NRO WORKING GROUP CONFERENCE CALL

April 11, 2001

Attendees:

Rose Travers, USTA

Eleanor Willis-Camara, Winstar

Jeff Mondon, SBC

Beth O’Donnell, for Cox Communications

Michele Young, Cingular

Norman Epstein, Verizon

John Manning, NANPA

Cheryl Gordon, Alltel

Jim Castagna, Verizon

Steve Engelman, WorldCom

Nick Gassaway, Voicestream Wireless

Penn Pfautz, ATT

Laurie Messing, CTIA

Shawn Murphy, ATT Wireless

Pete Tanna, Qwest

Agenda:  Discussion of NANP Exhaust Assumptions

The goal today is to complete a review of John Manning’s contribution, Michele Young’s (for Cingular) modifications to that contribution, and then a review of Cingular’s contribution regarding additional factors to consider in computing exhaust, especially with respect to the inclusion of wireless/CMRS in pooling.

The group began with a review of John Manning’s contribution as a result of the discussions of our March 23, 2001 meeting.  

John pointed out in his contribution that NANPA will require forecasting input from the PA based on their receipt of NRUF data directly from carriers. Where there is pooling, the PA determines demand for numbers and provides input into exhaust calculations that NANPA makes.  Outside of pooling, NANPA relies on the data it gathers from both the carriers and the PA.  Although wireless carriers are not yet required to forecast at the k-block level, some are doing to in order to save time going forward.  NANPA is expecting forecasts at the rate center level.

John then reviewed for the group one of the 4/11/2001 matrices he forwarded, “NANPA Exhaust (Impact of Pooling)”  John pointed out that when an NPA is first in pooling, it normally takes as much as six months after pooling implementation before demand is restored, since carriers are permitted to maintain inventory.  Members also noted that true demand is masked by those NPAs that are in rationing, and many pooling NPAs are also rationed.

The group reviewed “NPAs witih Utilization Thresholds” as well.  John emphasized that these two matrices were prepared in response to action items received from the March 23, 2001 call, and were not intended to be distributed outside of the NRO-WG, unless directed otherwise.

John presented the issue of the inclusion of rate center consolidation on code demand.  Data is not readily available, but members were especially interested in the increase in code demand that occurs when geographic splits occur after rate centers have been consolidated into one NPA (Phoenix, Minneapolis, Westchester and Long Island, NY).

Michele Young addressed the modifications she suggested to John Manning’s contribution. John Manning agreed to change the references to “demand” in the matrices to “assignments.”  Members discussed the identification of demand and some suggested that code applications are more representative of demand than code assignments.  Michele also noted her separate contribution that quantifies the net impact the new rules have had on carriers’ ability to obtain codes based on more stringent criteria.  Other members commented that including data that notes a reduction in code demand as a result of increased federal and state involvement could be used by the regulators to validate their point that carriers will request fewer codes if their rules are followed.

Based on John’s analysis, the group will review the assumption (4) that addresses the percentage of rate centers that are involved in a pooled NPA and the relationship of that percentage to code demand.  

John noted that the information and analysis of the matrices did not seem to warrant any major modifications in the existing assumptions.

The group should also include an additional assumption that includes the impact of utilization thresholds on code demand.  But in the analysis of the impact of utilization thresholds, there should be an attempt to isolate those NPAs that are in pooling or rationing, since all have an impact on code demand.

Members noted that carriers will not submit code applications that do not meet the requirements for thresholds, MTE, or other requirements based on the new state and federal requirements.

Norman Epstein discussed the value of investigating the impact of utilization thresholds on code demand by comparing the number of requests granted prior to the use of thresholds with those granted thereafter.  The same concern about the way the regulators will view these results was raised, to wit, proving that thresholds reduce demand could be used as additional assurance to them that thresholds are valuable and should be encouraged, or perhaps even increased.

Members agreed that there is a need to isolate reasons for reductions in demand: rationing, thresholds, pooling, and then calculate the individual impact that these requirements impose on demand.

John Manning agreed to modify the September 2000 assumptions document in accordance with our discussions on March 23 and April 11, 2001 and make them available to the group on the NANC Chair web site.  He also agreed to modify the matrices he prepared to accommodate the changes discussed today, but they will not be posted and only available upon request.  These documents will be the subject of the May 9 meeting.

Co-chair vacancy

Beth O’Donnell has resigned her responsibilities as co-chair effective immediately, citing personal obligations and Eleanor Willis-Camara has also resigned citing the precarious position Winstar is in at this time.  Eleanor offered to continue as co-chair until the vacancy has been filled, but we are urgently soliciting volunteers to take over as soon as possible.

Next Meeting:

May 9, 2001, 2-4pm Eastern

Bridge details: 202-969-9990, Conference Code: 637690

Respectfully submitted,

Eleanor Willis-Camara

