
servic~s. If a telecommunication provider that provides basic local exchange
service doos not offer toll or hav3 interconnection with a toll provider, the
cornmiasion shall order a toll providar to interconnect with the
tel'3co:nrmmication provider upon terms that are fair to both providers.

:3C. 307. (1) Educational institutions shall have the authority to own,
con~truct. 'nd CJpgrot,::! a telecommunication system or to purchase
tolccommunic'lticn servicos or facilities from an entity capable of providing
th,J :> .",:v1 :::;~ or f.""e i li ty.

(On 2duclltionol institutions that provide telecommunication services
offe:;d i~ subsection (3) shall not be subject to reQulation under this act or
by ;,\:1Y ::1:::': oov<!rnm<!r1tal unit.

:Jj ExC2pt ~s p.ovided in subsection (6), educational institutions may
only ,',1 talecol;"nunication :aervices required for. or useful in, the
instruction and training, including work training, of students and other
';J30ple utilizing the institution's educational services, the conducting of
-' lS:.larch, or the operat ion of the inst i tut ion. The services shall not be

~:~d~rsd b~sic ~ocal exchanQe services as long as they are us¥d tor the
:',.' It :,'::1: ion ,.nd tt''1;,nino of students and ethe.:- peopl. utilh:ino th.
in~cl~'ltton'3 ~nd trainin1 Jf students and o~her people utilizin2 the
:lus!.:i,:";',n'.l <JdlJt"a.tion .urvic:~s. the condu,:tino of re.oaarch, or the operatio,l
of thJ '~~ti~utic.l. Educatio~~l institutions may lnitiat. and maintain
cooper. -:iV1 ~rr'n9;,ments 'lith tell!communication providers ·... ithout the
:,nstttu',:,; ~; '-:-einq .lll:l:.lC,: 10 :h:"s .set.

(4) ;lA•• i::, .,'''. ';;;.!It Jf ,n ~ducational ~lnstitution, telecommunicatiofl
.:l'ovidars muy pr,;v \•.1);:':l 1 .due ~o:: ional i mit itution .lervic•• for the
-.ral"lS!I' , ~8;on c~ int·,H:.lf·ti • <lit!:", voicelnd video o:;oJounul"lications between th:

""'·'''''[)'1 f<!r:'.:iti .... s 'Jr 1:0 -ha homel; of "'tudents ~,lI'!ployeel!l of the
''', :':'''1· '] !?SS ..,.: ·!J"c:,er the i:!..,<;chan;~es .:.r-a :~j h'9 same ,;,r diffe; In.:

Ij .:at'h. :'oc ::Ienfi.c.es provided to an edw::at;<'l1al institution oy t

"'JJer this .iee. ': :"on sl .: 1 be detecmined by an 0l:-'ffn bid process.

til F..xc~pt fc,: '1 stl'l':oe inst itut ion :>f high~r c!duce.t 10n. H ~n

·,ducational insti.tution hilS !xcess capacity, it may sell th-.. exces~ capl'I.clty
,.lJbject ':0 subsection (3) ar,d to both of th", tollowinc:

( ... ) The amount of capacity sold shall not exceed 25\ of the i,nlltitut:' "
t, 'tal ,:apacity.

ib) The capacity shall not be sold below the total service long ~un

,.. : :remental cost of the provider of basic local exchance service in tt,.:
:...vice area of tht! educational institution. If there is more than lprovit":·~

.;"" the service area, the educational shall use the lowest total service lon~
,:1:.1 incremental cost.

Sec. J08(1) Basic local exchanoe or acceS8 rates or proce.dll from the
sale, lease, or transfer of rate acquired aSllets shall not be used, directly
or indirectly, to subsidize or offset the costs of other products or ••rvi~.8
offered by the provider or an affiliate of the provider by providing 8uch
other products or services at less than the total service lono-run incremental
cost.

(2) A. providet' of bas lC local exchange service shall not sell or
transfer capital assets used to provide the service fo~ an amount lell8 than
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t.h'J ftL:: ,.',:'.::k"t v:l1U) to (my other ?rov idee or a.( f i 1 iat.ed e",t ity tor the
['l\E'PO,;~ ": ';lroviding tin unreoulated ,service.

(3) A provider of basic local exchange service shall notify the
.:"",mj,"~lion '<lhoan it transfers, 1n whole or 1n part, substantial ass.ts,
fllnct~ons or employees associated with baS1C local exchange service to an
,fi'llLl:3d entity, indicatino the identity of the affiliated entity,

d',· ,.. , ·1.;i'~l Qi'. t.h3 t!'ansaction and the impact on basic local e,:change service.

