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February 21, 1997 

Ms. Blanca s. Bayo, Director 
Division of Records and Reporting 
Florida Public Service co .. ission 
2540 Shuaard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

Re: Petition for nu•bering plan area relief for 904 
area code, by BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
Docket No. 911153-TL 

Dear Ms. Bayo: 

c. f' • "'Y lt. f , . ; 

Enclosed for filing in the above-referenced is the original 
a~d fifteen (15) copies of the following documents: 

1. ALLTEL Florida, Inc.'s and Northeast Florida Telephone 
Colllpany•s Request for oral Argu111ent on Joint Motion for 
Reconsideration; and 

2. ALLTEL Florida, Inc.'s and Northeast Florida Telephone 
Co11pany•s .Joint Motion for Reconside ration. 

We are also submitting the .Joint Motion for Reconsideration on 
a 3.5" high-density diskette generated on a DOS co111puter i n 
WordPerfect 5.1 format. 

I> lease acknowledge receipt and filing of the above by stamping 
the duplicate copy of this letter and returning the same to th i s 
writer. 

Thank you for your assistance in this matter • 

.JJW/bj• 
Enclosures 
cc: All Part\e• 9 RecoDi 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petition for nuabering plan area ) 
relief for 904 area code, by BellSouth ) 
Teleco .. unicationa, Inc. ) ___________________________________ ) 

DOCKET NO. 961153-TL 
FILED: 2/21/97 

&LL9SL rLOaiM, .-:'8 ._, --~ 
naiM ....,._. CC*DIIY'8 .JOIIft' 1101101 J'ca 

IF-'''1-UIOI 

ALLTEL Florida, Inc. (•ALLTEL•) and Northeast Florida 

Telephone coapany, Inc. (•Northeast•), pursuant to Rule 25-22.060, 

Florida Adaini•trative Code, file this Joint Motion for 

Reconsideration of Order No. PSC-97-0138-FOF-TL (the •order•), and 

state: 

I. 

8te ... d of hylft 

The purpose of a ~tion for reconsideration or rehearin9 is to 

brin9 to the attention of the adainistrative a9ency soae point that 

it overlooked or failed to consider when it rendered its order in 

the first instance. Diamond Cab Qo, of Miaai y. King, 146 so. 2d 

889, 891 (Fla. 1962). The filing of a aotion for rehearin9 allows 

an a9ency to reconsider its entire decision. Srybnik y . Ice Tower, 

1n£a., 183 so.2d 224, 225 (Fla. Jd DCA 1966). A mot ion foz· 

rehearing is available for the purpose of asserti"q newly 

discovered evidence. McArthur y. McArthur, 95 So.2d 521, 523 (Flo • 

1957). 
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Here, the Florida Public Service Coaaiaaion (•coaaission• or 

•FPSC•) failed to consider or overlooked these points when it 

rendered the Order: 

1. The interplay between the planned mandatory 
iapleaentation date of the 904 split (June 30, 1998), 
which is now conteaporaneoua with the iaplementa.tion 
period for perunent local number portability in the 
Jacksonville LATA (July 1 to Septeaber 30, 1998), which 
will place a considerable burden on the carriers and 
could cause confusion to their custoaers in the 
Jacksonville LATA. 

2. The possibility that the industry would have developed 
and iapleaented an NPA relief plan for the Jacksonville 
area for 2000 or 2002 without the need for action by the 
FPSC. 

3. The overall negative effect that the co .. ission's 
decision to iqnore one of the industry quidelines could 
have on the integrity and viability of the national 
ayatea of nuaber adainistration. 

In addition, recent developaents auq~est that the commission's 

decision to adopt Option 4 has created a nuaberinq plan dispute 

that aiqht ultiaately need to be decided by the Federal 

co-unications co-ission (•Fcc•). Resolvift9 such a ciis.pute would 

likely take loft9er than the current situation allows, and is not in 

the public interest. 

Each of these points is qrounda for the Co-ission to 

reconsider the Order in favor of Option 1. T09ether, they compel 

the conclusion that Option 4 should not have been approved, and 

that Option 1 is the beat solution to the numberinq relief problem 

presented for decision in this caae. The Comaission should qrant 

this aotion for t.hese reasons, which are explained further below. 
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11. 

