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Central Office Code Assignment Activity Report

The following table is a summary of the Central Office (CO) code activity for the period January 2000 through July 2001
.

Month
Re-

Quests
Assign-ments
Changes
Suspen-

sions
Denials
Cancel
Discon-nects
Reser-vations
Lottery Denial
Lottery Priority

January 00
3,372
1,276
849
187
247
49
179
0
507
78

February 
4,240
1,649
1,221
271
208
28
227
19
506
111

March
4,533
1,627
1,393
317
162
93
369
2
475
95

April 
4,083
1,333
1,073
404
207
66
291
5
545
159

May
4,127
1,356
1,259
217
189
51
437
4
430
184

June
4,486
1,437
1,212
597
274
86
195
0
482
203

July
4,745
1,328
1,214
464
713
113
253
1
474
185

August
4,633
1,112
1,456
435
848
70
283
0
317
112

September
4,048
1,057
1,045
470
617
53
282
2
357
165

October
4,748
1,453
1,173
470
669
121
393
0
360
109

November
3,834
942
1,071
606
387
92
360
0
304
72

December
3,609
840
992
570
316
59
393
0
225
214

January 01
4,373
959
1,414
266
841
104
789
0
N/A
N/A

February 
4,590
817
1,922
14
1412
64
361
0
N/A
N/A

March 
6,980
1,319
3,660
4
1333
89
575
0
N/A
N/A

April 
3,514
754
1,541
9
839
37
334
0
N/A
N/A

May 
5,143
1,358
1,757
7
1,392
73
556
0
N/A
N/A

June
4,224
1,024
1,589
20
1,087
73
430
1
N/A
N/A

July
3,439
768
981
36
831
73
750
0
N/A
N/A

· Assignments from January 2001 through July 2001 averaged 1,000 codes per month.  Factoring in the return of codes, the net code assignment rate averaged 458 codes per month.  

· In the month of July, a net of 18 codes were assigned.

· For comparison purposes, the assignment rate from January 2000 through July 2000 averaged 1,429 codes per month.  Factoring in the return of codes, the net code assignment rate averaged 1,151 codes per month.

2001 NANP Exhaust Projection 

Introduction

Each year, NANPA projects the exhaust of the NANP based upon the utilization and forecast data submitted by carriers via the NRUF process.  Similar to the NANPA study conducted in September 2000, NANPA’s 2001 NANP exhaust analysis incorporated the potential impact of thousand-block number pooling as prescribed in the FCC NRO Order. Further, NANPA worked with the NANC Number Resource Optimization (NRO) Working Group to develop base case assumptions that were to be used in the study to project the impact pooling might have on NANP exhaust.  These assumptions were reviewed and approved by NANC at their July 2001 meeting.  

It was recognized at that time that there was limited data available to assist in projecting the impact of number pooling on CO code demand.  For this reason, it was decided that it was best to apply the same basic assumptions used in the September 2000 study.  Further, appropriate sensitivity analysis was applied to these assumptions in order to understand the potential impact of these assumptions on the study.  It was generally recognized, however that these assumptions were still speculative, by necessity, because of limited experience with pooling.  As more experience with pooling is gained, a more realistic projection of NANP exhaust would begin to be developed.

2001 NANP Exhaust Projection Assumptions

The following is a list of assumptions used in the development of the 2001 NANP exhaust projection prepared by NANPA.  This study attempts to reflect the impact of the FCC’s pooling requirement as specified in Number Resource Optimization Order (CC Docket No. 99-200), released March 31, 2000, which orders number pooling to be implemented in the top 100 MSAs.
  This study also attempts to show the impact of the implementation of utilization thresholds for growth resources, which became effective May 8, 2001. 

1. The NANP exhaust study uses as its basis the CO code demand, which includes carrier forecasts, historical CO code assignments and other NPA-specific information, calculated for each respective NPA.  The monthly CO code demand as calculated in the NPA exhaust analysis is straight-lined to determine demand outside the five-year time frame included in NRUF submissions.

2. For NPAs in rationing, a “non-rationed” demand was developed.  This demand is applied in the rationed NPA beginning 3/1/01.  Although the NPA may be in rationing for several months beyond 3/1/01, by applying the “non-rationed” demand on 3/1/01, any pent-up demand that typically occurs once an NPA comes out of rationing is accounted for in the projection. 

3. It is assumed that thousand block number pooling will only be implemented in those NPAs which have 50 % or more of their rate areas located in the top 100 MSAs.  Further, the study included those NPAs where pooling has been implemented or is scheduled for implementation, regardless of whether or not the NPA was in one of the top 100 MSAs.  This study will not include pooling within NPAs that are not located in top 100 MSAs, but will be included in subsequent exhaust studies as information on pooling implementation beyond the top 100 MSAs becomes available.

