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Executive Summary

The NANPA Oversight Working Group (NOWG) performance evaluation of the NANPA for 2000 was carried out to monitor their performance and to provide the results to the NANC and FCC.  Based on the evaluation and assessment of a variety of inputs, the NOWG has concluded that the NANPA performance for 2000 “Met” requirements.

The NOWG has determined that the NANPA “Met” rating means the following:

· Met the performance standards for the position.  

· Other than the deficiency of CAS, little improvement is needed in order to be considered fully successful in all aspects of the position.  

· Performance was competent and reliable. 

· Decisions and recommendations were sound in the routine areas of position responsibilities and were generally sound in the less structured, non-routine areas of position responsibilities.  

The reader should be aware that the NOWG’s performance evaluation of “Met” should not be used as a comparison to the1999 performance review conclusion of “Above Average”.  The NOWG changed the rating scale and any comparison of scales may give the reader an incorrect interpretation of NANPA’s performance.

Areas still exist where improvements are necessary and these have been identified for corrective action in 2001.

Section 1.0

Introduction and Background

In the Second Report and Order and Memorandum Opinion and Order, CC Docket No 92-237 (NANP Order) released on July 13, 1995, the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) established the North American Numbering Council (NANC) pursuant to the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA).  In addition, this order directed the NANC to recommend to the Commission and to member countries of the North American Numbering Plan (NANP) a neutral entity to serve as NANP Administrator (NANPA) and a mechanism for recovering the costs of NANP administration in the United States. 

The Commission's charge that the NANC recommend an impartial NANP administrator is consistent with Congress' directive in section 251(e)(1) of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended by the Telecommunications Act of 1996
, that the Commission designate an impartial numbering administrator to make telecommunications numbers available on an equitable basis. 

In the NANP Order, the FCC outlined several specific tasks for the NANC, whose mission as a federal advisory body is to provide the Commission with advice and recommendations reached through consensus to foster efficient and impartial number administration as telecommunications competition emerges. One of its first tasks was to recommend to the Commission an independent, non-governmental entity that is not closely associated with any particular industry segment to serve as the new NANPA.  After a lengthy evaluation process, on May 15, 1997, the NANC recommended that Lockheed Martin IMS, Communications Industry Services (Lockheed Martin), now called NeuStar, be selected as the new NANPA.  On October 9, 1997, the FCC in its Third Report and Order confirmed the selection.

The NANC was ordered to monitor the performance of the NANPA and, at the direction of the Commission, to implement any remedial action necessary to correct identified problems.  Section 1.6 of the North American Numbering Council NANPA Requirements Document, dated February 20, 1997, requires that the NANC formally assess the performance of the NANPA on at least an annual basis.  To meet this requirement, the NANC formed the NANPA Oversight Working Group (NOWG) in June 1998.  The following report is the third annual NANPA performance evaluation to cover the period of January through December 2000.

In conducting this third performance evaluation the NOWG recognized that the telecommunications environment in the United States has changed over the past year.

· The FCC released two phases of the NRO Order (FCC 00-104, CC Docket No. 99-200) and granted many states delegated numbering authority.  In doing so, new criteria have been established to qualify for number assignments that the NANPA must include in its code assignment process.  The NANPA and the industry have been ordered to implement a new number survey (Form 502) in order to conduct the Numbering Resource Utilization/Forecast (NRUF). The NANPA has been given authority to deny number assignments if the form has not been submitted.   As a result the NANPA must verify that an applicable NRUF is on file before assigning a code.

· In the area of code relief, there have been many instances where states have overturned NANPA/industry relief plans and there are fewer and fewer relief plans being implemented 

· Certain outstanding and new issues have not been resolved between NANPA and the industry.  These issues may impact NANPA’s performance and perception by the industry and regulatory authorities.

As a result of the above changes in the environment, the NANPA’s functions and areas of responsibility have changed and their evaluation in this report will be analyzed in that context. The input to support the findings and recommendations has been taken from annual performance surveys, NANPA feedback, NANC reports, the annual operational reviews, written comments from the industry, NANPA contributions to national forums and working groups, and the 2000 Performance Improvement Plan (PIP) (many of these are included in the Appendices).  This year’s survey questions were reformulated to relate as directly as possible to specific areas of responsibility that are part of the NANPA’s requirements. 

Section 2.0

Status of NANPA 1999 Performance     

Improvement Plan

The NANPA 1999 Performance Report contained seven areas that were deemed the most significant for NANPA to improve upon in 2000.

2.1
Annual Report

NOWG Findings

· Next year’s report must include, at a minimum, all elements identified in Section 9.6.2 of the Requirements Document.

· With regard to NeuStar, the Report should address only NANPA functions and staff.  

NANPA Improvement Plan

· Include all required information in 2000 Annual Report.
Status of Implementation

· NANPA reported that they included all pertinent information in the 2000 Annual Report.  NOWG does not agree.
2.2
Communications/Responsiveness

NOWG Findings

· Changes to internal measurements should be made to drive improvement in record keeping, meeting facilitation, and timeliness in the distribution of notifications and meeting records.

NANPA Improvement Plan

· NANPA decided to implement a code administration quality survey.

Status of Implementation

· NANPA introduced code administration surveys and NPA relief conference call surveys.

2.3
Guidelines/Requirements

NOWG Findings

· The NANPA shall be available a minimum of five days a week, eight hours a day.  However, since the NANP serving area covers several time zones, the NANPA must provide a mechanism (e.g., voicemail, email, facsimile) to be accessible on a 24-hour basis in order to meet the needs of the clients.  It is expected the NANPA will respond within one business day to general inquires or questions made outside the normal business hours.   Therefore, NANPA must be able to accommodate service providers’ needs based on the service providers’ time zone.

· NANPA must ensure that all code administrators and relief planners apply the industry guidelines in the same manner and eliminate inconsistent interpretations.  It is recognized that states, under delegated authority, are permitted to direct NANPA to operate in a manner that does not comport with industry guidelines.

· NANPA must be more proactive by initiating issues and contributions to the INC when they believe guideline changes are warranted.

NANPA Improvement Plan

· NANPA will implement a formal complaint process.

· NANPA will develop an NPA Relief Planning methods and procedures manual.

Status of Implementation

· A complaint form was posted on the Web.

· The handbook was produced in December 2000.

· Updates to Code Administration methods and procedures were put on hold by NANPA pending deployment of the Code Administration System.

2.4      Web Site

NOWG Findings

· The site should be updated on at least a weekly basis.

NANPA Improvement Plan

· Not addressed by NANPA in their Performance Improvement Plan.

Status of Implementation

· N/A

2.5      Staffing

NOWG Findings

· Continue enhancing the training and development program for numbering administration, meeting facilitation skills, and customer service.

NANPA Improvement Plan

· Not addressed by NANPA in their Performance Improvement Plan.

Status of Implementation

· NANPA implemented additional training as covered in Section 6.
2.6 
Technical/Analysis

NOWG Findings

· Within 45 days document and make available to the industry the tools and methods used by relief planners to calculate NPA exhaust and relief projections.

· If industry guidelines are inadequate or ambiguous, NANPA must be proactive in initiating contributions. 

NANPA Improvement Plan

· NANPA will make available the methods used by NPA Relief Planners upon request.
Status of Implementation

· The tools and methods were made submitted to the Industry Numbering Committee (INC) and will be posted on the NANPA web site.
· NANPA brought eight new issues to INC and forty-six contributions as listed in the NANPA 2000 Annual Report.
2.7
Overall

NOWG Findings
· NANPA must identify how they will address the concerns noted in the Tactical Performance findings.

· NANPA is expected to be responsive to the items cited in this section (Items 1-7).  However, this does not preclude NANPA from addressing other items that were identified throughout this report.

NANPA Improvement Plan

· NANPA will develop a Code of Conduct for employees that perform both NANPA and NeuStar functions so that industry can distinguish clearly who they are representing at any given time.

· NANPA will implement a code administration system (CAS) that will provide a mechanized interface, processing, tracking of all code assignment activity, and reports generation.

Status of Implementation

· Code of Conduct developed and presented to the NANC.
· CAS has not been implemented.
The NANPA Oversight Working met with NANPA throughout the year to monitor NANPA’s progress on implementing the performance improvement changes noted in the 1999 PIP.  Additional input can be found in the Recommendations Section of the 1999 Performance Review (Appendix B).

The NANPA Oversight Working Group will continue to monitor the on-going and pending performance review items from 1999 as well as any additional items that may be noted at the conclusion of NANPA’s 2000 performance evaluation.

Section  3.0

Performance Evaluation Process

The purpose of the NANPA performance evaluation is twofold:

1. To provide an assessment of whether or not baseline requirements are being met; and

2. To provide a qualitative assessment of how well the requirements are being met, including the identification of areas needing improvement.

The above were accomplished using agreed-upon performance tools with broad industry input.

The NANPA performance evaluation process, which was approved by the NANC, consisted of the following steps:

1. Identify NANPA Responsibilities

All NANPA requirements identified were defined in the NANC NANPA Requirements document, in Lockheed Martin’s (the original responding company) proposal and associated correspondence applicable regulatory directives and industry guidelines.  

