correctly identifying the billable party.  This could lead to billing the incorrect party or result in the inability to bill for those calls.



· Inability to bill for features and services as discussed in Section 3. 



Customer Care Costs: 



A handset display of only the MIN presents challenges for both the customer and the customer care representatives when troubleshooting call processing problems.  The problems, as discussed in Section 3.5, will lead to increased calls to customer care and increased call hold times.



Degraded Service to Customers:



Features and functionalities that are currently provided to customers may suffer; thereby hurting the reputation of the SP’s brand and causing increased port-outs.  Although the service degradation might occur while roaming outside of the SP’s network, customers may likely associate any difficulties they experience with their home SP.  Further, degraded service may pose safety risks to the customer in the case of E911 issues.  While these issues may financially impact the SPs in the form of legal action taken against them, the detriment to the community and customers may be manifested in serious safety and health consequences. 



4.2. Recommended Courses of Action



RECOMMENDATION:  All wireless SPs, even those outside the major markets, must upgrade their signaling systems to IS-41 Rev C or greater, to accommodate MIN/MDN separation.




RECOMMENDATION: All wireless SPs must guide usage to customer accounts based on the MIN/MDN combination to ensure usage is allocated to the correct account. 



RECOMMENDATION: All wireless SPs must implement the CIBER X2 records. 



RECOMMENDATION:  All wireless SPs, both inside and outside the top 100 MSAs, should upgrade their Customer Care screens to support MIN/MDN separation.



RECOMMENDATION: All wireless SPs should pass the MIN and MDN to IXCs in the subscription record.    Further, this issue should be referred to the ATIS (Alliance for Telecommunication Industry Solutions) Ordering and Billing Forum (OBF).



APPENDIX A – additional WNP Documents & Websites


Additional WNP Documents:


1) NANC WNPSC Report on Wireless Number Portability Technical, Operational & Implementation Requirements Phase II


2) CTIA Report on Wireless Number Portability


3) FCC Ruling (Docket 95-116) – Order



4) FCC 1st Reconsideration Memorandum 



5) FCC 2nd Order & Report 



6) FCC 3rd Order & Report 



7) FCC Stay & Forbearance – Delay



8) CTIA Numbering Advisory Working Group Report on Wireless Inter-carrier Communications




9) Wireless Number Portability Timeline Phase 2




10) Wireless Reseller Process Flows



11) INC LRN Assignment Guidelines


12) NANC LNPA-WG 1st, 2nd, & 3rd Reports on Wireless Wireline Integration



13) INC Report on Number Portability



14) TRQ No. 01 April 1999 Number Portability Operator Services Switching Systems



15) TRQ No. 02 April 1999 Number Portability Switching Systems



16) TRQ No. 03 April 1999 Number Portability Database and Global Title Translations



17) TRQ No. 04 July 1999 Thousand Block Number Pooling using Number Portability



18) Thousand Block NXX-X Pooling Administration Guidelines (INC 99-0127-023)



19) MBI Administration Guidelines



20) TIA/EIA-41-D Enhancements for Wireless Number Portability



Useful Websites:


1) www.npac.com (NPAC Home Page)



2) www.global.ihs.com (Global Engineering Documents



3) www.t1.org/t1p1/_P1-GRID.HTM


4) www.atis.org/atis/clc/inc/incdocs.htm (INC Documents)



5) www.fcc.gov/ccb/Nanc/


6) www.fcc.gov/ccb/Nanc/nanchot.html  (NANC Hot Topics)



7) www.fcc.gov/ccb/Nanc/nancordr.html (NANC Related Orders)



8) www.fcc.gov/ccb/Nanc (NANC Home Page)



9) www.ported.com


10) www.nist.gov/ext_links/industry/industy.html



11) www.industry.net/c/orgindex/tia


12) www.nanpa.com








13) www.webproforum.com


14) www.numberpool.org/


15) www.atis.org/pub/clc/inc/lnpa/99012723.doc


· DEFINE ALL ACRONYMS THE FIRST TIME USED.
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� Refer to the Technical Operations & Implementation Guidelines doc (FILL IN CORRECT NAME AND DATE).




� Reference (FIRST REPORT AND ORDER AND FURTHER NOTICE OF PROPOSED RULEMAKING, 




CC Docket 95-116, RM 8535, adopted June 27, 1996, Para 166 .




� Second Report and Order on Reconsideration in CC Docket 96-98 and CC Docket 99-200 and Second Further Notice of Proposed  Rulemaking in CC Docket 99-200; adopted 12/7/00




� FIRST REPORT AND ORDER AND FURTHER NOTICE OF PROPOSED RULEMAKING, 




CC Docket 95-116, RM 8535, adopted June 27, 1996, Para 5




� Cellular Telecommunications Industry Association's Petition for Forbearance From Commercial Mobile Radio Services Number Portability Obligations and Telephone Number Portability, CC Dockett 95-116, Adopted Feb 16, 1999, §. 41 The ability to support nationwide roaming requires that all wireless carriers,




� MIN Block Identifier Assignment Guidelines and Procedures, Draft version 1.15, Feb., 1999; Section 3.6




� MIN Block Identifier Assignment Guidelines and Procedures, Draft version 1.15, Feb., 1999; Section  8.6, and  9.1.12,




� It should be noted that currently there is no provision to pass the JIP in the CIBER X2 record.
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Discussion Material for WNPO Meeting



Topic: 



Order Exchange Between Wireless and Wireline Companies



Wireline to Wireless LNP



· SBC will use the Local Service Request (LSR) as the vehicle to exchange information for wireline to wireless LNP requests.



· By 11/24/02, SBC anticipates using a version of Local Service Ordering Guidelines (LSOG) 5 for LNP requests. (LSOG is the OBF guideline for LNP order exchange).  The SBC document that describes this information is called the Local Service Ordering Requirements.



· SBC will accept a request type of “C” (Stand Alone LNP). LSR pages required for type “C” are:



· LSR Administrative Page



· LSR End User Page



· LSR Number Portability Page



· SBC will use industry standard wireline LNP intervals (define in the NANC flows)



· SBC will follow the NANC LNP process flows for all LNP activity, including wireless.



· After an Interconnection Agreement is signed a carrier would have access to specific SBC ordering requirements. Contact SBC account manager.



Wireless to Wireline



· What LSOG version will the wireless carriers be expecting from SBC?



· How would the LSR/FOC/SUPP be exchanged?



· How will the CSR be available? 



· What intervals and response time can we expect when submitting an LSR?



· For the FOC?



· For the Porting?



· Will the Wireless carrier have contact lists and escalation procedures available?



· Who do we contact for specific company ordering information and Business Rules? For example:



· What are your Business hours to accept an LSR?



· What methods are acceptable to submit LSR?



· What LSR fields are required, conditional, and/or optional  for LNP requests?



· Are there limitations to porting out  Wireless TNs?  (e.g. 976, 800, etc.)



· How are due dates calculated?



· Will you accept requests for partial migration?



· What are your observed holidays?



· What are the reasons a LSR sent to you might be rejected and how will that be handled?
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WNPO Monthly Meeting Minutes



November 12 & 13, 2001         Kansas City - Illuminet






Attendance:



			Name


			Company


			Name


			Company





			Jim Grasser


			Cingular Wireless


			Brigitte Brown


			TeleCorp PCS





			Anne Cummins


			AT&T Wireless


			Gary Sacra


			Verizon





			Gustavo Hannecke


			NeuStar


			Gene Perez


			TSI





			Marcel Champagne


			NeuStar


			Rosemary Emmer


			Nextel





			Ron Steen


			Bell South


			Ron Stutheit


			Evolving Systems





			Jean Anthony


			Telecom Software


			Jeff Adrian


			Sprint PCS





			H.L. Gowda


			AT&T


			Sheryl Mills


			Dobson Cellular Systems





			Karen Mulberry


			WorldCom


			Chris Duckett-Brown


			Verizon Wireless





			Maggie Lee


			Illuminet


			Stephen Addicks


			WorldCom





			Jason Lee


			WorldCom


			Julie Neumann


			AT&T Wireless





			Patrick Lockett


			Sprint


			Gene Johnston


			NeuStar





			Jan Dempsey


			Illuminet


			Charles Ryburn


			SBC Wireline





			Robert Jones


			U.S. Cellular


			Colleen Flury


			AT&T Wireless





			Liz Coakley


			SBC Wireline


			Stacy Murray


			Sprint PCS





			Charlotte Holden


			U.S. Cellular


			Mary Briend


			Sprint PCS





			Participants Via the Conference Bridge:


			


			





			Dave Cochran


			BellSouth


			Denny Rose


			CHR Solutions





			Mark Wood


			Cingular Wireless


			Samatha Mayo


			Alltel





			Dave Garner


			Qwest 


			Stephen Hallbauer


			CHR Solutions





			Sheryl Garner


			


			Jeff Adrian


			Sprint PCS





			Lonnie K.


			AT&T Wireless


			John Maylar


			Telcordia





			Rick Jones


			NENA


			


			








Meeting Minutes:



Introductions and Agenda Review


Introductions were made and the agenda reviewed.


Approved Minutes from Previous Months



Team approved the August and October minutes.


Introduction of New Business Items:



Note: Team members who wish to introduce a new business item at a future WNPO meeting will need to complete a WNPO Contribution Form and provide it to the co-chairs for distribution to the team prior to the meeting.  ACTION: Jim G. to email out the WNPO Contribution Template to the team and place in on the NPAC website.


1) Additional Initial Vendor Letters – More Product Types & Vendors
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Discussed and modified a draft of an initial letter that could be sent to other vendors with different product offerings, and the team approved.  Team agreed that the letters should be sent out on 11/19/01 and that responses should be requested by 12/5/01.



Discussed new vendor types to whom the WNPO should consider sending initial vendor letters requesting their input on their plans to support wireless number portability.  Letters have already been sent to Switch, Short Message Service, HLR, E911, STPs, and Operator Services.  The different types of vendors discussed include: Billing/Roaming Clearinghouse, Provisioning / Mediation Systems, Point of Sale, Customer Care Systems, Prepay, Voicemail, Handset Vendors, Data Services, OTAF, Directory Assistance, Roadside Assistance, Handset Insurance, Fraud Systems, and CALEA.  Some service providers wanted the WNPO to send out the letters as they are not hearing responses from the vendors with respect to their product plans and timelines as they relate to their ability to support wireless number portability.  Those service providers indicated that without the ability to support some of these services for ported customers, that would lead to discrimination between ported and non-ported customers where existing service/feature options would be available to non-ported customers, while they would not be able to support those same existing service/feature options for ported customers.



Concerns were raised regarding antitrust issues.  The team decided to ask Mike Alshul at CTIA to provide guidance on which product/vendor types should not be contacted by the WNPO due to antitrust issues.



ACTION: Jim G. to request guidance from Mike Alshul at CTIA as to which vendor types the WNPO can contact without causing any antitrust concerns.


ACTION: Team to email to Brigitte B. (at bbrown@telecorp1.com) by noon eastern on Friday November 16th, vendor name, product type, vendor contact name, and vendor address for initial letters to additional vendors.  
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ACTION: Brigitte B. to send out a blank vendor list matrix so that service providers can input their vendor information.



ACTION: Brigitte B. to send letters on 11/19/01 to the vendors specified by the WNPO team that have been approved by Mike Alshul at CTIA.



2) WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix



The team approved the WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix.



Sprint raised concerns from a wireless perspective regarding item 0001 in the decision/recommendation matrix which relates to wireless service providers setting the SV create timestamp to zero for inter-species ports.  The concerns included:



· If there are many activates with the same time stamp of 00:00, they would all be sent out at once and that this surge of activates could created peakedness at the NPAC and could possibly create capacity issues at the NPAC.



· For wireline to wireless ports, it will make Sprint’s end-user wait a longer period of time for the port to complete.  This is due to how Sprint’s system automation is setup.



ACTION: Patrick L. to write up the different problem scenarios with setting the SV create timestamp to 00:00 for inter-species porting for discussion at the December meeting.



ACTION: Brigitte B. to note on the WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix under item 0001 that Sprint has raised some concerns that need to be addressed.



ACTION: Jim G. to post the updated WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix on the NPAC website.



3) Action Items from NANC:
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Develop a Revised Wireless Number Portability Implementation Timeline
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Reviewed a draft revision of the implementation timeline and a corresponding narrative (see attachments above).  The team approved these documents with the inclusion of the following changes:



i) ACTION: Change the NPAC turn-up testing colors on the timeline to reflect that it is a SP activity (not an industry activity). (Jim Grasser & Brigitte Brown)



ii) ACTION: Change the functional specifications due date in the timeline to 1/02. (Jim Grasser & Brigitte Brown)



iii) ACTION: Change the availability of vendor products in the timeline to 12/01. (Jim Grasser & Brigitte Brown)



iv) ACTION: Change the inter-carrier testing end date to 9/16/02. (Jim Grasser & Brigitte Brown)



Team discussed that the timeline and narrative specifically address porting.  The team wants to identify how the changes in the porting timeline might affect pooling testing dates as the industry prepares for rollout on 11/24/02.  There is a need to identify a practical way of implementing pooling by 11/24/02.  The WNPO requested that the WTSC put together a timeline for pooling testing, and specify if the pooling testing time requirements differ from those identified for portability.  The WTSC indicated that about 25% of the Inter-Carrier Test Plan relates to the Inter-Carrier Communication Process (ICP) and about 75% of the tests are test calls for validation of pooling and porting.   



ACTION: The timeline for pooling testing will be added to December’s WNPO meeting agenda.



ACTION: The WTSC will provide a pooling testing timeline contribution to the WNPO for the December WNPO meeting. (Mark Wood)



ACTION: Jim G. will email Mark W. with a list of specific questions that should be covered in the WTSC contribution.



b) WNPO to Send a Letter to the FCC



Finalized and approved the revised implementation timeline and narrative with the modifications specified in a previous section above.



There are 72 carriers in the Top 100 MSAs – the WTSC could only find addresses for 40.  Have only received 2 responses from the SP letter that was sent out by the WTSC.



Reviewed, revised, and approved the letter from the WNPO to the FCC and the attachments (7) listed below.  ACTION: Co-chairs will send out the letter and attachments to the FCC as soon as it is confirmed that the letter from the NANC was sent to the FCC. 


· Revised timeline (attached in a previous section) with the changes discussed in the meeting.



· Narrative to accompany the timeline (attached in a previous section) with the changes discussed in the meeting.