4. The study uses 4/1/2002 as a date by which the impact of national pooling will be felt in the CO code assignment rate for all pooling NPAs.  The specific date for when pooling will begin for these individual NPAs is unknown
.  Beginning 4/1/2002, the top 21 NPAs in terms of the highest CO code demand per month are identified and the baseline percent reduction applied.  The next highest 21 NPAs reflect a pooling implementation date of 7/1/2002.  This process continues until all appropriate NPAs were addressed. 

5. The study reflects a reduction in the range of 50% to 80% in the quantity of CO codes assigned to wireline service providers in each NPA with 25 or more rate areas in the top 100 MSAs.  It also reflects a 30% to 60% reduction for NPAs with 24 or less rate areas, starting 4/1/2002.  Subsequent NANP exhaust projections will incorporate the actual pooling rollout schedule when it is available.  For identified NPAs, NANPA determined the total number of rate centers in the NPA and applied the assumed percent reduction in CO code demand.

6. The FCC has requested comment on whether CMRS service providers subject to number portability should implement number pooling simultaneously with number portability, currently scheduled for November 24, 2002.  For purposes of this study, it is assumed that CMRS providers will implement pooling in those NPAs identified in Assumption 3 by January 1, 2003.  Therefore, the study reflects an additional 10% reduction in the number of CO codes assigned to wireless service providers in each pooling NPA starting 1/1/2003.  NOTE: Based on future data availability, more empirical data will be used to provide a more accurate projection of the impact of wireless participation in pooling on code demand

7. Pooling is implemented in all rate centers in a pooling NPA.  Even though pooling may not be implemented outside the MSA, but inside the NPA, it was assumed that pooling was implemented in all rate centers in a pooling NPA.
 

8. A new NPA code will be required when the number of assigned and unavailable CO codes reaches 800 NXXs.  

9. It is assumed that each new NPA will require the same number of unassignable codes as the current NPA has.  It appears that most of the unassignable codes in the existing NPA are duplicated in the new NPA.  There are also times when additional codes in the new NPA are marked unassignable.
 

10. No assumptions were made with regard to the relief method implemented (i.e., NPA split vs. overlay).  However, it was assumed that the selected relief method did not require the duplication of NXX codes.

11. The CO code demand for an exhausting NPA will be continued after relief.  By doing so, the demand for both the existing and new NPA codes will be taken into account for the geographic area covered by the original NPA.

12. The total quantity of available NPA codes will be 685 NPAs.  This figure is derived as follows: 800 NPAs less NPAs reserved for NANP expansion (80), N11 codes (8), 555 and 950 NPAs (2), toll-free NPAs (13)
 and non-geographic NPAs (12)
. 

13. To account for the variability of demand, a sensitivity analysis will be performed to the CO code demand in the pooling NPAs (i.e., demand will be increased and decreased by increments of 10%) to understand the impact on NANP exhaust. 

Study Methodology

Using the model developed for the 2000 NANP Exhaust Study and updated with the new NPA exhaust projections published in June 2001, NANPA applied the above assumptions to reflect the impact of number pooling as directed in the FCC’s NRO Order.  It should be recognized that some modifications, which are highlighted below, were made to the model to improve the overall results of the analysis.  

· Maps of the Top 100 MSAs were used created.  Overlaid on these maps were the boundaries of existing NPA codes.  In addition, the percent of rate centers geographically located in the MSA were noted on each map. 

· For identified NPAs, NANPA determined the total number of rate centers in the NPA and applied the assumed percent reduction in CO code demand.  Beginning 4/1/2002, the top 21 NPAs in terms of the highest CO code demand per month were identified and the baseline percent reduction applied.  (NOTE: This percent reduction was applied to the wireline CO code demand, not total demand, as was done in the September 2000 study.)  The next highest 21 NPAs reflected a pooling implementation date of 7/1/2002.  This process continued until all appropriate NPAs were addressed.

· The assumed percent reduction to account for wireless pooling was applied on 1/1/2003 for each NPA in pooling on that date. (NOTE:  The percent reduction was applied to CMRS demand, not total demand, as was done in the September 2000 study.  In addition, the wireless reduction was applied 1/1/03 and not 24 months after the pooling implementation date, which was done in the September 2000 study.)

· The study incorporated those NPAs scheduled to implement pooling.  The assumed percent reduction was applied on the scheduled date of implementation.  The wireless pooling reduction was applied beginning 1/1/2003.  (NOTE:  The percent reduction for wireline pooling was applied to wireline demand only and the percent reduction for wireless demand was applied to CMRS demand only.)

· Sensitivity analysis was preformed on various assumptions to determine their impact on the results.

