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Ex Parte 
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Washington, DC 20554 
 

Re: Telephone Number Portability, CC Docket No. 95-116 
 
Dear Ms. Dortch: 
 
Verizon submits this letter to respond to several arguments raised in reply comments regarding 
the Petition for Declaratory Ruling filed by T-Mobile USA, Inc. and Sprint Nextel Corporation 
(collectively, “T-Mobile/Sprint”) and Integra Telecom, Inc. (“Integra”) in the above-captioned 
proceeding.1  As discussed below, none of these arguments provides a basis for the Commission 
to regulate the industry forms used to process number portability requests. 

First, T-Mobile and Sprint argue that, under their proposal, “ILECs would not be required to alter 
their LSRs and other forms.”  T-Mobile/Sprint Reply Comments2 at 12.  They assert that if the 
Commission issues the declaratory ruling they requested, “competitive carriers would only have 
to enter data in four customer validation fields, and ILECs could not reject the port request 
unless there was an error in one of the four fields.”  Id.  T-Mobile and Sprint’s argument 
incorrectly assumes that a number portability request form only needs to have four fields filled in 
and ignores the other critical information necessary to process a number portability request. 

                                                           
1  Petition for Declaratory Ruling, Telephone Number Portability, CC Docket No. 95-116, 
DA 07-39 (Dec. 20, 2006). 

2  Joint Reply Comments of T-Mobile USA and Sprint Nextel Corporation, 
Telephone Number Portability, CC Docket No. 95-116; T-Mobile USA, Inc. and Sprint 
Nextel Corporation Petition for Declaratory Ruling, DA 07-39 (Feb. 23, 2007)(“T-
Mobile/Sprint Reply Comments”). 
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It is not reasonable, however, to expect either wireless carriers or landline carriers to port a 
telephone number where only four fields are filled out on the number portability request form, as 
T-Mobile and Sprint argue.  See id.  This request is contrary to industry practice.  For example, 
the number portability request form used by the wireless industry is two-pages long and has 41 
fields.  See Attachment A to this Letter.  Of those 41 fields, 31 are either mandatory or 
conditional, and 10 are optional.   

Similarly, the forms used by Verizon for number portability requests require a comparable 
number of fields.  For example, in the Verizon East states (the former BellAtlantic states), only 
26 fields on the LSR need to be completed for an intermodal number portability request under 
the industry guidelines for number portability (“LSOG”).  See Verizon Comments3 at 
Attachment A.     

In each case, some of the fields are used to validate the identity of the customer whose number is 
being ported.  For example, the wireless industry uses four of its 41 fields to validate the identity 
of the customer whose number is being ported, and Verizon East uses five of its 26 fields for the 
same purpose.  The information in the remaining fields is also needed to complete the porting 
request.  Such information includes the submitting carrier, the customer’s current carrier, the 
direction of the port (e.g., wireline to wireless), and the desired due date and time for the port.  
The information in these and other fields is necessary for completing a port request. 

Nor is it reasonable to expect carriers to port a telephone number where there are errors in the 
fields on the number portability request form.  See T-Mobile/Sprint Reply Comments at 12.  For 
example, if a wireless carrier or landline carrier receives a number portability request form with a 
desired due date that has already passed (e.g., a request submitted in May with an April due 
date), there is an obvious error on that form, and the executing carrier should be able to reject it 
and not process it.  Similarly, if the port request form identifies the submitting carrier and the 
current service provider as the same carrier, the form has an error and should not be processed.  
Under T-Mobile and Sprint’s proposal, wireline carriers would be required to process such port 
requests even if it would lead to a complete loss of service. 

Second, T-Mobile and Sprint argue that “a reduction in the number of validation fields in all 
likelihood would result in a cost savings to both the competitive carriers and the LECs from 
whom numbers are being ported.”  See T-Mobile/Sprint Reply Comments at 12.  Verizon is 
already validating the customer on only five fields or items of information on the number 
portability request – namely, account number, ported telephone number, state, type of service, 
and, in some jurisdictions, customer name.  This is only one more validation field than the four 
validation fields proposed by T-Mobile and Sprint.  T-Mobile and Sprint provide no support for, 
and do not quantify, the alleged cost savings that would result from one fewer validation field. 

                                                           
3  See Verizon’s Opposition to T-Mobile USA, Inc. and Sprint Nextel’s Petition for 
Declaratory Ruling Regarding Number Portability, Telephone Number Portability, CC Docket 
No. 95-116 (Feb. 8, 2007)(“Verizon Comments”). 
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Moreover, reducing or changing the number of validation fields on Verizon’s number portability 
request form would not result in “reduced fallout and its associated costly manual intervention 
required of both the new and old service providers,” as T-Mobile and Sprint argue.  See id.  In 
fact, any change to these validation fields that reduces the number of rejected porting requests 
would likely increase manual intervention and erroneously ported numbers.  As Verizon 
explained in its reply comments, the overwhelming majority of rejected porting requests from 
wireless carriers have the wrong account number, the wrong ported telephone number, or the 
wrong customer name.  See Verizon Reply Comments4 at 2-3.  Accepting these porting requests, 
rather than rejecting them, would dramatically increase the quantity of numbers ported in error.  
Restoring telephone service to customers that have had their numbers ported in error requires 
costly manual intervention by both the new service providers and the old service providers. 

Third, Integra argues that “[m]any incumbent LECs require requesting carriers to provide data on 
an LSR that is not strictly necessary to complete a port . . . simply to make the incumbent LEC’s 
disconnection process easier.”  Integra Reply Comments5 at 3.  According to Integra, “the 
requesting carrier is not the executing carrier’s agent and should not be expected to gather and 
provide information” to disconnect the customer’s service.  Id. at 4.  Integra’s argument is 
premised on the erroneous assumption that disconnecting the customer’s service is not part of the 
process of porting the customer’s telephone number. 

When a customer’s telephone number is ported to a new service provider, the customer’s service 
with the old service provider is disconnected.  The customer’s new service provider is the 
customer’s agent for the request to port the customer’s number and to disconnect the customer’s 
service from the old service provider.  It is therefore entirely appropriate for a number portability 
request form to include all the information necessary for the old service provider to disconnect 
the customer’s service. 

Moreover, if the old service provider were not able to disconnect the customer’s service with the 
information on the number portability request form, the old service provider would have to 
contact the customer to obtain that information.  Adding this manual step to the number 
portability process would make it impossible to process porting requests on a mechanized basis.  
It could also drive up the cost of processing port requests and increase the interval for porting 
numbers. 

                                                           
4  See Verizon’s Reply Comments to T-Mobile USA, Inc. and Sprint Nextel’s Petition for 
Declaratory Ruling Regarding Number Portability, Telephone Number Portability, CC Docket 
No. 95-116 (Feb. 22, 2007)(“Verizon Reply Comments”). 

5  See Reply Comments of Integra Telecom, Inc. in Support of T-Mobile USA, Inc. and 
Sprint Nextel’s Petition for Declaratory Ruling Regarding Number Portability, Telephone 
Number Portability, CC Docket No. 95-116 (Feb. 23, 2007)(“Integra Reply Comments”). 
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Finally, Integra argues that “[s]ome executing carriers require requesting carriers to notify them 
as early as before 3:00 pm on the day of a port if the port must be rescheduled.”  Id. at 5.  
Verizon does not impose such a requirement on requesting carriers. 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Attachment 
 
cc: Adam Kirschenbaum 

Marcus Maher 
Christi Shewman 
Ann Stevens 


