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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This petition, filed jointly by a group of facilities-based CLECs that operate in the

Phoenix area, asks that Commission act swiftly to suspend a discriminatory area code reliefplan

that was ordered by the Arizona Corporation Commission. The Arizona Commission has

ordered a 3-way geographic split that partitions a single rate area into three NPAs. If

implemented, the plan would burden CLECs and some of their customers with 10-digit number

changes. ILEC customers would, at most, require a new area code. Under the Arizona

Commission's order, wireless customers are "grandfathered," and thus none will require any

number changes at all. This discriminatory area code relief order exceeds Arizona's delegated

authority in that it violates federal rules and guidelines on number administration. Moreover, by

requiring the introduction of two new area codes it uses number resources in an extremely

inefficient fashion. This Commission should immediately suspend implementation of the plan as

ordered, which begins on April 1, 1999, and allow the Arizona Commission an opportunity to

substitute a lawful reliefplan.

In the event that the Commission does not suspend implementation ofthe plan, it should

order the Central Office Code Administrator to release all NXX codes that are required to

prevent 10-digit customer number changes. These changes would extremely burdensome for

customers and carriers. However, while the release of these codes would eliminate the need for

10-digit number changes, it would not make this 3-way geographic split a more efficient use of

the scarce numbering resource. The Commission should make clear that geographic splits that

partition a rate area, are harmful to local competition and violate federal number administration

rules and guidelines.
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The Association for Local Te1ecommuncations Services ("ALTS"), Electric Lightwave,

Inc. ("ELI"), GST Telecom Inc ("GST"), MCI WorldCom, Inc. ("MCI WorldCom"), and

Winstar, Inc. ("Winstar"), ("Joint Petitioners"), hereby submit this emergency petition for

suspension of the area code reliefplan that has been ordered by the Arizona Corporation

Commission ("ACC") for the Phoenix area. The ACC has ordered implementation ofa 3-way

geographic split. The ACC's December 1998 order exceeds the extent of its authority to oversee

area code relief, in that it would uniquely burden some customers of facilities-based competitive

local exchange carriers ("CLECs") with changes in their 1O-digit numbers to accommodate the

ACC's decision. No customers ofU S West, the incumbent local exchange carrier ("ILEC"),

would require more than a change in their area code. Not a single wireless customer would
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suffer any number change at all. The relief plan, as ordered, facially violates federal number

administration rules and guidelines that require competitively neutral number administration. It

also may damage the viability of number portability, directory assistance, and other services. The

Commission should immediately suspend implementation of the plan as ordered, and allow the

ACC an opportunity to substitute a lawful plan.

Petitioning parties have expended considerable resources explaining these issues to the

ACC, and attempting to get relief so that customers would not be required to change their

numbers. To date, these efforts have been unsuccessful, and it is as a last resort that we seek the

Commission's intervention to ensure that its polices and requirements are enforced.

It is imperative that the Commission suspend implementation of the Phoenix plan, no

later than June 1, 1999. In June, CLECs will begin to assign replacement telephone numbers to

customers whose numbers must change. If the Commission does not suspend implementation by

June 1, CLECs will be forced to take significant and irreversible actions to implement a

discriminatory area code reliefplan. The Commission has a duty to protect fair competition and

must prevent this discrimination from occurring. Also, if the Commission suspends

implementation of the plan before June 1, the ACC will have sufficient time to substitute a

lawful plan. Commission staff, and most carriers have supported an overlay reliefplan that could

be expeditiously substituted for the 3-way geographic split.

In the alternative, the Commission should order the Central Office Code Administrator

immediately to release to all facilities-based CLECs, NXX codes in the new NPAs that are

identical to codes they hold in the existing 602 NPA. Duplicate codes for US West will also
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need to be assigned in certain cases to support local number portability. These actions will be

necessary to avoid the unique burden of 10-digit number changes for CLEC customers, if the

Commission does not suspend implementation of the plan. While this second-best alternative

would eliminate the need for 10-digit number changes, it would not represent the most efficient

use of telephone numbers. Except to avoid this discriminatory effect, CLECs do not need these

numbers, and their premature assignment will only accelerate the eventual exhaust of the new

NPAs.

I. Background

On April 28, 1997, U S West, in its capacity as the CO Code Administrator for Arizona,

notified the ACC that the 602 NPA would exhaust in late 1999. In August of that year, the ACC

held a Relief Forum, at the conclusion of which the ACC asked the NPA relief coordinator for

Arizona to submit a recommendation on a relief plan for the 602 NPA. On September 16, 1997,

the relief coordinator recommended the adoption of an overlay. In December of 1997, the ACC

opened an investigation and solicited comments from interested parties. In February of 1998,

the ACC scheduled a series ofpublic hearings.

On November 5, 1998, the ACC staff issued a memorandum in support of the overlay.

However, on December 22, 1998, contrary to the staff's recommendation, the ACC ordered a

three-way geographic split. l The order further allowed an extension of permissive dialing for

1 In the Matter ofthe Generic Investigation into the Recommendation ofthe Numbering
Plan Administrator for an Area Code ReliefPlan in the 602 Area Code, Order of the Arizona
Corporation Commission, Docket No. T-OOOOOF-97-0693, Decision No. 61301 (adopted
12/22/98). Attached as Appendix A. (Arizona Order)
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alarm companies, and "grandfathered" wireless codes in the 602 NPA.

MCI WorldCom, U S West, and others sought reconsideration of this order.2 MCI

WorldCom pointed out to the ACC the hardship that the split would impose on CLEC customers.

U S West sought, among other things, extension of the beginning of implementation from March

1, 1999 to April 1, 1999. On February 26, 1999, the ACC's Chief Hearing Officer granted a

delay in implementation until April 1, 1999. However, the Commission has failed to act on

requests to reconsider the geographic split. Permissive dialing and network implementation are

scheduled to begin on April 1, 1999. Mandatory 10-digit dialing for "split" NPAs will begin on

September 1, 1999.

II. The Phoenix Plan Imposes a Discriminatory Burden on CLECs

The 3-way geographic split ordered by the ACC imposes unique burdens on CLECs and

their customers. Specifically, it would require CLECs and some of their customers to suffer 10-

digit number changes, while ILEC customers, at most, would see a change in their NPA. Since

the plan "grandfathers" wireless codes in the 602 NPA, wireless customers would be unaffected.

The reasons for this discriminatory effect are caused by changes that have occurred with

respect to the Phoenix rate areas, and differences between the ILEC and CLEC networks. When

a CLEC enters a new market, it must obtain at least one NXX for each rate area in which it

intends to offer service. Prior to 1997, the 602 NPA consisted of 18 rate areas. In December of

1996, the ACC ordered rate area consolidation in the 602 NPA. The consolidation order merged

2 See, e.g., MCI WorldCom's Comments in Support ofVarious Motions to Reconsider,
Before the Arizonz Corporation Commission, Docket #T-0050F-97-693, January 29, 1999.
Attached as Appendix B. (MCI Recon Comments)
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those 18 into a single rate area. Going forward, this consolidation would promote the efficient

use of numbering resources by allowing new entrants to serve end users throughout the area with

a single NXX. However, any CLEC that requested and obtained numbers prior to that time, may

have obtained at least one NXX for each of the 18 rate areas that existed at that time.3

A critical difference between CLEC and ILEC networks is the size of the geographic area

served by their switches.4 ILECs typically serve a metropolitan area out of a number of switches

and wire centers. A CLEC, however, is likely to serve the entire area with a single switch. After

the rate area consolidation order in the 602 NPA, CLECs were able to assign numbers from any

of their NXX codes throughout the consolidated rate area. US West, however, associates NXX

codes with particular wire centers, and thus would not disperse numbers from a single NXX code

throughout the consolidated rate area.

The result is that, since rate area consolidation occurred, the Joint Petitioners have not

associated their assigned NXXs with specific geographic areas within the 602 NPA. Instead,

they have dispersed numbers from their assigned NXXs throughout the consolidated rate center.

