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STATE OF MICHIGAN 
 

BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
 
 

In the Matter of the Complaint of     Case No. U-14917 
ATTORNEY GENERAL MIKE COX  
Against VERIZON NORTH INC 
and CONTEL OF THE SOUTH INC, 
d/b/a VERIZON NORTH SYSTEMS 
 
_________________________________________________/ 
 
 

 
COMPLAINT  

 
 

 This is an action brought by the Attorney General, Michael A. Cox, by and through his 

attorneys, seeking a determination by the Michigan Public Service Commission ("MPSC" or 

"Commission") that Verizon North Inc and Contel of the South Inc d/b/a Verizon North Systems 

("Verizon") has violated the Michigan Telecommunications Act, MCL 484.2101, et seq. §§ 304 

(1), 304(2), and 502(1)(a) and (b). 

JURISDICTION 
 

 
 1. Section 201(1) of the Michigan Telecommunications Act (the “MTA”), MCL 

484.2201(1), provides that the Michigan Public Service Commission (“the Commission”) shall 

have the jurisdiction and authority to administer the MTA. 

 Section 203(1) of the MTA provides that "[u]pon receipt of an application or complaint 

filed under this act, or on its own motion, the commission may conduct an investigation, hold 

hearings, and issue its findings and order under the contested hearings provisions of the 

administrative procedures act of 1969, 1969 PA 306, MCL 24.201 to 24.328. 
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INTEREST OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

 2. Attorney General Mike Cox is the duly elected and qualified Attorney General of 

the State of Michigan and holds such office by virtue of and pursuant to the provisions of Const 

1963, Art. 5, § 21, and by mandate of the qualified electorate of the State of Michigan.  Thus, 

under Section 102(v) of the MTA, the Attorney General may bring suit as a “person.”  

3. Michigan statutory law, MCL §14.28, provides in pertinent part: 

The attorney general shall prosecute and defend all actions in the supreme 
court, in which the state shall be interested, or a party ... and may, when in 
his own judgment the interests of the state require it, intervene in and 
appear for the people of this state in any other court or tribunal, in any 
cause or matter, civil or criminal, in which the people of this state may be 
a party or interested.

 
4. The Attorney General has the right to intervene in any administrative proceeding 

when the Attorney General, in his own discretion, deems it in the public interest to do so.  People 

v O'Hara, 278 Mich 281; 270 NW 298 (1936), and Gremore v People's Community Hospital 

Authority, 8 Mich App 56; 153 NW2d 377 (1967).  

5. Furthermore, when the Attorney General deems it in the public interest to do so, 

he may intervene in any administrative proceeding at any stage of that proceeding.  Attorney 

General v Liquor Control Comm, 65 Mich App 88; 237 NW2d 196 (1975).  See also, People v 

O'Hara, 278 Mich 281; 270 NW2d 298 (1936); Kelley v. Gremore, 8 Mich App 56; 153 NW2d 

377 (1967); and In re Certified Question from the U.S. District Court for the Easter District of 

Michigan v. Phillip Morris, Inc, 465 Mich 537, 544-547; 638 NW 2d 409 (2002).  Additionally, 

See Stout v Keyes, 2 Doug 184, 187-188 (1845); Munday v McDonald, 216 Mich 444, 450-451; 

185 NW 877 (1921); Russell v People's Wayne County Bank of Dearborn, 275 Mich 415, 419; 

266 NW 401 (1936); Bugbee v Fowler, 277 Mich 485, 492; 269 NW 570 (1936); People v 

O'Hara, 278 Mich 281; 270 NW 298 (1936); People v Johnston, 326 Mich 213, 217; 40 NW2d 
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124 (1949); Kelley v. Gremore, 8 Mich App 56, 58-59; 153 NW2d 377 (1967); Attorney General 

v Liquor Control Comm'n, 65 Mich App 88; 237 NW2d 196 (1975).  Indeed, the Attorney 

General “has statutory and common law authority to act on behalf of the people of the State of 

Michigan in any cause, or matter, such authority being liberally construed.”  Michigan State 

Chiropractic Association v Kelley, 79 Mich App 789; 262 NW2d 676, 677 (1977). 

 6. Although a procedural distinction exists between intervention and initiating an 

action, “there is merger of purpose, by reason of public policy, when the interests of the State 

call for action by its chief law officer and there is no express legislative restriction to the 

contrary.”  In re Lewis’ Estate, 287 Mich. 179, 184, 283 N.W. 21 (1938).  See also Humphrey v. 

Kleinhardt, 157 F.R.D. 404, 405 (W.D. Mich. 1994). 

7. As the chief law officer of the state, the Attorney General has a wide range of 

powers at common law to represent public interests as he may deem necessary for the protection 

of public rights.  Mundy v McDonald, 216 Mich 444, 450; 185 NW 877 (1921).  The common 

law powers and duties of the Attorney General include the power to intervene in all actions, 

which are of concern to the general public.   

 8. Under common law, the court should only prohibit the Attorney General from 

intervening or bringing an action when to do so “is clearly inimical to the public interest.”  In re 

Intervention of Attorney General, 326 Mich 213; 40 NW 2d 124, 126 (1946).  In Associated 

Builders & Contractors v Perry, 115 F3d 386 (6th Cir, 1997), the United States Court of Appeals 

for the Sixth Circuit affirmed the Michigan Attorney General’s statutory and common law 

authority to intervene for purposes of protecting the state’s interest.  Thus, it remains clear that 

the Attorney General, both through the language of the MTA and common law, is permitted to 

bring a cause of action.    
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RESPONDENT 
 

 
9.  Verizon North Inc. and Contel of the South, Inc. d/b/a Verizon North Systems 

("Verizon") is a provider of telecommunications services who services businesses and residents 

of Michigan.  

10.  Verizon has over 250,000 access lines within the state of Michigan.  

 
 

STATEMENT OF FACTS 
 
  

11. MCL 484.2304(1) ("Section 304") of the MTA provides, in pertinent part, that: 

Each provider shall set the initial rates for primary basis local exchange service to 
be effective no later than April 1, 2006.  Except as provided under section 310a or 
a higher rate approved by the commission under subsection (2)(d), the initial 
rates may not exceed the rates for the lowest cost calling plan that includes a 
limited number of outgoing calls of the provider in place before the rates are 
set under this subsection. 
 
