
PRICING SCHEDlJLE - ~IICHIGA.~ - PRE·JA.'lUARY 1, 1997 PRlCL'4G ~

This Pricing Schedule - Michigan· Pre-January 1. 1997 Pricing shall only be operatIve and effectlve
on and from the Effective Date until December 31. 1996. On and after January 1. 1997. this Pricing Schedule·
Michigan - Pre-January 1. 1997 Pricing shall cease to be of any force and effect and the terms of the PriclI1g
Schedule - ~fichigan shall apply thereafter during the term of this Agreement.

I. Reciprocal Compensation

If the number of minutes of Local Traffic terminated by either Party on the other Party' 5 nerwork is
greater than five percent (5%), plus or minus, of the number of minutes of Local Traffic tenmnated by
the other Party, the Parties shall compensate each other for the transport and temunation of Local
Traffic at the rate of 50.015 per minute of use.

II. BLVIBLVI Traffic

III.

Rate =

Transitinl"

SO.90 per Busy Line Verification
S1. 10 per Busy Line Verification Interrupt
(in addition to SO.90 for Busy Line Verification)

Rate • $0.002 per minute

IV. Unbundled Network Elements

A. Unbundled Loop Rares

1. Loops • Business - two wire mal0l-Basic

Rate- 58.00 per month plus $0.21 cross-eoMection charle per Loop

Loops - Business - four wire malo,

Rate- SI6.00 per month plus $0.42 Cross-coMection charge per Loop

2. Loops - ResideDtiaJ - two wire analo,

Rate- 511.00 per month plus $0.21 cross-connection charle per Loop
'\

Loops - Residential - four wire analol

Rate- 522.00 per month plus $0.42 cross-eonnection cWle per Loop

l' These rates. terms and conditions shall apply unless altered by the Commission prior to December 31. 1996.
If such action occurs, the resulting fates, tenns and conditions shall apply until December 31. 1996.

&ln,S., " au"., l210C ,uuon Michigan~iSjS&edhle • 1



B. Non-Recurring Charges

1. Unbundled Loops

Not applicable pre January 1, 1997.

2. Number Portability;!

Not applicable pre January 1. 1997,

C. Additional Loop Conditioning Charges1/

Loop Type Additional Charges per Loop

Electronic Key Line Rates based on cost

ISDN S22.S0 per month per Loop

HDSL 2W Rates based on cost

HDSL4W Rates based on COSt

ADSL2W Rates based on cost

V. Interim Tel~ommunications Number Portability

See Sccti9D 13.8.

~ See Section 13 8.

1/ The Additional Loop Conditioning Charges are only applicable if the distance requested on an ordered Loop
exceeds such Loop's corresponding transmission chancteristics as set forth in ScdiQD 9.2.1.



PRICING SCHEDULE - MICHIGANt'

I -- 9-! -I Sepdee

See Exhibit ps-r

ITEM II - ReciprOcal Compensation

A.

B.

C.

D.

End Office Local Termination

Tandem Switching

Tandem Transpon Tennination

Tandem Transpon Facility Mileage

$.003637

$.000744

$.000236

$.000006

per minute

per minute

per minute

per minute/per mile

ITEM ID - Iniomatio" Seryjc:es Traffic;

Information Servj,ces Billing and Collection: S TBD1' per message- - -

ITEM IV -'fft:V/BLVI Teaffic

A.

B.

Busy Line Verification (Btv):

Busy Line Verification Interrupt (Btvn:
(in addition to BtV charge)

S .47

S .58

per use

per use

t' All rates, charges and prices set forth 'in this Pricing Schedule are subject to the Commis.sion's ultimate
detennination in Cases No. U-11280.

11 Throughout this Pricing Schedule, -TBO- means -to be determined. - The rate strUcture set forth herein may
ultimately be modified.
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ITEM V - Unbundled NetwQrk Elements

A. Unbundled Loop Rates

1, Recurring Rates
Monthly Rates
Access Area~

A' B
2-Wire Analog

'\

Basic
Ground Stan
Electronic Key Line

4-Wire Analog

Digital
ISDN
4-wire 64 Kbps
4-wire 1. S44 mbps

Cross COMect Charge
(additional. per cross cOMect):
2-wire
4-wire
6-wire
8-wire
OSl
OS3

Service Coordination Charge
- per carrier bill. per switch.

