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Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND PROVIDE YOUR BUSINESS 

ADDRESS. 

A. My name is Dana Smith and my business address is Six Campus Drive, 

Westlake, TX 76262. 

BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED AND IN WHAT CAPACITY? 

I am employed by Verizon Wireless (“VZW’) as a Member of Technical 

Staff, Numbering Policy & Standards. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR BUSINESS EXPEMENCE. 

I joined VZW in April 2000 as part of the Bell Atlantic-GTE merger and am 

responsible for the company’s participation in NPA planning relief for the 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

states of Florida, Texas and Illinois, as we11 as other states in our Southeast, 

South Central and Great Lakes areas of operation. Prior to that, I was the 

Numbering Manager for PrimeCo Personal Communications. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND, Q. 

A. I have a Bachelor’s of Business Administration fiom the University of North 

Texas in Denton, Texas. 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE VZW’S OPERATIONS. 

A. VZW is a wireless communications service provider and operates under FCC 

licenses for several service areas in Florida. VZW is the largest wireless 

communications provider in the U.S. with more than 26 million wireless 

voice and data customers and 3.5 million paging customers. The new coast- 

to-coast wireless provider was formed by the combination of the US. 

wireless businesses of Bell Atlantic Corporation and GTE Corporation - now 

Verizon Communications (NYSE:VZ) - and Vodafone AirTouch (NYSE and 

LSE: VOD). The new company includes the assets of AirTouch Cellular, 
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AirTouch Paging, Bell Atlantic Mobile, GTE Wireless, and PrimeCo 

Personal Communications. 

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY IN THIS 

PROCEEDING? 

The purpose of my testimony is to discuss code exhaustion issues for the 941 

Numbering Plan Area (‘“PA”) from the perspective of a cellular 

communications service provider, what is often referred to as “commercial 

mobile radio services” or “CMRS.” In particular, I will address the issues 

identified in the Florida Public Service Comission’s (“Commission”) Order 

Establishing Procedure in this docket issued January 1 I ,  2001. 

SHOULD THE COMMISSION APPROVE THE INDUSTRY’S 

CONSENSUS Rl3LIEF PLAN FOR THE 941 AREA CODE? 

Yes, the Commission should approve the industry’s consensus relief plan for 

the 94 1 area code. The industry recommended Altemative # 1, an all-services 

“distributed” overlay for 941, as the optimal alternative. An overlay plan has 

several advantages. Overlays avoid the problems associated with splintering 

communities of interest into ever-smaller parts, including forced number 

changes, and allow more flexibility to assign resources once number 

conservation measures are implemented. Although overlays require ten-digit 

dialing, geographic splits increase the mount of ten-digit dialing as well. 

Once a split is adopted, the fiequency of ten-digit dialing increases because 

the universe of numbers dialable with seven digits shrinks as communities are 

further fractured, creating additional dialing confusion. As the Federal 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Communications Commission recently recognized, overlays yield numbers 

that are available for use throughout the entire geographic area covered by the 
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old NPA, allowing resources to follow demand throughout an area receiving 

relief. As a result, forecasting nui-nbei- utilization will be more accurate if an 

overlay is implemented. [See Numbering Resource Optimization, Second 

Report and Urdei=, Order on Recoizsidercrtiorz in CC Docket No. 96-98 and 

CC Docket No. 99-200, arzd Secoiid Further Notice of Proposed Ruleinclkiizg 

in CC Docket No. 99-200, released December 29, 2000 at fT 66 (“Second 

NRO Order”)]. 

Verizon Wireless strongly supports implementation of an overlay 

because all three of the geographic split altematives will impact our 

customers and business negatively. A geographic split may require area code 

changes for tens of thousands of VZW customers. Therefore, the split 

altematives before the Commission are equally unacceptable. 

An overlay makes sense given the history of this area code. 

Specifically, the 941 NPA was just split last year. Mandatory dialing for the 

941/863 split began May 22,2000 and by July, 2000 the industry was already 

attending a new round of relief planning meetings for the 941 NPA due to the 

faulty split line. Now that the Commission must provide relief for the 941 

NPA again in such a short timeframe, an overlay is warranted to avoid the 

difficulties of determining an appropriate split line and to avoid fracturing the 

941 NPA into even smaller parts. 

IF THE COMMISSION DOES NOT APPROVE THE INDUSTRY’S 

CONSENSUS RELIEF PLAN FOR THE 941 ARl3A CODE, WHAT 

ALTERNATIVE RELIEF PLAN SHOULD THE COMMISSION 

IMPLEMENT? 

