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Report Items:
· Local Number Portability Administration Working Group (LNPA WG) Report 
· Examples of Issues Addressed by LNPA WG

· NANC 437 Peered NPAC Analysis
· Problem Identification & Management (PIM) Report
· LNPA WG Work Package to Address FCC Order 09-41
   Next Face to Face Meeting…… September 15 - 16, 2009, Location TBD – Hosted by Verizon
· Examples of Issues Addressed by LNPA WG:

· Emergency Change Order NANC 436 to address service provider database capacity issue
· PIM 51/SOW 66 to address cleanup of NXX codes opened by the wrong service provider in the NPAC.
· Additional new Best Practices:
· BP 54 addressing carriers that require the customer to have service for 30 days before they will approve a port out request.  For any valid port request submitted to a carrier, wireline or wireless, it is the position of the LNPA WG that the length of time a customer has service with a carrier should not dictate if they can port out from that carrier.
· BP 55 addressing revisions to the NANC LNP Provisioning Flows to address FCC Order 07-188.
· BP 56 addressing instances where some newly ported wireless customers are unable to receive text messages from customers of the wireless carrier they left due to the data in the Old Service Provider’s system(s) not being fully deactivated or cleaned-up.
· BP 57 addressing instances where service providers have encountered LSMS capacity issues due to pooled blocks being broken down into individual port records (related to NANC Change Order 436).  It is the position of the LNPA-WG that service providers should limit to the extent possible breaking pooled thousands blocks apart and creating individual Subscription Versions (SVs) in order to facilitate projects or for other purposes.
· BP 58 addressing the distinction between a disputed port and an inadvertent port.  A disputed port is a port that occurs when a new service provider receives a valid request to port a telephone number, submits a port request to the old service provider, receives confirmation for and completes the port. Subsequently the old service provider receives notification from another authorized user that the number was ported without their authorization and should be ported back. The old service provider then contacts the new service provider identifying the issue. Disputed ports are to be addressed on a case by case basis by the parties involved. 
· BP 59 which addresses the population of certain Subscription Version (SV) record data fields and Optional Data parameters for which there is not a specific defined use.  It is the position of the LNPA WG that service providers, or others working on their behalf, should not create a new SV or pooled block record solely for the purpose of populating one or more of these fields or Optional Data parameters.
· NPAC Software Release 3.4:
· Contains 19 Change Orders in Release 3.4 package recommended to NAPM LLC.
· Includes increase in throughput requirements and enhancements to SPID migration process.
· Release 3.4 package is currently under review in NAPM LLC.  
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· NANC 437 Peered NPAC Analysis:

· In January 2009, Telcordia submitted NANC Change Order 437 to the LNPA WG for a technical feasibility analysis.  The LNPA WG’s Architecture Planning Team (APT) is conducting the analysis.
· NANC 437 proposes a multi-vendor peered NPAC architecture in a region with service providers choosing which NPAC vendor they wish to connect to.  NANC 437 proposes architecture for two or more NPAC platforms in a region.
· Telcordia is identifying proposed changes to NPAC and interface specifications as the technical feasibility analysis continues in the LNPA WG.
· Issues and questions related to architecture, operations, methods and procedures, and documentation are being captured in a “Parking Lot” document to be addressed by the group.
· The APT is conducting interim virtual meetings and devoting one day during LNPA WG face-to-face meetings to continue the technical feasibility analysis. 
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Open Problem Identification & Management (PIM) Status Report

	PIM No.
	Date 

Opened
	Description
	Referred to/

Date
	Status
	Date 

Closed

	0042
	07/07/04
	Review of Data Field requirements on Wireline Local Service Request (LSR):
This PIM, submitted by Syniverse, seeks to review wireline requirements for certain fields on the LSR in order to facilitate mapping of the Wireless Port Request (WPR) to the Wireline LSR.
	OBF

07/04
	Tracking:  Issue remains open and tracking, awaiting resolution of OBF LSOP Issue 3307.
	

	0044
	07/21/04
	Varying rules for populating Wireline Local Service Request (LSR):  This PIM, submitted by T-Mobile, Sprint, Verizon Wireless, Nextel, Cingular, and US Cellular, seeks to address varying rules among wireline carriers for validating a Local Service Request (LSR) in order to port a number.
	OBF

07/04
	Tracking:  Issue remains open and tracking, awaiting resolution of OBF LSOP Issue 3307.
	

