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SENATOR JACIC LATVALA, 19th District, 35111 US Highvay 19 
North, Suite lOS, PaLm Harbor, Florida 34684 

MARTHA CARTER BROWN, Esquire, and 
Public service Commission, 2540 
Tallahass .. , Florida 32399-0850 
QD blhtlf of the Qemmission Staff . 

... 4~ ·~· • 

JOHN R. BOWMAN, Florida 
Shumard Oak Boulevard, 

The North American Numberin9 Plan (NANP), which governs the 
assignment and u•e of telephone nu~rs in North America and other 
World Zone 11 Countries, vas introduced in 1947 by AT~T. The plan 
is based on a destination code in which each main telephone number 
in the NANP is ••ei9ned a specific address or destination code. 
The destin•tion codes are c0111110nly referred to as telephone 
numbers. NANP telephone numbers are in a 10-diqit format~ 
consistin9 of a J-di9it Numberin9 Plan Area (NPA) code, a 3-diqit 
Central Office code, and a 4-digit station addrea~ code. The NPA 
code is commonly known as the area code, and the Central Office 
Code is commonly known •• the NXX code. BellCore is currently the 
code adDdni•trator vith the responsibility of asai9ning area codes 
vithin the NANP, but this responsibility is currently being 
transferred to Lockheed Martin. Generally, the Regional Bell 
Operating Company (RBOC) or 1ar9e independent in a specific area 
code is responsible for the assi9nMent of central offices codes 
vithin that NPA. This responsibility will alao be transferred to 
Lockheed Hartin in the near future. The code administrators are 
required to follov 9uidelines approved by BellCore and the 
telecommunications industry when assigning either NPAs or Central 
Office Codes. 

In the late 1950s it became ap~arent that NPAs were being 
assigned at a rate significantly higher than originally 
anticipated. Out of that early concern came a plan to expand the 

'World Zone 1 Countriea conaiat o! An9uilla, Antiqua and Barbuda, 
Commonwealth of the a.h .... , S.r~doa, Berauda, Britiah Virqin lalanda, Caym&n 
Ialanda, C.neda, oa.inicen ~public, Grenada, J .. aiee, Mont•errat, Saint Kitt• 
and Nevl•, Saint Lucia, Saint Vin~nt and the Grenadinea, Turka and Calcos 
Islanda, Trinidad and Toba~o, and the United Statea o f ~erica, 1nclud1n~ 
Puerto Rico and the Vir~in Ialanda. 



ORDER NO. PSC-98-0S97•FOF-TL 
DOCKET NO. 980048-TL 
PAGE 3 

supply of nuabera through the introduction of interchanqeable 
codes. The introduction of interchangeable codes modifies the 
format previously used for area codes and central office codes. 
The previous format !or area codes vas N,O/l,X, while the central 
o!fioe code for.at vas M,M,X. 2 Currently, the interchangeable area 
codes and central office codes take the format of N,X,X. The 
industry be9an the ~lamentation of interchangeable Central Office 
codes in 1974. In January, 1992, BellCore notified the 
telecomananicationa indu.stry that interchanqeable NPAs would be 
intr~duced in early 1995. Prior to the introduction of 
interchangeabl• MPAs, the NANP had 160 NPAa, which provided a total 
of 1.28 billion available telephone numbers for as.signment. The 
introduction of interchangea~le NPA codes provided an additional 
640 NPAs, which provide a total o! 6.4 billion telephone numbers 
available for assignment. 

The Industry Carriers Compatibility Forum Guidelines iden~i!y 
three possible alternatives to provide relief to an area code when 
it has eXhausted all available NXXs: a geographic split; a boundary 
realignment, or several variations o! an overlay. The quidelines 
state that a geographic •Plit occurs when the exhausting NPA is 
split into tvo geographic areas, leaving the existing NPA code to 
serve, for exaJDPle, an area with the highest customer density. 
This method divides areas by jurisdictional, natural, or physical 
boundaries between the old and new NPAs. A geoqraphic split has 
been the relief of choice !or virtually all NPA relief plans prior 
to 1995. NPA splits have occurred with enough frequency so that 
technical aspects have been addressed and established 
implementation procedures are generally understood. Public 
education and acceptance of the process have been made easier 
because o! the numerous NPA splits that have occurred. 