Results based upon Assumptions 

As was discovered in the September 2000 NANP exhaust analysis, the model is sensitive to the yearly CO code demand rate.  Using the monthly CO code demand for each NPA as calculated in the June 2001 NPA Exhaust Analysis, and straight-lining this demand outside the five-year time frame included in NRUF submissions, creates a yearly demand rate of 16,573 CO codes/year.  This yearly demand rate was higher than the demand rate in 1999 and 2000 and significantly higher than the 2001 annualized demand rate.  The annual CO code demand is summarized below:

Year
Annual Gross CO Code Demand
Annual Net CO Code Demand

1999
15,300
14,800

2000
16,000
12,500

2001 (annualized)
11,800
5,500

In order to provide a NANP exhaust analysis more reflective of the current industry trend in terms of yearly CO code demand, NANPA selected a base case of 11,600 annual CO code demand.  This represents a 30% reduction in the annual demand created using the June 2001 NPA Exhaust Analysis.  It was NANPA’s view that over time, the quantity of returned codes will begin to decrease as the industry adjusts to the optimization measures put in place with the FCC’s NRO Order and the local exchange market begins to stabilize.  Further, with the current attention being placed and actions being taken to conserve numbers, maximize number utilization and delay NPA relief, it is envisioned that annual net demand will become more in line with gross demand as carriers only obtain resources when truly needed. 

Model Based on Projected Demand (assuming pooling is only implemented in those NPAs that have 50 % or more of their rate areas located in the top 100 MSAs.)

Using an average CO code demand rate of 11,600 codes assigned per year, the projected NANP exhaust date is 2025, assuming the quantity of NPAs available at time of exhaust is 685.

Sensitivity Analysis

Sensitivity analysis was conducted to understand the relative impacts of certain assumptions on the results.  As in the September 2000 study, NANPA identified two aspects of the exhaust analysis that impacted the results of the study.  These two items included:

1. The assumption that only those NPAs with 50% or more of their rate centers in the Top 100 MSAs would implement pooling and,

2. The assumed percent reduction in CO code demand to reflect the impact of pooling (i.e., 50% reduction in CO code demand for NPAs with 25 or more rate centers, 30% reduction for NPAs with 24 or less rate centers and the 10% reduction to account for wireless pooling).

NPAs Implementing Pooling

The base model assumptions stated that only those NPAs with 50% or more of their rate centers in the MSA would implement pooling.  Using this criterion, and counting those NPAs in this category had already implemented or had plans to implement mandatory pooling, 114 NPAs were identified for pooling.  To understand the sensitivity of this assumption, NANPA reduced this requirement to just one rate center.  This resulted in an additional 55 NPAs implementing pooling as a result of the NRO Order.  The projected NANP exhaust was 2027.

Percent Reduction in CO Code Demand Criteria

As stated earlier, it was recognized at that time that there was very limited data available to assist in projecting the impact of number pooling on CO code demand.  The percent reductions included in the assumptions were estimates of the impact of pooling, to be further refined as additional data became available.  For this reason, the assumptions included increasing the percent reductions for both wireline and wireless demand.

Table 1 depicts the impact of varying the percent reduction in demand in NPAs that implement pooling using the base model of 11,600 yearly CO code demand and assuming that pooling is implemented in any NPA with at least one rate center in the Top 100 MSAs.  The analysis indicated that a reasonable variation in the percent reduction included in the study assumptions could impact the NANP exhaust time frame.

Table 1:  Change in CO Code Demand Where Pooling Exists in at least 1 Rate Center

% Wireline Reduction (25 or more RCs)
% Wireline Reduction (24 or less RCs)
% Wireless Reduction
Base Demand (11,600 codes/yr.)

80
60
40
2034

70
50
30
2032

60
40
20
2030

50
30
10
2027

Varying Annual CO Code Demand and Sensitivity Analysis

As part of its analysis, NANPA also applied the percent reductions in CO code demand due to number pooling to two other possible annual CO demand rates.  For comparison purposes, NANPA performed a sensitivity analysis using 13,300 annual CO code demand, which represented the lowest demand rate used in the September 2000 NANP Exhaust Analysis.  In addition, NANPA further reduced demand to 9,900 codes per year, which represented a further reduction in demand.  Table 2 summarizes the results, assuming pooling exists in at least one rate center.

Table 2:  Sensitivity Analysis with Various Yearly CO Demand 

% Wireline Reduction (25 or more RCs)
% Wireline Reduction (24 or less RCs)
% Wireless Reduction
Increased Demand (13,300 codes/yr.)
Base Demand (11,600 codes/yr.)
Reduced Demand

(9,900 codes/yr.)

