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Attached are the Action Items assigned on the April 2006 LNPA WG conference call.  Please note that these Action Items are in addition to the ones assigned at the March 2006 LNPA WG meeting.  Both sets of Action Items will be addressed at the May 2006 meeting.




NOTE:  ALL ACTION ITEMS REFERENCED IN THE MINUTES BELOW HAVE BEEN CAPTURED IN THE “APRIL 2006 LNPA ACTION ITEMS” FILE ATTACHED ABOVE.

CONFERENCE CALL MINUTES:

2006 Meeting Schedule:

Following is the meeting schedule for the 2006 LNPA Meetings.

	MONTH/
DATE
(2006)
	NANC
	LNPA-WG
	HOST
	LOCATION

	
	
	
	
	

	January 
	24th
	10th-11th 
	Syniverse
	Tampa, Florida

	February 
	No meeting
	No meeting.
2/8/06 call from 11am to 3pm Eastern time, dial-in bridge number is 888-412-7808, pin 23272#
	
	

	March
	14th 
	7th-8th
	NeuStar
	San Diego, California

	April
	No meeting
	No meeting.
4/12/06 call from 11am to 3pm Eastern time, dial-in bridge number is 888-412-7808, pin 23272#
	
	

	May
	16th 
	9th-10th 
	Sprint Nextel
	Overland Park, Kansas

	June
	No meeting
	No meeting.
6/14/06 reserved for call, if necessary.
	
	

	July
	18th 
	11th-12th 
	Canadian Consortium
	Edmonton

	August
	No meeting
	No meeting.
8/9/06 reserved for call, if necessary.
	
	

	September
	19th 
	12th-13th 
	Verizon
	Baltimore

	October
	No meeting
	No meeting.
10/11/06 reserved for call, if necessary.
	
	

	November
	30th 
	14th-15th
	at&t
	San Antonio

	December
	No meeting
	No meeting.
12/6/06 reserved for call, if necessary.
	
	

	
	
	
	
	



· Continuing evaluation during 2006 will determine if interim conference calls are needed or if the decision to meet face-to-face every other month should be revisited.

Review of Final Out-of-LATA Porting/Pooling Report (Ron Steen, BellSouth):

· Ron Steen, BellSouth, teed up the attached report, explaining that this final report, developed by the LNPA WG’s Disaster Preparation Subteam, updates and replaces the interim report in its entirety.



· Ron Steen will check the acronym list in the report to ensure that all are spelled out the first time they are used.

· There were no objections on the call to accepting this as the completed final report.

· Gary Sacra, LNPA WG Co-Chair, will forward the accepted Final Report on
Out of LATA Porting & Pooling For Disaster Relief After Hurricane Katrina to NANC Chairman Bob Atkinson, copying the NAPM LLC Co-Chairs and the LNPA WG.  He will also have it uploaded to the LNPA WG website.

Discussion of PIMs 32 & 50 for NANC Report (Sue Tiffany, Sprint Nextel) (Action Item 0306-06):

[bookmark: _MON_1203929372][bookmark: _MON_1206345325]			
· Sue Tiffany, Sprint Nextel, walked the group through the attached draft report on PIMs 32 and 50, stating that it was her understanding that the draft text was accepted at the March LNPA WG meeting, and what remains is verification of the porting numbers used in the report.  There were no objections to this.

· Action Item 0306-06:  Sue Tiffany, Sprint Nextel, and Gary Sacra, Verizon, will verify the numbers used in the calculations in the attached PIM 32/PIM 50 report for discussion on the April 12th LNPA WG conference call.

· Gary Sacra, Verizon, reported on LSMS analysis results for inter-modal wireline to wireless  porting from April 2005 through March 2006 and the quantity of Type 1 number migrations via porting in the same timeframe.  Type 1 migrations via porting are not competitive ports and would be removed from the total quantity of wireline to wireless ports.

· Action Item 0306-06 remains open.

· NeuStar will check internally to see if they can provide wireline to wireless inter-modal port counts from NPAC for the time period of April 2005 through March 2006.  The LNPA WG will then attempt to remove Type 1 number migrations via porting from that count.

· This report will be on the agenda for the May 2006 LNPA WG meeting.

Discussion of NANC 399 (Action Items 0306-09 and 0306-10):

· Action Item 0306-09:  Service Providers are to determine if they are interested in implementing NANC 399 and/or can support its activation in NPAC Release 3.3 for discussion on the April 12th LNPA WG conference call.

· T-Mobile, Sprint Nextel, Verizon Wireline, Verizon Wireless, and Cingular expressed support for activation of NANC 399.  

· BellSouth stated they do have some concerns regarding how the Alternate SPID field will be populated initially and would like to discuss further at the May face-to-face meeting.  BellSouth did not oppose activation in the NPAC, though.   Qwest, at&t, and Century Tel expressed support for more discussion at the May face-to-face meeting.  

· Action Item 0306-09 remains open.

· The LNPA WG needs input from local system vendors on how long it would take to develop in their respective platforms.  

· Further discussion on NANC 399 will be on the May 2006 meeting agenda for 2 hours to discuss technical issues and to try to come to consensus.

· Action Item 0306-10:   Wireless and Wireline Service Providers who do not require their resellers to obtain an OCN, and are interested in activating NANC 399, are to coordinate with their NECA representative to get the entire master list of assigned NECA codes and determine if their reseller provider customers have an OCN.

· T-Mobile stated that one of their resellers has an OCN and one does not.

· Sprint Nextel stated that all of their wireline resellers have an OCN.  

· Verizon Wireless stated that only 2 of their resellers have an OCN out of more than 20.  

· Action Item 0306-10 stays open.

Discussion of PIM 53 (Sara Hooker, Verizon Wireless) (Action Items 0306-02 and 0306-11):

· Action Item 0306-02:  Sara Hooker, Verizon Wireless, will update the attached PIM 53 based on the discussion that took place at the March 2006 LNPA WG meeting.  The revision will address jeopardy notifications submitted after the FOC.  PIM 53 will be discussed on the April 12th LNPA WG conference call.  See related Action Item 0306-11.

· Action Item 0306-11:  Service Providers are to review internally PIM 53, as revised per Action Item 0306-02, for discussion on the April 12th LNPA WG conference call.

· Sara Hooker, Verizon Wireless, presented the attached revised PIM 53, which seeks to address instances of providers who are taking back numbers that had ported out from them when they do not have evidence that they issued a Firm Order Confirmation (FOC).


· Action Items 0306-02 and 0306-11 are closed.

· Sara Hooker, Verizon Wireless, will revise the attached PIM 53 to provide text
surrounding the following bullets discussed on the April conference call.
· This PIM addresses instances where it was the intent of the end user to port to the New SP.
· Providers should not arbitrarily port back numbers without attempting to contact and work with the New SP to resolve any disputes/issues related to the port.
· For an activated port that is disputed by the Old SP or not recognized in the systems of the Old SP, if it is determined that it was in fact the intent of the end user to port his/her number to the New SP, both providers should work together in resolving any systems true-up issues without impacting the end user’s service to the extent possible.
· In any case resulting in the double assignment of a TN, the first assignee of the TN will retain that TN.
· In any case of an inadvertent port, defined here as a port where it was not the intention of the end user to port his/her number to the New SP, both providers will work together to restore the end user’s service with the Old SP as quickly as possible, regardless of the time interval between activation of the inadvertent port and discovery of the inadvertent port.