For a boundary realignment, the guidelines require that the 
NPA requiring relief be adjacent to an NPA within the same state or 
province that has spare Central Office code capacity. A boundary 
shift occurs ao that spare codes in the adjacent NPA can be used in 
the NPA requiring relief. As a result, the geographic area of th~ 
exhausting NPA shrinks~ and the geographic area of tht NPA with 
spare capacity expands. Only the customers in the geographic area 
between the old and new boundaries are directly affected by this 

1H L• defined aa any n~r fr~ 2 throuqh 9 and X ie defined as •ny 
number fr~ 0 throu9h 9. 
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change. This method ie viewed as an interim measure because it 
tends to provide shorter term relief than a new NPA code. 

An overlay occurs when more than one NPA code serves the same 
geographic area. In an NPA overlay, code relief is provided by 
opening up a new NPA code within the same geoqraphic area as the 
NPA(s) that requires relief. Numbers from this new NPA are 
assigned to new growth on • carrier neutral basis; i.e., first come 
first s•rved. Mandatory customer number changes within the 
affe ted overlay relief area are eliminated. With the overlay 
relief method, the FCC requires 10-digit dialing for all of the 
affected custaaare• local calls within and between the old and new 
NPAs in order to en•ure that competing telecommunications carriers, 
who would moat likely receive the NXXs in the new area code for 
their customers, do not suffer competitive disadvantages. In 
addition to requiring 10-digit dialing for all local calls, the FCC 
requires that at least one NXX in the existing area code ~ust be 
available to every carrier authorized to provide telephone service 
in the affected area code during the 90-day period preceding the 
introduction of the overlay. The overlay method eliminates the 
need for customer number changes like those required under the 
geographic split and realignment methods. It also allows the 
option to eliminate or shorten the permissive dialing period as a 
part of implementation, because existing customers do not have to 
change their telephone numbers. 

On November 21, 1997, GTE florida Incorporated (GTEFL), the 
numbering a~inistrator for the 913 area code, notified the 
Commission that the 813 area code would exhaust its remaininq 
available NXXs sooner than expected. GTEFL reported that 
representatives ot West Florida's telecommunications service 
providers had agreed that relief from the imminent exho;.;stion 
should be accomplished through an overlay relief plan. The overlay 
relief plan would encompass the same geographic area as the current 
813 area code. All new NXXs issued after October 1, 1998, would 
receive the new area code (7271. Old NXXs would retain 813. Under 
the overlay plan, current customers would not be required to change 
their area code, but all customers would be required to dial all 
local calls aa ten digits, within and between area codes as FCC 
Order No. 96-333 requires. 

We received aeveral objections to the proposed plan from 
members of the public and an official petition from Senator Jack 
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Latvala requesting that ve review the proposed 813 relief plan. 
Because an overlay would require ten•digit dialing of all local 
calls, which may be confusing to customers, we determined that it 
was in the public interest to review this particular plan. We 
conducted informational workshops in St. Petersburg and Tampa on 
January 8, 1998 and a combined customer and technical hearing in 
Tampa on February 24, 1998. 

After the informational workshops, Senator Jack Latvala, the 
Office of Public Counsel, AT6T of the Southern States, MCI 
Telecommunication• Corporation and MCI Metro Access Transmission 
Servicea, Inc. intervened in this matter. All intervenors filed 
testimony opposing the industry relief plan and supporting a 
geographic split. 

At the cuatomer hearing and the technical hearing that 
followed we considered four different relief mechanisms for the 813 
area code: Overlay the current 813 area code; Geoqraphic Jplit -
Pinellas in an area code and Pasco and Hillshorouqh in an area 
code; Geographic Split - Pinellas and the West Part of Pasco in an 
area code and the East Part of Pasco and Hillsborouqh in an area 
code; Geographic Split - Pinellas and Pasco in an area code and 
Hillsborough in an area code. Upon consideration of all the 
testimony and evidence presented at the hearinqs, ve find that the 
most reasonable and appropriate relief for the imminent exhaustion 
of the 813 area code is a Geographic Split - Pinellas and the West 
Part of Pasco in an area code and the East Part of Pasco and 
Hillsborough in an area cOde. The details of our decision and the 
reasons for it are set forth belov. 

