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November 24,2009 

VlA ELECTllONIC FfLING 

Ms. Ann Cole 
Commission Clerk 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, F1, 32399 

Re: Docket 000121A -- Investigation intcr the eutabk&ment of operations support 
systems permanent performance meagures for incumbent local exchange 
telecommnnications enmpanies. (AT&T FLOlUDA TRACK) 

Dear Ms Cole: 

Please find attached for filing the Competitive Iucal E:xchangc C ~ T W  (Y'LIX''') 
responses to the Action Item List generated from the November 9 I O  staff workshop tior the 
ahuve docket. Please note that this filing represents the consensus o f  CLtXs who iiariictpatetl in 

the wotkshop, including Comcast, STS and the members of CompSoutli SI S intcnds LIJ file 
Action Item N o  34 under separate cover. 

Your assistance in this nialtet is greatly appreciated. Should you havc any qucsttons, 
please do not hesitate lo contact me. 

Encloswes 
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ITEM No, 1 

REQUEST: Parties to discuss timeline for industry notification (separate from public notifications). 
Additionally, parties to discuss staff proposal ofinserting language regarding a 
timeframe for objections to administrative changes. 

RESPONSE: CLECs have agreed to the AT&T language (changes to the October 30ih filing in 
legislative format) bclow. However, agreement on this issue is subject to documenting 
the precise notification process for plan changes. The details of the notification process 
have not been discussed yet. 

Review of Measurements- . .  

A workshop and/or conference shall be organized and held periodically or at the request 
of either party for the purpose o f  evaluating the existing performance measures and 
determining whether any measures should be deleted, modified or any new measures 
added. Provided however, no new measures shall be added which measure activity 
already governed by existing measures. CLEC may acti 
workshop with AT&T and other CLECs and state regulatory authority representative. 

Administrative Changes 

AT&T may make administrative changes that do not substantively change the SQM 
Plan. Such changes are cxcludcd from the periodic review process noted above. AT&T 
will provide written notice tu the Commission regarding all administrative changes. An 
administrative change is one that corrects typographical, spelling, grammatical, or 
computational errors, updates website addresses and incorporates modifications to 
architecture implemented in an OSS release following the approved Change 
Management process. Administrative changes will not change the intent or the plan 
language of the document. A'T&T's written notice a f  the administrative chanaes shall 
be uresumDtively valid and deemed amroved hv the Commission effective thirlv (301 
calendar days after AT&T provides notice. No later than tcn (10) business days after 
AT&T provides written notice ofthe administrative changes. affected CLECs must file 
written comments to the Commission to the extent such CIXCs have objections or 
concerns reeardins the auulication of the administrative__chanaes. 

y participate in this periodic 
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Docket No. 000121A-TP 
CLEC Responses to November 9-10,2009 

Workshop Action Items 
November 21,2009 

ltem No. 2 
Page 1 of 1 

ITEM No. 2 

REQUEST Language regarding simple port rules. Description of indusq proposal -timing and 
intervals for simple port. 

RESPONSE: See attached document 

(TLZW7S8.1 J 
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NORTH AMERICAN NUMBERING COUNCIL (NANC) 
LOCAL NUMBER PORTABILITY ADMINISTRATION 

WORKING GROUP (LNPA WG) RECOMMENDED PLAN 
FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF FCC ORDER 09-41 

The Local Number Portability Administration Working Group (LNPA WG) respectfully 
recommends that the North American Numbering Council (NANC) and the Federal 
Communications Commission (FCC) formally endorse and adopt the requirements 
identified in Section 3 of this implementation plan in their entirety. 

I. Introduction 
1.1. Adoption and Release of FCC Order 09-41 

On May 13,2009, the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) adopted and released 
the attached FCC Order 09-4 1, which mandates industry implementation of a one 
Business Day porting interval for simple ports. 

FCc-w-4lA1.Fdf 

Specifically, in paragraph 1, the Commission ruled, “In this Report ana‘ Order (Order), 
we reduce ihe porting interval for  simple wireline and .rimpie intermodal pori reguesis. 
Spec@cally, we require all entities subject to our Iocal number portability (LNP) rules io 
complete simple wirehne-to-wireline and simple intermodalpor1 requests within one 
business day..” 

In footnote 1 of FCC 09-4 1, the Commission defined “internodal ports” as, “(1) 
wireline-to-wireless ports; (2) wweless-io-wireline ports, ana’ (3) ports involving 
interconnected Voice over Internet Protocol (VoIP) service Because interconnected 
VoIP service can be provided over various lypes offacilities, we refer fo all 
interconnected YoIP ports as “intermo 

In parapph 10 of FCC 09-41, the Commission further ruled the following with respect 
to its direction to the North American Numbering Council (NANC): 

I” irrespecirve of the facilities at issue.” 

“We leave it fo the industry to work through the mechanics ofthis new interval In 
particular, we direcr (he NANC to develop new LNP provisioning process f lows thut 
take into account (hi3 shortenedporting interval. In developing these flows, the 
NANC must address how u “business day” should be consrruedfor purposes ofrhe 
porting interval, and generally how the porting time should be measured The 
NANC m s t  submit theseJws to the Commission no later than 90 day<? ajer the 
effective date of this Order ’’ 

Regarding the implementation of the one-business day porting interval, the Commisslon 
further ruled in paragraphs 11-12 of FCC 09-41: 

VERSlON 3 
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ti We firther conclude that nine months is suflcient rime for afficted entitles IO 
implement and comply wiih the one-business day porting interval, and therefore 
require all providers subject to our LNP rules io  comply with the one-business day 
porting interval within nine monthsfrom {he date ihar the NANC submits its revised 
provisioningjlows to the Commission, as discussed above, except as described 
below with regard to smallprm’ders. We believe that nine monrhs provides 
adequate time for providers to make the necessary safmare changes and upgrades 
and io accommodate changes to infernal processes andpolicies.” (paragraph 1 1 ) 

“However, we recognize that some providers that do not employ automated systems 
for handling port reyuesis and have limited resources to upgrade their sysrenis may 
have to make more significant changes or upgrades than otherproviders lhut 
already employ auiomatedporting interface To address this drsparrty, we allow 
small providers, as defined below for purposes of this Rep~i-t and Order, a longer 
period of time for implementing the portmng interval of one business day. Thus> 
small providers are required f a  implemeni the reducedporiing interval of one 
business day for simple wireline and simple intermodat ports no lder than 15 
monthly from the date that the NANC submits its revisedprvvisioningflows io the 
Commission For purposes of this Order, r4e consider providers with fewer than 2 
percent ofthe nation S subscriber lines instailed in ihe aggregate nationwide and 
Tier III wireless carriers’* (paragraph 12) 

Furthermore, in footnote 34 of FCC 09-41, the Commission stated 

“In this Order, we do not addres.7 whether il is necessary&r the Commission to 
adopt a rule codifj&g the wireless industry’s voluntary iwo and one-half hour 
standard for wireless-to-wireless ports. This issue remains pending before the 
Commission.” 

1.2. Key Dates Relative to FCC Order 09-41 

It is the understanding of the LNPA WG that the following key dates are relative to the 
implementation of FCC 09-41: 

May 13,2009 FCC 09-41 adopted and released by FCC 
July 2,2009 FCC 09-4 I published in Federal Register 
August 3, 2009 Effective date of FCC 09-41 
October 3 1,2009 NANC Implementation Plan due to FCC 

* July 31,2010 Implementation deadline for affected entities 
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* January 31,201 1 Implementation deadline for small providers’ 

2. Background 

2.1. LNPA WG Work Plan for FCC Order 09-47 

Subsequent to the FCC’s adoption and issuance of FCC Order 09-4 I ,  the Chair of the 
North American Numbering Council (NANC) joined the L W R  WG at its May 12-14, 
2009 meeting to provide direction on the FCC’s charge to the NANC to revise the NANC 
LNP Provisioning Flows in support o f  the shortened interval and to address the definition 
of a “business day” in the context of the shortened interval. 