	0051
	03/07/05
	Codes Opened in NPAC by Wrong Provider:  This PIM, submitted by Nextel, seeks the prevention of NXX codes being opened to portability in NPAC by the incorrect provider.
	N/A
	Tracking:  NeuStar developed Change Order 414 proposing an automated process to prevent the wrong service provider from opening up a code in NPAC.  PIM 51 is now tracking NANC 414 for the automated solution.  NANC 414 is included in the recommended next NPAC software release.

Regarding the manual process for the PIM 51 cleanup in NPAC, the NAPM LLC approved the LNPA WG’s recommendation to request a Statement of Work (SOW) from NeuStar at their September 2007 meeting.  SOW 66 for manual cleanup was submitted by NeuStar to the LLC on May 20th.  The LLC approved SOW 66 at their July 2008 meeting.  NANC 402 is the Change Order for the manual cleanup.
	

	0054
	04/28/06
	Intermodal and Wireline-Wireline Porting Intervals:  This PIM, submitted by Comcast, seeks to study the feasibility of shortening the intermodal and wireline-wireline porting intervals.
	N/A
	Tracking:  This PIM was accepted at the July 2006 LNPA WG meeting.  PIM 54 is now tracking the development of the LNPA WG’s recommended implementation package to address FCC Order 09-41.
	

	0055
	05/08/06
	Jeopardies Submitted After Firm Order Confirmation (FOC):  This PIM, submitted by NeuStar Clearinghouse, seeks to address the issue of Provider Initiated Activity (PIA), including jeopardies, which are at times transmitted from wireline providers to wireless providers after the Firm Order Confirmation (FOC) is received by the wireless provider.  Wireless providers currently have no automated way to support this activity.
	OBF Wireless Committee
11/06
	Tracking:  This PIM was accepted on the June 2006 LNPA WG conference call.  At the September 2006 LNPA WG meeting, it was determined that wireless automated support of jeopardies should be addressed in the OBF Wireless Committee for possible implementation in a WICIS release after Release 4.0.  This issue is now in a tracking state awaiting inclusion in the next WICIS Release 5.0.0, which has a planned sunrise of March 2010.  
	

	0064
	08/24/07
	SPIDs that Have Both Mechanized SOA and LTI Connectivity and Usage:  This PIM, submitted by VeriSign, proposes a new tunable

parameter in NPAC to allow the suppression of LTI-initiated transactions to the mechanized SOAs. 
	N/A
	Tracking:  This PIM was accepted at the September 2007 LNPA WG meeting.  VeriSign submitted NANC Change Order 423 to address the issue identified in PIM 64.  PIM 64 is now in a Tracking state.
	

	0065
	08/28/07
	Priority of Notifications Due to Disconnection of Pooled Blocks:  This PIM, submitted by VeriSign, proposes a priority scheme in NPAC for the notifications generated by the disconnection of pooled thousands blocks.
	N/A
	Tracking:  This PIM was accepted at the September 2007 LNPA WG meeting.  VeriSign submitted NANC Change Order 424 to address the issue identified in PIM 65.   NANC 424 is included in the recommended next NPAC software release. 
	

	0066
	08/24/07
	Data Received From Mass Updates:  This PIM, submitted by VeriSign, seeks to address the data that is received when Mass Updates are performed.  
	N/A
	Tracking:  This PIM was accepted at the October 2007 LNPA WG meeting.  VeriSign submitted NANC Change Order 426 to address the issue identified in PIM 66.  NANC 426 is included in the recommended next NPAC software release.   
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· LNPA WG Work Package to Address FCC Order 09-41:

.
· FCC Order 09-41, released on May 13, 2009, mandates a one business day interval for wireline-wireline and inter-modal simple ports.
· The FCC directed the NANC “to develop new LNP provisioning process flows that take into account this shortened porting interval.  In developing these flows, the NANC must address how a “business day” should be construed for purposes of the porting interval, and generally how the porting time should be measured.  The NANC must submit these flows to the Commission no later than 90 days after the effective date of
this Order.”
· During its May 2009 face-to-face meeting, the LNPA WG developed the following Work Plan and submitted it to the NANC on May 18, 2009.  The Work Plan identifies and prioritizes items to be addressed by the LNPA WG in support of the implementation of FCC Order 09-41.
HIGHER PRIORITY ITEMS:  
1H. Changes to NANC porting flows & narratives in support of 1 business day porting interval.