If a 3-way geographic split is imposed on top of this consolidated rate center, CLECs will be

forced to associate each of their assigned NXXs with one of the three NPAs. A customer using

that NXX in one of the other NPAs will have to be assigned a completely new number -- not just

the new NPA, but also a new NXX-XXXX, unless that customer's CLEC is also assigned the

3 For example, MCI WorldCom has sixteen NXXs in the 602 NPA.

4 For a discussion providing additional detail on the technical aspects of the Phoenix area code relief plan,
see, Affidavit ofMitch Kaufman at paras. 4-6. Attached as Appendix C.
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customer's current NXX in the new NPA.5 Some CLECs may need additional NXX's code in

the other two NPAs just for customer number assignment. Customers ofU S West will not face

this situation, since U S West associates NXXs with individual wire centers, and the split that has

been ordered does not divide any ofU S West's wire centers. This is not only an unfair burden

on CLECs and their customers, but it also wastes precious number resources, not just in Arizona,

but throughout all of the U.S. and North America.

III. The Phoenix Plan Exceeds the ACe's Delegated Authority

The Telecommunications Act of 1996, recognized the exdusivejurisdiction of this

Commission over the portions of the North American Numbering Plan that pertain to the United

States.6 The Commission, in turn, has delegated limited authority to the states to oversee "the

introduction ofnew area codes subject to the Commission's numbering administration

guidelines."7 Specifically, state commissions:

may resolve matters involving the introduction ofnew area codes within their states.
Such matters may include, but are not limited to: Directing whether area code reliefwill
take the form of a geographic split, an overlay area code, or a boundary realignment;
establishing new area code boundaries; establishing necessary dates for the
implementation of area code reliefplans; and directing public education and notification
efforts regarding area code changes. (47 C.F.R. §52.l9(a».

Although the Commission delegated to the states the authority to direct that area code relief take

5 This situation would arise in any case where a geographic split divides a rate center.

6 47 U.S.C. §251(e)(l).

7 In the Matter ofImp/ementation ofthe Local Competition Provisions ofthe Telecommuncations Act of
1996, CC Docket No. 96-98, Administration ofthe North American Numbering Plan, CC Docket No. 92-237,et aI,
Second Report and Order and Memorandum Opinion and Order, FCC 96-333 (released August 8, 1996), at para.
281. ("Second Interconnection Order")
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the form of a geographic split, it also required them to comply with the Commission's numbering

administration guidelines.8 Arizona has violated those guidelines, and thereby overreached its

limited authority.

The Commission's guidelines, first enumerated in the Ameritech Order,9 require that

numbering administration should, inter alia, "not unduly favor or disfavor any particular industry

segment or group of consumers."10 Arizona's plan clearly violates these guidelines. The plan

unduly disfavors CLEC customers by causing those customers alone to suffer IO-digit number

changes. The plan unduly disfavors the CLEC segment of the industry by causing CLECs and

only CLECs to process lO-digit number changes for some oftheir customers. Finally, the plan

unduly favors the wireless and ILEC carriers and their customers by sheltering them from similar

number changes. State commissions should not order a geographic split that has these

discriminatory effects.

IV. The Commission Should Suspend Implementation ofArea Code Relief in Phoenix
and Allow the ACC an Opportunity to Substitute a Lawful Plan

The Phoenix plan plainly violates the Commission's number administration guidelines.

The plan unduly disfavors CLECs and their customers by uniquely burdening them with 10-digit

number changes. By ordering implementation of this plan, the ACC has exceeded the limits of

its delegated authority to oversee area code relief. In order to prevent irreparable harm to CLECs

8 See 47 C.F.R. §52.l9(b).

9 See In the Matter ofProposed 708 ReliefPlan and 630 Numbering Plan Area Code by Ameritech­
Illinois, lAD File No. 94-102, Declaratory Ruling and Order, FCC 95-19 (1995) (Ameritech Order)

10 47 C.F.R. §52.9(a)(2).
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and their customers, the Commission should exercise its plenary jurisdiction over the numbering

plan, by suspending immediately implementation of the Phoenix plan, and allowing the ACC an

opportunity to substitute a lawful plan. While the Joint Petitioners recognize that the

Commission is chary of overruling state commission reliefplans, the situation in Arizona is so

prejudicial to CLECs that the Joint Petitioners have no choice but to ask for this extraordinary

remedy. A geographic split which divides a rate area in the manner proposed by the ACC, has

the effect of causing the premature exhaust ofnumber resources, which in turn will lead to a need

for further NPA relief earlier than would be desirable or necessary. In addition to the

inconvenience caused to CLECs and their customers by the plan, its implementation as proposed

would require CLECs and other new entrants to order up to three times as many NXX codes in

order to comply with the plan as would be necessary under the original overlay proposal. Even

absent arguments about the discriminatory nature of the plan, the inefficiency created by an

immediate need for substantial increases in CLEC codes violates both the letter and the spirit of

current number conservation efforts. Therefore, the plan, even from a technical standpoint, runs

directly counter to the very mission it purports to accomplish.

There can be no question that the Commission has the authority to suspend the

implementation of an unlawful area code reliefplan. Congress gave the Commission exclusive

jurisdiction over the portions of the numbering plan that pertain to the United States. The

Commission delegated to the states only limited authority to oversee area code relief. Arizona

has exceeded that delegation by ordering relief that would violate the Commission's guidelines.

Those guidelines are critical to the establishment of fair competition, and the preservation of
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neutral administration and the limited supply of numbering resources. The Commission must

suspend implementation of this unlawful plan in order to protect CLECs and their customers

from severe and unequal hardship.

Unless the Commission suspends the Phoenix plan, CLECs alone will engage in costly

customer education and notification campaigns. Only the customers of CLECs will suffer 10-

digit number changes. II This discriminatory burden will also entail severe additional harms.

These include: damage to the integrity of number portability in Phoenix; white and yellow pages

listings for CLEC customers may be rendered worthless; and CLEC directory assistance services

will be made unreliable. For example, GST obtains directory assistance from parties other than

US West. Since those providers of directory assistance use databases that might not be updated

by June 1, 1999, they will not be able to provide callers with correct telephone numbers. Nor

will potential customers of CLEC subscribers be able to rely on the directories published by U S

West Dex. Those already have been printed and primed for distribution in April with pre-split

numbers. For the reasons already cited in this petition, the published numbers ofU S West

customers will be correct.

Forcing customers to undergo number changes always imposes certain costs upon the

customers. However, the costs to customers of 10-digit number changes would be in addition to

and greater than the costs of the more conventional NPA change. A significant difference

between the two is that when there is a IO-digit number change, parties attempting to call the

II For example, MCI WorldCom estimates that approximately 12% of its customer telephone numbers in
Phoenix would require a number change. See Kaufman Affidavit at paras. 7-16, n.5.
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customer have no easy method to determine the customer's new telephone number. If they

attempt to merely dial the old number with the new NPA (as the state education process will

instruct them), they may reach a recording indicating that the customer is no longer in service or

is out of order. In addition, this number change will appear to the customer's long distance

carrier as a disconnected customer. The new number will appear as new service. Not only does

this potentially leave the customer without long distance service, but the customer may also lose

all customer-specific profile information, such as that customer's calling plan, and whether that

customer has specific discounts.

In the event that the Commission does not suspend the Phoenix plan, the Commission

must order the CO Code administrator to assign to CLECs duplicate NXXs in the 480 and 623

NPAs to the extent that CLECs require them. 12 Duplicate codes for some U S West-assigned

NXXs will also have to be assigned, insofar as CLECs have ported-in US West numbers for

customers that have moved outside of the U S West wire center boundaries. 13 Unless these NXX

codes are assigned, calls originated by subscribers to non-LNP capable providers, such as CMRS,

will fail. These actions are necessary because under the current jeopardy procedures for 602, the

CO Code administrator cannot release these codes until two months after the beginning of

mandatory 10-digit dialing. 14 Moreover, the Commission has an obligation to see that numbers

12 For example, MCI WorldCom would require 9 duplicate NXX codes for one of the new NPAs, and one
duplicate code for both of them. See Kaufman Affidavit at para. 10, n.3 and para 13, nA.