· Service Providers are to come to the May LNPA WG meeting prepared to discuss the revised PIM 53.  

SPID Migration Limitation Discussion (Action Item 0306-12):

· Action Item 0306-12:  Service Providers that have an issue with the maximum quantity of impacted TNs during SPID migrations are to come prepared for the April 12th LNPA WG conference call to suggest a limit.

· BellSouth proposed a limit of 200K SVs that can be modified in an 8 hour window.  

· NeuStar stated that at least one vendor has a limitation less than 200K, perhaps around 100K.  NeuStar will attempt to contact that vendor for representation at the May 2006 LNPA WG meeting.

· This item will be on the May 2006 meeting agenda.  

· Action Item 0306-12 remains open.

Date Change Request for November 2006 LNPA WG Meeting:

· Due to a conflict with the November OBF meeting, the November 2006 LNPA WG meeting dates will be changed from November 7-8 to November 14-15.

· The meeting location has been changed from St. Louis, Missouri to San Antonio, Texas.  The host remains at&t.


Next LNPA Meeting … May 9-10, 2006, Overland Park, Kansas – Hosted by 
                                                                                                             Sprint Nextel
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1. Introduction


The LNPA Working Group published the “Interim Report on Out of LATA Porting and Pooling for Disaster Relief after Hurricane Katrina” on November 16, 2005.  That report was issued as “interim” in order to expeditiously provide available information to telecommunications providers and to regulatory and administrative bodies.  

This “final” report is issued to provide further information concerning the restoration of numbers to the appropriate LATA, additional lessons learned, and potential alternatives to porting or pooling numbers outside the LATA.


This report replaces the interim report in its entirety, and it is therefore not necessary for the reader to correlate the two reports.

2. Executive Summary

On August 29, 2005, Hurricane Katrina slammed into the Louisiana, Mississippi, and Alabama Gulf Coast leaving extensive damage in its wake.  Millions of customers were out of service, and there was extensive damage to both wireline and wireless switching centers, facilities, cell sites, and to 9-1-1 call centers.  With many switching centers damaged or totally destroyed by extreme winds and/or flooding, service providers explored ways to expeditiously move telephone numbers into working switches.  The Federal Communications Commission (FCC) temporarily relaxed numbering rules in order to permit service providers to move numbers to remote locations without regard to Toll Message Rate Center or Local Access Transport Area (LATA) restrictions.  Service providers began using Local Number Portability (LNP) and/or Number Pooling to move numbers from the non-working switches into working switches in other locations.  This report focuses on the technical aspects of suspending the rules that prohibit porting or pooling outside LATA boundaries.

Moving numbers to working switches was typically more advantageous for wireless subscribers than for wireline subscribers.  When the wireless subscribers were moved to working switches, they had originating service and some terminating service.  With wireline service, no originating or terminating service is possible as there is no facility to the subscriber.  If a wireline number is moved to a working switch, remote call forwarding can be used to route terminating calls to other subscriber locations or to voice mail.


The edit in the NPAC that prevents assignment of out of LATA Location Routing Numbers (LRN) to a ported number or a pooled block was suspended thereby allowing numbers to be ported or pooled across LATA boundaries.  This allowed wireless subscribers to have originating service and some level of terminating service.  It would allow wireline subscribers to forward some terminating calls to other locations or voice mail.  Many calls would not complete because a Regional Bell Operating Company (RBOC) cannot deliver calls across LATA boundaries.  Other calls fail because of trunk group overloading as the groups were not sized to handle the increased loads resulting from the massive unplanned movement of telephone numbers.

The Local Number Portability Administration (LNPA) Working Group considers the actions taken by the North American Numbering Council (NANC) and the FCC to temporarily relax numbering rules to be appropriate, thereby allowing telecommunications service providers to immediately act to restore service to the extent possible.  Moving numbers, even across LATA boundaries, is a viable method, especially for wireless carriers, to restore service.  However, the Working Group believes that many carriers moved numbers across LATA boundaries after Hurricane Katrina without a full understanding of the consequences.  


This document describes situations encountered, lists pros and cons for consideration when moving numbers, and provides recommendations in preparation for future disasters.  


3. Background


On Monday, August 29, 2005, Hurricane Katrina struck the Gulf Coast causing extensive damage in Louisiana, Mississippi, and Alabama.  In addition to the damage caused by hurricane force winds, extensive flooding occurred especially in the vicinity of New Orleans, Louisiana.  The flooding in and around New Orleans was exacerbated by failure of the levies in areas of the city that are actually below sea level.

The destruction caused by Hurricane Katrina put more than 3 million telephone lines out of service in the three states.  There was extensive damage to wireline switching centers and interconnection trunks.  Thirty-eight 9-1-1 call centers were out of service.  The wireless network also sustained considerable damage with more than 1000 cell sites out of service.
  Wireless switching centers were damaged as well.  

Immediately after the hurricane subsided, telecommunications companies began extraordinary efforts to restore service.  As soon as technicians were allowed into the area, maintenance forces were on-site to begin restoration and provisioning of temporary services.  Among the efforts, banks of portable phones, wireless handsets, cells on wheels
, etc., were made available to emergency workers and to allow survivors to contact family in other locations.  Generators, pumps, and other equipment were brought in to sustain the temporary service and to begin physical restoration and cleanup.  Many of the telecommunications employees had suffered personal losses themselves, but continued to work to restore overall service.  In the tradition of the telecommunications industry, the workers looked for ways to reinstate service as expeditiously as possible.  To that end, number porting and pooling techniques were used to rapidly move subscribers from non-working switches to working switches.  This report analyzes the benefits and drawbacks of such action.

Subsequent to Hurricane Katrina inflicting catastrophic damage to the Louisiana, Mississippi, and Alabama coast lines, Hurricanes Rita and Wilma hit the Texas-Louisiana coast and southern Florida respectively.  While both caused significant damage, neither was as devastating as Katrina.  This report will concentrate on events associated with Katrina realizing that lessons learned will apply in other disastrous situations.

3.1. Situation

In the aftermath of Katrina, both wireless and wireline telecommunications companies were working to restore service.  Wireline companies had facilities damaged or destroyed by high winds and flooding.  Wireless carriers had cell towers destroyed, and facilities connecting switches to towers destroyed.  Both wireless and wireline carriers had switches that were either damaged or totally destroyed by the hurricane.

Many service providers moved their customers’ telephone numbers from the switches that were out of service to working switches in other locations.  Depending on the type of service provider (wireless or wireline) and the location of the “ported-to” switch, varying service levels were restored using number porting or pooling functionality.    

3.2. Federal Communications Commission Order Suspending Numbering Rules

The FCC adopted and released an order on September 1, 2005, that suspended many numbering rules for a period of 90 days (August 27 to November 27, 2005).  The Commission recognized “that telecommunications service must be restored to the hurricane victims as quickly as possible and we find that waiver of the Commission’s local number portability and number assignment rules is a reasonable and practical means for doing so.” 
 

The Commission waived the rules to the extent necessary to permit carriers to port numbers from the hurricane affected area to remote locations on a temporary basis.  This waiver applied to carriers providing service in the states of Louisiana, Mississippi, and Alabama.  The waiver also applied to the numbering administrators to the extent necessary to support carriers in the affected areas.