This proceeding is the fourth in vhich ve have been asked to 
determine which relief plan should be implemented in Florida to 
relieve an area code from impending exhaustion. (See Docket Nos. 
941272-TL, 9'1153-'l'L and 971058-TL). Commissions across the 
country have struggled as we have over the past fev years vith the 
issue of whether a geographic split or some form of area code 
overlay is the more appropriate method to provide relief. 

During the technical hearinq the witnesses discussed four 
epecitic area code relief options: 
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Option 1: Overlay the current 813 area code. 

Option 2: GeoC)raphic Split - Pinellas in an area code and 
Pasco and Hillsborough in an area code. 

Option 3: GeoCJraphic Split - Pinellas and the West Part of 
Pasco in an area code and the East Part of Pasco 
and Hillsborough in an area code. 

Option 4: GeoCJraphic Split - Pinellas and Pasco in an area 
code and HillsborouCJh in an area code. 

As various witnesses explained in their testimony, each type of 
plan (geOCJraphic split or overlay) has inherent advantages and 
disadvantaC)ea. Listed below are some of the advantages and 
disadvantaCJel identified for each type of plan. 

1. Customers in the overlay area can retain their telephone 
nUIIbers. 

2. Custo~~~ers are not required to change advertisements 
containinCJ 813 area code telephone numbers. 

3. Ce 11 ular carriers are not required to reprogram their 
customers' cellular telephones. 

4. Costs to cust~ers and carriers are minlmized. 

1. 10-digit dialing is required for all local calls within 
the overlay area. 

2. Directories and Directory Assistance will be required to 
provide 10-digit numbers. 

3. All advertisements that contain 7-digit telephone numbers 
must be changed to 10-digit numbers. 

~t• .. • ~ •··~~ia ~lit 

l. 7-diCJit dialing would remain for intra-NPA local calls. 
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1. Customers in an area with a new area code must change the 
area code portion of their telephone numbers. 

2. Customers in an area with a new area code must change 
advertisements which included the 3-digit area code. 

3. A short permissive dialing period. 

In addition to the advantages and disadvantages listed above 
that were identified at the hearing, we considered four criteria we 
developed in earlier area code relief proceedings that we believe 
are relevant to the issue in this proceeding: 1) Competitive 
Concerna1 2) IIIP&Cta to Customers; 3) Impacts to carriers; and 
4) Lenvth of a.liet. (See Order Nos. PSC-95-1048, PSC-97-0637 and 
PSC-97•0138.) 

We ••plained in the previous Orders cited above that 
geographic splits such as Options 2 through 4 do not cause 
eompetitive probl ... , since all carriers will be assigned NXXs from 
the same ar .. code to~ a 9iven geographic area. HCI's witness Faul 
concurs with the Colftmission' s previous interpretations. She 
indicates that it a geographic split were selected for the 813 
area, all carriers would be issued 813 numbers in the remaining 813 
area, and all carriers would be issued numbers with the new area 
code in the new area. 

Various witnesses raised competitive concerns regarding 
overlays such as Option 1. MCI's witness Faul and AT,T's witness 
Smith believe that ~lamentation of an overlay is anti-competitive 
and will give GTEFL a significant competitive advantage. Their 
first concern is associated with the customers' perception of the 
new and the old area codes. They believe that callers are more 
accustomed to the 813 area code and recognize it as bein9 the Tampa 
area. They believe the overlay area code would not be familiar and 
would thus be considered less desirable than the existin9 code. 
They believe the customer would be more likely to ~elect a carrier 
that could give them a number in the more desirable area code. 
Witness Faul believes the potential effect for competition in Tampa 
will be that CLECs vill be unable to compete effectively in the 
growth market of additional lines for fax machines, modems, and the 
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like. Witness raul 9oes on to state that the FCC noted in its 
Second Report and Order and Memorandum Opinion and Order issued 
Au;ust 8, 1996, that the incumbent LECs have an advantaqe over new 
entrants when a new code ia about to be introduced, because they 
can warehouse NXXs in the old NPA. She cont@nds that incumbents 
also have an advantage when telephone numbers are returned to them 
as their customers move or change carriers. 

