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Section 3.0

Impacts and Considerations

3.1
Regulatory Issues Don Gray contribution

1. Does the Department of Navy meet two of the key definitions in 47CFRCh.1 §52.5 (telecommunications carrier and telecommunications service) to be eligible for the assignment of numbering resources? 

47CFRCh.1 §52.5(g) Telecommunications carrier. A ‘‘telecommunications carrier’’ is any provider of telecommunications services, except that such term does not include aggregators of telecommunications services (as defined in 47 U.S.C. 226(a)(2)).
47CFRCh.1 §52.5(h) Telecommunications service. The term ‘‘telecommunications service’’ refers to the offering of telecommunications for a fee directly to the public, or to such classes of users as to be effectively available directly to the public, regardless of the facilities used.
2. If the Department of the Navy does not meet the criteria for a certificated carrier, are they eligible for the assignment of numbering resources? 

47CFRCh.1 §52.15(g)(2)(i) The applicant is authorized to provide service in the area for which the numbering resources are being requested;
3. There are several obligations certificated carriers are required to comply with when they are assigned numbering resources. If the Department of Navy is assigned numbering resources will they comply with these obligations in the management of the numbering resources? 

47CFRCh.1 §52.15(f) Mandatory reporting requirements
47CFRCh.1 §52.15(g)(3) Growth numbering resources. (iii) All service providers shall maintain no more than a six-month inventory of telephone numbers in each rate center or service area in which it provides telecommunications service.

47CFRCh.1 §52.15(h) National utilization threshold. All applicants for growth numbering resources shall achieve a 60% utilization threshold, calculated in accordance with paragraph (g)(3)(ii) of this section, for the rate center in which they are requesting growth numbering resources. This 60% utilization threshold shall increase by 5% on June 30, 2002, and annually thereafter until the utilization threshold reaches 75%.
47CFRCh.1 §52.15(j) Sequential number assignment. (1) All service providers shall assign all available telephone numbers within an opened thousands-block before assigning telephone numbers from an uncontaminated thousands-block, unless the available numbers in the opened thousands-block are not sufficient to meet a specific customer request. This requirement shall apply to a service provider’s existing numbering resources as well as any new numbering resources it obtains in the future.

47CFRCh.1 §52.15(k) Numbering audits. (1) All telecommunications service providers shall be subject to ‘‘for cause’’ and random audits to verify carrier compliance with Commission regulations and applicable industry guidelines relating to numbering administration.
4. Is the Department of Navy prepared to implement the requirements of thousands-block pooling and local number portability (LNP) in areas designated by federal and state regulatory authorities? 

The FCC’s Fourth Report and Order in CC Docket No. 99-200 and CC Docket No. 95-116, and Fourth Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in CC Docket No. 99-200 set forth requirements for carriers to comply with thousands-block pooling and local number portability (LNP) in the top 100 MSA's. 

Three states currently have open petitions to the FCC for delegated authority to implement local number portability in selected rate centers to conserve numbering resources.

5. The FCC in the Third Report and Order and Second Order on Reconsideration in CC Docket No. 96-98 and CC Docket No. 99-200 (FCC 01-362, released December 28, 2001) in paragraph 65 stated "Additionally, we do not wish to foster practices that encourage carriers to use numbering resources in a manner that segments service offerings or customer classes (e.g., using separate switches and blocks of numbering resources for specific services or customer classes). We find that such practices are inconsistent with our numbering resource optimization goals. [Italics added for emphasis]  Although new numbering resources are used by carriers to activate new switches, we encourage carriers to pursue other alternatives, such as pooling, to activate those switches and to prevent numbering resources from becoming stranded as the result of installing multiple switches in the same rate center. The safety valve mechanism should be narrowly applied to meet specific customer requests or to meet a carrier's immediate numbering needs. We nevertheless will allow states to consider requests from carriers with multiple switches in a given rate center to determine whether relief is warranted on a case-by-case basis." 

Although the topic was Safety Valve requests the Department of Navy request seems contrary to the statements of the FCC in this report and order. 

In addition, 47CFRCh.1 §52.19(c)(4) concerning area code relief states “(4) A technology-specific or service-specific overlay, which occurs when a new area code is introduced to serve the same geographic area as one or more existing area code(s) and numbering resources in the new area code overlay are assigned to a specific technology(ies) or service(s). State commissions may not implement a technology-specific or service-specific overlay without express authority from the Commission.” 
6. Many states have 7 digit dialing plans, and may have determined that 7-digit dialing (when possible) is in the public interest.  10-digit dialing is a possible consequence of a national overlay. The regulatory backlash from consumers having to dial 10 digits as well as businesses having to upgrade premises equipment could be immense. 

