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1 refusal to provide access to those elements. Hence, the Commission should

2 order Ameritech to provide cost documentation for .all..unbundled network

3 elements, and combinations. that it has agreed to. been requested to provide via

4 bona fide request, or been ordered to provide.
Q

5

6 Q. Even if the Commission orders Ameritech to produce such cost

7 documentation, isn't it likely th. several months could pass before such

8 documentation is completed and then, this proceeding would be over?

9 A. Yes. that is possible. Indeed that is a concern because this proceeding is

10 explicitly intended to address Ameritech's underlying costs for provisioning

11 unbundled network elements. Moreover, even if cost documentation were

q provided at some point in the future, the resources and expertise that are

13 gathered for purposes of this ease would unlikely be available to provide the

14 scrutiny required to arrive at reasonable TSLR1C based rates for these specific

15 elements. Therefore, I would recommend that the Commission require

16 Ameritech to file studies for these elements before the end of this case (as the

17 Staff has requested with respect to Ameritech's Special Access services) and if

18 possible. provide for a separate round of testimony dedicated specifically to their

19 analysis.

20

21 Q. Can you describe in more detail the Directory Assistance Database

22 element?

23 A. Ger'le(ally. the unbundl~d Directory Assistanoo Database is a Simple electronic

24 download of Amelitech's directory assistance information to an interconnecting

jj carrier. The interconneGting carrier uses the airectory aa~i~tance information to
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Q.

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

develop its own DA database for purposes of providing directory assistance

services to its own customers.

Has Ameritech agreed to provide its Directory Assistance Database to

Mel?

Yes, it has. On September 30. 1998 Ameritech and MCI signed an Amendment

to their existing Michigan Interconnection Agreement for purposes of providing

Mel with access to Ameritech Michigan's Directory Assistance Database. The

Amendment, which was approved by the Michigan Commission, defines the "DA

Database" as .....the last name, first name, street number. street name,

community, zip code and telephone number of Ameritech's telephone exchange

service subscribers located in the State of Michigan." Exhibit A to the

Amendment details the extent to which Ameritech will provision the database to

MCI via"Ameritech's Standard F20 Record Format.n

Does the Amendment include prices for Mel's access to Ameritech

Michigan's DA Database?

Yes. it does. Exhibit C to the Amendment indudes the following prices:

initial Load· $0.0280 per listin~

Updates $0.0362 per Update
Non-Recurrinq Cost $4.837.04 oer customer

If the Amendment already includes prices why should the Commission

require Ameriteeh to provide a cost study for this element?

The prices included in the Amendment are negotiated prices and are not based

upon the Commission's approved TSLRIC methodology. In fact, more recent

information has become available with respect to the true TSLRIC based costs of ,,

I
l
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Q.

these types of services and it appears that the rates included in the Amendment

exceed their likely TSLRIC costs by anywhere from 300% to 2500%. Moreover,

MCl's interconnection agreement with Ameritech Michigan expires in June of

next year. Hence, cost information useful in determining the true, TSLRIC based

prices for these elements will be required when another interconnection

agreement is negotiated. This proceeding Is the logical arena within which to

determine the proper costs of these selYices since the next biennial filing (done

in the year 2001) won't occur until after Mel and a number of other eaniers will

have already re-negotiated their agreements with Ameritech Michigan. Further,

regardless of Ameritech's interconnection agreement with MCI or any other

carrier, the DA Database is a unbundled network element and should be

available on a tariffed basis at TSLRIC based rates.

You mention above that more recent information has become available

suggesting that the rates Included in the Amendment exceed their TSlRICs

by as much as 2500%. Can you explain your statement In more detail?

Recently both the Texas and the New York Commissions have issued orders

setting rates for access to the Directory Assistance Databases of Southwestern

Bell Telephone Company and Bell Atlantic-NYNEX respectively.7 Both of these

Commission's established prices based upon a review of the TSLRICfTELRIC of

the service in question (an option MCI did not have in negotiating the rates

induded above). The table below compares the rates ordered in Texas and New

7 see Order Regarding Oirectmy Datab.ase Issues Issued on March 18, 1999 by the State of New York
PubliC SelVice COmmission In Ga~e Nos. S+G-003~,3:J-G-OU~71 31-0-1174. t!ij-VQoao, ~(le (l,IW the
ArlJittatJon Award of the Public Utility COmmission ofTexas in Docket No. 19075, issood on August 13,
1998.
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1

2

York compared to the rates currently included in Mel's Amendment to its

interconnection agreement:

As the table above demonstrates, when rates for DA Database listings have

3
4
S

Initial Load, per listing
Update Cost, per listing
Non~RecurringCharge

New york

$0.0085
$0.0056

Texas

$0.0011
$0.0014

$4,800.00

MLchigan

$0.0280
$0.0362

$4,837.04

Michigan I
New York

329%
646%

Michigan
I Texas

2545%
2586%

6

7

8

9

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

Q.

A.

been set pursuant to a TSLRICfTELRIC analysis for companies of comparable

size to Ameritech, the results are much lower than those agreed to in the

Ameritech Michigan I Mel Amendment. This simple comparison highlights the

importance of the Commission requiring Ameritech to provide a cost study for its

DA Database listing elements in this case.

Why should the Commission require Ameritech to provide a cost study

specific to the unbundled network element combinations It has agreed to

provide to interconnecting carriers?

As I described above. an unbundled network element is effective in promoting

competition only if it is reasonably priced in such a way that all market players

understand (and can build a business plan around) the element's price. By

refusing to provide a TSLRIC stUdy specific to the network element combinations

Ameritech has already agreed to provide, Ameritech is in effect denying those

carriers an opportunity to understand the extent to which those combinations are

reasonably priced.

23 III. INTEROFFICE TRANSPORT STUDIES
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1 cost basis for any special construction charges that it wants to aSSeSS.

2 Arneritech has failed to do so (my opinion is that Ameritech has failed to do so

3 because such "additional" costs do not exist). It seems obvious, especially after

4 reading Ms. Fennel's comments, that the Commission must be crystal clear in its

5 intention not to condone Ameritech's special construction charges in whatever

6 form they might take absent them being proven before the Commission in this

1 case. Therefore. I would reiterate my original recommendation by requesting

8 that the Commission in its Order in this proceeding, in an effort aimed at

9 removing any room for misinterpretation, include the following language:

10 In its Opinion and Orderlssued in Case U-11735 the Commission agreed
11 with the AU that most, if not all, of the special construction charges at
12 issue related to normal, routine types of costs that are already reflected in
13 the costs and rates determined and approved by the Commission. \
14 Further, it provided Ameritech the opportunity, in this docket (Case U-
15 11831), to identify special construction costs that were not induded in its
16 studies and seek. appropriate rates by which to recover those costs.
17 Ameritech has chosen not to do so. Hence, based upon Ameritech's
18 failure to identify costs for "special construction" beyond those recovered
19 through the costs approved in this case, the Commission finds that when
20 providing an unbundled loop to an interconnecting carrier, Ameritech is
21 limited to charging only those applicable monthly recuTTing and non-
22 recurring costs specifically approved in this proceeding. Any other rate
23 assessed on a carrier for the provision of an unbundled loop will
24 considered to be perse unreasonable and unlawful. Ameritech wUl bear
25 the burden of filing appropriate cost studies and seeking the approval of
26 this Commission before it assesses any rate other than those approved in
21 this case for the proviSion of an unbundled loop.
28
29 Opinion and Order. Case No. U·11735 Page 24
30

31

32 DIALING PARITY DA LISTINGS PRODUCT

33

34

3S

36

Q.