At the May 12-14,2009 LNPA WG meeting, the Chair of the NANC directed the group 
to commence development of the necessary industry implementation plan in support of 
the Order and its mandated timeline. The NANC Chair also directed the LNPA WG to 
submit a high-level draft work plan to the NANC no later than May 19,2009. 

The LNPA WG “white-boarded” the items that participants identified as necessary for the 
industry to implement FCC Order 09-41. These items were then prioritized as “Higher,” 
“Medium,” and “Lower” priority items with tentative due dates to serve as a work plan 
guide to the industry and an indication of the relative importance of each item to be 
addressed. 

On May 18,2009, the LNPA WG submitted the attached Work Plan to the NANC Chair: 

NANC WPA WG 
IMPLEMENTATION WI 

2.2. Formation of LNPA WG Sub-teams 

In addition to developing the Implementation Work Plan attacbed above at its May 12-14, 
2009 meeting, the LNPA WG also formed five sub-teams to work on various aspects of 
the Work Plan. After selection of the Chairpersons of each sub-team, they were directed 
by the LNPA WG to develop the objectives of their respective sub-team, and schedule 

’ The Commission defines “small providers” ns those “with fewer than 2 percent of the nation’s subscriber 
lincs installed in the aggregate nationwide and Tier 111 wireless carriers, as defined in the B9/ I SQY 
Order..” (cite FCC Order 09-41, paragraph 12) 
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the necessary meetings, open to all who wished to participate, in order to meet their 
objectives in time for the LNPA WG to submit i t s  required FCC Order 09-41 industry 
lmplcmentation Plan. 

Each of the five sub-teams was assigned items from the Work Plan attached above and 
was directed to identify all issues and questions related to their items and to attempt to 
reach consensus on the resolution for each within fheir sub-team. All decisions and 
recommendations reached in the sub-teams were to be brought to the full LNPA WG for 
discussion and a determination as to whether each sub-team recommendation would be 
included in the LNPA WG’s implementation plan recommendation to NANC. In 
addition, if consensus could not be reached on a sub-tean item, it would also he brou&t 
to the N1 LNPA WG for discussion and resolution. ‘The participants of each of the sub- 
teams are idenhfied in Section 5. The key decisions and recommendations of the sub- 
teams and the full LNPA WG are reflected in Section 3. 

The work on revising the NANC LNP Provisioning Flows was done in the full LNPA 
Working Group and not in the sub-teams. 

2.2.1. “Define One Business Day” Sub-team 

Chaiperson: Jan Doell, Qwest 

The objectives of the “Define One Business Day” Sub-team were identified as follows: 
To address how a “husiness day” shod be construed for purposes of the porting 
intervd, and generally how the porting time should he measured (stop and start 
times of a business day). Also, to address the Firm Order Confirmation (FOC) 
interval in relation to the One Business Day. 

The items in the Work Plan attached above that were assigned to the “Define One 
Business Day” Sub-team were as follows: 

2H. Define one business day: 
o How to measure porting time 
o FOC timeframe 

1L. Potential NPAC Change Order to support 1 business day interval. 
a. Possible new timers and indicator for which timer set to use on a port 
3L. Recommendations €or other oificiency improvements (related to 
FNPRM). 

The “Defiie One Business Day” Sub-team held thirteen (13) meetings in order to meet its 
objectives. The dates of these meetings were as follows 

May 19,2009 
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May22,2009 
May28,2009 
June4,2009 
June 8,2009 
June 10,2009 
lune 22,2009 
June29,2009 
July 7, 2009 
July 2 I ,  2009 
August 4, 2009 
August 10,2009 
August 18,2009 

2.2.2. “Define Simple Port” Sub-team 

Chairpersons: Sue Tiffany, Sprint Nextel 
Nancy Sanders, Comcast 

The objectives of the “Define Simple Port” Sub-team were identified as follows: 
’To determine if a recommendation for any changes to the current definition of a 
Simple Port will be included in the LNPA WG‘s work package to be forwarded to 
the NANC. 

The items in the Work Plan attached above that were =signed to the -‘Define Simple 
Po&’ Sub-team were as follows: 

* 511. Review of definition of a Simple Port and iion-Simple Port for possible 
recommendation (Related to FNPRM). 

The “Define Simple Port” Sub-team held ten (la) meetings in order to meet its 
objectives. The dates of these meetings were as follows: 

* June 5,2009 
June 12,2009 
June 19,2009 
June 26,2009 
July 10,2009 
July 17, 2009 
July 24,2009 
August 7,2009 
August 14,2009 
August 21,2009 
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2.2.3. “Local Service Request (LSR)” Sub-team 

Chairperson: Linda Peterman, One Communications 

The objectives of the “Local Service Request (LSR)” Sub-team were identified as 
follows: 

To explore pros/cons, Service Provider and NPAC impacts relative to an LSR 1 
business day process solution to address FCC 09-4 I requirements, iiicluslve of 
devcloprnent of the process to be utilized. 

The items in the Work Plan attached above that were assigned to the “Local Service 
Request (LSR)” Sub-team were as follows: 

1H. Exploration of pros/cons and Service Provider and NPAC impacts related 
to various 1 business day port process options ’ n e  objective fur this item is 
to explore development of n f business day port process using an LSR 
solution. Work on standardization of data fields would still continue for any 
solution (Related to fW’RM). 
1M. Standardization of data fields (yes or no; if yes what are the fields) 
(Related to FNPRM). 
a. AdministrativelProvisioning data fieldr; 
2M. Changes to and/or standardization of LSR (Related to FNPRM). 
3M. Establish CSR interval (Related to FNPRM). 

The “Local Service Request (LSR)” Sub-team held thirteen (1 3) meetings in order to 
meet i t s  objectives. The dates of these meetings were as follows: 

May22,2009 
May21,2009 

s June2,2009 
June 8,2009 
June 10,2009 
June22,2009 
June 24,2009 
July 1,2009 
July 8,2009 

e JUIY 24,2009 
August 6,2009 
August 13,2009 
August 3 1,2009 

vEnsIoiv 3 
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2.2.4. “0 ut-of-the-Box” Sub-team 

Chairperson: Teresa Patton, AT&T 

The objectives of the “‘Out-of-the-Box” Sub-team were identified as follows: 
To explore options to support the new FCC Order requiring that simple ports for 
wireline and intermodal be completed in 1 business day. These options are 
outqide o f  the current LSR and WICIS/Wireless processes 

The items in the Work Plan attached above that weye assigned to the “Out-of-the-Box” 
Sub-tenm were as follows: 

* 1H. Exploration of pros/cons and Sefvicc Provider and NPAC impacts related 
to various 1 business day port process options. The objective for this item is 
to expiore development of a 1 business day port process using an Out-of-the- 
box (non-LSWnon-WIGIS) solution. Work on standardization of data fields 
would still continue for solution (Related to FNPRM). 

