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1.
INTRODUCTION

1.1
On June 27, 1996, the FCC adopted the First Report and Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (First Report and Order)1 which established rules for implementing section 251(b) of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended, which requires all local exchange carriers to offer local number portability (LNP).  The First Report and Order defines the LNP deployment schedule in the 100 largest Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs).  In addition, the First Report and Order found that an architecture that uses regionally deployed databases would best serve the public interest and that the LNP databases should be administered by one or more neutral third parties.

1.2
The First Report and Order directed the North American Numbering Council (NANC), a federal advisory committee, to make recommendations regarding specific aspects of LNP implementation.  NANC was directed to make several specific determinations regarding the administration selection process, the overall national architecture, and technical specifications for the regional LNP databases.  NANC established the Local Number Portability Administration (LNPA) Working Group to review and make recommendations on these LNPA issues.  The LNPA Working Group made a comprehensive report to NANC on April 25, 1997 which was released to the FCC on May 1, 1997.  On May 2, 1997, the FCC’s Common Carrier Bureau issued a Public Notice seeking comment on the NANC’s LNP recommendations.  Among the eight (8) parties filing comments, Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company (CBT) filed comments regarding the impact of its territory being split between two (2) different regions and administrators as defined in the LNPA Working Group report.  The comments of CBT regarding the NANC LNP recommendations are provided in their entirety in Appendix A.

1.3
Section 6.6 of the NANC’s LNPA Working Group report dated April 25, 1997, recommends the creation of seven (7) regional databases, with the regions matching the original Regional Bell Operating (RBOC) territories.  CBT operates in the Cincinnati metropolitan area which includes counties in Ohio, Kentucky, and Indiana, resulting in a split between the Midwest Region administered on behalf of the industry by Lockheed Martin IMS and the Southeast Region administered by Perot Systems, Inc.. CBT further noted that NANC’s recommendation for definition of the NPAC boundaries was intended to minimize implementation costs for the RBOCs.  However, CBT states that requiring incumbent LECs that operate in a single contiguous operating area to interface with multiple NPACs will be more difficult and have a greater financial impact on small and mid-sized companies, like CBT, than on large carriers like the RBOCs.  CBT estimates that it will cost an extra $400,000 to connect to databases in two (2) regions.2  Therefore, CBT requested the FCC to modify the NANC recommendation to avoid split territories for independent telephone companies like CBT.  CBT recommends that non-

RBOCs with contiguous operating areas that cross these regional LNP regions be given the option to select a single region.  

1.4
On August 18, 1997, the FCC adopted the Second Report and Order in the matter of telephone number portability which adopts the recommendations of the NANC as set forth in the April 25, 1997, LNPA Working Group report.  This Second Report and Order adopts, among other things, the NANC recommendation to implement the seven (7) regional number portability databases and that Lockheed Martin IMS and Perot Systems, Inc. serve as the administrators for the regional portability databases.3  The FCC further agrees with NANC that regional databases build on the efforts of the Limited Liability Companies (LLCs), which manage the contractual relationship with Lockheed Martin IMS and Perot Systems, Inc., uses the experience of state sponsored LNP associations and workshops and minimizes the cost and complexity of the databases.4

1.5
The FCC declined to grant CBT’s request to allow it to select one (1) regional Number Portability Administration Center (NPAC).5  The FCC directs the NANC to review CBT’s request and to make a recommendation to the Commission on or before December 15, 1997.  This report responds to the Commission’s directive and addresses specifically the question of whether Service Providers with contiguous operating areas that overlap more than one (1) LNP region be allowed to select a single NPAC.  

1.6
During the implementation of LNP in the top 100 MSAs there are 14 MSAs with territories that cross state and/or regional boundaries.  See Appendix B for details.  Of these 14, eight (8) include multiple states within the same NPAC region, four (4) include multiple states in different NPAC regions operated by different NPAC vendors and two (2) include multiple states in different NPAC regions operated by the same NPAC vendor.  The principle distinction between this condition and that described in Paragraph 1.5 above, is the Service Providers involved operate exclusively within only one (1) of the NPAC regions involved.  This report also considers the impact of this condition on Service Providers operating in the affected MSAs.

2.
TECHNICAL BACKGROUND

2.1
In order to adequately describe the potential alternatives it is necessary to provide a brief technical background.  First the LNP architecture is depicted in the high level process diagram below6 followed by functional descriptions of the significant elements of the process. 



