WNPO Monthly Meeting Minutes – September Draft 

            September 15 – 16, 2003	Banff, Canada

MEETING MINUTES FROM DAY #1 (9/15/03) 
ATTENDANCE: Day 1

   
	Name
	Company
	Name
	Company

	
	
	
	

	Susan Ortega
	Nextel
	Stephen Sanchez
	AT&T Wireless     

	Mark Wood 
	Cingular 
	Jason Kempson
	Telcordia

	Dave Garner 
	Qwest
	Steve Addicks
	NeuStar

	Paula Jordan
	T-Mobile 
	Rick Jones
	NENA

	Monica Dahmen
	Cox Comm.
	Marcel Champagne 
	 NeuStar

	Craig Bartell
	Sprint
	Susan Tiffany
	Sprint 

	Maggie Lee
	VeriSign
	Jeff Adrian 
	Sprint 

	Hong Liu
	NeuStar
	Rick Dressner
	Sprint 

	Chuck Bohl
	US Cellular
	Deborah Stephens
	Verizon Wireless

	Ron Stutheit
	Contract
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	On the phone
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Lonnie Keck
	AT&T Wireless
	Kathy McGinn
	RCC

	Theresa  Patton
	Cingular
	Chris Duckett-Brown
	Verizon Wireless

	Jim Grasser
	Bell South 
	Scottie Parish
	ALLTEL

	Jean Anthony 
	TSE
	Earl Scott 
	Verizon 

	Jennifer Goree
	ALLTEL 
	Shannon Collins 
	NeuStar 

	Lori Messing 
	CTIA
	Charlotte Holden
	US Cellular

	Adele Johnson
	AT&T Wireless
	Liz Coakley 
	SBC

	Ron Steen
	Bell South
	Robin Meier
	SBC

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	



MEETING MINUTES FROM DAY #1 (9/15/03

A. 2004 Meeting HOST VOLUNTEERS for WTSC, WNPO and LNPA-WG:
Tentative - Volunteers, Months and Locations for 2004 meetings. These volunteer efforts will be submitted to LNPA at this Sept. Meeting.
Sprint, May, Overland Park, KS; Cox, June, Atlanta; NeuStar, April, Sterling, Virginia; Cingular will check but location would be Atlanta; Nextel will check for a location other then Virginia; TMobile, ALLTEL and Verizon Wireless will tentatively volunteer. Approvals are needed; TSI; Telcordia

B. COMBINED WNPO / WTSC MEETING 
WTSC Read-Out by Susan Sill of AT&T Wireless
I.  ‘Lessons Learned’ was reviewed at the August meeting and will be posted to the NPAC website these lessons learned are global lessons (i.e. filters, profiles, set-up issues).

9.B.1 ACTION ITEM: If both Trading Partners agree to share info and the ‘problem’ is not an internal issue or process but an industry level or ICP or SOA functionality problem would they be willing to share publicly? Susan will take that as an action. 

II. Some basic test results were shared, all info located at the WTSC button at www.npac.com.
AWS, NEXTEL – retesting in Oct
NEXTEL, Cingular – retesting in Oct.
Sprint, VZW – No Report
Sprint LD, Nextel – postponed

III. Each testing carrier has provided the # of test cases executed and # of pass/fail results.  Question raised if carriers are willing to post that info are they willing to also post why those cases failed.

	9.B.2  ACTION ITEM: Susan Sill will question at the WTSC	if carriers are also willing to post why cases failed. 

IV. WTSC will discuss at this meeting the sunset of this team and report back with suggestions, decisions on Tues AM. Carriers that are involved in the May launch may still want to test as new entrants with trading partners. It was previously suggested that the team remain active until June 2003. [Update as of 9/16/03, WTSC has agreed to remain in place until June.]

V. Question was raised regarding whether the announced ‘quiet periods’ encompass both the test production environment or can testing still be done in the test environment – do carriers have resources?

9.B.3  ACTION ITEM: Susan will ask the WTSC if any testing can take place with any SP on a test platform during the specified quiet periods.

VI. Any additional testing required, needed, requested after January 2003 will be agreed upon between the participating carriers. 

VII. Lonnie Keck requested of the WTSC that, if there are interoperability issues found during testing to please get out to the distribution quickly for OBF fast track process in order to get on the bi-weekly agenda to get worked. 

VIII. MCI informed the WTSC they can be available for testing from 9/15/03 to 10/03/03 in a test bed environment. MCI’s test template and test cases will be reviewed at this meeting. 
 
IX. Testing of a WICIS new release and support for such testing as well as the question of whether there are any testing guidelines for these new releases was brought up. WW members advised that OBF only creates the document and OBF does not support testing.  There are currently no guidelines for regression testing. 

X. Qwest has documented mandatory data fields and are creating their recommended test cases. They will be finalizing their test plans this month. 

C. WNPO MEETING – Monday 

1) INTRODUCTIONS, ANNOUNCEMENTS, AND AGENDA REVIEW 
Marion Hearn, of the Canadian Consortium hosted meeting in Banff, Alberta, CA. 

2) REVIEW AND APPROVE MINUTES
August minutes were reviewed. Changes discussed and updates will be incorporated and resubmitted to the team for acceptance as final at the October meeting. 




3) OBF UPDATE – JIP Issue, Sue Tiffany: 
No activity this month around this issue although there was discussion of this at the NIIF 
Robin Meier of SBC joined the call to advise that NIIF supports the position by all carrier members that all carriers should populate this field. Robin explained that, in the eyes of NIIF, the field is not mandatory because if it is not populated the call will still complete but it is a required field when your switch becomes LNP capable. 

A letter and attachment was sent to the WNPO co-chair looking for feedback to the NIIF on this issue.  Team agreed that it would be up to each individual company to give feedback but not for WNPO to collectively respond on the behalf of individuals. NIIF would like a response from WNPO stating that. 




9.C.4 ACTION ITEM: Maggie will draft letter to be sent back to NIIF. Response should go to Stu Goldman, and Veronica Lancaster, David Lynch.

Robin Meier advised us that there is also a new item #0233 “Terminating Switch ID architecture Issue” (NIIF related issues are: 207, 208, and 215; OBF related issues are: 2308, 2349) proposed by SBC, which will be distributed to the team.  

9.C.5 ACTION ITEM: Robin Meier, SBC to send the new NIIF contribution (0233) to WNPO co-chairs for distribution. 




4)  WW and ITF Update – Lonnie Keck 
A) WIRELESS WORKSHOP Meet in San Diego in August at OBF 83
a) Minutes are posted at the ATIS website. 
b) The Fast track process has been agreed and finalized. There will be weekly calls on Tues. afternoons at 1:00 pm ET. The priority of the WW team will be fast track issues take precedence and will be worked first and open issues are worked after that. 
c) Rosemary Emmer of Nextel has been elected as a new co-chair to the Wireless Workshop.
d)  Any interoperability testing issues should be sent to the co-chairs of the WW. 
e) 11 new issues were presented at the San Diego meeting with 7 not being accepted.  There are currently 30 open issues and 12 at final closure.
f) Changes or errors affecting the WICIS are typically corrected in a new release of the WICIS document. However there is a re-release of WICIS 2.0.1 officially due out to the industry on Friday Sept 19 [as of 9/16 released date has changed to 9/26]. Typically a re-release with the same version number ID is not business as usual, however, due to the timing (Nov 24th is very close) WW decided and received official approval to re-release the document. 

B) ITF Read-Out Meet on Wednesday in San Diego at the OBF 83.  

a) There are two-hour calls every other Thursday.  There are 6 open issues they have been asked to review. All issues have been submitted by the WW while none have come from LSOP.  
b) New PIC lock or freeze. Some LECs on port-out requests treat these as a cancelled order. There is no official paper work on this yet but it and is scheduled for discussion on 9-25. 
c) It has been determined that there are challenges on sending a Sup 2. ITF is proposing verbiage as alternative to this issue that will be sent in a formal communications to the WNPO to add that verbiage to the WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix. 

9.C.6 ACTION ITEM: Lonnie Keck will send the verbiage associated with sending Sup 2’s to WNPO co-chairs by 9/25 for distribution and inclusion into the Decision Matrix. 

d) WW and ITF would like to see if there is a way to provide a link from the OBF to the NPAC wireless website and vica versa. Can we get a link from NPAC to OBF URL and with a fairly quick implementation times. 

9.C.7 ACTION ITEM – WNPO co-chairs will determine the exact location of the button from the WNPO location and provide to Steve Addicks by next Friday, 9/26/03.

5) READ-OUT from CTIA Critical Issues Forum 9/11/2003 – Maggie Lee
		A)  David Furth, Associate Bureau Chief of the FCC Wireless Bureau

WNP is a high priority for both the FCC and the Bureau for both wireless and wireline and there are no plans to move the Nov. 24, 2003 date.  Audience should proceed on the assumption that 11-24-03 will happen. 

The Bureau is looking at three parallel tracks:

1. Monitor implementation. A recent letter has been sent to the largest 4 wireless carriers for them to identify progress including a request for certain operational facts. Most carriers are working very hard to reach compliance. Others, those that did not receive a letter, should take a look at those letters. 

2. Consumer impact and public information:
a. Working on a consumer fact sheet
b. Ensure no false expectations are set
c. Reduce customer complaints 

3. Regulatory Clarifications on Implementation issues:
a. Guidance is necessary particularly on 
i. Business issues
ii. Consumer Service issues

Bureau is under the impression that wireless to wireless is appropriately the main focus for the initial guidance (CTIA took the opposite view later). Bureau anticipates most of the activity in this arena first (wireless to wireless) and claims that this will have more straightforward answers. The main focus of work now is on:
	
1. Business Rules
2. BFRs and what constitutes a BFR
3. Interval Issues

Mr. Furth suggested that advice for other issues might be contained in the letter of guidance provided by John Muleta, dated July 3, 2003. Statement was made that if ‘cost recovery’ [methods] were used to deter porting it would be a concern to them even though cost recovery is appropriate. Goal is to make the process as streamlined as possible for the consumer without adding a huge cost. The Bureau does not want to micro manage the process (es) nor does it want to see barriers to porting being put in place by some carriers. The continued argument of what it is going to cost carriers is not a compelling argument from the Bureau’s perspective. 