MCI's witness raul and AT•T's witness Smith identify several 
~~nditions we should consider if we decide to implement an overlay 
instead of • geographic split in order to minimize the anti­
competitive eoncerna. They are: 

1. Maintain the current schedule for implementat~on of 
permanent local number portability. 

2. Require 10-digit dialing within and between the old 
and new area codes. 

3. Require GT&FL to analyze and report on the 
feasibility of a revenue-neutral Rate Center 
Consolidation plan for the 813 ar~a. 

4. Establish a workshop or other appropriate process 
to consider number conservation mechanisms, such as 
Rate Center Consolidation tor the Tampa LNP area. 

5. Allocate all remaining NXXs in the old area code to 
all competing carriers, excludinq the incumbent 
LEC. 

6. Require the overlay to 
telecommunications carriers. 

apply to all 

In reaponse to these proposed conditions, GTEFL' s witness 
Menard states that GTEFL will comply with most of the conditions to 
the extent that is within its control. Witness Menard points out 
that conditione 2 and 6 are rcc requirements when implementing an 
overlay. Other conditions such as condition 1, i~~lementation of 
permanent number portability, are dependant on the development of 
a number portability database, which has been delayed from the 
original FCC schedule due to the vendor's inability to make the 
database functional. Witness Menard states that GTEFL will comply 
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with this condition as soon as it can. Witness Menard notes that 
conditione 3 and 4, aa well aa number pooling, are currently under 
consideration at this t~ by the Commission. She notes that GTEFL 
is unable to implement any Rate Center Consolidation proposal that 
raises cuata.ers~ rates which would conflict with current Florida 
law. 

We do not believe implementation of an overlay will create a 
competitive advanta9e for GTEFL as long as GTEFL implements 10 
c git dialift9 for all local calls and perNanent number portability 
as soon as possible once the database is functional. Although MCI 
and AT'T atteapt to cite varioue paragraphs in the FCC's dialing 
parity order to support their claim of potential anti-competitive 
concerns, they both fail to mention that the FCC orders require 
various conditions when implementing an overlay to protect against 
the anti-competitive problema discussed above. The FCC required 
10-digit dialing for all local calls to avoid the dialing disparity 
customers may incur when using a different carrier with an ~XX from 
the new area code. FUrther, the FCC determined that in order to 
minimize the potential anti•competitive concern that only incumbent 
LECa would have HXXe in the old area code, it required that under 
an overlay each provider of telephone exchange service, exchange 
access, and paging service must be assigned at least one NXX in the 
old area code. (FCC 96-333, t287,289) Witnesses Faul and Smith both 
recognized that their companies currently were assigned NXXs in the 
813 area code. 

In addition to the two conditions the FCC r~quired to minimize 
any anti-cgmpetitive concerns associated with an overlay, the FCC 
also has adopted a permanent number portability mechanism that will 
minimize the competitive concerns even further in the future. In 
addition, •• vitneaa Henard mentioned, although not helpful in the 
near term, the North American Numbering Council, as well as this 
Commission, are looking at the issues of rate center consolidation 
and number pooling. Both of these mech~nisms may provide 
additional access to telephone numbers and better utilization of a 
carrier's currently assigned NXXa in the future. HCI witness Faul 
recognized that these issues are industry-wide issues and not GTEFL 
specific. 

AT6T proposed that we allocate all remaining NXXs in the old 
area code to all competing carriers, excluding the incUMbent LEC. 
We believe thia is inconsistent with the intent of the FCC's order, 
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which states that the federal numbering guidelines were designed to 
ensure the fair and timely availability of numbering resources to 
all teleca~PUnications carriers. (FCC 96-333, t291; FCC 95-19, t35) 
Excluding GTEFL from the assignment of NXXs in the old area code 
appears to be in direct conflict with the underlying premise of the 
FCC's orders referenced above. 

Based on the record in this proceeding, we do not believe that 
a geographic split or an overlay will cause a severe impediment to 
the development of local exchange competition as long as GTEFL 
implements lO•c:fi9it dialinq for all local calls and permanent 
number portability vhen available in the case of the overlay. 
Therefore, our reviev of the record leads us to believe that there 
are not any major competitive concerns for any of the relief 
options proposed in this case. 

