LNPA WORKING GROUP
July 12-13, 2016 Meeting
DRAFT Minutes

	Durham, NC
	Host: Bandwidth.com



TUESDAY July 12, 2016
[bookmark: OLE_LINK2]Attendance
	Name
	Company
	Name
	Company

	Lonnie Keck
	AT&T
	Bonnie Johnson
	MN PUC

	Teresa Patton
	AT&T
	Jack Aronson
	Masergy

	Jackie Voss
	ATIS (phone)
	Lynette Khirallah
	NetNumber (phone)

	Anna Kafka
	Bandwidth.com
	Anand Rathi
	Neustar

	Kelly Doty
	Bandwidth.com
	Dave Garner
	Neustar

	Lisa Jill Freeman
	Bandwidth.com
	Gary Sacra
	Neustar

	Matt Ruehlen
	Bandwidth.com
	Jim Rooks
	Neustar

	Sarah Delphey
	Bandwidth.com
	John Nakamura
	Neustar

	Glenn Clepper
	Bright House/Charter
	Marcel Champagne
	Neustar

	Marian Hearn
	Canadian LNP 
	Mubeen Saifullah
	Neustar

	Nancy Cornwell
	Cellcom (phone)
	Pamela Connell
	Neustar

	Phil Linse
	CenturyLinkv(phone)
	Paul LaGattuta
	Neustar

	Mary Retka
	CenturyLink  (phone)
	Shannon Sevigny
	Neustar Pooling (phone)

	Jan Doell
	CenturyLink 
	Vikram Mehta
	Oracle Communications

	Betty Sanders
	Charter Comm (phone)
	Hollie Carrender
	Sprint

	Kathy Troughton
	Charter Comm (phone)
	Suzanne Addington
	Sprint

	Eric Chuss
	Chase Tech (phone)
	Rosemary Emmer
	Sprint (phone)

	Randee Ryan
	Comcast
	Darren Post
	Synchronoss

	Beth O’Donnel
	Comcast
	Bob Bruce
	Syniverse (phone)

	Joe Mullin
	Edge Comm (phone)
	Paula Campagnoli
	T-Mobile

	Wendy Rutherford
	GVNW (phone)
	Luke Sessions
	T-Mobile

	Doug Babcock
	iconectiv
	Amanda Molina
	Townes Telecom

	George Tsacnaris
	iconectiv
	Tanya Golub
	US Cellular (phone)

	John Malyar
	iconectiv
	Deb Tucker
	Verizon Wireless

	Ken Havens
	iconectiv
	Kathy Rogers
	Verizon Wireless 

	Pat White
	iconectiv
	Jason Lee
	Verizon

	Steven Koch
	iconectiv
	Imanu Hill
	Vonage

	Joel Zamlong
	iconectiv
	Scott Terry
	Windstream

	Kimberly Issaac
	Integra telecom (phone)
	Dawn Lawrence
	XO 

	Bridget Alexander
	JSI
	
	

	David Malfara
	LNPA Alliance (phone)
	
	

	
	
	
	




NOTE:  OPEN ACTION ITEMS REFERENCED IN THE MINUTES BELOW WERE CAPTURED IN THE “July 12-13, 2016 LNPA WG ACTION ITEMS” FILE AND ATTACHED HERE.
					

LNPA WORKING GROUP MEETING MINUTES:

The FCC has released the names of those that have been vetted as voting members of the LNPA WG.  Dawn Lawrence sent out an email to the LNPA WG distro with the list of these vetted members that are approved to vote in the LNPA Working Group. This had to be done to align more closely with the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA).  The FCC has received a list of nominees for membership and membership approval has been completed.

Local Number Portability Administration (LNPA) WG 
Approved Co-Chairs:   Paula Jordan Campagnoli, T-Mobile 
  Dawn Lawrence, XO 

	Organization 
	Primary 
	Alternate 

	10X People
	Lisa Marie Maxson
	N/A

	800 Response
	David Greenhaus
	N/A

	AT&T
	Teresa Patton
	N/A

	ATL
	Brian Lynott
	N/A

	CenturyLink
	Jan Doell
	Mary Retka

	Comcast
	Randee Ryan
	N/A

	Cox
	Jennifer Hutton
	Beth O’Donnell

	JSI
	Bridget Alexander
	N/A

	LNP Alliance
	Dave Malfara
	James Falvey

	SIP Forum
	Richard Shockey
	N/A

	Sprint
	Suzanne Addington
	Rosemary Leist 

	T-Mobile
	Paula Campagnoli
	Luke Sessions

	Townes Telecommunications Service Corp.  
	Amanda Molina 
	N/A

	Verizon
	Deborah Tucker
	Jason Lee

	Vonage
	Darren Krebs
	N/A

	Windstream
	Scott Terry
	N/A

	XO
	Dawn Lawrence
	N/A



Bandwidth will resend the Primary and Alternate to the FCC for Vetting.

TRI-Chair Nomination

Paula Campagnoli informed the group that Ron Steen has retired and nominations are being accepted for the vacant LEC tri-chair position. So far, Deb Tucker, Verizon, has been nominated.  Elections will occur on Wednesday, July 13, 2016.

May 3-4, 2016 Draft LNPA WG Meeting Minutes Review:

The May 3-4, 2016, LNPA WG DRAFT minutes were reviewed and approved with minor typo changes and will be issued as FINAL.


Updates from Other Industry Groups

OBF Committee Update – Deb Tucker:


