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The National Association of State Utility Consumer Advocates (“NASUCA”)1 submits the
following comments in response to the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking under consideration
pursuant to the FCC FACT SHEET and accompanying Draft Order dated October 26, 2017 (“the
Draft Order”).
NASUCA strongly opposes the proposal contained in Section V.B of the Draft Order,
“Improving Lifeline’s Effectiveness for Consumers,” specifically the proposal in paragraph 64 to
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discontinue Lifeline support for non-facilities-based service. The Lifeline program is funded
through the Universal Service Fund (“USF”). There are 11,339,293 total Lifeline customers.2
More than 75% of low-income families in the Lifeline program use non-facilities-based services.3
The elimination of non-facilities-based service would thus gut the Lifeline program and effectively
end its provision of critical communication services to millions of low-income households,
including veterans who rely on the program for medical help, jobs, and support; homeless youth
who rely on it for safety; children and parents who rely on it for school work and communicating
with teachers; senior citizens; and rural Americans.4 The impact on Lifeline consumers would thus
be immediate and devastating, removing the provision of safe, reliable communication to millions
of Americans.
These draconian measures are neither warranted by the facts, nor justifiable by intended
results. Measures implemented by the FCC in recent years have dramatically reduced incidents of
waste, fraud, and abuse. This is evidenced by the significant drop in the cost of Lifeline program
from $2.1 billion in 2012 to $1.3 billion in 2017.
There is also no credible argument that eliminating non-facilities-based service will spur
investment in voice- and broadband-capable networks. The current non-facilities-based service
providers may well find that it is not economically viable to either build their own wired facilities
or overbuild other facilities-based providers. There are also existing robust programs funded by
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the USF, such as the Connect America Fund, that are intended to incent the build out of 21st
century communications infrastructure.
The Lifeline program is not one designed to create new networks; rather, its primary goal is
to provide critical communication services to low-income Americans in immediate need. This it
does well, and to withdraw these services from millions of consumers is unjust, unnecessary, and
cruel.
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