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JOINT REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT
ON
JOINT MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION OF
ORDER NO. PSC-01-1577-FOF-TP
TO CLARIFY THE NUMBER POOLING REQUIREMENTS

AT&T Communications of the Southern States, Inc., and AT&T Wireless Services, Inc.
(collectively “AT&T”), Intermedia Communications, Inc, (“Intermedia™), Time Warner Telecom,
WorldCom, Inc. (“WorldCom™) and XO Florida, Inc., (collectively, “Joint Parties™), pursuant to
Rule 25-24.058, Florida Administrative Code, hereby request that the Florida Public Service
Commission hear oral argument on its Motion for Reconsideration of Order No. PSC-01-1577-FOF-
TP to Clarify the Number Pooling Requirements. In support of the request, states as follows:

1. On July 31, 2001, the Commission issued Order No. PSC-01-1577-FOF-TP (“Order
No. 01-1577") attempting to resolve certain issues related to its investigation of Verizon’s Tampa
rate center. In particular, the Commission determined that number pooling would be implemented
in Verizon’s Tampa MSA.

2, As required by Rule 25-22.058, the instant Request for Oral Argument is filed with
the Joint Parties Motion for Reconsideration of Order No. PSC-01-1577-FOF-TP To Clarify the

Number Pooling Requirements.
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3. In order to expeditiously proceed with the implementation of the requirements of
Order No. 01-1577, the parties met with NeuStar on August 7, 2001 to discuss the implementation
of the number pooling trial. In response to questions of several of the parties seeking to better
understand the Order during this meeting, the Staff of the Commission provided additional
information indicating their view as to the particular requirements needed to implement the Order.
In addition, Verizon sent a letter to the partics on August 10, 2001, requesting that the parties inform
Verizon of any intent to participate in the voluntary pooling trial for Tampa.

4, The absence of certain specific necessary information in the Order, the information
conveyed by Staff in an attempt to be helpful to the parties, and the letter from Verizon, raises a
number of questions regarding the implementation of number pooling which makes it very clear that
nothing is clear regarding the particular requirements for implementation of number pooling in the
Tampa MSA.

5. As discussed more fully in the Joint Parties Motion for Reconsideration, the Joint
Parties seek clarification on several matters that must be resolved if the number pooling trial is to
be implemented in an efficient and orderly manner., More specifically, the Joint Parties seck
clarification of: a) whether the implementation of number pooling in this instance means that the
steps necessary for the number pooling process have begun or that they are complete; b) whether
participation in the number pooling trial is mandatory; the specific requirements of the Verizon
proposal; d) whether “grandfathered” codes would have to participate in the pooling trial, whether
or when thousands blocks from such codes would have to be donated after mandatory pooling, and
the specific date upon which codes will be grandfathered; e) whether carriers will be allowed to
assign any NXXs, including grandfathered codes, to the rate center that is appropriate their
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respective customers and businesses, and not arbitrarily to the Tampa Central rate center; f) whether
the pooling trial will involve only the Tampa rate centers or whether the trial will extend to the entire
Tampa MSA; and g) whether the number pooling trial will be subject to the guidelines found in the
INC Thousands Block Number Pooling Administration Guidelines as well as any national
requirements that may be adopted by the FCC.

6. As can be seen from the Motion for Reconsideration, there are substantial questions
not answered by the Order as well as some confusion regarding the implementation of the number
pooling trial. Answers to each of the questions for which clarification of the Order is sought are
essential to the implementation of an efficient, expeditious and orderly number pooling trial in the
Tampa MSA. There are myriad details inherent in the implementation of number pooling. In all
past number pooling trials the affected parties engaged in extended discussions to plan for and
resolve the types of questions raised by Order No. 01-1577. The absence of that kind of
implementation dialogue and planning process in this case has left informational gaps in the
implementation process which must be filled. The Motion for Reconsideration and the Request for
Oral argument from the Joint Parties is now the only available vehicle to fill these gaps. Oral
argument will greatly aid the Commission by allowing the parties to present the questions raised
and seek guidance from the Commission in a quick, easy and efficient manner. Each of the
questions raised by the Joint Parties requires a substantive discussion to insure that adequate and
complete answers are derived that will allow prompt and efficient implementation of the number
pooling trial. If oral argument is granted the Joint Parties will have their technical experts present
to in order to facilitate the discussion and resolution of the questions raised. Without such discussion
and clarification as to the specific requirements necessary to implement the number pooling trial,
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the parties necessarily will be forced to file subsequent petitions for clarification or modification of
the Order and the concomitant requests for stay simply to obtain the information necessary to
complete the implementation process. The Commission’s time and resources will be far better spent
resolving the questions now with the aid of the appropriate input from the parties.

WHEREFORE, on the basis of the information contained herein, the Joint Parties
respectfully request that the Florida Public Service commission grant oral argument on the Joint
Parties Request for Reconsideration of Order No. 01-1577.

Respectfully submitted,
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