2.2  Number Portability Administration Center (NPAC)
The NPAC is the regional data center managed by one of the neutral third party vendors (i.e., Lockheed Martin IMS or Perot Systems, Inc.) where the NPAC Service Management System (SMS) resides.  This is the regional database that receives information from both the incumbent and new Service Providers, including the Location Routing Number (LRN), validates the information and downloads new routing information when a customer is physically connected to the new Service Provider’s network.  The NPAC provides management and administration of the hardware and software that supports the NPAC SMS functionality.

2.3
Service Order Administration (SOA)
The SOA provides the functionality to interface to Service Provider’s order and provisioning systems to update the NPAC SMS.  The primary SOA function is to receive orders from the Service Provider’s order entry systems, format the data and submit the information to the NPAC.  SOAs are either developed and managed by a Service Provider or purchased from a third party vendor.  In addition, a number of service bureaus provide SOA services eliminating the need for a physical connection from the Service Provider to the NPAC.

2.4
Local Service Management System (LSMS)
The LSMS is a hardware and software platform that contains the database of information required to effect porting of telephone numbers.  The primary functions of the LSMS are to receive subscription data about ported numbers from the NPAC, process and store subscription information, and update network elements.  LSMSs are either developed and managed by a Service Provider, or purchased from a third party vendor.  In addition, a number of service bureaus provide LSMS services eliminating the need for a physical connection from that Service Provider to the NPAC.

2.5
Service Control Point (SCP)
The SCP provides the LNP association between the called party and the carrier Location Routing Number (LRN) that identifies the carrier to which the call is to be routed.  The SCP stores all ported numbers within the rate center.  The SCP associates a carrier ID with the ported number and returns the carrier address (LRN) to the Signaling Transfer Point (STP).  
2.6
Signaling Transfer Point (STP)
The STP receives the LRN query and routes the query to the appropriate LNP SCP.

3.
TECHNICAL SOLUTIONS

3.1
The LNPA Working Group established a team to address the directive to make a recommendation to the Commission on or before December 15, 1997.  The team was made up of representatives from Ameritech, AT&T, BellSouth, CBT, GTE, as well as Lockheed Martin IMS, Perot Systems, Inc., and Illuminet.  The report and recommendations represent the consensus opinion of the entire LNPA Working Group.  

CBT was the only Service Provider to comment on the NANC recommendation regarding the requirement to connect to two (2) regional NPAC SMSs when the Service Provider’s contiguous operating territory is split between two (2) NPAC regions.  No other example has been identified of another small or mid-sized wireline Service Provider facing this situation.  However, wireless carriers operate within Metropolitan Trading Areas (MTAs) that cross state, as well as, regional boundaries and are subject to the same condition and will face the same concerns as CBT when they begin porting numbers.

While no Service Provider made comments nor did the FCC direct the NANC to consider the condition where MSAs cross state and/or regional boundaries, it is none the less addressed in the report.  This is different than the CBT situation because all the companies involved (see Appendix B) operate entirely within the boundaries of a single NPAC, where CBT operates within two (2) NPAC regions.  The impact of this condition on Service Providers exists where MSAs cross regional NPAC boundaries and the cross border locations are included in a local calling area.  The result of this condition is the need for the involved Service Providers to receive downloads from both NPACs in order to properly route local calls to ported telephone numbers.

Four (4) alternatives were identified as potential solutions to address the concerns of CBT and other LECs with the same or similar circumstances.  The alternatives are described in paragraphs 3.2 through 3.5 below.

3.2
Option 1 - Develop a System Interface to Both NPAC SMSs
Connect the Service Provider’s LSMS and SOA to both NPAC SMSs in accordance with the architectural plan recommended by NANC and adopted by the Commission.  Most, if not all, of the available LSMS and SOA systems currently on the market support connectivity to multiple NPAC SMSs.  The NPAC SMSs developed by both neutral third party vendors, in accordance with NANC standards, have functionality that allows a Service Provider to identify only the specific NPA-NXXs for which they wish to receive LSMS downloads.

3.2.1
Impacts on Resources
Service Providers connecting to two (2) NPAC vendors will incur additional ongoing costs to provide connections to multiple NPAC vendors.  For example, these recurring costs include, but are not limited to, networks, reports, audits, and for the Low-Tech Interface (see paragraph 3.3) if used.  Depending on the outcome of the FCC cost recovery order for LNP, there may be additional Service Provider costs for interfacing with two (2) NPAC vendors.

