Numbering Administration Oversight Working Group

Complaint Cause/Resolution Monitoring Report

As of November 8, 2002

	No.
	Complaint Description
	Underlying Cause
	NANPA Resolution
	Status
	Dates

	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	Level 3 Communications was declined a 2-week extension for two codes originally applied for in March with an effective date of 5/3/02. Level 3 claimed they have 6-months from the effective date (or until 11/03/02), not the March application date, to activate the codes. NANPA reasoned that when the request for the effective date change was received, NANPA determined that the newly requested effective date was in excess of six-months from the original application date.

Level 3 requests that the codes be extended until 11/30/02 because they are still waiting for finalization of the traffic agreement.
	NANPA referenced the INC Guidelines stating that although an SP has 6-months to activate the code from the originally assigned effective date, since the newly requested effective date was in excess of 6 months from March application date, the request was denied due to Section 6.1.2, which states that requests for codes can not be made more than 6 months prior to the requested effective date.
	NANPA explained that with the implementation of the FCC NRO Order, the states were delegated  the authority ot grant extensions on the due date of the Part 4 and that NANPA no longer performs this function.

Level 3 agreed to close the issue and contact the state PUC. 
	CLOSED
	Start:

Oct 02

	4
	Alltel Communications complained that the NPA Relief Activity Report on NANPA’s Web site showed NPA Relief as “completed” even thought wireless carriers were granted extended permissive dialing. They don’t appear on the “active page.”
	Historically, NPAs were moved off the active page once the mandatory dialing date for the relief project has passed and new codes were being assigned.
	NANPA will change the practice and now keep relief activities “active” in its reports during the extended permissive dialing period granted to wireless carriers.
	CLOSED
	Start:

End:

9/4/02

	3
	Quest was asked by NANPA to become the code holder for a code with ported TNs but the codes were accidentally disconnected due to NANPA’s error. Customers of other SPs lost service. The original code holder brought this up in comments to Qwest’s 271 filing.
	NANPA admitted its processing oversight.
	Development Work?

YES

NPAC report accuracy corrected; new process of marking codes initiated to avoid confusion; one person originates and receives NPAC reports.
	CLOSED
	Start:

End:



	No.
	Complaint Description
	Underlying Cause
	NANPA Resolution
	Status
	Dates

	2
	Two of Integra’s disconnect requests were suspended awaiting NPAC reports, jeopardizing the requested disconnect date. Integra used the expedite procedure to retain the original date.
	Suspension was initiated late in the 10-day timeframe. The NANPA submitted the NPAC report  after one weeks time when reports are supposed to be sent at least twice a week.
	Development Work?
New processes have been (previously) in place however NANPA has no control over how long it takes the NPAC to respond to NANPA’s report requests.
	CLOSED
	Start:

End:



	1
	Sprint’s disconnect request for over 30 NPA-NXXs related to decommissioning its ION service was delayed.
	Delays related to incorrect NPAC Reports & complex administrative procedures ill suited for large volume requests contributed.
	Development Work? YES
Development with the NOWG interim procedures approved by NANC and brought to the INC.
	CLOSED
	Start:

End:




NAOWG Project List

As of November 8, 2002

	#
	Work Item
	Start Date
	Due Date
	Comp Date

	
	Make Recommendations for each of the outstanding PA Change Order Proposals 
	10-02
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	Develop 2002 NANPA Performance Evaluation Survey and Cover Letter and Submit to NANPA for Comments
	10-02
	Nov

NANC
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	Compare PAS to Requirements and provide a recommendation regarding INC Block Assignment/Forecasting Issue
	Sept.

NANC
	ASAP
	11-08

	
	
	
	
	

	
	Describe NOWG Duties/Activities for NANC
	July

NANC
	Sept

NANC
	Sept

NANC

	
	
	
	
	

	
	Describe Future Oversight Activities/Model for NANC
	July

NANC
	Sept NANC
	Sept

NANC

	
	
	
	
	

	
	PERFORMANCE IMPROVEMENT PLAN (PIP) RELATED
	
	
	

	
	Review/agree upon NANPA’s path forward /recommendation regarding the disposition of CAS Survey Suggestions (PIP-1)
	June 02
	3Q02*
	10-02

	
	Review/agree upon NANPA’s recommendation regarding the reconciliation of CAS Capabilities with Lockheed Proposal (PIP-1)
	June 02
	4Q02*
	