13 See Kaufman Affidavit paras 17-20.

14 See 602 NPA (Arizona) Jeopardy Procedures Extraordinary Code Conservation Measures, December
14, 1998, North American Numbering Plan Administrator Central Office Code Administration. Attached as
Appendix D.
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are available on an equitable basis. 15 This minimal relief, while it will not eliminate all

inefficiencies of the 3-way geographic split, will at least prevent CLECs and their customers

from suffering the discriminatory burden of 10-digit number changes.

Customers have agreed to place their local service with CLECs in the belief that CLECs

will provide service that is, technically, as good as or better than the ILECs'. If CLEC customers

now need to change their entire 10-digit telephone number, while U S West and wireless

customers do not, there is no doubt that, in the future, CLEC offerings will be viewed with

greater uncertainty and skepticism by the general public. In the petitioners' view, this amounts to

a substantial setback for local competition and not only in Phoenix.

v. Conclusion

For the reasons stated above, the Commission should suspend implementation of the

Phoenix area code relief plan, or, in the alternative, order the CO Code Administrator to release

all NXX codes that are needed to prevent 10-digit customer number changes.

~~,~
Mary De Luca
MCI WorldCom, Inc.
1801 Pennsylvania Ave, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006
(202) 887-2502

15 47 U.S.C. §251(e)(l).
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In the Matter of the Generic Investigation into the Recommendation of the Numbering Plan
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(adopted 12/22/98).
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7 IN THE MATTER OF TIlE GENERIC )
INVESTIGAnON lNTO THE )

g RECOMMENDATION OF mE )
ERING PLAN ADMINISTRATOR )

9 OR AN AREA CODE RELIEF PLAN )
10 IN TIlE 602 AREA CODE )

)

DOCKET NO. T-OOOOOF-97-0693

DECISION NO. (p/~() I

ORDER

12 Open Meeting

13 December 18, 1998
Phoe~ Arizona

14

FINDINGS OF FACT

BACKGROUND AND PROCEDURAL mSTORY

IS BY THE COMMISSION:

16 Over one--ba1fofall telephone numbers in Arizona 8Ie in tJ;te 602 calIing area. Competition in the local

17 elephone mar~ and the increasing demand for telephone numbers to provide second lines, fax

18 achines, modems and wireless services has resulted in a projected exhaust ofthe 602 area code in

19 mid,:1999. The last exhaust ofthe 602 area code occ:urmi only 3 years ago in 1995, resulting in the

20 addition ofthe 520 area code to all locations outside ofthe Phoenix metropolitan and suburban area.

21

23 1. On April 28, 1997, the U S WEST Nwnbering Plan Admjn;stration Center as the Central

24 Office Code Administrator in Arizona filed an Industry Report ("Report) with the Commission

25 projecting that the 602 Number Plan AreaC~A'? would exhaust in late 1999. The Report stated that
...,
~j 26 service providers in Arizona were unable to reach consensus on a reliefplan, and therefore, requested

27 the Commission to issue an order adopting a relief plan for the 602 area code. The Industry. after

28 considering all ofthe reliefmethods outlined in the Industry Nwnbering Committee NPA Code Relief



. ',

MAR 25 '99 12:48 FR LEWIS & ROCA 0

. Page 2

502 252 5747 TO 9120288731752039 P.03/27

,,--
: ) . .
'vocket No. T-OOOOOF-97-0693~

t
"

~i

'I
I

.\

1 Planning and Notification Guidelines' ("~dustry Guidelines'), narrowed its choices to either an

2 "Overlay" or a "Geographic Split".'

3 2. On August 13, 1997, in an effort to obtain additional input on the two reliefmethods and

4 to assist the NPA ReliefCoordinator in formulating a specific recommendation, the Commission held

5 a 602 Area Code ReliefForum. At the Forum~ the NPA ReliefCoordinator, Mr. Jack Ott, presented

6 an overview of the pending exhaust, gave information on NXX code usage in the 602 NPA. aod

7 provided a review ofthe Industty meetings. Representatives from Industry presented the positions in

8 favor ofboth the Overlay and Geographic Split At the conclusion of the Forum. the Commission

9 asked the NPA ReliefCoordinator for Arizooa to submit a recommendation OIl a reliefplan for the 602

10 Area Code.

11 3. On September 16, 1997, the NPA Relief Coordinator for Arizona submitted his

12 reconunendation to the Commission for the adoption ofan Overlay to address the impending exhaust

13 of the 602 area code.

14 .4. On December 8. 1997, the Commission commenced a generic investigation on this issue

1S soliciting written comments from all interested parties and affected carriers in the 602 area code. The

16 Commission set January 8, 1998 as the deadline for iDitial comments and January 29, 1998 as the

17 deadline for reply comments. Parties filing initial comments included: Southwestco Wueless. L.P.,

18 DBA Cellular One {"Cellular One'}, U S WEST NewVector rNewVeetorn
). U S WEST

19 Communications, Inc. \U S WEST"), ATelT Communications of the Mountain States, Inc.

20 ("AT&rj, MCI Telecommunications Corporation ("Mer'), and the Arizona Payphone Association

21 ("APA"). Parties.filing reply comments ~cluded; AT&T. Cox Arizona TelcoDlt Inc. ("Cox"), Cellular
. .'

22 One, U S WEST, and TCG Phoenix ("TCG'j.

23 5. On Februmy 4, 1998, the Commission issued a Notice scheduling a series ofpublic input

24 hearings around the Phoenix metropolitan area The Notice also invited members of the public to

25 , The traditional relief alternatives in the Industry Guidelines include the Geographic
Spli~ an Overlay, or a Realignment ofExisting Area Code Boundaries. The Industry considered and

26 rejected several alternatives including a double split and an NPA realignment proposal before
27 recommending either a single Geographic Split or an Overlay. The double split was dropPed because

it would have resulted in dividing the City of Phoenix. The boundary change which would have
28 moved portions ofthe current 602 NPA to the 520 NPA was eliminated because it shortened the life

of the 520 NPA, required some customers to change their entire telephone number, and provided on!y
limited relief to the 602 NPA.
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1 submit written comment. to the Commission on the issue.

2 6. On August 23, 1998. Dr. Bruce D. Menill. a professor at Arizona State University whom

3 the Conunission hired to conduct a telephone survey of subscribers in the 602 area code. submitted

4 his survey results to the Commission.

5 SUMMARy OF CO~SSION STAFF"RECOMMENDATION

6 7. Commission Staff: after reviewing all ofthe comments submitted helem. the responses

7 to data requests sent to affected carriers to det~e the impact ofthe various proposals present~

8 and the rest ofthe record before it, recommends that the Commission adopt an all-services Overlay

9 to address the impending exhaust of the 602 area code, and that the CommiS$ion seek a waiver ofthe

10 mandatory 10-digit dialing requirement from the Federal Communications Commission ("FCC).

11 RELIEF Al,tTERNATIYES
12 A. Tile "Geographic Split".

13 8. A "Geographic SpIif' involves splitting .the affected area into two or three separate NPA codes.

14 Under this relief method, the geographic significance of azea codes is retained since it divides the

1S original area code into two or mote separate area codes. The customers in the old area code are least

16 affected since they :retain the same 1(ktigit telephone number. Subscribers in the second area code

17 keep the last 7-digits oftheir existing telephone Dumber but have a new area code.

