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VIA FACSIWEE (502)564-3460 

Mr. Jeb Pimey 
Public Service Commission 
P.O. Box 615 
Frankfort, KY 40602 

Re: Insight Phone o i  Kentucky, LLC, v, WindstPc8rma 
Kenhlcky East, LLC, and Windstreilm Kentucky West, LLC, Case 
Number 2008-00335 

Denr Mr. Pinney: 

. Enclosed please find a Supplemental Pleading in the above referenced 
case. We have faxed a copy and wilI fololow up with 70 copies via 
ovemight mail, 

Sincerely, 

32- 

Laurence J. Zielke 
Janice M. Thenot 

cc: Mark Overstreet, Counsel for Windst. ream 
Doaglas Brent, Counsel for Big River 
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COMMONWEALTH OF XXNTUCICY 

BEFORE THE PIJBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In h e  Matter o f  

F O W L  COMPLAINT FOR EMERGENCY RELIEF 

REQUIRE WINDSTREAM KENTUCKY EAST, LLC ) CASE NO. 

) 
BY INSIGHT PHONE OF KENTUCKY, LLC TO 

TO PROVIDE ACCOWT NUMBERS WHEN 

1 

1 
AND WWDSTREAN KENTUCKY WEST, LLC 1 2008-00335 

AUTHORIZED BY CUSTOMERS IF IT REQUIRES 
AN ACCOUNT NUMBER FOR PORTS 

) 

IINSIIGHT’S SUPPLEMENTAL AUTHORITY TO ITS 
BRIER IN SUPPORT OF ITS FORMA1 CQMPLAINT 

Insight Phone of Kentucky, LLC (liereinaficr “lnsight Phone”), by counsel, 

hereby files this supplemental authority to its Brief riled in sugpori of its Formal 

Compiaint. 

Insight Phoiie has called upon the Public Service Commission (“PSC”) to 

determine the legality of the requirement of Windstream Kentucky East, LLC and 

Windstream Kentucky West, LLC (hereindter, collectively “Windstseam”) that Insight 

Phoiie provide passcodes and account numbers bdore accessing any customer 

information and/or wlien submitting an order to port tdeplione numbers. Additionally, 

Insight Phoiie has requested that tlie PSC order Windstrcam to provide customer account 

numbers and passcodes when Insight Phone represents that the customer Iias authorized 

Insight Phone to access customer information prior to a port. Both issues are the subject 

of a very recent Report and Order of the Federal Communications Coinmission. On May 

20, 2010, the FCC issued a Report and Order in the matters of Locd Number Porlability 

Porting Intewals and Validation Requirements (WC Docket No. 07-244) and Telephone 
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Number Portability (CC Docket No. 95-1 161, a CQPS/ of which is attached. 
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“he FCC Report and Order i s  appropriate as supplematal authority because it 

interprets the Communications Act of 1934, as smeiided, which binds the p ~ i e s  and 

because of an exhibit that Windstream attached to its lnitial laricf That exlibit was 

Windskern’s letter filed with the FCC in the matter of the Report and Order setting forth 

Winclstvean’s position regarding passcodes. Windstrean 1’s exhibit asked the FCC to 

reject the position taken by the North Amaican Numbeting Council WAWC). To &e 

Windstream’s exhibit context, Insight Phone attached IO its Reply Brief the NANC 

Rccomnendations. With both parties providing both sides of the issue to this 

Commission, it is only proper that the Coiimission have the final decision reached by the 

FCC OR the matter. 

The FCC Report a id  Order reiterates the FCC’s position that consumers should 

have as few roadblocks to nunber ports as possible. Re port aid Order at 71. The FCC 

wrote, “This Order compIetes the task of facilitating prompt transfers by star-dardizing 

the data to be exclianged when transferring a custoiner’!, telephone number betwecn two 

wjreliiie providers; a wireline and wireless provider; ctr an interconnected Voice over 

Internet Protocol (VoP) provider and any other service provider.” Ed. 

At issue in this case is Windstream’s insistence that coitsuniers produce their 

account nunber and passcode prior to porting a numlter from Windstream to another 

provider such as Insight Phone. Because consuiners often do not h o w  tlicir account 

number or passcode, Windstrean’s requirements creal e an impermissible roadblock to 

ports. Insight Phone has asked this Commission to d c  that if Windstream requires 

account numbers and passcodes to port a number, the11 Windstrean should make account 

numbers and passcodes accessible to Insight Phone when Ensight Phone hns customer 
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authorization to view customer information as p a t  of tl~eir customer service records 

(CSR). Indeed, the first time that consmiers realize they have a passcode is often during 

the porting process because Windstream assigned passcodzs lo the consumers instead of 

allowing consumers to request or choose a passcode if t h y  so wished to have one. The 

FCC Report and Order supports Insight Phone’s position in that it iiiterprets Section 

251(b)(2) of the Communications Act of 1934, as ameridcd, “to mean that cc.iisuners 

should be able to change providers while keeping their telephoiie number as easily as 

they may change providers without tnlung their telephone number with them.” Report 

and Order at 12. Obviously, requiring account numbers :ad passcodes for ports without 

making them available to Insight Phone when Insight Phone has authorization to view 

customer information adds a level of difiiculty blot przsent when a customer simply 

changes providers without a port. 

Regarding passcodes, the FCC flatly rejected Wiiidstream’s position and adopted 

the NANC recomniendations: 

We agree with the NANC’s rccomnend:ilioii that we consider the 
passcode field an optional field. The NANC reammends that a passcode 
not be required unless thc passcode has been rt:quested md assigned by 
the end user, rather than the service provider. CenturyLink, Iowa 
Telecommunications, and Windstream argue that this recommendation 
undercuts thc protections and convenience o f f a d  by carriers that 
automatically gencrate passcoder; for customers, but provide notice: of and 
ready ability ta obtain or change their passcodes at any time. We disagree 
with CenturyLinlc, Iowa Telecommunications, irtld Windstrean, Because 
customers may be unaware of carrier-initiated ljlasscodes at the time they 
choose to port their number, we believe that ruaking the passcode field 
mandatary for carrier-initiated passcodes would delay the porting process 
by reqniring customers to contact their current service providers for this 
information. We are concerned that this additional step for the customer 
would also add a layer of frustration and cornplt xity to ilhe number porting 
process, with anticompetitive eirects. For tltwe reasons, we adopt the 
NANC’s recommendation that we consider ti le passcode field optional 
unless it has bceii requested and assigned by the end user. 
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Report and Order at 716. This ruling clearly suppobts Insight Phone’s arGment and 

requires that Windstream stop requiring passcodes. 

The niling also supports Insight Phone’s position Il.iat account nunlbers should not 

be required to part a number uilcss they me made avtliLibie by Windstrean tn Insight 

Phone on the interface created by Windstream for the exchange of customer information. 

If Windstream requires account iiumbers, it must allow h i & t  Phone to look LIP account 

numbers ns part of the CSR when customers authorize Insight Phone to view their 

customer information. The FCC in its Report aid Order adopted the NANC 

Recommendations, attached to Insight’s Reply Brief, Report md Order at 11. The NANC 

Recommendations specifically find that any field required by the old s m i c e  provider, in 

this case Windstream, for conducting a port must be madc available l o  the new service 

provider, Insight Phone, as part of the customer accoulkt information accessible in the 

CSR. See NANC Recommendations at 3.5.2. Based on ihe NANC Recomnendaiions, if 

Windstream is going to continue to require customer account numbers for ports, it must 

make tlicm available to Insight Phone. 

The NANC Recommendations adopted by the TCC in its Report aid Order also 

specifically state that any service provider assigned psscode may not be utilized as a 

requiremelit to obtain account information in the CSR. See NANC Recommendations at 

3.5.2. Furllieimore, the same reasoning used by the FCC in reaching its decision on 

passcodcs would ,430 support Insidii Phone’s position that account numbers may not be 

used as a reguircment to obtain account hiformaiton in the CSR. Windstream’s 

requirement, that customer’s provide their account number to perrnit Insight Phone to 

access their account information in i l ie  CSR in order to start the port process is a 
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continuing roadblock as it requires the customer to find an old Windstream bill or 

otlierwise contact Winds trearn for this information. Req uiriiig an account number to 

access a CSR when customers authorize Insigbt Phone to view their customer 

information is contrary to the FCC Order and nullifies t l ~  NANC Recommendation that 

any field required on the port order iiiust be made available on the CSR. Thus, account 

numbers must be made available as part of the CSR to those carriers authorized to view 

the customer's infomiation. 

Respectfilly Submitted, 

L-A Laurence J. Xielke 

Janice M. Theriot 
Zielke Law Ikn ,  PLLC 
Meidinger Tower, Suite 1258 
462 South 4'" Street, Suite 1250 
huisville, E X  40202 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that a copy ofthe foregoing was served via U.S. Mail on this the 27th day 
of May 201 0 upon: 

Douglas F. Brent 
Stojl, Keenon 6c Ogden PLLC 
2000 PNC Piaza 
500 West Jefferson Street 
Louisville, ICY 40202 
douglas.brei~t@slcofirm.com 

Mark R. Overstreet 
Stites 6r. Harbison PLLC 
421 West Main Street 
P.O. Box 634 
Frankfort, KY 40602-0634 
movers treet@stites. corn 
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Ticdern)L Communicatlons @omrnis,iion FCC 10-85 . 
Before the 

Fedct*sl Communications Commission 
Washington, B.C. 20554 

In the Mailers of 1 
1 

Local Number Portability Porting Interval and 
Validation Requireinents 1 

) 

WC Dol Jet NO. 07-244 

Telephoiic Nun-~ber Portability ) CC Docket No. 95-1 16 

RIE’POIRT AM3 ORDER 

Adopted: Mny 20,201Q Released: May 20,2010 

By the Coiimission: Cliairmnn Genachowki arid Cornmissioner!. Copps, McDowell, Qybwi1 and 
Baker issuing sepmte statements. 
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1. The Federal Cornmunicatjons Comninission (Commir4sion) has long recognized tlie 
importance or consimers being nblc to koep thck telephone ~ ~ m k t e r s  when they switch telephone service 
providers.’ In this Report and Order (Ordor), wc ensurt: that service grovidcrs can accomplish these 

Since the Commifision begin implemcnling the loctrl competition prov lsioils o f  M c  Tclcco~nmunications Act of 
1996, tclcphone customers find new service providers have benufired from the abilily of n customer lo switch 
providers without having lo obiail1 a new phone number. See Telrconrlr itmicatiom Act of 1996, Pub. L. No. 104- 
J 04, 11 0 Stat. 56 ( 1  996) (adding scction 25 1 to the Cornmimicahons Ac 1 of 1934, which, oinong other lhings, di~ccts 
cad) loco1 cxchmgc carrier “to providc, to the extcnr tcchnimlly feasible, nutnbcr portability in accordance with 
requirements prescribed by the Commission”); Tdrphonr Numlrer. Pwr(rbi/iry, CC Docket No. 9s- 116, First Rcp01.t 
and Order and Further Noricc o f  Proposccl Rulomaking, 1 I FCC Rcd R3 52, 8393, para. 77 (1 996) ( F m t  Nimbrr 
Porfa b ilily Order). 
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tsansfers quickly. Cnlled iocd nttmbcr portabilky (LW), the ability IO transfer a familiar nunber to a 
new carrier enhances competition by enabling a consumer 10 choose .i service provider based on his or lier 
needs, without being deterred by the inconvelliences of having to change his or her phonc number. Last 
May, the Commission ordered telepbone service providers to reduce the time they take to transfer R 

customer’s teleplzonc number to mother provider froin €our biiaincss days to one, and sct in motion a 
process to make that possible.’ This Order completes the task of fat ilitating prompt trmsfeis by 
standardizing the data to be exchanged when rransferrhg a custornei ‘s telephone number betwscn two 
wireline providcrs; 5 wirefine and wireless provider; or an intercanni cted Voice ovcr Iiitcrnet Protocol 
(VoIP) provider and any other service provider.? We &io adopt. reccmmendations made to the 
Commission by the North Amcrican h’unibering Council (NANC). fhe deadline for iinpleinenting one- 
business day porling js August 2,2010 for all but ma l l  providers, u kicli must comply by February 2, 
201 1. 

11. MCKGROUND 
2, Sraturoiy Autltority. Section 251(b)(2j of the Commuiica\ions Act of 1934, as amended (the 

Act), requires local exchange cmicrs (LECs) to “providc, to the exltnt technically feasible, iiumber 
portability in nccordance with requirements prescribed by the Corm,ussion.’“ The Acl and the 
Corrrmission’s rules define number portability RS “the ability O r  Ush s of telecomniinications serviccs to 
retain, at the s t m e  location, existing tclecommunicntions iiutnbers vvithout jmpairmeiil of quality, 
reliability, or coiivcnience wlien switc~ing fiorn onc te1ecolnmunic;itions carrier to The 
Coinmission has intcrpreted this Iruigunge 10 mcan that consiuncrs ~hould  be able to change providers 
while keeping tlieir telephone number as easily as they may change providers without taking their 
telzphone number with them.6 

3. Section 251(e) of the Act gives the Commission plensry jurisdiclion over the Nodh 
Ameiican Numbering Plm (NAN?) and relntcd tebplimc nmberiiig issues in the United States? To 
implement these congressional mandates in sections 251(b)(2) and 25 I (e), the Cormnission required all 
cmriers, iocluding wireline cmiers and covered comnlcrcid mobill: radio service ( C M S )  providers, to 

See Local Namber Purrabiliry Por~irig Inttnd and Vulidolurion Requirretcnts: Tdephorie Number Porrrrhiliv, WC 
Docket No. 07-244, CC Docket No. 95-1 f 6, Report and Order iind Fudv r Noticc of Proposcd Rulcrnnking, 24 FCC 
Rcd 6084, G088-89, pnra. 7 (3009) (Parhg I ~ E I V Q ~  Qrdcr a~idFur.thhrr h‘oth?). 

’ See Portwg Inrervol Order undFzir/hrr N d c e ,  24 FCC Rcd at 6095, p‘cra. 19 (secking comnicnt on additionbl 
wnys l o  strcainline the ntlinbcr porting processcs nnd whethcr different 01 additional infonnrrtion fields iire necessary 
for completing sirnplc ports) The one-business day porting iiitcrvnl for wnpk porls docs not apply to transfers 
Between two wircless providers. As the Ca~~n i s s ion  has previously cxplaincd, simple ports arc thow ports &At: (1) 
do not involve iinbundled nctwork eleiiicnts; (2) involve an account only for fi single linc; (3) do not includo 
complex switch translntions (q., Centrex, ISDN, ATN services, remotc iall forwarding, or nlultiple scwiccs on thc 
loop); aiid (4) do not include a rcscller. See, e,g,, Telephone Number Po, labilify, CC Docket No. 95-1 16, 
Mcmorandum Opinion ond Order und Furlher Noticc of Proposed Rulenaking, 18 FCC Rcd 23697,23715, para. 45, 
n.112 (2003) (citing North Aincncnn Nuinbcriiig Council Local Numbei Pombility Administration Working Group 
Third Report on Wireless Wireline Integration, Sept. 30,2000, CC Dock e t  No. 95-1 16 (filedNov. 29,2000)). 

’ 47 U.S.C. 6 25I(b)(2). 

$ 4 7  U.S.C. fi 153(30); 47 C.F.R. 4 52.21(1). 
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’ Scc. Telephone Number Partabiliry; Carrier Rcqrces:c‘r,r,for Clorljicafion of Wltclcw-Fl’reless Porring L~,~ucs, CC 
Docket No. 95-1 16, Mcinoruitdum Opinion and Order, 18 FCC Rcd 209 7 1  ~ 20975, pure 11 (2003) (Wireless 
Nunrhcr Portubilib Order), affd, C~vrtral T u .  Tcl, Coop., h c .  v. FCC, 402 F.3d 205 (D.C. Cir. ZOOS). 

47 U.S.C. 5 25 I (cj. 
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provide LhT according to a pliascd dqloyment schedule.' The Commission found that LNF provided 
elid users options whea choosing among telecoinmnunications servlce providers without liaving to change 
thcir telephone n~tmbers,~ and established obligotioiis for porting between wireline providers, porting. 
between wireless providers, and incellnodal porting @,e., the potlittg of iiuinbers from wirelinc providers 
to wirclcss providers, and vice ~crsa).'~ The Commission also dircclcd the NANC, its advisory 
coinmitree on numbering issues, to matte recommendations regirdhi  various LhT implementation 
issucs.' ' 

4. Portinghlervalr On May 13,2009, the Commission .idopted a Report and Ordcr reduang 
the porting interval for simple'? wircline md simple intermodd pon req~ests. '~ Specifically, the 
Conmission required a11 entities subject to its LhP rules to compleb: simple wireline-ta-wireline and 
simple inreniiodal port rcqiiests within one business day,'4 In adopting tkis new porting intcrval for 
simple wircline-lo-wireline ,uld simple mtermodal ports, the Commr %ion left it to the industry to work 
through the mechanics of the new interval, and directed tlic NANC to develop new L W  provisioning 
process flows that tale into Rccount tl~u shortened porting intcrvnl.' "lie Commission also directed the 
NANC, in developing these flows, to address how within one "bilsi)icss day" should be consmed for 
purposes of the porting interval, and generdly how the porting time should bc ineasured.'G The 
Commission requested that the NANC submit its recorninendations no later tlim 90 days after the 

See srrpru note 1; see also Tdephorre Number Porlabfliv, CC Docket Nt ,. 95-1 16, First Memorandum Opinion and 
Order on Rccansideration, 12  FCC Rcd 7236, 7272, pnm. 53 ( 1  997) (Firs/, N m l e r  Portability Order un 
Recojuiderahti) (concluding that locnl cxchange carriers and covered CLfRRS providers were rcquitcd only 10 
deploy LNP ro switchcv for which snothcr carner has madc a specific reqtiest for the provision oCLNp). 

' Sur Firs! Number Pormbilicy Order, 1 I FCC Rcd 01 6365,  pam. 30. 

l o  See id. at 840 I ,  843 1,  8433, 8440, paas. 93, 152, 155, 166. Although !ne Act excludes CM%S providers from thc 
Ytntutory definition of "local exchange carrier," the Commisuion cxtendcd rhe LNP obligstions to CMRS providers 
under i& independcnt authority i n  scctions I ,  2,4(i) and 332 oftlic Act. .%e id, at 8431, para. 153; Firsf Niiinber 
Purtablliry Order 011 Recurrsiderurion, 12 FCC Rcd at 73 15-17, pans. 144-142 (affirming the Cominirsion's 
decision to impose number poitability obIigations on CMRS providers). fn 2007, the Commission exlcndcd LNP 
obligntions to intcrconncotcd VaIP providers. See Tclcplione Niimher RE yuirc.rnents/or IP-Enabled Scrvloes 
Providers; Lacol Number Parfuhility Porting Inrctwol mid Yddativn ReJliiirernettts; IP-EpIubIed Semicap; 
Tclephnne Number Pormbility; Nzmlbdng Aesoiirce Optimizativn, MIC Docket NOS. 07-243, 07-244,04-36, CC 
Docket Nos. 95-1 1 G, 99-200, Report and Order, Dcclnratory Ruling, Ortlt:r on Remand, and Notice orProposed 
Ru1cnlsking, 22 PCC Rcd 19531, 19561-62, paras. 59,  B3 (2007) (VolPI.NP Order or 2007LNPflPRM or Four 
Fields Declaratory Rtilltig)~ u f f ' d d  nom Yallonol 7klecoinm.s. Cooperczlive Ass'n v. FCC (D.C. Cir. Apr. 28, 
2009). 