2. Solicit Input

Performance feedback was solicited from all interested industry parties and state regulators.  Input was provided using a performance feedback survey developed by the NOWG and approved by the NANC.  The NANPA provided input in its Annual Report, during the on-site operational reviews, and during industry meetings (NOWG, NANC, INC).    

3. Analyze Input

The NOWG evaluated and summarized all of the feedback.  This included the quantitative survey results, written comments from the survey, and observations noted by the NOWG during meetings and operational reviews with the NANPA.  

4. Develop Conclusions and Recommendations

Based upon the inputs, the NOWG identified the NANPA’s strengths and weaknesses.  An analysis of performance improvement initiatives from last year's review compared to this year's survey comments was also performed.  Areas needing improvement were identified for corrective action.

5. Review Results with NANPA

The NOWG previewed a summary of the 2000 Performance Report with both the FCC staff and with the NANPA prior to formal presentation to the NANC.  Subsequent to the NANC presentation, the NOWG will discuss the report in depth with the NANPA.

6. Present Report to the NANC

The NOWG prepared this comprehensive report for the NANC.  The NANC will submit the final report to the FCC. All supporting documents will be made available to the FCC, the NANC Chairman and the NANPA.  Most documentation is available upon request from the FCC.

Section 4.0

Description of Inputs

The NOWG’s performance evaluation of the NANPA was based on a variety of reports, surveys, and reviews:  

1. On-site operational review at NANPA offices in Concord, California and Washington D.C. 

2. NANPA 2000 Annual Report    

3. NANC’s annual performance survey distributed to obtain industry and regulator input in January 2001.  The survey was used to obtain both quantitative performance results and qualitative improvement comments 

4. NANPA’s 2000 Performance Improvement Plan and its relevance to identified issues 

5. NANPA 1999 Annual Performance Report

6. Documentation of NANPA’s participation in and contributions to various industry and regulatory interactions (e.g. NANC reports, NPA relief meetings, INC).

7. NOWG experiences when interacting with NANPA in 2000.

Section 5.0

NANPA Self –evaluation

The NANPA Requirements Document states that, “the NANPA must develop and implement an internal, documented, performance review process to be provided to the FCC upon request and at least on an annual basis.”  

The NANPA met this requirement.   (See Appendix C – NANPA Operational Review Presentations)

Section 6.0
Operational Review Meetings  

Concord, California and Washington, D.C.

NOWG members met with NANPA representatives at their facilities in Concord, California on February 6-8, 2001 and in the new facility on Vermont Ave., N.W., 4th Floor, in Washington, D.C. on February 21, 2001, to perform the annual operations review. 

While in Concord the Operation Review covered CO Code Administration, enterprise services, quality performance measurements, NANPA Code Administration System, disaster recovery, reports, intellectual property rights, NPA relief planning, and mandatory enterprise audit.  

In Washington, D.C, the miscellaneous code assignment activity, NRUF, and NPA forecasting was discussed.  Highlights from these meetings are noted below.  (Presentations from these meetings can be found in Appendix C - NANPA Operational Review Presentations.)

6.1

CO Code Administration Review 

NANPA reduced from 14 to 13 the number of Code Administrators.  This maintains four per region, plus a Code Administrator to handle extra responsibilities as necessary, and provide backup for vacations or illness.

NANPA is in the process of creating a “Handbook for Code Administrators” due out 3Q01 as a manual to assist in job performance.

The director of code administration initiated a “Learn at Lunch” training session as a part of continuing education for Code Administrators. These workshops include such topics as number portability impacts, NPA relief, e.g., splits versus overlays, and other issues that enable global understanding of numbering.  Industry members have been invited to cover these subjects.

NANPA reported processing 50,458 central office code applications in 2000.  

· In the 1999 performance review, NOWG noted that repeat requests occur during a lottery.  NOWG expressed concern over apparent duplicate and/or unnecessary work being reported in association with code applications when there is a lottery.  NANPA confirmed some duplication during price increase review in August 2000.  NOWG, upon detailed review of request processing and tracking, recommended to the NANC in a detailed report on September 19, 2000 that many of these categories are integral parts of the process, not to be considered separate dispositions of an application.  

NOWG requested correction of tracking categories for code requests and specified appropriate categories. (NOWG Letter to Ron Conners, Dec. 17, 2000, Appendix G).  NOWG again expressed concern about NANPA’s refusal to adjust the public reporting methodology. 

The NANPA is not consistent in meeting their obligations with respect to FCC Orders.  One state established a 90% threshold for obtaining a growth code, which directly conflicts with the FCC requirement of 60% for a growth code. NANPA indicated they would deny growth codes to carriers that did not meet the state mandated 90% threshold without checking with the FCC first to regarding the validity this unique threshold. 

Denials of central office code applications increased over 100% in July of 2000.  NANPA asserted that the FCC told them to reject applications on Part 1 forms that pre-dated changes made in July 2000.  NOWG expressed concern that NANPA neglected to advise the industry beforehand of this via their website or any other communications.  Since NANPA includes denials in their reported volumes, and are requesting additional funding based on volume, the NANPA‘s fiduciary obligation requires notification.

6.2

Enterprise Services (AOCN Part 2 Processing)

NANPA reported that at the end of 2000 they had 324 contracts. 

6.3

Quality Performance Measurements

NANPA presented their quality performance metrics that indicate that NANPA employees are meeting the internal measures NANPA has established. 

6.4

NANPA Code Administration System (CAS)

The CAS system had been expected in 2000. Last year NANPA indicated that in July 2000 selected users could begin using the production system in order to provide feedback before general launch.  NANPA indicated that August 2000 would be the system launch with industry access scheduled in September 2000.  NANPA continued to decline to provide the NOWG with another projected delivery date.

NANPA advised that they no longer are using an external vendor, and are solely supporting and testing this software internally.  NANPA indicated that this change, in part, caused the delay until at least 2Q01. 

It was noted that the CAS would still not provide File Transfer Protocol (FTP) interface capability as promised in the bid response.

NANPA has yet to provide a code administration system commensurate with the functionality and reporting capabilities promised in their bid.  The NOWG is not in possession of any detailed specifications documented on CAS.  

NANPA indicated that report generation would be done through an external application package that would operate on the CAS database. 

NOWG was concerned as to how CAS will be supported in the future if another entity assumes the role of NANPA in the next contract.  As a part of the February 2000 operational review, NANPA stated that there would be a beta test in July, limited roll out in August and general availability in September.  At this time it appears that the system will not be available until some time in the fourth year of NANPA’s contract.  This leaves very little time for the system to be in use before it may be subject to transfer to a subsequent vendor and raises issues relating to intellectual property rights and future maintenance. 

Code Administrators are emulating service providers and using the CAS system to process code requests.  When the system is introduced, NANPA will conduct a training session in Concord.  Training material will be made publicly available.

6.5

Disaster Recovery 

NANPA has developed a special disaster recovery plan for blackouts occurring in California. NANPA reported that they have flashlights and computer backup capability. NANPA stated that there have only been four blackouts, three for one hour and one for four hours.  

6.6

NANPA Reports

NANPA produced 65 reports for regulators in 2000 as compared to over 100 such reports in 1999. If any specific SP information is sent to a state regulator, NANPA requires the state to sign a non-disclosure agreement with NANPA before the data is sent.  The SP is notified when any of its specific data is sent to a regulator.

NANPA expressed concern about the cost of producing customized reports for state regulators.

6.7

Intellectual Property Rights (IPR)

Both NOWG and NANPA concluded that a common understanding regarding IPR could not be reached this year as well.  NOWG agrees with the FCC ruling on transfer of IPR information, and is content that they arbitrate this issue. 

6.8

NPA Relief Planning 

Three senior NPA relief planners presented the status of relief within their regions.  

NANPA provided results of their internal measurement surveys of the NPA Relief Planning meetings. Results of NANPA’s survey reflected complete satisfaction with their performance. During the Concord meeting when this was described, NOWG asked NANPA to consider whether they should look at different measures to continue to improve.

It was noted that the questions NANPA used in their 1999 surveys differed from the 2000 surveys.  This makes it difficult to identify a trend based on different criteria used from one year to the next.

Some concern over the quality of NANPA’s measures was expressed.  A situation occurred in Oklahoma where the NPA relief meeting was called and NANPA discovered that not all the appropriate carriers had been invited.  NANPA re-held the meeting after inviting all carriers within the NPA. NANPA did not register the erroneous first meeting in their report.

During the Washington meeting the NOWG questioned NANPA on the actual criteria they are using in NRUF results to generate NPA exhaust projections.  The NANPA indicated that they do not have a clean description of their methodology.

Based on recent data, the number of actual NPA relief implementations in the year 2000 was reduced dramatically compared to the year 1999. Data indicated many NPA relief plans have not been implemented due to state inaction.  Concern was raised that NANPA is not proactive in bringing attention to long delays and severe code shortage situations.

NANPA exhibited flexibility by conducting a trial of having a conference bridge available during live NPA relief planning meetings.  Although it proved unsuccessful, NANPA was responsive to industry request.

6.9

Miscellaneous Resource

NANPA reported the status of 555-NXX, 500 and 900 Service Access Codes (SAC), and the Carrier Identification Code (CIC.)  

NANPA revealed that the 500 SAC is close to exhaust. In January 2001, NANPA introduced an issue at INC to recover NXXs in the 500 SAC.  Audit letters on the 500 resource were sent in 2000 to establish the status of the numbers assigned and to initiate reclamation when appropriate.  