Q. 
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A. Verizon Wireless strongly supports adoption of an a1 -services “distributed” 

overlay. If the Commission chooses to order a split iistead of the industiy- 

recommended overlay, wireless carriers must have the option to 

“grandfather” their NXXs, allowing subscribers in those NXXs to retain their 

telephone numbers in the old NPA. Geographic splits impose a 

disproportionate and unique negative impact on wireless customers and 

carriers. That burden results from the need to reprogram wireless handsets 

with the customer’s new telephone number. Unlike wireline telephone 

numbers, the telephone numbers of VZW’s wireless customers are 

programmed or coded into our customers7 individual handsets. The assigned 

number cannot be changed at the switch or other remote point, but rather 

must be done for each individual handset. Granting wireless carriers the 

option to grandfather or retain the telephone numbers for its existing 

customer base would spare tens of thousands of Floridians the need to have 

their handsets reprogrammed. Grandfathering is consistent with the 

Commission’s number conservation objectives, because wireless carriers 

would continue to serve customers from their existing inventory of numbers 

until reaching a prescribed utilization threshold before seeking new codes, as 

required by the FCC ’s rules regarding number utilization efficiency. 

Verizon Wireless recognizes that states are reluctant to implement 

area code changes because of the disruption and inconvenience to the public. 

In an effort to minimize disruptions to customers associated with area code 

relief, while preserving the ability of all carriers to obtain numbering 

resources when needed, VZ W supported a phased-in-overlay proposal that 

is presently before the FCC for consideration. The proposal and VZW’s Ex 
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Parte letter to the FCC supporting the proposal are attached as Exhibit - 

(DS-1). 

Q. WHAT NUMBER CONSERVATION MEASURES, IF ANY, 

SHOULD THE COMMISSION IMPLEMENT? 

In September, 1999, the FCC granted the Florid2 Commission interim 

authority to institute thousands-block pooling trials; reclaim unused and 

reserved NXX codes; maintain rationing for six months following area code 

relief; set numbering allocation standards; require the submission of 

utilization data from all carriers; and implement code sharing. Subsequent 

FCC orders have superseded or altered specific grants of authority to 

individual states, and any conservation measures adopted by the Commission 

must be consistent with the FCC’s orders and regulations.’ The imposition 

of reasonable reclamation procedures, a utilization threshold, and thousands 

block number pooling for LNP-capable carriers early in the life of the new 

NPA would do much to maximize code utilization. The FCC has prescribed 

that carriers meet a utilization threshold or fill rate for assigned numbers 

beginning at 60% and increasing by 5% over three years to 75%. Verizon 

Wireless supports a uniform national threshold and, therefore, urges the 

Florida Commission to set its threshold initially at 60%, with increases over 

time up to 75%. In addition, the Florida Commission should adopt a “safety 

valve.” As the FCC has recognized, by proposing the need for a safety valve 

procedure to access numbers in the Further Notice to the Number Resource 

Optimization proceeding, stringent use of a fill rate may impede a carrier’s 

A. 

l& In the Matter of Numbering Resource Optimization, Report and Order and Further 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, CC Docket No. 99-200, released March 3 1,2000, at 7 7. 
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ability to meet actual customer demand.’ A safety valve is essential, 

especially because under the FCC’s fill rate calculation, only “assigned” 

numbers are included in the numerator, overestimating the aniount of 

numbers truly available to carriers to assign to customers. For example, 

intermediate numbers that carriers supply to resellers are not available for 

assignment, yet the FCC’s formula for determining the fill rate treats 

intermediate numbers as if they were available to the underlying carrier. For 

this reason, if the Florida Commission should set a fill rate, it should begin 

at the lower end of the permissible range, and allow for a safety valve 

whereby carriers could access numbers regardless of the fill rate, if actual 

need can be demonstrated. 

Q. IF NUMBER CONSERVATION MEASURES ARE TO BE 

IMPLEMENTED, WHEN SHOULD THEY BE IMPLEMENTED? 