OBF
ORDERING SOLUTIONS COMMITTEE
LNPA WG Readout 
July 12, 2016

WIRELESS SERVICE ORDERING SUBCOMMITTEE
The Wireless Service Ordering subcommittee is monitoring activities related to Nationwide Number Portability for potential impacts to the wireless porting process; however, there is currently nothing yet to review. The next checkpoint call is scheduled for July 20, 2016. 
LOCAL SERVICE ORDERING SUBCOMMITTEE
The LSO Subcommittee met the week of May 16th at AMOC, May 24th, May 26th, June 2nd, and June 23rd. Five new issues were accepted and UOM document updates were discussed.
Open Issues
Issue 3448, LSOG: Add new Line Activity (LNA) value to require disposition of each Telephone number when converting
Participants reviewed Issue 3448, which was previously withdrawn on August 20, 2015, and it was suggested to add valid entry Note 2: When Valid entry of “A” or “B” is present, any unaddressed products are assumed to be retained by the current provider.  It was noted that this work item will remain withdrawn. A new Issue will be submitted if it is determined that there is a business need in the future.
Issue 3554, LSOG: Allow Line TOS (LTOS) on Resale 
Participants reviewed Issue 3554, added LTOS to the Resale Service (RS); (076) practice and modified Note 1 on DID/DOD/PBX (DDPS); (081), updated ISDN (083) practice from conditional to optional and removed Usage Note 1.
Agreement Reached: Participants agreed to refer Issue 3554 to the Ordering Solutions (OS) Committee for Initial Closure with the following resolution statement:  Participants worked on supporting documents to reinstate from previously closed Issue 3024.  The LTOS field was added to the 076 resale practice and to the 081 DID/DOD/PBX practice. Modified note 1 of the 2nd character referencing F H J K P Q R for Resale 076 and reflected "J and Q" as valid values for DID/DOD/PBX 081.  Usage of the 083 practice was updated from conditional to optional and usage note 1 was removed.   
Issue 3555, LSOG: DSTN remove usage notes requiring DTNT
Participants reviewed Issue 3555 and modified definition, usage and example on the DID/DOD/PBX (DDPS); (081) practice and definition and example on the Local Response (099) practice.
Agreement Reached: Participants agreed to refer Issue 3554 to the OS Committee for Initial Closure with the following resolution statement:  The committee agreed to modify the DSTN definition, usage and examples on the 081 practice and the definition and examples on the 099 practice.
New Issues
New Issue 1, LSOG:  Update Local Response to include Appointment Time (APPTIME)
Participants reviewed New Issue 1 to add APPTIME to the Local Response practice (099) and add a usage note applicable for RT=C (Confirmation/FOC).
Agreement Reached: Participants approved New Issue 1 to be referred to the OS Committee for acceptance and Initial Closure with the following resolution statement:  Added APPTIME (associated with Due Date (DD) ) to the FOC/Confirmation response as part of the 099 practice (LR).   Modified the 099 LR practice to add the APPTIME field and applicable for RT=C (FOC/Clarification).
New Issue 2, LSOG:  Update Local Response to include new field for Billing Completion Date (BCD)
Participants reviewed New Issue 2 to add Billing Completion Date (BCD) to the Local Response practice (099) and add a usage note applicable for RT=W (Post to Bill).
Agreement Reached: Participants approved New Issue 2 to be referred to the OS Committee for acceptance and Initial Closure with the following resolution statement:  Added Billing Completion Date (BCD) to the Local Response as part of the 099 practice (LR).   Modified the 099 LR practice to add the BCD field and applicable for RT=W (Post to Bill).
New Issue 3, LSOG:  Add Telecommunication Service Priority (TSP) field to the DID/DOD/PBX form
Participants reviewed New Issue 3 to add Telecommunications Service Priority (TSP) to the DID/DOD/PBX (DDPS) practice (081).
Agreement Reached: Participants approved New Issue 3 to be referred to the OS Committee for acceptance and Initial Closure with the following resolution statement:  Added the TSP field to the DID/DOD/PBX 081 practice.   Modified the 081 DID/DOD/PBX practice to add the TSP field. 
New Issue 4, LSOG: Retired Directory Listings (REQ H) Request Type
Participants reviewed the issue to remove Directory Listings (REQ H) Request Type from the LSR practice (071) and approved it to be referred to the OS Committee for acceptance.
New Issue 5, LSOG: Modify Local Response to individual Notice by response type
Participants reviewed the issue to modify the Local Response practice (099) to be specific to individual response types (e.g. Confirmation, Jeopardy, Reject, etc.) and approved it to be referred to the OS Committee for acceptance.
UOM Schema Discussion
Participants are reviewing model diagrams and schemas for the various LSR forms:  LSR 071, EU 072, LS 073, NP 074, LSNP 075, HGI 082, RPL 078, RFR 079, ISDN 083, Resale 076, PS 77, CRS 80, DDPS 81, LR99, and DL 102. A detailed review of all fields and sections will take place with the goal of publishing a new version of the LSOG that will include closed Issues since LSOG 2Q14 along with updates to models and diagrams in LSOG Volume I and in Volume II and Schemas in Volume III.  This will assist LSO in moving forward in a similar direction as ASO with four UOM parts (Base, Order, Preorder, Post Order) and a Notification section vs. just using a Local Response.
Next Meeting:
LSO will meet July 15th and August 5th. 
_________________________________________


INC Update – Dave Garner:


INC Issues Readout						LNPA WG Meeting – July 2016


INC Issue 748:   Assess Impacts on Numbering Resources and Numbering Administration with Transition from Public Switched Telephone Network (PSTN) to Internet Protocol (IP)

At the May INC meeting, a joint meeting was among INC, NGIIF and PTSC. During that joint meeting a presentation was given regarding the PTSC draft report on Nationwide Number Portability (NNP).  The following subjects were identified as being included in the report:
· PTSC is developing a technical report on NNP including:
· Recap of current LNP implementation
· 5 NNP proposals
· Regulated Services impacts (Emergency & NS/EP)
· NTCA scenarios
· Analysis & Recommendations – no specific solution recommended
· 5 Approaches covered in the document.
· Commercial Agreements (the CCA/CTIA Interim solution). Using 3rd parties to provide a point of interconnection in the ported-from LATA and transport terminating calls to recipient carrier network
· National LRN – allows LRN to be used outside the current LATA boundaries
· Location Portability per GR-2982-CORE – original (c.1998) specification for portability outside the rate center – circuit switched based. Need an additional signaling parameter (GUBB – geographic unit building block NPA-NXX format) administered by the NPAC
· Non-Geographic LRN – new numbering resources (Non-geographic area code) to be used for routing numbers (NGLRN) for NNP TNs.
· Internet Interconnection – this is Port IP transition approach. 
· Emergency Services and NS/EP – issue with the ability of one type of legacy PSAP call delivery interface to accommodate more than 4 NPAs
· Analysis and Recommendation
· PTSC is not recommending an approach but has documented alternatives
· Each alternative has varying degrees of impacts on interconnection, billing, routing, call processing and settlements
· The GR-2982 solution, which preserves existing interconnection, billing, and settlements paradigms IS NOT feasible due to the inability to make changes to manufacture discontinued network elements
· True NNP preserving existing interconnection, billing, and settlements paradigms IS NOT feasible
· NNP will be more feasible in an IP environment
· Changes to existing paradigms could facilitate NNP
· LRNs will be necessary unless & until the industry comes to consensus on an alternative to central office code based routing
· Each of the approaches in the Report may need further assessment by the appropriate industry committees
It was anticipated that upon completion of letter ballot approval, the document will be published as an ATIS standard and will be made available on a complimentary basis to the FoN.