6.10

NRUF

During the year 2000 the NANPA worked closely with the FCC to develop the Form 502, Number Resource Utilization/Forecast Form (NRUF).  On December 1, 2000, a meeting was held with the industry to clarify the Job Aide connected with the Form 502 because of the 90% error rate in the initial submittal of data.

NANPA created a File Transfer Protocol (FTP) interface for the submission of NRUF data. NANPA also produced a Job Aide to assist carriers in completing the NRUF Form 502.

During the discussion, NANPA revealed that an individual under contract does the forecasting model work.  NOWG expressed concern about the fact that NANPA establishes subcontracts with suppliers who have not been reviewed for neutrality.  NANPA failed to provide a full listing of contractors in the 2000 Annual Report.  The situation brought questions to the NOWG.

· Are subcontractors reviewed for neutrality?  If yes, how? If no, why not?

· How is data confidentiality maintained?

· What intellectual property rights are involved?

· Is there any documentation of the forecast methodology?

Section 7.0

NANPA 2000 Annual Report

NANPA is required to produce an Annual Report in compliance with Section 9.6.2 of the NANPA Requirements Document.  Specific requirements for this report are cited as follows:

9.6.2
North American Numbering Plan Administration Annual Report

This document is published annually to report on the status of NPA and CO Codes as a public resource.  Its publication should coincide with receipt of the results of the annual Central Office Code Utilization Survey (COCUS) survey and may be a part of the NANC annual performance review process.  The annual report will contain at a minimum, but not be limited to:

· Brief Description of the North American Numbering Plan 

· Highlights/significant milestones reached during previous year 

· Current NPA Code Listings - Alphabetical by State/Province and Numerical 

· COCUS forecast results - Current Year Forecast 

· NPA Codes Projected to Exhaust for 10 year forecast period 

· Status of NPA Codes planning or in relief planning 

· Dialing Plans 

· Description of all Numbering Resources assigned by the new NANPA and appropriate point of contact to obtain

· Appendix of Reference documentation to assist numbering resource users

The 2000 Annual Report complied with all except one of the basic requirements stated above: COCUS forecast results – current year forecast.   [Note: COCUS has been revised and now known as the Number Resource Utilization and Forecast (NRUF) Report, which uses the FCC Form 502 for data collection.]

The NOWG makes the following comments in connection with its responsibility to provide an evaluation of NANPA’s performance:

The NANPA 2000 Annual Report is a much more professional document than last year’s report.  The presentation of the required quantitative data is clear and detailed.

A helpful and concise description of the NANPA organization was included although it was not required.   This section identified key personnel and functional areas of the organization. 

Also, NANPA noted that its web site it provides answers to many questions.  Those most frequently asked are printed in the annual report. 

Section 8.0        Enterprise Services

8.1
Mandatory Enterprise Service

NANPA is required to offer Administrative Operating Company Number (AOCN) service to industry members.  This operation is important as it populates major industry databases used to configure the network for the correct routing and rating of calls. If the necessary information is not input accurately and in a timely manner, calls cannot be routed/billed to newly assigned codes.  NANPA met the five business day timeframe in all but three months over the year 2000.  In July, August and September, NANPA met the timeframe 99.9% of the time.

Section 10 of the NANPA 2000 Annual Report stated that net revenues for this AOCN enterprise service amounted to approximately $1.25 million. NANPA provided AOCN service to more than 325 service providers, which was up from 270 in 1999.  The fee that NANPA charges to enter or change data associated with a central office code assignment was $56.00 as of February 20, 2001 (1999 = $53.46).

In 2000, NANPA was audited for accurate and appropriate billing for AOCN services.  The auditor found that NANPA had failed to bill many service providers for the AOCN activities.  NANPA has corrected those billing discrepancies
. 

8.2

Optional Enterprise Services

The NANPA is permitted, with FCC approval, to offer enterprise services, which are for-fee services over and above their basic responsibilities. 

In July 2000, NANPA proposed three new enterprise services for NANC review.  The first was a fee for receiving paper NRUF surveys.  In Paragraph 53, of the First Report and Order on Number Resource Optimization, CC Docket 99-200, FCC 00-104, allows NANPA to establish an Enterprise Service to “accept COCUS [sic] forms via facsimile.”  Service providers sending facsimiles of the NRUF will be charged accordingly.

The second was a fee for producing custom reports being requested by state commissions and the Pooling Administrator. The NANPA Oversight Working Group will be investigating this Enterprise Service request and making a recommendation to the NANC upon receipt of additional detail from NANPA.

The third was for historical CO Code applications to be provided to state commissions if they request such documentation.   This optional enterprise service request is still pending, and may be included in the custom report considerations noted above. 

An initial set of standard reports was included with the NRUF data collected by NANPA in the second half of 2000 and was provided to state commissions.  Meanwhile, along with the data posted to its web site, NANPA continued to provide ad hoc data reports for all state commissions.  During the year 2000, NANPA responded to 65 such requests for data.

The first set of weekly and monthly CO code activity reports was posted to the NANPA web page under the Central Office section.

Section  9.0

Survey Response Analysis 

The 2000 NANPA Performance Feedback Survey contained 28 questions broken into three sections. Questions 1 through 8 focused on NPA Relief Planning, Questions 9 through 16 focused on CO Code Administration and, Questions 17 through 28 focused on overall NANP Administration.  Each survey question contained an area for the respondent to provide a written comment and a rating to indicate their level of satisfaction in dealing with NANPA.

9.1
Evaluation of Satisfaction Ratings 


The charts below display the ratings provided to each question by the survey respondents. The ratings displayed in the charts below are aggregates of individual ratings taken from the surveys received.  Note that if a respondent did not provide a rating for a question,  it was not counted. 

9.1.1 Assessment

The ratings analysis includes all responses, including multiple replies from a single respondent’s organization.  This was done in order to capture the largest possible base of respondents.  Multiple replies did not appear to change the overall results.

Table 1 was developed by the NOWG to assist them in analyzing the satisfaction rating responses.

The following charts summarizing these responses is not intended to present a complete picture of NANPA’s performance in and of itself.  The survey rating process almost always has some degree of bias, negative or positive. Because of this, these charts should be considered in conjunction with the survey verbatims included in Appendix I.  

Table 1
Satisfaction Rating Scale

Satisfaction Rating
Used when

     EXCEEDED 
· Exceeded performance standards for position overall.  

· Exceeded performance even in the most difficult and complex parts of the position, including taking on responsibility for extra or unique tasks.   

· Decisions and recommendations were always sound and often in unstructured, non-routine areas of position responsibilities.  

MET


· Met the performance standards for the position.  

· No improvement or very little is needed in order to be considered fully successful in all aspects of the position.  

· Performance was competent and reliable. 

· Decisions and recommendations were sound in the routine areas and were generally sound in the less structured, non-routine areas.  

Sometimes Met


· Did not always complete or consistently meet one or more of the performance standards for the position.  

· Did not always complete assignments on time or comprehensively, therefore, did not thoroughly meet required standards of performance.  

· Improvement is required in the areas where deficiencies are noted.

· Performance is below reasonable expectations given length of time in position.

Did

not Meet


· Did not meet the performance standards for the position. 

· Position objectives were not met. 

· Performance was unreliable and assignments were submitted late, incomplete, or not at all.  

· Decisions and recommendations were not sound.  There is a need for to demonstrate immediate improvement in performance in the areas where deficiencies were noted.

N/A
Not Applicable




NANPA Survey Ratings







#1 NANPA identified the need for code relief, advised all affected parties, and included them in the planning effort.




Did Not Meet
Sometimes Met
Met
Exceeded
N/A
Total



Regulators

2
1
6
0
5
14



Service Providers

0
1
15
2
6
24



TOTAL

2
2
21
2
11
38
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The results of question # 1 indicate that the majority of respondents agreed that the NANPA met their contractual obligations by identifying the need for code relief, advising all affected parties and including them in the planning effort.  

#2 NANPA provided accurate information in the initial planning document (IPD) in advance of the industry relief planning meeting date.










Did Not Meet
Sometimes Met
Met
Exceeded
N/A
Total




Regulators

0
1
6
0
6
13



Service Providers

0
1
14
1
8
24



TOTAL

0
2
20
1
14
37
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The results of question # 2 indicate that the majority of respondents agreed that the NANPA met their contractual obligations by providing accurate information in the initial planning document (IPD) in advance of the industry relief planning meeting date.

3. NANPA followed agreed upon direction for follow up tasks connected with relief planning (e.g., posting of minutes, approval for additional meetings).








Did Not Meet
Sometimes Met
Met
Exceeded
N/A
Total




Regulators

0
0
7
1
5
13



Service Providers

0
2
14
1
7
24



TOTAL

0
2
21
2
12
37
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The results of question # 3 indicate that the majority of respondents agreed that the NANPA met their contractual obligations by following agreed upon direction for follow up tasks connected with relief planning (e.g., posting of minutes, approval for additional meetings).

4. NANPA has demonstrated considerable knowledge of local/regional environments (e.g., geography, demographics, growth patterns, local dialing plans).








