
Gina Harrison 1)/~) Per'ms'vwi:H1la t',verlU[~, NIN ,

1'111'1;;1' WaShIJ1Ij!cn, 11 [' 2DOD':
F::~(,i1dl::IfV Rel;~:~Jm :70:;') 3f,nb4r;

EX PARTE OR LATE FILED
t"f".PACIFIC ,...1 TELESIS""

Group-Washington

February 2, 1995

EX PARTE

William F. Caton
Acti ng Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
Mail Stop 1170
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 222
Washington, D.C. 20554

RECEIVED
lfEB ~- 21995

...

Dear Mr. Caton:

Re: lee Docket No. 9..1::24)- Equal Access and Interconnection obligations Pertaining to
Commercial Mobile Radio Services

RM 8577 - Amendment of the Commission's Rules to Preempt State and Local
Regulation of Tower Siting for Commercial Mobile Services and Providers

Today, Jim Tuthill, Senior Attorney of Pacific Bell, and I met with John Cimko Jr., Chief, and
Michael Wack, Deputy Chief, Policy Division, Wireless Telecommunications Bureau to
discuss issues contained in the attached letters which were distributed during the meeting.
We also discussed issues including roaming, raised in CC Docket No. 94-54 referenced
above, as well as issues raised by the pending petition for preemption of the local zoning
requirements for cell sites. Please associate this material with the above-referenced
proceeding.

We are submitting two copies of this notice in accordance with Section 1.1206(a)(1) of the
Commission's Rules.

Please stamp and return the provided copy to confirm your receipt. Please contact me
should you have any questions or require additional information concerning this matter.

Sincerely,

Attachments - 3 Letters

cc: John Cimko, Jr.
Michael Wack WINo. of Copies rec'd, -.-.;
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...... P. Tudlill
Senior Counsel

legal 8epaf1ment
140 "'el'l Monrgomery Street
San FrancIsco. California 94105
141515427664

November 8, 1994

Mr. Myron C. Peck, Deputy Chief,
Mobile Services Division
Federal Communications Commission
Mail Stop 16000
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 644
Washington, D.C. 20554

PACIFICD BELL!

Re: AirIouch Communications-Refusal To Allow Number TransferabilitY.

Dear Mr. Peck:

We need your help. AirTouch Communications, after a number ofmeetings and
discussions, bas refused to allow us to place our NXX codes on its facilities and transfer
those codes to other facilities ifwe choose to do so. AirTouch's action violates Commission
orders and roles, and it is discriminatory. AirTouch is trying to delay our entry into the
wireless business. Unless the Commission sends a prompt and firm message to the cellular
industry that conduct like this will not be tolerated, new entrants like ourselves may never
overcome cellular's ten-year head start and provide the competition to cellular the
Commission wants.

Number transfer allows a reseller to obtain its own blocks ofNXX codes and place those
numbers on a cellular providers facilities. If the reseller chooses, it can then move those
customers and the numbers to another facility. I wrote AirTouch on October 21 to confirm
my understanding that they would not allow this. AirTouch responded and said that it would
not allow us to load our NXX codes on its facilities. These letters are attached.

At the beginning ofthe cellular industry, the Commission recognized that number
transferability would help to mitigate the head start wireline cellular providers had over non­
wireline cellular providers. In a 1985 decision, the Commission found that "a transferable
NXX scheme ... would serve the public interest." Re,port and Order, 59 Rad. Reg. 2d 209
(1985). A transferable number scheme provides a reseller with its own NXX code which
allows the reseller to transfer its customers to its own system when it becomes operational.
1£L at para. 5.



The head start faced today by new market entrants like ourselves is severe in contrast to
what the non-wireline cellular providers confronted in the mid eighties. All cellular carriers
have systems and a base ofcustomers, and many have joined to form powerful alliances,
(e.g., ATI/McCaw, Nynex/BeU Atlantic, and AirTouchlUS West.)

New entrants may be unable to overcome cellular's ten-year head-start. Officers of
AirTouch in fact boasted ofthis. In April of this year, a senior officer ofAirTouch said "I
don't believe PCS will ever catch up to -let alone surpass - cellular.... [C]ellular carriers'
more than 10-year head start over PCS providers is virtually insurmountable." "AirTouch
execs say PCS will play small role," Telephony, April 18, 1994, copy attached.

