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1. The IMG accepted the proposed agenda.

2. Members of the IMG present at the last NANC meeting discussed reactions to the IMG’s report. The IMG will continue in its work but may have some latitude for revising the schedule if necessary.  IMG members are asked to consider what revisions to the workplan (see attached) might be appropriate and send e-mails to the group. One general suggestion was to delay the final report until 3Q2002 when data from additional NRUF cycles and a new NANP exhaust projection would be available.

The NANC chair did ask that the IMG document its rationale for dropping the Charging for Numbers optimization measure. Karen Mulberry agreed contribute something on this topic. 

There was also discussion re the rate center definition but the IMG agreed to retain the current one pending specific proposals for changes.

3.  The IMG discussed Rate Center Consolidation impact estimation and the AT&T contribution outlining the two approaches that had been discussed and proposing estimation of a general wireline CO code demand deflation factor based on past instances of RCC. NANPA indicated that this approach would be feasible for them to implement as compared to the alternative of attempting to recalculate demand on the basis of specific assumptions of what consolidations would take place.

Concerns were raised, however, about the interaction of RCC and thousands block number pooling. The available data on RCC are from areas without pooling and the IMG agreed that the amount of reduction in demand produced by RCC would be less in an area where pooling was in place since carriers would not need a whole CO code per rate center even without RCC.  Some suggested approaches included estimating RCC impact just in the absence of pooling or applying the reduction factors sequentially (i.e., reducing wireline demand by 50% for pooling and then reducing the resulting demand by 45% of  post pooling demand rather than reducing pre-pooling demand by  50%+45% = 

95%).  NANPA also noted that the IMG would need to make assumptions about when RCC took place regardless of the general approach taken to estimating the magnitude of demand reduction.

The IMG came to no consensus as to how to proceed except to request further discussion by e-mail and contributions for the next call.

4. The next meeting of the IMG will be November 1st from 12-2 PM  EST. Bridge info and agenda will be distributed prior to the call.

Penn Pfautz

