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Section 1.0
Introduction Penn Pfautz contribution

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.” This contribution outlines some issues relevant to this charge.

Section 2.0
Background– Hoke Knox contribution

SBCIS petitioned the FCC for numbering resources for use as a VoIP entity.  The FCC allowed a waiver for access to numbering resources for VoIP providers.   The key points of the waiver in FCC 05-20 released February 1, 2005 addressing the SBCIS VoIP request are summarized as follows:

1 The FCC grants SBCIS permission to obtain numbering resources directly from the North American Numbering Plan Administrator (NANPA) and/or the Pooling Administrator (PA) for use in deploying IP-enabled services, including Voice over Internet Protocol (VoIP) services, on a commercial basis to residential and business customers.  ¶1

2 The waiver will be in effect until the Commission adopts final numbering rules for IP-enabled services.  ¶1
3 The FCC requires SBCIS to comply with the Commission’s other numbering utilization and optimization requirements, numbering authority delegated to the states, and industry guidelines and practices,
 including filing the Numbering Resource Utilization and Forecast Report (NRUF). ¶4

4 To the extent other entities seek similar relief the FCC would grant such relief to an extent comparable to what is set forth in this Order.  ¶4
5 SBCIS must comply with the Commission’s numbering utilization and optimization requirements and industry guidelines and practices, including numbering authority delegated to state commissions.  ¶4

6 The FCC further requires SBCIS to file any requests for numbers with the Commission and the relevant state commission at least thirty days prior to requesting numbers from the NANPA or the PA.  ¶4

7 SBCIS will be responsible for processing port requests directly rather than going through a LEC.  ¶9

8 The FCC numbering requirement imposed on SBCIS is the "facilities readiness" requirement set forth in section 52.15(g)(2)(ii).   If SBCIS is unable to provide a copy of an interconnection agreement approved by a state commission, we require that it submit evidence that it has ordered an interconnection service pursuant to a tariff that is generally available to other providers of IP-enabled voice services.  The tariff must be in effect, and the service ordered, before SBCIS submits an application for numbering resources.  SBCIS, however, may not rely on the tariff to meet the facilities readiness requirement if the Commission initiates a section 205 investigation of the tariff.   ¶10

9 The FCC’s waiver rules for VoIP are not final (paragraph 11) but are under review by the NANC for any recommended changes at the request of the FCC.  ¶11
Section 3.0
Current Situation Penn Pfautz contribution
Presently VoIP providers that are not also state-certificated local exchange carriers or otherwise federally licensed do not qualify to obtain numbering resources directly from the NANPA or the Pooling Administrator. Because VoIP carriers view certification requirements as onerous they frequently obtain numbering resources through the purchase of local exchange service from other carriers. Mostly commonly this involves purchase of ISDN PRI DID service that connects to the VoIP carrier gateway as though the gateway were a PBX. The serving LEC assigns numbers from its existing inventory as it would to any other end user customer and the numbers are shown in the LERG  and/or NPAC as associated with the LEC switch rather than the VoIP provider gateway. The VoIP provider cannot directly control the corresponding LERG or NPAC entries and, should numbers need to be ported in to or away from the VoIP carrier, this must be done through the LEC as Network Service Provider. Likewise, outside parties cannot identify the numbers assigned to the VoIP provider as being specifically associated with the VoIP provider.

Section 4.0
Impact on Numbering Resources Penn Pfautz contribution
Since numbers obtained in the manner described above are assigned out of already allocated CO codes or blocks, NANPA and the PA will only need to assign new (growth) resources if the VoIP demand coupled with other end user demand causes the serving LEC to exceed utilization thresholds. In principle, multiple VoIP carriers can be served out of a single thousands block achieving a kind of de facto lower level pooling. Moreover, since VoIP carriers must effectively pay for the numbers they are assigned since they are obtained through the purchase of end user service, they are dis-incented from ordering more numbers than they need to service their actual customer demand.

If VoIP carriers can easily obtain numbering resources directly from NANPA or the PA, then they would presumably be entitled to an initial CO code (from which they may only retain one thousands block) to establish a point-of-interface/LRN per switch, per LATA and an initial thousands block in each rate center they plan to serve. The demand can roughly be calculated as:

NXXs consumed =   (Number of Service Providers (X) Number of Rate Centers) 

(10,000/allocation block size)

where allocation block size is currently 1,000 so the denominator simplifies to 10. This calculation assumes that NXX allocation for initial LRN/POI establishment can be subsumed in the NXXs allocated to provide rate center block assignments. For example, if 10 VoIP providers each want numbers in 10 rate centers in a LATA, then effectively 10 NXXs are required with each provider being the code holder for 1 NXX to satisfy LRN/POI requirements. This represents the ideal and most efficient utilization scenario possible, but actual VoIP provider needs will likely result in less efficient consumption of resources.