' I  See, e.g., I;lr.c[ Number Portubility Ordcr, 11 FCC Red at 13401, 8403, paras. 93, 99. 

P 2  10 

l 3  See Porting Interval Order ond Furrlier Narire, 34 FC:C Rcd at 60H4, Ixua. 1. 

I s  See id. at 6090, PUR. 10. 
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effective date of the Porting Iulcvval Ordw." Accordingly, the NANC submitted its recorninendations to 
the Corniiiission on November 2, 2009.'8 

5. In a, Firrrheu Natice of Proposed Rulemakhg awompm yjng the Porting Interval Order, rhe 
Commission sought comment on tvliether there were additional wa : lo saeamline the number porling 
processes or improve zfficiencies Tor simple and non-simple poiu.' Among other things, the 
Comnission sought comiiient on wliether differeilt or ndditional information fields are necessary for 
completing simple 
(LhTA) Working Group submitted a non-consensus recartuiimndntion (hcreinafier ''Working Group 
Proposal") for Standard Local Service Requcst Data Fields, to accoriipany d ie  NANC's Recomnxnded 
Plan for lmplementation of FCC Order 09-41 
rhnt shouId be required to accomplish siinple ports williin the o n e b  &ness day porting intcrval the 
Commission mandated for simple wireliiie-to-wirelille and in~ei~-nociaI p0rts.2~ On n'ovember 19, 2009, 
the National Cable & Telccoii~munication Association (NCTA), Cor Cormnunications, and Comcast 
Corporation submitted mi allemalive proposal (hereinafter "Cable Proposal") of eight stmidud fields that 
shoould be reqirired to aecoinplisl~ simple ports withill the one-busini lss dny porting 
December 8,2009, the Wireline Competitioll B ~ ~ e i t t  issued a Public Notice sceluIig cotiirnent on those 
two proposals and, specifically, what fields we necessary in order tc 1 complete simple ports - wireline-to- 
wirelinc and internodal - within the one-business day interval.20 

On November 2, 2004, the NANC's Locd Number Portability Adminish3lion 

The Working Group proposts R set of 14 standard fields 

On 

ur. STANDARDIZED DATA PIELDS FOR SIMPLE m t r  ORDERING PROCESS 

6. A5 discussed above, in May 2009, the Comnissioii swght cornmenl, inrer alia, on whethcr 
difkrent or additional information fields u e  nccessary for completing simple pons.2' In Bectmber 2009, 
in response lo two industry propasnls, the Wireline Competition Blceau again sought commient on what 

'Thc Povting Jfitervul Ordo. was ptiblishetl in the Fcderal Registcr on J ~ l y  3, 2009 and WRS effcctivc A u w t  3, 
2009. 74 Fed. Rcg. 3 1630 (2004). 

" Sce Letter from Betty Ann Kano, Chairman, North Al~~c r i can  Nuiiibcriikg Council, IO Sharon Gillcu, Chief'? 
Wirelinc Competition Ijureau, FCC, WC Dockel No. 07-24 ,  Much$. (fiicd NOV. 2,2009) (NANC Nov. 2, 2009 EX 
Porte Letter). 

"'See Purli~7g fnraivul Order and Fiirthe~ No/icc, 21 FCC Rcd at 6095, p r a .  19. 

"See id. 
" See NANC Nov. 2, 2009 Ex Parte Letter. Auacli. 4: Lctkr from 13clty Ann Kanc, Chairman, Noith Amcrican 
Numbering Council, to Sharoii E. Gillctl, Chief, Wirelinc Conipeticion Durcwu, Federal Communications 
Commission, WC Docket No. 07-14, Attach& 4-A, 4-B, 4-C (filed Dec 2,2009) WANC Dee. 3,2009 Ex Park 
Letter). 'While most NANC inomhers cominunicatcd support for the LNI' Working Group recommendalion, time 
constmints did not peimic tho recommendation to bc cliscusved and consi nsus publicly-dotermincd at u publicly- 
noticcd. niccling of the fd1 NANC. See NANC Nov. 2,2009 fi Parre Lcncr n13. 

'' SccNANC DCC. 2, 7-009 Ex Pork Lctlcr, Altnch, 4-13. 

See Letter fioin Cindy Sheellan, Scniar Director, National Custoiiier htivation & Repair, COlIlCa6t Corporalion. 
JOSC Jimcncz, Exccufivc Director, Rcgulatory AFfuirs-Policy, Cox Comiiiiinications, he., Ycrotnc F. Can(lelaria, 
NANC Rcprescntntivc, NCTA, io Sharon E. Cilletl, Chief, Wireline Co)npetiticln Bureau, FCC, WC Docket No 07- 
244, CC doc kc^ No. 95-1 I6 (dated Nov. 19,2009) (Coniclist er A/. Nov 19,2009 Ex Pnrre Lcttcr). 

See Coninlent Sought on Proposuls for Sfurjdurdkcd Dora Pldds Jiw ;4rn,rh Port R c Q ~ w ~ A - ,  WC Doclctr No. 07- 
244, Public Noticc, 21 FCC Rcd I4423 (WCB 2009); 75 Fed. Rcg. 501? (Fcb. 1,2010). All cilcs to conuiicnrs arc 
in rcqJonsc to the Deccnibcr 8,2009 Public Notice uli~css otherwise nor'td. 
l5 See Porritjg Interval Ordcr aprd Pimher Nutbe, 24 FCC Rcd at 6095, pare. 19. 

24 
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fields are necessary in order to coiiiDlete simple ports - wireline-to-u ircline and intermodal - within the 
one-business day intewal.26 The Worlcing Group proposes the folIovtimg 14 rcquircd fields for simple 

Customer Crunier Name Abbreviation (CCNA) - “his three-lctter code identifies the 
coiiipsny that submitted the Local Service Request (LSR) and the company U, whom 
response messages must be retwnied.28 

Purchase Order Nrunber (PON) - This field idcntifics the custotner’s unique purchase order 
or requisitioii number that authorizes issimce of c‘he rc<pest or supplement. This field is 
required for c a i e r s  to track tire ongoing progress of the port request and, according to the 
Working Gro~ip, cnablas 3 carrier to provide ordcr s l a m  to the end user or to innke changes 
to tlic original request. 

Accout Nunher (AN) - This field identifies tlie accotmt number assigned by the currciit 
service provider. 

Desired Due Dale (DDD) - This field identifies Ihe cii itomer’s desired duc date for the port 
and. according 10 the Working Group, is required to dt ffcrentjate bcrween simple and non- 
simple ports. 

Reqiijsitian Type aid Status (REQTYP) - This field specifies the typo of order to be 
processed. 

Activity (ACT} -This field identifies tlie activity invcJvcd in the scwice requcst. 

Coinpany Codc (CC) - This field identifies the cxcliarige carrier initiating tRe trnnsaction. 

New Network Service Provider o\TNSP) - This field identifies the Number Portabjlity 
Administration Cciiter W A C )  Scrvicc Provider Iden ti fier (SPI) ofthe new nehvork service 
provider. 

AEency Authority Status (AGAUTH) -This field indic~tes that the customer is acting as an 
end uscr’s agent and has an arrtllorizaliion OR file. 

Nunber Portability Direction Indicntor (NPDI) - Thir field js used to 1c1 the new s c M c o  
provider d i m 1  [he correct administration of E-91 1 rccords. 

Teleplioiie Number (Initiator} (TEL NO (NIT)) - Tltis field provides die telephone number 
for the initialor oftlie pan request. 

Zip Code (ZP) - This field idenlifies \he zip codc oj the end user’s service addres.9 md is 
used to validate that the correct elid iiser’s telephoiie nuinber has been sent 011 the port 
reques 1. 

Ported Telephone Number (PORTED NnR) - This 1 ield identifies the telephone number or 
consccritive range oi telephone nmbets residing in die same switch to be ported, 

Version (En) - This ficld identifies the submitting senlice provider’s order version number 
and enables hervice providers IO track orders inrernsily and make changes or modifications 

P, 12 

~ c e  mpra now 24. 

’’ Sce NANC DCC. 2,2009 E*. Parte Letter, httrich 4-R. 

See also ATkT Coriiinents at  7. 



FAX NO, 5025840422 MAY-27-2010 THU 02: 47 PM PZGP _ _ -  - - - - - - - ‘ I - - -  

Federal Cominunicatlons CommisGion FCC 10-85 

to the originnl port request.'' In combination with the €‘urcha.se Order Number field, this 
field is used by service providers to rreclc the ongoing progress ofthe port request and to 
ensure the correct version of the order is being pracessc d. 
The Cable Proposal includes the fdlowing eight Gelds: * 
Purchase Order Number 

Account Nuinbcr 

Desired Due Date 

Company Code 

Yew Nctworlc Service Provider 

Zip Code 

Ported Telephone Number 

Version 
Therei‘ore, the Cable Proposal includes ei&L oflhe 9me  fields reccmnaided by the Working Group, and 
excludes six of tlit 14 fields proposed by the Working Crro\\p?’ 

0 Ctistomer Carrier Nanie Abbreviation 

e Requisition Type and Stahis 

o Agency Authority Status 

* Number Portability Direction lndicator 

v Telephoiie Number (hitiator) 

8. The Cormnission’s purpose in mandating e one-businzss day porting interval WM to ‘‘ensure 
drat consumers are nblc 10 ort their telephone ntunbers efficiently and to enliance competition for all 
coinmwilcahons smices.” ’ That remains our god. I-fowever, 011: indusby has expressed concern t h t  
meeting the Commission’s one-business day porting inteival for simple ports will be difficult without 
stmdardization of information fields for the simple part ordenng pr0cess.3~ We agree whh the industry 
that tliere is R need for uniConiiily and standmdizntion in the exchmgc of infoinintion fields?4 Too inruiy 

P 

295‘rrc olso ATIS Coinmenis at 15-16. 

31’See Coincimt at ui Nav. 19,7009 & Pum Lettcr. 

” See id, 

’’ Porting Intervol Order and Further Notice, 24 FCC Kc.d at 6084, par&. 1. 

’’ See NANC Nov. 2,2009 Ex Purle Lcucr at 2 (“Thcrii wos, howcvcr, tmanimouu ogrccmcnt by tlic NANC that 
some numiber greater than the four LSR data fields cwrcndy mandatcil Iiy the FCC was needcd to implelnent thc 
shoitcncd porting intcrval arid thnt ttic LSR data fields ~hou ld  bc standaldized for d l  scrvicc providers.”). 

Pt 13 

“See Joint CLEC Cornillonten FNPRM Reply at I 1 (commenting rhnl ilierc shoultl be standardization of the fields 
neccsvory to provision ports as wcll ns rliosc necussnry to vdlidnk thc pi at);  Sprint Ncxtcl FNPlcM Comments fit 5-6 
(stanJnrdizcc.1 provisioning fields coupled with standardized vdidaljon I irlds will ewuri? that thc currcnt service 
provider no longer’ hay flit flexibility and control lo reject lcgitirnnrc poir rcqucsts: for spurious reasons); ATQT 
FhRPM Comments at 6-S; T-Mobilo FNPRM Comments at 4-5 (uryjrip the Commission to mnndrrre that a uniform 
(continued. I ..) 

6 
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information fields increase the opgornmity for errors in the sjrnple pcct ordering process, CIS do too few 

arnibiite delays to their new service providers?' 
Errors l e d  to delay% which hmi consumers arid thwart cornpetition, as constuners may 

9. Timely iiiiplemcntntion of the one.business day siniple portiug interval is cn1cial so that 
both consumers and servicc providers may begin to realize the betid 11s of the shortened porting interval?7 
For the reasons below, at this time we conclude that 14 information lields are necessmy lo accolz.1plish a 
simple port, and inandate dial seivice providers usc the 14 fields we describe in this Order - and only 
those 14 fields - to accolnplish n simple port." These I4 fields are: ( 1  ) Ported Telephone Number; (2) 
Accounl Number; (3) Zip Code; (4) Company Code; ( 5 )  Ncw Netwc ck Service Provider; (6) Desired Due 
Date; (7) Pwchase Order Number; (8) Vcrsion; (9) Ntuiiber Portrtbil tty Direction Indicator; (IO) 
Customer Carrier Name Abbreviation; (1 1) Requisition Type and SI a t a ;  (12) Activity; (13) Telephonc 
Number (hitismr); a id  (14) Agency Authority Sliims. The Comnli.sion recognizes that sonic cm'ers 
cnn accomplish ciimple ports using fewer lhnn 14 fields, while o h  carriers have bujlt systems \lint 
require more than 14 fields. However, we believe, and the industry agrees, that standardization and 
unifonnity are of grenter importance than the precise number and siibstmce of rhe fields?' Further, we 
believe that the fields we have chosen strike the right balance betwc cn minimizing tlie number of si~iiplo 
ports that fall out of die porting process-or ace not completcd duo I,O mors-and die burden on the 
industry, ensuring tltnt consumers are able to reap the most benefit riom \lie shortened one-business day 
poning interval. 

10. We have chosen as our 14 fields lliose recommended 'in the LNP Worlung Grotrp Proposal. 
As discussed in morc detail below, we. find t h ~ t  the ndditional field. recoimnended by the LA? Working 
Group me necessary to help avoid poii Wlout, misdirected ports, d h y s ,  rejections, and loss a i  
automation, as well s to guard against inadveneiit ports. As we liwc stsled before, ''the portinpout 
provider may not require more infommtion from the poiting-in provider than is actually reusorwble 10 
validate the port request nnd accoinpIish the 
rcasondble to require all providers to use these 14 standardized fiel& lo amomplish simple ports wilhhi 
one business day, Rnd that doing so will minimize errors mid port rcquesl fallout, streamline the sirnplc 
port process, and maximize tlie benefits 10 ConsLuiicrs. We also s e l m  these 14 fields to ensure that thc 
industry achieves timely implementation of tlic one-busincss day iiiterval."' We note that the LNP 

As we discus!, fui-tlicr below, wc find that it is 

(Continued from prcvioun page) 
YCL of adin inivknrion criteria fool. porting be uscd and liinihd to inforiuatic~n strictly necessary to coinplctc tlic port); 
Joint Commcnters Comnicnts at 4; COMPTEL CommenQ at 2; ATlS Ccmncnts st 9; AT&T Commcnts at I. 

"See ~ o m c n s ~ ~ o x  Coniincnts at 4. 

"See Charter Comincntj at 2. 

" Sw, e ~ g ,  Lerter from Mary McManus, Corncast Colporsrion, 10 bktrleile FI. Dortch, Sccrerary, FCC, WC Docket 
No. 07-244 (filed Mar 25, 2010) (strongly urging odhcrencc to the ctirre nt timeline for implcmentation of the onc- 
business day sianple porting interval). 

We note, however, thar we pcriiiil the pomodr: ficld to bc on addirion,d required ficltl only if thc pnsscode i s  
rcquestcd and assipnerl by an end user In mouf CBSCB, prt~scodc would b: an optional field. See i@ru para. 16 for 
fill1 discussion. 

JR 

'' See supru notcs 33-34. 

Fortr Flelds Declaratory Ruling 22 FCC Rcd at 1953G, para 43  (eniphosis added). 

P, 14 

'' See, e . g ,  Lcltcr from Ann D. Bcrkowitz, Director, Federal Reylac.or? Advocacy, Vcrizon, 10 Marlene €1. Dortch, 
Secrctsry, FCC, WC Docket No. 07-244, CC Dorkct No. 95-1 16, a1 2 (~l led Mar. 15, 2010); Joint Commenters 
Coinmcnts nt 6 (snring h a t  iirllc Commission does not ndopl thc scl of 14 porting ficlds, Kbc Coiiiniission should 
cxrend the implcnicntnrion period); Vcrizon Reply Comnicnrs at 7 (statiag thai to thr extent lewcr thnr 14 fields are 
(continued. ,,,) 
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Working Group represented a diverse group of providers, including Luge and mid-sized incunibeilt LECY, 
wireless carriers, cable providers, competitive LECs, and VolP provi Jets. 

11. Consensus On ?Tine Fields. Tlierc is general agnetna rf in Lhe record and within the 
industry that at least nine of t lx  proposed fields ate necessary to accc lniplish a simple port witlrin one 
business day: ( I )  Porled Telephone Number; (2) Account Number; (3) Zip Code; (4) Compwy Code; (5) 
New Network Service Provider; ( 6 )  Desired Due Date; (7) Purchzze Order Number; (8) Version; and (9) 
Number Portabitity Direction Indicator. The first eight of these fields iue coiiimon 10 both tlic Warking 
Group Proposal and the Cable Proposal. Comcasr and Cox, propone nls of the Cable Proposal, initially 
objccted to the niiitli field, tlic Number Portability Direction IndicaLi (r field, bilt willdrew their ohjcction 
to inclusion of this field. We agree with Cotncast ~ i i d  Cox and recognize the %iticaI importonce of 
ensiving that all E-91 1 information is transmitted in the most coiiveient nnd efficient rnaruier in every 
instance, even if the field is only necessary for a small pcrcentage OJ’poris.’”‘ We therefore conclude that, 
because the Number Poitability Direction Indicator field may play an important public safery role, it 
should be included tmong the mandatory standardized fields for the simple port ordering process. 

12. Customer Carrier Ninic Abbreviation. Based 011 the record beforc us, we also iiiclude 
the Customer Carrier Name Abbreviation field among thc standwdi zed fields required to accomplish a 
simple port. We coiiclude thnt this field should be a standard ficld lor ~ccomplishing simple ports 
because i ts  loss for ceilain segments of the industry could lead to w tdespread porting delays, Cnistmttmg 
ihe Commission’s aim to shorten tlie parting interval for cortsumeii.. As a result ofmergers and 
ncquisitions in the conm~icat ions industry, we understand that a !.emice provider may have multiple 
Cusroiiiet Carrier Name Abbrevintionfi,l3 and noie that these codes may be used for more grmdar 
identification ofthe carrier re uesting service, the product behig ordered, and the state in which i t  is 
ordered, among ather lhinp,?’ Commenters argue that loss of this lield would cause LSRs to be 
misdirected and stop all au~onisric fI ow-tlirou h ordcr processing for thoso companies that presently rely 
on this field, causing number porting dclnys.” As some coinmeiitc rs note, and AT&T acluiowledgcs, the 
Cusroiiier Carrier Name Abbreviation field represents tlie tliird tiim In 14 fields that carrier identification 
in fonnnlioii is provided.46 We appreciate this concern. FIowcver, we must balance Illat against the 
possibility of misdirected LSRs and poizing delays for those coxnpmies that prcsenlly rely on this field to 
identi& carriers involved in ports *’ Such a m u l l  would itllimalcl:\r harm consumers and frustrate the 
Comnission’s efforts to sl~orten tlic htcrval Cor simple ports. Therefore, we include the Customer Carrier 
Name Abbrevialion field amoiig the required standard data fields lor the simple port ordering process. 