The “Out-of-the-Box” Sub-team held nine (9) meetings in order to meet its objectives. 
The dates of these meetings were as follows: 

May22,2009 
June2,2009 
June 10,2009 
June 23,2009 
June 30,2009 
July 7,2009 
July 9,2009 
July 20,2009 
July 23,2009 

In addition, three (3) subcommittees were formed within thc “Out-of-the-Box” Sub-team 
to discuss varjous alternatives in more detail. The subcommittees met as follows: 

Service Bureau Solution Subcommittee: 
May29,2009 
June 1,2009 
June5,2009 
June 12,2009 
June 19,2009 
June 25,2009 

NPAC Expansion Solulion Subcommittee: 
June 2. 2009 
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June 4,2009 
0 June 10,2009 

June 16,2009 
June 24,2009 
July 6,2009 
July 7,2009 

LSWWPR MaDoirg Solution Subcommittee: 
8 June 5,2009 

June 22,2009 

The “Out-of-the-Box” Sub-team explored five (5) alternatives to the current I.SR and 
WICIS processes for inter-carrier communication during the porting process. Those 
solutions were: 

Service Bureau Solution: 
o Optional vendor solution which assists carriers in data 

transfonnations. 
NPAC Expansion Solution: 

o Combines the pre-port processes with the NPAC Createhlodify 
processes. 

o Expands the current port request (NPAC CreatdModify) messages 
utili~ed for porting between carriers to include necessary data for 
pre-port validation, E911 and Directory Assistance. 

Combination of Service Bureau and NPAC Expansion Solutions: 
ENUM Solution: 

o &r diseussing and analyzing this idea, if was deemed not viable 
and was dropped from consideration 

LSWWPR Mapping: 
o The sub-team determined hat this was not a new or “out-of-the- 

box” solution. 

After extensive consideration, the sub-team narrowed the list of potential alternative 
solutions down to the Service Bureau Solution and the NPAC Expansion Solution. After 
discussion in the full LNPA WG, it was agreed that the Service Bureau Solution is 
available today should two carriers agree to enter into a bilateral agreement to use a third- 
party vendor to communicate with each other during the porting process. It was also 
agreed that the NPAC Expansion Solution would not be considered at (his time due to the 
development necessary in Service Provider operational support systems. 

VERSION 3 
SEPIEMBER 17,2009 

{ 1 uoY:Y4.I) 10 

i 

I 



NORTH AMERICAN NUMBERING COUNCIL (NANC) 
LOCAL NUMBER PORTABILIT Y ADMINISTRATION 

WORKING GROUP (LNPA WC) RECOMMENDED PLAN 
FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF FCC ORDER 09-41 

2.2.5. “WICIS” Sub-team 

Chairperson: Deb Tucker, Verizon Wireless 

The objectives of  the “WICIS” Sub-team were identified as follows: 
The primary goal of this sub-ream is to work through the pros and cons of using 
the WICIS process as a solution to a one day wireline-to-wireline and intermodal 
porting interval. The group is tnsked with determining what it ivould take to use 
WICIS vs. LSR or some other process. 

The items in the Work Plan attached above that were assigned to the “WICIS” Sub-team 
were as follows: 

1H. Exploration of prodcons and Service Provider and NPAC impacts related 
lo various 1 business day port process options. The objective for this item i8 

to explore development of a 1 business day port process using a WICIS 
soiution. Work on standardization of data fields would still continue for any 
solution (Related to FNPRh4). 

The “WICIS Sub-team held four (4) meetings in order to meet its objectives. “he dates 
of these meetings were as follows: 

May 19,2009 
May26,2009 
June 2,2009 
June 8,2009 

The benefits and strengths of using the WlCIS standard formal for all porting were 
discussed and extensively considered by the sub-team. The team concluded that due to 
the tremendous level of ef€ort required for wireline providers to move away from the 
LSR process to the WICIS process, given the mandated timeframe, this solution was not 
feasible. On their June 8,2009 conference call, the “WICIS” Sub-team participants 
reached consensus to disband the sub-team in order to allow participation in the other 
sub-teams. 

2.2.6. LNPA WG Liaison to ATlS Ordering & Billing Forum 
(QBF) 

On May, 21,2009, the LNPA WG sent a liaison to the ATIS Ordering & Billing Forum 
(OW) acknowlcdging thcir ongoing work in developing a standard port requcst form and 
a standard set of data fields for both Simple aud Non-Simple Ports. Through that liaison, 

i 

! 

VERSION 3 
SEPTEMBER 17,2009 



NORTH AMERICAN NUMBERING COUNCIL (NANC) 
LOCAL NUMBER PORTABILITY ADMINISTRATION 

WORKING GROUP (LNPA WG) RECOMMENDED PLAN 
FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF FCC ORDER 09-41 

the LNPA WG expressed interest in including the OBF’s work in the LNPA WG 
implementation plan for FCC Order 09-41. 

The LNPA WG requested the OBI: to provide the final list of sthlndard Local Service 
Kequest (1,SR) data elements by July 15,2009. The OBF cooperatively expedited their 
schedule in order to provide that list to the LNPA WG. The ATIS OBF’s list of standard 
data elements, including validation, and port administration and provisioning fields, in 
support of both Simple and Non-Simple Ports, i s  attached in Section 3 5.1. 

3. LNPA WG Key Decisions and Recommendations in 
Support of FCC Order 09-41 and of the Further Notice 
of Proposed Rulem aki ng 

The following key decisions and recommendations were developed in the full LNPA WG 
and the five (5) sub-teams described above. Th5 Local Number Portability 
Administration Working Group (LNPA WG) respectfully recommends that the North 
American Numbering CounciJ (NANC) and the Federal Communications Commission 
(FCC) formally endorse and adopt the requirements identified in Section 3 of this 
implementation plan in their entirety. 

3.1. Definition of a “Business Day” 

The “Define One Business Day” Sub-team and the full LNPA WG reached consensus on 
the following recommendations in defining a “Business Day.” 

All times discussed below, unless otherwise indicated, are based on local time 
in the predominant Time Zone of the W A C  Region where the End User’s 
telephone number is being ported, as shown below 

Northcast region - EASmW Time Zone 
Mid-Atlantic - EASTERN Time Zone 
Southeast region - EASTERN Time Zone 
Midwest - CENTRAL Time Zone 
Southwest region -CENTRAL Time Zone 
West Coast region- PACIFIC Time. Zone 
Western region -MOUNTAIN Time Zone 

Mandatory Business Days are Monday through Friday, excluding the Old 
Service Provider’s Company-defined holidays. Minimum Business Hours are 
8am to Spm, Monday through Friday, excluding the Old Service Provider’s 
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Company-Defined holidays, in the Predominant Time Zone of the NPAC 
Region for the end user’s telephone number. (Caveat Alrhough the examples 
may show activities happening outside the normal business day dejinilion. 120 
provider is requiwd to have staff support available for those activities which 
falI outside of the One Business Day 0800-1 700 Mon-Fri, excluding old SP 
company-de$ned halrdays.) 

The LSR-to-FOC inlmal is included in the One Business Day. 

The cutofftime on a Business Day for receipt of an accurate and complete 
Local Service Request (LSR) by the Old Service Provider (Old SP) in order 
Tor a Simple Port request to be eligible for activation at t2:OOam (Midnight) 
thc next Business Day is Ipm local time in the predominant Time Zone ofthe 
NPAC Region where the End User’s telephone number is being ported. 
Simple Port considered to be 
received on nse clock starts at 8am 
(local time in the predominant time zone of the NPAC Region where the 
number i s  being ported), with the Response (FOC or reject, whichever is 
applicable) due no later than 12:OOpm (Noon). 

Simple ports will be determined based on the FCC definition of a Simple Port. 
The following Firm Order Confirmation 0;‘OC) response parameters will 
apply for Local Service Requests (LSRs) submitted by theNew Service 
Provider as Simple Port requests: 

received after the lpm cutoff w 
lowing Business Day, and the 

1, If the New SP-requested due date is 1-2 Business Days aAer LSR 
receipt, the Firm Order Confirmation (FOC) or Reject (whichever is 
applicable) is due within 4 hours, provided the LSR i s  received by thc 
Old SP by the lpm Business Day cutoff time (local time in the 
predominant time zone of the NPAC Region where the number is 
beihg ported). See “Simple Port: LSR to FOC Interval Chart” below. 