18 9. After considering several different Geographic Split proposals, the lndustIy agreed to

19 the one contained in Attachment I ofStafi's November 5,1998 Memorandum. Basically, the agreed

20 upon proposal would leave almost all ofPhoenix and small parts ofPamdise Valley and Glendale in

21 the 602 NPA. The new NP~would cover themnajD~ parts ofPhoeDix and the otb~ suburban areas

22 in the existing 602 local calling area. The proposed Geographic Split does not follow geographic lines

23 because customers are served from different wire centers in the Phoenix ana Deviation :from the

24 existing wire center boundaries would require affected customers to change their 7-digit telephone

25 number, which is not desirable.

26 10. The Industzy fwther recommended that if a Geogra.phic· Split is chosen, all existing

27 wireless numbers should remain in the 602 NPA so that reprogramming of the wiI1:1ess phones"would

28 not be necessary.

II.. Under the Geographic Split. 7-digit dialing would continue within each NPA; however,
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1 1O-digit dialing would be required between NPA3 or area codes. All calls between the affected NP~

2 would still be local in nature, which means that customers would not be assessed toll charges for these

3 calls.
4 B. The "Qverlay".

5. 12. With the ~'Overlay" method ofrelief, the new NPA or area code would be "overlaid" on top

ofthe existing 602 area code. This means that all existing customers would keep their cunent 10-digit
6 , ..
7 telephone nlUIlber with the 602 area code, and most new customers would receive the new NPA or area

.8 code. The Industry agreed that if the Overlay method of relief is selected. any 602 NXX codes

9 remaining at the time the new NPA Code became available should be evenly allocated to new service

10 rovidezs.

1:J. Under existing FCC rules and regulations, implementation ofan Overlay is subject to
11
12 the followmi conditions:

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

a. Mandatory 1O-digit dialing for all local telephone calls in the future in the affected area

regardless ofwhether the calls are within or between NPAs.

b. Provision ofat least one Central Office Code (C.O. Code) from the existing NPA to all

service provid~ who have been authorized to provide telecommunications services 90

days prior to the introduction ofthe new aIU code.

21

20

!'" .. _ •• ~

--;:;~;..
15. Ofthe customers present at the public input hearings. opinion was about equally divided

28 between the Geographic Split and OverJay. In addition. representatives from the alarm industl'y who

posmON OF INTERIS.IED PARTIES AND AFFECTED CARRIERS
A. Public Input Bearings.

14. The Commission held a series ofpublic input hearings around the Phoenix metropolitan

22 area in an attempt to gamer input on the publicts preference with respect to the two reliefoptions under

23 consideration. During the months ofJanuary and Febn.uuy, 1998, public input hearings were held at

24 the Commissioo's Offices in downtown Phoenix. in Tempe, Scottsdale, and Sun City. Because

25 attendance was relatively light, the hearings did not provide much insight into which reliefmethod the

26 public preferred.

27

'-(~A r
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1 were present expressed preference for in Overlay. Many consumers also expressed preference for a

2 service-specific Overlay for wireless services, an option prohibited under current FCC rules and

3 regulations.
4 B. Written Commepts OfAffected Carriers.

S 16. The Commission also solicited written conunent from interested parties and affected

6 carriers. Of the affected carriers or industry associations who tiled written cOm.II:lents. the APA.

7 AT&T, TCGJ MCl , and Cox supported the Geographic Split. On the other hand, U S WEST.

8 ewVector and Cellular One supported the Overlay.

17. Those commenters favoring an Overlay. generally cited the following factors and
9

10 concerns:

'.

11

12

13

14

IS

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

a. AD Overlay minimizes customer disruption by allowing all existing customers to retain

their current telephone oumbeIs.

b. A Geographic Split will cause significant costs to be incumd by customers 1:raIJsfmed

to the new NPA. AIl Overlay avoids the costs associated With many existing customels

having to change their NPA or area code with a Geographic Split

c. An Overlay avoids the actual introduction ofthe new area code for as long as possible,

since the 602 area code would be completely exhausted beftm the new area code is

assigned.

d. An Overlay is a long-term solution. Once selected, an Overlay is used in the future on

all numbering exhausts. New area codes are simply placed over the affected area with

each impending exhaust.

e. Future reliefplanning would be simplified by eliminating the need for another round of

workshops. meetings and hearings to decide what approach to take in the future.
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f. An Overlay will provide a longer reliefperiod than the Geographic Split method. Based

2 on cwrent estimates, if a Geoiraphic Split is elected. additional area code reliefwould

3

" 4

be required in 2003. Ifan Overlay is elected, new reliefwill not be required until200?

5 g. An Overlay avoids splitting communities. cities and political districts. It also avoids the

6

1

"ever shrinking area code syndrome", and the associated reoccurring consumer

disruption, the futuJ'e division ofcomm~ties of interest, and conStantly cbimging axea

customers prefer Geographic Splits.

8 code geographic boundaries.

9 18. On the other band, proponents of the Geographic Split generally cited the following

10 factors and arguments;

11

12 a. A Geo~phic Split is the traditional method ofrelief easily understood by customers.

13 According to customer surveys in Washington. California, Colorado. and Connecticut,

14

IS

16 b. A Geographic Split will preserve 7-digit dialing within NPAs and may be less confUsing,

11 to customers. CoUlmentels claim that an Overlay will be particularly difficult for older

18

19

20

citizens and children, given the change to mandatozy lo-digit waling and the presence

ofdiffemlt aml codes in the same home or neighborhood.

21 c. An Overlay will destroy the area's geographic identity. It will no longer be possible to

22

23

24

2S

26

21

28

determine where a particular home or business is located by reference, to its area code.

With a Geoil'aphic Split, the City of Phoenix would retain its cUITent geographic

identification with the 602 area code. and the development ofa separate NPA identity

for cities such as ScottsdaIet Tempe and Mesa would be possible.

d. An Overlay will harm emerging local exchange competition in the affected area.

Commenters state that US WEST now has approximately 90 percent or more of

.,

""" •• ... T I. r "'1,",'
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2

3
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S

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13,
14

IS

16

17

18

19

20

21

existing NXXs. Without Local Number Portability ("LNPt'). under an Overlay, new

entrants would receive the bulk oftheir telephone munbers from the new area code,

which will be unfamiliar and less desirable to most customers. Additionally, US

WEST will continue to have many "warehoused" numbers in the 602 area code, and

therefore, it is questionable that U S WEST will soon have to assign its customers to

the new am! code. Also, U S WEST will benefit from the "chum" ofexisting numbers

which will act to further enrich its supply of 602 numbers.

e. An Overlay will also increase costs to customers. PromotioDal material which does not

include the full-} O-digit telephone number will have to be reprinted on business cards,

stationery, advertising and signs. The need for changes may be more numerous since

there will be no way to identify the area code for a given business from its physic:al

location, as the Overlay removes the n area" from the area code. Finally, there is an

additional cost ofhaving to reprogIaIIl all phone systems, burglar alarm systems and

ctmomer premises equipment for lo-digit dialing.

f. The Geogtaphic Split allows the Commission to maintain flexibility in selecting options

for future NPA relief. Once an Overlay is implemented. the Commimou is effectively

limited to implementing additional Overlays.

C. Customer Preference Survey.

19. Dr. Bruce Menill. a ~fessor at Arizona State University, conducted a poll for the
22
23 Commission ofaffected sUbscribers to determine customer pre~erence with respect to the Geographic

24 Split or the Overlay. Dr. Merrill contacted 407 registered voters living in Maricopa County. The

suIts of Dr. Merrill's survey are attached as Attaclunent n of Sta1fs November -5, 1998
25
26 Memorandum. The survey results show that 46 percent of those surveyed favor a Geographic Split.

27 33 percent of those surveyed do not have a preference as to the reliefoption chosen, and 21 percent

28 of those surveyed favor an Overlay.

20. The Commission's Consumer Services Division also tallied the results ofcomments they
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1 received. and while smail in nwnber (32), these comments reveal an almost even split in public

2 opinion between the two methods ofrelief.