1. This proceeding began on September 20, 1996, when 

BellSouth Telecoaaunications, Inc. ("BellSouth") filed a petition 

with the Co.aission seekinq approval of a plan to provide relief 

froa the expected exhaustion of nuabera available for assiqn~aent in 

the 904 Nuabering Plan Area (NPA) code. As noted in the Order, 

code holders within an NPA code are usually able to reach consensus 

on how to relieve an exhaustion of an NPA code. [Order at 3.) 

This is only the second tiae the code holders have asked the 

Coaaission for assistance. 

2. BellSOUth's petition identified three viable options for 

the co .. ission's consideration: 

Optioa l, assi9ninq a new NPA code to the 
Pensacola, Panaaa City and Tallahassee LA·rAs, 
with the Jacksonville, Daytona Beach, and 904 
portion of the Orlandp LATAs retaining the 904 
code; 

Optioa la, assigning a new NPA code to the 
Jacksonville, Daytona Beach, and 904 portion 
of the Orlando LATAs, with the Pensacola, 
Panaaa City and Tallahassee LATAs retaining 
the 904 code; and 

Optloa 2, assignirtCJ a new NPA code to the 
Pensacola and Panama City LATAs, with the 
Tallahassee, Jacksonville, Daytona Beach and 
904 portion of the Orlando LATAs retaining the 
904 codes. 

J. Five of the parties supported Option 1 and filed 

testiaony showing why the Comais.sion should adopt Option 1. The 
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Departaent of Manageaent services ("OMS•) filed testi11ony in 

support of Option 1a. Quincy and St. Joe filed testimony in 

support of Option 1a, but later changed their support to Option 4. 

4. The coaaission held a technical hearing in Tallahasse~ on 

Dece11ber 9, 1996. Most of the testimony and evidence presented at 

that hearift9 related to Options 1, la and 2 . The option identified 

in the Order as Option 3 was developed durinCJ inquiries by 

Coaaisaioner Kiesling . The option identified as Option 4 received 

very little attention froa the Co11111ission and the parties at the 

final hearing. 

5. The Coaaission Staff issued its reco .. endation on 

January 9, 1997. Therein, the Staff recoaaended that the 

Coa~~ission adopt Option 1. The Staff recoaaendation noted t~at 

Options 3 and 4 are inconsistent with the industry's NPA Relief 

Planni ng Guidelines (•Guidelines"), but did not really discuss the 

iaplicationa and raaifications of ignoring the Guidelines. Th~ 

staff reco~~~~endation did not address the possibility that the 

industry would be able to agree on a relief plan for the 

Jacksonville and Daytona LATA's in 2002 without the need for a 

Coaaission decision, but did note that a •three-way split at this 

tiae aay ainiaize the future options for area code relief . • Staff 

Recommendation at 19. 

6. The Commission considered this matter on January 21, 

1997. After a lenCJthy discussion, the coaaission adopted Option 4, 

which is a three-way split following LATA lines, assigninCJ a new 

NPA code 1 to the Jacksonville LATA; a new NPA code 2 to the 
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Daytona Beach LATA and the 904 •portion of the Orlando ~TA; with 

the Tallahassee, Panaaa City and Pensacola LATAa retaininq the 904 

code. Thus, the option that qot the least attention at the hearinq 

and in the staff reco ... ndation was approved by the FPSC. The vote 

was 3 to 2, with co .. iasioners Clark and Garcia dissentinq. 

Ill. 

The Ca..iaaion should reconsider the Order, and adopt Option 

1, for these reasons: 

a. ~ ~ Walla to coaalde~ t~• l.,.at 
LeGal. ,..~ .. ~tUlllt.7 .... ftr--••7 
.,. 8plit. ia t.._ JaokaoaYllle LAY& Will 
laft M CArrie~l aad C:Uat-~1 

7. The Order requires Option 4 to be i•ple•ented with 

peraisaive dialing to beqin on June JO, 1997, and •andatory uialinq 

to be i•pleaented by June 30, 1998. Pursuant to the FCC's recent 

order on peraanent local nuaber portability' ("PLNP"), the carriers 

in the Jacksonville LATA will be required to iapleaent PLNP durinq 

the period fro• July 1 to septe•ber JO, 1998. Thus, the 

Co•aisaion's decision puts the deadline for mandatory dialinq under 

Option 4 riqht on top of the i•pleaentation period for PLNP in the 

Jacklonville LATA. Adopting any option requirinq an NPA chanqe in 

the Jacksonville LATA (options ta, 3 or 4) durinq the period when 

1In the Batter of Telephone Nu•blr fprtabilit~, First Report 
and Order and FUrther Notice of Propo•ed RuleaakJng, 11 F.C.C.Rcd. 
8352 (CC Docket No. 95-116)(July 2, 1996)("Firat Report and 
Order"]. 
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PLNP will be iaplemented will cause a significant burden to the 

carriers and could result in confusion for custoaera in tho 

Jacksonville LATA. 

