Attachment B

Additional Individual Views

Of USF IMG Members

AT&T

· USF IMG participants considered the NRUF report to be the only logical tool if a TN allocator is developed, based on the fact that NRUF is the only standard, required, nationwide submission regarding TN use.

· One byproduct of NRUF’s use is an expectation of enhanced accuracy and participation.  Additionally, significant opportunities may be gained by refinements to the NRUF process:

-
Ported-out TN (Hurdle 1.) tracking would be a useful tool in understanding the intricacies of competitive incursion.

-
A TN allocator will bring emerging technologies into focus, and standardize USF around the common use of the TN among all services.

-
NRUF’s semi-annual reporting of actual TN counts may be an adequate frequency for USF purposes.

-
As the data seems to indicate, TN fluctuations, while trending directionally, are comparably stable and useful for generalization to other applications such as USF.

-
Reseller TN reporting may solve Intermediate Number issues.

· Any change to either the NRUF process, or the USF revenue allocator will produce new costs and implementation challenges.  The current USF system produces costs, and as would any TN solution.  Of the issues raised in the IMG study none present major obstacles to implementing a TN allocator solution.

BellSouth

· An unintended consequence of using NRUF to determine USF allocations is the increased need for audits designed to address compliance with the universal service obligations rather than number conservation efforts.  There would have to be specific audit procedures developed for universal service purposes.  Currently, NRUF is structured so that it is a self-reporting vehicle by which users of NANP resource provide a snap shot of how their TNs are currently being used at a specific point in time.   Although there are data checks that must be met for NRUF to be accepted by NANPA, there are no checks that guarantee that all service providers are consistent in how they categorize TNs in the NRUF.  Also, if NRUF were modified such that new categories need to be self-reported, assurances would need to be in place so there is consistency across the industry. 

· A service provider that is losing customers (assigned TNs) might be dissatisfied with the use of semi-annual NRUF reporting to determine USF payments because they would overpay up front.  On the other hand, a carrier with positive access line growth might be satisfied with semi annual NRUF filings to determine USF payments because they will under pay initially and defer some of their payments until true up.  It should be noted that the FCC recently moved from a contribution system based on historical revenues to one based on projected revenues because it found that carriers with declining revenues were disadvantaged.  The use of historical numbering data could give rise to the same concerns.   Semi-annual NRUF reporting may not be sufficient; however, increasing the frequency of NRUF reporting and increasing information that comprise NRUF increases costs, administrative burdens, the opportunity for errors, and the need for audits. 

Michigan Public Service Commission

The use of numbering resources as a basis for USF contributions will improve the reporting of telephone number usage by:

· Strengthening the need for proper reporting of numbering resource categories. 

· Redirecting carrier staffs from current USF duties to NRUF reporting activities, therefore allowing NRUF to be done more frequently.

· Enabling auditors, at both NRUF and the USAC, to work hand-in-hand ensuring proper reporting and usage of telephone numbers.

The MPSC firmly believes that the use of  TNs for USF allocation will have no impact on wireless number portability.

SBC

· The IMG report captured many hurdles associated with using a TN-Based Allocator but was unable to identify many benefits beyond the NRUF process already being in place and that carriers are required to report certain information twice a year.  As noted in the report, NRUF reporting is already a "rigorous and time-consuming effort with its current semi-annual reporting schedule."  SBC wants to emphasize that any changes to NRUF, including reporting frequency, definitional modifications, and changes in report fields could be quite burdensome and require changes to carrier billing and TN inventory systems.

· Additionally, SBC wishes to emphasize the lack of consistency in how Service Providers (SPs) report “Intermediate Numbers.”  This inconsistency impacts the allocation of payments among carriers dependent on how the carriers report Intermediate Numbers, i.e. some carriers may report numbers as Intermediate while others may report the same numbers as Assigned.  The IMG references in its report a NANC recommendation on intermediate numbers that is still pending FCC consideration. 

Sprint

· If the FCC decides to adopt a forward-looking approach to USF allocations, which would be similar to the interim, projected revenues approach used today, that process could be implemented with a number-based methodology.  The FCC would define the numbers on which a carrier would be assessed.  Each carrier would provide a quarterly forecast of its numbers which are deemed to be assessable.  Thus, for example, if the FCC determines that the carrier billing the end user should be the carrier to report the number, numbers which are assigned to a carrier but ported out would be excluded from a carrier’s forecast.   There could be annual or semi-annual true-ups based on the NRUF data as reported today.  Therefore, no additional reporting of NRUF data would be required. 

· The NRUF’s assigned numbers include ported out numbers (ported out to other carriers).  Ported out numbers are identified as a Hurdle in the IMG’s report.  Sprint is already working with NeuStar on the capability to identify ported out numbers.  This would allow Sprint to meet the true-up process in a numbers-based approach to USF allocations by identifying the quantity of ported out numbers from the assigned numbers as reported in NRUF.  Sprint would provide the ported out report numbers in conjunction with the NRUF report.  Other carriers should be able to request a similar report from NeuStar to follow Sprint’s proposed process of identifying ported out numbers.

T-Mobile

Assigned telephone numbers should not be further considered as a USF allocation methodology until there is a thorough understanding and recommendation by the industry on how to improve the treatment of ported numbers via the current NRUF reporting scheme.  Specifically, a resolution to the known problem of double counting ported numbers, exacerbated by wireless LNP, must be addressed prior to the advancement of these efforts.  

Finally, it would be prudent to defer any further consideration of this calculation methodology until the industry has fully appreciated and remediated the likely obstacles and complications associated with the flash-cut deployment of wireless LNP later this year.
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