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Mrs. Blanca S. Bay6 
Director, Commission Clerk and 

Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

Administrative Services 

Re: Docket No. 001 503-TP (Number Pootins Trials) 

Dear Ms. Bayo: 

Enclosed is an original and fifteen copies of BellSouth 
Telecommunications, Inc.'s Motion for Official Recognition of Orders, which we 
ask that you file in the captioned docket. 

A copy of this letter is enclosed. Ptease mark it to indicate that the original 
was filed and return the copy to me. Copies have been served to the parties 
shown on the attached Certificate of Service. 
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cc: All Parties of Record 
Marshall M. Criser 111 
R. Douglas Lackey 
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BEFUIRIE: THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Cost recovery and ) 
allocation issues for number 1 
poolink trials in Florida 1 

2. 

Docket NO. 001 503-TP 

Filed: June 10,2004 

BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.'S 
MOTION FOR OFFICIAL RECOGNITlON OF ORDERS 

Pursuant to rule 28- 106.204, Florida Administrative Code, BellSouth 

Telecommunications, Inc. ("BellSouth") files this Motion for Official Recognition of Orders and 

states: 

1. On February 26,2004, the North Carolina Public Utilities Commission entered an 

order entitled In the Matter of Area Code Relief for North Carolina 's 7O4/910/919 Numbering 

Plan Areas, in Docket No. P-100, Sub 137. This Order addresses cost relief for state-mandated 

number pooling trials and is relevant to the above-styled proceeding. This Order was entered 

after BellSouth, Sprint-Florida, Inc., and the Citizens of Florida filed their Joint Stipulation of the 

Record on February 4, 2004, with this Commission. The North Carolina order is attached as 

Exhibit A. 

2. This Commission referenced the North Carolina Utilities Commission's 

consideration of a petition for cost recovery in Order No. PSC-03-1096-PAA-TP at pp. 8-9 

(Notice of Proposed Agency Action Order Granting In Part BellSouth's Petition for Cost 

Recovery), but noted that no action had been taken on the petition at the time this Commission's 

Order was entered. 

3. The Commission's Notice of Proposed Agency Action in this case also discusses 

orders relating to cost recovery issued by the Michigan Public Service Commission on 

November 20,2001, and the Arizona Corporate Commission on August 29,2001. See Order No. 



PSC-03-1096-PAA-TP at 8. Both of these orders were included in the parties' Joint Stipulation 

of the .Record filed in this proceeding. In the course of preparing its brief in this case, BellSouth 

discovered that the Michigan Commission also entered an order on February 1, 2002, in Case 

NO. U-13686 in response to requests for rehearing of the order in the same docket dated 

November 20,2001. The order on rehearing is attached as Exhibit B. 

3. In an effort to ensure that this Commission is fully apprised of all relevant state 

orders relating to thousands-block number pooling cost recovery, BellSouth respectfi.dIy requests 

that the Commission take official notice of the attached orders from North Carolina and 

Michigan. 

Respectfblly submitted this 10th day of June, 2004. 

BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. 

c/o Nancy H. Sirns 
150 South Monroe Street 
Suite 400 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 
(305) 347-5558 

Suite 4300 
675 W. Peachtree Street, NE 
Atlanta, GA 30375 
(404) 335-0747 

2 
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In the Matter of Area Code Relief for North Carolina's 7O4910/9 19 Numbering Plon 
A K r l S  

DOCKET NO. P- 100, SUB I37 

North Carolina Utilities Commission 

2004 N. C. PUC LENS 19# 

February 26,2Oa 

opmxm: p i 1  
ORDER GRANTING COST RECOVERY 
BY THE COMMISSION: On May 19,2003, BellSouth Telecommunications, IN. (BellSouth) filed its request to 

recover pooling costs incurred for the slate mandated thousands-block pooling trials as ordered by the Commission in 
advance of the national progm rollout, 

recommendatiotis with respect to the recovcry of such costs by July 24,2003. 

