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1. Problem/Issue Statement: (Brief statement outlining the problem/issue.)
 
Sinch has identified cases in which an unrelated Service Provider (SP) has created LRNs in a CO Code that it does not own.  We have seen instances of when a TN assigned to the block or CO Code holder has ported out to another SP and the new SP subsequently uses the TN to build/establish an LRN within the code.  This activity goes against the best practices, creates routing implications, and will cause problems in case of CO Code or Thousands-Block disconnects or transfers.


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

A.   Examples & Impacts of Problem/Issue: 
The CO Code Holder is the only entity authorized to establish LRNs in an NPA-NXX (unless there is a business arrangement between the CO Code Holder and another SP).  When a non-related or non-authorized SP creates a LRN within the NPA-NXX they are misusing the LRN and are  in violation of ATIS 0300065 – LRN Assignment Practices which states – “The LRN shall be selected and established from a valid NPA-NXX that has been uniquely assigned to the service provider by the North American Numbering Plan Administrator (NANPA) and published in the LERG Routing Guide.”  In addition – “The LRN shall only be selected and established by the Code Holder from its assigned or retained thousand-block(s) where thousands-block number pooling is implemented.”

[bookmark: _Hlk220569888]Unauthorized LRNs may result in inconsistent routing across networks, conflicting LRN to OCN mapping, erroneous call flows, default routing or translation failures, or the inability to disconnect or transfer a CO Code or Thousands-Block.



B.   Frequency of Occurrence:
Sinch is aware of over 30 instances (~228K SVs and 173 Pooled Blocks) of this occurring in their CO Codes and is aware of this occurring with other SPs. 

This was discovered through other operational activities, because there is no systemic validation and the frequency is unknown.


C. NPAC Regions Impacted:
 Mid Atlantic ___ Midwest___ Northeast___ Southeast___ Southwest___ Western___     
 West Coast___  ALL   X


D.  Rationale why existing process is deficient: 
The NPAC allows LRN creation based solely on provisioning input and does not verify that the creating SP is the CO Code Holder or if there is a business relationship. CO Code Holders are responsible for the code but cannot prevent unauthorized LRN creation and have no NPAC-level blocking authority.

E.   Identify action taken in other committees / forums: 
ATIS INC has clarified that LRNs should only be created by the CO Code Holder or by another SP if there is a business relationship in place.  


F.   Any other descriptive items: 

This may also occur if a SP mistypes a LRN when it is being created.



3. Suggested Resolution: 


Implement NPAC validation logic that prevents LRN creation by any entity that is not the CO Code Holder or is not authorized by the CO Code Holder.


4. Final Resolution:
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