Did Not Meet
Sometimes Met
Met
Exceeded
N/A
Total




Regulators

1
4
6
0
2
13



Service Providers

1
6
9
1
6
23



TOTAL

2
10
15
1
8
36
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The results of question # 4 indicate that the majority of respondents agreed that the NANPA met their contractual obligations by demonstrating considerable knowledge of local/regional environments (e.g., geography, demographics, growth patterns, local dialing plans).  However, a significant number of respondents felt that the NANPA only sometimes meets these obligations.

5. NANPA facilitated the selection of a consensus NPA code relief alternative during NPA Relief Planning meetings.












Did Not Meet
Sometimes Met
Met
Exceeded
N/A
Total




Regulators

2
0
5
2
4
13



Service Providers

1
0
14
2
7
24



TOTAL

3
0
19
4
11
37
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The results of question # 5 indicate that the majority of respondents agreed that the NANPA met their contractual obligations by facilitated the selection of a consensus NPA code relief alternative during NPA Relief Planning meetings.  However, a small number of respondents felt that the NANPA had exceeded its obligations in this area and an even smaller number felt that the NANPA had not met these obligations.

6.NANPA published informational/planning letters that are timely and complete.
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Met
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N/A
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Regulators

0
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1
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13



Service Providers
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0
6
15
3
12
36
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The results of question # 6 indicate that the majority of respondents agreed that the NANPA met their contractual obligations by publishing informational/planning letters that are timely and complete. However, others felt that the NANPA had only sometimes met this responsibility, while a smaller number felt that the NANPA had exceeded these obligations.
7. NANPA conducted NPA relief activities in a timely manner consistent with industry guidelines and/or state directives as appropriate.



Did Not Meet
Sometimes Met
Met
Exceeded
N/A
Total




Regulators

1
1
6
0
5
13



Service Providers

0
2
14
2
7
25



TOTAL

1
3
20
2
12
38
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The results of question # 7 indicate that the majority of respondents agreed that the NANPA met their contractual obligations by conducting NPA relief activities in a timely manner consistent with industry guidelines and/or state directives as appropriate.

However, a small number of respondents felt that the NANPA had only sometimes met this responsibility, while a smaller number felt that the NANPA had exceeded these obligations.

8. Had no ratings.










9. NANPA effectively assisted with the application process.
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Met
Exceeded
N/A
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Regulators
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1
10
5
5
21



[image: image8.png]Question 9 - TOTAL

Dl Not et

Sometimes Vet
Ratings

et

Excesded




TOTAL

0
1
13
5
13
32




The results of question # 9 indicate that the majority of respondents agreed that the NANPA met their contractual obligations by effectively assisting with the application process.  However, a significant number of respondents felt that the NANPA had exceeded these obligations.
10. NANPA provided a helpful referral when appropriate.
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1
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12
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The results of question #10 indicate that the majority of respondents agreed that the NANPA met their contractual obligations by providing a helpful referral when appropriate.  However, a few respondents felt that the NANPA had exceeded these obligations while two respondents felt they had only sometimes met this requirement.

11. NANPA has complied with time frames specified in CO Code Assignment Guidelines (e.g. Part 3 returned within 10 days).
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Met
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Regulators
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3
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4
22



TOTAL

0
4
15
2
12
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The results of question #11 indicate that the majority of respondents agreed that the NANPA has met its obligations and has complied with time frames specified in CO Code Assignment Guidelines (e.g. Part 3 returned within 10 days). However, a few respondents felt that the NANPA had only sometimes met these obligations while two respondents felt that the NANPE had exceeded their obligations.

12. NANPA followed the current documented procedures and/or regulatory directives for code reclamation.
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The results of question #12 indicate that the majority of respondents agreed that the NANPA has met its obligations by following the current documented procedures and/or regulatory directives for code reclamation.  However, a significant number of respondents felt that the NANPA had only sometimes met these obligations while four respondents felt that the NANPE had exceeded their obligations.

13. NANPA assigned and administered resources in an efficient, effective, fair, unbiased, and non-



discriminatory manner consistent with industry guidelines, State delegated authority and applicable regulations.
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0
6
19
6
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36
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The results of question #13 indicate that the majority of respondents agreed that the NANPA has met its obligations and has assigned and administered resources in an efficient, effective, fair, unbiased, and non-discriminatory manner consistent with industry guidelines, State delegated authority and applicable regulations.  However, a significant number of respondents felt that the NANPA had only sometimes met these obligations while an equivalent number of respondents felt that the NANPE had exceeded their obligations.
14. NANPA declared jeopardy when the forecasted and/or actual demand for NXX resources exceeded


the known supply.
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8
23
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0
4
18
1
11
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The results of question #14 indicate that the majority of respondents agreed that the NANPA has met its obligations by having declared jeopardy when the forecasted and/or actual demand for NXX resources exceeded State delegated authority and applicable regulations.  However, some respondents felt that the NANPA had only sometimes met these obligations. 

15. NANPA notified the appropriate regulatory authorities and the industry that the NPA was in jeopardy.
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The results of question #15 indicate that the majority of respondents agreed that the NANPA has has met its obligations notified the appropriate regulatory authorities and the industry that the NPA was in jeopardy. 

16.Had no ratings.


17. NANPA maintained the confidentiality of proprietary data and competitively sensitive information
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8
7
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The results of question #17 indicate that the majority of respondents agreed that the NANPA has met its obligations by maintaining the confidentiality of proprietary data and competitively sensitive information.  There were a significant number of respondents that indicated that the NANPA has exceeded its obligation in this area.

18. NANPA investigated performance problems brought to their attention by your organization and reported corrective action taken within 10 business days.
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1
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The results of question #18 indicate that the majority of respondents agreed that the NANPA has met its obligations and has investigated performance problems brought to their attention by your organization and reported corrective action taken within 10 business days.  There were a small number of respondents that indicated that the NANPA has exceeded its obligation in this area.

19. NANPA implemented a planed approach to forecasting NPA/NANP exhaust utilizing effective forecasting tools (e.g., COCUS/NRUF) and NANP resource management skills.
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Met
Exceeded
N/A
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Regulators

1
2
7
0
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12



Service Providers

1
2
13
2
4
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TOTAL

2
4
20
2
6
34
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The results of question #19 indicate that the majority of respondents agreed that the NANPA has met its obligations and has implemented a planed approach to forecasting NPA/NANP exhaust utilizing effective forecasting tools (e.g., COCUS/NRUF) and NANP resource management skills.  There were some respondents who indicated that the NANPA has only met this obligation sometimes, and a smaller number who both indicated that NANPA has exceeded and not met this responsibility.





20. NANPA is knowledgeable about and provided upon request updated information on current industry guidelines State delegated authority and/or regulatory directives that applied at the time of the request.
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Met
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N/A
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Regulators

0
1
9
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2
13
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14
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1
5
23
1
4
34
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The results of question #20 indicate that the majority of respondents agreed that the NANPA has met its obligations and is knowledgeable about and provided upon request updated information on current industry guidelines.  State delegated authority and/or regulatory directives that applied at the time of the request.  There were some respondents who indicated that the NANPA has only met this obligation sometimes.











21. NANPA has maintained a working relationship with local regulators.
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1
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The results of question #21 indicate that the majority of respondents agreed that the NANPA  has met its obligations and is knowledgeable about and provided upon request updated information on current industry guidelines.  State delegated authority and/or regulatory directives that applied at the time of the request.  There were a very small number of respondents who indicated that the NANPA has exceeded their obligation in this area.

22. NANPA maintains their web site with current information on applicable numbering resources and NANPA personnel contacts.
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The results of question #22 indicate that the majority of respondents agreed that the NANPA has met its obligations and maintains their web site with current information on applicable numbering resources and NANPA personnel contacts. There were a significant number of respondents who indicated that the NANPA only sometimes has met their obligation in this area.  Another group of participants felt that the NANPA had exceeded its obligations in this area.




23. NANPA maintains relationships with all (19) NANP nations' regulatory agencies.






Did Not Meet
Sometimes Met
Met
Exceeded
N/A
Total




Regulators

0
0
1
0
9
10



Service Providers

0
0
6
0
13
19



TOTAL

0
0
7
0
22
29
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The results of question #22 indicate that the majority of respondents agreed that the NANPA has met its obligations by maintaining relationships with all (19) NANP nations' regulatory agencies.






24. NANPA did not succumb to undue influence by parties with a vested interest in the outcome of numbering administration and activities.
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The results of question #24 indicate that the majority of respondents agreed that the NANPA has met its obligations by not succumbing to undue influence by parties with a vested interest in the outcome of numbering administration and activities.

25. NANPA consistently applies industry guidelines and regulatory directives for the CIC resource.
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The results of question #25 indicate that the majority of respondents agreed that the NANPA has met its obligations by consistently applies industry guidelines and regulatory directives for the 500/900 resource.

26. NANPA consistently applies industry guidelines and regulatory directives for the 500/900 resource.
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Met
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The results of question #26 indicate that the majority of respondents agreed that the NANPA has met its obligations by consistently applies industry guidelines and regulatory directives for the 500/900 resource.

27. NANPA consistently applies industry guidelines and regulatory directives for 555 digits.
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Regulators
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The results of question #27 indicate that the majority of respondents agreed that the NANPA has met its obligations by consistently applying industry guidelines and regulatory directives for 555 digits.