Connecting to multiple NPAC SMSs requires the Service Provider to obtain multiple operating licenses from its LSMS and SOA vendor(s).  These represent additional one-time Right-to-Use (RTU) charges that the Service Provider must incur to interface with multiple NPACs.  In addition, this may require multiple systems on which to operate the application.

If  the Service Provider interfaces with both NPAC vendors, the Service Provider is required to participate in two (2) complete turn up tests and certification procedures for the LSMS and SOA with both NPACs, adding approximately two (2) additional months to the testing effort. 

These additional impacts on the Service Provider’s resources add to the complexity and cost to meet the FCC deployment schedule and increases the difficulty for new Service Provider entry into these markets.

3.2.2
Other Considerations
Generally, for MSAs like Cincinnati, new Service Providers entering this market view this as entry into a single market area.  Requiring Service Providers to interface with multiple NPAC SMSs places an additional burden on them as well.  While many Service Providers are entering numerous markets that would require them to interface with both NPAC vendors, this is not always the case, and increases the cost for Service Providers who may not otherwise have a need to interface with a second NPAC SMS.  

While this option results in some additional expense for Service Providers with contiguous operating territories that cross NPAC boundaries and for Service Providers operating in territories contained within one (1) NPAC region in an MSA that crosses NPAC regional boundaries, it was viewed as a cost of doing business by all involved wireless and wireline Service Providers except CBT as no other comments were received by the Commission concerning this situation.

3.3
Option 2 - Use Vendors to Provide Selected NPAC Services
To avoid developing their own systems, interfaces, and network connections, Service Providers may elect to use various vendor and service bureau services.  Following are examples of existing services and logical combinations of these services:

A.
The Service Provider may use a service bureau for both LNP subscription processing (i.e., SOA) and the LNP database required to correctly route calls to ported telephone numbers.  The subscriptions are exchanged with the service bureau by either a system interface, e-mail, or facsimile.

B.
Both of the neutral third party vendors, in accordance with NANC standards, offer a Low-Tech Interface (LTI) to support communication with the NPAC.  The LTI supports the same functionality as the SOA to NPAC SMS interface designed for use by large Service Providers, which uses Common Management Information Protocol (CMIP).  Implementation, maintenance, and operation of the CMIP interface, which is more efficient for dealing with large volumes of data, is both more complex and more costly than the LTI.  

The Service Provider may use the LTI to the NPAC SMS to create, cancel, or modify subscription versions, and perform other necessary functions with the NPAC SMS as defined by the current requirements.

C.
The Service Provider connects to the NPAC SMS in its primary operating territory with its own LSMS and SOA systems.  In the secondary area, the Service Provider may use the LTI for LNP subscription processing and a third party Service Providers or service bureau to provide the LNP database required to correctly route calls to ported telephone numbers.

D.
The Service Provider may use an LSMS and/or SCP from a third party vendor or from a service bureau to provide the LNP database required to correctly route calls to ported telephone numbers.  The Service Provider uses a third party LSMS to interface with both NPAC SMSs which is then used to update routing information in the network elements.  LNP queries may also be routed to a third party SCP or STP to receive the correct routing information for telephone numbers in a ported NPA-NXX.

3.3.1
Impacts on Resources
Using services provided by vendors and/or service bureaus simplifies the process for the Service Provider and is intended to result in lower costs than the process described in Option 1.  No additional Right-to-Use charges are required and additional testing is not needed.  In addition, if these services are used exclusively, the network connections with multiple NPACs is simplified to a connection only with the selected vendor.  It is each Service Provider’s choice to select the combination of services that best satisfies the financial and operational requirements and other special circumstances faced by individual Service Providers.

3.3.2
Other Considerations
This option does not impact the processes or costs in any way to other Service Providers, LSMS and SOA vendors, service bureaus, or NPAC vendors.  Rather, the total cost and responsibility lies with the effected Service Provider.

This option satisfies the needs both for the situation of Service Providers with contiguous operating territories that cross NPAC boundaries and for Service Providers operating in territories contained within one (1) NPAC region in an MSA that crosses NPAC regional boundaries.