The Commission's decisions require AirTouch to allow us to load our NXX codes on its
facilities. In the CeIJular Report and Order, 86 FCC 2d 469, at p. 511 (1981) the
Commission said that AT&T and its underlying cellular affiliate were required to ''provide
system capacity to non-affiliate retailers or resellers on a non-discriminatory basis and 0"

the sanu terms a"d co"ditions as its OW" distributio" arm." Emphasis supplied. In In.m
Application of GTE Mobiloet ofHoustoo Limited Partnership, 1987 FCC Lexis 3539
(1987), the Mobile Services Division applied this rule. The Division told GTE, the wireline
cellular provider, to allow the noo-wireline reseUer to place its own NXX codes on GTE's
facilities. The Division said:

...we emphasize that the Commission has specifically found
that where it is technically feasible, a non-wireline reseller is
entitled to be assigned a distinct NXX code.... IfGTE should
fail to enter into appropriate resale or roamer
agreements...HCTC will have standing to file a formal
complaint.... In this regard, the Commission has stated that a
wireline licensee must provide system capacity to non­
affiliated retailers or resellers on a non-discriminatory basis
and on the same terms and conditions as [to] its own
distribution arm. Para. 6.

The party seeking number transferability here - HCTC - was not the non-wireline cellular
provider (Block A) in the market at issue; it was just a reseller in that market. Thus, the
principle and precedent ofthis order support our position and refute AirTouch's argument
that it is only obliged to provide number transferability to the non-wireline cellular provider
(Block A). Further, the requirement for equal treatment was just affirmed by the
Commission in In the Matter ofCelloet Communications. Inc. y. Detroit SMSA Limited
Partnership, E-91-95, 1994 FCC Lexis 4962 July 8, 1994.
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We are asking you to inform AirTouch that its conduct is unlawful, and that it must allow us
to put our own NXX codes on its facilities and permit number transferability. Ifexisting
cellular providers are permitted to thwart new entrants in this manner, cellular camers • as
AirTouch bas bragged - may never face competition from new wireless providers.

James P. Tuthill
Senior Counsel

Attachments

cc: P. H. White, General Counsel, AirTouch Communications
Robert M. Pepper, Chief, Office ofPlans &. Policy
Donald H. Gips, Deputy Chief, Office ofPlans &. Policy
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October 21,1994

Mr. Paul White
General Counsel
AirTouch Communications
2999 Oak Road
WalDut Creek, CA 94596

Dear Paul:

PACIFICIJ BELL.

I received your voice me....p about customer/number transfer. It'. important we
clearly understand AirTouch's position. That'. why rm writiDC.

We want to obtain our own blocks of NXX codes and place thOle numbers on your
switches. We further want to have the n,ht to move thOle numbers and the
customers to other facilities ifwe choose to do 80. This would provide
customer/number transfer.

AirTouch's position is that it is only oblipt.ed to provide customer/number
transfer for the block A cellular provider; AirTouch believes that it is not
required by either the Federal Communications Commission or the California
Public Utilities Commission to provide that capability to resellers, such as Pacific
Bell Mobile Services.

Please advise in writinl ifthil is AirTouch's position, or correct my
understandinc if I am wron,. Thanks, Paul.
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The nrw name for PacTel

October 28, 1994

\ \\")­
James P. Tuthill, Esq.
Senior Counsel
Pacific Bell
140 New Montgomery Street, Room 1529
San Francisco, CA 94105

Dear Jim:

Paul H. Whitt
Gmrral Counstl

AitI'ouch CommWlications

2999 Oak Road.\IS 800

Walnul Crttk. c.~ 9·U'96

Ttlrphone: 510 ~10-3800

Facsimilr: 510 ~10·H99

From your letter I think you correctly understand our position, but let me repeat it
below:

1. There are, in theory, a couple of ways in which Pacific Bell can obtain its own
blocks of cellular numbers, have those numbers operate as a "B-Block" cellular
number in Los Angeles, and yet be able to transfer the number and customers
to other facilities if you choose to do so.