Discussion: Gary Sacra- GUUB was introduced by Belcore and proposes using a resident NPA NXX.  GR-2982 CORE from 1997. It was found not feasible

· INC – 2017 meeting dates 
· Week of January 23, 2017
· Week of March 20, 2017
· Week of May 8, 2017
· Week of July 24, 2017
· Week of September 18, 2017
· Week of November 13, 2017


_________________________________________




NANC Future of Numbering Working Group Update – Dawn Lawrence
Future of Numbering (FoN) Working Group Report to the LNPA WG
July 12, 2016
FoN Tri-Chairs:  Carolee Hall, Idaho PUC; Dawn Lawrence, XO Communications; Suzanne Addington, Sprint
Status:
· There has not been a FoN WG quarterly meeting since April 6, 2016. However, there was an ad hoc meeting held on May 11, 2016 to review a presentation (attached) by Joel Bernstein and Gina Perini on “Texting and Toll Free Numbers”.  




· This presentation was given as a result of an action item that the FoN WG received from the acting NANC Chair, Cary Hinton, at the March NANC meeting. The action item was to review and advise the NANC whether further investigation is needed regarding toll free texting by unregistered toll free number holders.

· The issue being that texting with toll free numbers is not a tariffed service.   CTIA has documented guidelines   that include SOMOS’ TSS registry as being the authoritative registry for Toll Free messaging services. However, these CTIA guidelines are not enforceable because texting with toll free numbers is not tariffed/regulated by the government.

· After some discussion it was determined that the FoN WG tri-chairs will provide a status back to the NANC with an update from the FoN WG meeting.  


· Scheduled calls:
· 2016 Meeting Schedule:
August 3, 2016
October 5, 2016
				
	Meeting times will remain 12:00ET/11:00 CT/10:00 MT/9:00 PT

_________________________________________


NANC Meeting Readout – Paula Campagnoli

Paula Campagnoli informed the LNPA WG that our report to the NANC that the June 30, 2016 meeting went well and that no questions were asked.  The next NANC meeting is on September 15, 2016.  Paula will develop a draft report and circulate for approval prior to that meeting.
_________________________________________

Architecture Planning Team (APT) – John Malyar/Teresa Patton


June 8, 2016 update: 
112 – Closed
1 - new
18 - pending doc only changes
9-  Open status
New clarification requests are in the latest matrix and will be reviewed during the July 13, 2016 APT meeting.

Action Item 050316-01 – All LNPA WG participants have an action item to:
1. Take back and review the attached document provided by Neustar that proposes areas for further testing analysis and additional test case development to test both the NPAC functionality and LSMS/SOA interface, and come to the July 2016 LNPA WG meeting prepared to determine, item by item, if there is agreement to refer the proposed work to the APT.

-John Nakamura will look at this from a change management perspective and wants the APT to look at SPID migrations.
-ATT indicated that SP systems are not set up to connect to two different NPAC systems and SPs will not test from the production NPAC(s).  There should be no test cases to tests dual NPACs.  The cost to develop a new test environment would not be feasible.  Verizon believes that something needs to be done to test as best as possible.  Neustar believes this warrants discussion before saying NO.  JSI wants to make sure if they have to have dual connectivity it needs to be tested to ensure it actually works.  Oracle indicated from a vendor’s perspective that requirements need to be created for testing.  
-Iconectiv said that if the team thinks that more vetting needs to be done, it can be done in the APT but it was unclear as to what is being asked with dual operations. 
-ATT – indicated that there are still a lot of things regarding transition that cannot be shared, so, until they can be shared this discussion maybe premature.  Suggestion to refer the list over to the APT and at the appropriate time it will be addressed.  
-Neustar- there are no requirements right now and discussion has to occur to determine if requirements need to be developed prior to the ability to share.
-Discussion between Neustar and iconectiv.  APT will discuss and if there are disagreements on whether testing in these scenario’s is needed that will be brought back to the LNPA WG to develop

1. For the July 2016 LNPA WG meeting, determine if there are any additional areas for further analysis and additional test case development to be referred to the APT.

· Question Called: Paula asked if there were any objections to send the list to the APT to discuss whether a test case needs to be developed for the list?  No Objections.
· CLOSE - Action Item Closed and the APT to report back to the whole LNPA WG if needed.




_________________________________________



Change Management 
		   	

John Nakamura, Neustar, reviewed the changes in NANC 479.
· The changes to NANC 479 were accepted.



John Nakamura, Neustar, reviewed changes in NANC 480.
· The changes to NANC 480 were accepted.





John Nakamura reviewed the changes in the attached NANC 481.
· There were no questions from the participants.
· The changes to NANC 481 were accepted.



John Nakamura reviewed the changes in NANC 482. There were several documents that will be found on the website.
· The changes to NANC 482 were accepted, with the exception of: 
· Chapter 12 Test Number 354-2 (Prerequisite) needs to be re-reviewed- Close for now and then the APT will reopen it.  This is a baseline document and needs to be accepted.

John Nakamura summary document for NANC 483 and NANC 484 have been created with the assigned NANC numbers.

New Change Order (NANC 485)- Turn-Up Test Plan Doc-Only Clarifications – the contents of this document are what was discussed during the June 8, 2016 APT call.  Document accepted and assigned NANC 485 Change Order


Best Practice 04 – Sub-Committee Status Report – Betty Sanders

				
· Glenn Clepper, Charter, reviewed the attached updates.
· Two options presented in the PIM
· Jan Doell indicated that Option 1 states the originating carrier is responsible for doing the dip and that she isn’t sure that the FCC agrees with that in all cases.
· Paula Campagnoli said that we need to work towards being responsive to our customer and that she understands both sides of this issue and technology changes over time.  
· Glenn said he is not pushing Option 2 but he wants established agreements in place per Option 1.  Jan said that it may be possible to compromise to add some of the wording in Option 2, to Option 1, to indicate as long as calls do not fall on the floor while awaiting agreements to be established or if they fail to be established.
· Jan Doell, CenturyLink, presented the attached, N-1 Scenarios, which explains the intricacies and history of N-1 scenarios.  