3 BELIEF OBJECTIVES QR GOt\L5

4 21. In examining this issue. the Commission must weigh the importance of a variety of

S factors that affect all or a portion of the telecommunications users in the 602 area code. Compounding

6 the difficulty of this task is the knowledge that regardless of the plan chosen, either option' includes

7 attribut~ that both industry and consumers may find Confusing. disruptiv~ and objectionable.

8 22. The following four considerations or objectives are either identified in Industry

9 Guidelines or FCC Orders on NPA exhaust, and thus it is important that the Commission consider

10 them in making its decision. First, the planseleaed should'maximize the time fratne before another

11 disruptive NPA reliefaction is necessary. Second. the reliefmethod selected should be competitively

12 neutral. Third, the plan should minimig the total costs to all affected parties. Fourth, the reliefoption

13 chosen should be the least confusing and disruptive to customers and take into account customer

14 preferences. The following comparative analysis will examine the issues with these four goals in }

IS • d.

."',"

~t~

28

Split method sinc:e exactly the same nwnber oftelephone numbers will become available under both

16 ANALYSIS
17 A.. MaJimpes Time Berore AdditioJlal ReliefIs Reguirecl.

18 23. A common concern, and one express;ed by many parties herein, relates to the teUef

19 lanning process in general and the length ofthe tellefperiod under both·alternatives. It is important

20 to try to avoid another exhaust situation for as long as possible because ofthe disruption and confusion

21 the public caused by changes in telephone numbers.

24. Industty Guidelines ~ommend that the Commission not adopt any reliefmeasure that
22
23 is estimated to last less thaD five years. According to Industry estimates, the proposed Geographic:

24 Split will result in the need for reliefin the Phoenix core area in just four yeatS and the suburban area

2S in 12 years. This means that under the Industry's own Guidelines, the proposed Geographic Split

26 would not be sanctioned as a reliefoption in tbJs instance. since a large portion ofthe affected mea is

27 projected to exhaust again in four years.

25. Cox cOWlters that an Overlay cannot provide a greater reliefperiod than the Geographic

I ',#fl.,
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24

25

~:s?
26

,i;;If
27

28

~lJ

I methods. Staff finds this argument tei be meritless. To the contrary, the periods of relief can be

2 expected to vary greatly under the two reliefoptions, because each NPA will grow at a different rate

3 and will have a different amount ofnumbers available to it

4 26. Other commenters point out that the boundaries ofthe proposed Geographic Split could

5 be changed to even out the lives ofthe codes in old NPA and new NPA. The Staffhas not examined

6 this option because the proposed Geographic Split now before the Commission was the product of .

7 Industry consensus. In addition, in order to equalize the reliefperiods betWeen NPAs, the City of

8 Phoenix would have to be split, an option which the Industry has rejected.

9 27. From a reliefplanning perspective, the Overlay is a particularly attractive option for the

10 Phoenix market because it is used in predominantly high growth an:as,. since it is a long-term method

11 which simplifies the relief planning process in the future. As such, it is also less disruptive than a

12 Geographic Split on an ongoing basis. The Phoenix metropolitan area has experienced tremendous

13 growth in recent years. a trend which is expected to continue well into the next decade. High growth

14 areas tend to experience what is known as the "ever shrinking azea code syndrome", where the

15 . need for reliefresults in an ever expanding number ofarea codes. It has been only thn:e (3)

16 years since the 6021520 split in this area.. With the continued high levels ofgrowth projected in the

17 602 NPA over the next decade, the Commission can expect to address this issue at least this often in

18 the future, ifnot more often ifthe Geognsphic Split method of.reliefis chosen.

19 28. The recent experience in Texas is instructive. The Teus Commission adopted a

20 Geographic Split fgr th~ Dallas~ Houston areas which, while origioally projected to last much

21 IODier, is nOW projected to exhaust again a mere two years later because ofthe tremeudous growth in

22 the area. This is a good example ofwhat can happen in high·growth markets such as Phoenix. The

23 "ever shrinking area code syndrome" or presence of multiple area codes in a large urban area also

ults in a slow erosion of many ofthe benefits generally associated with a Geographic Split

29. In summary, an Overlay W:JI maximize the time before further reliefis necesSary and will
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14

I simplify future relief planning in the Phoenix metropolitan a.rc:a..1

B. The Relief Option Choseu is COPipetitjyely Neufr..!J.

30. Another important objective identified in FCC Orders on NPA Exhaust should be to
3

minimize any adverse impact upon emerging competition in the local telephone market in the affected
4

area. Many telephone providers. particularly competitive local exchange camelS ("CLECs''), oppose5 ..

6 an Overlay because they claim it places them at a competitive disadvantaie..

31. Re&ardless of the plan selected, NPA reliefwill have some effect on competition. The
7
8 crux ofthis issue centers on the new service providers' ability to have aCcess to the supposedly more

9 desimble NXX codes in the 602 NPA. In this repro, a Geographic Split (particularly in the absence

of LNP) may be the most equitable means of assigning code resources to both the new service
10 .

providers and U S WEST. This is because the Geographic Split method duplicates the NXX codes
II

in each geographically bOWld NP~ giving new service providers access to those codes on an equal
12
13 basis with U S WEST. '

32. However, many ofthe anti-eompetitive concerns ofan Overlay idemifiedby parties bave

....

substantially alleviated with the implementation ofLNP in the Phoenix MSA in August ofthis

33. Evenwith LNP. however, opponents ofthe Overlay argue that its anti-cowpetitive efi'eC1S

'11 not be mitigated in two instances. The two imtances involve a new customer who did not
25

15
16 year. Those parties opposing an Overlay were primarily concemed 1hat LNP would not be available

17 in the 602 area code by the time the Overlay was implemented. For instance, Cox urged the

18 Commission not approve the Overlay option until LNP had been fully implemented in the Phoenix

19 metropolitan area. Without LNP, CLECs would be competitively disadvautaged became a customer

20 would have to cbange his or ber existing telephone number to take service from a CLEC. With LNP,

21 existing telephone subscribers may change cmriers and keep their existing telephone numbers. In

22 other~, with LNP it is easier to port 602 numbers, and thus more 602 numbe:s will be available

o the CLECs and their customers.

26 2 The feasibility of implementing a service-specific Overlay in the 602 area code was
also examined because ofthe expressed preference for this option at the public input hearings. Based

27 upon the data received; a service-specific overlay would only prolong the need for additional teller in
28 the 602 area code by approximately 3-4 years. In addition, the service-specific overlay is currently

prohibited under FCC rules and regulations. md it would be difficult to demonstrate <4special
circwnstances" which would be necessary to obtain a waiver of the rule.

no. •• ·u_ / _ r 21""\1
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20

19

~
'~

I previously have service with ~other cairier, and an existing customer who orders an additional line.

2 In each instance, the CLEC argues it would have to assign the customers a new area code.oJ However,

3 under both ofthese examples, this is trUe only to the extent that the CLEC has already utilized all of

4 its existing 602 NXX codes. Moreover, this is equally true with respect to US WEST. While U S

5 WEST has "warehoused'" numbers in the 602 area code, all facilities-based CLECs also have assigned

6 codes that are not fully utilized at this time. ,

7 34. Staff finds that the record demonstrates that with the implementation of LNP in the

8 Phoenix MS" many of the anti-competitive concerns of an Overlay identified by parties in this

9 Docket have been eliminated. Therefo~ while competitive issues continue to be a signifit:ant

10 consideration in the Commissionts determination, such factors no longer tip the scales in either

11 direction. With LNP, the playing field has been leveled to a significant degree.

12 35. However, to further alleviate any remaining concerns in this regard, if aD all-services

13 Overlay is chosen BS Staffrecommends. Staifproposes: (1) adoption oftbe Industry's recommeodatioll

14 to retain the remaining 602 numbers for new service providers, and (2) adoption ofa vohmtmy take­

15 back program ofunQ.Sed~ which may result in the availability ofmore 602 NXXs for all caniers.