S 9.31 $ 11.84 S 14.67
S10.12 $ 13.13 S 15.79
S14.63 S 20.40 S 22.10

$22.33 S 29.91 S 34.70

SI1.18 S 14.84 $ 17.26
S TBO S TBO S TBO
S TBO S TBO S TBO

_. ,.....

STBO
STBO
STBO
STBO
STBO
STBO

TBD

6' - Access Area- is as defined in Ameritech's applicable tariffs for business and residential Exchange Line
Services.
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2. Non·Recurring Rates

Service Order-Establish/Change: 538.44!'
(Bwiness or Residence)

Line Conr.c=ction: 532.161'
(Business or Residence)

Record Change S8.35

Provisioning Chanae S8.35

B. NIDJ" No CharlC

C. Switchinl

1. Unbundled L.oca.1 SwitChinl

A. Cuscom Routina
•_ • per.DeW LCC. per switCh

B. ULS Pons

• I.iDe Side Port witbow vertical fwu.res

· Suit L.iDe Pon. per pan

• GrOUDd Scan U. Pon. per pon

• ISDN-Direct Pon.
per pon
per telepboDe DUmber

· om Tnmk Port.
per pon
per te1epboa1llU1Dber
lddlrearn.ap eadllmDiDatioa

• ISDN PrimI Tnmk Pon.
per port
per te1IpJaoae DWZlber
addIrearnqe cbalmels

'\

Non·Becurrinl

S THO.

TBD
TBD

TID

TID

TID

TID

TID

Mgnthly

$.54

TBD
TBD

TID
TID

TID
TID
TID

TID
TID

!' The Service Order Charp is & per occasion charle applicable to any number of Loops ordered for the same
loeation and same Customer accoum.

It The Line Connection Charle applies to each Loop.

2/ Accw to Network Interface Device for Accessinl Customer Premises Wuina (Imide Wire)
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~Qo.Rccurrini I,{cr.th!v

· Di·giw Trunking Trunk Port. per port TBD TBD

· Custom Routing Port.
per port TBD
per individual trunk cemunatlon TBD

Centrex Basic Line Port. per port TBO TBD

• Centrex ISDN Line Port. per port TBO TBO

· Centrex EKL Line POrt. per port TBO TBO

· Centrex Attendant Coruole Line Pon. per port TBO TBO

C. Centrex System Charges

· System Features. per common block TBO

· Common Block establishment, each TBO

· System features change or rearrangement.
per feature. per occasion TBO

• System feature activation. per featUre.
per occasioa TaO -

2. Service Charps

Service 0rderiDI Char,es

• 1DWIl TBOtiDe port. per occasion
TNDIt port. per occasion TBO

• Subscgpem
per occasion TBO

Reconl Order per occasion no
CoDVmioD Charp

• chaDp from CD type of liDe-pon
to lDOCber.per eacb chaDpd no

Ameritech Crou-CODDeCtiOIl Service
per carrier craaIpOrt facUiCY.
-2 -Wire (LiDe pon). eacb '!BO
-OSI (trIIDk pon),.. (each iDdividual tnmk) TBO

3. Service CoordiDadoa Fee TBD
• per carrier bill. per swiech.

4. Subsequcm TraiDiDI
• per Company persoa. per hour TBO

~l~~~S~.' 0111t1 1Z10C tlZS20tl Michigan3t6:iDjS&ed&le - 6



s. ULS US11c
• BLJlina Development

. Per mll1ute of use or fraction thereafter
• {nitil1 Minute
• Each Additional Minute

Michialn Port

"'Jop·Besumng

TBO

Pet yt intlte

sooes
SOO22

The rates. charies and prices for a port (as defined in MCLA 484.1102(x)) are as follows:

Basic BusinesslP.B.X.
P.B.X. GroUDcl Start

Service 0rdcriaI Charp
peroccuioa

Local Usqe per miDwe ofuse

Service COOl"dUwioa Fee

Nonrecutrin&
Charie

$41.30
47.30

12.34

Initial miDwe
or frlctioa

$O.ooS04

NoaR.ecuniq
Cbarp

N/A

Monthly
Rare

2.12
2.51

AdditionaL Minute
or frlctioa

SO.0011

Moathly
Rale

$0.74

H7'U'.' 01.U97 U1.0C ,unotJ Michipn.M:i11Itiedile. 7



~·Qn.Rc;ur:1Di \(c";;;;Y

Unbundled Tandem Switching

Tandem Tl'Wlk (OS 1) TBO

Unbundled TnmJc Pon Features TBO

Service Order Charge TBO

Line Connect Charge per OS 1 TBO

Subsequent Changes TBD

Per Minute

Usage Without Tandem Trunk3 $0.0006

O. Dedicated Interoffice Transmission Facility

DSl Rates

2

3

..

OS3 btes

ac-3 Rates

Rates. charles
and prices

proxied froID
F.C.e. Tariff

No.2. Section
7.'.9.

Rates. chitin
aad prices

proxiec1 from
F.e.e. Tariff

No. 2. SectioD
7.'.9.

Rms. charles
aDd prices

proltied from
F.e.e. Tariff
No.2.SeaiOI1

7.'.10.

- - -

Michigan3t6:iDjS&e<llle.8



Shpllptsrgtnes IR'WJ!;UjRP Mige
.' 'rs'crspspd N St1Sb!;d !Ippgq ASP iP

AmsriSSSb', f C.C THi" Hg 2)

Bars sbarm n mjep mid fmm f C,(;,
Tana No 2, WE 0, J ;$ n 0 2. J

E.

4

5

6

1

2

oe·12 Rates

OC-48 Rates

515·1 JWes

OSl Rata ~~.~~~~
~·""""';-"ft
,,~,"'V~2'.!!J
J:~~~~:TIiUt~7-2.

~i~..~

@~~...~~~
~.~~'!r!a
F:C.C:TifUFNa:2 2.
~7';:9-2_'

Rates. charges
ana prIces

proXJed (rom
F.e.e. Tariff

No.2. Section
7.5.10.

Rates. charles
and prices

proxied from
F.e.e. Tariff
No.2. Section

7.5.10.

TBO
• v _ _,....

)
)
)
) Proposal of Ameritech for the
) applicable rates for shared
) transport.
)
)
)
)
)

)
) Proposal of AT&T for the applicable
) rates for shared transport.
)
)
)

W A Shared Imerotfi~ Trampon facility is a bUlinl amDIemtDt where two or more carriezs share the )
futures. functions. IDd capabilities of cbe tnnsmjqi~llfacilily IDd share tbe COlt. The actual price paid by ~ Am .
each carrier is depenc1em oil the number ofcarriezs ShariDI me facfiicy IDd me respective percemaps er,
desipted for billinl to each of the sbarinl carriers. The sum of the respective percemaaes must equal one ~
hundred percent (lOOtS).
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F. Transiting.

1. The Transit Service CharlO sh.al1 COnsISt of the rates for 0) Tandem Switching. as set fOM in Item WC) of
this Pricina Schedule. and (ii) the FCC Shared Transport access rate as set forth in Item VeE) of this Pricmg
Schedule.

O. Signaling NetworJcs and Call·Related Databases

1. Signaling Networks

2. Call·Related Databases

800 Service

1..108 Service

3. Service MaDqemem Systeml

AccA' to p'tab!'a • TBD.

H. Operator Services and Directory AssistaDce

1. Operator ServicaW

Rates. chules, and
pnces proxied from
F.C.C. Tariff No.
2. Sections 6.9.1
and 6.9.2.

Rates. cWles,
aDd prices proxied
from F.C.C.
Tariff No.2.
Section 6.9.4.

1Wes. cwps.
aDd prices pro~ed

from F.C.C.
Tarilf No.2.
SectioD 6.9.1.

. ~ .... - ....

Manua' Call A.gjmnsc Oc:surrcnscs • races will apply based OD the toW momhly volume and a
LIDS chat,e will apply separately to all oecurrences requirina bUlini validation.

STBD per occumnce

A\ltQIDIlcd Can Apimzg Oc:cumnccs • races will apply based on the total moDthly volume. and
a UDB char.e will apply separately to all automated occurrences.

ut There is not a correspondinl F.e.e. Interstate Access Tariff for Operator Services.



