NANP ADMINISTRATOR
2006 Annual Performance Feedback Survey

INFORMATION PAGE

EVALUATION PERIOD: 

January 1, 2006 through December 31, 2006
SUBMISSION DEADLINE: 

5 PM ET, February 28, 2007 

QUALIFICATION: Respondents are permitted to submit only one (aggregated) survey per functional entity, e.g., per service provider or per regulatory agency.

PURPOSE:  The North American Numbering Council (NANC) seeks aggregated input from your organization as to the yearly performance of the North American Numbering Plan Administration (NANPA) services. Responses to the questions contained in this survey are intended to provide information relative to your satisfaction with the performance of the NANPA.  

Please note that this survey requests input on the performance of NANPA, not the Thousands Block Pooling Administrator (PA)

SUBMITTING YOUR SURVEY: Return your survey in the form of a WORD document file via email to karen.s.riepenkroger@sprint.com . Ensure the name of your organization and your last name is appended to the end of the file name, e.g., “2006_NANPA_Survey – Telco Jones.doc.”  If facsimile is your only means of submission, please send it to (913-762-0121).

SURVEY DESCRIPTION:

Your numeric satisfaction ratings will be combined with all other survey responses for each of the questions in Sections A through G titled CO Code (NXX) Administration, NPA Relief Planning, Numbering Resource Utilization/ Forecast (NRUF), Other NANP Resources, NANP Administration System (NAS), Miscellaneous NANPA Functions and Overall Assessment of the NANPA, respectively. 

Your comments recorded in the box following each group of the satisfaction rating questions are strongly encouraged. Specific examples of your experiences with the NANPA will provide valuable information in determining if and where process improvements are needed. 

FURTHER INFORMATION: Direct all inquiries to the following Numbering Oversight Working Group (NOWG) contact:

Ms. Karen Riepenkroger





Sprint Nextel








913-762-4088







karen.s.riepenkroger@sprint.com



SURVEY DOWNLOAD SITES: A copy of this blank survey is also available for downloading from the following web sites:

www.nanpa.com or www.nanc-chair.org
SURVEY RESULTS: Overall results of the NANPA 2006 Performance Survey will be posted at www.nanpa.com upon completion.

All responses to this survey, including names and comments, are considered public information.  

***Your input will not be reviewed unless the following contact information is provided. ***
Full Name of Entity/Company/Agency:







Date:
First & Last Name of Contact:








 

Mailing Address w/Zip:
Telephone Number:




E-mail Address:

Please respond to the following questions indicating your level of satisfaction by entering a single mark to indicate your satisfaction rating level based upon the following scale: Exceeded; More than Met; Met; Sometimes Met; Not Met; N/A.  Refer to the satisfaction rating chart below for specific details related to each rating category.  You are strongly encouraged to provide written comments for all ratings, particularly when giving a rating of “Sometimes Met” or “Not Met.”  

The following chart defines the Satisfaction Ratings that are to be used by you on the survey form to indicate your satisfaction with the NANPA’s performance for the evaluation period of January 1, 2006 – December 31, 2006:  

	Satisfaction Rating
	Used when the NANPA...

	EXCEEDED
	Exceeded performance requirement(s) 

· Provided excellence above performance requirements and exceeded expectations

· Performance was well above requirements  

· Decisions and recommendations exceeded requirements and expectations

 

	  MORE THAN    

          MET


	Met and often went beyond performance requirement(s)

· Provided more than what was required to be successful

· Performance was more than competent and reliable 

· Decisions and recommendations usually exceeded requirements and expectations

	MET


	Met performance requirement(s)

· Met requirements in order to be considered successful

· Performance was competent and reliable

· Decisions and recommendations were within requirements and expectations 

	Sometimes Met
	Sometimes met performance requirement (s)

· Was inconsistent in meeting performance requirements

· Performance was sometimes competent and reliable

· Decisions and recommendations were sometimes within requirements



	NOT MET
	Did not meet performance requirement(s). 

· Administrative tasks and objectives were not within requirements in order to be considered successful

· Performance was unreliable and commitments were not met

· Decisions and recommendations were inconsistent with requirements



	N/A
	Did not observe activity or does not apply to service provider/regulator 


	Section A – CO Code (NXX) Administration

Indicate level of satisfaction for interaction with the CO Code Administrators.  If you did not interact with Code Administration in 2005, proceed to Section B.
	Exceeded
	More than Met
	Met
	Sometimes

 Met
	Not 

Met
	N/A

	1. NANPA processed my CO code application in accordance with the applicable regulations and/or industry guidelines (for example, processing in 10 business days).
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. NANPA demonstrated knowledge of local conditions necessary to properly assign codes (for example, assigned codes without conflict).   
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. NANPA adhered to regulations and/or industry procedures governing their actions.  When questioned, the NANPA was able to provide the documentation supporting their actions.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. NANPA posted jeopardy guidelines to their web site and appropriate databases in a timely manner and kept them up-to-date as changes occurred.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. NANPA sent the Part 4 reminder notices in accordance with industry guidelines.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. State Commissions Only:  NANPA effectively managed the reclamation process.
	
