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1. Comparing the 511 Tariffs

The companion spreadsheet (511 Tariffs Compared DRAFT v2.xls) to this document illustrates the broad range of tariff charges currently being assessed by Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers (ILECs) for implementing the 511 dialing code. The carriers noted have presented these charges to 511 implementers and / or Public Utility / Service Commissions. In many cases, charges may have initially been higher and have been negotiated to the levels shown.

It should be noted that some of the smaller carriers listed have higher charges per-Central Office or Per-Local Calling Area. However, in the final accounting, their charges may be lower as they have fewer Central Offices (COs) or Local Calling Areas than other carriers.

It must also be noted that some of the charges listed are actually for Individual Case Basis (ICB) pricing. They are listed here, as the carriers have indicated an intention of a) filing a tariff based on these charges, or b) the carrier is large enough (nationally) to warrant noting for the information of other implementers.

2. Columns and their Meaning

The following illustrates the column titles on the spreadsheet and the meaning and contents of each.

2.1 ILEC

This is the name of the carrier noted for a particular area. There is only one ILEC per specific exchange (Central Office) area, though there may be many CLECs (Competitive Local Exchange Carriers) in the same area.

2.2 State

This column notes the state for which the tariff is in place. In some cases, multiple states may be listed for an ILEC. This listing shows that certain carriers have different tariffs in place in different states.

2.3 Initial Non-Recurring Fee

This lists an initial fee charged by the carrier, along with a note regarding how the charge applies. In some cases, there is simply a “Service Establishment Fee” charged by the carrier to set up and implement programming, while in other cases, charges may apply “per Local Calling Area,” in which case the charge is multiplied by the number of local calling areas in the requested implementation area. 

2.4 Per Central Office

These charges are assessed by the carrier per CO. This means that the number of COs in the requested coverage area multiplies these charges. Charges vary widely, but one must consider the carrier and the number of COs when reviewing the individual charges. For example: Quincy Telecom in Florida charges $572 per CO for 511 programming, but Quincy Telecom has only one CO, so this represents their total programming charges. 

Conversely, Sprint’s charges in Florida are only $250 per CO. But Sprint has 74 COs in Florida, making their total for CO programming $18,500 (not including other charges).

2.5 Change of Point to Number

A carrier assesses this charge when the implementer wishes to change the terminating number for the 511 translations. In some cases, this is a single charge for the change, while in other cases charges apply per-CO. In one specific case, there are two charges listed as they apply to both (change of Terminating Number and change per CO). 

2.6 Monthly Recurring Charges

These charges are assessed by a carrier based on the number of calls translated through their switches. Many are based on a “sliding scale,” where the implementer is charged a certain sum for between AAA and BBB calls, and a higher sum for between BBB and CCC calls. The sliding scale differs from carrier to carrier and by carrier from state to state. 

3. Implications for Deployers

Inference can be taken from the wide variety of charges, that deployers are often able to negotiate the many of the charges proposed by the carriers. Though the costs assessed by many of the smaller carriers may seem high (per CO or LCA), their total charges will not compare at all to those assessed by larger carriers with multiple COs and LCAs.

Deployers should consider trying to work with, or present a case before, their local Public Utilities Commissions regarding tariffs. While not every such case has proven successful, some deployers have been able to significantly reduce the programming charges by these actions with the PUC.

Carriers presenting ICB pricing do not allow for PUC intervention, but deployers should still request justification of each charge to insure validity. At least one carrier has, to this point, insisted that 511 programming “must” utilize their AIN (Advanced Intelligent Network) platform, and that all charges associated with continued use of the AIN is valid. This even though the DOT request is for simple Switch-Based routing, wherein ALL calls coming through a switch are routed to the same terminating number (i.e. no caller specific information is required for routing). 

Finally, the companion spreadsheet to this document should serve as witness that, though some carriers state that they are filing a “national tariff,” or that their pricing is nationally based, deployers have been able to negotiate these charges on a state-by-state level. 
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