The I-M (intermodel porting) has a more profound impact and the Bureau/FCC will respond soon. Bureau/FCC will address particular questions already put forth to them but will not provide specific guidelines.

2)  Mike Altschul, Senior Vice President, Regulatory, CTIA

In particular the Rate Center Issue is holding up a bunch of stuff including Intercarrier testing; possibly obtaining new numbering resources among other things.

November 24th is too late for customer care issues, education, methods and procedures.

Mike talked about what the industry deems as the 3 largest unresolved issues:
	
1. The kinds of agreements that are needed. CTIA contends that SLAs are sufficient and IA’s are not appropriate.
2. Rate Center Issue (ILEC and RWWG agree that the wireline rate center dictates the scope of wireless porting.)
3. Business Rule Issues 

Four carriers filed a writ of Mandamus petition with the court of appeals. These are considered extraordinary writs and are typically outside the normal rules and typically are not granted. However, the court did state recently that the FCC should respond by 9/19 with carrier comments due back by 9/24. 

CTIA filed a separate, 2nd writ of Mandamus for responses to the open issues. (Have not heard back on this one yet).  CTIA disagrees with the Bureau on what will be the most important issue and they see the wireline to wireless issues more critical. 

3) Greg Whiteaker, Rural Telecomm Group (RTG) representing RWWG 

Reviewed the voluntary business practices that were sent to the FCC recently. The members of the RWWG will follow the LEC standards, which are currently the only standards out there.  Maggie did state that she would not attempt to interpret any items related to the questions, answers or dialogue discussed with the audience. 


6) PIM UPDATE – Maggie Lee 
Read out from the LNPA-WG distribution from the August Meeting. 

	 7) NENA REPORT – Rick Jones 
A. Consumer Education Package: CTIA worked with NENA to distribute. Potentially this will also be distributed to the Rural Carrier Association as well as the FCC. 	

B. Rick reminded us that a request for volunteers for Phase 2 E911 has nothing to do with WNP but just asking all wireless groups to have individual carriers participate. 

C. ATIS ESIF (Emergency Services Interconnection Forum):
The ATIS ESIF does not want emergency routing keys to be ported or pooled numbers. This issue is at INC and T1P1 now and multiple solutions are being discussed. INC is accepting contributions. This discussion will go on thru October and into INC in November. Documents are posted at both INC and ATIS websites. INC issue number is LNPA 448 and ATIS number is 25. 

D. Rick Jones reminded team that while there are no documented standards E9-1-1 Phase 1 and Phase 2 implementation carriers should be testing with a handset that has the MIN/MDN (mobile identification and mobile directory number) separated. 

E. The Rate Center Issue and the impact to 911 may include ports between wireline to wireline that inadvertently extend outside the rate center the individual lives in. NENA thinks this issue may also impact a wireless to wireline port. The impact includes things such as: 
i. Default routing will fail to a PSAP 
ii. Address information may not be displayed. 

F.  Remind all wireless carriers that there are individual switch settings related to the emergency calls.  Wireless carriers should make sure that have completed settings to allow call back on ported and pooled numbers. 

8) Fall-Out Management Contribution:
This is a contribution made jointly by four companies including Sprint, US Cellular, Nextel and Verizon Wireless. The contribution proposes the formation of a WNPO sub-committee to collaborate on the analysis and reduction of fallout arising from number porting. The main purpose of this team is to increase the automatic flow-thru more efficiently or reduce the number of issues that are handled manually. 




This team will report directly back to the WNPO.  [Update: LNPA sees no issues with the creation of this sub-committee.]

9.C.8 ACTION ITEM: Remove from original contribution the line “Identify chronic service provider and exert group influence to improve” not be part of the official guidelines in order to ensure that no carrier, vendor or service bureau names are vocalized during these discussions.

The first meeting, as a conference call, is scheduled for Oct 2nd, 11:00 AM to 1:00 PM ET. This call will be to determine the guidelines, determine the leadership and determine the meeting or call schedule etc. 

Chuck Bohl, US Cellular, has agreed to moderate this first meeting only as well create an agenda for this meeting and make the necessary corrections to the original contribution. 

Conference Call Information:

Bridge Sponsored by Cox Communication
Dial-In number:  888-847-8686
PASSCODE:    2970388

9.C.9 ACTION ITEM: The creation of this new sub-committee will be reported on the NANC report.

9.C.10  ACTION ITEM: Distribute information to all teams regarding the scheduled conference call for the Fall-Out Management sub-committee. 

9) Modification of NPAC Conflict Timers Contribution: 
Submitted by Sprint to modify conflict timers from 6 to 24 hours to assist in the resolution of attempted and successful inadvertent ports involving wireless subscribers.  After discussion this Contribution was not accepted by the WNPO. 


[bookmark: _MON_1126937958]	
Team was reminded that dissenting Service Providers could submit a minority report to the NANC regarding this issue. The cut-off for submission to get on the next NANC meeting is by this Friday (Sept. 19, 2003).  A request was made for us distribute the NANC guidelines to the team.

9.C.11 ACTION ITEM: Nextel requested that the NANC process flows (Page 8, Section 2) be changed to reflect the modified conflict time in order to reflect the industry standard. 

9.C.12 ACTION ITEM: Obtain and distribute NANC Working Group Guidelines.

10) CHANGE THE CANCEL PENDING TIMERS SUBMITTED BY NEXTEL. 
The contribution recommends that the two “Cancellation Acknowledgement Window” intervals be changed from nine hours each to two hours each for Wireless.




9.C.13 ACTION ITEM:  Susan Ortega will resubmit contribution on a WNPO form separating proposed short-term resolution from the long-term resolution, which would possibly need to be a NANC Change Order submission. Long-term solution is on the LNPAWG agenda for this month. 

9.C.14 ACTION ITEM: Carriers need to go back to internal resources to discuss short-term solution contribution at the next meeting. 

9.C.15 ACTION ITEM: If the short-term solution is agreed upon a notice, from NeuStar, needs to go out to all carriers via the cross-regional distribution list advising specifically what the change will be and when it will take effect. WNPO must notify the LNPA who will forward to the LLC who will then tell NeuStar to do make the change. 

11) AT&T WIRELESS CONTRIBUTION – NPAC TEST BED HARDWARE 
The NPAC test bed hardware platform does not reflect a production environment to support volume performance tests. 




9.C.15 ACTION ITEM: Steve Sanchez will rewrite and resubmit the contribution to WNPO.

12)  MONDAY WRAP-UP AT 4:45P:
Reviewed action Items. Meeting was successfully adjourned.


MEETING MINUTES FROM DAY #2 (9/16/03) 

ATTENDANCE: Day 2

	Name
	Company
	Name
	Company

	
	
	
	

	Gary Sacra
	Verizon
	Steve Addicks
	NeuStar

	Maggie Lee
	VeriSign
	Paul LaGattuta
	AT&T

	Jeff Adrian 
	Sprint 
	Paula Jordan 
	T-Mobile 

	Rob Smith
	TSI
	Stephen Sanchez
	AT&T Wireless     

	Susan Tiffany
	Sprint 
	Mark Wood
	Cingular 

	Craig Bartell 
	Sprint 
	Deborah Stephens
	Verizon Wireless

	Marcel Champagne
	NeuStar
	Hong Liu
	NeuStar

	Rick Jones 
	NENA
	Rick Dressner
	Sprint

	Dave Garner 
	Qwest
	Monica Dahmen
	Cox Communications

	Charles Ryburn
	SBC
	Jason Kempson
	Telcordia

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	On the phone
	
	
	

	Jennifer Goree
	ALLTEL
	Charlotte Holden
	US CELLULAR

	Earl Scott 
	Verizon 
	John Weakly
	Qwest Wireless

	Liz Coakley
	SBC
	Jean Anthony
	TSE

	Ron Steen
	Bell South 
	Lori Messing 
	CTIA

	Lonnie Keck 
	AT&T Wireless 
	Shannon Collins
	NeuStar Pooling

	Scottie Parish
	ALLTEL
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	















D) WNPO MEETING - TUESDAY 
  
1.  CTIA Concerns Regarding NANC FLOWS discussion: 

CTIA and some wireless carriers recently challenged the current NANC flows particularly related to the porting intervals having changed from TBD to 4 days.  CTIA’s concern is that the porting intervals in the document did not have consensus and that the change of verbiage from TBD to 4 BDAs was not specifically raised to the NANC at any meeting after the change. It was reiterated that the team developed NPAC functionality to reflect these flows. 
		

		

LNPA-WG Co-Chair, Charles Ryburn strongly objects to the wording in the letter to NANC. These flows were not made in secret but yet in open forums, no objections were raised in January when the change was made, there was no mention of these ‘controversy’ at NANC prior to this letter being sent. There was no politicking of these flows. Reports are given by both the WNPO and the LNPA-WG. Participants of these groups are entitled to participate in the creation of these flows.

July 15, 2003 The NANC meeting report reviewed the adopted flows from the LNPA-WG    and adopted the LNPA recommendation. August 21, 2003 Chairman Atkinson forwarded a letter to the FCC. Current status of the flows as of 9/16 is that NANC has adopted the LNPA-WG recommended flows to be sent to the FCC 

If there is no additional direction from the FCC these flows should be the ones currently in use by service providers. This will be further discussed at the Sept LNPA-WG and the members at that meeting will provide direct, clear cut info as well as rebuttal statements for delivery at the next NANC meeting 9/26/03.