F; 

13. Requisition Type and Status and Activity. Many service providers use tlie LSR to requcst 
(Conrinucd from previous pup)  
pcnnittcd on the LSR, Verizon would need 3n extension of tho implciner~tntion period La make thc neccssnry 
sysienis and process changes) 

‘‘ See ATIS Comrncn~s at 10; AT&T Comnicnts at 6. 

‘’ See ATIS Cornmen& nt 10; AT&T R q l y  3t 8; AT&T Corniiicnrr; at 8 COMPTEL Comincnts at 2-3. 

“See CorncastlCox Conmentu at G (exglamiiig that the Company Cudc field jtlentifies tbc exchange utrrier 
ini~iziing the transaction and the Ncw Nchuorlc Service Provider field iclmifies rho NPAC Service Provider 
Identifier of the ncw nctwork service provider); ATkT Cornmenfs at 7->i (stating 11181 whcn a single cntity perfoims 
thc billing, ordering, and lictwork provisioning functions, lherc may bc (luplicntion in tkc codcs, although the 
~ t p p c m c c  dduplication vanishes whcn mole than one entity provides these functions h a dnglc ~roiisactioii), 

47 See AT&T Comnicots a t  7-8 (stating lhat the usc of tlic Cbstomer Cab rier Nanic Abbreviation codt i s  pcrvnsive in 
the ardrriiig processing syereiiis of many LECs who trade with inany csmers of dl sizes). 
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a iiurnber of different types oFservices,“B Together, the Requisition Type and Status and Activity fields 
identify the type of service order to be processed.” Based on the record bcfore US, we agree that without 
the Requisitian Type and Statlls and Activity fields, sewice provider-i that offer niultiplc products would 
be unable eo determine whether nn order received using m LSR fomt is for n simple ipal-e request or Tor 
another product!’ wc axe concerned about the polcntia~ Cor a Iiigh ttUout rate for port requacsts if hrgc 
iiumbers of SCNICC providers ;ue unable to identi@ when lhey recei\ e a port request. In addition, we 
believe that failure to include Ulese fields msy lead to delays in porting for consumers because, as one 
cornenter stated, “without this field, the exisling use of LSR proce ,s automation could not be utilized 
and all simple ports would have to be processed manually, nialcing c omplimce with the Commission’s 
one day porting nile all but impossible.’”’ Therefore, because of 1 1 ~  potential for port fdlout find delay, 
we include the Requisition Type and Stalcls and Activlty fields EUI‘IOJL~ those required to accomplish a 
simple p0rln5’ 

14. Telephone A’urnbcr (Initiator). We also indude the ‘Telephone Number (Initiator) field in 
aur list ofrequired stmdardized fields far accomplishing simple pol t requests. AS mentjoncd above, chis 
f idd provides contact information for the new servicc provider inituting the POI?. Though not strictly 
required lor acconiplishing a port, the Commission believes on balance dint the ovcfoll benefits to the 
consumer of including this GeId outweigh h e  arguments for excluding it froin 01*r lis1 ot’stmdard ficlds. 
We agree with commen~ers that this ficld can help fncilitnte prompt resolution of issues, without wl~ich 
compliance wjlh the one-business day porting interval could be jeo) mrdized.” Thus, because inclusion of 
this ficld niay reduce the iiumber of ports rejected atld rhus delaysd for consumers, we include it among 
the 14 standard fields tI130 service p rode r s  must excliange to acco~nplish R simple port, It is our 
expectation tIial czu-rent service providers will use this informstion IO contact new service providers to 
rcsolvc issucs that a’iuisc wit11 a port reqiiest rather llian simply rejw t thc request, and will iiidce evcry 
effort to ensure that simple poru arc cainpleted within one busiries:. day. 

15“ Agency Authority Stntws. Finally, we include thc Agency Authority Status field among llie 
stmdard fields for the simple poi1 ordering process. Wc conclude ihat this field serves conuisimers by 
yarding against inadvei-tcnt ports in that jt requires the new service provider to acknowledge that it is 
acting as the custoiner’~ agene and has an authorizalion on file.” hloreovcr, the Agency Authority Status 

See AT&T Comments a.t 8-9; AT&T Reply at 9. Type6 of orders for p1,occsuing that may be submiticd using ~l ic  
LSR fomi niay include, for examplc: loop; loop wirh number portability nmiber portability; rctilhundled; resalc; 
unbundled locnl switching (Port); directory listings; directory listings and assirrancc; resalt privntc line; resale frame 
relay; combined loop and unbundled local switching (Port); D/DOO/PBL; CENTREX rcsde; ISDN; ATM See 

‘‘) See NAWC Dec. 2,2009 Ex Porte Letter, ALT~CJI .  4-B; ATIS Coinmenis nt 1 I; AT&T Comments at 8-9. 

50 See ATTS Cotilments a1 I 1-12; ATlS Rcply ai 5; ATdT Comments at 3-9; AT&T Reply at 8; COMPTEL 
Comirnents a t  2; Cincinntiti Bcll Reply at 3.  

” ATIS Commcnls at 12-13; see ATE Rqly  Ift 6 .  
‘’ We note that rhe burden providers face in populating tlicsc two ficlds i s  minimul, mounting 90 two kcystrolm 
See, e.g., AT&T Comlncnts at 9, AT&T Roply at 5. 
I’ 3i.c ATIS Commcntv nt 15 (srating thnt givcn Lhc size of coiiimanicalims companies and rhc sheer nuinbcr of 
pervonnel nssigncd to ordering proccsscu, rhcre is no reasonable way to tind contact informntion regarding the 
pcruon, b~oup,  or depilnment who initiated a port without this field, ani1 that contiwring the gcncral call ccnter 
number has provcn to bc ineffcctivc in the Liincly resolution of qucuiion~. and concerns); .we a h  Clierter Commcnrs 
nc 4. 

s4 See AI’IS Comments t i l  14. We nole rhal the Ageivy Authority Sratu ; field docs not rcqriire the IWW service 
provider to produce or provide thc authorizntion to the current scwicc provider. 

- 

ATIS CO~Nne~lts HL 11-12, 

9 
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field is essentinlly a check box indicating the new service provider h;s nutliokation a id  amounts to one 
Iceystroke. Therefore, because this field may add bcnefits for consuhiws in che form of frwer irradvcrtent 
ports, and because the biaden on the industry is mini111aI~5 we inc1dcie the Agency Authority Status field 
os a mandatory standard field for tlie simple port ordering process. 

16. We agree with the NANC's rccommendntion that we kmsider the passcode field nn optional 
field. The NANC recoinmends that a passcode nor be rcqliired wlkcs the passcode has hem requested 
and nssigiied by the end mer, ratlier Uian the service provider. Cenii tzylink, Iowa Telecommunications, 
nnd Windctream argue that this recommendation undercuts the profeaions and caiivenience offered by 
cnmcrs that automatically generate passcodes for customers, but pywide notice of and ready ability lo 
oblain or change their psscodes at any 
TeIcconm~~nicntions, and Windstreom. Because customers m3y bF imaware of cmirr-injliated passcodes 
at tlie time they choose to pan theit number, we believe ha t  molriy thc passcode field mandotory for 
carrier-initiated passcodes would delay tlie porting process by reqiiicing a)stomers 10 conlact their current 
service providers for this information. We arc canceined that this pfdilional step for the customer would 
also ndd n layer of  frustration and complexity IO the number poi-&iiig process, with anticoinpctitivc effec1.s. 
For these reasons, we adopt die hTPLNC's recommendation h a t  we ( onsidor the passcode field optional 
unless it has been requested and assigned by the end w c .  

17. We emphasize that wc do not; at this time adopt any prtrticuInr forill of formnt for tho 
exchange oftliesc 14 smdard infoll~~ation fields for simple ports.; Whether iL is nppropriate to 
standardize LSR forms and, if so, how dint should be accomplishfci remains an open issue pending before 
the Comnissi~n.~~ W e  also note that we do no1 adopt thc full Wo,rl:hg Group Proposal, but rather only 
find that the infonnation fields we specify in this Order me mandptay standard fields for the simple port 
ordering process. This nteluis, for cxninple, that we do not adopt )lie Worliing Group's recorninendation 
that 'Qireckxy Ijsthgs mu$? be retained or deleied €or orders invylving directory listings in order to be 
considetcd for sunple port processing. Orders involving change(?) to directory listin@) will not be 
considered for simple port processing. Tlte Directory Listing ID$> form is not permirted for it simple 

before the Commissio~i.~~ 

IV. 

develop new LNP provisioning process flows that take into nccokct the one-business day porting 
intervnl." The NANC submitted these flows on November 2, 2003. We adopt the NANC's 
recommended provisioning flows in s u p p o ~ ~  of the porting procdsi, and requirc the industry to adiere to 

We disagree with 9 nturyLink, Iowa 

I 

Whether the definition of what constitutes n simple port Sliould be modified is ciiill.rently pending 

ADOPTION OF PROVISIONING PROCESS P;"EBb$ 
18. As djscussed above, the Commission's Porfug lrrreuid Order directed the NANC 10 

I 

" S e e  ATIS Commcors at 13; AT&T C;o~iinlei\tv nt 13. 

56 See CetituryL-ink el o/, Comments at I 1. 

'' Sce Porfing Interval Order andf?u'urfher Norlce, 24 FCC R d  at GOS$1pnra 19. 

NAYC Dcc. 2, 2009 E,J Parre Lclter, Auach, 4-A; see olso Charter kr ply ut 5; Lcttcr from Neal M Goldbcrg, 
Vice President and Gcnernl Counsel, National Cable & TeIecommunic/nrions Associotion, Lo Marlene H. Dorlch, 
Secrcmry, FCC, WC Dockct No 07-244 (filcd hpr. 28, 2010) (urging/tlic Coilmission to rcjcct this NANC 
recommendation and clnrify that a porting request that includes a chsnpr in directory ljsting should bc considered a 
"simple port" that is subject la the onc-day porting intcrvnl). Dur see $A tier from Ann a. Berkowitz, Director, 
Fcdenl Reguluroiy Advocacy, Veriton, to Mnrlcne H. Dortcli, Sccwtml,  FCC, WC Docket No. 07-244, CC Docket 
No 95-1 16 (filed May 12,2010). 

I 

SE 

See Porring Ifi~ervuf Order ond Furdtcr Notice, 24 PCC Rcd at 6095, PWJ. 19. S9 

"See id. at 6090, para. IO. 
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t11m.~’ Specifically, the NANC recommends provisioning flows thw consist of diagrams and 
accompanying nmatives setting forth the processes to be used by se) vice providers end databwe 
adniinistralors in specific scenarios, including 3 new flow for detenii ming the type of pori at the 
beginning of the porting processs2 We conclude thnt the provisioning proccss flows recommended by the 
NANC arc essential 10 tlic deployment of the one-business dny pol’tiiig inltrval Tor simple ports. As with 
previous flows, we find that the provisioning process flows recommanded by the NAI;IC will ensure that 
comtnmications between seiuice providcrs and dalabsse sdminiskasors proceed in a clear and orderly 
fashion so Lhiit parting requests cm be handled in an cfficicnt and tiraely trimmer." 

19, The NANC-rccoinrnended flows also address the time interval for the mrrenl service 
provider to return a Custoiner Service Record (CSR) to 1he ncw sen ice provider, if reque5tecl!’ 
Specifically, thc NANC ~ccocommends that the CSR bc returned wifhm 24 clock hours, unless otherwise 
ncgotialed, cxcludiq weekends and citrrent service provider holida~s.”~ The record reflects Uiat the time 
interval *for rctum of B CSR is often loiiger than the Conimission’s oiie-business day interval, which cm 
mnke the overall time to port seem longer for R constiiner.66 Thns, 1 he Commksion’s efforts to streniiiline 
and make the porting process more efficielit by reducing die poitint interval may be frustrated by the 
CSR process, which is ofttcn a prelude to porting. We tliere€ore adc@ rl1e NANC’s recoiimendalion, and 
find lhnt ii is consistent with the Conlnissioa’s erfoits to iinprovc rlie effectiveiiess mid efficiency of the 
porting ~ X O C ~ 9 S . f i 7  

20. TR addition, dne NAVC’s Noveinber 2 submission iderdifies ‘-keys9 recommendations 
cantained in cerlaiii sections of the revised provisioning flows. Snlae comnenters argue that portions of - 

See 47 U.S.C. 9 251(b)(2) (rcquiring LECs IO “providc, IO tlic exten1 ta hnically fcariblc, numbm portability in 
accordance tvivith rcquiremcnrs prescribed by the Commisrjon”); 47 U.S.c 6 25 I(c) (giving thc; Commission plenary 
jurisdiction over tlie North Anicrican Nuinbering Plan (NANP) and relata1 telephom numbering isuues in tltc United 
Slates); see aho nprrr puras. 2-3. 

62 See HANC NOV, 2, 2009 Ex Purte Lctlcr, Attach I ,  Sec. 3.2 ; hIln*//tww.nnnc- 
cl~~~~r.orp/dncslmrc docs10ct09 LKPA WG FCC 09 4 I linp!cni&mn Plan vS,doc at 17 (NANC Flows v.4.0 - 
10-16-2009.ppt and NANC-OPS-1;lows-Narrntivcv ~4.0 (10- I 6-2009).dlic); see also 
h!lp://www fcc.covlwcb/cpn~i~ndnanccorr.hlllll, 

” See j”EIcphowc Number Portuhtliry, CC Docker No. 95-1 16, RM 8535, Second Rcport and Order, I:! FCC Rcd 
12281, 1231 6, pam. 58 (1 997) (S~condNrmihcr PtJrrobUify Order). 

See NANC Nnv 2,2009 Ex Porre L,eaer, Attach. 1 at I8 (“3 2 Rccoimacnded Reviscd NANC LNP Provisioning 
Flows“). 

See id.; SLT rrbo id. at Attach. I at 25 (“3.5,2 Recommendcd Custoaicr Service Record (CSK) Rcquircrnenls”). 

“See, Lig,, AT&f FNRYM Reply at 10 (slating I l lat the time in wliich ii competitive LPC will rctuni tl CSR cn11 
v a v  from uound five days for a Yimplc poit to 1 S days for n complex pca~); Vel izon FNPRM Commcnts, Dccl. a1 
para. 4 (stating that Cbeyond, Global Crossing, and Sprint takc 48 hours 72 hours, and two business clnys, 
respectively. to supply a CSR to Vcrizcin) In its Rirtlier Nurice, thc Coininrssion sought comment on wkcther i t  is 
appropriate lo esbblish u singlc standard Rme interval in which provider 5 must rcNni H CSR requcsl, Sec forring 
lnrerval Order and Fwthcr Notice, 24 FCC Jtcd til 6095, para 19. 

67 We notc that conimenters also ngrce. See Vtrizon FNPRM Comnlcnl I at 4-5 (urging thc Conimisrion to require 
nl l  providers 10 r e m  CSRs in 24 hours, nnd ETRhg that certain S~GIOS, 6ucli 8s New York nnd Pennsylvania, fllready 
requirc CSRs to bc rcturned within 24 houis); ATGiT FNPKM Reply n~ IO-! 1 (proposing that the Commission 
require providers to return CSRs within 24 clock hours of rrccipr); Join! CLEC Con~mcnters F N P M  Reply nt 13 
(agreeing that CSlL should be returned promptly and witliout unrcnsoniible dclny); Cbcyond el 01. FNPRM l icply a1 
14 (agreeing tltat CSRs sliouldbc returned within 24 hours); Vcrizon PI. IPRM Rcply at 5-6 (commcnling that R 
number of slates already havc 24-hour rcquiremcnts for the return of n ( ‘SR request and urging the Commission to 
inHndatc the same 24-hour inrerv:d for the return of the CSR). 
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tlie ‘”ley” recommendations for the Tor1 Type proiiess flow sliodd be revised to 
address conceint? regwding disclosire of sensilive cilstomer infoniiaiion Llrrough CSRs released to a 
requesting carrier without validating that the carrier liss permission f rotn the customer.“ While we 
iinderstnnd these commencers’ concern rcgwding unnuLhorizcd disch )sure of sendive customer 
infomation, we disagree that the NANC recommendation needs 10 lie revised?’ As the Comn~ission has 
stated repeatedly, protection of customer informetion is of the utmost importance. Seivice providers have 
an obligation to protect sensitive customer and carrier inf~mation;~’ our adoption opthis recominendntion 
docs not alter rhe application or enforcement of tho Commission’s customer privacy rules.72 We remind 
cnaicrs that dicy ore obligated not only to prorect their customers’ smitive infomation, but also to 
protect cmiers’ proprictaly info~mation.~~ We also take this apportiinity to rmind carriers that in the 
number porting context, service providers llliky only reqikest and prouide CSRS for the purposc of 
ransferring a number and not for the sole purpose of gaining c ~ t o n  ier or carrier information. 

21, ”lie NANC rrtcoinmendatioii does not address, nor do wc address in tlris Order, wliat 
infomation the current service providcr can require from R new scwice provider to verily thc existence of 
a port request before it will disclose a CSR.’” However, as we have slated in tlic porting intend context, 
and find CqURlly applicable here, “limihg corners to rcqrriring a mjnhnuln h l t  reasoilable amoulir of 
infoiniation . , , mill ensure that customers can port their numbers u ilhout impaitinmt of the convenience 
ofswitchirq providers due to delays in the process that can resrtlr H lien additional information is 
required.”” If Lhis issue bccoims a concern after the one-business t h y  porting intcrvaI Is fully 
implemented, the Commission will review tlie NANC’s “key” recoinmendat~ons for the Port Type 
Delcrinination process flow in a fiuther action in the pending Furrher. Notice. The Commission has a 
sig.liificnnt interest in innking porting easy for consumers to cnnble theni to react to competing providers’ 

- -~ 

‘* See NANC Nov. 2, 2009 Ex Porre Lcrret, Anncli. I at 18 (“3.2 Rccamrticnded Rcviscd NANC LNP Provisioning 
Flows”). 

’‘I Sec CenturyLink t‘r 01, Commcnts at I ;  Letter [io111 Jcnnic 13. Chnndw, Regulorory Counvel& Director - Fcderal 
Governincnt Affairs, Windstream Communications, Inc., to Marlcne N. I rortch, Sccrrtary, FCC, WC Doclcck 07- 
244, or 1-2,4 (filed M ‘ I ~  12, 2010). 

’(’We note thnr othcr c o m r n e ~ i t ~ r ~  support the Cominisuion’s position. Sc e Qwest Reply ne 4-9; Inright Rcply a t  4 

” SCP 47 U.S.C. 6 22211)) (“Every tclecoiimunicutions carricr ling ;t duty io protccr thc cortfidentiahly of propricmry 
informntion of, and r c l d n g  to, otlicr tel~comn~unicationfi carriers, I I ani! customeln.”’); 47 C3.R 65 64.2001 et seq. 

l2 See id. 