	
	
	
	
	


Section A - Comments on CO Code (NXX) Administration.  If you had an exceptional experience, positive or negative, please describe the situation and the outcome:

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	


	Section B – NPA Relief Planning
Indicate level of satisfaction for interaction with the NPA Relief Planning group.  If you did not participate in relief planning activities in 2006, proceed to Section C.
	Exceeded
	More than Met
	Met
	Sometimes Met
	Not

Met
	N/A

	1. NANPA determined the need for NPA relief in accordance with industry guidelines.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. NANPA advised all parties and included them in the planning effort and drafted a complete initial planning document (IPD).
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. NANPA displayed local and regional knowledge (for example, geography, demographics, growth patterns, local dialing plans) of the NPA in developing reasonable alternative NPA relief options for industry review. 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. NANPA demonstrated effective facilitation skills in NPA relief planning meetings. 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. NANPA kept the industry and regulators apprised of the status and changes related to ongoing relief projects.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. NANPA determined the need for rescinding NPA jeopardy in accordance with regulations and industry guidelines.  
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. State Commissions Only:  NANPA initiated communications with regulators and responded to their requests for information about changing conditions in conjunction with NPA relief planning and pending relief activities (for example, exhaust forecast updates and changes).
	
	
	
	
	
	


Section B - Comments on NPA Relief Planning.  If you had an exceptional experience, positive or negative, please describe the situation and the outcome:

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	


	Section C – Numbering Resource/Utilization Forecast (NRUF)
Indicate level of satisfaction with the NRUF process.
	Exceeded
	More than Met
	Met
	Sometimes Met
	Not

Met
	N/A

	1. NANPA provided timely updates and other useful information concerning the submission of NRUF data via the NANP Notification System (NNS) and the NANPA web site. 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. NANPA provided notification of any errors and data anomalies and worked with me to resolve these issues (if applicable) prior to the next NRUF filing date. 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. NANPA was available to respond to questions and provide needed direction concerning NRUF submissions, especially during the semi-annual submission deadlines of February 1 and August 1.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. State Commissions Only: NANPA provided state-specific carrier NRUF data in accordance with FCC Rules. 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. State Commissions Only: NANPA provided timely updates to carrier specific NRUF information as requested.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. State Commissions Only: NANPA provided NRUF reports and queries that assisted in a state’s analysis of the data.
	
	
	
	
	
	


Section C - Comments on NRUF.  If you had an exceptional experience, positive or negative, please describe the situation and the outcome:

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	


	Section D – Other NANP Resources

Indicate level of satisfaction for interaction with NANPA.  If you did not apply for other resources in 2006, proceed to Section E.
	Exceeded
	More than Met
	Met
	Sometimes Met
	NotMet
	N/A

	1. NANPA processed CIC resource applications within 10 business days. 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. NANPA provided timely responses to questions about CICs. 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. NANPA processed applications for the 500 NPA resources within 10 business days. 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. NANPA provided timely responses to questions about the 500 resources. 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. NANPA processed applications for the 900 NPA resources within 10 business days. 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. NANPA provided timely responses to questions about the 900 resources. 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. NANPA processed applications for the 555 NXX resources within 10 business days. 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. NANPA provided timely responses to questions about the 555 resources. 
	
	
	
	
	
	


Section D - Comments on Other NANP Resources.  If you had an exceptional experience, positive or negative, please describe the situation and the outcome:

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	


	Section E – NANP Administration System (NAS)

Indicate level of satisfaction for NAS. 
	Exceeded
	More than Met
	Met
	Sometimes Met
	Not Met
	N/A

	1. I am a Service Provider and I do not use NAS.  (If true, please explain in Comments below.) 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. NANPA ensured that NAS was accessible and available for use and NANPA kept users informed on issues concerning planned NAS maintenance and availability.  
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. NAS made it easy for users to fill out and submit applications/forms.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. NAS allowed users to make changes to applications/forms.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. NANPA provided NAS support in a timely and     effective manner.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. NAS data maintained by NANPA is accurate (i.e. NPA, rate center).
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. NPA relief planning documentation available via NAS was easy to access, view and download.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. NANPA provided timely information on numbering issues by using the NANP Notification System (NNS) to communicate changes to INC guidelines, NRUF matters, NPA relief planning activities, availability of documentation such as Newsletters, Planning letters, etc.
	
	
	
	
	
	


Section E - Comments on the NANP Administration System (NAS).  If you had an exceptional experience, positive or negative, please describe the situation and the outcome:

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	


	Section F– Miscellaneous NANPA Functions
Indicate level of satisfaction for your interaction with NANPA.
	Exceeded
	More than Met
	Met
	Sometimes Met
	Not

Met
	N/A

	1. NANPA web site was easily accessible and information has been kept up-to-date.  
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. NANPA web site was easily navigated and provided the tools needed to assist users in locating information on the site.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. NANPA representative(s) provided good customer service and helpful assistance.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. NANPA responded to inquiries within 1 business day and, when necessary, provided a subject matter referral (for example, employee, web site or guidelines) in an appropriate time period.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. When further clarification or explanation involving regulatory direction was needed, or when conflicts arose concerning the interpretation of regulations, NANPA promptly solicited the input of appropriate regulator(s) and clearly documented for all clients the results of its findings.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. NANPA was responsive and cooperative in resolving formal and informal complaints.
	
	
	
	
	
	


Section F – Comments on Miscellaneous NANPA Functions.  If you had an exceptional experience, positive or negative, please describe the situation and the outcome:

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	


	Section G – Overall Assessment of the NANPA

Indicate level of satisfaction for your interaction with NANPA.
	Exceeded
	More than Met
	Met
	Sometimes Met
	Not

Met
	N/A

	Based upon your experiences in the 2006 performance year, how would you rate NANPA’s overall service?
	
	
	
	
	
	


Section G – Comment on Overall Assessment of the NANPA.  If you had an exceptional experience, positive or negative, please describe the situation and the outcome.  If you have comments that you felt did not belong in any other section, please list them here:
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