Recommendation for National Pooling Administration Change Order Proposal

Prepared by the Numbering Oversight Working Group (NOWG)

December 4, 2002 

PA Change Order Identification

Change Order Proposal:…# 6

Proposal Name:………….INC CO/NXX Issue 295 “Change to Selection Process of Code

                                                  Holder”

PA Proposal Dated:……...February 22, 2002

Analysis Checklist (If underlined “NO”, see Analysis and Comments Section)
Yes No – The change order proposal meets the desired outcome, e.g., INC resolution.

Yes No – The change order sufficiently describe the impact upon service.

Yes No – There are no other known activities that may impact the change order.

Yes No – The NOWG has enough information in order to make a recommendation.

Yes No – The NOWG can recommend approval of this change order without reservation.

Recommendation

The NAOWG recommends that this change order should ____ be approved __X__ not be approved as written. The NOWG has determined that Solution _N/A__ proposed in the change order is the preferred solution of those offered.

Analysis and Comments

The NOWG has reviewed the change order and proposed solutions. Subsequent to the resolution of INC Issue 295 (Change to Selection Process of Code Holder), Issue 364 (Modification to Procedures for Code Holder/LERG Assignee Exit) was introduced to further refine procedures and to completely replace the INC resolution statement for Issue 295. The NANPA, the PA and the industry are currently working to resolve Issue 364. 

The NOWG recommends that Change Order Proposal #6 not be approved. 

Recommendation for National Pooling Administration Change Order Proposal

Prepared by the Numbering Oversight Working Group (NOWG)

December 4, 2002

PA Change Order Identification

Change Order Proposal:…# 10

Proposal Name:…………LNPA Issue #319 – “Intra-SP Porting for Rate Center Telephone Number Administration”

PA Proposal Dated:……..April 19, 2002

Analysis Checklist (If underlined “No”, see Analysis and Comments section)
Yes No – The change order proposal meets the desired outcome, e.g., INC resolution.

Yes No – The change order sufficiently describes the impact upon service.

Yes No – The NOWG agrees that no known industry activities could impact this change order.

Yes No – The NOWG has enough information in order to make a recommendation.

Yes No – The NOWG can recommend approval of this change order without reservation.

Recommendation

The NOWG recommends that Solution B of this change order should __X__ be approved ____ not be approved as written. 

Analysis and Comments

The NOWG recommends Solution B because automation via PAS is not necessary to achieve the desired results. 

Recommendation for National Pooling Administration Change Order Proposal

Prepared by the Numbering Oversight Working Group (NOWG)

December 4, 2002

PA Change Order Identification

Change Order Proposal:…# 11

Proposal Name:………….CO/NXX Issue #195 – “Final Jeopardy Procedures”

PA Proposal Dated:……...April 19, 2002

Analysis Checklist (If underlined “No”, see Analysis and Comments section)
Yes No – The change order proposal meets the desired outcome, e.g., INC resolution.

Yes No – The change order sufficiently describes the impact upon service.

Yes No – The NOWG agrees that no known industry activities could impact change order.

Yes No – The NOWG has enough information in order to make a recommendation.

Yes No – The NOWG can recommend approval of this change order without reservation.

Recommendation

The NOWG recommends that this change order should ____ be approved __X__ not be approved as written. 

Analysis and Comments

The following are the concerns/questions regarding this change order. The NOWG recommends that a dialogue among the PA, the Contracting Officer, and/or the NOWG be scheduled.

1. It appears that the significant difference between Solutions A and B is the $47,986.24 cost to facilitate the transmittal of Part 1s between the PA and NANPA as identified in the second paragraph of Solution B.  Is this correct?  The NOWG notes that INC Issue 359 addresses this same subject.

2. The only PAS mechanization in Solution A appears to be in paragraphs 6, 7 and 9.  

· Why can't the changes in ¶6 and 7 be tracked manually instead?  

· Paragraph 9 states that PAS will generate a work item to notify the PA when an NPA is six months from exhaust; this seems to be a reasonable mechanization.

3. What is the difference between Solution A, ¶4, and Solution B, ¶5?  In A it appears to be manual, yet B requires that it be automated.  Why?