The record support in this proceeding for this criterion is 
provided by the direct testimony at the informational workshops, 
the combined public and technical hearings, and the survey 
conducted by an independent consultant at the request of GTEFL. 

It vas ~pparent. from the customers' testimony at the 
informational workshops and the technical hearing that a great 
majority of the customers testifying supported the implementation 
of a geographic split for the 813 area code instead of the proposed 
overlay. Only tvo customers supported the proposed overlay. 

The main reason the customers supported the g~ographic split 
instead of the overlay appeared to be the requirement under an 
overlay to implernent 10-digit dialing for all local calls. In 
addition, various customers raised other concerns that they 
believed supported the implementation of a geographic split instead 
of the proposed overlay. They are: 

1. Alarm companies vill have to reprogram the 
customers' monitoring equipment to dial 10 digits 
instead of 7 digits if an overlay is implemented. 

2. Dialing 10 digits is difficult for older customers. 
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3. The overlay may require different area codes in the 

same household, next door neighbors, and in the 
same business. 

4. The overlay would confuse the identification of 
which calla were Extended Calling Service (ECS). 

5. The geographic split would be less confusing than 
the overlay. 

The other intor..tion a•sociated with customers' preference 
for a particular relief mechanism is from the survey conducted by 
an independent consultant at GTEFL's request. The survey was a 
statistically-drawn sample which solicited the response of 2,000 
customers in the 813 •rea code. The atudy indicates that the 
majority of the 2,000 customers surveyed supported the 
implementation of the overlay instead of the geographic split. 
Several customers expressed concern with the survey and how it was 
conducted. The customers' main complaint appears to be that the 
survey was skewed to favor the overlay. Senator Latvala, who 
indicated that he has been conducting political public opinion 
surveys for 25 years, considered the survey to be biased toward the 
overlay. Some of the witnesses suggested that we shoUld not even 
consider the survey. Although we are concerned with the differ~nce 
between the survey and the direct testimony received during the 
hearings, we note the survey reveals that retirees support a 
geographic split instead of the overlay. 

We have carefully reviewed the questionnaire used in the 
survey. Our main concern is that ~he survey does not appear to lay 
out all of the details associated with each option. For example, 
when discussing the geographic split the survey states that "your 
telephone number would be changed to a new area code." The fact is 
that only the telephone number of customers in the new area code 
will change. Also, when discussing the overlay, the survey does 
not identify all of the disadvantages, such as the need to change 
all advertisements that use 7 digits to 10 digits. 

We believe that more weight should be given to the direct 
testimony of the witnesses in this case. Ne note, however, that 
the survey could have been a very useful tool in assisting us in 
dete~ining the appropriate relief for the 813 area code. However, 
due to the shortcomings of the questionnaire, the final percentage 
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of customers identified in the survey as favoring an overlay is 
questionable. Our review of the record shows that from. the 
customers' perspective a geographic split provides the most 
reasonable fo~ of relief in this case. 

The obvious impact to most carriers is the need to modify the 
translations in their switching equipment in order to recognize the 
new a: ~a code. The only impact to the carriers that has been 
identified in this proceeding is associated with the implementation 
of a geographic split. As AT6T' s witness Smith stated if the 
Commission implements a split, all cellular carriers p~oviding 
service in the new area code will need to reprogram their 
customers' cellular telephones to recognize the new area code 
instead ot the old erea code. Witness Smith believes the 
Commission should order the grandfathering ot wireless and cellular 
subscribers' phone numbers in order to avoid the need to reprogram 
the cellular phones with the nev area code. 

Although we vill do everything possible to mir.imize the 
adverse effects of any area code relief plan, AT'T#s proposal would 
essentially exempt a specific industry segment (wireless) from any 
affect whatsoever. That approach is not consistent with the intent 
of the FCC's dialing parity order or the industry guidelines, which 
require that any relief plan should not favor a particular industry 
or consumer group. In addition, we do not celieve it is 
appropriate to exempt an industry segment from any adverse effects 
of the area code relief when the growth in that industry seqment is 
one of the reasons consumers are having to change area codes. 