") !n ; ..1 L!v3stigation under this section or under section 203, the
,,:( 'n ::""dl have the authority to review the books and accounts of both

'J~: ~nd nlfiliated entities of the provider,

:J09. (1) A provider of basic local exchange service shall provide
e, '1 ; ~~:l'..' 10,::al directory t..ssistance and. at no additional charge to
t':,·, ',; z'.m ,mnual ?rint.ed t. ~lephone directory.

1 "r'ovider of interzone sarvice, as defined in t,~r1ffs on til,,, ',dth
'. 'J ;;..':10 ou December J 1. 1991. shall COlt 1m' 1 to providllt th., s-ai:'vice

/1 ':;'1) ': 'l.:tllS of the tari '::8. A provida!' ::1"1 lilt '': i.lt9r,':C'-:'l ;:'i,;-'.ri'~\

, '!:i . t to ',)rovis ions of :'~ct iOI1 304.

~ ',I '1<,v;'~laL" of bASic loc,,,l exc:h~nO,3 !I ;./;.:;e 'h,d.. ),.'/'",vir.h ~ac:h

'T: ,,·'.<'Htional charge dn cption o,~ ·t'·':Ll~ ',~:C~:''' t" 900 Jll:<lf:+.x
~. ',1u'ough the custome,,:,' l1xchanVJ ,J:.! :'1ic .

(1) ).... provicier. cf tel~conllnll 'c<,'k·l, .~."'i.~,,,. including,
,::';!:vice. 1l":lY provi.d"'! cab' t" vi:);; :·,l:.'t,~~,~vtd -: 1W:1

-f,f.1 ~r~ement frr:m .t l ~; ''":a''l , \ '1 "-, {'''' -.y'", 'j:;-t~Mal,"(: ',:") },(~<Jid ~

1 ...... \. >~r of ...:ab~~-t

:; ~n i!1<-"", ': ?r"lvio'lr of
~r.(nn.nc. soot ',,\; il1 1

t ..... ret..1'l!!'Ot " • i tnt., 'n-;
"'''I ;:"-,,,sit:~ - ':di ::'

, "ric il

':>le
' .•1c-h i

'r\ JIJ l..'
.,'~ :~

."::~:"'I .,'..:J.~""il, J

;; :1'1 u,lder .t
'. ~. U"~J

" ..:,....

, i

',-

.)9b.
: ." ,- ..

"1

~ :'.

".:'" . .:: ...;;: ;.• ) ...~1 ~J~

'Y r:.)~,\.,,~!: .C.d:·

1 ~ ice ("r

• ~pr,'

; : ie,
.: i 1 .

t.

: ,Heh i't·· 'j~h L1. .. 1<.:\
i.. iSCCU~' ,_~ ';'! 'I:'}~

. t.W,· JU hlJ ",.., l 1.,: f. i'lf!

~~cluJin~, but n~t

~ i.. ",n to .;,')~: 3VlIi'!t

•• •,,r',

B. TOLL ACCESS SERV .~(E

310. (~) 2xce~t as orovided by tri» Act, the commission shall no~

.Jst th:l ,... ':: d for toll aCcess services .

, provicQr o~ :011 access services shall set the rate. tor toll
••cC.c:tl:!S ,~: :vice.. Acc.!Ss service rates and charges set by a provider that
exc.,)d the r~tes 4110wed for the same interstate .ervi~a. by the federal
gov _:•.lml'nt are not just and :-easonable. P;;"oviders may agree to a rate that is
less than the rate allow~d ~y the federal government. If the providers cannot
4gr,Je on a rate. a provider may apply to the commission under set:.:tion 204.
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! . ~ 1
~ .) I '" ,!) or mor'.? r'coviuers tli \,~ ~ach have less thail' 250. UOO aCce.s line.

j LIt <:01 i ,'r;,;' 5S sen"',:' ratc.> ard ~ool inQ of intrastato toll

\' ~.EoviG\:L ,,\,:>1:. acces.;; service sh:111 make llvailable for
,te.i:.~ ,.,(;39 .. _, ,j :V:C J tmy technical interconnect ion arr.J.ngements,

.. ',: ";::1\;: '.C ',. :Ul r:d lJy tL;J fcd~ral {lovernment for the identical

,',i '. 'OJ.," ,.;•.: c.ol access .Jervice. wh-ather under tariff or contract,
..: ".1 .,,:·'.·l.C':; 'mder tbe r;ame rates, terms and conditions, without

!i;'[l.',I\::i.fJil. to all providers. All pricing of special toll
"J:'.:') .1\,,: '·'~C access services, includinQ volume discounts,

'::<:1 ':0 '.l!. ,>~oviders under the same rates, terms, and conditions.
)y U,2 ;: 2;:2, ::::.1 commuilications commisaion, volume discounts on

', .. ,: 1",.; ,1.r!') ,.:::;:;; i ')ited under this subsect 10"1.