4. On what basis does the PA believe that a change order is necessary at all?  The INC CO Code guidelines that were effective in Sept 2000 were rather open-ended, suggesting that jeopardy procedures are developed on an as-needed basis.  Therefore, the only portion of a change order to be considered should be whatever is incremental to this text.

9.5.1.
In areas where thousands-block pooling has been implemented, the CO Code Administrator and the Pooling Administrator shall work in conjunction with each other and other affected parties to develop:

· NPA-specific CO Code conservation procedures;

· NPA-specific pooling conservation procedures

9.5.2 Where thousands-block number pooling has been implemented, the industry should give careful consideration that any CO Code rationing process that is implemented will ensure an equitable allocation of NXX resources among the service providers who are served by the thousands-block industry pool, via the Pool Administrator, as well as those service providers who are served by allocation of entire CO Code(s), via the CO Code Administrator.  Consideration of this situation is especially necessary, given that the thousands-block industry pool is sized to meet the requirements of multiple service providers, each of which would otherwise be participating on an individual basis for the assignment of NXX codes under a CO Code rationing/conservation process.

5. Both solutions appear to not just meet but rather to exceed the statements in the INC resolution statement.

6. The NOWG notes that code rationing is supposed to be the exception and not the rule provided that state commissions implement area code relief.  And, pooling is most effective when implemented before exhaust is expected.  Therefore, the industry is reluctant to invest in PAS upgrades for jeopardy situations that should occur on a temporary, exception basis.

Recommendation for National Pooling Administration Change Order Proposal

Prepared by the Numbering Oversight Working Group (NOWG)

December 4, 2002

PA Change Order Identification

Change Order Proposal:…# 12

Proposal Name:………….LNPA Issue #343 – “Change to TBPAG from FCC 01-362”

PA Proposal Dated:……...July 1, 2002

Analysis Checklist (If underlined “NO”, see Analysis and Comments Section)
Yes No – The change order proposal meets the desired outcome, e.g., INC resolution.

Yes No – The change order sufficiently describe the impact upon service.

Yes No – There are no other known activities that may impact the change order.

Yes No – The NOWG has enough information in order to make a recommendation.

Yes No – The NOWG can recommend approval of this change order without reservation.

Recommendation

The NOWG recommends that this change order should __X__ be approved ____ not be approved as written. 

Analysis and Comments

Implementation should be scheduled in conjunction with other change orders.

Recommendation for National Pooling Administration Change Order Proposal

Prepared by the Numbering Oversight Working Group (NOWG)

December 4, 2002

PA Change Order Identification

Change Order Proposal:…# 13

Proposal Name:………….LNPA Issue #356 – “Modification to the User Profile Application

.



Appendix 5 Form”

PA Proposal Dated:……...July 1, 2002

Analysis Checklist (If underlined “NO”,  see Analysis and Comments Section)
Yes No – The change order proposal meets the desired outcome, e.g., INC resolution.

Yes No – The change order sufficiently describe the impact upon service.

Yes No – There are no other known activities that may impact the change order.

Yes No – The NOWG has enough information in order to make a recommendation.

Yes No – The NOWG can recommend approval of this change order without reservation.

Recommendation

The NOWG recommends that this change order should __X__ be approved ____ not be approved as written. 

Analysis and Comments

Implementation should be scheduled in conjunction with other change orders.

Recommendation for National Pooling Administration Change Order Proposal

Prepared by the Numbering Oversight Working Group (NOWG)

December 4, 2002

PA Change Order Identification

Change Order Proposal:…# 14

Proposal Name:………….LNPA Issue #360 – “Modify the Part 3 Form in the TBPAG”

PA Proposal Dated:……...July 1, 2002

Analysis Checklist (If underlined “NO”,  see Analysis and Comments Section)
Yes No – The change order proposal meets the desired outcome, e.g., INC resolution.

Yes No – The change order sufficiently describe the impact upon service.

Yes No – There are no other known activities that may impact the change order.

Yes No – The NOWG has enough information in order to make a recommendation.

Yes No – The NOWG can recommend approval of this change order without reservation.