FOOTNOTE:  “It is the recommendation of the WNPO that a footnote be added to the NANC flows that these are the flows the industry will use on Nov 24, 2003. These flows are subject to change pending guidance from the FCC regarding intermodel porting intervals.”


2. REPORT on 291, EDIT to REQUIRE an SSN of 000, from NeuStar:
After careful reviews NeuStar shows that currently there are 160 companies, with a total of 212 SPIDs, have active SVs with SSNs not equal to 000. NeuStar has confirmed with 59 of those carriers that they would have no problem with using an SSN of 000.  No info has been collected to suggest that turning on the edit would prevent any carrier from creating SVs.  There is currently no date to turn this edit on but it will be discussed at this month’s LNPAWG meeting. 

Question was raised as to what would happen if something other then SSN-000 were used after NANC 291 is turned on.  NeuStar reported that creates, modifies, and mass updates would fail at the NPAC if something other then 000 were input.  [Intercarrier call processing and network maintenance operations can be adversely affected if SSN’s do not equal to 000.] This edit does not impact call processing. 


3. NNPO (National Number Portability Operations Team) Read-Out – EARL SCOTT
  	
Scottie advised he did not have specific questions for the WNPO but felt that things are gradually getting resolved. He distributed the NIIF guidelines that were adopted by the wireline industry 
some time ago.  

Wireless carriers discussed the NIIF Trouble Report (brought to our attention by the NNPO) to use for developing their own trouble reporting procedures and the fact that it is a useful tool but it has not been updated recently. Also the NIIF contact list at the ATIS website should be updated when contact information changes. ATIS occasionally sends reminders to update the contact info and it is updated as soon as info has been received.

Reminder: Wireless carriers should be providing updates to contact info at the NIIF website location. 

 4.  ARCHITECTURE PLANNING TEAM UPDATE 

Peak hour and day model distributed from NPAC and LSMS perspective. Again assumptions on wireless data were made since many wireless carriers have not responded to the NeuStar survey that was distributed several months ago.  Therefore the same percentages as wireline peak between 3-5 pm were used in the model with a TN peak of about 15 TNs per second (operations per second, each operations can contain more then one TN) throughout the USA.

Vendors have reported that they can handle more then 15 TNs per second. The model is viewable through LNPA documents at the www.npac.com website. 

Team discussed how to create a SOA model and agreed that it was much harder to create this forecast but it is very important that carriers respond to the NeuStar survey in order to get data to create the model. 

Included below is the text of the request for information of wireless carriers from NeuStar. 



Subject:      Wireless SP's forecast of LNP activity and load distribution

A request to each wireless service provider:

At its June 2003 meeting, the LNPA Working Group asked NeuStar to survey the wireless industry members to ask for their estimates of wireless porting volumes and their expectations of the distribution of this activity throughout the day, week, month, and year.  The purpose of the inquiry is to develop a sense of the change in the pattern of NPAC transactions that will be seen by the LSMS systems receiving broadcasts from NPAC once wireless LNP is implemented.

Five questions are listed below.  Please provide what information you can. No individual responses will be revealed, but a composite based on the responses received will be prepared and presented to the LNPA-Working Group.  This information will be used to aid in the design and provisioning of NPAC Users' LSMS systems to accommodate the anticipated increased LNP transaction volumes resulting from with the introduction of wireless LNP this November. 

We are interested in information about any anticipated use of the NPAC that will result in broadcasts of ported number data to carriers' LSMSs. Thus we are not asking about just competitive porting transactions, but rather we are requesting estimates of all NPAC transactions driven by you as a wireless provider, including, for example, pooling activity and network rearrangements. Note that the first question asks for an estimate of transaction quantities (by NPAC region) while the remaining four questions inquire about the anticipated distribution of these transactions over time.

Space for your responses is provided with the questions below, but feel free to answer in another format if you prefer.  For example, although 24 individual one-hour intervals are listed in question 5, you might choose to respond instead by saying something like, "Most will occur 9am-9pm; evenly spread."  Reply by forwarding this message, with your responses indicated next to each question, to Steve Addicks at stephen.addicks@neustar.biz.  Please respond even if you cannot provide complete answers.  Any questions about this survey should be directed to Steve Addicks.

Thank you in advance for your participation in this survey.

1.  Total quantity of annual porting transactions? (These would include wireless numbers porting to your wireless network plus other porting transactions your wireless company might generate such as those done when pooled blocks are created, when active SVs are modified, when network rearrangements are made using LNP capabilities, when disconnects of ported customers cause deletes of active SVs, and so forth.
                                        x000            x000
x000          x000            x000             x000            x000
         NPAC Region:    Mid-Atlantic   Midwest   Northeast   Southeast
> Southwest   West Coast   Western
> 2003 (Nov-Dec)-                    -                -                 -
> -                   -                    -
> 2004                  -                    -                -
> -                  -                   -                    -
> 2005                  -                    -                -
> -                  -                   -                    -

 2.  % distribution, by month, of annual porting transactions for 2004?
       January:
       February:
       March:
       April:
       May:
       June:
       July:
       August:
       September:
       October:
       November:
       December:

 3.  % distribution, by week, of monthly porting transactions?
       first week of month
       2nd week of month
       3rd week of month
       4th week of month
       last week of month

 4.  % distribution, by day, of weekly porting transactions?
       Monday
       Tuesday
       Wednesday
       Thursday
       Friday
       Saturday
       Sunday

5.  % distribution, by hour, of daily porting transactions? (Note: Activations of numbers ported to your network may not track sales activities, i.e., they may be done in batch mode, perhaps only once a day.  This question refers to timeframe in which NPAC will see the load and be broadcasting it.)
        midnight to 1:00 a.m. -
       1:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m. -
       2:00 a.m. to 3:00 a.m. -
       3:00 a.m. to 4:00 a.m. -
       4:00 a.m. to 5:00 a.m. -
       5:00 a.m. to 6:00 a.m. -
       6:00 a.m. to 7:00 a.m. -
       7:00 a.m. to 8:00 a.m. -
       8:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. -
      9:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. -
     10:00 a.m. to 11:00 a.m. -
           11:00 a.m. to noon -
            noon to 1:00 p.m. -
       1:00 p.m. to 2:00 p.m. -
       2:00 p.m. to 3:00 p.m. -
       3:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m. -
       4:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m. -
       5:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. -
       6:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. -
       7:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. -
       8:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. -
      9:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. -
    10:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m. -
       11:00 p.m. to midnight -

5.  UPDATE FROM THE WTSC: 

The WTSC has agreed to continue meeting until June 2004 pending any changes regarding further guidance 

6. New Business from Sprint:  No written contribution provided 

Reminder to the industry that basic contact and connectivity information needs to be exchanged between trading partners ASAP. 

7. NANC REPORT:
Made minor changes to the existing document and added the Sept. meeting minutes including information regarding the new Fall-Out management team and the recommended NANC flows footnote as below:

NANC Flows:  It is the recommendation of the WNPO that a footnote be added to the NANC flows that these are the flows that the industry will use on Nov. 24, 2003. These flows are subject to change pending guidance from the FCC regarding intermodal porting intervals. 

      8.  MEETING AGENDA FOR OCTOBER
Establish a draft agenda for next meeting.

Reminder: Participants wishing to discuss major issues should provide contributions 5 business days prior to the next meeting for all to review. If contributions are received after that they will be considered walk-on and discussed if time permits. Otherwise they will be on the following months agenda. Please ensure that either the header or footer of the contribution includes contributor’s name/company, date and page numbers. 

9.  WRAP-UP:

a) Update Decision/Recommendation Matrix – Nothing to Report 	Comment by CIS: 
b) Review Agenda for Next Month 
c) Review Items to be Reported to NANC

Remember: To subscribe to the WNPO exploder list, visit: http://lists.neustar.biz/mailman/listinfo.cgi 
        select  “wireless ops”, and add yourself to the list.

To subscribe to the LNPA-WG or LNP Architecture distribution list subscribe at:     http://lists.neustar.biz/mailman/listinfo.cgi/lnpa
Future meetings:
WNPO Dates:	Location & Host:	 				
Oct.13-14	Portsmouth, NH	Verizon 
Nov.10-11	Overland Park, KS	VeriSign
      Dec. 8-9	San Diego 	Telcordia 
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Telus
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Chris Read, OBF Assistant Moderator
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Via Email: cr1324@sbc.com
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The Network Interconnection Interoperability Forum (NIIF) is developing informational text as a result of NIIF Issue #0208, Jurisdiction Information Parameter (JIP), to be added into the NIIF Reference Document upon issue closure. Below is the issue statement for Issue #0208.


The NIIF needs to ensure that interconnection and interoperability of the network be maintained by service providers to transmit accurate jurisdiction information from an access tandem or an originating office switch for roaming, LNP, and number pooling calls.   Lack of or incorrect jurisdiction information involving local and interexchange call details may cause improper rating/routing and improper tax assessments. 


Attached, please find draft text that could be inserted into the NIIF Reference Document, which reflects our current views and open discussion items for NIIF Issue #0208.  The NIIF would appreciate your review and comments on this document.


The next meeting of the NIIF is October 20-24, 2003. The NIIF would appreciate your input and comments on the attached text document by October 10, 2003, in preparation for discussion at the October meeting.


Sincerely,


Stuart Goldman




David Bench


NIIF Co-Moderator



NIIF Co-Moderator


sgoldman@lucent.com



dbench@nortelnetworks.com


Attach: Issue #0208 JIP Text Document








Subteam Final Draft


Informational Procedures for Jurisdiction Information Parameter (JIP)


The NIIF Reference Document (Issue 4.0, January 2002, Part X, (12)(A) indicates that the Jurisdiction Information Parameter (JIP) should be populated in the IAM on each call origination in a local number portability environment per T1.TRQ2-1999. Since this specification was contained in the Interconnection Between LECs section of the handbook, it may have been understood to refer to only call origination from wireline LECs. It is also the case that the rules for JIP population per T1.TRQ2 (Number Portability – Switching Systems) and per T1.113 (ISUP) are not necessarily consistent, particularly in light of the implementation of the FCC’s NRO order. Accordingly, some background and clarifications are provided below.