., '; :J 2rvicc r',te is i:E!duc::d und:=r s.?ci:ion 30~a. tbm
, "dllcec1O:;lte shall );'a,l\"': 1 its Cc'lt:3 to it. c::stom',n:3

I' '::.

"'. ,i ';,;'F;1I'1,ilUV. ..).,;' ,I -) .:0',' ,: :,: or be ,:,;1 ic loCal
r','\r.:! ,'>.11 L~',>ut·~ ; i:>rovit1:d \?"1er 1'.:':.lc;tie~ 3';1

,,1) j.", 1 ;, )!.1, ~.;r~' ;!l;3"V i ;:S and ';',1' : '~hed .V;CJ8. ;:or
",i, i",!l i,". I' ,'I il ,,'1 ,;,:::vi,s'.("J" ;: ~oll. '-rATS, .:

):' ,

-' ,
~dl ·}ll :il9.:j-~j_Vir'.:.:',

"'.:"'1 .H d t ;,r.;;>ut.l ;:;0 thmfj"j\V)S in
:;,~~ ~h'~i;:. I:.,-.J.,vidual .. ()~;~,,: -,;~f ~~~ l

',]

~ 1 co,r.rnuJ':·,
~ _~ht.i'

,. ...

.",rvi.;,", ::h<!,t ut i I it J i'ip,"cial ~fr swi '. ""'d to i ~

i.P.·U i ~_. ,~~ ..~ 0 ': re~;~ l~ ·oy ;:h~.. I:A ,...acomlH' '~'11"';"1.'It j II ,)

:.) ':'~Cl'pt ;ii3 rrovjjqd l::y this ,~ct. the cOlll/llission shall n'-
"C') ;.: .. tes for toll setvice,

',i'Jer:: ~ toll c;ervice may charge the same rate for the set'" ,.
:;imi lar dist ·nee,

.,-:.,1mis5ion shall requir:e >;hl!'t toll service is universAlly
l.;:eJ:'son~'within t.he stat~,'

~~nt exchange toll calling ~lans as ordered l¥ the commis.ion
;), Jhall remain in effect under this act until altered by orde,' of

;. ;.~11. A provider of toll service shall implement an optional
1 lor calling , exchanges with!'l 20 miles of a customer Ii homEl

'~.. .1 plan shaE .lot violate the condiLons delinctted in the
..',,:'..1', :.J '. ordp.~ in case number \)-9153, dated September 26. 1989 .

.. )12a. Effective January 1, 1996. if a waiver to the int~r-LATA

proh:.' i" ;'.'._'0'; has been granted for a specif ic service area and the service. area
has 2 ';J: .'1;~ providers of local exchange service, the provider of bt.>sic local
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exchange .ervice shall provlde 1.intra-LATA toll dialing parity within the
.ervice area that is subject to the WAlver.

Sec.312h. (1) Exce~t as otherwise provlded in sub.ection (2) OR (3). a
provider of basic local exchange serVlce ahall provide l+intra-LATA toll
dialing parity and shall provide inter-LATA toll service to an equal
percentage of customers within the same service exchange on the folloWing
dates:

(A) To 10\ of the customers by January 1. 1996.

(b) To 20\ of the customers by February 1 • 1996.

(c) To 30\ of the customers by March 1. 1996.

(d) To 40' of the customers by April 1. 1996.

Ie) To 50\ of the customers by Hay 1. 1996.

(2 ) If the inter-LATA prohibitions are removed, the commi.sion shall
immediately order the provlders of basic local exchange service to provide
1+intra-LATA toll dialing parity.

(3) Except for 8ub.ection(1) (A), .ubsectionll) doe. not apply to the
extent that a provider is prohibited by law from providing either l+intra-LATA
toll dialing parity or inter-LATA toll service as prOVided under
subsection(l) .

(4) Except as otherwlse provided by this section, this .ection doe. not
alter or void any orders of the commission regarding 1+intra-LATA toll dialing
parity issued on or before June 1. 1995. .

(5) The commission shall immediately take the necessary actions to
receive the federal waivers needed to implement this section.

(6) This section does not apply to a provider of basic local exchange
service ~Ii th less than 250.000 access lines.

D. DISCONTINUANCE OF SERVICE

Sec. 313 (1) A telecommunication provider that provide. either ba.ic
local exchange or toll service, or both, may not discontinue either .ervice to
an exchange unless 1 or more alternative telecommunication providers are
furnishing the same telecommunication service to the customers in the
exchange.

(2) A telecommunication provider proposing to discontinue a regulated
s.rvice shall file a notice of the discontinuance of s.rvice with the
commission, publi~h the notice in a newspaper of general circulation within
the exchange, and provide other reasonable notice as required by the
commission.