28. Had no ratings.










9.1.2 Ratings Conclusion

Respondents were given five categories  (Did not meet, Sometimes Met, Met, Exceeded, N/A) in which to indicate their level of satisfaction with the NANPA’s performance for the evaluation period (January through December 2000).  The NOWG developed the satisfaction rating scale as shown in Table 1 to clarify the scope and meaning behind the five satisfaction rating categories used in this years survey.

Overwhelmingly the respondents rated the NANPA’s performance as having met their expectations.

9.2

Evaluation of Written Comments

In order to assess comments received via the feedback survey, the following process was used:

· Because comments were voluntary, their submission was considered to be very meaningful.  It was mandatory for respondents’ to provide their names.

· Singular comments (received from only one respondent) relating to a particular area were considered to be unique, while comments received from multiple respondents were considered to constitute a trend.  

· Comments were examined to determine relevance and only those that were relevant were assessed.

· Where possible, comments were categorized and assessed by both survey category and criteria.  

· NOWG recognizes that certain areas of ambiguity exist and interpretations of regulations and/or guidelines may vary.

Table 2

Performance Categories for Qualitative Analysis




Communications/Responsiveness
NANPA’s ability to communicate effectively in a timely manner consistent with regulatory directive, requirements and guidelines

Guidelines/Requirements/

Regulatory Directives
NANPA’s contractual obligation to comply with state and federal regulatory directives, requirements and guidelines by performing all functions agreed to in a manner that comports to the intent and quality expectations.

Staffing
Met the level of staffing required to perform all the NANPA functions, and that all personnel have the necessary expertise and education to perform the job.

Technical Expertise and Analysis


Sufficient tools and knowledge applied by NANPA personnel in the performance of their functions.

Web Site
Electronic repository that provides general access to NANP information for regulators, industry and the public.  Key features include the status of the various numbering resources, timely updates, NANPA contact information.

Tactical
Safeguarding of NANPA’s obligation as unbiased and impartial steward of NANP resources without the advocacy of positions that will create economic collateral for their parent company at the expense of the industry and regulators (their clients).

The NOWG defined six criteria to be used in organization of each survey’s comments. Table 2 contains the criteria used to analyze and report on NANPA’s performance for this year based on comments contained in survey responses.

9.2.1

Assessment

The following contains the NOWG review and summary of this years survey verbatims by assessment criteria.

9.2.1.1

Communications/Responsiveness

The NOWG defines communications and responsiveness as NANPA’s ability to communicate effectively in a timely manner consistent with regulatory directive, requirements and guidelines

Examples:

· Call back response within 24 hours

· Meeting minutes

· Return calls and letters

· Return email

· Planning Letter publications

· Timely response

· Effective communication (consistent w/regulatory directives and guidelines)

· NANPA’s monitoring of number resource availability, and communication of this to FCC and NANC

A summary of the comments received in the three survey areas, NPA Relief Planning, CO Code Administration and overall NANP Administration related to communications and responsiveness as it has been defined by the NOWG are provided below.

9.2.1.1.1

NPA Relief Planning

Multiple Positive Comments

Several respondents said that DDS is an effective tool for communications.

Individual Positive Comment

NPA Relief planning minutes were distributed in a timely fashion.  Planners in Bell Atlantic north and south exceeded expectations in responsiveness.  Planning Letters are accurate.  NANPA acceptance of issues raised about minutes, and subsequent resolutions, were satisfactory to the respondents.

Multiple Negative Comments

Several respondents expressed dissatisfaction with Planning Letters.  Criticisms including that they are not published in a timely manner, that they are not updated as necessary after publication, and that they are “back dated” and do not reflect the date of publication.  Multiple respondents questioned NANPA’s management of consensus, e.g., definition and ability to determine when it was reached.  Information provided by DDS took too long to post to the web.  NANPA is not flexible or responsive in cases of urgent need for publication of the minutes.

Individual Negative Comments

One respondent said NANPA is not exhibiting a proactive approach.  Another stated that no state commission follow up is provided by NANPA after the industry agreed upon NPA relief plans are given to the commission and are supposed to go into effect on a specific date. 

Suggestions for Improvement Submitted by Respondents
· Extended permissive dialing dates should be included in the Planning Letters

· The consensus process should be carefully managed, e.g., one call for consensus

· Give service providers access to demographics, dialing patterns, and other IPD background information

· NANPA should be flexible and responsive with timely postings of meeting minutes

· NANPA should encourage broader participation in NPA Relief Planning, e.g., include consumers, conference bridges, seek volunteers other than the dominate LEC to donate test numbers

· NANPA should educate the state commissions about the NPA Relief Planning process and industry needs

9.2.1.1.2
CO Code Administration
Multiple Positive Comments

Many respondents noted that Administrators are courteous, knowledgeable, thorough, and helpful. NANPA’s successful role in carrying out reclamation was noted. 

Individual Positive Comments

A carrier appreciated the issuance of the reminder/courtesy letters sent out in advance of initiating code reclamation by the NANPA.

Multiple Negative Comments

NANPA provided incomplete and/or inconsistent levels of service when asked for information. This led to a lack of confidence in the information provided by the NANPA. Examples include; blanket referrals to the WEB, incorrect referrals, lack of consistency in NANPA’s answers depending upon who was asked. NANPA is meeting requirement timeframes but is not flexible in responding to requests for documentation and information in a shortened interval. NANPA inaccurately handled Part 4 record processing and notification. Concern was expressed that NANPA was not notifying carriers of all errors on the Part 1 at the time of the first denial. Jeopardy notifications are late.

Individual Negative Comments

Concerns of insufficient notification and information regarding a jeopardy expedite meeting requested by two carriers was strongly expressed. Apparent ILEC bias was noted. NANPA receives information from the FCC and presents it to the industry as an established rule, thereby excluding the industry from a process that impacts carriers. NANPA’s reluctance to inform state commissions of the status of codes was noted.

Suggestions for Improvement Submitted by Respondents
· NANPA to provide timely notification when changes are going to be made to the process and information requirement so carriers can properly prepare. 

· NANPA should be consistent in how it notifies carriers of process changes and information requirements. 

· NANPA should include carriers in the decision process when developing solutions with regulators.

· More training so that Code Administrators can better advise the industry.

9.2.1.1.3

Overall NANP Administration

Multiple Positive Comments

Performance problems brought to NANPA’s attention where corrected promptly. NANPA is prompt, helpful and responsive in maintaining a relationship with local regulators. 

Individual Positive Comments

NANPA’s newsletters where helpful. 

Multiple Negative Comments 

NANPA is inconsistent on their interpretation of guidelines and regulations. 

Individual Negative Comments

NANPA listens but sometimes does not respond to performance problem issues that are brought to their attention. NANPA may not respond to a single state request but will reverse itself when another state requests. 

Suggestions for Improvement Submitted by Respondents
· Use e-mail as a vehicle to provide information or inform state commissions of issues  

· Employ a “planned approach” of tools and algorithms to forecast exhaust

· Employ appropriate forecasting tools and a consistent approach to forecasting NPA exhaust

· Provide regulators with a better understanding of forecasting tools, methods, algorithms, etc.
9.2.1.2

Guidelines/Requirements/Regulatory Directives

The NOWG defines Guidelines/requirements/regulatory directives as NANPA’s contractual obligation to comply with state and federal regulatory directives, requirements and guidelines by performing all functions agreed to in a manner that comports to the intent and quality expectations.

Examples:

· Changes in the environment (FCC, state, and guidelines)

· International Telecommunications Union (ITU) activities

· Forecast and utilization data collection and reporting

· Knowledge of local conditions

· Contributions to industry for an upgrade to industry guidelines

· Assuring adequate numbering resources availability (steward of the resource)

A summary of the comments received in the three survey areas, NPA Relief Planning, CO Code Administration and overall NANP Administration related to industry Guidelines/Requirements/Regulatory Directives as it has been defined by the NOWG are provided below.

9.2.1.2.1

NPA Relief Planning

Multiple Positive Comments

Numerous individuals provided comments on NANPA’s adherence to regulatory directives/requirements and industry guidelines.
Individual Positive Comments

One commenter stated that NANPA had exceeded in its efforts while another stated that NANPA had shown improvement over last year. 

Multiple Negative Comments

Numerous respondents felt that there were inconsistencies with NANPA’s approach to relief planning.  There were also comments related to how NANPA applies and or determines consensus.  Other respondents felt that NANPA needed to be more proactive and to communicate the status or delay of NPA relief efforts to all parties (state commissions and carriers).  Additional respondents questioned NANPA’s choice to follow industry guidelines over state directives when there was a conflict between the two. Concern was expressed over NANPA’s lack of familiarity with unique local conditions, e.g., dialing plans, which then required local industry participants to provide data that should have been provided by the NANPA.

Individual Negative Comment

There was a need expressed for NANPA to keep up with state variations on regulations, changes and/or procedures. Other respondents stated that NANPA appears to be insensitive to industry needs, deficient in providing customer service and lacks a sense of urgency.  In additional one respondent felt that there needs to be more focus on bringing parties to consensus. 

Suggestions for Improvement Submitted by Respondents
· Employ NPA Relief Planning practices and apply them consistently

· Be more proactive with state commissions by following up after filing a relief plan

· Don’t recall consensus once you have it 

· Chair all implementation, technical and customer education meetings

· Meetings should be conducted via conference-bridge as well as face-to-face.

