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Executive Summary

The North American Numbering Plan Administrator (NANPA) reviewed the volume of CO Code applications through June 2000 and determined that it far exceeded the forecast originally projected.  The original projection was an average of 10,000 requests annually over the 5-year "contract".  The NANPA Order allows NANPA to seek additional funds if the volume of CO Code applications and/or NPAs requiring relief exceeds 120% of forecast.  

NANPA has addressed their experience to date with a request for a lump-sum adjustment of $3,130,909 to cover the period through June 2000.  Attachment A is the presentation NANPA gave the NANPA Oversight Working Group (NOWG) on July 12, 2000 to substantiate their price adjustment request.  The NOWG investigated the NANPA request and, since July 18, 2000, uncovered additional documentation.

The consensus NOWG recommendation is that no retroactive price adjustment should be awarded to NANPA.  NANPA has not provided evidence to override the statements in the Requirements Document and the FCC Order.  Elements in the Tops Down Option 4 analysis, combined with the discovery of significant flaws in the way NANPA counted 
requests, are the primary reasons for this recommendation. The NOWG has thoroughly evaluated all information available and known to date for this recommendation, and is willing to further discuss this recommendation with the NANC or the FCC. 

Section 1.0 

Background

1.1
Firm Fixed Price Philosophy

The concept of a firm fixed price provides a degree of assurance to the purchaser of a given service that they pay a fixed amount for a given set of responsibilities.  This fixes the purchaser’s cost and results in a given value to the purchaser.  A benefit of specifying a firm fixed price approach over a cost plus arrangement is that competitive bid prices can then be compared on an equal basis.  The NANPA bid process was based on a firm fixed price requirement and NeuStar (then Lockheed) agreed to provide adequate staffing to fulfill the specified job responsibilities.   

When the industry evaluated the competitive bids during the selection of the NANPA the following NANPA responsibilities were assumed: 

1. Knowledgeable and helpful support for the industry requesting CO Codes.

2. Prompt and effective assignment of needed CO Codes.

3. Effective use of resources to minimize costs.

4. NPA Relief Planning as efficient as possible.

The NANC also recommended a way for the NANPA to be reimbursed for extraordinary expenses incurred by unforeseen circumstances or unanticipated volume.  However it would be counter productive to support a payment methodology that encourages unfounded decision-making and behavior.  

Allowing a retroactive reimbursement for past expenses (even though a threshold may or may not have been surpassed) undermines all of the benefits of the firm fixed price concept.  It also allows the vendor to make assumptions and adopt behavior that is contrary to the value achieved through the firm fixed contract.  

A retroactive reimbursement of all costs would allow the vendor to capitalize on its own errors in an effort to increase revenues above the original price agreement. 

1. NANPA proposes counting every step in the process of ultimately getting codes assigned as a separate request.  Denial, suspension, changes, canceled, etc. of some request have always been an inherent part of ultimately assigning a code.  The job responsibility envisioned in the firm fixed price bid was that NANPA would work with service providers who make mistakes and get codes assigned as efficiently as possible. NANPA’s proposal to recover past expenses using an apparently inflated volume as the cause is characteristic of a cost plus contract where the vendor is encouraged to charge for every action.

2. Double counting of “requests” is inevitable with the tracking system created by NANPA.  Since suspensions, lottery priority, etc. are inherent in ultimately assigning a CO Code; NANPA admittedly double-counted some requests.  (See Appendix N).

3. Industry guidelines do not require NANPA to fully investigate each repeat request in a lottery situation.  However, NANPA indicated that they elected to spend the resources to treat each repeat request as if they had never heard from each service provider before.  This clearly unnecessary work should not be rewarded.  If the industry does change the guidelines in a way that creates more work, NANPA has 10 days to notify the NANC about the future price impact.

4. Recently, NANPA representatives told the industry in an INC meeting that while the Part 1 form had again changed in the last few days, NANPA will work with the industry and accept the old forms for CO Code requests for a time.  When requests were sent in the old format, NANPA denied them and demanded that the new forms be used.  This resulted in even more “requests” being generated

Any pricing structure selected by the NANC and the FCC for retroactive or future price adjustments should be supported by the NANC NANPA Requirements Document and the FCC Order and Rules.

1.2
Timeline 

The NANC at their June 20, 2000 meeting requested that the NOWG work with the NANPA to document and verify conditions stated by NeuStar in addressing the need for an adjustment to their compensation due to increased CO code requests.  The NOWG was requested to provide a report and recommendation to NANC at their July 18, 2000 meeting.

The NANPA presented their CO Code price adjustment proposal to the NOWG on the afternoon of July 12, 2000 during the working group’s meeting in Chicago IL.  The NOWG members reviewed the NANPA documentation and requested additional supporting details deemed necessary to fully investigate and validate their price adjustment amount.  The NOWG quickly conducted several conference calls that week in order to develop a recommendation for the NANC in time for the July 18, 2000 NANC meeting.

On July 18th the NANC directed the NOWG to work with the NANPA and better explain and justify costs using three different approaches.  Results were due at the September NANC meeting.  

1.3
References

The NOWG identified several sources of information that would be used in the process of determining the conditions relating to NeuStar’s additional funding request.  The primary documents used in this investigation were:

1.3.1
FCC Rules 

52.12 (c) Changes to regulations, rules, guidelines or directives. 

In the event that regulatory authorities or industry groups (including, for example, the Industry Numbering Committee—INC, or its successor) issue rules, requirements, guidelines or policy directives which may affect the functions performed by the NANPA and the B&C Agent, the NANPA and the B&C Agent shall, within 10 business days from the date of official notice of such rules, requirements, guidelines or policy directives, assess the impact on its operations and advise the Commission of any changes required. NANPA and the B&C Agent shall provide written explanation why such changes are required. To the extent the Commission deems such changes are necessary, the Commission will recommend to the NANP member countries appropriate cost recovery adjustments, if necessary.

52.15 (e) 

The new NANPA shall perform the numbering administration functions currently performed by Bellcore, and the CO code administration functions currently performed by the eleven CO code administrators, at the price agreed to at the time of its selection. The new NANPA may request from NANC, with subsequent approval by the Commission, an adjustment in this price if the actual number of CO Code assignments made per year, the number of NPAs requiring relief per year or the number of NPA relief meetings per NPA exceeds 120% of the NANPA’s stated assumptions for the tasks at the time of its selection.

1.3.2
NANPA Requirements Document, February 20, 1997

1.5
Impacts of Regulatory and Industry Activities

1.5.1
Regulatory Impacts

In the future, regulatory authorities may issue rules, requirements or policy directives, which may increase, decrease or otherwise impact the functions to be performed by the new NANPA.

1.5.2
Industry Numbering Committee Changes to Number Resource Assignment Guidelines

The mission of the Industry Numbering Committee (“INC”), an industry forum operating under the auspices of the Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions (“ATIS”), is to provide an open forum to address and resolve industry-wide issues associated with the planning, administration, allocation, assignment and use of numbering resources and related dialing considerations for public telecommunications within the NANP area.  In addition, the NANC may have input into this process and may recommend to the FCC the guidelines referenced below.

Accordingly, after a new NANPA is selected, regulatory authorities and/or the INC may establish NANP numbering resource plans, administrative directives, assignment guidelines (including modifications to existing assignment guidelines), and procedures which may affect the functions to be performed by the new NANPA.  

When such INC numbering resource plans, administrative directives, assignment guidelines and procedures are developed, the new NANPA shall, within a period of not more than 10 business days from the date of INC Initial Closure
 of the issue, assess the impact of such numbering resource plans, administrative directives, assignment guidelines and procedures on its operations and advise both the INC and the NANC of any changes that are required as a result of the INC actions (e.g., functions, performance monitoring, remuneration, etc.).  The new NANPA shall provide NANC and INC with written notice explaining why these changes are required.  To the extent that NANC, in its discretion, deems that changes are necessary, it will make a recommendation to the FCC, as appropriate, to include appropriate cost recovery adjustments, if necessary.
1.3.3
NANPA Supporting Documentation 

The NOWG analyzed the documentation provided by NeuStar and the NANPA.  This documentation can be found in the Appendices to this document.

Section 2.0

Introduction

The NOWG met with the NANPA on June 21, 2000 to define the additional CO Code volume price issue and to request that the NANPA provide specific year to date CO Code request details by specific category covering the time from NANPA transition to the present.  This information was requested by the NOWG so that the facts and the underlying issues could be identified and presented to the NANC.

NANPA informed the NOWG that they keep statistics on CO Code requests using the following categories and definitions:

Assignments: 

The number of applications that resulted in the assignment of a new central office code.

Changes: 

The number of applications that notified NANPA of a change to an existing central office code assignment. 

Suspensions: 

The number of applications that were suspended, which occurs if required data is incorrect or missing from the application. Suspension continues until the data has been corrected.

Denials: 

The number of applications that we re denied because the criteria set by the assignment guidelines we re not met.

Cancelled:

The number of applications that we re cancelled or withdrawn by the applicants during processing.

Disconnects: 

The number of applications reporting the return of a previously assigned central office code.

Reservations: 

The number of applications requesting reservation of a particular central office code for future use under the terms allowed by the assignment guidelines.

Lottery denial: 

The number of applications denied because the service provider was not selected in the lottery.

Lottery priority: 

The number of applications held pending a future lottery and assigned a priority number for use in the lottery.

NANPA provided details regarding CO codes processed according to the above mentioned categories and by year corresponding to their Term of Administration in Appendix B.   NANPA’s annual statistics have also been reported in their Annual Report to the NANC.   

2.1
Overview of CO Code Volumes

The following data present the number of CO code requests processed by the NANPA Co Code Administrators as compared to the NANPA’s commitment amount.







Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

· Code Request Commitment

10,000

10,000

10,000

· Actual Code Requests


10,0191
40,294

24,2652


1  Only a partial year was tracked.

2  Seven months of year.

In reviewing the documentation presented to the NOWG by NANPA it became necessary to determine where the unanticipated CO Code processing volume could be attributed.  Using the category breakdown provided by NANPA in their 1999 Annual Report to the NANC it became obvious that the total volume of CO Codes could be broken down into three discrete categories.  The following represent the percentages achieved by combining the reported categories into assigned, modifications to existing assignments, and NPA lottery activity.   

· Code Requests Assigned


38%

· Modifications to Requests


39%

· Lottery Related Requests


23%

2.2
Period of Consideration and Remaining Term of Administration

The CO Code request volume increase that NANPA is requesting compensation covers from the start of their term of administration and runs through June 2000.

In summary:

· This request is for a lump sum adjustment to cover through June 2000.

· All funds beyond June 2000 for CO Code administration including the baseline 10,000 codes per year and any additional work required by the NRO order are included in the filing made directly to the FCC.

Section 3.0

NANPA Compensation Proposal

NANPA presented two methods of extending price to accommodate volume increase. (See Appendix A)  The first option used a straight-line methodology applied to the criteria established in the original NANPA bid proposal to determine an amount of payment.  The second option presented by NANPA included the value of synergies and other enhancements enacted by NeuStar that have positively impacted the NANPA function.  The effect of applying these activities reduced the CO code volume price adjustment that NeuStar was requesting for NANPA CO Code volume increases to one half of what the previous option had determined. 

The two price options are as follows:

· Option A: Straight Line Extension

$7,170,624

· Option B: Based on Actual Related Costs
$3,130,909

Section 4.0

Issues Identified for the July 12th Analysis 

The following represent the questions that were asked of NANPA during the NOWG’s investigation into the CO Code volumes processed by NANPA through June 2000.

4.1
Was the NANPA required to notify the industry earlier in order to qualify for additional payment?  In other words, can NANPA charge for retroactive volume over 120% of annual average forecast?
The NOWG does not believe there is a time constraint on a request for an increase due to volume exceeding 120% of forecast.  NANPA has a requirement to notify the FCC or the NANC within 10 days when the function NANPA performs changes in a way that will increase costs.  The NOWG does not believe the work on a per-request basis changed in this case; only the volume changed.  