2. One of the ways in which this could be accomplished was described by the
CPUC in D. 94-08-022. However, we think that decision is incorrect as a
matter of law, and is not a good use of resources to pursue. In any event, it
appears this is not an option you want to pursue now.

3. Another of the ways in which this could be accomplished is the method the
FCC prescribed to compensate for the claimed "head start" of the B-Block
cellular carriers by requiring special interim rules under which the A-Block
carrier could temporarily resell after licensing, but before its own system was
built

4. Absent a new FCC order prescribing such treatment, we do not believe we
have an obligation to extend to Pacific Bell today the kind of special reseller
treatment given to the A-Block carriers for a period of time several years ago.
Nor do we believe Pacific Bell has the authority to assign NXX codes to its
own cellular reseller affiliate for this purpose.
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James P. Tuthill, Esq.
October 28, 1994
Page 2

I hope this answers your questions. Ifyou have any further questions, please feel
free to call or write.

Sincerely,

Paul H. White



AlrTouch execs say pes will play small role
eM..... F. Ua80n •Eut Coalt IUrMU ChIef

MFS Intelenet serves up Its own numbers
MF'S IDtelenlt made hlItory recently, becomlnl the lint competitive access

provider to activate bIoc:b of telephone numbers directly uslpted to III
own IWItc:h. That means Incominl can. to lOme MFS IDteJenet customers no
Ionpr have to pall throuIh New York Telephone IWltchel.

The company ac:t1vated two blocb 01 about 10.000 phone numbers each In
New York Clty'l 212 area code. The action wiD reduce the potential for tecbJd.
cal problema. and Improve sen1ce rebabiUty and aecurlty, accordJnt to MfS
Intelenet, which hu been ofterlnllntearated local and JontodIItance aen1ce
to .maD and medJUJ!Klzed bullnea customers ,Ince Jut October (Telephony,
Oct 4, 119J, fJOIe 1).

The activation of the new number blocb, known as NXX codes, follows an
order lIIued late Jut year by the New York PubUc ServIce ConunlIJlon ltat1nI
that NXX codes .hould be allocated to MFS IDteleneL PrIor to thlI order, the
MFS Communications lubskSluy had to lease phone numbers from New York
Tel. MFS lntelenet aIIo has asked retuJators In Dllnoll. Maryland and Pennsyl­
vania to foDow the lead of the New York PSC.

Belq able to asslan JU own numbers wU1 help MFS InteJenet emerae as an
Independent carrier, fordDl New York Tel to treat It on the lime bull u In­

t:onIinu«1 on r-ge ,.-

TELEPHONY/APAJL 1•• 11M

company I. part of a con.ortlum
tolng after a hotly contested contract
to build a cellular Infrutructure In
Colombia. the lpokesman laid. The
tovernment wiD announce the redpl­
enu of the contract within weeks. If
chOlen, Northern Telecom would de­
ploy lu DMS-MTX time dlVlllon mult&­
pie acc..SuperNode I)'Itema.

Northern Telecom-CALA aI.o hu
equipment contraeta In Brun, Mexi­
co, and several Carfbbean loc:a1es.•

company II pIannlftI to Implement a
new loni'(liltance 'tratel)' by June.
No Ioncer .ubJed to the equallCCell
requJrementi or the aervlce restrlc·
tiona Imposed by the MFJ, the c0mpa­
ny planl to tranlport lu OWD co....
pletely wIreIesa senic:eI, Indudlna m.
terexc:hante c:a1II, Cox MId. For other
IonI-dlltance c:aJ1I, AirTouc:h wiD soon
have an ."eement with -one or more­
Interexchante carriers that wlU allow
It to buy aen1c:e wholeJaie and ....u
It to cellular .ubscrlbera at retIlI. be
MId.

WhlJe dllCountln, the threat from
PeS, both executives laid they plan
to meet any competitive ch&1lenps
from Nextel or PCS prOYlder,. They
laid the outlook for wlrelesltelecom­
munlc.tlona, both domestically and
1I0bally, II unparalleled. a

-....:.;, .. :"'P".-: '.'- ~~.: "'. .""" • I.

