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Abstract:

This contribution proposes new text constituting a total rewrite of Section 3.0 “Current Situation” and Section 5.0 “Other Considerations/Factors.” A broad variety of facts and circumstances surrounding the dependencies and interdependencies associated with numbering resources, as well as when and where they are allocated and assigned and how they are used for inter-company communications and back office operations are discussed briefly. Several critical questions, which are intended to challenge existing rules, guidelines, paradigms and assumptions, are included after some of the paragraphs to assist the group in drawing conclusions and to identify areas that could not be addressed by the FoN WG.

Contribution:

Section 3.0
Current Situation

Presently, an entity considered an IP-Enhanced SP which is providing telephony services via IP (VoIP) are not classified as telecommunications carriers: they are not state-certificated local exchange carriers (LEC) or federally licensed telecommunication providers and therefore, do not qualify under existing guidelines to obtain numbering resources directly from the North American Numbering Plan Administrator (NANPA) or the Pooling Administrator (PA). Since providers in this class are not presently considered telecommunications carriers, certain industry constructs do not apply, namely, the Section 251 requirement that telecommunications carriers interconnect with these providers or the applicability of established access tariffs from which services are commonly purchased by telecommunications carriers to exchange traffic.  

At present, most internet-based providers of VoIP services (referred to as “VoIP providers”) obtain numbering resources through the purchase of local exchange service from other carriers (referred to as “intermediaries”) since interconnection agreements and access tariffs only apply to “telecommunications carriers.” Some VoIP-only entities (referred to as “VoIP-only”) have developed their own “numbering plan” with which their end-users can “dial” each other but may not be dialed or dial to the Time Division Multiplex (TDM) network sometimes referred to the Public Switch Telephone Network (PSTN). A third class of providers of telephony services via IP is the existing certificated telecommunications carriers (referred to as “telecommunication carriers”). They are not currently classified as providers of IP-enhanced services but they too are introducing telephony services using both private and public IP networks. Since “telecommunications carriers” are certificated, they are able to obtain numbering resources necessary to activate switches and assign numbers to end-users subscribing to services utilizing both TDM and VoIP technology.

Question: Is it generally agreed that NANP numbers should be equally available and assignable to providers of telephony services irrespective of the underlying technology employed to deliver these same voice services? (Agree, Disagree, Need More Time)
For a “VoIP Provider” to obtain numbering resources today, they can enter into a “commercial agreement” or purchase retail Direct Inward Dialing DID service that connects their gateway to the PSTN as though is was a gateway to a PBX. The LEC offering this retail services assigns numbers to the DID “blocks” from its existing numbering inventory. These numbers are shown in the Telcordia( LERG( Routing Guide and/or the Number Portability Administration Center (NPAC) as associated with the underlying intermediary’s (LEC) switch rather than the provider of VoIP telephony service and its gateway. The provider of VoIP telephony service in this approach does not control the corresponding Telcordia® LERG™ Routing Guide or NPAC entries. Should numbers need to be ported into or away from the provider of VoIP telephony service, this can not be done by the VoIP provider since the LEC is the underlying Network Service Provider and the VoIP provider is shown on the porting record as the end-user (and not the customer of the VoIP provider).

Question: Is it generally agreed that NANP numbers should continue to be portable and pooled (where pooling is instituted) irrespective of the technology employed to deliver telephony services? (Agree, Disagree, Need More Time)
Some entities offering VoIP-only telephony services “within the internet” that do not intend to exchange traffic with end-users on the PSTN (prominent technology being Time Division Multiplexing or TDM) have established their own “numbering plan” to facilitate “dialing” among their end-users. This is appropriate since unless there is a need to “be called” by a TDM end-user from the PSTN, NANP numbering resources are not required by the VoIP provider to offer or for its end-users to utilize this service. However, if these VoIP-only providers want to offer services where their end-users can be called by TDM end-users in the PSTN, they must obtain and assigned NANP numbers to their end-users as is done via retail DID by the class of “VoIP providers” discussed above.