2. If the New SP-requested due date is 3 or mare business days after LSR 
receipt, the Firm Order Confii-mation (FOC) or Reject (whichever is 
applicable) is due within 24 clock hours. 

In instances where the LSR indicates the port request is Noii-Simple based on 
the current FCC deftnition and rule for a Simple Port, the Old SP must return 
an FOC or appropriate response within 24 clock hours. However, if there is 
no obvious indication that the port request is Noli-Simple and was requested 
as a Simple Port with a requested 1-2 Business Day due date, but the Old SP 
determined that it is a Non-Simple Port, a response is due back to the New SP 

I 
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in four (4) hours (either an FOC with an extended due date or a Reject 
(whichever is applicable) in accordance with the following chart. 

In accordance with the consensus decision reached by the “Define One 
Business Day Sub-team” and the full LNPA WG, the following chart will 
apply to No.] above: 

Chart 1: SIMPLE PORT - LSR to FOC INTERVAL CHART 
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AccuratejCompIete LSR received 

The New Service Provider (New SP) must have received tb 

FOC Due back by date/time Ready-to-Port 1 

FOC from the 
Old SP before sending their New SP Subscription Version (SV) Create 
mcssage to the NPAC. 

Weds OOOOQO 

Weds 0O:OOOO 

Tues 1QLlpm Tues 5:OOam Weds 0O:OOOO 

.___ Tues 10:OOam through 1059am 

Tues 1l:OOam through 1T59am Tues 3:OOpm through 3:59pm Weds 0O:OO:W - 
Tues 12:OOpm (noon) through 12:59pm 

Tues 2:00pm through 2:59pm 

Tues 4:00pm through 459pm - - 

The following chart will govern the indicated intervals for LSR Kcccived-to- 
FOC Return to Ready-to-Port times for a full Business Week. 

Chart 2: One Business Day: FCC09-41 
LSR Submit/FOC Receipt and Prospectlve Due Datepime Chart 

for Normal Business Week (no Holidays) 
Note: This chart does not reflect what happens when an Old Service Provider Company- 

Defined Holiday falls on Monday through Friday. Anytime that happens, the activity 

i 
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[Business Week Chart 2- Footnote 11 The FOC interval is 4 business hours. However, for LSR's 
arriving after the l p m  cutoff time, the LSR will be considered received at 8am the next Business 
Day. The Old Service Provider must respond to an LSR within 4 business hours, as indicated on 
the Business Week Chart, with either an FOC (complete and accurate LSR received) or a reject 
(incomplete and/or inaccurate LSR received). 

[Business Week Chart 2- Footnote 21 The port will be ready to activate on the business day and time 
indicated in this column. No provider is required to allow activation on a non-Business nay (Saturday, 
Sunday or Old Service Provider Company-Defined Holiday). However, a non-Business Day activation may 
be performed as long a s m S e r v i c e  Providers a g r e e i d  any Service Provider activating a port on a non- 
Business Day understands the porting out Service Provider rnay not have, and is not required to have, 
operational support available on days not defined as business days. In agreeing to non-Business Day 
activations, the Old (porting out) Service Provider rnay require that the LSR/FOC and the New (porting in) 
Service Provider NPAC Create message be due-dated for the appropriate normal business day seen in 
Ready-to-Port column, in order to ensure that the end user's service i s  maintained. 

[Business Week Chart 2- Footnote 31 Minimum Business Hours are 8am to Spm, Monday 
through Friday, excluding the Old Service Provider's Company-Defined holidays, in the 
Predominant Time Zone of the NPAC Region for the end user's telephone number. (Coveat, 
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Although the examples may show ocfrvities hoppentng outside the normal business day 
definition, no provider is required to  hove stoff support avoilable for those activities which foll 
outside of the One Business Day 0800-1 700 Mon-Fri, excluding old SP compony-defined 
holidays.) 

3.2. Recommended Revised NANC LNP Provisioning 
Flows 

Attached are the revlsed NANC LNP Provisioning Flows (Diagrams and accompanying 
Narratives) in their entireties that are recommended for adoption in support of all porting, 
both for Simple Ports in one Business Day and for Non-Simple Ports in the four Business 
Day interval: 

NANC Flows v4 0 - NANC-OPS-FIows-N 
m1-20w.Ppr arraWes v4.0 (W-16 

Following is a high-level summary of the recommended changes made to the NANC 
LNP Provisioning Flows: 

Figure 1 - Port Type Determination: This is a new flow that will be used to 
determine the type ofport at the beginning offhe process, Le., wireless-to- 
wireless, wirehe-to-wireline or intermodal Simple or Non-Simple, if 
Broadband/DSL is involved, in order to point the process user to the 
appropriate subsequent flows. 

Key recommendations contained in this flow include: 
0 The Old Local Service Provider cannot require a physical copy of the end 

user authorization to be provided before processing the Customer Service 
Record (CSR) or the port request. 

0 The Old Service Provider shall not require the New SP to have previously 
obtained a CSR before they will accept an LSR from the New Service 
Provider. For those New Service Providers that choose not to obtain a 
CSR, they understand that there is heightened risk that their LSR may not 
be complete and accurate. This IS not intended to preclude those providers 
who provide an ordering Graphical User Interface (GUI) from including a 
step involving a real-time CSR pull within that process, as long as an 
alternate ordering process is available that does not require a CSR being 
pulled. 

VERSION 3 
SEPTEMBER 17,2009 



NORTH AMERICAN NUMBERING COUNCIL (NANC) 
LOCAL NUMBER PORTABILITY ADMINISTRATION 

WORKING GROUP (LNPA WG) RECOMMENDED PLAN 
FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF FCC ORDER 09-41 

U CSRs must be returned within 24 clock hours, unless otherwise negotiated 
between Service Providers, excluding weekends and Old Service Provider 
holidays. 

n Any of the End User validation fields required by the Old Service Provider 
on an incoming LSR must be available on the CSR, excluding End User 
requested and assigned password/PIN. 

n Only passvorddPINs rcquested and assigned by thc End User may be 
utilized as an End User validation field on an incoming LSR by the Old 
Network Service Provider/Old Local Service Provider. Any Service 
Provider assigned passwormIN may not be utilized as a requirement in 
order to obtain a CSR, 

0 Figure 3 -Broadband Verification Process: This is a new optional flow that 
will be used to determine if the porting End User has BroadbandDSL on their 
line andor if BroadbandDSL is necessary for the New SP to provide voice 
service to the porting End User, for continuity of  service. 

0 Figure 4 - Wireline Simple Port LSWFOG Process: This is a new flow that 
will be used for wirelinc-to-wireline and intermodal Simple Ports where the 
New Service Provider-requested Due Dale is either one or two Business Days 
beyond the LSR receipt date. 

Key recommendations contained in this flow include: 
U The New Service Provider (the New Local Service Provider and/or 'the 

New Network Service Provider, whichever is applicable) must make every 
reasonable effort to ve that the port request is in fact a Simple Port 
request, e.g., pulling a Customer Service Record if available, or asking the 
appropriate questions of the End User, etc. 

U Communication between the Old Network Service Provider and the Old 
Local Service Provider with regard to the port must not delay the 
validation or processing of the port request. 

