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|. Procedural History

The Comm ssion established this case in its Report and Order issued on July 22,
1998 in Case No. TO-98-212. Case No. TO-98-212 involved the issue of exhaustion
of the central office codes (NXX or CO code) in the 314 nunbering plan area
(NPA). The Comm ssion ordered the parties to neet and develop neans of
i npl enenting area code nunber conservation in three areas: sequential nunbering
assignment, rate center consolidation, and nunber pooling. The Comm ssion
directed the parties to file a report on sequential nunber assignnent, rate
center consolidation, and nunber pooling on Cctober 22 and Decenber 22, 1998
and February 22, 1999 respectively. The Comm ssion directed the parties to file
a proposed procedural schedule no later than Septenber 22, 1998 and directed
any entity wishing to intervene to file its application no later than August
24, 1998.

In its July 22, 1998 order, the Comm ssion nmade all parties to Case No. TO 98-

212 parties in this case for all purposes. In addition to the Staff of the

Public Service Commi ssion (Staff) and the Ofice of the Public Counsel (Public

Counsel ), the parties in Case No. TO 98-212 i ncl uded:

Ameritech Mobil e Conmuni cations, Inc. (AMCl);

AT&T Commruni cations of the Southwest, Inc. (AT&T);

GTE M dwest | ncorporated (GIE)

MCI Tel ecommuni cati ons Corporation (M)

M dwest | ndependent Coi n Payphone Associ ati on (M CPA)

The M d-M ssouri G oup of Tel ephone Conpani es
(Al ma Tel ephone Conpany, Chariton Valley Tel ephone Corporation, Choctaw
Tel ephone Conpany, M d-M ssouri Tel ephone Conpany, MKan D al Inc.,
Nort heast M ssouri Rural Tel ephone Conpany, and Peace Valley Tel ephone
Conpany) (M d-M ssouri G oup)

Orchard Farm Tel ephone Conpany (Orchard Farm




Sout hwestern Bell Mobile Systens, Inc. (SWB Mbile)
Sout hwestern Bel |l Tel ephone Conpany ( SWVBT)

TCG St. Louis (TCG

Uni ted Tel ephone Conpany of M ssouri d/b/a Sprint

(Sprint-United)

On COctober 16, 1998, the Commission granted intervention to Sprint Spectrum
L.P. d/b/la Sprint PCS, Nextel Wst, Inc., Brooks Fiber Conmunications of
M ssouri, Inc., Gitizens Telephone Conmpany, Gand R ver Mitual Telephone
Conmpany, Lathrop Tel ephone Conpany, and Oregon Farnmers Mitual Tel ephone
Conmpany. The Comm ssion al so established a procedural schedule and a protective
order in its Cctober 16 order.

Staff filed a nmotion with the Comm ssion on Decenber 28, 1998, requesting that
the Comm ssion cancel the established procedural schedule except for the
hearing date to allow the Comm ssion to examne the parties regarding these
reports. Staff indicated in its notion that the parties were in agreenent on
all issues and had not identified any contested issues in the reports.
Therefore, an adversarial hearing was not necessary. The Conm ssion did not
receive any objections to Staff’s request. On January 26, 1999, the Comm ssion
granted the late-filed application of Mark Twain Rural Tel ephone Conpany for
intervention and anended the procedural schedule by canceling all procedural
schedul e dates except the date for filing of the hearing nenorandum and the
date set for evidentiary hearing as requested by Staff. The Conm ssion ordered
the parties to file the Hearing Menorandum by April 19, 1999, and the hearing
was schedul ed on May 3, 1999 through May 7, 1999.

On April 19, 1999, the hearing nenorandum was filed wth the Conm ssion. The
parties requested that the wi tnesses be sworn in and

appear as a panel because there were no contested issues and because of the
technical nature of the material at issue. The evidentiary hearing was held and
conpleted on May 3, 1999. Various procedural notions were ruled upon at
heari ng. The w tnesses were sworn and exam ned in pane

fashion as requested by the parties. The wi tnesses who were sworn and testified
wer e:

1. Dan Paul of Aneritech Mbile Comrunications, Inc.

2. John Rollins of GIE M dwest | ncorporated
3. Suzanne Brooks of Ml Tel ecommuni cations Corporation
and Brooks Fi ber Communi cations of M ssouri, Inc.