3.4
Option 3 - Place all NPA NXXs in the MSA entirely within one (1) NPAC region
In the case of CBT, since all the NPA NXXs within the Cincinnati MSA, including those in Ohio, Indiana, and Kentucky, are operated by CBT, it is feasible to move all of the LNP management into one (1) NPAC.  A complete list of the NPA NXXs served by CBT in Kentucky, which are currently included in the Southeast NPAC region, is contained in Appendix C.  In this option, CBT would manage their Kentucky NPA NXXs with the remainder of their LNP activity included in the Midwest NPAC region.  It is anticipated that other wireless and wireline Service Providers with the same conditions would also be allowed to select one (1) NPAC region to support their LNP needs.

3.4.1
Impacts on Resources
The NPAC vendors determined that this option can be accomplished through an administrative change and does not require software development.  In the case of CBT, the process to implement this option requires a request from the appropriate LLC to Perot Systems, Inc. not to open specific NPA NXXs to porting in the Southeast region NPAC, and a corresponding request from the appropriate LLC to Lockheed Martin IMS to open these NPA NXXs to porting in the Midwest region NPAC.

Option 3 creates an opportunity to open NPA NXXs to porting in error.  The NPACs are not currently designed to screen such code openings to insure that codes are opened for porting in the appropriate region and not in multiple regions.  A technical modification to ensure accurate code openings is, therefore, recommended for Option 3.

3.4.2
Other Considerations
While this option satisfies the need of a Service Provider like CBT with an operating territory that is split between multiple NPAC regions managed by different administrators, it creates the following situations that also must be considered: 

A.
If an exception is made for CBT, new entrants that establish territories that cross regional boundaries, or other existing wireless and wireline Service Providers that currently operate in territories similar to CBT’s, will request, and would reasonably expect to be granted, similar exceptions.  Maintaining the changes is administratively burdensome on the industry and the NPAC vendors and would often result in the need for Service Providers to obtain downloads from an additional NPAC region as described in Paragraph 3.1.

B.
A new entrant into a territory where designated NPA-NXXs were moved to another NPAC region is now required to obtain NPAC services from a second region.

C.
Lockheed Martin IMS and Perot Systems, Inc. have contracts with the regions that covered specific NPA NXXs and physical territories, and contract pricing for both vendors is based on the level of services provided to the Service Providers in these territories.  Therefore, amendments to the vendor contracts are required each time such a realignment is made.

D.
Combining porting activities from multiple states may negatively impact cost allocation models and data requests from regulatory bodies.

This option does not address the needs of Service Providers operating in territories contained in one (1) NPAC region in an MSA that crosses NPAC regional boundaries as it is not reasonable to move NPA NXXs away from the NPAC region where customer service is provided

3.5
Option 4 - Establish an interface between Perot Systems, Inc. NPAC(s) and the Lockheed Martin IMS NPAC(s).
In this option, the Perot Systems, Inc. and Lockheed Martin IMS NPACs share porting information between NPAC regions through one (1) of four (4) mechanisms outlined in A through D below. The NPACs share information, including, but not limited to the affected NPA NXXs, ported telephone numbers, Location Routing Number’s, and Carrier IDs.

A.
By manually sending and receiving information.  Ported information is sent via facsimile to and from the Perot Systems, Inc. and Lockheed Martin IMS NPACs.  A full analysis is required to determine if there are any technical impacts, but this clearly represents a significant administrative burden.

B.
By sending and receiving information via tape, File Transfer Protocol (FTP), or Secure Internet. If FTP or tape is selected the file formats need to be agreed upon.  If a Secure Internet solution is desired a full analysis, design, and development effort is required.  


C.
By developing a direct interface between the Perot Systems, Inc. and Lockheed Martin IMS NPACs.  NPAC SMS and SOA applications would require modifications and/or development to support this solution. Essentially, based on logic that would follow standard technical recommendations, the NPACs would pass information back and forth.  In this scenario the NPACs also will modify the existing means of providing Audits and Reports. 

D.
By developing a two-way symmetrically replicated database that shares and processes ported information between the two NPAC vendors.  This requires a significant analysis, design, and development effort. 

3.5.1
Impacts on Resources
Option 4, regardless of the method selected, significantly impacts the NPAC vendor systems and operations.  It is clear that this option is the most complex and therefore the most difficult and costly to implement and is therefore not a suitable short term alternative. 

3.5.2
Other Considerations

In addition to the technical and operational impacts of implementing this option,  several other issues must be considered.  First, this option, because of the significant technical impacts, carries a significant associated cost.  Therefore, the vendor contracts for services provided by the NPAC vendors would require reevaluation and probable contract amendment.