U For wireline-to-wireline ports, and ports between wireline and wireless 
Service Providcrs, the following requirements apply for the interval to 
respond to an LSR 

o If the New Service Provider-requested due date is 1-2 business 
days after LSR receipt, the Firm Order Confirmation (FOC) or 
Reject (whichever is applicable) is due within 4 hours. 
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o If the New Service Provider-requested due date is 3 or more 
business days after LSR receipt, the Firm Order Confirmation 
(FOC) or Reject (whichever is applicable) is due within 24 
clock hours, excluding weekends and Old Service Provider- 
defined holidays. 

o In instances where the LSR indicates the port request is Non- 
Simple based on the current FCC definition and rule for a 
Simple Port, the Old Senlice Provider must return a FOC or 
appropriate response withiti 24 clock hours, excluding 
weekends and Old Service Provider-defined holidays. 

U For port requests that are submitted by the New Service Provider as a 
Simple Port, but arc determined to be Non-Simple by the Old Service 
Provider, this flow also provides an option for the Old %mice Provider to 
return an FOC with a due date applicable for a Non-Simple Port, rather 
than a Reject responsc. 

Figure 5 - Wireline Non-Simple Port LSR/FOC Process: This i s  a revised 
flow that will be used for wireline-to-wireline and intermodal Non-Simple 
Ports in addition to Simple Port requests where the New Service Provider- 
requested Due Date is three 01 more Business Days beyond the LSR receipt 
date. 

Figure 6 - Main Porting Flow: This is a revised flow that depicts a number of 
the process steps that are common to all port types. 

Key recommendations contained in this flow include: 
fl For wireline Simple Ports, the cutofftime for 

Provider can place a port into conflict in the NPAC is the later oE 
n the Old Service 

a) 9.00pm in the predominate time zone of theNPAC region 
where the number is being ported one business day before the 
Due Date, or 

b) the NPAC T2 Timer has cxpired. The restriction window for 
when the New Service Provider cannot remove the port Crom 
conflict is defined as two (2) W A C  Business Hours. 

D For both Simple and Non-Simple Ports, the Old Network Service Provider 
must deploy the 10-digit trigger in the donor switch, if technically 
feasible, or monitor the NPAC for activation in order to trigger the 
disconnect, or carriers pcrform a database query for every call origination 
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Figure 7 - Subscription Version Create Flow: This is a revised flow that 
depicts the steps nccessary for thc New and Old Service Providers to crcate 
and concur with a pending port. 

Key recommendations contained in this flow include: 
0 The NPAC/SMS expects to receive matching Subscription Version (SV) 

Create messages from the Old Network 
New Network Service Provider (NNSP) when facilitating porting ofa 
telephone number. Ilowever, to prevent the possibility ofthe ONSP 
unnecessarily dclaying a port, two timers were developcd and referrcd to 
as TI and T2. If the ONSP does not send a matching SV create message 
to the NPAC, the NNSP can proceed with porting the telephone number 
aftcr both hniers expire. Some Service Providers choose not to send the 
concurring SV create, but rather allow the timers to expire. 

The LNPA Working Group concludes that all Service Providers should 
send the matching SV create messages to the NJ?AC/SMS. This will 
facihtate expeditious porting of telephone numbers and is more eMicient 
than merely allowing timers to expire. The increased efficiency is 
especially beneficial in meeting the FCC mandafed 1-day interval for 
Simple Ports. mote that the order in which the ONSP and NNSP crcate 
messages arrive at the NPAC/SMS is immaterial.] 

0 With regard to the population of the Due Time on the New SP and Old SP 
NPAC Create messages, current industry practices for both Mechanized 
SOA and Low Tech Interface &TI) users will be maintamed for Simple 
Ports. 

The New SP should not activate a port before midnight (0O:OO:OO) local 
time of the Due Date unless it has been verified with the Old SP that the 
port could be activated early without impacting the customer's service 
Failing to verify first that the Old SP has completed all necessary steps in 
the port-out process, e.g., established the IO-Digit Unconditional Trigger, 
resolved any order fallout in systems, etc., could result in the customer's 

calls. 

i , A new additional set of NPAC TI and "2 timers i s  recommended for use 
in the shorter porting interval. The LNPA Wci reached consensus that . 
these timers should run for 3 NPAC Business Hours each. The 1,NF'A 
WG also reached consensus that the NYAC Business Hours for the shorter 
porting interval will bc dcfined as 7@m -12am Monday through Friday, 

ce Provider (ONSP) and the 

service being negatively impacted, such as inability to receive all of their 
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excluding NPAC-defined Iiolidays in the predominant time zone for each 
W A C  region. 

* Figure 8 - Reseller/lnterconnected VoIP ProviderRype 1 Notification Flow: 
This is a revised flow that depicts any notification stcps between a Nchvork 
Service Provider and their subtending Local Service Provider, e.&., a Reseller. 
This flow was revised to add Interconnected VoIP Providers. 

Key recommendations contained in this flow include 
3 The LNPA WG idcntifies three classes oflntcrconnected VoIP providers 

in the NANC LNP Provisioning Flows, defined as follows 

Class 1: A standalone interconnected VoIP provider that obtains 
numbering resources directly from the North American Numbering Plan 
Administrator (NANPA) and the Pooling Administrator (PA) and connects 
directly to the Public Switched Telephone Network (PSTN) (Le., not 
through a PSTN Service Provider partner’s end office switch). Class 1 
standalone interconnected VoIP providers must follow the appropriate 
Wireline- Wireline/lntermodal Flows (Simple or Non-Simple, whichever is 
applicable) for the W P  provisioning process, serving as the New Network 
Service Provider (NNSP) or Old Network Service Provider (ONSP), 
whichever is applicable. 

Class 2: An interconnected VoLP provider that partners with a facilities- 
based Public Switched Telephone Network (PSTN) Service Providers to 
obtain nwnbering resources and connectivity to the PSl’N via the Service 
Provider partner’s switch. A Class 2 interconnected VoIP provider is not 
considered a reseller in the context of the FCC defnition ofa  Simple Port 
(refer to FCC Order 07-188 and FCC Order 09-41 for Simple Port 
definition). Class 2 interconnected VozP providers must follow the 
appropriate Wireline-Wirelinntermodal Flows (Simple or Non-Simple, 
whichever is applicable) for the LNP provisioning process, serving as the 
New Local Service Provider (NLSP) or Old Local Service Provider 
(OLSP), whichever is applicable. 

Class 3 : A non-facilities-based reseller of interconnected VoIP services 
that utilizes the numbering resources and facilities of another 
interconnected VoIP provider (analogous to the “traditional” PSTN 
reseller). A Class 3 interconnected VoIP prov 
reseller in the context of the FCC d e f ~ t i o n  of a Simple Port (refer to FCC 
Order 07-188 and FCC Order 09-41for Simple Port definition). Class 3 
interconnected VoIP providers must follow the appropriate Wireline- 
Wireline/Intermodal Flows (Simple or Non-Simple, whichever is 

r is not considered a 
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applicable) for the LNP provisioning process, serving as the New Local 
Service Provider (NLSP) or Old Local Service Provider (OLSP), 
whichever is applicable. 

Figure 10 -Provisioning With Unconditional 1 0-Digit Trigger: This is a 
revised flow depicting steps when the Old Network Service Provider utilizes 
the lo-Digit Unconditional Trigger in their donor switch. 

Key recommendations contained in this flow include: 
L For both Simple and Non-Simple Ports, the wireline ONSP must deploy 

the 10-digit trigger in the donor switch,, iftechnically feasible, or monitor 
the NPAC for activation in order to trigger the disconnect, or carriers 
perform a database query for every call origination. 