Question: Is it generally agreed that NANP numbers should only be assigned to end-users that subscribe to a service which permits calling from PSTN end-users assigned telephone numbers (NANP resources)? (Agree, Disagree, Need More Time)

Telecommunications carriers (and not their unregulated affiliates, e.g., SBC-IS) offering telephony service using IP (VoIP) also need numbering resources. These carriers are obligated (as are all telecommunications carriers) to participate in number pooling, local number portability, 911, various reporting and numbering resource optimization measures enacted by the FCC as well the various interconnection/interoperability and numbering assignment principals and guidelines, most of which are developed under the auspices of the Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions (ATIS). By introducing “soft switches” into their existing networks, applying to the number administrator for numbering resources and the required LRN for local number portability, these carriers follow the existing “rate center” paradigm used for call rating and billing. Interconnection primarily involves SS7 trunking for call set-up and signaling as well as reciprocal compensation agreements, access tariffs or interconnection agreements for the settlement of revenue owed to each other for carrying traffic.

Question: Is it generally agreed that NANP numbers should continue to be available to “telecommunications carriers” who compete with non-carriers offering VoIP technology-based services so as to not disadvantage any industry sector and to ensure  numbering resources are not a constraint to competition? (Agree, Disagree, Need More Time)

Section 5.0
Other Considerations/Factors

Other factors may influence the degree to which providers of telephony services via IP (VoIP) would make use of the ability to obtain numbering resources directly from the NANPA and or PA. In this section, we will discuss: the need and ability to utilize numbering resources; and vehicles for obtaining and exchanging traffic using numbering resources.

Note that commercial relationships are suitable constructs for establishing business relations between providers absent the required use of interconnection agreements and tariffs by “telecommunications carriers.” It is appropriate to consider the how numbering resources are used with existing infrastructure since business relationships prevalent in the TDM world are dependent upon numbering resources and should be considered when and where traffic is exchanged with TDM end-users served by “carriers” in the PSTN.

Question: Is it generally agreed that NANP numbers assigned to end-users should be dial able from the PSTN? (Agree, Disagree, Need More Time)

NEED AND ABILITY TO UTILIZE NUMBERING RESOURCES

Convenience of NANP Resources to Consumers

Certainly, the characteristics and format of numbering resources has evolved into a somewhat simple and organized means for understanding the digits one must “dial” for communication via telephone. Preserving and perpetuating this convention so that end-users, irrespective of the underlying technology employed, can continue to use this approach, seems to be in the best interest of consumers and providers of telephony services alike. However, resource conservation dictates numbers should be allocated and assigned carefully, that is, where and when needed.

When Resources Are Allocated

The FCC Rules require resources to be activated within sixty (60) days of allocation by the PA or NANPA and that (at least) one working number must be assigned to an end-user within six (6) months of resource allocation. Existing telecommunications obligations include: LNP; E911; Number Pooling; various NRO reporting and administrative requirements; numbering resource assignment criteria enumerated in FCC Rule and Directives; as well as FCC-referenced processes and procedures contained ATIS industry guidelines. 

In as much as these guidelines were written in the context of traditional the telecommunications environment or for “telecommunication carriers,” these conventions used by service providers to interconnect TDM end-users in the PSTN will remain in place for some time since the predominance of TDM end-users are in the PSTN and are served by “telecommunications carriers.” 

Question: Is it generally agreed that NANP numbers are an integral part of existing FCC Rules and Industry conventions and those providers allocated numbering resources should interconnect with the PSTN so that their customers can be called from the PSTN? (Agree, Disagree, Need More Time)

Where Resources Are Allocated

As for the where, ordinarily, numbering resources are assigned to a “switching entity or POI” on a rate center basis to “telecommunications providers” which by convention, assign numbers to end-users based upon their geographic location or geography if the provider is a wireless carrier. However, although numbering resources will continue to be assigned on a rate center basis, it is likely NANP numbering resources allocated to providers of telephony service via IP (VoIP) will serve both fixed and nomadic customers who may plug their SIP-enabled phone into the internet when they are away so that they can call and be called. This “mobility” is likely acceptable as long existing paradigms remain in place when interconnecting to the PSTN: telephone numbers are associated with rate centers in which PSTN traffic may terminate as is the convention today for “telecommunications carriers” operating in the PSTN. 