· Bonnie Johnson, MN PUC, said that they have had complaints at the commission on this issue and that it is not a new issue and was taken to the appropriate industry forum.  If BP 4 is no longer the best solution, then she suggested we need to develop a new solution.
· Deb Tucker said that there was no mechanism in place to allow carriers to bill for Option 1.
· Scott Terry, Windstream, has the same concern as Jan that negotiations could be extended and calls could be dropping on the floor until an agreement is established.
· Paula said that she would expect calls to be completed while negotiations are ongoing until an agreement is established.  Jan said that she would need language in Option 1 that states that calls will continue to be completed while negotiations are ongoing, with no time limit on negotiations.  Jan said that the parties could go to the Commission if an agreement cannot be reached.
· Jan said that there is a technical solution that could be done but it isn’t pretty.  It would require any switch in the terminating LATA that ports in a TN from an EAS code to associate an LRN from an EAS code with it.  That way, calls could be routed directly to the terminating switch.
· Paula asked for volunteers to write up a BP and come up with a maximum time period for negotiations.  Deb said from a VZ perspective, there still needs to be a lot of work done on this and she is not prepared to make a decision at this time.
· Paula said that everyone should take back Option 1 and review it and see if they can support it.  Deb said that VZW cannot support Option 1 because there is no mechanism to bill for it.
· Betty Sanders said that this is an industry issue and not just a VoIP issue.
· Paula asked if anyone objected to moving forward with a small group writing up a proposed BP for September review.  There were no objections.  Glenn Clepper will get together a small group within the LNPA WG to rewrite to gain an agreeable compromise for Option 1 for the August 2016 meeting.

Action Item remaining open from previous LNPA WG meeting:

PIM from Action Item 030216-01 – Email Service Provider Porting Communication - Sprint brought an issue to the attention of the WG.  Some service providers will not accept phone calls in their porting centers, but only respond to email.  This creates issues for other companies, and, in particular, introduces delay in resolution of fallout or reject situations.   Action item closed


· Suzanne Addington, Sprint, discusses the PIM
· Resolution to develop a BP
· Scott Terry from Windstream asked if this is going to be honored by the carriers that are causing this and if they know their practices are being discussed in the WG.  He suggested a special outreach to these companies.
· A CLEC asked if, in setting up the TPPs, don’t they have contact names and numbers in their profiles that were exchanged.  Suzanne Addington said that there are exceptions to this and companies cannot reach out to each company.  She said that having an industry BP could improve this situation.
· Deb Tucker said that they are trying to understand what is a reasonable time to wait for an email response.  Taking 2 weeks to respond is unreasonable.
· Bridget Alexander, JSI, said that all of her SP clients have phone numbers and email contact info on their profiles.
· Amanda Molina said that this is not just a small carrier problem.  She has issues with some large carriers as well.
· Jan Doell said she felt that having a BP would be a positive thing.  She suggested reaching out to applicable Account Reps within these carriers.
· There were no objections to drafting a BP.  This issue was assigned PIM 88.  The draft BP will be reviewed at the September meeting.

PIM 86 –070715-01 – The disputed port PIM submitted by Bandwidth.com was accepted to be worked as PIM 86.   Lisa Jill Freeman (Bandwidth) will lead a sub-committee to work on details for a process to resolve disputed ports.  If approved, the process will be documented as an LNPA WG Best Practice.  The sub-committee participants are Suzanne Addington (Sprint), Jan Doell (CenturyLink), Bridget Alexander (JSI), Lonnie Keck (AT&T), Tracey Guidotti (AT&T), Jason Lee (Verizon), Deb Tucker (Verizon), Scott Terry (Windstream), Aelea Christofferson (ATL Communications), Randee Ryan (Comcast), and Luke Sessions (T-Mobile).  At the March 2016 LNPA Working Group meeting, the subcommittee reported that they would like to expand the scope of this Action Item, PIM, and proposed Best Practice to include all erroneous ports:  inadvertent, slamming, and disputed.  The Working Group agreed and the sub-committee will continue to work this issue, and is still led by Lisa Jill Freeman.

· UPDATE: Anna Kafka (Bandwidth) updated that progress is being made and they will continue to work on this and give an update in September. 

				

Action Item 050316-02 – NANC 383 Separate SOA Channel for Notifications
Renee Dillon, AT&T, asked about the implemented Change Order NANC 383 for a separate SOA channel for notifications.  She asked if anyone is using it.  She said that if there is not a need for it, why did the industry request it and do we want to continue it and continue to regression test it.  
· This Action Item 05316-02 has been closed

· During the May 2016 meeting, Neustar had an action item to determine if anyone is using NANC 383 functionality. 
· Gary Sacra found that No SPs use this. This item should be added to the sunset list by creating a Change Order that doesn’t involve the vendors or SPs (NANC460). 

· The SP’s had an action item to determine if they have a use for NANC 383 functionality.  
· No SP contacted the Tri-Chairs informing them that they had a need for this functionality.

· New ACTION ITEM –SPs to go back and internally check to determine what the trigger would be to sunset the functionalities in NANC 460. 

.






Testbed Focus Group
Mary provided the following email report:
The Testbed Focus Group has continued to meet though our meetings have currently been less often, to allow the test plan sub groups time to meet in between the main group meetings to focus on moving forward to the individual test plan completion of documentation. That work is progressing, as is the continued work in soliciting members for participation in the testing. Many companies have signed the ATIS NDA for participating in the testing, with full access to the testing documentation, and others may still come forward to sign the NDA as well. Our latest full meeting was on 6/28 and our next full meeting is scheduled for 7/26.   Testing is expected to begin at the end of 2016.


IP Transition effects on Number Portability

Mary Retka provided a report:

The major piece is the PTSC document on Nationwide Number Portability which will be reviewed by the LNPA WG.



LNPA Transition Discussion - All

The APT continues to review the industry test cases for turning up an NPAC/SMS.  

The Transition Oversight Manager (TOM) scheduled time following the July LNPA Working Group Meeting to informally meet persons interested in discussing the LNPA transition project.