Background


T1.113 defines the JIP as a 6-digit field in NPA-NXX format. Clause 2.1.10C/T1.113 includes the statements, “An originating exchange may optionally include the Jurisdiction Information parameter in the Initial Address Message.  If included, the Jurisdiction Information parameter shall contain six digits representing the geographic location (NPA-NXX) of the call origination.” T1.113 gives no further guidance on the process of selecting a particular NPA-NXX to populate the JIP. T1.TRQ2 assumes that the NPA-NXX used to populate the JIP is LERG assigned to the switch.  An IAM can include only one instance of the JIP.


Since the JIP is not a mandatory parameter in ISUP many carriers began to populate JIP only as a result of the implementation of LNP.  Further, the level geographic specificity required by T1.113 is vague.  The identification of the originating switch may be derived from the JIP, and, as this only requires a single JIP per switch, many carriers currently populate the JIP with only a single value. In this case a JIP is a NPA-NXX assigned in the LERG to the switch, on all originating calls, even though the switch may serve an area encompassing multiple states or LATAs.
 In a wireline environment with portability assumed to be restricted to within the rate center, Calling Party Number was deemed to provide the necessary information about the location of the caller as opposed to their originating switch.  Also, while at one point in time a switch might have been expected to have a LERG-assigned NPA-NXX for each rate center that it served, this is no longer the case with the advent of thousands block number pooling.  It has not been determined whether the location of the caller or location of the switch (switch identification) should be used as the basis for populating the JIP.


Needs for the JIP


Currently, the JIP is needed in several circumstances:


1. The JIP remains necessary per T1.TRQ2 to identify the originating switch in an LNP environment, particularly where the originating end office is not directly connected with an IXC so that the IXC can determine how to render a bill and originating access charges.  


2. On wireless calls originated from roaming subscribers, the JIP is needed to identify the point of call origination for proper access billing. The CPN cannot identify the point of call origin for roamers. The JIP will also be needed for an IXC to identify and bill the originating wireless carrier since CPN only identifies the subscriber’s home carrier. 


3. The JIP may also be needed to properly screen calls where the screening needs to be based on calling location as opposed to CPN, for example, calls from wireless roamers.


4. JIP may also be useful for jurisdictionalizing traffic for which the CPN is either unavailable or misleading .  In such cases the JIP can help insure proper access billing.  An example, may be where a carrier makes use of the enhanced service provider exemption to terminate traffic via a local business line.


Rules for  Populating JIP


1. JIP should be populated in the IAMs of all wireline and wireless originating calls where technically feasible.


2. JIP should be populated with an NPA-NXX that is assigned in the LERG to the originating switch.


3. The NIIF does not recommend proposing that the JIP parameter be mandatory since calls missing any mandatory parameter will be aborted. However, the NIIF strongly recommends that the JIP be populated on all calls where technologically possible.


4. Where technically feasible, the JIP should be populated with an NPA-NXX that is specific to the state and LATA of the caller. For wireless callers this should be based on the originating cell site.  In the cases where the subscriber is served remotely (different state/LATA) from the switch it has not been determined how the JIP should be populated. 


5. Where the originating switch cannot signal JIP it is desirable that the subsequent switch in the call path populate the JIP using a data fill default associated with the incoming route.  The value of the data fill item is an NPA-NXX associated with the originating switch and reflective of its location.  


6. When call forwarding occurs the forwarded from DN field will be populated, the JIP will be changed to a JIP associated with the forwarded from DN and the new called DN will be inserted in the IAM.


7. As per T1.TRQ2, the JIP should be reset when a new billable call leg is created. The issue of whether this should be construed to also apply in the case of  wireless call redirection to roaming subscribers using a TLDN or MSRN is pending input from the wireless community.  


� T1.TRQ2 does require a different  JIP value where remote switch modules are involved.



� The OBF has specifically requested via liaison 030605-001 (T) that wireless carriers populated the JIP with an NPA-NXX specific to the state and LATA of the originating cell site.








image3.wmf
NIIF0233.doc


Microsoft_Word_97_-_2003_Document2.doc
NIIF ISSUE IDENTIFICATION FORM


ISSUE TITLE: Terminating Switch Identification Architecture


ISSUE ORIGINATOR: Robin Meier
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COMPANY:  SBC Communications Inc.
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TELEPHONE #:  (847) 662-8608
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Is this an ESP Request (Y/N)
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ISSUE STATEMENT: 

Various industry activities have indicated the need to accurately identify the originating location of a call for various reasons.  As technologies emerge there will also be an increasing need in the industry to have the ability to determine the terminating location in a call set-up.  In the case of wireless roaming calls, new methods of redirecting calls, future applications of geographic number portability, and potential other emerging technologies the need to determine the terminating location may become essential.  


(It should be noted that ITU Recommendation Q.731.5 describes “connected line identification presentation” which proposes a capability to allow the identification of the terminating party to be transmitted backwards to the originating party.)


Initial needs for this may be for routing and rating purposes, other purposes may be discovered as needs arise or technologies are developed.  It is imperative that the solution be a cost-effective solution, easily accomplished without the need for additional national databases or extensive development.


The terminating location information may also be useful to intermediate switches in the call path.  The solution should make the terminating information available to all switches in the call path.


The industry will need to identify what would be appropriate terminating location information for various call redirection and call deflection scenarios.


SUGGESTED RESOLUTION:


Some potential solutions to identify the terminating location could include:


1) The terminating location could be provisioned with identification information that could be returned to the originating location as a parameter in the ACM and/or ANM ISUP message.  (One possibility might be to provide the Jurisdiction Information Parameter (JIP) in the reverse direction).  The originating switch will put the received identification information into an AMA BAF module.  An OFID could be used to allow the customer to turn this feature on/off on an office-wide basis.


2) The terminating location could query an external existing database to determine the identification information that could be returned to the originating location.  (One possibility might be to look up the LRN at the terminating office for the terminating party and passing that information in the backward direction in the ISUP message to the originating exchange.)  Originating exchange stores this in the AMA records.


3) The terminating location could return connected line information (a la Q.731.5) to the originating location.  The originating location could query a database (perhaps an LNP database) to obtain information (an LRN) that could be recorded in AMA records, and used to determine the terminating location.


4) There may be other potential solutions that should be explored to determine Network Architecture feasibility. 


The terminating location information may also be useful to intermediate switches in the call path.  The solution should make the terminating information available to all switches in the call path.


The industry will need to identify what would be appropriate terminating location information for various call redirection and call deflection scenarios.


OTHER IMPACTS (if any): NIIF issues 207, 208, 215 and OBF issues 2308, 2349


REFERENCES (if any):


CURRENT ACTIVITY:  


RESOLUTION:


DOCUMENTATION REQUIREMENT:


(optional)
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WIRELESS NUMBER PORTABILITY OPERATIONS TEAM (WNPO)


CONTRIBUTION FORM


CONTRIBUTION TITLE:    Formation of an Industry ‘Fallout Reduction’ Committee

If this contribution relates to an existing open issue, please identify the issue number: _______





                   This Contribution is jointly sponsored by:


SOURCE:

Name

:Chuck Bohl      Sue Tiffany       Rosemary Emmer      Julie Groenen





Company
:US Cellular       Sprint PCS       Nextel                       Verizon Wireless


Address
:





Phone number
:773 399-6818    913 762-8024   703 932-7529            425 603-2282   





e-mail address:
charles.bohl@uscellular.com







stiffa01@sprintspectrum.com






rosemary.emmer@nextel.com






julie.groenen@verizonwireless.com


CONTACT:

Name

:same as above





Company
:


Address
:





Phone number
:





e-mail address
:

DATE:


September 2, 2003


ABSTRACT:

This Contribution proposes the formation of a WNPO sub-committee to collaborate on the analysis




and reduction of fallout arising from number porting.     


CONTRIBUTION: 



Detailed description of the issue, alternative solutions, and recommended solution.


I    Introduction:


All wireless service providers have developed some form of Fallout Management Center to deal with the porting errors and fallout that will arise when Wireless Number Portability launches on 11/24/03.


Service providers are concerned that: 


· Number porting fallout rates will be high


· Fallout management will be inordinately costly to their business


A service provider can exercise some control over the efficiency of their fallout processes to reduce fallout volume and the cost of handling fallout.  However, the fallout each service provider must handle is also dependent on the port requests other service providers send them and how their port requests are validated by other service providers.  Therefore, the volume and cost of fallout for a service provider is largely affected by their trading partners and not directly within their control.  


II   Discussion & Alternative Solutions:

1) Each service provider manage their fallout and the costs that are within their control.


2) Each service provider manage their fallout and contact individual trading partners to rectify chronic issues that arise


3) Form an industry ‘Fallout Reduction’ committee to collaborate on analysis of fallout ‘root causes’ and the creation of recommendations to reduce fallout.  Participation on this committee would be voluntary and open to wireless service providers, wireline carriers, and the industry vendors.


In order to be prepared to address fallout issues immediately after the launch of wireless number porting, there are planning activities that can be addressed prior to fallout arising after 11/24/03.  These planning activities may include, but is not limited to:


· Each service provider and vendor determine whether they will participate and who their representative(s) will be


· Formulate organizational plans, including meeting details and committee leadership


· Identify data gathering requirements for use in fallout analysis (e.g., information to be collected by each service provider)


· Identify fallout benchmarks and metric scorecards in order to measure improvement from the initial fallout baselines


· Create a list of the appropriate fallout contacts at each service provider


· Evaluate/determine proprietary boundaries (e.g., what won’t be reviewed or discussed)


After the launch of Wireless Number Portability, the committee will address the actual issues and problems that have arisen.  A suggestion of what the committee may address follows:


· Collaborate on review of fallout data collected to perform ‘root cause analysis’


· Identify industry patterns, trends, error concentrations, weaknesses in resolution processes, etc.