· Draft letters (versions A & B) from FCC to vendors (2nd mailing to vendors who received the initial mailing from the WNPO).
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Vendor list – indicating which vendors should receive letter version A and B from the FCC.



· Draft letter to non-participating service providers (2nd mailing to service providers who received the initial mailing from the WNPO).
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Non-participating service provider list.
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5) Order Exchange Between Wireless and Wireline Companies – Liz Coakley, SBC



ACTION: Liz Coakley to prepare a contribution for the December meeting on Order Exchange between wireless and wireline companies.



The need for clarification on the type of information that would be exchanged between wireless and wireline carriers was introduced.  



· Need to clarify what data the wireless carriers will provide during a port-out from wireline to wireless.



· Wireless carriers would submit an LSR.  



· Need to review the individual fields of the LSR that should be submitted.  



6) Extending WNPO Meeting Timeframes



Due to the WNPO’s full agenda, the team reached agreement that the WNPO meetings will start Monday mornings at 8:30am (local time) for December 2001 and January 2002.  In January the team will reassess whether future meetings should occur at that time.  



On a case-by-case basis, ad hoc conference calls will be setup to address specific issues.  Team also discussed that subcommittees could be setup to handle certain items.



7) OAA (Over the Air Activation) Standards Contribution  - TeleCorp PCS



TeleCorp withdrew this contribution. There is a UWCC document available which addresses the interim standards for over-the-air activation which will be reviewed to determine whether it sufficiently addresses OAA.



8) NPAC's Readiness for Wireless Portability  - Patrick Lockett



Team decided that this would be rolled into the tuneables discussion.



Following are questions that were raised and comments made on this topic:



· How much it will cost to support wireless number portability and having phone lines staffed at the NPAC 24hours/day?  Would there be an additional charge from NeuStar?  The WNPO already submitted request for support.  



· In response to concerns expressed over increased charges for extended Help Desk operating hours, Steve Addicks (WorldCom) pointed out that one should not assume there necessarily is an additional charge for extended Help Desk operating hours due to wireless porting.  This is because the Help Desk is largely funded by porting transaction charges and this revenue stream is increased by the same activities driving the need for longer Help Desk operating hours.



· Sprint performed a week-long study which shows that 40% of all activations happened outside the 7am to 7pm timeframe.  Midnight to 7am accounted for 5.5% of activations.  



9) Re-homing Wireless Codes in an LNP Environment – Patrick Lockett & Jeff Adrian



Sprint indicated that performing re-homes in order to move cell-sites and NXXs could affect many thousands of subscribers all at once (e.g., 150,000 at one time).  This raised concerns with having to make many changes with the NPAC during one maintenance window, and whether this might pose problems at the NPAC with having to change all the LRNs for the affected subscribers.



Sprint proposed the idea of re-homing MBIs instead of NXXs.  When MDNs and MBIs do not match, you have more control over MBI blocks, rather than MDNs.  This would require porting activity involving the NPAC, and Sprint questioned whether this would pose problems for the NPAC, or for LSMSs. 



NPAC release 3.1 will handle about 28 TNs per second.  However, with LSMSs that could not accommodate EDR, it could affect the performance of the NPAC, because it would slow down the NPAC downloads to the LSMSs.



Sprint’s reasoning behind the idea of re-homing MBIs instead of NXXs is to be able to prevent the scattering of MBIs.  With an integrated HLR, or multiple standalone HLRs, the roaming tables for 6 digit global title would be disrupted (this problem may not manifest itself when using a single standalone HLR).  In an effort to not disrupt the MIN Block, the suggestion is to re-home all MDNs that are associated with a specific MIN Block, instead of moving all MSIDs associated with a specific MDN NXX.  



A team member commented that carriers could not perform an NXX re-home and then simply reassign MDNs to new MBIs, because it would require the handset to be re-programmed.



ACTION: Sprint to put together a contribution for the December meeting on the issues and a recommended solution on Re-homing Wireless Codes in an LNP Environment (note: include a description of the snapback issues). (Patrick Lockett & Jeff Adrian)


ACTION: All service providers to discuss Re-homing Wireless Codes in an LNP Environment with their company and be prepared to discuss it at the December meeting.



Update from the WTSC (Wireless Testing Sub-Committee)



Following is a summary of the last WTSC meeting the week of November 5th in Atlanta:



· Reviewed 911 test cases to be added to the test plan.



· Will incorporate testing with numbers that are traditionally wireline numbers.



· Cause Code 26 Discussion:



· A team member mentioned that wireline switches have “NP Reserve” software to handle cause code 26, and asked whether is it a requirement for wireless carriers to have similar software?  This member indicated that vendors are inconsistent in their responses.



· Another team member mentioned that work is ongoing in TR45.2 for cause code development.  However, it is focusing on HLR standards, not MSC standards.



· ACTION: Jim Grasser to obtain the TR45.2 write up on Cause Code 26 requirements from Anne Cummins, and email it out to the WNPO.


· Reviewed guidelines for inter-carrier testing.  The WTSC is working on providing more detail in the guidelines.



· Inter-carrier testing for each region will be 6 weeks in duration, with 3 weeks in between regions.



· The WTSC would like to present to the WNPO and LNPAWG in January to obtain testing dates from wireline carriers.



· Inter-carrier testing will begin after the rollout of NPAC release 3.1 in each region, and is scheduled to end by 9/16/02.



ACTION: Draft a letter to the LLC on behalf of the WNPO to request that they not change the order of the NPAC release 3.1 regional rollout schedule.  A conference call will be setup to review this letter before it is sent out. (Jim Grasser) 



Update from NeuStar



NPAC testing updates: No changes since last month – no new updates.  Presently no NPAC testing is being conducted.



Following is the rollout schedule for release 3.1:



· 2/11/02 – Northeast



· 3/11/02 - Western



· 3/25/02 - Southwest



· 4/8/02 - West Coast



· 4/22/02 – Mid-Atlantic



· 5/6/02 – Southeast



· 5/20/02 – Mid-West



NAPM LLC Action Items and Model for Forecasting Throughput



The team reviewed the contribution from Anne Cummins and Anna Miller, which included the completion of the following action items with respect to modifications to Attachment A of the Exhibit N liaison letter (describing the transaction rate / TNs per second) sent out around February 13, 2001:



1) Provide estimates for each region (not just the West coast region). - COMPLETED



2) Review the 20% growth rate to ensure that it is still reasonable over the next 4 or five years.  – COMPLETED - Used 27.2% for 2001, then 20% for 2002 through 2006.



3) Include one additional year in the estimates (2006). - COMPLETED
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Develop a second set of estimates for 2003 through 2006 to assume all wireless codes are open for porting even outside the Top 100 MSAs. – The contribution made the assumption that all codes were open for porting.



Other assumptions/clarifications discussed include:



1) Clarified that this model is an indication of throughput, not NPDB capacity.  When calculating the throughput, assumptions were based on the busy months of the year to provide a worst-case scenario.



2) Fill rate started at 60% (since cannot order codes without meeting the 60% utilization requirement) then increased by 5% each year until 75% was reached.



3) Churn started at 30% in 2001 and moved up to 50% in 2003 based on comments filed by Ascent that in certain international examples of portability the churn rose to 50%.



4) Portable TNs = the number of TNs assigned to carriers which are open for porting (not the number assigned to subscribers).



A team member brought up a concern that numbers included in this throughput contribution varied substantially from the numbers included in the NPDB capacity model discussed at the October meeting (e.g., throughput model indicated 11.2M annual ports in 2003, the NPDB capacity model indicated 1.6M ports in 2003).  Following are the action items to address this concern:



· ACTION: Gene Johnston to provide data from growth rate studies and site the source of the data (believed to be the CTIA Semi-Annual Wireless Industry Survey 2000).  


· ACTION: Anne Cummins to revise the model with lower growth rates based on the data provided by Gene Johnston.


· ACTION: Anne Cummins to base national growth rates on actual wireless subscribers and provide a sanity check against the NPDB capacity model.


Draft Project Management Process for Type 1 Trunk Conversions – Ron Steen:
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Team discussed the contribution from Ron Steen (attached above) addressing the proposed project management process for Type 1 trunk conversions.  Following are some of the items discussed:



· For Type 1 to Type 2 number changes companies are actually doing a wireline to wireless port.



· There are risks involved with the conversion which requires taking apart the DID in the switch, removing the numbers to be converted, and changing the switch translations.



· Proposal is to adopt a recommended overall project management approach to converting Type 1 numbers, in an effort to minimize the risks associated with those activities.  The detailed procedures should be arranged between the two service providers that are affected.  The proposal also requests that the WNPO recommend that: a) the hi-level project management process be followed and that b) carriers not perform port-ins for Type 1 numbers one at a time.  Overall, the WNPO was in general agreement within the proposal.



· The recommended process only applies when dealing with less than a full NPA NXX.  This should be reflected in the title of the document.



· ACTION: Modify the document to cover the need to open codes as portable. (Ron Steen).  If it is not a dedicated full NPA NXX, the LEC should mark the codes as portable in the LERG.  If it is a dedicated full NPA NXX, then the wireless carrier should open the code for porting after the transition is complete.   Some team members cautioned that while a carrier may think that an NPA NXX is dedicated, some of the numbers might actually be wireline numbers.  



· Type 1 number porting can occur during the soft launch timeframe if wireless and wireline carriers can support it.  Calls could not complete properly until the wireline translations are completed.  Bell South will not be able to support this prior to 11/24/02.  SBC is looking into the possibility of supporting this at the beginning of the soft-launch.



· Alltel brought up an issue related to snapbacks.  It was indicated that the numbers should be pooled, not ported, otherwise the numbers would snapback to the wireline carrier.  However, pooling can only take place for a full 1,000 block.  If there is not a full 1,000 block, the numbers would have to be ported and the wireless carriers would lose the numbers over time due to snapbacks.  This issue needs to be addressed further and consider the options for going about the conversion using pooling.  INC is looking into whether the numbers can be marked in the LERG without going through the Pooling Administrator.  ACTION: Track this as a WNPO issue since it is an operations issue. (Brigitte Brown)



· ACTION: Team to email Ron Steen with any further questions or new items that need to be considered.



· ACTION: Ron Steen will take back questions and comments discussed at the meeting, or provided via email, and come back with responses and revise the process accordingly.



· ACTION: Ron Steen will add a narrative to accompany the diagram and touch on more of the details.



Risk Assessment Document Overview:
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As indicated by the agenda, the in-depth review of the Risk Assessment document was held the evening of 11/12/01.  The contribution from Anne Cummins, a re-organization of the document, was adopted.  Each section was reviewed, with the exception of Care, E911, and Recommendations.  ACTION: Brigitte Brown to send out the updated Risk Assessment document with the revisions made on 11/12/01 (see attachment below).  ACTION: Team to review the document and send contributions in for any items that may be missing.



Wireless Bonafide Request Form (BFR) & Clearinghouse Process:
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Team discussed the document attached above.  Given the short period of time left before the requests to open codes take place in February of 2002, the team agreed that a vendor solution could not be put in place before that time and that as an alternative a documented BFR checklist needs to be identified that carriers can follow beginning in February. It was decided that the BFR checklist would be created so that it can be used for both inside and outside of the Top 100 MSAs.  ACTION: Setup a conference call to create a document to serve as a checklist for requesting codes to be opened then submit to the team for comments.  This document will then be posted on the NPAC website and sent to CTIA to be posted on their website and for distribution to their members.  (Jim Grasser, Anne Cummins, Jeff Adrian, Patrick Locket, & Brigitte Brown)



A team member asked whether we could assume that all codes within the Top 100 MSAs would all be opened at once without having to wait for requests.  However, this would present issues if there were any carriers within the Top 100 MSAs that were not LNP capable.  Additionally, team members commented that since there are very few carriers that attend the industry meetings carriers should explicitly request for other carriers’ codes to be opened for porting to ensure they are aware of the need.



Methods to announce that codes are scheduled to be open for porting include opening codes in the LERG with effective dates of 11/24/02, or to announce it in the NPAC.



Updates to the WNPO Issues & Action Items List:


Discussed updates to the WNPO Issues & Action Items List.  Attached below is the updated version based on the November discussions.
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Other Items:



1) ACTION: Put together a draft document addressing what activities can take place during the soft-launch timeframe (e.g. intra-SP ports for contaminated numbers and Type 1 trunk conversions).  This list should be referenced in the WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix.  (Jim Grasser & Brigitte Brown) 



2) ACTION: Team to review past meeting minutes and determine which past decisions need to be included in the Decisions/Recommendations Matrix.



3) ICP will utilize Corba.  A fax would be considered a complex port.



4) Issue # 0019 – Sprint indicated that current documented SMS standards are not adequate.  ACTION: Patrick Locket to provide a contribution indicating the SMS standards inadequacies and concerns for discussion at the December meeting.



5) Issue #0021 - ACTION: All wireless service providers to determine what type of activities occur from 7pm to 7am and on Sundays.



6) Issue # 0026 - ACTION: HL Gowda to site document that states the goals for the LSMS (e.g. 15 minutes for NPAC download).



7) Issue #0031 - ACTION: Gustavo to check with Barry Bishop on his findings from discussion with the FCC on the definition of the Top 100 MSAs for pooling and porting. 


8) Meeting schedules:



a) Note: AT&T Wireless is now hosting the May 2002 meeting (instead of the March meeting).


b) ACTION: Jim Grasser will request that the LNPAWG move the February meetings back to the week of February 4th.  No objections by the WNPO.  The WTSC will be meeting that week on Tuesday afternoon and Wednesday morning.


9) In order to get through the Risk Assessment document, an evening review session will be setup at the December WNPO meeting.



10) Any items on the agenda that were not addressed will be moved to the following month’s agenda.



Next Meeting:




December 10th (8:30am – 5:00pm (central time) and December 11th (8:30am – 12:00pm (central time) -- New Orleans – hosted by NeuStar



Future Meetings:



WNPO Dates:  
Location & Host:
 







January 7 – 8
Orlando, FL - Cingular Wireless, host



February 11 – 12
OPEN



March 4 – 5
OPEN



April 8 – 9
Kansas City, MO - Sprint, host



May 13 – 14
Redmond, WA - AT&T Wireless, host



June 10 – 11
OPEN



July 8 – 9
OPEN



August 12 – 13
Vancover, BC - Canadian Consortium



September 16 – 17
Baltimore, MD - Verizon



October 14 – 15
Denver, CO - ESI



November 11 – 12
OPEN



December 9 – 10
OPEN



*Note the change in the month that AT&T Wireless is hosting the meetings.