Nationwide Number Portability (NNP) – PTSC Document Review – ALL



· Penn Pfautz gave an overview of the ATIS PTSC Document
· 5 Approaches covered in the document.
· Commercial Agreements (the CCA/CTIA Interim solution). Using 3rd parties to provide a point of interconnection in the ported-from LATA and transport terminating calls to recipient carrier network
· National LRN – allows LRN to be used outside the current LATA boundaries
· Location Portability per GR-2982-CORE – original (c.1998) specification for portability outside the rate center – circuit switched based. Need an additional signaling parameter (GUBB – geographic unit building block NPA-NXX format) administered by the NPAC
· Non-Geographic LRN – new numbering resources (Non-geographic area code) to be used for routing numbers (NGLRN) for NNP TNs.
· Internet Interconnection – this is Port IP transition approach. 
· The NNP sub-committee of the LNPA WG will look at the 5 Approaches that the ATIS PTSC covered in the document that they sent out to determine if there would need to be changes in the flows, processes, or NPAC system(s). There will be an update from the subcommittee in the September 2016 meeting.


Develop the LNPA WG Report to the NANC, FON, IMG, etc.

Paula Campagnoli will develop and distribute a draft NANC report for approval prior to the September NANC meeting.

The FON and IMG representatives will use the NANC report to update their respective groups.  


Unfinished/New Business

· Nancy Cornwell- Cellcom – sent a request to change the already approved May 3-4, 2016 DRAFT Meeting Minutes with edits.  There were no objections to approving the changed Draft Meeting Minutes.  

· Nominations for ILEC Tri-Chair.  There is one nomination, Deb Tucker.  If there is only one nomination, we would not have to vote.  A question was call if there were any objections to having Deb Tucker be the Tri-chair.  Scott Terry, Windstream asked what happens when Verizon completes the acquisition of XO. Dawn Lawrence, XO, stated that we will have to address that when and if it happens.  There were no objections and Deb is now the Tri-chair for the LNPA WG.

· There will be an August 10, 2016 LNPA WG call to discuss Best Practice 4 and APT

·  Lonnie Keck discussed ATIS NGIIF Service Provider Contact Directory – ATIS sent out a request to update the site with the directory with updated contact information.  This is a specific site for LNP contacts.  LNPA WG were asked to go update this directory.  Jackie Voss, ATIS, posted a new version on July 7, 2016.  It is password protected and Jackie will send the PW with the link for the updated directory.



Discussion of Need for August 10, 2016 LNPA WG Call

Group consensus is that there is a need for an August LNPA WG call to discuss BP4 and APT.

STATUS OF ACTION ITEMS: 
050316-01 – CLOSED
050316-02 – CLOSED
070715-01 – OPEN
030216-01 CLOSED
New ACTION ITEM –SPs to go back and internally check to determine what the trigger would be to sunset the functionalities in NANC 460 

July 2016 Meeting Adjourned

Having completed the agenda for the July 12-13, 2016, LNPA Working Group meeting, the meeting was adjourned.  The remaining time allotted for meeting on July 13 will be used by the Architecture Planning Team (APT) to continue review of transition test cases.  


2016 LNPA Working Group Meeting Schedule

	MONTH
(2016)
	NANC MEETING DATES
	LNPA WG
MEETING/CALL
DATES
	HOST COMPANY
	MEETING LOCATION

	January
	
	5th – 6th
	iconectiv
	La Jolla, CA

	February 
	
	11th
	
	Conference Call

	March
	
	1st – 2nd
	Comcast
	Denver, CO

	April
	
	13th
	
	Conference Call

	May
	
	3rd – 4th
	Neustar
	Miami, FL

	June
	
	8th
	
	Conference Call

	July
	 
	12th – 13th
	Bandwidth.com
	Durham, NC

	August
	
	10th
	
	Conference Call 

	September
	
	13th – 14th
	Sprint
	Overland Park, KS

	October
	
	12th
	
	Conference Call

	November
	
	8th – 9th
	Verizon Wireless & AT&T
	Atlanta, GA

	December
	
	7th
	
	Conference Call




Next Conference Call … August 10, 2016   
Next Meeting … September 13-14, 2016:  Location…Overland Park, KS …Hosted by Sprint



2

May 11 2016 texting and 800 numbers.pdf


Status Update
Texting to Toll-Free
Numbers


Briefing for the 
North American Numbering Council
Future of Number Working Group
May 11, 2016







Our Goals


To review the role of Somos and the Texting & 
Smart Services (TSS) Registry


To explain the numbering implications and their 
potential impact


To describe how the current ecosystem for Toll-
Free messaging is broken







• Formerly known as SMS/800, Inc.


• Provide the on-demand number search and 
reservation system for Toll-Free Numbers (TFNs)


• Provide routing data for all TFNs


• Manage new Toll-Free area code opening


• Serve as Toll-Free Neutral Administrator


• Provide texting and smart services (TSS) registry for 
TFNs







New market 
for Toll-Free 


texting emerges


2008 2014


The Evolution of Texting
to Toll-Free Numbers


Authorization and 
control concerns 


arise


CTIA asks us to 
develop 


a solution


Texting was outside 
of the Toll-Free 


system


The ecosystem 
looks to CTIA 


for help







CTIA Guidelines


The Somos TSS Registry is the 
authoritative registry for Toll-
Free messaging services


Only working and assigned
TFNs can be text-enabled


Seek authorization from Resp Orgs 
for the enablement of new services


Somos is neutral, trusted, and 
experienced in running the Toll-
Free registry


Controls numbering exhaust and
assignment; maintains integrity of 
Toll-Free services across all media


Resp Orgs are the agents for Toll-
Free subscribers


Guideline Reason







Central registry of text 
enabled Toll-Free Numbers


Authoritative source of 
routing information


Real-time synchronization 
with SMS/800


Notifies Responsible 
Organizations







Enablement


Routing Data


Authorization


How the TSS Registry Works


Responsible
Organizations


SMS/800


Service
Registrar


Routing Database 
Providers


Messaging 
Ecosystem







Texting to Toll-Free Numbers
(based on CTIA Guidelines)


ROUTING 
DATABASES


REGISTRY


MESSAGING 
AGGREGATORS 
( ICVS)