4. Barbara A. Meisenheiner of the Ofice of the Public




Counsel
1. Bill Adair of Southwestern Bell Tel ephone Conpany
2. Craig Unruh of Southwestern Bell Tel ephone Conpany
3. Hoke Knox of Sprint
4. Don Edwards of Sprint
5. Anthony Clark of the Staff of the Mssouri Public
Servi ce Conmi ssi on.

On Septenber 27, 1999, Public Counsel filed a request that the Comm ssion
petition the FCC for authority to inplenment nunber conservation nethods.

[1. Exhibits

Staff filed the Sequential Nunbering Assignment Report with the Conm ssion on
Cct ober 22, 1998 on behalf of the parties. This report was marked as Exhibit
No. 1 for identification purposes at hearing and wll be admtted into
evi dence.

Staff filed the Rate Center Consolidation Report on Decenber 22, 1998 on behal f
of the parties in conpliance with the Comm ssion’s July 22 order. This report
was marked as Exhibit No. 2 for identification purposes at the hearing and w |
be admtted into evidence. GIE filed its highly confidential portion of the
Rate Center Consolidation Report on Decenber 21. GIE's HC report shall be
marked as Exhibit No. 2A-HC for identification. SWBT filed its highly
confidential supplenent to the Rate Center Consolidation Report on Decenber 22,
1998. SWBT's HC report has been marked as Exhibit No. 2B-HC for identification.
Exhi bit Nos. 2A-HC and 2B-HC will be admitted into evidence.

On February 22, 1999, a Report on Nunber Pooling was filed with the Comm ssion
by Staff on behalf of the parties in conpliance with the Conm ssion’'s July 22
order. The nunber pooling report was marked as Exhibit No. 3 for identification
at the hearing. Exhibit No. 3 will be admtted into evidence.

[11. Official Notice Taken of States’ Actions Filed before the Federal Communications Commission

(FCC)

Federal statutes gave the Federal Comrunications Comm ssion (FCC) authority to
regul ate telecomunications and to inplenment the Telecomunications Act of
1996. The FCC del egated authority to the state comm ssions to inplenment area
code relief.

On Septenber 28, 1998, the FCC released a Menorandum Opinion and O der and
Order on Reconsideration in the FCC case In the Mitter of Petition for
Declaratory Ruling and Request for Expedited Action on the July 15, 1997 O der
of the Pennsylvania Public Utility Comm ssion Regarding Area Codes 412, 610,
215, and 717 and the Inplenentation of the Local Conpetition Provisions of the
Tel ecomruni cations Act of 1996, NSD File No. L-97-42, CC Docket No. 96-98, FCC
98-224. (Pennsylvania O der (Released Septenber 28, 1998)). In this decision,
the FCC declared that Pennsylvania Public Uility Comm ssion had exceeded the




scope of the authority the FCC had delegated to the state comm ssions. In its
Pennsyl vania Order released Septenber 28, 1999, the FCC del egated additional
authority to state commssions to order NXX code rationing, under certain
conditions, so that state comm ssions would have nore flexibility to assure
that area codes wll last until full inplenmentation of relief. The FCC al so
directed the Chief of the Common Carrier Bureau to determ ne whether state
commi ssi ons should be del egated additional authority to inplenent innovative or
experinmental area code nunber conservation efforts.

Sone states have already received FCC orders granting additional authority for
area code nunber conservation nmeasures. On Septenber 15, 1999, the FCC granted
additional delegated authority to the states of Massachusetts, New York,
California, and Florida by FCC Order Nos. FCC

99- 246, FCC 99-247, FCC 99-248, and FCC 99-249 respectively. Additiona

authority for nunber conservation neasures granted by the FCC included 1,000
bl ock pooling trials, establishing usage thresholds, reclamation of unused and
reserved NXX codes, requiring sequential nunber assignnment, setting nunbering
all ocations standards, hearing and addressing clains of carriers seeking
nunbering resources outside of the rationing process, maintaining rationing
procedures for six nmonths following area code relief, and auditing carriers
use of nunbering resources.