’’ 47 U.S.C. 5 222(n): 47 U.S.C. 4 222(b) (“A telccon~munications cmic I that receives or obtains proprietary 
information t?om onothcr cainer for purposes of providing sny relecomii iunications service shall usc such 
information only for such purpose, and shall no1 ufie such inforinnlion foc i t s  own marketing effortu.”); see O ~ E O  
.ltnplernentarion of rhc Telecomrnimlcan’oris Act uf 1996; Trilecurn)nurrice,lons Curriers ’ USC u/Curforw 
Proprietary Ne~vo~~lclclnfovmarlon; ~rnp~emerrrati6tl uflhe Non-Accolmrihg Safiguardan ofsccrions 271 ond 2 72 of die 
Cotnrwunicationr Acf vf 193.1, CIS ameirded, Order on Reconsidcru.tion and Pelirions lor Forbearance, 14 FCC Rcd 
14409, 14449, para. 77 (L999) (finding that scction 222 does not permit .i cnrrirr to US proprictnrp intbrnistinn to 
retain soon-to-bc-lornicr customers where the cnrrier gained nolice of n l:i~~Ioiucr’s iiiiminent canccllntion o f  service 
through the provision of carrier-to-carrict service, mch as an order for a trmsfcr of scrvice). 

74 Howevcr, carrier-assigned pr\sscodes iuity not be required in ordcr to . ,bbin a CSR See NANC NOV 2,2009 Ex 
Porfe Ldrcr, Atuch. 1, Sec. 3.2 , nr 18 (“Any Senrice Provider arsignol passwordPIN t11sy not be utilized as u 
requircment in ordcr to oblnin R CSR”). 

P, 19 

75 See Four Fields Declrryarory Ruling, 22 FCC Rcii at 19554, para. 43. 
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service afferii~gs,~~ while at the same time sareguarding the privacy or  custonier and c w n e r  inf~rniarion'~ 
and ensuring that consumers are protected from unauthorized ports." 

22. We recognize Lhnt on oing clmiges to process flows will likely be warranted 10 meet the 
changing demands of the indusrry! Given the Itndamental purpose of thc NANC to Rdvise the 
Commission on nlunbering issues and its experience with provisioniiiG proccss flows, we conclude that 
the NANC is best sihiatcd to monitor the contiiiued effectiveness of die provisioning process flows, and 
make recomiiendations when changes are netded. Thus, we clarify that these porting flow9 will remain 
in effect until the Commission approves, upon recommendation by rlie NANC, revised provisiouing flows 
far the potting process. We hereby delagate authority to tlic Chido  ftbe Wireline Competition Bureau to 
approve NANC recoinmendotions for revised provivioning process Ilows, and direct tlic NANC to mdcc 
any approved, revised porting provisioning flows available online to the public at www.nanc-cbair.org. 
Revised provisioning flows Umt are approved by the Bureau and made wailable to the pnblic though the 
NANC's website arc binding on the industry." 

23. In the First Miniher Portability Order, the Commkfiicm directed the NANC to detennine, 
among other things, the technical and operutioiifil standerds for Ioca I number portabiliv, In rcsponse, 
an April 25, 1997, the KANC uecormnended z1 set ofprovisioiiing pcocess flows to carry out operations 
needed to implement local number 
incorporntcd into its rules the NANC's recommendnlioii for the pro visioning process flows! The 
provisioning flows submitted by the NANC that we adopt in rhis Order supersede aud replace those that 
the Cormnission incorporated by reference illto section 52.26(a) of Its rules hi 1997.'4 As a resull, wc 
revise ow: rules accordingly LO exclude the outdated provisioning f i o w ~ . ~ ~  

On Augrlsl 18, 19'17, the Cornmission ado Led and 

- 
"See Porting hrrrva( Order andFurrher Notice, 74  FCC Rcd fir 6087, p . m  6 (scaring that "[cL]ehys in pomng CQSt 
consumers tiinc find nioricy and limit consumer choice and competition bi cnusc when consumers get fntslratcd with 
slow porting. they often abandon effort.; to switch providers"). 

"See, e.g., 47 U.S.C. 6 258(a). 

79 For eximplc, in 2003, thc NANC revised the flows for LNP betwcen u ircless and wireline service provitlcrs. See 
Ldier from Robert C. Atkinson, NANC Chair to William Msher, Chief, 'Wireline Gonipentian Buresu, FCC (filed 
h g .  21, 2003). 

'' See ripra note 6 I. 
'' Firsr Numhar Porrabilip Ordw, I 1 FCC Rctl at R4G3, para 216 

@ See Lekwr from Alan C l-lasselwantlcr, Chnirmnn, NANC, IO Rced HLIndr, Chairnun, FCC, CC Docket No. 95- 
1 I6 (filed May I, 1997), transmitring rhc NANC's Vorkijig C ~ m p  Rcporr. The primary provisioning process flow 
cliagrun laid out the general proccvs by which u C I I Y C O I ~ C ~ ' ~  tdephnnc nltiiiber is  portcd, with subxquent flows lo set 
foiVi the processes by which the scnricc providei s md LNPAs handlc sgscilic scenarios, such as porting numbcrs 
with ar wilhout unconditional ten-digit dialing triggers, cancclling porririg reqt~csts, disconnecting poircd twnbers, 
arrhnging audits of scrvicc providers to assist in rcciolution of repair pro1 hnis, and rcrolving conflicts betwccn 
rcrvico providers. See Secotrd ?h??hW Porlrrbdify &der. 12 lice Rcd 111 123 15, para. 56. 

"See ScconJNumbcr Porrabillry Order midAirrherNotice, 12 FCC Rt:d a1 I23 15, parn. 5 5 .  

Pt 20 

"See 47 C.F.R. 3; 52.26(a) Wc narc that the proviuioninp flows tlitrt WL accept toddy are u logicul outgrowth of tho 
one-busincs day porting intcrval ntloprcd by the Commission, and 6ubwyuenl request for comment on ways LO 
strcaniline the nunlbcr porting procrsscv and improve efficiencies for siinplc and non-simplc ports. Sec Porhng 
Inirrvui Order ondFurrlrer Notice, 24 PCC Rcd nt 6089,6095, paras. 8 19. 

' S e e  Appendix B. 
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24, Tlie Cormnission also adopted in 1997 the NMC’s :ecommendation of a four-business day 
porting interval for wirelinc ports, which covered 110th simple and nca-simple ports.86 As discussed 
above, the Commission’s Porfing Infcwal Order reduced the portint ktewnl for simple wireline end 
simple internodal port requests to one business day. As in the past, ilid provisioning process flows the 
NANC recorninen& today address the proccsses far borh sitnplc and non-simple POITS.” We agree that 
the NANC’s recoiixnendod provisioning process flows should address both simple and non-simple port9 
as it would be impracticable ta address one withoul the other. Tbus, we clan & that the NANC’s 
provisioning process flows we adopt today address both simple md aon-simple port processes.*’ Wc 
fiirther clariFy ihat the parting interval for simple wireline-to-v;rireline and simple intermodal ports is one 
business day, while die parking interval for noii-simple wirelinc-to-~fj~elin~ and non-simple inirimodal 
ports remains four business doys.” 
V. THE ONE BUSITJESS DAY INTERVAL 

25. The Co1mii.ssion’s decision requiring porling within ale-business day for simple wirelhe- 
to-wjrelinc and simple internodal ports, once effeclive, will ensure that constimers are able to port their 
telephone numben quickly and will enhance competition for all cotimunicalions scrviccs.qO Ths action 
fillfills the Commission’s promise of giving “cdstoniers flexibility in the quality, price, and variety o r  
lelecoininunicatians ~erviccs .~*~’ 

26. In order far simple ports to be completed within one biishess dnv, precision in explaining 
what constitutes 8 “business day“ for purposes ofthc parting procad is vital?‘ At the Commission’s 

’‘ North Americm Numbering Council Local Nutnber Port&bility Selection Worldng Group Final Rcport and 
Rccornrncndation ro the FCC, Appendix E (tcl. Apt. 25, 1997). See nlso relephone Number Porfability; CTX4 
Peflrions/or. Declorafory Ruling on JVireline- Wireless Parting Issue$, Mc moranduii~ Opinion and Ordcr and Further 
Noticc of Proposed Rulemaking, 18 FCC Rcd 23697, 23711, para. 38 (10d3) (noting that the four-business day 
wireline porting inkrval reprevcnk the oue r  limb of what the Commisrhn would considcr R reasonable amount of 
time in wbicli IO complcte intennodnl ports). 

*’ See NANC Nav. 2, 2009 Ex Porfe Lcttei, Atsach. 1, Seclion 3.2, at 17. Because &ere are aspects of thc simple 
arid non-simplc port provisioning proccsses t b t  overlap, i( woold not be I‘ciuiblc to seperate aut tbc provisioiling 
flaws for siniplc and non-t;implu ports. &e, e.g., id, (“Figure 1 - Porr T>IX Dctcnnination: This IS a ncw flow [hat 
will bc used to detcrmillc the Qye ofport at thc bcginmnp of the process. i e < ,  wireless-to-wireless, wiicline-to- 
wirefine or inreniiotlal Simplc or Non-Simple, if Brodband/DSL is involved, in order to point thc proccss i m r  to 
the appropriate subsequent flows.”); ser? oDo id. ot 19 (describing D llow Tor handling port requcs& rlial are 
suhniined by rlic new servicc provider as involving simple pons, bul lhut are determined by the old scrvice provider 
to involve non-simplc ports). 

”’ We note thc NANC yccommcnded provisioning flows for porting no11. ;implc ports in n four-business day intcrval 
are cornistent with the 1997 NANC recoinmendation adoprcd by thc Coinmission. See wpra note 86 

See NANC Nov. 2, 2009 Ex Porte tctlcr, Atloch. 1, Section 3 2, at 17 HO 

“’See Portbrp Interval Order cmdFurrlier Notice, 24 FCC Rcd 6084, palo. 1 

See Firsr Number Porrabiliry Order, 1 1 FCC Rcd at 8368, p m .  30. 

P t  21 

’’ One business day ~ v a  adopicd, instcad of a nictmirc of time in Iiaurs, la account for stnffing igsues for rcqucsts 
ntsde outside of rtguhr business hours. See Porririg Inremu/ Ortlti- and Further Norlce, 24 FCC Rcd a1 6089, para. 
8. See also 3007 LNP NPRhf, 22 FCC Rcd DL 1956142, para. 63 (ScClii11e coinrnent on how the Connuission should 
delinc the verious porting iiircrvd timcliilcs in tcms of apemting hours I; ~ o v f l ~ i g f ~ r c r v c r ~  Order a n d h d i e r  
Notice, 24 FCC Rcd at 6095, para. 19 (osking coinmentcrs to rcrresh thr record on wlut funlicr steps !he 
Cotninission Yhould cake to improvc the process olclunging providcrs, providc ideas that rcllect and build upon the 
new one-busincus day interval, and addrcss whether there are additional ways to streomlint tltc nurrrbcr porting 
processes or improvr cfficiencicv for yimplc and non-iimplc ports). 
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direction, the NANC’s recommended LNI’ provisioning process flows also address how a “business day” 
should be construed for tlic purposes of determining tlia appropriate porting interval mid generally how 
tlie porting time should be nitasured.q’ We ndop this recomnencladon, as sunmarized below itttd as 
dcrnonstratcd in die attached charts,”’ and we require the industry to .idhere to it. 

27. Under the NANC recommendation, the traditional worl, week of Monday through Fiiday 
repsents mandatory brisjliess days and 6 a.m. to 5 p.m represent thz minimum busiiirss hours.” An 
accurate and complete LSR must be received by the current service )irovider between 8 a.m. and I p.m. 
local timegt; for ;1 simple port request to be eligible for activalion at niidnight 011 h e  same day,” 
simple port LSRs received aRer this time will be considered receive4 on the following bwincss day. 

28. Tbe above cxplanntion nnd the sttaclted ch&s inalce c l t x  tlic process and tjrnefianes that 
must be followed by rhe industly. We expect that compliance with these processes and the flows 
discusscd nbove will enable providers to complete simple pons willtin one business day. 

vd. PROCEDURAL MATTERS 
A. Regulntory Flcsibility Acl 

29. As rcquirtd by rhe Regulntory Flexibility Act of 1980 see 5 U.S.C. 5 604, die Cormnission 
has prepared o Final Regulatory Flcxibili~y Analysis (FRFA) of the possiblc significant economic h p a c t  
on small entities of thc polices and rules addressed in this document. The FRFA is set forth in Appendix 
13. 

8. Paperwork Rcductian Act 

30. This documenl contains new infoimation collcction r( quiranmts subjcct to the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1995 (PM),  Public L3w 104-13, It will be submitted to llie Office of Management and 
Bndgct (OMB) for rcview under Section 3507(d) of h e  P U  OM 8, tlzc general public, and other 
Federal agencies are invited to cormnent on the new or mcldifitxl irdonnatioii collection requirements 

‘IJ Sce Pnrfing hter\:a/ Order and Further Nurlce, 24 FCC Rcd nt 6060, pfWa IO; see also NANC NOV. 2, 2009 Ex 
Parte Lctter. Allncli. 1, at Section 3 1. AS ir dcrnonbtmled in Appendix ( ’, rhc cunent scrvice providcr must respond 
wilhin four homs with a Firiii Ordcr Confi~mation (FOC) or B rcject. In 11s rwcnt filing, the Notionnl 
Tclecomni~inications Cooperative Asociatian O\ITCA) requests that the (:ommission not adopt the four-hour LSR- 
to-l?OC inrcrvnl, or i f  it does, NTCA R S ~ S  for an exccprion for rural ciuriLm which would liniit thc nurnbcr ofport 
request6 thut n ~ u s l  be complctcd in a business day io fivc total (both simple and non-simple ports). NTCA stales r lu t  
for many mml carriers R four-hour LSR-to-FOG interval is too burdcnsoinc because their procesc i s  maniml. 
Ncvertkelcss, NTCA adinits that currently thcse cnrners QIC not rcccivins; many poi? requests, but ifi conccrncd 
ahout tllc possibiliry afenlianced competition in rural America. AY [he rlumbcr of port requests today ore no1 ovcrly 
burdcnsomc to rural carriers, we will odopt the four-hour LSR-to-FOC II Ifemid as rccommendcd by the NANC, with 
the undcrsranding that if the .VUW quo for rural carners changeu, carrier ; may rcquesr weivers at thmt rime, SL‘C 
NTCA Reply at 2-6; See also OPASTCOMTCA FNPRM Reply 5t 1-4, I (filed Aug. 3 1,2009). 

Sce Appendix C. NANC Business Day Rccoininendalions Siinplc Pori - LSR-Lo-FOC Intervals & Simplc Port- 94 

LSR-to-FOC Inremais, Weekly Dcrnonstrution. 

These dcfinitions exdude the current strvico provider’s conipany-defined holidnys. See afso NANC Nav. 2,2009 9.5 

Ex Parre Lener, Attach. I, Section 3,1 I 

Local time is in the predominant time zone of the Number Ponability Administration Center (NFAC) Region in 116 

which the tclcphonc nrunber is being portcd Id 

97 See id, 

YR The rcsponsc clock on the following business day would S ~ I L  at 8 n.rIi., local timc and a response would bc due no 
laer then noon. Id: SEC also Appendix c. 

15 



Pcdernl Cominunicnt~ans Commi.e'4ion FCC 10-85 

coiiiained in this proceeding, In addition, we note Uiet ptusumt to t h t  Small Business Paperwork Rehef 
Act 0120O2, Tublic Law 107-198, $ee 44 U.S.C. 3506(c)(4), we pre) iously souglit spccific commenl on 
how thc Cominission migltr hfiuther reduce the information dlectiori burden for sinnll business concerns 
with fewer tban 25 employces. 

imposing st,wdardized data fields 
for the simple port ordering process, and find that i l ie infomation ccdlcction burden of doing so in regards 
to sinall business concern will be minimal, as small providers genei ally exchange this iiifonnalion 
already. 

31.  J.n this prescnt document, we have assessed the effects 

43. Cangrcssional Review Acl 

32. The Comiiission will send R copy of this Report and Cider in a report to be sent IO Congress 
and the Govcsmncnt Accountability Office pursuanl to the Congcsbionnl Review Act, see 5 U.S.C. 4 
801(a)( l)(A). 

D. Acccssible Formats 
33. To r equw inaterids 111 accessible formats for pcople i&li disabilities (blaille, large print, 

elecPronic fiIes, audio format), send nn e-mail to fccSO4@fcc.gov 0 1  call the Consumer and Governmental 
Affairs Bureau at (202) 4J E-053 1 (voice), (202) 41 6-7365 (TTY). 
VU. ORDERMG CLAUSES 

Cormiiunications Act of 1934, ns amended, 47 U.S.C. $8 151, 154f i)-(j), 251,303(r), this Report arid 
Ordcr iii WC Docket No. 07-244 and CC Docket No. 95-1 J 6 IS AI )OPTED, mid Uint Pat 52 of the 
Comnission's Rules, 47 C.F.R. Pm-t 52, IS AMENDED as set forth in Appendix E. The Report and 
Order SHALL BECOME EFFECTIVE 30 days after publication ilt the Federal Register. Tlie infonnntian 
collection requiremenfs coiitriined in tho Report and Order will bct ome effcctivc foollowhg OMB 
approval. 

35. 1T IS FUR1'E-IER ORDERED that, consistent with th: compliance deadline cstibiished in 
die Porting Intend Order, ~elecominunicntions carrier8 aid iritert onnected Voll? providers will not be 
required to cotnply with mcnded Rule 52.35(a) until Aubast 2, 21110. 

36. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED tliar die Commission's Consmner and Governmental Arfairs 
B w a u ,  Reference Lnl'oriiiarion Center, SHAIL SEND a copy of this Repoi? and Order, including the 
Final ReguIntory Flexibility halysis ,  to t i lc Chief Counsel Tor Advocacy oCthe Small Business 
Achninistration. 

34. Accordingly, IT 1s ORDERED dint, ptkrsiiant lo sectims II4(i)-4Q), 25 1, and 303(r) of thc 

FEDERAL COh MUNICATIONS COMMISSTON 

Marlene $1. Dorrch 
Secretary 
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Abbrevinllori 
ATIS 

.APPENDIX A 

List of Curnmentcrs 
WC Docltct No, 07-244 

Solutions 
AT&T Jnc. 
Cbcymd, hc., Integrti Tclecom, Inc., and One 

AT&T 
Cbeyond et a/. 

P, 24 
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Association 
Qwest Corporation 
Veijzon and Verizon Wkelcss 

- c 
Ve&o11, Verizon-Wireless, Qwcst Corporatian, 
CTlA - The Wircless Association@, and U.S. 
Cellular Carporetion 

Qwese.- 
Verizon 

Ahbrevi 
Indushy ATIS 
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APPENDIX B 
FInnI Rules 

Part 52 of  Title 47 ofthe Code of Fedcia1 Regu!ulJion,s is amerided to read as f~llows: 
PART 52 - NUMBERING 
1. The autliority citation for Part 52 cantimcs to rend as follov 5:  

Authority: Secs. I ,  2,4,5,4S Stat. 1066, as miicnded; 47 IJ S.C. 151, f52, 154 nnd 15s unless 
otbcrwisc notcd. Interprer or apply sea.  3,4,201-205,207 09,218,225-27,251-52,271 and 
332,48 Stat. 1070, as amended, 1077; 47 U.S.C. 153, 154, :’01-05,207-09,218,225-27,251-52, 
271 and 332 uilcss otherwise noied. 
Section 52.26 is amended by revising paragraph (a) as follows: 

6 52.26 NAYC Recomrnendationq on Locnl Niirnbcr Portability Admini.crtrntian 

(a) L a d  number portability adiiiinistration sl~all coinply with the recommendations of the Noah 
hiicrican Numbering Council (NANC) as set faith in tlic n:port to the Comxission prepared by 
Ihe NANC‘s Local Number Portabihy Admhislration Selvction Working Group, dated April 25, 
1997 (Porkh7g Group Repor!) aiid its appendices, which 8) c incorporated by reference piirsuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 552(a) and 1 CFR part 51. Excepr hot: Sectioii 7.1 0 ofAppendix D aid h e  
fallowing portions of Appendix E: seclioii 7, Issw Starewcnt I of Appendix A, and Appeiidix B 
in the Working Grozrp Report axe ,io( incorporated hcreiii, 

2. 