Secondly, this option is intended to provide the architectural platform necessary to accommodate location portability.  Since the FCC concluded that the disadvantage of mandating location portability outweighs the benefits7 and referred the issue of location portability to state regulatory bodies8, it is premature to invest significant resources to this option until such time as the regulators and the industry adopt a plan to address the public policy issues and architectural design implications associated with location portability.

4.
RECOMMENDATIONS

4.1
LNPA Working Group Recommendation

The LNPA Working Group met on November 12, 1997, to consider the options and to develop a recommendation.  The LNPA Working Group first considered whether an exception could be made in the case of CBT, and aside from CBT, unanimously  concluded that such a precedent would require similar consideration to all future requests from other wireless or wireline Service Providers in similar circumstances.  Therefore, the consensus recommendation is Option 1, which requires Service Providers to obtain services from multiple NPACs where their contiguous operating territories span multiple NPAC regions.  Selecting this option maintains the original recommendation in the LNPA Working Group report dated April 25, 1997, and adopted in the FCC’s LNP Second Report and Order.  This recommendation avoids redrawing NPAC boundaries for CBT and other Service Providers making similar requests in the future.


While the LNPA Working Group agrees with CBT on their statement of facts for wireline Service Providers, it concludes that wireless carriers that operate in MTAs that cross state as well as regional boundaries, will request similar consideration when they begin porting numbers.  In addition, as additional wireless and wireline Service Providers enter new markets across the country and begin porting numbers, it is likely that the conditions affecting CBT will be encountered by others.  Ongoing requests to redraw NPAC regional boundaries would be disruptive to the industry and would generally advantage one (1) Service Provider while negatively impacting others.  It is for this reason as well as to avoid administrative and operational burdens on the industry that the LNPA Working Group selected Option 1.


Finally, it was determined that maintaining the existing NPAC regions is appropriate for the MSAs that cross state and NPAC regional boundaries as outlined in Paragraph 1.6.  Since the Service Providers involved operate exclusively within only one (1) NPAC region, changing the region boundaries would advantage one (1) Service Provider and disadvantage others.  It was therefore concluded that Option 1 is also the recommendation for dealing with this issue.


The consensus decision to select Option 1 was supported by all wireline Service Providers with the exception of CBT.  While most of the wireless Service Providers voted with the majority, several joined CBT in their selection of Option 3, which permits Service Providers to select one (1) NPAC region when their contiguous operating territories span multiple NPAC regions.  The CBT statement in support of Option 3 is contained in paragraph 4.2 below.

4.2
CBT Recommendation


Upon reviewing the MSAs that cross state boundaries, CBT finds that they are in a unique situation.  Of the fourteen (14) MSAs that cross state boundaries, only six (6) cross NPAC region boundaries.  Of those six (6), four (4) are split between NPAC vendors.  And of those four (4), only the Cincinnati MSA has the same incumbent Service Provider (i.e., CBT) on both sides of the boundary.


CBT has suggested that it be permitted to select a single NPAC for the Cincinnati MSA resulting in reduced costs for implementing LNP.  While this is true for CBT in the Cincinnati MSA, the FCC has asked the NANC to look at the impact of other MSAs in the same or similar situation.  As previously stated, there is no other MSA in exactly the same situation as Cincinnati.  Of the other five (5) MSAs that cross NPAC regional boundaries, there is a different Service Provider on each side of the boundary.  To move that MSA entirely within one (1) region would decrease the cost for the Service Provider whose region is selected, but increase the cost of the other Service Provider.  The status quo for these MSAs appears to be the best alternative.  For the Cincinnati MSA, the cost is reduced for all Service Providers.


Less than fifteen (15) percent of CBT’s one-million access lines are in the Kentucky portion of the MSA.  No other LEC operates within the Kentucky portion of the MSA, and since the MSA boundary matches the LATA boundary through the Kentucky portion of the region, the only N-1 carriers will be interexchange carriers.  Service Providers entering the region view it as a single market.  Generally, national carriers will already be connected to all NPACs.  For regional carriers, who may not be so connected, having to deal with two (2) NPACs increases the cost and lead time to enter the market.  CBT, therefore, recommends that the Cincinnati MSA be assigned to the Midwest Regional NPAC.
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COMMENTS OF CINCINNATI BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY
I.
INTRODUCTION

Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company ("CBT"), an independent, mid-sized local exchange carrier, submits these comments in response to the Commission’s Public Notice issued May 2, 1997 seeking comment on the North American Numbering Council’s (NANC) recommendations regarding the implementation of telephone number portability.  Specifically, CBT comments on the impact of its territory being split between two different regions and administrators.