..e~~~=::~!:!:=L&Jnetcom 10 use NET
backbone equipment
Network EqUipment Technolo·

gles Inc. will lupply Itt wide
arN networ1t bandwidth managers
Md other equipment to Eunateom,
a joint ventu,. of FtaIQ Telecom
and Deutsche Telekom that II
building a data network for Euro­
pean multinational corporations.

NET's IDNXI80 CommunicatlonI
FIMouroa Manager wi be inItIIIecI
on an 18-noc1a backbonI netwofk,
with two unIlIld eICh riodI, by the
middle of thl. year. Eunetcom's
baetmone network "wiD connect to
eight IIteIIn MYer'l European coun­
trfeI, including Paril nI Frankfurt,
whe,. Eunetcom II bUed. In add!­
lon, the,. ewntuaIIy wtB be a trans­
Atlantic connection to the United
States, and the network will be fur·
ther expanded O'N the next MVerai
~, ICCOl'dIng to Eunelcom.

Euneteom plans to offer out·
80Urcing MrviceI. managed bind­
width MMoN and prfvate network
IOIuIIonI to large multinational CUI­
tomera, Including banking and ft·
nanciaI inItItutionI, rwta1I organlza.
tiona, government entitieI and other
buIInesMI. The joint vtIntln c0m­
pany alia wII &M NETI NetOpen
network management ayatem. and
will reMII frame relay MrVIceI using
II IDNX FrameXpreu option.

NET II baNd In Aedwood OIly,
Calif. It aIIo ope,.t" an office In
ParIa. from which It wi coordInIte
II~ with EUMIcom.

current fllurel on phone lervlce
availability In Colombia were not pr~
vlded by Northern Telecom, the chI'­
tal uPlrade project wl1l Increase
phone lervice coveraae throuahout
the country, laid a Ipoke.man for
Northern Telecom-CALA, the ven·
dor'l sales and market1nl arm for the
CarIbbean and Latin America.

The Colombian project II one of
aeveral latin American deala North­
ern Telecorn-CAL.A .11 cultJvatlDJ. The

While malnt&lnln. their continued
interest In competln, for per.on­

aI communication lervices (PCS) U­
cenae.s, the top two executives at AIr·
Touch Ny they don't beJleve PCS wiD
reach a point of equality with ceDular
In the yearl to come.

-I don't believe PCS wlU ever catch
up to-let alone lurpul-eeUular"
said Lee Cox. president of AlrTouch.

Continued delaYI by the Federal
Communication. Commlilion to JI.
cenae PCS II allo lood new•••aId
Sam Ginn, A1rTouch chairman.

"'The delay II In our favor" he said.
-[The lon,er) we can maintain the
current wireless market .tructure,
the better.-

Both men .poke durlnl a recent
presl brJeftn. as the company wu of­
flc:Jally .pun off from PaclfJc Telesll.

While AJrTouch planl to bid for
PeS IIcen.es. Ginn said -if there II a
blddlna frenzy, we will not partlcl·
pate--

Cox .ald that cellular carrier,'
more than 10-year head ,tart over
PCS prOViders II Virtually In.ur­
mountable. He estimated that It wl11
take PCS camers seven or eJlht yean
to deploy networb u ublquitoUi U

cel1ular and by that time ceUuJar car·
rler. wUl have Improved their net·
worb even further.

Ginn declined to dlacu•• rumon
that hi. company Is plannlnl an II­
lance of lOme IOrt with another eel­
lular carrier, other than to .ay that
-everybody II talldn, to everybody.-

AlrTouch hal been rumored to
have been Involved In talks with
Nynex and Bell Atlantic.

A. part of lu newly won freedom
from the Modified Final Judlment, the
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December 1. 1994-

Mr. MyrOD c. Peck. Deputy Qief
Mobile Services DivisiOA
Pe<kral Communications Commi,sioD
Mail Stop 1600D
1919 M Street, N.W., Roam 644
WashiqtoD, D.C. 20554

Re: r&IIuWResale QbU,ltigns to Pmapoclive pes li44m

Dear Mr. Peck:

AIr'ZWIl C '.:f_
1111 .. lua:\ NoW.
1IiII •
........ DC 2lIOJ6

On Nov.m.bIr I, 1994, Pacific Bell wrote 10 70U askiD& that you require AirTouch
CommunicltiOnJ "to allow [Pacific BoIl] to place our NXX codel on [AitToach's]
facWties and transfer those code$ to other flCillria ifwe choose 10 do '0." (LttteI from
James Tuthill at 1,) AJ dilcussed below, tbcJe is DO lela! buis for the Commission to
pint Pacifu: Be11's requen. To the contrarY, because tb8 underlyinl factual IDd Jepl
basis forp~ BeU'i request .. obsolete ad irrelevant, IDd because the Commillion 11
actively eonsiderinl in a rulemaJet"l I DOtice of lDquJry~ (CC Docket No. 94­
.54) tile rule. that should -WI)' to IU4:h resale IIrIDPmeats, it would be prematww ad
improper for the Commission to II'Iftl Pacitlc Ben'l reqaest.

In usenec, Pacific Bell arpes that because it milht wiD I PCS licenaee durinl !be
Upcom1J:l1 broa4band auctiou, AirToach - ud presumably othtr ~U\111l' canion - maat
treat Pacific Bell tbe exact lame way DOD-wircline ceDular caaiers were treated dUrin, the
19805. Pacific Bell's claims are iDcorrect beelUM It» lop1lDcS factual circumstlDces
surroundin. PeS providers in the mid-l990s uc fuDdamartl11y different from me unique
"headstart- issues that were faced by proJpKti~ _ODd cellular cametS durin, the
1'805. The situatioD addressed in the old cellular cuel reUtc! upon by Pacific Bel111l
involved markets where there was oaly oae fIcW1:ics-bucd cellular cmler operatiq in a
market. That historically Wlique ~umstIDc;e, where thele was no faciIities-buecl
cellular ~ompetition, does Dot 8pply today to ey of AitToDcb's c;c1luJar DWtets. AI.
result, the old cellular cues PICWC Bell relies upon for its claim d.1ar curien such u
AirTouch are Dq1Jired to allow Paclfte BeU to load its own NXX co4cs on to their
lwi~bes are simply obsolete and inapposite. J

1 Because the cues rel1e4 upon by Pacific BeD 1ft 10 clearly oblolete IDd iDsuffiQeDt
to support its request. there is 110 Aee4 for us to Idws the other imponant le.&1 isiues
niled by Pacific BeU's Jequelt. iDcludtAl whether Pacific B,U is lawfully authorized to
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The Commission recently recopized that -lIIIdItarr lAd zull. issues iIlvolvinB
prospective PeS cmien lie fundamoAtally di&aut from those involviDa the cellular
industry dUMa the IDid-l'lOs. bI''Notlce of Propoaed Rule Makinl and Notice of
tnquifyl' (CC Docket No. 94-54), 9 fCC Red 5408 (1994) ("Equal AcceIs NPRM"). In
that Proceed1Dl. the Com.miJsioll stated that tbc uiltcDc:e of faciUties-based cellular
competition requires that it cucfully evalu.. the~ IDe! "tent of the resale
obligations imposed upon CMRS prOViders. IDcludinl ceUl1lar CIlricrs. 10 that the public
wW be beSl servN. IQ.. at S466-67. As a mull. the Commissioll 1& srappliDl iA Ihat
proceeding with the same complex Luues raised by Paeilic Boll's requcst, u. whether or
not imposing laale obli,ations on faciJities-basecl cantl)'r cmim in a multi-earrier
CIlvironmeat will undercut the Co.mrJl1Jsion's impoltaDt policy objoctivc& of promoting
rapid. wide-area build out by new PCS carriers.

:.~ importance and d.ifticu1t)" of these issuea is lIDdescoted by the fact that Ebe
Commission is actively coftsideline whether &0 eUminp entirely the obligation that
cellular carriers must allow PCS~m to meU cenular services at all. Spec1ficl1ly, the
Commission has sought comment on "whether, for the vlriO\1S CMRS pOp'aphic market
~ to develop txpeclitiollSly and meet our policy objectiveI, cellular providers should
be CJompt from provictiAa (any] male to facilitiea-bued CMRS competitors ill their
service lUCas even during the fh1t five years that these competitol1 hold their llcu.scs".
BAYal Access NPRM. 9 FCC Red at 5467 (cmpbaslllddcd.) Clearly, to take the action
soUJht by Pacific Bell would be improper as it would prejuclp the outcome of the
Commission's pending proceedilli.