Recommendation

The NOWG recommends that this change order should __X__ be approved ____ not be approved as written. 

Analysis and Comments

The NOWG has analyzed Change Order Proposal #14. The proposed solution incorporates a modification to the Part 3 Form in PAS per INC Issue 360.  The modification adds a “remarks” field for use by the PA when responding to an applicant's Part 1A request. 

The NOWG observes that the solution described in the change order proposal does not specify the size of the remarks field, which should not be unduly limited. Implementation should be scheduled in conjunction with other change orders.

Therefore, notwithstanding the reservations noted above, the NOWG recommends approval of  Change Order Proposal # 14. 

Recommendation for National Pooling Administration Change Order Proposal

Prepared by the Numbering Oversight Working Group (NOWG)

December 4, 2002

PA Change Order Identification

Change Order Proposal:…# 15

Proposal Name:…………CO/NXX Issue #327 – “Update MTE in COCAG to Reflect Utilization

                                                  Calculation”

PA Proposal Dated:……..July 1, 2002

Analysis Checklist (If underlined “NO”, see Analysis and Comments Section)
Yes No – The change order proposal meets the desired outcome, e.g., INC resolution.

Yes No – The change order sufficiently describe the impact upon service.

Yes No – There are no other known activities that may impact the change order.

Yes No – The NOWG has enough information in order to make a recommendation.

Yes No – The NOWG can recommend approval of this change order without reservation.

Recommendation

The NOWG recommends that this change order should ____ be approved __X__ not be approved as written. 

Analysis and Comments

The NOWG has analyzed Change Order Proposal #15, which proposes incorporating into PAS modifications to the Thousand –Block Months to Exhaust (MTE) and Utilization Certification Worksheet - TN Level – Appendix 3.

Sample calculations were performed by NOWG using both the old and modified forms. Resulting calculations were the same regardless of which form was used. If this modification is not made to PAS, there will be no impact to Service Providers requesting resources using the PAS MTE. The NOWG notes that NANPA also has a change order pending before the FCC on INC Issue 327. Also, INC Issue 361 might require additional changes to the MTE worksheet.

The NOWG is aware that the NANC's IMG on  Intermediate Numbers has made a recommendation that may impact the MTE. The NANC will be forwarding that recommendation to the FCC for consideration and adoption.
The NOWG recommends that Change Order #15 not be approved.  Applications can currently be processed without the proposed changes. 

Recommendation for National Pooling Administration Change Order Proposal

Prepared by the Numbering Oversight Working Group (NOWG)

December 4, 2002

PA Change Order Identification

Change Order Proposal:…# 16

Proposal Name:………….LNPA Issue #335 – “AOCNs Performing Initial Thousand Block

                                                   Entries into BIRRDS”

PA Proposal Dated:……...September 18, 2002

Analysis Checklist (If underlined “NO”, see Analysis and Comments Section)
Yes No – The change order proposal meets the desired outcome, e.g., INC resolution.

Yes No – The change order sufficiently describe the impact upon service.

Yes No – There are no other known activities that may impact the change order.

Yes No – The NOWG has enough information in order to make a recommendation.

Yes No – The NOWG can recommend approval of this change order without reservation.

Recommendation

The NOWG recommends that this change order should __X__ be approved ____ not be approved as written. 

Analysis and Comments

INC Issue 389 (Change Minimum Expedite Thousand-Block Effective Date accepted by the INC on November 5, 2002) may yet again change the time interval of the block effective date trigger and impact the Thousand-Block Pooling Administration Guidelines Section 8.6.C.1.

The resolution to INC Issue 335 changed the time interval of the block effective date trigger from 2 to 4 days. INC Issue 389 proposes to again change the time interval of the block effective date trigger from 4 to 7 days in order to permit the PA and AOCNs time to enter required data .

NeuStar's description of the solution for this change order does not state exactly what is being changed within PAS. NOWG is left to guess that it is an automatic calculator of the effective date interval that results in output to the SP via a Part 3 generated by PAS.

The NAOWG recommends that this change order proposal be approved if the work proposed by NeuStar will allow flexibility for future changes to this trigger parameter in PAS.