16 While Staffbelieves that number pooling would be the best solution to the concems identified, it is

17 not expected to be available until the year 2000, when some eonsensus is achieved at the Federal level

18 and the FCC addresses the issue.

C. MiDimizes Costs to Both COUlI.en Iud the kd1J5tD'.

36. !he next consideIation rdatcs to the costs to both ludustry aud consumers under the two

21 alternatives. SiDce either method ofNPA reliefco~ with a price tag to Industry and consumers

22 alike, the focus must be to select the method that will minjmize the overall cost to consumers and

23 Industry.

24 37. With a Geographic Split, costs will be incurred by approximately 40 to 50 percent of

25 existing 602 customers to change their existing NPA code to the new NPA. The costs to businesses
261t ~ _

27 J Several CLECs suggest that customers may prefer to do business with "established "
companjes that utilize the existing 602 area code. This assumes that a "new businessn stigma attaches

28 to companies that utilize the new NPA. It is likely, however, that if there is such a stigma, it will be
short-lived as the new area code becomes more prevalent. Additionally, under a comprehensive
education program, familiarization of the new NPA should occur quickly.

/' . - - .
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I will include changing vehicle markings;stationery and other promotional materials. The costs to many

2 other subscribers in addition to businesses transferred to the n~w NPA will include reprogramming

3 ofcustomer premises equipment and aIann systems. Any future NPA Geographic Splits would result

.... 4 in the same costs every time additional relief is needed.

14

5 38. On the other hand, there are also substantial costs associated with an Overlay.

6 Businesses will bear the costs ofprinting all 10000gits oftheir number on.stationery, vehicles and other

7 promotional materials. All phone systems, burglar alarm systems and customer premises·equipment

8 will also have be reprogrammed to accommodate mandatory 10-digit dialing. In addition, there are

9 centIal office reprogramming costs under both reliefmethods.

10 39. The record demonstrates that substantial costs will be incUIred in the short-term under

11 either the Overlay or the Geographic Split However. in the long;term, costs should be lower with an

12 Overlay because it will simplify the decision-making process in the future since it is a long-term

13 permanent solution.
D. Minimizes Confusion and Disraptiol to Customea.

A Geographic Split will require between 40 to 50% of the existing 602 customers to

15 40. The final concerns expressed by parties relate to the adverse impacts upon consumers

16 under both reliefmethods. The impact upon customers is perhaps the single most important factor that

17 the Commission must consider when making its decision. The disruption and confusion caused by

18 changes in telephone numbeIs affect not only callers located in"!he Valley, but these changes also

19 affect callers in other parts ofthe country who place calls to the Phoenix area. Neither theGeo~c

20 Split nor the Overlay will be completely traD:lpareDt to customers in the affected area.

41. Examination of the record reveals that both methods of relief have advantages and

28
change their current telephone numbers. The Overlay does not require any existing customers to

21
22 disadvantages as far a,s their impact upon end-users. The Geographic Split has .been in existence

23 longer and has been successfully implemented in many metropolitan areas across the country.

24 Consumer preference surveys indicate that more custom~ prefer the Geographic Split for a variety

25 ofreasons. However. this may be due to the fact that an Overlay is still a relatively new concept which

26 appean to just now be gaining acceptance. The use ofOverlays has- grown from two in 1996 to seven

27 in 1998.

42.

/ , .... ",
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1 change their telephone nwnbers. and tht!refore. avoids this considerable initial disruption to almost half

2 the customers in the affected 602 area code.

3 43. The Geographic Split, however. may be less confusing to customers when one considexs

4 the geographic identity ofarea codes remains intact. Thus. ifa customer wants to call a tiiend in

5 Tempe, he or she should be able to associate that location with a particular area code. However. with

6 LNP. this may not be true in the future because LNPprovides location and service provider portlbility

7 within a rate center and the 602 area has only one rate center., Nonetheless. a primary concern

8 entioned in conjunction with an Overlay is the potential confusion created by having different area

9 codes in the same neighborhood or at the same customer location.

10 44. Dialing patterns is the other large concern raised by opponents ofboth reliefmethods.

11 Seven-digit dialing is left intact within NPAs with the Geographic Split option. Many commenters

12 Iieve tba1 7-digit dialing on local calls within an NPA is less confusing to customers. However, at

13 the same time. concern is expressed that it may actually be more confusing to customers to have a

14 combination of7-digit and lo-diiit dialing on local calls.

IS 45. Those opposing an Overlay. however. argue that mandatory 1O-digit dialing for alIlocaI

16 calls in the future will be confusing to customers and extremely incoDvenient. They que that

17 mandatory 1~git dialing will be particularly difficult for older citizens and children and could pose.

18 a safety concem. particularly in Arizona, given its large senior citizen population.

19 46. The customer survey for Arizon:a could also be interpreted to suggest that more

20 customers chose the Geographic Split because ofthe inconvenience associated with mandatorY. 1().

21 digit dialing for a1110cal calls with an Overlay. While the survey sample was ex1remely small. and

22 this must be taken into account in determining the weight to be accorded it, other surVeys across the

23 country also suggest that mandatOry lO-digit dialing may be confusing and burdensome to customers.

24 47. The Commission must attempt to find a reasonable balance for consumers. weighing all

2S of the concerns just discussed and taking into account the consumer preference swveys. From a

26 customer standpoint. an all-services Overlay with 7wdigit dialing on calls to the same NPA most

27 closely achieves the balance desired. Customer surveys demonstrate a strong customer preference for

28 retention of7~jgit dialing for calls within the same NPA, and the conditions within the 602 area code
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1 are particularly favorable for waiver of the mandatory JO-digit dialing requirement.

2 48. The FCC has imposed this requirement due to anti-eompetitive concerns. The

3 consolidation ofall rate centers into one in the 602 area code. together with LNP implementation in

4 the affected area in August ofthis year. p:atly minimizes any anti-eompetitive impact associated with

5 the maintenance of7-di~t dialing within NPAs. In addition, Staffis recommending a voluntary take­

6 back program ofNXX codes which have not been utilized at the time the Overlay is implemented.·

7 Together. all of these factors alleviate the need for mandatory.1O-digit dialing in conjunction with

8 Overlay implementation in the 602 area code.

9 NUMBER CONSERVATIONMEAS~

10 49. The Commission and Industry have already taken substantial steps to prolong the life of

11 the existing 602 area code~ For example. rate center consolidation, which significantly reduces the

12 number ofNXX codes new service providers need to compete within a given calling area, bas already

13 en implemented in the Valley. In Decision No. 59311. the Commission took certain actions to.help

14 conserve NXX codes in both the 602 and 520 NPAs.

15 SO. Additional number conservation pmc:edures that were coDSidered which would be viable

or the future. but which would not necessarily help the cuzrent exhaust. include mandatory NXX

laim and number pooling. Staffcompleted an analysis of~e number ofclean and contamjnated

18 (10% or less nwnbers assigned) 1.000 number blocks in the 602 NPA in June 1998. The analysis

19 determined that even ifevery NXX code ~uld be reclaimed, it would only postpone the reliefdate by

20 six months.. While num1X:r pooling holds great promise. the NPA Relief COOrdinator and others

.. 21 estimate that number pooling will not be available prior to the year 2000. when the FCC bas bad an

22 opportunity to consider the matter. .

23 51. However. most parties in their written comments support further examination ofvarious

24 number conservation measUIeS. Staff. therefore. recommends that the Commission Staffcontinue to

25 monitor developments conceniiog number pooling at the federal level and that the Comnlission

26 address this issue once national direction is received.

27

28 • Current FCC orders only permjt states to institute "volWltary" take-back programs at
this time. until the issue is the subject ofmore analysis at the federal level.

