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ABSTRACT:  This contribution offers additional concerns not addressed in the March 28, 2005, AT&T contribution titled “Calculation of Numbering Resource Consumption Under Direct Assignment to VoIP Service 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 the NARUC or the state commissions listed above.  The NARUC and state commissions specifically reserve the right to amend or withdraw the statements contained herein.

Introduction

AT&T’s March 28, 2005, contribution titled “Calculation of Numbering Resource Consumption Under Direct Assignment to VoIP Service Providers”  (“AT&T contribution”) provides some assumptions on the number of new VoIP providers it would take to exhaust the NANP as well as the local routing number (“LRN”) requirements of the new VoIP providers.

The state commissions representing NARUC (“the states”) submit the following contribution for consideration by the Future of Numbering Working Group (“FoN WG”).  The states believe the AT&T contribution provides a macroscopic view of the potential impact of VoIP on the NANP and may understate the impact of direct assignment of numbering resources to VoIP providers on both individual NPAs and the NANP as a whole.  Although it is difficult to quantify the number of VoIP providers necessary to exhaust individual NPAs or the NANP, the states suggest that two “real world” situations should be considered in addition to the  AT&T contribution.  The states also recommend specific actions to help lessen the impact of VoIP numbering on individual NPAs and the NANP.

Excluded and Pooling Optional Rate Centers
AT&T’s contribution calculates the potential impact of VoIP numbering based only on the assignment of thousands-blocks.  Yet roughly 60 percent of the rate centers in the country are either “excluded” from pooling or “pooling optional.”  The states believe that projections of NANP exhaust developed without regard to actual pooling status, understates the impact on individual NPAs and the NANP as a whole.  

There are 20,334 rate centers in the country, but 5,946 (29 percent) are classified as “excluded” from pooling.  VoIP providers wishing to obtain telephone numbers in these rate centers will be assigned full NXXs (or CO Code) as opposed to thousands-blocks.  

An additional 6,282 (31 percent) rate centers are classified as “pooling optional.”  In pooling optional rate centers there may be thousands-blocks potentially available, but often a service provider's “back office” procedures do not appear to look for pooling optional rate center status and the pooling administrator or the state commissions must notify carriers and attempt to locate thousands-blocks to be donated.  

It is imperative, in optional pooling rate centers, that efforts be made to allocate numbering resources in the smallest allotment possible.  Interactive communication between the pooling administrator and the NANPA should be expected regarding numbering requests in optional pooling rate centers. 

Recommendations for Excluded and Pooling Optional Rate Centers

The FoN WG should recommend to the NANC that the practice of direct assignment of numbering resources to VoIP providers might be the waterfall event that requires the designation of all rate centers as mandatory pooling and require all service providers to first seek numbering resources at the thousands-block level. Implementing this change across the Country Code 01 NANP without regard to the type of service being provided would be a step forward in number conservation that would not favour any specific technology or service provider and could be considered technology neutral.  

LRN Requirements 
For a service provider to establish an LRN, NANPA generally assigns a new NXX.  The AT&T contribution assumes that new VoIP providers would require one LRN per LATA.  Thus if a new VoIP provider were to establish itself nationally in all 211 LATAs, it would require the assignment of 211 new NXXs.

The states point out that it is not clear how VoIP providers will provision their networks or if their networks can be provisioned using just one LRN per LATA.  Traditional wireline telephone networks are often provisioned using far more than one LRN per LATA.  

Iowa, for example, has only five LATAs, yet one wireline telephone company has been assigned 219 LRNs, while a second telephone company has been assigned 133 LRNs.  

In Nebraska there are three LATAs. Two of the LATAs are in the 402 Area Code and account for 240 of the 325 LRNs in the state. One carrier has been assigned 141 of the 240 LRNs.  

The states believe AT&T’s LRN assumption far understates the actual LRN requirements of new VoIP providers.  For example, many LATAs which have multiple tandems belonging to different service providers.  LRN practices recognize that this is an instance where multiple LRNs may be required.  Just a few new VoIP providers wishing to establish multiple LRNs in certain LATAs could quickly expose specific NPAs to jeopardy.  Numerous new VoIP providers wishing to establish multiple LRNs in every LATA would most certainly impact current forecasts for NANP exhaust. 
LRN Recommendations

Number optimization measures, previously not required, might have to be considered in light of the potential for increased LRN demands. 

Industry practices have come to recognize that the "one LRN per LATA" policy is not workable in every situation.  In the same way the guidelines have evolved to recognize the potential for additional LRNs, formerly optional number optimization practices may now need to become mandatory and previously discarded options may need to be reexamined.  As always an analysis of the potential benefits must be evaluated in light of the costs and disadvantages.   

INC Guidelines provide carriers with a voluntary mechanism to transfer ownership of a code for the purposes of LRN assignment. The states understand the use of this method carries a potential cost and effort dependent upon the number of thousands-blocks that are contaminated and changes that must be made the to industry databases. However, at what point does the cost and inconvenience of an area code exhaust, and the implementation of a new code in either a split or overlay, outweigh the smaller cost of a code ownership transfer. 

Conclusion

The states acknowledge that from a both technology perspective and a policy/regulatory perspective it has been difficult to separate local number portability (competition) from thousands-block number pooling capability (resource conservation). Perhaps it is time to rearrange the traditional view of local number portability and thousands-block number pooling. 

1)
Allow all service providers not currently thousands-block number pooling capable to recover the cost of implementing thousands-block number pooling in the same manner as carriers have been allowed to recover the cost of implementing local number portability. This removes the current cost impediment for a carrier to be thousands-block number pooling capable.

2)
Require all carriers in all rate centers to participate in thousands-block number pooling. 

3)
States may continue to provide waivers of local number portability requirements to qualified rural carriers. 

