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October 13, 2009
The Honorable Betty Anne Kane
Chair, North American Numbering Council
Public Service Commission of the District of Columbia

1333 H Street, N.W., West Tower 7th Floor

Washington, DC  20005

RE:
Cox Communications, Inc. and Comcast Corporation’s Minority Report to the Local Number Portability Administration-Working Group’s (LNPA-WG) Report to the North American Numbering Council  
Dear Chairperson Kane,
The undersigned on behalf of Cox Communications, Inc. (“Cox”) and Comcast Corporation (“Comcast”) wish to apprise you and the Council of our joint objection to a critical issue contained in the report of the LNPA-WG referenced above, which was submitted to the Council on September 22, 2009.  We offer this Minority Report ahead of the Council’s meeting on October 15 to ensure the Council has a complete record of our concerns, which were not reflected in the report from the LNPA-WG.

Our objection centers on the LNPA-WG’s adoption of a recommendation from the Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions (ATIS) for a standardized Local Service Request (LSR) form.  While we are pleased that a form has been drafted that aims for an industry standard, we believe that the LSR standard falls short in the following important aspects:

1. The loose nature of the “standard,” which apparently will allow each provider to design a form and thus defeat the concept;

2. The determination that a minimum number of 21 fields is required on the form;

3. The allowance for 101 fields in the composite form; and
4. The content of those fields.  
To begin with, the proposed form is not really a standard in that it works more like a menu of field options.  The LNPA-WG’s adoption of terms like “validate,” “required,” “may,” and “could” essentially nullifies the value of any standardization.  LNPA-WG also did not provide any guidance as to when and why a new service provider would be forced to use an LSR with more than an already excessive 21 fields.  Thus, the LNPA-WG’s recommendation permits a carrier to delay or deny a customer’s port request through the imprimatur of an “industry-approved” LSR, in direct conflict with the FCC’s Order mandating no more than four fields (FCC 07-188).
Next, although we understand there might be a need for a few additional fields to effectuate a port, Comcast and Cox wonder what field was not included in the “standard” LSR form.  There has been no thorough explanation on why carriers would have a technical need for 101 fields, or even 21.  Although proponents of the LSR form within the LNPA-WG deliberations asserted that all the fields were necessary to carry out a port, we must point out that simple ports have been conducted successfully with the FCC’s four-field-validation criteria for more than a year.  Moreover, multiplying the number of fields also multiplies the opportunities for inputting errors as well as unnecessary and anti-competitive LSR rejections.  We should not be increasing the opportunities for delay at a time when the industry is moving toward deploying the FCC’s mandated one business-day porting interval. 
Based on the foregoing, we ask the Council to note our objections to the LNPA-WG’s recommendation on the standard LSR form.  Cox and Comcast look forward to working with the Council on this issue and others necessary to further streamline local number portability.
Sincerely,
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	/s/ Jose Jimenez

	Cindy Sheehan

Senior Director

National Customer Activation & Repair

Comcast Corporation


	
	Jose M. Jimenez

Executive Director

Regulatory Affairs-Policy
Cox Communications, Inc.