Whether or not direct allocation of resources implies a significant demand on the NANPA depends on the assumptions one makes about the likely number of VoIP carriers and the number of rate centers in which they will require numbers. Some modeling of the level of demand given various assumptions about the number of VoIP carriers and the number of rate centers requested would be useful. Rate center demand profiles could be constructed based on profiles of where CLECs have requested numbering resources and of broadband Internet service availability.

Section 5.0
Other Considerations Penn Pfautz contribution
Other factors may influence the degree to which VoIP providers would make use of the ability to obtain numbering resources directly from the NANPA/PA. 

First, the type of interconnection required for direct resource assignment, likely SS7 trunking to the appropriate ILEC tandem, may be more involved to deploy than purchase of PRI service. Moreover, this interconnection and direct assignment of resources come with additional responsibilities: the VoIP carrier will now need to handle the porting process itself as well as take on other number administration responsibilities, i.e., OCN registration and NRUF submission.

Second, and perhaps more importantly, VoIP providers have other motivations for the purchase of PRIs.  Most VoIP providers rely on the FCC’s Enhanced Service Provider exemption to provide significant savings for call termination to the PSTN. As commonly understood, the ESP exemption allows a VoIP service provider, where qualified, to purchase end user service rather than switched access to terminate calls.  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 caller (as indicated for example by the NPA of their Calling Party Number). Thus, VoIP providers that need to purchase PRI service anyway for call termination to the PSTN may find it simpler to use it for receipt of inbound calls as well and so forego independent acquisition of numbering resources.

On the other hand, as noted in the Order, tandem interconnection for calls terminating to the VoIP carrier is more efficient. Then too, VoIP providers may avoid charges for DID number blocks by acquiring their own numbers. Also, by virtue of the fact that the VoIP provider is shown directly in the LERG/NPAC, IP interconnection of VoIP service providers is facilitated as is the identification of VoIP originated traffic (this is currently an issue before the Ordering and Billing Forum.)

In addition, some VoIP providers are facilities-based, certificated carriers that already hold numbering resources. These carriers may continue to use their existing resources for VoIP services they offer rather than availing themselves of VoIP-specific resources. On the other hand, since the SBCIS order may be read to allow facilities-based carriers that are also VoIP providers to acquire a separate set of VoIP numbering resources under a different OCN, they may elect to do so in order to distinguish their VoIP service operationally.

Section 6.0
Comparison Analysis --Karen Mulberry contribution of Comparison Chart Appendix A -- Entries Don Gray

How should numbering rules be modified to allow IP-enabled service providers access to numbering resources in a manner consistent with FCC numbering optimization policies?

See Appendix A for Comparison Chart

Questions FROM February 22, 2005 Meeting Minutes on Comparison Chart

The FCC’s waiver included a statement that the IP-enhanced SPs (IPSP) offer commercial service to business and residential customers. 

· Is there a difference between certification and licensing?  

· Is it a valid company that offers service? 

· Does there need to be some sort of PSTN interconnection? 

· Qualification includes certification. What other types of qualifications are acceptable? 

· Is there a difference between a VoIP provider and a VoIP provider that wants to put on a telecom uniform? 

Must be reasonable to open up market and not stymie progress - certification without stifling progress.

The group generally agreed that NRO provisions including NRUF would apply. The group discussed the need for an NRUF on file and an OCN as part as the criteria for being assigned numbering resources. 

· The group discussed what would happen if an IPSP asked for millions of numbers across many rate centers? 

· Is an artificial throttle needed so as to not break the bank? 

· Does each VoIP provider need an LRN per LATA or one interface to the LRN for VoIP providers? 

Since numbers would be pooled and ported and these TNs need to be reached by folks calling, it appears yes, an LRN would be needed as it is needed today. LRN requests were thought by some to cause the demise of numbering resources if all VoIP providers need LRNs in every LATA.

Bob Atkinson said it is worth identifying potential future changes, e.g., 7 digit LRNs, for informational purposes, in the final report. 

Some VoIP providers offer customers 10 different numbers at an additional cost and at no cost to the IPSP. 

1.  Certification Requirement – For NANPA & PA - For an IP Service Provider to obtain numbering resources directly from the North American Numbering Plan Administrator (NANPA) and/or the Pooling Administrator (PA) for use in deploying IP-enabled services, including Voice over Internet Protocol (VoIP) services, the IP Service Provider must offer services on a “commercial basis” to residential and business customers.  

NANPA options for brainstorming only – Not a NANPA position:

1. No Certification but IPSP abides by NRO provisions and network readiness and/or interconnection provisions to ensure resources activated within 60 days.  OCN required.

2. Federal and/or State Certification (CLEC like).

3. New Certification, approved by States and FCC, only for IP providers. Wireline, Wireless and now VoIP.  OCN required.

4. Notification/Registration Requirement (as in the FCC Order) with State or FCC with specific criteria to be met and included in notification.  Acknowledgement required by State or FCC.

2. OCN – NECA gatekeeper.

3.  Analysis of NANP Exhaust – VoIP Providers?

4.  