II. 
DISCUSSION


Section 6.6 of the NANC’s Local Number Portability Administration Selection Working Group report (“NANC Report”) dated April 25, 1997, recommends the creation of seven regional databases, with the regions matching the Regional Bell Operating Company (“RBOC”) territories.  The report cites several reasons for establishing regions that match the RBOC territories. The foremost reason cited is that it is easier and less costly for the RBOCs to connect to a single regional database, rather than multiple databases.
  In addition, the state commissions, telecommunications industry and the FCC are already familiar with the RBOC territories and thus, will find it easier to work within these areas. The NANC Report notes the following justifications for matching regional databases to RBOC territories:  

1. state commissions, the industry and the FCC have become accustomed to working with the RBOCs in their regions;  

2. state commissions within RBOC territories have formed associations to address regional issues and therefore, both incumbents and new entrants are currently working within those areas;  

3. state commissions have been asked by limited liability companies (“LLCs”) to focus their Numbering Plan Area Coordinator (“NPAC”) efforts on established RBOC territories;  and 

4. when faced with the opportunity for system efficiencies and an aggressive schedule, the industry has leaned toward the RBOC territories. 


While CBT does not disagree with the justification for matching the regional databases to the RBOC territories, it does object to the apparent lack of consideration of the impact on non-RBOCs. CBT believes that it may be the only incumbent local exchange carrier (“ILEC”) with a contiguous operating area (other than ILECs operating in the U. S. territories) whose territory is not wholly contained within one of the seven regional databases.  CBT operates in the Cincinnati metropolitan area which includes counties in Ohio, Kentucky and Indiana
 and thus, will be split between the Mid-west (Region # 3) and the Southeast (Region # 4) regions.  As the NANC stated in its recommendation, being split between regions will complicate implementation and lead to higher costs.  This result is true not only for the RBOCs, but for any carrier that must connect to more than one regional database.


CBT estimates that it will cost an extra $400,000 to connect to databases in two different regions.  This cost will be in addition to the considerable cost of implementing number portability in one territory.  There is no justification for this additional cost, and since the long-term cost recovery mechanisms have not yet been determined, CBT is very concerned that this additional burden will fall on CBT and its customers.  


As CBT indicated in its Comments on the Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking regarding the long-term number portability cost recovery
 and in its Comments on Petitions for Reconsideration of the First Report and Order,
 implementing number portability will be more difficult and have a greater financial impact on small and mid-sized companies, like CBT, than on large carriers like the RBOCs. The existing requirements of implementing number portability are already burdensome. The NANC recommendations add to the burden on small companies like CBT by requiring implementation of number portability within two different regions simultaneously, while tailoring the drawing of regions to relieve the burden on the RBOCs. 
   CBT submits that this solution is not competitively neutral, since it provides a cost advantage to an RBOC that intends to compete with an independent company whose territory is split. CBT urges the Commission to modify the NANC recommendation to avoid split territories for independent telephone companies like CBT. 


While the NANC’s justification for matching regions to RBOC territories offers some overall efficiencies, its anti-competitive impact on the non-RBOC carriers cannot be ignored. To mitigate the burden on mid-sized companies, CBT recommends that the NANC’s recommendation be modified. CBT asserts that the inequity in the NANC recommendation can easily be removed by giving non-RBOCs with contiguous operating areas the option to select a single region. CBT submits that allowing it to select a single regional database is consistent with the way CBT is viewed by the competitive local exchange carriers (“CLEC”) and the Commission. CLECs view the Cincinnati metropolitan area as a single market without regard to the fact that CBT’s operating area is split between two RBOC regions. The Commission has in its number portability implementation likewise viewed the entire Cincinnati metropolitan statistical area (“MSA”) as one region.
 The Cincinnati MSA includes all of CBT’s Kentucky territory and almost all of its Ohio territory.


Allowing CBT to select a single region will not significantly distort the distribution of lines among the regions.
 Any other companies that might be affected by this proposal would also probably have a small number of lines and therefore would not significantly shift the distribution of lines among regions.
 