A.

Have you had an opportunity to review Amerltech's cost study regarding

the provision of its Dlredory Assistance (DA) listings database?

Ves, I received a C9PY of Ameritech's study approximately 2 weeks ago.
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believe that its DA Listings Database is not an unbundled network element.

Based upon this mistaken assumption, Ameritech's cost study also includes a

number of methodological flaws. For example, the study does not accurately

consider the economies of scale and scope that Ameritech itself enjoys in its

access to the DA listings information of its own customers as it does not include

its own use of the data when allocating certain user sensitive costs. Apparently,

it is Ameritech's position that its own Internal use of the DA listings infonnation

comprises a different "service." Secondly, Ameritech's study includes an

assumption that "The listings am available to telecommunications carriers that

provide toll and/or local eXchange service In competition with Ameritech for use

in providing a telecommunications service in competition with Ameritech." When

asked through discovery if this restrictive assumption either increased,

decreased or in any other way impacted the costs associated with the DA listings

cost study. Amentech responded as follows:

The referenced assumption reflects the requirement for this dialing parity
product delineated in FCC Rule 217 (47 CFR 51.217), specifically subpart
(c)(3)(Il). See Ms. Fennell's June 3 affidavit, paragraph 19.

Not only Is this unresponsive, it makes It unclear whether Ameritech's study is

impacted by the assumption or not. As I describe belowI the assumption is in

error. If it Impacts the results of the study, the study's results would be in error

as well. Finally, not only does Ameritech rob the study of its own economies of

scale by excluding itself as a user of certain user sensitive expenses, it also robs

the stUdy of other caniers' sharing those expenses. For example, according to

Ameritech's response to MCAM225(c), Ameritech proVides a DA Listings

Ucgm::g product Though An1@rit@ch's further re:5poniJe to MGf\M2.Zfi(u) inlili~t~~

that "No carriers currently subscribe to the DA listings License product," a review

D
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Q.

A.

of Ameritech's website indicates differently. Apparently, Ameritech has had a DA

Listings License agreement with its affiliate, Ameritech Communications, Inc.

(ACI) since July of 1997.10 However, based upon Ameritech's response to

MCAM 225(c), it appears that ACI is not a carrier identified to share the user

sensitive expenses identified within the Advanced Dialing Parity DA Ustings

Product cost study (presumably because it uses the DA Listings License

Product) even though the information ACI obtains and the process by which it

obtains it is exaetty the same. Obviously, this Is a shell game played by

Ameritech in an attempt to avoid Its TELRIC based pricing obligations inherent

within the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (TA96).

Does Ameritech believe that providing access to Its DA listings Oatabase

Is an unbundled network element?

No, apparently it does not. If I'm reading Ms. Fennel's comments correctly

(pages 9-14 of her June 3 affidavit), Ameritech believes that providing MCIW, or

any other conl1ecting CluTier, access to its directory listings database via an

electronic database dump, is not an unbundled element as defined by the TA96.

Ms. Fennel at page 9 of her June 3 affidavit states:

First, DA Database lJstings is not a UNE - it is a Local Dialing Parity
product that Ameritech already offers pursuant to the FCC rules.

Ms. Fennel goes on to say that:

If the product Is used by the carrier to provide DA service to only those
end users which it provides local and/or local toll services within the
Ameritech serving territory, then Amerltech Michigan is required to
provide TELRIC based pricing for this local dialing parity product. In
other words, if MCI uses the offering to provide a service in competition
with Ameritech, then Mleritech ji5 requIred to priw the offerin9 at TELRIC

10 See I1tlp:fJwww.ameritech.comlcorpora1.elreQulaloryfdalist.html.



MCIWorldCom
U-11831

PI.A~ t()~
<!lblrd Gtat4y eonfideiltiaJ ~/on

Page 41

Reply Affidavit
Miohael Starkey

1
2
3

4

5

6

7

8

9
10
11
12
13
14
IS
16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

based rates. Otherwise. since DA is a competitive service, Ameritech
Michigan is entitled to charge market based rates,

What confuses me is how Ameritech's DA listings could be considered anything

other than an unbundled element and/or how the way in which the information is

used after it is provided to a carrier has anything to do with the way in which it

must be priced. The Telecommunications Act of 1996 defines a network element

as follows:

NETWORK ELEMENT. - The term 'network element' means a facility or
equipment used in the provision of a telecommunications service. Such
term also includes features, functions. and capabilities that are provided
by means of such facility or equipment, including subscriber numbers,
databases, signaling systems. and information suffident for billing and
collection or used in the transmission, routing, or other provision of a
telecommunications service.

Further, the TA96 at Section 252(d){1), wherein the appropriate pricing

standards for access to unbundled network elements are found, no mention is

made ·of how the unbundled network element can be used or any affect such use

will have on the price paid for the element. Indeed, the FCC in its Local

Competition Order (C,C. Docket No. 96-98) provides that a purchaser of an

unbundled network. element will be afforded the "full functionality" of the element

when purchased.

I'm at a loss to understand how Ameritech Michigan's DA databasf! could be

anything other than the type of database contemplated In the excerpt above for

purposes of defining and unbundled network element. Likewise, I don't

understand the basis for Ameritech's assertion that the way in which the

information Will bs used WIll affect the extent to Whether the priOO mU5t be b~~~Q

on TELRIC or not.
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1

2 Q. Ms. Fennel makes a number of arguments in her affidavit regarding the

3 FCC's rules for directory assistance listings and the way In which they

4 must be priced. Can you respond to her arguments?

5 A. Every argument raised by Ms. Fennel in her testimony from pages 10-14

6 regarding the proper pricing standards for DA Listings is premised on her

7 argument that the DA Listings database is not an unbundled network element.

8 Absent that fundamental assumption, the entirety of Ms. Fennel's arguments are

9 mute. Because Ameritech is-mistaKen in its opinion that the provision of its DA

10 Listings database via an electronic download is not an unbundled element, I

11 believe Ms. Fennel's additional arguments are meaningless.

12

13 Q. Are you aware of any state commission that has held that access to the DA

14 listings database via a database dump Is anything other than an unbundled

15 network element?

16 A. No, I am not. I participated extensively in arbitration proceedings in

17 approximately 15 states and have reviewed the decisions of such arbitrations in

18 many more. I have yet to encounter a state commission that has held that an

19 incumbent's DA Listings database is anything other than an unbundled network

20 element. Quite frankly, t'm surprised at Ameritech's position. It simply doesn't

21 seem credible on its face.

22

23 Q~ Given the information you've provided abovet do you have a

24 recommendation regarding Ameritech's DA Listings costs and prices?
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A. Unfortunately, my recommendation isn't ideal. I had hoped to be able to review

Ameritech's cost study and provide the Commission with reasonable costs and

prices for access to its DA Listings. However, as I've described above,

Ameritech hasn't provided a study that can even be altered to arrive at

reasonable rates. Indeed. it doesn't even believe that it has the obligation to

provide such a study. Hence, the Commission is left with few options. MCIW's

counsel addresses this issue, and the extent to which Ameritech has failed to

meet its. burden of proof in this respect. in MCIWs legal comments. Regardless,

I would make a two staged recommendation: (1) First, the Commission should

find that an interconnecting carrier's access to Ameritech's DA Listings

Database, via a database download, is an unbundled network element, (2) as

such, the Commission should reject Ameritechts current "Advanced Dialing

Parity DA Listings Producr cost study and require that Ameritech refile a cost

study consistent with the Commission's TSLRIC cost standard. At a minimum,

the cost study should be conducted without assumptions regarding usage

restrictions placed on the data after provided and should share user sensitive

expenses amongst all entities that use the Ameritech DA listings information.