8. The testiaony of Lynne Brewer made this very point: 

In addition to the above inforaation, the 
co .. isaion should not overlook the fact that 
Jacksonville is one of the five larqest cities 
in Florida. It has been identified as one of 
the top 100 MSAs for iaple .. ntation of local 
nwaber portability by the FCC. The target 
date for iapl ... ntation is the third quarter 
of 1991. The propoaecl date for iapleaentation 
Qf the 904 NPA split is February 23, 1998. 
This only provides a period of five to eiqht 
aonths between these major projects. If an 
area code change is aade in the Jacksonville 
lATA and then local nuaber portabi 1 i ty is 
~leMnt.ed five aonths later, tlaoH oa.,uies 
~atlag ia t•e ~at.oaville LAY&, laoludiag 
.o~et, will ~ •it ~17 bar4 wit• .aK 
claaf19ea a.. tlte routi89 of port.. local 
r"Wb'ra. aot• of tlteae proieota will r ... ire 
aipifi ... t effort u CIOIIplete. It ia aot 
fair u t.poae a o.._.e ia tM area oo4e oa 
u.o.. , ..... ,., lib •nllleaat, at tlte ._ 
tt.e tbat t•87 are atrug9liag wit• tbe iasuea 
uaooiate4 witb tM t.pl .... tatioa of local 
INaiHtl' pol'taltiUt:r. ..r will it aene til• 
~at iatereata of tllle ouat .. al'a .._ live aad 
WOI'k ia tbe Jaokaoaville ar ... 

Pleaae note that Northeast does not have to 
coaply directly with local nuaber portability 
require .. nts by the third quarter of 1998. 
However, it cannot be ignored that the Coapany 
will be significantly iapacted. • • • 
Jacksonville and its surrnunding areas provide 
a large co .. unity of interest to our 
customers. According to the Baker County 
Chaaber of Coaaerce, approximately 44\ of 
working adults in Baker County are employed 
outside Baker county. Ninety percent (90\) of 
these adults work in the Jacksonville area. 
fteae ouetoeera will M aipifloaat17 illpaot .. 
lr7 a oJaaa9e la tlte UM oo4e ... tile oJaaa9ea 
tbat will M fol'tbooalDCJ wltll local au.ber 
portuUit7. ..rtbeaat ooateada tbat it ia 
aareallatio to ..,.ot tbe avera9e ouataaer to 
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underataad au tlaeae olaaatea, il tlaeJ are 
laappeaiat at about tlae .... tt.e. Therefore, 
Option 1 would provide the beat aeana of 
iaple .. ntift9 area code relief for the 904 NPA. 

Tr. 116 and 117 (eaphaaia added.). 

9. This testiaony vas filed when the proposed aandatory 

dialing iaplaaentation date vas February 23 ,, 1998 [Tr. 119), five 

aonths before the beC)inning of the PLNP iapleaantation period. 

Nov, becauH the FPSC baa adopted Option 4, which will take longer 

to iaple .. nt, the aandatory dialing date of June 30, 1998 for the 

NPA split actually coincides with the PLNP iapleaentation dates. 

10. The record shows that aaklng an NPA change in 

Jacksonville at the saae tiae PLNP is baing iapleaented will cause 

a burden to the carri•r• in the Jacksonville LATA. This burden 

will be proportionately greater for aaall LECs like ALLTEL and 

Northeast evan if they are allowed to i•pleaent •o••· "indirect" 

aethod of PLNP.1 The burden will be even greater than originally 

expected because the NPA split date for Option 4 ia nov 4 aonths 

later than the proposed date for Option 1. 