3. Section 52.35 is m3ended by redesignating psrngaph @) 8 i paragtiph (c), redesigiMing 
paragrctph (c) as paragaph (e), redesignnting paragraph (d) a3 parngaph (i), revising p;irag;tphs 
(a) nitd redesignated paragraph (e), and adding new pnragr,iplu @) and (d) as follows: 

52.35 Portinr Intervals 
(a) All telccainmunicntionf caners required by Lhe Comi)iission to port telephone numbers must 
complete a simplc wircliiie-co-wirelille or simple intetmodal port request within one business day 
unless a loiigcr period is requevted by thc new provider or by the customer. The traditional work 
week of Monday tlxough Fr idy  represents mandatory bu:iness days and 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. 
represents miniiiiwn bushes3 hours, excluding the currcnl service provider’s company-dcfined 
holidays. An accurate and complete Local Service Rqur?.it (LSR) must be received by the 
ciirrent scrvice provider between 8 a.m. and I p.m. local time far a simple port rcquest IO bu 
cligible for nctivarion ar midnigh1 on the same day. Any simple port LSRs rcceivccl after this 
time will be considered received on the following busiiics J day nt 8 a.m. local time. 

(I) Sinal1 providers, as described in the ZOO9 LNP Pmr#ip?j: Interval Order, must comply with this 
section by February 2,201 I .  
(c) Unless direclcd otherwise by tlie Commission, any telecomnunicafions canier granted a 
waiver by tlie Cominissioii of the one-business day porting interval described in subsection (a) 
iiiust cornpletc a simple wireline-to-wireline or simple jnieiinodal port request within four 
business days unless 3 longer puiad i s  requested by the iiew provider or by llx c ~ ~ t o m c r .  
(d) All ~elecomniunications carriers required by the Coli ,mission to port rcleplione niunbcrs inusl 
complete B lion-simple wirelinc-to-wirehne or non-simplc: internodal port request wilhin four 
business day9 unless ;1 longer period is requested by t l ic irew provider or by the custoincr. 
(e) Far purposes of his section, (1  ) the term “telecompi mications carrier” includefi an 
interconnected Voice over Tnteinet Prolocol (VolP) provider ns that term in defuicd in 5 52.21(h); 
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(2) the tenn ‘‘local time” means the predominant time zone o i“tlae Number Portability 
AdminisQation Center (NPAC) Region in which the telephoiie a m b e r  is being ported; and (3) 
the ten11 “intennadal port? includes (i) wireline-to-wireless ports, (ii) wireless-to-wirelint ports, 
and (iii) ports involving interconnected VoP srtvim. 

4. Section 52.36 is added to read 3s follows: 

fi 52.36 Standard Dnta Fields for Simplo Port Order P1’61c:cssing 

(a) A lelecomunications canier inily require only tha data described in subsections (b) and (c) 
ofthis section IO accomplish a simple port order rcquesc frojn 811 end user cusfomcr’S new 
tdecommunicnlion’s carrier. 
@) Requived Stundnrd Data Fieldr. (1 ) Parted Telephone Number; (2) Account Number; (3) Zip 
Code; (4) Company Code; (5) New Network Service Proviclcr; (6) Desired Due Date; 
(7) Purchase Order Number; (8) Versioii; (9) Number Portobilily Direction Indicator; 
(10) Customer Carrier Name Abbreviation; (1 1) Reqrlisitioii TylFe and Statlls; (12) Activity; 
(13) Telephone Number of Initintor; and (14) Agency Autl~~rjty Status. 

(c) Optional SmdardDoru Field. The Passcode field slialt be optional unless Lhe passcode has 
been requested and assigned by rlie end user. 
(d) For pwposes of this section, the lcrm “lelecormiiunications carrier” includes an iiiterconnected 
VoP provider as tlial tmx js defined in 9 52,21(h). 

P, 27 
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APPENDIX e 
NANC Business Day Rccommenrlatlons 

Simple Port - ESR-to-BOC Imtr. rvals 

P, 28 
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Simple Port-kSn-to-PCBgl lIBltewsP9 
kly Demonstration 

Note: This chart deliionstrata the activity {!.ring a nonnal busincss week without holidays. 
Minimum business hours are 8 a.m. to 5 p.i+ in [lie predominant time zone ofthe NPAC Region for tho 
end user’s ielephone number, Monday tliroq$ Friday, excluding the old scxvice provider’s company 
defined holidays. If an old service provideris company-delilied bolidsy fdls on Monday tlxo~gll Friday, 
the acrivity that woiild l~ave Mlcn on the ho/idny will occur ihe following business day. 
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(go heck Lo tup .--- of chart) i_____-- - J 
PN I 
the LSR will be considered received a1 8 a.m. tlie next business clay The old seivice provider must 
respond to m LSR within 4 business hours, with either a FOC (if it receives a complcte and accurate 
LSR) or a reject (if i t  receives an iiicomplcte and/or inaccurate LSP ). Issuing a FOC or areject in his 
time ffame asstunes tliat the requested due date is in 1-2 business dys and the LSR WRS received by 1 
p.m. lf the requested due datc is three or more business days, the FOC or reject is due within 24 clock 
hours. If the port request is non-gimple, a response is also due with UI, 24 clack hours. Nevertheless, if the 
request is for a simple port, but thc old service provider detemiiiies lhat i t  is aclually a non-sh3pk port 
request, a response (a FOC wjlh an extended due dace or a rejeci) i~ still due back within 4 hours. 

The FOC interval i.s 4 business hortrs. I-Iowever, For LSRs : trriving after the '1 p m  cutoff time, 

FN 2 Once the POC is received, the port will be ready to activab: on the business day 3nd time 
indicated in this column. No provider is required to activate on a non-business day (Saturday, Sunday or 
old scrvice provider company-defined Bolid~y). Howcver, a non-business day activation may be 
pelformed as long as both service providers agree and my  service provider activating a port on a non- 
business day understands tliat the old [portinpout) service provider may no1 have, and is iiot required to 
liflvc, operational support avaiiable on non-business days. In a p i  ing to non-business day activations, 
the old @orting-out) scrvicc provider inay require that the ESWCiC m d  the new (portingin) service 
provider Subscription Version (SV) Creatu message that is seiit to tlie NPAC be dcle-dated for the 
appropriale normal business day seen in Rcsdy-to-Poit column, in order to ensue Illat the end user's 
sixvice is maintained. 

P, 30 
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APPENDIX D 
Finiil Rcgulution Flexibility Allul ysis 

WC Docket No. 07-244, CC Doclcet Wet. 95-BIG 
1. As required by the Rcgiilalory Flexibility Ac6 of 1980, ,t9 amendcd (RTA)'' an Initial 

Regdatoiy Flexibility Analysis (ERA) was incorporctted in Lhe Podng Pnferval Order andFarrther 
Norice in WC Docket No. 07-244.' The Commission 6ough:ht written public comment on the proposals in 
tlie Further Notice, including comment on the IRFAU3 We received ( omncnts on tlie Further Notice and 
also rcceivod comments directed toward the W A  Cram LWO c@mme~iters in WC Docket No. 07-244. 
These corniiients are discussed bcllow. This Filial Regulatory Flexib ilily Analysis (FWA) conhrins to 
tIie RFA." 

A. Nced for, and Objective of, the Rules 
2. Thirj Report and Order (Order) adopts standardized da13 fields for simple number porling 10 

st~emiline the port process and enable service providers to accomplish simple wireiine-to-wireline and 
iiitennodal ports within one business day.' The Commission's purpase in mandaling a one-business day 
porting interval was to "ensure thnt consumers me able lo port their telephonc numbers cfikicntly and to 
enhance competition for all communications 
that meeting the Comiiission's onc-business dny porting intervsrl fcx simple pons will be difficult without 
stanciardizatioti of information fields Cor the simple port ordering pi ocess. There is a need for uniformity 
and standardization in Uie exchange of information fields.? Too many informatian fields increase the 
opportunity for errors in the simplc porl ordcring pcoces, as do LOCI few fields. Errors l a d  lo delays, 
which l i~m conmiicrs and thwart competition, ns consumers may attribute delays Lo their new service 
providcrs. 

However, [he bidustry has expressed concern 

3,  Timely implementation of the one-business day simplc porting interval is crucial so that 
bntli consumers and scrvicc providers may begin to realize the bcnl:fits of the shortened poning interval. 
The Coinmission concludes that 14 information -fields are iiccessary to accomplish B simple port, and 
mandates that servicc providers ilse the 14 fields described in this 1 kder - and only those 14 fields - to 
accomplish a simple port." The Commission recognizes that some carriers can accomplish siiiiple pork 

' Sce 5 US.C 4 603. The RFA, see 5 U.S C. 95 601-612, has been amended by the Small Busincss RcgUlatOry 
Enforceinent Fairncsu Act or I996 (SBREFA), Pub. L. No. 104-121, Titls 11, I10 Stat. A57 (1996). 

See Local Ninn her Porluhilip Parting Interval and Vdidation Reyriirecnents; TelepAone Number Portabdify, WC 
Doclrcl No. 07-244, CC Docket No. 95-1 16, Report und Order iind Furth(:r Noticc of Proposcct Ihlcmaking, 24 FCC 
Rcd 6084,6095, para. 19 & Appcntlh D (ZOOS) (For~ltig Inrsrvul Order atid Further Notice). 

See id nt 6095, pam. 19 S: Appendix D (seeking comment on dic bend its and burdens on small eoti!icr; of 
adopting ruler regarding the porting process). 

"See S U.S.C. 9 604. 

See Local Number F'orrability Portirrg Yntcrvul and Validation Rcguiremnrs: Telephone Nuiriber Portultifify, WC 
Doclcet No. 07-244, CC Dockci No. 95-1 16, Report and Order and I~uitf~er Woticc of Proposed Rulcmaking, 24 FCC 
Rcd 6084,6095, para. 19 (2009) (Porrotg I ~ e r y u l  Order a d  Fitr/hcr Nw'ca) (scrking coimient on additional ways 
10 strcnmline the number porting procesdes and whcther different or additionnl inlormation fields are necessary for 
completing fiiniple ports) 

' Porting Inierval Order undhrrfher Foilctr, 24 FCC Jt.cd at 6084, pttrn L .  

'See  Order, supra para 8. 
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using fewer than 14 fields, while other cmiers l w e  built systems &;it require more than 14 fields. 
However, the Commission believes, and the industry agrees, bat stai tdardization and Uniformity me of 
greater jmportancc than tlie precise ilrunber m d  srhtrmce of tlic fielc Is. Furtlicr, the Commission beliesee 
that h e  fields it has chosen strike the right balmice between tninimizlng the l imber of simple ports tiinl 
fall out of the porting proccss and the burden an the indusory, ensurii 16 that consiimers are able to reap tlie 
most benefit from the shortened one-business day porting interval. ’[‘he Coinmission finds that if is 
reasonablo to require all providers Lo use these 14 standardized field- 10 nccoiiiplish simple por& wittiin 
one business dny, aid thnt doing so will minimize errors wd port wjuesl Mlout, sneamline the simple 
port process, and maximize the bcnefits to consumers. 

4. In addition, the Order adopts recominendatiitions sthiitled to die Commission by tlic Norih 
American Numbering Co~mcil (NANC) in response to tlie Commission’s requrst in its May 13,2009, 
Povting hemal Order nmiFurrlier 
recoinmendations for polling process provisioning flows. Tl~c Commission finds that the provisioning 
process flows recomilcnded by the NANC are esseiitinl to the dcplc.ymenn of the one-business day 
porting interval for simple ports bccaiisc they will ensure thal comn liinicntions between service providers 
and ciatabbase ndminisvntars proceed in n clear and orderly fnshion t o  that porting requests can be handled 
in rn eificienr Rnd rirnely manner. 

Specifically, ibe Comi aission adopts the NANC’s 

5 .  The Order also adopis as part of the KANC-recomi1cr ided flows the recommendation that a 
current service provider re1u.m a Custamer Seivice Record (CSR), IFrequegted and available, io the new 
scrvicc provider within 24 clock I~ours, ~mlcss otherwise aegotiatcd, excluding weekends and w e n t  
service provider holidays.” Because the tune hitcwal for rclilrn of a CSR is often longer tlian the 
Coinmission’s one-bilsjaess day iiiterval, die Commission’s efforts to strcamline and mdte the porting 
process more efficient by rcducing the porting mtmval may be firrated by the CSR process, which is 
often a prelude to porting Therefore, the Coinmissioii adopts die FJANC’s recommendation, and finds it 
consistent with die C o m n i ~ s ~ o n ’ ~  efrorts 10 improvc the effectiveness md efficiency of the porting 
process. 

6. The Order also adopts the NANC’s recomnendaiion for counting a business day in tlie 
context of mmber porting, and adapts a ryle to aid in implcmellling thc one-business day simple porting 
jnterval. The Order fiuds that precision in explaining what constitlites a “business dayP‘ for purposes of 
the porting process is vital in order for simple ports to be complrtt d within one business day. 

8. Sumniury of  Significant I’suues Raised by Public Commcnb in Wcsponsc to the IRZ;A 

7. In this secLion, we respond to comncnts filed in response lo the IRFA. To the extent we 
received commEs raising general small busincss concerns dlwinl: this proceeding, those coinnit‘nts are 
discussed tluoughout die Report snd Order. 

8. Sprint Nextel comments that invny mal LECs rcsisi number pombiliy md standardization 
because ofthe rural LECs’ costly inanual proccssing, but contend : that rural LEC9 would benefit from 
additional standardizatioii of ilie port process, Sprint Nextel sugzsts that a trnde association  COLI^^ 
develop B number portability communicarions package that each I urn1 LEC coiild utilize, eliminating the 

See Porting Intcrval Ckder mid Firrther Notlcc, 24 FCC Rcd nt GD98.1 itira. IO. 
“’See Telephone Number. Porrabilir),, CC Doclcet No. 95-1 16, RM 853f ,  Sccoitd Report niid Order, 12 FCC Rcd 
12281,133 16, para. 58 (1997) (S~co11~NiirnherPol.rabllrry Clvder). 
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current reljance on consujrants for these fuictions nnd s ignif icdy rlducing operationd costs for lhe 
turn1 LECs.12 T-Mobile comnicnts that new porting rules outweigh any po\entinl burdens because an 
efficient porting process wili ultimately lower all providers’ costs, spzcifically mentioning the wireless- 
to-wireless process as an example.I3 

9. Wc agee  with tlicse assei-tiom, and have coilsidered tb :  economic impact on sinall entities 
and what wsys nrt feasible to iiiinimize the bmdens imposed on tliose entities. To the exteiit feasible, we 
Iiave iinplemcnted thosc less burdensome a1 tcmalives, and we disar:..s diest: altcniatives in Section E, 
infra. 

C. 

I O .  The RFA directs ngmcies to provide a dcscrjptiou of a d ,  where fmsible, an estimate or  the 

Descrtption and Esllmnte of thc Number of Slrpaall EnHtics Po Which tho RuPes Will 
AFPb 

number oCsmall entities that may be nfikted by the ruks adopted ht:rein.’d The WA generally defu~es 
the term “small entity” ns having the scanit meaning as the terms “srmll b~sincss,” “small organization,” 
and “smdl governmenla1 jurisdiction.”” In addition, b e  tcrm “sma I1 business” has the same meaning as 
the term “small business concein” undcr the Small Business Act.‘6 A small business concern is one 
which: (1) is independently owned and operated; (2) is not dominarit in its field ofoperation; and (3) 
satisfies my additional criteria established by the SBA.I7 

1 1. Small BiisinesseJ. Nationwide, there arc a to131 of approxiniately 29.6 million small 
businesscs, according to the SBA.IM 

12. Smull Orguniznfions. Nationwide, thcre are approximntely 1.6 million small 
organizations.” A “small orgmization” is generally “any not-for-profit enterprise which is indepeiidently 
owned and operated and is not dominant in its field.’”“ 

1. Telccommunicntions Srrvicc Etiti4ies 
a. Wireline Cursicrs nnd Scrvice Providers 

13. We have inclrided small inciunbent local exchange carriers (LECs) in this present RFA 
analysis. As noted above, a “small business” under the RE’A is om that, infer alio, meets the pertinent 
small business size stctndard (c.g,, a telephone communications bwiness having 1,500 or fewer 

IZSr.e Sprint Ncxtel Coininenis at 14-15. 

‘ 3  See T-Mobile Coiniiicnls at 7. 

“5 U.S.C. g$ G03(b)(3), 604(0)(3), 
Is 5 U.S.C. 4 601(6). 

5 U.S.C. $ 601(3) (incorponting by rcfcrence the definition o f  “small I)usiness co1Iccm” in the Small Busincvs 
Act, 15 U S.C. 632). Pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 8 601(3), tbc statutory deliriition of a sinal1 business appiies “unlces an 
ngcncy, after consulkdon with the Office or Advocacy of the Siiilill ISLE mess Administration and aftcr opportunity 
for public comment, ewablishes oiic or morc definitiow o f  siich terms u hich are appropri:ife to the activities of thc 
agency and publishes such dcfinitions(s) in die Fcdcrnl Register." 

“ IS U.S.C. 632. 

P. 33 

l y  Titdcperidcnr Scclor, The NCW Nonprofit A h n a c  & Desk lkfmencc (2002). 

” 5 W.S.C. $601 (4). 
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employes) and “is not dominant in its field of operation.”” The SI3 \’s Officc of Advocacy contends 
hat, for RPA pruposes, small incumbenl LECs arc not doniinnnl in their field or operation because any 
such dominance is 1101. “national” in scop~ .~*  We have therefore inclr idcd sinal1 incumbent LECs in this 
RFA analysis, although we cmphasize that this W A  action lias no el fect 011 Commission mdyses and 
determinations in other, non-RFA contexts. 

14. Iricumbent LECs. Neither the Commission nor rlle SEI,‘\. has developed a small business size 
standard specifically for incumbent locczl exchmge services. The appropriate size standard under SBA 
niles is for the category Wired Telecommunications Carricrs. Unde~. that size standard, such a business is 
smdl if it ]ins 1,500 or fewer ~rnployees.~~ ACCOKding to Commission data?‘ 1,311 carriers h a w  reported 
that they are engaged in the provision of incunbent locel exchange :avi~es.  Of tlicse 1,311 cmins, an 
estiineted 1,024 liave 1,500 or fewer ernployces and 287 have iiiore than 1,500 employees. Consequcntly, 
the Commission estimates that most providers of incumbent local odiange service are small businesses 
that may be aCfeckd by our proposed action. 