In adcUtlon to Pacific Ben's elIODeous lepllUJUmentst AllTouch is also CODcemed about
ccrtain other statements made by Pacific BtU ill ita letter to you. Por example. Pacific
Bell claims that "AifI'ouch is tryiDB to dc1Iy OIJlIDtzy mto the wm:less business" (Letter
at 1) and that "AirToueh bas brllled" that cc11ular caaien "may never face competition
from new wireless providers" such as PCS (LeUer at 3). AirToueh does not seek to delay
in any way Pacific BeB's entry into the wireI..s ballast. To the CODtrary, AirTouch
hopes that Pacific Bell's new cellular resale operatiOllS - in whieb it seeki, among other
thinPt to resell AlrTouch's ceIlwar services - is successful because AirTouch will
directly benefit from the peater ceUulu uSlF UHf peuetNtion levels. AirTouch does.
however, object to giviDg Pacific Bell advantaps Dot proVided to other cellular rese1lers.

In addition, it is absolutely false that AilTouc:h hu braued £bat it may Dever face
competition from DeW wireless providers, includiq PCS carriers. 1ft feet. AirTouch
already facel touIh competition in Califomia from 01Mr CRMS proviciers. iDcJudiDg
Nextel. Furthermore. because AirTouch recopi1eI the potelltially important role PeS

assip NXX codes to its OWD cellu11r re5II1er aftWale When there is a severe sholUF of
such codes in CIliforniL 18 ..... Commeuts of AirTouch Communicatioas tile4 on
September 16, 1994. 1DJI1; Matter pf PrAPId 101 RtlicfPJan apd 63Q Nymhcrin:~
Area Cgdc by Amerjlecb. minois (lAD f11e No. 94-102).

tlE·d £951 'oN



De,c., 1. 1994 3:49PM PACBELL LEGAL SF 140

3

No. 5497 P. 4/4

will play in tho wireless industry, AirTouch has been .1..ia belpiDJ to develop PeS
technology anel expects to be an active participant hi the upcomiAl btoa4blDd PCS
auctions lhouih its substantial interest in PCS PrimtCo. Simpl)' ltated, AirTouch's PeS
interests arc at lcut as pat as those claimed by Pad& loll. However, all future PCS
carriers, includiDa both PK.ific Bell IIld AirTouch, mult await the OUtQOmc of the
Commission's pendin, EquI AWY NJ'BM to bow the proper Icope of lay federally­
mandaced resale obligations placed on ceUullf cmiers for the benefit of prospective PCS
camera.

If you have auy questions reprding these mattal, please feel free 10 contaet either
Kathleen Abematby or me.

But withes.

·:.cerely,

~'r
cc; lames P. Tuthill. Pacific Bell

Robert M. Pepper. QUet. Of6ce ofPlw a: Polley
Donalel H. Gips, Deputy Chief. Office ofPIau • Policy

tit 'd £9SJ 'oN
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J_ P. TutItill
Semor Counsel

Legal Deparlmem
140 New Montgomery Street
San FrancIsco, California 94105
141515427664

January 11, 1995

Nancy Boocker, Legal Advisor to Chief
Donald H. Gips, Deputy Chief
Myron C. Peck, Deputy Chief
Dan Phythyon, Senior Legal Assistant
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Ms. Boocker, Messrs. Gips, Peck, Phythyon:

PACIFICDBELL~

When we met on December 13th and 14th you asked us some questions about number
transferability which we were unable to answer at that time. Mr. Peck also called a few days
later and asked a couple of further questions. I am getting back to you with our answers. The
holidays have delayed my response.

We explained our need to obtain our own NXX codes and place them on cellular facilities.
We would resell cellular service, and then migrate our customers to our own facilities once
they are built. This capability would help mitigate the 10 to 12 year head start cellular has
over PCS which AirTouch has bragged about. I wanted to also tell you that since my
meetings with you, LA Cellular appears to be willing to accommodate our request. GTE
would allow us to place our own NXX codes on its facilities, but since we are bound to the
equal access requirement (which they are not), we aren't in a position to resell their cellular
service. AirTouch is the only cellular carrier we have been speaking to which has refused to
allow us to resell with our own NXX code.