4. Actions Taken

4.1. Service Provider Actions


With the temporary suspension of porting and pooling location rules, some service providers used LNP or number pooling to move telephone numbers from non-working switches to working switches in other locations.  Effects of moving the numbers varied depending on whether the numbers are moved within rate center boundaries, across rate center boundaries, or across LATA boundaries.  Effects also depend on the type of network attempting to originate calls to these ported or pooled numbers.  

Moving numbers to another switch serving the same rate center has no negative effects on call routing or rating; however, calls may fail due to overloading of inter-switch trunk groups designed for smaller volumes.  Current LNP rules allow movement within the rate center.  

Moving numbers to a switch that does not serve the porting numbers’ rate center may affect terminating call rating and billing.  Calls will be routed to the number based on the LRN of the new switch.  However, terminating calls will be rated as if the number were still in the original rate center, and calls may fail due to overloading of inter-switch trunk groups.  

If the telephone numbers are moved outside the LATA, routing and billing problems may be encountered in addition to failure of calls caused by overloading inter-switch trunk groups.  In normal circumstances, the NPAC has a software edit that prohibits a service provider from porting a number to an LRN that is outside the LATA.  Section 5 of this document contains a discussion of the issues associated with porting outside the LATA.    

4.2. Changes to the NPAC

The only change made to the NPAC database was to suspend the edit that prevents a service provider from assigning an out of LATA LRN to a ported number or pooled block.  The North American Portability Management (NAPM) LLC approved suspension of the NPAC edit in the Southeast NPAC Region
 on August 31, 2005.  The edit was restored on November 27, 2005, matching the period of suspension of numbering rules ordered by the FCC.

4.3. Numbers Ported or Pooled Out of LATA to Provide Temporary Service

In the Southeast NPAC Region, approximately 2000 telephone numbers were ported across LATA boundaries after Hurricane Katrina.  Additionally, about 300 blocks of existing numbers were moved across LATA boundaries using number pooling.  The 300 blocks that were moved using pooling represent up to 300,000 telephone numbers
 that were moved.  The pooled blocks contain both working and vacant numbers.  About one quarter million customers were moved across LATA boundaries using individual number porting or block pooling.

While not in the purview of this report, some quantity of telephone numbers were ported within the rate center and LATA to restore service, but it has proven difficult to differentiate between those ported because of Katrina and normal porting activity.  Additionally, the incumbent RBOC used Advanced Intelligent Network (AIN) service to provide temporary service to approximately 600 telephone numbers.

5. Impacts of Porting or Pooling Numbers Outside the LATA

Porting and pooling numbers outside the LATA to restore service has mixed results.  Depending on the type of carrier, some level of customer service can be restored.  This section describes the effects of porting and pooling out of LATA and the resulting problems encountered in the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina.  Appendix A provides a summary of the pros and cons in matrix format for easy reference.

As stated previously, there were many numbers ported or pooled outside the serving LATAs after Hurricane Katrina.  For example, many numbers were moved from the New Orleans LATA to the Houston LATA.  Due to differences in technology and service, the benefits are much more pronounced for wireless subscribers than for wireline subscribers, but full service is not restored in either case.  It is important for service providers to be aware of all the impacts.

5.1. Wireless Service

If a wireless subscriber’s home switch is out of service but the Home Location Register (HLR) is still in service, that subscriber can originate calls as a roamer/traveler if within range of a working cell tower, but cannot receive calls since terminating calls route through the home switch.  If the HLR is out of service, the subscriber will not have originating or terminating service since there would be no way to register elsewhere as a valid user.
  Porting or pooling a wireless number to a working switch in another LATA gives the customer originating service and some terminating service.  Moving the number creates a new home location, and the subscriber can be served from that switch or register as a roamer/traveler in another area.  Terminating calls will route through the “new” home switch.

When a wireless number is moved to another LATA, the subscriber will have originating telephone service and some degree of terminating service.  Calls from many locations and carriers will complete, however, calls from wireline subscribers in the affected LATA
 that are served by the RBOC will not complete normally.  RBOCs are prohibited from carrying traffic across LATA boundaries.  Calls to these numbers appear to be local, but querying the LNP database will return an out of LATA LRN.  RBOC switch generics are coded to block this type of call or to hand them off to an Inter-exchange carrier (IXC).  

Calls from locations outside the affected LATA to the ported or pooled numbers
 will complete if the calls are queried by the originating carrier or the IXC (N-1 query) and routed to the new switch.  Calls from locations outside the affected LATA that are default routed to the RBOC in the affected LATA will fail.  When such a call reaches the RBOC tandem in the affected LATA, a query is made and an out of LATA LRN is returned.  The RBOC switch is not capable of routing the call across LATA boundaries.  

The inability of RBOC switches to route these calls caused many customer trouble reports after Katrina.  Complaints were received by both the RBOC carrier and the carriers who ported out of LATA.  Not only would calls originated by RBOC customers fail, but any calls to the ported out of LATA numbers that were default routed to the RBOC would fail as well.  In situations where calls are routed to IXCs, billing records are generated for calls that should be routed as local.  This causes billing confusion and disputes that must be resolved.  

RBOC switches treat the blocked calls as switching errors and log the failures.  In the case of one switch type, parts of the switch network shut down when thresholds are exceeded as the switch logic “believes” that internal problems exist.  

Telecommunications trunk routes are sized to handle forecasted loads.  Moving large quantities of telephone numbers inside or outside of LATA boundaries suddenly routes large volumes of calls over trunk groups that were not sized to handle such loads.  Many customers received “all circuits busy” indications.

There should not be any problems with 9-1-1 call originating service for wireless numbers ported or pooled out of LATA.  However, the NENA representative participating in the study indicated that in some cases call backs failed due to the RBOC inability to route calls across LATA boundaries.  

5.2. Wireline Service

Porting or pooling wireline telephone numbers out of LATA does not offer as many advantages as with wireless numbers.  When a number is moved to a working switch, there is no originating or terminating service as there is no facility to a wireline set.  However, when the number is placed in another switch, remote call forwarding can be used to route the call to another customer location not affected by the disaster, or to a voice messaging system.

If wireline numbers are ported out of LATA, the same routing problems are incurred as with the wireless numbers.  If a number is ported out of LATA, and then remote call forwarded to another location, calls from RBOC customers in the affected LATA will not complete or will be handed off to an IXC.  Billing confusion and disputes occur for local calls that are completed through an IXC.


As with wireless numbers ported or pooled out of LATA, calls from locations outside the affected LATA will complete and be forwarded as long as they are originating or N-1 queried.  Default routed calls to the RBOC switch will fail.


Moving large volumes of numbers to other LATAs would have the same effects on inter-LATA trunk routes as with wireless numbers.  Trunk groups may be overloaded and many calls will receive “all circuits busy” indication.


Failed calls indicate switching errors, and, as described in the previous section, can cause some switch types to remove network elements when thresholds are exceeded.

There was no RBOC porting or pooling out of LATA in the Southeast NPAC Region.


5.3. Administration and Cleanup

After restoration of switches, towers, and facilities, numbers must be moved back to switches in the correct LATA and rate center.  It is imperative that good records of the numbers moved outside the LATA be kept to facilitate prompt restoration in the correct LATA.  


The NPAC administrator has indicated that all 300 pooled blocks have been restored to the correct LATA.  


