North American Numbering Council

c/o Columbia Institute for Tele-Information

Columbia Business School

1A Uris Hall

3022 Broadway

New York, NY 10027-6902

January 15, 2004

Mr. William Maher 

Chief, Wireline Competition Bureau

Federal Communications Commission

445 Twelfth Street, S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20554

RE: Inter-Modal Porting Interval
Dear Mr. Maher:

In paragraph 51 of its November 10, 2003 Order concerning intermodal number portability, the Commission said:

We seek input from the NANC on reducing the interval for intermodal porting.  The NANC recommendation should include corresponding updates to the NANC LNP process flows and any recommendations on an appropriate transition period.  The NANC should provide its recommendations promptly as we intend to review the record and address this issue expeditiously.  

Currently, the Commission has extended the filing dates for this proceeding to January 20, 2004 for Comments and February 4, 2004 for Reply Comments.

The purpose of this letter is to inform you that NANC’s work is not likely to be completed as quickly as the Commission may have hoped.

As soon as it became aware of the Order, NANC established an Issue Management Group (IMG) composed of a wide range of experts to prepare NANC’s response to the Commission’s directive.  During its January 13, 2004 meeting, NANC received a status report from the IMG, the essence of which is as follows:

· An initial meeting was held on December 22, 2003 with all stakeholder segments represented, including NARUC and NASUCA participants.

· A second meeting was held on January 9, 2004.  To expedite its works, the IMG agreed to focus only on the intermodal porting interval and to avoid working on porting issues that are not related to the intermodal porting interval.

· An initial draft report structure was presented, discussed and agreed, with the understanding that the structure may evolve as the IMG’s work is done.

· Sections in the draft IMG report were assigned to various parties to develop language for consideration by the IMG in subsequent conference calls.

· IMG participants will propose additional options for shortening the intermodal porting interval at the January 16 meeting. (One option was proposed at the January 9, 2004 meeting.) The IMG expects to evaluate options that range from a modest reduction in the current four-day porting interval to a substantial reduction such as the short 2.5 hour interval used for wireless porting.

· For each option, every step of the process flows will have to be reviewed and possibly be modified.  This review will have to be conducted first within each of the organizations participating in the IMG and then by the IMG collectively, probably in an iterative process that may take many meetings to achieve consensus.

· After consensus process flows are developed, the IMG will then attempt to develop some understanding of the costs that might be incurred if the option were selected by the Commission. 

The IMG and NANC are very aware of the Commission’s desire “to review the record and address this issue expeditiously” and we are working as quickly as possible. The next two IMG conference calls are planned for January 16 and 20, 2004 and NANC has tentatively scheduled a conference call to be held on January 28, 2004 to discuss and approve an IMG report.

However, the last two steps in the work plan outlined above are likely to consume considerable time due to the complexity and iterative nature of the work. Unfortunately, based on the IMG’s status report and discussion during the NANC meeting, my conclusion (which I believe is shared by most if not all NANC members) is that the IMG will not have a meaningful report by January 28, 2004 or on any date which would provide an opportunity for parties to reasonably comment on a NANC recommendation in their February 4, 2004 Reply Comments. While the IMG and NANC will work as quickly as possible, the Commission should not plan on receiving a recommendation from NANC prior to the March 16, 2004 NANC meeting.

I bring this scheduling reality to your attention so that the Commission could establish a procedural schedule that would allow parties to digest and comment on a NANC recommendation made as much as two months from now.  I would appreciate any further guidance from the Commission that might reduce the scale and scope of NANC’s work so that a recommendation could be made more quickly.

Please contact me or the IMG’s Chairman, Hoke Knox, if you would like to discuss this situation.

Sincerely,

/Signed/

Robert C. Atkinson

NANC Chair

cc:
NANC Members


Eric Einhorn, FCC


Diane Griffin, FCC


Cheryl Callahan, FCC


Sanford Williams, FCC 
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