You asked 1) Would Pacific Bell assign NXX codes to other resellers? 2) What do Bellcore
guidelines say about assigning NXX codes to other resellers? 3) What's involved in
registering our own NXX codes on cellular facilities? And, 4) what's involved when we
transfer customers to our own facilities?

The process is as follows. First, we ask Pacific Bell for NXX codes in the NPAs (such as 213,
415, or 510) in which we want to provide service. An NXX code is ten thousand numbers.
Pursuant to policies developed by the Industry via the Industry Numbering Committee,
Pacific Bell, as code administrator, would assign Pacific Bell Mobile Services the codes
provided it is a certified carrier. It takes approximately 111 days to have Pacific Bell
provision an NXX code. This is because national databases have to be updated with NXX
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code information so calls can be routed and billed. Bellcore maintains and updates the Local
Exchange Routing Guide that contains this data. The data tells where the NXX code resides,
who holds the code, and other relevant information needed for routing and billing. The data
base is maintained using six digits--NPA-NXX.

Pacific Bell would do this for any wireless carrier which files a registration statement with the
California Public Utilities Commission and meets the existing industry approved central
office code guidelines. These guidelines have been adopted by the Industry Carrier
Compatibility Forum/lndustry Numbering Committee (ICCFIINC), document ICCF 93-0729­
010, 10-26-94. Membership is open to the telecommunications industry.

As you know, Congress preempted state entry regulation in the Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 1993. Because of that, we only have to file a registration statement with
the California Public Utilities Commission that lists certain basic information such as name,
location, and telephone number. Pacific Bell would issue NXX codes to any wireless carrier
that files that statement and meets the ICCFIINC guidelines. The ICCFIINC CO Code
Assignment Guidelines do not explicitly deal with "registration," but, the intent of the
guidelines is to have carriers either be certified or registered as required by appropriate
regulatory authority. Pacific Bell will introduce language to the Industry Numbering
Committee to update the current Guidelines to reflect the requirements of the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993. Bellcore, as the North American Numbering Plan
Administrator, does not issue guidelines itself on NXX code assignment but participates in the
ICCFIINC.

Next, we ask the cellular carrier to load the NXX codes into its Home Location Register
(HLR). This is done via predefined software messages. The cellular carrier would follow the
same steps it follows to load its own NXX codes into its HLR. Each cellular phone has an
Electronic Serial Number (ESN) which is "burned" into the chip in the phone; the ESN is not
changeable. To activate service, the ESN is matched with a Mobile Identification Number
(MIN.) The MIN is simply the cellular phone's ten-digit number--NPA-NXX-XXXX. The
MIN is programmable in the phone. Once the NXX is loaded into the HLR, the cellular
operator matches the ESN with one of the MINs in the NXX block, and the customer has
service. This responds to the third question.

Numbers and customers are moved to our facilities by moving the entire NXX code: it is
removed from the cellular carrier's HLR and programmed into our HLR. The reason that the
entire code must be moved is because at present the national routing and rating databases and
Local Exchange Carrier operational support systems are not designed at this time to analyze
digits beyond the NPA-NXX. The systems simply can't recognize ten digits, NPA-NXX­
XXXX. The Industry Numbering Committee, via the Number Portability Workshop, is
currently addressing the technical issues associated with transferring (porting) individual
numbers from one carrier to another.
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We would not force customers to move to our system. If a customer wants to remain on
cellular service, we will re-route the customer's service to the cellular provider. Because we
can't leave individual customer numbers on the cellular provider's HLR, (because we can't do
ten digit recognition) we will move the numbers as explained above, but via a direct link with
the cellular provider, route those customers' calls back to that cellular provider. We will do
this at our expense, and it will be transparent to the customer. The customer will retain his or
her number and receive cellular service.

If I have overlooked something, or clarity or elaboration are needed, please let me know.
Thank you for your considering our views.

Yours truly,

c//CMiA?GWdl
James P. Tuthill
Senior Counsel

cc: Gregory Rosston, Andrew Sinwell and Florence O. Setzer
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