There were dissenting views to the consensus is that retroactive payments should not be made.  If volume or other circumstances require price adjustments they should be made on a forward-looking basis.

4.2
Did the industry get benefit of efficiencies due to increased volume and the fact that some code requests require less work than others?

As noted above, a very significant percentage of requests were changes or lottery denials.  Since the price increase is based on actual costs instead of straight-line projections, the NOWG believes the industry is receiving the cost savings.

4.3
Did the NOWG receive enough detail to determine that costs were real?
Yes.  The NOWG reviewed staffing levels and efficiencies (requests processed per person per year) and believe costs identified are real.

4.4
NANPA promised an advanced system to handle code requests and maximize efficiencies.  As noted in the 1999 Annual Performance Review, the new, web-based system is just now being implemented.  Were there inefficiencies that should not be covered because of the timing of this new system?
NANPA pointed out that the system about to be introduced is actually the 3rd generation system.  The two previous systems gave continuous improvement in the interim.  NANPA also pointed out that their efficiency (requests processed per person per year) was 33% better than projected in their bid proposal.

4.5
NANPA identified in their presentation to the NOWG that their volume of NPAs requiring relief is very close to the benchmark of 120% above forecast.  Is NPA Relief Planning included in this request?
NPA Relief Planning is not included in the request.  At the moment it is not certain that it will exceed 120% of forecast.  Additionally, the number of meetings required as part of the planning process is approximately half of the forecasted amount per NPA being relieved.  Therefore, the NANPA and NOWG agreed to continue to monitor the situation, but not address it at this time.

Section 5.0

Contributing Causes to CO Code Volume Increase

After review of the documentation provided by the NANPA it was determined by the NOWG that the unanticipated increase in CO Code volumes can be attributed to NPA lottery allocation processes and to the administrative processing required when there are changes to existing CO Code assignments.

Appendices B, G, J and K demonstrate the differing approaches and the impact to the administrative processing required of the NANPA CO Code Administrators for lottery CO Code applications.  It appears to the NOWG that a standardized interface to the NANPA for processing lottery applications would reduce the burden and the increased volume of requests attributed to the lottery process.  If a standardized process is undertaken it should in no way conflict with individual state authority to determine when lotteries are to be conducted and the number of CO codes available for monthly lottery assignments, rather it should focus on the interface and processing components of the lottery application process. 

Appendices B and E demonstrate the effect of reprocessing the entire Part 1 portion of a CO Code application when there are changes to an existing NXX.  It appears to the NOWG that the need to reprocess an entire Part 1 should be investigated to determined if the NANPA CO Code Administrators could adopt a more streamlined approach when processing assigned NXX changes. 

Section 6.0

Further Analysis

Preliminary conclusions made at July 18, 2000 NANC meeting

· Uncertainty over applicability of assignments vs. requests - FCC rule CFR 47 52.15(e) refers to “CO Codes assigned”.

· A price adjustment may be appropriate, but without further substantiation from NANPA such an adjustment can not be reasonably determined 

· NOWG is to investigate and provide analysis from three perspectives before making a recommendation:

1. Bottoms up

2. Incremental cost

3. Tops down

NOWG revised its direction based on the above NANC discussion

· Address whether 120% applies to CO Codes assigned or CO Codes requested.

· Address what is a reasonable time frame for NANPA to alert the industry that they will request a price increase in arrears. 

· Address NANPA’s obligation to inform the industry of potential flaws in the process that will impact the work and functions they perform.

· Address alternative ways of analyzing the costs/payments.

· Address further breakdown of costs and determine whether new information from NANPA results in a different recommendation  

In addition, these factors may impact the approach, analysis and recommendation:

· The Legal Working Group will investigate the appropriateness of payments for retroactive costs.

· The Cost Recovery Working Group will investigate potential methods of payment.

6.1
Bottoms Up Approach

This approach uses the most granular level of raw data available to determine applicable and recoverable NANPA costs. 

1. The NOWG tried to use the bottoms up approach to further analyze costs and identify those that are appropriate for reimbursement and those that are not.  This would have been a more in depth analysis of the details provided to the NOWG by the NANPA on July 12, 2000 and contained in Appendix A. 

2. The NOWG requested that NANPA provide additional data and supporting details in order to conduct the bottoms up analysis.

3. Additional information for further detailed analysis was not made available to the NOWG by NANPA.  NANPA stated that they are in the process of negotiating future compensation per their June 30, 2000 petition with the FCC and were therefore unable to provide the requested information to the NOWG.  The NANPA is providing these and other additional supporting details to the FCC under federal nondisclosure arrangements. 

6.1.1
Bottoms Up Conclusion

The NOWG could not further evaluate this approach because no data was made available to identify and substantiate any potentially recoverable costs relative to a NANPA CO Code volume price adjustment.  

It appears that the NANPA is not adhering to the price adjustment process that has been identified in the NANC NANPA Requirements Document and contained in the FCC Third Report and Order, FCC 97-372 that designated NeuStar as the NANPA.

FCC rules contained in the 52.12 (c) and 52.15 (e):  These references support a process whereby the NANPA submits their price adjustment requests to the NANC.  They have bypassed the NANC and gone directly to the FCC.

6.2
Incremental Cost Approach

An incremental cost approach was provided by NANPA in their July 12 presentation to the NOWG.  NANPA identified a total incremental cost of $3,130,909. 

6.2.1
The information provided by NANPA included the following assumptions:

a) Volumes assumed in the bid (10,000 per year) were based on requests

b) Volumes reported were accurate (79,064) and each one was a new request with no duplicate counting (e.g. a “suspend” counted in May doesn’t also get counted as “assigned”, “denied”, etc. in a subsequent month)

c) Using actual incremental cost takes into consideration the fact that some outcomes (e.g., denied, suspended, etc.) may require less work than others

d) All work required to process every request for a CO Code was according to industry guidelines and state designated lottery processes

e) Additional funding was based on CO Code application request volumes over 120% of 10,000 per year

f) Application requests total 79,064 for the period from May 1998 to June 2000

g) CFR 47 52.15(e)

The new NANPA shall perform the numbering administration functions currently performed by Bellcore, and the CO code administration functions currently performed by the eleven CO code administrators, at the price agreed to at the time of its selection. The new NANPA may request from NANC, with subsequent approval by the Commission, an adjustment in this price if the actual number of CO Code assignments made per year, the number of NPAs requiring relief per year or the number of NPA relief meetings per NPA exceeds 120% of the NANPA’s stated assumptions for the tasks at the time of its selection.

In a letter dated May 15, 1997, Lockheed Martin responded to questions posed by the NANPA Working Group re anticipated volumes.  Greg Roberts of LM stated that their bid proposal assumed an average of 10,000 CO Code requests per year over the five-year period of administration. (See Appendix R)

6.2.2
Supporting cost factors above and beyond current compensation were provided by NANPA on July 12, 2000:

Year 1 

(November 1997 to November 30, 1998)

NANPA is not requesting a price adjustment for this year. 

Year 2

(December 1, 1998 to November 30, 1999)

Labor


$1,192,878

Materials

$   542,726

Other Direct Costs
$   151,203

Total


$1,886,806
(Note: should be 1,886,807)

(NOWG notes that this is a 124% increase over the funded rate of $1,518,000.)

Year 3 

(December 1, 1999 to June 30, 2000)

Labor


$   927,081

Materials

$   194,980

Other Direct Costs
$   122,042 

Total


$1,244,103  

(NOWG notes that this is a 117% increase year to date over the prorated funded rate of $1,060,500.)

6.2.3
Over the past two years the NOWG repeatedly questioned NANPA’s rationale and methodology for counting the number of CO Code requests processed.  Subsequent to the July NANC meeting, the NOWG has determined the following:

a. NANPA acknowledged that there were multiple counts of the same CO Code request captured in the suspension and lottery priority categories from what was originally reported.  NANPA acknowledged that these counts were simply steps in the overall CO Code assignment process.

b. The NOWG requested that the NANPA provide the total number of Part 1 applications that they have seen that were new requests (ones that had not been seen or undergone some processing before).  The NANPA did not reply to this request for additional detail so that the NOWG is unable to validate that NANPA has not also duplicated the request volumes in other subcategories. 

c. In the original Lockheed Martin/NeuStar bid proposal, they committed to a fixed price based on “an average of 12 meetings per NPA”. NANPA has stated that the reality is that there have been 6 relief meetings per NPA.  NANPA was asked what the applicable offset in funding between NANP Administration and CO Code Administrations.  The response provided by NANPA was that this was not a relevant factor in their CO Code volume price adjustment request.  In reality there is a 50% reduction in NPA relief planning meetings that is not being balanced against the requested CO Code volume price adjustment.  The extent of this adjustment is unknown at this time.  

d. The NOWG was unable to find any industry documentation that requires that each lottery resubmission be treated as a new and separate request.

e. The INC CO Code (NXX) Assignment Request – Part 1 form is also used to update existing information about a code.  This should not qualify as a separate assignment request as claimed by NANPA. It is considered day-to-day maintenance of industry records.

6.2.4
Based upon further study of points raised above, the NOWG made the following determinations:

a. The NANPA information included in Appendix B contains data from May 1998 to November 1998 that is outside the scope of their requested price adjustment. Per the July 12th NANPA presentation, NANPA is requesting a price adjustment for Year 2 (December 1998-November 1999) and for seven months of Year 3 (December 1999-June 2000).  This reduces the CO Code request volumes to 69,045 rather than the 79,064 total reported in Appendix B.

b.
Two categories reported - suspensions and lottery priority - are now disqualified because they are duplicative, as reported by NANPA to the NOWG on August 24, 2000 (See Attachment N). 
· It also appears to the NOWG that there are other categories that could be duplicative.  Example:  a tally in the suspension category could also result in an additional tally in the canceled category as the code application moved through the assignment process. This has been substantiated through discussions with past code administrators.

· Thus, NOWG can only assume that the FCC will review the tracking methodology provided by NANPA. It is unclear how the NANPA’s record keeping and categories correlate to the processing of an assignment request.

c. The following categories should also be disqualified when considering an appropriate CO Code volume adjustment.  They appear to be on going record maintenance and processing steps rather than requests or assignments of new codes. 

· The repeat submittal in a lottery process is an administrative acknowledgement that a service provider still wishes to be in the lottery.  Therefore, lottery denials should be excluded as a reportable CO Code volume category because the work does not appear to be necessary or required by industry guidelines.  

· It is unclear as to what CO Code requests, if any, appear in the disconnect category as defined by NANPA. If Reclamation has been included in this category it should be removed since it is neither a request nor an assignment of a CO Code.

· NANPA states that the changes category represents the use of a Part 1 form to notify them of a change to an existing CO Code record.    It appears that NANPA is counting every Part 1 form as a new request rather than an update to an existing record.  Keeping accurate records for the industry is inherent to the NANPA CO Code Administration function.  

6.2.5
Conclusion for NANPA’s Incremental Cost Request

If one accepts NANPA’s proposal for a price adjustment at face value, then one must acknowledge that both the original Requirements Document and the FCC Order contained flawed information by not clearly distinguishing a benchmark expectation of assignments versus requests.  Therefore, one would conclude that NANPA should be given the benefit of the doubt and be granted their request of an additional $3,130,909 without questioning the rationale or methodology.

6.3
Alternative to NANPA’s Incremental Cost Analysis

To address points raised in NANPA’s above proposal for a price adjustment, NOWG took the liberty of offering alternatives to NANPA’s incremental cost approach.  

It is important to note that the following alternatives are based on the “accept at face value” premise noted in the above conclusion. 

6.3.1
Alternative #1 for an Incremental Cost Approach 

This alternative accepts only those code requests that result in assignment, cancellation / withdrawn and reserved as being actual requests that require work on NANPA’s part and are possibly independent of other categories proposed by NANPA.  All other requests, for the reasons described above are viewed as administrative tasks that support the ultimate goal of having good records, assigning codes and supporting the industry (i.e. overhead), they are not tasks in and of themselves.