15. Cornperitivc LECs, Cnnipstrrhie Access Providers (Ca Ps), ”Shured-Teiinnl Service 
Providers, ’’ und “Other Local Service Providers. ” Neither thc Cormissioii nor the SBA has developed a 
smell biiajness size standwd specifically for these service providers The appropriate size standard under 
SBA mlrs is for the cakgory Wired Telecommuniontions Carriers. Under that size standard, such n 
business js small if it. has 1,500 or fewer 
have reported that they me engaged in the provision of either compiitive access provider services or 
competitive local exchange carrierservjces. Of these 1005 carrier$, na estimated 918 have 1,500 or fewcr 
employees and 87 have niore than 1,500 employees. In addition, 16 carriers have reported that they are 
“Shwcd-Tenant Service Providers,” and all 16 are estimated to have 1,500 or fewer employees. In 
addition, 89 carriers have reported that they are ‘‘Other Local Service Providers.” Of the 89, all have 
1,500 or fewer employees. Consequently, the Commissjon estimalts that mosl providers of compclitive 
local cxcliange servicc, competitive acce~s providers, “Shsred-Tea,iot Service Providors,” and “Other 
Local Scrvicc Providers” are sinalI entities that may be Rffected by our proposed acrion. 

According t i  Coinmission 1005 carriers 

16. Interexchartge Ciwiers (IXCs). Neither the Commis.,ion nor the SBA has developed a sniall 
business size standard spccifically lor providers of interaxcl~ange s.miccs. The appropriate size standard 
under SBA niles is for the category Wired Teleconmunict~rions Clrriers. Undcr that size stnndard, such a 
business is small if  it has 1,500 or fewer emp~0ye25.’~ According IO Commission data,?’ 300 carriers have 

’I 15 U.S.C. 4 632. 

’I Lcrler fiom Jcre W. Glovcr, Chief Counscl for hdvocscy, SBA, to William E Kennxd, Chairili:in, FCC (May 27, 
1999). Thr: Sintill Buvincsv Act contains a dclinition of “small-busincss concern,” which rhc RPA rncoiporatcs into 
its own definition of“sniaI1 business.“ See 15 U.S.C. Q 632(a) (Small Birsincss Act); 5 U.S C. 601(3) (RFAj. 
SBA I t g ~ l l Q t i O n 9  intcrpret “small business concein” IO includc fhe concept of dominance on a national basis. See 13 
CF.R. lj 121 loa@). 

’’ 13 C.F.R. 121.201, North Anicrican Industiy Clussificution Sysrcm INAICS) eodc 517110. 

’‘‘ FCC, Wireline Competition Bureau, Industry Annlysiv nnd Technolot y Division, T~endc in ’relcphonr Service at 
Tnblc 5.3, P q y  5-5 (Aug. 20D8) (Twndx iri Tttlephorre Service). This sc4iirce uves d a h  0h3t w e  current UY o f  
Novcinber I, 3006. 
” 13 C.F.R. 3 121.201, N’AICS code 5171 10. 

P. 34 

2h Trends in Telephne Service at Table 5.3. 

”713 C.F.R. 9 I2I.2Ql,EU’AICfcodeS17111) 
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reportcd that they are engaged in t l ic provision of interexchige service. Of these, an estimated 268 have 
1,500 or fewer employees and 32 have more that1 1,500 employecs. Consequently, the Commission 
estimates diat the innjoiity of IXCs ore ~ina l i  entiries that may bei atxcted by our proposed action. 

17. LCYLU~ Raellers. The SBA has developed a smell busintss size standard for the category of 
Tclecoimunications Reselfers. Under that sizo standard, such a business is small if it has 1,503 or fewer 
employees.” According to Commission data:’’ J 5 1 carriers have rei torted that they ue engaged in the 
provision of locnl resale services. Of these, an estimated 149 have 1,500 or fewer employees and two 
have more than 1,500 employees. Consequently, the Commission c:tinrates that the majority of local 
rescllers are small entities tliur may be affecred by our proposed action. 

18. TON Resellers. The SBA 11s developed a small businejs size stcuzdard for the category of 
Telecomnunicatioiis Rescllers. Uiider that size standard, such a bwiness is sinal1 if it has 1,500 or fewcr 
employees!‘ According to Commission data,” 815 carriers have repoifed that they are engaged in the 
provision of toll resale services. Of these, an estiinated 787 hove 1,SOO or fewer employees m d  2s have 
inore lhan 1,500 eiiiployecs. Consequently, the Corninksion cstjm:, tes that the majority of toll rescllers 
3rc sinal1 entities tlmt nmy be affected by our proposed action. 

19. Operrrror Service Providers (OSPs). Neither Ihe Commission nor the SBA has developed a 
siiisll business size standard specifically for operator scrvicc providers. The appropriate size standard 
iuider SEA rules is for thc category Wkcd Telacoiiimrrnicotions Caniers. Under that size sttartdnrd, such a 
business is small if it has 1,500 or fewer employces.” According to Commission data?’ 28 carriels liave 
reported that they are engaged in the provision of operator services Of Ihese. iul estiinaled 27 liavc 1,500 
or fewer employees and one has iliare than 1,500 employecs. Conmpenrly, t l x  Commission estimates 
that the majority of OSPs arc small entities diat may be affockd by our proposed action. 

sinall business size standard specifically Cor prepaid calling card pi ovidm. The appropn’nte size smdard 
under SBA rules i.9 for the category Te\ecomrnunications Resellers Under than size smdard, such a 
lsusiness is sinall if it has 1,500 or fewer e~nployees.~~ According lo Comiiiission data,’G 58 carriers liavc 
reported that thcy are engaged in the provision of prepaid calling cxds. Of these, RLI estimated 85 have 
1,500 or fewer employees and three have more than 1,500 cmployces. Consequently, the Commission 
estimates thal rlie mnjoricy oEprepsid calling card providers are small entities that may be affected by our 
proposed action. 

20. Prepaid Culliug Card Providers. Neither the Conimiisjon 1101 the SBA has developed a 

21. 800 and800-Likr Seiwke Sz~bscr~b~rs.~’ Neithcr the Coinmission nor the SBA has 
developed n small business size standard specificelly for 800 and k100-like service (“toll free”) 
subscribers. The appropriate size standard under SBA niles is for the category Telecommunications 

l9 13 C.F.R. 4 121.201,NAlCS codeS17310. 

I” Trends in ~c /q~h~ol l c  Senwe at Tnblc 5 3. 

” 13 C F.R. Ej 1:!1.201,NAlCS code 517310. 

’’ Trc)ods i n  Tdcphone S e n m  a t  Table 5.3 .  

’’ 13 C.F.R. 9 121 201,NAICS code 5171 IO. 
“ T r e d s  it1 Telqd~onet Service ne Tablc 5.3. 

’’ 13 C.F.R. 4 121 201, NAlCS codc 517310. 

’‘ T ~ e n d ~  in Tdephnnr ,%wioe at T ~ b k  5.3 

” Wc include all tail fice nuniber stibscribers in rhis carcgary, includinj rhose for 888 numbcrs 

P, 35 
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Rcsellers. Under that size standard, such n business is small if it has 1,500 or fewer eniployees?k The 
most relinblc source of information regarding the nur~iber of Lhese Service subscribers appears to bc data 
the Comnlissinn receives froin DatdbRSe Service Maninngemelit on the 600,866, 877, and 888 nuinbers in 
1 1 ~ 6 3 . ~ ~  According to our data, at llie end of December 2007, Lhe niunl rer of SO0 numbcrs assigned was 
7,860,000; the number of 868 numberti assigned was 5,210,184; tlic i iw~ber  of877 numbers asissigned was 
4,388,682; and the number of 866 numbers assigned was 7,029,I IG. We do not have data specifying the 
number of these subscribers ha!. are independently owned and operated or have 1,500 or fewer 
employees, and thus are tuzable at this time to estimste with greater ]’recision the number of toll free 
subscribers that would qualify as sinliall businesses under the SBA s i x  standard. Consequently, we 
estimate that there are 7,860,000 or fewer small entity 800 subscribers; 5,210,184 or fewer small entity 
888 subscribers; 4,386,682 or fewer small entity 877 subscribers, and 7,029,116 or fewer entity 866 
subscribers. 

b. International Service Providers 

22. Satcllite jr,lecomtnunicaiions ajdAI1 Other Telccomm imicuriovr,p. These two eccnamic 
censiis categories address the satellite industly. The Tist cotego 
$15 million or letis in average annual receipts, under $138 des.‘ 7 lie second has a s ix  stsndnrd 0f$25 
nqiliion or lcss in annual receipts4’ The most current Census ’Bureaa data in tbis context, howevcr, mc: 
from tho (last) economic ceiisus of 2002, and we will use those figures to gauge the prcvdence of small 
businesse:, in thcse CdlegO~ies.~’ 

in providing telecommunicnt~ons services 10 orlier establishments i~ I the telecommunicalions and 
broadcasting industries by forwarding aid receiving corunicntioifi signals vin a system of sntellilcs or 
reselling satellite telecommunicntions.’”” For lhis category, Ccnsu I Bureau data for 2002 show that there 
were a toto1 of 371 firms that operated for the entire yenr.”‘‘ Oftliis total, 307 fimis had annual receipts of 
under $10 rnilIion, and 26 firms had receipts of $10 million to $24.t999,999.4s Consequently, we estimate 
that tho rnajority of Satcllite l‘elecormnrcnicWions firms arc small entities that might be affected by our 
action. 

24, The second coregnry of AI1 Other Telecommunicntioi IS compiiscs, hfer  alia, 
“establisluncnts prhnari ly engaged in providing spcciinnlized telecoi nmuiications services, such as satellire 
tracking, coinmuiiations telemeby, and radar station operation. 1 his industry dso includes 
establishments primarily engaged in providing satellite terminal st.irions and associated facilities 
cannceted with one or inore terrestrial systems and capable of knnmitfing telecolninunicalions to, mid 

1)s a small business size standard of 

23. The categoiy of Satellite Telecommu~ications “cornpi ises e6tdbli6lirneiltS prhiri ly engqed 

- 

’’ 13 C.F R 
”I Trends in Tclrplto)ie Service at Tnblcs 1 IJ 4, 18.5, IS h, md 18.7. 

Io 13 C.F.R. $ 121,201,NAICS codc517410. 

‘’ 13 C.F.R. 9 121.201, NAICS code 517919. 

‘’ I3 C.F.R. tj 121.201, NAJCS codcs 517410 and 517910 (2002). 

4J 1J.S. Ccnsus Bureau, 2007 NAICS Dcfinitions, “5 17410 Sntcllitc ‘~elc~ommunicalions”; 
~ / l w ~ ~ v . c c ~ , ~ u s . ~ ~ v ~ n i ~ i ~ ~ / ~ O ~ 7 / ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 5  I PLI O.ITf’R4. 

@ U.S. Census Bureau, 3003 Economic Cznsus, Subject Scrics. Infomution, “EstabliJuncnt and Firm Size 
(Including Lcgal Form of Organization),” Table 4, NAJCS code 5 1941 0 (issued Nov. 2003). 

121.201, NAICS code SI 7 3  10. 

Id, An Additional 36  fimx Ixid annud recciprs of $25 million 01’ more. 4s 
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receiving tclecornniunicarions from, satellite 
show that there were a total of332 firms that opergted for rhe entire J elU.” Of Ibis lotil, 303 firms had 
sniiunl receipts of imrier 1610 million and 15 firmu had mnud reccipr!? o f  $10 inillion 10 $24,999,999.‘“ 
Consequently: we ostuince that the majority of All Other Telecomm~inications firms arc suiall entilies that 
might be affected by our action. 

For this cah:gory, Census B L W ~ U  dam for 2002 

c. Wireless Telccommunicat.lsns Service Providers 
25. Below, for those services subjcct to auctions, we note Llial, as a general matter, the number 

of winning bidders that qualib RS small businesses at the close of an auction does not necessarily 
represent Lbe number of small businesses cuxntly in service. Also, die Cormnission does not generally 
track subsequent hsincss size unless, in tlie context of assignments l)r transfcr’crs, unjust enriclimeiit issues 
are implicated. 

26. Wireless Service Providers (Except Satellire). Sincc 21 107, the Ceilsus Bureau has placed 
wireless films within this new, broad, economic c e n w  cate~o~y. ’ ”  I’rior to that time, such firms wcce 
within tlic now-superseded categories of “Paging” and “Cellular and Other Wircless 
Telecommunicatiols ,’’5” Under the present and prior categories, die SBA has deemed a wireless busmcss 
to be anal1 if it has 1,500 or [ewer employers.” Because Census Btueau dota are not yet available for the 
new categoiy, we will estiinatc sinall business prevalence using h e  prior categories and associated data 
For the category of Paging, data for 2002 show that there were 807 films that operated for the entirc 
year.” Of th is  total, 804 firms had emplo iimt of 999 or femcr employecs, and t l u ~  fms had 
employment of 1,000 employecs or inore! For tlie category of Cellular and Other Wireless 
Telecommunications, data for 2002 show that there were 1,397 firo LS that opcrated for the entire year.j4 
Of this toral, 1,378 firms had employiiient of999 or fewer eniployecs, aid 19 firms had employment of 
1,000 eniployecs or Thus, wc estimate that the majority of wireless firins we small. 

46 U.S. Census Bureau, 2007 NATCS Ilefinirions, “51791 9 All Other Tc1e~:aiiimunicutions”; 
Iittl-i://www CC‘IISIIF ~ov/naics/2007/ilcf/Nn5t 70  I 4  14TM#N5 17913. 

’” U.S. Census Buic;iu, 2002 Econoniic Census, Subject Series: Informnti~in, “Fst~~blislinient and Firm Sizc 
(Including Lcgal Form of Organization),” Table I, NAICS code 5 1791 0 ( rssricd Nov. 2005). 

’IK fd, An additional 14 firms had mnual receipt3 of $25 million or rnoro. 

Sutellitc)”; Iittp.//www ccnsrlc a o v / i ~ n i c s / 2 0 0 7 / ( l e f ~ ~ 5 1 7 ~  IO F1TMflN.i I u, 
h&/lwww cc~u~.cov/c1icd/n~icsO2/rlcf/NI~EF5 17 f ITM , U.6. Census liurcau, 2002 NAliCS Definitions, “517212 
Cellular and Other Wireless Telecommunicatiuns”; hlllr*//w%w census ct rv/cpcd/naics02/dt:f/ND~FS I 7,FTTM. 

‘‘ 13 C.F,R. Ej 121.201, NAlCS code 517210 (2007 NAICS). Thc aow-siiperscdcd, prc-2007 C.F R, citationq were 
13 C.F.R. 
‘a U.S. Ccneus Bureau, 2002 Economic Census, Subject Series: Informa tion, “‘es&blishmei,t and Firm Size 
(Including Legal Form of Organization,” Table 5, NAICS code 5 179 I I I issued Nov. 2005). 

.“ Id. ‘The census dam do not providc n more prccise csliriialc ofthr: nuniber of finiis that have employnient of 1,500 
or fewer cmploycce; thc largcst cdcgory pravidcd is for f i w s  witla *’I 000 einplayecv or inore.” 

US. Ceiuus Bureau, 2002 Econonirc Census, Sulijjrct Serica. Inform;t tion, “Establishment and Finn Size 
(Includiag Legal F o m  of Orgonizulion,“ Table 5,  NAICS code 517212 issucd Nov. 2005). 

’’ ld. The c e n m  data do not provide n inore prccise csciniatc ofthc nuinber offirnis that have employment of 
],SO0 01 fcwrr cn)ployeej; the largest catcgory provided is for firnu: wtlll “1000 eniployccs or nmre.” 

U.S. Cmsus Bureau, 2007 NAICS Dclinitions, “5 172 10 Wirclesa Tcla onununwtions Cntcgories (Exccpt 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2002 NAICS 13efmirions, “51721 1 Paging”; 

121,201, NAICS codes 51721 I nnd 517212 (referring 10 the 2002 NAVCS). 

P, 37 
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27. Coiiimon Currier Paging. As noted, the SBA 118s developed n small business size standard 
for Wireless Tdecomunicatioru Cariiers [except Satellite) firms within the brocui economic cms~is 
categories of “Ccllular and Other Wireless J e l e ~ o m l i i ~ i ~ c a t ~ o l ~ . ” ~ t i  ‘iince 2007, the Census Bureau hfis 
placed wireless firms withm this new, brond, economic census categc iry.” Prior fo that time, soch firms 
were within the now-su crsedcd categories of“’8nging” and “Cellulac and Other Wireless 
Telecormilunicarions.”Jp Under the present and prior categories,  he SRA has deemed a wireless bwiness 
to be small if it has 1,500 or fewcr eiiiployecs.“ Because Census Bureau data are noe yet available for the 
new category, we will esliniate sinall business prevalence using the I rtior categories and associated daln. 
For the category of Paging, data For 2002 show that there were 807 f ~nns that opcmted for the entire 
ycar,6u Of this total, 804 fmns had employiiont of999 or fewer emfdoyecs, and tlvee finits lid 
employment of 1,000 eniployces or Inore:‘ For the category oTCell ular and Other Wireless 
Telecommunications, data for 2002 show that there were 1,397 firm-; that operated for the entire year.6’ 
Or this tornl, 1,378 fms had employment of 999 OT fewcr employec s, and 19 firins had employinelit of 
1,000 employees or TLIUS, we estimate that the majority of tvire~ess fimms are sin at^. 

28. In addition, i1i the Puging Second Report nnd Order, die Commission adopted a size 
slruidard for “small businesscs” for purposes of delemining their e ligibility for special provisions such 
as bidding credits and insldlii~ait payments.64 A mall business is an entity that, together with its 
affiliates and cantrolling principals, has average gross revenues no[, exceeding $15 million for the 
preceding three 
Econoinic Area (“MEA”) Licenses was conductcd in the year 2000 Of rhe 2,499 licenses auctioiied, 985 

The S 3 A  has approvod this definirion.“6 , \n initial nucLion of Melropolitm 

56 13 C3.R F, 121.201, KAICS code 517212. 

Satellite)”; ~ : / / \~~~ ,ce i i su~ . j iov ina ic s /2007 / t l e~MDS 1 72 I O,I-lTM#NS 1 !a. 
jR US. Census Bureau, 2002 NAICS Definitions, “51721 1 hgiflg”; 
~/~~w~v.cC“.FUs.aoy/encti/nnics;n2/dc~/I\TDEl:j 17.1 ITM,; U.S. Censucl Iurcau, 2002 NAlCS Definitions, “5 17212 
Cellular and Othcr Wirclrss Tclecommunicacionr”; i>tt-d/www,ccnst& 

’’ 13 C,F.R. 4 121.201, NAICS code 517210 (2007 NA’ICS). Thc now-sbperseded, pre-2007 C.F,R. citnrions were 
13 C.F.R. 4 1,21.20i, NAJCS coda  51721 1 and 517212 (rcleri-ing to the .:002 NAICS). 

(Including Legal Form of Organization),” Tsble 5, NAICS code 51721 I I issued NOV. ZOOS). 