Some witnesses at the hc.:aring, including Senator Latvala, 
expressed doubt that the 813 area code is actually in jeopardy of 
exhausting in the near future. GTEFL's witness Gancarz, as the 
numbering administrator for the 813 area code, has projected the 
813 area code to exhaust in late 1998. In so determining, witness 
Gancarz used the most recent calendar year NXX usagp data as the 
basis for his projection. For 1997, the NXX usage vas 120 codes. 
Once he determined the actual usage, he added a total growth factor 
of 10\ that gave him 132 codes for the next year. In addition to 
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the lOt, witneaa Gancarz included an additional ei9ht codes for new 
competitors. This brou9ht the total projected NXX code usage per 
year for the entire 813 area code to 140. The NXX assignment 
schedule supports GTEFL's contention that the 813 area code is in 
jeopardy of exhaustion soon. We believe the concern some customers 
expressed is not supported by the evidence. 

COaal .. ioo 

The folloMinQ table shows the Options and the exhaust dates 
for each proposal. 

CpU• - -tl' • 3 ... llaioi:UI9 .... ,..t -· - ,_., 
813 Hillsborough 

1 OVerlay • Paaco 8 657 6 to 8 
727 Pinellas 

Geog~raphic 813 Hillsborough 5 401 3 to 5 
2 Split Pasco 

727 Pinellas 3* 256 7 to 9 

813 Hillsborough 3* 371 4 to 6 
3 Geographic East Pasco 

Split 727 West Pasco 5• 286 6 to 8 
Pinellas 

Geographic 813 Hillsborough 3• 333 5 to 7 
4 Split 

727 Pasco s• 324 6 to 8 
Pinellas 

•Exchange ia located in 2 counties. 

Upon review of the testimony and evidence in th~ record, we 
find that Option 3 is the best option to provide relief for the 813 
area code for the reasons set forth below. 

There does not appear to be a good geographic boundary for 
Option 3, or any other option, due to various exchanges overlapping 
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county boundaries, but we are reluctant to impose 10-digit dialing 
on customer• in these counties at this time without a stronger 
shoving in support of the overlay. We are concerned with splitting 
Pasco County because Pasco County will then have three different 
area codes. Variout vitnetses indicated, however, that this option 
would be preferable, since it would not divide communitiee of 
interest, unlike the other geographic split plans. We also believe 
that Option 3 will provide a good relief life for the current 813 
area code. 

Although most customers testified that they did not care 
whether they received the new area code or not as long as an 
overlay vas not tmple.ented, a few customers expressed an interest 
in .cetaininc:j the 813 area code for the Pinellas area. We have 
consistently retained the old NPA for the area where the largest 
number of NXXI are aseiqned in order to minimize any confusion that 
may be associated with the relief. In all proposed geogr~?hic 
splits, the area that would retain 813 would be the Hillsborough 
area. 

We must also address the implementation periods for permissive 
and mandatory dialing for the new area code. Usually in a 
geographic split relief mechanism, the Commission attempts to 
provide at least nine to twelve months for customers to become 
ac~ustomed to the area code change. We will not be able to provide 
a permissive dialing period for that length of time in this case. 
As witness Gancarz testified, in February there were approximately 
125 813 NXXs available for •ssignment. As witness Gan~arz stated, 
the industry has implemented what is termed ~jeopardy measuresH to 
conserve NXXs in the 813 area code. Only 10 NXXs are assigned a 
month. Even with the limited number of NXXs assigned each month, 
we can only will allow permissive dialing for eight (8) months, 
beginning July 1, 1998. Mandatory dialing must begin on March l, 
1999. 

Some of the •l•rm company witnesses stated that if an overlay 
is implemented, their c~nies would need some time to reprogram 
the customers' equipment to recognize the need to dial 10 digits. 
Although we are not choosing the overlay !or this relief, if an 
overlay is proposed in the future, we strongly suggest to Lockheed 
Martin, the new numbering plan administrator, that a 12-month 7-
and 10-digit pe~iasive dialing period be included. We believe it 
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is imperative to do everything possible to protect a<Jainst any 
problema that could jeopardize the security of customers. 