Staff an extension of time iiatil August 2 1,2003 to makc its comments available lo the Cammkion. 

the Commission on May 19,2003. 

which were: filed with tire Commission on August 21,2003. 

recovery meet thc "LNP-three prong-test" and file a r e v i d  cost study far H e w  and approval. [*2) 

approve its revised cost study as filed on Uctober 27,2003 without further revision since it is consistent with 
instructions provided by the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) in its Number Portability ahd Number 
Pooling Orders. 

9,2004 on thc rcasonableness and accuracy of the cost study as filcd by BellSwth on October 27,2003, 

BellSouth. 

By Order dated June 10,2W3, the Commission rtquestd the Public Staff to assess BellSouth's filing and make 

By Order dated July 28,203, based on an oral requtst from thc Public Stall'* the Commission gmntcd the Public 

On August 2 I t  2003, the Public Staff filed its comments on BellSouth's Cost Recovery Plm which was filed with 

011 October 27,2003, BellSouth filed a revised cost recovery study based upon the comments ofthe Public Staff 

By Oxdcr dated November 14,2003, the Commission rquested that BellSouth vcrify that the costs identified for 

On December 4,2003, BellSouth filed a response to the Commission's Order requesting that the Commission 

By Orders dated December 15 and 17.2003, the Commission requested comments fiom the Public Staff by January 

On January 16,2004, the hblic  Staff filed its approval of the October 27,2003 cost recovery study filed by 

BELLSOUTH'S REQUEST FUR NUIMBER POOIJNG COST RECOVERY 
In its Petitiun tu recover thousands-block pooling costs, BellSouth stated that thc FCC ruled in those instances 

where state mandated number pooling preceded the national program, states must develop their own cost recovery 
scheme for thG joint and ctirrier specific costs of implementing and administering pooling in the Numbering Plan Area 
(NPA) in question. Thc Commission petitioned and was gmtcd delegated authority by the FCC to implament 
thousands-black pooling ['3] trials far h e  704,319 nnd 336 NPAs. nl Statc mandated pooling trials wcrc subsequently 
implerncntcd in the 704,919 and 336 NPAs preceding the rollout ofthe national pooling program 

Exhibit A 
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BellSouth commented that the Commission appointed Telcordia to act as the interim Pooling Administrator for the 
trials in North Caroljna until such time as the national administralor was named by the PCC n2 Furthernmre, as stated 
by BellSouth, the Commission directed TclcoKiia "to enter into contracts with thc industry for cost recovcry until such 
time as the FCC amounces the national pooling program guidelines and practices." Telcordia acted as the pooling 
administrator until thc FCC on 3unc 18,2001 selected 'NeuSkar as the National Thousands-Block Numbct Pooling 
Administrator *id the Commission on August 21,2001 transitioficd [*43 all number pooling trials from Tclcordia to 
NeuStar. 

In coirjunction with tfic Commission's interest to implement pooling trials in respective NPAs, comments were also 
sought by the Commissim DJI the subject cost recovery for state mandated poIinp, b.ials fmm the telecommunicathns 
industry. After n comment cycle on cast recovery, the Commission issued its Order on November 27,2001 stating that (1 
modified LNP cast allocation methodology should be used to recover the administrative expenses incurred by Teicordia 
for the respective pooling trials. Furthermore, as stated by BellSouth, the FCC notes that "development and 
implementation of state recovery is necessary to insure that carriers recover the costs of advance implementation of 
thousands-block number pooling attributable to the state jurisdiction." Additionally, BellSouth commented that the FCC 
stated that, "when carriers have incurred costs 1'5) directly related to thousands-block number poolkg at the state level 
prior to the implementation of national thousands-block poliny, thc advancement costs of sbk-specific deployment 
should be attributed to thc state jurisdiction. In other words, carrier specific costs directly related to number p l i n g  that 
arc incurred for national implementation of thousands-block pooling should be recoverable through the federal 
mechanism, but any costs attributable to advance deployment at the state level will be subject to state rccovery 
rn&anisms." 