Subscription to WNPO Team Distribution: 



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



To remove yourself from the WNPO Team distribution list, send an e-mail to Majordomo@telecomse.com and in the body write <unsubscribe wireless_ops>.
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FCC – Common Carrier Bureau




XXXX



Washington D.C. XXXXX



XXXX, 2001




Vendor B




Address



Dear XXXXXX,




In June, the Wireless Number Portability Operations team (WNPO) sent a letter to your company requesting information regarding your company’s plans to support Phase II of Wireless Number Portability.  Written responses to this letter were requested by June 29, 2001.  Wireless service providers continue their efforts to plan for the support of wireless number portability as mandated by FCC Docket No. 95-116 and related rulings.  The WNPO has been tasked by the Wireless Number Portability Subcommittee to address the implementation issues specific to the wireless industry and ensure that wireless providers have a clearly defined path for the implementation of wireless number portability.  Since your company is a major vendor to the wireless industry, your company’s input is vitally important to the completion of this task.




Wireless service providers may need to acquire additional hardware and/or software to meet this mandate.  Further, service provider to service provider testing was scheduled to begin in October of 2001.  This testing is heavily reliant upon wireless service providers understanding how and when vendors will support wireless number portability.




The FCC’s Common Carrier Bureau is requesting written responses from your company regarding the following items for each of the products that you offer to the wireless industry:




1) Are telephone numbers stored or passed through your products? 




2) How will you support Number Pooling and Phase 2 of LNP?




3) What are your plans and timeframes for testing your solutions?




4) What are the general availability dates of your solutions?




Please provide the written responses on or before XXXX  to:




XXXXX



FCC – Common Carrier Bureau







XXXX



Washington D.C. XXXXX



cc:




James Grasser




2000 West Ameritech Center Drive




Location:3F75C




Hoffman Estates, Illinois 60195




And email a soft copy to:  XXXXX, james.n.grasser@cingular.com, and bbrown@telecorp1.com



In addition, the FCC Common Carrier Bureau, along with the wireless industry, request that a representative from your company contribute to the implementation of Wireless Number Portability through participation at the regularly scheduled monthly meetings.  The next meeting will be held in XXXX on xxxxx.  Information regarding the monthly WNPO team meetings can be found at www.npac.com.




Sincerely,




XXXXX



FCC Common Carrier Bureau




-- LETTER B --










_1068253005.doc






2000 West Ameritech Center Drive




Location:3F75C




Hoffman Estates, Illinois 60195




November 19, 2001




Vendor A




Address



Dear XXXXXX,




Wireless service providers are quickly moving towards implementation of wireless number portability as mandated by FCC Docket No. 95-116 and related rulings.  The Wireless Number Portability Operations (WNPO) team has been tasked by the Wireless Number Portability Sub-Committee (WNPSC) to address the implementation issues specific to the wireless industry and ensure that wireless providers have a clearly defined path for the implementation of wireless number portability.  The WNPO is a sub-committee of the North American Numbering Council, charged with advising the FCC on number portability and pooling issues.  Since your company is a vendor to the wireless industry, your company’s input is vitally important to the completion of this task.




Wireless service providers may need to acquire additional hardware and/or software to meet this mandate.  Further, service provider to service provider testing was originally scheduled to begin in October of 2001, however, the WNPO has been advised by its participants that this date was missed due in part to a lack of vendor readiness.  This testing is heavily reliant upon wireless service providers understanding how and when vendors will support Wireless Number Portability.




The WNPO is requesting written responses from your company regarding the following items for each of the products that you offer that are impacted by wireless number portability and number pooling:




1) Are telephone numbers stored or passed through your products? 




2) How will you support Number Pooling and Wireless Number Portability?




3) What are your plans and timeframes for testing your solutions?




4) What are the general availability dates of your solutions?




Please provide the written responses on or before December 5th, 2001 to:




James Grasser




2000 West Ameritech Center Drive




Location:3F75C




Hoffman Estates, Illinois 60195




And email a soft copy to: james.n.grasser@cingular.com, and bbrown@telecorp1.com



In addition, the WNPO, along with the wireless industry, request that a representative from your company contribute to the implementation of Wireless Number Portability through participation at the regularly scheduled monthly meetings.  The next meeting will be held on December 10th & 11th in New Orleans, LA.  Information regarding the monthly WNPO team meetings can be found at www.npac.com.




Sincerely,




James Grasser & Brigitte Brown




Co-chairs of the Wireless Number Portability Operations (WNPO) team




A subcommittee of the Wireless Number Portability Sub-Committee (WNPSC)
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Vendor List for WNPO Vendor Readiness Letter




11/12/01




				#



				Vendor Name



				Product Type



				Vendor Contact Name



				Vendor Address
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Initial Contact



Contact between the wireless service provider and the wireline service provider may be initiated by either company.



Trunk Group Identification



Identify Type 1 Trunk Groups and associated Telephone Numbers to be migrated.



Establish Project Timeline



Develop mutually agreed to project plan for migration of telephone numbers.



Re-engineer Type 2 Trunk Groups



Wireless Carrier analyzes Type 2A/B trunk groups needs for routing and capacity considerations.  May need to enlarge groups and/or establish new groups. 



Proposal for Migration of Wireless Telephone Numbers



From Type 1 Interconnection to Type 2A/B Interconnection



Migrate Type 1 Telephone Numbers



The wireline and wireless telephone companies use coordinated local number porting processes to move the telephone numbers from the wireline switch to the wireless switch.



Re-engineer Type 1 Trunk Groups



Wireless Carrier analyzes the Type 1 trunk groups for resizing or elimination as appropriate after the telephone numbers are migrated.



BellSouth



Ron Steen



Nov 2, 2001
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CLEARNINGHOUSE PROCESS (PROPOSAL)



Operating Principles of Clearinghouse




A.)  To be the most efficient method




B.)  Prior to 9/30/98 (based on current FCC 6/30/99 wireless number portability implementation date):




1.)  Build wireless carrier database with carrier name, contact person, e-mail address, switch ID and NXX codes within the top 100 MSAs




2.)  Create web site and populate with wireless switch, NXX codes within top 100 MSAs, and NXX code mark indicating a request for code opening was received  




3.)  Publishing web site and clearinghouse e-mail address information to the industry




4.)  As carriers request switch and geographic areas to be opened for NP, mark  those codes in the database and on the web page




C.) For requests to open codes outside of the top 100 MSAs the clearinghouse will 
forward those requests to the appropriate wireless carrier and update the 
database and web page on a per request basis (Turnaround Interval) 




D.) End - limited life (Example: Minimum Initial Term is 2 years with annual review)



E.)  Manage limited data




1.)  Only top 100 MSAs and further MSAs on a per request basis




2.)  Database stores MSA, carrier, contact person, e-mail address, switch ID, and NXX codes, and an NXX code mark that indicates the code was identified for NP




3.)  Web page would store switch ID, NXX codes, and an NXX code mark indicating the code was requested for NP 




Requests to Open Wireless Switches (NXX Codes) for Number Portability Within Top 100 MSAs:




Outputs
Inputs



1.)  Prior to 9/30/98, based on the mandated 




6/30/99 NP date, the clearinghouse should send a 




notice via registered mail to wireless 




carriers
 operating in the top 100 MSAs 




requesting a contact person, list of 




switches, and NXX codes within the top 




100 MSAs.




2.) Existing service provider shall respond to the request for information by 9/30/98.





3.)  The existing service provider may 





provide the information via email, web 





page input screen, fax, or other appropriate 
methods.




4.)  The clearinghouse will monitor the 




response.




5.)  The clearinghouse will send out a 




second notification (via registered/




certified mail) requesting  information 




(if response is not received by 9/30/98.




6.)  The clearinghouse will monitor the 




response.






7.)  The exiting service provider is expected 


to respond within 30 days of the second 


notification.




8.)  Failure to respond to the second 




clearinghouse notification will be 




documented.




9.)  Upon receiving the information the 





clearinghouse should develop a database 





storing the contact person, wireless switch 





and NXX code information for the top 100 





MSAs. 




10.)  The clearinghouse should also create, 




manage, and keep current a web site with 




this wireless information.




11.)The clearinghouse would make public, 




through appropriate public communications 





channels, the web site location, and 




clearinghouse e-mail address for all 




carriers to be able to access.






12.)Nine months before the wireless number 

portability implementation date the 



clearinghouse will accept requests from 






carriers which will indicate the 






geographic area in which competition is 






requested.  Although initial requests will 






be within the top 100 MSAs the area will be 






defined as one of the following:  MSA, 






RSA, BTA, or MTA. 




13.)The clearinghouse will forward the 




request to the wireless carrier via e-mail 




to the appropriate contact person.  The 




clearinghouse will also post the request 




for code opening on the web page.






13.) Note:  The requesting carriers will also 


have the option of checking the web site 


prior to sending a formal request.  If the 


clearinghouse has already indicated that the 


code has been identified for opening there 


would be no need to send a formal request 


for this code.




14.)The clearinghouse would notify the 




requesting carrier that the web page is 




updated.




Requests to Open Wireless Switches (NXX Codes) for Number Portability Outside of the Top 100 MSAs:




Outputs
Inputs




1.)  The requesting carrier would send a 
formal request to the clearinghouse 
identifying the geographic areas outside of 
the top 100 MSAs (MTAs, BTAs, MSAs, or 
RSAs) they wish opened for porting.




2.)  The clearinghouse will forward the 




request to the appropriate wireless 




carrier contact person via registered mail or 




other acceptable means to the carrier. (What is timeframe/turnaournd?)  






3.)  Note:  For requests outside the top 100 
MSAs requesting carriers will also have the 
option of checking the web site prior to 
sending a formal request.  If the 
clearinghouse has already indicated that the 
code has been identified for opening there 
would be no need to send a formal request 
for this code.






4.)  The wireless carrier is expected to 


respond to the request within 30 days of the 


notifications with the requested information.




5.)  The clearinghouse would monitor 




and manage the information.



a.)  Send subsequent request if 




necessary.



b.)  Document lack of response from a 



wireless carrier. 



c.)  Update and manage the database.



d.)  Update and manage the web site.



6.)  The clearinghouse would notify the 




requesting carrier that the web page is 




updated.




� Need and timing for NXX code information is still under discussion.  Comments are welcome.





�  Make use of FCC Website for initial cellular and PCS license and contract information.
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WNPO ISSUES/ACTION ITEM LIST




11/26/01



				Issue #



				Date Open



				Date Closed



				Status



				Owner



				Issue Description



				Update / Resolution







				      0002








				04/16/01








				



				Open



				WNPO



				Identify group for ongoing maintenance of ICP document



				7/9/01 - ACTION: Jim Grasser to ask OBF to maintain. Until long-term owner is identified, ICP team will maintain it.




8/13/01 JG provided CTIA with information to inquire if the OBF would be willing to maintain this document.  No response from CTIA yet. 




11/13/01 – working on getting it included in OBF.







				      0004








				04/16/01



				



				Open



				LNPA WG



				PIM 0012 – Operator Services



				7/9/01 – To be discussed at the LNPA WG on 7/10/01. 




8/13/01 - Open issue at MP Committee (TOPS +) at OBF. Responses from that group were read – it was unclear what the email was really saying and we probably need clarification. A copy of the email will be distributed to the group. This will also be discussed at the OBF again as well as the LNPA-WG. 




11/13/01 – T1S1.3 to modify the standards for Op. Svcs.  Jim G. to present at OBF in  February 02.







				0007








				04/16/01



				



				Open



				OBF / WNPO



				Impact of wireless number portability on directory assistance and directory listings








				Will be worked at OBF 75.




6/11/01 – ACTION: SPs to indicate which directory listing requirements they cannot support.  7/9/01 - Completed – Jim Grasser received input from one SP, and is passing that information along.




6/11/01 – ACTION: Jim Grasser to email softcopy of the Directory Listings presentation to the WNPO team. – Completed before 7/9/01.



8/13/01 – This will be discussed in the next 2 weeks at the OBF in Seattle. 




11/13/01 – Still ongoing at OBF.







				0008








				05/15/01



				



				Open



				WNPO



				Generate a Risk Assessment Document to be forwarded to the NANC; outline risks of implementing porting/pooling w/o every WS SP MIN-MDN split compliant



				6/12/01 – ACTION: Designated team members to prepare contributions for July mtg.-C




7/9/01 - ACTION:  B. Brown to consolidate contributions and put them in a report format.-C



7/9/01 - ACTION: Gene Perez will check on who has tested with the CIBER X2 record, and what is required in terms of testing. – this cannot be disclosed. 




7/9/01 - ACTION: Gene Perez will ask his CIBER managers to review the Risk Assessment contributions and minutes in order to provide additional input. 




7/9/01 - ACTION: J. Grasser & B. Brown to update Section 2. - Closed



7/9/01 - ACTION: J. Grasser & B. Brown to include prepay billing in Section 2 - Closed.



7/9/01 - ACTION: A. Cummins to note that section 3.2 is an example of a serving switch that is not MIN/MDN compliant.   Another note should be made that switches must also be IS41 Rev C compliant as well - Closed.



7/9/01 - ACTION: A. Cummins to further develop section 3.2.3. - c




7/9/01 - ACTION: A. Cummins to provide qualifications on section 3.2.4. - C




7/9/01 - ACTION: Jason Lee to provide percentage information.




7/9/01 - ACTION: H.L. Gouda to provide contribution for IXC impacts in section 4 .- C  




7/9/01 - ACTION: Gene Perez to provide a contribution on section 4.




7/9/01 - ACTION: J. Grasser & B. Brown to refine section 5. - C



8/13/01 – Updates have been provided but a merged document has not been completed. Next month we should have a better document to discuss. All contributions should be submitted to JG by August 31. Gene Perez advised he cannot disclose who his company has tested CIBER records but did say testing was completed satisfactorily.  




ACTION: Brigitte Brown to email out the modified document (v.08) to the team. - C



ACTION: WNPO team members to read over version .08 of the Risk Assessment document and be prepared to discuss it on Friday, October 19th from 1:00 to 4:00 eastern. - C  




11/13/01 - Accepted reorganization of the document.  Work still ongoing. 




11/13/01 - ACTION: Brigitte B. to send out doc with the revisions made on 11/12/01.- C  




11/13/01 - ACTION: Team to review doc & send contributions for any missing items.







				0009








				05/15/01



				



				Open



				PTF



				Generate a Wireless Pooling document based on 99-200 and review of existing industry documents



				7/9/01 - ACTION: All SPs determine if anything is lacking from INC pooling guidelines for wireless.  If modifications can be made to existing docs, a separate doc may not be needed.