9.2.1.2.2

CO Code Administration

Multiple Positive Comments

Respondents stated that NANPA carries out its duties and meets turn around times.

Individual Positive Comment

One respondent stated that NANPA works cooperatively with state regulators to set up processes.  Another respondent stated that NANPA has assisted them with direction on correcting a procedure. In addition, one respondent stated that NANPA has assigned and administered resources in a fair, unbiased and non-discriminatory manner.

Multiple Negative Comments

NANPA requires carriers to resubmit Part 4 forms and has incorrectly notified state commissions that carriers have not returned Part 4’s, when in fact they have already done so. NANPA Administrators interpret procedures and guidelines differently and therefore do not apply them uniformly. Several respondents express a need for NANPA to improve its notification and distribution method and not just limit it to the web site.

Individual Negative Comment

Reluctant to inform state staffs on status of codes. No consistency with notification procedures. NANPA has not always assigned resources efficiently and effectively.  NANPA granted code expedites when prohibited during jeopardy proceedings. NANPA needs to be better informed on regulatory rulings. NANPA needs to be more readily available to respond to questions. One respondent noted that NANPA fails to inform applicants of all errors on the Part 1 application when their code request is first denied.

Suggestions for Improvement Submitted by Respondents
· Need to address outdated Part 1-4 forms

· Need to improve jeopardy procedures

· Need to provide advanced notice when changes to guidelines, processes or code assignments occurs.

· NANPA could show a bit more flexibility when a carrier requests special consideration.

· NANPA needs to help improve the application forms because the existing Part 1-4 forms leave much room for error.  

9.2.1.2.3

Overall NANP Administration

Individual Positive Comment

One respondent stated that NANPA was meticulous about maintaining confidentially.  Another respondents noted that NANPA was prompt about returning messages, and another respondent stated that NANPA is willing to meet to address concerns

Multiple Negative Comments

Numerous NRUF comments noted that the data was not accurate, that there was a communication problem regarding what data to submit, and an expectation of another respondent that the delivery would be more routine next year.

Individual Negative Comment

Supper sensitive to disseminating confidential information to state commissions.  One respondent stated that states need timely access to information.  One respondent pointed out that NANPA was requested to provide some data, however NANPA refused the request, but later reversed its position and provided the requested data.  One respondent notes that NANPA needs to be more proactive in monitoring and auditing the 500/900 resource.

Suggestions for Improvement Submitted by Respondents
· Need to improve communication and make others aware of decisions in a timely manner

· Need to work on improving directions and include form changes

· Need to provide faster access to data

· Need for additional emphasis given to timeliness of code relief to state commissions.

9.2.1.3

Staffing   

Staffing has been defined by the NOWG as meeting the level of employment required to perform all NANP Administration functions, and that all NANPA personnel have the necessary expertise and education required of their specific job function.

Examples:

· Level & expertise

· NRUF management

· Appropriate personnel in qualifications and number in each function

· Expertise at INC

· Level – response accuracy and timely  

· Comprehension of local conditions – understanding

· Helpfulness – treating regulators and industry members as customers (politeness)

· Evenhandedness 

A summary of the comments received in the three survey areas, NPA Relief Planning, CO Code Administration and overall NANP Administration related to staffing as it has been defined by the NOWG are provided below.

9.2.1.3.1

NPA Relief Planning

Individual Positive Comment

It was noted by one respondent that the Planners have demonstrated improvement over last year and another respondent commended an individual Planner for exhibiting a high degree of customer service. 

Multiple Negative Comments

It was noted by multiple respondents that some Planners were not proactive and did not provide timely notice and documentation distribution.   It was also noted by many respondents that Planners rely on the industry participants to provide local dialing and code conflict expertise and knowledge. Overall, there appeared to be an issue with inconsistent performance.

Individual Negative Comment

One respondent suggests that NPA Relief Planners need to be more assertive when conducting calls and meetings.  Another respondent stated that Planners appear to lack a sense of urgency and are insensitive to industry needs

Suggestions for Improvement Submitted by Respondents
· Need consistent performance

· Chair Implementation Meetings

· Knowledge regarding local conditions

· Better NPA Relief Planning maps

· Improvements in the NPA relief planning model

9.2.1.3.2

CO Code Administration
Multiple Positive Comments

Numerous respondents noted that CO Code Administrators are helpful, responsive and willing to assist applicants.  It was also noted that they are very knowledgeable. 

Multiple Negative Comments

Several respondents noted that CO Code Administrative personnel are not readily available when contacted, and that there is a lack of consistency among Administrators – different treatment by different Administrator’s.

Individual Negative Comments

One respondent noted that CO Code Administration had changed processes overnight and did not provide notice to industry before the change occurred.  It was also noted by another respondent that there was a lack of coordination between CO Code Administration and NANPA’s AOCN service personnel. One respondent noted that NANPA had not implemented the CO Code assignment system with specified functionality and proposed that a credit be given for this delay.  A concern was raised by one respondent that the CO Code Administrators are not updating their voice mail message in a timely manner.  One respondent expressed a concern that an individual administrator appeared to be biased towards past practice and the incumbent. 

Suggestions for Improvement Submitted by Respondents
· More training

· Advanced notice before changes are scheduled to occur

· Focus on Customer service 

9.2.1.3.3
Overall NANP Administration

Multiple Positive Comments

Numerous respondents commented on the knowledgeable staff and their responsiveness. 

Individual Positive Comment

One respondent noted that NANPA referred questions appropriately, when needed.

Multiple Negative Comments

Numerous respondents commented that completeness varies among Administrators and that there is a lack of consistency and interpretation of the guidelines.

Individual Negative Comments

One respondent commented that it appears NANPA leverages it’s functions into new business opportunities for NeuStar and that there is confusion over the NANPA roles played by some NeuStar employees. Another respondent expected NANPA to anticipate information needs rather than react to an expressed need.  Another respondent noted that they were repeatedly requested to resubmit Part 4’s, that they have experienced the same problem over time. This respondent also noted that there is an issue with the granting of code expedites during NPA jeopardy, which is prohibited by the jeopardy guidelines.

Suggestions for Improvement Submitted by Respondents
· Timely notification of process changes, e.g. e-mail notification

· Need to improve NANPA representation at the INC 

9.2.1.4
Technical Expertise and Analysis

The NOWG has defined Technical Expertise and Analysis as sufficient tools and knowledge applied by NANPA personnel in the performance of their functions.

Examples:

· Right software to analyze statistical software

· CAS systems

· NRUF

· Reviewing forms for correctness

A summary of the comments received in the three survey areas, NPA Relief Planning, CO Code Administration and overall NANP Administration related to technical expertise and analysis as it has been defined by the NOWG are provided below.

9.2.1.4.1

NPA Relief Planning
Multiple Negative Comments

NANPA was criticized for lack of knowledge of NPA Relief Planners, e.g., dialing plans, local information, protective codes. Planning inconsistencies, including the timing of NPA Relief, due to irregularities inherent in the current forecasting model were exhibited. Concerns were noted regarding NANPA’s ability to appropriately manage the consensus process consistently.  

Individual Positive Comments

One planner was identified as doing a thorough job of preparing for planning meetings.

Individual Negative Comments

NANPA was reluctant to make suggestions or proactively participate during planning meetings. NANPA does not exhibit a proactive approach to follow up with state commissions once a plan is filed.

Suggestions for Improvement Submitted by Respondents
· Include better rate center data in planning letters, e.g. rate center lists and forecasts

· Solicit participation from newer or smaller carriers

· Improve the accuracy of forecasting, e.g., use of historical data and include impacts of pooling

· Document distribution using DDS and/or FAX should be made an option

· Distribute (improved) maps “prior to” NPA Relief Planning Meetings

· Reporting of State-specific regulations, including differing processes and procedures

9.2.1.4.2

CO Code Administration

Multiple Positive Comments

Code Administrators demonstrated knowledge and responsiveness

Multiple Negative Comments

Incorrectly handled/tracked/reported Part 4 forms, therefore requiring multiple submissions of the Part 4 and unnecessary contact with local commissions. Failure to inform SP’s of all errors on the Part 1 Application when initially denied, requiring multiple re-submissions for the same resource application. Inconsistently interpreted guidelines and procedures.

Individual Negative Comments

Lack of coordination of CO Code Assignment and required Enterprise Service (AOCN) functions, thereby delaying industry notification of NXX activation and triggering unnecessary code activation expedites. Timeliness of the initiation of the code reclamation program. Assigned codes “in conflict” due use of insufficient code conflict tool.

Suggestions for Improvement Submitted by Respondents
· Transmit Part 3s electronically

· Implement the code assignment system (CAS) functionality paid for by the industry and provide an explanation and credit to the industry for non-performance.

9.2.1.4.3

Overall NANP Administration

Individual Positive Comment

WEB site is updated, well organized and easy to navigate.

Multiple Negative Comments

The timing and inconsistency in the answers provided by Code Administration makes it hard to determine the validity and/or completeness of the answers provided. WEB site is difficult to navigate and overwhelming. Conflicting interpretations of Rules, e.g., NRO Order.