As of the end of March 2006, there were still about 1000 telephone numbers ported out of LATA in the Southeast NPAC region.  All carriers are encouraged to move the numbers back to the correct LATA as soon as possible.  Customers whose numbers are not in the correct LATA may not be receiving all of their telephone calls.  Calls to these numbers from RBOC subscribers in the affected LATA will fail.

Customers whose numbers were ported or pooled outside of the LATA experienced varying levels of degraded service.  When numbers were restored to the correct LATA, full service was returned.

6. Lessons Learned from Porting or Pooling Out of LATA

The carrier representatives involved in generating this report compiled their observations as to “lessons learned.”  These observations are listed below:

1. Moving numbers to working switches even if out of LATA is a viable method to restore partial service.  However, carriers should be aware of the consequences associated with such action and that full service is not restored.  


2. Due to regulatory restrictions and switch design to comply with those restrictions, inbound calls from RBOC subscribers will fail or be routed through an inter-exchange carrier.


3. Calls routed through an IXC will generate toll charges for local calls and create confusion and billing disputes.


4. Large volumes of customer trouble tickets were generated due to calls from the RBOC failing to complete.


5. More service provider education and/or industry communication is needed to insure that all participants are aware of the benefits and short comings of actions taken.


6. More customer education is needed to explain the impacts of porting their numbers out of LATA and what level of service restoration they can expect in this situation.

7. The time frame to move subscribers to the out of LATA switches was longer than anticipated due to maximum nightly porting/pooling limitations established by the industry.


8. Carriers have experienced problems when porting/pooling the numbers back, and it took longer than porting/pooling them out.  (For example, voicemail platform issues, new trunk install issues, facility testing issues, internal system delays, etc.)  

9. Moving large volumes of telephone numbers to another location overloads trunking facilities that were designed for smaller forecasted loads.


10. Accurate record keeping is a must for moving numbers back to the correct locations as service is restored.


11. Moving telephone numbers across LATA boundaries does restore some level of service to many subscribers (especially to wireless subscribers).


12. Relaxing the “out of LATA” edit in the NPAC creates the potential for numbers not associated with restoration to be ported erroneously in other parts of the NPAC region.

Other alternatives should be considered before automatically moving numbers across LATA boundaries.  As discussed, many calls will not be delivered due to the design of RBOC switches that cannot carry calls across LATA boundaries.  It is also very significant that trunk groups sized for lesser volumes will be overloaded, and many calls that are routed across the LATA boundary will not be delivered due to unavailability of a trunk facility.

7. Potential Alternatives to Porting/Pooling Out of LATA for Service Restoration


In some situations, solutions other than porting/pooling out of LATA may be applicable.  Some examples of possible alternatives are the use of Advanced Intelligent Network (AIN) capability, call forwarding, central office code transfer process, or assignment of new telephone numbers.  It is important to note that whenever large quantities of numbers are relocated, there will be network implications regardless of the method used.  Trunking and switch capacities must be considered.  More information about these alternatives and their impacts can be found in Appendix C.

8. Future Steps and Recommendations


The LNPA Working Group recommends that service providers carefully consider alternatives and consequences before porting or pooling numbers out of the serving LATA as a service restoration method.  In general, porting or pooling out of LATA is more advantageous for wireless carriers than for wireline carriers, but even then not all calls will be delivered.  Before moving numbers out of LATA, alternatives such as porting to working switches inside the LATA, call forwarding solutions, AIN solutions, or assigning new telephone numbers should be considered.  It may be determined that porting out of LATA is still the best solution, but that determination should be made with an understanding that there might be unintended consequences.

Porting or pooling out of LATA allowed service providers to move numbers to working switches on an expedited basis. As a lesson learned from the Katrina experience, continuing evaluation of impacts and alternatives would be advisable before suspension of the NPAC edit in the future.  Suspension of the LATA edit in an NPAC region allows numbers to be ported out of LATA erroneously in other parts of the region not affected by the disaster.  The edit was developed and implemented to stop this troublesome problem.   Some lessons learned comments from providers have indicated that moving the numbers out of LATA was not as easy to do or as much of a cure as they had initially believed it would be.

If porting or pooling numbers out of LATA appears to be advantageous, then it should be done selectively, and records kept for expeditious return to the correct switch.  In such cases, the service providers should make best effort attempts to educate consumers as to expectations.  Service providers should move the numbers back to appropriate LATA as soon as practical in order to restore full service to the customers.

8.1. Issues for NANC or FCC Consideration

Under the circumstances, the LNPA Working Group believes that the NANC and FCC took appropriate action in relaxing numbering rules and allowing industry bodies and individual carriers to take emergency actions to restore service.  This prompt action allowed service providers to respond quickly.  Relaxing the rules gave the Pooling Administrator, the North American Numbering Plan Administrator, and the North American Portability Management LLC the freedom needed during the disaster recovery.

The LNPA Working Group recommends that the FCC and the NANC take similar actions in any future disastrous situations.  Temporarily relaxing numbering rules will thereby allow service providers to expeditiously make decisions and take action in the best interest of providing service to their customers.  

With the number and variety of telecommunications providers currently serving customers in the United States, the LNPA Working Group feels that more education is needed as to the pros and cons of porting numbers across rate center and LATA boundaries.  The Working Group requests that NANC share information such as contained in this report with its members, the industry associations participating in NANC activities, conferences, etc.  Service providers should be encouraged to follow through with restoration of telephone numbers to the appropriate LATA as soon as practical.

 Appendix A:  Porting/Pooling Outside the LATA for Disaster Relief “Pros & Cons”


After Hurricane Katrina, number portability and/or number pooling were felt to be effective means of restoring service to customers in the affected areas.  Accordingly, the NPAC edit that prevents porting across LATA boundaries was temporarily suspended.  Some level of service can be restored in some scenarios, but other problems can be introduced.  These problems can be especially pronounced if the numbers are ported across a LATA boundary.  Some of the pros and cons that should be considered are enumerated in this document.

Wireless Service Providers


		Pros

		· Wireless Customer has originating service at new location if ported to a working switch.  Assumption is that former switch and HLR is no longer in service.


· 9-1-1 access will still function properly for the wireless ported subscriber.


· Customer has partial terminating service at new location.


· Calls from the same wireless carriers will complete.


· Many calls from other wireless carriers will complete.


· Many calls from wireline carriers outside the affected LATA will complete.



		Cons

		· Cannot receive calls from many wireline subscribers in the affected LATA.


· 9-1-1 callbacks from PSAPs may not complete.


· Trouble reports from customers complaining about failed calls.


· Billing confusion and disputes (locals calls billed as toll calls).


· Possible Trunk route overloading in areas where customers are ported to.


· Default routed calls from non-affected LATAs won’t complete to the customer.  If IXC does not query, LATA tandem in affected LATA will query and receive an LRN that it cannot route out on.


· Potential adverse wireline switch effects.  (Some switch types will automatically take corrective action when call failure thresholds are reached.)


· Administrative recordkeeping and required cleanup.





Wireline Service Providers


		Pros

		· Can possibly use remote call forwarding from “ported-in” switch to route terminating calls to another customer location and working number or voice mail.  Preference would be to port the customer to a working switch within the affected LATA.



		Cons

		· No originating service (no facility to customer location).


· Cannot receive calls from many wireline subscribers in the affected LATA.