TBD per occurrence

Branding per uurUc group - TBD non-recurring charge

2. Directory AssistanCe

The rates, charges and prices for Directory Assistance are set forth in F.C.C. Tariff No.2. Section
9.7

L Combinations of Network Elemerusa'

UnbuncUed Element Platfonn

Loop Combination

Switching Combination'1

] . Rates for Maintenaace.

1. Trip Char.e - TBO

2. Time Charle - no

'\

RateIMonth
Access Area

A B C

S9.24 510.64 512.08

58.60 S10.OO 511.44

51.07 51.07 51.07

a' Combinations of Network Elemenu are as set forth on Schedule 9 3 4.



Ieem VI - Wholesale Resale Seryice~

A.

B.

See Schedule 10. 1

"Warm" Transfer S IBD

Item vn - CQllocatioQ

The rates. charges. and prices for Collocation are set forth in F.C.C. Tariff No.2. Section 16.5

Ieem VDI - Scrucon:e

See Section 16,18

U'''U'., OU,,' 1210C "2uon Michig~mjS&edb1:·12



ITEM IX - SERVICE PROVIDER NUMBER PORIABlUn:

l.N C 1)1 Per MQarh UI

A. SPNP·Remote
Service Ordering Charge, per occasion/II S38.44

per number paned, including
additional call paths S19.75 S2.86

per additional call pathl%l S10.30 TBD

B. SPNP·Direct

Service Ordering Charge, per occasionJ31 538.44

Service Establishment Charge
per SPNP·Direct trUnk group,
per switch.. S56.53 -- -,'- ....

SPNP·Direct Channel Termination
charges, per SPNP·Direct VO
chanDel termination 534.56 518.16

per SPNP·Direct DSI
chanDel termiDation 5280.20 5119.28

SPNP·Direct Number Charaes,
pernumbcrponed 53.23 5.030

III tine CcmnfiCtioa cbarJes apply.
Service 0rderiaa charps for additional call capaciry for I ported number are not applicable if ordered
coincident widl its specific ported number. If ordered subsequem co SPNP·Remote Service or with an
unrelated poned number, Service Orderinl cbarJes apply per occasion.
Service Coordination Fee Charles apply.

UI Rates suspended pendinl commission approval of I competitively neuual cost recovery mechanism.

H11n1.' on,,' m,oe ,nuon Michigan9t6:mj.9&edbJe· 13



'"
lSI

'"n,

,.Jiirr.t'JIl ,.,., ,

~ LN C III per Month lJ ;

SPNP·Direct Transport .charges ,'41 I"

per SPNP·Ditect VG transport UNMDT SO.OO 50.00'61
per SPNp·Oirect VG w/o cranspon''' UNMDC {'II r,r

per SPNP·Oirecc OS 1 transport UNMDF
per SPNP·Oirect OS 1 w/o transpon'1I UNMDI SO.OO 0.00

Subsequent additions. deletions or
rearrangement of SPNP·Direct trunk
tenninations in addition [0 above
charges

per occasion REASD 21.35 0.00

.... _. .. '-"'

,

Service order'iDI charps, U shown in Part 3. Section of this witf apply.
Line connection char.es, U shown in Pan 3. Section 1of this tariff, apply.
Rates for unbundled PBX arouDd stan loops apply. U specified in Section 2 of this tariff.
SPNP Direct OS1 Transport is provisioned II me rues aDd charps for DS1 service u specified in Put 15.
Section 3 of this tariff.



/II Where SPNP Direct is provisioned.
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EXHIB1T PS-I

RATE TABLE· MICHIGAN

E911 SERVICES PROVIDED:

Automatic Number Identification (ANI), Automatic Location ldentification (ALI) and selective routing (SR).
charge per 1000 Access Linesa' serviced by the E911 Network: TBD

The per 1000 Access Lines charge will include the following number of trunks per trUnk group between the
Ameritech Central Office and Ameritech Control Offices deemed sufficient to accommodate traffic:

Access Lines

01-1,500 •
1,501·7,500 •
7,501-18,500 •
18,501-33,500 •

TrunJcs provided at
no additional charge

TaD
TaD
TaD
TaD

.. - -' ,- ...
Should Exchange Carrier desire more trUnks than those described above. Excbanle Carrier shall acquire such
additional trUD.ks from Ameritech at rates, tenDS and conditions provided in Ameriteeh's caritfs.