19 CALCULATIONS INCLUDED IN YOUR ORIGINAL AFFIDAVIT

20

21

22

23

24

25

Q.

A.

Mr. Florence at pages 12. 17 and 19 of his June 3,1999 affidavtt concludes

that you made a number of quantitative errors in your original affidavit. Do

you have any comments regarding Mr. Florence's affidavit in this regard?

Yes, I do. I just want to very briefly disagree with Mr. Florence and his

assertions. I have reviewed my original calrolations and no ~uc:h ~rrors were

,made. What Mr, Florence apparently considers to be an erroneous calculation is
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At the November 16, 1999 meeting ofthe Michigan Public Service Commission in Lansing,

Michigan.

PRESENT: Hon. John G. Strand, Chairman
Hon. David A. SV<lIlda, Commissioner
Hon. Robert B. Nelson. Commissioner

QPINlON AND QBD&R

On November 5, 1998, the ColllIIlission issued an order commencing this proceeding to review

Ameritech Michigan's total service long run incremental cost (fSLRIC) studies. The order set a schedule

for the filing of the studies, comments, responses, and replies. On March 8 and May 11, 1999, the

Commission issued orders modifYing the schedule. On April 12, 1999, the Co.tJ::l.lllission issued an order

clari:fYjng that Ameritech Michigan was required to file a TSLRIC study for special access services and

set a schedule for filing COJ)'lIl'leIlts on that study.

On 1anuary 21, 1999, AmeritechMichigan filed its cost studies. On March 25, 1999, CenturyTel

Wireless, Inc., filed con:unents. On April 1, 1999, the Connnission Staff (Staff), AT&T Communications .

ofMichigan, luc_ (AT&T), the Michigan Exchange Carriers Association (MECA), the Telecommunica-



Ameritech Michigan says that the TSLRJC study filed for common transport-like service complies

with the Coromissionls prior orders, although it does not concede that it can be required to provide that

se:lVlce.

Although this proceeding is not the proper forum to revise a tariffor enforce a prior order, it is the

proper case for setting a cost for a service previously ordered by the Commission. The Corrnnission

therefore adopts AT&T's cost study for conunon transport. Ameritech Michigan's position that the

Commission cannot require it to provide the service is not a reason for failing to detennine the cost of the

service in compliance with the Connnissiou's July 141 1997 order in Case No. U·11280.

The Staff says that Ameritech Michigan was required to file TSLRlC studjes for its entire network

and failed to do so. Mel WorldCom says that Aroeritech lYlichigan failed to provide TSLRlC studies for

directolY assistance listings database and network element combinations. It requests that the C01runission

find that access to the database is an unbundled network element and order Ameritech Michigan to file a

cost study consistent with TSLRIC principles for that element. AT&T suggests that it is difficult to know

which services Ameritech Michigan has omitted, but that the Commission should require Ameritech

l\1icltigan to file the additional studies required to comply with the Commission's mandate.

Ameritech Michigan shall file cost studies for directoly assistance listings database and unbundled

netwotk element combinations with its compliance filing. Ameritech Michigan must provide these services

to CLECs and accordingly must provide cost data. A failure to file required. studies in future proceedings

may result in the imposition ofpenalties.

Page 38
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Q.

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

A

Q.

Please state your name and business address for the record.

My name is Michael Starkey- My business address is QSI Consulting, Inc., 6401

Tracton Court, Austin, Texas 78739-1400.

Are you the same Michael Starkey that previously filed an Affidavit in this

proceeding?

Yes, I am.

Please state the purpose of your affidavit.

Pursuant to the Commission's November 16,1999 Opinion and Order in this

docket, Ameritech filed a number of cost studies (hereafter "Compliance

Studies") that it apparently believes are in compliance with the Commission's

decision. One purpose of this affida.vit is to address a number of areas wTthin

Ameritech'$ uCompliance Studiesw that are NOT compliant with the

Commission's November 16,1999 Opinion and Order. In addition, this affidavit

will also address a number of issues wherein the Commission, via its May 3,

2000 Opinion and Order granting rehearing on certain issues, provided the

parties with an opportunity to provide additional evidence in support of certain

positions-

Please highlight the areas'wherein you believe Ameritech's "Compliance

Studiesn fail to meet the requirements imposed by the Commission In its

November 16~ 1999 Opinion and Order.
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(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

THIRD PARTY CONFIDENTIAL VERSiON Affidavit of Michael Starkey
Compliance and Rehearing Issues

Page 27

Consistent with the use of IDLe technOlogyI I removed the
investments for Central Office Tenninalline cards.

Consistent with Dr. Ankum's testimony regarding the proper
placement of the SAl within the Ameritech Facilities Analysis
Model (AFAM), I reduced all AFAM outputs by 5%.

Consistent with Mr. Jenkin's testimony, I removed the NRC adder
that Ameritech had erroneously applied in its "Compliance
Studies."

I removed Ameritech's "Revenue RelatedD adder that Ameritech
has failed to support or even to explain.

17
18
19

AMERITECWS ADVANCED DIALING PARITY DA LISTINGS PRODUCT

Q. Did Ameritech file a cost study specific t~ its directory listings database?

20

21

22
23

24
25
26
27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

A.

Q.

A

Yes. it did. The Commission included the following requirement at page 8 of its

November 16, 1999 Opinion and Order.

Amelitech Michigan shall file cost studies for directory assistance listings
database and unbundled network element combinations with its
compliance filing. Ameritech Michigan must provide these services to
CLEes and accordingly must provide cost data. A failure to file required
studies in future proceedings may result in the imposition of penalties.

Though Ameritech has still not provided cost stUdies for unbundled network

element combinations (an issue I will address in more detail later), it did provide

its "Advanced Dialing Parity DA Listings Produer cost study on 12114/99.

00 you have concerns regarding Ameritechts ~'Advanced Dialing Parity DA

Listings Product.. cost stUdy?

Yes, t do. It is apparent from Ameritech's study that it has created a very

specific selVice (i.e.. its uAdvanced Dialing Parity DA listings Producr) that it will

use to meets its obligation to provide access to directory listing information as an

fl
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Q.

A.

unbundled network element. Though Ameritech obviously provides DA listing

information to a number of other carriers (including its own subsidiaries), it does

so under another product name rDirectory Assistance Listings License

Product"). Using this semantic distinction, Ameritech assumes that its UNE

product ("Advanced Dialing Panty DA Listings Product") is a stand-alone product

that doesn't share in the economies of scale and scope enjoyed in providing

dIrectory assistance listings information generally. This erroneous assumption

manifests itself in Ameritech's UNE cost study in an assumption that only *" **

carrier will purchase the "Advanced Dialing Parity DA Listings Product" in year

one of its offering, and only "'* "'* additional carriers will purchase the product

in its second year.

Why is the number of carriers who will purchase DA listings an important

factor?

Ameritech generally detennines the price of accessing its directory assistance

database on a "per listings" basis. Its cost study arrives at a per listings cost by

first detennining the number of aextractions" it can expect to incur pursuant to its

DA listings product (in Ameritech's stUdy it looks only at the extractions specific

to its UNE product). It determines the number of extractions it will incur by

estimating the number of customers it will need to accommodate and the number

of listings available to each customer (number of customers times the number of

listings equals the total number of extractions). After determining the number of

extractions in this fashion, Ameritech then divides its relatively non-volume

sensitive costs associated with obtaining and maintaining its database by the

total numbet of extractions to arrive at a "per listings" cost.

r
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Q.

A

Why is this process problematic?