BcllSouth stated thnt the costs incuned to implement state m d a t e d  pooling in tire 704,919 and 336 NPAs were 
submittcd using the LNP methodology to spread incurred custs by access line. As stated by ScilSouth, the thousands- 
block pooling related costs included network capital and expenses (e.g., switch generic advancement and switch pmhg 
feature s o h a x ) ,  employee related expenses (e.g., switch translations, network conbwt salaries and black 
admixtistration center salaries) and Tclcordia's number pooling administration expenses. BellSouth proposed four 
alternative end-user assessment methods to recovcr the pooling trial expenses; ( I )  a [*6] snc-timc fee to d l  residential 
and business cusborners; (2) a one-tim fee applied to all business lincs; (3) a monthly fee that would be applied to all 
residential and business lines aver a twelve month period; and, (4) a monthly fee that would be applied to all bmimss 
h e s  over a twelve month period. 

In its s v ,  BellSouth stated that it seeks to recover its costs of implementing the number pooling triols as 
exogenous to its price regulation plan since the costs were incurred in ~espotlsc to a Codssion's delegated authority 
from thc FCC. Additionally, BellSouth stated that the filing clesrly identifies the governmental action, the proposed 
adjustment to prices, and the duration of tlic adjustment with associated revenue impact of the govemntal  action. 

COMMENTS 
The Pthlic Staff commented that several adjustments should be made to the cost recovery study filed by BellSouth 

The adjustments which the Public Staff suggested that BellSouth make to its cost recovery study WCTC as follows: 

as well its stating that m y  recovery be: gmntcd as a one-timc surcharge on both business and residential lincs. 

(1) the c a p M  account cost factors included in the study by BellSouth should [*7] reflect those approvcd in Docket No. 
P-100, Sub 133d These factors calculate the cost of money and othcr costs for specific plant accounts such DS 
maintenance, depreciation, ad valorem taxes, and incomc taxes; (2) the economic lives for the capital plant accounts and 
the averalt cast ofmoney used in calculating labor and third party expenscs should also reflect those approval in 
Docket No. P-100, Sub 133d; (3) the calculation or the annualized plant specific cost of money and income taxes arc 
overstated and should be adjust& by deducting depreciation expcilse from the initial investment bcfore calculating the 
cost of money and income taxes; (4) soflwztre costs should be reviscd to reflect the advancement costs of installing the 
sofiware earlier than planiied mtlw than the full cost of software and associated installation; and, (5 )  the savings due to 
the defend of n new area code should be calculatcd based on five y c m ,  rather than three as propscd by BellSouSh. 
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The Public Staff commented that any stdiarge would bc smaH and the benefits of number pooling apply equafly to 
business and residential customers; thereforc the recovery should be accomplished using a one-time surcharge [*SI on 
business and residential lincs. Also, BellSouth should not impose the surchacgc on its tifcline customers. 

REPLY COMMENTS 

In its rcpl$iornmcnb filed October 27,2003, BellSouth responded to each of the cost revision recnmmsndations 
which were earlicr made by the Public Staff. BclfSouth submitted a nvised cost study with its reply comments and 
responded z1s follows: (I)  capital cost account factors used in Docket No. P-100, Sub 1336 were adopted in the revision; 
(2) economic lives for the capital pIant accounts and overall cost of money used in Docket No. P-100, Sub I336 were 
adopted in thc rcvisiati which also adjusted common and shared overhead factors; (3) depreciation was subtracted from 
the product of investment and thc annuity of present amount fhctor, as illustrated in Exhibit A in its reply commentfi; (4) 
although the Public Staff proposed rccovery of the advancement costs of softwan: costs, BellSouth did not recovcr the 
costs i t  i n c m d  for implementing numhr pooling in the trial areas ofNorth Carolina through the national pooling cost 
recovery mechanism, it is entitld to recover the ftll amount of these sohvare translatiorr costs, as directed by the FCC; 
and, (5) [*9] the cost study was revised to reflect the five year delay in the implementation of a new area code to 
calculate savings due to number poaling. 