The remaining issue that we must address is what the dialing 
patterns should be for local, toll, EAS, and ECS calls. GTBPL and 
MCI are the only part.iaa that filed teatimony addreaaing the 
dialing patterna for the varioua type• of calla listed above. Both 
partie• agr .. to the following dialing patterna: 

a. Intra MPA local - 7 digit dialing 
Inter HPA local • 10 digit dialing 

b. toll • 1+10 digit dialing 

c. Intra MPA lAB • 7 digit dialing 
lnter RPA BAS • 10 digit dialing 

d. lntra IIPA SCS 7 digit dialing 
Inter HPA BC8 • 10 digit dialing 

We agree that the above dialing patterns should be 
implemented. 

CU.toaer vitae•• Ca~ll al~ raiaed a concern regarding BCS 
dialing. He taatified that cutomera do not know when they are 
dialing an BC8 call. laaed on the record, we believe the 
implementation of Option 3 doe• help clarify to sOMe ~xtent ~hiQh 
route• are SCS, but no option will eli~inate this problem unless we 
require all BCS calla to be dialed on a 1+10 digit baaia. A8 
witneaa Menard atated, QTBPL ia oppoaed to dialing BCS calla on a 
1+10 digit baaia for t.a main reaaona. Firat, we have dee~ed ECS 
to be local traffic. That deciaion ~a• upheld by the Florida 
supreme Court; and therafore, no toll C08petition ia allowed on 
these rcM&tea. G'I'BPL believe• that if ve require sea calla to be 
dialed on a 1+10 digit baaia, we would create cuatomer confuaion 
about why OTBPL waa handling the calla inatead of the customer's 
pre subscribed long diatance carrier. Second, GTBPL' a bi 11 ing 
system will not recogniaa a 1+ call aa local BCS; thua, the company 
would be wt.abla to bill the call. While we underatand the concern• 
raised regarding acs calla, we do not believe there has be~n 
sufficient eviclenc:e to juatify what appears to be aome major 
modificationa to O'l'BPL' a billing .yatetR or ~~Witches in order to uae 
dialing patterna to identify BCS calla. 
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Baaed on the foreqoing, it is 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that a 
geographic split as de•cribed in the body of this order is hereby 
approved to provide relief from the imminent exhaustion of the 8l3 
area code. It iB further 

ORDERED that a permissive dialing period shall begin on 
July 1 1998, and mandatory dialing shall begin on rebruary 1, 
1999. It is further 

ORDERED that dialinq patteLns for EAS and ECS calls shall be 
implemented as set out in the body of this order. It is further 

ORDERED that this docket shall be closed. 

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission this 21th 
day of AQfil, l.UI.. 

BLANCA S. BAY6, Dire r 
Division of Records a RPporting 

(SEAL) 

JRB 
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NQTICE Qf fUitHER PRQCiiPIHGS OR ~UPICI6L REYXEW 
The Florida Public Service Commiasion is required by Section 

120.569(1), Florida Statutes, to notify parties of any 
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders that 
is available under S.ctiona 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as 
well a1 the procedure• and time limits that apply. This notice 
should not be conatrued to mean all requests for an administrative 
hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief 
SOUCJht. 

Any party advarMly affeetecl by the Commission' .s final action 
in ti is matter .. y request: 1) reconsideration of the decision by 
filing a motion for reconsideration with the Director, Division of 
Records and Reportin9, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, 

• Florida 32399-0850, within fifteen (15) days of the issuance of 
this order in the fom preacr ibed by Rule 2 5-22 . 060, Florida 
Administrative Code; or 2) judicial review by the Florida SupLdme 
Court in the case of an electric, gas or telephone utility or the 
First Diatcict Court of Appeal in the case of a water and/or 
wastewater utility by filing a notice of appeal with the Director, 
Division of Recorda and reporting and filing a copy of the notice 
of appeal and the filinCJ fee with the appropriate court. This 
filing muat be completed within thirty (30) days after the issuance 
of this order, pursuant to Rule 9.110, Florida Rules of Appellate 
Procedure. The notice of appeal must be in the form specified in 
Rule 9.900(a), Florid~ Rules of Appellate Procedure. 