The process itself is not necessarily problematic. However, we have to realize

that estimating DA listings costs in this fashion makes the assumption regarding

the number carriers who will access Ameritech's DA database a very important

assumption. If"* *""' carriers will likely access the database as opposed to the

.'" "'''' carriers assumed by Ameritech within its study, then Ameritech's costs "per

8

9

listing" will effectively be divided by *~ 10ft

to

1l

12

13

14

15

16

17
18
19

20
21
22

23

24

25

26

Q.

A.

Do you disagree with the assumption inclUded in Ameritech's study

regarding the number of carriers who will access its DA listings database?

Yes, I do. Ameritech's stUdy assumes that only ft'* U carriers (** ** carrier in

year one and 101< '/111/1' carriers in year two) will access Ameritech's DA listings

database. However, in discovery, Ameritech admits that ** ** carriers currently

access its database, Ameritech brushes aside this important fact simply by

stating that:.c

AmeriteCh doesn.'t even attempt to explain why, despite the fact that it has a

different financial relationship with respect to its other ** ...... customers

purchasing the "Listings License Product" (i.e_ these customers buy a retail

service as opposed to the UNE prOduct), these customers access of the DA

4 See Ameritech's Supplemental Response to Mel Dlscovel)' Request 14. MCAM 272.
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Q.

A

PageJO

database doesn't generate additional extractions over which its non-volume

sensitive costs should be spread.

How should the CommIssion remedy Ameritech's study so as to ensure

that the costs of producing the UTotal Element" or "Total Service" specific

to accessing the DA database can be estimated?

Regardless of the fact that Ameritech has created a retail, as well as a UNE DA

listings product, the costs associated with providing access to its OA database

for all carriers should serve as the basis for its TSLRIC costs. Ameritech's study

does not achieve this result. Instead, Ameritech's study assigns the total cost of

maintaining its database and extracting the data for use by competing carriers to

its UNE product, and recovers those costs over only ** ** expected carriers_

This isn't reasonable and should be rejected by the Commission.

Ameritech has admitted in discovery that as many as ** *It carriers access its DA

database for purposes of providing competing DA services. Ameritech also

admits in discovery that it did not consider itself a user of its DA database for

purposes of allocating costs associated with obtaining and maintaining the

database (see Ameritech Supplemental Response to MCAM 272). All told, while

"',. .... carriers induding Amerttech Michigan actually use the DA database,

Ameritech has allocated the costs of administering the database over only

*It carriers who it believes will purchase its UNE product. The Commission

should re~edY this shortcoming in the study by allocating the DA database costs

across at least those"'" ** caniers who currently use the product. This is an

extremely conservative assumption given the fact that it ignores any other

D
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carriers that may additionally purchase access to the database in the coming

years (until the next cost study is done). Regardless, based upon the

assumption that ** ** carriers will use the database (as opposed to the" U

carriers assumed by Ameritech), the Commission should reduce Ameritech's

"Advance~ Dialing Parity DA Listings Product" costs/prices by 75% (I.e., set

[)

6

7

prices at 1/4 the prices originally proposed by Amelitech - **

Adoption of that recommendation would result in rates as follows:

**).

8
9

to
tl
12
13
14
15
16

17

Rate Element

1 Per Listing, Initial Load
2 Per Listing, Updates
3 Updates (futlfi1Jment) costs per month
4 Nonrecurring costs per customer per state

Originally
Proposed

by
Ameritech

$0.025
$0.025

$1,102.71
$4,464.76

Adjustment

x .25 =
x 25 ;::
x .25 =
x .25 =

Mel
Proposed

Rate

$0.006
$0.006
$275.68

$1,116.19

18

19

20

Mel WoridCom recommends that the Commission adopt the rates above.

21 NETWORK ELEMENT COMBINATIONS

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

a.

A

Did Ameritech provide cost studies for combinations of unbundled

network elements?

No, it did not. Despite clear direction from the Commission in its November 16,

1999 Opinion and Order requiring it to file cost studies for UNE combinations,

Ameritech has provided no such studies. Dr. Ankum and Mr. Henson explain

how Ameritech continues to ignore any attempt on the part of the Michigan

Commission, the FCC or anyone else who attempts to require it to provide

,

~
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STAlE OF MlCIUGAN

BEFORE TIm MlCIDGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the matter~ on the Commission'. Own MOtiODt

to consider the total service long ron incremental
costs for all access, toll, and local exchange services
pro~ded by Ameritech Michigan.
~-------- ~-,I

Case No. U·11831

MlCWGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION STAFF'S
REPjJY COMMENTS

Following the schedule established by the Coinmission ill: its May 3, 2000 Order in this

. proceeding, the Michigan~blic Service Commission Staff(Staft) files its replies to the May 3i.;:.. :
,:'.,;.

2000 comments filed in this proceeding. Stairs comments are organized by company and

further by affidavits. Staffwill respond to the comments filed by Ameritech Michigan

(Ameritech), AT&T Communications ofMichigan, Inc. (AT&n, Mel WorldCom (Mel). and ,.

CoreCorom Michig~ Inc.(CoreCom).

OPENING OBSERVATION

The level offrustration.and objections to Ameritech's compliance filings raised by

AT&T and Met in the May 31, 2000 comments is troubling. Staffagrees with many ofthe

objections. The ovenvhelming view expressed by the nwneTOUS witnesses who filed affidavits in

this phase ofthe case is that Ameritech failed to incorporate into its compliance filings the

appropriate costs that reflect the findings based on the C6nunission~s November 16, 1999 Order.

Outside ofa few issues (i.e.t depreciation, re-sizing cable adjustme~ and shared and common
;

costs). the commenting parties indicate that Ameritech failed to abide by the Commissiont S

directives. Staffis bothered by the number ofinstances ofapparent non-complianee. As Staff

l'Ointed,out in its May 31 t 2000 comments regarding the Commission's November 16. 1999

Order:

1



o

associated with it. As a result, this technological advance appears to be a
legitima.te issue when Ameritech's cost are next reviewed.

In summary, it is.Staffs opinion that the written documentation in support ofIDLC (from a

technological standpoint) is more than offset by the lack of reliable and specific cost data.

Ameritech has maintained that unbundled loops can not be extracted or Ilgroomed" from an

IDLe system without significant additional expense. However~ Ameritech has not provided

specific data on the additional cost necessary. Mel, on the other hand~ has insisted on IDLe and

. documented its technical feasibility, but struggled, at Jeast in St:affs opinion~ as to address the·

costs associated with it. In its June 3, 1999 Response Comments, Staff indicated that:

While it appears progress is being made in the provision ofunbundled loops
. through newer IDLC systems, it also appears that this type oftechnology is not

yet universally accepted andlor widely in use today. Mr. Starkey's mere reference
to the Hawaii jurisdiction and GTE seems to prove that point. .

.'~- . . ..~~ :

:'. :~~.. ~.., .~. -:?:"

To date, Mr. Starkey has failed to identify one additional jurisdiction that has adopted IDLC for

use in the provisioning ofunbundled loops. Under the circumstances that currently exist, Staff

continues to support universal DLC in the provision ofunbundled loops as, proposed by

Ameriteeh and the technology ofchoice in Case No. U-11280.