MCL 484.2304(1) (emphasis added). 
 
12. Verizon's lowest cost calling plan in place before the rates were set under Section 

304(1) was its One-Party Value Pak-60 plan.  (Verizon's June 9, 2006 filing in Case No. U-

14899, Attachment A). 

13. The rate for the Value Pak-60 plan was $16.76 and $16.781 and the Value Pak-60 

had unlimited incoming and outgoing minutes per month.  (MPSC Case No. U-12807; Verizon's 

January 27, 2006 filing in MPSC Case No. U-14767, Attachment B; Verizon's June 9, 2006 

filing in MPSC Case No. U-14899, Attachment A.) 

                                                 
1 As stated by Verizon, the $0.02 difference between the One-Party Value Pak-60 rate approved in Case No. U-
12807 for Verizon North Inc. and Verizon North Systems is related to the interstate EUCL cost per line developed in 
Case No. U-12807 and approved by the Commission. (Verizon's January 27, 2006 filing in MPSC Case No. U-
14767, Attachment B) 
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14. As of April 1, 2006, Verizon moved all of its Value Pak-60 customers to its 

Primary Basic Local Exchange Service (PBLES) plan which had a 100-call allowance. 

(Verizon's June 9, 2006 filing in MPSC Case No. U-14899, Attachment A). 

15. In addition to moving all of its Value Pak-60 customers to its PBLES plan, 

Verizon increased the rate for the PBLES plan by $1.20 and reduced the number of outgoing 

minutes per month from unlimited to 12,000.  (Verizon's June 9, 2006 filing in MPSC Case No. 

U-14899, Attachment A). 

16. During the period February 19, 2006 through March 16, 2006, Verizon included a 

bill message on Value Pak-60 customers' bills notifying them that the Value Pak-60 plan has 

changed to become the Value Pak-100 plan (also referred as the "PBLES plan").  (Verizon's June 

9, 2006 filing in MPSC Case No. U-14899, Attachment A). 

17. The bill message notified the Value Pak-60 customers of the $1.20 increase in the 

rate and the additional 40 calls. (Verizon's June 9, 2006 filing in MPSC Case No. U-14899, 

Attachment A; Verizon Customer Bills, Attachment C). 

18. The bill message did not notify the Value Pak-60 customers that the unlimited 

outgoing minutes provided in the Value Pak-60 plan was reduced to 12,000 outgoing minutes per 

month in the new PBLES plan. 

19. Verizon's website advertisement of the Value Pak-100 plan/PBLES plan also does 

not notify customers that the plan has only 12,000 outgoing minutes. (Verizon's June 9, 2006 

filing in MPSC Case No. U-14899, Attachment A; Verizon's Website Advertisement, 

Attachment D). 

VIOLATIONS OF LAW 

COUNT I – VIOLATION OF SECTION 304(1) 
 
 20. The statement of facts is incorporated in this count. 
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 21. Section 304(1) provides that "[e]xcept as provided under Section 310a or a higher 

rate approved by the commission under subsection (2)(d), the initial rates may not exceed the 

rates for the lowest cost calling plan with a limited number of outgoing calls of the provider in 

place before the rates are set under this subsection." 

 22. Verizon's lowest cost calling plan in place before the rates were set under Section 

304(1) was its One-Party Value Pak-60 plan.  (Verizon's June 9, 2006 filing in MPSC Case No. 

U-14899, Attachment A). 

 23. The rate for the Value Pak-60 plan was $16.76 and $16.78 and the Value Pak-60 

had unlimited incoming and outgoing minutes per month.  (MPSC Case No. U-12807; Verizon's 

January 27, 2006 filing in MPSC Case No. U-14767, Attachment B; Verizon's June 9, 2006 

filing in MPSC Case No. U-14899, Attachment A). 

 24. Verizon increased the rate for the Value Pak-100/PBLES plan by $1.20 and 

reduced the number of outgoing minutes per month from unlimited to 12,000.  (Verizon's June 9, 

2006 filing in MPSC Case No. U-14899, Attachment A; Verizon's PBLES Tariff, Attachment F). 

 25. Verizon's $1.20 rate increase and reduction in outgoing minutes violates Section 

304(1). 

 26. Section 304(1) expressly states that the PBLES plan to take effect on April 1, 

2006 may not exceed the rates for the lowest cost calling plan that was in effect before the new 

PBLES plan. 

 27. AARP and Michigan Consumer Federation both quote the primary sponsor of 

House Bill 5237 (later enacted at the MTA) as stating: 

We also helped Michigan families by increasing the minimum number of calls for 
basic phone service from 50 to 100.  Now grandparents can talk to their 
grandchildren more times during the month, for the same cost. 
 
 (AARP March 29, 2006 Comments in Case No. U-14731, Attachment E) 
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In addition, one of the biggest parts for me is that seniors will be able to get 100 
calls for what they're now paying for 50.  
 
(AARP March 29, 2006 Comments and Michigan Consumer Federation March 
30, 2006 Comments in Case No. U-14731, Attachment E). 
 
 

 28. Verizon's $1.20 rate increase and reduction in outgoing minutes from unlimited to 

12,000 per month in its PBLES plan that took effect on April 1, 2006 violates Section 304(1), 

and thus is subject to the penalties provided in MCL 484.2601(a) (Section 601(a)) requiring 

Verizon to pay a minimum of $1,000 to a maximum of $20,000 per day for every day that 

Verizon is in violation of Section 304(1). 

COUNT II --  VIOLATION OF SECTION 304(2) 

 29. The statement of facts is incorporated in this count. 

 30. Section 304(1) provides that "[e]xcept as provided under Section 310a or a higher 

rate approved by the commission under subsection (2)(d), the initial rates may not exceed the 

rates for the lowest cost calling plan with a limited number of outgoing calls of the provider in 

place before the rates are set under this subsection." 

 31. Verizon's lowest cost calling plan in place before the rates were set under Section 

304(1) was its One-Party Value Pak-60 plan.  (Verizon's June 9, 2006 filing in MPSC Case No. 