Question: Is it generally agreed that NANP numbers should continue to be assigned on a rate center basis and those providers should have a switching entity/POI in the rate center associated with these numbering resources to facilitate the exchange of traffic between the PSTN TDM network and the IP network? (Agree, Disagree, Need More Time)
VEHICLES FOR OBTAINING AND EXCHANGING TRAFFIC USING TELEPHONE NUMBERS

The type of service provider interconnection primarily utilized today in the NANP is SS7 trunking to a LEC tandem or end office. Trunking among service providers interconnect switches or Points of Interface (POI) with local, toll and access trunks where minutes of use (MOU) is measured for “settlements” between carriers. These traditional inter-carrier arrangements may be more involved to deploy than the purchase of retail Direct Inward Dialing (DID) or Primary Rate Interface (PRI) service, however, it is not clear if the inter-carrier dependencies remain in tact if DID is used by service providers as opposed to retail customers, e.g., PBX, for which they were designed. 

VoIP providers may have other motivations for the purchase of PRIs other than the fact it is a vehicle for exchanging traffic with TDM end-users and that the service also comes with needed telephone numbers. As currently understood, the ESP exemption applies to a “providers of IP-Enhanced Services (VoIP service providers), where qualified, and currently enables them to purchase this end-user service rather than switched access services commonly used today in the PSTN to terminate calls among carriers.  Some VoIP providers rely on the FCC’s Enhanced Service Provider (ESP) exemption to provide significant savings for call termination to the PSTN since DID was established as a retail service where traffic is originated and terminated to an end-user, e.g., PBX. 

Question: Is it generally agreed that NANP numbers assigned to VoIP providers for the purpose of transporting traffic between the PSTN and the VoIP provider’s IP Network is a short term solution that uses a retail product for a predominantly wholesale purpose? (Agree, Disagree, Need More Time)
For retail DID,  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 providers end-user. This may not be problematic for traffic originating from the PSTN since the switching entity/POI corresponds with the rate center of the called telephone number. However, for traffic terminating to the PSTN, the call may have originated anywhere in the LATA, country or world yet it appears to the PSTN carrier receiving the call as if it is local traffic although the calling party number may indicate otherwise.

Thus, VoIP providers that decide to purchase PRI service for call termination to the PSTN may find it simpler to use it for receipt of inbound calls as well and to forego the need to be directly assigned numbering resources. Many NRO number administration and reporting obligations do not apply to the VoIP provider in this situation but do apply to the assignee, namely the LEC. However, it is unclear if VoIP providers will enjoy the ESP exemption indefinitely and to what extent the use of a retail service to exchange TDM – IP traffic (local, toll and access) disrupts existing paradigms, including call rating and service provider interoperability, e.g., LNP. 

Question: Is it generally agreed that NANP numbers should be accompanied by NRO obligations when assigned to VoIP providers and that numbers should be assigned directly to the VoIP providers switching entity/POI to ensure accountability? (Agree, Disagree, Need More Time)
As noted in the Order, tandem interconnection for calls terminating to the VoIP provider is (apparently) more efficient. Tandem interconnection “efficiency” may take on many forms: traffic aggregation, quantity of points of interconnection; and the continued use of existing inter-company conventions associated with network operations and back-office systems. Here, the FCC allowed direct assignment of numbering resources contingent upon proof that the “IP-Enhanced SP has effectively interconnected with the PSTN via SS7 tandem trunking. Using this approach instead of DID, VoIP providers may too enjoy these efficiencies and avoid the DID charges by directly acquiring their own numbering resources. Also, by virtue of the fact that the VoIP provider would be shown directly in the Telcordia® LERG™ Routing Guide and NPAC, the identification of VoIP originated traffic and eliminate local number portability constraints identified previously may be achieved.

Question: Is it generally agreed that NANP numbers should be assigned to VoIP  providers (non-carriers) that can sufficiently show at the time of allocation  TDM end-users will be able to reach the NANP resources assigned to VoIP end-users via trunking arrangements from PSTN service providers to the VoIP providers switching entity/POI. (Agree, Disagree, Need More Time)
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