47CFRCh.1 §52.19(c)(3)(i) and (ii) states

(3) An all services area code overlay, which occurs when a new area code is introduced to serve the same geographic area as one or more existing area code(s), subject to the following conditions:

(i) No all services area code overlay may be implemented unless all numbering resources in the new overlay area code are assigned to those entities requesting assignment on a first-come, first-serve basis, regardless of the identity of, technology used by, or type of service provided by that entity, except to the extent that a technology- or service-specific overlay is authorized by the Commission. No group of telecommunications carriers shall be excluded from assignment of numbering resources in the existing area code, or be assigned such resources only from the all services overlay area code, based solely on that group's provision of a specific type of telecommunications service or use of a particular technology; and

(ii) No area code overlay may be implemented unless there exists, at the time of implementation, mandatory ten-digit dialing for every telephone call within and between all area codes in the geographic area covered by the overlay area code.
7. 47CFRCh.1 §52.19(a) delegates authority to states for the implementation of area code overlays. Implementation of a nationwide area code overlay without input and decision by all states would seem to be contrary to this delegated authority. 

47CFR1 §52.19 (a) “State commissions may resolve matters involving the introduction of new area codes within their states. Such matters may include, but are not limited to: Directing whether area code relief will take the form of a geographic split, an overlay area code, or a boundary realignment; establishing new area code boundaries; establishing necessary dates for the implementation of area code relief plans; and directing public education efforts regarding area code changes.”

8. Precedent- From an administrative law perspective, if the FCC were to allow the DON to be assigned its own NPA, it may be acting in an arbitrary and capricious manner if similarly situated organizations requesting the same are not given their own NPAs.  The negative effect of these requests on NANP exhaust could be significant.

9. The number optimization touted by the DON is a chimera. Certainly, some NPAs in jeopardy may regain some numbers. However, there is no indication if the numbers returned by the DON will be in rate centers with a current need. They may turn out to be stranded in rate centers with little or no need. As these may or may not be pristine codes, re-homing to areas in need of numbers may not be possible. 

10. The DON proposal, on its face, is an exchange of approximated 1.4 million numbers for approximately 7.9 million numbers, thus reducing the available numbers in the NANP. 

11. Additional numbering resources will be made available in the NANP if national 10 digit dialing takes place. The "D" digit becomes available. However, the NANC taskforce looked at and discarded this as a recommended or necessary NANP expansion step. Making additional numbers available did not come out ahead in a cost/benefit analysis of D digit use. 

3.2
Ten Digit Dialing Don Gray Contribution

I updated the 7d/10d dialing information from last week to more accurately reflect NPAs and customers where 7d is the standard. Last week I had removed the 10d permissive from this group and should not have. 

	NPAs Assigned
	 
	 
	 
	 
	349
	 

	 
	non-US NPAs
	 
	 
	 
	 
	44
	 

	 
	US Assigned NPAs not in service
	 
	 
	 
	31
	 

	 
	US Assigned NPAs no data
	 
	 
	 
	 
	13
	 

	 
	US Assigned with wireline data
	 
	 
	 
	261
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Wireline (000s)
	NPAs

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Assigned
	% total
	Number
	% total

	 
	 
	7d dialing is standard ‡
	 
	 
	      236,445 
	72%
	204
	78%

	 
	 
	10d, 1+10d dialing is standard
	 
	       93,320 
	28%
	57
	26%

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	‡ 7d standard with 10d / 1+10d permissive
	       80,588 
	 
	57
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Data based upon 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	NeuStar Area Code Assignments data from Brent Sturthers January 28, 2005
	 

	 
	FCC NRUF Report issued May 14, 2004
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


Figure 1 10 Digit Dialing Map

Blue areas are where the Home NPA Local dialing standard is 10d or 1+10d and Yellow is where Home NPA Local dialing standard is 7d
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Penn Pfautz contribution

Some commenters have suggested that implementation of a dedicated Navy NPA as a nationwide overlay would require nationwide dialing of all calls to any NPA by all users, whether or not a number from the Navy NPA was involved as either calling or called number.  

The context for the FCC mandate for 10-digit dialing for all NPAs in an overlay area was NPAs being assigned for normal use by end users of local exchange service. The mandate was intended to minimize disproportionate competitive impacts of area code relief on new entrants to the local service market, in particular the potential for creation of a dialing disparity where customers of some carriers would need to dial more digits and others would have to dial more digits to reach these carriers’ customers.  The concern was that incumbent carriers would have extensive numbering resources in the existing or parent NPA and, by definition the preponderance of numbers in service in the area would be old NPA numbers for some time after deployment of the overlay. Competitive carriers entering the market would be more likely to have to obtain resources from the new code and their customers would be forced to dial 10 digits (to reach numbers in the parent code) on most calls while incumbent carrier customers need only dial 7 digits for parent NPA numbers but 10 digits for overlay NPA numbers. Together, the need to dial 10-digits instead of 7 to reach most parties and for parties to dial 10 instead of 7 digits to reach a overlay NPA number assignee would make taking service with a new entrant less attractive. The 10-digit dialing requirement was an attempt to equalize dialing in such situations.