	
	
	
	
	

	Period
	Number of Qualified

Requests
	Number of Codes Assigned
	Canceled or Withdrawn
	Number of 

Reserved Codes

	Dec-98
	878
	874
	4
	0

	Jan-99
	878
	832
	46
	0

	Feb-99
	923
	911
	11
	1

	Mar-99
	1296
	1276
	11
	9

	Apr-99
	1666
	1651
	15
	0

	May-99
	1520
	1453
	67
	0

	Jun-99
	1694
	1589
	103
	2

	Jul-99
	1590
	1478
	112
	0

	Aug-99
	1492
	1386
	28
	78

	Sep-99
	1437
	1338
	69
	30

	Oct-99
	1114
	1073
	32
	9

	Nov-99
	1535
	1460
	61
	14

	Year 2

Subtotal
	10,570
	15,321
	559
	143

	Dec-99
	1489
	1460
	29
	0

	Jan-00
	1325
	1276
	49
	0

	Feb-00
	1696
	1649
	28
	19

	Mar-00
	1722
	1627
	93
	2

	Apr-00
	1404
	1333
	66
	5

	May-00
	1411
	1356
	51
	4

	Jun-00
	1523
	1437
	86
	0

	Year 3

Subtotal
	16,023
	10,138
	402
	30

	YTD Total
	26,593
	25,459
	961
	173


	Alternative Incremental Cost Approach #1
	

	  Includes Codes Assigned, Cancelled, Reservations
	

	Total Assignments/Qualified Requests for Year 2
	10,570

	Less 120% Threshold (120% of 10,000)
	12,000

	Total Qualified Request Overage/Underage
	-1,430

	A negative total in Year 2 code requests does not equate to NANPA’S suggested funding increase of 124%
	0

	Total Assignments/Qualified Requests for Year 3 

(7 Months)
	16,023

	Less 120% Threshold (120% of 5,833)

(5,833 pro rata amount of 7 months)
	7,000

	Total Qualified Request Overage
	9,023

	‘Requests’ increase of 56% does not equate to NANPA’S suggested funding increase of 117%for Year 3 YTD

(9,023 / 16,023 = 56%) requests over 120% threshold
	


As shown below, the number of assignments that exceed forecasted volume plus 20% for the period of Dec 98 through June 00 is calculated using only the “Assigned” column.  The estimated price per code assigned from the original bid response is used to calculate a possible price above the firm, fixed price bid.  Also calculated is the number of Requests resulting in either “Assigned, Canceled / Withdrawn and Reserved” that are above the forecasted amount for the same period.  Again using the price per code assigned from the original bid response, a potential payment to NANPA is calculated.

The NOWG did not have access to cost details, so NANPA’s original bid “price per request” of $151.80 was used. 
	Alternative #1
	

	  Includes Codes Assigned, Cancelled, Reservations
	

	Actual
	

	 Assignments / Requests Forecasted for Year 2 and seven months of Year 3 
	15,833

	 Assignments / Requests Forecasted for Year 2 and seven            months of Year 3 plus 20%
	19,000

	
	

	Calculation using "CO Codes Assigned"
	

	Qualified Actual Assignments
	25,459

	Assignments above 120%
	6,459

	Assumed Incremental Costs per Assignment (Bid Price)
	$151.80

	Incremental Price Adjustment
	$980,536.92

	At $3,130,909 Incremental Cost the Per Application Price Assignment
	$484.58

	
	

	Calculation using "CO Code Requests"
	

	Qualified Actual Requests for New Codes
	26,593

	Requests above 120%
	7,593

	Assumed Incremental Costs per Request (Bid Price)
	$151.80

	Incremental Price Adjustment
	$1,152,678.12

	At $3,130,909 Incremental Cost the Per Application Price Request
	$412.21


6.3.1.1
Alternative # 1 Incremental Approach Conclusion 

The calculations are based on the number of qualified requests, the number of codes assigned, canceled or withdrawn requests, and the number of reserved requests.  The percentage of qualified code requests over the 120% funded amount does not comport with the percent increase sought by NeuStar.  As depicted in the table labeled “Alternative Incremental Cost Approach #1,” the percent increase in qualified code requests is negative for Year 2 and 56% for Year 3, compared respectively to NeuStar’s request for an increase over current funding of 124% for Year 2 and 117% for Year 3.  Other calculations in this approach attempt to assess the cost per code request application, however, the data provided by NeuStar was incomplete as noted in the text preceding the calculation tables.  If one accepts NANPA’s incremental cost approach then the price per request would change from the original bid price per request of $151.80 to either $412.00 or $484.00 per request. 

6.3.2
Alternative #2 for an Incremental Cost Approach 

The calculations in Alternative #2 are the same as in Alternative #1 except that the NOWG has added the category of Denials. 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Period
	Number of Qualified 

Requests
	Number of Codes Assigned
	Canceled or Withdrawn
	Number of 

Reserved Codes
	Denials

	Dec-98
	943
	874
	4
	0
	65

	Jan-99
	954
	832
	46
	0
	76

	Feb-99
	1006
	911
	11
	1
	83

	Mar-99
	1522
	1276
	11
	9
	226

	Apr-99
	1803
	1651
	15
	0
	137

	May-99
	1677
	1453
	67
	0
	157

	Jun-99
	1903
	1589
	103
	2
	209

	Jul-99
	1648
	1478
	112
	0
	58

	Aug-99
	1616
	1386
	28
	78
	124

	Sep-99
	1621
	1338
	69
	30
	184

	Oct-99
	1149
	1073
	32
	9
	35

	Nov-99
	1817
	1460
	61
	14
	282

	Year 2 Subtotal
	17,659
	15,321
	559
	143
	1,636

	Dec-99
	1668
	1460
	29
	0
	179

	Jan-00
	1572
	1276
	49
	0
	247

	Feb-00
	1904
	1649
	28
	19
	208

	Mar-00
	1884
	1627
	93
	2
	162

	Apr-00
	1611
	1333
	66
	5
	207

	May-00
	1600
	1356
	51
	4
	189

	Jun-00
	1797
	1437
	86
	0
	274

	Year 3 Subtotal
	12,036
	10,138
	402
	30
	1,466

	YTD Total
	29,695
	25,459
	961
	173
	3,102


	Alternative Incremental Cost Approach #2
	

	Includes Codes Assigned, Cancelled,

Reservations & Denials
	

	Total Assignments/Qualified Requests for Year 2
	17,659

	Less 120% Threshold (120% of 10,000)
	12,000

	Total Qualified Requests Overage/Underage
	5,659

	‘Requests’ increase of 32% does not equate to NANPA’s 124% funding increase for Year 2

(5,659/17,659 = 32%) requests over 120% funded
	

	Total Assignments/Qualified Requests for Year 3 

(7 Months)
	12,036

	Less 120% Threshold (120% of 5,833)

(5,833 pro rata amount of 7 months)
	7,000

	Total Qualified Requests Overage
	5,036

	‘Requests’ increase of 42% does not equate to NANPA’s 117% funding increase for Year 3 YTD

(5,036/12,036 = 42%) requests over 120% funded
	


	Alternative #2
	

	Includes Codes Assigned, Cancelled, Reservations, and Denials
	

	
	

	Calculation using "CO Codes Assigned"
	

	Qualified Actual Assignments
	25,459

	Assignments above 120%
	6,459

	Assumed Incremental Costs per Assignment (Bid Price)
	$151.80

	Incremental Price Adjustment
	$980,536.92

	At $3,130,909 Incremental Cost the Per Application Price Assignment
	$484.58

	
	

	Calculation using "CO Code Requests"
	

	Qualified Actual Requests for New Codes
	29,695

	Requests above 120%
	10,695

	Assumed Incremental Costs per Request (Bid Price)
	$151.80

	Incremental Price Adjustment
	$1,623,561.72

	At $3,130,909 Incremental Cost the Per Application Price Request
	$292.66


6.3.2.1
Alternative 2 Incremental Cost Approach Conclusion

NOWG cannot endorse this approach because of serious concerns regarding NANPA’s rationale and methodology.

As depicted in the table labeled “Alternative Incremental Cost Approach #2,” the percent increase in qualified code requests is 32% for Year 2 and 42% for Year 3, as compared respectively to NeuStar’s request for an increase over current funding of 124% for Year 2 and 117% for Year 3. As in Alternative #1, the percentage of qualified code requests over the 120% funded amount does not comport with the percentage increase sought by NeuStar.

6.3.3   Conclusion for Alternatives #1 and #2

NANPAs tracking mechanism grossly overstates volumes of requests for new codes.

6.4
Tops Down Approach

NOWG considered four options using the tops down approach.  

6.4.1
Option 1

This linear projection was developed by NANPA as Scenario A, and presented to NOWG on July 12 in Attachment A. 

6.4.1.1
NANPA Scenario A – Equitable Adjustment based on Original Lockheed Martin/NeuStar NANPA Proposal

Using the original NeuStar/LMCIS NANPA proposal as a baseline, the following calculation was used by NANPA to determine an equitable adjustment based on the underlying productivity assumptions contained in their original NANPA Proposal:

Year 2 = (((40,294 - 10,000) * 1,518,000) / 10,000) = $4,574,394.

Year 3 = (((24,265 - 10,000) * 1,818,000) / 10,000) = $2,596,230; 

This calculation is through May 30, 2000.

Scenario A - Price adjustment is based on the underlying productivity projections in original NANPA proposal:

Year 1 -- $0

Year 2 -- $4,574,394 (Full Year)

Year 3 -- $2,596,230 (Partial Year -- December 1, 1999 through May 30, 2000); Annualized amount would be $7,012,460  

6.4.1.2
Tops Down Option 1 Conclusion

A payment of $7,012,460 is due to NANPA.

NOWG comment: No supporting documentation was provided to the NOWG to substantiate the costs identified in Scenario A.  The NOWG notes that there are arithmetical errors in the calculations. 
6.4.2
Option 2

This option assumes that only codes assigned, lottery denials and lottery priorities are legitimate categories in determining an appropriate price adjustment.  All other steps associated with a code assignment are simply part of the overall administrative function and responsibilities of the NANPA. 

· NeuStar has intentionally considered each potential processing step to be a separate request (request, assignment, changes, suspension, denial, canceled, disconnect, reservations, lottery denial, lottery priority).  See Appendix B

· Assume that 100% of codes assigned and only 50% of lottery denials are legitimate categories.  This would equal 36,914, which exceeds the 120% ceiling of 31,000 by 5,914 assignments for the period of time the NANPA is requesting a price adjustment. 

· The processing required for lotteries may not have been anticipated; therefore credit for this is included in this option.  The industry and bid respondents recognized that lotteries were commonplace.  However, the NOWG recognizes that the volumes may not have been anticipated and therefore allows that 50% of lottery denials be included

	
	 Contract


	

	
	
	

	Assignments
	
	25,833

	 Calculated at 120%
	
	30,999.6

	Figure Rounded 
	
	31,000

	Actual
	
	

	Assignments
	
	28,820

	Lottery Denials
	16,187
	

	Allowed Denials (50%)
	8,093.5
	8,093.5

	Total Assgn:
	
	36,913.5

	
	
	

	Less Contracted Amt
	
	31,000

	Overage
	
	5,913.5

	Round
	
	5,914

	Percentage:
	
	

	Overage / Contract
	5,914 / 25,833
	22.89%

	Rounded
	
	23%

	
	
	Paid

	Year 1 
	
	$972,000

	Year 2 
	
	$1,518,000

	Year 3 

7 months of Contract Year
	
	$1,060,500

	
	TOTAL
	$3,550,500

	
	Earned %
	22.89%

	
	Additional Payment
	$812,823


6.4.2.1
Tops Down Option 2 Conclusion

Calculate a payment equal to 23% of the original bid price for Year 1, Year 2 and seven months of Year 3. (Year 1 = $972,000, Year 2 = $1,518,000, Year 3 = $1,060500 per the Lockheed Martin/NeuStar NANPA agreed to price).  The NOWG estimates this payment to be $812,823.

6.4.3
Option 3

This option eliminates the categories of lottery denials and lottery priorities, and also the suspension category already eliminated by NANPA.  This option accepts at face value NANPA’s claim that codes assigned, changes, canceled, denials, disconnects, and reserved are valid. 