BellSouth concurred in the Public Staffs recommendation to slssess a one-time surchmge on both residential and 
busincss lines. The one-time surclrorgc will be $ .G9 per residential and business line, afler d i n g  the revisions tu its 
original cost study as proposed by the Public Staff. BellSouth stated that in using the number pbrtobitity guidelines in 
assessing the number of surcharges per line, the foltowing one time charges would be applied as follows: (1) onc charge 
($ .69) on each residmthl and nplar busincss and Ccntrex line; (2) nin0 swcharges ($6.2 1) per PBX trunk and 
McgatinWLightgate NAR; and, ( 3 )  five surcharges ($3.45) per Primary Rate TSDN line (PW. 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

In response to BellSouth's revised cost study of October 27,2003, the Commission entered ils Order un November 
14,2003, requasting BellSouth to review the cost elcmnts reflected in its study to insure that the "LNP-three prong 
test" was adhered to in this proceeding. In slrmmary, the costs to be recovered ushg the LNP criteria were to be thosc 
that [*? 01 were incurred "but for'' thowds-black number poling, "for the provision of' thousands-block number 
pooling, and only "new" costs of thousandsblock number paling. n3 Specifically, the Cornmission requested that the 
costs reflected in the cost recovery study for 50,ftware expnses, Block Adminishatian Center (BAC) suppart expenses 
and generic switch nddilioWaupma.rions bc weighed using the "LNP-three prong test." 

n3 Third Report art4 Order crnd Second Order on Reconsidmarim in Dochi Nu. 96-98 and CC Docket NO. 99- 
zou, Pnra 43. 

On Deccmber 4,2003, BellSouth responded fo the Commission's Order on the subject areas of sonware expenses, 
BAC expenses and genetic switch upgrades. On the issue ofsoftware costs movmy, BellSouth stated that "as explained 
in Exhibit A of  BellSouth's original cost study, filed May 19,2003, thc Dumber pooling feature software is used solely 
for the purpose of providing number pooling." BeflSauth further comnlented b t  thc sobarc capital costs and 
mnslatjons expenses meet [*1 I] the othct two requircmcnts ofthc LNP test bccause they were incurred "for the 
provision of' and "new" due to the implementation of thousands-block number pooling. 

The BAC expenses are "new" costs bccause they \.yere not previoiisly incurred by BellSouth prior to the 
requirement to implement number pooling. The cost of BAC personnel in the study was dedicated to the state mandated 
pooling trials, according to BellSouth. The regional BAC expenses were prorated among state trials using thc 
pcrccntagt of lincs in BellSouth's North Carolina ccntral offices, wlme the trials were conducted, to total access lines 
throughout the BellSouth region where state poofing trials were conducted. As fiuthtr commented upon by BellSouth, 
the primary function of the BAC is to dotiate and receive blocks ofnumbers, issue service orders, update internal 
systems at donation and complete and issue rcquircd reports to the Pooling Administrator. 

otrributablc to number pooling, and thcrcfore, do m e t  the "LNP-tbe  prong tcst." There were switches withih the 
BellSouth nctwork which would not h a w  [*l2] been capabIe of call routing in a pooling environment without the 
advancement of generic upgrades. Additionally, these advanccments \-vere ncw costs not being recovcrcd through any 

On the cost issue of the advmcenicnt of generic switch costs, rhese costs rcprescnt the incremental partion of costs 
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other cost recovtq mechanism which represented 26.20% of thc total switch generic costs. n4 BcllSouth further 
commented that ''joint costs of thousands block numbcr pooling arc incrcmentsrl costs associated with new invesrrnents 
or expenses that directly support thousands-block number pooling and also support one or morc non-number poolhg 
fu'unctions.': 

