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The National Exchange Carrier Association, Inc. (NECA), the National 

Telecommunications Cooperative Association (NTCA), and the Organization for the 

Promotion and Advancement of Small Telecommunications Companies (OPASTCO) 

hereby submit these Reply Comments in response to the Commission’s Notice of 

Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) in the above-captioned proceeding.1  An association of all 

incumbent local exchange carriers (ILECs), NECA is the administrator of the 

Commission’s interstate access charge pool for rate-of-return local exchange carriers 

(LECs) and files a uniform interstate access tariff on behalf of its pool members.  NTCA 

and OPASTCO are national trade associations with each representing more than 560 rural 

rate-of-return regulated ILECs. 

                                                 
1 Rules and Regulations Implementing Minimum Customer Account Record 
Exchange Obligations on All Local and Interexchange Carriers, CG Docket No. 02-386,  
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 69 Fed. Reg. 20845 (2004). 
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The Commission seeks comment on whether, inter alia, it should impose 

mandatory minimum Customer Account Record Exchange (CARE) obligations on all 

local and interexchange carriers (IXCs) and, in specified situations, require carriers to 

transmit certain CARE codes to involved carriers that are designed to provide specific 

billing and other essential customer data.  

The NPRM addresses IXC concerns regarding the exchange and availability of 

customer data in a competitive telecommunications marketplace.  Based on two petitions 

filed by multiple IXCs,2 the NPRM focuses particularly on issues involving competitive 

LEC (CLEC) performance with regard to information exchange.  Indeed, as AT&T, MCI 

and Sprint point out, the problem surfaced with the arrival to the marketplace of CLECs,3 

some apparently unfamiliar with or unwilling to participate in industry customer record 

sharing practices.  Yet the NPRM proposes broad solutions that would extend the same 

obligations to all LECs, including rural ILECs.  

As numerous commenters point out, the rural independent marketplace is 

extremely diverse as well as significantly different from the regional Bell marketplace 

today. 4  Many rural ILECs have few competitive options for IXC service, and few 

experience competition from CLECs.  NECA, NTCA and OPASTCO caution the 

Commission to ensure that the outcome of this proceeding does not impose additional 

                                                 
2 Americatel Petition for Declaratory Ruling (filed September 5, 2002) (Americatel 
Petition); AT&T, Sprint, and WorldCom Petition for Rulemaking (filed Nov. 22, 2002) 
(IXCs Petition). 

3 AT&T, MCI and Sprint Joint Comments (IXCs Comments) at 3. 

4 See, NTCA Comments at 2-4; Oklahoma Rural Telephone Companies Comments at 3; 
Rural Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers Comments at 4-5; Texas Statewide Telephone 
Cooperative, Inc. Comments at 2. 
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unnecessary regulatory burdens on small rural LECs.5  NECA pool, NTCA and 

OPASTCO members are not the cause of the “billing problems that have arisen in the 

wake of CLEC [marketplace] entry”6 that the NPRM seeks to address, but would most 

certainly suffer economic hardship should universal CARE rules be imposed.  

NECA pool members have for years exchanged end-user account information 

with IXCs through a variety of methods, including but not limited to CARE, 7 and many 

rural ILECs manage information exchanges on a manual basis.  Indeed, as NECA, NTCA 

and OPASTCO recently informed the Commission in its PIC change charge proceeding, 

the approximately 1,100 carriers in NECA’s Traffic Sensitive Pool process on average 

fewer than two PIC changes per carrier per month. 8  BellSouth alone, in comparison, 

projected an average of more than 750,000 PIC changes per month for 2003.9 

CARE is a complex coding system that supports a data format intended to 

facilitate the mechanized exchange of information with IXCs and other carriers.10 

Although the NPRM suggests that CARE data may be transmitted in a variety of ways to 

                                                 
5 Should the Commission ultimately decide on standards for “all LECs,” it should ensure 
that they apply as well to all IP-enabled service providers offering functionally equivalent 
services that touch the public switched telephone network (PSTN) to originate or 
terminate voice traffic. 