7/9/01 - ACTION: Anne Cummins to continue to work with CTIA to obtain the number pooling data.




10/9/01 – This has been referred to the Pooling Task Force.







				0010



				06/11/01



				



				Open



				WNPO



				Vendor Readiness



				6/12/01 – Approved letters to be mailed to vendors.




6/12/01 – ACTION: SPs to provide a list of vendors by 6/18/01, and co-chairs to mail letters. – Completed prior to 7/9/01. As of 7/9/01 heard back from one switch vendor (Motorola).




7/9/01 - ACTION: J. Grasser to request confirmation from Motorola on timing.



6/12/01 – ACTION: Co-chairs to invite the standard bodies to attend & present at future WNPO meetings.




8/13/01 – Letters were sent in July to vendors about readiness and three responses returned so far from Motorola, Tekelec, and Sema Telecoms. Group asked that the entire list of vendors that the original requests went to be published in the minutes. The team will be issuing a second letter to those non-responding vendors with a conference call to Bob Atkinson, the NANC Chairperson. 




11/13/01 - ACTION: Jim G. to request guidance from Mike Alshul at CTIA as to which vendor types the WNPO can contact without causing any anti-trust concerns.



11/13/01 - ACTION: Team to email to Brigitte B. (at bbrown@telecorp1.com) by noon eastern on Friday November 16th, vendor name, product type, vendor contact name, and vendor address for initial letters to additional vendors.  




11/13/01 - ACTION: Brigitte B. to send out a blank vendor list matrix so that service providers can input their vendor - Closed



11/13/01 - ACTION: Brigitte B. to send letters on 11/19/01 to the vendors specified by the WNPO team that have been approved by Mike Alshul at CTIA.




11/13/01 - WNPO approved letter to the FCC requesting a mailing to the vendors.  







				0011



				06/11/01



				



				Open



				WNPO



				Only a small number of companies have communicated their intent to test with the NPAC.



				6/11/01 – ACTION: Anne Cummins will check with CTIA regarding future mailings to wireless carriers.  As of 7/9/01 no response from CTIA, Anne to resend request.




8/13/01 & 11/13/01 Still no response received as of yet. 







				0012



				06/12/01



				



				Open



				WNPO



				Monitoring & Recording Wireless NPAC Turn-Up Testing Status



				6/11/01 – ACTION: NeuStar to make specified changes to status report.



8/13/01 – Is provided every month and will be reviewed until completed. 







				0013



				06/12/01



				



				Open



				WNPO



				Inter-Carrier Testing



				6/12/01 – ACTION: Gene Perez to solicit involvement in Testing Subcommittee from carriers.  7/9//01 – TSI is preparing a letter to be sent out. Closed 




6/12/01 – ACTION: Rick Dressner to submit issues with new tests to Testing Subcommittee. Closed. 




8/13/01 – TSI determined they would not send out any letter. Instead the test team will draft a letter and send it out to encourage intercarrier testing.




8/13/01 – Changes have been made to the test plan for action  item number 2.  




8/13/01 –ACTION – Testing sub-committee to incorporate into their meeting minutes carrier test and participation, updated monthly, provide dates for testing within the MSAs based on carrier input. 




10/13/01 – ACTION: WNPO to send letter to LLC requesting that 3.1 roll-out order not be changed. 




11/13/01 -  ACTION: Draft a letter to the LLC on behalf of the WNPO to request that they not change the order of the NPAC release 3.1 regional rollout schedule.  A conference call will be setup to review this letter before it is sent out. (Jim Grasser)







				0014



				06/12/01



				



				On Hold (3/02)



				WNPO



				Vendor (Clearinghouse) for Receiving/Submitting Requests for Opening codes for Porting



				6/12/01 – ACTION: All WNPO team members to determine the number of NPAs that are in the Top 100 MSAs (not NXXs). 7/9/01 – one carrier estimated 386; team determined that all team members need to revisit this action item for the August mtg.




6/12/01 – ACTION: Patrick Locket to bring list of NPAs that currently have at least one code open. 7/9/01 – in both non-Top 100 and Top 100 MSAs, 275 NPAs are open for porting.




7/9/01 - ACTION: Jim G. to check with CTIA regarding the cost for a vendor to serve as a universal website for communicating requests to open codes for porting.




8/13/01 JG reports has not heard back from CTIA. A copy of the wireline BFR process was distributed & discussion on whether there was the need to keep this item open. Anna Miller will check for the original CTIA requirements prepared some time ago. 




11/13/01 – Vendor solution is on hold for future discussions to begin in March 2002. Not enough time for implementation prior to 2/24/01.  See interim solution in item 0016.







				0015



				06/12/01



				



				Open



				WNPO



				Model for Forecasting Porting Activity (NPDB capacity)



				6/12/01 – ACTION: All WNPO team members to review Illuminet’s contribution and provide feedback to Maggie Lee for discussion in July.



7/9/01 - ACTION: Illuminet will prepare revisions, per the July minutes, for discussion at the August meeting.



8/13/01 – This will be carried over to next month in the absence of time. 




10/9/01 - ACTION: Maggie Lee to ask Illuminet to provide a better explanation of page 4 of the contribution.  The total column of pooled and non-pooled, does not equal the totals on page 2.




10/9/01 - ACTION: Maggie Lee to check the formulas to fix the drop in the total wireless numbers between 1Q03 and 2Q03 from 13.3M down to 10.4M.




10/9/01 - ACTION: Maggie Lee to add an annual growth rate for 2003 for wireline on page 2 and set it to 30%.




10/9/01 - ACTION: Maggie Lee to modify the model to cover only through 2003.



10/9/01 - ACTION: On page 2, 4Q02 and 4Q03 – greater than 100% change needs to be addressed. (Maggie Lee)




10/9/01 - ACTION: Maggie Lee to add a list of assumptions on first page of model.







				0016



				07/09/01



				



				Open



				WNPO



				Defining a Wireless Bonafide Request Form (BFR) and Process



				7/9/01 - ACTION: Patrick Locket to provide a Bonafide Request Form and/or process contribution. 




8/13/01 – ACTION: each company needs to review the BFR form and what their internal requirements are such as will your company need just the NPANXXs on the form or will a CLLI be needed or both. 




11/13/01 - ACTION: Setup a conf. call to create a checklist for requesting codes to be opened then submit to team for comments.  This doc will then be posted on NPAC website & sent to CTIA to be posted on website & for distribution to their members.  (Jim Grasser, Anne Cummins, Jeff Adrien, Patrick Locket, & Brigitte Brown)







				0017



				07/09/01



				



				Open



				WNPO



				NPAC maintenance windows:




A) renegotiate when maintenance window should be 




B) whether timers should run during the maintenance window



				7/9/01 - ACTION:  All WNPO members to be prepared at Aug. mtg to vote on standard maint. window - from 3am to 9am central time or midnight to 6am central time.




7/9/01 - ACTION: J. Grasser to mention at the LNPAWG in July so they are prepared to discuss this in Aug.




7/9/01 - ACTION:  J. Grasser to draft a letter to the LLC re: standard maint. window & wireless business day start time  & duration. 




8/13/01 – On hold until 21 is resolved. How much overlap in Hawaii and on the East Coast and how much porting will occur on Sunday morning. 




11/13/01 – On Hold until the tuneables issue is resolved. Must discuss in December.







				0018



				07/10/01



				



				Open



				WNPO



				A contract revision is necessary to provide for NPAC personnel working on Sundays.



				8/13/01 - This will be addressed with NeuStar and the LLC at a future date. JG will be attending a Sept. meeting to answer some questions about volumes etc for staffing and such.  




11/13/01 - On Hold until the tuneables issue is resolved.  Must discuss in December.







				0019



				07/09/01



				



				Open








				WNPO



				Short Messaging



				7/9/01 - ACTION:  Gary Sacra to check into standards/ requirements SMS. 8/13/01 there are no standards from T1S1.6




7/9/01 - ACTION: Anne Cummins to send Sept 2000 TR45 PN4411 doc to J. Grasser & B. Brown for distribution to group. Completed



7/9/01 - ACTION: If it is determined that standards/requirements have not yet been defined for SMS, then: 




i) WNPO provide contribution to T1S1.3 and/or TR45 requesting that requirements for SMS, with an invite to a WNPO mtg.




ii) 7/9/01 - ACTION: Anne Cummins to check if invite letter is already drafted.    




8/13/01 ACTION: Wireless SPs will go to their system engineers to determine if their current standards (T1P1.3 and TR45.2) are sufficient to support SMS service in a LNP environment.  Wireline carriers are not impacted.




11/13/01 - ACTION: Patrick Locket to provide a contribution indicating the SMS standards inadequacies and concerns for discussion at the December meeting.







				0021



				07/09/01



				



				Open



				WNPO



				NPAC Tunables for Wireless



				7/9/01 - ACTION: All team members to provide input at the August meeting on what the values should be for each of the eight tunable settings for inter-carrier testing.  




8/13/01 ACTION: Discussion delayed until the Sept. meeting when NeuStar is available. SPs should review the July minutes to understand the tunables and be ready to discuss. In addition Jean  Anthony from TSE will provide the exact sections in the FRS where timers are mentioned - completed.



ACTION: An action will be forwarded to the WTSC to determine what the timers will be set for inter-carrier testing.




11/13/01 – Must discuss at December meeting.  ACTION: All wireless service providers to determine what type of activities occur from 7pm to 7am and on Sundays.







				0023



				07/10/01



				



				Open



				WNPO



				Meeting Hosts



				7/9/01 - ACTION: All WNPO members (esp. wireless SPs) to determine which months they are available to host meetings next year.




8/13/01 – JG reiterated the need for wireless carriers to volunteer to host the LNPA-WG meetings next year




11/13/01 - ACTION: Jim Grasser will request that the LNPAWG move the February meetings back to the week of February 4th.  No objections by the WNPO.  The WTSC will be meeting that week on Tuesday afternoon and Wednesday morning.







				0024



				08/13/01



				



				Open



				WNPO



				Handset 



				8/13/01 ACTION: Anna Miller will check with CTIA legal department and some carriers will verify it this is an antitrust issue that should not be discussed in this meeting with other competitors.  If it is determined to not be an antitrust issue then it will be discussed at the next meeting. 







				0025



				10/9/01



				



				Open



				WNPO



				N-1 Carrier Methodology



				10/9/01 - ACTION: Gary Sacra to document any further concerns related to performing number portability database dips, and submit them for inclusion on a future agenda.




11/13/01 – Need to discuss Gary Sacra’s contribution at the December meeting.







				0026



				10/9/01



				



				Open



				WNPO



				Process Clarification for Carrier Updates Based Upon NPAC Downloads



				10/9/01 - ACTION: H.L. Gowda to document details of the problems being experienced with LRN/GT updates in the West Coast region and a recommended solution.



10/9/01 - ACTION: All wireless service providers to determine what their current practices are for updating their systems from the NPAC download, and determine how quickly the practices are followed.  




11/13/01- ACTION: HL Gowda to site document that states the goals for the LSMS (e.g. 15 minutes for NPAC download).







				0027



				10/9/01



				



				Open



				WNPO



				Call Forwarding to a Ported Number



				10/9/01 - ACTION: Wireless carriers need to plan to test call forwarding to a ported number during inter-carrier testing.  Further, it is recommended that wireless carriers test every service and feature they offer during their internal testing and/or during inter-carrier testing.




10/9/01 - ACTION: Need a contribution on the call forwarding issue for discussion at the next meeting (Gary Sacra).







				0028



				10/9/01



				



				Open



				WNPO



				Notification to NANC/FCC re: Risks w/Meeting the Inter-Carrier Testing timeframe



				10/9/01 - ACTION: Put together a draft letter to NANC re: the risks identified w/meeting the testing timeframes.  The letter should request NANC/FCC to send out letters to vendors and non-participating SP.  – (closed – presented at October NANC meeting)




10/9/01 - ACTION: Brigitte Brown to draft a 2nd letter to non-participating SPs to be attached to letter to NANC and a 2nd round of vendor letters.  They will be distributed to the team for review.  Input is needed by Friday October 12th at noon eastern.  Discussion on Friday, October 12th from 4:00 to 5:00pm eastern. – Closed



11/13/01 – WNPO letter to NANC was delivered on 10/16/01.  WNPO letter to the FCC was approved by team and will be mailed after receiving confirmation that the NANC letter was already sent to the FCC.




11/13/01 - ACTION: Change the NPAC turn-up testing colors on the timeline to reflect that is a SP activity (not an industry activity). (Jim G.& Brigitte B.)




11/13/01 - ACTION: Change the functional specifications due date in the timeline to 1/02. (Jim G.& Brigitte B.)




11/13/01 - ACTION: Change the availability of vendor products in the timeline to 12/01. (Jim G.& Brigitte B.)




11/13/01 - ACTION: Change the inter-carrier testing end date to 9/16/01(Jim G.& Brigitte B.)




11/13/01 - ACTION: The timeline for pooling testing will be added to December’s WNPO meeting agenda.




11/13/01 - ACTION: The WTSC will provide a pooling testing timeline contribution to the WNPO for the December WNPO meeting. (Mark Wood)




11/13/01 - ACTION: Jim G. will email Mark W. with a list of specific questions that should be covered in the WTSC contribution.




11/13/01 - ACTION: Co-chairs will send out the letter and attachments to the FCC as soon as it is confirmed that the letter from the NANC was sent to the FCC.







				0029



				10/9/01



				



				Open



				WNPO



				WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix



				10/9/01 - ACTION: Create a WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix to capture the decisions that are made in the meetings which may affect the Technical, Operational, and Implementation Requirements document.  Include the need to populate the time stamp with zeros in an SV create for an inter-species port.  (Brigitte Brown)



11/13/01 - ACTION: Patrick L. to write up the different problem scenarios with setting the SV create timestamp to 00:00 for inter-species porting for discussion at the December meeting.




11/13/01 - ACTION: Brigitte B. to note on the WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix under item 0001 that Sprint has raised some concerns that need to be addressed.



11/13/01 - ACTION: Jim G. to post the updated WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix on the NPAC website.




11/13/01 - ACTION: Team to review past meeting minutes and determine which past decisions need to be included in the Decisions/Recommendations Matrix.







