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1. The IMG accepted the proposed agenda to review the timeline, the effects of Rate Center Consolidation, and the proposed changes to ITN.  It was suggested that we should prioritize and try to estimate the benefits of these what we thought  would be the most effective measures.  IMG agreed that sponsors of measures may be in the best position to assess the underlying assumptions and potential impacts. 

2. IMG  agreed that if there are no contributions, meet anyway and brainstorm on one or two issues.

3. Discussion of  Rate Center consolidation: based on empirical data, came up with one way of estimating impact, but it didn’t show how it would work will pooling.   Expectation that the benefits of pooling reduce the expected benefit from RCC.  Could assume that RCC was reduced after pooling.  There is not a direct relationship; could be 50% reduction in code demand with pooling, and 45% reduction in code demand with RCC.  However, take pooling, then the additional reduction based on RCC would only be applied to new rate of code usage.  From this could derive a 70% maximum reduction in code.  Where consolidation has occurred, would not assume there would be more.  This would be limited to the top 100 MSAs.  (This is a ceiling benefit analysis of the top benefit, because if RCC is expanded beyond the 100 MSAs, it doesn’t confer much benefit since there is not a high demand for codes.)

Request of NANPA for analysis of RCC:

Take top level MSAs, where RCC has not occurred, apply another 45% reduction, and apply after the reduction factor for pooling had been applied.  The sensitivity analysis for this 45% may show a low (15%)and high (70%) to see what differs. The model accounts for 10% reduction with wireless pooling; but there would be no further reduction in wireless demand as a result of RCC, figuring negligible impact from RCC with respect to wireless.  There should be a year delay from the benefits of pooling to the analysis that determines the benefits of RCC.  This one year delay applies from when the model was run (with pooling), expecting it will take approximately a year for RCC to begin after pooling start date.

Apply NPAs identified in the 2001 NANPA exhaust study, not use the proposed pooling rollout.

4. Discussed the proposed revisions to the ITN Measure; it was suggested that the quantity of available numbers be calculated and carrier forecasts applied to the pool of available numbers across all carriers.  Alternatively, the NRUF data could be used to calculate an overall growth rate across carriers, say 5% year and determine the number of codes needed to satisfy that growth. The issue ofhow long go out ---until exhaust, or just 10 years was raised.  Brian suggested looking at some NPAs and then applying a factor (just as we do to RCC or pooling.)  Apply it to a smaller subset, to see if different NPAs show the same results.  Looking at year over year assignment rate, total number of  assigned TNs reported last year (e.g., 100,000), the total number assigned this year (e.g. 110,000, say increase is 10,000 per year, for a 10% growth rate each year.  Determine the number of CO codes needed to meet this demand under ITN. Then compare that to what baseline model assumed in the CO Code model, to see the variation.  Pooling will be assumed to be in place.  . General approach is to look at NPAs and calculate some factors.   If in an area with very little competition, unlikely that ITN would make much difference.  So in a “one carrier” situation, don’t expect any benefit from ITN.  Have to be certain that we are applying factor to the appropriate NPAs.  So we would take a sample of NPAs from MSAs where at least 5 LECs operate, and get demand from trended growth in NRUF.  See if there is a reasonably consistent reduction factor.  Inventory versus no inventory approach: assumption is that this estimate will not reflect provider inventory.  The increment one obtains number’s in, versus utilization threshold, which is to incrementally rise to 75%, so model does not need to independently account for this.  However, carriers did not include the 60% utilization factor in their demand, so NANPA had to factor it into their exhaust analysis.  If some carriers do take it into account, and others do not, it will impact NANPA’s ability to accurately predict exhaust.  As yet we do not have a good way to determine carrier’s inventory, need to be able to determine the benefit of implementing ITN with SP’s inventory.  Methodology proposed ignores the fact that there is already inventory out there; it is designed to accommodate demand going forward.  This would be a “best case” estimate, assuming extant inventory can soak up the aging TNs, etc.

5. Telcordia (Brian Baldwin) agreed to put together a contribution on NPA Overlays, and determining the assumptions to feed into exhaust projections.

6. IMG will let the NANC know that the underlying assumption is that baseline measurement for each Optimization includes a calculation for pooling, however, combinations of optimization measures will not be calculated. (This should be in our slide for the January 2002 NANC.)  

7. If quantify NANP Expansion with ITN, would this bound the level of pooling, or would we want to go down to 100 TN pooling level before we go to ITN?  (Ed Gould’s input.)  Penn pointed out that we have to use trended growth; we only have block forecast, not TN forecast.

8. It was suggested that Transparent Number with Geographic Portability could be crudely estimated through one-for-one as Rate Center Consolidation, e.g., both could be said to confer same benefit.  Penn said if we arrive at however a tentative estimate of RCC, that geographic portability has the same factor of optimization.  Geographic portability would have a broader scope than RCC in terms of geographic limitation; the only feasible way is to say it would be at least as big as RCC.  Assumption is that would have at least as much gain as RCC, maybe more.  The underlying assumption must be that the area where Transparent Numbers are implemented is imposed by federal mandate.  Penn proposes to write it up in more detail to see if folks are comfortable with the assumptions before IMG agrees that it is the same optimization benefit for Transparent Numbers as for RCC.

9.  Expectation that RCC will have the methodology established for NANP Exhaust analysis first, and that three measures, ITN, Transparent Numbers/Geographic Portability, and NPA Overlays, will have actively been worked as to the underlying assumptions.  The latter three can then be computed as to additional NANP life.

10. Action Item:  Participants should review their calendars for planning 2002 meeting schedule, with the expectation of more frequent conference calls and face-to-face meetings.

11. The next meeting of the IMG will be December 6, 2001, from 12:00-2:00 PM  EDT. Bridge info and agenda will be distributed prior to the call.
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