
Carol L. Bjelland
Director
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May 24,1996

DOCKET FILE COpy ORIGINAL
GTE Service Corporation
1850 M Street. NW., Suite 1200
Washington, D.G. 20036
(202) 463-5292

Mr. William F. Caton
Acting Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20554

RE: EX pAJtD:: CC Doeket No. 95-116 - Loeal Number Portability

Dear Mr. Caton:

This I..._I serve as notification that, on May 23, 1996, Lynn Carlson and Bob Sclafani, representing
GTE Morbi_ together with Gordon Maxson and the undersigned on behalf of GTE Service Corporation,
met wi1h David Wye of the Wireless Bureau, and Jason Karp, Jeannie Su and Carol Mattey of the Common
Carrier Bweau's Policy Division. The purpose of this meeting was to discuss the implications of number
portability on wireless services and wireless service providers.

The aauhochnaterial summarizes the points covered in the discussion.

PIeIIe inchl'" this notification, and the attached discussion materials, in the record of this proceeding in
ll<lCOfdance with the Commission's rules concerning ex parte communications.

Carol L. Bjelilmd

AltMhments

CC: J. Karp
C. Mattey
J. Su
D,Wye
K. Brinkmann

----_.-
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GTE LNP POSITION FOR eMRS PROVIDERS

• Congress, Per the Telecommunications Act, Does Not Require
Number Portability for CMRS Providers

• Congress Requires LEes to Provide Service Provider Portability
Only

• It Would Be Premature To Impose Service Provider Portability on
CMRS Providers

• A service Provider Portability Solution for Wireline Services Should
Be Initially Developed With Strong Consideration for Future CMRS
Implementation

• After Implementation of a Wireline Service Provider Portability
Solution, a CMRS Solution for Service Provider Portability Should
Be Considered

• After Implementation of Service Provider Portability for Wireline
and CMRS Providers, Service Portability and Location Portability
Should Then be Considered



GTE LNP POSITION
eMRS CONSIDI:MTlONS

1) A single uniform national routing solution for nUMlMr portability Is needed
due to Impacts of multiple routing solutions on CMltS service providers.
GTE advoclltea a long-term connon nut" portIIbHIty routing solution
acrose LEC and CMRS networks with the ........ng" method being the
CMRS provider's chok:e. (Ration. is rec:luced industry costa by focusing
on one approach and this will ultimately help facltltate service portability
between LECs and CMRS)

2) Any ptl8Sed-in s.vJce Provider Portlltdtlty approach involving CMIItS would
create slgnlftcent ".,....ms for CMRS providers _ they all would be
impacted by the implementation of nun.., pertaIJIIlty in any CMRS
networks, even if only a few CMItS MrYice providers are number
portIIbIIIty pIH'tI1clpants. A phaMd-ln approach would effect certain CMRS
functions such .. roeming, fraud detection, and bitting. The capabHity to
roam within the NANP region must be maintained. In addition, the existing
capability to roam internationally should not be diminished.

3) GTE believes CMRS to CMRS service proYldw portability should be
co.idered after LEe service provider portability I. In service nationally (or
in 'a.,.. geognIphk: ....) and functions welt with the PSTN. GTE
envisions the CMfltS service proVider portability Implementation time frame
to be from year 2000 to 2005.

4) GTE believe. that portability of the same number between LEe. and CMRS
Providers today falils within the FCC's tt.fInition of service portability, and
this is not addressed by the 1_ Telecommunications Act.

5) ServIce provider pertaIJIIlty anywhere in the PSTN network potentially
i"'l"lCts CMItS Providers' call handling systems. ThIs Is bee..e these
systems rely on the dtrectory number to functfon. Therefore, the CMRS
industry needs to be involved in selection of portability technology to be
deployed.