2H. Define one business day:

a. How to measure porting time

b. FOC timeframe

3H. ATIS coordination:  LNPA WG to send liaison to ATIS Ordering & Billing Forum (OBF) requesting list of 
      standard Local Service Request (LSR) data fields by July 15, 2009. (Related to FNPRM)

4H. Exploration of pros/cons and Service Provider and NPAC impacts related to various 1 business day port
      process options.  Sub-teams have been formed to explore the following:

a. Out-of-the-box (non-LSR/non-WICIS) solution

b. WICIS solution

c. LSR solution

 

The objective for this item is to explore development of a 1 business day port

process using one of the above.  Work on standardization of data fields would still continue for any solution.  (Related to FNPRM)

5H. Review of definition of a Simple Port and non-Simple Port for possible recommendation.  (Related to
      FNPRM)

MEDIUM PRIORITY ITEMS:
1M. Standardization of data fields (yes or no; if yes what are the fields) (related to FNPRM)

a. Administrative/Provisioning data fields
2M. Changes to and/or standardization of LSR. (related to FNPRM)

3M. Establish CSR interval.  (related to FNPRM)
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LOWER PRIORITY ITEMS:
1L. Potential NPAC Change Order to support 1 business day interval.

a. Possible new timers and indicator for which timer set to use on a port.
            2L. Minimum 5 business day restriction on 1st port in NXX code – keep it or not?

3L. Recommendations for other efficiency improvements (related to FNPRM).

· Also, at its May 2009 face-to-face meeting, the LNPA WG formed 5 sub-teams to address specific implementation issues and areas:
· Define One Business Day Sub-team, chaired by Jan Doell, Qwest.

· Simple Port Definition Sub-team, chaired by Nancy Sanders, Comcast.

· LSR Sub-team, chaired by Linda Peterman, One Communications.

· WICIS Sub-team, chaired by Deb Tucker, Verizon Wireless.

· Out-of-the-Box Sub-team, chaired by Teresa Patton, AT&T Mobility.
· Status of NANC LNP Provisioning Flows Revisions in Support of FCC Order 09-41:
· Revisions to Flows and Narratives are being addressed by the full LNPA WG.

· The group first addressed revisions to the flow diagrams.  A new flow diagram for Simple Ports will be incorporated into the Flows.  These are nearing completion.
· Flow for Non-Simple Ports will remain.

· Wireless-Wireless Flow is not being changed.

· Based on the draft flow diagram revisions, the group has begun reviewing draft revisions to the Narratives that accompany the diagrams.

· Open questions and Parking Lot items related to Flows to be addressed include:

· Is it acceptable to remove references to the Simple Port Service Request (SPSR) in the flows?
· Do we want to maintain two timers (T1 and T2) or move to one timer?
· It was stated that we need to make clear in the Narratives that the Old SP cannot require a CSR to be requested before accepting an LSR from the New SP.

· It was stated that we need to specify in the Narratives a standard timeframe for return of a requested CSR.

· Need to clarify in Narratives that there is no need to require wireless providers to use the 10-digit trigger because they dip on every call.
· Need to clarify in Narratives that the Old SP must deploy the 10-digit trigger if technically feasible or, if not, monitor the NPAC for activation in order to trigger the disconnect.  Question:  Do we want this as a requirement for just Simple Ports or also for Non-Simple Ports?

· Regarding the steps in the flows addressing LSR/FOC exchange between the Network SP and the Reseller or Interconnected VoIP Provider, it was agreed to leave these steps in the flows, but we need to clarify in the Narratives that these steps will not slow the port process down.  Also, we need to state in the Narratives that the Old LSP must be notified of the port out in order to stop billing.
· It was agreed that we need to explicitly state in the Narratives that the Old SP is not precluded from exceeding the minimum requirements by being more permissive in their porting process.
· Determine if we want to place a required range of TNs (2 to X) in the Narratives for Non-Simple ports.  Also, determine if we will acknowledge “projects” and the minimum threshold in terms of TNs that constitute a project.
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· Determine if we will state in the Narratives that data for any of the 4 end user validation fields required by the Old SP on an incoming LSR must be available on the CSR.  NOTE:  Concerns were expressed regarding privacy issues with placing end user-assigned passcodes on the CSR.
· Determine if we will state in the Narratives that the end user passcode validation field only applies to end user-assigned passcodes and does not apply to SP-assigned passcodes.  Also determine if we will state in the Narratives that any SP-assigned passcodes must be on the CSR.
· Need to address the scenario, e.g., timers, FOC interval, etc., in the Flows when the requested due date for a Simple Port is greater than one Business Day.  NOTE:  This issue has been raised in the One Business Day Sub-team.
· Define One Business Day Sub-team (chaired by Jan Doell, Qwest):

