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Dear Ms. Dortch:

I write on behalf of Neustar, Inc., in response to the March 20, 2012, letter of John T.
Nakahata and Madeleine V. Findley on behalf of Telcordia Technologies, Inc. (“Telcordia
Letter”). In an apparent attempt to obtain regulatory intervention in favor of the selection of
multiple Local Number Portability Administration (LNPA) vendors, Telcordia has
mischaracterized both Professor Masten’s economic analysis and the history of the current
LNPA contract. Nevertheless, Telcordia does not seriously dispute that: (1) the provision of
Number Portability Administration Center (NPAC) services is characterized by significant
economies of scale (which include but are not limited to avoidance of duplicative start-up costs);
(2) a Request for Proposal (RFP) that mandates the award of contracts to multiple providers is
likely to increase the cost of NPAC services relative to a winner-takes-all procurement; and (3)
Telcordia’s suggested prohibition of package bidding, i.e., bids for the combination of all
regions, conflicts with the information and efficiency objectives of competitive procurement.

Telcordia implies that the industry, as represented by the North American Portability
Management, LLC (NAPM) is not “principal[ly] concerned” with “consumers and the public
interest.” Telcordia Letter at 1. Neustar disagrees. Neustar supports the consensus proposal
adopted by the Commission and appreciates the efforts of the NAPM, the North American
Numbering Council (NANC), and the Commission in designing a process to ensure that the
NPAC will continue to facilitate competition, innovation, and reliability of network operations in
the United States. Contrary to Telcordia’s claim, the NAPM, subject to supervision by the
NANC, has exactly the right incentives to design an RFP process and select an LNPA in a
manner that will best serve the public interest and consumers. The industry, which bears 100
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