MOBILE 
OPERATORS


MESSAGING 
PROVIDERS


Toll-Free
Subscriber


Response         Query 


Routing Data


Text
Originator


Text Enablement & 
Route Provisioning







IMPLICATIONS


NATIONAL SECURITY
Law Enforcement agencies need a single, 
reliable, and accurate source of Toll-Free 
ownership for every type of communication


CONSUMER PROTECTION
Lack of validation and controls invites 
opportunities for fraud and identity theft


BUSINESS REPUTATION
‘Hijacking’ of texts by unrelated parties causes 
harm to Toll-Free subscribers’ businesses


NUMBERING INTEGRITY
Lack of controls over Toll-Free Numbers for 
services other than voice







Gina Perini
President & CEO


Call or Text | 844-SOMOS-CEO or 844-766-6723
Email | gperini@somos.com
Website | www.somos.com


Joel Bernstein
Vice President, Regulatory & Public Policy


Call or Text | 844-HEY-JOEL or 844-439-5635
Email | jbernstein@somos.com
Website | www.somos.com
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Neustar OMS - Additional testing scenarios for May 2016 LNPAWG_Final.docx
Neustar’s SOA team has conducted a review of the existing NPAC Turn-Up test cases and in preparation for the NPAC transition we identified five areas where we believe additional testing is needed.  The test cases that the APT is currently reviewing are primarily testing SOA and LSMS functionality and they ensure that local vendors can successfully process transactions with the NPAC. In our opinion these test cases need to be augmented to include additional functional areas of the NPAC as identified below. 

The actual number of test cases could be determined after more analysis and mutually agreed upon by the LNPA/APT participants.

1) SPID Migrations

Existing SPID Migration test cases only tests final SMURF generation and the migration of data itself which are both sunny-day scenarios. The following functionality should be included: ensuring SPID Migration quota is available; allowing Service Providers to self-schedule; verifying reject messages when quota is not available; generating preliminary SMURF files; and generating SPID Migration reports.  

2) Dual-NPAC operations during transition (connecting a SOA/LSMS to iconectiv’s NPAC in a certain region and connecting to Neustar’s NPAC for other regions)

Vendors and Service Providers should consider testing connectivity and operations in a dual-NPAC environment prior to go live. Here are a few scenarios that will help ensure that local vendors can operate while connected to Neustar’s NPAC test bed and iconectiv’s NPAC test bed.

· SPID Migration Automation and Manual SPID Migration – FTP location (a single location/login today with 7 folders for each region) is configured in SOA and SPID migrations are executed automatically. Same test case will apply for a manual process.

· Connectivity and configuration of SOA/LSMS to two NPACs

· Execute a subset of test cases while SOA/LSMS is connected to two NPACs 

· How will dual NPAC testing be done as today SOW 52 testbed has only one region (Mid-West region) 



3) MUMP

The use of mass update capability is a significant function of the NPAC.  However, only a couple of test cases test mass update functionality (several other test cases focus only on specific edits [e.g., WSMSC data] within a mass update).  The following functionality should be considered for additional test cases:  file-based processing, NPBs other than just 191/291 DPC edits, and notification suppression for mass updates.

We should consider adding test cases to ensure that everyday mass update scenarios are tested.  Specific scenarios could be determined after more analysis.

4) Performance

The industry has been doing performance testing for many years.  The industry started in 2007 with a 10K TN modify in each of the seven regions at the same time.  The amount was increased to 15K, then increased again to the current 25K.  

Should we consider performance testing with iconectiv’s NPAC and should local vendors plan to performance test prior to go live?  The “how/when/where” could be determined after more analysis.

5) Failover to Back-up Data Site

The annual failover exercise has taken place on a weekend in October for many years.  The exercise involves circuits, the NPAC application, and the database.  The exercise involves failing over from primary to secondary, running in production for a day, then failing back from secondary to primary.

Should we consider a failover exercise with iconectiv’s NPAC and should local vendors plan to perform failover testing prior to go live?  The “how/when/where” could be determined after more analysis.

Additional Testing Questions for Consideration:

· Will the local system vendors and Service Providers be required to test any contingency roll-back procedures? Will this testing be part of Turn-Up Testing? Who will provide test cases? 

· Will the LNPA/APT be responsible for providing NPAC LTI GUI test cases?
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N-1 Scenarios.ppt


From FCC 98-82  pp:15.

“… The industry has proposed, and the Commission has endorsed, an "N minus one" (N-1) querying protocol.  Under this protocol, the N-1 carrier will be responsible for the query, "where 'N' is the entity terminating the call to the end user, or a network provider contracted by the entity to provide tandem access. Thus the N-1 carrier (i.e. the last carrier before the terminating carrier) for a local call will usually be the calling customer's local service provider; the N-1 carrier for an interexchange call will usually be the calling customer's interexchange carrier (IXC)…” 



N-1 DEFINITION

*







INTRALATA LOCAL CALL WHERE ORIGINATING EO IS THE N-1

LOCAL

Tandem 

TERM

EO

Org

 EO

Terminating line

Originating line

“N”

“N-1”

Call direction

The LOCAL tandem function could be provided by the ILEC or a third party. The N-1 network has the responsibility to do the dip. It’s the responsibility of the ORG EO to insure the function is performed.

*

LATA 1







INTRALATA TOLL CALL WHERE ORIGINATING EO IS THE N-1

ACCESS

Tandem 

TERM

EO

Org

 EO

Terminating line

Originating line

“N”

“N-1”

Call direction

The ACCESS tandem function could be provided by the ILEC or a third party. The N-1 network has the responsibility to do the dip. 

*

ACCESS

   Tandem (optional)

LATA 1







Terminating line

EO

Originating line

*

LATA 1

LATA 2

ACCESS

Tandem 

ACCESS

Tandem 

The N-1 network (the IXC) has the responsibility to do the dip. 

INTERLATA LONG DISTANCE CALL

EO











“N”



“N-1”

Call direction

IXC







EXAMPLE OF AN INTERLATA  EAS  COMPLEX

 DULTH LATA 624 and WISCONSIN LATA

*

LATA  624 DULUTH MN

LATA  352 SUPERIOR WI

InterLATA EAS is set up to allow a customer community of interest to exist between specific telephone exchanges that allow a specific geography of npa-nxx’s to call each other as a local call, even though the call straddles the LATA boundary. 