J' , A _ I
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1

2 A.
IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES

Permissive Dialing Periods.

52. The Numbering Administrator for Arizona recommends that a four-month pennissive
3

4 dialing period begin on the first of Febroary and end the first of June. 1999. at which time the new

S INPA code could be activated.

6 53. Staff notes that a four-month pemrissive dialing period is the shortest peri,?d

7 recommended 4t the Industry Guidelines; however, the Nwnberina Administrator for Arizona has

8 indicated· that mo~ flexibility is available with an Overlay. Staff supports the liumbering

9 A.dm.ims'trator's proposal for a four-month permissive dialing period to commence ~e first ofFebruary

10 and end on the first of June. 1999, at which time the new NPA would be activated. However. such

11 support is qualified so that adjustments may be made for any changes in the projected exhaust date or

12 ~o accommodate other factors, at the discretion ofthe Commission Staff.
B. Fature NXX Code ADocation.

13 54. On September 11,' 1998, Staff met with the NPA Relief Coordinator for ArizoDa to

14 ~etennine the current projected exhaust date and to obtain a suggested course of action to prevent

IS I~ code depletion in the 602 NPA On that date there were 75 NXX codes available and NXX code

16 assignments were averaging seven new codes permonth. The Coordinator projected that the exhaust

17 elate would be mid-l999. The present usqe ofseven codes per month compara to anav~ NXX

18 code usage per month ofnine in 1996 and six in 1997.

19 55. StaffRCOmmends that NXX code usage be closely monitored. as any spike in usage

20 could make it necessary for Lockheed-Martin, the current NXX code administmtor for the 602 NP~

21 to declare the 602 injeopardy. Ajeopardy situation is serious because it indicates that the forecasted

22 and/or actual demand for NXX codes will exceed the known supply during the

23 planningflJDplementation interval for NPA relief.

24 56. In general. during ajeopardy situation the NXX Code Administrator attempts to prevent

25 "l}U\. exhaustion by obtaining Industry consensus on a method of NXX code allocation. If the

26 Industry fails tQ reach consensus. the Code Administrator would request the Commission to establish

27 an allocation procedure. Staff recommends that the Commission require prior notification and

28 consultation before any declaration ofjeopardy in the 602 area code and before any new allocation

, »
~.~j,:

~ __ ~_. _ • ~T 1_1?r.1
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1 procedure is implemented.

2 ~ONSUMER EDUCATION AND TECHNICAL ISSUES

STAFFRECOl\1MENDATION

Based upon findings of fact 1-60, Sta1Irecommends:

That the Commission adopt the all-services Overlay method of relief to address the

impending exhaust of the 602 area code.

a.

3 57. The Nwnbering Administrator for Arizona proposes that two implementation committees

4 be established at this time, one to address customer education and the other to address technical issues.

5 58. Staff supports this action and reconunends that the Commission require the IndustIy to

6 work with COIJUDission Staff to develop a comprehensive customer education program similar to the

7 program used in Colorado in conjunction with the implementation of an Overlay in the Denver

8 metropolitan area. and to address other teclinical issues associated with implementation ofan Overlay

9 in the 602 area code.

10 59. StatIbelieves that customer education is a key element in the successful implementation

11 ofeither the Geographic Split or OverlaY7 Further. since:: everyone, including the Wireless and new

12 wireline entrants, benefits from the successful.introduction of the new NPA., all service providers

13 should pay a share of the customer education program based on the number of NXX codes they

14 control.

15 60. Finally, Stafffiled a memorandum on December 17, 1998 outlining potential options

16 available for a geographic split

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24 b. That the Commission immediately seek a waiver from the FCC ofthe mandatory 10-

2S digit dialing requirement for all local calls within each NPA.

26

27

28

c. That the Commission Staffwork with Industry to develop a comprehensive customer

education program similar to the program used in Colorado in conjunction with the

Decision No. (/;L~...1
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-- I introduction of a new area code in the Denver metropolitan area. and to address

2 technical issues relating to implementation ofan all-services Overlay.

3

.... 4 d. That the Commission order that the costs ofany customer education program be paid by

5 all service providers based on the number ofNXX codes that they control.

6

7 e. That the Commission adopt the Industry's recommendation to retain all remaining 602

8 NXX codes for new service providers, to the extent codes are available afterpermissive

9 dialing.

10

11 f. That the Numbering Administrators proposal for a four-month permissive dialing period

12 be adopted. which shall commence February It 1999 and end June 1, 1999, at which

13 time the new NPA will be activated; subject: to potential adjustments for any changes

:) 14 in the projected exhaust date and other factors. at the discretion of the Commission

IS Staff.

16

17 a· That the Commission adopt a voluntary take-back program of unused NXXs, which

18 should result in the availability ofmore 602 NXXs for new service providers.

19

20 h. That the Commission require prior notification axid consultation before any declaration

21 ofjeopardy in the 602 area code and implementation ofa new allocation procedure.

22 CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

23 1. The Commission has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this investigation.

24 2. The recitals of fact and conclusions of law set forth above are supported by the record

2S and are hereby adopted as findings of fact and conclusions oflaw.

26 3. The record in this proceeding supports adoption ofthe geographic split as identified as
;-) 27 igure 2 from Staff's memorandum dated December 17) 1998.

28

(" / 7A I
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1

2

ORDER
3
4 IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the geographic split as identified as Figure 2 in Staffs

5 memorandum dated December 17t 1998 i~ hereby adopted.

6 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that permissive dialing be extended for the alann industry until

7 ovember 30, 1999.

8 IT IS FURlHER ORDERED that all wireless NXX codes assigned through October 31, 1999 in the

9 602 NPA will be grandfathered.

10 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that after November 1,1999, any newprcfixes assigned to wireless

11 camelS shall come from the appropriate area code dependant upon the location ofthe switching center.

12 IT IS FURTHERED ORDERED that the costs ofany customer education program shall be paid by

13 all service providers in the 602 area code based upon the number ofNXX codes which they control.

14 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that 2 (two) years prior to any NPA exhaust, that a Task Force be

IS established to analyze and provide input and recommendations to the Commission regarding additional

16 area codes that will be required in the future.

17 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Numbering Administrator's proposal for a six..month

IS11penni'ssivc dialing period shall commence March 1, 1999 and end September 1, 1999, at which time

19 the new NPA will be activated.

20 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Staff will work with the industry to assist in minimizing

21 customers financial hardships created by th~ changing of their NPA

22 IT IS FURTHER.ORDERED thatwithin 120 days ofthe date of this order all present wireline and

, ess providers working together will develop and pn=nt to the COmmission a numbering pooling
23
24 plan for the State of Ariiona that is flexible in its capability to be modified to meet the national

25 number pooling guidelines when adopted by the FCC.

26 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the East Valley will acquire the 480 area code and the West

27 Valley will acquire the yet to be assigned area code.

28

Decision No. to /30 !
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COMMISSIONER

IN WI S OF. I, JACK ROSE, Executive
Secretary ofthe Arizona ColpOrStioD Commission, have
hereUIlto set my Hand and caused the official seal ofthe
Commission to be affixed at the Capitol, in the City of
Phoenix, this'a.., day of P -e. ,1998.

BY ORDER OF THE ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION

/
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Appendix B

Mcr WorldCom's Comments in Support ofVarious Motions to Reconsider,
Before the Arizona Corporation Commission, Docket #T-0050F-97-693

January 29, 1999
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1

2

3

4
BDORE TBEARlZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION

9

6
JTh(IRVIN'

CHAIRMAN

7 CARL KUNASEK.
COMMISSIONER.

S
TONY WEST

COMMISSIONER.