U-14899, Attachment A). 

 32. The rate for the Value Pak-60 plan was $16.76 and $16.78 and the Value Pak-60 

had unlimited incoming and outgoing minutes per month.  (MPSC Case No. U-12807; Verizon's 

January 27, 2006 filing in MPSC Case No. U-14767, Attachment B; (Verizon's June 9, 2006 

filing in MPSC Case No. U-14899, Attachment A). 
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 33. Verizon increased the rate for the Value Pak-100/PBLES plan by $1.20 and 

reduced the number of outgoing minutes per month from unlimited to 12,000.  (Verizon's June 9, 

2006 filing in MPSC Case No. U-14899, Attachment A). 

 34. Section 304(2) provides: 

(2) A provider may alter its rates for primary basic local exchange services by 
1 or more of the following: 
 
(a)  Filing with the commission a notice of a reduction in a primary basic local 
exchange rate.  A rate alteration under this subdivision shall become effective 
without commission review or approval. 
 
(b)  Filing with the commission a notice of an increase in a primary basic local 
exchange rate to a level not to exceed the rate established under subsection (1) or 
subdivision (c) and (d).  A rate alteration under this subdivision is effective 
without commission review or approval. 
 
(c)  Filing with the commission notice of an increase in a basic local exchange 
rate that does not exceed 1% less than the consumer price index. . . . 
 
(d)  Filing with the commission an application to increase a primary basic local 
exchange rate in an amount greater than that allowed under subsection (1) or 
subdivision (c).  The application shall be accompanies with sufficient 
documentary support that the rate alteration is just and reasonable.  The 
commission shall make a determination within the 90-day period provided for in 
subsection (5) of 1 of the following: 
 
(i)  That the rate alteration is just and reasonable 
 
(ii)  That a filing under section 203 is necessary to review the rate alteration. 

 

 35. Verizon's increase in its PBLES rate violates Section 304(2) because it exceeds 

the rate established under Section 304(1) and Verizon did not request an increase in the PBLES 

rate. 

 36. Verizon's $1.20 rate increase and reduction in outgoing minutes from unlimited to 

12,000 per month in its PBLES plan that took effect on April 1, 2006 violates Section 304(2) and 

thus is subject to the penalties provided in MCL 484.2601(a) (Section 601(a)) requiring Verizon 
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to pay a minimum of $1,000 to a maximum of $20,000 per day for every day that Verizon is in 

violation of Section 304(1). 

COUNT III – VIOLATION OF SECTION 502(1)(a) 

 37. The statement of facts is incorporated in this count. 

38. During the period February 19, 2006 through March 16, 2006, Verizon included a 

bill message on Value Pak-60 customers' bills notifying them that the Value Pak-60 plan has 

changed to become the Value Pak-100 plan (also referred as the "PBLES plan").  (Verizon's June 

9, 2006 filing in MPSC Case No. U-14899, Attachment A). 

39. The bill message notified the Value Pak-60 customers of the $1.20 increase in the 

rate and the additional 40 calls. (Verizon's June 9, 2006 filing in MPSC Case No. U-14899, 

Attachment A). 

40. The bill message reads: 

Important Information 
 
Your basic local telephone service – Value Pak-60 – will undergo changes that 
will be reflected in your April billing statement.  The changes are required by the 
Michigan Legislature and are currently before the Michigan Public Service 
Commission.  Value Pak-60 will change to become Value Pak-100, which 
includes 100 calls for the service rather than 60 calls under your current service.  
The current rate for --60 is $16.76, which appears on the Residence Line on your 
bill.  The rate for Value-Pak-100, which reflects the additional 40 local calls for a 
total of 100, is $17.96 and will be included in your April bill.  If you would like to 
discuss your calling plan and see what other options are available to you, please 
call 1-800-483-4000. 
 
(Verizon's June 9, 2006 filing in MPSC Case No. U-14899, Attachment A). 
 
 
41 The bill message did not notify the Value Pak-60 customers that the unlimited 

outgoing minutes provided in the Value Pak-60 plan was reduced to 12,000 outgoing minutes per 

month in the new PBLES plan. 
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 42. Verizon's website advertisement of the Value Pak-100 plan/PBLES plan also does 

not notify customers that the plan has only 12,000 outgoing minutes. (Verizon's June 9, 2006 

filing in MPSC Case No. U-14899, Attachment A; Verizon's Website Advertisement, 

Attachment D). 

 43. Section 502(1)(a) provides: 

(1)  A provider of telecommunication service shall not do any of the following: 
 

(a)  Make a statement of representation, including the omission of material 
information, regarding the rates, terms, or conditions of providing a 
telecommunication service that is false, misleading, or deceptive.  As used 
in this subdivision, "material information" includes, but is not limited to, 
all applicable fees, taxes, and charges that will be billed to the end-user, 
regardless of whether the fees, taxes, or charges are authorized by state or 
federal law. 
 

 44. Verizon's bill message notification to its customers of the switch from the Value 

Pak-60 rate plan to the Value Pak-100/PBLES rate plan failed to explain the reduction in 

outgoing minutes from unlimited to only 12,000 minutes per month. 

 45. Verizon's website advertisement of the Value Pak-100 plan/PBLES plan also does 

not notify customers that the plan has only 12,000 outgoing minutes. (Verizon's June 9, 2006 

filing in MPSC Case No. U-14899, Attachment A; Verizon's Website Advertisement, 

Attachment D). 

46. Verizon's failure to notify its customers of this outgoing minutes reduction 

constitutes the omission of material information regarding the rates, terms, or conditions of 

providing a telecommunication service that was false, misleading, or deceptive, and thus is a 

violation of Section 502(1)(a). 

47. Verizon's violation of Section 502(1)(a) is subject to the penalties provided in 

MCL 484.2601(a) (Section 601(a)) requiring Verizon to pay a minimum of $1,000 to a 

maximum of $20,000 per day for every day that Verizon is in violation of Section 502(1)(a). 
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48. The Section 601(a) penalty applies for each violation to each of Verizon's Value 

Pak-60 customers switched to the Value Pak-100/PBLES plan and to each person that has 

requested the Value Pak-100/PBLES from Verizon since April 1, 2006. 