				0030



				10/9/01



				



				Open



				WNPO



				Roll-Out Plans/Timeframes for WLNP Launch



				10/9/01 - ACTION: Add a new agenda item for the November meeting to discuss roll-out plans for the launch of WLNP.  Team members wanted to address specifically the timing of the changes to be made to production systems to ensure that advanced activities do not negatively impact roaming.  (Brigitte Brown)







				0031



				10/9/01



				



				Open



				WNPO



				Definition of Top 100 MSAs for Porting & Pooling



				10/9/01 - ACTION: Check with Barry Bishop on his findings from discussion with the FCC on the definition of the Top 100 MSAs for pooling and porting. (NeuStar)




11/13/01 - ACTION: Gustavo will check with Barry.  For discussion at December mtg.







				0032



				10/9/01



				



				Open



				WNPO



				Type 1 Trunk Conversions



				10/9/01 - ACTION: Type 1 trunk conversion project management will be added to the recommendation matrix for addendums to the Technical, Operational & Implementation Guidelines. (Brigitte Brown)



10/9/01 - ACTION: Ron Steen to draft the project management process for Type 1 trunk conversions for the Nov mtg.



10/9/01 - ACTION: All team members to discuss the concept of a Type 1 trunk conversion project management approach with their company to determine whether this should become a recommendation to all carriers.




11/13/01 - ACTION: Modify the document to cover the need to open codes as portable. (Ron Steen).  




11/13/01 - ACTION: Team to email Ron Steen with any further questions or new items that need to be considered.




11/13/01 - ACTION: Ron Steen will take back questions and comments discussed at the meeting, or provided via email, and come back with responses and revise the process accordingly.




11/13/01 - ACTION: Ron Steen will add a narrative to accompany the diagram and touch on more of the details.




11/13/01 - Alltel brought up an issue related to snapbacks.  It was indicated that the numbers should be pooled, not ported, otherwise the numbers would snapback to the wireline carrier.  However, pooling can only take place for a full 1,000 block.  If there is not a full 1,000 block, the numbers would have to be ported and the wireless carriers would lose the numbers over time due to snapbacks.  This issue needs to be addressed further and consider the options for going about the conversion using pooling.  INC is looking into whether the numbers can be marked in the LERG without going through the Pooling Administrator.  ACTION: Track this as a WNPO issue since it is an operations issue. 







				0033



				10/9/01



				



				Open



				WNPO



				NAPM LLC Requests of the WNPO re: throughput model



				10/9/01 - ACTION: Anne Cummins & Anna Miller volunteered to work on the following changes to Exhibit N and submit the updates for review at Nov mtg:




1) Provide estimates for each region (not just the West coast region).




2) Review the 20% growth rate to ensure that it is still reasonable over the next 4 or five years.




3) Include one additional year in the estimates (2006).




4) Develop a second set of estimates for 2003 -2006 to assume all wireless codes are open for porting even outside the Top 100 MSAs.  A team member pointed out that Exhibit N already assumes that all wireless codes are opened for porting.  




10/9/01 - ACTION: Team to further discuss this NAPM LCC action item related to roll-out timing and areas in November.




11/13/01 – ACTION: Gene Johnston to provide data from growth rate studies and site the source of the data (maybe the CTIA Semi-Annual Wireless Industry Survey 2000).  



11/13/01 – ACTION: Anne Cummins to revise the model with lower growth rates based on the data provided by Gene Johnston.



11/13/01 – ACTION: Anne Cummins to base national growth rates on actual wireless subscribers and provide a sanity check against the NPDB capacity model.







				0034



				11/13/01



				



				Open



				WNPO



				Contribution Template



				ACTION: Jim G. to email out the WNPO Contribution Template to the team and place in on the NPAC website.







				0035



				11/13/01



				



				Open



				WNPO



				Order Exchange Between Wireless and Wireline Companies – Liz Coakley, SBC



				11/13/01 - ACTION: Liz Coakley to prepare a contribution for the December meeting on Order Exchange between wireless and wireline companies.







				0036



				11/13/01



				



				Open



				WNPO



				Re-homing Wireless Codes/MBIs in an LNP Environment – Patrick Lockett & Jeff Adrien



				11/13/01 - ACTION: Sprint to put together a contribution for the December meeting on the issues and a recommended solution on Re-homing Wireless Codes in an LNP Environment (note: include a description of the snapback issues). (Patrick Lockett & Jeff Adrien)



11/13/01 - ACTION: All service providers to discuss Re-homing Wireless Codes in an LNP Environment with their company & be prepared to discuss it at the December mtg.







				0037



				11/13/01



				



				Open



				WNPO



				Cause code 26



				11/13/01 - ACTION: Jim Grasser to obtain the TR45.2 write up on Cause Code 26 requirements from Anne Cummins, and email it out to the WNPO.







				0038



				11/13/01



				



				Open



				WNPO



				Soft-Launch Activities



				11/13/01 - ACTION: Put together a draft document addressing what activities can take place during the soft-launch timeframe (e.g. intra-SP ports for contaminated numbers and Type 1 trunk conversions).  This list should be referenced in the WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix.  (Jim Grasser & Brigitte Brown)







				Closed Items



				



				



				



				



				







				      0001








				04/16/01



				11/13/01



				Closed



				WNPO / LNPA WG



				NANC Change order 328 for Sunday NPAC business hours 



				6/11/01 – Accepted at LNPA WG




8/13/01 – CO Approved for 3.1 but will keep open until the 3.1 SOW has been approved.  




Closed – included in release 3.1 to be implemented in 1H02.







				0020



				07/10/01



				11/13/01



				Closed



				WNPO



				Impacts of WLNP on WIN Services



				8/13/01 ACTION: All SPs should review what new services may be impacted by NP that have yet to be identified. 




11/13/01 – Issue closed until a contribution is provided.







				0022



				07/09/01



				8/13/01



				 Closed



				WNPO



				Industry WLNP Schedule & Wireless Progress



				7/9/01 - ACTION: Patrick Locket, Maggie Lee, Jim Grasser, Dave Garner, & Jason Lee to determine who the facilities-based wireless carriers are within the Top 100 MSAs by using wirelessadvisor.com.  




7/9/01 - ACTION: Jim Grasser to email how the efforts should be split up between the five volunteers.




8/13/01 List was provided identifying the top 100 MSAs based on the original FCC order and the carriers with licenses.   




ACTION: Forward list to the WTSC who will use this to notify carriers that have not been participating thus far in the testing committee.












				      0005








				04/16/01



				8/13/01



				Closed



				WNPO



				Letter to LLCs requesting support of NPAC business hours for Sunday porting



				7/9/01 - LLC responded to the letter and requested the write up to be incorporated in the change orders for release 3.1.












				      0003








				04/16/01



				07/09/01



				Closed



				ICP



				Verizon “clearinghouse” contribution



				07/09/01 – Included in version 2.1.3 of the ICP document, and is being handled by the ICP subcommittee.







				0006



				04/16/01



				6/11/01



				Closed



				OBF / WNPO



				Impact of wireless number portability on Operator Services








				Same as issue 0004
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1.  PURPOSE & SCOPE




The purpose of this report is to identify and determine risks associated with non-compliance of the separation of the Mobile Identification Number (MIN), also referred to as MSID, and Mobile Directory Number (MDN) for all wireless service providers in the implementation of Wireless Pooling and Wireless Number Portability.  This document discusses the impacts in the event at least one service provider is not compliant. 




There are various amounts of work to be done by wireless providers depending on where service is provided.
  All service providers will ultimately need to meet the same requirements in order to support wireless porting once they have received a request to open a code for porting.  While those wireless providers who only have licenses outside the top 100 MSAs need only initially support roaming of ported or pooled numbers by November 24, 2002, those who have licenses within the top 100 MSAs must be fully compliant with all aspects of wireless number portability by November 24, 2002.  It is vitally important that all wireless providers have their work completed, tested, and implemented so that as of November 24, 2002 wireless service providers within the Top 100 MSAs can port customers and those outside the Top 100 MSAs can support roaming for all ported and pooled numbers.  On November 24, 2002, porting and pooling wireless service providers should be able to assign MDNs and MSIDs that have different values.  It also ensures that, if customers with MDNs and MSIDs of different values are roaming, they will register correctly on the visited network, the switch will record the call correctly and pass correct information to other networks/providers, the serving company will format the out-collect call detail record correctly, and that the roaming customer will be billed correctly.  




The premise for this report is that at least one wireless service provider will not have implemented the necessary changes by November 24, 2002.  For the remainder of this report, the term “non-compliant carrier” will refer to any and all wireless service providers who have not implemented the necessary upgrades and modifications to support thousands block pooling and WLNP.  In the event that there are non-compliant carriers, there are a number of consequences that will occur.  The overall impact of these consequences will depend on the number of non-compliant carriers.  This document, however, does not address an assumed number of non-compliant carriers, but attempts to identify and discuss the impacts of non-compliance.




2. REGULATORY BACKGROUND




2.1. Number Portability and mandatory support of nationwide roaming



On July 2, 1996, the FCC Common Carrier Bureau (CCB) released its First Report and Order in the Number Portability Docket (CC Docket No. 95-116, FCC 96-286).  This order required all cellular, broadband Personal Communications Service (PCS), and covered Specialized Mobile Radio (SMR) providers to have the capability of delivering calls from their networks to ported numbers anywhere in the U.S. by December 31, 1998.  Wireless Service Providers (SPs) refer to this as Phase I of Wireless Number Portability.  In addition, CMRS providers were ordered to offer Service Provider Portability, including the ability to support roaming, throughout their networks by June 30, 1999. Wireless SPs refer to this as Phase II of Wireless Number Portability.




In August of 1997, the FCC released a Second Report and Order addressing various long-term number portability implementation issues. Among the actions taken in the Second Report and Order, the NANC was directed to develop standards and procedures regarding the provision of number portability by CMRS providers. 




Previous activities of the LNPAWG and associated Task Forces focused primarily on the wireline segment of the industry.  The implementation of number portability by wireline service providers was addressed by the LNPAWG in the following documents:




The Architecture and Administration Plan for Local Number Portability.  



The LNPA Technical & Operational Requirements Task Force Report, dated April 25, 1997.  Refer to  http://www.fcc.gov/ccb/Nanc/lnpastuf.html.



The LNPAWG also addressed wireless and wireline integration issues in four subsequent reports entitled:




Local Number Portability Administration Working Group Report on Wireless Wireline Integration, dated May 8, 1998.




Local Number Portability Administration Working Group 2nd Report on Wireless Wireline Integration, dated February 5, 1999.



Local Number Portability Administration Working Group 3rd Report on Wireless Wireline Integration, dated September 30, 2000.



Wireless Number Portability Subcommittee Report on Wireless Number Portability Technical, Operational, and Implementation Requirements – Phase II , September, 2000




Two extensions were granted for the implementation of Phase II Wireless Number Portability.   The first extension was granted per a Memorandum Opinion and Order released September 1, 1998 (DA 98-1763), by the Wireless Telecommunications Bureau.  




This order extended the deadline from June 30, 1999 to March 31, 2000 to provide additional time for the wireless industry to develop standards to ensure efficient deployment of wireless number portability.  In this order, it was reiterated that CMRS providers offer number portability in the top 100 Metropolitan Service Areas (MSAs), as well as the ability to support nationwide roaming.  The orders explicitly name the 100 MSAs that are applicable to porting.
  The second extension was granted by the CCB in a Memorandum Opinion and Order released February 9, 1999 (FCC 99-19).  The CCB granted a Cellular Telephone Industry Association (CTIA) petition to forbear from imposing wireless SP portability until the completion of the five-year build out period for broadband PCS.  This extended the deadline to November 24, 2002. 




2.2. Number Pooling and mandatory support of nationwide roaming.




On December 29, 2000, the FCC Common Carrier Bureau released its Number Resource Optimization Second Report and Order, Order on Reconsideration (CC Docket No. 96-98 and CC Docket No. 99-200), and Second Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (in CC Docket No. 99-200).  This order requires all cellular, broadband Personal Communications Service (PCS), and covered Specialized Mobile Radio (SMR) providers to participate in Number Pooling within the same geographic areas as covered in the order for Number Portability, or as specified by the FCC in future rulings.




Included in this order is the requirement for the selection of a Pool Administrator.  One of the tasks of the Pool Administrator is to document a roll-out schedule for the orderly implementation of Number Pooling.  The start date for the roll-out of wireline pooling is to be nine months after selection of the Pool Administrator.  Even prior to the start date, numerous wireline pooling trials have begun in many states.




Also in this order is the recognition of the fact that wireless service providers will not be ready to fully support Number Pooling until November 24, 2002 – the mandated date for Wireless Number Portability.  This is due to the fact that much of the work required for Number Pooling is also required for Number Portability, i.e deployment of the LNP query capability in the MSC; network separation of the MIN/MDN in the HLR, MSC, and other network systems; billing/message processing separation of MIN/MDN in the MSC, MPS, other adjuncts, and the roaming clearinghouse; and for SPs within the top 100 MSAs, provisioning with MIN/MDN separation. Because of this, it is expected that, on November 24, 2002, wireless service providers will participate in Number Pooling in all rate centers where Number Pooling has been implemented up to that time.  Also on this date, it is expected that all wireless service providers in the country will be able to support the MIN / MDN separation to preserve nationwide roaming.



[FIND A REFERENCE FOR MANDATED NATIONWIDE ROAMING & STREGTHEN STATEMENT.]



3. Technical Requirements to support nationwide roaming for Pooling and Porting




Roaming terminology can be confusing if strict definitions are not provided up front.  Two facility based wireless service providers are always involved when a wireless customer roams.  The “home carrier” is the service provider who has entered subscriber information in their HLR (Home Location Register) while the “serving carrier” is the service provider whose network is currently providing service to the customer. 



3.1. Ubiquitous MIN/MDN Split




The MIN is the identifier that was first used by Advanced Mobile Phone Service (AMPS) cellular systems, and since adopted by most Cellular and PCS standards that contain an “AMPS” compatibility mode (e.g. IS-91 “AMPS”, IS-88 “NAMPS”, IS-54 and IS-136 “D-AMPS” and IS-95 “CDMA”). 




Prior to the MIN / MDN separation, AMPS, CDMA, and TDMA service providers performed registration, call processing, provisioning, customer care and billing based upon a single number---the MIN.   Traditionally, the MIN has also been used by wireless service providers within the North American Numbering Plan (NANP) serving area as the 10-digit MDN.  MDNs are administered by NANPA.