The FCC also stated that there was no need for the FCC to take any action
regarding "consolidating rate centers/areas” or "authorizing carriers to use
inconsistent rate centers and extended local <calling areas" because those
issues are already within the authority of the state conm ssions. O her states
have also filed petitions requesting additional delegated authority but those
petitions have not been resolved before the FCC. Those states with pending
requests include New Hanpshire, Wsconsin, Connecticut, Mine, and Texas.

The Commi ssion shall take official notice of the petitions filed by those

states referenced above with the FCC and the FCC orders issued Septenber 15
1999, for the purposes of this Report and Order.

V. Sequential Numbering Assignment and Number Pooling

In the Sequential Nunber Assignnent Report filed by the parties, the parties
noted that the issues of sequential nunber assignnment and nunber pooling have
been determned by the FCC to be under its exclusive jurisdiction and that
states issuing orders in the areas involving nunber conservation would be
acting outside the scope of their authority. Pennsylvania Oder (Released
Sept enber 28, 1998).

In the Sequential Number Assignnment Report, the parties stated industry nenbers
have already voluntarily begun to assign tel ephone nunbers sequentially in an
effort to prepare for the inplenmentation of nunber conservation neasures in the
near future. The reporting parties stated that they intend to be consistent
with the current applicable directions and definitions contained in the
I ndustry Nunmbering Committee (INC) Quidelines. Further, the parties stated in
their sequential nunber assignnent report that the primary benefit of
sequential assignnent rules would appear to be keeping the maxi num possible
nunber of 1, 000 bl ocks




uncontam nated for use in 1,000-bl ock nunber pooli ng.

The 1, 000-bl ock number pooling report identifies 1,000-block nunber pooling as
the allocation to service providers of telephone nunbers in blocks of 1,000
from a comon pool by a neutral admnistrator. Currently, the neutra
adm ni strator assigns telephone nunbers to service providers in blocks of
10, 000. Individual telephone nunber pooling is the allocation to service
providers of individual telephone nunbers from a common pool by a neutral
adm nistrator. The parties indicted in their report on nunber pooling that
efforts continue at the national |evel to develop 1,000-block nunber pooling.
The parties also included a copy of a portion of the Nunber Resource
Optim zation Wrking Goup’'s Mdified Report to the North Anerican Nunbering
Council (NANC) on Nunmber Optimzation Methods dated October 20, 1998. 1In
addition, the report on nunber pooling included a copy of the Industry
Nunbering Comm ttee 1, 000-block (NXX-X) Pooling Adm nistration CGuidelines dated
January 27, 1999. The parties state that inplementation of nunber pooling can
only be acconplished after the issuance of a FCC order.

V. Rate Center Consolidation

In their report on rate center consolidation, the parties analyzed and
descri bed various options that the parties have considered in their discussions
and technical conferences. The parties also stated that they had determ ned,
after analysis of the rate center consolidation issues, that while rate center
consolidation does offer sonme l|ong-term nunber conservation, it does not
significantly delay the next NPA exhaust w thout severe custoner inpacts. After
review of the options, the parties recommended that the Conm ssion order SWBT
to inplement Rate Center Consolidation Report Option No. 1 (RCCR Option No. 1).
The parties stated that RCCR Option No. 1 would reduce the nunber of rate
centers within the new 314 NPA from 14 to 7 and would provide |onger term NXX
code conservation with mniml custoner inpact within 90 days of a Conmm ssion
order. The parties’ reported further that SWBT revenue inpacts can be l|argely

avoi ded by careful Ilocation of the new toll rating point. Depending on an
i ndi vidual custoner’s toll calling pattern, the report stated that i ndividua
custoners nmay experience higher or Jlower toll bills. The Rate Center

Consol i dation Report discusses the other options and the reasons why those
options are considered inferior and are not recomended.

V1. Findings of Fact

The M ssouri Public Service Conm ssion, having considered all of the conpetent
and substantial evidence upon the whole record, makes the follow ng findings of
fact. The positions and argunents of all of the parties have been consi dered by
the Commi ssion in making a decision. Failure to specifically address a piece of
evi dence, position or argunment of any party does not indicate that the
Comm ssion has failed to consider relevant evidence, but indicates rather that
the omtted material was not dispositive of this decision.