Section 7.0
Recommendation “STRAWMAN DRAFT”
The FoNWG recommends that the NANC forward to the FCC this document with the recommendation that VoIP Service Providers meet the FCC rules and industry guidelines as identified in Comparison Chart above.  Also, for an IP Service Provider to obtain numbering resources directly from the North American Numbering Plan Administrator (NANPA) and/or the Pooling Administrator (PA) for use in deploying IP-enabled services, including Voice over Internet Protocol (VoIP) services, the IP Service Provider must offer services on a “commercial basis” to residential and business customers.  

	APPENDIX A 

Comparison Chart

Current Service Provider Number Allocation/Assignment Requirements to Proposed Allocation/Assignment Requirements for VoIP Providers

Source = G (Guideline), F (FCC), S (State)



	
	Current PSTN SP Allocation Requirement
	Source
	Reference
	Recommended VoIP Requirement
	Modification(s) required

	1
	Certification
	F
	47CFRCh.1 ¶¶52.15(g)(2)(i)
	No
	Waived by FCC in FCC 05-20 ¶¶4 and 12

	2
	Physical Facilities Based
	
	
	Yes
	

	3
	NRUF Reporting
	
	
	Yes
	

	4
	Utilization Threshold
	F
	47CFRCh.1 ¶¶52.15(h) National Utilization Threshold 
	
	Condition of waiver by FCC in FCC 05-20 ¶¶4 and 9

	5
	911
	
	
	Yes
	

	6
	Thousand Block Pooling
	
	
	Yes
	

	7
	Local Number Portability
	
	
	Yes
	

	8
	AOCN
	
	
	
	

	9
	Rate Center Association
	
	
	Yes
	

	10
	Call Rating
	
	
	
	

	11
	Call Billing
	
	
	
	

	12
	Access
	
	
	Yes
	

	13
	Compensation e.g. reciprocal, bill & keep
	
	
	Yes
	

	14
	Part 1 Application – COCAG
	
	
	
	

	15
	Part 1 Application - TBAG
	
	
	
	

	16
	Reclamation of Numbering Resource
	F
	FCC 00-104 released March 31, 2000 ¶¶ 237-241
	Yes
	

	17
	LRN
	G
	
	Yes
	Yes, IP?

	18
	Sequential Number Assignment by Thousands Block
	F
	47CFRCh.1 ¶¶52.15(j) Sequential numbering 

FCC 00-104 released March 31, 2000 ¶¶ 244-245
	Yes
	Condition of waiver by FCC in FCC 05-20 ¶¶4 and 9

	19
	Uniform Definition - Assigned, Aging, Available, Intermediate, Administrative, & Reserved
	F
	FCC 00-104 released March 31, 2000 ¶¶ 11-36
	Yes
	

	20
	Interconnection Agreement, Trading Partner Profile (CMRS?), or Tariff
	
	
	Trading Partner Profile
	

	21
	One LRN Per Switch Per POI Per LATA
	F
	FCC 96-286 Appendix E 1.1, and

CC Docket No. 01-92, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 16 FCC Rcd 9610, 9634, 9650-51, ¶¶. 72, 112
	Yes
	

	22
	Activation of resources
	F
	47CFRCh.1 ¶¶52.15(g)(2)(ii)
	
	Condition of waiver by FCC in FCC 05-20 ¶¶4, 9 and 10

	23
	Interconnection or Tariff Requirements to obtain numbers
	F
	47CFRCh.1 ¶¶52.15(g)(2)(ii)
	
	Condition of waiver by FCC in FCC 05-20 ¶¶10

	24
	Reporting Requirements
	F
	47CFRCh.1 ¶¶52.15(f)(3)(ii) Reporting data shall be by separate legal entity and must include . . . , OCN, . . 
	
	Can a non-certificated carrier be assigned an OCN?

	25
	Reporting Frequency
	F
	47CFRCh.1 ¶¶52.15(f)(6)(i) Reporting Frequency
	
	Condition of waiver by FCC see footnote 21 of FCC 05-20

	26
	Growth Inventory
	F
	47CFRCh.1 ¶¶52.15(g)(3) Growth numbering resources
	
	Condition of waiver by FCC in FCC 05-20 ¶¶4 and 9

	27
	Numbering Audits
	F
	47CFRCh.1 ¶¶52.15(k) Numbering Audits
	
	Condition of waiver by FCC in FCC 05-20 ¶¶4 and 9

	28
	Notification
	F
	FCC 05-20, Administration of the North American Numbering Plan, released February 1, 2005, ¶¶4. “SBCIS to file any request for numbers with the Commission and the relevant state commission at least thirty days prior to requesting numbers from the NANPA or PA.”
	
	Condition of waiver by FCC in FCC 05-20 ¶¶4

	29
	OCN
	G
	Operating Company Number (OCN) needed to obtain numbers from NANPA or the PA.  
	
	

	30
	SPID 
	G
	Service Provider ID (SPID) needed at NPAC for porting numbers.
	
	


�  See 47 C.F.R. Part 52.  
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