80
60
40
2030
2034
2038

70
50
30
2028
2032
2036

60
40
20
2026
2030
2034

50
30
10
2024
2027
2031

NANPA Observations

As discovered in the September 2000 NANP Exhaust Study, the impact of number pooling on the overall exhaust of the NANP is based primarily on the assumptions used in the analysis.  Although the number of NPAs that have implemented pooling have increased from last year, in many of these instances, other factors impacting the CO code demand rate (e.g., rationing prior to pooling) made it difficult to specifically identify the impact of pooling on demand.  Therefore, the assumptions used in the 2001 study remained basically the same as those in 2000.

The primary difference in the studies was the application of the percent reduction in CO code demand as a result of pooling.  In this study, the percent reduction in CO demand to reflect wireline pooling was applied only to wireline demand, not demand in total, as was the case in the September 2000 study.  Further, the percent reduction in wireless demand was applied only to CMRS demand.  This change did impact the result, as demonstrated by the sensitivity run using 13,300 assigned/codes per year.  In this case, when comparing a similar sensitivity run from the September 2000 NANP Exhaust Analysis, the NANP exhaust date was advanced by five years (2029 to 2024).

Looking forward, with the selection of a National Pooling Administrator and a scheduled rollout of pooling beginning in March 2002, the identification and date of those NPAs implementing pooling will be available.  Further, additional data from those NPAs in pooling today will available to further refine the assumptions used in the analysis.  This will permit more information to be available to assist in development of the assumptions used in the analysis and further enhance the results.

NRUF Reporting

September 15, 2000

NRUF Reporting
August 1, 2001

NRUF Reporting

As of October 13, 2000, NANPA had received over 3000 502 forms.


As of September 5, 2001, NANPA had received 3275 502 forms.

350 forms were accepted without any errors


2,734 forms were accepted without any errors

Over 1700 forms were accepted but contained errors.  Examples of errors include no entry in the Parent Company Name or OCN fields, unrecognizable NPA codes, invalid rate center name and no recognizable forecast provided.


408 forms were accepted but contained errors.

The most common type of errors were invalid rate center name abbreviation, unrecognizable NPA codes, incorrect rate center/NPA for the state reported, forecast provided at the NPA level rather than rate center level in pooling NPAs, duplicate utilization, failure to identify assignee of intermediate numbers

Over 750 forms contained errors that resulted in the submission being rejected.  Examples of these types of errors include the following:

· Submissions whereby no OCN appears in the service provider OCN field.

· Submissions whereby multiple OCNs appear in the service provider OCN field.

· Submissions containing a non-valid OCN format (i.e., OCN must be a four-digit, numeric number; any other format and the submission will be rejected).

· Submissions containing a non-valid OCN – The reported OCN on the form has been cross-checked with OCN information in the LERG and there is no match.

· Submissions whereby the following information is not provided: service provider name, company address, city, state, zip, contact name and contact telephone number.

· Submissions whereby no utilization or forecast data is reported (i.e., the individual utilization and forecast forms contained no data).

· Submission whereby the service provider modified the spreadsheet (e.g. eliminated workbooks).


133 forms contained errors that resulted in the submission being rejected.  Examples of these types of errors include the following:

· Submissions whereby no OCN appears in the service provider OCN field.  Error checks were added to the form in January 2001 that prevent inclusion of more than one OCN or inclusion of a non-valid OCN format.

· Submissions containing a non-valid OCN – The reported OCN on the form has been cross-checked with OCN information in the LERG and there is no match.

· Submissions missing company information page.

· Submission whereby the service provider modified the spreadsheet or submission of an obsolete form (the 502 form used prior to the February 1, 2001 submission)



NANPA contacted service providers via email whose submissions were rejected.  NANPA focused on those carriers whose submissions were rejected since they would not be able to receive resources because of no NRUF on file.
Service providers were allowed up to 5 days from date of notification to address these situations and respond to NANPA. Service providers that failed to address the problem(s) identified by NANPA with their submission in the time frame prescribed and to the satisfaction of NANPA were deemed, for purposes of applications for numbering resources, not to have an NRUF on file.

NANPA has contacted all service providers via email whose submissions contained errors, including submissions that were rejected as well as those containing errors. 

Service providers have 5 days from date of notification to address these situations and respond to NANPA. Service providers that fail to address the problem(s) identified by NANPA with their submission in the time frame prescribed and to the satisfaction of NANPA will be deemed, for purposes of applications for numbering resources, not to have an NRUF on file.  

NANPA is also providing confirmation, via email, that forms have been accepted into the system with no errors.

NANPA also contacting carriers whose submissions contain anomalous data (i.e., missing utilization data).



NANPA accepted updates and/or corrections to previously submitted NRUF submissions associated with the current reporting cycle provided that the carrier submits all the previously reported data contained on the 502 form for the OCN in question as well as the revision/update.  


NANPA will accept updates and/or corrections to previously submitted NRUF submissions associated with the current reporting cycle provided that the carrier submits all the previously reported data contained on the 502 form for the OCN in question as well as the revision/update.  