This said it is not clear that the competitive concern applies in the case of the Navy NPA. Navy intends to require the use of the new NPA by its personnel. Said personnel will not have the option of choosing a carrier that would assign a different NPA that would allow 7-digit dialing, so dialing disparity will not be a competitive issue. Accordingly, the DoN might petition the FCC for a waiver of mandatory 10-digit dialing with respect to calls within the existing underlying NPA.  This would only be needed in NPAs that do not already have 10-digit dialing in place.

If such a waiver were granted 7-digit dialing could be maintained in areas where it exists but calls to the Navy NPA would require a prefix to avoid code conflicts and the need for inter-digit timeouts in areas where the Navy NPA (e.g., 366) is assigned as a working  central office code. (Such timeouts are highly undesirable in that they would delay every call dialed the 366 NXX.) It is assumed that users of the Navy NPA would always dial 10-digits for intra- and inter-NPA calls.

Note that if the Navy NPA were deployed as a non-geographic carrier-routed resource (as is the 500 code) the issue of 10-digit dialing in existing geographic NPAs would not arise.

Section 4.0

Analysis

4.1
Alternatives Considered

4.1.1
New Country Code Assignment Mike Whaley contribution

Purpose

The intent of this contribution to the Future of Numbering Working Group is to offer an alternative to solution to the INC issue 459.  The proposal is to evaluate and if possible obtain and use a separate country code as described below.  It is recommended the idea be evaluated as an alternative that the Department of Navy (DoN) can use to obtain the desired resources for their own unique combinations of technologies and services as described in their request to consolidate their Country Code 1 Number assets.   It is not offered as a technical paper, only as a concept to be researched more thoroughly for feasibility and practicality.

Proposed Consideration

Based on the current desire to isolate an entire NPA for a single entity’s use as proposed by the Department of Navy, it is proposed that the Future of Numbering (FoN) Working group assist the DoN in considering the use of a new separate country code as an alternative to their plan.  To fully explore those avenues it is recommended the FoN use the International Telecommunication Union Telecommunication Standardization Sector (ITU-T) who has established recommendations available to guide the DoN and their vendor(s) in their research for solutions.  The specific ITU-T recommendations are E.190, E.129 and E.164 and its supplements.

In looking at the various ideas and concepts presented by the DoN, it could be viewed that the DoN could entertain the idea of having a fully separated network for the United States Government and those people and organizations that make up the DoN as well as those who use telecommunications services under its direction.  The concept of a separate country code is one that can be expanded to accommodate the needs of all other military agencies and or the entire U.S. Department of Defense as well as other potential Governmental agencies.  By obtaining separate country code identification and then designing a dialing plan around their needs, the DoN and possibly others would have the capability to quickly and readily interface and interconnect with all aspects of the North American Numbering Plan and all other international dialing plans utilizing the standards from the ITU-T.  One of the fundamental reasons for adopting and deploying this network using the ITU-T recommendations is that most if not all carriers in the United States deployed the ITU-T’s 15 digit dialing plan capability at the end of 1996 and that capability was voluntarily deployed throughout the United States of America in all switches connected with the PSTN.  

This proposal suggests that the DoN (and in the future other U.S. Military branches and potentially many other federal agencies) pursue the idea of having the United 
States Government petition the International Telecommunication Union Telecommunication Standardization Sector (ITU-T) for unique country code for the departments and personnel deployed throughout the various services.  The ITU-T understands the need to address an ever expanding marketplace due to the introduction of new services, new applications for geographic and non‑geographic numbering resources, and changes in national boundaries, management and assignment of international numbering resources for different applications.

This option has the potential to eliminate many of the concerns and questions being raised by various segments of the industry and their technical committees.  At the same time, if this is found to be a solution that is acceptable to the DoN, the unique country code for the DoN would have no impact on the existing NANP resources.  This could keep the eight million numbers available for customer services and the new technologies being deployed throughout the NANP today.  Furthermore by adopting this recommendation, it has the potential to save about 6.6 million from the NANP being abandoned.  The other concern would be that if a NANP area code were assigned, it could lead to other entities pursuing their own NPAs.   Using a separate country code assignment offers many solutions that can minimize the cost to the people who use the NANPA and without cost and impact belaboring our nation wide telecommunication system and its carriers.  