COUNT IV – VIOLATION OF SECTION 502(1)(b) 

49. The statement of facts is incorporated in this count. 

50. During the period February 19, 2006 through March 16, 2006, Verizon included a 

bill message on Value Pak-60 customers' bills notifying them that the Value Pak-60 plan has 

changed to become the Value Pak-100 plan (also referred as the "PBLES plan").  (Verizon's June 

9, 2006 filing in MPSC Case No. U-14899, Attachment A). 

51. The bill message notified the Value Pak-60 customers of the $1.20 increase in the 

rate and the additional 40 calls. (Verizon's June 9, 2006 filing in MPSC Case No. U-14899, 

Attachment A). 

52. The bill message reads: 

Important Information 
 
Your basic local telephone service – Value Pak-60 – will undergo changes that 
will be reflected in your April billing statement.  The changes are required by the 
Michigan Legislature and are currently before the Michigan Public Service 
Commission.  Value Pak-60 will change to become Value Pak-100, which 
includes 100 calls for the service rather than 60 calls under your current service.  
The current rate for Value-Pak-60 is $16.76, which appears on the Residence Line 
on your bill.  The rate for Value-Pak-100, which reflects the additional 40 local 
calls for a total of 100, is $17.96 and will be included in your April bill.  If you 
would like to discuss your calling plan and see what other options are available to 
you, please call 1-800-483-4000. 
 
(Verizon's June 9, 2006 filing in MPSC Case No. U-14899, Attachment A).  

 

53. Verizon, without express authorization from each customer, moved its Value Pak-

60 plan customers to the Value Pak-100/PBLES plan. 

54. Section 502(1)(b) provides: 
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(1)  A provider of telecommunication service shall not do any of the following: 
 

*      *      * 
 

(b)  Charge an end-user for a subscribed service that the end-user did not make an 
initial affirmative order.  Failure to refuse an offered or proposed subscribed 
service is not an affirmative order for the service. 
 
 
55. Verizon charged its Value Pak-60 plan customers for the Value Pak-100/PBLES 

plan without obtaining express authorization from each Value Pak-60 end-user. 

56. Verizon violated Section 502(1)(b) when it charged its Value Pak-60 plan 

customers for the Value Pak-100/PBLES plan without obtaining express authorization from each 

Value Pak-60 end-user. 

57. Verizon's violation of Section 502(1)(b) is subject to the penalties provided in 

MCL 484.2601(a) (Section 601(a)) requiring Verizon to pay a minimum of $1,000 to a 

maximum of $20,000 per day for every day that Verizon is in violation of Section 502(1)(b). 

58. The Section 601(a) penalty applies for each violation to each of Verizon's Value 

Pak-60 customers switched to the Value Pak-100/PBLES plan. 
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RELIEF REQUESTED 
 
 
 59. Section 601 of the MTA, MCL 484.2601, provides in part that:  

If after notice and hearing the commission finds a person has violated this act, the 
commission shall order remedies and penalties to protect and make whole 
ratepayers and other persons who have suffered an economic loss as a result of the 
violation, including, but not limited to, 1 or more of the following: 
 
(a) .... the person to pay a fine for the first offense of not less than $1,000.00 nor 
more than $20,000.00 per day that the person is in violation of this act, and for 
each subsequent offense, a fine of not less that $2,000.00 nor more than 
$40,000.00 per day.    

 

60. The Attorney General requests that the Michigan Public Service Commission: 

a) Find Verizon in violation of Sections 304(1), 304(2), 502(1)(a) and 
502(1)(b) of the MTA; 

 
 
b) Order Verizon to refund to its customers the $1.20 per month increase; 
 
 
e) Order Verizon to pay the maximum fine permitted by Section 601(a) of 

the MTA for Verizon's violation of Sections 304(1), 304(2), 502(1)(a) and 
502(1)(b) of the MTA; 

 
f) Order Verizon to pay reasonable attorney fees and costs incurred to the 

Attorney General for bringing this claim; and 
 

  g) Direct further relief as the Commission deems reasonable and appropriate. 

Respectfully submitted, 
 

       Michael A. Cox 
Attorney General   

 
 
       Michael E. Moody (P51985) 
       John R. Liskey (P31580) 
       Assistant Attorney General 
       Tobacco and Special Litigation Division 

P.O. Box 30212 
Lansing, MI  49813 

Dated:  June 13, 2006     (517) 373-1123 



A. Randall Vogelzang 
Vice President and  
General Counsel – 
Great Lakes Region   

  

 

June 9, 2006 

HQE02H37 
600 Hidden Ridge 
P.O. Box 152092  
Irving, TX  75038 
 
Phone 972 718-2170 
Fax 972 718-0936 
randy.vogelzang@verizon.com 

 
Ms. Mary Jo Kunkle 
Executive Secretary 
Michigan Public Service Commission 
6545 Mercantile Way 
P.O. Box 30221 
Lansing, MI  48909 
 
Subject: IN THE MATTER, ON THE COMMISSION’S OWN MOTION, TO 

IMPLEMENT THE PROVISIONS OF SECTION 301A OF 2005 PA 235 
 MPSC CASE NO. U-14899 
 
Dear Ms. Kunkle: 
 
Enclosed for filing please find an electronic copy of Verizon North Inc. and Contel of the 
South, Inc. d/b/a Verizon North Systems’ (collectively “Verizon”) Response to the 
Commission’s May 25, 2006 Order in the above referenced proceeding.  Attachment A is 
confidential under Section 210 of the Michigan Telecommunications Act (“Act”) and 
must be protected as such.   
 
If you have any questions, please contact me.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
A. Randall Vogelzang   
 
Enclosures 

moodyme
ATTACHMENT A



 

STATE OF MICHIGAN 
 

BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
 
 
In the matter, on the Commission’s own motion, ) 
to implement the provisions of Section 301a of ) Case No. U-14899 
2005 PA 235.      ) 
__________________________________________) 
 
 

VERIZON’S RESPONSE TO THE COMMISSION’S MAY 25, 2006 ORDER  
 

Verizon North Inc. and Contel of the South, Inc. d/b/a Verizon North Systems 

(collectively “Verizon”), pursuant to the Michigan Public Service Commission’s 

(“Commission”) order dated May 25, 2006 in Case No. U-14899, submits the following 

response.  Verizon provides information that shows Verizon took the appropriate steps to 

make primary basic local exchange service (“PBLES”) available to the public in 

compliance with Section 301a of the Michigan Telecommunications Act (“MTA”).  