11. Rejecting Option 4 and adopting Option 1 will avoid this 

problea. Option 1 doaa not involve an NPA change for the 

Jacksonville LATA. It would not present a siailar problea for 

2The First Report and Order recognizes that saall rural LEes 
may be axaapt froa the obligation to provide PLNP as aet forth in 
the Firat Report and Order; however, whether such exemptions will 
be requested or granted is not clear. Moreover, even if some form 
of exemption is granted, it will still be necessary for small LECs 
to change the way they route their traffic so that calls will 
terainate to the proper nuaber. Thus, even if the saall LEes are 
relieved froa the duty to aake expensive switch upgrades, there 
will still be a considerable a•ount of network engineering work 
necessary to impleaent PLHP. 
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Quincy and St. Joe, because the tilnetable for PJ,NP for the 

'tallahassee, Panaila City and Pensacola LATAs does not coincide with 

a February 1998 i•ple .. ntation period for an NPA split. 

12. The interaction of PLNP and the NPA split was not 

discussed at the agenda conference and is not discussed in the 

Order. While it was a proble• when the proposed i•ple•entation 

date was February 1998, the proble• is CJreater now that the 

coaaission has 110ved the date to June 30, 1998 to acco••odatc 

Option 4. This is a point the FPSC failed to consider and one 

which argues strongly in favor of a plan that does not involve an 

NPA change in the Jacksonville LATA in 1998 • When this point is 

considered, Option 1 is the best available option and should be 

adopted. 

a. 7be co.aissioa'e o~••~ aolvee a "•~oblea" 
J'M\ lae llo\ rresea\.. fo~ leeolu,iu 

13. It would appear that the decision in the order was 

priaarily driven by concerns over the potential need to address a 

relief plan for the Jacksonville and Daytona Beach LATAs in the 

year 2002 (under Options 1 and la) or 2000 (under Option 2). The 

co .. ission apparently assu~ that an overlay would not be possible 

in 2002, and that the code holders will not be able to aCJree on a 

relief plan for those areas without the need for a Comaission 

decision. 

14. While those assu•ptions •ay prove to bo true, the r e cord 

here does not and cannot adequately address these points because it 

is too soon to predict what wi 11 happen. Th i s case was not 
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designed, and record was not developed, to deal with an exhaust 

situation in the Jacksonville and Daytona LATAs that aay occur 4 or 

5 years in the future. Rather, it was designed to find the best 

answer to the iaaediate problea. The only record evidence on the 

availability of an overlay in the Jacksonville and Daytona Beac h 

LATA& in 2002 is the testiaony of Mr. McCabe, who assuaed that an 

overlay would be possib.le. ( Tr. 190) Otherwise, there is no 

probative record evidence on this point. 

15. A year is a long tiae in the telecoaaunications industry. 

Under Option 1, if approved, there will be several years between 

now and when NPA relief for Jacksonville and Daytona Beach aust be 

addressed. How coapetition and other industry changes will affect 

the future need for nuabers in the Jacksonville and Daytona Beach 

LATAa ia not clear froa the record, but will be aore clear as tiae 

passes. The Coaaisaion should not aaauae facts about the future 

that are not in the record and should not take action now to 

addreas a problea that aay never be brought before the FPSC for a 

decision. For these reasons, the Coaaission should reconsider the 

order, and adopt Option 1. 

c. 7be o~••r Fails to coaai4er t•• Bffect 
of t'- DeclDloa oa t•• OYerall Proc••• 
of .,.,...r tfeiailtra\loa 

16. Option 4 results in an exhaust period of over 30 years 

for the new Daytona Beach NPA. The Order ac knowl edges that Opti on 

4 i s incons iste nt with the Guidelines (Order at 11], and states 

that the Coaaiasion has the ultimate authority to approve or reject 
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a relief plan [Order at 6], but fails to consider the effect the 

Commission's decision could have on the overall adlliniGtration of 

nu•bering resources. While it aay be coaaendable to "look down the 

road" to address a potential future problea, the co .. ission should 

not solve a future "problea" by violating the Guidelines today. 

17. The pol icy question that was not addressed by the 

Comaission in its deliberations is aiaple: What will happen to the 

national systea of nuaberinq resource allocation and the overall 

availability of NPA resources if the FPSC or other state 

co!ll~~t.lssions decide to i9nore the Guidelines? on this point, ALLTEL 

and Northeast urqe the co .. ission to take a broad view or the 

nuaber adainistration process. Tho answer to this question shows 

that tho Order §hould be reconsidered in favor of Option 1. 

18. Telephone nu111bers are scarce national resources that aust 

be conserved whenever possible. The Guidelines atteapt to strike 

a balance between conaervinq nullberinq resources and hoarding thea. 

