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ABSTRACT:  This contribution discusses the issues around and impacts of assignment of numbering resources to VoIP service providers as in FCC 05-20.
NOTICE:

This document is offered to the NANC Future of Numbering Working Group as a basis for discussion and is not a binding proposal on AT&T. AT&T specifically reserves the right to amend or withdraw the statements contained herein.

Introduction

In Order FCC 05-20 (Administration of the North American Numbering Plan, CC docket 99-200, adopted January 28, 2005), the Commission granted a waiver for SBCIS to obtain numbering resources for deploying VoIP and other IP-related services directly from the NANPA or the Pooling Administrator. The Commission also requested that “the NANC … review whether and how our numbering rules should be modified to allow IP-enabled service providers access to numbering resources in a manner consistent with our numbering optimization policies.” This contribution outlines some issues relevant to this charge.

Current Situation

Presently VoIP providers that are not also state-certificated local exchange carriers or otherwise federally licensed do not qualify to obtain numbering resources directly from the NANPA or the Pooling Administrator. Because VoIP carriers view certification requirements as onerous they frequently obtain numbering resources through the purchase of local exchange service from other carriers. Mostly commonly this involves purchase of ISDN PRI DID service that connects to the VoIP carrier gateway as though the gateway were a PBX. The serving LEC assigns numbers from its existing inventory as it would to any other end user customer and the numbers are shown in the LERG  and/or NPAC as associated with the LEC switch rather than the VoIP provider gateway. The VoIP provider cannot directly control the corresponding LERG or NPAC entries and, should numbers need to be ported in to or away from the VoIP carrier, this must be done through the LEC as Network Service Provider. Likewise, outside parties cannot identify the numbers assigned to the VoIP provider as being specifically associated with the VoIP provider.

Impact on Numbering Resources

Since numbers obtained in the manner described above are assigned out of already allocated CO codes or blocks, NANPA and the PA will only need to assign new (growth) resources if the VoIP demand coupled with other end user demand causes the serving LEC to exceed utilization thresholds. In principle, multiple VoIP carriers can be served out of a single thousands block achieving a kind of de facto lower level pooling. Moreover, since VoIP carriers must effectively pay for the numbers they are assigned since they are obtained through the purchase of end user service, they are dis-incented from ordering more numbers than they need to service their actual customer demand.

If VoIP carriers can easily obtain numbering resources directly from NANPA or the PA, then they would presumably be entitled to an initial CO code (from which they may only retain one thousands block) to establish a point-of-interface/LRN per switch, per LATA and an initial thousands block in each rate center they plan to serve. The demand can roughly be calculated as:

NXXs consumed = (Number of Service Providers  X  Number of Rate Centers ) 




_____________________________________________

      (10,000/allocation block size)

where allocation block size is currently 1,000 so the denominator simplifies to 10. This calculation assumes that NXX allocation for initial LRN/POI establishment can be subsumed in the NXXs allocated to provide rate center block assignments. For example, if 10 VoIP providers each want numbers in 10 rate centers in a LATA, then effectively 10 NXXs are required with each provider being the code holder for 1 NXX to satisfy LRN/POI requirements. This represents the ideal and most efficient utilization scenario possible, but actual VoIP provider needs will likely result in less efficient consumption of resources.

Whether or not direct allocation of resources implies a significant demand on the NANPA depends on the assumptions one makes about the likely number of VoIP carriers and the number of rate centers in which they will require numbers. Some modeling of the level of demand given various assumptions about the number of VoIP carriers and the number of rate centers requested would be useful. Rate center demand profiles could be constructed based on profiles of where CLECs have requested numbering resources and of broadband Internet service availability.

Other Considerations

Other factors may influence the degree to which VoIP providers would make use of the ability to obtain numbering resources directly from the NANPA/PA. 

First, the type of interconnection required for direct resource assignment, likely SS7 trunking to the appropriate ILEC tandem, may be more involved to deploy than purchase of PRI service. Moreover, this interconnection and direct assignment of resources come with additional responsibilities: the VoIP carrier will now need to handle the porting process itself as well as take on other number administration responsibilities, i.e., OCN registration and NRUF submission.

Second, and perhaps more importantly, VoIP providers have other motivations for the purchase of PRIs.  Most VoIP providers rely on the FCC’s Enhanced Service Provider exemption to provide significant savings for call termination to the PSTN. As commonly understood, the ESP exemption allows a VoIP service provider, where qualified, to purchase end user service rather than switched access to terminate calls.  Terminating calls are jurisdictionalized based on the rate center associated with the PRI connecting the VoIP provider gateway to the LEC switch rather than on the location of the VoIP caller (as indicated for example by the NPA of their Calling Party Number). Thus, VoIP providers that need to purchase PRI service anyway for call termination to the PSTN may find it simpler to use it for receipt of inbound calls as well and so forego independent acquisition of numbering resources.

On the other hand, as noted in the Order, tandem interconnection for calls terminating to the VoIP carrier is more efficient. Then too, VoIP providers may avoid charges for DID number blocks by acquiring their own numbers. Also, by virtue of the fact that the VoIP provider is shown directly in the LERG/NPAC, IP interconnection of VoIP service providers is facilitated as is the identification of VoIP originated traffic (this is currently an issue before the Ordering and Billing Forum.)

In addition, some VoIP providers are facilities-based, certificated carriers that already hold numbering resources. These carriers may continue to use their existing resources for VoIP services they offer rather than availing themselves of VoIP-specific resources. On the other hand, since the SBCIS order may be read to allow facilities-based carriers that are also VoIP providers to acquire a separate set of VoIP numbering resources under a different OCN, they may elect to do so in order to distinguish their VoIP service operationally.