Specifically, the attached supporting documentation addresses the programming changes, 

training of personnel, and any customer notices or advertisements Verizon instituted in 

order to offer PBLES to the public.  Also provided is the number of requests for PBLES 

since the passage of Act 235 and the number of customers that are currently receiving 

PBLES on May 1, 2006. 

I. EVIDENTIARY SUPPORT FOR VERIZON’S PBLES FILING 

A. Programming Changes 

The establishment of Verizon’s One-Party Value Pak-100 PBLES plan required a 

number of system changes.  All system enhancements were implemented prior to the 

April 1, 2006 effective date of Verizon’s PBLES plan.  Kelley Affidavit, ¶5; Attachment 

A.   
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B. Training of Personnel 

In preparation of PBLES implementation on April 1, 2006, Verizon provided its 

customer service representatives notification beginning February 10, 2006 of the 

establishment of Verizon’s PBLES rates via its “EZ Reference” system.  Kelley 

Affidavit, ¶6; Attachment A. 

C. Customer Notices and Advertisements 

During the period February 19, 2006 through March 16, 2006, Verizon included a 

message on bills providing notice of the new One-Party Value Pak-100 PBLES Service.  

Verizon also advertises on its website the availability of its One-Party Value Pak-100 

PBLES plan.  Kelley Affidavit, ¶7; Attachment A. 

D. Number of Requests for PBLES Since Passage of Act 235 

 Verizon did not receive any requests for its PBLES for the period November 22, 

2005 (passage of Act 235) through March 31, 2006, because the service had not yet been 

established.  The number of requests Verizon has received since the establishment of 

PBLES (April 1, 2006) is noted in the attached confidential Kelley Affidavit, ¶8; 

Attachment A. 

E. Number of Customers Receiving PBLES on May 1, 2006 

The number of customers subscribed to Verizon’s PBLES as of May 1, 2006 is 

noted in the attached confidential Kelley Affidavit, ¶9; Attachment A. 
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II. CONCLUSION 

Based on the information submitted in this response, the Commission should 

conclude that Verizon has taken adequate steps to make PBLES available to the public. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 
 
VERIZON NORTH INC. and CONTEL OF 
THE SOUTH, INC. d/b/a VERIZON 
NORTH SYSTEMS 
 
 
 
___________________________________ 
A. Randall Vogelzang (P27998) 
HQE02H37 
600 Hidden Ridge 
Irving, TX  75038 
(972) 718-2170 

 

Dated:  June 9, 2006 
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VERIZON RESPONSE 

CASE NO. U-14899 

JUNE 9, 2006 

 

ATTACHMENT A 

AFFIDAVIT OF MATTHEW T. KELLEY 

(NONCONFIDENTIAL VERSION) 
 
 



 

STATE OF MICHIGAN 
 

BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
 

 
In the matter, on the Commission’s own motion, ) 
to implement the provisions of Section 301a of ) Case No. U-14899 
2005 PA 235.      ) 
__________________________________________) 
 

AFFIDAVIT OF MATTHEW T. KELLEY 

STATE OF MICHIGAN ) 
    )  ss 
COUNTY OF INGHAM ) 
 

MATTHEW T. KELLEY, being duly sworn, state as follows: 

1. I am a Director - State Government Relations for Verizon Services Group 

and have responsibility for assisting with the implementation of price regulated services, 

such as Verizon’s Primary Basic Local Exchange Service (“PBLES”). 

2. The purpose of this affidavit is to:  a) demonstrate that Verizon has taken 

the necessary steps to offer PBLES, b) provide the number of requests for PBLES since 

the passage of Act 235, and c) provide the number of customers that were receiving 

PBLES as of May 1, 2006 as requested in the Michigan Public Service Commission’s 

(“Commission”) May 25, 2006 order in the above referenced case. 

3. On January 19, 2006 Verizon filed a tariff for PBLES, which it identified 

as “One-Party Value Pak-100” with an effective date of April 1, 2006 in compliance with 

the Commission’s December 20, 2005 order Case No. U-14731.  On January 26, 2006, 

Verizon amended its filing to incorporate changes suggested by the Commission Staff.  

One-Party Value Pak–100 PBLES Service was filed with a monthly recurring charge of 
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$17.98 and $17.96 for Verizon North Inc. and Verizon North Systems, respectively.  

Verizon’s PBLES pending tariff sheets were finalized and processed by the Commission 

Staff on February 9, 2006. 

4. Verizon’s One-Party Value Pak-100 PBLES Service is offered to each 

residential customer within Verizon’s service area where it provides residential primary 

basic local exchange service pursuant to Section 301a of the MTA.  The service includes 

no fewer than 100 outgoing voice calls per month, not less than 12,000 outgoing voice 

minutes of use per month, and unlimited incoming voice calls.  One-Party Value Pak-100 

PBLES service is available to all Michigan consumers, including those who qualify for 

Lifeline Service.  As noted in Verizon’s January 19, 2005 filing to establish its PBLES 

rates in Case No. U-14731, the basis of the cost support and rate development for 

Verizon’s One-Party Value Pak-100 PBLES service was Verizon’s One-Party Value Pak-

60 rates (its lowest cost calling plan) that were previously approved by the Commission 

in Case No. U-12807 (Application of Verizon to Restructure its Rates for Basic Local 

Exchange Services). 