At page 27 ofhis affidavit, Mr. Starkey addresses the costs submitted by Ameritech for

Advanced Dialing Parity DA Listing Product. Mr. Starkey's concern is two-fold.. First,

Ameritech developed this servic~ offering as a stand-alone product (the retail equivalent is called

"Directory Assistance Listings License Product) and second, Ameritech fails to spread the costs

over a sufficient number ofcarriers who will actually access tJ:le database. According to

Mr. Starkey, Ameritech has two DA listings products, one for retail and one for UNEs. The

retail and UNH OA listings .product§ are d~veloped totally separate and the cost is spread over

the competing carriers who access it (retail separate from UNE carriers). From a TSLRIC

17



standpoint, having two separate DA listings studies makes absolutely no sense. More

importantly, two separate DA listings conflict with cost principle No.3, which states that the

increment being studied should be based on the entire quantity of the service. Ameritech should

be required to conduct one DA listings study and to spread the costs over the total carriers (retail~

UNE and Ameritech itselt) who access the service. If the individual services also have

additional, unique cost characteristics, those could be considered~but the fundamental study

should address all uses of the DA listings functions.

At page 31 ofhis affidavi4 Mr. Starkey indicates that, despite being ordered by the

. Commission in its November 16, 1999 Order, Ameritech has failed to submit cost studies for

'"~-.'. '. .:~ '
:,:.':~:. ..... "," .:....

UNE combinations. Mr. Starkey recommends that absent Ameritech's willingness to adhere to

the Commission's order. the Commission shouid adopt the tariff attached to Mel's comments

and the rates calculated by Mr. Starkey.. Staffagrees that Ameritech has not filed a

comprehensive UNE platform cost study as required by the Commission. Staff supports Mel's

methodology as explained at page 33 ofMr. Starkey's affidavit for detennining the combination

-ofunbundled loop rates, unbWldled port rates and expenses for a telephone number. 12 The

specific rates for these elements should be consistent with the Commission ordered costs for

these UNEs, incorporating the cost adjustments proposed herein by Staff. Mr. Starkey's

proposal also addresses other lINE Platfonns (UNE-P) offerings) such as EELs. and tariff terms

and conditions. Mr. Starkey's proposals should be adopted to the extent they are consistent ~th

previous Commission orders regarding UNE combinations/platforms (i.e., Case Nos. U~11831,

U-11280, U-12143, and other various arbitration decisions). Other aspects ofUNE-P proposals,

presented by Mel's Dr. Ankum and AT&T's Mr. Henson are addressed elsewhere in these

12 Other UNE-P rates Mel proposes or supports, are addressed by Mel's Dr. Ankwn (ULS
charges and ULS-ISTcosts) and AT&T's Mr. Henson (UNE-P nonrecurring costs).

18
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STATE OF MICHIGAN

BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

'" * '" '" '"

In the matter, on the Commission's own motion,
to consider the total service long nm incremental
costs for all access, toll, and local ex.change
services provided by AMEIU'l'ECII MICmGAN.

)
)
)
)
)

Case No, V-11831

At the August 31,2000 meeting ofthe Michigan Public Service Commission in Lansing,

Michigan.

PRESENT: Hon. John G. Strand, Chairman
Hon. David A. Svanda, Co:nJ.missioner
Hon. Robert B. Nelson, Commissioner

OPINION AND ORDER

On November 16, 1999, the conunission issued an order approving in part, modifying in part,

and rejecting in part Arneritech Michigan's total service long run incremental cost (TSLRlC)

studies. On December 16, 1999, CoreComm Newco, Inc., (now CoreComm Michigan, Inc.)

(CoreComm), AT&T Communications of Michigan, Inc. (AT&T), MCI WorldCom, and

Ameritech Michigan filed petitions for rehearing. On May 3, 2000~ the Commission issued an

order addressing those petitions for rehearing and providing an opportunity for the parties to

comment on Ameritech Michigan's cmupliance filing and the fOUf issues left unresolved by that

order-the use of integrated digital loop carrier (IDLC) technology, the approach to special access

deaveraging, the Commission's jurisdiction over collocation, and the location of the serving area

interfaces (SAls) and remote tenninals (RTs).



The Conunission adopts MCI Wor1dCom~sproposal for: ULS-!ST, although it will be

necessary to adjust the access charge revenue credit accordingly. With respect to the platfolTI1

combinations, MCI WOrldCOlU is correct that Ameritech Michigan has not complied with the

Conunission's orders that require it to file cost studies and tariffs. The Commission therefore

concludes that the cost for the UNE platform and EELs shall be the sum of the individual UN'E

elements as detennined elsewhere in this proceeding. To the extent that Mer worldCom seeks to

raise other issues in its proposed tariff, those cannot be resolved at this time. Since the close of

this record, there have been court decisions that may affect these issues. As the parties are aware,

there are ongoing collaborative discussions between the Staff) the Attorney General, and the

industry to address these and other tariff issues. To the extent that the collaborative process does

not resolve these issues, the parties may bring the issues to the Commission for resolution.

MCI WorldCom says that Ameritech Michigan has overstated the manual work activities

associated with the disconnection of some UNE services) is seeking to impose disconnect charges

twice, and has converted some nonrecurring cost to monthly recurring costs rather than eliminating

them.

The Conunission concludes that Ameritech Michigan has misinterpreted the prior orders. The

Commission adopted MCI WorldCom's adjusnnents to Ameritech Michigan's studies. Ameritech

Michigan shaH implement those adjustments.

Mer WorldCom objects to the advanced dialing parity DA listings study. The Staff says that

there should be only one study for all DA services. Ameritech Michigan says that DA is not a

UNE that it must offer at TSLRlC.

The Commission agrees with the Staff that there should be one study for all DA services. It is

not permissible to compute different costs depending upon who is purchasing the service.

Page 11
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However, this proceeding does not provide the opportunity to resolve Ameritech Michigan's recent

claim that DA services are not UNEs and need not be priced as such. Therefore, Ameritech

Michigan shall offer and price DA services as a UNE until the issue is resolved in some other

proceeding.

MCI WorldCom complains that Ameritech Michigan discontinued the use of the telephone

plant io.dex, as the Commi!.isjou ordered, but djd not also reduce the investment by 30% as ordered

and instead used undiscounted year 2000 list prices for equipment.

The Commission concludes that Ameritech Michigan has misinterpreted the prior orders_ The

Commission did not invite Ameritech Michigan to make yet another proposal for addressing these

costs. It must reduce the costs by 30% and make the other adjustments ordered by the Conunis-

SlOn.

Mel WOrldCOlll says that Ameritech Michigan has failed to reconcile various usage rates_ As

a result, Ameritech Michigan calculated widely different costs for tandem switching, for example,

depending on the service for which it is calculating a cost

The COlnmission concludes that there is no reason to use Ameritech Michigan's unexplained

higher costs when an adequate alternative exists. The Commission orders Ameritech Michigan to

use the results previously offered by AT&T.

MCl WorldCom requests that the Commission set a reasonable rate for ULS usage billing

development and tn.mk. ordering development. Ameritech Michigan subsequently recalculated the

cost, which the Commission approves as reasonable.

MCI WorldCom says that the Commission should :impose a daily fine against Ameritech

Michigan for failing to implement the November 16, 1999 order and should assess attorney fees

and costs as well.

Page 12
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STATE OF MICHIGAN

BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

*****

In the matter, on the Connnjssion's own motion, )
to consider AMERITECH MICHIGAN~scompliance )
with the competitive checklist in Section 271 ofthe )
federal Telecommunicatious Act of 1996. )

)

Case No. U-12320

At the December 20, 2001 meeting of the Michigan Public Service Commission in Lansing,

Michigan.

