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John R. Hoffman

Chairman, North American Numbering Council

6607 Willow Lane

Mission Hills, Kansas 66208

Dear Chairman Hoffman:

The Commission has under consideration a proposal to require switchless resellers to obtain their own carrier identification codes (CICs) in order to address “soft slamming” and related carrier identification problems that arise from the shared use of CICs.
  In the Third Report and Order, the Commission decided not to adopt such a requirement at the present time due to concerns regarding the potential impact on the carrier industry.  The Commission stated in that order that it would refer issues regarding the proposal to the North American Numbering Council (NANC) for analysis and recommendations.
  The Commission also stated its intention to reassess the proposal after receiving the NANC’s report.
  Accordingly, this letter refers the issues set forth below to the NANC for analysis and recommendations.

We request the NANC to provide its analysis and recommendations as to whether the Commission should adopt a requirement that switchless resellers obtain and use their own CICs to address “soft slamming” and related carrier identification problems.  Specifically, the NANC should propose measures that would increase the effectiveness of such a CIC requirement in preventing soft slamming.  Also, the NANC should address the impacts, both positive and negative, of a CIC requirement on the carrier industry.
   For example, the NANC should consider the potential financial burdens on switchless resellers and any potential competitive consequences, as well as whether such financial burdens could be mitigated.  The NANC should consider whether a CIC requirement would require LEC switch upgrades, the time and expense of such upgrades, and potential ways to minimize the burden on LECs.  The NANC also should consider whether a CIC requirement would accelerate exhaustion of the four-digit CIC pool and, if so, the degree to which it would do so.  Related to that issue, the NANC should consider whether the Commission should eliminate or modify its current policy of restricting CIC assignments to two CICs per carrier, or take any other specific measures to ensure the availability and equitable distribution of CICs.  We ask that the NANC address when this numbering resource is likely to exhaust if all switchless resellers are required to use CICs. 

Pursuant to the Commission’s request, we request that the NANC provide its report to the Chief of the Common Carrier Bureau by August 1, 2001.
  We look forward to receiving the NANC’s report and recommendations, and will give careful consideration to any consensus that develops through this process.  Thank you in advance for your valuable assistance on these complex and important issues.     

Sincerely, 

Yog R. Varma

Deputy Chief

Common Carrier Bureau

Federal Communications Commission

cc:
NANC Members


L. Charles Keller, Chief, Network Services Division


Diane Griffin Harmon, Deputy Chief, Network Services Division

Cheryl Callahan, Designated Federal Officer (DFO)


Jeannie Grimes, Alternate DFO


William Scher, Accounting Policy Division

� See Implementation of the Subscriber Carrier Selection Changes Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Policies and Rules Concerning Unauthorized Changes of Consumers’ Long Distance Carriers, CC Docket No. 94-129, Third Report and Order and Second Order on Reconsideration, FCC 00-225 (released August 15, 2000) (Third Report and Order), at ¶¶ 22-32.


� See id. at ¶ 31.  The Commission also requested that “[t]o the extent possible, . . . the NANC submit any data it develops that may shed light on the financial and competitive issues discussed herein, as well as the dimensions of soft slamming and related problems.”  Id.


� Id.  The Commission also noted that “[i]n the meantime, we anticipate that the reporting requirements we adopt herein will help to furnish us with more data as to the ongoing significance of the problems at issue and the impact of the Commission’s recent anti-slamming and truth-in-billing measures.”  Id.


� Id. at ¶ 26; see id. at ¶¶ 27-29.


� Third Report and Order, FCC 00-255 at ¶ 31.