	
	Review NRUF improved process for info update to PUCs (PIP-5)
	June 02
	
	10-02

	
	Identify/validate internal NANPA Performance Metrics (PIP-6)
	June 02
	3Q02*
	10-02

	
	Finalize/implement new measurements/improvements (PIP-6)
	June 02
	2H02*
	

	
	Review & Approve Final Performance Metric Report
	June 02
	
	

	
	Evaluate NANPA’s Plan for Reconciling CAS data (Need PIP)
	June 02
	
	10-02

	
	
	
	
	

	
	ONGOING
	
	
	

	
	Review NANPA’s Plan for Implementing new FCC Directives
	
	Ongoing
	

	
	Review/Assist in Complaint Resolution – Administration and Systems
	
	Ongoing
	

	
	Review/Recommend Disposition on PA Change Order Proposals
	
	Ongoing
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	MONTHLY
	
	
	

	
	Review Assignment Rejections/Code Conflicts
	
	Mthly
	

	
	Review NANPA Performance Metrics Results
	
	Mthly
	

	
	Review Process Improvement Plan (PIP) Progress
	
	Mthly
	

	
	Track INC Issues/review impact upon administration with NANPA 
	
	Mthly
	

	
	Summarize Change Orders/Maintain Change Order Matrix for NANC
	
	Mthly
	

	
	Review with NANPA Complaints made to NANPA’s Web Site
	
	Mthly
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	ANNUALLY
	
	
	

	
	Conduct Annual Performance Evaluation/Client Surveys
	
	Annual
	


* These dates correspond to the PIP due dates and the NOWG due date may lag.

Change Order Tracking Report
	Number
	Date Submitted
	Summary
	Cost
	Status

	
	
	
	
	

	16
	9-16-02
	Associated with INC LNPA Workshop Issue 335 – AOCN’s Performing Initial Thousand Block Entries into BIRRDS.  
	Solution A

$11,201.42
	

	15
	7-1-02


	Associated with INC LNPA Issue 327 – Update of CO Code guidelines to reflect revised MTE utilization calculation. (Also see June 2002 NANPA Change in Scope request)
	Solution A

$15,724.40
	

	14
	7-1-02
	Associated with INC LNPA Issue 360 – Modifications to the pooling guidelines Part 3 form.
	Solution A

$3,587.44
	

	13
	7-1-02
	Associated with IN LNPA Issue 356 – Modifications to the User Profile Application Appendix 5 Form
	Solution A

$7,493.40
	

	12
	7-1-02


	Associated with INC LNPA Issue 343, changes to the Pooling guidelines related to language modifications from FCC Order 01-362.
	Solution A

$704.08
	 

	11


	4-21-02


	 Associated with INC CO/NXX Issue 195, Final industry Jeopardy Procedures and several section modifications to the CO Code Guidelines and the Pooling Guidelines
	Solution A

$47,986.24

Solution B

$95,972.48
	 

	10


	4-21-02


	Associated with INC LNPA Issue 319 regarding the PAs involvement with Intra-SP ports between switches within a rate center.
	 Solution A

$25,550.47

Solution B

   No Cost
	 

	6


	2-22-02


	 INC CO/NXX Issue 295 - Change to selection process of Code Holder when current Code Holder is exiting area and NXX has ported out customers requiring new code holder to maintain service.
	Solution A

$95,003.60

Solution B

$65,153.60
	 


Change Order Tracking Report
	Number
	Date Submitted
	Summary
	Cost
	Status

	9


	3-14-02


	Changes related to modifications as a result of the FCCs Third Order on Reconsideration in CC Docket No. 99-200
	 Solution A

   No Cost

Solution B

   No Cost
	FCC rejected change order on day it was filed.

	8


	3-8-02


	 Voluntary Connecticut UNP Trial involvement of the PA as administrator of the NXX-XX (100 blocks) trial slated to being May 2002.
	Minimal costs associated with task.
	Pending FCC approval for PA to participate. CT Carriers who use will be cost causer and will cover costs.

	7


	3-7-02


	Network Security.  Requirement to add additional server to support firewall integrity that exposes security flaw if software run on same server. 
	 $4,000


	 Closed

	5


	2-22-02


	INC LNPA Issue 312 – Thousand Block Application Review.  This is the result of a guideline change that requires the PA to check the entire application prior to rejecting it for non-compliance, also requires the SP be notified of all errors. Impact to FTP site
	Solution A

No cost

 Solution B

$38,872.40


	Withdrawn by PA as a result of INC modification to guidelines to reference paper only.

