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STATE OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC UTILITY CONTROL

JACK R. GOLDBERG

Commissioner

November 21, 2001

Ms. Magalie Roman Salas, Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W., Room TW-A325
Washington, DC 20554

RE: Connecticut Department of Public Utility Control - Ex Parte Communication
Connecticut Department of Public Utility Control Petition for Rulemaking
CC Docket No. 96-98, Petition for Declaratory Ruling and Request for
Expedited Action on the July 15, 1997 Order of the Pennsylvania Public
Utility Commission Regarding Area Codes 412, 610, 215 and 717 and CC
Docket No. 99-200,fNumbering Resource Optimization

Dear Ms. Salas:

This letter serves as notification that on November 21, 2001, I provided copies of
the attached letter to the Federal Communications Commission (Commission)
Commissioners concerning allowing the states to implement technology-specific overlay
area codes. The Commission has sought comments concerning this issue in the above
noted proceeding.

Pursuant to Section 1.206(a), an original and .one copy of this letter are being
filed with your office. Please associate this letter "Yith the file in the above-captioned
proceeding.

Please contact me should you have questions Concerning the foregoing.

Sincerely,

d;!.~1a6
Commissioner

Attachment

10 Franklin Square. New Britain, Connecticut 06051
An Equal Opportunity Employer
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JACK R. GOLDBERG

Commissioner

STATE OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC UTILITY CONTROL

November 21,2001

The Honorable Michael K. Powell
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW., Room TW-A325
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Chairman Powell:

/(j02

During the recent National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners'
meeting in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, Commissioner Martin suggested that the
Federal Communications Commission (Commission) consider allowing the
implementation of technology-specific overlay area codes. (TR Daily, November 13,
2001). I sincerely support Commissioner Martin's suggestion.

In March 1998, the Connecticut Department of Public Utility Control (CTDPUC),
at my request, petitioned the Commission to reconsider its 1996 decision against an all
services area code overlay and for permission to implement such an overlay in
Connecticut.1 The Commission ruled against the use of service specific overlays in part
because they would provide particular industry segments and some consumers an
unfair advantage. While competitive neutrality may have been a legitimate concern
when the Commission made its ruling in this matter in 1996, a quick assessment of the
telecommunications industry indicates that there is very little or no competition between
the wireline and wireless industries today. Nor is competition between these industries
expected to develop in the future, especially if the Verizon Wireless' petition for
permanent forbearance from porting telephone numbers is treated favorably by the
Commission.

Connecticut and the other states require the ability to assign telephone numbers
in an efficient manner in order to address area code exhaust in our respective
jurisdictions. I appreciate the Commission's efforts in providing the states with various
processes to address this issue, but additional measures (e.g., service specific overlay)
are necessary. The states are fully aware that assignment of telephone numbers must
be competitively neutral so that one industry or service provider is not favored over
another. We have accumulated a sufficient level of knowledge and experience from our
implementation of the telephone number pooling trials and other numbering utilization
measures authorized by the Commission since 1998. The states are in the best
position to address the needs of their constituents and should be afforded every
opportunity to implement the telephone numbering resource measures that we believe
are in the public interest. Therefore, I am requesting that the Commission review its

1 As of this date, the Commission has not ruled on the CTDPUC's request.

10 Franklin Square, New Britain, Connecticut 06051
An Equal Opportunity Employer



decision against the implementation of service specific overlays (and any other
telephone number assignment measures that it has deemed to be inappropriate in the
past) in light of the current telecommunications environment, with the possibility that
they now be permitted so that the states have additional processes to address area
code exhaust within their respective jurisdictions.

Please contact me if you would like to discuss this matter further.

"jtiJ'V'f/'r-T/'
Jack R. Goldberg
Commissioner



JACK R. GOLDBERG

Commissioner

STATE OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC UTILITY CONTROL

November 21, 2001

The Honorable Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Federal Communications Commission
445 1ih Street, SW., Room TW-A325
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Commissioner Abernathy:

IAN i 7 ZOO;

During the recent National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners'
meeting in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, Commissioner Martin suggested that the
Federal Communications Cornmission (Commission) consider allowing the
implementation of technology-specific overlay area codes. (TR Daily, November 13,
2001). I sincerely support Commissioner Martin's suggestion.

In March 1998, the Connecticut Department of Public Utility Control (CTDPUC),
at my request, petitioned the Commission to reconsider its 1996 decision against an all
services area code overlay and for permission to implement such an overlay in
Connecticut. 1 The Commission ruled against the use of service specific overlays in part
because they would provide particular industry segments and some consumers an
unfair advantage. While competitive neutrality may have been a legitimate concern
when the Commission made its ruling in this matter in 1996, a quick assessment of the
telecommunications industry indicates that there is very little or no competition between
the wireline and wireless industries today. Nor is competition between these industries
expected to develop in the future, especially if the Verizon Wireless' petition for
permanent forbearance from porting telephone numbers is treated favorably by the
Commission.

