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�IMPLEMENTATION OF LOCAL COMPETITION

Consensus Report to the CRTC





Task ID(s):		BPTF004



Task Name(s):	Valid LNP Conflicts and LNP Conflict Resolution Process



Task Description(s): 	

Under the existing NANC NPAC-SMS Specifications there are a number of different types of conflicts that can be initiated by the current LEC to block the initial attempt to port a WTN.  This TIF will define under what circumstances a current LEC can initiate the various conflict types, and how conflicts will be resolved.



Conclusions:

The BPSWG has achieved consensus on the attached document entitled ‘NPAC Conflict Resolution Process’. In addition the participants agree in principle to the following;



LNP Cause Code #51 ‘FOC Rejected’ is refined to mean ‘LSR Rejected’ in the Canadian Environment. This cause code will only be used for an LNP Conflict when the telephone number on the respective LSR has been rejected.



LNP Cause Code #54  ‘General Conflict’ is retained for use as a conflict cause code when truly unanticipated situations occur. Its use should be relied on to mean ‘No Other Cause Code Applies’ to the situation. Use of this code will trigger the following activity:



The Current LEC will inform the ordering LEC of this situation in a timely fashion via a telephone call or email with all the relevant details including reason for conflict.





Recommendations:

The BPSWG recommends that the Commission adopt this consensus report, recognizing that future revisions may be required. 



Further Activities: 

BPSWG will summarize the situations when an LSR can be rejected. This activity will be captured under BPTF009.



Participation:
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�BUSINESS PROCESS SUB-WORKING GROUP (BPSWG)

Process to Resolve LNP Conflicts (BPTF004) – Mar. 24, 1999





NPAC-INITIATED CONFLICTS



Example Scenario #1



Reason why this may occur:

Mismatch between LECs on key data fields (LSP ID, Due Date, TN (e.g. range)).  [Depending on the sequence of events, this mismatch in data may result in the rejection of a subscription version creation request (and the issuance of an error message to the appropriate LEC) or a change in the status of a subscription version to “conflict” (and the issuance of notifications to the respective LECs.)

New LEC does not acknowledge, within a tunable timeframe, the NPAC’s notification that the Current LEC has submitted a cancellation request for a subscription version.  The NPAC will automatically set a subscription version with a status of cancel pending to conflict if cancel pending acknowledgement has not been received from the New LEC.



Steps to resolve:

New LEC co-ordinates resolution and contacts Current LEC (Contact points: for New LEC - “Initiator” on LSR form; for Current LEC - “Contact” on LSC form OR New LEC’s designated account rep.)

If resolution attained, appropriate LEC updates the subscription version in the NPAC SMS.

If resolution not obtained, LECs will escalate the issue.







CONFLICTS INITIATED BY CURRENT LEC



Example Scenario #2



Reason why this may occur:

LSR was not received from New LEC



Steps to resolve:

Current LEC receives notification of New LEC’s pending port subscription via NPAC SMS. Current LEC determines if pending order exists for TN within its local order system. 

If no pending order exists, Current LEC determines if LSR has been received from New LEC.

If no pending LSR exists, Current LEC puts pending NPAC SMS subscription version into conflict status – conflict code 50 (LSR Not Received). Where the deadline for initiating a change to conflict status permits (i.e. Before 1PM Central Time of (Due Date - 1)), the Current LEC should await the 2nd NPAC SMS tunable notification before putting the subscription version into conflict status.  [In NPAC Release 2.0, the deadline for putting a pending subscription into conflict status is changed to 1pm Central Time of (Due Date - 1) or the expiry of the T2 (ie. second) timer, whichever is later.]

Automatic notification from NPAC SMS advises both new and current service providers of conflict.

New LEC determines whether to (re-) send an LSR (with Due Date change, if necessary) to Current LEC or to cancel existing NPAC SMS subscription version.

When updating pending subscription request in NPAC SMS, New LEC must choose appropriate action  (e.g. Cancel or Due Date change, if necessary) to release conflict.