For that reason, the Guidelines do not favor plans tbat result in 

unusually lonq exhaust periods. Disfavorinq relief plans that 

result in unusually long exhaust periods c•severo iabalanccs•) is 

how the Guidelines discouraqe code holders fro• pre111aturely 

•capturing• an NPA before it is needed. Without this Guideline, 

code holders would be free to "capture" an NPA before it is truly 

needed and use the NPA in an i.nefficient aanner. If all code 

holders did this, the NPAs available for assignaent would rapidly 

diainish and the systea would becoae unworkable. 
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a•• . 'l'ho uumbo a· lmJ r u u o ua·ocu c urr ent ly available to the Stc~te 

of Florida and the other states exist because the Guidelines are in 

place and are followed. In fact, none of the witnesses in the case 

had ever heard of a state decidin9 to take action inconsistent with 

the Guidelines. If Florida and the other states begin to ignore 

the Guidelines generally, or the prohibition against long exhaust 

periods, specifically, the nuabering resources available to Florida 

in the future will be diainished. Thus, the need to preserve a 

rational and workable nationwide systea of nuaberinq adainistration 

SUCJCJests that Option 4 should be rejected in favor of Option 1. 

20. The co .. iaaion failed to consider how ita decision could 

affect the general auinistration of nuabering resources and should 

reconsider the Order in favor of one of tho options that best 

complies with the Guidelines. Option 1 is the option that best 

meets the Guidelines and should be adopted by the Comaission on 

reconsideration. 

21. The problem with Option 4 has not gone unnoticed by the 

North ~rican Nuabering Plan Adainiatrator ("NANPA") or the North 

Aaerican Nuabering Council ("NANC"). The NANPA has concerns about 

the relief plan approved in the Order, and appears to be seeking 

guidance from the NANC and the FCC. (See Exhibit one) The NANC has 

sent a letter to Chairaan Johnson requesting that the co .. ission 
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reconsider its decision due to the precedential effect the 

co .. ission'• decision could have nationwide. (See Exhibit Two' ) 

22. This correspondence proves that the overall policy 

concerns highlighted in Subsection C, above,. are valid. They also 

raise a question regarding whether the FPSC really is the ultiaate 

authority to approve or reject a relief plan.• If the Coa•ission 

insists on Option 4, the NANC and FCC aay find it necessary to take 

action to prevent it. Resolving the dispute over Option 4 that way 

would likely take longer than the current situation will allow, and 

is not in the public inte~est. 

23. In light of this recent developaent, the related policy 

concern• and the probleas that disregarding the Guidelines could 

cause, the beat course of action would be to reconsider the Order 

and adopt Option 1. Doing so wi 11 avoid a needless and ti11e 

consuaing inquiry into the relative authority of the FPSC, NANC and 

the FCC in this area. This is particularly true &ince the 

Guideline• have not been ignored in an atteapt to solve an 

iaaediate problea, but one in the future that aay never coao before 

the Coaaission for decision. 

"These two letters are evidence unavailable at the final 
bearing that can properly be considered on aotion for rehearing. 
See McArthur, above. 

4ALLTEL and Northeast note that the NANC appears to be the 
initial forua for nuabering disputes and that the FCC clai•• to be 
the final arbiter of nuabering disputes within the United States. 
See In the Matter of Administration of the North American Numberina 
fiAD, Report and order, 11 F.c.c.R. 2588 (CC Docket 92-237)(3uly 
13, 1995). 
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19. 

Coaoltatloa 

Recent develop .. nta SU99est that the co .. iaaion'• decision to 

adopt Option 4 has created a nuaberin9 dispute that will need to be 

resolved by NANC or the FCC. The Order approvin9 Option 4 does not 

consider the effect that an NPA split in 1998 will have on the 

carriers and cuat011era who auat endure the iaple .. ntation of 

peraanent local nWiber portability in the Jacksonville LATA dUriftCJ 

the aaae tiae period. The Order also fails to consider the 

potential negative iapact the CQ-isaion'• decision cou•ld have on 

the nationwide nWiberiftCJ plan aclainiatration ayatea, and appears to 

resolve a •problea• in the Jacksonville and Daytona Beach LATAs not 

yet properly before the couisaion. Accordingly, ALLTEL and 

Northeast respectfully request that the Coaaission reconsider the 

Order and adopt Option 1 as ori9inally recoa.anded by the Staff. 