Optional Manual Update:

Address and RouUna File
TBO

Update of the AUlDMS dara bue from paper copies of service order activity
furnished by Exchange Carrier, cbarle per up<laced record: TaD

E9-1-1 Comrol Office TBO
Software Enbancemem -
Connection Chatlc

SERVICES PROVIDED

A. Exchange A.rea(s) covered by Apemem:

Ameriteeh sball provide E911 Service described in Stc;dgp 3,9 aDd Srbcchde 3,9 and selected by
Requestinl Carriet,m tbe Exchaap Area(s) in which both of the foUowiDI coaditioas are met: (1)' Requesting

W Or fraction thereof. The minimum charae will be bued upon 100 AccesI LiDes. Number of Access Lines
applicable will include all lines coftained within the AUlDMS dara bue, iDcludinl tbose that are owside of the
Customer's geographical boundary jurisdiction, but within RequesUna Carrier's exc:banae boundary and set for
routing via the E911 netWork.

61"n1., ou", U1.0C "212013 Michigan.9NtciBiS&edl6 - 16



Carrier is authorized to provide local exchange services in such Exchange Area(s). and (2) Ameritech is the
911 service provider in such Exchange Area(s).

B. Requesting Carrier Updates:

If Requesting Carrier elects to furnish daily updates to the Customer information contained within the
Requesting Carrier database. Ameritech will provide Requesting Carrier with the proper address to which
updates should be sent. .
AAClDICSU ~s Ulli 115....1

_..- ....

"

/
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STATE OF MICHIGAN

BEFORE THE MICfDGAN PUBLIC SER.VICE COMMISSION

•••••
In the matter of the petition of
AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF MIcnlGAN, INC.,
for arbitration to establish an interconnection
agreement with Ameritech Michigan.

)
)
)
)___________________ i

Case No. U~1l151

In the matter of the petition of
A"F.RITEOi MICHIGAN for arbitration
to establish an interconnection agreement with
AT&T Communications ofM.ichigan, Inc.

)
)
)
)
)

Case No. U·lllS2

DJSSENTC'S'G OrINION OF COMMISSIONER JOHN Co SHEA

(Submitted on November 26, 1996 concerning order issued on same dllte.)

For the reasons set forth in my November I, 1996 Dissenting Opinion in Case No.

V·] 1138,1 dissent.

John C. S
~-------



STATE OF MICH.IGAN

BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

..........
In the matter of the petition of )
~T&T COMMt.Jl',"ICATIONS OF MICHIGAN, lNC., )
for arbitration to establish an inlercoMcction )
agreement with Amcri~ch Michigan. )

)

Case No. U-11l51

In the matter of the petition of
AMElUTECIT MtCHIGAN for arbitration
to es:.ablish Ul in'erconn~tionagreement with
AT&T Communications of Michigan, Inc.

)
)
)
)

Case t'o. U-11152

/\t the November 26, 1996 meeting of the Michigan Public Service Comm:5s:or. in :L:;,ilSil1~,

Michigan.

PRESENT: Hon. John G. Strand, Chairman
Hon, John C. Shea. Commissioner
Hon. David A. Svanda. Commhsioner

ORDER ArrRQyrNG AGHEEMErIT ADO PIED Dr ARBIIB4TION

I.

lUSTony OF PROOmmNGS

,)n Allgust I, 1996, AT&T Communirations of Michigan, Inc., (AT&T) filed a petition for

;;rbitration with the Cornmission regarding the terms, conditions, and prices for interconnection

2..01C: :clatcd arrangements with Ameritech Michigan pursuant to Section 2~2(b) of the federal

'fclccommunieations Act or 1996 (the FTA), 47 USC 252(b). In aecordance with the proce·



durcs adopted by the Commission's July 16, 1996 order in CaseNo. U-l1134, AT&T filed

proposed direct tcstimony and exhibits in conjunction with its petition for arbitration.