PRESENT: Hon. Laura Chappelle. Chainnan
Hon. David A. Svanda, Commissioner
Hon. Robert B. Nelson, Commissioner

OPINION AND ORDER

On February 9,2000, the Commission issued an order that commenced a collaborative process

and established a procedural framework for determining Ameritech Michigan's compliance with

the competitive checklist set out:in Section 271 of the federal Telecommunications Act of 1996

(the federal Act), 47 USC 271. That statute provides the conditions that a Bell operating company

(in this case, Ameritech Michigan) must meet to obtain authorization from the Federal

Communications Commission (FCC) to provide in-region interLATA services.

By March 22, 2000, the following parties filed an appearance or notice of intent to participate

in the proceedings: Ameritech Michigan, Qwest Communications Corporation and LeI

International Telecom Corp., d/b/a Qwest Commturications Services, Sprint Connnunications

Company, L.P., Telecommunications Association ofMichigan (TAM), XO Michigan, Inc., :Ok/a

NEXTLINK Michigan, Inc. (KO), Attorney General Jennifer M. Granholm (Attorney General),



filed with the Conunission's Communications Division Advice No, 3064, which contained the

company's proposed shared transport tariffs. However, included in those proposed tariffs were the

two additional branding charges at jssue here, Before that filing, the only brandjng charge in the

Unbundled as tariff was a one-time trunk charge of$403.64. Ameritech Michigan enclosed cost

support for both new charges with Advice No. 3064. However, neither the general issue of

branding nor additional charges for branding was even mentioned in. Case No. U-12622. It

appears that Ameritech Michigan unilaterally determined that it should insert these two new

branding charges in its proposed tariffs following the March 19 order. Such unilateral changes to

tariffs are not lawful or appropriate. IfAmeritech Miclllgan desires to propose these charges, it

must take appropriate steps to gain Commission approval. Until that time, Ameritech Michigan

may not impose these charges, including the per call branding charge. See, the Conunission's

March 7, 2001 order in Case No. U-12540.

B. Pricing ofAccess to Directory Assistance Listings mAll

Mel complains that Ameritech Michigan does not offer DAL at TSLRIC rates, It points out

that Ameritech Michigan does not have a Co:m.mission approved cost study for HAL. See,

Commission's March 29, 2001 order in Case No. U-12765. In fact, Mel argues, Ameritech

Michigan's argument that it did not have an obligation to provision unbundled DAL persuaded the

Commission to defer issuing a DAL costing decision in Case No. U-1183l. Thus, MCI argues, it

is Ameritecb Michigan's own fault ~t it bas no cu,uently &pproved cost study for DAL. MCI

asserts that its ability to access the DAL database at reasonable and nondiscriminatory prices is

essential to its ability to compete. ill Mel's view, pricing DAL at TSLRlC would meet those

criteria. It argues that under Michigan law, DA and DAL are required to be priced at TSLRIC.

Page 14
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Ameritech Michigan responds that the Conunission should reject Mel's claim that DAL

should be priced at TSLRlC. Ameritech Michigan argues that MCl's suggestion was rejected in

the UNE Re:mand Order,gin whivh lbe fCC recognized DAL as a competitive wholesale service

and declined to expand the definition ofDA to include DAL or to require DAL to be provided at

fOlWard-looking prices. Moreover, Aroeritech Michigan asserts, the FCC has approved

Section 271 applications for s.taks in which Ameritech Michigan's affiliate charges market-based

rates for access to DAL.

The Commiss.ion ftnds that Ameritech Michigan reads too much into the cited portion of the

UNE Remand Order. In the cited paragraph, the FCC declines to "expand the definition of OSIDA

... to provide directory assistance listing updates in daily electronic batch files ... [because] the

obligations already exist under Section 251 (b)(3), and the relevant lUles promulgated thereunder."

Id., ~ 444. Specifically; 47 efR 51.217(c)(3)(i) requires that an ILEC pennit CLECs to have

acc~ss to the: ILEC's "DA services, including directory assistance databases ... on a

nondiscriminatory basis . . .."

The FCC further referenced its prior Directory lnformation Listing Orde? in which the FCC

reaffmned its previous conclusions that incmnbent LECs must provide DAL access equal to that

which they provide themselves. It stated that "any standard that would allow a LEC to provide

access to any competitor that is inferior to that enjoyed by lbe LEe itselfis inconsistent with

8 FCC Order 99-238, In re the hnplementation ofllie Local Competition Provisions of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996, Third Report and Order and Fourth Further Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking, CC Docket No 96-98, reI'd November 5, 1999.

9 FCC Order 99-227, hnplementation of the Telecommunications Act of 1996:
Telecommunications Carriers' Use ofCustomer Proprietary Network Infonnation an9,. Other
Customer Information. Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996. Provision ofDirectorv Listing Infonnation under the
Ie!ecom.munAcalious Act of 1934. As 6mcQdeg, ee Docket Nos. 96-115, 96-98, and 99-273,
Third Report and Order, Second Order on Reconsideration, and Notice ofProposed Rulemaking,
rel'd Septem.ber 9, 1999.
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Congress' objective ofestablishing competition in all teleco:ronnmications markets." Id., 1 129.

See also, Id. '11152. The Commission finds that the requirement to provide nondiscriminatory

access to DAL requires that it be provided at cost-based rates consistent with Case No. U-11831

parameters~ and on a basis equal to that which the incumbent provides itself. In other words,

Ameritech Michigan must permit CLECs to access the DAL electronically and to order directory

listings in an electronic format.

As to Ameritech Michigan's claim that the FCC found DAL to be a competitive wholesale

service, the Commission fInds that the FCC conclusion relates only to ILECs that provide

customized routing. The ColllIIlission has previously found that Ameritech Michigan does not

provide reasonable customized routing, Moreover, although the fCC may have app:r:oved

Section 271 applications for states in wmch the incumbent charged market rates for DAL,

Ameritech Michigan does not cite a particular portion of those orders discussing the issue. If an

issue was not raised in a case, the FCC's failure to reject the application on that basis does not

carry persuasive weight in the Conunission's detennination in this case.

C:bec~!ist Item # 10: Nondiscriminatory access to databases and associated signaling
necessary for call routing and completion.

Access to Calling Name (CNAM) Database

Mel complains that Atneritech Michigan has not complied with the Commission's March 7,

2001 order in Case No. U-12540. which required Ameritech Michigan to pennit CLEes to

download the CNAM database. Although Ameritech Michigan has proposed a tariff and a

contract amendment related to CNAM access, MCI argues that both attempt to avoid Ameritech

Michigan's obligation to provide thl; CNAM database as a UNE. without restrictions as to the

telecommunications services for which it may be used, and to provide it at cost-based prices.

Page 16
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MPSC COMM. DIVISION Fax:517~241-6217 Jan 21 2003 13:41 P.Ol

April29J 2002

Mr. Thomas Lonergan
Director-Cmnmunicationl Division.
Miohigan Public Service ConunissiQll
6545 Mercantile Way
P.O. Box 30221
Lansing, MI 48909