NANPA will provide to states, with appropriate confidentiality protections in place, all service provider-specific NRUF data for those carriers operating in the respective states at no charge to the states.  NANPA will provide the utilization and forecast data as submitted by the service provider(s).  This data will consist of OCN by NPA and the respective reported utilization and forecast data.  To allow NANPA the opportunity to contact service providers that submitted 502 forms with errors, and to have these service providers correct their submissions, NANPA is targeting mid-November as the time frame when NRUF data will be made generally available to states.  States with unique requirements for this data prior to this time frame should contact NANPA.


NANPA will provide to the 31 states that have appropriate confidentiality protections in place with NANPA, all service provider-specific NRUF data for those carriers operating in the respective states at no charge to the states.  NANPA will provide the utilization and forecast data as submitted by the service provider(s).  This data will consist of OCN by NPA and the respective reported utilization and forecast data.  NANPA is providing this data to the states on September 10, 2001.  States with unique requirements for this data prior to this time frame should contact NANPA.

Included with the state data will be a User Guide to assist in the understanding of the data.  Also available are tables, queries and reports that assist the states in their analysis of the data.



NANPA provided a copy of the utilization and forecast data as submitted by pooling service providers to the Pooling Administrator(s). This data will consist of OCN by NPA and the respective reported utilization and forecast data.
NANPA provided a copy of the utilization and forecast data as submitted by pooling service providers to the Pooling Administrator(s). This data will consist of OCN by NPA and the respective reported utilization and forecast data. 


Unavailable Code Project Update

NANPA has posted its initial list of currently unavailable codes that are candidates to become available for assignment.  A notice was distributed via available distribution channels in late August that the list has been posted and it location on the NANPA web page.  NANPA concentrated its initial review on those NPAs where there is a low quantity of available NXX codes, in an effort to bring some relief, if possible, in these instances.

Additional lists will be posted in the future and notification provided.

For those NXXs that remain unavailable, NANPA will categorize these codes based upon the description provided (e.g., testing, mass calling, etc.) update its Code Administration database with the reason why the code is unavailable.  This information will then be posted to the NANPA web page.  As previously stated, NANPA wants to review all the responses to see if there can be some consistency in describing the reason why a code is unavailable prior to updating its database. 

August 28, 2001

TO:

All Industry Members:

Subject:
Un-Assignable NXX Code Project

When the Central Office Code Administration function was transferred from the incumbent Code Administrators to NANPA, numerous central office (NXX) codes were designated as unavailable for assignment due to a variety of reasons.  These included codes that were designated as “protected”, “reserved”, “test” and “special”.  Recently, NANPA and the former administrators have been reviewing these codes to determine, to the extent possible, those that should be released for assignment. In our efforts we first targeted those NPAs with the fewest (50 or less) NXXs still remaining available for assignment.

NANPA has reviewed the initial list and has found no reason why these codes should not be made available for assignment.  NANPA now asks all Industry members to review the NXX code list to determine if there are any reasons why the codes identified cannot be made available for assignment. The list may be found on our website (www.nanpa.com ) by clicking on Central Office Codes then under Unavailable Code Reports clicking on Releasable Code Reports. As our investigation continues and more NXXs are identified as potentially releasable we will be publishing additional lists.

We are requesting the industry to review the list and notify Joe Cocke, Sr. NPA Relief Planner at (805) 520-1945 or email him at joe.cocke@neustar.com of any concerns or reasons why these codes should not be made available for assignment. Please respond by September 28, 2001.  After a thirty-day review period the codes on the list will be returned to the available assignment status.
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STATE

NXX

310

CA

310,424

909

CA

666,909

305

FL

320

630

IL

219,312,331,414,630,708,800,809,815,847,877,888

508

MA

401,413,508,603,637,781,978

617

MA

508,617,659,781,978

781

MA

201,470,568,809,822,855,866,877,931,978,980

978

MA

201,413,471,508,603,617,781,809,822,833,844,855,866,877,931,978

301

MD

200,202,300,301,302,304,400,410,500,600,660,690,703,710,800

410

MD

200,202,300,301,304,400,410,443,500,600,660,690,710,800

517

MI

313,517,616,810,932,989

810

MI

600,809,810

989

MI

989

201

NJ

284,609,856

732

NJ

201,609,640,710

973

NJ

500,609

212

NY

800

718

NY

800,810,908

215

PA

210,215,240,267,302,445,484,550,600,609,610,710,809,835

610

PA

210,215,302,500,550,609,610,710,800,809

724

PA

500,556,710,800,840,877,888,984,986,991,999

703

VA

202,210,240,252,290,301,357,410,500,540,571,701,710,800,804,809,990



NANPA Response to 2000 Evaluation

NANPA appreciates the opportunity to provide its view on the 2000 NANPA Performance Evaluation provided by the NOWG.  We recognize and appreciate the work group’s efforts to review and assess the various data collected from service providers, regulators and other interested parties concerning NANPA’s 2000 job performance. 