A. Rate Center Consolidation

| mpl ementation of RCCR Option No. 1 will Iikely result in sonme |level of area
code nunber conservation. In the Rate Center Consolidation Report filed by the
parties and in the testinony provided in the hearing held on May 3, 1999, the
parties agreed that RCCR Option No. 1 is the nobst reasonable option avail able
for rate center consolidation in that it will have the |east anount of inpact




on consuners and can be inplemented quickly to begin nunmber conservation
efforts. The Conmm ssion, therefore, finds that RCCR Option No. 1 is reasonable
and SWBT will be directed to inplenent RCCR Option No. 1 in the St. Louis area.

B. Sequential Numbering Assignment and Number Pooling

The Commission finds that it 1is necessary to seek additional delegated
authority fromthe FCC in order for the Mssouri Public Service Conmm ssion to
pursue area code nunber conservation nethods such asincluding sequentia
nunberi ng assignnment and nunber pooling. The Conmission wll direct the
Conmi ssion Staff, with the assistance of the CGeneral Counsel’s Ofice, to file
a request with the FCC seeking additional delegated authority to inplenent al
avai |l abl e nunber conservation nmeasures in the state of M ssouri including but
not limted to those nunber conservation nethods for which the FCC has granted
additional delegated authority to other states. Staff shall also continue to
consult with industry participants regardi ng exhaustion of area code nunbers in
the state of Mssouri, currently using the 314, 636, 816, 660, 573 and 417 area
codes.

VI1l. Conclusions of L aw

The M ssouri Public Service Comm ssion has arrived at the follow ng concl usions
of | aw

The Comm ssion has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this case pursuant
to Section 386.250 and Section 392.520, RSMo 1994. The statutes provide the
Comm ssion wth general regulatory authority over the operations of the
t el ecommuni cati ons conpanies within its jurisdiction, including conditions and
met hods of providing service. The selection of a nethod for addressing NPA
exhaustion and the changing of custoner dialing patterns is within this broad
statutory authority. The M ssouri Public Service Conm ssion already has issued
decisions regarding the establishnent and nodification of rate centers and
extended | ocal calling areas under its broad authority referenced above.

The FCC has recognized that state conmm ssions have a significant role in
choosing area code relief nechanisnms and deciding details of the inplenentation
of those area code relief nethods. Pennsylvania O der Rel eased Septenber 28,
1998. The FCC has not delegated to state commssions the authority to
adm nister or allocate NXX codes. 1d. In the Pennsylvania Oder Released
Septenber 28, 1998, the FCC reconsidered the delegated authority granted to
state conmissions to inplenment area code relief. The FCC granted additional
authority to state commssion to order NXX code rationing, under certain
conditions, giving the state conm ssions nore flexibility in inplenentation of
relief. In addition, the FCC ordered further consideration of additiona
del egation of authority to the states to inplenent nunber conservation nethods.

IT ISTHEREFORE ORDERED:

1. That Sout hwestern Bell Tel ephone Conpany shall inplenent Rate Center
Consol idation Option No. 1 no later than Decenber 31, 1999.
Sout hwestern Bel|l Tel ephone Conpany shall submit a report to the
Comm ssi on by October 30, 1999, setting forth the proposal wth tine
line information indicating when the Conmm ssion shoul d expect
conpl etion of the inplenentation of the Rate Center Consolidation
Report Option No. 1 as set forth in the Rate Center Consolidation




Report filed
wi th the Comm ssion on Decenber 22, 1998.
2. That the Staff of the Public Service Comm ssion shall file a request wth
the Federal Communication Conmm ssion seeking additional delegated authority on
an expedited basis to inplenent all avail able nunber conservation neasures in
the state of Mssouri including but not limted to those nunber conservation
met hods for which the FCC has granted additional delegated authority to other
st at es.
3. That this order shall becone effective on Cctober 12, 1999.
4. That this case may be cl osed after Cctober 13, 1999.

BY THE COMMISSION

DaleHardy Roberts

Secretary/Chief Regulatory Law Judge

( SEAL)

Lunpe, Ch., Crunpton, Mirray,
Schenenauer, and Drainer, CC.,
concur and certify conpliance

wi th the provisions of

Section 536. 080, RSMb 1994.

Dated at Jefferson Cty, Mssouri,
on the 30th day of Septenber, 1999.

Regi ster, Regul atory Law Judge