· NANPA has known for at least two years that lotteries tend to require the resubmission of code request applications each month.  NANPA established a practice of performing a thorough review of each resubmitted CO code application prior to placing the application into a lottery. The repeat submittal in a lottery process is an administrative acknowledgement that a service provider still wishes to be in the lottery.  Therefore, lottery denials should be excluded as a reportable CO Code volume category because the work does not appear to be necessary or required by industry guidelines.  

· Lottery priorities are eliminated because of NANPA’s comment on August 24 that this category is already covered under codes assigned.

· A better approach for NANPA to undertake when processing lottery code applications would be to perform a thorough verification only of the ‘winning’ applications.  This would eliminate the unnecessary review of all applications submitted.  Why didn’t NANPA request guidance from the NANC on this issue? 

· NOWG is not in favor of compensating NANPA for this inefficient internal process. The firm fixed price that NANPA is currently operating under is a built in incentive to maximize operational efficiencies and realize cost savings.

	Cost per Request, with allowable expenses


	 

	Contract
	
	 

	 Calculated at 120%
	
	25,833

	Figure Rounded 
	
	31,000

	 
	
	 

	Actual
	
	 

	Actual Requests (Agreed Categories)
	79,064

	Less Lott Denial
	16,187
	 

	Less Lott Priority
	2,776
	 

	Less Suspend
	5,085
	24,048

	 
	
	55,016

	Less Contracted Amt
	
	31,000

	Overage
	
	24,016

	 
	
	 

	Requested Costs
	
	$3,130,909

	Already Paid
	
	$3,550,500

	Total Paid
	
	$6,681,409

	 
	Divide by Requests
	79,064

	 
	Price per Request
	$84.51

	 
	Rounded
	$85

	 
	Allowed Overage
	24,016

	Additional Funds 
	 
	$2,041,360


6.4.3.1
Tops Down Option 3 Conclusion

Based on the stated assumptions, this approach means that  $2,041,360 is reasonably owed to NANPA.

6.4.4
Option 4

This option addresses the fundamental issue of ‘assignments’ versus ‘requests’ as being the benchmark measurement in question. NOWG has reviewed the following cites for assistance in developing this option.

6.4.4.1

FCC 97-372, Third Report and Order, Released October 9, 1997

ADVANCE \L 18.0
20.
On May 14, 1997, the full NANC held a closed meeting to review the Evaluation Team's report and to determine the NANC's recommendations to the Commission for the NANPA and the B&C Agent.  On May 15, 1997, the NANC recommended Lockheed as the preferred choice to serve as the new NANPA and Mitretek as the alternate.  Although NANC did not reach consensus on a preferred respondent for the new NANPA, a majority (13 members) voted for Lockheed while 11 members voted for Mitretek.  The NANC also recommended that the new NANPA comply with specific requirements concerning pricing and intellectual property rights, which were included in the proposed rules that NANC also recommended to the Commission.  Those requirements are as follows:


(1)  The new NANPA shall perform the numbering administration functions currently performed by Bellcore, and the CO code administration functions currently performed by the eleven CO code administrators, at the price agreed to at the time of its selection (emphasis added).  The new NANPA may request from NANC, with approval by the FCC, an adjustment in this price if the actual number of CO Code assignments made per year, the number of NPAs requiring relief per year or the number of NPA relief meetings per NPA exceeds 120% of the NANPA's stated assumptions for the above tasks at the time of its selection.

54.
In reply comments, Lockheed responds to various concerns raised by commenters.  It states that it fully commits to the NANC conditions regarding price adjustment and the transfer of intellectual property upon termination of its services as NANPA.  Lockheed states that it will deliver high quality number administration services, including sufficient staffing and expertise, systems, and travel, at the quoted price.  Thus, Lockheed asserts, even if it underestimated the costs of NANP administration, any adjustments will not affect the prices paid by the industry (emphasis added).  Lockheed states that its work load and volume assumptions are firmly grounded in the Requirements Document and industry figures.  Lockheed states that the NANC's proposed rule regarding transfer of intellectual property will eliminate unforeseen added costs, such as licenses and transfer costs, and will ensure that the incumbent NANPA enjoys no unfair advantage in future selection processes because of the costs faced by other bidders in developing new systems.

6.4.4.2

FCC Rule 52.15(e)

The new NANPA shall perform the numbering administration functions currently performed by Bellcore, and the CO code administration functions currently performed by the eleven CO code administrators, at the price agreed to at the time of its selection. The new NANPA may request from NANC, with subsequent approval by the Commission, an adjustment in this price if the actual number of CO Code assignments made per year, the number of NPAs requiring relief per year, or the number of NPA relief meetings per NPA exceeds 120% of the NANPA’s stated assumptions for the tasks at the time of its selection (emphasis added).

6.4.4.3

NANPA Requirements Document dated February 20, 1997

4.1      The new NANPA shall be responsible for ensuring the efficient and effective administration and assignment of numbering resources.  This function requires many day-to-day number resource assignment and administrative activities (emphasis added).  In addition, there must also be sufficient focus on the long term, in order to ensure the continued viability of the NANP.  The new NANPA must implement a planned approach utilizing effective forecasting and management skills in order to make the industry aware of the availability of numbering resources to meet the current and future needs of the industry.

4.1.6
Maintain necessary administrative staff to handle the legal, financial, technical, staffing, industry, and regulatory issues relevant to the management of all numbering resources, as well as maintain the necessary equipment, facilities, and proper billing arrangements associated with day-to-day management of all numbering resources (emphasis added).
5.2.2
Central Office Code Request Processing
1. Receives and processes applications for CO Codes in accordance with CO Code (NXX) Assignment Guidelines, INC 95-0407-008.

· Reviews CO Code Request Form entries for compliance with CO Code (NXX) Assignment Guidelines

· Maintains knowledge of the eligibility requirements necessary to be assigned CO codes

· Initiates inquiries to Code applicant as necessary to gain clarification or additional information

2. Assigns a central office code.

3. Applies CO Code conservation practices in accordance with the CO Code (NXX) Assignment Guidelines.

4. Selects a CO Code that does not present dialing, routing or rating conflicts. 

5. Requests and obtains local dialing plans and maintains this information for use in making CO code assignments (this may require regulatory action for effective implementation).

6. Provides a response to CO Code applicants within the time frame specified in the CO Code (NXX) Assignment Guidelines (i.e., assign, seek additional information or deny assignment).

7. Verifies that applicants place the codes in service within the time frames specified in the CO Code (NXX) Assignment Guidelines.

8. Adapts assignment practices in accordance with changes to the CO Code (NXX) Assignment Guidelines and regulatory directives.

 (NOWG Excerpt from Original) attachment 2

A Summary Of Current Workload AND Staffing

For the CO Code Administration Function
	Administrator

Company
	Code

Requests/yr
	Comments on next pages of Attachment 2

	Ameritech
	1215
	(a)

	Bell Atlantic
	>1152
	(b)

	Bellcore (809)
	30
	

	BellSouth
	2045
	(C)

	Cincinnati Bell
	60
	(D)

	GTE
	150
	

	NYNEX
	414
	(E)

	Pacific Bell
	>1400
	

	Southern New England
	150-200
	

	Southwestern Bell
	1500
	(F)

	US West
	>1200
	(G)

	TOTAL
	>9,366
	


(A)  “Total NXXs assigned YTD all NPAs = 929” (annualized would be 1215)

(B) “This center processed >1,152 NXX code applications from January 1, 1996 to November 1, 1996 and is staffed by one part time relief planner/CO Code administrator and one part time clerk responding to code requests.”

(C)  “It processed 1737 Code Requests between January 1, 1996 and October 31, 1996.  A straight-line projection estimates that the total for the year will be 2045.  It also indicates a 68% annual growth rate in demand in terms of number of code requests.”

(D) “Cincinnati Bell has one part time relief planner/CO Code administrator and one part time clerk responding to code requests.”

(E) “It processed 414 code requests between January 1, 1996 and December 13, 1996.  The NYNEX CO Code Administration Center consists of 3 Code Administrators who process code requests.”(F)  “As of January 1, 1996, there were 9,641 CO codes. The figure for 1/1/97 is projected to be 11,075 CO codes.”  [11,075 minus 9,641 = 1,434]

(F) “The Numbering Plan Admin Center will assign or reassign over 1,200 codes this year.”

6.4.4.4

Lockheed Martin Letter of May 15, 1997 letter 

See Attachment R.

6.4.4.5

INC COCAG Part 1 Form (September 1996)

NOWG notes that this form does not distinguish between an assignment and a request.

(See Attachment P)

6.4.4.6

NOWG Analysis

The NANPA Requirements Document Attachment 2, dated February 1997, contained actual and estimated code requests per year administered by the incumbent CO Code Administrators.  That attachment estimated nearly 10,000 (>9,366) code requests nationally per year.       

· In August 2000 the NOWG contacted 10 of the 11 former CO Code Administrators to facilitate a better understanding of the information contained in Attachment 2; Bellcore was not contacted.  Three of the 10 could not respond because the incumbent administrators were no longer employed by those companies.  

· Seven administrators confirmed that the chart entries for “CO Code Requests per Year” represented code assignments.  All peripheral work was considered part of the inherent day-to-day effort required in the code administration function.

· The FCC Order and Rule clearly state ‘assignments’ as the benchmark.

· NANPA identified 28,820 assignments from December 1997 through June 2000.  The benchmark estimate for this time period was 25,833, which, at 120%, would be 31,000.  Therefore, the request for a retroactive funding adjustment should be denied. 

6.4.4.7

Option 4 Conclusion

This approach does not support any price adjustment for NANPA for the period of December 1997 through June 2000. 

6.5
Conclusion for the Tops Down Approaches, Options 1-4

NOWG agrees with NANPA that Option 1 results in an unreasonable assessment.

NOWG views Options 2 and 3 as conciliatory gestures to the vendor.

NOWG views Option 4 as adhering to the basic assumptions of the original Requirements Document and FCC Order/Rule.  NANPA’s request for a price adjustment is presumably based on these documents. 
Section 7.0

Conclusions 

In July the NOWG briefly reviewed the NANPA’s data and it appeared to be accurate.  The approach taken by NANPA to recover their costs on an incremental basis rather than a straight-line projection seemed reasonable.  It purportedly gave the industry the benefit of efficiencies of mechanized systems and took into consideration the fact that some types of code requests require less work than others.  Cost related data provided in the NANPA presentation seemed fair.

Therefore the NOWG recommended that the NANC accept NANPA’s proposal for a cost-based, one-time adjustment.  The NOWG further recommended that the NANC forward to the FCC their recommendation to authorize NBANC to make a one-time payment of $3,130,909 to NANPA no later than September 1, 2000.

Between July 19 and September 14, 2000 the NOWG examined in greater detail the request for a retroactive price adjustment.  This resulted in a different conclusion and recommendation.

Section 8.0

Recommendations

The consensus NOWG recommendation is that no retroactive price adjustment should be awarded to NANPA.  NANPA has not provided evidence to override the statements in the Requirements Document and the FCC Order.  Elements in the Tops Down Option 4 analysis, combined with the discovery of significant flaws in the way NANPA counted 
requests, are the primary reasons for this recommendation. The NOWG has thoroughly evaluated all information available and known to date for this recommendation, and is willing to further discuss this recommendation with the NANC or the FCC.  
     
In the event that the NANC or the FCC feels compelled to offer additional retroactive compensation to NeuStar, the NOWG hopes that these factors will be considered:


· Is an offset savings from the reduction in NPA relief planning meetings warranted per Section 10 of the Requirements Document?  NOWG asked NeuStar for cost savings documentation on the 12 estimated meetings per NPA versus the 6 meetings actually taking place, but it was not provided.

· Any basis for a price adjustment should withstand an auditor's scrutiny of NANPA's internal practices as measured against the Requirements Document, FCC Order, and INC guidelines.

· Any price adjustment should result in an official FCC statement to rectify the apparent confusion over 'requests' versus 'assignments'.  The object is to eliminate any future confusion.
     