In a Pooling environment, wireless service providers will be assigned MDNs in blocks of 1,000 by the pool administrator in those areas where pooling is in effect, and in full codes by NANPA in those areas where pooling has not yet been ordered.  MINs will be assigned by a new entity known as the MBI (MIN Block Identity) Administrator and will be assigned in a block of 10,000 MINs (i.e., an MBI).
  




When wireless service providers outside of the pooling areas request a new NPA NXX code from NANPA for use as MDNs, they will also be able to receive the corresponding MBI from the MBI Administrator so that they do not have to accommodate different values in their provisioning systems for the MIN and MDN.
   However, upon receiving a request to open a code for porting, those service providers outside of the pooling areas will need to accommodate different values for the MIN and MDN in their provisioning systems.




In a pre-LNP environment, existing AMPS, TDMA and CDMA subscribers will still have the same value for both the MIN and MDN.  When a subscriber ports, the MDN and MIN become separate and distinct. The ported subscriber’s MDN will remain unchanged and port with the subscriber.  The MIN that was assigned to the ported subscriber will remain with the donor service provider, and the new service provider will assign a new MIN to the ported subscriber.   The donor network can reuse the relinquished MIN for another subscriber.  It is probable that the same number may be used for a MDN in one network and a MIN in another network at the same time. 




In the Porting/Pooling environment, all wireless service providers within the United States will need to support the MIN/MDN separation in order to support nationwide roaming.  This will include network hardware and software upgrades as well as some back-office systems upgrades to support proper roamer registration, roamer billing, and identification of originating number (ANI) for such items as Calling Party Number, E911 call-back number, and long distance billing. 




[DEFINE ACRONYMS]



3.2. IS41 Rev C  Compliance




Revision C of the IS-41 standards provides for passing both MIN (Mobile Identification Number and the MDN (Mobile Directory Number) in the IS-41 messaging to accommodate the split of the MIN and MDN fields for wireless number portability.  While it is certainly true that, in a roaming situation, calls can be completed, via call delivery, to a customer who has a ported wireless number without IS-41 Rev C (in other words, using IS-41 Rev A), and it is also true that calls can be originated by a roaming customer who has a ported wireless number without IS-41 Rev C (again using IS-41 Rev A), the impacts and implications of roaming on a system that has not been upgraded to IS-41 Rev C go beyond call delivery and call origination. Various issues and impacts resulting from not upgrading to IS-41 Rev C are discussed in the balance of this report.  




The following two points summarize the split of the MDN and MIN (aka MSID):



· With the introduction of number portability, all IS-41 



transactions which are based on mobile station identification




should use the MSID where MIN was used prior to number




portability.




· With the introduction of number portability, all IS-41




transactions which are based on subscriber identification (as




opposed to mobile station identification) should use the MDN




where MIN was used prior to number portability.




The impact of these two points is potentially on every IS-41 message. Below are diagrammed registration transaction on a non-compliant Home system and Visited System.  These two examples illustrate how the IS-41 signaling is incomplete if a subscriber registers on a non-compliant system.




3.2.1 Registration #1:  Home System non-compliance with IS-41 Rev C or later 



[image: image1.wmf]Orig
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[NEED TO DELETE THE LEC IN THE DIAGRAM]



Step 1:  Mobile resisters with visited MSC: visited MSC (non IS 41 Rev C compliant) sends Registration Notification to home HLR with the MIN parameter.




Step 2:  Home HLR returns Registration Notification Return Result without an MDN parameter.




Service Providers must be at least IS 41 Rev C compliant in order to receive the MDN in the return result.  There is no provision in the return result sent by the Home provider to accommodate MDN prior to IS 41 Rev C.




The MDN will not be returned to the visited system.



3.2.2 Registration #2: Visited MSC/VLR Non-Compliant with MIN/MDN Split:
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MDN Parameter ignored








[NEED TO REMOVE THE LEC FROM DIAGRAM; AND CHANGE HLR TO VLR; ADD HLR TO THE RIGHT; HLR RETURNING MDN, VLR IGNORES MDN.]




Assumption: Visited carrier is not IS-41 Rev C complaint.




Step 1: Mobile registers with visited MSC; visited MSC (non-MIN/MDN Split compliant) sends Registration Notification to home HLR with the MIN parameter.




Step 2: Home HLR returns Registration Notification Return Result with MIN and MDN parameters.  




Step 3: The Visited MSC will ignore the returned MDN parameter because the VLR has not been upgraded to accommodate both the MIN and MDN.




Any call originated from the visited MSC will cause the MIN to be populated in the MDN parameter of the ISUP message, instead of the desired MDN.  This will cause incorrect billing to be collected via the IXC if used, incorrect ANI to be sent causing Caller ID to be incorrect. 




3.3. Network Hardware / Software Upgrades




In a wireless number portability / number pooling environment, certain hardware/software upgrades are necessary to support the separation of the MIN and MDN.  Specifically, for a serving carrier, the Visitor Location Register (VLR) needs to be updated to accommodate both a MIN and an MDN for each roamer that registers on the system.  In addition, the switch software needs to be updated so that the call detail records that are generated by the switch contain both the MIN and MDN as well as LRN if appropriate.




Phase II Call Delivery Software is required for any switch that will support wireless customers whose MSID/MIN is different from the MDN.  Phase II call delivery software support the delivery of calls to both ported wireline and wireless numbers, handling of incoming calls routed using an LRN, and cause value code 26 (misrouted call to a ported number).




A serving switch with Phase II Call Delivery Software can, when a call is routed to it:




· determine if the call was routed based on an LRN;




· recognize that the LRN is its own LRN;




· if the switch determines it is not a working number within that switch and if it is not a pooled number then return Cause Code 26;




· 



· retrieve the dialed number from the Generic Address Parameter (GAP);




· 



· 



· use the dialed number to terminate the call.




[CONSIDER PUTTING 3.3 AHEAD OF 3.2]



3.4. Back Office Systems 




Problems will occur if not all wireless service providers in the country support the de-coupling of the MIN and MDN. This section will address the formatting of billing records for roamer usage by the serving carrier.   When a wireless customer roams, he is said to be “served by a visited system”.  In other words, he is not on his “home system”.  In order for the owner of the visited system to send roaming charges back to the owner of the home system, an industry standard call detail record has been defined.  This record is called a CIBER record.  CIBER is an acronym that stands for Cellular Intercarrier Billing Exchange Roamer.  The CIBER record is a standard data structure with various fields, or data elements, some of which are required to be populated and others are optional.  In order to support Number Portability (and coincidentally, Number Pooling), CIBER records were modified.  In the past, all CIBER call detail records were two-digit numbers ending in zero.  The record number for those CIBER records, which were modified to support porting and pooling, are two-digit numbers ending in two and are referred to as the “X2” records.



[INSERT COMMENTS RE: USING X2 RECORD, BUT NOT POPULATING CORRECTLY.  INSERT LACK OF EDIT – E.G. PREVENTING ZEROING OUT.]



If a serving carrier has completed all the upgrades identified in 3.1 through 3.3 above, they will be able to provide call delivery, call origination, and correct identification of the originating party for roamers who have ported or pooled numbers.  However, if that serving carrier has not upgraded their back-office systems to pass the appropriate information to the home carrier, there may still be problems.  If the serving carrier is still using the CIBER 2.0 record, there is no provision for MDN or LRN.  In this case, the serving carrier may be able to correctly format a CIBER record, but the billing carrier may not be able to bill the correct customer or correctly apply a discount for a mobile-to-mobile call.  In order to properly discount a mobile-to-mobile call, a service provider would need to recognize that both MDNs belong to their customers, or by looking at the LRN they can determine if the person receiving the call is one of their customers.  Without provision for the LRN of the terminating number, they do not know if the terminating number was ported or not.  On the other hand, if the serving carrier is able to format an X2 record, but has not made any of the upgrades discussed in 3.1 through 3.3 above, they would either populate the MDN field with zeroes or populate it with the same value that is used for the MIN.  In addition, they may or may not be able to provide an LRN for those cases where the terminating number is ported or pooled.   




[MAPPING CIBER RECORDS TO A MIN THAT NOW HAS A NEW MDN (ISSUE WITH AGING, AND TIMELY DELIVERY OF CIBER RECORDS?)]



[IF A CARRIER’S TNI IS NOT UPDATED PROPERLY, MIN TO MDN MAPPING MAY BE INCORRECT, AND USAGE COULD GET ASSIGNED TO THE WRONG CUSTOMER ACCOUNT?]



3.4.1 Impact to home customers if roamer billing is incorrect due to non-compliant LNP/CIBER X2 Roamer partner




Because the support of roaming is mandated, where roaming is allowed, it is necessary that all carriers comply with the CIBER X2 recordscreated to accommodate wireless local number portability.  This record enables service provides to capture both the MIN and MDN when supplying roaming records to a clearinghouse.  




If some carriers do not comply with the CIBER X2 record and continue to use the prior record format, then they will be unable to supply both the MIN and MDN associated with roaming records and roaming customers with ported/pooled numbers are unlikely to be billed correctly.  If the serving carrier populates the MIN in the 2.0 record, then only the MIN will be provided back to the home carrier.  If the home carrier bases guiding on the MDN, then they will either be unable to bill for the record, or they will interpret the MIN to be an MDN and therefore the usage will be incorrectly guided and the carrier will bill the wrong customer.  If home carriers base guiding of usage on the MIN, and the serving carrier delivers the MIN in the 2.0 record, then billing should not be adversely impacted.  



If a serving carrier utilizes the CIBER 2.0 record and incorrectly populates the MDN instead of the MIN, then the wrong carrier could receive the CIBER record if the MIN is different from the MDN for the customer.  In that case, not only would the wrong carrier be billed for roaming traffic by the serving carrier, but potentially the wrong customer could be billed for usage they did not generate.  Also, in that same case, the customer generating the usage would not be billed for the calls they placed on the serving carrier’s network.  If the customer’s MIN and MDN are the same, then the correct carrier should receive the CIBER records and the billing of the usage should not be adversely impacted.  



Even if carriers are utilizing the CIBER X2 record, there is still the possibility that the MIN and MDN may be populated incorrectly.  If populated incorrectly, the MDN could be mistaken for the MDN or vice versa.  This could lead to improper billing of home carriers by the serving carrier, and improper billing of customers.  Some carriers may be billed for traffic on a serving carrier’s network that their customers did not use, and other carriers may not be billed for calls that their customers did make on the serving carrier’s network.  Additionally, some customers may be billed for calls they did not make, and other customers will not be billed for calls they did make.  If all carriers were to use the CIBER X2 record correctly, these problems can be avoided.




[THE POSSIBILITY ALSO EXISTS THAT INCORRECTLY POPULATED CIBER X.2 RECORDS MAY BE REJECTED BY THE CLEARINGHOUSE, WHICH MAY BE UNABLE TO PROCESS THOSE RECORDS. (VERIFY – IS THIS TRUE?)  IF THE CLEARINGHOUSE CANNOT PROCESS THE RECORD IT RETURNS IT TO THE SOURCE.  IS THE CLEARINGHOUSE GOING TO ADD MDN TO THE EDITS?]



3.4.2  CIBER Billing Fraud




The importance of the need for compliance of the MIN/MDN split can be underscored by the possibility of serving networks allowing free un-billable calls by inbound roamers, serving networks billing the wrong home carrier, and/or home carriers  billing the wrong subscriber.




3.5. Care




Typically, in today’s environment, when a roamer calls Customer Service of the serving carrier, the MIN of the roamer handset is displayed on the console of the Customer Service screen.  This is used not only to identify the home system / service provider of the roamer, but to also provide a call-back number in the event that the call is dropped or the question/problem cannot be resolved immediately.  In order to have the same functionality with the separation of the MIN and MDN, two numbers will need to be displayed on the console – the MIN to determine the customer’s home system / service provider and the MDN to provide a call-back number.  In the event the visited system is not compliant with the MIN / MDN split, only the MIN will be available.  Customer Service will not be able to initiate a call to the roaming customer.




Should serving carriers be required to support a mapping of MDN to MIN?




Should serving carriers without support of MIN/MDN split be required to support home customer care routing?




3.5.1 Customer & Customer Care Representative training issue with separation of MIN and MDN




With the roll-out of pooling and wireless number portability, there exists the potential for confusion on the part of the customer and the customer care representative with respect to the MIN and the MDN.  Generally, the customer will have little to no knowledge of their MIN, while they will be familiar with their dial-able telephone number, or their MDN.  Depending on the capabilities of the handset vendors and handset models, the handset may display both the MIN and MDN or just the MIN.  This presents challenges for the customer and the customer care representatives when troubleshooting problems.  




3.5.2 Troubleshooting Problems for Customers While Roaming




If a customer roams into a serving market that does not support the MIN/MDN split, this poses problems for call processing troubleshooting efforts made by the serving carrier.  The serving carrier’s customer care representatives can only look up the MIN in the VLR for troubleshooting, however, the customer will only be familiar with their MDN.  Therefore, if the customer care representative is untrained on the MIN/MDN split, they will request the customer’s telephone number, and the customer will provide their MDN.  If the care representative mistakenly looks up the MDN in the VLR, they will either see the records for another customer’s MIN, or no data at all.  Therefore, without knowing the customer’s MIN, the serving carrier could not provide roaming troubleshooting support.




It is recommended that if a serving carrier does not support the MIN/MDN split, that they provide for home customer care routing to enable the customer’s service provider to troubleshoot the problems.  So calls to 611, #611, and *611 should all be routed back to the home carrier if the serving carrier cannot determine both the Min and MDN of an inbound roamer.  The home service provider should be aware of both the customer’s MIN and MDN.




In the event serving carriers are unable to support the Min/MDN split or home customer care routing, roaming partners can encourage that partner to contact the home carrier to obtain the MIN associated with the customer’s MDN.  With that information, the serving carrier would be able to troubleshoot call processing issues.  A requirement for this alternative is that the serving carrier’s representatives communicating wit the customer and the home carrier must be educated on the difference between the MIN and the MDN.




3.6. Wireline Carrier Issues




WNP impacts of MIN/MDN separation on wireline carriers can be divided into three categories:




· Call Processing & Feature Interoperability




· Recording & Fraud; and




· Number Administration.




With WNP, mobile subscribers will have their MIN separated from their MDN. The MIN becomes a "non-directory" number that is passed over the air interface and used to query  a HLR. The MDN will be obtained from the HLR's registration query response and will be used for call processing. Non-WNP compliant MSCs will not recognize the MDN parameter in the HLR's registration query response and will use the "non-directory" number, the MIN, for all call processing where the MDN should have been used.  There are impacts to billing as listed below.