· The above are examples; actual analysis will be predicated on the industry’s fallout issues


· Identify potential means to reduce/eliminate fallout volumes or problems encountered


· Similarly, identify and address problems or inefficiencies related to SOA/NPAC or ICP processes


· Service providers will have the opportunity to improve their fallout management through working with trading partners having the same responsibility for fallout management

· Identify chronic service provider practices and exert group influence to improve

· Continue to meet only as long as value is believed to exist; evaluate continuation of committee each meeting

The findings and recommendations of the ‘Fallout Reduction’ committee will be reported to the WNPO as:


· Operational directives (e.g., industry agreements related to fallout)


· Entries in the WNPO Decision/Recommendation Matrix

· Creation of PIMs to address identified flaws

· Forward interface specification related issues to the appropriate OBF committees  

III Recommendation:

It is expected that each service provider will have proprietary processes to address fallout as described in alternatives 1) and 2)


It is recommended that WNPO adopt alternative 3).  This alternative offers:


· Reduction in the operational cost for fallout management is a benefit to all service providers


· There are mutual benefits to collaborating on fallout reduction with trading partners


· Opportunity for a service provider to address/influence fallout sources outside of their company boundary


· Each service provider may learn/benefit from the information discussed related to fallout experiences


· The means for WNPO and OBF to learn of fallout issues and problems that are critical to the industry


· Collective problem solving that will tap the knowledge and expertise of the industry’s fallout gurus


· The ability to analyze cumulative industry fallout data that is not limited to a single service provider’s experience


· End Customer benefit:  Less industry fallout will result in fewer delays in Activating service by requested Due Date/Time   


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.


WNPO 'Fallout Reduction' Contribution.doc
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WIRELESS NUMBER PORTABILITY OPERATIONS TEAM (WNPO)


CONTRIBUTION FORM


CONTRIBUTION TITLE:


If this contribution relates to an existing open issue, please identify the issue number: _______


SOURCE:

Name

: Rick Dressner





Company
:Sprint


Address
:11211 Lakeview Ave, Lenexa KS





Phone number
: 913-859-3772





e-mail address
:rdress01@sprintspectrum.com

CONTACT:

Name

: same as above





Company
:


Address
:





Phone number
:





e-mail address
:

DATE:


September 5, 2003


ABSTRACT:

Brief (one sentence) description of contribution 


In December of 2002 the WNPO agreed to modify the conflict timers from 6 to 24 hours to assist in the resolution of attempted and successful inadvertent ports involving wireless subscribers.


CONTRIBUTION: 



Detailed description of the issue, alternative solutions, and recommended solution.


I    Introduction:

In preparation to support pooling and porting in 2002 wireless providers opened a majority of the wireless codes in the LERG.  Following the FCC grant of a one year extension to November 24, 2003 providers did not remove the porting flag from the LERG. 


During this year extension several providers have either attempted or successfully completed an inadvertent port out of a wireless number/subscriber.  Several wireless customers were left without service.  The timeframe to resolve and correct the conflict was beyond the 6-hour conflict timer.  Issues identified included (but not limited to) the absence of operations, system limitations and a general lack of porting knowledge.


In December of 2002 the WNPO agreed to extend the 6-hour conflict timer to a 24-hour conflict timer temporarily for a short-term fix.  At that time discussions included what time frame was needed to revert back to the 6-hour conflict timer.  Sprint recommended that this process be reviewed and monitored post November 24, 2003 for the following reasons:


-
New systems & operations


-
New product for wireless carriers


-
Learning curves


-
Increased number of unauthorized ports


-
Lack of ICP or LSR/FOC process - ports through NPAC


If timers revert back to 6 hours on November 24, 2003 may result in, not limited to:


-
Resource issue to attempt a 6 hour resolution


-
Providing support for ports initiated in error


-
Less attention to ports following proper procedures and approved flows


. 


Wireless providers need to learn from some of the issues wireline currently has. In LNPA PIM 22 has been open for quite some time now with no apparent resolution in site. If wireline has issues with unauthorized porting what make wireless think that they will not have the same issues. Based on the forecasted number of ports for wireless even a fraction of a percentage could have major impact on our ability to handle these conflict in time and could remove a customer from service without their knowledge. 


II   Discussion & Alternative Solutions:

· Business reasons for requesting 24-hour conflict timers with scheduled reviews post November 24, 2003


· Operational reason for requesting 24-hour conflict timers post November 24, 2003


· Interspecies ports with increased conflict timers.


III Recommendation:

· Maintain the conflict timer of 24-business hours post November 24, 2003. 


· LNPA WG to review regularly 4th Qtr 2003 & 1st Qtr 2004


· Review process every 3 months to evaluate the impacts 


· Reduce or increase timer as deemed necessary to support volumes.

· Work with LNPA WG to increase interspecies/wireline conflict timer

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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NANC – LNPA Working Group
                     
Problem/Issue Identification Document




LNP Problem/Issue Identification and Description Form


Submittal Date (mm/dd/yyyy):  09/05/2003


Company(s) Submitting Issue:  Nextel Communications


Contact(s):  Name   Susan Ortega/Rosemary Emmer



         Contact Number   703-930-2231/301-399-4332



         Email Address   susan.ortega@nextel.com/rosemary.emmer@nextel.com


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


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


If the OLD SP Cancels a Subscription Version (SV) in error, the NEW SP has two options:


1.  Concur with the Cancel Pending and Create a new SV, or


2.  Wait for the two Cancel Pending Timers (9 business hours each) to expire, let the SV go to Conflict and request that the OLD SP remove the Conflict -- or wait 6 business hours for the Conflict timer to expire.


There is no way to get an SV out of Cancel Pending status other than waiting out the timers.  The timers could take up to 24 business hours (two 9-hour Cancel Pending timers plus 6-hour Conflict timer --9+9+6=24 business hours).



If the NEW SP erroneously Cancels an SV that is in concurrence, the SV will go to Cancelled status when one of the following occurs:


1.  The OLD SP concurs with the Cancel Pending, or


2.  The OLD SP does not concur with the Cancel Pending and the two Cancel Pending Timers expire


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


A. Examples & Impacts of Problem/Issue: 


1.   NEW SP sends SV Create (status = Pending without Concurrence)


2.   OLD SP sends matching SV Create (status = Pending with Concurrence)


3.   OLD SP sends Cancellation request (status = Cancel Pending)


4.   NPAC sends first request for Cancellation Concurrence to NEW SP and starts Cancellation-Initial Concurrence Window (9 business hours)


5.   NEW SP does not respond within 9 business hours


6.   NPAC sends second request for Cancellation Concurrence to NEW SP and starts Cancellation-Final Concurrence Window (9 business hours)


7.   NEW SP does not respond within 9 business hours


8.   Cancellation-Final Concurrence Window expires, NPAC sets SV to Conflict (status = Conflict)


9.   NPAC starts 6-hour Conflict timer if it’s the first time the SV is in Conflict*


     - Only the OLD SP can remove SV from Conflict during the 6 business hours


     - After the 6-hour Conflict Timer expires, either the OLD or NEW SP can remove it from Conflict


10.  If the SV has been in conflict before, the conflict resolution window no longer applies and either SP can remove the SV from conflict immediately.


11.  Once the SV has been removed from Conflict so the Pending status is restored, the NEW SP can activate the SV


12.  If the SV remains in Conflict for 30 days, the NPAC will Cancel the SV


*The conflict resolution window occurs only the first time an SV is placed in conflict.


There is no way to get an SV out of Cancel Pending status other than waiting out the timers.  The timers could take up to 24 business hours (two 9-hour Cancel Pending timers plus 6-hour Conflict timer --9+9+6=24 business hours).


B. Frequency of Occurrence:


SVs are cancelled in error frequently in the wireline world.  We are concerned that wireless ports could be cancelled in error.


C. NPAC Regions Impacted:


 Canada___ Mid Atlantic ___ Midwest___ Northeast___ Southeast___ Southwest___ Western___     


 West Coast___  ALL_X_


D. Rationale why existing process is deficient: 


The Cancel Pending timers were set (by default) for 9 business hours each which we believe is too long.  Furthermore, there is no way to back out of a Cancel Pending. 


E. Identify action taken in other committees / forums: 


N/A


F. Any other descriptive items: __


__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________


3. Suggested Resolution: 


Short-term Resolution:  


We proposed that the following short-term resolution be implemented prior to 11/24/03:  


We propose that the two “Cancellation Acknowledgement Window” intervals be changed from nine hours each to two hours each.


Long-term Resolution:  


We propose that the following long-term resolution be implemented as soon as the change management process allows:  


We recommend that the NPAC enable the SP who put an SV in Cancel Pending to remove the SV from Cancel Pending and put it in Pending status.  E.g., if the Old SP put an SV in Cancel Pending, only the Old SP can remove it from Cancel Pending.  If the New SP put an SV in Cancel pending, only the New SP can remove it from Cancel Pending.


LNPA WG: (only)


Item Number: __ __ __ __



Issue Resolution Referred to: _________________________________________________________

Why Issue Referred: __________________________________________________________________ ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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WIRELESS NUMBER PORTABILITY OPERATIONS TEAM (WNPO)


CONTRIBUTION FORM


CONTRIBUTION TITLE:


NPAC Testbed (SOW 34) Hardware Upgrade


SOURCE:

Name

:Stephen A. Sanchez





Company
:AT&T Wireless


Address
:PO Box 3024





Phone number
:425-288-7051/ Mobile 206-601-4641





e-mail address
:Stephen.Sanchez@ATTWS.com

CONTACT:

SAME AS ABOVE


DATE:


August 2nd, 2003


ABSTRACT:

Brief (one sentence) description of contribution 


The NPAC Testbed hardware platform does not reflect a production environment to support volume performance tests.