During the first 6 hours of a conflict, both LECs must concur to a conflict release.  After 6 hours, the New LEC can unilaterally release the conflict.

If LSR not received or conflict not appropriately resolved, Current LEC will escalate conflict resolution with New LEC.





Example Scenario #3



Reason why this may occur:

LSR Rejected by Current LEC



Steps to resolve:

Current LEC receives LSR from New LEC requesting port of TN port. 

Current LEC determines LSR is invalid (e.g. missing required data) and issues LSC to New LEC identifying appropriate reason for rejection of LSR.

Current LEC determines if pending subscription request exists in NPAC.

If pending subscription request exists in NPAC SMS, Current LEC will put pending subscription request into conflict status – conflict code 51 (LSR Rejected).

Automatic notification from NPAC SMS advises both new and current service providers of conflict.

New LEC determines whether to send a corrected LSR (with Due Date change, if necessary) to Current LEC or to cancel existing NPAC SMS subscription version.

If corrected LSR not received by Current LEC or pending subscription not cancelled, Current LEC will escalate conflict resolution with New LEC.

New LEC must update pending NPAC SMS subscription request with appropriate due date change, as applicable.





Example Scenario #4



Reason why this may occur:

Due Date Mismatch (between LSR and NPAC SMS)



Steps to resolve:

Current LEC receives LSR from New LEC requesting port of TN.

If Current LEC determines that the Due Date on the LSR is not valid (i.e. does not meet industry standard interval or is not a business day), Current LEC issues LSC with appropriate due date change.

Current LEC will determine if a pending subscription request exists with the incorrect due date assigned.

If pending subscription exists for incorrect due date, Current LEC will put subscription request in conflict status – conflict code 52 (Due Date Mismatch).

Automatic notification from NPAC SMS advises both new and current service providers of conflict.

New LEC receives and actions LSC.

New LEC must update due date of pending subscription version in NPAC SMS.

Current LEC removes conflict upon notification of due date update from NPAC SMS.

If agreement not attained, LECs will escalate conflict resolution with one another.





Example Scenario #5



Reason why this may occur:

WTN Does not Exist



Steps to Resolve

Current LEC receives LSR from New LEC requesting port of TN.

Current LEC determines that TN on LSR is not valid for porting (e.g. vacant number) and issues LSC to New LEC identifying appropriate reason for rejection of LSR.

If pending subscription request exists in NPAC SMS, Current LEC will put pending subscription request into conflict status – conflict code 53 (Vacant Number Port).

Automatic notification from NPAC SMS advises both new and current service providers of conflict.

New LEC determines whether to send a corrected LSR (with Due Date change or correct TN, as applicable) to Current LEC or to cancel existing NPAC SMS subscription version.

If corrected LSR not received by Current LEC and/or (as applicable) pending subscription not cancelled, Current LEC will escalate conflict resolution with New LEC.

When a TN is corrected by the New LEC, the New LEC must initiate a new subscription request for the correct TN and cancel the previous subscription request that is in conflict.







CONFLICTS INITIATED BY NEW LEC



As documented in NPAC Functional Requirements Specification – Section 2.4.1 (‘Subscription version in conflict’), it is not clear whether this condition can occur.  The Documentation states:



“A subscription version may be put into a conflict state either by the old Service Provider (assuming certain conditions are true), or as a result of a failure to acknowledge a Subscription Version in Cancel-Pending state by the new Service Provider.”



The ASMS documentation that was reviewed also states that the new Service Provider cannot initiate a conflict.



									



INFORMATION PROVIDED BY NPAC SMS WHEN A CONFLICT IS IDENTIFIED



When the current Service Provider puts a subscription version into conflict, the NPAC SMS sends a notification to both service providers identifying ‘TN Status Change Pending to Conflict’. 

 

The NPAC SMS Detail record includes the following information: TN, Version ID, New SP, Old SP, Conflict Date and Conflict Cause Code.
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