· 9-1-1 access will not work properly.  In the unlikely event that a local facility was established in the “new” LATA, the 9-1-1 systems would not be set up to route these numbers.  Delivery of the caller’s location/address and phone number to the PSAP may not be possible.


· Trouble reports from customers complaining about failed calls.


· Billing errors (locals calls billed as toll calls).


· Possible Trunk route overloading.


· Default routed calls from non-affected LATAs won’t complete.

· Potential adverse wireline switch effects.  (Some switch types will automatically take corrective action when call failure thresholds are reached.)

· Administrative recordkeeping and required cleanup.





Appendix B:  Glossary


AIN

Advanced Intelligent Network


FCC

Federal Communications Commission


HLR

Home Location Register


ILEC

Incumbent Local Exchange Carrier


IXC

Inter-exchange Carrier


LATA

Local Access Transport Area


LATA ID
LATA Identification


LERG™
Local Exchange Routing Guide – Refers to Telcordia® LERG™ Routing Guide


LNP

Local Number Portability


LNPA

Local Number Portability Administration


LRN

Location Routing Number


NANC

North American Numbering Council


NENA

National Emergency Number Association


NAPM LLC
North American Portability Management Limited Liability Company


NPAC

Number Portability Administration Center


PSAP

Public Safety Answering Point


RBOC

Regional Bell Operating Company


TN

Telephone Number

Appendix C:  Potential Alternatives to Porting Out of LATA for Service Restoration


The use of porting and pooling to move numbers to working switches is a viable means of temporary service restoration even if the numbers are moved out of LATA.  However, moving them out of LATA does have impacts that the service provider should be aware of when making such a decision.  


This section includes some possible alternatives to consider in lieu of porting out of LATA.  Each has advantages and disadvantages, and every effort is made to identify the impacts so that informed decisions can be made.  In each case, service providers should be aware of impacts to existing trunk routes and switch capacities.

AIN Solutions


Advanced Intelligent Network (AIN) functionality has been deployed by many local exchange and inter-exchange carriers in their networks to provide enhanced services and disaster recovery capability to their respective customers.  AIN solutions were deployed by some carriers post-9/11 in order to redirect calls to some affected customers in Manhattan to working locations outside the impacted area.  Like Local Number Portability (LNP), AIN utilizes a trigger and query mechanism to very briefly suspend call processing while the switch retrieves routing and/or billing instructions from an external database.  Call processing is then resumed based on the instructions received from the AIN database.


AIN can be used to redirect calls to alternate numbers and destinations, including numbers associated with Internet Protocol (IP) Gateways for those customers who have moved their service from the PSTN to an IP network as a result of a disaster, even though the number dialed by the calling party would normally route to a different location.  This call redirection to a different location and number is transparent to the calling party during call processing.  In addition, depending on the call scenario and how the call is carried, billing to the calling party can be inhibited or modified based on instructions from the external database.  One advantage that AIN offers is the ability to pre-design the service logic in the external database and preset the AIN triggers in the appropriate switches for call redirection at multiple levels – from a single telephone number, at the NXX code level, up to an entire NPA.  Once the database service logic and switch triggers are set in place, it is then a matter of activating the redirection functionality in a disaster scenario in order to begin redirecting calls as designed.  In some instances, customer-specific redirection service options can be managed by the customer via a telephone user interface.  On a larger scale, the applicable service provider can activate the necessary redirection functionality.


The least complex call redirection scenario would occur when the original target switch in a disaster area is still functioning, but individual end users served by that switch have been impacted such that they no longer have telephone service at their original locations.  In this scenario, AIN triggers only need to be set in one switch – the original target switch.  Like call forwarding, AIN could be used to redirect calls reaching the original destination switch still in service to other numbers and locations served by the same switch, or to other numbers and locations served by other switches within and outside the same rate center and LATA.  Billing to the calling party should not be impacted, however, similar to call forwarding, calls redirected to destinations outside the rate center or LATA could be subject to toll billing on the “redirected leg” of the call, and billable to the called party.  Local exchange and Inter-exchange carriers implementing such an AIN solution should be aware of the billing implications of their call redirection design and ensure their customers understand the implications.  In some call scenarios, billing may possibly be inhibited as part of the service logic design, but as stated previously, this is dependent on the call scenario, the destination of the redirected leg of the call, and the carriers required to route and complete the redirected call.  


A more complex call redirection scenario, and more applicable to the Hurricane Katrina-stricken areas, is the case where both the original target switch and the end user locations served by the switch, are no longer in service.  In this scenario, an AIN solution could be designed by capable carriers whereby AIN triggers could be set in multiple end office switches, access tandems, and inter-exchange carrier switches serving the impacted LATA.  As is the case with the first scenario, calls could be redirected to other numbers and locations served by other switches within and outside the same rate center and LATA.  The difference in this scenario, however, is that for calls originating in the impacted LATA, redirection could take place in the originating switch and/or applicable local access tandem, and is not dependent on the original target switch being in service.  For calls originating outside the impacted LATA, AIN triggers could be set in access tandems in the impacted LATA to appropriately redirect calls.  Again, carriers must be cognizant of the billing implications of any AIN design that triggers at the originating end of the call, both to the calling and called parties.


In addition to any billing implications, as is the case with any solution that results in a large volume of call redirection, when making preparations in advance, carriers must understand as much as possible prior to implementation of a solution the impacts to their respective network, including interoffice facilities (trunks), switch processing, and SS7 network load and capacity.  

Call Forwarding Solutions


When the facility to the customer premise is destroyed but the switch is still in service, call forwarding can be used to route calls bound for the telephone number to other locations or to a cell phone number.  This might pertain to wireline service or it might pertain to wireless service when a tower serving an area is destroyed.


If the serving switch is down, but there is another working switch in the rate center, then the number could be ported to the working switch and call forwarded from there.  Porting to another switch in the rate center has less negative impact than to porting outside the LATA.


Using call forwarding to redirect the incoming call to another location does not restore full service to the customer, but it allows incoming calls to be delivered to a working number at another location that can presumably deal with the calls that would have been destined to the out of service number.  As with the AIN alternative, incoming calls can also be forwarded to numbers associated with Internet Protocol (IP) Gateways for those customers who have moved their service from the PSTN to an IP network as a result of a disaster.  Calls cannot be originated from the forwarded number, but would rather be made from the forwarded to number or another number at that location.


There should be no impact to the calling subscriber billing if the call is forwarded to a switch in the same rate center; however, calls forwarded outside the rate center or LATA may be subject to toll billing on the forwarded portion of the call and billable to the called party.


Carriers should understand that any time large volumes of numbers are relocated or redirected, there will be network implications that must be considered.  Trunking and switching capacities must be considered.  


Emergency Movement of Codes to Working Switches using the Telcordia® LERG™ Routing Guide
 Code Transfer Process


In some situations where entire switches are out of service and the restoration effort may be prolonged, entire NXX codes may be moved to working switches using the LERG Routing Guide code transfer process.  This solution might be used as part of a permanent restoration process.  For example, if a small switch were to be demolished by a disaster, the NXX codes might well be moved into a nearby switch.  Trunk group resizing and outside facility restoration would need to be addressed.  The LERG Routing Guide code transfer process will account for changing the routing of calls from other switches.