The following represent just a few of the ideas of how a separate country code could be of benefit.  

· With the planned and proposed DoN network (and potentially those of other branches of the military) and a separate country code, the DoN can establish any type of calling plan they desire with recommendations of the ITU-T Study Group.

· By having a separate country code, the DoN can, through their underlying carriers, establish the equivalent of local dialing throughout all States and the various territories where the network is deployed.  Using their own country code, they can establish their own interconnection agreements and rating and routing controls through their own procurement processes in order to interconnect with carriers to deliver calls to their country code.

· Using a separate country code and dialing plan, the DoN can create and define their own geographic calling areas independent of the current PSTN.

· Emergency services dialing will be maintained and controlled by the managing entity for the DoN.

· The DoN can control the assignment and movement of all telephone numbers within their dialing plan.  

· The numbers could not be transferred or assigned without permission of the manager of the numbers for the DoN.

· Other carriers, such as wireless, wireline and IP providers could potentially offer to use the numbers from the new country code for the DoN/U.S. network.

· This would be entirely outside of the NANP and would not require the use of eight million numbers to serve 1.4 million stations.

4.2
Ten Digit Dialing

4.3
IP to IP   Interconnection  Penn Pfautz  AT&T Contribution
Below is the Routing & Addressing Section excerpted from PSTC-SAC 2005-008, “Output baseline text, with revision marks, for the IP-IP Interconnection Standard from the November 2004 PTSC-SAC meeting.”
Routing and Addressing

Editors Note: See T1S1.7/2003-498 for more details.

It is proposed that ENUM or ENUM technology be the basis for the long-term solution for exchange of information about how to reach E.164 numbers through IP interconnection and that T1S1 begin consideration of how to implement ENUM-based interconnection.

In the interim, other methods, such as the exchange between carriers of IP addresses for network elements to which traffic for particular codes should be directed, may be required.

Whether a public or carrier ENUM approach is adopted decisions will be required about how to employ it for interconnection. These include:

· What types of records to provide, e.g., NAPTR  records that include SIP Address of Record, Presence URIs

· How to build a streamlined process for provisioning of carrier records into the ENUM Tier 1 registry.

· What is the scope of interconnection?  Interconnection has traditionally been bilateral via dedicated facilities and may well, considering the amount of traffic involved, continue to be so. ENUM in principle, however, could support other paradigms, e.g., interconnection over the Internet, which may be appropriate in some circumstances.

The following text was agreed to be added from contributionT1S1.7/2003-637.

Prior to the availability of ENUM or ENUM-like mechanisms, interconnection will be code-based.  For direct interconnection a local service provider needs to identify for other local service providers and IXCs physical and logical points or points to which those other carriers can deliver VoIP traffic destined for NPA-NXX assigned to the LSP. IXCs need to identify corresponding points to which VoIP traffic associated with their CIC may be delivered.

· It is assumed that the physical POI will represent a router or a meet point for a facility connected to a router (for example if in-LATA handoff is required and one of the carriers does not have a router physically located within the LATA.)

· The logical POI may be an IP address toward which a SIP INVITE can be addressed or a URI that can be resolved to such an IP address.

· The LERG currently associates NPA-NXXs with service providers and switch CLLIs. It might be possible to either

· Expand the LERG to allow specification of alternate (to TDM) IP physical and logical POIs

or

· Provide through some other central database or individual carrier web sites correlation of PSTN CLLIs with IP POIs

· Editors note: prior to publication the text of this bullet should be reviewed for applicability to the standard: To establish IP  POIs for CICs, the ASR process will require modification. IXCs need a means of identifying which local service provider end offices or tandems could support IP delivery of traffic
 and would then need to be able to place orders for those offices to route particular traffic types to the CIC owner’s specified IP POI.

Example

Consider the Figure below:








Figure x –Specification of VoIP POI 

Carrier A has traffic destined for the 794-867 code (whether as an unported number or an LRN). Carrier A must determine that this NPA-NXX is assigned to Carrier B’s end office with CLLI A (which may be done via the LERG) and then that Carrier B will accept VoIP traffic for this end office at Router CLLI N with SIP INVITEs addressed to IP address  x.x.x.x  (Border Function X). Note that this example assumes direct physical interconnection of networks. If carrier B was willing to accept traffic over whatever general Internet connectivity existed between it and the sending carrier, it might publish only the Border Function address.
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� This might be done through inspection of the LERG or other databases as discussed above to determine what PSTN CLLIs has corresponding IP POI information listed.
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