· Goal of the sub-team:
· To address how a “business day” should be construed for purposes of the Simple Port interval, 

and generally how the porting time should be measured (stop and start times of a business day, etc.) 
· To address FOC interval in relation to the One Business Day

· Regular participants of the sub-team:

· Service Providers:

 

AT&T, AT&T Wireless - ILEC/CLEC/Wireless

 

Cavalier - CLEC

 

Century/Embarq- ILEC/CLEC

 

Comcast - CLEC

Cox - CLEC

 

Fairpoint Communications - CLEC

Integra - CLEC

 

NuVox - CLEC

 

One Communications - CLEC

 

OPASTCO - Represents 500+ rural ILEC’s

 

PAETEC - CLEC

Qwest - ILEC/CLEC

 

Sprint Nextel - CLEC/Wireless

 

T-Mobile - Wireless

Townes Communications - ILEC

Verizon, Verizon Business, Verizon Wireless - ILEC/CLEC/Wireless

XO Communications - CLEC

· Consultants and Regulators:

DER Consulting

GVNW - Represents 82 small ILEC/CLEC/Wireless

John Staurulakis (JSI) - Represents 250+ rural ILEC/CLEC’s

Nebraska Public Service Commission

Vantage Point - Represents several rural ILEC/CLEC’s

· Vendors:

                 
NeuStar

                      
Syniverse

                       
Telcordia
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· Major issues/questions being addressed by the sub-team:

· Solicited contributions from Service Provider participants to the following questions:

· What does your company consider “One Business Day”

· Address if your company thinks the FOC interval is included and if so, what interval to assign it

· What are the “stop and start” times that should define the business day

· List some examples of different times during the day, (both inside and outside a business day) when orders arrive and when your company views the business finished and the port should be completed.

· Talk to whether your company thinks this mandate is on port-in and port-out or just port-out.

· List any other critical issues on the definition to bring up for discussion

· The resulting contributions were presented by each company and then discussed.
· All issues raised were compiled into an “Issues List.”

· Then we discussed the various business hours and interval suggestions and came up with 5 options that we felt covered the majority of service provider scenarios.
Option A:  


8am- 1pm to receive valid LSR



FOC by 5pm (gives maximum 4 hr FOC interval)



Ready for port by 12:01am next business day

Option B:


8am- 2pm to receive valid LSR



FOC by 5pm (gives maximum 3 hour FOC interval)



Ready for port by 12:01am next business day

Option C:


8am- 3pm to receive valid LSR



FOC by 5pm (gives maximum 2 hr FOC interval)



Ready for port by 12:01am next business day

Option D: Chunking Option 
Valid LSR in before noon, (FOC interval still negotiable by team), ready for port by 12:01am next business day

Valid LSR in after noon, (FOC interval still negotiable by team), ready for port at noon, next business day

Option E: Rolling 24-hour due time Option
Example, valid LSR in at 2pm, (FOC interval still negotiable by team), ready for port by 2pm next business day

· Consensus on issues/questions reached by sub-team:

· Option A as the chosen option of the sub-team. 

· Mandatory Business Day’s are Mon-Fri, excluding Old Provider’s Company-defined Holidays

· Mandatory Staffed Business hours are 8am-5pm on a Business Day 

· All times discussed are based on local time in the predominant Time Zone of the NPAC Region that the end user ‘s telephone number is in, as shown below:
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· Northeast region – EASTERN time zone

· Mid-Atlantic - EASTERN time zone
· Southeast region – EASTERN time zone

· Midwest - CENTRAL time zone
· Southwest region – CENTRAL time zone

· West Coast region– PACIFIC time zone

· Western region – MOUNTAIN time zone
· (Example, NPAC Western Region runs on Mountain time, even though it covers Central, Mountain and Pacific time zones. Therefore the time specified for when a valid LSR must come in for a telephone number using the Western NPAC, would be based on Mountain time.)

· A valid/good LSR starts the clock. 