Advice No.. 31,,,

[, V~Hllnttl~\I
~~~!I{~'i ~54{1

J\4.o1 ~JIi(:h(~an Ave.
"'*<711. Mlclllg;lI'I4Bi::!(\
Oltl<;p-. H3/223-B:lIlO
~"'.: ;l1311.11If;.'1!\11l

~·.rrlllm KilL'illll!\i(i
!.";"",, Mi:1".l~I'"

AYK 2 9 ZOOZ

Dear Mr. Lonergan:

The attached two (2) I5CltS of tariff sheets are sent to you for issuance and filing. as
mIthorized in the following Commission Order.

Case No.ll-IPZQ, Qrder dated 312?/1l1
TarjffM.r.S,C. Noh1f)R

Number of Sheets
1Q .

The attached tariff meets are being issued. in complllmCie with the Commission's Order
issued in Case No. U-12320 on March 29, 2002J which was on Rehearing from its Order issued
December 20, 2001. Part 19, Section 14 adds the unbundled network clam:mt (ONE) Tariff f()r
Directory Assistance listing (DAL) Service as required by the Commission's Orders. The cost
studies supporting this offering were developed in compliance with tho Commission's Orders in
Case No. V-II 831 and WII:lI'O filed in compliance with that dack~ on December 16, 1999.

Atneritech Michigan files thcsc tariff sheets under protes~ and re5erves 311 rights
rc:garding pending and potentia11egal challenges to the Commission orders noted above and to
other underlyin2 Commission orders that do or could impact the lirlffs or product offerings
reflected. therein. including but not ~ted to the Commission's orders in eM':: No. V-It831.



MFSC COMM. DIVISION Fax:517-241-6217 Jon 21 2003 13:41 P.02

By filing this tarift Amcriteeh Michigan is not waiviDa any of its rights to contend it hal
th" right to restrict the use of directory uiistanoe liltinp. Ammitech Miohigan also reserves ita
rights to modify this tariff aoQOIdin.gly, mould the Fedoral CommumOlotiOI13 COIIUDiolrion or a
court with applicable jurisdiction find that Ameritech Michigan can re.itrict the use of Directory
As8iatlllu:e Listings.

AI an ~lmowledgment that this filing has been I'C'eived, we requeBt the return of the
COPY l~~md tariffsheets. stamped by the Commission, to me at the above addreBil.

Sincerely,

Enclosures



MPSC COMM. DIVISION Fox:517-241-6217

Apri129~ 2002

AMERITECH
MICHIGAN BELL

Jan 21 2003 13:41 P.03

Regulatory Department

TARIFF TRANSMITTAL 31"

The following Taritrmaterial is beingiaued:

TaritTM.f,S,C, NA~.lVB

Part I. Se., 2

~
Pan 1', Sution 14

Number ot Sbeets
1!!

The attached tariff sheets are being iSBUed in compliance with the Commission~s Order
issued in Case No. U-16J~O on March 29, ZOOZ, which was on Rehearing from its Order issued
December 20,2001. Part 19, Section 14 adds the unbundled network element (UNE) Tariff fur
Directory Aui.tmce Listing (DAL) SetVice as required by the Commission'! Orders. The cost
lltudics supporting this offering were developed in e<nnplianco with the Commission's Orders in
Case No. U..11831 and were filed in compliance with that docket on December 16, 1999.

A1nCrit~h Michigan files these tariff sheets under protest, a.nd reserves all ri8hts
re~ pmomg ana poten:rtal legal cIlalJePgell: to the CQD1mi'ilJ;liQIl. Ql\l.ef$ noteel abOve and. to
other underlying Commission orders tbat do or could implUlt the tariffs or product ot"kringa
reflected therein, including but not limited to the Commission's orders in Case No. U·11831.

By filing this tariff, Ameritech Michigan is not waiving my of its rights to contend it has
the right to restrict the U6e ofdirectory assistance listings. Ameritech Michigan also reSlttVefl its
rights to modify this tariff aecordingly~ should the Federal Communications Commission or a
court with applicable jurisdiction find thAt Amcritcch Michigan ,an restrict the use of Directory
Assistance Listings.

Please file the pa,ees on the effective date~ 4/30102.
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If you wish to make changes to your mailing label or be removed from this distribution
Iililt~ pioue gontact Michael SaJazar at (210) 487-S069.

Emma Kabzinski
ruues Manager - Regulatory

Attachments



MICHIGAN BELL
TELEPHONE COMPANY
TARIFf M.P.S.C. NO. 20R

Ameritech
Tariff

fART 19 II SECTION 14 1

PART 19 - Unbundled Network Elements and Number
Portability

SECTION 14 - Unbundled Directory Assistance
Listing Service

1. UNBUNDLED DIRECTORY A$$tSTANC~ LtSTtNG S~r<VtC~

Ik DESCRIPTION

Original Sheet No. 1

(N)

Pi~ectory Assistance Listing (DAL) Service provides access to Ameritech
Michi']an's directory assistance (DA) listings for Michigan end-u5er
customers. Thi5 5ervice is available to any requesting sul:)scriber tnat
is 1) a competing provider of local exchange service or 2) a directory
~$$i$tance provider offering call completion services or 3) a directory
assistance provider th~t ~Ct8 as ~n agent of a co~peting provider o~

local exchange service or 4)an independent contractor providing
directory assistance service for a qualifying entity under 251(b) (3),
and that operates within Ameritech Michigan'a 5ervice t~rritory.

lB. TEBMS A)i1J) CONDX'1!IONS

l. This Section applies to Unbundled Directory Assistance L~stin9

Service p~ovided by ~e~itech Michigan, hereafter referred to as the
,. Company. "

2. Gene~al Regul~tions as found in Part 2 of this Tariff and Section 1
of this Part apply to this Section unless otherwise specified in this
Section or in Section 1.

3. Aroeritech Michigan reserves its rights to restrict the use of the
directory assistance listings to the provision of directory
assistance services.

Issued under authority of M.r.S.c. Order dated 03/29/02 CaSe No. u-l2320
Issued: April 29, 2002 Effective: April 30, 2002

By Robin M. Gleason, Vice President - State Regulato~y

Oetroit, Michigan

(0)



MICBlG.A.N BELL
TELEPHONE COMPANY
TARIFF M.r.s.c. NO. 20R

Ameritech
Tariff

fART 19 II SECTION 14 1

PART 19 - Unbundled Network Elements and Number
portability

SECTION 14 - Unbundled Directory Assistance
Listing Service

Original Sheet No.2

1. l.JNaUNDLED DIRECTORY ASSISTANCE LISTING SERVICE (Cont' d)

IE. TERMS 11M) C01i!i...I'l'IONS (""nt'd)

4, The company's oirectory ~ssi~tance listing information shall at all
tim~s remain the sole property of the Company. Upon termination of
the provisioD of D~~~ctory Assistance Listing information by the
Company, the subscriber shall cease using, for any p~rpQse

whatsoever, the directo~y ~SSi$tance listing information and shall
extract and expunge all copies or any portions thereof from files and
records and provide a certification from an officer of the company
that all actions have been performed.

5. Directory Assistance Listings information includes the end-user's
last name, first name, street number, street name, community and zip
code. Non-published li~tings are included without telephone number
information. Any information associated with a non-published listing
included in this offering shall be used only for the purpose of
conducting more.complete and accurate searches. No part of the
information associated with non-published listings shall be disclosed
or used for any·other purpose under any circumstances.

(N)

6. Part of the directory assistance listing information includes non­
listed listings. Non-listed listings are not printed in the
directory, however, they are available via directory assistance.
Consistent with the end-use~'s desi~e, non-listed listings shall be
used only for the provision of directory assistance service. No part
of the information associated with non-listed listings shall be
disclosed or used for any othe~ purpose ~nder any circumstances- (N)

Issued under authority of M.r.S.C. Order dated 03/29/02 Case No. U-12320
Issu€d: April 29, 2002 ~ffective: Ap);il 30, 2002

By Robin M. GleaSOn, Vice President - State Regulatory
Detroit, Michigan



MICHIGAN BELL
TELEPHONE COMPANY
TARIFF M.P.S.C. NO. 20R

Ameritech
Ta:tH:E