This proposal does not eliminate any of the efficiencies in the NANC proposal, but rather makes it more efficient by reducing the overall cost of implementing number portability.  Regardless of the final cost recovery mechanism implemented by the Commission, the public will clearly benefit from any measures taken to further reduce the cost of implementing number portability.

III.
CONCLUSION


CBT respectfully requests the Commission to modify the NANC’s recommendations to allow non-RBOC companies with contiguous operating areas to select a single regional database. This change is competitively neutral and will benefit consumers by reducing costs without compromising the efficiency of the system recommended by the NANC.
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Appendix B

MULTIPLE STATE/NPAC REGION

METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS (MSAs)

MULTIPLE STATE AND NPAC REGION

METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS (MSAs)

	MSA
	Implementation Schedule
	Counties
	NPAC Regions

	
	
	
	

	Boston, MA
	1/1/98 - 5/15/98
	Bristol County

Essex County

Hillsborough County, NH

Middlesex County

Norfolk County

Rockingham County, NH

Strafford County, NH

Worcester County
	Northeast

	Charlotte, NC
	4/1/98 - 6/30/98
	Cabarrus County

Gaston County

Lincoln County

Mecklenburg County

Rowan County

Union County

York County, SC
	Southeast

	Cincinnati, OH
	1/1/98 - 5/15/98
	Boone County, KY

Brown County

Campbell County, KY

Clermont County

Dearborn County, IN

Gallatin County, KY

Grant County, KY

Hamilton County

Kenton County, KY

Ohio County, IN

Pendleton County, KY

Warren County
	Midwest

Southeast

	Kansas City, KS
	4/1/98-6/30/98
	Cass County, MO

Clinton County, MO

Jackson County, MO

Johnson County

Lafayette County, MO

Leavenworth County

Miami County

Platte County, MO

Ray County, MO

Wyandotte County
	Southwest

	Louisville, KY
	7/1/98-9/30/98
	Bullitt County

Clark County, IN

Floyd County, IN

Harrison County, IN

Jefferson County

New Albany County, IN

Oldham County

Scott County, IN
	Southeast

Midwest

	Memphis, TN
	7/1/98-9/30/98
	Crittenden County, AR

DeSoto County, MS

Fayette County

Shelby County

Tipton County
	Southeast

Southwest

	Minneapolis, MN
	10/1/97 - 3/31/98
	Anoka County

Carver County

Chisago County

Dakota County

Hennepin County

Isanti County

Pierce County, WI

Ramsey County

Scott County

Sherburne County

St. Croix County, WI

Washington County

Wright County
	Western

Midwest

	Norfolk, VA
	4/1/98 - 6/30/98
	Currituck County, NC

Gloucester County

Isle of Wight County

James City County

Mathews County

York County
	Mid-Atlantic

Southeast

	Omaha, NE
	10/1/98 - 12/31/98
	Cass County

Douglas County

Pottawattamie County, IA

Sarpy County

Washington County
	Western

	Bucks County, PA
	10/1/98 - 12/31/98
	Bucks County

Burlington County, NJ

Camden County

Chester County

Delaware County

Gloucester County, NJ

Montgomery County

Philadelphia County

Salem County, NJ
	Mid-Atlantic

	Portland, OR
	4/1/98 - 6/30/98
	Clackamas County

Clark County, WA

Columbia County

Mulmomath County

Washington County

Yamhill County
	Western

	St. Louis, MO
	1/1/98 - 5/15/98
	Crawford County

Franklin County

Jefferson County

Lincoln County

St. Charles County

St. Louis County

Warren County

Clinton County, IL

Jersey County, IL

Madison County, IL

Monroe County, IL

St. Clair County, IL
	Southwest

Midwest

	Washington, DC
	1/1/98 - 5/15/98
	District of Columbia

Calvert County, MD

Charles County, MD

Frederick County, MD

Montgomery County, MD

Prince George’s County, MD

Arlington County, VA

Clarke County, VA

Culpeper County, VA

Fairfax County, VA

Fauquier County, VA

King George County, VA

Loudon County, VA

Prince William County, VA

Spotsylvania County, VA

Stafford County, VA

Warren County, VA

Alexandria County, VA

Berkeley County, WV

Jefferson County, WV
	Mid-Atlantic

	Wilmington, DE
	10/1/98 - 12/31/98
	New Castle County

Cecil County, MD
	Mid-Atlantic


Appendix C

CINCINNATI MSA - NORTHERN KENTUCKY

NXXs IN 606 NPA
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Cincinnati MSA - Northern Kentucky