10
GENElUC lNVESTIOATION ON

11 'RBCOM'MENDATION OF THE
NUMBERING PLAN

12 ADMlNISlRATORPOR. AN
AREA. coonRELIEF IN mE

13 602 AREA CODE

14

I
)

Docket #T-QOOSOF-97-0693

MCI WORLDCOM'S
CoMMENtS IN SUPPOR.T OF
VARIOUS ManONS TO
RECONSIDER

15 Mel WorldCom files these commenlS10 support tbosIe motians for rec:ousidcration

16 seeking IUl ovr:clay approach and. to provide an additicJoal IUSOII wby tho AJttona

17 Corporation Commission (the~Commissioft·,should 1'CCOD5ider: the overlay. '1bc tIJrce...

18 way split ordered by the COmmissiOll will inadvertentlY cause greater- hardship to CLEC

19 CU$lOmcrs thaD lLEe eustomrn in the PhoeniX area.. The resulting impm may zcquire

20 many Mel WorldCom~ to take a full teu-digit Xlumberi.ug change to satisfy the

21 split requirements ndher than the nomud tbree-digit NPA cbIIngo typical in splitscawi~.

22 Rate \1CQten \1IVete origiuUy established in raponse to a DcecJ for a fixed point

23 within eache:x~ that ensura consiStentmileage~. Nwubering

24 assignnuat guidelines for companies choosing10 ped'onn call ratin& consistent with the

2S traditional ILBC rate ceotcr' configuration rcqWres 1he assipmCht ofone Central Office::

26 (CO) NXX code per rolfe emler. Consolidation ofme~ ia IUlllltemativc that
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I miDimias the de:mad for'NXX codea~ anNPA. In 1997. the Commission ardorec!

2 a rate a:ntec coasolidation ("!tee'''} for the MIoc:aIx local caning area. Mel WorldCom

3 Q)mpJicd widJ this ocdcrby allowing out'NXX r8IO\UU:S to"bc usigDcd to QlstDmen

.. anywhere within1bc nrc a:::a.t.et (tbe c:n1ire 602 Nur.o.ber'iuIJ PJaq Area or &'NPA'1. As a

S rcsul~ different customers have been assig;acd Mel WaddCom's 586 NXX throughout tho

6 602 &Ie& codt. Sec Bxbibit 1, Figure 1. The sp1jt tUt was ordaed esseatiaUy breaks the

7 single rare cc:nta iDto tineclifferc:ut NPA tegi~ causing customel'S to have mamba's

8 with the sameNXX asJigomeat inurh ofthe NPA's. Sec Exhibit 1, Figum 2.

9 When cfise:ussmg tbG need to retain existin&NXX assignmcms m the two w:w

10 NPAs with the coc1e admi1sistratar, Mel WorldCom was told tbatthc.e:urreutjeap..dy

It ~ do not allow code assigtamems in tho new NPA my eadic=r thau two months

J2 after the split has c:am.plGted. TbaoJrofon::, Mel WorIdCom wiD be forced to chanF

13 customcr·s telcpbOl1c numbers to otherNXXa aIlOQated. to the com:ctNPA assignments

14 com=sponding to dJc customer's service address prior to the split, thereby farciog a ten­

IS digit numbel: dwIp to a Iaxp ponian ofMCl WorlclCom oustorDrn. FU1'tla'

16 complications are cansed by lb. existcDce oflaxal Dumbc:rpcxtabUity c-LNP'1 which

17 requires additional analysis for customers who have~ into Mel WoddCom.

IS It appeats that US West docs not share tIu: smne split impacts as Mel WorldCom.

19 SiQCC US West NXX assigmnenrs do DOt r;;[0S$ the bound8rics oftbe spIn. t.hdr c:u.s1Dmers

20 will only require a tbrte-digitNPA dJmge at DlDIt which is~c:. ofa t.tS'Uel.split

21 sc:enano.
22 The uniquo situation in Phoenix,. rc:suItiDg in a split ofaTBle eaater. causes NO

23 WorldCom to favortbcave:rlay as less egregious thaD the pcoposed split.' Even dloup

24 ten-digit dialing is not desirable by the publfc. the three-way split that WIl$ ordered will
,.
-)

26 • On November 6. 199' MCl Woric1Com filed supplem=tal commcnlS in which it
explained that it did DOt oppose u overlay.

2
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] RqUite the phone user iu Phoenix to always be &Wan': _ to wIr.-t to dial the area~ and

2 'Whc:n not. As a result offhis split. the Phoemx area~will~ have a bilo'a

;3 iac:idclace oftaMUgit clia!iDg.

4 The split ottller* centa" also iDaclvcrtc.udy reYenes the oriainal iDU:nt of the ra=

S ccnta"cousolidatiou by :requiringCLBCs to have at least three NXX c:ocIes in order to

6 opetat.e in the PhOODix t* centlel'ratba- than a ugle NXX code prior to the proposed

7 split. A eLSe who wants to operate: in the Ph£waix ... UDder the overlay approach.

I would only require a sinaIe NXX code to begin serving wstOft1CB within the rate center.

9 Thus., the proposed split at least partially win UDdo what tbis CommissiOb. SOUght to do

10 with the: 1991~ center c:oGSolidation.

11 the k3st objectionable reIidmethod for expanding the 1ll2Dibering resources of the

12 602 area code foe all consumers·ia the overlay due to·the lap consolidated rate COIlm- in

13 the area. The FCC Secoud Rr:port and Order96-333.1281, on number administration

14 states that ~umbc:rin&administrman should ••• not unduly favor or disadvaIlta~uy

IS pctWWariD~SCgnIIlIlt or group or~." The three-way split proposed docs

16 not meet this criteria.

17 Ifthe Commission f8i1s to n:considCl" the split and adopt an overlay, MCI

18 WorldCom asks the CommissiOll to support allocation ofMCI WoddCOQ1 matching NXX

19 usignments :in csaGh ofthe new NPA's so that ourcustornas will QOt be subjeel to a ten­

20 digit II\bDbcr change 8$ a result oftbe split mel wiU at lest be: able to retain the seven·d.ilit

21 poItion orthc:ir number assigmnencs. Mel WOl'ldCam is aware that this action utilizes

22 maJl)' NXXassi~ but witboat1he overlay. Ibis is~ only warm mitlpe impacts

23 to our eustoJl'lClS to the same exteot the aammplau iJJsu1atles U.s. Wcst?s wstoltlet$.

24

25

26

3
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1 IfOI1e oftbc two above alt.emadws (cMsday or additional codes) ac not made:

2 available, Ma Wo:ddCom bclieYeS thePee should nwiew this mauer.2 'It is important

3 that c:ustomers do DOtpawive1IIatthey may obtain 1DCR &Vonbie treatment trom one

4 provjd¢tIwI azwther in the area ofaumber re.saurce aV8iIeb.iIky_

5 RliSPECTPULLY SUBMITtED this 29th day ofIan...,.. 1999.

6 LEWIS AND ROCA

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15
ORIGINAL BDd~copies

16 ortbe ihre . •ft:rcd 1bis
~day~~~ 1999. to:

11
ArizDDa~Commission

18 DocI:et ConUol- UtilitiesDivision
1200 w. Wubin~Street

19 Phoenix, Ad20u 85007

20

21

22

23

~
40 N. e.ttaJ Avmue
Phoari)t-'t AriZoDa ISOO4

• ANn-
Thomas F. Dixou
MCIT~c=atioDa C~tion
101 N. 11'" Street. Suite 3900
Deuvcr~CoJondo 10202

Attorney. for Met WorlclCom
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1

2

7

s

I

C9.PY ofthe~mailed
tbis 29th day oflanuazy. 1999. to:

Timo1hy~
Feonc:mare~g P_c.
3003 N. Cadra1 Aveouc
Suita2600
Phoenix, Arizona 8S01Z-291'

Pat'VanMicfde
6 AT&T CommuDicalians

2800 N. Cemral Awauc
PboezUx. ArizoDa 15004-

Michael Pattat
Brown & Bam

9 2901 N. CClJtnIl
P.O. Box400
J-hoenix, I\tbDJa 85001-040010
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