NANPA has reviewed the evaluation in detail, including both the presentation and the evaluation report.  Based upon this material, combined with the information gathered during NANPA’s meeting with the NOWG in late May, NANPA has developed a performance improvement plan (PIP).  Further, we have already implemented process changes to address many of the items included in the PIP and intend to work cooperatively with the NOWG to address all the other issues.

NANPA takes this opportunity to review with the NANC the following items: 1) NANPA’s 2000 accomplishments, 2) primary areas for performance improvement based upon the information gathered during the evaluation process and 3) potential improvements or enhancements to the NANPA evaluation process.  Through this review, we hope to highlight the positive aspects of NANPA’s performance in 2000, succinctly identify those aspects of performance that require further attention and provide valuable input that simplifies and significantly improves the NANPA performance evaluation process.

2000 NANPA Accomplishments

NANPA is proud of its many accomplishments in 2000, especially in light of the unprecedented changes resulting from the FCC Number Resource Optimization (NRO) Order.  We exhibited great flexibility in reacting to both the new FCC requirements as well as existing guidelines.  Here is a list of NANPA’s major accomplishments in 2000.

Implementation of the NRO Order - In July 2000, the central office code administration processes and procedures were significantly modified as a result of the NRO Order.  These changes included, among other things, modifications to the required documentation for both initial and growth code applications.  NANPA modified its own internal methods and procedures to implement these changes and helped educate carriers on the new requirements.  NANPA processed over 50,000 applications during the year, 99.9% of them processed within 10 working days.  Naturally, with the major changes resulting from the NRO Orders, there may have been some rough roads in this process, but ultimately the process worked and worked extremely well.  Never has the industry experienced such change as in 2000.  

Quality Service – NANPA provided high quality service to the industry.  Results from both NPA Relief Planning and CO Code Administration surveys showed NANPA meeting and/or exceeding customer expectations.  Further, our internal quality performance measures, designed to ensure excellent customer service, reflected timely completion of work activities.  

NRUF Implementation – The implementation of the FCC’s new requirements for carrier-specific reporting of utilization and forecast data was a huge change affecting the entire industry.  NANPA spent considerable time working one-on-one with service providers to get them to complete their NRUF submissions and meet the reporting requirements of the FCC NRO Order.  NANPA reacted to the needs of the industry by creating job aids, enhancing the Form 502, conducting training sessions and continuing to work cooperatively with carriers so that they could get their NRUF submissions completed on time and in accordance with FCC requirements, which allowed carriers to continue to receive numbering resources.

Reclamation of CO Codes – In response to the FCC NRO Order and the need to reclaim unused resources, NANPA established a new group within Code Administration dedicated entirely to the reclamation of central office codes.  This group worked with the FCC and state commissions to define a uniform process for the identification and reclamation of codes.  As a result, monthly reports on codes subject to reclamation are provided to the FCC or state commissions for their review and direction.

NPA Relief Planning – NANPA initiated 37 new relief projects in 25 states, facilitated over 200 industry meetings, filed 43 relief plans with state regulators on behalf of the industry and participated in 95 state-sponsored public meetings and workshops.  NANPA also published a Relief Planners Handbook to help ensure for the highest level of consistency in operations nationwide in the conduct of meetings, application of consensus process, content of meeting minutes, etc.  Finally, we enhanced relief-planning technology by providing customer requested enhancements to the Document Distribution Service, and the relief planning spreadsheet analysis tool thereby making real-time analysis of relief alternatives faster and more accurate. 

INC Participation – NANPA actively participated in the Industry Numbering Committee (INC) and pro-actively identified issues and provided contributions to the group to assist the industry in resolving number administration issues.  NANPA introduced eight issues and submitted 46 contributions, more than any other entity.  Further, as necessary, NANPA ensured that appropriate subject matter experts were in attendance at INC meetings.  In the 1999 NANPA performance evaluation, NANPA was encouraged to become more active in the INC and we responded.

Support to the FCC, State Commissions and the NANC – During the implementation of the First and Second NRO Orders, NANPA communicated regularly with the Commission to ensure a full and complete understanding of the Orders.  This included informing the FCC on NANPA’s progress in the implementation of new or modified processes resulting from the Orders and their impact on number resources.  NANPA worked cooperatively with the states to address numbering issues and implement state directives concerning number assignment and administration.  This included the development a uniform reclamation process management to facilitate the expanding role of state commissions in the reclamation process as well as a list of standard reports that were implemented in 2001.  Finally, NANPA continued to provide monthly reports to the NANC on numbering activity and used these reports to increase NANC awareness and assist in NANC decision-making processes.  NANPA also developed and managed a web page for the NANC Chair for posting important NANC documentation.