CONTRIBUTION: 



Detailed description of the issue, alternative solutions, and recommended solution.


I    Introduction:

It has been well documented that the NPAC Test Bed (SOW 34) was designed to handle functionality/regression/NPAC Certification test.  More importantly, it’s been understood that the SOW 34 environment is unable to support the high-volumes dictated by volume and stress performance testing.  Due to hardware constraints and other SOW 34 Requirements, service providers must take caution in performing volume tests in the SOW 34 TESTBED.  There must be a coordinated effort between Service Providers and NeuStar NPAC to ensure there is no detriment to existing NPAC Testbed users.  


The emergence of Number Pooling/Number Rehoming/Technology Migrations and Wireless Number Portability (WNP) provides the need and opportunity to enhance the SOW 34 NPAC Testbed Hardware to handle the increased porting volumes (intercarrier/intra-carrier) and shorter lead times of porting intervals.  Back office systems have become more robust with advances in technology and today’s automation of LNP processes support the conclusion that today’s NPAC Testbed Hardware platform doesn’t meet the need of tomorrow’s porting volume realization.


II   Discussion & Alternative Solutions:

OPTION 1 


Upgrade NPAC Test Bed (SOW 34) to replicate hardware platform(s) of an NPAC Production Region.  Server and other network hardware requirements will be defined by existing production platform requirements. Also ensure SOW 34 testbed remains consistent and at par with NPAC production environments for future releases and/or technology advancements.


OPTION 2 


Do not perform upgrade of SOW 34 testbed environment and permeate risk in production environment with service providers choosing to perform “friendly” volume tests (1-10,000 TN’s)


OPTION 3


Identify a finite number of transactions the NPAC testbed must be scalable to allow for performance and functional testing.


Example:  Business Requirement would be the NPAC Testbed must support a high threshold of 30,000 port requests from a single service provider during normal business hours.  


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.


NPAC Testbed Hardware Upgrade.doc
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CTIA |

Senior Vice President for
Policy and Administration and

Cellular Telecommunications & Internet Association
General Counsel

September 8, 2003

Mr. Robert C. Atkinson

Chair, North American Numbering Council
c/o Columbia Institute for Tele-Information
Columbia Business School

1A Uris Hall

3022 Broadway

New York, NY 10027-6902

Re: LNPA Working Group Porting Flows
Dear Mr. Chairman,

At the July NANC Meeting, the LNPA Working Group Chairs presented updated flows
for the provisioning of ports with particular attention to Reseller Flows and Type 1
Connections. During the NANC briefing, you asked whether there was anything new or
controversial in the updated flows beyond what was highlighted in the LNPA summary
report. In response, the LNPA WG chair indicated that the Porting Flows document
contained nothing new or controversial. Based on this representation, the NANC then
approved the document and asked you to forward it to the FCC for review and approval,
which you subsequently did on August 21, 2003.

Unfortunately, CTIA recently became aware that the updated flows contain a significant
new matter that goes straight to a controversy between wireline and wireless carriers
concerning the “porting interval” that has remained unresolved since the NANC’s very
first report on wireless LNP. See North American Numbering Council Local Number
Portability Administration Working Group Report on Wireless Wireline Integration at 12
(May 8, 1998). CTIA has just discovered that on page 6 of the Narrative document, the
text describing the Wireline to Wireless Porting flows includes a change in the Porting
Interval that 1s not supported by wireless carriers. We have contacted the wireless carrier
representatives who attend the Working Group meetings, and to the best of their
recollection, no discussion of the Porting Interval has taken place during any LNPA
Working Group meeting since the last update of the flows was submitted to the NANC,
and there has been no movement towards consensus. To the contrary, this issue has
become more fractious now that it has been placed before the Commission in CTIA’s
May 13, 2003, petition. Petition for Declaratory Ruling of the Cellular
Telecommunications & Internet Association, CC Docket No. 95-116 (filed May 13,
2003).

=l 1250 Connecticut Avenue, NW  Suite 800 Washington, DC 20038 202,736.3248 phone  202.785.8203 fax  www.wow-com.com





The Porting Interval has always been at the heart of Number Portability provisioning
debates. Several years ago, wireline carriers reached agreement to port numbers in a
minimum four (4) day porting interval. Alternatively, wireless carriers reached
agreement to port in a 2 % hour interval. The Wireline to Wireless porting interval,
however, has held “to be determined” status since 1998. The Working Groups have
never been able to reach consensus on this intermodal porting issue because of the
irreconcilable policy implications.

As you know, implementation of Local Number Portability is an important oversight
function of the North American Numbering Council. The work of the Local Number
Portability Working Group and the Wireless Number Portability plays a critical function
in the processes and practices of carrier-to-carrier portability. Historically, all the NANC
Working Groups and Issue Management Groups provide the members of the NANC the
benefit of a summary of the progress made on contested issues. The highlights are
discussed and at times vigorously debated. In this instance, there was no discussion
because this significant change in a keenly contested issue was buried within a lengthy
technical document and never highlighted to the NANC members.

Based on our review, CTIA contends that the industry has not reached consensus on this
issue. At a minimum, the NANC was not made aware of this change, and the wireline
and wireless industries have staked out opposing positions in their recent comments to
the FCC on this issue. Therefore, CTIA requests that this issue be placed on the
September agenda for discussion. CTIA also requests that the wireless industry’s
concern be communicated to the FCC and that the Commission take no action on the
updated Porting Flows document pending NANC review at its September 25, 2003,
meeting.

To assist the NANC’s review, attached are copies of previous NANC Working Group
documents which point to the lack of consensus on the intermodal porting interval issue.

Thank you very much for your assistance on this important matter.
Sincerely,
Mol Chbtse
Michael Altschul

cc: William Maher
Deborah Blue
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            August 11 – 12, 2003 
Redmond, WA




MEETING MINUTES FROM DAY #1 (8/11/03) 


ATTENDANCE: Day 1


		Name

		Company

		Name

		Company



		

		

		

		



		Dee Harrington

		ALLTEL

		Jennifer Goree

		ALLTEL



		Mark Wood 

		Cingular 

		Stephen Sanchez

		AT&T Wireless     



		Jeff Kelly

		T-Mobile

		Sean Hawkins

		AT&T Wireless       



		Brad Bloomer

		OnStar

		Mubeen Saifallah

		Nightfire



		John Malyar 

		Telcordia

		Steve Addicks

		NeuStar



		Dave Garner 

		Qwest

		Audrey Herrel

		NeuStar



		Paula Jordan

		T-Mobile 

		Rosemary Emmer 

		Nextel



		Susan Sill

		AT&T Wireless     

		Barry Bishop 

		NeuStar 



		Craig Bartell

		Sprint

		Marcel Champagne 

		 NeuStar



		Maggie Lee

		VeriSign

		Susan Tiffany

		Sprint 



		Hong Liu

		NeuStar

		Jeff Adrian 

		Sprint 



		Lonnie Keck 

		AT&T Wireless     

		Rick Dressner

		Sprint 



		Bob Jones

		U. S. Cellular

		Rob Smith 

		TSI



		Cora Dare

		Surewest Wireless

		Tera Tubandt

		AT&T Wireless 



		Vinny Breault

		TSI

		

		



		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		



		On the phone

		

		

		



		John Weakly

		Qwest Wireless 

		Liz Coakley 

		SBC



		Anne Henderson 

		AT&T

		Kathy McGinn

		RCC



		Jim Grasser

		Cingular

		Jason Lee 

		MCI



		Ron Steen 

		Bell South 

		Scottie Parish

		ALLTEL



		Jean Anthony 

		TSE

		Earl Scott 

		Verizon 



		Chris Deckett Brown

		Verizon Wireless

		Shannon Collins 

		NeuStar 



		Susan Sill

		AT&T Wireless

		Robin Meier 

		SBC



		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		





MEETING MINUTES FROM DAY #1 (8/11/03) 


NOTE: The Oct. Meeting location has been changed. Meeting will still be hosted by Verizon but in Portsmouth NH. 

A. COMBINED WNPO / WTSC MEETING 


WTSC Read-Out by Susan Sill of AT&T Wireless


I. WTSC has been asked to send out a memo when documents have been posted to the NPAC website. Sue Sill agreed she could do this. 


8.A.1  ACTION ITEM: Susan Sill will start sending out a notice when WTSC documents have been posted to NPAC website. 


II. The question was raised regarding inter-species porting and how a wireline carrier interested in participating would do that. Susan indicated that would be discussed at today’s meeting and feedback provided. 


III. A ‘Lessons Learned’ Matrix will be posted once a month to the NPAC web site.  Examples of ‘Lessons Learned’ was shared with the group: 


a. Adding back office systems to the testing has lengthened the duration of the testing for many carriers. 


b. There is a large learning curve surrounding the entire LNP process. Participants must have a very good understanding of the flows and processes including how the NPAC behaves. 


c. For tests which include one carrier using the ICP and the testing partner using a FAX method it is imperative that the carriers validate and follow the requirements of the WICIS standards prior to sending a FAX to avoid major ‘fall-out’ situations which require resolution and time to fix. One report stated that in recent testing there was 100% fall-out associated with this type of testing when not using WICIS guidelines. 


d. Testing coordination takes about two weeks including exchange of information, getting connections in place, testing those connections etc. 


IV. Questions were raised regarding carriers, those not currently participating or signed up to participate in testing thus far and their ability to get any testing done prior to published black out dates and therefore prior to Nov. 24, 2003.  It was assumed then that, by default, testing is actually being done in the production environment.


V. WTSC asked how long WNPO expected this sub-team to continue their work after the Nov. 24th date and it was suggested they continue to meet for 6 months. A sunset date will need to be determined and agreed upon. 