Connecticut and the other states require the ability to assign telephone numbers
in an efficient manner in order to address area code exhaust in our respective
jurisdictions. I appreciate the Commission's efforts in providing the states with various
processes to address this issue, but additional measures (e.g., service specific overlay)
are necessary. The states are fully aware that assignment of telephone numbers must
be competitively neutral so that one industry or service provider is not favored over
another. We have accumulated a sufficient level of knOWledge and experience from our
implementation of the telephone number pooling trials and other numbering utilization
measures authorized by the Commission since 1998. The states are in the best
position to address the needs of their constituents and should be afforded every
opportunity to implement the telephone numbering resource measures that we believe
are in the public interest. Therefore, I am requesting that the Commission review its

1 As of this date, the Commission has not ruled on the CTDPUC's request.
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decision against the implementation of service specific overlays (and any other
telephone number assignment measures that it has deemed to be inappropriate in the
past) in light of the current telecommunications environment, with the possibility that
they now be permitted so that the states have additional processes to address area
code exhaust within their respective jurisdictions.

Please contact me if you would like to discuss this matter further.

Sincerely,

I:!R~!~
Commissioner



JACK R. GOLDBERG

Commissioner

STATE OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC UTILITY CONTROL

November 21, 2001

The Honorable Michael J. Copps
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW., Room TW-A325
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Commissioner Copps:

i4N i '? (111)/

During the recent National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners'
meeting in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, Commissioner Martin suggested that the
Federal Communications Commission (Commission) consider allowing the
implementation of technology-specific overlay area codes. (TR Daily, November 13,
2001). I sincerely support Commissioner Martin's suggestion.

In March 1998, the Connecticut Department of Public Utility Control (CTDPUC),
at my request, petitioned the Commission to reconsider its 1996 decision against an all
services area code overlay and for permission to implement such an overlay in
Connecticut. 1 The Commission ruled against the use of service specific overlays in part
because they would provide particular industry segments and some consumers an
unfair advantage. While competitive neutrality may have been a legitimate concern
when the Commission made its ruling in this matter in 1996, a quick assessment of the
telecommunications industry indicates that there is very little or no competition between
the wireline and wireless industries today. Nor is competition between these industries
expected to develop in the future, especially if the Verizon Wireless' petition for
permanent forbearance from porting telephone numbers is treated favorably by the
Commission.

Connecticut and the other states require the ability to assign telephone numbers
in an efficient manner in order to address area code exhaust in our respective
jurisdictions. I appreciate the Commission's efforts in providing the states with various
processes to address this issue, but additional measures (e.g., service specific overlay)
are necessary. The states are fully aware that assignment of telephone numbers must
be competitively neutral so that one industry or service provider is not favored over
another. We have accumulated a sufficient level of knowledge and experience from our
implementation of the telephone number pooling trials and other numbering utilization
measures authorized by the Commission since 1998. The states are in the best
position to address the needs of their constituents and should be afforded every
opportunity to implement the telephone numbering resource measures that we believe
are in the public interest. Therefore, I am requesting that the Commission review its

1 As of this date, the Commission has not ruled on the CTDPUC's request.

10 Franklin Square, New Britain, Connecticut 06051
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decision against the implementation of service specific overlays (and any other
telephone number assignment measures that it has deemed to be inappropriate in the
past) in light of the current telecommunications environment, with the possibility that
they now be permitted so that the states have additional processes to address area
code exhaust within their respective jurisdictions.

Please contact me if you would like to discuss this matter further.

Sincerely,

cEk!:~
Commissioner



JACK R. GOLDBERG

Commissioner

STATE OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC UTILITY CONTROL

November 21,2001
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The Honorable Kevin J. Martin
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W., Room TW-A325
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Commissioner Martin:

During the recent National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners'
meeting in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, Commissioner Martin suggested that the
Federal Communications Commission (Commission) consider allowing the
implementation of technology-specific overlay area codes. (TR Daily, November 13,
2001). I sincerely support Commissioner Martin's suggestion.

In March 1998, the Connecticut Department of Public Utility Control (CTDPUC),
at my request, petitioned the Commission to reconsider its 1996 decision against an all
services area code overlay and for permission to implement such an overlay in
Connecticut.1 The Commission ruled against the use of service specific overlays in part
because they would provide particular industry segments and some consumers an
unfair advantage. While competitive neutrality may have been a legitimate concern
when the Commission made its ruling in this matter in 1996, a quick assessment of the
telecommunications industry indicates that there is very little or no competition between
the wireline and wireless industries today. Nor is competition between these industries
expected to develop in the future, especially if the Verizon Wireless' petition for
permanent forbearance from porting telephone numbers is treated favorably by the
Commission.

Connecticut and the other states require the ability to assign telephone numbers
in an efficient manner in order to address area code exhaust in our respective
jurisdictions. I appreciate the Commission's efforts in providing the states with various
processes to address this issue, but additional measures (e.g., service specific overlay)
are necessary. The states are fUlly aware that assignment of telephone numbers must
be competitively neutral so that one industry or service provider is not favored over
another. We have accumulated a sufficient level of knowledge and experience from our
implementation of the telephone number pooling trials and other numbering utilization
measures authorized by the Commission since 1998. The states are in the best
position to address the needs of their constituents and should be afforded every
opportunity to implement the telephone numbering resource measures that we believe
are in the public interest. Therefore, I am requesting that the Commission review its

1 As of this date, the Commission has not ruled on the CTDPUC's request.
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decision against the implementation of service specific overlays (and any other
telephone number assignment measures that it has deemed to be inappropriate in the
past) in light of the current telecommunications environment, with the possibility that
they now be permitted so that the states have additional processes to address area
code exhaust within their respective jurisdictions.

Please contact me if you would like to discuss this matter further.

Sincerely,

dA~O~b'~
Commissioner