Section 9.0

Future Impacts

There are two elements that may have an impact on NANPA and their current compensation arrangements.  

First, the NeuStar petition filed on June 30, 2000 has proposed that the CO codes processed threshold be raised from 10,000 codes per year to 44,000 codes per year.  The right to seek a funding increase if the 44,000 annual volume is exceeded by 120% rule would still stand.  

Second, it is expected that thousands-block number pooling will have an effect on the volume of CO Codes processed by the NANPA.  The effect can only be surmised at this point and will require review in the future to determine if there is a need for an adjustment to NANPA’s compensation based on a reduction in CO Code processing activities.  Any study of the NANPA's petition should factor in the upcoming pooling environment. 

Decisions that the NANC and the FCC make on both the retroactive funding request and on the petition for future funding will need to be factored in the Requirements Document being developed for the next NANPA bid process.
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	Appendix B

	CO Code Requests Processed through May 2000

	
	# of Requests
	# of Codes Assigned
	# of Changes
	Suspensions
	Denials
	Canceled  or Withdrawn
	disconnect
	# of reserved
	Lottery Denial
	Lottery Priority

	May-98
	777
	136
	74
	0
	0
	0
	n/a
	0
	503
	64

	Jun-98
	903
	170
	92
	5
	0
	0
	n/a
	0
	575
	61

	Jul-98
	904
	199
	55
	10
	0
	0
	n/a
	0
	566
	74

	Aug-98
	1804
	553
	132
	106
	0
	0
	n/a
	0
	931
	82

	Sep-98
	1722
	802
	94
	75
	0
	0
	n/a
	0
	691
	60

	Oct-98
	1846
	736
	364
	81
	29
	24
	n/a
	2
	540
	70

	Nov-98
	2063
	765
	382
	112
	50
	36
	n/a
	2
	582
	134

	Dec-98
	2029
	874
	356
	128
	65
	4
	n/a
	0
	558
	44

	Jan-99
	2543
	832
	518
	127
	76
	46
	n/a
	0
	827
	117

	Feb-99
	2649
	911
	541
	119
	83
	11
	n/a
	1
	869
	114

	Mar-99
	3257
	1276
	927
	257
	226
	11
	n/a
	9
	474
	77

	Apr-99
	3434
	1651
	751
	180
	137
	15
	n/a
	0
	574
	126

	May-99
	3846
	1453
	832
	327
	157
	67
	n/a
	0
	890
	120

	Jun-99
	4224
	1589
	1184
	339
	209
	103
	95
	2
	597
	106

	Jul-99
	3975
	1478
	932
	312
	58
	112
	23
	0
	953
	107

	Aug-99
	3699
	1386
	984
	204
	124
	28
	27
	78
	740
	128

	Sep-99
	3867
	1338
	1153
	180
	184
	69
	114
	30
	647
	152

	Oct-99
	3003
	1073
	873
	122
	35
	32
	88
	9
	633
	138

	Nov-99
	3768
	1460
	908
	150
	282
	61
	163
	14
	615
	115

	Dec-99
	3910
	1460
	1156
	258
	179
	29
	294
	0
	477
	57

	Jan-00
	3372
	1276
	849
	187
	247
	49
	179
	0
	507
	78

	Feb-00
	4240
	1649
	1221
	271
	208
	28
	227
	19
	506
	111

	Mar-00
	4533
	1627
	1393
	317
	162
	93
	369
	2
	475
	95

	Apr-00
	4083
	1333
	1073
	404
	207
	66
	291
	5
	545
	159

	May-00
	4127
	1356
	1259
	217
	189
	51
	437
	4
	430
	184

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	YTD Total
	74578
	27383
	18103
	4488
	2907
	935
	2307
	177
	15705
	2573


Code Assignment Tasks for Code Request Types







Appendix C

	Task No.
	Task
	Assignment
	Reservation
	Change
	Code Cancel or Withdrawn
	Disconnect
	Jeopardy/

Lottery

	1
	Receive and Check Request Type.  Code Administrator (CA) also makes initial verification of Part 1 information
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	2
	Validate Existing Information.  The CA confirms the information in RDBS/BRIDS and in the NANPA System.
	
	
	
	X
	X
	

	3
	Verify timeliness of lottery submission
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	4
	Verify Certification of SP


	X
	X
	
	
	
	X

	5
	Verify COCUS on file


	X
	X
	
	
	
	X

	6
	Verify Accuracy of Pt 1, MTE (if growth)


	X
	X
	X
	
	
	X

	7
	Conduct Lottery.  Drawing held for each NPA. Separate drawing for initial and growth categories
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	8
	Verify CO Code Availability by checking NANPA System checking for code conflicts
	X
	X
	
	
	
	X

	9
	Update NANPA System to assign Code. CA enters applicable information into the System.
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	10
	Prepare Part 3, update ACD, and provide Part 3 back to SP
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	11
	Workflow management system updated to track assignment/activity
	X
	
	X
	X
	X
	X


Steps 1 – 7 could result in a denial or suspension based on information received by Code Administration

Appendix D

CO CODE REQUEST FOR CODE ASSIGNMENT IN A 

NON-JEOPARDY NPA
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Appendix E

CO CODE REQUEST FOR AN UPDATE/CHANGE





































Appendix F

CO CODE REQUEST FOR RESERVATION































Appendix G

LOTTERY DENIAL / PRIORITY


























                                                                                                                                                                                            










                                                                                                                                                    








Appendix H

CODE DISCONNECT





























Appendix I

CODE CANCELLATION OR WITHDRAWN
























Appendix J

Lottery Type Descriptions

Lotteries held each month are divided into two categories, (priority numbers vs. no priority numbers) and two subcategories within each category, for a total of four distinct lottery types. 

1) Priority Numbers - Resubmission Not Required

If the total number of carriers submitting requests exceeds the number of codes available for assignment, carriers not receiving codes that month are given a priority number for a future month’s allocation.  Carrier does not need to reissue any paperwork to NANPA once priority number is assigned.  All requests beyond the first choice (2nd, 3rd, etc.) are denied, and carrier must resubmit.

2) Priority Numbers, Carriers Must Resubmit

Same as above, except carrier must resubmit Part 1 for month when priority allocation is being assigned in order to re-certify need for NXX.  Applies to California NPAs only.

3) No Priority Numbers, Carriers Must Resubmit

Codes are assigned via lottery.  Carriers not receiving NXXs during that month receive a “Jeopardy Denial” Part 3 and must resubmit any request(s) in order to be considered for following month’s allocation.

4) No Priority Numbers, Resubmission Not Required

Codes are assigned via lottery.  Carriers not receiving NXXs during that month have some or all of their requests re-entered in future month’s lotteries.  This scenario has many variables.  Some only allow for automatic resubmission for one month following the initial denial.  Others require new entrants to NPA to resubmit while existing code holders are not required.

Count Summary  

Priority numbers / no resubmission:



23 NPAs

Priority numbers / resubmission required


20 NPAs

No Priority numbers / resubmission required


11 NPAs

No Priority numbers / no resubmission


13 NPAs

Total NPAs in Lottery:



68

Note:  IL 618 was declared earlier this month.  Final procedures have not yet been developed. 

	Appendix K
Lotteries In Effect

July, 2000

	State
	NPA
	Since
	NXXs per

Month
	Max Reqs

per Month
	Priority Numbers -

Resubmission not required
	Priority Numbers – Carriers Must Resubmit
	No Priority Numbers – Carriers Must Resubmit
	No Priority Numbers – Resubmission Not Required

	CA
	209
	Sep-99
	5
	5
	No
	Yes
	No
	No

	CA
	310
	Oct-96
	2*
	2
	No
	Yes
	No
	No

	CA
	323
	May-99
	5
	5
	No
	Yes
	No
	No

	CA
	408
	May-97
	3
	3
	No
	Yes
	No
	No

	CA
	415
	Oct-96
	3
	3
	No
	Yes
	No
	No

	CA
	510
	Nov-98
	4
	4
	No
	Yes
	No
	No

	CA
	530
	Jul-99
	4
	4
	No
	Yes
	No
	No

	CA
	559
	Sep-99
	5
	5
	No
	Yes
	No
	No

	CA
	619
	Oct-96
	5
	5
	No
	Yes
	No
	No

	CA
	626
	Aug-99
	5
	5
	No
	Yes
	No
	No

	CA
	650
	Sep-98
	5
	5
	No
	Yes
	No
	No

	CA
	707
	Dec-98
	3
	3
	No
	Yes
	No
	No

	CA
	714
	Dec-98
	3
	3
	No
	Yes
	No
	No

	CA
	760
	Jan-99
	3
	3
	No
	Yes
	No
	No

	CA
	805
	Aug-99
	5
	5
	No
	Yes
	No
	No

	CA
	818
	May-97
	3
	3
	No
	Yes
	No
	No

	CA
	909
	Mar-98
	2
	2
	No
	Yes
	No
	No

	CA
	916
	Jun-99
	5
	5
	No
	Yes
	No
	No

	CA
	925
	Jun-99
	5
	5
	No
	Yes
	No
	No

	CA
	949
	Sep-99
	5
	5
	No
	Yes
	No
	No

	CT
	203
	Oct-98
	6
	NXXs avail
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	CT
	860
	Oct-98
	7
	NXXs avail
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	FL
	305
	Mar-99
	1
	1
	No
	No
	No
	Yes

	FL
	407
	Nov-98
	4
	4
	No
	No
	Yes
	No

	FL
	561
	Mar-99
	7
	7
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	FL
	904
	Apr-99
	7
	3
	No
	No
	No
	Yes

	FL
	954
	Mar-99
	6
	6
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	GA
	678
	Mar-00
	11
	4
	No
	No
	Yes
	No

	GA
	912
	Jul-99
	4
	3
	No
	No
	Yes
	No

	IA
	515
	Dec-99
	7
	3
	No
	No
	No
	Yes

	IL
	618
	Jul-00
	TBD
	TBD
	TBD
	TBD
	TBD
	TBD

	IN
	219
	May-99
	3
	3
	No
	No
	No
	Yes

	KY
	606
	May-99
	7
	4
	No
	No
	Yes
	No

	LA
	504
	Aug-99
	7
	3
	No
	No
	No
	Yes

	MA
	508
	Jun-98
	Exhaust
	3
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	MA
	617
	Jun-98
	Exhaust
	3
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	MA
	781
	Jun-98
	8
	3
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	MA
	978
	Jun-98
	10
	3
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	MD
	443
	May-00
	13
	3
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	MI
	248
	May-99
	8
	3
	No
	No
	Yes
	No

	MI
	517
	May-99
	6
	3
	No
	No
	Yes
	No

	MI
	616
	Nov-99
	10
	3
	No
	No
	No
	Yes

	MI
	810
	May-99
	4
	3
	No
	No
	Yes
	No

	State
	NPA
	Since
	NXXs per

Month
	Max Reqs

per Month
	Priority Numbers -

Resubmission not required
	Priority Numbers – Carriers Must Resubmit
	No Priority Numbers – Carriers Must Resubmit
	No Priority Numbers – Resubmission Not Required

	MN
	612
	Dec-98
	7
	Unlimited
	No
	No
	No
	Yes

	MO
	314
	Apr-00
	14
	14
	No
	No
	No
	Yes

	NC
	704
	Apr-99
	14
	4
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	NH
	603
	Nov-98
	7
	7
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	NJ
	201
	Jan-99
	6
	3
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	NJ
	732
	Aug-98
	4
	3
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	NJ
	973
	Aug-98
	4
	3
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	NM
	505
	Dec-99
	5
	3
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	NY
	518
	Jul-99
	7
	3
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	NY
	716
	Nov-98
	3**
	3**
	No
	No
	Yes
	No

	NY
	914
	May-98
	Exhaust
	2
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	OH
	513
	May-00
	10
	3
	No
	No
	No
	Yes

	OR
	503
	Dec-98
	5
	3
	No
	No
	Yes
	No

	OR
	541
	Jan-00
	5
	5
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	PA
	412
	Oct-99
	6
	3
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	PA
	484
	Oct-99
	10
	3
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	PR
	787
	Nov-99
	8
	2
	No
	No
	Yes
	No