EART 1~1 SECTION 14[

PART 19 - Unbunoled Network Elements and Number
Portability

SECTION 14 - Unbundled Directory Assistance
Listing Se,rvice

original Sheet No. 3

l. UNBUNPLE;D DIRECTORY ASSISTANCE L.ISTING SERVICE (CQnt· d)

I
e. LIABILITY IL-- -----------~---.J

1. The Company makes no e~press or implied warranties whatsoever
regarding the accuracy of the directory assistance listing
information provided to the $~b$criber. The subscriber agrees to
accept the directory assistance listing information on an "as-isH
basis with all faults, errors and omissions, if any. The Company
makes no warranty, expressed or implied, with respect to any listings
or the information contained therein, including but not limited to
warranties for merchantability or fitness for a particular purpose.

2. The subscriber hereby releases the Company from any and all liabiLi.. ty
for damages due to errors or omissions in the directory assistance
li~ting ~o~ormation provided, or by reason of delay in providing the
directory assistance listing information, including, but not limited
to, special, indirect, consequential, p~nitive or incidental damages.

(N)

3. The subscriber to this offering shall indemnify, hold harmless, and
defend the company f~om and against any cost, damage, expense
(including but not limited to reasonable attorneyts fees and
e~penses) or liability arising in any manner o~t of any demand,
claim, suit or judgment ~Qr damages or injuries however caused, which
may arise out of the subscriber's use of the listings provided. ( )

Issued under authority of M.P-S.C. O~der dated 03/29/02 Case No. 0-12320
Issued: April 29, 2002 Effective: April 30, 2002

By Robin M. Gleason, Vice President ~ State Regulatory
Detroit, Michigan



MICHIGAN BELL
TELEPHONE COMPANY
~ARI~~ M.P.£.C. NO. 20R

Ameritech
Tariff

tART 19 II SECTION 14 1

PARt 19 - Unbundled Network Elements and Number
~Qrtability

SECTION 14 - Unbundled Directory Assistance
Listing Se;r:-vice

1. UNBUNDLED DIRECTORY ASSrSTANCE LIS'I'ING SERVICE (Cont' d)

I D. ORDERING AND PROVISIONING

The subscriber shall contact ito Company account manager to request
Dir~~tory Assistance Listing information. The subscriber shall provide
the Company a minimum of sixty (60) days' notice prior to the date when
DAL information ~s d~sired.

The DAL information will be provided in datatiles comprised of an
initial file ( ltba5e file"), and/or daily, weekly or monthly updates.
Upon reasonable request, the Company will make available a quarterly
list disclosing the identity of each entity that has provided its end­
users' directory assistance listings to be included in the Company'S
database. .

The subscriber may select directory assistance listings information
based on the following parameters:

GeQgr~phical ~el~ction; Listings for thQ entire state of
Michigan only will be provided.

Type of listing: Listings may also be selected by the type
(residential, business, caption listings o~ ~ny combination) .

The directo~y assistance listing information will be supplied in the
following media, which the company's internal systems accommodate:

Magnetic tape

Electronic File Transfer - utilizing a file transfer protocol
agreed to by the Company. Supscribers choosing electronic file
transfer must supply the r@quired data network.

The COMpany will provide the requesting subscriber documentation of the
DAL information data elements including a record layout defining these
fields.

The Company heSerVes the right to change the record layout or mode of
transmission with sixty days written notice to DAL subscribers.

I E. RATE APPLI~'rION

(N)

nAL Initi8~ Load
The DAL initial load provides for the activities necessary to provide
the subscriber a base file of DA listing information for the parameters
selected. The most recent directory assistance listing information
available is provided in the base file. This charge is applicable on a
per listing basis. ( )

Issued under authority of M.P.S.C. Order dated 03/29/02 Case No. U-12320
Issued: April 29, 2002 Effective: April 30, 2002

By Robin M. Gleason, Vice president - State Regulatory
Detroit, Michigan



M1CHIGAN BELL
TELErBQN~ COMPANY
TARIFF M.P.S.C. NO. 20R

Ameritech
Tariff

pART 19 II SECTION 14 1

PART 19 - Unbundled Network Elements and Number
Portability

SECrrON 14 - Unbundled Directory Assistance
Listing Service

Original Sheet No. 5

1. UNBUNDLED DIRECTORY ASSISTANCE LISTING SERVICE (Cont'd)

I E. RATE MPLICA'I::lON (~ont 'do)

DA.L U'pda.te
This charge is applicable on a monthly basis. The DAL Update charge is
for the provision of directory assistance listing information updates on
a daily, weekly or monthly basis as ~equested by the subsc~ibek.

Updates will be in the same parameters as the Initial Load ordered by
the subscriber, unless the subscriber specifies a different parameter.

In addition to the monthly update cha:t:"ge there is a charge pek listing
provided- Upd~te$ W~ll incl~de indi~~tor$ fOr the type of activity;
updates consist of new listings to DA information, deletions to
previously provided DA1 ~n£o~rnation and changes to e~i$tiDg DAL
information.

IJAL Set-pp ChargfJ
Th~ DAL non-recurring set-up charge provides for costs associated with
establishing DAL service for the subsc;dbe~- This is a one-time charge-

Advance Payments
The Company may require the subscriber to make an advance payment of the
estimated per listing charges for the OAt lnitial Load at the time the
order is taken. The Company, shall refund or bill, as appropriate, any
differeDce between the estimated amo~nt COllected and the act~al charge.

Ora&r Cancsllation or Chan~

If the subscriber cancels the order prior to the date the Company is
scheduled to provide the DAL information and the company has performed
any work or incurred any expense in connection therewith, the Company
will charge the cost incurred not to exceed the estimated charge for the
order.

If the subscriber cancels the order on or after the date the Company is
scheduled to provide the DAL information, all charges shall apply.

Camputat~on o£ Rates and Cbarqas
The Company shall count and bill for all listings provided to the
subscriber.

(N)

Each unique DAL record shall be counted as one listing. A listing is
defined as name, address, and telephone number. If additional lines of
information appear such as an additional name, each such line shall be
counted as a separate additional listing. Where additional information
appears as a part of a listed party's name O~ add~ess the CompaDy at its
option may count the same as two listings. ( )

Issued under authority of M.P.S.C. Orde~ dated 03/29/02 Case No. U-12320
IS$ued: April 29, 2002 Effective: April 30, 2002

By Robin M. Gleason, VicQ PrQsidQnt - State Regulatory
Detroit, Michigan



MICHIG.AN BELL
TELEPHONE COMPANY
TARIFF M.P.S.C. NO. 20R

Ameritech
Tariff

FART 19 II SECTION 14]

PART 19 -Unbundled Network Elements and Number
Portability

SECrrON 14 -Unbundled DirQctory Assistance
Listing Service

Original ShQet No. 6

1. UNBUNDlJ!:D DIRl!:C'1'ORY ASSISTANCE LISTING $ElllVICE (Cont I d)

IE. RATE MPLICAXION (cant 'd)

Non-PaJi?lll'!nt of DAL Serv1.ae
The company may suspend the prov~s2on of PAL service for non-payment
~pon 15 4~ys written notice and subscriber's fa~lu~e to ~u~e w~thin 15
days.

IF. PRICES ::

(N)

DAt Initial Load, per listing

DAL Update, per listing

DAL update, per month

DAL Set-Up Charge

R€;:curring
Cho.J:"ge

$0.028

$0.028

$1,258_69

Non-R€;:C1.lrring
ChaJ:"ge

$5,096.30 (N)

Issued under authority of M.P.S.C. Or4er dated 03/29/02 Case No. U-12320
Issued; April 29, 2002 Effective: April 30, 2002

By Robin M. Gleason, Vice P:cesident - State Regulatory
D~t~o1t, Michigan