· Good LSR to FOC interval is included in the One Business Day.
· A valid/good LSR must arrive at the Old Service Provider between 8am-1pm on a 

· Business Day. The FOC for that LSR must be sent by 5pm that business day, giving a maximum 4 hour FOC interval. The Port must be “ready to port” by 12:01* am the next business day 

· The sub-team used a ‘port ready’ time of 12:01am to ensure everyone is clear in our discussions that we mean one minute after midnight, the next Business Day.  The actual NPAC SV due date time is to be 00:00:00 in the appropriate predominant NPAC Region time. The technicalities regarding the conversion to GMT for NPAC SMS are still being discussed.

· The process used to rank the options was fair, and that the end result points to Option A as the consensus option.
· Open issues/questions:

· Do we need a third set of NPAC T1 and T2 timers for Simple Port? How long should they run, when should they run and how would the NPAC know when to apply them?
· Should there be a defined “Conflict” cut-off time?

· Should the old provider be required to send a concur message to NPAC?

· When in the process should the 10-digit triggers be set?

· How long should the NSP have to activate after a FOC Due date is given, before the OSP can cancel the port? Should that be FOC DD + 3 days?

· What happens if request fits Simple Port requirements, but NSP has requested longer Due Date? Should it revert to current NPAC timers or new Simple Port timers?

· Should there be a limit on how many port requests a small provider has to accept in a day, to meet the One Business Day interval?

· Should wireless providers be given a longer FOC interval due to the manual conversion necessary if porting out to an inter-modal provider?

· Discuss what parameters might be required to support a Saturday activation. 
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· Dependencies on other sub-teams or issues/questions:
· Simple Port Definition Sub-Team
· If definition of a Simple Port is changed, it could impact the ability of Service Providers to activate the port within the Option A time frames, which may require the Define One Business Day Sub-Team to reconvene and evaluate impacts and determine if Option A is still the consensus.
· Order Process Sub-Teams

· If the LSR process cannot be standardized or if a totally new order process is developed, the impacts on the agreements we have reached in the Define One Business Day sub-team may have to be revisited to determine impacts.

· Issues Beyond Scope of this Sub-Team

· Appropriate methods/timing for disconnection by Old Service Provider.  This item has been referred back to full LNPA-WG Process Flows for resolution.
· Simple Port Definition Sub-team (chaired by Nancy Sanders, Comcast):

· Goal of the sub-team:

· To determine if a recommendation for any changes to the current definition of a Simple Port will be included in the LNPA WG’s work package to be forwarded to the NANC.

· Regular participants of the sub-team:

· Service Providers:

 

T-Mobile
                                  
Covad                              
                                   
Integra Telecom         
                                   
Cavalier Telephone    
                                   
Qwest                              
                                  
Comcast                          
                                  
Cox Communication   
                              
XO                                      
                                 
Verizon Wireless          
                                 
TSTCI                                
                                
Verizon                            
                                 
Sprint                             
                                
FairPoint                          
                                
One Communication  
                                 
AT&T Wireless                  
                                  
AT&T                                    
                                 
Nuvox                                
                                
Socket Communication  
                                 
Paetec                                  
                                 
New Edge Networks     
                                  
Sprint Nextel                    
                                 
Embarq 
· Consultants:
GVNW
· Vendors:
NeuStar
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· Major issues/questions being addressed by the sub-team:

· From FCC Order 09-41: “As the Commission previously has explained, simple ports are those

ports that: (1) do not involve unbundled network elements; (2) involve an account only for a single line; (3) do not include complex switch translations (e.g., Centrex, ISDN, AIN services, remote call forwarding, or multiple services on the loop); and (4) do not include a reseller.”
· UNE Elements were further delineated to specify Loops, Sub-Loops, Network Interface Devices, Local Circuit Switching, Dedicated Transport, 911/E911 databases, and OSS systems.  The sub-team is researching to determine if there is any updated FCC definition of a UNE.
· Consensus on issues/questions reached by sub-team:

· Consensus was reached that OSS systems, 911 databases and Dedicated Transport are NOT elements that would impede a “Simple Port”. 

· Open issues/questions:

· The statement below is out to the sub-committee for comment and changes as a statement that may be included as a recommendation in the LNPA WG’s implementation package.
“The LNPA-WG’s understanding of current industry practices regarding UNE involvement in porting a Simple Port, is that the UNE’s of; Dedicated Transport, 911/E911 databases and Operational Support Systems are not and have not been a factor in determining or executing a Simple Port.”
· The sub-team will continue discussions on the remaining Simple Port criteria.