A. Number conservation measures should be implemented as soon as 

practicable. However, number conservation is not a substitute for area code 

relief when an area code is already too far depleted to meet numbering needs 

of all carriers. The Commission must recognize that wireless carriers will not 

be able to receive numbers fiom thousand-block number pools until they are 

LNP capable. FCC rules do not require this capability until November 24, 

2002. The Commission must ensure that full NXX codes are available for 

assignment to wireless carriers, until wireless carriers can participate in 

pooling. 

2See In the Matter of Numbering; Resource Optimization, Second Report and Order, Order 
on Reconsideration in CC Docket Nu. 96-98 and CC Docket No. 99-200, and Second Further Notice 
of Proposed Rulemaking in GCDocket No. 99-200, released December 29,2000 at 11’1[ 186-189. 
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1 Q. DOES THAT CONCLUDE YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY? 

2 A. Yes, it does. 
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VIA €him DELIVERY 

Mngdie R. Sa ls ,  Secretary 
Federal Communications Commiss i o n 
445 E‘ Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

Vernon Wirele6s 2 2000 ’1300 I Street Nw 
Suite 400 West 
Washington, DC 20005 

-BMszXmw 

I 

Re: Notice o€ Written Ex Pane Presenhtion 
Numbering Rerorrrce Optimizdiun - CC Docket NO. 99-200 

Pursuant to Sections 1.1206(b)(l) of the Commission’s Rules, Vcrizon Wireless and 
Vcrizon Wireless Messaging Sewices (“Verizon Wireless”) submit this notice in the abwe- . 
captioned dockeced proceeding of a written e.rparte presentation LO Yog V m a ,  Depuy Bureau 
Chief, Common Carrier Bureau of the Fedenl Communications Commission. The presentation 
was il letttr dated November 20,2000 from John Scott and Anne Hoskins, boch o l  Venton 
Wuclcss, to Mr.. varma. 

Copies of h e  letter were also hand d4vcred to the Following FCt personnel: Thomas J. 
S u p e ,  Dorothy Attwood, L. Charles Keller, G s  Monrehh, Diane Griffin Hamon, David Fud,  
Bhise Scinto, Axon Goldberger, CheryI Callahan, Jennifer Salhus, Patrick Forster, Joe Levin, 
and Elis  Johnson. 

Pursuant to Sections 1.1206(b)(l) and (2), ah origind and one copy of this erparte 
notificauon (with atuchmcnts) are provided for inclusion in the public record of the ~ I O V C -  

referenced proceeding. 
maserids upon request. 

We w k l d  be pleased to provide additional copies of the written 
Please direct any questions regarding this matter to the undcrsiped. 

Respectfully submi ttt d, 

. 
John T. Scott, IlI 
Anne HosKns 

t 
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EX PARTE FTLING 

Mr. Yog vm;r 
Depury Chief, Common Camer Bureau 
Fedcnl Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

Re: - Proposal for Phased-In Overluy Relief 
CC Docket 99-200 

DearMt. V m a :  I 

On November 15,2000, Verizon Wireless and Verizon Wireless Messaging Services 
(collecti_vely "Veriton Wireless") joined ;I t ~ < e  group of wireless carriers in submitring 3. 
proposal fur phased-in m a  code relief.'; Verizon Wireless urges the FCC to adopt this proposal 
and LO provide the necessary authority to state regulatory commissions to implemcnL it. The 
phased-in overlay proposd serves the public interest because it (a) creates another tool for state 
regula~~ry commissions to provide non-pooling carriers with telephone numbers in WAS where 
pooling has been implemented, (b) optimizes number usqe. (c) is not unreasonably 
discriminatory, and (d) can help carriers -dn access to numbers they need IO sene their 
customers. The proposal also provides a mechanism to end the over-reliance by state regulatory 
commissions on restrictive 'rationing (unrclared 10 camer or customer need). 

IntheYRON otice last year, the Commission decided to ''reexamine [h] policies wirh 
respect 10 service-specific and ttctmology-specific overlays, and to consider whether should 
modify or lift the restriction On these area code relief method@ In this regard, the Commission 
asked "if we were to ndopr pooling mquirements for L,NP-capable carriers, should we consider 
dlowhg the creation of ovcrlay ma codes specifically for carriers that are not LNPcapable?"'' 

f 
' & Leuer co Yog Vimna, Deputy Chief, Common C;uricr Buttau, from Judith St. Ledger-Roty, Cc 
D W ~ C  NO. 99-200 (Nw. 15,2000). 