This will result in call scenarios where a mobile subscriber roams into an area where the visited MSC is non-WNP compliant, resulting in a "non-directory" number being signaled in either the Calling Party Number (CgPN) and/or Charge Number parameters of the ISUP IAM call setup message.




3.6.1 Impacts on Call Processing and Feature Interoperability




Call processing in wireline networks use Calling Party Number Parameter and/or Charge Number parameter for the following ANI/Calling Party based services:




· CgPN based routing (e.g., 8YY service);




· Marketing statistics (e.g., 8YY services);




· Call Screening;




· Caller ID;




· Return Call;




· Calling Name Delivery;




· LIDB services.




All of these functions and services will be broken if the MIN is used for call processing..




[NEED INFO ON HOW IT BREAKS – SO CAN IDENTIFY POSSIBLE RESOLUTIONS]



3.6.2 Impacts on billing data recording and fraud




If it is not possible to differentiate between MDNs and MINs, then the wireline call record cannot reliably identify the caller. These calls cannot be billed without manual intervention and cooperation by the WSP that assigned the non-directory MIN.In addition, losses from unbillable calls would likely increase exponentially as end users discover these calls could not be billed.











3.7. E911




The impacts to E911 are related to the registration process on a home or visited system when the service provider is non-compliant with IS 41 Rev C or later.  Currently, the MSC assumes the MIN value sent by the mobile station on registration is the same as the MDN.  While the MIN is a 10 digit number which may have the same format as a telephone number, it is not the same as the telephone number for a ported subscriber. Consequently, if the MIN is delivered to the PSAP for a ported subscriber, that value cannot be used to callback the subscriber.  The diagram below illustrates this problem.




E911 Calls - MDN returned to Visited MSC that does not support MDN parameter.
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1. Mobile sends Registration Notification from visited MSC (non MIN/MDN separation capable) to home HLR with the MIN parameter.




2.  Home HLR returns Registration Notification Return Result with MDN parameter.




3.  The Visited MSC will ignore the returned MDN parameter.




4.  Subscriber dials 911, call is routed out either CAMA or ISUP trunk group using the MIN parameter. Since this is not the proper value to be passing (should be MDN) then callback information is inaccurate.




5.  Voice path is established.




E911 Calls - Non-initialized Mobile Phone on a non-compliant system



The FCC adopted the requirement that CMRS carriers must complete emergency calls to 911 “without respect to their call validation process”
 the Commission acknowledged that because of technical limitations in CMRS networks, “covered carriers will not be required to provide reliable call back numbers to PSAPs in the case of mobile units that are not associated with a dialable telephone number . . . because . . . they were never initialized or the subscription has lapsed.”
  Notwithstanding this limitation, the Commission determined that public safety would be enhanced by delivering all 911 calls to PSAPs, even if some calls would be delivered without the information necessary to allow for a PSAP call back.
  In response to this policy, handsets specifically designed to dial 911, and only 911, without being activated by a carrier, have been developed and sold to the public.




4. Summary




4.1. Risk to Service Providers




Through a statistical analysis of clearing house data it was determined that about 47% of roaming traffic occurs outside of the Top 100 MSAs.  This does not mean however that 47% of roaming revenue is at risk as much of that traffic would be on networks that are compliant with the separation of the MIN and MDN.  Even if only 1% of roaming traffic revenue is at risk, that would expose revenue well in excess of $10M per year to potential loss.



Placeholders for how to calculate the risk to service providers.  Below lists items that might be used to calculate this risk:




· Billing Errors




· Unable to bill for calls (no MDN)




· Number of calls a carrier cannot bill for (no MDN)




· Revenue per call (average)




· Incorrect billing




· No mobile to mobile discounts




· Billing the wrong account




· Cost of Calls to Customer Care for roaming and billing issues related to WLNP




· Cost per call to Customer Care




· Number of calls to Care related to WLNP roaming and billing problems




· Lawsuits for E911




· Average cost of a lawsuit




· Number of lawsuits related to E911 problems related to WLNP



4.2. Risks to customers 



· Billing errors:




· Not getting mobile to mobile discounts




· Bills to their number that belong to someone else




· E911 errors:




· (no dollar amount to put on lives or safety)




· Unable to place calls while roaming




4.3. Recommended course of action




[RECOMMENDATION : It is recommended that wireless carriers begin guiding usage to customer accounts based on the MIN/MDN combination to ensure that usage is allocated to the correct account.  ]



[RECOMMENDATION: Again, it is recommended that all carriers comply with the CIBER X2 records, and that roaming partners encourage this of their partners. ]



[RECOMMENDATION: It is recommended that roaming partners exert some efforts to ensure that their partners are complying correctly with the CIBER X2 record.]



Additional Placeholders:




· [APPENDIX - NEED TO ADD A SECTION REFERING TO WIRELESS WORK ALREADY COMPLETED AND TECHNICAL OPERATIONS & IMPLEMENTATION GUIDE]



· Discussion of within Top 100 MSA and Outside Top 100 MSA, and confusion of whether their MSA is covered.




· Differences between MSA boundaries




· CIBER indicated that MDN field is required with X2, but use of the X2 record is not required, and even if the X2 record is used CIBER allows the MDN field to be populated with all zeros.






































































� Refer to the Technical Operations & Implementation Guidelines doc (FILL IN CORRECT NAME AND DATE).





� Reference (NAME THE FCC MANDATE DOC AND DATE).





� MIN Block Identifier Assignment Guidelines and Procedures, Draft version 1.15, Feb., 1999; Section 3.6





� MIN Block Identifier Assignment Guidelines and Procedures, Draft version 1.15, Feb., 1999; Section  8.6, and  9.1.12,





� 	47 C.F.R. § 20.18(b).





� 	Revision of the Commission’s Rules To Ensure Compatibility with Enhanced 911 Emergency Calling Systems, CC Docket No. 94-102, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 12 FCC Rcd 22665, ¶ 108 (1997) (“Memorandum Opinion and Order”).





� 	Id. ¶ 34 (“We continue to believe that the public safety will be promoted more effectively if all potential calls are passed through to the PSAP regardless of whether they are made by subscribers.”).





� 	CTIA is aware of at least one such phone, the Magnavox Mobile911, which was advertised in The New York Times.  See "Why pay for cellular phone service if you need it only for emergencies?", The New York Times Magazine, March 12, 2000, p. 70.  Since this phone is not designed to be activated, it is not marketed through carriers’ distribution channels.  Instead, it is marketed through mass media advertisements, the Internet, and affiliate sales channels.  Distributors claim that the Magnavox Mobile911 has been featured on “The Oprah Winfrey Show”, “The Today Show”, CNN, NPR’s “All Things Considered”, and “The New York Times.”
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Sheet1



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



				Portable TN's												41,080,000				49,296,000				59,155,200				70,986,240				85,183,488				102,220,186



				Growth Rate %												27.2				20				20				20				20				20



				% Fill												60				65				70				75				75				75



				Churn Rate %												30				34.6				50				50				50				50



				Assumption port %												80				80				80				80				80				80



				Total Annual Ports												5,915,520				8,869,336				16,563,456				21,295,872				25,555,046				30,666,056



				Busy months												2				2				2				2				2				2



				% Ports during busy months												40				40				40				40				40				40



				Busy days/month												22				22				22				22				22				22



				% ports on busy days												17				17				17				17				17				17



				Busy Hour load %												12				12				12				12				12				12



				TN/sec load																0.443				0.828				1.065				1.278				1.533



				Portable TN - since Exhibit N (NPAC telephone numbers per second throughput rate) is published as a regional



				figure we took the region with the most wireless telephone numbers to build the "worse" case scenario.



				The region is West Coast Region.  Assumed all wireless codes would be opened for LNP.



				Growth Rate - was taken from CTIA published information



				% Fill - was taken from the California region - although not all codes are 95% filled the wireless ustilization is



				very high - so this represents the worse case.  Considering what is going on in Calif with the state commisssion



				saying there will be no more area code relief (whether that holds remains to be seen) and their expectation that



				pooling will elliminate the need for area code relief - wireless NXX codes will be heavily utilized over the next couple of years.



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



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



				Busy Months - November 15 to January 15



				% Ports during busy months - estimated wireless growth during busy months (11/15/- 1/15) 40%



				Busy days/month - assumption Friday and Saturday each week



				% ports on busy days - assumption percentage of weekly ports on the busy days



				Busy hour load % - assumed percentage of busy day load during the busy hour



				TN/sec load - ((((Total annual ports * %Ports during the BMs)/(BMs))/(BDs/month))*(% ports on BD*BH load))/3600 sec



								Mid-West								2001				2002				2003				2004				2005				2006



																66,310,000				79,572,000				95,486,400				114,583,680				137,500,416				165,000,499



																27.2				20				20				20				20				20



																60				65				70				75				75				75



																30				34.6				50				50				50				50



																80				80				80				80				80				80



																9,548,640				14,316,594				26,736,192				34,375,104				41,250,125				49,500,150



																2				2				2				2				2				2



																40				40				40				40				40				40



																22				22				22				22				22				22



																17				17				17				17				17				17



																12				12				12				12				12				12



																				0.716				1.337				1.719				2.063				2.475



								Mid-Atlantic								2001				2002				2003				2004				2005				2006



																38,160,000				45,792,000				54,950,400				65,940,480				79,128,576				94,954,291



																27.2				20				20				20				20				20



																60				65				70				75				75				75



																30				34.6				50				50				50				50



																80				80				80				80				80				80



																5,495,040				8,238,897				15,386,112				19,782,144				23,738,573				28,486,287



																2				2				2				2				2				2



																40				40				40				40				40				40



																22				22				22				22				22				22



																17				17				17				17				17				17



																12				12				12				12				12				12



																				0.412				0.769				0.989				1.187				1.424



								Northeast								2001				2002				2003				2004				2005				2006



																27,710,000				33,252,000				39,902,400				47,882,880				57,459,456				68,951,347



																27.2				20				20				20				20				20



																60				65				70				75				75				75



																30				34.6				50				50				50				50



																80				80				80				80				80				80



																3,990,240				5,982,700				11,172,672				14,364,864				17,237,837				20,685,404



																2				2				2				2				2				2



																40				40				40				40				40				40



																22				22				22				22				22				22



																17				17				17				17				17				17



																12				12				12				12				12				12



																				0.299				0.559				0.718				0.862				1.034



								Southeast								2001				2002				2003				2004				2005				2006



																59,360,000				71,232,000				85,478,400				102,574,080				123,088,896				147,706,675



																27.2				20				20				20				20				20



																60				65				70				75				75				75



																30				34.6				50				50				50				50



																80				80				80				80				80				80



																8,547,840				12,816,061				23,933,952				30,772,224				36,926,669				44,312,003



																2				2				2				2				2				2



																40				40				40				40				40				40



																22				22				22				22				22				22



																17				17				17				17				17				17



																12				12				12				12				12				12



																				0.641				1.197				1.539				1.846				2.216



								Southwest								2001				2002				2003				2004				2005				2006



																36,870,000				44,244,000				53,092,800				63,711,360				76,453,632				91,744,358



																27.2				20				20				20				20				20



																60				65				70				75				75				75



																30				34.6				50				50				50				50



																80				80				80				80				80				80



																5,309,280				7,960,380				14,865,984				19,113,408				22,936,090				27,523,308



																2				2				2				2				2				2



																40				40				40				40				40				40



																22				22				22				22				22				22



																17				17				17				17				17				17



																12				12				12				12				12				12



																				0.398				0.743				0.956				1.147				1.376



								Western								2001				2002				2003				2004				2005				2006



																43,740,000				52,488,000				62,985,600				75,582,720				90,699,264				108,839,117



																27.2				20				20				20				20				20



																60				65				70				75				75				75



																30				34.6				50				50				50				50



																80				80				80				80				80				80



																6,298,560				9,443,641				17,635,968				22,674,816				27,209,779				32,651,735



																2				2				2				2				2				2



																40				40				40				40				40				40



																22				22				22				22				22				22



																17				17				17				17				17				17



																12				12				12				12				12				12



																				0.472				0.882				1.134				1.360				1.633
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Vendor Types for WNPO to Consider Contacting




11/12/01




Systems & Services Requiring Input from Vendors:




1. Vendors Types – Letters from WNPO have Already been Sent




a. Switch




b. Short Message Service




c. HLR




d. E911




e. STPs




f. Operator Services




2. Vendor Types – WNPO to Consider Sending Letters




a. Billing/Roaming Clearinghouse




b. Provisioning / Mediation Systems




c. Point of Sale




d. Customer Care Systems




e. Prepay




f. Voicemail




g. Handset Vendors




h. Data Services




i. OTAF




j. Directory Assistance




k. Roadside Assistance




l. Handset Insurance




m. Fraud Systems




n. CALEA




*Need to check with Mike Alshul at CTIA on anti-trust issues.
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Vendor List for FCC Vendor Readiness Letter




The following table lists the vendors whom the WNPO has contacted requesting their plans for supporting WLNP, and whether or not they have provided the WNPO with any responses.  Further, the table indicates the proposed letter format that the WNPO is requesting the FCC to send to the vendors.  There are two letter formats (Letter A and Letter B).  Letter A should be sent to MSC, HLR, and STP vendors.  Letter B should be sent to E911, Operator Services, and Short Message Service vendors.  “Letter A” and “Letter B” are denoted on the proposed letters that are attached. 




Note: The products listed for each vendor are not all inclusive of vendors’ product lines impacted by WNP.  This list is not all inclusive of vendors whose products may be impacted by WNP.