· Currently, opinions vary on whether this work should continue or be deferred to FNPRM. 
· LSR Sub-team (chaired by Linda Peterman, One Communications):

· Goal of the sub-team:

· Explore pros/cons, Service Provider and NPAC impacts relative to an LSR 1-business day process solution to address FCC 09-41 requirements, inclusive of development of the process to be utilized. 

· Regular participants of the sub-team:

· Service Providers:

 

AT&T - ILEC & Wireless
Cox Communications - CLEC

Integra Telecom - CLEC

One Communications - CLEC

Qwest - ILEC & CLEC

Sprint Nextel - CLEC & Wireless
· Consultants:
GVNW

JSI

· Vendors:
Evolving Systems

NeuStar

Telcordia
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· Major Sub-team Assumptions:

· FCC mandated use of OBF standard REQTYPE “C” 
· The LSR process is capable of addressing Wireline-to-Wireline and Intermodal Porting with minimum modifications to the existing process.
· Mapping of data elements between the LSR and the WPR will be required, as is the case today.

· Receipt of a clean and accurate port request initiates timing/processing of an order.
· The FOC interval will change from the current 24-hour timeframe based on the output of the One Business Day Sub Team.
· The Jeopardy process will continue to be required for both Simple and Non-Simple ports.
· Wireline T1 & T2 timers (9-business hours each) will not apply for Simple Ports (potential for 3rd set of timers to address Simple ports).
· The ONSP (switch provider) must establish the 10-digit trigger on a telephone number to be ported where technically feasible.
· Where the 10-digit trigger is not technically feasible, the ONSP (switch provider) must either 

monitor the NPAC for activation of the port, immediately initiate the disconnect and removal of translations from the ONSP switch, or must launch a query (dip) on every call.

· Manual & electronic Simple Port orders will follow the same process timeline. 

· Current Sub-team Recommendations:

· When a CSR is available and requested as part of the pre-order activity, it should be returned in a timely manner (within “X” hours of receipt of request) and will not be included in the one business day interval.
· LSR use will be limited to Wireline-to-Wireline and Intermodal porting and will not be utilized for Wireless-to-Wireless porting.
· The standard set of LSR fields being developed by OBF should be mandated and utilized for both Simple and Non-Simple ports.
· OLSP/ONSP will determine whether a port is Simple vs. Non-Simple based on the FCC definition of a Simple port and the manner in which the order was submitted.
· When the Non-Simple/Simple data set is submitted with the Simple Port due date requested, the OLSP/ONSP will respond with a FOC for the appropriate date based on the Simple Port definition.
· When the subset of data specific to Simple Ports only is submitted with the Simple Port due date requested, the OLSP/ONSP will respond with either a FOC for the requested due date or a Local Response rejecting the port as Non-Simple and requiring additional data. 
· A standard set of Local Responses will be required to address Simple vs. Non-Simple port determinations.

· Dependencies on other sub-teams or issues/questions:

· One Business Day Sub Team output:

· Definition of 1 business day and cut off timeframes
· FOC interval
· T1 & T2 Timers
· Port Ready timeframes

· OBF LSOP Committee Request Type “C” (Number Portability Only) standardization output

· Standardized set of fields for both Simple and Non-Simple Ports

· Standardized Local Responses
· Potential changes to Simple Port definition

· Potential Retirement of Simple Port Service Request (SPSR)
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· WICIS Sub-team (chaired by Deb Tucker, Verizon Wireless):

· Goal of the sub-team:

· Determine if the Wireless-to-Wireless WICIS (Wireless Intercarrier Communications Interface Specification) standard should be used as a solution to a one day Wireline-to-Wireline and Intermodal porting interval vs. the LSR (Local Service Request) that is used today.

· Regular participants of the sub-team:

· Service Providers:

4 representatives from 4 Wireless companies




4 representatives from 3 LECs/Cable companies

· Consultants:
1 representative from 1 consultant company




1 representative from 1 standards organization
· Vendors:
9 representatives from 4 vendors

· Sub-team Conclusions:
· The benefits and strengths of using the WICIS standard format for porting were discussed and generously considered.
· The team concluded that due to the tremendous level of effort required for wireline providers to move away from the LSR process to the WICIS process, given the mandated timeframe, this solution was not feasible.
· Consensus was reached to disband this sub-team, allowing the members time to participate on the other sub-teams.