As stated by BcllSonth, the FCC in ifs Third R c p ~ r t  and Order at Paragraph 22 I mid "joint costs of thousands- 
block number pooling are incremental cosls associated with new investments or expenses that directly suppofi 
thousands-block number ponling and also support one or mrc non-number pooling functions. [* 13 J And further, 
Paragraph 222 stated that the definition ofjoint cost that we adopt in this proceeding means that carriers should 
recognize only a portion of the joint costs of softwarc generics, hardware and OSS, SST or All4 upgrades as carrier 
specific costs directly related to thousands-block number pooling." "Where an upgrade rnects the two part eligibility test 
and is riot dedicated solely to thousands-block number pooling implementation, the LEC should make a speciaf showing 
in i& costs study to establish the eligible thousands-black number pooling associated with an upgrade [with emphasisJ." 
BellSouth stated that its cost study only sceks to recover the advancement costs of the genevic upgrades and full 
rccavery ofthcsc costs should be allowed 

BellSouth concluded by stating that the Commission should approve its revised cost study witbout furrher revisions. 
BellSouth commkd that the study is consistent with the FCC's Number Portability and Number Pooling Orders. 

In response to the Commission's Orders dated December I 5 and 17, 2003, the Public Staff filed comments on 
January 16,2004 concerning BellSouth's revised cost study. The Public Staff stated that, "based on the information 
[*I41 provided, the Public Staff believes the study provides a reasonable and accurate cnlculatian far the recovery of 
cosw associated with the poling trials auiborized by thc Commission." 

WHEREUPON, thc Commission reaches the following 
CONCLUSIONS 

After careful consideration, the Commission believes that the one-time surcharges recommended by BellSouth 
which allow far its recovery of costs associated with tho implementation of thousands4kdc number pooling trials in 
North Caroiina should be spproved. As almdy noted, thousands-block pooling trials were delegated by the FCC to the 
Comnrission, and the Commission subsequently mandated trials in the 704,919 and 336 WAS to CO~CI-VC numbering 
resources. Wiih thc FCC's delegation to the various states to implement thousands-block number pooling in advance of 
the national program for pooling, which includes No& Carolina, the recovery of costs incumd by service prcrtvidcrs to 
implement state mandated pooling trials were to bc recovered thxough a state cost recovery mechanism The PCCs 
position on thc: state's responsibility to cost recovery was made before deciding upon a federal recovery mechanism, 
should a federal recovery mechanism [*lS] be recommended. It is also noted that BellSouth is the rmt tmal exchange 
canicr to petition the Cornmission to nlbw for the recovery of costs and expenses incurred to implement Commission 
mandated poling trials. 

BellSouth presented in its cost study the costs and expenditures mde  and incumd to implcn;oent pooling which 
were offset by savings realized by deferral of an additional NPA for the 919 and 336 NPAs (i.e,, an overlay is approved 
for 919 and an overlay is recommended by the inrlusby for 336)). In the originat 704 NPA, the NPA 980 overlay was 
implemented before pooling was implemented, therefore no cost savings were attributable kt pooling in the 704/980 
NPAs. As reflected in BellSouth's cost information 8s filed, expenditures were categorically made for the advancement 
of switch gcntrics, nwmbcr pooling software, and number pooling administrative: expenses. These costs and expenses 
must meet the criileria of the "LW-three pmng test", as requested by the Commission in its Order of November 14, 
2003, to insure an accurak and reasaaabk representation of cost directly attributable to the state mandated thousai~ds- 
block number pooling trials. 

Lastly, the Commission believes [*l6] that using the number portability guidclines, a5 noted by BellSouth in 
assessing the number of surcharges par linc, the following one time charges wadd be applied as foilows; (I) one charge 
($ -69) on each residential and regular business and Centrex line; (2) nine surcharges ($ G.21) per PBX trunk and 
MegoLinIu'Lightgotc NAR; and, (3) fivc surcharges (5 3.45) per Primary Rate ISDN line {PRJ). Furthcmtore, the 
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Commission concludes that BellSouth should provide its end users proper notification (e.g. billing inserts, etc.) for the 
forthtomihg surcharge, which should bc jointly developed with the Public RaE, and submitted for-approval by the 
Commissian at least one billing cycle prior to end user billing of  the approved recovery surcharges. 

