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ABSTRACT:  This contribution discusses outstanding issues that the FoN WG should address in its report to the NANC on its consideration of NANC Change Order 400
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

The joint FoN-LNPA WG meeting of April 14th provided useful context against which the NANC should evaluate Change Order 400. Several salient points are noted.

The Capabilities proposed apply only in circumstances where the Network-to-Network interface (NNI) is IP

There was agreement of all parties that placement of URIs in the NPAC was not to support PSTN call completion and that changes PSTN elements (switches, SCPs) were not contemplated. The primary driver for the change order (as described in the FoN-LNPA WG meeting) is support of MMS services, in particular mobile phone picture exchange. 

The solution embodied in NANC 400 is not the direction the industry is pursuing for routing and addressing across an IP NNI

Both the CC1 ENUM LLC and ATIS PTSC indicated in their liaison responses to the LNPA that, in addressing the problem of routing and addressing across an IP NNI they were focusing on ENUM and did not see a need for URIs in the NPAC. (The PTSC response was not available to the LNPA-FoN until after the meeting.) 

Since the issue was referred to the FoN presumptively in the context of understanding how Change Order 400 fit into the industry’s plans for evolution this discrepancy needs to be brought to the NANC’s attention.

The full solution for the problem NANC 400 attempts to address has not been defined

Several parties asserted that it was not their intention to populate other than interservice provider ported and pooled numbers in the NPAC in order to make use of Change Order 400 capabilities. This is important information as it begins to alleviate concerns that additional records might be added to the NPAC solely for this purpose. On the other hand, it was acknowledged that procedures for dissemination of MMS routing information for non-ported/pooled numbers had not been defined by the industry.

Further, it does appear that MVNO assigned numbers, not otherwise ported, might be placed into the NPAC in support of MMS. (The MVNO case was cited as an instance where MMS URI cannot be reliably inferred from the service provider SPID.)

It is unclear whether the services proposed are within the scope the FCC has defined for the NPAC

Telcordia cited text from an FCC order stating that NPAC information must be limited that required to complete telephone calls. No additional information beyond that currently in the NPAC is needed to complete telephone calls to ported through the PSTN.  It is only where routing outside of the PSTN (e.g., MMS) is involved that an issue arises. It is not clear whether picture exchange should be considered a “telephone call” in this context. Other parties suggested that, because telephone numbers and portability were involved, the NPAC was the proper locus for MMS URIs. It would seem that a resolution to this issue is crucial in determining whether URIs can indeed be placed in the NPAC. 

Potential costs to parties need to be more fully determined

Although the current proposal is to put Change Order 400 into the NPAC but not activate it, AT&T remains concerned about costs that may be driven to parties that have no need for it.  AT&T believes that the intention is to eventually turn it on and the issue of impacts once it is turned on need to be considered now since the argument is likely to be made along the lines of , “It’s there; let’s use it.” AT&T seeks to understand whether

1.  In the inactive state, the presence of the change order will still increase testing costs for the release that are allocated to all users.

2. If when activated, testing costs will be distributed to parties that do not seek to make use of the change order.

Also, as noted above, AT&T is concerned that use of Change Order 400 for MVNO/resale customers will inevitably lead to additional transactions for which all users will be assessed a share.

Recommendation

The FoN WG needs to consider each of these points before making a recommendation to the NANC re the appropriateness of proceeding with Change Order 400 and note the resolution in its report.