Telcordia® has produced an expedited process as follows:


Emergency Network Changes or Expedited NXX Code Opening Notification:


The LERG Routing Guide Emergency Notifications (EN) and Urgent Immediate Emergency Notifications (IEN), produced by Telcordia®, provide a means of notifying the Industry of an expedited NXX Code opening or a network change during a national disaster.

The Emergency Notification (EN) product is published every Tuesday and the Urgent Immediate Emergency Notifications (IEN) are sent out on the same day as long as they are received by Telcordia® Routing Administration (TRA) no later than 1:30p.m. Eastern Time.  


If an EN or IEN is required, the procedures to be followed are documented in Telcordia® Rating and Routing Information Notices RRIN 09-05 and RRIN 12-02.1. 

Assignment of New Telephone Numbers

Rather than port or pool telephone numbers to another LATA to restore service, new numbers from the other LATA could be assigned.  The numbers could be temporary or permanent depending on the strategy of the serving telecommunications provider and/or the wishes of the customer.  There are, of course, pros and cons associated with this alternative and again, benefits and drawbacks must be carefully considered. 


If a new number from the other LATA is assigned to the customer, then all calls including those from the local RBOC would route properly.  Assigning out of LATA numbers would most likely be done by wireless service providers, but when the new number is dialed by an RBOC customer, it would be seen as an out of LATA number, and immediately handed off to an inter-exchange carrier.  Assuming no trunk overloading, the call would complete to the subscriber.


A major drawback to this solution is that the customer handset would have to be replaced or reprogrammed with the new number.  The customer would have full originating and terminating service, but would have to notify others about the new number.  If the number is temporary during the term of the restoration effort, the old number would have to be reinstated, and, once again, the customers would have to notify others that service has reverted back to the original number.


While calls would be routed properly by the local RBOC, rating and billing would apply for any call routed through an inter-exchange carrier.  Each service provider would have to decide how to address this issue.


There would be no advantage to assigning new numbers from switches within the rate center rather than porting/pooling existing numbers to such a switch.  Calls to numbers ported or pooled within the rate center will route normally.  And since wireless carriers are not bound by the same rate center restrictions that wireline carriers are, there is no real advantage to assigning numbers from other switches within the LATA rather than porting or pooling the existing numbers to the working wireless switch within the LATA.


� Written statement of Kenneth P. Moran, Director, Office of Homeland Security Enforcement Bureau, Federal Communications Commission.  Hearing on Ensuring Operability during Catastrophic Events before the Committee on Homeland Security Subcommittee on Emergency Preparedness, Science, and Technology, US House of Representatives, October 26, 2005.



� Cells on wheels are portable cellular towers.



� FCC Order 05-161, September 1, 2005.



� FCC Order 05-161, September 1, 2005, paragraph 3.



� The NAPM also approved suspension of the LATA edit in the Southwest NPAC Region in connection with Hurricane Rita.  The LATA edit was restored in the Southwest Region on November 7, 2005, and was restored in the Southeast region on November 27, 2005.



� Each block contains 1000 telephone numbers, but the quantity moved would be less any numbers that were already ported away from the service provider currently assigned the block or blocks.



� The subscriber will still have 9-1-1 access if within range of a working cell tower even if not registered.



� The affected LATA is the LATA where the disaster occurred.  



� As an example, consider that a New Orleans number ports out of LATA to Houston.  If a caller in Nashville were to dial the number, it would be recognized as an inter-LATA call and handed off to an IXC.  The IXC should query the call, receive an LRN for Houston and deliver the call.



� Telcordia is a registered trademark and LERG Routing Guide is a trademark of Telcordia Technologies, Inc.



� Telcordia is a registered trademark and LERG Routing Guide is a trademark of Telcordia Technologies, Inc.
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PORTING RESELLER NUMBERS and CSR TOO LARGE
NANC REPORT FROM LNPA WG


The LNPA WG has been unable to resolve PIMs 32, Reseller Ports, and PIM 50, CSR Too Large.  Following is more detailed information about the two issues and their impact.


PORTING RESELLER NUMBERS


PIM 32 seeks to address issues related to the process of obtaining a Customer Service Record (CSR) for wireline reseller customers.  The CSR contains information necessary to complete a Local Service Request (LSR) for porting a wireline number   In some cases, carriers are not able to obtain an end user’s specific CSR information from some wireline network service providers when attempting to port telephone numbers (TNs) associated with  reseller accounts.  For example, two of four RBOCs refuse to send the CSR information to the New Local Service Provider (NLSP) because they have been instructed by their resellers not to share the end user’s specific information which the resellers consider to be proprietary.
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This is a critical problem.  For those Reseller errors where there is a work around, many of the port requests are significantly delayed before completion.  In some cases there are no work around solutions and end users who want to port their number cannot.  Those customers either give up on porting their number, or cannot keep their number and must change to a new number.  It is not always possible to work with the resellers to obtain the information needed to populate the LSR.   It is often difficult to find someone with the reseller that can support a port and provide the needed information.

Customers are affected by this problem.  Customers are often frustrated by the delay experienced dealing with the issue cited above, and either cancel the port request altogether or reluctantly take a new number. The fact that ANY customer is denied the opportunity to port their number in a reasonable amount of time, or at all, goes against the nature of the FCC Order
, CC Docket No. 95-116.


Following are the statistics specific to intermodal porting (wireline / wireless) gathered by the LNPA WG for the reseller issue:


Intermodal ports are approximately 3% to 5% of all ports – 


average 4 %*

40% to 50% of Intermodal ports fail due to errors – 



average 45%


50% of the rejects are due to Reseller issues – 



50%


Of the rejected port requests due to Reseller 

40% to 50% fail remedial action and do not get ported – 


average 45%


*NOTE:  The difference in intermodal porting percentages is due to the number of Type 1 account migrations which can fluctuate depending on the month.  Based on the Type 1 migrations, the LNPA WG decided to average the intermodal porting averages to four percent. 


An average of 1.6 million numbers are ported each month.  Using the percentages above, that means that 6,480 Reseller customers are unable to port their numbers.  The affected customers either take a new number or give up on the attempt to port their number to the new provider.


Formula:
1,600,000 x .04 = 64,000
Intermodal Ports (last twelve months)



64,000 x .45 = 28,800

Intermodal Ports that fall out to be processed 





manually




28,000 x .50 = 14,400

Reseller fall out 




14,400 x .45 = 6,480

Reseller that fail to port


As stated previously, the fact that any customer is denied the opportunity to port their number in a reasonable amount of time, or at all, goes against the nature of the FCC order
 CC Docket No. 95-116.  Direction by resellers to Old Network Service Provider (ONSPs) to provide the specific customer information where possible would greatly reduce the unsuccessful ports  Resellers should not be allowed to withhold end user specific customer information necessary for the porting process.

CSR TOO LARGE ERRORS

PIM 50 addresses the issue of wireline to wireless (intermodal) ports failing the automated process because the TNs are from large accounts where the Old Network Service Provider’s  (ONSP) sends the entire customer service record (CSR) and it is too large to return electronically on a CSR query.  However, information in the CSR is needed to facilitate the port request.   Primarily this error message is received when the wireline carrier attempts to send the entire account’s CSR with directory and other customer data not needed for the port.  The LSOG guidelines give carriers the option of requesting a single TN without directory which is the minimum CSR information required to facilitate a port.  The problem occurs when there is no uniform implementation of LSOG Guidelines, and as a result carriers cannot get the information correctly.
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For the CSR Too Large errors where there is a work around, many of the port requests are also significantly delayed before completion.  In some cases there are no work around solutions and end users who want to port their number cannot.  Customers are also frustrated by the delay experienced dealing with the issue cited above, and either cancel the port request altogether or reluctantly take a new number.  