6 IXCs Comments at 8. 

7 NECA pool members provide BNA service as described in NECA Tariff FCC No. 5, 
Section 13.9.  

8 Comments of NECA, NTCA and OPASTCO, CC Docket No. 02-53 (filed June 15, 
2004) at 2. 

9 The figure is derived from BellSouth’s projected demand of 9,005,174 PIC changes for 
all of 2003. BellSouth, Description and Justification of its October 14, 2003 FCC Tariff 
No. 1 Transmittal No. 746 (at 9). 

10 CARE OBF Standards, Section 1.4. 
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minimize start up costs for LECs that do not currently provide CARE data,11 it is not 

clear whether the NPRM actually contemplates universal mechanization, or is a step in 

that direction.  Regardless, such a requirement would impose great and unnecessary 

burdens on small rural ILECs utilizing adequate manual processes.  

The industry’s Ordering and Billing Forum’s (OBF’s) CARE initiative has been 

an ongoing process for twenty years.12  During that time, and despite the great 

technological advancements in the telecommunications industry, the industry experts 

participating in OBF have decided to permit customer account information to be 

exchanged in multiple formats, including even plain paper via regular post.13  Before 

ordering the universal exchange of standardized CARE information, much less via 

mechanized means, the Commission would do well to bear in mind the OBF’s position 

on this point. At the same time, it should take heed of the acknowledgment of Americatel 

—a chief proponent of mandatory standardized CARE data— that it is no “hollow 

argument” that rural ILECs should be exempt from any mandatory CARE rule because 

rural ILECs “often lack both the resources to provide the additional information and 

generally serve only a limited number of customers.”14 

NECA, NTCA and OPASTCO do, nonetheless, have concerns about Americatel’s 

proposal to combat the billing problems of dial-around carriers by requiring all LECs to 

provide information to IXCs regarding a customer’s serving LEC through the mandatory 

                                                 
11 IXCs Petition at 8. 

12 Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions (ATIS) Comments at 8. 

13 ATIS Comments at 4, n.8.  

14 Americatel Comments at 10. 
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establishment of a national line- level database.15  Other IXCs do not endorse this 

proposal. 16  They recognize, at least implicitly, that carriers who capture local service 

customers should bear responsibility for alerting the IXC of the end user’s new local 

phone service provider.17  Implementing such a mechanism may raise additional issues, 

such as whether LECs have access to the information requested, whether alternative 

sources of that information exist, and whether disclosure of such information is consistent 

with Commission Customer Proprietary Network Information (CPNI) rules and customer 

privacy expectations.  

In sum, the Commission should carefully consider the status of OBF and other 

industry solutions before adopting rules that may ultimately prove unworkable and/or 

overly burdensome and costly, particularly as applied to small rural telephone companies. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
NATIONAL EXCHANGE CARRIER 
ASSOCIATION, INC. 

 
By:  /s/ Richard A. Askoff 

 Richard A. Askoff 
 Clifford C. Rohde 
 Its Attorneys 
 

 80 S. Jefferson Road 
 Whippany, NJ 07981 
 973/884-8000 
 
 
 

                                                 
15 Americatel Comments at 11-12. 

16 IXCs Comments at 11-12; Accord, Time Warner Telecom Comments at 5-6. 

17 IXCs Comments at 11-12. 
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NATIONAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS  
COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 

 
By: /s/ L. Marie Guillory 
 L. Marie Guillory 
 Daniel Mitchell  
 Its Attorneys  
 
 4121 Wilson Blvd, 10th Floor  
 Arlington, VA 22203 
 703/351-2000 
 

ORGANIZATION FOR THE PROMOTION  
AND ADVANCEMENT OF SMALL  
TELECOMMUNICATIONS COMPANIES 

 
By: /s/ Stuart Polikoff 

Stuart Polikoff  
Director of Government Relations 
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Washington, DC 20036  
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