Figure 1 I - Conflict Flow For The Service Creation Provisioning Process: 
’I‘his is a revised flow that depicts the steps when the Old Service Provider 
places a pending port into conflict due to an identified problem. 

Key recommendations contained in this flow include: 
0 For wireline Simple Ports, the cutoff time for when the Old Service 

Provider can place a port into conflict in the NPAC is the later of a) 
9:OOpm in the predominate time zone of the NPAC region where the 
number is being ported one business day before the Due Date. or b) the 
WAC T2 Timer has expired. The restriction window for when the New 
Service Provider cannot remove the port from conflict is defined as two 
(2) NPAC Business Hours. 

3.3. Recommended Industry LNP Best Practices 

During the development of this implementation plan recommendation, the “Define One 
Business Day” Sub-team and the full LNPA WG identified the followmg LNP Best 
Practices for consideration by the NANC and FCC. If endorsed and adopted, the LNPA 
WG intends to include these in its LNP Best Practices document to assist the industry in 
the porting process. 

With regard to the population of the Due Time on the New SP and Old SP 
NPAC Create messages, current industry practices for both Mechanized 
SOA and Low Tech Interface (LTQ users will be maintained for Simple 
Ports. As an industry Best Practice, the New SP should not activate a port 
before midnight (0O:OO:OO) local time of the Due Datc unless it has been 
verified with the Old SP that the port could be activated early without 
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impacting the customer's service. Failing to verify first that the Old SP 
has completed all necessary steps in the port-out process, e.g., established 
the 10-Digit Unconditional Trigger, resolved any order fallout in systems, 
etc., could result in the customer's service being negatively impacted, such 
as inability to receive all of their calls. 

SUbWnDtiOn Version (SVl!1CCeate 
The NPAC/SMS expccrs Io reccive matching SV Create messages from 
the Old Service Piovider (Old SP) and the New Service Provider (New 
SP) when facilitating porting of a telephone number. However, to prevent 
the possibility of the Old SP unnecessarily delaying a port, two timers 
were developed and referred to as T1 and '12. If the Old SP does not send 
a matching SV create message to the NPAC, the New SP can proceed with 
porting the telephone number &er both timers expire. Some ServiGe 
Providers choose not to send the concurring SV create, but rather allow 
the timers to expire. 

As an Industry Best Practice, the LNPA Working Group concludes that all 
Service Providers should send the matching SV create messages to the 
NPACISMS. This will facilitate expeditious porting of lelephone numbers 
and is more efficient than merely allowing timers to expire. The increased 
efficiency is especially beneficial in meeting the FCC mandated l d a y  
interval for simple ports. 

[Note that the order in which the Old SP and New SP create messages 
arrive at the NPACISMS is immaterial.] 

3.4. Recommended NPAC and Local Service Order 
Activatfon (SOA) and Local Service Management 
System (LSMS) Change Orders 

During the development of the recommended requirements in support of FCC Order 09- 
41, the LNPA WG identified the following Change Orders requircd for the NPAC to 
support the shortened porting intervd These changes in the NPAC wll also require 
changes in Service Provider local systems, e.g., SOA, LSMS, Operational Support 
Systems (OSSs), etc. 

It  is necessary for the LNPA WG to develop the detailed technical requirements for these 
Change Orders in order for NPAC, local system vcndors, and Service Providers to 
develop and implement the software changes in time to meet the mandated 
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implementation date. The development and finalization of these technical requirements 
will begin immediately. 

At a high level, two Change Orders have been identified for development: 

A new additional W A C  timer set (called Medium timers) in sqport  of the 
shortened interval. 

e A method for the NPAC to determine which timer set to utilize on a port. 

3.5. LNPA WG Recommendations Related to FCC Order 
09-41’s Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 

The LNPA WG reached consensus on the following recommendations including items 
referenced in the Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (FNPRM) as part of FCC 
Order 09-41. The LNPA WG recommends that these be endorsed and adopted Eor 
immediate implementation at the commencement of One Business Day porting. 

3.5.1. Standard Local Service Request (LSR) Data Fields 

In response to the liaison from the LNFA WG tb the ATIS Ordering & Billing Forum 
(OBF), the OBF quickly responded by scheduling the necessary meetings in order tu pull 
up their previous planned delivery date for a standard set of LSR data fields in support of 
both Simple and Non-Simple Ports, including validation, and port 
provisioning. 

’The attached spreadsheet contains the OBF-developed standard set of data elemcnfs for 
Wireline-to-Wirelme and Intermodal ordering of standalone number portability. 

Corrbhled REaTVPC 
data e l e m  fml.xi 

Industy-wide standard implemenfation of the amended OBFpraetiem, inclusive of 
this standardset of data dements, Is contingent upon a inundate from the FCC 
Wiihout such mnndute, implemenintion k at the discretion of the individual eornpunies 
involved. 
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3.5.2. Recommended Simple Port Definition Clarifications 

The current FCC definition of a Simple Port, as cited in FCC Order 09-41, Footnote 11 
on page 3, is as follows: 

“As the Commission previously has explained, simple ports are those ports that: 
(1) do not involve unbundled network elements; (2) involve an account only for a 
single line, (3) do not include complcs switch translations (c  g , Ccntrex. ISDN, 
A N  savices, remote call forwarding, 01 multiple services on the loop); and (4) 
do not include a reseller.” 

Tlie “Defme Simple Port” Sub-team and the full LNPA WG reached consensus on the 
following recommended clarifications to the current Simple Port definition: 

With respect to criteria (1) above on unbundled network elements, the following 
consensus was reached on clarifying language: 

The LNPA- WG’s undersianding of current industry practices regarding UNE 
involvement in porting a Simple Pori is that the LWEs of Dedicated Transport* 
911/E91 I ,  or Operational Support Systems are not a factor in determining or 
executing a Simple Port. 

With respect to criteria (2) above on a single line account, the following 
consensus was reached on clarification 

A Simple Port is for a single telephone number m) in a single line occounf 

With respect to cnteria (3) above on complex switch translations, the following 
consensus was reached on clarifLing language: 

For single TArports, the services cited us examples are not necessarily provided 
utilizing complex switch franslations if the other criteria deyning a Simple Port 
would otherwise lead to classr@ing aport a-r Simple. the porting of the customer 
with any ofthese services could be clas.n3ed as Simple. 

3.5.3. Recommended Customer Service Record (CSR) 
Requirements 
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The “Local Service Request (LSR)” Sub-team and the full LNPA WG reached consensus 
on the following recommended requirements associated with Customer Service Records 
(CSRs). 

The Old Local Service Provider cannot require a physical copy of the end user 
authorization to be provided before processing the Customer Service Record 
(CSR) 01 the port request. 

The Old Service Provider shall not requre the New SP to have previously 
obtained a CSR befoie they will accept an LSR from h e  New Service 
Provider. For those New Service Providers that choose not to obtain a CSR, 
they understand that there i s  heightened risk that their LSR may not be 
complete and accurate. This is not intended to preclude those providers who 
provide an ordering Graphical User Interface (GUI) from including a step 
involving a real-time CSR pull within that process, as long as an alternate 
ordering process is available that does not requiw a CSR being pulled. 

CSRs must be returned within 24 clock hours, unless otherwise negotiated 
between Service Providers, excluding weekends and Old Service Provider 
holidays. 

Any of the End Uscr validation fields required by the Old Service Provider on 
an incoming LSR must be available on the CSR, excluding End User 
requested and assigned password/PThr. 

Only passwords/PINs requested and assigned the End User may be utilized 
as an End User validation field on an incoming LSR by the Old Network 
Service Provider/Old Local Service Provider. Any Service Provider assigned 
password/PIN may not be utilized as a requirement in order to obtain a CSR. 