5. In order to establish the One-Party Value Pak-100 PBLES Service, 

Verizon was required to change its end-user billing system to allow for a 100 local call 

allowance and to rate any local calls in excess of the 100 call allowance.  Additionally, 

Verizon changed its bill format or bill presentation to reflect the new “One-Party Value 

Pak-100” plan name.  Since the One-Party Value Pak-100 PBLES Service was replacing 

the One-Party Value Pack-60 plan, certain billing codes had to be mechanically changed 

to bill correctly and to be in compliance with Verizon’s tariff.  The pending orders also 

had to be reviewed so they would pass from the order entry system to the billing system 
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without errors.  Finally, the billing tables required updating to reflect the new One-Party 

Value Pak-100 PBLES plan.  All of the system changes summarized above were 

implemented prior to Verizon’s PBLES becoming effective April 1, 2006. 

6. In preparation for implementing its One-Party Value Pak-100 PBLES plan 

by April 1, 2006, Verizon provided its customer service representatives notification 

beginning February 10, 2006 of the establishment of Verizon’s PBLES plan and rates via 

its “EZ Reference” system.  Verizon’s “EZ Reference” system provides customer service 

representatives with a central location for online access to reference information, such as 

customer notifications, methods and procedures, and practices and procedures, that will 

help reduce call-handling time and quickly provide accurate information to customers.  A 

copy of the online screens viewed by the customer representatives is included as 

confidential Attachment A.1. 

7. During the period February 19, 2006 through March 16, 2006, Verizon 

included a bill message on certain customer bills notifying them that the One-Party Value 

Pak-100 PBLES plan would allow a 100 call allowance at the $17.98 and $17.96 rates.  A 

copy of the bill insert is included as Attachment A.2.  Verizon offers all Michigan 

customers its PBLES plan as one of their choices when they call the service office to 

request local service.  Verizon also advertises on its website the availability of its One-

Party Value Pak-100 PBLES plan.  A copy of the screens that can be viewed from 

Verizon’s website is included as Attachment A.3. 

8. Verizon did not receive any requests for its PBLES for the period 

November 22, 2005 (passage of Act 235) through March 31, 2006, because the service 

had not yet been established.  The number of requests Verizon has received since the 
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establishment of PBLES (April 1, 2006) is ***BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL***       

***END CONFIDENTIAL***.  This number only includes inquiries if service is 

ultimately ordered.  Verizon does not have the ability to track instances of PBLES 

inquiries where service is not ordered. 

9. The number of customers subscribed to Verizon’s PLBES as of May 1, 

2006 is ***BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL***                ***END CONFIDENTIAL***.   

10. I have personal knowledge of the related facts contained herein, except as 

to those matters based upon information and belief, and as to those matters I believe them 

to be true. 
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  Issue Date: 02-10-2006 

  Expires Date: 04-10-2006 

  Effective Date 
Note: 

Immed 

  Personnel 
Affected: 

CSSC 

  Contact: N/A, Consumer, 0000000000 

  Title: MI PBLES Rate and Function Change Notice — MI-GTE — Customer 
Selection: Selected Residence  

  Category: Bill Messages/Inserts & Direct Mailers 

  

Content: GT036906MI — MI-GTE — Vehicle: BM — MI PBLES Rate  
and Function Change Notice — Customer Selection:  
Selected Residence  
 
Insertion Date: 
 Bill Period: 2/19/06 – 3/16/06• 
 Calendar Date: 2/19/06 – 3/16/06• 
 
================================= 
 
Important Information  
Your basic local telephone service – Value Pak- 
60 - will undergo changes that will be reflected  
in your April billing statement. The changes are  
required by the Michigan Legislature and are  
currently before the Michigan Public Service  
Commission. Value Pak-60 will change to become  
Value Pak-100, which includes 100 calls for the  
service rather than the 60 calls under your  
current service. The current rate for Value-Pak- 
60 is $16.78, which appears on the Residence Line  
on your bill. The rate for Value-Pak-100, which  
reflects the additional 40 local calls for a  
total of 100, is $17.98 and will be included in  
your April bill. If you would like to discuss  
your calling plan and see what other options are  
available to you, please call 1-800-483-4000.  
  

   
 
 

Legal Notices   
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  Issue Date: 02-10-2006 

  Expires Date: 04-10-2006 

  Effective Date 
Note: 

Immed 

  Personnel 
Affected: 

CSSC 

  Contact: N/A, Consumer, 0000000000 

  Title: MI PBLES Rate and Function Change Notice — MI-Alltel - Customer 
Selection: Selected Residence with ISOC 10614 

  Category: Bill Messages/Inserts & Direct Mailers 

  

Content: GT037006MI — MI-Alltel — Vehicle: BM — MI PBLES  
Rate and Function Change Notice — Customer  
Selection: Selected Residence with ISOC 10614 
 
 
Insertion Date: 
 Bill Period: 2/19/06 – 3/16/06• 
 Calendar Date: 2/19/06 – 3/16/06• 
 
================================= 
 
Important Information  
Your basic local telephone service – Value Pak- 
60 - will undergo changes that will be reflected  
in your April billing statement. The changes are  
required by the Michigan Legislature and are  
currently before the Michigan Public Service  
Commission. Value Pak-60 will change to become  
Value Pak-100, which includes 100 calls for the  
service rather than the 60 calls under your  
current service. The current rate for Value-Pak- 
60 is $16.76, which appears on the Residence Line  
on your bill. The rate for Value-Pak-100, which  
reflects the additional 40 local calls for a  
total of 100, is $17.96 and will be included in  
your April bill. If you would like to discuss  
your calling plan and see what other options are  
available to you, please call 1-800-483-4000.   

   
 
 

Legal Notices   
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A. Randall Vogelzang 
Vice President and  
General Counsel – 
Great Lakes Region   

  

 

January 27, 2006 

HQE02H37 
600 Hidden Ridge 
P.O. Box 152092  
Irving, TX  75038 
 
Phone 972 718-2170 
Fax 972 718-0936 
randy.vogelzang@verizon.com 

 
Ms. Mary Jo Kunkle 
Executive Secretary 
Michigan Public Service Commission 
6545 Mercantile Way 
P.O. Box 30221 
Lansing, MI  48909 
 
Subject: IN THE MATTER OF THE NOTICE OF VERIZON NORTH INC. AND 

CONTEL OF THE SOUTH, INC. D/B/A VERIZON NORTH SYSTEMS TO 
IMPLEMENT SECTION 310A OF THE MTA 

 MPSC CASE NO. U-14767 
 
Dear Ms. Kunkle: 
 
Enclosed for filing please find an original and four (4) copies of Verizon North Inc. and 
Contel of the South, Inc. d/b/a Verizon North Systems’ (“Verizon”) Notice to Implement 
Section 310A of the Michigan Telecommunications Act (“MTA”).  This document has 
been electronically filed in the above referenced case. 
 