	TN
	901
	Mar-00
	8
	5
	No
	No
	No
	Yes

	TX
	512
	Dec-99
	5
	5
	No
	No
	No
	Yes

	TX
	817
	Jun-99
	11
	4
	No
	No
	No
	Yes

	UT
	801
	Sep-99
	11
	3
	No 
	No
	No
	Yes

	VA
	540
	Jan-00
	6
	3
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	VA
	804
	May-99
	6
	3
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	WA
	360
	Mar-99
	12
	3
	No
	No
	Yes
	No

	WV
	304
	May-00
	6
	3
	Yes
	No
	No
	No


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Appendix L

	 Revised CO Code Requests Processed YTD
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	# of Requests
	# of Codes Assigned
	# of Changes 
	Suspensions
	Denials
	Canceled  or Withdrawn
	Disconnect
	# of reserved
	Lottery Denial
	Lottery Priority

	May-98
	777
	136
	74
	0
	0
	0
	n/a
	0
	503
	64

	Jun-98
	903
	170
	92
	5
	0
	0
	n/a
	0
	575
	61

	Jul-98
	904
	199
	55
	10
	0
	0
	n/a
	0
	566
	74

	Aug-98
	1804
	553
	132
	106
	0
	0
	n/a
	0
	931
	82

	Sep-98
	1722
	802
	94
	75
	0
	0
	n/a
	0
	691
	60

	Oct-98
	1846
	736
	364
	81
	29
	24
	n/a
	2
	540
	70

	Nov-98
	2063
	765
	382
	112
	50
	36
	n/a
	2
	582
	134

	Dec-98
	2029
	874
	356
	128
	65
	4
	n/a
	0
	558
	44

	Jan-99
	2543
	832
	518
	127
	76
	46
	n/a
	0
	827
	117

	Feb-99
	2649
	911
	541
	119
	83
	11
	n/a
	1
	869
	114

	Mar-99
	3257
	1276
	927
	257
	226
	11
	n/a
	9
	474
	77

	Apr-99
	3434
	1651
	751
	180
	137
	15
	n/a
	0
	574
	126

	May-99
	3846
	1453
	832
	327
	157
	67
	n/a
	0
	890
	120

	Jun-99
	4224
	1589
	1184
	339
	209
	103
	95
	2
	597
	106

	Jul-99
	3975
	1478
	932
	312
	58
	112
	23
	0
	953
	107

	Aug-99
	3699
	1386
	984
	204
	124
	28
	27
	78
	740
	128

	Sep-99
	3867
	1338
	1153
	180
	184
	69
	114
	30
	647
	152

	Oct-99
	3003
	1073
	873
	122
	35
	32
	88
	9
	633
	138

	Nov-99
	3768
	1460
	908
	150
	282
	61
	163
	14
	615
	115

	Dec-99
	3910
	1460
	1156
	258
	179
	29
	294
	0
	477
	57

	Jan-00
	3372
	1276
	849
	187
	247
	49
	179
	0
	507
	78

	Feb-00
	4240
	1649
	1221
	271
	208
	28
	227
	19
	506
	111

	Mar-00
	4533
	1627
	1393
	317
	162
	93
	369
	2
	475
	95

	Apr-00
	4083
	1333
	1073
	404
	207
	66
	291
	5
	545
	159

	May-00
	4127
	1356
	1259
	217
	189
	51
	437
	4
	430
	184

	Jun-00
	4486
	1437
	1212
	597
	274
	86
	195
	0
	482
	203

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	YTD Total
	79064
	28820
	19315
	5085
	3181
	1021
	2502
	177
	16187
	2776


Appendix M
Date:
August 4, 2000

To:
Pat Caldwell and Karen Mulberry, NOWG Co-Chairs

From:
Greg Roberts, NeuStar Vice President Numbering Services, Representing NANPA

Re:
Questions concerning approaches under discussion by NOWG in revisiting its current NANPA CO Code Volume Price Increase Recommendation.

On our July 31, 2000 conference call with the NANPA Oversight Working Group (NOWG), the NOWG requested that NANPA provide comments or ask questions on the various approaches that the NOWG was discussing in revisiting its current NANPA CO Code Volume Price Increase Recommendation.  Also, on the July 31, 2000 conference call, NANPA shared some of its overarching thoughts and general observations concerning all of the approaches being discussed.  In response, NOWG requested that NANPA summarize such observations in writing and provide them to the NOWG.  These observations are as follows:

NANPA stated that Option B, which is based on the actual, related expenses incurred, is the best and fairest method.  In its NANPA CO Code Volume Price Increase Recommendation dated July 19, 2000 to the NANC (“NOWG Recommendation”), the NOWG stated that the “approach taken by NANPA to recover their costs based on actual increases…is reasonable.”  This method is a bottoms-up approach and accounts for the expenses NANPA incurred to process over 400% of NANPA’s stated assumption of “an average of 10,000 CO code requests per year” in Year 2 and over 242% of NANPA’s stated assumption in Partial Year 3 (through May 31, 2000).  Methods that use a top-down approach, including NANPA’s Scenario A, even though Scenario A is viewed as “legitimate” in the NOWG Recommendation, are, by definition, contrived as all top-down methods are based on assumptions and not actual costs incurred.

NANPA finds that any method that is based on assumptions and not on actual, related expenses is less desirable under the current circumstances.  It is important to point out that NANPA did not recommend its top-down approach -- Scenario A -- to the NOWG at the July 12 Meeting in spite of the fact that this approach would compensate NANPA an additional $4,000,000, because NANPA felt, and still feels, that this method is not better than Option B, because Option B is based on the actual, related expenses incurred.

NANPA strongly urges the NOWG to reaffirm it current recommendation to the NANC.  We believe that the methodology and amount offered in Scenario/Option B, as the NOWG has concluded, is fair, reasonable, and appropriate.

Notwithstanding our strong preference, we understand that the NANC has charged the NOWG to revisit its current recommendation and that the NOWG may wish to consider some other approaches as indicated in attached e-mail from the Pat Caldwell (see Attachment 2) in their deliberations.  As such, NANPA will participate in the process and, hence, has posed several questions (see Attachment 1) to better understand the other approaches that the NOWG may be considering.  Hopefully, we can discuss and receive answers to these questions on the August 8, 2000 NOWG conference call.

NANPA thanks the NOWG for the time and effort that the members have invested in this process and in its current recommendation.

Respectfully,

Gregory Roberts

Vice President, Numbering Services.


Appendix M

Attachment 1

NANPA Questions concerning approaches under discussion by NOWG in revisiting its current NANPA CO Code Volume Price Increase Recommendation.
Approach 1

Is NANPA correct to assume that this approach is the same as NANPA’s Scenario A identified in NANPA Request for Equitable Adjustment based on Input from NOWG dated July 12, 2000 and Option A in NANPA CO Code Volume Price Increase Recommendation dated July 19, 2000 to the NANC (“NOWG Recommendation”)?

Approach 2

What is the basis for the assertion that half of the lottery requests (lottery denial and priority) may not have been anticipated?  Was the data concerning lotteries provided by NANPA to the NOWG and included in Appendix G of the NOWG Recommendation to the NANC used in this analysis?  Was any consideration given to the fact the 36 NPAs of the total of 68 NPAs in lottery do not require re-submissions?  Further, was any consideration given that the 20 of the 68 NPAs only require a re-submission of a code request when their priority number comes up?  Was any consideration given to the fact that of the majority of the remaining 11 NPA lotteries that require re-submissions were not in place until mid-1999?

Approach 3

Is NANPA correct to assume that the bottoms-up approach is the same as Scenario B identified in NANPA Request for Equitable Adjustment based on Input from NOWG dated July 12, 2000 and Option B in NANPA CO Code Volume Price Increase Recommendation dated July 19, 2000 to the NANC (“NOWG Recommendation”)?  If not, is it related to Option B?  If so, please describe how it is related to Option B.

Approach 4

Please explain how the amount of $1.976M was calculated.   How was the “extra 20%” burden on the NANPA derived?

Additional explanation of this approach is needed.  NANPA may have additional questions.

Approach 5

No questions.

Approach 6

Is it correct to assume that: 1) this scenario uses actual “assignments” as a basis for determining whether the 120% limit has been obtained, 2) then, uses the total number of requests NANPA has processed over the past 2 ½ years as the benchmark for development of a cost per assignment?  

Approach 7

What does this method assume to be the number of re-submissions per month?  Was the data provided by NANPA on lotteries in Appendix G of the NOWG Recommendation to the NANC used in this analysis?  If so, please explain how this data was incorporated?

Additional explanation of this approach is needed.  NANPA may have additional questions.

Approach 8

Additional explanation of this approach is needed.  NANPA may have additional questions.

Approach 9

No questions.

Appendix M

*** DRAFT *** DRAFT *** DRAFT *** DRAFT *** DRAFT *** DRAFT ***

July 19, 2000

Attachment 2

CO Code Volume

Price Adjustment Request

Primary NANC Issues to be addressed

· Address the fact that the 120% provision applies to "CO Codes assigned".

· Address what is reasonable for increased costs to go unchecked and then payment requested in arrears.  

· Address alternative ways of analyzing the costs/payments.

· The Legal Working Group will investigate the appropriateness of payments of retroactive costs.

· The Cost Recovery Working Group will investigate potential methods of payment and cost recovery.

· Can we get a further breakdown of costs - labor, systems, overhead, etc. and make a more informed judgement if the costs were appropriate?

Potential ways to get at Appropriate Compensation

· Linear projection (Scenario A of NANPA’s presentation).  Use the calculated price per CO Code request using the percentage of "Code Administration" and 10,000 requests as a baseline.  This would represent $7,012,460.

· Changes have always happened and are included in the cost of a code assignment.  In other words, the price of a code assignment should include the cost of working on requests that don't get assigned, get suspended, etc.  (This view makes changes look like overhead).  However, the processing required for lotteries may not have been anticipated.  There were 15,705 lottery denials and 2,573 lottery priorities for a total of 18,278.  Grant that half that volume may not have been anticipated which yields 9,139 requests.  Add to that the number of assignments above the 25,000 expected over a 21/2-year period of operation (2,383).  Next, round the sum (9,139 + 2,383) to 12,500 incremental requests.  That volume is 50% of the assumed codes assigned.  Therefore, suggest a payment equal to 50% of the original price.  Roughly estimate this to be $1,699,500.

· A bottoms-up approach could be used to further analyze costs and identify those that are appropriate for reimbursement and those that are not.  This is a more detailed analysis along the lines of the initial Approach B that we already did with less detail.

· NANPA has known of the impact of some lotteries requiring resubmission of code requests each month for at least 2 years.  An issue identified in the 1999 Annual Performance Review of NANPA was that NANPA did not take enough issues proactively.  Had the NANPA proactively asked the INC to change the Jeopardy requirements to say that in lotteries they verify the request after the lottery and not before.  This would mean a request of $1,976,123.  If you assume that the firm fixed price put the burden of the extra 20% on the NANPA, this approach would mean that $1,660,448 is reasonably owed to NANPA.

· Look at February 1997 actual code requests, which shows nearly 10,000 code requests per year and therefore, the assumption of 10,000 was made.  Add this detail to the information to support to substantiate the original recommendation.  This data come from Attachment 2 data of the NANPA Requirements document.

· Take only assignments and multiply anything over the 25,000 by the average per request cost identified in option B and pay to NANPA.  This means that the 27,383 assignments identified is below the 120% (30,000) necessary to ask for an adjustment. 

· If you assume that all dispositions of code requests such as suspension are a normal step in the overall process of getting ultimately to assignment, none of those categories should count.  In fact, we need to find out if May 98 suspensions ultimately show up in a later month's "Assigned" column.  Further, the projected volume provided by incumbent code administrators indicates that there were approximately 50 (Karen, I can't find my copy of the attachment you handed out.) Jeopardies currently and projected.  Lotteries were common components of jeopardies.  Add to that the fact that repeat jeopardy code requests should not require significant background check, it is not clear NANPA deserves any adjustment.