The LNPA WG respectfully recommends that these be endorsed by the North American 
Numbering Council (NANC) and adopted by the Federal Comm&ications Commission 
(FCC). 

4. Conclusion 

During the development of this recommended implementation plan in support of the 
shortened porting interval mandated in FCC Order 09-41, many complex issues were 
addressed by a wide representation of the telecommunications industry, including large 
and small Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers (ILECs), large and smal1 Competitive 
Local Exchange Carriers (CLECs), Wireless Service Providers, Cable Service Providers, 
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Voice over Internet Protocol (VoIP) Service Providers, Iteegulators, numerous Carrier 
Associations, system vendors, Service Bureaus, and consultants. The spirit of 
cooperation and the desire to reach compromise on these complex and sometimes 
difficult issues are a testament to the industry, and especially, the participants’ continued 
focus on thc need to develop a recommendation that not only is in the best interest of the 
customer, but also can be implemented by vendors and Service Providers within the 
mandated implementation schedule. 

The following is a very high-le*el iorigh tiineliiie [itat the i dus t ry  will follow as a guide 
in order to implement FCC Order 09-4 1 as mandated: 

N o m  - NwW 
oaO8-Od09 Chaoge 
RqLemsnls OnlS Decos-hW-10 Apr-IO-MaylD Jun-IO- Jul-IO 

Dafiollirm ApProMJ Deslgn. Developmenl, lnlenalfepbng VmdwTesUnag IndwlyTesbng 

No&# Decos Jat-10 FeblO Mar-10 P p l O  May-10 Jun-10 JuI-10 

001-09 AuglO 

NPAC Change Orders completed and submitted to the NAPM LLC with a 
recommendation that the NAPM LLC request a Statement of Work (SOW) from 
NeuStar: October 30,2009 

SOW approved by NAPM LLC: November 2009 

Design, development, internal testing, and vendor-vendor testing period 
December 1.2009-May 31,2010 

Industry testing (LSFUFOC and SOAMI’AC) and issues resolution 
June 1.2010 - July 3 1.2010 

Implemcntation deadline for affactcd entities Julv 3 1.20 10 

implementation deadline for s n d l  providers: January 3 1,20 1 1 

The Local Number Portability Administration Working Group (LNPA WG) respectfully 
recommends that the North American Numbering Council (NANC) and the Federal 
Communications Commission (FCC) formally endorse and adopt the iequirements 
identified in Section 3 o f  this implementation plan in their entirety. 
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5. Full LNPA WG and Sub-team Participants 

The following chart acknowledges and lists the individuals that participated in the full 
LNPA WG and/or the Sub-teams in order to develop this recommended implementation 
plan, and their respective Company that they represent. 

An “X” in a column indicates an individual’s participation 
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Item No. 4 
Page 1 o r 1  

ITEM No. 4 

REQUEST: Parties to discuss new benchmarks/intervals for measures impacted by emailhon-mech 
ordering process. 

RESPONSE: The parties have discussed new benchniarks/intervals for the 0 - 8  (Reject Interval) and 
0-9 (Finn Order Confirmation Timeliness) measurements and have reached agreement 
to the following changes. 

0-8 (Reject Interval) 
Current: Non-Mechanized: 95% <= 18 business hours 
Revised Email: 95% <= 14 business hours 

0-9 (Firm Order Confirmation Timeliness) 
Current: Non-Mechanized: 95% 
Revised: Email: 95% <= 17 business hours 

The parties further agree for 0-1 1 (Finn Order Confirmation and Reject Response 
Completeness) to change ‘Won-Mechanized” in the SQM Level of Disaggregation to 
‘LEmaiP’. 

24 business hours 
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Item No. 7 
Page 1 of 1 

ITEM No. 7 

REQUESl Identify, based on AT&T info, prequalified loops for DSI, (copper retirement) 

RESPONSE: AT&T does not have an ED1 order reject that identifies a ceject due to the lack of 
coppcr facilities duc to retirement. Furthcr, CLECs havc not been able to locate an) 
data from AT&T databases that would identify fiber presence. Therefore, CLECs 
continue to request a separate level of disaggregation for orders rejected due to coppcr 
not being available. 

(TL20990t,l J 
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ITEM No. 8 

REQUEST: Proposed benchmark and rationale: Local Interconnection Trunks 

RESPONSE: Staff asked CLECs to develop a proposal for the product disaggregation for local 
interconnection trunking for metric PI (held order intend). In addition, during reyiew 
of P1, we double checked the product disaggregation for local interconncction trunking 
for metric P3 (Missed Installation Appointments). CLECs advocate a change to the 
trunking disaggregation from parity to a benchmark as described below. 

P 1 (held order interval) 

Proposal for Local Interconnection Tninks: 

CLECs recommend the product disaggregation for local interconnection trunks be 
changed to a benchmark as follows: No more than 2% of total orders submitted during 
the reporting period to establish new local interconnection trunks or aubments shall be 
held for 5 days or more due to lack of facility availability (includes trunk port 
terminations and failities used for DEOT or Tandem connectivity). 

Rationale: 

AT&T's proposed language is to make a direct comparison with its own trunking 
related capacity comparisons. However, given that t h m  are far fewer CLECs in the 
marketplace contending for trunk capacity resources, and given that quarterly AT&T 
subscriber line counts continue to decrease for wire line services, AT&T's network 
should have enough excess capacity on-hand in which to fulfill CLEC orders on a high 
percentage basis. 

P3 hissed installation appointments) 

Proposal for Local Interconnection Trunk. 

CLECs previously agreed to parity for interconnection trunking based upon AT&T's 
agreement to strike the direct comparison method. Upon reconsideration however, we 
recommend the product disaggregation for local interconnection trunking be changed to 
a benchmark as follows: Not more than 5% of total orders submitted to establish new 
local interconnection trunks or augments during the reporting period will miss the 
customer requested due date. 

1 I LXJ97Sb, I ]  
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Rationale: 

There are fiu fewer CLECs in the marketplace placing orders to establish or augment 
local interconnection trunking, combined with the decline of AT&T subscriber line 
counts for wire line services creates a surplus of network facility capacity needed to 
fulfill CLEC orders wiihitl AT&T's standard published intervals for local 
interconnection trunking. 

(T1209746;l) 
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ITEM No. 9 

REQUEST. Number of orders in UNE Other Design and UNE other Non-Design categories 

RESPONSE. Cbeyond reviewed August and September 2009 Raw Data for P-5 (Average Completion 
Notice Interval) to find circuits that Fall undci. LWE Other Design or UNE Other Non- 
Design. Cbeyond does have some ckcuits under the UNE Other Design 
disaggregation. 

Auaust 2009: 
7 circuits with USOC = UNC3X and Product ID 61 0 
1 circuit with USOC = UlTD3 and Product ID I80 

September 2009: 
1 circuit with USOC = IJNC3X and Product ID 604 
1 circuit with USOC = UNQX and Pmduct ID 6 10 

Accordingly, Cbeyond and CLECs disagree with AT&T’s positiodrationale that 
“discontinuing the production of these disaggregations will have no impact on results.” 
Granted, a small number of  circuits may be involved, but the results are important to 
CLECs and the affected end-users. 

{TIZO9916,1 I 
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ITEM No. 12 

REQUEST: Data to support proposed performance measure "Avg. Time to Update 91 1 ." 