VI. A proposed JOB AID for new entrants could include items such as:


a. A smaller number of suggested cases 


b. Advise to do testing now with trading partners in their immediate area that may not be TIER 1 if they cannot get on the TIER 1 test schedule


c. Identify and list what types of things need to be coordinated up front 


d. Reminder about forms and copyright issues


e. WNPO provide a list of FAQs to WTSC that they can formally answer for distribution and posting for the WW. 


8.A.2 ACTION ITEM: Maggie will draft an initial list of questions from this meeting and forward


VII. Discussion on FAX forms, access and copyrights.


a. Fax Forms come from the WICIS document and are copyrighted by the OBF


b. Forms can be obtained from the OBF website however there is a disclaimer that carriers need to be compliant with prior to copy and distributing the forms to trading partners. Funding companies can distribute with their own logo only after completing the disclaimer form. It explicately states that forms but not guidelines can be distributed. 


c. Guidelines can only be obtained after purchase from OBF – it was noted that forms without guidelines might not be of any value to new entrants. Carriers are urged to check the first page after the cover sheet on guidelines for distribution. 


d. In terms of LSOG forms (LSR/FOC) wireline carriers are permitted to obtain forms and reformat for distribution amongst their trading partners. 


B. WNPO MEETING- MONDAY 


1) INTRODUCTIONS, ANNOUNCEMENTS, AND AGENDA REVIEW 

AT&T Wireless, Steve Sanchez, Susan Sill and Sean Hawkins, hosted meeting in Redmond, WA. 

2) Co-Chair Elections:


As Sean Hawkins had previously announced his resignation as a WNPO co-chair. An official announcement of elections was sent at last months meeting. Elections were held for a replacement co-chair. The voting was tied and the WNPO decided to have three co-chairs. Maggie Lee from VeriSign will continue and Bob Jones from US Cellular and Sue Tiffany from Sprint PCS will be joining her as co-chairs.

3) REVIEW AND APPROVE MINUTES


July minutes were reviewed. Changes discussed and update will be incorporated and resubmitted to the team to be accepted as final at the September meeting. 


4) OBF UPDATE – JIP Issue, Sue Tiffany 


Call with various committees to discuss the JIP issue again to ensure that the industry understands the issue. Sue and Maggie, both on the call, provided some updates and feed back on status. Standards committees, T1P1 for GSM and TR45 for Cellular technologies, have not put JIP into the standards and it was observed by this team that until that happens chances of carriers voluntarily asking vendors to build this software functionality and install it is not likely to happen. 


There are no further scheduled conference calls at this time. Minutes for this call are posted at www.atis.org and is available to the public. Any further developments 
will be reported to the team. 


5)  WW and ITF Update – Lonnie Keck 

a) First ITF face-to-face is being held at the next OBF meeting being held next week in San Diego. The meeting is being held on Wed afternoon between 1:00 and 5:00 pm PT. 


b) A new issues matrix for use by this team has been created by Jennifer Goree of Alltel.


c) There is still a very evident lack of wireline participation in this sub-committee. 


d) There is now a matrix for directory services to be completed by service providers.


e) A previous action item from the OBF was that wireline would look at the fax form and provide feedback.  There still has been no feedback from wireline carriers. 


f) LSOG vs. WICIS differences and the fact that some major fields are missing is up for discussion. Anything added to the WICIS fax forms should be agreed upon but there is not a lot of wireline participation. 


g) Carriers were given an action item on splits and determine internally if they refer the old or the new NPA being sent [ICP process]. A second communications to SPs is going out. 


h) Julie Groenen’s position as Wireless Workshop co-chair of this team has expired and election of a co-chair is needed at the next meeting. 


i) An a new ‘fast track’ process for wireless workshop critical issues or major ‘X’ release issues [IDL changes] is being put into place.


j) Currently there are 14 contributions at WW and 11 have been accepted to be worked at the next meeting in San Diego. 


6) PIM Update – Sean Hawkins 

Read out from the distribution from the LNPA –WG for the July Meeting. 



 7) NeuStar Update on Wireless Porting Model  


ATC group is looking at the models from the SOA/LSMS perspective. 


8) NeuStar Change Order 191 and 291 Update - Steve Addicks


LNPA – WG will address this at the August meeting and an updated in Sept. will be provided. 


No info available at this time regarding the LLC and a firm cut off date on the 291edit functionality. 


9) NPAC CONFLICT Timers 


In the current wireless configuration the 24-hour conflict timer is set to automatically return to a 6-hour conflict timer on November 24, 2003, unless this team specifically requests that it remain as a 24-hour timer. If the team wants it to stay at 24-hours then we need to decide and arrange to have the NAPM LLC notify NeuStar.  Note: 6-hour timer is for wireline while the current wireless is a 24-hour conflict timer. 


After healthy discussion, a majority of carriers present or on the bridge felt the timer should stay at 24 hours for some period of time while others preferred the current previously agreed upon plan (revert to 6 hour timers on 11/24/03) should be adhered to without changes. 

Since ‘consensus’ could not be reached the reversion to a 6-hour timer would remain. Carriers were reminded that those opposed to this decision had options including taking this to LNPA as a walk on from an individual carrier perspective, escalation to the NANC, or presenting a new contribution with new or additional options for resolution to WNPO at the next meeting. 


10) Service Provider Extended Maintenance Window Overlap:

Recap: Wireless porting hours, on the East Coast, overlaps the EMW by 3 hours on the first Sunday of the month.  Industry agreement is that ‘no transactions’ will be done during that maintenance window; see PIM 2 for additional info on this.  Proposal is to change the EMW to Midnight to 8:00 AM CT (8-hour time period), eliminating the need to turn off the short conflict timers. 


7.B.11 ACTION ITEM: Carriers need to determine from their SOA and LSMS perspective, what the impact to your maintenance will be if we agreed to shorten the maintenance window. Participants should be prepared to discuss and come to a final conclusion for the August meeting


The team discussed a short term (reduce window to 8 hours) and long term solution (NPAC Change Order providing some method to treat maintenance windows, i.e. to suspend timer operations during maintenance window. .).  Some attendees had an issue with this being the second time the EMW had been reduced and that while they would agree to this reduction asked that there be no more maintenance window reduction. 


It was agreed that the WNPO was in support of the reduction and this would be a ‘walk-in’ issue for the LNPA-WG during this weeks meeting. However, it is already an item on the LNPA-WG agenda for Wed. August 13. 


Two Action Items from this discussion:


1. Short Term resolution:  Consensus was reached at WNPO to shorten the Service Provider Maintenance Window from the current 11 hours to 8 hours.  


8.B.2 ACTION ITEM: Submit to LNPA-WG WNPO consensus to shorten SP Maintenance Window from 11 to 8 hours. 


2. Long term resolution: Develop NANC Change Order(s) to address how the NPAC handles timer expiration and calculations during Service Provider and NPAC extended maintenance windows. 


8.B.3 ACTION ITEM: Refer to LNPA-WG. 



  11) OBF and Wireless Workshop


OBF meets next week in San Diego. 


  12) MONDAY WRAP-UP AT 4:45P:


Reviewed action Items. Meeting was successfully adjourned.


MEETING MINUTES FROM DAY #2 (8/12/03) 


ATTENDANCE: Day 2


		Name

		Company

		Name

		Company



		

		

		

		



		John Malyar

		Telcordia

		Steve Addicks

		NeuStar



		Maggie Lee

		VeriSign

		Rosemary Emmer 

		Nextel



		Jeff Adrian 

		Sprint 

		Paula Jordan 

		T-Mobile 



		Audrey Herrel

		NeuStar 

		Bob Jones

		U. S. Cellular



		Jim Rooks

		NeuStar

		Stephen Sanchez

		AT&T Wireless     



		Jeff Kelly 

		T Mobile

		Sean Hawkins

		AT&T Wireless       



		Susan Tiffany

		Sprint 

		Jennifer Goree

		ALLTEL



		Craig Bartell 

		Sprint 

		Hong Liu

		NeuStar



		Marcel Champagne

		NeuStar

		Rick Dressner

		Sprint



		Rick Jones 

		NENA

		Barry Bishop 

		NeuStar



		Brad Bloomer 

		OnStar

		Liz Coakley

		SBC



		Adam Newman 

		TRA 

		Rob Smith

		TSI 



		Dave Garner 

		Qwest

		Mark Wood

		Cingular 



		Lonnie Keck 

		AT&T Wireless 

		

		



		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		



		On the phone

		

		

		



		Jason Lee

		MCI

		Rick Jones 

		NENA



		Earl Scott 

		Verizon 

		jJm Grasser 

		Cingular Wireless



		Liz Coakley

		SBC

		Jean Anthony

		TSE



		Ron Steen

		Bell South 

		Lori Itkin

		LEAP



		Anne Henderson

		ATT

		Shannon Collins

		NeuStar Pooling



		Scottie Parish

		ALLTEL

		Bhafkar ???

		Verizon Wireless



		Chris Deckett-Brown 

		

		

		





C) WNPO MEETING TUESDAY 


1. New Contributions:



a. NPAC Operates on GMT – Verizon Wireless 




[image: image1.wmf]"WNPO Contribution 


GMT Issue .doc"




Members voiced the opinion that this contribution sounded more like a ‘error condition’ rather then something that required fixing at the NPAC level.  Following the M&Ps should decrease the likelihood of this scenario taking place. 


A better Solution may be to fix, update the language in the WICIS and ICP process. Team was reminded that methods and procedures need to be followed, that responses must  happen in a timely manner and should be incorporated that into each company’s M&P documentation. 


Discussions resulted in this contribution not accepted for further discussion at the WNPO. It was decided that Verizon Wireless should reword this contribution and resubmit to the wireless workshop for consideration. Verizon Wireless agreed to this course of action. 


b. Abandoned Ports during ICP – Cingular 
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Jim Grasser reviewed the contribution. After discussion consensus the  importantancethat carriers follow the WICIS standards  - use of the SUP 1 tool. 


