BellSouth Contribution to the NANC

Oversight

Position

The ownership of SMS/800 should remain with the current owners.  Prior to the FCC deciding to putt this function out to bid, a study that demonstrates the need for a change and the cost/benefit of making the change should be undertaken.  The TF IMG has declined to do this study.

Benefits

· Moving all communication links and rebuilding service provider systems and interfaces will be costly and require great effort.

· The current Tariff allows the FCC to oversee the service and ensure fair and open access to needed Toll Free number resources.

There is no record that the current system is irreparably flawed

· Results of the survey are very good (Survey attached).

· Resolved SNAC issues drive development and enhancement

· A process improvement team has been established to work through issues.

· Some ideas for improvements were brought out in the TFIMG, but RespOrgs only agreed on modifications to the current service that were relatively simple such that the current system could be modified to satisfy.  

· Several audits are performed to ensure proper operation.

· Major functions were put out for bid and the vendors selected through use of a neutral 3rd party.

Continuous improvement

· Hold focus groups to attain input from smaller RespOrgs.  The GUI interface is an example of the importance placed on their needs.

· Conduct surveys to gain input.

SMS/800 isn't really number administration

· No number assignment decisions are made by the owners or the system.  Paragraph 25 of the Fifth Report and Order in 95-155 clearly describes the fact that the RespOrgs themselves are administering the numbers (Paragraph 25 attached).

· The system simply established a level playing field, per FCC order, for all RespOrgs to get the resources on a first-come, first-served basis.

Problems with LLC

· This would be a small, closed group probably dominated by the large IXCs (see Footnote 1 of Paragraph 25 attached for an example of potential outcome).

· The SNAC exists today and includes a broader industry representation including limited involvement by some smaller RespOrgs.

· If the current NPAC LLC is a model, the FCC could have less direct control to ensure a fair process is implemented than the current tariff arrangement.

· The cost model for NPAC and NANPA spread costs across all industry participants because all benefit from the effort.  However, only Toll Free Service providers benefit from Toll Free Number Administration.  Service providers such as wireless should not have to pay the cost on behalf of the few companies that are RespOrgs.

WorldCom's reference to SCPs is an inappropriate extrapolation of the FCC questions

· The SCP is an integral part of the call set-up process of Switched Access.

· The call set-up network is independent of number assignment and administration.

[…]  Under the tariff, the administration of toll free numbers is impartial because DSMI does not determine which RespOrgs may access or manage which toll free numbers.  Rather, RespOrgs retrieve toll free numbers themselves, via computer interface.
  As DSMI observes, RespOrgs have direct electronic access to the SMS/800 database, and thus can assign to their customers any available toll-free numbers. 
  Under the tariff, DSMI exercises no discretion or judgment in permitting or prohibiting particular RespOrgs from obtaining numbers.
  Nor do the BOCs direct the roll-out of new toll free access codes.  The industry as a whole, through the Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions (ATIS), determines the implementation of new toll free codes.
 Because of this particular structure, DSMI is insulated from undue influence by the BOCs or any other entity with an interest in the outcome of numbering administration and activities.  We find, rather, that the terms in the SMS/800 Tariff require the impartial administration of toll free numbers.  Thus, the terms of the SMS/800 tariff also preclude the BOCs from exercising undue influence over DSMI which, in any event, exercises no discretion in the administration of toll free numbers.
  Consequently, we disagree with Beehive’s argument that DSMI cannot be deemed impartial when it acts as the agent of the BOCs under the SMS/800 Tariff.
  […]

�  Although AT&T, MCI, and Sprint object that the BOCs have implemented an expensive computerized method enabling smaller (“dial-up”) RespOrgs to retrieve numbers from the SMS/800 database, even though those RespOrgs account for less than 10% of toll free numbers, that enhancement appears to be pro-competitive and does not suggest lack of impartiality.  Ex Parte Presentation letter from James Spurlock, AT&T, Henry G. Hultquist and Mary DeLuca, MCI WorldCom, and Michael B. Fingerhut and Norina T. Moy, Sprint, to Magalie Salas, Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, dated January 7, 2000, at 11 (AT&T, MCI WorldCom, Sprint January 7, 2000, Ex Parte Letter).


� DSMI Reply Comments at 5-6; BOC Comments at 3-4.  The regulations at 47 C.F.R. §§ 52.107 provide that available toll free numbers in the SMS/800 database are maintained in “spare status” and that a RespOrg may retrieve a number first come, first served, by placing the number in “reserved status,” as long as the RespOrg has an identified customer for that number.  Numbers in “reserved status” must be returned to “spare status” if they are not actually assigned to the subscriber within 45 days (“assigned status”).  Activated numbers (“working status”) must be returned to “spare status” after they are disconnected (“disconnect status”).  Several additional procedures govern other situations, such as “unavailable status” for numbers in special circumstances and “suspend status” for numbers in billing disputes between the RespOrg and customer.


� See 47 C.F.R. section 52.13.  By contrast, the administration of non-toll free numbers is very different from the administration of toll free numbers.  Under the Commission’s rules, the North American Numbering Plan Administrator (NANPA) exercises discretion in deciding which carriers are assigned which numbers, area codes, and special access codes (such as 500 or 900).  The NANPA processes individual applications from carriers that request numbers, and it decides, subject to constraints set by the Commission, whether to grant or deny the applications.


� See, e.g., letter from Ron Havens, OBF Moderator, ATIS, to L. Charles Keller, Chief, Network Services Division, CC Docket No. 95-155 (filed February 4, 2000)(addressing 866 and 855 codes). 


� For DSMI to do otherwise would be a violation of the tariff.


�  Beehive Reply Comments at 2.