NON-EAS 

AREAS

 IN LATA  624

NON-EAS AREA 

IN LATA  352

218-576, 218-409,218-940, 218-482,

218-249,218-355,218-461.218-503,218-213

218-206,218-340,218-341,218-343,218-349,

218-380, 218-380,218-451,218-830,218-464,

218-345,218-427,218-453,218-476,218-644,

218-834,218-848, 218-491, 218-336,218-655,

218-260,218-499,218-646,218-269,218-348,

218-390, 218-391,218-393,218-428,218-590, 

218-591,218-217,218-623,218-216,218-302,

218-595,218-279,218-384,218-389,218-525,

218-606,218-624,218-529,218-626,218-628,

218-720,218-721,218-722,218-723,218-724,

218-725,218-726,218-727,218-728,218-729

218-730,218-733,218-786,218-788,218-878,

218-879,218-310,218-522,218-673, 218-625

,218-740,218-481, 218-600

715-319,715-969, 715-919, 

715-392,715-394,715-395,

715-398,715-399, 715-718,

715-947,715-817,715-636, 

WI EAS AREA 

Example: 715-894

MN EAS AREA 







INTERLATA  EAS  CALL  

LOCAL

Tandem 

TERM

EO

Org

 EO

Terminating line

Originating line

“N”

Call direction

*

LOCAL 

or ACCESS 

   Tandem (optional)

LATA 1

LATA 2

DONOR

EO



POI

(Optional) direct TG

The  party responsible for doing the N-1 dip is the donor carrier per BP4















NPAC shows Provider Z’s LRN = 7158947999.

PER BP4, Donor “D” should dip the call to get LRN and route call to Provider “Y” tandem or direct TG if available, so it can be sent to Provider Z. If  Donor “D” does not do N-1 dip, call will fail in Donor D’s switch.

SUPERIOR WI LATA 352

DULUTH LATA 624







Provider “D”- Donor  switch = 715-718,





Call sent (un-dipped) to this EAS Trunk Group to Provider D’s Superior, WI NPA-NXX=715718 

“Wireless Provider Z”

EUCLWIAT8MD

 

Wireless Provider Z’s  LRN =715894

Failed call example:

Calling TN= 218-279-yyyy

Called TN=  715-718-xxxx





Various LEC’s end users originating InterLATA EAS calls to TN’s ported away from  Provider “D”s 715-718 switch





Called TN=  715-718-xxxx

Calling TN= 218-279-yyyy

Provider “Y”

 LATA Tandem

FAILED CALL EXAMPLE

Provider “C” Local Tandom

DLTHMNME04T

Failed Call



*
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PIM 86 - Process to handle Unauthorized Ports (Edits as of 02.26.2016 for Presentation to LNPAWG).pdf


LNP Problem/Issue Identification and Description Form 
 
 
Submittal Date (mm/dd/yyyy):  Original 05/12/2015 / Resubmit 03/01/2016      PIM XX 
Company(s) Submitting Issue: Bandwidth.com, Inc. 
Contact(s):  Name  Lisa Jill Freeman & Matt Ruehlen 
          Contact Number 919-439-3571 
          Email Address   ljfreeman@bandwidth.com & mruehlen@bandwidth.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.) 


 
Originally submitted as per below, seeking consensus to amend the scope of this 
PIM to address overall challenges related to claims of an unauthorized port in order 
to develop one cohesive PIM and resulting Best Practice (“BP”).  
 
Currently there are a variety of PIMs and BPs covering such things as, (including 
but not limited to) “Inadvertent Ports”, “Disputed Ports”, “Fraudulent Vanity 
Number Ports”, “Unauthorized Ports”, etc. All of which are in part or whole 
addressed in a variety of PIMs and/or BPs, (including but not limited to, PIM 53, BP 
42, and BP 58) which have been developed over a broad time frame. Some of these 
areas, definitions, practices, etc., overlap, have opportunities for refinement 
especially in light of newer technologies and systems, and/or are scattered across 
the various resources. Because of this there is a need to bring together all the 
information related to this overall topic/issue in order to replace the existing various 
PIMs/BP with one all inclusive updated cohesive PIM/BP.  
 
 
 
Original Submission: 
In the event of a claim of a disputed port, for any reason, there are: 
1. No existing clear guidelines around how providers will work together to research 


and resolve the claim of a disputed port.  
2. Based on the outcome of the research, there is an opportunity for clearer broad 


recommendations around the circumstances under which a number will be 
released back to the then losing provider (or “OSP”).  


 
For the purposes of this PIM, the term “disputed” shall mean any port which for 
whatever reason resulted in the OSP receiving a report from their customer and/or 
end user and/or another service provider that the port-out was in error; this is 
regardless if the OSP provided FOC or otherwise was not aware of an issue with the 
port prior to its completion. 
 







In the end, although the losing carrier may not necessarily agree with the veracity 
of a given port, they should feel confident they verified to the fullest extent possible 
and can defend the position of the winning provider (or “NSP”) to their claiming 
customer and/or end user.  
 
It should be noted that while pre-FOC validations afford a level of prevention, there 
are multiple factors which negate the full utility (including, but not limited, to an 
increasing amount of identity theft, and CSR validation which provides an avenue 
chance for an individual to learn the account information required to port).  
 
Many providers may not view these instances as immediately impacting to their 
customers’ continuity of service at present. However, the FCC’s movement toward 
opening numbering authority to non-CLEC/LEC entities creates a forward-looking 
reality of an increase in LNP participants that could quickly make the disputed port 
landscape more complicated if a best practice does not already exist. 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Problem/Issue Description: (Provide detailed description of problem/issue.) 
 


A.   Examples & Impacts of Problem/Issue:  


Example: A port completes and the OSP is contacted by their customer and/or end 
user (going forward, end user) that the port was not authorized (for whatever 
reason), that OSP (after completing their own research and verification to the best 
of their ability) will need to reach out to the NSP to verify and compare certain 
information such as LOA and bill copy. Without a clear and agreed upon set of 
guidelines around contacts & escalation paths, reasonable response time 
expectations, types of cooperative information sharing (to the best of their ability, 
even with redactions), etc., then it can often take numerous contacts and requests 
over a significant amount of time to make research progress, thus impacting the 
claiming end user, their business relationship with their provider; sometimes 
compromising the ability to resolve if the number in question has since ported to yet 
a third provider, etc. For further example: the NSP states the OSP gave FOC and 
therefore they will not deem it disputed and therefore the inquiry will not be 
considered. 
 