NXXs in 606 NPA

	NXX
	Location
	Rate Center

	
	
	

	240
	Airtouch CLD PTY PAYS
	Covington

	250
	Airtouch CLG PTY PAYS 1+
	Covington

	261
	Covington
	Covington

	282
	Florence
	Boone

	283
	Florence
	Boone

	291
	Covington
	Covington

	292
	Covington
	Covington

	322
	Ameritech CLG PTY PAYS 1+
	Covington

	331
	Lakeside Park
	Covington

	334
	Burlington
	Boone

	341
	Lakeside Park
	Covington

	342
	Florence
	Covington

	344
	Lakeside Park
	Covington

	356
	Independence
	Independence

	359
	Independence
	Independence

	363
	Independence
	Independence

	371
	Florence
	Boone

	372
	Florence
	Boone

	384
	Union
	Boone

	386
	Covington
	Covington

	391
	Ameritech CLDPTY PAYS
	Covington

	392
	Covington
	Covington

	393
	Nextel CLD PTY PAYS
	Covington

	394
	MCI Metro (10/21/97)
	Independence

	409
	Ameritech CLG PTY PAYS 1+
	Covington

	426
	Lakeside Park (10/6/97)
	Covington

	428
	Crittenden
	Williamstown

	429
	MCI Metro (10/21/97)
	Independence

	431
	Covington
	Covington

	441
	Ft. Thomas
	Covington

	442
	Ft. Thomas
	Covington

	445
	Ameritech CLD PTY PAYS
	Covington

	446
	GTE Wireless CLG PTY PAYS 1+
	Covington

	448
	Alexandria Ft.
	Alexandria

	449
	MCI Metro (10/21/97)
	Walton

	462
	Ameritech (2/1/98) CLD PYS
	Covington

	472
	Butler
	Butler

	485
	Walton
	Walton

	491
	Covington
	Covington

	493
	Walton
	Walton

	525
	Florence
	Boone

	534
	Burlington
	Boone

	567
	Warsaw
	Warsaw

	572
	Ft. Thomas
	Covington

	578
	Lakeside Park 
	Covington

	581
	Covington
	Covington

	586
	Burlington
	Boone

	594
	Florence
	Boone

	620
	Ameritech CLD PTY PAYS
	Covington

	628
	KY FX Covington
	Covington

	630
	Airtouch CLD PTY PAYS
	Covington

	635
	Alexandria
	Alexandria

	640
	Airtouch CLG PTY PAYS 1+
	Covington

	643
	Glencoe
	Glencoe

	647
	Florence
	Boone

	654
	Falmouth
	Falmouth

	655
	Covington
	Covington

	657
	Union
	Boone

	669
	Covington
	Covington

	689
	Burlington
	Boone

	694
	Alexandria
	Alexandria

	727
	Florence
	Covington

	746
	Florence
	Boone

	767
	Florence
	Boone

	781
	Ft. Thomas
	Covington

	823
	Williamstown
	Williamstown

	824
	Williamstown
	Williamstown

	866
	GTE Wireless CLD PTY PAYS
	Covington


LEC Systems








� NANC Report, Section 6.6.5.2.





�  NANC Report, Section 6.6.5.3.





� CBT’s territory includes four counties in southwestern Ohio, six counties in northern Kentucky, and two counties in southeastern Indiana.





� In the Matter of Telephone Number Portability, CC Docket No. 95-116, RM 8535, Comments of CBT filed August 16, 1996, at p. 4.





� CBT Comments on Petitions for Reconsideration of Pacific Telesis Group and BellSouth Corporation, CC Docket No. 95-116, RM 8535 filed September 27, 1996, at pp. 3-4.





� CBT may be one of only a few ILECs faced with having to implement number portability within two regions simultaneously, since many small and mid-sized LECs may not be required to implement LNP in the near term, or if they must implement it, they are likely to operate entirely within a single region.





� First Report and Order In the Matter of Telephone Number Portability, FCC 96-286 adopted June 27, 1996, released July 2, 1996 at paragraph 77 and Appendix F-Implementation Schedule.





� CBT has less than .6% of all access lines.





� Over 75% of all access lines are currently RBOC lines.