' Nmkring Resource Optimi&n. Notice of Proposed R u l t d 5 n g ,  l4 FCC Red 10322. lO33 1 
(1999) (yR0 No tice").: ' 

tics, 14 FCC Rcd at 10432. my carriers, including Verizoa Wireless, opposed the use af 
tC~hno\ogy ~pecific overlay codes because of heir pernicious effect on competition. Verizon W k d d  
opposition to technology specific overlays has not abated. The phased-in overlay proposal is neither 
t cchnolo~ specific nor unreasonably discrirninarory.. 

. 

I 
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The rime is now rip,. to xlclress this; issue 2nd [O ;luLhOriZc [hc L~S: c f 'phiscd- in ovx1;Iys. 
The phased-in overlay proposal is direcrIy responsive 10 the M?O N o t k c ' s  quesTion oF whcrher 
the crealion of overlay codes for non-pooling capable carriers is appropnilre concurrenL with :he 
implementation of paolinz for other carriers. -4s [he Commission has emphasized consisienti y 
upon dekgaring authority to states CQ institute pooling 'trials, 211 carriers, inclubkg those [hat 
c;mnot pool, must continue IO have non-discriminatory access to n u m b e d '  This is not 
~ c c u r r i n ~  in many states, leaving non-poolins capable camcrs with shon;lgts of numbers LO 
serve their cusramers. Verizon Wireless is willing 10 be served out of a p h s e - i n  overlay code, ;is 
long as the FCC prohibits smes from usins nrbirrary rationing to extend "PA lives artificially. 
The phased-in overlay proposal provides s u r e  commissions wirh an additional tool to fulfill their 
obligiihns pursuant to their delegated authority. 

The Commission's inquiry rcceived responses From every sector of  te1ecommunic;lrions - 
industry as well ;1s state replarors and end users.' MIOSC OF rhe ammcnters  opposed 
technology-specific averlnys for two key reasons: (1) they arc discriminurory and anti- 
compztkivet and (2) they will not help conserve numbers. However, seven1 state rcgularots 
supponed the introduction of specialized overlays. arguing that states need oddirional tlexibility 
to address numbering issues? 

56e. t . ~ . .  Arkon3 Corporation Commission t t  al. Petition for Delegated Xurhority tQ Implzmenr U 

Number Conservation Measures. DA 00-1616 1 I L (July W. 2000) (deciding 15 state petitions). 

Set C t m x n "  filed in response to the NRQ Suticc. I - 
- t.g. GTE Comments at 7.5 ('-with a technolay-spccitic or service specific overlay. the affected 

c m k ~  and their cusromet bear il disproportionare share of rhe burden ;Issociared with implementing a 
new NPA. This unequal burden would constitute both an unressonddc discrimination and an 
unensonabk pncdcz,"): Paging Network Con"n[s at 5 i"Wirelrss-spe<ific werhys erecc unnecessary 
obswks to competition between wireline and wireless services without any tangible off-serring 
benefits."); VoictStresm Comments ;IC 3 1 ("technology- and service-specific overlays are. by their very 
nature, discriminatory and should nwcr be an option."). 

Chnment hvitcd. Public N o h ,  R!! No. 958 (rcl. 1998) ("ConntXctiCuK Petition''); Common c i i e r  
B ~ r t ; r ~  Seeks Comment on Massachusetts Depanmtnt of Tclecommunicalions and &erg Petidon for 
Waiver to Implement a Technology-Specific Overlay in rhe 508.6 17.75 I. and 973 Area Codes, Public 
Nurice. DA 99460. (el. March 4. 1990) ("pvIassnchusas Petition"): Common Carrier Bureau S ~ k s  
C ~ " C  on ;L Perition of rhr: Cdifornia Public Urilicies Commission and chz Peuple of the State o f  
cdbnia for a Waiver to Implement Technolosy-Specific or Service-Specific Area Code, Public 
Non'cc. NSD File No. L-99-36, DA 99-929 (14. May 14. 1999) ('*Cnl;fonio PtMon"). In addition, 
seven1 states filed comments to the WO Notice supportine specialized overlays. & Cdlifomia PUc 
CO"I~S oc 46; Connecticut DPUC Comments ;le 8; Maine PUC Commtnrs at 27; New Harl.lpshi= PUc 
Commtnts at 21; New Jersey BPU Comments at 7; New York DPS Comments at 22; Ohio PUC 
c0-i~~ tlt 40. A joint outline developed by these srrrres. together with TrhssachustttS, North C d i n a .  
k a s .  W;lshington, and Wisconsin. a150 expressed support for specialized overlays. &, g& loin[ State 
Outline a~ 4% Amhmcnt A to Massachusetts DTE Comments, Nonh Carolina. Tens. Wuhingpn. end 
Wisconsin. however. did not sp~~if ical ly  submit or endorse the outline in their comments. Moreover. 
North Cirolina took a posirian supporting ehc rclcxaminstiion of specialized overlays, but ir did not 
rpcihcally suppoir the use OF such overlays. Nonh Ctlrolina PUC Comments at 18. pur  str:  
Cotondo PUC Comrnents at 13 (opposing the: use OF 1schnologyst service specific ovtdays). 