Customers are affected by this problem.  Most customers are not interested in waiting the time it takes to try to complete these manually and as noted above, either cancel the port request altogether or reluctantly take a new number.  This seems to contradict the intent of the FCC Order
, CC Docket No. 95-116.

Following are the statistics gathered by the CSR Too Large issue:


Intermodal ports are approximately 3% to 5% of all ports – 


average 4 %*


40% to 50% of Intermodal ports fail due to errors – 



average 45%


18% of the rejects are due to CSR Too Large issues – 


18%

Of the rejected port requests due CSR Too Large 40% 


to 50% fail remedial action and do not get ported – 



average 45%

*NOTE:  The difference in intermodal porting percentages is due to the number of Type 1 account migrations which can fluctuate depending on the month.  Based on the Type 1 migrations, the LNPA WG decided to average the intermodal porting averages to four percent. 


An average of 1.6 million numbers are ported each month.**  Using the percentages above that means that 2,333 customers with the CSR Too Large error are unable to port their numbers.  

Formula:
1,600,000 x .04 = 64,000
Intermodal Ports




64,000 x .45 = 28,800

Intermodal Ports that fall out to be processed 





manually




28,800 x .18 =
5,184

CSR Too Large fall out




5,184 x .45 = 2,333

CSR Too Large that fail to port


This issue would be resolved by requiring the ONSP to send the NNSP only the requested CSR information per the Local Service Order Guidelines Customer Service Inquiry (LSOG CSI).  Some wireline service providers are not following the LSOG CSI guidelines that allow a customer inquiry by account (one to many TNs) with or without directory and by individual TN with or without directory.  Wireless carriers request the CSR by TN without directory, but receive the CSR Too Large error because some wireline service providers send the entire account including directory.   If wireline carriers sent only the information requested in the customer inquiry per the LSOG CSI guidelines this error would be greatly reduced if not eliminated.  

TOTAL IMPACT OF RESELLER AND CSR TOO LARGE ERRORS


Combined total of failed reseller and CSR Too Large port failures:




6,480 + 2,333 = 8,813 
Intermodal ports that fail to port 


Approximately 8,800 customers are unable to port their numbers due to these two problems.  As stated previously, the fact that any customer is denied the opportunity to port their number in a reasonable amount of time, or at all, goes against the intent of the FCC order
 CC Docket No. 95-116.  

The failure to port wireline reseller TNs can be resolved.  Resellers should not be allowed to withhold end user specific customer information necessary for the porting process.

The CSR Too Large error would be resolved if wireline carriers sent only the information requested in the customer inquiry per the LSOG CSI guidelines.  


As stated previously, the LNPA WG has been unable to resolve PIMs 32, Reseller Ports, and PIM 50, CSR Too Large.  The LNPA WG requests guidance from NANC to resolve these issues.
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LNP Problem/Issue Identification and Description Form



Submittal Date (mm/dd/yyyy): 02/27/2004



Company(s) Submitting Issue: TSI



Contact(s):  Name: Rob Smith 



         Contact Number: 813-273-3319   




         Email Address: rsmith@tsiconnections.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.)



Wireless carriers are not receiving customer service records (CSRs) from all wire line network service providers when a reseller is the local service provider.  Wireless port requests do not collect the needed information to complete a wire line local service request (LSR).  The CSR is a primary source of information needed to complete the LSR and port the number.


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



A. Examples & Impacts of Problem/Issue: 



The current NANC flows suggest that when a number is porting from a reseller, the port request should be issued to the network service provider.



Developing a local service request (LSR) from a wireless port request (WPR) requires a customer service record (CSR) provided by the old network service provider (OSP).  When the OSP is a reseller and the number is porting from an old network service provider, the CSR is not always provided by the wire line network service provider and there is not enough information to complete the LSR.  



About half of the larger wire line carriers do provide the CSR on reseller numbers and the ports occur without incident.  The others wire line carriers simply reject the CSR request because it is not their customer and the port fails and is nearly impossible to resolve.


B. Frequency of Occurrence:



These problems may occur multiple times a day.



C. NPAC Regions Impacted:



 Canada___ Mid Atlantic ___ Midwest___ Northeast___ Southeast___ Southwest___ Western___     



 West Coast___  ALL_x_



D. Rationale why existing process is deficient: 



For old network service providers that do not provide CSRs, the ports fail.



E. Identify action taken in other committees / forums: 



No other action has been taken by other groups.



F. Any other descriptive items: __



__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________



3. Suggested Resolution: 



Wire line network service providers should provide the customer service record on porting reseller numbers.  The response message to the CSR query should include a statement that the number being requested is a reseller number.



LNPA WG: (only)



Item Number: 0032v4




Issue Resolution Referred to: _________________________________________________________


Why Issue Referred: __________________________________________________________________ ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________



1


2
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Problem/Issue Identification Document






LNP Problem/Issue Identification and Description Form



Submittal Date (mm/dd/yyyy): 01/17/2005



Company(s) Submitting Issue: Syniverse



Contact(s):  Name: Rob Smith




         Contact Number: 813.273.3319 



         Email Address: Robert.smith@syniverse.com



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



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



A large number of wire line to wireless ports fail the automated process because they are from large accounts where the customer service record (CSR) is too large to return on a CSR query.  The CSR is needed to complete an LSR.



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



A. Examples & Impacts of Problem/Issue: The automated process for porting from wire line to wireless is dependent on obtaining the customer service record (CSR) that provides additional information needed to complete an LSR.  “CSR too large” is one of the more frequent causes of fall-out for intermodal ports.  It occurs when a number is being ported from a large account such as a hospital, school or large business.  There is a limit to the size of the CSR file that can be returned.  The current systems of wireline providers will return the entire CSR when only a small amount of data is relvant and needed.  Typically a file cannot exceed  1 MB.  Consequently these ports for numbers within large accounts fail and must be worked manually. 



B. Frequency of Occurrence: Between 100 and 200 ports each month



.


C. NPAC Regions Impacted:



 Canada___ Mid Atlantic ___ Midwest___ Northeast___ Southeast___ Southwest___ Western___     



 West Coast___  ALL_x_



D. Rationale why existing process is deficient: These ports must be manually processed and require a lot of time and effort to process.


E. Identify action taken in other committees / forums: 



No other yet.



F. Any other descriptive items: __


__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________



3. Suggested Resolution: 



Porting systems could be designed within the ILECs so that only information relevant to the particular number being ported is returned in response to a CSR query.  


LNPA WG: (only)



Item Number: 0050



Issue Resolution Referred to: __________


Why Issue Referred:


____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________



______________________________________________________________________________________



1


1








image4.emf
PIM 53 v2.doc


PIM 53 v2.doc
NANC – LNPA Working Group
                     
Problem/Issue Identification Document




LNP Problem/Issue Identification and Description Form


Submittal Date (mm/dd/yyyy):  
02/27/2006

PIM#53 v2


Company(s) Submitting Issue:  
Verizon Wireless


Contact(s):  Name:


Sara Hooker



Contact Number:


615-372-2015 




Email Address:


sara.hooker@verizonwireless.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.)


