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ABSTRACT:  This contribution discusses how “Facilities Readiness” might be defined as a criterion of assignment of numbering resources for VoIP providers.
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.” One of the criteria suggested has been “facilities readiness.” This contribution considers how this should be defined in the VoIP context.

Should facilities readiness depend on interconnection?

The objective of facilities readiness requirements is to ensure that numbers are not allocated to a service provider that is not prepared to make use of them.  This objective is clearly applicable to VoIP as well as conventional service providers.  Part of the underlying objective can be satisfied by proof or attestation that a provider has deployed network elements (e. g, a softswitch and/or gateway) but until a carrier is connected to the PSTN the overarching requirement that numbers assigned to a carrier be dialable from the PSTN has not been demonstrated. The fundamental principle should be that all numbers must have a PSTN point of interconnection, appropriate to the rate center to which the Central Office (CO) code is assigned, to which other carriers can deliver traffic.
 This is not intended to preclude the use of other optional IP POIs, but at the current state of network evolution, E.164 numbers should not be assigned for exclusive use outside of the PSTN, i.e., reachable only from IP-enabled end points.

What type of interconnection should be required?

The FCC’s SBCIS order required some demonstration of interconnection but also wrestled with how do this in a way that would not erect inequitable barriers to VoIP providers obtaining numbering resources, given that negotiation of interconnection agreements (ICAs) has often been a contentious matter in the past.

RNK’s follow on petition for a similar waiver suggests that the Commission not require direct interconnection with the ILEC to qualify for numbering resources.
 This would allow a VoIP carrier to reach a commercial agreement with another LEC, e.g. a CLEC that has a valid ICA and submit this as proof of interconnection, minimally in the form of a letter from the ICA holder.  Since there may be multiple (C)LECs from which such services could be obtained, this approach helps address the issue of competitive bottlenecks. Direct and indirect interconnection are illustrated in Figures 1 and 2, respectively.

Under this approach a VoIP provider could come to an agreement whereby it would home its assigned LRN (and thus Central Office Code) on another provider’s switch, and service providers could deliver traffic destined for the VoIP provider to that switch either directly or through the tandem designated for that switch in the Local Exchange Routing Guide (LERG™.) The interconnection between the VoIP provider and the host switch owner would be left up to the parties involved.

The LERG would show VoIP provider’s assigned CO Code as associated with the CLLI of the (C)LEC switch on which it was homed, but with the OCN (Operating Company Number) of the VoIP provider. The company category associated with the OCN would be IPES (IP Enabled Services.)

With respect to the application of  intercarrier compensation  associated with calls terminating from the PSTN to the VoIP provider under the indirect interconnection scenario, two issues should be noted: 1) the division of said revenue between the host switch owner and the VoIP provider, and 2) billing of such charges to the responsible party. It is suggested that the first issue may be resolved bilaterally between the parties involved as part of their commercial arrangement. As to the second, it may be simpler for the host switch owner to bill the applicable intercarrier compensation charges  and settle per the agreement with the VoIP provider; but other arrangements are conceivable.

The above describes the interconnection for call termination from the PSTN to the VoIP provider and is all that is required for the threshold condition of demonstrating a PSTN POI for the requested numbering resources. Whether this interconnection is used to terminate calls from VoIP providers to the PSTN is a separate matter, which the FoN does not need to resolve here.  However, it is reasonable to expect that VoIP providers could continue to make use of end user facilities to qualify for the Enhanced Service Provider exemption even as they transition the PSTN POI for their assigned numbers to the arrangement discussed here.
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Figure 1 – Direct Interconnection of VoIP Provider
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Figure 2 – Indirect Interconnection of VoIP Provider


� “Appropriate to” in this context means within the LATA.


� RNK, Inc., Petition For Limited Waiver of Section 52.15(g)(2)(i) of the Commission’s Rules Regarding Numbering Resources, CC Docket No. 99-200.