1T IS,’THEREFORE, ORDERED as follows: 

i . That BeMSauth shall be allowed to recover its costs incurred to implement the thousands-block number pooling 

2. That BellSouth shall not impose the cost recovery surcharge on its Lifeline customers. 

3. That BellSouth, jaindy in consultation with thc Public StafT, shall submit for approval by thc Commission an 
agreed upon [ * 171 customer billing notice progrnm by March 3 1,2004, 

4. That BellSouth shall provide end users pmper surcharge notification at leaat ant: billing cycle b prior la actual 
biliing implementation of thc surcharge(s). 

5. That BellSouth shall implement c a t  recovery at the following surcharge levtfs: (1) onc charge ($ .6P) on each 
residential and regular business and Centrex linc; (2) nine surcharges (S 6.21) per PBX trunk and MegiLinWLightgate 
NAR; and, (3) five surcharges {33,45) per Primary Rate ISDN line (PRI). 

trials mandated by the Cornmission which preceded the rollout of the national program. 

ISSUED BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION. 

This the 26th day of February, 2004. 
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In the nmtter, on the Commission’s own motion, to consider the iniplemenfation of limited 
number pmling trials 

Case No. U-I 3036 

MIClITGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

2002 Mich. PSC LEXIS 22 

February 1,2002 

PANEL: [*l] PRESENT: Hati. Laura Chappelle, Chairman; %Ton. David A. Svonda, Cornmissioncr; Hon. Robert €3. 
Nelson, Commissioner 

OPINION: At the Febmary 1,2002 meeting of the Michigan Public Scwiec Commission in Lansing, Michigan. 

On August 24,2W 1, the Commission received conditional authority horn the Federal Communications 
Commission (FCC) to institute thousands-block number pooling in five area codes. In the Matter of Numbering 
Rcsource Optimization, CC Docket No. 99-200 et al.. DA 0 1-20 13 (rt3. Augwt 24,2001). On September 7,200 I ,  thc 
Commission issued an order requesting comments on how to initialc number pooling bids in Michigan. On October 1 1, 
2001, after reviewing the comments, the Commission issued an order requiring that B number pooling trial begin in the 
3 13 NPA no later than February 24,2002 and in the 734 NPA no later than July 1,2062. On November 20,2001, thc 
Conmission issued an order addressing the issue o f  how providers wmfd recover the costs of thc number pooling trials. 

In that order, the Commission found, among other things, that the sharcd industry costs should be allocated 
according to the local number portability (WP) methodology. The Commissioia [*2) also found that the carrier-specific 
costs, such as equipment upgrades and employee training, as well BS the shared industry costs allocated to each carrier, 
should be treated as a cost of doing business. For that -on, the Commission concluded that it was consistent with the 
FCC3 rcquircments not to provide B v i a l  cost recovery mechanism. 

On December 20,200 1, Vzrizon Nonh Inc. and Contel ofthe South, Inc,, d/b/a Verizon North Systems, 
(collectively, Verizon) and Arncrilcch Michigan filed petitions for rehearing. 

Amwittch Michigaa asks the Commission to clarify that because ( I )  the FCC nmndates cost recovery, (2) the order 
rcjwted the concept of a special new cost recovery mechanism, but (3) the order did not reject Ammitech Michigan’s 
suggestion that the costs be recovered though a tempomy adjustment to the LNP swcbarge, the order appruvcd 
Amtritech Michigan’s proposal. If the Commission does nor agree with that interpretation of thc order, Amcritech 
Michigan argues that thc Commission must modify the order to approve a cost recovery mechanism because the FCCs 
order delegating authority to the ComnGssion so requires. 

Verizon argucs that it was e m r  for the order f*33 to treat number pooling costs as a cost of doing business 
because the FCC requires the Commission to estdblish a special cost recovery mechanism. It says that the costs of 
number pooling are new, nun-routine costs of doing business that would not be incurred but for the Cornmissian- 
imposed requirement that number pooling commence on a trial basis. It says that thcre is no evidence that any of thcse 
costs will bc recovered in the absence of n special cost recovery mechanism. It says that bccause competitive local 
exchange carriers can incrmsc their rates to recover these costs, it would be discriminatory ibr the COnmksion not to 
pcmit thc incumbents also to rccovcr their costs. 