2000 Performance Improvement

NANPA recognizes that there are always ways to improve one’s performance.  NANPA fully recognizes that process improvement is an ongoing exercise.  As such, we continuously examine new ways to improve our performance, whether through individual or group training, revision of processes, creation of new procedures and better communication with the industry and regulators.  

With this in mind, NANPA reviewed the NOWG Evaluation Report in detail.  Although we take issue with a number of the specific issues and performances areas raised in the report, some of which we address below in our recommendations for improving the evaluation process, we attempted to identify and summarize the overall performance improvement areas.  In our analysis of the input provided via the annual surveys, we attempted to provide some context of what the surveys were saying and succinctly summarize the results.  The following are our results.

1. CAS 2 - The successful deployment of CAS 2 and the ability for external users to submit Part 1 applications via CAS 2, receive assignment of codes (Part 3s) and submit Part 4s. 

2. NANPA Web Site – NANPA will continue to enhance the NANPA web page with more timely updates.  NANPA will also introduce a search capability to help viewers to find information.

3. Forecast Modeling/Analysis Approach – NANPA will provide the methodology used in projecting NPA and NANP exhaust projections to the FCC, NANC and industry.   Included in this effort will be a detailed description of the data elements used in the analysis, assumptions included, and sensitivity analysis conducted.  This information will be documented and provided to the NANC and/or other appropriate NANC organizations for their information and use.  Further, as NANPA modifies its forecasting model(s), it will document these changes and clearly communicate them to the NANC, FCC and industry.

4. Interpretation of FCC Rules and Guidelines - Situations often occur in the administration of the NANP that require further analysis or direction from the FCC.  When these situations arise, NANPA will initiate appropriate discussions with the FCC's Common Carrier Bureau in order to obtain their input and direction.  NANPA will continually keep the NANC and industry informed of any actions or directions resulting from these discussions, to include communicating to the industry, with as much advanced notice as possible, any changes in guidelines or other procedures resulting from these discussions.

5. Consistent Application of Industry Guidelines - NANPA will conduct regular meetings of the CO code administration and NPA Relief Planning personnel to review and discuss the application of the guidelines and identify potential areas where further clarification is required and/or additional training is necessary to ensure a consistent understanding.

6. Improve NANPA processes to better understand local conditions/environment in the development of NPA relief alternatives - NANPA will review and improve its current processes to learn more about local/regional environments, such as dialing plans, demographics, growth patterns, protected codes, etc. This information will be used in the development of relief planning alternatives that are included in the Initial Planning Document.  The objective is to arrive at a set of optimum alternatives, thereby assisting the industry in arriving at the best alternative to recommend to the regulators.

With this information, NANPA has developed a Performance Improvement Plan (PIP) and already initiated efforts to address these items.

Evaluation Process

During our review of the NOWG Evaluation Report, NANPA identified several items to improve the overall evaluation process.  These process improvement issues are designed to simplify the process yet provide an objective review of NANPA’s performance.  

1.  Survey Response

Eighteen (18) service providers and 17 states responded to the survey.  Although these 18 companies are some of the largest service providers (holding approximately 80% of the codes), they only submitted one quarter to one third of CO code applications NANPA processed during the year.  The views of more than two thirds of the applicants using NANPA’s code administration services are not reflected in the survey results.
  Although many of the companies that responded were heavy hitters, some other heavy hitters did not respond.  One service provider in the top 5 in terms of submitted applications in 2000 did not respond to the survey.  Of the top 50 submitters of Part 1 applications, less than half responded to the survey.  With regard to the states, 17 states responded.  A number of these states NANPA interacted with on a fairly large scale.  However, there were 17 other states that NANPA filed relief plans with in 2000 that did not respond. 

The survey response rate is extremely disappointing.  One could interpret the low turnout as an indication that NANPA is performing effectively and meeting the needs of the industry and regulators.  Basing any conclusions on the limited number of survey responses could be misleading and may result in an inaccurate evaluation of NANPA’s performance.

Potential improvements:

· NANPA surveys code applicants each quarter and attendees at relief planning meetings after each meeting.  These surveys target individuals that directly interact with NANPA.  A summary of these results could be provided on an on-going basis to the NOWG.  The NOWG and NANPA could then take appropriate actions, at that time, to address performance issues, instead of waiting until the end of the year or later.

· The NOWG survey could be incorporated into NANPA’s survey activity to assist the NOWG. 