RESPONSE Whilc CLECs do not have specific concerns at this time with .4T&T's performance on 
h e  proposed 91 1 SQMs, the CLECs h r w  gcncml concern5 about thc upcoming OSS 
rcleascs. Given the last disastrous transition, more scrutin) should be given to thesc 
91 1 measurements, as thcy have the possibility of affecting "life and limb." CLECs 
request that AT&T address the following questions: 

- What if the address is wong in the dafabese? What could happen to affected 
consumers trying to dial 91 1 if it is; programmed incorrectly? 
- What is the responsibility/iiabili~ for each company to provide accurate records to 
emergency officials? 
- What if AT&T starts under-performing in these areas? The Commission and CLECs 
would not know it until it was too late lawsuits were filed. 
- What ham is there in having diagnostic measurements to at least be able to monitor 
performance in this area that has critical consequences for poor perfonnance (especially 
since AT&T still has these 91 1 SQMs in their other states)? 
- Why wouldn't AT&T want to protect itself and end users (as well as CLEO)'? 

(TL209Y02.l) 
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ITEMNo. 17 

REQUEST: Are CLECs in agreement with the reporting structure? 

RESPONSE: CLECs agree to the report structure with one exception. CLECs propose to change b e  
iepoi-ting structurc forM&R 3 as follows: 

CLECs recommend the product disaggregation for local interconnection trunks be 
changed to a benchmark as foIlows: Service affecting trunk groups < = 1 hour for 
tandem gtoups, and < = 2 hours for non-tandem groups. 

Rationale: 

ATT currently has metric #77 in Texas that has this benchmark standard and structure 
for restoration of local interconneotion facilities. 

(T1209937.1) 
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ITEM No. 18 

REQUEST CLECs in agreement with AT&Ts proposal? 

RESPONSE: CLECs understood the proposal was to leave the Billing Metries as is, with no other 
conditions or teiniu. CI.ECs swept this pioyosal 

fTU09892;l) 
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ITEM No. 22 

REQUEST Review and propose consolidation of CM measures. 

RESPONSE. CLECs maintain that the time for revising the Change Management SQMs is not now. 
It  is inappropriate to make changes to tlic CM rnetiics iir the cwieiit pldii ieview cycle. 
A 1 ask Group is working to combine the CCP and CMP processes and is just beginning 
its work. 

Also signtfiGmt to the issue is that OSS consolidations and migrations remain pending 
until after the first quarter of 2010. CLECs have agreed to remove the CM-7 (Change 
Requests Accepted or Rejected within 10 Business Days) and CM 11A (Average Time 
to Implement Process Change Requests) metrics. 

CLECs believe that under the circumstances, those concessions go far enough. 

(TL2099W.I 1 
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ITEM No. 28 

REQWST Review for possibie defetion of measure (CM IO). 

RESPONSE: CLECs wish to retain the CM 10 (Software Validation) SQM. 'This measures software 
\alitldtion results for production ieleases CLECs d<> not l1dv2 visibility iulo dll found 
software errors today. 

CLECs would like to see the internal log of software changes and compare to the Type 
6 defect report (EDR). The ERD Report dated 1 1/23/2009 (post November release) 
indicates 24 open software defects, of which 14 (or 58%) are in €he SE Region. It 
should be noted that CR 2573 bas been open since 8/5/2008 and is "targeted" for fix in 
March 2010 Given the fact that capacity was not used by the CLEcs for Type 5 CRs, it 
is difficult to understand the delay of over 60 wecks in getting this defect resolved. 
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ITEM No. 29 

REQUEST: Review change requests implemented in past 12 months that should be included in CM- 
11 

RESPONSE, The Chmge Conlrul Wzb site does not allow \ isibility into the Typc 2-5 CRb in tlir: 
nine states. A I&T has not issued the Release 32.0 Detailed Capacity report but C1.1:Cs 
have requested it Furthermore, the Accessible Letter website is down until 12-7-2009, 
and while CLECs do not recall being notified ofrhis outage, CLECs cannot run 
searches just the same. 

While CLECs do have some responsive information, rather than file a partial and 
incomplete response, CLECs will require mare time to respond. CLEC intend to 
respond by December 3,2009, assuming CLECs have sufficient information from 
AT&T before then. 

(TUOSSZO: I) 
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ITEM No. 31 

REQUEST: Proposed revised language for Appendix B, Dispute Resolution. 

IIESPONSE. CLECs propose the following Dispute Resolution language: 

This SQM Plan and the related self-effectuating enforcement mechanisms (SEEM) plan 
are not intended to limit any provision or provisions in an Interconnection Agreement 
between AT&T and a CLEC. If a dispute arises regarding the SQM or related SEEM 
payments, the Paflies in dispute shall negotiate in good faitli for a period of thirty (30) 
days to resolve the dispute. If at the conclusion ofthe 30 day period the Parties are 
unable to resolve the dispute, either Party may seek to have lhe dispute resolved in 
accordance With the dispute resolution provisions of the Parties’ iRtCrCOWCtiOII 
agreement. 
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ITEM No. 32 

REQUEST: Revise joint language for Appendix F PMAP Notification. 

RESPONSE: Ihe parties have reached agreement to the following changes to the October 30 Joint 
Position Matrix. 

Appendix F: AT&T Data Notification Process 

I .  On the first business day of the month preceding the data month for which 
propses to make any change to the method by which its performance data is calculatcd, 
AT&T wiU provide notice of any change to the method by which its perfonnance data 
is calculated. These changes (hereinafier referred to as "Data Notification Changes'') 
will be published and viewable on the AT&T perftumance measurement website within 
the ExhibitsData Notification section. This notice will identify the affected measure(s), 
describe the proposed change, provide a reason for the proposed change, and outline its 
impact. 

2. No later than fifteen (15) business days after Data Notification Changes are published 
by AT&T, affected parties must file comments with AT&T to the extent they have 
objections or concerns about the Data Notification Changes. 

3. AT&T will conduct an industry conference call with the affected parties to resolve 
objections or concerns no later than the 5 business days after written comments are 
received. 

4. The Data Notification Changes set forth in the writfen notice refcrenced above would 
be presumptively valid and deemed approved effective thirty (30) calendar days after 
that notice on undisputed items 
agreement is reached by the affected parties. 

Items under discussion will remain open until 
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ITEMNo. 33 

REQUEST 

RESPONSE: AT&T has stated publicly that it is no longer wlling to include custom SLAs (Service 

Discuss necessity of special access diagnostic measures 

Level Agreements) which included perfonnancc measures and payment plans in the 
commercial Price Flex agreements it "negotiates" with CLECs. The Price Flex 
agreements offer discounts for special access services and have contained SLAs and 
payment plans in the past. Additionally, unlike Verizon, AT&T does not have broad 
SQMs in their federal special access tanffs. Furthermore, AT&T has stated it is not 
willing to commit to providing the same level of service to the 
from CLECs when CLECs provide special access services to 
stated that CLECs shodd expect that AT&T's perfomme on special access to drop 
next year due to layoffs. 

Since CLECs purchase special access to deliver local exchange servioe and there 
appears to be no other way to ensure the quality delivery of special access services, the 
FPSC needs to be concerned about monitoring the performance levels for special access 
as well as LJNEs, The provision of underlying facilities at specified quality levels is 
important to the success of the wholesale market, and ultimately, to the semcc' that 
CLECs provide to their end users - whether those underlying services are purchased as 
UNEs or special access. Ironically, CLECs pay more for special access services 
because such services are supposed to be delivered with higher quality service levels. 
'Ibere were assurances from AT&T to deliver higher quality service, but, as noted 
above, AT&T has made it clear CLECs should not expect this going-forward. 

For all of these reasons, the special access SQMs need to be retained in the Florida 
SQM plan. And, in 
there may be a need to increase the number of special access SQMs in Florida. 

future, if the FCC does not choose to re-regulate special access, 

(11309903.1) 
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