· Out-of-the-Box Sub-team (chaired by Teresa Patton, AT&T Mobility):

· Goal of the sub-team:

· Investigate potential porting solutions that are different than current processes used today. 
· These potential solutions are options that could be utilized to support FCC Order 09-41 which requires a one day simple port interval for wireline-to-wireline and intermodal ports.
· Determine feasibility of each option and provide recommendation back to LNPA Working Group
· Regular participants of the sub-team:

· Service Providers:

AT&T (3 representatives)
One Communications (1 representative)

Sprint Nextel (1 representative)

T-Mobile (1 representative)

Verizon Wireless (1 representative)

· Vendors:
Evolving Systems (2 representatives)
NeuStar (5 representatives)

Syniverse (1 representative)

Telcordia (4 representatives)
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· Ideas Investigated/Analyzed:
· #1 Service Bureau:
· Optional vendor solution which assists carriers in data transformations 
· Anticipated Impacts to Wireless carriers:
· Little impact for most (vendors are doing this today)

· Anticipated Impacts to Wireline carriers:
· Still receive/send ports in their specified format (or possible standardization in the future)

· Some LSR/SUP/Response changes may be necessary to reduce intermodal complexity
· Anticipated Impacts to Vendor Systems:
· Service Bureau Vendors will have to develop specific mapping capabilities

· Anticipated Impacts to NPAC:
· No anticipated changes – LSR/FOC only

· # 2 Expand NPAC Port Requests:
· Combines the pre-port processes with the NPAC Create/Modify processes
· Expand the current port request (Create/Modify) messages utilized for porting between carriers to include necessary data for pre-port validation, E911 and Directory Assistance.
· Allows for entry of pre-port data from the SOA and LTI. 
· The OSP would be responsible for validation, acceptance or rejection of port requests based on the pre-port data similar to how the LSR/FOC is done today.
· Supplemental orders would be supported via an SV modify.

· Anticipated Impacts to carriers:
· Merging the LSR/FOC and NPAC “Create”/ “Modify” processes will require the NSP to initiate all port requests and the OSP must concur for the port to move forward
· Requires changes to SOA/LTI to allow entry and transmission of data fields

· Requires changes to the SOA/LTI to allow for validation, acceptance and rejection of port requests based on the pre-port data
· Back office changes required to support automation of sending and receiving orders via SOA/NPAC interfaces

· Anticipated Impacts to Vendor Systems:

· NPAC “Create”/ “Modify” messages will need to be enhanced to include pre-port data fields
· SOA/ICC applications will need to support entry of pre-port data fields and provide the interface to back office systems.

· Benefits identified by sub-team:

· Drives standardization across all carriers
· Simplifies porting by consolidating two similar processes into one
· Allows for automation by carriers for both order processing and order validation/verification
· Removes need for FAX or email support
· Could be expanded to support all porting in the future

· Risks identified by sub-team:

· Requires addition of new fields to the existing NPAC “Create” messages

· Requires changes to “Modify” messages and status’

· Automation requires significant back office changes
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· Changes required for carriers that use FAX or email today

· Flash cut could be required because of the nature of this change
· # 3 Combination of Service Bureau and NPAC Expansion:
· After several discussions the committee agreed that consideration of  this would have to be based on decisions made on #1 & #2

· #4 ENUM Solution: 

· After discussing and analyzing this idea it was deemed not viable and was dropped from consideration

· #5 LSR/WPR Mapping:
· Determined that this is not a new or “out of the box” solution. However, in order for Carriers to continue utilizing the current infrastructure the following  items are being recommended:

· Develop industry mapping between Wireless and Wireline Porting data elements (LSR/FOC & WPR/WPRR)
· Update NANC Flows as follows:

Update Figure 2 and Figure 4 to include Text which explicitly states that the “Simple LSR/FOC” is translated to and from WPR for Wireless back office interoperability

· Complements Service Bureau Solution

· Next Steps for Sub-team:
· Sub-team participants are reviewing options internally

· Conference call scheduled to gather feedback and discuss questions from interested carriers/vendors

· Full committee discussion at LNPA WG Meeting July 27th & 28th

· Next steps and direction for committee will be determined by LNPA Working Group

==== End of Report ===
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