	4


	2-22-02


	LNPA Issue 312 – Thousand Block Application Review.  This is the result of a guideline change that requires the PA to check the entire application prior to rejecting it for non-compliance, also requires the SP be notified of all errors. Impact to GUI interface in PAS.
	Solution A

No cost

Solution B

$33,616.72


	Withdrawn by PA as a result of INC modification to guidelines to reference paper only.

	3


	1-29-02


	 LNPA Wireless Number Portability Subcommittee proposal for wireless Native Block Number Pooling.
	 No cost
	 Accepted March 2002 NANC meeting

	2


	12-28-01


	INC LNPA Issue 304 – NXXs not open in the network by LERG effective date requires the PA to verify that LERG Assignee has placed the NXX in service.
	 No cost


	FCC approved Jan 02 



	1


	12-28-01


	INC LNPA Issue 328 – Allocating blocks back to donating switch
	Solution A

No cost

Solution B

$28,830.87

Solution C

No cost
	FCC approved Jan 02 




TO:

Code Holders, State Regulators and Other Interested Parties

FROM:
Bob Atkinson - Chairman, North American Numbering Council (NANC)

DATE:

November 22, 2002

RE:

NANC Seeks Public Input on Performance of the



North American Numbering Plan Administrator (NANPA)

RESPONSE DUE BY: December 31, 2002
The NANC seeks your input on the performance of the NANPA for the calendar year 2002 and will use this valuable input to conduct an annual performance evaluation of the NANPA. Surveys submitted to the Numbering Administration Oversight Working Group (NAOWG) will be analyzed, and used to document NANPA’s 2002 performance.  Please note that this is the only direct mechanism used to get your input in evaluating NANPA’s performance over the past year.

Results will be reviewed with the NANPA, presented to the NANC and made generally available upon approval by the NANC. The final report of the 2002 NANPA Performance Evaluation will be posted on www.nanpa.com. Individual survey responses will be provided to the FCC, the NANC Chair and the NANPA and can only be obtained by others from the FCC by request.

Respondents are encouraged to provide written comments since those comments will be considered in the survey analysis. When providing comments please consider providing specific examples.  Note that NANPA conducts routine surveys for their internal use and this survey should not be confused with those distributed by NANPA.  

Please note that respondents are asked to submit only one (aggregated) survey per entity (i.e. company, agency, etc.).

An electronic copy of the Performance Feedback Survey can be obtained from the following web sites: www.nanpa.com, and www.nanc-chair.org. 
Completed surveys must be submitted, no later than December 31, 2002, to either:


Mr. Jim Castagna


Ms. Karen Mulberry


Verizon Communications

WorldCom

1095 6th Avenue, Suite 1710

2400 N. Glenville Dr

New York, NY  10036

Richardson, TX 75082

Phone:  212-395-5379 

Phone: 303-904-0126

Fax:      212-391-2776


Fax: 
425-963-5445

Be sure to include a fax cover sheet with your submission. Electronic copies may be sent to these email addresses: james.t.castagna@verizon.com or karen.mulberry@wcom.com 
Thank you for your participation in this important process.

The North American Numbering Council (NANC) seeks your input as a user of NANPA services. You are being requested to complete the following NANPA Performance Feedback Survey.   Responses to the questions contained in this survey are intended to provide information relative to your satisfaction with the performance of the NANPA.  

The following chart defines the categories that are to be used to indicate your satisfaction rating on the survey form.  

Please note that respondents are asked to submit only one (aggregated) survey per entity, i.e., service provider, regulatory agency, company.

	Satisfaction Rating
	Used when ……

	EXCEEDED
	Exceeded performance requirements consistently.  

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

· Decisions and recommendations were always sound and exceeded requirements in less structured, non-routine areas of responsibilities.  

	  MORE THAN    

          MET


	Met and often went beyond performance requirements.  

· Provided more than what was required to be successful in all aspects of administration.  

· Performance was more than competent and reliable. 

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

	MET


	Met performance requirements.  

· No improvement is needed in order to be considered successful in all aspects of administration.  

· Performance was competent and reliable. 

· Decisions and recommendations were sound in routine areas. 