“ Id Tiic ceisus data do not provide a more prccisc cstiinatc: of the iitiml~er of firnu that hwe employnicnt of 1,500 
or fewer cmployees; the largest Cstegory provided i s  for firms wiB “10011 employecs or more.” 

(lncludirig Lcgal F o m  of Organization),” Tnblc 5, NATCS code 5 1721 2 {issued Nov. 2005). 

63 Id. *fhc eelisus data do not provide a inore precisc estimate of the numher of finiis that have cmploymenr of 1,500 
or fewcr mplayees; the largest category provided is ibr fimx with “10011 ernployecs or more.” 

’‘ .Rcvis/on of Parr 2.2 atid Port 90 of the Corrrniissiori k Rules lo Fncilirrifc f i fu rc  Developnicn~ of Pagirrg Systems, 
Second Report and Ordcr, 12 FCC Rcd 2732,2811-2812, parm, 178-181 (PugingSecondRcprr and0rder);see 
 PO Revision of Parr 22 und Par1 90 ufrhe Cunirnbrion *s Rules tn Facilitak Fufurc Drrelopmenr uf Paging 
System,p, Memorsnduiii Opinion and Order on Rcconsideration, 14 FCC Rccd 10030, 10085-10086, paras. 98-107 
(1999). 

‘’ Paging SemndRcporf urd Order. 12 FCC Rcd at 28 I 1, para. 179. 

“See Lettcr from Aida Alvarcz, Administrfi~or, SBA, to Aiiiy Zoslov, h i d ,  Aucrions attd Industry Aiialysis 
Division, Wircless Tclecorumunic8Lious Burmu, FCC (DCC. 2, 1998) (A baren Lrrrer 1998). 

U.S. Cenvos Bureau, 2009 NAICS Dcfinitionr, “ 5  1921 0 Wirclrsv T e b  omnumications C;itagorics (Except 

v/e~crl / i~nicr02/do~~DEFS I 7 . I q B .  

U.S. Census Bnrcsu, 2002 Econoiiiic Census, Subjcct Sericu: Informal [on, “Esmblishment and Fimi Size 

U.S. C e i ~ u s  Burcnu, 2002 Economic Cemtis, Subject Series; Informalion, “Estnblisbnent snd Firm Size 
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were sold.” Fifty-seven companies claiming smnll business status won 440 licenses.”’ A subsequent 
auction of MEA and Economic Area (“EA”) liccnses was hcld in (1%: y e a  2001. Oflhe 15,5 14 licenses 
auctioned, 5,323 were sold.69 One hundred thirty-two companies cl timing sinail business stabis 
purchased 3,724 licenses. A third auction, consisting of 8,874 licenses in each of 175 EAs nnd 1,328 
licenses in all but three of the 51 MEAs, was held in 2003. SCV~JI~ )  -seven bidders claiming small or 
veiy small business s t ~ ~ s  won 2,003 licenses. 70 

29. Currently, there are approximately 74,000 Cormnon Ca rrier Paging licenses. According to 
ihe most recent Trends iii Telephone Service, 281 carriers repolted tliat they were eiignged in thc 
provision of ‘‘paging and messaging” services:‘ Of these, nn ostiinaced 279 have 1,500 or fewer 
employees and two have more than 1,500 empl~yees.’~ We estiinatv that the majority ofcoimnon carrier 
paging providcrs would qualify as 5IlialI eiitiries under the SEA deihition. 

30. [firde:s Tdephony. Wireless teltphony includes cclh~lar, persond communications 
swiccs, and specialized mobilc radio telepholly cxriers. As noted, the SBA has developed a small 
business size standnrd for Wireless Teleco~nniunications Carriers (etcept Satellite).73 Uiider the SDA 
small business size standard, a business is sindl if it has 1,500 or b v e r  ernpioyee~.’~ According to 
Trerrds in Telcphoiic Service daia, 434 caniors reported that they were engaged in avirelcss telephony.” 
OCthese, a11 estimated 222 have 1,500 ar fewor employees and 212 Iinvc more hw 11,500 
We have estimated that 222 of these 3re sinall under the SBA smnll business sizc srmdard. 

3 I .  Rroudbui~d P e ) ; ~ n a l  Coniniirnications Service. “Iie bvoadbond personal communicalians 
services (L‘PCS”) spectrum is divided into sis fiequency blocks designated A through F, ond Lhe 
Coltmission has hcld auctions for each block. ’ The Coinmission ha,; created a mal l  business size 
standard Cor Block5 C and F ns an entity illat has fiverage grass revt nues oE less than $40 million in tlie 
three previotis calendar years.7’ Far Block F, mi additional small brisiness size standard €or “very small 
business” w3s added and is defined as an enlily that, togelher wilh i ts affiliates, has average gross 
revenues of not mole llinn $15 million for the preceding three calt.ndar yenr~.’~ These small business size 

“7See 929 ond931 MHz Puging Aricrivn Closes, Public Notice, IS FCC R cd 4858 (WTB 2000). 
See id. 

“’See Lower ond Upper Pngitrg BondAuctlon C~JSCS, Public Noticc, 16 1 ‘CC Rcd 21821 (WTB 2002). 

”See Lower atid Upper P u p g  Bonds Aucrion Closw, Public Notice, 18 PCC Rcd 1 1 154 (WTB 2003). Thc current 
number of small or very sniall business cntifies thut lrold wirclcus liccnsw> may tliffcr significantly from thc nuinbcr 
oTsuch cnritics that won in spectrum riuctionv due to assignments and trar lsfcrs of liccnses in Ihe secondary mnrkct 
over time. In sddition, sonic of thc saine small buginess entitics may kuvc won licenses in more than one auction 

Treiidv in Tdcphune Srrvlce at Tnblc 5.3 

72 Id. 

73 13 C.F.R. 4 121,201, NAlCS code 517210 

l1 Id. 

” ?’rkend.y in Telephone Senlice st Tablc 5.3. 

Id. 

’’ Sec Atnendmsnt cfParrs IO mid 24 of fhr C~Jmml,\‘sion ‘s Rides - Brua, IboadPCS Conqxtitlve Bidding and the 
Cutntncrckil Mohile Radio Service Specirum Cup, Rcport and Order, 1 I FCC Rcd 7824, 7850-7852, pms. 51-60 
( 1  996) ([JCSRrport arid Order}; see ulso 41 C F.R. 4 24.720(b). 

P, 39 

“See PCS Repor, aird Order, 11 FCC ltcd at 7852, pars. 60. 
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standards, in the context of broadband PCS auctions, have been oppri wed by the S B ~ L ’ ~  No small 
businesses wihin the SBA-appmved smdl business size standards bid successfully for licenses in Blocks 
A atid 13. There were 90 wimiing bidders lhal qualj fied as sinall enrhres in the Block C auctions. A total 
of 93 “small” and “very small” busiiiess bidders won approximately $0 percent of the 1,479 Iicenses for 
Blocks D, I?: and F.’* In 1999, the Coiiirnission resuctioned 155 C, I ), E, and F Bloclc licenses; there 
were I 13 smnll business winning biddexh’ 

Auction 35. Of the 35 wiiining bidders in this auction, 29 qualified iLs ”smell” or ‘’Wry small” 
businesses.R2 Subsequent events, canccrning Auction 35, including .ludicid and agency determinntions, 
resulted Ui  a total of 163 C and f.‘ Block licenses being available for !;rant. In 2005, the Cormnigsion 
completcd an auction of 188 C block liceilscs and 21 F block licensc s in Auction 58. There were 24 
winning bidders for 217 licenses.”’ Of the 24 winning bidders, 16 claimed smnll business status and won 
156 licenses. In 2007, Gie Cotilmission complcred ai  auction of 3.3 liceims in the A, C, and F Blacks in 
Auction 7 1 ,”‘ Of h e  14 winning biddcrs, sjx were designated entith:~.” In 2008, the Commission 
completed ai auction of 20 Broadband PCS license% in the C, D, E :Lnd F block licenses in Auction 

Wireless Services (“AWS’) licenses.H6 This miction, which. was de, ignated a Auction 78, offered 35 
licenses in the AWS 1710-1755 MHz and 21 10-2155 MIz bands (I*AWS-I”). The AWS-1 licenses were 
licenses for wliich thcre wcre no winning bids in Auction 66. T h t  * ; m e  yew, the Cormnission completed 
Auction 78. A bidder with atuibuled avernge amunl Boss rwenuc i that excceded $15 million ad did 
not exceed $40 million for the p recchg  three years (“small busined’) roceivcd a 15 percent discount on 
its winning bid. A bidder witli tittribuled average aiinunl gross ieve nues thar did not exceed $15 miilion 
for the preceding three yenrs (“very small bmitiess”) received u 25 percent discount on its winning bid. A 
bidder that had combined total assets of lcss tlim $500 million and combined gross revenues o l  less than 
$1 25 million in each o f  the last two years qualified for entrepreneur SQ~US.~’ Four winning bidders that 
identified tliemselvcs as very small businesses won 17 licenses ’’ Thee  ofthe winning bidders that 
identified themselves as a small business won five licmses. Additionally, one other winning bidder that 
quaillied for eiitrepreneu status won 2 licenses. 

32, bi 2001, the Coiimission completed the auction of 422 C and F Broadband PCS licenses in 

33. A&anced Wirdes.s Services. In 2008, the Cornniissioi I canducted the auction of‘ Advanced 

- 
’’ Sec Alvarez tetter 1998. 
‘“FCC NEWS, “Braadbnnd PCS, D, I? and F Block Auction Closes,” NQ. 11744 (rei. fan. 14, 1997). 

’I See C, D, E, and F Block Byoadband PCS Auction Clu,res, Public Noti e, I4 FCC Rcd 6688 (WTB 1999). 

” Sec C and FBlucl; Broudbbond PCS’ Aiictinn Closcs, IVinning Diildcrs . Innozinced, Public Notice, 16 FCC Rcd 

’’ See Bruadbund PCS +ecrrutn Aiictiun Cl0sc.s: \Voming Bidde~s Atl)tn,inccd+fnr Auctinn NO, 58, Public Notice, 20 
FCC Rcd 3703 (2005). 
n4 

PublicNolice, 22 FCC Rcd 9217 (2007). 

2339 (2a01). 

&.e Auction ofBroadbuiid PCS SPPCIJ-IIIPI Licm.scs closr.s; Winnhg Bidders hrorirtced fur Auction No 71, 

fd. 
ti‘ &e VS-1 n~dBroadba~d PCS Proccdurw. Public Notice, 23 FCC I!cd 7496. Auchon 78 nlso includctl nn 
nirction of Broadband PCS licenscs. 

‘’ la9 at 7521-22. 

RP See Artcrzoir uf A JVS-I and droodhhand PCS Licenses Closes, l?‘iJinhtg Bidders Announccd/or,dNcrron 78, Doriltt 
Puyinents Dire Srprenjhcr 9, 2008, FCC ForfiIs 601 and 602 l h c  Seprctdw 9, JnOb’, ~ i n o l  Payine~Wts Due 
Seprernhcr 33, 2008, Ten-Day Pctitinn tu Dmiy Period, Public Notice, 2 1 FCC Rcd 12749-65 (ZOOS). 

P, 40 
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2. Cablc arid OVS Operators 

34. Cnhle Televisrori Disrr.ihution Services. Since 2007, tlic se selvices have been defined wilhin 
flte broad economic censlls categoi-y of Wired Telecommnunications ( ‘ru-riers; that category is defiled ns 
follows: “Tliis industry comprises eslablislunenls primwily cngdged in operating and/or providing access 
to tr~nsmission raciIities and infrastructtwe rhnr they own andlor [usr: for tlic troiismission of voice, data, 
text, sound, and video using wired lelecarmuunicatians nclworks. Tr,rnsinisrjion faciljlies m y  bc based 011 
B s i~gle  ~ecliiiology or a combination of 
stnndard for this category, wliicli is: all such fiiiiis having 1,500 or t:wcr employees. To gaugo mal1 
business prevalence far lhese cable services wc mmt, however, use ( w e n t  census data that are based on 
the previous category of Cable and Other Program Distribution and 1 ts associated size standardl; dial size 
standard wag: all such fim-is llaving $13.5 mjllion 01’ less in aiinual rliceipu.”’ According to Census 
Bureau dnta for 2002, there were a total of 1,191 finns in this prcvioi.1s category that operated for the 
entire year.” Of this total, 1,087 fimis hnd miiual receipts ofundcr ‘610 million, nnd 43 firms had 
receipts of $10 million or more bul less thau $25 
considcred small. 

The SBA hss devcloped a small business size 

Thus, the rnnjarity of these fiiins CNI be 

35. Cable Coinpan& undlliystenis. The Coinmission has : tlso dcveloped its ow1 small busiiiess 

data indicate tliaL, of 1,076 
size standards, €01 die purpose of cable rate regulation. Under the C ommission’s rules, a “small cnblc 
company’’ is one serving 400,000 or fewer subscribers, nationwide.“] Iiidus 
cable operators nationwide, all bul elevcn are small \snder this size i.iandard’ In addition, under tlie 
Coinniission’s rules, a “smflll system” is a cable systcm serving J 5,000 or f’ewer subscniber~.”~ Induslry 
data indicate that, nr6,G35 systcrns nationwide, 5,802 systeins have ~mdm 10,000 subscribers, and an 
additional 302 system have 10,000-19,999 subscribers.” Thus, wider tliis second size stmdard, mast 
cable systems are small. 

36.  Cu& S’sfem Opeyurors. The Communications Act o I 1934, as nmcnded, also contains a 
size standard Cor S11131\ cable system operators, which is “a cable operator that, directly or though an 
nffilinte, serves in the aggregate fewer than 1 percent of all subsciil lers in the United Sutes and is not 
affiIjated with ZIKY entity or enritics whose gross cumual reveiiiie~ in the aggregate exceed 

try U.S. Ccnsus Bureou, 2007 NAICS Definitions, “SI 7 I IO Wired Tclccoinmunicadons Cnrriers” (partinl 
definition); h~ . / /~~~~ .ccnsua ,~ov /n ! , i r s l20 ( r r /dc l ’S  171 10.l-l“~MWSJ U. 
9* 13 C.F.R. 121.201,NAICS code 5171 10. 

’’ U.S. Census Bureau, 2002 Ecoiiomic Ccnsus, Subject Series: Informntion, Tnblc 4, Rcceipns Sire o f  Firms far the 
United Strttcs: 2005, NA~CS code 5175lO (isaucd NovLmber 2005). 

‘)’ Id. An additioiul 61 firms had onrn~al receipts of $25 inillion or morc 

y3 44 C.P.R. 3 76 901(c). The Comniission detcmiined thaL thh Gize titnndard equates Dpproxiiixitcly to L\ size 
standnrd of $100 million or lcss in annual rcvenm& Impfemerifo(lort qf&?crion,r ojfhe 199.2 Cohle Act: Rute 
Rcgdutiori, Sixth Report end Order and Elevcntli Ordcr on Rcconsidernrron, 10 FCC Rcd 7393,7408 (1995). 

These d a b  nrc dcrivcd from: R.R Bowkcr, HrooclcLlsrilrg 6r Coblc Yearhook 2006, “Top 25 Cable/Satcllirc 
OpcmnK~rs,” pagcs 8.8 & c-2 ((In13 current 8s of h e  30, 2005); ‘Wancm Communications Mews, TkdCVkiOJ? 6: 
Cubk Facthook 2006, “Owncrship of Cable Systcms in the United S~BIC: ,” pngcs D-1805 10 D-11157. 

94 

47 C.F.R. 76.901 (e). 

P, 41 

p6 Warren Communications News, TefeloviAron d! Cable Factbor>k 2008, ’ W.S. Cable Systems by Subscribcr Size,“ 
pogo F-2 (dHta current a5 of Oct. 2007). The dnta do not includc 851: sysler~~s [or which classifying data were no1 
svailablc. 
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$?SO,OOOzOOO."" Thc Coinmission has determined thal an operntor a1:ming fewer than 677,000 
subscribers shall be deemed a small operator, i f  its u i u a l  revenues, ivhen combincd with the toto1 annual 
reventleg of all its affiliates, do not exceed $250 million in the iiggretate." Industly data indicate thnt, of 
1,076 cable operators nationwide, all but ten arc srnall under this size standtud.9g We note that the 
Commission neither requests nor collects infonnation on whether cal i l t :  system opcrntars are offilinkd 
with. cntities whose gross annual revenues exceed $250 million,'"' and therefore we are unable to estimate 
more accnrattly the nuiiiber of cable system operators that would qutlify as small under this size 
standard. 

37. Open Video Sysretns (OVS). The open video system ("t)VS") framework wns established iii 
1996, and is one offorrr statutorily recobqizerl options Tor the provhion of video propsmming services 
by Iocnl exchange caiiers."' ?'be OVS franieworlc provides opportl u i j  ties for the distribution of video 
programming other lhnii through cnble systems. Ilec3w.e OVS oper. \tors provide subscription senkes,'" 
OVS falls witiiin the SBA small business size standard covering cable services, which is "Wircd 
Telecomiiunicetions The SBA lrss developed a small I miness size standard for his 
category, which IS: ail such firms having 1,500 or fewer employees To gauge small business prevalence 
for such services we must, however, use current census data that are based on the prcvious cstegary of 
Cd le  and Oher Program Distribution and its associated s i x  stnndar-d; that size standard was: 41 such 
finns having $1 3.5 millioii or less in annual  receipt^.''^ According lo Census Bureau data €or 1002, there 
were a total of 1,191 fiiiiis in this previous catcgoiy tliat optrated for the cntire year."' Of tliis lotnl, 
1,087 firms had annual reccipts ofunder $10 million, and 43 firms had receipts of$lO niillion or more 
but less than $25 Thus, die majority of cable fim can bt: considered small. In addition, we 
note that the Commission hes cmtified some OVS operators, with SI >me now providing ~c rv ice .~~ '  
Broadband service providers ("BSPs") are c ~ e n I l y  the oiily significant holders of QVS certifications or 

~ 

')' 47 U.S.C. 6 543(in)(2); see 47 C.F.R. 6 76.901(f) & nn. 1-3. 

'' 47 C.F.R rj 76.901(f); 3ee FCCArrnoiincEs New Subawihcr Count far rhc Dejhirion ofBnoll Cable Operatur, 
Public Notice, DA Ol.- ISS (Cable Services Buuenu, .kin. 24, 2001). 

'' These datu are dcrived from: R R. Bowkcr, Broodr:usting (e Cable YeorbookZUU6. "Top 25 Cable/Setcllitc 
Opcmrors," pages a-$& C-2 (data current as o f  lune 30,2005); Wnr.l.cn ( 'ommunications News, Television Le 
Cable Facfbook200G, "Ownership ofcable Systems in Lhe United States, ' p a p  D-1805 f,O D-1857. 

The Coinmission does receive such informdon on n case-by-casc bnsls i i n  cable operator appeals a locul 
franchise authority's finding that tlic operator docs not qunliQ as n small I able operator pursuant 10 5 76.901 (f) of 
the Commission's rules. See 47 C.F.R. 4 76.309(b). 

lo' 47 U.S.C. $ 571(a)(3)-(4). Sce Anniial Assesstmrir of the StOtii~~ of Co,ilpetition ia rhr Murh?/or rlre Dclively of 
Tfidca Programming, Thirferndr Aiiniiaf Repart, 24 FCC Rcd 542, 606 1 t 35 (2009) (Thirgwnth dnnrrol Cuble 
Coinperition Report). 

llld 

l o t  See47 U.S.C. 9 573. 