DATED this 21st day of February, 1997. 
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LEE IS 
J . LEN 
Aus ullen 
Post Of ice Box 391 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302 
(904) 224-911 5 

ATTORNEYS FOR ALLTEL 
FLORIDA, INC. AND NORTHEAST 
FLORIDA TELEPHONE COMPANY 



QIUIFic;AD or IIIYJCI 
PP£'11 IQ. ltllll=fL 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true copy of the foreqoing has bee" 
furnished by u. s. Mail or hand delivery (*) this 21st day of 
February, 1997, to the following: 

Charlie Pellegrini • 
Will Cox • 
Division of Legal services 
Florida Public service co ... 
2540 Shuaard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, PL 32399-0850 

Relph Widell * 
Division of co .. unications 
Florida Public service coaa. 
2540 Shuaard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

r. Ben Poag 
Sprint/United Telephone 

Coapany of Florida 
Post Office Box 2214 
Tallahas ... , FL 32316 

Nancy H. 51-
Robert G. Be4tty 
BellSouth Telecoaaunications 
150 s. Monroe St., suite 400 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Nancy White 
BellSouth Telecoaaunications 
675 West Peachtree Street 
Suite 4300 
Atlanta, GA 30375 

Marsha E. Rule 
ATiT Coaaunications 
101 East College Avenue 
suite 700 
Tallahassee, PL 32301-1509 
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Office of Public Counsel 
cJo the Florida Legislature 
111 w. Madison st., 1812 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1400 

Bob David/Saa Houston 
Sharon D. Larson 
Stephen s. Mathues 
Departaent of Manageaent Serv. 
4050 Esplanade Way 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0950 

Mark Herron 
Akeraan, Senterfitt ' Edison 
216 South Monroe Street 
Suite 200 
Tallahassee, FL 32302-2555 

David B. Erwin 
Young, Van Assenderp i Varnadoe 
Post Office Box 1833 
Tallahassee, FL 32302-1833 
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Fe~ 12,19t7 

a.s...w.uu 
N'P A Cod& Acltninllu'lcion 
NaMWJCl 
3Sl5 Coloael'de Partway 
B~AL,ZAl 

Dear Mr. Wa•tlcr: • 

........ c ••• ....., ,__ ........ , ..... 
I G 0 a ftiiL "'-'~111 n e.e&~~,w ==·==·' ........ ._.. ............ "' 

.. 

nJ 1 s 1997 

... __,. ·-- . ··-
Thia i~ l.n ""pun• ce rout leUr of ftbN&IY 10. ltt7. In wta 811lSOGCh ~''"" lhll NAHPA uaitn awo nt• t-IP A cuGu, U4 and )16, for relict of lhl ~~~~ to4 NPA ia IIOftla Ploria. 
n. Niter piM otdcnd .., .... florida Public kr<riu e.-..-. CfPSC) calla fnr • Jna•wey &tOiftpltic .Ill or ... tcM NPA. n.. apliu will be aloftl &..\TA IIOU..uriu, nA dwll IMI'Inlacola. t'M&Jna Cicy, and T&lllllua• LATAa will rc""" the 9CW NPA, Uld the J.:uonwillt 111d 0.1\on• LATAI wm llecOIM 1M M• U.tn4 )16 NPAs. ,.fPICtiwel~. ,.. ~ lifc&i-. for the tt.N• Nl'Aa ctt.aWi~Md "r U. NIW plut ue u fellows: 1•1411 &he 9CM ausd me 2:W NPA1 ~~rill CIMuff ill 200c.i. The '"6 NPA (Dayaoea LATA\. h.awcv.r, will DOC exlla.u&\ u"&il 20J01 Z6 )'*I aCta the 11"-'.st of 1he ocher awo NPAI. 'ftlis ia cCNIUW, co S.Caioa 4(h) of the N'A ''''" I'I•Ntiltf Ctliiii/U..J wh&ch .., .. thal .. .,.,.n im~IIIK•• fer cumplc. a cli(fcru~~ee in NPA li!tlimlt of more llYn 15 years. shall be avoided." 111ia is OM of Mvu.l criteria acabluhcd b:y che lndutuy N~amllm"l Committ• (I.~C) Al\u rcvi"w r~f c;onceml raii&CI about a p.wviou• relief f'lan rar lbe 9CM fiiPA . Allhat u~nr NANPA "'i&ncd tl\c :JS2 h'PA ~t: IU .... ~ "" impeftdlnJ Pl~IUII of the 91)1 NPA. but caprcuod Mriolll .... ~llliOfll 4bouc the etfcc:tivc ..-. ollhe new coda. At NANPA ·a au~ .... INC ll:ellir .... lhl pidcliftCI 111 ~~ lOft& Mmo NPA rtanninl• ineorporatiftl mulciplt Nlicf Klivitief In a ,..r rlu. if justariiCd. 
F~ wi.th a ttlitf plaft chi& concradi~o11 chc l"idelinc£. NANPA uud tM INC for difict:oo. Tile INC te$pon4Nd &ha& SKtion l .JO oliN pidetillu apcctfica dw N~ tMIIia --.wt the ullilftlte ~~Uchonry co arpro¥1: or ttjtCI NPA ruitf piAM. llld &ll11 NANPA :nay mab lhe Ulil"""ftla. On &M otl\:t band, tht INC panic:ipan&a uptc..cG conctnaa da.1t ·~~~~~ -.-iF~tmcnll ~~WOuld he in diract conn icc with 1:cc,atld nll~f ~MGI"'alion pracdetl M4 COft&llrY \0 the lp&rit And iflttftl of'lht 1\'&dtlitlct. 