The Commission concludes that it sliould deny the petitions for rehearing. The FCC requires that the Comnlission 
provide a rnechaiiism by which the companies can recover the costs of state number pooling trials. ”The state 
commissions conducting pooling trials must develop a cost recovery mechanism for the joint and carrier-specific costs 
of implementing and administering pooling trials,’’ DA 01-2013, para. 19. “We now dircct $rates that have extrciscd 
detegatcd authority and implemented thousands-bIock number pooling [*4] to iikedse commence gust rccavefy 
procedures for rhcsc s!atc-specific cusk’’ In the  rMatter of Numbering Rcsaurce Optimization, CC Docket No. 99-200 et 
al., ECC 01 -362 (rcl. Dcccmber 28,2001), para. 28. Thc C o d s s i o n  has complicd with that requirement. It tias 
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concluded that the costs should be treated as a cost of doing business, consistent with the FCC's determination. FCC 01- 
362, para. 25 and 37. The result is that the costs art recoverable in the same manner as ally other cost of doing business. 
Anicritcch Michigan and Verizon hovc thc right to file notice of an increase in Tares for basic local exchange service of' 
tiat mare than the increase in the Consumer Price Index less 1% pursuant to MCL 484.2304(2)(b). If tbc companies 
conclude that their costs require B I q e r  increase, they have the right to file an application pursuant to MCL 
484.236y2Xc)i:The Michigan Telecommunications Act (MTA), MCL 484.2 IO1 et seq., permits alterations in other 
rates as well that might pemdt the companies to recover the costs of number pooling trials. In fact, the provisions of the 
MTA may permit recovery of costs that the FCC would not permit under federal law. See FCC 01-362, para, 37-46. 
[*53 If the rats freeze created by Scclion 701, MCL 484.2701, which was stayed in fdeml court at the request of 
Amcritcch Michigan and Verizon, is reinstated, the cornpanics arc fmt io retwn to the Commission to q u e  that the rate 
freezc must yield to the requirement of the FCC that they be permittcd to recover the costs of numbcr pwiing ttiab. 

The Commission rejects the argument that the FCC requires the Commission to create o mechanism that would 
permit the companies to increase their rates in addition to, and independat of, the provisions or the MTA. "We also 
conclude that m n y  oftha costs associated with tliousatds-block number poclling are ordinary costs Cor which no 
additioual or special recovery is appropriate." FCC 01-362, para. 25, Amcritcch Michigan and Veiizon have not cited 
any authority for their position that they 8ce entitled to impose a surcharge on customers' bills to recover any mounts 
that they spend on number pooling without regard to the rccovery of numbering resource costs that is provided by their 
current rates, the recovery of additional costs that they could obtain under mechanisms that are already available under 
the MTA, and the reduction in costs that [*6J map result from number pooling. 

Finally, the Commission denies Amerikch Michigan's request to clarify that it intended to provide recovery 
through an increase in the LNP surcharge. Tlre Cornmission did not approve that proposal, for the reasons discussed in 
both the November 20,200 1 order and his order. 

The Commission FINDS that: 

a. Jurisdiction is pursuant to 1991 PA f 79# as amended, MCL 434.2 101 et scq.; 1969 PA 306, as amended, MCL 
24.201 et seq,; and thc Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure, as amended, 1992 AACS, R 460.17101 et seq, 

b. The petitions for rehearing should be denied. 

THEWFORE, IT E3 OWERED that the petitions for rchcaring filed by Vcrizon North Inc., Contcl of the South, 
Inc., d/b/a Verizon North System, nnd Ameritech Michigan are denied. 

The Commission reserves jurisdiction and may issue further orders as necessary. 

Any party desiring to appeal this order must do so in the appropriate court within 30 days dler issuance and notice 
of this ordcr, pursuant to MCL 462.26. 

MICHIGAN PuBLrc SERVICE COMMISSION 

By its action of February 1,2002. 