How a OSP views numerous ports requests could possibly be addressed in Business Arrangement documents. Team determined that this has already been addressed by the industry and it is now an internal issues which SPs should include some M&P to handle. Company’s should take this back to their internal teams to ensure they have a method in place. 


It was also suggested that several members harmonize the contribution for submission to the San Diego Wireless Workshop.  This contribution was not accepted for further discussion at WNPO. 


c. Update on Volume Testing - Verizon Wireless 


Julie Groenan has withdrawn the contribution. Verizon will continue to look for volume test partners independently of WTSC. 

d. Update on Wireless SA & Wireline RC with WNP  - US Cellular

Feedback from NANC, from Sean Hawkins, was that this needed to be addressed though regulatory channels.  This issue is closed at WNPO. 


For the record US Cellular expressed the following opinion regarding two major concerns:


a) Top 100 MSAs don’t intersect with given wireless carriers service area


b) Rate Center coordinates can fall either in or out of the top 100 MSAs


2. REPORT – Rick Jones


A) ESIF Issue Regarding ESRDs


ATW had submitted contribution regarding not using pooled or ported numbers as routing digits. If carriers do use a pooled or ported number routing may not occur correctly. Issue accepted at ESIF and was worked and agreement reached that carriers should use non-dialable numbers (511, 211) for ESRD and issue should be submitted to INC next month. 


Located at ATIS website, ESIF button, Issue 25 


B) 9-1-1 Public and PSAP Education Drafts 


Rick Jones advised that since there were no additional comments from anyone on the wording of the document that NENA considered it to be ‘FINAL’. Two companies advised they had comments and suggestions.  During discussion it was agreed to remove the word ‘Now’ in three places in the documents. Additional comments from ALLTEL will be submitted to Mr. Jones by Friday August 15, 2003. ALLTEL indicated comments were  merely word smithing and not changes that have major impact. 


Once that is done the document will be considered finalized. There was concern regarding WNPO sending this out to the distribution list or any other industry body with statements attached that WNPO was recommending this document for use by internal company departments in order to educate either employees or customers.


However, team did come to a resolution that after it is final, NENA should send this document to WNPO co-chairs and merely ask the WNPO to distribute to it’s mailing list. A consensus was reached that this was the appropriate action for the WNPO.  This document may also be forwarded to Mr. John Muleta, Chief, Wireless Telecommunications Bureau by NENA and possibly the FCC.

C) Rick Jones also asked for volunteers to participate on an Industry committee for wireless consumer education as it relates to wireless and Phase II location and the differences in Phase II and what that means in a competitive marketplace and how it affects the consumer. This request for participation in this newly formed team is directly related to comments made at a recent Industry meeting by John Muleta and William Powell. If anyone is interesting in working on this committee they should contact Mr. Rick Jones. 


3. NNPO (National Number Portability Operations Team) Read-Out


No Report made by NNPO.  Scottie advised that this team meets every other month and that some team member, Earl Scott, Anne Henderson or Monica Dahlmen will be on conference call for each WNPO meeting and provide a read-out when a meeting or call has taken place. The next face-to-face meeting is in Sept. in Phoenix. 


6.  ARCHITECTURE PLANNING TEAM UPDATE 


At the last meeting most of the time was spent reviewing the NFG model. The NFG did meet twice since the July WNPO/LNPA meetings. Any changes carriers wish to include should be sent to Steve Addicks. 


      7.  MEETING AGENDA FOR AUGUST


Establish a draft agenda for next meeting.


Reminder: Participants wishing to discuss major issues should provide contributions 5 business days prior to the next meeting for all to review. If contributions are received after that they will be considered walk-on and discussed if time permits. Otherwise they will be on the following months agenda. Please ensure that either the header or footer of the contribution includes contributor’s name/company, date and page numbers. 


8.  WRAP-UP:


a) Finalize Implementation Guideline/Narrative Update for NANC


b) 
Update Decision/Recommendation Matrix


c) Review Agenda for Next Month 


d) Review Items to be Reported to NANC


Remember: To subscribe to the WNPO exploder list, visit: http://lists.neustar.biz/mailman/listinfo.cgi 


        select  “wireless ops”, and add yourself to the list.


To subscribe to the LNPA-WG or LNP Architecture distribution list subscribe at:     http://lists.neustar.biz/mailman/listinfo.cgi/lnpa


Future meetings:


WNPO Dates:
Location & Host:
 






Sept. 15-16
Banff, Canada 
Canadian Consortium


Oct.13-14*
Portsmouth, NH
Verizon 


Nov.10-11
Overland Park, KS
VeriSign


      Dec. 8-9
San Diego 
Telcordia 


* WTSC will be meeting separately in Las Vegas 


�



�
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WIRELESS NUMBER PORTABILITY OPERATIONS TEAM (WNPO)



CONTRIBUTION FORM



CONTRIBUTION TITLE:



If this contribution relates to an existing open issue, please identify the issue number: _______



SOURCE:

Name

: Julie Groenen






Company
:Verizon Wireless



Address
:4715 47th Ave S






Phone number
:425-603-2282






e-mail address
:Julie.Groenen@Verizonwireless.com


CONTACT:

Name

: Julie Groenen






Company
:Verizon Wireless



Address
:4715 47th Ave S






Phone number
:425-603-2282






e-mail address
:Julie.Groenen@Verizonwireless.com


DATE:






ABSTRACT:

NPAC operates on GMT.  Current NPAC processing causes certain Subscription Versions to be rejected because the Due Date and TIme is for the previous day.  


CONTRIBUTION: 




Detailed description of the issue, alternative solutions, and recommended solution.



I    Introduction:


The NPAC operates on GMT.  NSP will set the Due Date and Time based upon their local time zone.  By the time the NSP receives the Port Confirmation from the OSP, and the SVCs (Subscription Version Create) are created, it may so happen NPAC has gone into the next calendar date based upon the GMT rollover.  From the NSP and the OSP perspective operating on a US time zone, it would still be the current date.  Current NPAC processing causes the SVC to be rejected because the Due Date and TIme is for the previous day.



Example: 



A VZW Store in California starts a Port in at 1 PM PST.  The Due Date and TIme for the Port In would be set at 3:30 PM PST. The OSP may have delays in responding to the port and may confirm the port at 4:05 PM PST.  When VZW creates the SVC at 4:05 PM PST, from the NPAC perspective operating on GMT, 4:05 PM PST equates to 12:05 AM in GMT.  From the date perspective, NPAC is already on next day.  


II   Discussion & Alternative Solutions:


1.  This issue of the GMT rollover of the calendar date change and the current NPAC validation logic causes a tremendous number of Subscription Version Creates to fail for presumably all large carriers.  



2.  It is a known issue that causes delays for completing port requests and there appears to be a solution.



3.  Issue will be submitted to LNPA WG and other industry committees as appropriate.



III Recommendation:


We seek a change order at LNPA WG for NPAC to relax the validation and thereby allow the Due Date and Time  to be acceptable if it is within a tunable period before the current date.  Carriers could set up the "Tunable" to suit their business environments.


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.



WNPO Contribution GMT Issue .doc
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WIRELESS NUMBER PORTABILITY OPERATIONS TEAM (WNPO)



CONTRIBUTION FORM



CONTRIBUTION TITLE:



If this contribution relates to an existing open issue, please identify the issue number: _______



SOURCE:

Name

: Jim Grasser






Company
:Cingular Wireless



Address
:2000 W Ameritech Center Dr.   Loc 3F75C






Phone number
: 847-765-8598






e-mail address
:james.n.grasser@cingular.com


CONTACT:

Name

: same as above






Company
:



Address
:






Phone number
:






e-mail address
:


DATE:


August 5, 2003



ABSTRACT:

Brief (one sentence) description of contribution 



The possibility exists for a port to be abandoned by the NSP during inter-carrier communications.  Agreement has not been reached regarding determination and resolution of abandoned ports.



CONTRIBUTION: 




Detailed description of the issue, alternative solutions, and recommended solution.



I    Introduction:


It is possible that, between the time an NSP sends an initial port request to the OSP and the time they



send an SV-Create to the NPAC, a “pending port” is abandoned by the NSP without notification to the



OSP.  This could be due to a number of circumstances ranging from customer decision to not go ahead



with the port to the NSP not resolving problems in a timely manner.



Criteria for identification of abandoned ports as well as procedures need to be established.



II   Discussion & Alternative Solutions:


It is expected that, after inter-carrier communications has been initiated by the NSP for a port request,



the NSP and OSP will both work to complete the inter-carrier communications process as well as the actual



port process for all confirmed port requests.  However, the possibility does exist for a port to be abandoned



after the port request has been sent from the NSP to the OSP but before the SV-Create has been sent to



the NPAC by the NSP.



In an extreme situation, it would be possible for an individual to hold a number of telephone numbers



“hostage” by submitting a fraudulent request to port those numbers.  Almost certainly, the port request



would be responded to with a request for resolution of numerous problems.  The true end-users of the



telephone numbers involved would be prevented from porting their numbers until the problems were



resolved since those numbers would already be involved on a potential, although fraudulent, port.  While



the NSP is spending time trying to contact the fraudulent end-user to resolve the problems, the true



end-user is held “hostage” and cannot port their number. 



Agreement needs to be reached on procedures for handling abandoned port requestss.  One proposal is



to set a specific number of hours or days (business or calendar needs to be specified) after which an OSP



may declare to the NSP that the port request is abandoned.  After this time period, the OSP could then respond in a positive manner to port requests for the telephone number(s) which were included in the



abandoned request.  



III Recommendation:



WNPO needs to agree on criteria for identifying abandoned ports and recommend procedures for




communications.  If necessary, a request may need to be sent to the Wireless Workshop if changes




are required to the WICIS for the necessary communications.



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.



WNPO Contribution - Abondoned Ports.doc
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