With lhi• diftctiOft ftom aha lNC, NANP4 IS required 10 "'* 1M ;nwipmcnc• u NqUtncd unlc.u dircc~ C\thcrwiu by the Nonl\ AmcricM Numba&~na CoW\Cil tNANCl or by tilt FCC. We UL :cnt.Md the U'Jint need co proceed wilh r•li•C plannint in F'oiWa. but we 1110\ild ba remiu in uuc .lutica &\ rutlftiflisuetor tr -~ 4id aor allow lifM fur chc NA."'C ro ~~:vic• ltw ""''· pat'lcularly ainu rh·: NA~C h•• hern chNif'd co ad~.:•• con .. cvacion ot "umherinr piM tUOUr~•• · We Ate ""=rcforw pre ,,~d lu rnoak• 1h1 ;~o~~~>1Jnmcntl ~ reQU.:i\Cdltn wort.: in& d~U from 1h1 d~tc nr lhi' lrrtt'r. ltftleu _.. v- G<lle"'*"• directed by cbc NANC ur by the FCC. -I t: · 

.· 
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~..-..- ... , .. , .. " ... .,. ..... ~ .. -~ ..... ......, ................... .., -.c 
.-i( .... ll .... .......,_ ......_ ..,_ 1M ....... :Sill of a MW NPA cede. To IICDIIIflilll dHa 
Mti(IC.ItiOft. NANPA wiU U.. a P11MiRa L11W (PL) .. ......._ca......_ of 1M t0e/2Wl16 ..,_. 
way 'Pill. wtaM da&r .,. ""'"' ,,... ltUSGudl. The lnlluaw, hu ,.. .... lbt& IN roltowi•l inforllloltioo be iAChlded ia dtc PL: 

• 
• 
• 

• 

• 
• 
• 
• 

Tk old and new NPA coda 

Amapofuualf'eciM 

A list of lbc colftiDUftiUcl aft~ bJ eM NPA ap£it 
A list of .. c.nnl otrcc coclea (NXXa) 1D a. ill &Kb NPA 

I 

The euct dlut tAd'""' ot .. w NPA a.;tivuiOft 

11w UKI Mll and 111111 ol&be Md of IN PlnNuiwt dialifta period 

11M diali"C pliD for 1M II&W NPA 
I 

A &cat n11mhcr to thll NPA. and die a&as when it ~~rill ~ .aiw....S llld dtacavaw.t 
• A tN~Jbko rcp~o~n•na n"mbcr dial IDif be .:ailed in w ~wear we calla'~"~" be '""'pieced to Cbt new NPA 
• NPA implctnncaUoD cOOI'dinator umc• &lid lalepbona nu!Dbaa 
• Any odla lnfot"mm&ion relevant so die ift\plei'NtUIIioll. of eN Mw NP A 

Jr yGU hilwc 1Ul7 4flte11i0ftl ~illl ""' Jeatr 01 lhc COII&enL~ ot the .. ~IIUtJ UUif, plcl .. reel tru IC\ 
COIItiC& ~or Ji"' O.U.. wt.o caA '- ,.tched 11 901-699-6612. 

£inceral). 

Marian Gonion - FCC 
Alii\ Hauelw.n~tt • NANC O..innan 

.f .... 
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