· Look at the impact of lotteries on CO Code volumes and segment for price adjustment.

· Calculate a per request charge from the original price and assumed volumes with 12% added (30,000 over 21/2 years) and determine per request cost ($113).  Next review the number of requests (74,578) minus the agreed to volumes (30,000). The difference (44,578) time the per request charge of $113 results in a cost of $5,037,314.

INC Issue 195 – NANPA issue related to lottery processing issues and standardizing the approach.

Appendix N 

----- Original Message ----- 

From: "John Manning" <john.manning@neustar.com>

To: "'Karen Mulberry'" <karen.mulberry@wcom.com>; "Caldwell, Pat" <Pat.Caldwell@bellsouth.com>

Cc: "Sandy Tokarek" <sandy.tokarek@neustar.com>; "Greg Roberts" <greg.roberts@neustar.com>; "Ron Conners" <ron.conners@neustar.com>; "John Manning" <john.manning@neustar.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 24, 2000 6:27 AM

Subject: RE: NOWG Question on NANPA CO Code Volume Price Adjustment Reques t

Pat and Karen,
 
In response to your questions, let me clarify that it is only suspensions
and lottery priority that may eventually lead to an assignment or denial.
It is these two categories which may lead to a duplicative count in requests
as shown on the chart.  Lottery denials are just like denials, but are
recorded separately since the denial is the result of the lottery, not
because something was wrong with their Part 1 application.
 
With regard to "counts" of CO code requests, these counts are developed
monthly by the individual CO code administrators.  This data is typically
populated in a spreadsheet and forwarded to a central contact in Code
Adminstration which will then total the figures and provides the monthly
results.  
 
John Manning
 

Appendix O

Attachment 2

A Summary Of Current Workload AND Staffing

For the CO Code Administration Function
	Administrator

Company
	NPAs

Administered
	Code

Requests/yr
	NPA Relief1 In

Progress (1997-98)
	Future NPA

Relief1 (1999-2004)

	Ameritech
	25
	1215
	7
	11

	Bell Atlantic
	20
	>1152
	6
	7

	Bellcore (809)
	.5
	30
	18
	0

	BellSouth
	25
	2045
	14
	10

	Cincinnati Bell
	1
	60
	1
	0

	GTE
	3
	150
	0
	2

	NYNEX
	16
	414
	2
	1

	Pacific Bell
	14
	>1400
	10
	6

	Southern New England
	2
	150-200
	0
	2

	Southwestern Bell
	20
	1500
	4
	10

	US West
	25
	>1200
	5
	5


Additional Details 

NOTE:  The information provided concerning staffing levels to perform CO code administration functions in the following companies reflect different levels of service and therefore should not be compared directly.

Ameritech

Ameritech is the CO code administrator for the states of Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Ohio (except 513), and Wisconsin.

Resources:

Code Administrators/Relief Planners

5

Code Administrator Only

1

LERG/RDBS/BRIDS inputters

3

Total NPAs supported

25

Total NXXs assigned YTD all NPAs

929

Future
Relief
Plans:

Indiana:


317/765
2/1/97

6/28/97
FIRM-IMPLEMENTATION

Michigan:


810/248
5/10/97
9/13/97
FIRM-
IMPLEMENTATION


313/734
12/13/97
7/25/98
BEING FINALIZED

Ohio:


513/937
9/28/96
6/14/97
PERMISSIVE DIALING


216/440
8/16/97
4/4/98

FIRM-IMPLEMENTATION


614/NPA
N/A

N/A

PLANNING- INDUSTRY  MTGS.


Wisconsin:


414/NPA
3Q97



INDUSTRY PLAN PENDING


NPAs expected to exhaust by the year 2000:  NPAs 630, 708, 847

Bell Atlantic

Bell Atlantic Code Administration Center, located in Baltimore, Maryland, currently administers 20 NPAs in six states and the District of Columbia (New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Delaware, Maryland, Virginia and West Virginia).  Any Bell Atlantic NPAs that are scheduled to exhaust before the year 2000 have already been identified to the Industry.  There are a total of 11 NPA Relief Plans in various stages; 3 splits in progress, 3 overlays in progress, and 5 NPAs awaiting relief decisions by State Commissions. Three of 5 NPAs for which decisions are pending have been declared in jeopardy.  This center processed >1,152 NXX code applications from January 1, 1996 to November 1, 1996  and is staffed by one full time equivalent manager and one clerical person.

Bellcore

The countries currently in the 809 NPA are now setting up local CO Code Administration organizations as a result of obtaining their own NPAs.  It is Bellcore’s view that is unlikely that these countries will choose to have the new NANPA assume CO Code Administration responsibilities for them.

BellSouth Telecommunications
The BellSouth CO Code Administration Center currently administers 25 NPAs in nine states.  It processed 1737 Code Requests between January 1, 1996 and October 31, 1996.  A straight line projection estimates that the total for the year will be 2045.  It also indicates a 68% annual growth rate in demand in terms of number of code requests.

The BellSouth CO Code Administration Center staff consists of five Code Administrators who process code requests, enter RDBS/BRIDS data and activate NXXs in the BellSouth Telecommunications network.  A manager supervises the Code Administrators and performs staff support functions. An additional manager is responsible for supporting NPA relief, assisting Area Network Infrastructure Planning groups.  A clerical support person assists in maintaining RDBS/BRIDS and the local NPA/NXX database.

Cincinnati Bell

Cincinnati Bell has one part time relief planner/CO Code administrator and one part time clerk responding to code requests and entering data into the appropriate Bellcore TRA databases.  With regard to relief planning tools, a Microsoft Access database has been developed internally.

NYNEX

The NYNEX CO Code Administration Center currently administers 16 NPAs in 6 states.  It processed 414 code requests between January 1, 1996 and December 13, 1996.

The NYNEX CO Code Administration Center consists of 3 Code Administrators who process code requests, enter RDBS/BRIDS data and activate NXXs in the NYNEX network.  Two managers supervise the Code Administrators and perform staff support functions.  Code Administrators support NPA relief and assist Area Network Infrastructure Planning groups.  A half time person assists in maintaining RDBS/BRIDS and the local NPA/NXX database.

Southwestern Bell Telephone

Twenty NPAs are currently being administered.  As of January 1, 1996, there were 9,641 CO codes. The figure for 1/1/97 is projected to be 11,075 CO codes.

The Code Administration function is staffed by one second level manager, two first level managers and two clerks.

US West

The U S WEST Numbering Plan Administration Center (NPAC) administers CO codes for 25 NPAs (as of today). The NPAC will assign or reassign over 1,200 codes this year.  Relief planning is currently underway for five new area codes and one additional relief project will begin before the end of the year.  These include the double split of the 206 NPA in Washington (new NPAs 253 and 425), a split of the 801 NPA in Utah, and undetermined relief projects (split vs. overlay) in Colorado (303) and Arizona (602).  Relief planning will soon begin again for NPA 612 in Minnesota.  Within the next two years, relief planning will begin for Nebraska (402 NPA) and New Mexico (505 NPA ) unless full local number portability provides additional life for these area codes.

Staffing consists of one area code relief planner and two code assignors.  Closely associated with the NPAC is the 3-person RDBS/BRIDS group which does input for the LERG and TPM.  This group also does entries to the FCC 4 Tariff for U S WEST.

The NPAC receives the clerical support of one person on a shared basis with other groups.  Technical support for the development or enhancement of mechanized systems and special report generation is provided on a shared basis as well.

One other person who is not officially a part of the NPAC represents U S WEST in industry forums such as INC.

All personnel are located in Denver.

ATTACHMENT 3

A SUMMARY OF CURRENT TOOLS AND PROCESSES ASSOCIATED WITH PERFORMING THE CO CODE ADMINISTRATION

This summary of tools currently used by Code Administrators in performing their jobs is provided to assist respondents in assessing the magnitude of effort associated with data conversion, i.e., transferring CO Code assignment data from the various systems in use into the vendor's database of choice.  While it is reasonable to assume that the current Code Administrators will be expected to supply applicable CO Code assignment data to the new NANPA, respondents should make no assumptions regarding the availability of any tools, including custom software, that those Code Administrators use to manipulate and manage the data.  Such arrangements must be negotiated with the Code Administrators individually.
BellSouth Telecommunications
BellSouth performs CO Code Administration with the assistance of BONIS, the BellSouth On-line NXX Information System. BONIS is based on an Oracle database in a UNIX platform.  A Visual Basic Graphical User Interface on each Code Administrator’s PC workstation communicates with the main database via SQL*Net TCP/IP protocols over a wide area network (“WAN”).  Two of the Code Administrators access BONIS from a centralized work location while three others do so by dialing into the WAN.

BONIS also employs two Oracle databases, one in Atlanta and another in Birmingham, as replication servers. All the data in the replication servers is refreshed nightly from the main database. A variety of routine and custom reports for NPA relief planning and other purposes are generated from the replication servers’ data using Microsoft Access, Microsoft Excel and Crystal Reports.  These programs are able to attach BONIS tables over the WAN using SQL calls.

BONIS assists in the selection of an NXX for assignment by presenting the Code Administrator with stored data on switch Common Language Location Identifier (CLLI), Exchanges (Rate Centers), etc.  An important feature of BONIS is its ability to check potential NXX assignments for cross-boundary 7-digit dialing conflicts. BONIS is built to accommodate CLLIs serving more than one Rate Center.

Once an NPA/NXX has been selected, BONIS prepares required NXX activation documents. BONIS enhances the efficiency of the Code Administrators by mechanically retrieving data elements and validating data against known values.  For example, most of the data associated with an “additional code for growth” is identical to another NXX in the same switch and exchange (rate center).  BONIS also performs tracking and notification for such items as the date an NXX reservation expires, the effective date of a new switch CLLI and NXX effective dates.  It is particularly facile in handling NPA splits, permitting different mandatory dialing dates for different NXXs as was required in Miami.  There landline NXXs, paging NXXs and cellular NXXs each moved to mandatory dialing on a different date.

BONIS also handles NXX moves well, managing situations like an NXX assignment into an existing switch that is being replaced.  The effective date of the new switch as well as the effective date of the new NXX determines whether to activate the NXX in the old CLLI or in the CLLI of the replacing switch.

CLLI data is mechanically downloaded from Bellcore via another BellSouth database into BONIS on a nightly basis.  A BONIS enhancement to be implemented in January 1997 will have BONIS mechanically download NXX activation into downstream systems to achieve efficiencies in NXX activation activities.

Ameritech

Tools:

Regional NPA/NXX Database

Area Code Relief Plan Regional Process Map

Quarterly Industry NPA Exhaust Forecasts (Jeopardy NPAs) *

End User Customer Surveys on Industry Proposed Relief Options*

*- Currently performed by outside contractor

NYNEX

CO Code Administration records are maintained via a tool called Network Routing Database System and PARADOX software on a Corporate LAN.

Southern New England

CO Code Administration records are maintained via Clipper software on a Corporate LAN.

Southwestern Bell Telephone
A P- based Code Administration tool called the Code Administration Tracking System is used throughout Southwestern Bell Telephone (“SWBT”) territory.  This system provides an administrative tool to facilitate all assignment responsibilities as well as various NPA relief activities.  Numerous administrative reports are associated with this system.  The system was developed over the past 18 months and incorporates the most recent requirements seen as critical to the Code Administration responsibility.

It is SWBT’s position that such a tool could be provided to the new Code Administrator to facilitate the Code Administrator function.

U S WEST
The basis of all of the tools and processes used by U S WEST's Numbering Plan Administration Center is an INGRES-based "NXX DATAFILE" housed on a main frame computer which is accessed via an ethernet or a LAN by PCs.  Office PCs utilize the ethernet, while PCs at home can use a "dial-up" access method allowing telecommuting.  Each CO code in the 25 U S WEST NPAs has at least one record in the database.  For each working code, the information which is available is basically the same as that which is in the LERG.  An additional piece of information for each code is a two-character "use code" which identifies the code in accordance with the various code categories in COCUS.  This provides a rapid way to categorize working codes for the initial preparation of COCUS input information.  A specific program is used to generate this information, and manual "counting" is not required.