I" US. Census Ruemu. 2007 NAICS Deiinitions, "5 I71 10 Wired Telecommunic~itions Carriers"; 
littu:ilwww.curix~~s.e~v!n:tics/?~07/rlcf/NDJ 17 I 1O.II'TMfiNS I 7  110. 

13 C.F.R. 8 121.201,NRICS codc5171.10. 

U.S. Ccnsus Bureau, 2002 Economic Ccnsus, Subject Series: Information, Table 4, Rfceipts Size of Finns for fit5 

the United Saws: 2002, NAICS code 51751 0 (issued Navcmbrr 2005). 

I"' Id. An additional 61 firms had niuiuel r e c e i p  d $ 2 5  million or mon . 
"' A list of OVS CCrllfiCatiOn6 niay be found at ~;Uurww.f~c.fiov/n~~/~ rvfi/r;aovscSr.1ilniP. 
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locd OVS franchises.''' The Commission does iiot have financia1 01 cmployment infolmslion regaxding 
the entities auiliorizcd to provide OVS, some oCwhich iiiay iiot yat bt: operational. Thus, again, 3t. lease 
sonic of the OVS operalors way qualify as small eotitics. 

3. Internet Service Providcrs 
38. Jntemei Service Providers. The 2007 Economic Census places these firms, whose services 

ii’tiglit inclitde voice over Internet protocol (VoIP), in cidier of two C:iregones, depending 011 whether llie 
service is provided over the provider’s own ielecommunications coimctions (e.g. cable and DSL, ISPs), 
or over client-suppljd telecomlunications connections (cg. dial-up ISPs). Tho foniicr me within the 
cntegoiy of Wired Telecormnutnicntions Camers,’”9 which l i ~ s  3n Sb A small business size standard of 
1,500 or fewer eiiiployees.’’O 7’he latter are within die categoly oPAI1 Other Tclecom~aunic~~ions,”’ 
which has a size stnndard oCaniiual recciprs of $25 million or less.“‘ T~E mosLcUrrent Census Bureau 
data for all such fuiiis, bowevrr, are the 2002 data €or the previous census categoIy called htemet Service 

That category had n small business size standnrd 01$2 1 million or less in umuol receipts, 
which was revised in late 2005 to $23 iiiillioii. The 2002 data show [lint there were 2,529 such firms that 
opmted [or the entire year.”” Of those, 2,437 firms had nn3lunl recciprs of under $1 0 niiltion, and 011 
additional 47 films had receipts of between $1 0 million and %24,99(1,999.115 Cbrisequetttly, wc estimate 
that thc majority of ISP films are smdl entities. 

39. All Oflier InfrJJrMQfifJn Services. ‘‘T11.k industry comprises establishments primarily engaged 
in providing other information services (except new syndicstts and l i b m ~ e s  nnd The SBA 
has devcioped a siiiall business size snnndard for this catcgory; that ;izc stnndard is $7.0 rnjllion or less in 
average annunl rcceipts.Il7 Ilowever, data has not yct been collected under thc new size: standnrd, and so 
we refcr to data collected under tlic prevjolls siu! standard, $6.5 million or less in average anntlal receipls. 
According to Census Burenu data for 2002, there were 155 fuins in this categov that operatcd for the 
entire year.”’ Of these, 138 Bad anniisl receipts of under $5 rnillioii, N I ~  an additional four firms had 

Ion Scc Tiiirrecnth Annud Cable Compeliiioii Jtcporl, 24 FCC Rcd RI 606 07, paru. 135. BSPs 3rc newcr hrlns Lhal 
arc building s~nte-of-the-art, Isciliticsl-bsscd networks to provide video, vclice, and data serviccs over a single 
network. 

l u g  US. Ccnsus Bureau, 2007 NAICS Dcfioirione, “5 171 10 Wired Tclucoiniiiunications Carriers”, 
h t ~ p : / / w w ~ . c e n s u s . ~ o v / n ~ i c s / 2 0 0 7 / d e ~ ~ ~ ~ 5  17 1 1 O.HTM#NS 17 

’I” 13 C.P.R.4 121.201, NAJCS codt:517110(updatedforinnationin20r)8). 

‘ ’ I  13 C.F.R 6 121.201, NAICS code 5 17919 (updated for inflation iu 2008). 

U.S. Ccmus Burcau, ‘‘7002 NAICS Dcfinitionu, “ 5  18 I 1  1 Intccmet Sen ice Providers”; 
l~ t tp : I /y1ww.c~1~1;~1s .p11v/cpcd/na ics~~/d~~~J~~~5 1 8,fITM. 

I ”  U S, Census Burcuu, 2002 Economic CC~YUG, Subject S t i e s :  Inforinaion, “Esiablislunent and Firm Size 
(Including Ldgd Form of Orgilnizstion),” “Iible 4, NATCS code 51 81 1 1 (issued Nav. 2005). 

’ I5 An addirional45 fims had receipts of $25 million or morc. 

‘“US. Ccnsus Bureau, “2002 NAICS Dcfinitiond: 5 19190 All Other InCormatian %mh%,’‘ auuil~ble 01 
htrp:/~www,cenvus.~;ov/epcd/naicsD2ldc~/ND5 19 190 I-ITM (viuikd Apr. I ,  2010). 
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13 C.F.R. i j  131.201, NAJCS code 519190. 
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receipts of belween $5 million and $9,999,999. Consequently, we estirnntc that the lna-iority of these 
tims arc small entities that may be affectcd by wr action. 

D. 

40. This Order does not impose any new or modified reporling or recordleeping requirements. 

Dewriptioil or Projected Reporting, RecordLeepiit& and Other Colnaplinolce 
Requirements 

However, service providers lhnt are required 10 comply with the Con~mission's LM? requirement6 are 
now required io exchange these standard 14 dara fields during the sit apple port ordering process. For mmy 
providers, this is less dinn the number of fields thcy were previously exchanging. However, for some 
providers, his may be greater thsn the number of fields they we1 D p1 eviously exchanging during the 
simple port ordering proms in order to accoinplish tf port. 

E. Steps Talren to Minlmize Signiflcsnt Economic Impact on Smnll Entities, and 
Stgnifcant Altcrnatives Considcred 

41. The RFA requires an agency to descnbe any signiticarit alternatives tlint jl has considered in 
renchjng iis proposed approach, which may include tlie following four allteinatives (mong others): (1 
the establishment of differing compliance and reporting requireinen ~s or timetables that take into account 
tlic resoikrces availab[e to small mtities; (2 )  the clarificalion, consol idation, OK simplificRtion of 
caiiiplimce or repotting requirements ilnder the rule for small entitii:s; (3) the use of performance, rather 
than design, standards; and (4) an exemption from coverage or the I tile, or port thereof, for small 
entitias. ' IY 

benefits mid burdens, espccially h e  burdens on small entities, of adopting my new rules regarding the 
porling p ~ o c e s s . ' ~ ~  Howevcr, we must agsess the interests of sinnnS1 Imsinesses in light or  die overriding. 
public interest in ensuring that all consumeis benefit &om local n w  ribcr portability. The requirements 
adopted in today's Order implement the one-business day poizing iiiterv;ll adopted in the Commission's 
Por.ting bitcrud Ovder."' In that Order, the Coiimiission concludcd that reducing the porting interval for 
simplc wireline-to-wireline and siwple intermodal ports to one business &zy was neccvsary Lo enable 
customers to port their numbers in n timely rashion md lo enhance compciition.'22 The steps the 
Commission takes today fire critical to ensure tknt carriers are able to implement tlic one-bwi.lsuiei;s day 
simple porting interval in 9 timely inaruier. The Canmission did ncc receive comments regarding 
significant nlternativcs ro the steps we take today for mal l  providers as there was general hidustry 
consensus for our actions. Further, in order for the steps we toke ti iday to be effective in ensuring that 
providers are able to accomplish siniple pons in one hllSh~6S day, it i s  necessary that all providers follow 
the standardized fields, provisioning flows, and mandatory busine! s ho~v5. We iio~e, however, that the 
Conmission has allowed small providers a longer period of time for implementing tho one-business day 
porling intewal. Specifically, small providers we required to implement die reduced one-business day 
porting interval for simple wirelinc and simple internodal ports no later than F e b r u q  2,  201 1. 

(Continued from previous page) 
' I *  U,S. Ccnsus Bureau, 1997 Economic Ccnsus, Subject Series: Inform.don, "Estnblisltnmt and Film Size 
(Including Legal Form olOrgunizarron)," Table 4, NATCS codc 514199 (issued Ocl. 2000). This category WRY 

crcnced for the 2002 Economic Census by &king K portion of the suporsedcd 1997 cnicgory, "All Other Infomintion 
ScIviccsI'' NAICS code 5 14199 The daki cited in thc k x t  above 3rc derivcd from the sripcrscded catcgory 

'I" See 5 19 S.C. c j  6031~). 

''I rd at 61189, para. 8. 
'"See IC/. tit 6089, parn. s 

42. hi t l ie Portinghrend Order undJ;iirthcr Notice, the Coinmission sou&t comnenl on the 

See Porting I n t c rvd  Order amdFurrAcr Norice, 24 FCC Red at 6095 para. f9. 

P, 4 4  
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43. FurUier, small providers liwe options Cor seeking modi! ication of the new LNP iiiteival 
requjremenm. For example, under section 251(1)(2) oftlie Act, a LB: “with fcwer than 2 percent of die 
Nation’s subscriber lines installed in the nggregnte nntionwide may pelition a State commission for 
suspension or modification of the application o r  the requircmentb” 01 section 25l(b), wliich includes the 
“duty Lo provide, to the extent technically fcafiiblu, mmniber porlabilit v in accordance with requirements 
prescribed by the Commissio11.1’123 Providers may also apply for B \aliriver of Lhe one-business day porting 
inlerval iulder the Comiiission’s r t ~ l e s . ’ ~ ~  To demonstrate the good ( ~ l l lse required by the Commission’s 
waiver NIC, R provider must show with paniculariry that it would he unduly economically burdensome for 
the provider to implemen\ the reduced porting inicrval. In m;&ing tltis showing, a provider sl1ould 
address the number of pon requests it receives ~9 well RS the specifu costs that coinplyhe; with thc 
reduced porting interval would impose. 

in B r q o r t  to be sen1 to Congress mnd the Government Accountahili~ y Office pursuant to the 
Congressional Review Act.”’ A co y of tlie Order and FRFA (or SI tmnauies thereof) will also be 
published in the Federal Register.” 

4.4. Report to Congress: The Commission will send R cot iy of the Order, including this FWA, 

? 

‘23See47 U.S.C. 48 25l(f)(2), 2Sl@). 

‘*,‘See47C.FR. 6 1 . 3  

’” See 5 U.S.C. 6 80 1 (a)( 1 )(A). 

’” Sce 5 U.S.C. 4 604(b). 
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STATEMENT OF 
CHAIRMAN JULIUS GEM.4CBCdWSK‘B 

Ro: Local Number Porrabiliv Purring liitenlal and Validation Rr~quiremenfbv, WC Dockel No. 
07-244; Telephone Murnber Portability, CC Docket NO. 09-1 16 

The Commission is taking an important step to ensure that CI mumers can quickly nnd easily 
switch their telephone service providers Xtliey want. The Commission today cainpletes thc process of 
requiring c;iniers LO transfer customers’ tclephonc nuiiibcrs to their new service provider in a single 
business day. This Order demonstrates that smtut govermiicnl actio11 can promote compedlion and 
benefit consumers. 

W i l e  this Order provides many of the tecbnicd details that cmiims need to port teleplione 
numbers in a streamlined manner, it is first and foremost. about CoiisIirneTs. Tlioiigli Tew Anericans may 
cere whether their phone conzpany has to provide arcane inromiatioi I such ns tlic ‘-Piucl.rase Order 
Wiunber” or the “Requisition Type and Status,” we all nnderstancl what it means if our request to switch 
to a new service provider is held up for multiple days. Thrudcs to toi lay’s decision, khat won’t hppm nuy 
more. 

This Order also is about competitian. Consutncrs want CRO iers to compete on seivicc quality Md 
price. Consumers want phone companies LO retnin Iliem as cutomei*s because thcy provide M excellent 
service, not because i t ’s too difficult l a  switch setvice providers. 

I ani pleased tlint thc item reflects a good amount of consen ;us. While there was not complete 
agteeiiicnl al1ong induslry, illany setvice providers agreed on a iiiajority of the information fields that are 
iiecessary to ensure s e m l c s s  transitions froin onc cnrrier to another I appreciate the indusfq‘s active 
pnnicipntion in rhe proceeding and believe the Order benefirs greatly fkom companies’ hands-on 
experience. It shows wlinr can happen when slakeholders roll up their sleeves and work with llie 
Commission on important goals. 

P, 46 

I thnik Comnkioner Copps for his work RS Acting Chainwn Inst M3y in beginning this 
process, and the staff for their hard work in cRlrying it out. Wiilc the avcrnge consumer m y  not spend 
iiiucli time on the details, I appreciate that st~fTdo. 
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STATEMENT QP 
COMMISSIONER MICHAEL J .  CfBPFS 

Re: Local Nirmber Portdi l i fy  Poviing 1ntt.rval orid Vulidntioti R. *quiremenfs, WC Docket NO. 
07-244; Telephone Number Porrabilip, CG Docket NO. 9s-1 16 

I am pleased lo support iodayqs Order, which provides the filial steps iiccded for CDniers LO 
iniplcment the one-business day local number porting interval for wil.eIiiie-to-wirc.lin~ and intemmodal 
ports that this Commission unanimously adopted just over one yew itgo when I wns Acting Chairman. In 
tlic 1996 Tclecominirnications Acl, Coilgcss ilnposed a number pori nbility obligation on providers so 
consumei~ could retain their phone numbers when swixlling cairien. This was both conwmer-fiimdly 
and competition-friendly. But not only do constuners have to be ablc eo poit thcir numbers, the providers 
need to complete the pons in a timely inaniier. The FCC ‘figured t h t  out over a dozen years ago wlien it 
iinplcmented ti four-business day inlervni, and I think the shortened interval we adopted in last yew’s 
Powing Inren~al Order was a much-necded and achievable update. I am pleased that, as promised, this 
Order adopts bhc necessary steps-standardized data fields for simp12 ports aid  the lu’ortli American 
Nwnberiiig Council (NANC) reconimendatiow for porting process 1 icovisioning flows and for ndclrwing 
tlie ona-business day requirement-to make I Jte one-brrsiness day in~erval happen. No doubt, lhere are 
always other issues to be considered-the interval for some noli-simple ports or outstanding questions 
regarding CPM to name just two. But, at this time, the NANC, Ilie FCC staCf and the @heinnan’s oflice 
Iiave done great work in preparing companies to iinplemeiit this, stnrting in August. I tlmk you 011, and 
my colleagues, for Lhe hwd work pur into finishing this process. I hlok forward to witnessing and 
experiencing the many benefits that will, I am confident, flow from die implanelitation ofthis changc. 

P, 47 
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Commissioner Copps for his leadership on his issue beca 
day porting requirenicnt while he was Acting Chairman. F 
Itis staff Tor following though with the h a 1  necessary iinl 
dcvelopmenL Tor competition and, ultimately, for America' 

41 

I cond, 1 would like to recognize 
le he pu4ied through the resolution for a one- 
nally, 1 qplaud Chainnan Genacliowslci and 
:mentat Ion requirements. This is a positive 
consilii Lers who benefit from it. 
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STATEMENT OF 

COMMISSIONER MIGNON L, CLYBURN 

Re: Local Nmibcr Portahiliy Purting Irilcrval and Validatiorr R,*quiremrnb, WC Docket No. 
07-244; Telephone Number Porrubility, CC Docket No. 09-1 1G 

Por many yenrs the Coiixnissioii has required tImt providers dlow consumers to retain their 
telephone numbers when switching carrim, a pro-consumer and pro competitive policy. However, Tor 
wireline nunibcrs, caiisuiners have had to wait up IO [our days to swrtch providers. With this Order, 
C O ~ S U ~ I I ~ T S  will be able to switch their wireline provider or ail l l ic cord and move heir wireline number to 
n wireless carrier witlijn one business day. Wlijle I look forward to !he day when the wireline porting 
interval is as  short BS the wireless-to-wircless iiilcrval (which is only two and one-half hours when 
conwiiiers chmgc wireless providers), I am plensed that we are removing the current uneenable delay of 
thrce days for simple wireljnc ports, thereby allowing congwners who choose to switch providers Lo do so 
sooner lhm ever before. I commend iiidustry for working wid1 NAP IC to implement the new one- 
btisiness day interval for simpIe wircline ports. 

P, 49 
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STATEMENT 8%; 
COMMISSIONER MEREDITH A. INKIER 

Re. LoculNumBer Porrabiliry Porting I~ fcn la l  and Validatio)i R<!quirements, WC Docket No. 
07-244; Telephone Nirmber Portability, CC Docket No. 95-1 I6 

1 supporl this item today because efficient and tiinely local n tunber ponability is important to 
promole competition ,among service providers to lhe benefit of coiw liners. Biut perhaps more 
importantly, c~iisuiners care about numbers. They care about retuining \heir numbers when [hey switch 
providers and they cwe Lhst polling their numbers goes RS smootlily as possible. We talco nn importaw 
step toward improving the efficiency aid timeliness of simple ports with this Order today. I thank the 
NANC meiiibers for their work an this issue sild I coinmend the btul:au stnf€foor their fine work on this 
proceeding. 

43 



MAY-27-2010 THU 02:45 PM PZGP FAX NO, 5025840422 __ __ ___, . -  --- . - - - - -  P, 01 

LAW IF 9 

462 South Fourth Avelrane 

Suite 1250, Mcidinger Tower 
Louisville, KY 40202-3465 

582.589.4608 

MAY 2 7  2010 

Fax 502.5840422 

Date: May 27,2010 

To : Mr. Jeb Pinney, Public Service Commission 

Fax Number : (502)564-3460 

Message: Please see attached. 

Copied via email to Mark Overstreet (moverstreeto,stites.com) and 
(douglm;.brent@skofirm.com) 

The materlal trsnsmltted and communlcated heroh ("communication") is Intended only for the use of the individual or Qntity to 
which it Is addressed, and may conrain Information that constitutes work pruduct or is subject to attorney client privilege, or Es 
confidential and exempt from dlsclosure undor applicable law. If the render of thls communication Is not the Intended reclpient, or 
the employee or agent rasponsiblo for delivering this communication to the intended recipient, you are hereby notlfied that any 
dissemination, dtstributlon or copying 04 this cornmunicatlon is strictly prohibited. If you Rave recolved this communication In 
error, please notify US Immediately by telephone and roturn original rneswge to us at the above address via the U.S Postal 
Service. Thank you. 

IF TRANSMITTAL WAS NOT RECEIVED IN ITS ENTIRETY, PLEASE CALL THE SENDER. 