- 

& Camecticut Department of Pubtic Uriliry Control Files Petition for Rutmaking. Public II 

. 
c 
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Firsc, a central component o f  the phased-in overlay proposal. is the prohibition against 
"take-backs" of existing numbers from non-paolin_g capable carriers. Specifically, the proposal 9 
forbids states from requiring non-pooling carriers to re tun numbers from the old area code. 
This prohibition avoids the discrimination inherent in numberin? relief p h s  [ha[ require the 
take-back of kXXs from carriers using the new code. As the Commission has found in rejeccing 
service-specific overhys in the past, number take-backs are an unacceprab! y discriminarory 
aspect of such proposals."' As the Cummission aptly nored. wireless companies art placed ;It ;I 
distincr d i ~ a d v a n t i ~ e  by takc-bxk propusds because wireless customers suffer the cost and 
inconvcnitncc OF surrcndcrin~ e x i s h g  numbers. bringing handsets LO scrvice cenrers for manual 
reproEmming, changing over to new numbers. and inFormin5 callers o f  the new number." 

Second. unlike technology-specific overlays. phased-in overhys would be available to a11 
non-pooling capable carriersl including landline carriers that arc not LSP-uapable. Indeed. rhe 
proposal i s  designed to ensure that the overlay XPA becomes an 311-scrvices Overlay XP.4 Once 
the crisrins hTA k This also eliminates m y  possibility th;ls,the new overlay code 
is wasIefu1 or incfficienr because i r  enables a11 carriers LO eventually share the new numbering 
resources from the phased-in overlay. 

Third any discriminatory impact is temporaw. In pmicular. the proposal directs r h t  
NA3iiPZi not to release codes from the new XPA until pooling has been or is about to be 
implemenred md the ori$nal area code has a relatively small number or' full codes remaining." 

' 
Rcd 4596.46IW-OS. 20 (1995) ("Amcn'tech Otdee"): see also Second Local Cornperidon Order, I I FCC 
Rcd 19393. 1950s. 1931s (1996) (holding thar a servict-specific overlay proposed by the T ~ X S  Public 
Utilities Cornmission violated rht Amerirech Order.) 

Proposed 705 Relief Plan and 630 Numbering Plan Area Code by &"zrech-U1inois. IO FCC 

Nothing in the proposal aluxs the a m e n t  Commission's rules regarding the return of > i  codes to 
N k V A  which are not assigned and used within h e  timeframes specified by the Commission's rules. 

Ameritech Order at &08.'1[27. 

'I 

pooling. the overlay code will have both non-poding camen (predominately paging and S&E) and 
pooling carriers (e.3.. covered CMRS c a m m )  using it, 

In addition. once covered C"S carriers are required 10 implement 10~31 number ponabiliv and 

c * 



The PJCI that the philsed-in overlay w i l l  be limited in duntion d s o  dlevia~es concerns 
about the inefficiencies of restricting SPAS to non-poolins Capable caTriers. In 3'ew York. [he 
only place where ;I rechnology-specific uvertay has been implemented. t h a  Public Service 
Commission ultimately opcned the 9 L7 overlay to dl camers because the SPA serving l a n d h e  
cmiers (3 12) had exhausted before ;1 new NP.4 cauId be implemsnctd. The phased-in overlay 
proposal would automatically open the overlay code as soon as rhr: Podin,. u Uminisrratuc 
requires acldirional KXXs co meel the needs of the pod. In addition. because state commissions 
may pursue chis phased-in ;1pp~o i l~h  only in amas in which the original SPA is near the end of irs 
life. adoption d 111c proposal would help presctve the .C'orth American Sumbdring Plan 
(''XAhT'~), In cmrrasr. permitting the esublishment of new 3P.U v h x e  area code r c k f  i-s nor 
essential could lead to prcmarure NASP expansion. 