Data contained in Exhibits 4 and 5 of this filing are confidential under Section 210 of the 
Michigan Telecommunications Act (“Act”).  A non-redacted copy of Exhibits 4 and 5 
will be provided to Staff. 
 
If you have any questions, please contact me.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
A. Randall Vogelzang   
 
Enclosures 

moodyme
ATTACHMENT B



 

STATE OF MICHIGAN 
 

BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
 
In the matter of the notice of Verizon North Inc. ) 
and Contel of the South, Inc. d/b/a Verizon North ) Case No. U-14767 
Systems to implement section 310a of the MTA. ) 
__________________________________________) 
 

PROOF OF SERVICE 

 
STATE OF TEXAS  ) 
    )  ss 
COUNTY OF DALLAS ) 
 
 Patty A. Nelson, being first duly sworn, deposes and says that on January 27, 
2006, a copy of Verizon’s Notice to Implement Section 310a of the MTA was served 
upon the following parties via U.S. mail: 
 
 
Orjiakor Isiogu 
Director – Communications Division 
Michigan Public Service Commission 
6545 Mercantile Way 
Lansing, MI  48911 
 
 
 
       ____________________________ 
        Patty A. Nelson 
 
 
Subscribed and sworn to before me 
this 27th date of January, 2006. 
 
 
 
__________________________________ 
Nancy G. Brown, Notary Public 
Tarrant County, Texas 
My Commission Expires:  October 8, 2008 



STATE OF MICHIGAN 
 

BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
 
 
In the matter of the notice of Verizon North Inc. ) 
and Contel of the South, Inc. d/b/a Verizon North ) Case No. U-14767 
Systems to implement section 310a of the MTA. ) 
__________________________________________) 
 
 

NOTICE OF VERIZON NORTH INC. AND CONTEL OF THE SOUTH, INC. 
D/B/A VERIZON NORTH SYSTEMS TO IMPLEMENT SECTION 310A OF THE 

MTA 
 

Verizon North Inc. and Contel of the South, Inc. d/b/a Verizon North Systems 

(collectively “Verizon”), pursuant to Sections 310a and 304 of the Michigan 

Telecommunications Act, as amended (“the Act” or “the MTA”), MCL 484.2310a, MCL 

484.2304, provides notice under Section 310a(2) of the MTA to increase its primary 

basic local exchange services (“PBLES”) rates which will be effective on April 1, 20061 

in an amount not to exceed its intrastate subscriber line charge (“SLC”)2 in effect July 1, 

2005.  Verizon’s tariff for this increase is supported by Exhibits 1-5 and affidavits 

(Exhibits 6 and 7).  

1. Applicable MTA Provisions 

 Verizon has calculated its PBLES rates in compliance with Section 304 (1) of the 

MTA which provides in relevant part: 

The rates for primary basic local exchange service shall be just and 
reasonable.  Each provider shall set the initial rates for primary basic local 
exchange service to be effective no later than April 1, 2006.  Except as 
provided under section 310a or a higher rate approved by the commission 
under subsection (2)(d), the initial rates may not exceed the rates for the 

                                                 
1 Verizon filed its tariff in the normal manner under Verizon advice letters 2006-19 and 2006-55.  The rates 
in those tariffs will be increased in accordance with this notice.  Exhibit 3 contains those new rates. 
2 The SLC is also referred to as end user common line charge (“EUCL”). 
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lowest calling plan that includes a limited number of outgoing calls of the 
provider in place before the rates are set under this subsection…. 

 
Section 102 (y) of the MTA defines primary basic local exchange service as: 

…the provision of 1 primary access line to a residential customer for voice 
communication and shall include all of the following: 
(i) Not fewer than 100 outgoing calls per month. 
(ii) Not less than 12,000 outgoing minutes per month. 
(iii) Unlimited incoming calls. 

 
Section 301a of the MTA provides: 

 A provider licensed under this act shall offer primary basic local 
exchange service to each residential customer within the provider’s 
service area where the provider is offering residential basic local exchange 
service. 

 
 Thus, Section 304(1) allows providers to establish their own initial PBLES rates 

effective no later than April 1, 2006.  Although providers are free to set their initial 

PBLES rates under Section 304 (1) of the MTA, Section 304(1) sets the “rate floor” for 

the initial PBLES rates at the rate of the “lowest calling plan that includes a limited 

number of outgoing calls of the provider in place before the rates are set under this 

subsection”.  However, Section 304(1) provides two exceptions to the rate floor.  First, 

the initial PBLES rates may exceed the rates for the lowest limited number calling plan 

“as provided under section 310(a)” of the MTA.  Second, it can exceed the rate floor if a 

higher rate is approved by the Commission under Section 304 (2)(d) of the MTA.  

 In accord with Section 310a of the MTA, Verizon provides notice to the 

Commission to increase its initial PBLES rate in an amount not to exceed Verizon’s 

intrastate SLC in effect July 1, 2005.  This $3.25 increase of the PBLES rates is on a 

revenue neutral basis in accordance with Section 310(a)(2) of the MTA and will 

eliminate the intrastate SLC to PBLES customers as a separate surcharge when the new 

 2



rates are effective.  Accordingly, this is a ministerial change and no customer will 

experience a rate increase as a result of this action.  Section 310(a)(2) provides: 

(2) If a provider is charging, assessing, or imposing an intrastate 
subscriber line charge or end-user line charge on July 1, 2005, the 
provider may no later than June 1, 2007 file with the Commission 
under section 304(2)(d) notice of an increase in the primary basic 
local exchange rate in an amount not to exceed the provider’s 
intrastate subscriber line charge or end-user line charge in effect on 
July 1, 2005. 