	Sometimes Met
	Did not consistently meet one or more performance requirement(s).

· Did not consistently perform tasks and/or commitments completely, correctly or on time.

· Performance is below reasonable expectations.

· Improvement is desired in certain areas.

	NOT MET
	Did not meet performance requirements. 

· Administrative tasks and objectives were not met. 

· Performance was unreliable and commitments were not met.

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

	N/A
	Not Applicable or Did Not Observe


In addition to the satisfaction ratings, explanatory notes and/or other comments are encouraged from survey respondents.  Specific written comments are of particular interest and you are encouraged to document experiences you may have had regarding NANPA’s performance for this calendar year.  

Please return your completed survey or direct your questions to either of the Numbering Administration Oversight Working Group designated contacts:


Mr. Jim Castagna



Ms. Karen Mulberry


Verizon Communications


WorldCom

1095 6th Avenue, Suite 1710

2400 N. Glenville Dr

New York, NY  10036


Richardson, TX 75082

Phone:  212-395-5379 


Phone: 
303-904-0126

Fax:      212-391-2776


Fax: 
425-963-5445

james.t.castagna@verizon.com

karen.mulberry@wcom.com
Additional copies of the survey form can be obtained from the following web sites:

 www.nanpa.com or www.nanc-chair.org
All responses to this survey, including names and comments, are considered public information.  Survey input will only be considered when the following contact information is provided. 

Name:  






Date: 

Phone:


Mailing Address:


E-mail Address:

Entity/Company/Agency:

Overall results of the NANPA 2002 Performance Survey will be posted at www.nanpa.com upon completion

Please respond to the following questions indicating your level of satisfaction by entering a single mark to indicate your satisfaction rating level based upon the following scale: Not Met; Sometimes Met; Met; More than Met; Exceeded; N/A
Refer to satisfaction rating chart for specific details related to each rating category.  

You are strongly encouraged to provide written comments when giving a rating or “Sometimes Met” or “Not Met.”  This will be of great assistance in the development of a NANPA performance improvement plan.

Entities, i.e., service providers, regulatory agencies, or companies are asked to submit a single aggregated survey that represents their combined responses.

	Section A – CO Code (NXX) Administration

Indicate the level of satisfaction for your interaction with NANPA.
	Not

Met
	Sometimes Met
	Met
	More than Met
	Exceeded
	N/A

	1. NANPA processed my CO code application in accordance with the applicable regulations and/or industry guidelines (e.g. processing in 10 business days).
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. NANPA demonstrated sufficient understanding of the CO code application process, when assigning or modifying an assignment or responding to my inquiry.   
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. NANPA demonstrated knowledge of local conditions necessary to properly assign codes (e.g. assigned codes without conflict).
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. NANPA responded to inquiries within 1 business day and when necessary, provided a timely subject matter referral (e.g., employee, web site).
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. NANPA consistently demonstrated a comprehensive understanding of governing regulations and industry procedures and provided appropriate references when necessary.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. NANPA posted jeopardy guidelines to the web and appropriate databases in a timely manner and kept them up- to -date as changes occurred.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. NANPA appropriately followed the reclamation guidelines. 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. NANPA determined the need for rescinding NPA jeopardy in accordance with governing regulations and industry guidelines.  
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9. NANPA’s Code Administration System (CAS) was accessible, easy to use, understand, and effectively processed my application.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Section A – CO Code (NXX) Administration con’t
Indicate the level of satisfaction for your interaction with NANPA.
	Not

Met
	Sometimes Met
	Met
	More than Met
	Exceeded
	N/A

	10. CAS makes it easy for me to fill out and submit forms.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11. CAS allows me to make changes to my application/forms.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	12. NANPA provides CAS support in a timely and effective manner.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13. CAS data maintained by NANPA is accurate, i.e. NPA, rate center.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	14. I am a Service Provider and I do not use CAS (if true, please explain in Comments below)
	
	
	
	
	
	


Comments on CO Code Administration:

Attach additional page(s) with comments if necessary.