On August 2, 1996, Ameritcch Michigan filed a petition for arbitration requcsting that the

Commission arbitrate issues related to collocation of AT&T's equipmcnt on Amcritech Michi·

gan's premises, AT&T's cosls for local traffic: termination, and AT&T's obligations undcr

Section 251 of the ITA. Subsequently I the separate pctitionli filed by AT&T and Amcrilcch

Michigan were consoliclated into a single arbitration proceeding and an arbitration pane1

cor.sisting of Administrative Law Judge Roben E. HollensheacJ and Comr.lis~i()n S:.aff members

Ann R. Schneidewind and Lollis R. Passaricllo was assigned to preside over the arbitration

proccuHngs.

On August 14, 1996, the parties first met with the arbitration p".nelto estabhsh a procedural

fr?rr.ework for addre~sing disputed iswes. Following the initii'11 meetir:g, cc.ch p?r:y met

s~pa:a~ely with the arbitration pancl to discuss the merits of thc issues to be considered in the

arbitrOltion proceeding.

On Augul\t 26, 1996, Amerite.:h Michigan fil~ its response to AT&T's petition. On

Aug'Jst 27, 1996, AT&T filed a response to Ameritech Michignn's petition.

On September 13, 1996, AT&T submitted a marked up version of the proposed arbitration

~Sl'ccment that sets forth R11 of the terms agreed to by the parties as wen ~s each party's pro-

posed contract language for all of the disputed portions of the contract.
~

On Septemhcr 17. 1996, each party llubmincd a proposed decision to the arbitration panel.

Ameritech Michigan also submitted a marked up agreement along with a list of annotations

concerning differences in the contra::ts.

Page 2
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On September 24, 1996, the panies made oral prcsena.tions to the arbitr~lion panel in

support ofthclr positions. On September 2S, 1996, the parties rebutted the other party's

presentations.

On October 1, 1996, AT&T submitted supplemental information regarding resolved issues.

On October 2, 1996, the panies jointly submitted a version of the proposed interconnection

agreement including both resolved contiact langunge and proposed language of both Ameritcch

Michisan and AT&T in disputed areas.

On October 28, 1996, the arbitration panel issued its decision. In so doing, the arhitratio:l

panel identified 55 issucs that the parties had been un:lhle to resolve through negotiations. For

uch issue, the panel stilted its decision and the rationale underlying its determination.

On November 7. 1996, Amcritcch Michigan filed its objections to the dccision of the

arbitratior. pa,iel. On November 8, 1996, AT&T filed its objcctio:1s. i

II.

DISCIISSION

The arbitration panel' oS decision identified and proposed resolutions for 55 contested issues. 2

It now appe<.rs that 18 of the issues arc no longer contested.

IA:1"&T's objections were filed one day late because its COi.lricr was delayed by a motor
vehicle accident.

~In its July 16, 1996 order in Case No. U·11134, the Commission directed that the
arbitr:ltion panel should limit its deeision on each issue to selecting the position of one of the
parties on that issue unless the result would be clearly unreasonable or contrary to the public
interest.

Page 3
V-lllS1. tl-I1152



In their separate objections, neither Ameritech Michigan nor AT&T raised any objections to

the arbitration panel's disposition of issucs 5,9, 13, 19,29,37, 39. 40,46,47, SO, and S1. In

addition, the objections raised with regard to issues 11, 12, 14, 17, 18, 2Jld 20 are limited to

mcrely pointing out that thel\c matters were resolved by an October 21. 1996 agreement that was

apparently not submitted to the arbit11l1ion panclllntil the day before the panel's decision was

originally scheduled to be released, which accounts for the panel's failure to acknowledge these

agreements in its decision. Finally, an examination of the objections reveals that some of the

rer.1alning issues were allc.ast partially resolved by the parties' 1?5t minute agreement.

_In analyzing the remaining contested hsues, the Commission has chosen to grClup the iSSL:cS

by their subject matter rather than to proceed sequentially through them. AtlcJitionally, to

further expedite the Commission's decision process, de:crmjna:ions reached oy the arbitration

par.el reg(\.T(Jil1g js~ues not discussed in the bod)' of this order are considered by the Com:nissior.

to have been prOjJcrly FJ'ld finally resolved for the r~5011S set forth in the arbitration panel's

O=tobcr 28. 1996 decision.

