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not required for LNP because whether or not a customer ports a number from one carrier to another has
nothing to do with the interconnection arrangements two carriers use for the exchange of traffic.87

Several LECs urge the Commission to let carriers determine on their own what type of agreement to use
to facilitate porting.88

34.iiDiscussion. We find that wireless carriers need not enter into section 251 interconnection
agreements with wireline carriers solely for the purpose ofporting numbers. We note that the intermodal
porting obligation is also based on the Commission's authority under sections 1,2, 4(i) and 332 of the
Act. Sprint argues that interconnection agreements are not required to implement every section 251
obligation.89 Sprint also claims that because porting involves a limited exchange of data (e.g., carriers
need only share basic contact and technical information sufficient to allow porting functionality and
customer verification to be established), interconnection agreements should not be required here.90 We
agree with Sprint that wireline carriers should be required to port numbers to wireless carriers without
necessarily entering into an interconnection agreement because this obligation can be discharged with a
minimal exchange of information. We thus find that wire1ine carriers not ".UJlU......,J.",J.J.

interconnection to intermodal .....A1
1'1"11"'1lT

First, we conclude that interconnection agreements are not necessary to prevent unjust or unreasonable
charges or practices by wireless carriers with respect to porting. The wireless industry is characterized by
a high level of competition between carriers. Although states do not regulate the prices that wireless
carriers charge, the prices for wireless service have declined steadily over the last several years.91 No
evidence suggests that requiring interconnection agreements for intermodal porting is necessary for this
trend to continue.

36. For similar reasons, we find that interconnection agreements for intermodal porting are not
necessary for the protection of consumers.92 The intermodal LNP requirement is intended to benefit

87 Letter from Luisa L. Lancetti, Vice President, PCS Regulatory Affairs, Sprint to John Rogovin, General
Counsel, FCC (filed Sept. 22, 2003).

88 See Association for Local Telecommunications Services Reply Comments on CTIA's May 13th Petition at 3,
BellSouth Comments on CTIA's May 13th Petition at 9; and USTA Reply Comments on CTIA's May 13th

Petition at 6.

89 See note 87.

90 Sprint's profile information exchange process is an example of the type of contact and technical information that
would trigger an obligation to port. See, Letter from Luisa L. Lancetti, Vice President PCS Regulatory Affairs,
Sprint Corp. to John B. Muleta, Chief, Wireless Telecommunications Bureau (filed Sept. 23, 2003); and Letter
from Luisa L. Lancetti, Vice President, PCS Regulatory Affairs, Sprint Corp. to John B. Muleta, Chief, Wireless
Telecommunications Bureau and William Maher, Chief, Wireline Competition Bureau (filed August 8, 2003).

91 Implementation of Section 6002(b) of the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1993, Annual Report and Analysis of
Competitive Market Conditions with Respect to Commercial Mobile Services, Eighth Report, FCC 03-150, at 45
(reI. July 14,2003).

92 Certain LECs have expressed concern that without interconnection agreements between LECs and CMRS
carriers, calls to ported numbers may be dropped, because NPAC queries may not be performed for customers who
have ported their numbers from a LEC to a CMRS carrier. See Letter from Mary J. Sisak, Counsel for Centurytel,
Inc. to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC (filed Oct. 23, 2003). We do not find these concerns to be justified,
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