2.  Rating Scale

It is important to NANPA to be able to interpret accurately what the survey respondents tell us about our performance.  It is NANPA’s understanding that the satisfaction rating scale was not available to the respondents at the time they were completing the survey. Instead, it was left up to each respondent to apply his/her own definition to each rating. The scale was developed after reviewing the surveys. As a result, the NOWG had to apply, after-the-fact, its own interpretation of the input that the respondent was attempting to provide. By doing so, one cannot say for certain that the intent of the survey respondent was truly captured. 

Attempting to gauge a respondent’s input is particularly difficult with the “sometimes met” category.  One could argue that the respondent could uniformly define “exceeded” and “met.”  However, the “sometimes” category leaves a lot of leeway for the respondent.  This lack of a uniform definition available to the respondent, combined with its broad nature of this category, creates serious concerns about any assessment based upon these results.

Potential improvements:

· The scale should be provided with the survey so that the definitions of the four ‘satisfaction ratings’ are available to the respondents at the time they are completing the survey.  This ensures the respondents fully understand the ratings and therefore can more accurately provide their assessment of NANPA’s performance

· A “mostly met” category should be added to the scale.  This would permit the respondents to quantify more accurately how often a particular behavior or performance occurred.  The present scale does not permit the respondent to communicate whether the problem is chronic or an exceptional occurrence. 

3.  Processing Evaluation Input

Simply put, the purpose of an evaluation is to identify areas where performance is meeting or exceeding requirements and areas where performance improvement is necessary.  In doing so, there are a number of inputs that are used to evaluate performance.  In the case of NANPA’s evaluation, there are the annual performance surveys, NANPA provided information (quality reports, customer surveys, Annual Report, etc.), past PIPs, NANC reports and other various documentation.  All of these items need to be considered together, since, quite often, information provided via one source may differ from another source.  Therefore, a detailed analysis of all this input is required to provide an accurate analysis of performance.

In reviewing the NOWG Evaluation Report, it appears to NANPA that there was extensive reliance on the survey responses in the findings, including comments and statements provided by the respondents.  As a result, a number of performance-related issues are raised, often repeatedly, that make it difficult to discern whether a performance item occurred a few times or is a chronic problem.  Further, there are critical issues raised involving the neutral, impartial and unbiased administration of numbers.  Since neutrality is a fundamental tenet for the overall assignment and administration of numbers, any performance issue raised by respondents concerning neutrality requires immediate further investigation.

Potential improvements:

· Any issue concerning NANPA’s ability to assign and administer resources in a fair, unbiased and non-discriminatory manner should require the respondent to provide written documentation detailing the alleged event/issue/violation so that the facts of the matter can be fully considered by the NOWG.  Included with this documentation is whether the respondent filed a complaint with NANPA and if not, provide a reason why it did not file a complaint.  

· An ongoing review of NANPA’s performance, to include the customer surveys and other documentation available to the NOWG, as well as a dialogue with the NOWG about NANPA performance issues, to include PIP and other non-PIP items, at NOWG meetings will ensure continuous feedback.  Further, action can be taken to address a performance matter promptly, rather than months later.

· The Evaluation Report should be simplified and condensed into a succinct document whereby NANPA’s overall performance rating is stated, its accomplishments listed and areas for improvement identified.

· Participation in the NANPA evaluation process needs to be expanded.  The present method requires significant time and effort with only a few individuals involved.  A simplified report with wider industry representation would make this process more efficient and timely.
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� Source:  NANPA CO Code Administration


� At the time of this study, the National Pool Administrator had not been selected and therefore a national rollout schedule of pooling by NPA had not been developed.


� Effective May 8, 2001, the federally mandated utilization threshold in effect at the time of the study was implemented for all NPAs.  The potential impact of utilization thresholds on CO demand was factored in by NANPA by reducing CO code demand based upon the individual NPA’s overall utilization rate as reported in NRUF data (February 1, 2001 submissions).  In future projections, this assumption should include the CO code growth rate when considering the impact of utilization thresholds on code demand. 


� Subsequent NANP exhaust projections will incorporate the actual pooling rollout schedule when it is available.


� This may somewhat overstate the impact since not all wireline carriers within those rate centers are LNP capable.


� It should be noted that NANPA has a project underway to identify the status of all unavailable codes.  This study could result in a change in the number of codes available for assignment in each NPA and therefore impact the date of NANP exhaust.


�  NPAs 855, 844, 833, 822, 880, 881, 882, 883, 884, 885, 886, 887 and 889


� These include the 6 codes reserved for future PCS expansion (522, 533, 544, 566, 577, 588) and 6 of the codes reserved for Canada (622, 633, 644, 655, 677, 688


� According to carrier data submitted via NRUF, there were over 1900 CLECs, 1370 ILECs and 620 Wireless OCNs responded with CO code utilization data.  
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&LNPAs With
< 50 NXX Codes Available&CUNAVAILABLE CODES PROJECT
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