	Section B – NPA Relief Planning

Indicate the level of satisfaction for your interaction with NANPA.
	Not

Met
	Sometimes Met
	Met
	More than Met
	Exceeded
	N/A

	1. NANPA determined the need for NPA relief in accordance with governing regulations and industry guidelines.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. NANPA advised all parties and included them in the planning effort and drafted a complete initial planning document (IPD).
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. NANPA displayed local and regional knowledge (e.g., geography, demographics, growth patterns, local dialing plans) of the NPA in developing reasonable alternative NPA relief options for industry review. 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. NANPA demonstrated effective facilitation skills in NPA relief planning meetings by allowing all participants to express opinions and helped to resolve conflicts. 
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Section B – NPA Relief Planning (continued)

Indicate the level of satisfaction for your interaction with NANPA.
	Not

Met
	Sometimes Met
	Met
	More than Met
	Exceeded
	N/A

	5. NANPA prepared and issued accurate press releases and planning letters to inform the public and the industry within the required time interval.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. NANPA responded to inquiries within 1 business day and when necessary, provided a timely subject matter referral (e.g., employee, web site).
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. NANPA initiated communications with regulators and responded to their requests for information about changing conditions in conjunction with NPA relief planning and pending relief activities (e.g. exhaust forecast updates and changes)
	
	
	
	
	
	


Comments on NPA Relief Planning:

Attach additional page(s) with comments if necessary.

	Section C – Number Resource Utilization/Forecast (NRUF) 

Indicate the level of satisfaction for your interaction with NANPA.
	Not Met
	Sometimes Met
	Met
	More than Met
	Exceeded
	N/A

	1. NANPA provided timely updates and other useful information concerning the submission of NRUF data via the NRUF electronic mailing list and the NANPA web site. 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. NANPA’s NRUF group responded to inquiries within 1 business day and answered questions concerning issues related to NRUF in a comprehensive manner. 
	
	
	  
	
	
	

	3. NANPA identified and notified me of any errors in my NRUF submission.  
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. NANPA resolved data anomalies in a consistent manner prior to the next NRUF filing date. 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. State Commissions Only:  NANPA provided state-specific carrier NRUF data in accordance with FCC Rules. 
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Section C – Number Resource Utilization/Forecast (NRUF) (continued)

Indicate the level of satisfaction for your interaction with NANPA.
	Not Met
	Sometimes Met
	Met
	More than Met
	Exceeded
	N/A

	6. State Commissions Only:  NANPA provided timely updates to carrier specific NRUF information as requested.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. State Commissions Only:  NANPA provided NRUF reports and queries that assisted in a state’s analysis of the data.
	
	
	
	
	
	


Comments on NRUF:

Attach additional page(s) with comments if necessary.

	Section D – Other NANP Resources 

Indicate the level of satisfaction for your interaction with NANPA.
	 Not Met
	Sometimes Met
	Met
	More than Met
	Exceeded
	N/A

	1. NANPA processed CIC resource applications within 10 business days. 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. NANPA provided timely responses to questions about CICs. 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. NANPA processed applications for the 500 NPA resource within 10 business days. 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. NANPA provided timely responses to questions about the 500 resources. 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. NANPA processed applications for the 900 NPA resource within 10 business days. 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. NANPA provided timely responses to questions about the 900 resources. 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. NANPA processed applications for the 555 NXX resource within 10 business days. 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. NANPA provided timely responses to questions about the 555 resources. 
	
	
	
	
	
	


Comments on other NANP resources:

Attach additional page(s) with comments if necessary.


	Section E – Overall Assessment of NANPA

Indicate the level of satisfaction for your interaction with NANPA.
	 Not Met
	Sometimes Met
	Met
	More than Met
	Exceeded
	N/A

	1. The NANPA web site is easily accessible and information is kept up-to-date.  
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. NANPA website guide navigation tool assisted me with locating information I was looking for.  
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. NANPA representative(s) provided good customer service and helpful assistance.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. NANPA was responsive to my general inquiries and provided a subject matter referral (e.g., employee, web site), when necessary in a timely and comprehensive manner.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. NANPA interprets, and applies new and existing regulatory orders and directives regarding administration of numbering resources notifying clients in a timely manner.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. NANPA identifies anomalies and trends, and supplies an interpretation when providing reports.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. When further clarification or explanation involving regulatory direction is needed or when conflicts arise concerning the interpretation of regulations, NANPA promptly solicits the input of appropriate regulator(s) and clearly documents for all clients the results of its findings.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. NANPA was responsive and cooperative in resolving formal and informal complaints.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9. Overall, how would you rate NANPA’s service (Based upon your experiences this year)?
	
	
	
	
	
	


Overall Comments:

Attach additional page(s) with comments if necessary.


Page 17