Individual Negative Comments

Although code administration is doing an excellent job in correcting conflict-codes assigned in error, the system deficiency creating the problems needs to be resolved. It is perceived that NANPA meets with regulators and rarely reports the outcome.

Suggestions for Improvement Submitted by Respondents
· NPA 555 records should not be assigned in the LERG to the former BOCs
· NANPA should be more proactive in monitoring and auditing the resource

· NANPA needs to improve forecasting tools and the accuracy of those tools

· Increase level of NANPA’s technical contributions to INC.

· Continue to work with the States to provide standardized reports and electronic access to data.  

9.2.1.5
Web Site

NANPA’s web site has been defined by the NOWG as the electronic repository that provides general access to NANP information for regulators, industry and the public.  Key features include the status of the various numbering resources, timely updates, NANPA contact information.

Examples:

· Accuracy of information

· Timely updates

· NANPA Contact information

· Ease of navigation 

· Format

· Easy to download

· Links to guidelines and regulations

· Communication of information (DDS)

· Simple format

A summary of the comments received in the three survey areas, NPA Relief Planning, CO Code Administration and overall NANP Administration related to the tactical performance category as it has been defined by the NOWG are provided below.

9.2.1.5.1

NPA Relief Planning

Individual Negative Comments

NANPA’s reluctance to update the WEB site with current information upon the release of state orders was noted. One commentator stated they thought NANPA’s planning letters were sometimes backdated. 

9.2.1.5.2

CO Code Administration

Individual Negative Comments

One respondent noted NANPA’s propensity to refer carriers to the WEB site, yet it is not always up to date and not easy to navigate.

Suggestions for Improvement Submitted by Respondents
· Provide actual count of unallocated NXXs by NPA

· Maintain updated carrier contact information

9.2.1.5.3
Overall NANP Administration 

Multiple Positive Comments

The WEB site is helpful and contains valuable information.

Individual Positive Comments

NANPA corrected errors promptly.

Multiple Negative Comments

NANPA personnel contact and numbering-related information on the WEB site is not updated in a timely manner. Navigation of the WEB site is difficult and overwhelming.

Suggestions for Improvement Submitted by Respondents
· An information directory for the WEB site would be helpful

· Post to the WEB new Rules, policies and changes in procedures and notify the industry when these changes occur

· Planning letters should be updated more often and sorted by State and not just by year

· Add the ability to download data in a useable format and not just in PDF format

· LATA maps should be accessible on the WEB

· Extended permissive dialing dates for wireless carriers and extended permissive dialing dates should be available on the WEB

· More detail information on code assignment, reservations and voluntarily returned codes should be shown on the WEB

9.2.1.6

Tactical

Tactical has been defined by the NOWG as the safeguarding of NANPA’s obligation as unbiased and impartial steward of NANP resources without the advocacy of positions that will create economic collateral for their parent company at the expense of the industry and regulators (their clients).

Examples:

· ITU

· Pooling

· Tracking

· Inefficient

· Inflated count

A summary of the comments received in the three survey areas, NPA Relief Planning, CO Code Administration and overall NANP Administration related to the tactical performance category as it has been defined by the NOWG are provided below.

9.2.1.6.1

NPA Relief Planning

Multiple Negative Comments

Some NPA relief planners seem more biased toward certain alternatives and other NPA relief planners are perceived as being less than neutral.
9.2.1.6.2

CO Code Administration

Individual Positive Comments

One respondent suggested NANPA assigns numbering resources in a fair and unbiased manner.

Individual Negative Comments

One respondent suggested one NANPA individual has demonstrated some bias toward past practices and ILECs in CO Code administration.

9.2.1.6.3

Overall NANP Administration

Multiple Positive Comments

NANPA maintains confidentiality and is neutral.

Individual Negative Comments
One state maintained that they did not receive information in a timely manner to carry out their delegated authority.  NANPA seems to maintain relationships [with regulators] in secret and rarely reports meeting summaries and decisions to the industry.  NANPA appears to a regulator to be biased toward the industry.  NANPA/NeuStar interrelationship appears to result in a bias to enhance NeuStar’s business opportunities.

NeuStar employees are not held to the same performance neutrality requirements of those performing the NANPA function, and can use that to their advantage.  Service providers should not have to resubmit Part 1 forms three times before all errors are found.

Suggestions for Improvement Submitted by Respondents
· NANPA should work on relationships with states.

· NANPA should make clear the division between NANPA employees and other NeuStar personnel.
· NANPA should completely review Part 1 applications for correctness and remember that the ultimate goal is to assign codes where needed.
Section 10.0

Findings and Conclusion

This section contains the detailed findings and specific performance issues noted by the NOWG that lead to NANPA’s performance improvement recommendations.

10.1

Annual Report

As first mentioned in Section 7, the NOWG has recognized that NANPA's 2000 Annual Report is a more professional report than the previous year, and that the data provided is clear and detailed. NANPA has made great strides in this year’s report by including almost all of the information identified as missing from the previous year’s report.   

However, the COCUS forecast results and current year forecast - one key required item - was noticeably absent (See Section 7 for documented citation.). This should include projections of the life of the NANP in addition to the lives of individual NPAs.  Assumptions in projecting NANP exhaust should also be included.

10.2

Communications / Responsiveness

In general, NANPA personnel were prompt, courteous and professional.  NANPA provided the NOWG with reports regarding the status of the NANP and their internal practices and tools used to manage their responsibilities.  The development and use of the Document Distribution System (DDS) received accolades, as did the practice of issuing newsletters.   However there was an issue raised regarding the DDS notification process.  This process is limited to the NANPA’s web site with no alternative means available for those parties that desire another form of notification.

It was noted by some regulators that they appreciated NANPA’s efforts and improvement in NANPA/regulatory relationships.  However there were concerns expressed regarding NANPA’s availability to respond to questions and the difficulty experienced because of this deficiency.  It was also noted that some NANPA employees fail to update their voice mail greetings in a timely manner.  

A concern was raised again this year regarding NPA Relief Planners’ facilitation skills, ability to manage the consensus process, present recommendations, and provide adequate advanced notice of relief planning meetings.  This has not been resolved to everyone’s satisfaction.  NPA relief Planning Letters also received a mixed review.  Survey comments indicate that for the initial release the letters are accurate and timely.  However, the letters are not kept up to date when circumstances change.  These comments also indicate that NPA Planning Letters do not get posted to the web on time and may get “back dated” in the process.  

There was concern expressed that in executing its duties NANPA has contributed to the uncertainty that accompanies change by implementing changes in processes before providing sufficient notice of the changes effective date.   Again this year, concern was voiced regarding the perception that NANPA meets with regulators and the results of those meetings lead to changes in procedures without sufficient notification and input by service providers and the general public.

10.3

Guidelines/Requirements/Regulatory Directives

Survey comments indicate that NANPA falls short of providing excellent customer service and does not exhibit a since of urgency when action is needed in less than the maximum time allowed.  For the second year in a row it was noted that NANPA (NPA Relief Planners and CO Code Administration) does not respond with a consistent approach to questions regarding rules, regulations and guidelines. 

There was an acknowledgement that NANPA does adhere to regulatory directives/requirements, industry guidelines, and does an excellent job of maintaining confidentially, and protecting confidential data.  

It has been uncovered by the NOWG that NANPA rejects CO Code applications at the first error without completing review of the entire application.  This approach causes both NANPA and service providers to perform additional work of re-applying and re-processing applications multiple times before a code assignment can occur. 

It was noted that NANPA needs to be more proactive and to communicate the status or delay of NPA relief efforts to all parties (commissions and carriers) and be more proactive once a plan has been filed with the commission.

NANPA has contributed to confusion by sometimes not clearly communicating the correct process and/or procedure in force. In one example, NANPA chose to follow industry guidelines over a state ruling.  In another example, NANPA chose to apply a procedure included in a state ruling instead of the governing FCC rule/directive.  In addition, it was pointed out that NANPA sometimes does not initially recognize or fully interpret FCC Orders.  For example, one state established a 90% threshold for obtaining a growth code, which directly conflicts with the FCC requirement of 60% for a growth code. NANPA indicated they would deny growth codes to carriers that did not meet the state mandated 90% threshold.  However, once the discrepancy was pointed out to NANPA they did follow the appropriate regulatory rules/requirements.

According to NANPA’s records, denials of central office code applications increased over 100% in July of 2000.  NANPA asserted that they were told to reject applications on Part 1 forms that pre-dated changes made in July 2000.  The NOWG expressed concern that NANPA neglected to advise the industry of this change via their website or any other form of communication.  Note that this action and the resulting activity contributed to the increased volume of codes processed since NANPA includes denials in their reported code administration volumes.

Survey respondents expressed concern over NPA Relief Planners lack of familiarity with local conditions, e.g., dialing plans, and their ability to focus on bringing parties to consensus. In addition concern was expressed over CO Code Administrators poor record keeping which resulted in incorrect notification to state commissions that service providers had not returned Part 4’s, when in fact they had already done so. This required service providers to re-submit those Part 4 forms.  

10.4

Staffing   

Overall, the majority of observations regarding NANPA’s staff have been positive.  Respondents said NANPA was helpful, responsive and willing to assist applicants.  In most instances, respondents complemented NANPA regarding the responsive and knowledgeable staff.