- 

Fourth. the proposal alhws for ;1 trzmportrv waiver of the Commissian's ten-digir dialing 
requirement. Pursuant to Section 1.3 of [he FCC rules. h e  Commission may grim1 a waiver upon 
;1 showins of- "good cause." Good cause is demonstrated by special circumsances warrnntinp ;1 
deviation from 3 genenl rule whzre such dcviiltion will  serve rhe pKblic interest." A temporary 
wuivcr is jusrified because phased-in overlays will provide a critic:tl additional too\ for number 
opdmizxion. The phutd-in overlay proposal has definite rrigsers and stops. is desi, aned to 
overcome rhe pitfalls associated \vith previous service-speci l ic  overlay praposds, and srrikkts 3 
must whorizc relief in time for a11 carriers operating in the gcogmphic ace3 co makc necessary network 
modi Cicatians. 

7 

'' The proposal PrOVidCS for n limited deferral period for m3nd;rtor)l 10-digit dirrling. which would end 

period during which only non-pooling cuniers are se_meptzd inm the new code is imporrant. 
soon as rhc new overlay becomes an d l  services ovt5rlay. This is anartier reason that limiting the 

I 
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In addition IO the generd waiver smdard ,  rhe FCC has employed three Factors specific [o 
waiving the ren-digit dialing rule temporarily: ( 1) insufficient cime [O  adjust Ielecommunictltions 
nerworks for the chmgc to Len digit dialinz; (2) insufficienr time to educate customers to rhe 
change in dialing partens; and (3) conditions relaring to scographic uniformity in the areas 
affected thaL weigh in favor of ;1 rempotary delay." Both the cusmmer education and seographic 
uniFormity standards suppon rhe concept of waiting until all carriers are served out  of rhe 
phased-in overlay before imposing the ten-digit dialing requirement. iu'otabl y, the proposal 
requires permissive ten-digic dialing once the first code is assigned from the new overlay codc. 
This will enable carriers to begin the process of educacins consumers and businesses about the 
new overlay code and thereby _- minimize any confusion or disruption when mandatory D d i g i t  
dialing is implemented" 

The Commission has scared [hac the purpose behind requiring ten-digit dialing when an 
art2 code overlay is activarcd is to ensure rhar competition is not deLerrcd (;1s a result of local 
dialing disparity). Competirion by and among wireless catriers is beins threatened ~ O S I  today. 
however. by a shortage of available NXX codes. The dialing disparity u d l  be minimized by the 
time limits incorporared whhin the phased-in overlay proposal. Tbe underlying policy behind the 
teri--diSit diiliing rule. Le., rhe preservation OF competition, is thus promoted by the phued-in 
overlay proposal. 

Fifth. by requiring that the new overlay hT.4 confmn 10 exisring SPA boundaries, the 
proposal is desisned to ensure ths i t  can become an all-services overlay 2nce the Pooling 
Adminisrmtor needs codes. This wil\ allow states LO overlay the code ovcr either single o t  
multiple exiscing NPAs, but will not create ;L situation where the overlay NPA has 3 different 
* meographic m a  than exissing NPAs. This will also serve to minimize customer confusion. 

" Sufficient time should be provided to facilitate eKtctivcr customrr cducarion rcgrding the dialing 
tkmze. 1 

c 
c 



Docket No. 000604-TL 

Page 7 o T 7  Pages 
Exhibit (DS-I) 

, & l ; c t q h  prGm?r_ cock reiicf wi[hoct r egud  to pooling c a p b i l i t y  is the apcimal 
a p r o x h  for providing numbering resources, i t  is c i e x  that many m f e s  are unwil l ing to order 
such relief when pooling is available. Accordingly, Venzon Wireless urges the FCC ro adopt rhe 
phaed- in  overlay proposal expediriously to ensure that the numbering needs of non-pooling 
carriers are fulfilled consistcnc with the Tclecommunicarions Act and FCC manbres. 
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