Carriers are taking back numbers that have been ported out several months or even years because their systems do not reflect a valid FOC was sent.  In many cases they have not removed the number from their number inventory and they have re-assigned the TN to another customer.                                                 


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


A.   Examples & Impacts of Problem/Issue: 


TN was ported in March of 2004; our systems reflected a valid FOC was received. For almost 2 years the customer was with Verizon Wireless. In February of 2006, the OSP tried to take the number back in the NPAC.  When we called the OSP we learned that their systems did not reflect a valid FOC was ever issued for the port.  In order to be able to keep the number we had to allow the OSP to take the number back and start the port from the beginning.  We had to change the customers number to a temporary TN, the OSP had to set up a remote call forwarding account for the customer and forward the calls to the temporary number.  We then started a new port request and got another FOC. The steps taken to resolve the issue were extremely time consuming and directly impacted the customer. 


B. Frequency of Occurrence:  


We have had 3 occurrences in the last 30 days.


C. NPAC Regions Impacted:


 Canada___ Mid Atlantic ___ Midwest___ Northeast___ Southeast___ Southwest___ Western___     


 West Coast___  ALL_X_


D. Rationale why existing process is deficient:  


We feel the existing processes are deficient due to a lack of auditing.  Before a number is released back in to inventory carriers need to check to insure that the TN has not already ported.


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


F.  Any other descriptive items: __________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________


3. Suggested Resolution: 




LNPA WG: (only)


Item Number: 53


Issue Resolution Referred to: _________________________________________________________

Why Issue Referred: __________________________________________________________________ ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________


Our recommendation is that the carriers agree to a 6 months timeframe to dispute the validity of a port.  In all situations carriers should negotiate with each other to determine a suitable resolution that would be least impactful to the customer. If there is a dispute within 6 months of a number being ported, we recommend that the NSP should give the number back to the OSP and follow the appropriate corrective actions to port the number. In all cases, if the NSP has an FOC and no subsequent Provider Initiated Actions have been taken, then the port is considered a valid port and the port can not be disputed. If after 6 months the OSP disputes the validity of a port, the NSP should not be required to return the number to the OSP.  The NSP will work with the OSP to determine what actions need to be taken to confirm the port request. The NSP will complete any/all paperwork to satisfy the OSP.







We would recommend that the resolution be included in the Best Practices Matrix.































1
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APRIL 2006 LNPA ACTION ITEMS ASSIGNED:


NOTE:  THE ACTION ITEM NUMBERING SCHEME IS AS FOLLOWS:


· FIRST TWO DIGITS DESIGNATE THE MONTH OF THE LNPA MEETING OR CALL

· SECOND TWO DIGITS DESIGNATE THE YEAR OF THE LNPA MEETING OR CALL

· LAST TWO DIGITS DESIGNATE THE ACTION ITEM NUMBER


NEUSTAR ACTION ITEMS:


None were assigned to NeuStar during the April 2006 conference call. 

SARA HOOKER (VERIZON WIRELESS) ACTION ITEMS:

0406-01:  Sara Hooker, Verizon Wireless, will revise the attached PIM 53 to provide text


surrounding the following bullets discussed on the April conference call.  See related Action Item 0406-03.

· This PIM addresses instances where it was the intent of the end user to port to the New SP.


· Providers should not arbitrarily port back numbers without attempting to contact and work with the New SP to resolve any disputes/issues related to the port.


· For an activated port that is disputed by the Old SP or not recognized in the systems of the Old SP, if it is determined that it was in fact the intent of the end user to port his/her number to the New SP, both providers should work together in resolving any systems true-up issues without impacting the end user’s service to the extent possible.


· In any case resulting in the double assignment of a TN, the first assignee of the TN will retain that TN.


· In any case of an inadvertent port, defined here as a port where it was not the intention of the end user to port his/her number to the New SP, both providers will work together to restore the end user’s service with the Old SP as quickly as possible, regardless of the time interval between activation of the inadvertent port and discovery of the inadvertent port.
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GARY SACRA (VERIZON AND LNPA CO-CHAIR) ACTION ITEMS:


0406-02:  Gary Sacra, LNPA WG Co-Chair, will forward the accepted Final Report on


Out of LATA Porting & Pooling For Disaster Relief After Hurricane Katrina to NANC Chairman Bob Atkinson, copying the NAPM LLC Co-Chairs and the LNPA WG.

SERVICE PROVIDER ACTION ITEMS:

0406-03:  Service Providers are to come to the May LNPA WG meeting prepared to


 
discuss the revised PIM 53.  See related Action Item 0406-01.
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NANC – LNPA Working Group
                     
Problem/Issue Identification Document






LNP Problem/Issue Identification and Description Form



Submittal Date (mm/dd/yyyy):  
02/27/2006

PIM#53 v2



Company(s) Submitting Issue:  
Verizon Wireless



Contact(s):  Name:


Sara Hooker




Contact Number:


615-372-2015 





Email Address:


sara.hooker@verizonwireless.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.)



Carriers are taking back numbers that have been ported out several months or even years because their systems do not reflect a valid FOC was sent.  In many cases they have not removed the number from their number inventory and they have re-assigned the TN to another customer.                                                 



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



A.   Examples & Impacts of Problem/Issue: 



TN was ported in March of 2004; our systems reflected a valid FOC was received. For almost 2 years the customer was with Verizon Wireless. In February of 2006, the OSP tried to take the number back in the NPAC.  When we called the OSP we learned that their systems did not reflect a valid FOC was ever issued for the port.  In order to be able to keep the number we had to allow the OSP to take the number back and start the port from the beginning.  We had to change the customers number to a temporary TN, the OSP had to set up a remote call forwarding account for the customer and forward the calls to the temporary number.  We then started a new port request and got another FOC. The steps taken to resolve the issue were extremely time consuming and directly impacted the customer. 



B. Frequency of Occurrence:  



We have had 3 occurrences in the last 30 days.



C. NPAC Regions Impacted:



 Canada___ Mid Atlantic ___ Midwest___ Northeast___ Southeast___ Southwest___ Western___     



 West Coast___  ALL_X_



D. Rationale why existing process is deficient:  



We feel the existing processes are deficient due to a lack of auditing.  Before a number is released back in to inventory carriers need to check to insure that the TN has not already ported.



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



F.  Any other descriptive items: __________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________



3. Suggested Resolution: 






LNPA WG: (only)



Item Number: 53



Issue Resolution Referred to: _________________________________________________________


Why Issue Referred: __________________________________________________________________ ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________



Our recommendation is that the carriers agree to a 6 months timeframe to dispute the validity of a port.  In all situations carriers should negotiate with each other to determine a suitable resolution that would be least impactful to the customer. If there is a dispute within 6 months of a number being ported, we recommend that the NSP should give the number back to the OSP and follow the appropriate corrective actions to port the number. In all cases, if the NSP has an FOC and no subsequent Provider Initiated Actions have been taken, then the port is considered a valid port and the port can not be disputed. If after 6 months the OSP disputes the validity of a port, the NSP should not be required to return the number to the OSP.  The NSP will work with the OSP to determine what actions need to be taken to confirm the port request. The NSP will complete any/all paperwork to satisfy the OSP.









We would recommend that the resolution be included in the Best Practices Matrix.
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