B.   Frequency of Occurrence:  Although some providers might have statistics on frequency, 
it is unknown at an overall industry level, but when it occurs each is impactful in 
both carrier time/cost and customer satisfaction.  
 
C. NPAC Regions Impacted: 
 Canada___ Mid Atlantic ___ Midwest___ Northeast___ Southeast___ Southwest___ Western___      
 West Coast___  ALL_X_ 







 
D.  Rationale why existing process is deficient:  


Existing process heavily addresses pre-FOC protocols, but little surrounding post-
port corrective actions. There are only very broad suggestions that providers should 
work together to resolve disputed port claims; there aren’t any clear and agreed 
upon types of actions carriers could take to work together to research and resolve.  
 
In prior periods of industry evolution, there were more clear relationships between 
a provider and their end user which made end user verification inherently easier, 
and the act of submitting a port much more specific and intentional: 


- Physical connectivity at an address as empirical proof of end user  
- Paper LOAs with actual signatures  
- Face to face or phone to phone transactions naturally supporting more 


validation and less propensity for both error and intentional acts  
- Less “crowded” carrier landscape – a smaller list of carriers actually porting 


phone numbers 
 


As porting becomes increasingly more complex with varying service types and more 
automation is introduced into the environment, such as click thru LOAs for end 
users and automated FOCs and other systematic releases of numbers, combined 
with some new technologies inadvertently both making ports flow more easily 
(including in cases of simple human error such as an end user entering the wrong 
number in a provider’s user interface) and introducing more fraud potential 
(criminal elements adopting technologies which support anonymity), and as carriers 
diversify their own work groups, it is becoming increasingly more difficult for 
providers to even determine how to approach a resolution, let alone know who to 
contact and what kinds of information can be examined and/or exchanged. The 
introduction of open numbering authority by the FCC will introduce more 
participants to the LNP community, which can reasonably be expected to 
exacerbate any existing deficiencies with disputed porting. 
 
In the event an inquiry from the OSP is not addressed thoroughly or even 
entertained by the NSP, currently the only path for a OSP and/or their end user is a 
variety of formal complaints to the FCC, PUCs, etc., and, various consumer 
protection/advocacy organizations (attorney generals, BBB, traditional and social 
media, etc.). This results in operational costs and reputational impacts to both 
providers.  
  
 
E.   Identify action taken in other committees / forums:  Unknown 
 
 
F.   Any other descriptive items:  


Need to ensure clarity of the definition of “disputed”; and categories of “disputed” 
and/or “unauthorized” versus “mistaken”.  The process must be respectful of each 







providers’ legal considerations; must be customer focused and always meet the 
spirit and intent of the porting rules balanced with a reasonable method for 
providers to gain a level of comfort and satisfaction that a given situation has been 
examined to the best of their ability to manage their customer appropriately. 
 
3. Suggested Resolution:  
 
- Revisit definitions of various types of disputed ports and consider broadening the 


definition and scenarios of what constitutes “disputed” and “unauthorized” – i.e. 
at no time should there be a “slam” allegation; this is meant to be a cooperative 
cross carrier effort to examine port requests and exchange some information so 
that each/both can feel satisfied that the situation has been clearly examined 
and each/both can manage their customer accordingly. 


- Define potential specific actions NSP will undertake to verify the authenticity of 
the disputed port (review and provide LOA, review/request bill copy from their 
customer/end user, etc.) 


- Define a list of specific information which providers MAY potentially be able to 
exchange and who provides what; such as copy of LOA, exact name on an LOA, 
copy of recent end user bill, etc., (recognizing that some providers may have legal 
or other reasons to redact or only provide oral verification of some information) – 
but the essence is for the NSP to provide the information to the OSP since it is  
the OSP who has the original information and hence avoid the situation of the 
OSP providing it first and the NSP simply agreeing (i.e. similar to the pitfalls 
present in the current CSR practice). 


- An agreed upon time frame for NSP response – i.e. acknowledge inquiry within 
XX hours, provide agreed upon information such as name on or copy of LOA 
within XX hours 


- An agreed upon time frame for losing provider to respond to whatever comes out 
of NSP’s response – the OSP who started the inquiry needs to be responsive and 
engaged, and promptly advise the NSP if there is any reversal of the inquiry so 
as not to waste the time and efforts of the NSP. 


- Resolution/outcome method to close out the inquiry, i.e. OSP agrees/understands 
position of NSP such that they can manage their customer appropriately (even if 
they still don’t agree with the port), or, both providers work together to 
determine best path to return the number back to the OSP. 


- Agreed upon point of stalemate (when should the complaining party file request 
for resolution through FCC/PUC?) 


- Are there time bounded considerations to claiming a port is disputed (i.e. must 
be within XX days of port – current best practice is unbounded)  


- For all of the above, consider various customer types and create criteria which 
may be applicable to such various customer types and how they will be handled. 
For example, in the event the port in question involves a wholesale/resale 
arrangement what timing considerations apply for both providers, agreement 







that any LOA being used for verification must be from the end user, reseller 
relationships do not negate the need for bill copy or other verification methods. 


- Providers to establish initial and escalation contact information, maintained by 
the providers themselves and possibly posted on the LNPA WG website. 


- Considerations for special and sensitive cases (an out of service hospital number 
as a result of a mistaken port). 


 
Example:  
- A port is disputed and OSP contacts NSP and provides NSP’s usual porting 


contacts with the name and other relevant information of the end user disputing 
the port.  


- NSP should respond to OSP within eight (8) business hours with information 
from the LOA (and if applicable the bill copy) related to the name and other 
relevant information of the end user who initiated the NSP port. 


- If information does not match, NSP will release the number back to the OSP 
- If information matches, NSP will attempt to contact the end user to verify; OSP 


will provide bill copy and other supporting documentation to NSP if OSP is still 
attempting to regain the number in question. 


- If NSP does not hear back from their end user within twenty four (24) business 
hours the number will be released back to the OSP. 


- If NSP can verify, the OSP will advise their end user of such verification. 
- In the event there is any further dispute or concern with a disputed port, the two 


providers involved shall work together and escalate to resolve accordingly. 
 
 
LNPA WG: (only) 
Item Number: PIM XXXXXX 
Issue Resolution Referred to: _________________________________________________________ 
Why Issue Referred: __________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
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