Prjl"jjf Provisions .

Is5Ues 1, 2, a.nd 49 or the arbitration panel's decision conccrn pricing is~ue~ that were not

resolved through negoti"lion between the parties. Issue 1 Involves the establishment of interim

.,rices for reciprocal compensation. transiting, unbundled network elements/combinations,

Page 4
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collocation, and structures (poles, ducts, conduits, and nghU-of-way issues).' Issue 2 concerns

the size of the discount from retail prices that should be applicable to AT&T's wholesale

purchase.! of network services from Ameritech Michigan that will be resold to AT&T's retail

customers. Issue 49 eoncems whether the interim rates contained in the arbitration agreement

should be replaced on Ii prospective or retroactive basis by permanent rates that will be

est.1blhhed in a future proceeding.

With regard to )s!\ues 1,2, and 49, the arbilration panel rejected Ameritech Michigil11's

positions in fallor of AT&T's positions on rnost elements of the issues. However, the arbitration

panel's determinations regarding the pricing of dedicatee tril11spon, switched transport, signaling

and database services, o;>erator and directory services, and collOC<ltion rejected the positions of

both Ameritech Michigr..n and AT&T in favor of existing FCC interstate access rates.

With regard to Issue l, Amcrite.:h Michigan argues that the arbilration panc]'s decision

irr,pro;>erly ignored ArneriteCh Michigan's reformulated cost studies, which Ameritech Mich:gan

~llempted to present to the panel on Seplemher 24, 1996. The Commission finds that the

reformulated cost studies were properly rejecLed.

The schedule in this proceeding included a September 17. 1996 deadline for the parties to

submit their positions regarding all contested provisions of the interconnectinn agreement. On

that date, ArneriteGh Michigan submitted its positions on the contested pricing issues, which it

'The Commission is aware that various aspects of Issue 1 arc no longer in dispute
because neither party raised an objeGtion to the arbitr.:ltion panel's decision. These matters
include the arbitration panel's determination that the existing Federal Communications
Corr.mission (rcC) interstate access rates should be applied on an interim basis for dedicated
transport, switched tril11sport, signaling and database services, I\nd operator and directory
services. Therefore, the arbitration panel's findings on these matters should be incorporated
by the parties into their interconnection agreement.
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had developed on the basis of previous total service long run incremental cost (TSLRIC) studies.

However, the TSLRTC studies underlying Ameriteth Michigan's arbitration pricing positions

had been rejected in the Commission's September 12. 1996 order in Ca$es Nos. U-10860,

U-1l15S. and U-1l156. Indeed, in rejecting Ameriteeh Michigan's TSLRlC studies, the Com-

mission found that they were inconsistent with the costing principles establhhed in Case

No. U-I0620.

At the September 24. 1996 oral presentation Lo the arbitration panel, Ameritech Michigan

at:cmj'ted to submit cost s:udies that had been reformulated in response to the Commission's

September 12, 1996 order in Cases Nos. U·I0860, U-11155, ar:d U·11156 wilh rcgard to i'J1

unbundled network elements and interconnecLion and call termination services. The lubitratioll

panel refused to consider the reformulated stud;es, stating that it would not accept any infor:na-

tion s~bmitlcG after the filing deadline.

"Baseball-style" arbitration exposes both parties to the same risks. I:..;l.ch party to the arbi·

m..tio:1 pr~ss was ~ware that its position on an issue would be rejected if the other pany's posi.

tion were found to be more reasonable. Accordingly, each panicipant shol1ld have been moti ..

val~ to abandon unre.a.listic positions in favor of more reasonable ones. Ameritech Michigan is

so1cly responsible for determining its negotiation and arbitration stances. Ameritech Michigan

not only prepared the flawed cost stUdies, it also r.hose to base its negotiation and arbitration

pol'ilions on those studies. As such, Ameritech Michigan has no one but irself to blame for the

predicament caused by the Commission's September 12, 1996 rejection of those studies.

The Commission finds iliat the arbit~tion panel's refusal to permit the introduction of

Amcritech Michigan's reformulated COSl studies WIIS neither arbitrary nor c:lpricious. As eRrly
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