 
Verizon’s $3.25 intrastate SLC was in existence on July 1, 2005 and as noted, has been 

added to the PBLES rates.  This increase will be offset by the corresponding elimination 

of the separate SLC for PBLES customers from Verizon’s access tariff, maintaining the 

revenue-neutrality of the new PBLES rates.  Section 304 (1) specifically authorizes a 

provider to roll its intrastate SLC into its initial PBLES rates as provided under Section 

310a(2) by providing notice to the Commission and following the notice process 

contained in Section 304(2)(d) of the MTA.  Section 304 (3) of the MTA provides as 

follows: 

 Notice to customers of a rate alteration is required for a rate 
alteration under subsection (2)(c) or (d) and shall be included in or on the 
bill of each affected customer of the provider at least 1 billing cycle before 
the effective date of the rate alteration. 
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Thus, with this filing Verizon is providing notice to the Commission under 

Sections 304(1) and 310a of the MTA that the initial PBLES rates will include an 

amount equal to the $3.25 intrastate SLC.  In addition, Verizon will provide the 

notice to customers that are required by Section 304(2)(d) of the MTA.3   

2. Evidentiary Support for the Filing 

 Exhibit 1 contains the supporting documentation for Verizon’s proposed PBLES 

One-Party Value Pak-100 rates.  Verizon’s Exhibit 2 contains the current tariffed rates for 

its One-Party Value Pak-60 plan, its current lowest cost calling plan that includes a 

limited number of outgoing calls.  Exhibit 3 shows the tariff revisions outlined above for 

Verizon’s PBLES One-Party Value Pak-100 service.  

 The basis of the cost support and rate development for Verizon’s PBLES One-

Party Value Pak-100 service is Verizon’s current One-Party Value Pak-60 rates that were 

previously approved by the Commission in Case No. U-12807 (Application of Verizon to 

Restructure its Rates for Basic Local Exchange Services).  In that proceeding, Verizon’s 

One-Party Value Pak-60 rates were developed by taking Verizon’s TSLRIC costs 

approved by the Commission in Case No. U-11832 and reducing them by the revenue 

sources that the Commission concluded were designed to recover the cost of the loop.  

 The supporting documentation from Case No. U-12807 for Verizon’s One-Party 

Value Pak-60 rates and the Commission-approved TSLRICs for Verizon’s PBLES One-

                                                 
3 Section 304(3) requires notice for Subsection 304 (2)(d) filings to be “included in or on the bill of each 
affected customer of the provider at least 1 billing cycle before the effective date of the rate alteration”.  
Section 304 (5) also addresses notice for Section 304 filings, but is subject to the different notice 
requirements under subsection (2)(d).  Section 304(5) provides “Except as otherwise provided in subsection 
(2) and (6), an altered primary basic local exchange rate shall take effect 90 days from the date of the notice 
required by subsection (3)”.  (emphasis added).  Since Verizon is increasing its PBLES under Subsection 
304 (2)(d) as part of the process for initially setting its PBLES rate under Sections 304(1) and 310a, Section 
(3) applies and the 90-day notice of Section (5) does not.  
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Party Value Pak-100 rates are contained in Exhibits 4 and 5.4  Exhibit 4 shows the 

calculation of the TSLRIC for PBLES One-Party Value Pak-100 service, starting with the 

rate for the service with the SLC rolled into the rate.  It shows that additional revenues 

from vertical services, interstate CCL, interstate USF, interstate usage and interstate 

EUCL are also required to reach the TSLRIC of the service.  The exhibit also shows that, 

without the intrastate SLC rolled into the PBLES One-Party Value Pak-100 rates, the 

service would be priced below TSLRIC.  Exhibit 5 shows that the PBLES One-Party 

Value Pak-100 rates are above TSLRIC. 

3. The Commission has Determined that the Revenue for Verizon’s Intrastate 
SLC is Necessary to Support the TSLRIC for Verizon’s Basic Local 
Exchange Service. 

 
 On January 31, 2001, Verizon filed an application in Case No. U-12807 seeking 

Commission approval to restructure and increase basic local exchange residential and 

certain business service rates to equal the TSLRIC of providing the service.  Verizon’s 

filing followed the methodology approved by the Commission in Verizon North Systems’ 

1999 TSLRIC filing in Case No. U-12005.  On July 25, 2001, the Commission approved 

Verizon’s proposed TSLRIC methodology for its basic local exchange rates, which 

included the intrastate SLC as a revenue source, and approved new local rates for the 

company. 

 Accordingly, the Commission has reviewed Verizon’s costs and determined that 

the revenue from the intrastate SLC is required for Verizon’s basic local exchange 

service to cover its TSLRIC costs.  As Exhibit 4 demonstrates, without the intrastate 

SLC, Verizon’s PBLES One-Party Value-Pak-100 rate will not cover the TSLRIC for the 
                                                 
4 The current tariff sheets contained in Exhibit 2 are higher than Verizon’s One-Party Value Pak-60 rates 
that were approved by the Commission in Case No. U-12807 due to a subsequent rate increase approved by 
the Commission in Case No. U-14281.  
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service.  Thus, rolling an amount equal to the $3.25 intrastate SLC is necessary in order 

for PBLES One-Party Value Pak-100 service to meet the TSLRIC requirement of the 

MTA.  Thus, under Section 310a of the MTA, Verizon is authorized to increase its 

PBLES rates as proposed. 

4. Procedural Matters 

 Verizon will comply with Section 304(3) of the MTA by notifying affected 

customers on their bills beginning in early February, which satisfies the requirement that 

notice be provided to end users at least one billing cycle before the effective date of the 

rate change.  Such notice will conform with Section 304(4) of the MTA, including the 

requirement that customers will be notified that they may comment on the rate change or 

receive complete details of the change by calling or writing the Commission.  Verizon 

will work with Staff to satisfy any other notice requirements that may be required by the 

MTA. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 
 
VERIZON NORTH INC. and CONTEL OF 
THE SOUTH, INC. d/b/a VERIZON 
NORTH SYSTEMS 
 
 
 
___________________________________ 
A. Randall Vogelzang (P27998) 
HQE02H37 
600 Hidden Ridge 
Irving, TX  75038 
(972) 718-2170 

 

Dated:  January 30, 2006 
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