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PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3298

February 5, 2002

Mr. Tom Wheeler

President and CEO

Cellular Telecommunications and Internet Association

1250 Connecticut Ave. NW

Suite 800

Washington, D.C.  20031

Re:  Your January 31, 2002 Letter to William Nugent

Dear Mr. Wheeler:

On January 31, 2002, you sent a letter to Mr. William Nugent, Chair of the Board and President of the National Association of Regulatory Commissioners.  In your letter, you stated the following:

The California Public Utilities Commission warned in November [2001] that the aggressive schedule for wireless number pooling could, “result in problems that might affect service quality, or even call completion’”.  (Emphasis added.)   

At the conclusion of your letter, you again refer to the CPUC:

But I hope we are united in a fervent belief that regulation should not trigger the California PUC warning about, “problems that might affect service quality, or even call completion”.

Although it was not addressed to anyone at the CPUC, I am compelled to respond to your letter.  The language you cite was contained in a pleading I drafted and filed on behalf of the CPUC before the FCC on November 6, 2001.  I have enclosed a copy of the pleading for your reference, because I can only conclude from your misuse of the quote that you have not read the pleading.  The alternative is that you have intentionally misrepresented the CPUC’s statements to infer erroneously that California supports FCC forbearance from the mandate that the wireless industry deploy local number portability (LNP) technology by November 24, 2002.

The CPUC pleading, as it states, was filed in response to a Public Notice issued by the FCC’s Common Carrier Bureau (CCB)
.   As noted in our pleading, the CCB sought comments on its proposed schedule for the rollout of national number pooling.  The context in which the language you quoted appears pertains only to the number of area codes, or NPAs, the CCB included in the first quarter of the proposed schedule.
  Here is the entire paragraph containing the language quoted in your letter to Mr. Nugent:

Further, we note that the proposed schedule for the first quarter rollout contains four California NPAs.  We recognize that in the Report and Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (First Report & Order) in this docket, the FCC concluded that “[t]he schedule for each quarter will contain three NPAs from each of the seven NPAC regions that are within the largest 100 MSAs”.
   Most California NPAs are at least partially contained within a top 100 MSA.  While one or more of the area codes included in the 1st quarter rollout may have but a small portion of its territory contained in a top 100 MSA, we realize that the need to place more than one NPA per month into pooling could be a burden on the carriers.  That, in turn, could result in problems that might affect service quality, or even call completion.  As a consequence, the CPUC is not opposed to revising the 1st quarter schedule that would reduce to three the number of area codes included.  The fourth NPA could be moved down the list to replace either the 805 or 707, which will be opened pursuant to CPUC order prior to the start of the national rollout.  (Emphasis added.)

Please note that the statement concerning the possibility of impaired service quality or incomplete calls referred to problems that might arise if the FCC’s pooling schedule were to include more than three area codes per quarter.  Further, the comments were directed at a change to the schedule for the first quarter of the national pooling rollout.  Note also that nothing in the entire paragraph, or in the rest of the pleading, refers to “wireless number pooling”.  

Wireless carriers are not scheduled to begin pooling until November of this year.  By that time, the national pooling rollout will be into its third quarter, well beyond the point in time addressed in the CPUC’s comments.  In any event, even if our comments are construed to address the pooling rollout beyond the first quarter, we can identify no connection between the number of area codes pooled per quarter and the beginning of wireless pooling.  Indeed, the FCC has not proposed that the number of area codes pooled per quarter be modified in any way to reflect wireless pooling.  Consequently, any connection you may have drawn between our concern over the number of area codes pooled in any quarter, and the impact of wireless entry into pooling was completely misplaced.  

The CPUC is on record at the FCC as opposing the Verizon Wireless petition for forbearance from the wireless LNP mandate.  I am troubled by your misuse of the language in our pleading to suggest that requiring carriers to meet that mandate will produce problems for customers.  

Sincerely,

Helen M. Mickiewicz


Deputy General Counsel

Encl.

cc:
William Nugent, NARUC


Loretta M. Lynch, Pres., CPUC

� The CCB has been absorbed into the new Telecommunications Access Policy Division in the FCC’s recent internal reorganization.  


� NPA is the acronym for Number Plan Area, the industry term for “area code”.  


� FCC 00-104, released March 31, 2000, ¶ 161.  California shares the western NPAC region with Hawaii and Nevada, neither of which have a pool included in the proposed national rollout schedule for the 1st quarter.  