The Administrators have several other locally developed programs which access the basic database for input.  The most important of these programs is entitled "ASSIGN.NXX".  The ASSIGN.NXX program is used for the actual assignment of CO codes.  This program presents to the Administrators a list of reserved and/or vacant codes available for assignment, existing codes assigned to a switch/Point of Interconnection (POI), verification checks for CLLI code and rate center accuracy, automatic update of the NXX file database, and the automatic printing of the Part 3 to be returned to the Requester.  This program also populates a separate file which is later down- loaded (every two weeks) to generate an "NXX Activity Report" which is made available for new code notification both inside and outside of U S WEST. The primary outside users of this report are Public Branch Exchange (“PBX”) customers, COLCOT respondents, and small telephone companies who do not subscribe to the LERG. Outside access is via "dial-up".

Other programs which are part of the complete system allow the Administrator to verify individual NXX entries, search for specific code groupings (e.g., all of the codes assigned to a specific switch, a specific service provider, or type of assignment). 

At the start of each year, the entire database is downloaded to floppy disk to provide a "snapshot" of assigned code quantities as well as to begin development of COCUS data.  The January 1 data is added to an ongoing file of historical data going back to 1/1/90.  The historical data for each NPA is then entered into mathematical models which the Relief Planner uses to develop COCUS projections for each NPA.  The models include the ability to apply sensitivity analysis to the projections.

Another tool which is used include a toll-free "fax-on-demand" service to provide area code relief information to customers and respondents.

Appendix P

Appendix Q

NANPA Request for Equitable Adjustment Revised based on Input from NOWG


The following chart is from Section 10.0, Pricing of NeuStar/LMCIS’ NANPA Proposal dated April 3, 1997.

	Function
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3
	Year 4
	Year 5

	NANP Administration
	$1,680,000
	$1,750,000
	$1,820,000
	$1,900,000
	$1,980,000

	CO Code Administration
	$1,620,000
	$2,530,000
	$3,030,000
	$3,160,000
	$3,290,000


In the April 3, 1997 proposal, 60% of the CO Code Administration function was considered CO Code Request Processing and the remaining 40% for NPA relief planning.  Using this ratio, the price per year for CO Code Request Processing is included in the following chart.

	Function
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3
	Year 4
	Year 5

	CO Code Administration
	$972,000
	$1,518,000
	$1,818,000
	$1,896,000
	$1,974,000


At the time of the proposal, NeuStar/LMCIS assumed the following:

1. Ten (10) people to perform the CO Code Administration function: Six (6) for CO Code Request Processing and four (4) for NPA Relief Planning

10,000 requests per year with 6 CO Code Administrators equates to 1667 code requests per administrator per year. 


Scenario A – Equitable Adjustment based on Original NANPA Proposal

Using the original NeuStar/LMCIS NANPA proposal as a baseline, the following calculation is used to determine an equitable adjustment based on the underlying productivity assumptions contained in NeuStar/LMCIS’ original NANPA Proposal:

Year 2 = (((40,294 - 10,000) * 1,518,000) / 10,000) = $4,574,394.

Year 3 = (((24,265 - 10,000) * 1,818,000) / 10,000) = $2,596,230; this calculation is through May 30, 2000.

Scenario B – Equitable Adjustment based on Expenses Incurred

Based on the expenses incurred as a result of the increased CO code requests processed, NeuStar has developed an alternative approach to developing an appropriate price adjustment:

Year 2 - $1,886,806

	Category
	Amount

	Labor
	$1,192,878

	Materials
	$542,726

	Other Direct Costs
	$151,203

	Total
	$1,886,806


Year 3 - $1,244,103

	Category
	Amount

	Labor
	$927,081

	Materials
	$194,980

	Other Direct Costs
	$122,042

	Total
	$1,244,103


Labor includes additional staff and associated salaries and overhead (i.e., benefits).  Materials include personal computers, telephones, fax machines, copiers, facilities preparation, rent, network expansion, and other office equipment (both purchased and leased).  Other direct costs include local and long distance phone service, office supplies, training and postage.  No travel related expenses are included in this adjustment.  No legal expenses are included in this adjustment.

NANPA System

The efficiency and productivity NANPA achieved in CO code processing is due to the mechanized systems used by CO Code Administrators.  NANPA used a modified BONIS system up until December 1999 to make CO code assignments and avoid code conflicts.  In late 1999, NANPA replaced BONIS with an improved Microsoft Access-based system.  NANPA will deliver its 3rd generation NANPA system (CAS System) in September 2000 to provide Internet data entry of CO Code Request forms by service providers.

These systems have allowed NANPA to achieve productivity levels that are significantly higher than those projected in the NANPA’s original proposal.  The original NANPA proposal assumed productivity levels of 1667 requests per Code Administrator staff per year (10,000 requests/6 staff = 1667).  These levels assumed a high degree of automation and systems.  Over the past two and a half years, NANPA has achieved a productivity level of 2,238 requests per Code Administration staff per year (40,294 requests/18 staff = 2,238) using the systems outlined above.  By deploying code processing systems and enhancing them as necessary, NANPA CO Code Administration has been able to effectively manage the central office code requests significantly greater than its original projections.
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May 15, 1997
NANPA Working Group
¢/o John Maming Co~Chair

Fax: 202-393-5453
202-418-2345

Below are Lockheed Maran IMS’ answcrs 10 therNANPA Working Group's questions left on the voice
mail of Greg Roberts on May 14, 1997 at 7:50 pa

Question #1: What were your assumptions regarding the number of Central Office code
: requests pcr year over the five-year period?
We assumed an average of 10,000 CO code requests per year over the five year peniod.

‘Question #2: - _Whn-were, your assumpdons regarding the projected number of NFPAs
Tl L nqniringrelhﬂna:hyurmtheﬁve-ynrpeﬂod?

We unmadbetmeOmmNP.ﬁanuﬁngreﬁefinmhyarmﬂmﬁve-ympaiod?

Question #3: = What weu your nnnii:ﬂou regarding the number of meetings required
' - for each NPA reiief for pianning and implementation?
We assumed that each NPA relief acuvity required an average of tweive (12) meetings.

We thank you for your continued considerauon of our proposal.

Commmumications Industry Services





Appendix S

NANPA Oversight Working Group 

The following list contains members who have participated to varying degrees in the development of this document.

Barbara Galbreath

Time Warner Telecom

Beth O’Donnell

Consultant

Bruce Bennett


Qwest

Cheryl Gordon

ALLTEL

Eleanor Willis-Camara
Winstar

John Manning


NANPA/NeuStar

Julie Petersen


SBC

Karen Mulberry

WorldCom

Norman Epstein

Verizon

Pat Caldwell


Bell South

Paul LaGattuta

AT&T

Rose Breidenbaugh

USTA

NANPA Participants

George Light




Ron Conners




Sandy
Tokarek



Fax Part 3 to code applicant confirming the code cancellation.





If no records have been built in RDBS/BRIDS, the CA will Zap the ACD screen and make the code vacant in the Access database.





If the records have been built in RDBS/BRIDS the CA will process the code request as a disconnect.





Once the code holder has been verified the CA identifies if the code has been built in RDBS and BRIDS.





CA verifies that requestor is the code holder.





If the code applicant is not the code holder, CA will deny CO Code request.





CA receives Part 1 CO Code Request to cancel or withdraw an assigned code 





Fax Part 3 to code applicant confirming the code disconnect.





If the Part 1 is completed correctly, the CA will process the code return.     





If the records have been built in RDBS/BRIDS, the CA will verify that the Part 1 is completed correctly.





If the Part 1 is incorrect and/or incomplete the CA will suspend the CO Code Request.





If the records have not been built the CA will process the code request as a cancellation.





Once the code holder has been verified the CA identifies if the code has been built in RDBS and BRIDS.





If the code applicant is not the code holder, CA will deny CO Code request.





CA verifies that requestor is the code holder.





CA receives Part 1 CO Code Request for disconnect of an assigned code 





The CA will hold the current months lottery to determine the outcome of the code applicants requests.





Once the lottery is held the outcome may be one of the following (dependent upon the current Jeopardy procedures):


Assignment


Denial 


Priority number





CA will verify that NPA jeopardy specific criteria has been met.





Once the request has been verified as being initial, the CA will enter the request in the current months lottery.





If no MTE is received with the Part 1 the CA will suspend the CO Code Request.


If the MTE is received and is incorrect and/or incomplete, the CA will suspend the CO Code Request.


If the MTE does not meet the criteria outlined in the Jeopardy procedures the CA will deny the CO Code Request.








If the request is for a growth code then the CA will verify MTE.








If the Part 1 is completed correctly then the CA will verify if the request is an initial or growth.





If Part 1 is incorrect and/or incomplete CA will suspend CO Code Request.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                       





CA verifies Part 1 is completed correctly








CA verifies Certification


CA verifies COCUS








If no certification filed CA will deny CO Code Request. 


Request will be suspended if delay in verifying certification.


If no COCUS filed for NPA/OCN requested, the CA will deny CO Code Request.





CA receives Part 1 CO Code Request within the lottery submission period 





Fax Part 3 to code applicant confirming the code reservation.





If the request is for a growth code, CA will verify MTE.








If no MTE is received with the Part 1, CA will suspend the CO Code Request.


If the MTE is received and is incorrect or incomplete, the CA will suspend the CO Code Request.


If the MTE is received and meets the criteria then proceed with the code reservation.








If the Part 1 is completed and all criteria are met, the CA will verify if the request is an initial or growth.    





CA reviews the request to verify whether the code applicant meets the code reservation criteria.





If the CO Code Request does not meet the criteria the CA will deny the request.





CA verifies Part 1 is completed correctly





If Part 1 is incorrect and/or incomplete CA will suspend CO Code Request.





CA verifies COCUS


CA verifies certification





If no COCUS filed for NPA/OCN requested then the CA denies CO Code Request.





CA receives Part 1 CO Code Request for code reservation 





If the MTE meets the criteria then…








Proceed with the request and make the appropriate changes.    Fax Part 3 to code applicant confirming the code change(s).








If the MTE does not meet the criteria, the CO Code Request is denied.








If the MTE is attached then the CA must verify that the MTE justifies SP Retention of the assigned NXX.








If the change does not effect the status of the code





If the Part 1 is completed correctly, the CA will verify the type of change.





Prior to the in-service date of an NXX , a change request to move a switch and/or rate center where previously assigned resources exist must be accompanied by a MTE.


If no MTE is attached, the CA will suspend the CO Code Request.








CA verifies Part 1 is completed correctly





If Part 1 is incorrect and/or incomplete CA will suspend CO Code Request.





CA verifies that the requestor is the Code Holder





If code applicant is not the Code Holder, CA will deny CO Code Request.





CA receives Part 1 CO Code Request for change 





Fax Part 3 to code applicant confirming the code assignment.  





If the MTE is received and meets the criteria, proceed with the request and make code assignment.  





If the request is for a growth code CA will verify MTE





If no MTE is received with the Part 1, CA will suspend CO Code Request.


If MTE is received and is incorrect and/or incomplete the CA will suspend CO Code Request.


If the MTE does not meet the criteria outlined in the COCAG, the CA will deny the CO Code Request.





If MTE is received and is incorrect and/or incomplete the CA will suspend the CO Code Request.








If the Part 1 is completed correctly, the CA will verify if the request is initial or growth.





CA verifies Part 1 is completed correctly





If Part 1 is incorrect and/or incomplete CA will suspend CO Code Request.





CA verifies certification





CA verifies COCUS





If no certification on file, CA denies CO Code Request.


Request will be suspended if delay in verifying certification.


If no 2000 COCUS is filed for NPA/OCN requested, CA denies CO Code Request.





CA receives Part 1 CO Code Request 








� Initial Closure is the first phase of closure of an issue at the INC.  Initial Closure serves as official notification to the industry, via the INC meeting record, that the participants have completed their work.  The next step in the process is Final Closure, which serves as official notice to the industry that consensus has been reached for resolution of an issue.