				#



				Vendor Name



				Provided Preliminary Response to WNPO Letter



				Proposed Letter Format for FCC to Send



				Product Type



				Vendor Contact Name



				Vendor Address







				1



				Motorola



				Yes



				Letter A



				MSC



				Dan Meessman 




VP Marketing & Sales



				Motorola



1701 East Golf Road (Tower #1)




Rolling Meadows, IL 60008







				



				



				



				



				



				Charles Wright




VP Engineering



				Motorola



1301 East Algonquin Road




Schaumburg, IL 60196







				2



				Lucent



				No



				Letter A



				MSC



				Michael Cooley



				Lucent Technologies



67 Whippany Rd




Room 3E-222




Whippany, New Jersey  07981-0903







				3



				Ericsson



				No



				Letter A



				MSC



				Elaine Todd



				Ericsson



111 East Capital Street, Suite 238




Jackson, Mississippi 39201







				4



				Nortel



				No



				Letter A



				MSC



				David LeClaire



				Nortel



410 Irvine Drive




Allen, Texas 75013







				5



				Nokia



				No



				Letter A



				MSC



				Jim Harper



				Nokia



6000 Connection Drive




Mail Drop M8-540




Irving, Texas 75039







				6



				Logica



				No



				Letter A



				Short Message Service Center



				Michael Ahern




Technical Business Development Manager for Mobility Products



				Logica



32 Hartwell Avenue




Lexington, Massachusetts 02421







				7



				Compaq



				No



				Letter A



				SCP/HLR



				Dave Morse








				Compaq Computer Corp



SEO building B




14408 North East 20th street




Bellevue Washington 98007-3724







				8



				Tekelec



				Yes



				Letter A



				STP



				Robert Tinsley



				Tekelec



5200 Paramount Parkway




Morrisville, NC 27560







				9



				Bell South



				No



				Letter B



				E911 Hybrid-NCAS Phase I solution and project management for T2 markets



				Karen Nurkiewicz



				BellSouth Telecommunications




675 West Peachtree




Room 34A35




Atlanta GA 30375







				10



				Intrado (formerly SCC)



				No



				Letter B



				E911 NCAS Phase I solution and project management for T1 markets



				Lorraine Hoover



				Intrado



6285 Lookout Rd




Boulder Co 80205







				11



				Sema



				Yes



				Letter B



				Short Message Service Center



				Heather Forrester








				SEMA Telecoms



515 Consumers Rd., Suite 600, 




Toronto, Ontario M2J 4Z2
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November 13, 2001







Date: XXXX, 2001




To: Company’s Name




Attn: President’s Name




Address




City



Dear President/CEO Name:



The Wireless Testing Subcommittee (WTSC), a sub-committee of the North American Numbering Council’s (NANC) Local Number Portability Administration Working Group, has been preparing a national inter-carrier test plan to meet the FCC’s November 24, 2002 mandate for Wireless Number Portability (WNP).  In September, the WTSC sent a letter to your company requesting the completion of a questionnaire by October 31, 2001 to determine the readiness of the wireless industry to perform inter-carrier testing, and further requesting your company’s participation in the WTSC meetings.  To date, the WTSC has not received a completed questionnaire from your company, and/or has not had representation from your company at the WTSC meetings.




The FCC is requesting that you fill in the attached questionnaire and return it along with the name of your company’s number portability Single Point of Contact (SPOC), by XXXXXX, 2001.  Additionally, the FCC requests that your company attend the WTSC meetings in person or via the meeting conference bridge.  




The benefits of participating in the WTSC are vast; from analyzing the baseline test plan, networking with other carriers, scheduling test dates with other service providers, and working on solutions for common industry issues.  All carriers, large and small, will benefit from participating in this industry committee.




Further, the FCC along with the wireless industry, would appreciate the value that a representative from your company would add to the discussion of issues related to wireless number portability and requests your attendance at the regularly scheduled monthly Wireless Number Portability Operations team (WNPO) meetings.  The WNPO has been tasked by the Wireless Number Portability Sub-committee to address the implementation issues specific to the wireless industry and ensure that wireless providers have a clearly defined path for the implementation of wireless number portability. 




WTSC and WNPO meeting schedules are posted on the Number Portability Administration Center (NPAC) website at www.npac.com (click on Wireless).  Many other important documents are posted on the NPAC website; including FCC Reports and Orders, WNP Specification/Requirements, NPAC agreement, WNP Test Plan, Intercarrier Communications Process, meeting dates and agendas, past meeting minutes, and much more.




It is imperative, for porting to be successful, that all carriers test their switch networks, back office systems, and their “Inter-carrier Communications Process” within the testing timeline.  Inter-carrier portability testing is currently scheduled to start in April 1, 2002 and be completed in mid-September 2002.  Your company’s input is greatly appreciated and vitally important to the successful implementation of WNP, and the FCC looks forward to receiving your responses.




Sincerely,




XXXXX



FCC




W/questionnaire attachment 
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FCC – Common Carrier Bureau




XXXX



Washington D.C. XXXXX



October 19, 2001




Vendor A




Address



Dear XXXXXX,




In June, the Wireless Number Portability Operations team (WNPO) sent a letter to your company requesting information regarding your company’s plans to support Phase II of Wireless Number Portability.  Written responses to this letter were requested by June 29, 2001.  Wireless service providers continue their efforts to plan for the support of wireless number portability as mandated by FCC Docket No. 95-116 and related rulings.  The WNPO has been tasked by the Wireless Number Portability Subcommittee to address the implementation issues specific to the wireless industry and ensure that wireless providers have a clearly defined path for the implementation of wireless number portability.  Since your company is a major vendor to the wireless industry, your company’s input is vitally important to the completion of this task.




Wireless service providers may need to acquire additional hardware and/or software to meet this mandate.  Further, service provider to service provider testing was scheduled to begin in October of 2001.  This testing is heavily reliant upon wireless service providers understanding how and when vendors will support wireless number portability.




Please send written responses detailing the release level, general availability date, number portability issues addressed in the release, and specifically how the solution addresses the following: 




· MIN/MDN separation




· Handling of incoming calls routed using LRN 




· Supporting cause value 26 (misrouted call to a ported number) 




· Supporting per-trunk group CCPN capability checking for outgoing call (signals CdPN instead of LRN, number not translated indication)




Please provide the written responses on or before November 5th to:




XXXXX



FCC – Common Carrier Bureau




XXXX



Washington D.C. XXXXX



cc:




James Grasser




2000 West Ameritech Center Drive




Location:3F75C




Hoffman Estates, Illinois 60195




And email a soft copy to:  XXXXXXX, james.n.grasser@cingular.com, and bbrown@telecorp1.com



In addition, the FCC’s Common Carrier Bureau requests that a representative from your company attend the WNPO’s November meeting, which will be held in Kansas City on November 12th and 13th for the purpose of discussing your written responses.  Please RSVP to Jim Grasser and Brigitte Brown, co-chairs of the WNPO, at james.n.grasser@cingular.com and bbrown@telecorp1.com, by November 5th for inclusion on the November WNPO agenda.




Further, the Common Carrier Bureau, along with the wireless industry, request that a representative from your company contribute to the implementation of Wireless Number Portability through participation at the regularly scheduled monthly meetings.  Information regarding the monthly WNPO team meetings can be found at www.npac.com.




Sincerely,




XXXXX



FCC Common Carrier Bureau




--LETTER A--
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WIRELESS NUMER PORTABILITY TIMELINE




REVISION




The wireless industry, through the Wireless Number Portability Operations team, a sub-committee of the NANC, has revised the timeline for wireless number portability which was forwarded to the FCC last year.  While the wireless industry is working toward the November 24, 2002 implementation date for wireless number portability (and pooling), this revised timeline more accurately depicts the work yet to be completed and the timeframes available to complete that work.




The following matrix provides a brief comparison of the original and revised timelines. 




				Original Timeline



				EVENT



				Revised Timeline







				Complete – 04/01



				Inter-Carrier Communications Process



				Not shown - complete







				Complete – 04/00



				Functional Specifications



				Complete by 12/01







				05/00 thru 01/01



				System Development



				Complete by 02/02







				02/01 thru 04/01



				Internal End-to-End Testing



				02/02 thru 04/02







				05/01 thru 09/01



				NPAC Turn-up Testing



				Complete by 04/02







				Complete by 09/01



				Inter-carrier test coordination and logistics



				Complete by 04/02







				10/01 thru 05/02



				Inter-carrier testing



				04/02 thru 09/02







				06/02 thru 08/02



				Deployment



				09/02 thru 10/15/02







				09/02 thru 11/24/02



				Final Adjustments



				10/15/02 thru 11/24/02











New Timeline Narrative:




The Inter-carrier Communications Process (ICP) is complete to the point that a high-tech interface (CORBA IDL) has been defined and documented.  Work in still underway to define a fax interface, but testing is not prevented by the absence of this interface.  Due to the amount of work completed, the ICP is no longer shown on the timeline.




Service providers must complete their functional specifications by the beginning of December and are dependant on vendors having their WNP products complete prior to that date.  Even if all vendor products are available and functional specifications are complete by the beginning of December, that only leaves two months to complete system development and unit and system testing.  System Development, including unit and system testing, must be completed by the beginning of February, 2002.  Some of this work may occur concurrently with the writing of functional specifications. 




Internal end-to-end testing cannot begin until all system development is complete and tested because all functionality must be tested by porting numbers internally in a test environment.  Two months have been allotted for internal end-to-end testing.




.




During the period of System Development and Internal End-to-End testing, wireless service providers must also complete the “new entrant” testing with the NPAC.  In addition, although the inter-carrier test plan is complete, inter-carrier test logistics and coordination must take place between the service providers who will be testing in selected MSAs.  These steps must be completed by the first of April, 2002 since they are all requirements for participation in inter-carrier testing.




Inter-carrier testing is now scheduled to occur between the first of April and the first of September, 2002.  This is nearly a 50% reduction in the timeframe from the original timeline, but is all the time that is available to still allow time for Deployment and Final Adjustments (roughly 45 days each) and implement on the mandated date of 11/24/02.
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Ms. Dorothy Atwood




Chief, Common Carrier Bureau




445 12th St. SW




Washington, DC    20554




Date:  October 31, 2001




Dear Ms Atwood:




The purpose of this letter is to provide notice to the FCC of wireless number portability implementation issues that have been identified by the Wireless Number Portability Operations (WNPO) team.  This letter describes actions that have been taken by the WNPO and wireless industry members to address these issues and requests the help and support of the FCC to ensure a successful implementation of wireless number portability.  




The Wireless Number Portability Operations Team wishes to inform the FCC of changes to the wireless number portability (WNP) implementation timeline originally submitted to the FCC in the Technical, Operational, and Implementation Requirements document dated September 2000.   The revised timeline is attached; the major changes are described below:




· Ongoing service provider functional specifications to be completed by January 1, 2002.




· Service provider system development of back office systems, network systems, separation of MIN and MDN, and development of service interoperability to be completed by February 1, 2002.




· Internal testing of the network and back office systems between February 1, 2002 and April 1, 2002.




· NPAC turn-up testing deadline extended until April 1, 2002, although the NPAC will continue to support turn-up testing for service providers who request support after April 2002.




· Inter-carrier testing to begin April 1, 2002 and be completed by mid-September 2002.




· Deployment from September 1, 2002 to October 15, 2002.




These timeline revisions are necessary due to the following reasons:




· Switch and network component vendors unable to provide upgrades for WNP until after October 2001 and possibly not until after May 2002




· Back office (OSS) system vendors unable to provide system upgrades for WNP until after October 2001 and possibly not until after May 2002




· Many non-participating providers in the top 100 MSAs have yet to identify their test readiness.




Following are the actions that have already been taken in order to identify and address these issues and concerns. 




· Both the CTIA and the WNPO have sent letters to vendors requesting confirmation that hardware and software supporting Local Number Portability Phase 2 call delivery and the separation of the MIN and MDN will be available in time for inter-carrier testing.  Three vendors replied to the WNPO letters and just one vendor replied to the CTIA letter.




· Only three companies have completed the mandatory “New Entrant” testing with NeuStar.  This testing is required in order to connect a SOA and/or LSMS to an NPAC database. 




· Of the 72 wireless service providers identified by the WNPO as having licenses to provide service in the top 100 MSAs, contact information was found for about 40.  Of the 72, about 14% attend the Wireless Testing Sub-Committee, a sub-committee of the WNPO.  Of the 14% who attend, most are reluctant to commit to a testing schedule due to uncertainty about the availability of hardware and software to support LNP Phase 2 call delivery and the separation of the MIN and MDN. While testing has not been specifically ordered for LNP Phase 2, there are major impacts not only to wireless service providers, but also to wireline carriers.  As November 24, 2002 approaches, there will be less time for testing, which may result in an increased risk of problems when LNP Phase 2 is implemented.




· The WNPO sent a letter to the NANC informing them of these issues, and discussed them at the October 16, 2001 NANC meeting.  This resulted in the NANC sending the FCC a letter dated XX/XX/XX.




Per the revised timeline, in order to ensure a timely implementation of LNP Phase 2 call delivery and the separation of MIN and MDN vendor hardware and software solutions must be available no later than December 1, 2001.  As the vendors have not given significant response to inquiries by both CTIA and the WNPO, the WNPO is requesting the help of the FCC.  Attached are two draft letters for which the WNPO requests the Common Carrier Bureau issue, under the authority of the FCC, to the vendors that have previously been contacted by the WNPO (see attached vendor matrix).  If vendors fail to provide the necessary information and support by December 1, 2001, the implementation timeline will have to be further compressed, and the risk to successful implementation of wireless number portability increases.




Additionally, the WNPO is requesting the FCC’s help in gaining participation from all wireless service providers within the Top 100 MSAs at the industry meetings addressing the implementation of wireless number portability.  Attached is a draft letter for which the WNPO requests the Common Carrier Bureau issue, under the authority of the FCC, to all wireless service providers within the Top 100 MSAs.  Contact information for 40 of those service providers is also attached.  Without the full participation from all wireless service providers within the Top 100 MSAs, the success of 1) the inter-carrier testing, 2) the ubiquitous separation of the MIN and MDN, and 3) the implementation of wireless number portability are at risk.




Sincerely,




James Grasser and Brigitte Brown




Co-chairs of the Wireless Number Portability Operations team (WNPO)
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Wireless Number Portability



Timeline - Phase 2



2001 - 2002



INDUSTRY



SERVICE PROVIDER



10/01



2/02



4/02



NPAC   TURN-UP   TESTING



INTERNAL END-TO-END TESTING - NETWORK and BACK OFFICE



4/02







SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT:  Back Office ; Network - MIN / MDN Separation, Service Interoperability



INTER-CARRIER TEST COORDINATION AND LOGISTICS



VENDOR PRODUCTS AVAILABLE



12/01



FUNCTIONAL SPECS COMPLETE



OCT







NOV







DEC







JAN







FEB







MAR







APR











NOTE: ALL DATES ARE THE BEGINNING OF THE MONTH























Wireless Number Portability



Timeline - Phase 2



2002 (con’t)



DEPLOYMENT



INDUSTRY



SERVICE PROVIDER



FINAL



ADJUST-



MENTS



*



11/24/2002



9/02



10/15/02



                    INTERCARRIER TESTING



4/02



JUL







AUG







SEP







OCT







NOV







DEC







JUN







MAY







APR











NOTE: ALL DATES ARE THE BEGINNING OF THE MONTH
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