Several survey respondents noted that NANPA does not share an appropriate sense of urgency, has become insensitive to their customers’ needs, and has performed in an inconsistent manner.  Also it was noted that there appeared to be a lack of coordination between CO Code Administration and NANPA’s required enterprise service (AOCN) service personnel. 

The NOWG notes that NPA Relief Planners have demonstrated some improvement over last year.  However, it was identified by survey respondents that some NPA Relief Planners were not proactive, did not provide timely meeting notice and document distribution, and were not as knowledgeable regarding local dialing and code conflicts as expected and required for their position.

Several survey respondents noted that CO Code Administrative personnel are not readily available when contacted, and that there is a lack of consistency among Administrators, i.e. different customer treatment by different Administrator’s.

10.5

Technical Expertise and Analysis

While the NANPA appears to have staffed its organization at appropriate levels to ensure adequate service, there is an issue in some cases with the technical expertise of some employees.  Per the majority of survey respondents, NANPA personnel did a thorough job of preparing for NPA relief planning meetings, and Code Administrators demonstrated knowledge and responsiveness.  However, it was again pointed out by survey respondents that some NANPA NPA relief personnel are lacking the necessary knowledge of local conditions such as dialing plans, local information and protective codes.  It was noted that in some cases NANPA’s ability to appropriately manage the consensus process, and that NANPA personnel who are reluctant to make suggestions or proactively participate during planning meetings need additional training.  NANPA was also criticized for not proactively following up with state commissions once a plan is filed to help facilitate timely regulatory approval of an NPA relief plan.

It was noted that CO Code Administrators have incorrectly handled, tracked and reported Part 4 status’, therefore requiring multiple submissions of the same Part 4 and unnecessary state commission reclamation contact.

NANPA rejected Part 1 applications upon the first error/omission  and did not inform service providers of all errors on the application.  This required multiple re-submissions before obtaining the resource.

NANPA inconsistently interpreted guidelines and procedures. In addition it was noted by survey respondents that the timing and inconsistency in answers provided by CO Code Administration makes it hard to determine the validity and/or completeness of the answers that are provided, including conflicting interpretations of FCC Rules, e.g., NRO Order.

10.5.1

Tools

Tools refers to the actual items that the NANPA staff use in the performance of their functions, e.g. CO Code Administration, NPA Relief Planning, and NRUF data gathering.   

Survey respondents noted that there were NPA relief planning inconsistencies, including the timing of relief, due to irregularities inherent in the current forecasting model. NANPA indicated that there is no automatic or detailed tie between the actual demand experienced by CO Code Administration to the forecasting model.  NANPA has not made it clear to regulators, the industry or the NOWG what is in the model.

Availability and utilization of appropriate record management systems/procedures may have prevented the mishandled Part 4 forms, therefore avoiding multiple submissions of the Part 4 and unnecessary contact with state commissions. Failure to thoroughly check Part 1 applications and inform service providers of all errors when initially denying the request requires multiple re-submissions for the same resource application. 

Many of the problems identified in this performance review appear to be linked to the absence of NANPA’s agreed to number administration system, as proposed in their original bid.  NANPA failed to deliver in 1999 the quality administration tool proposed to the industry and the FCC, and this failure was noted in the 1999 Performance Review.  NANPA indicated that in July 2000 selected service providers could begin using the production system as a beta test in order to provide feedback before general launch.  NANPA indicated that August 2000 would be the expected friendly user trial with industry access scheduled in September 2000.  During this year’s NOWG operational review, NANPA declined to provide the NOWG with a new projected delivery date. 

This response is particularly bothersome since a mechanized administrative tool similar to CAS was promised at the initiation of NeuStar’s term and included in the bid proposal.  At this point, there is approximately one year left in the contract, and there has not been a date set for the implementation of the CAS system.

10.6

Web Site

It was noted by the NOWG and multiple respondents that the WEB site is helpful and contains valuable information, but there are still issues associated with it.  Survey comments indicated that NANPA is reluctant to update the WEB site in a timely manner, e.g. current information upon the release of state orders, corrections to minutes of relief planning meetings, NANPA personnel contact information.  In addition some survey respondents were still having a difficult time navigating the web site and see it as overwhelming.

10.7

Tactical

More than one respondent noted that the NANPA/NeuStar interrelationship appears to result in a bias towards enhancing NeuStar’s business opportunities.  Survey respondents noted for the second year in a row that it appears that NeuStar leverages it’s NANPA functions into new business opportunities for NeuStar causing customer confusion over the NANPA roles played by some NeuStar employees in public settings.  NeuStar employees appear to not be held to the same performance neutrality requirements as those performing the NANPA function. The result is that it appears the NeuStar can use that to their advantage.  

It was also recognized that NANPA maintains data confidentiality and is neutral in performance of number administration.
Survey respondents expressed concern that through private meetings with regulators processes and procedures are changed without service provider involvement.  These changes have impacted service providers without giving them an opportunity to contribute.  Also without documentation there is no substantiation that NANPA’s interpretation is necessarily accurate or the only way to satisfy the concerns of the regulators.

10.8 Conclusion

Based on quantitative and qualitative input received through surveys and NOWG’s observations, it was determined that NANPA’s performance in 2000 resulted in a “Met” rating.  The NOWG has determined that the NANPA “Met” rating means the following:

· Met the performance standards for the position.  

· Outside the areas which may have been improved if CAS had been delivered, little improvement is needed in order to be considered fully successful in all aspects of the position.  

· Performance was competent and reliable. 

· Decisions and recommendations were sound in routine areas and were generally sound in the less structured, non-routine areas.  

The reader should be aware that the NOWG’s performance evaluation of “Met” should not be used as a comparison to the1999 performance review conclusion of “Above Average”.  The NOWG changed the rating scale and any comparison of scales may give the reader an incorrect interpretation of NANPA’s performance.  In addition, it should be noted that the NANPA’s “Met” rating was achieved during substantial changes in 2000.

Section 11.0

Recommendations

The following recommendations for improvement in NANPA’s performance were synthesized from comments submitted by those survey respondents who chose to offer comments combined with NOWG’s own observations.  

The NOWG offers the following performance improvement recommendations to the NANPA for implementation in 2001 in their ongoing efforts to achieve excellence.

11.1

Annual Report

1)
NANP exhaust forecast should be included to meet the baseline criteria per Requirements Document.

2)
NANPA has the option to include any additional information.  Some suggestions that may improve the report are:

· Caribbean numbering authority contacts and web sites to the same extent as the US and Canada

· NPA maps

· Information about the Binder of Decisional Principles
 and perhaps the index listing (see last bullet item under Section 7 of this Report) 

· Add an Index

11.2

Communications / Responsiveness

· NPA Relief Planning Letters need to be kept current on the web site and reflect changes when changes occur.

· NPA Relief Planners require training to better their facilitation skills, and ability to manage the consensus process during meetings and conference calls.

· NANPA must provide notification when modifying or implementing a new process, giving its customers advanced notice of the change and its effective date.

· NANPA must revisit its practices on updating individual telephone voice messages to ensure announcements are updated in a timely manner.

11.3 Guidelines / Requirements / Regulatory Directives

· Both NPA Relief Planners and CO Code Administrators must ensure that they maintain uniformity and consistency in their treatment and responses to their customers.

· NPA Relief Planners need additional knowledge and training on local conditions e.g. dialing plans.

· NANPA needs to institute a records tracking and management system to ensure that the duplicative efforts caused by misplaced Part 4 forms are avoided in the future.

· NANPA must proactively facilitate interpretation and resolution when there are conflicts between rules, requirements, and/or guidelines.

11.4 Staffing

· Continue enhancing the training and development program, meeting facilitation skills and customer service for NANPA personnel. 

11.5 Technical / Analysis

· NANPA needs to improve on the NPA relief forecasting accuracy.

· If industry or state guidelines are inadequate, NANPA has an obligation to communicate the issue and provide a solution to the appropriate body for review.

· NANPA must continue to ensure that all CO Code administrators and NPA Relief Planners apply the industry guidelines in the same manner and eliminate inconsistent interpretations.  

(Note:  NOWG acknowledges that states, under delegated authority, are permitted to direct NANPA to operate in a manner that does not comport with national guidelines.)

11.5.1 Tools

· NANPA must provide NANC with their rollout schedule for CAS by the end of June such that the system will be available by September 1, 2001.

· NANPA should educate the industry and regulators about forecasting tools and assumptions.  They should also be using all available data, including historical demand, to make forecasts the highest possible quality.

11.6 Web Site

· Provide for more frequent updates to information on the web site.

· Provide for electronic assistance to those customers who are unable to navigate the site.

· Post more detailed NANPA organizational chart and contact information, including contact information for NeuStar employees who provide support to NANPA.

11.7 Overall

· NANPA needs to review entire resource applications for completeness, and advise of all errors, before suspending or rejecting an application.

· There were issues raised in the 1999 Performance Review that were identified again in 2000. 
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� Telecommunications Act of 1996, Pub. L. No 104-104, 110 Stat. 56 (1996). 


� FCC 97-372





� The NANPA Requirements Document requires NANPA to keep a listing of regulatory orders (state, federal or international) that affect numbering as well as guideline requirements.  





� Appendix I is a restricted distribution and will not be distributed as part of this report.








�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Need to check on this statement to make sure that it is correct!





Page 54