(3) Within 30 days after the date of publication of the notice required
by sub.ection (2), a person or other telecommunication provider affected by a
discontinuance of services by a telecommunication provider may apply to the
commission to determine if the discontinuance is authorized pursuant to this
act.
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F. LIFELINE SERVICES

Sec 316. (1) The commission shall requlre each provider of
residential basic local exchange service to offer certain low income cu.tomer.
the availability of basic local exchange service at a rate below the regulated
rate.

(2) The basic local exchange rate for low income cu.tomers, except as
provide in subsection (3), shall be 20\ or $4.00 which shall be inclusive of
any federal contribution. whichever is greater, below the regulated rate. Tb
qualify for the reduced rate under this subsection the person's annual income
shall not exceed 150\ of the federal poverty income standards as determined by
the United States office of management and budget and as approved by the state
treasurer.

(3) The basic local exchange rate for low income customers 65 years of
age or more shall be 25' or $4.00 which shall be inclusive of any federal
contribution, whichever is greater, below the regulated rate.

(4) The commission shall establish a rate for each subscriber line of a
provider to allow the provider to recover costs incurred under this section.

(5) The commission shall take nece.sary action to notify the general
public of the availability of lifeline services including, but not limited to,
public service announcements, newspaper notices, and such other notice
reasonably calculated to reach those who may benefit from the services.

G. OPERATOR SERVICE PROVIDERS

Sec. 317. (1) The commission shall adopt operating requirement. for
operator service providars The requirements shall include the following:

(al That an OSP shall furnish each entity with which the OSP contracts
to provide operator service a sticker, card. or other form of information for
each telephone that has access to the operator service. The information shall
include the name of the operator service provider, a toll-free customer
service telephone number, and a statement that charges imposed by the operator
service provider may be obt8ined by callino the toll-free telephone number.
The operator service provider shall require by contract that the entity
receiving the information display the information on or near each of the
telephones that has access to the service.

(b) Prior to the connection of each call. the operator service provider
shall do all of the followlno:

(i) Announce the operator service provider'S name.

(ii) Quote, at the caller's request and without charge, the rate and any
other fees or surcharges applicable to the call charoed by the operator
service provider.

(cl Allow a caller to choose the carrier of his or her choice by doing
either of the following:

(i) After informing the caller that the rates for the call may not
reflect the rates for a call from the location of the caller and receiving the
ca1ler's consent, transfer the caller to the carrier of his or her choice
without charge.
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(ii) Instruct the caller how to reach his or her carrier of choice by
dialing the carrier's 950. I-BOO. or 10-xxx access service method.

(d) A.llow callers to ':he operator service provider to reach emeroency
services without charge.

(2) An operator service provider shall not provide operator service. in
this state without first reoistering with the commission. The registration
shall include the following information:

(a) The name of the prOVider.

(b) The address of the provlder's principal office.

(c) If the provider is not located 10 this state, the address of the
reoistered office and the name of the registered agent authorized to receive
.ervice of process in this state.

(d) Any other informar: ion that the commission may require.

(3) The registration shall be accompanied with a registration fee of
$100.00.

(4) The reoistration 1S effective immediately upon filino with the
commission and the payment of the registration fee and shall remain in effect
for 1 year from its effective date.

IS) A registration may be renewed for 1 year by filing with the
commission a renewal reClstration on a form provided by the commission and the
payment of a renewal fe~ of $100.00.

(6) Except as otherwise autho~ized by the commission, a provider u~der

this section shall not charge a rate for operator services or toll service
that is greater than 300\ of tho state averaoe rate for operator or toll
service by providers of reQulated toll service.

(7) A provider shall not di~continue basic local exchange service for
failure by a person to pay an OSP charge.

(8) In addition to any other penalty under this act. a person who i8
charged for the use of an oDe~ator service provider or is denied acce•• to
emergency services in Violation of this section may bring a civil action
aQainst the OSP to recover actual damaQes or $250.00, whichever is greater,
plus all reasonable attorne) fiees.

H. PAY PHONE SERVICES

Sec. 31B. (1) A provider of basic local exchanoe service .hall not
discriminate in favor of its or an affiliate's payphone service over similar
services offered by another provider.

(2) A provider of payphone service shall comply with all nonstructural
safeouards adopted by the federal communications commission for payp~ne

service.

Sec. 319. (1) The commission shall determine the rate that a provider
of toll service is to compensate a provider of payphone service for calls made
on a payphone of the provider that utilizes the toll service and avoids
customer direct compensation to the provider of the payphone service.
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(2) The rate of compensation determined under Bubsection (1) shall be
based on a per-call basis and shall be at the total Eervice lono run
incremental cost of providing .~he payphone service.

(3) Until a determination can be made under subsection (1), the toll
service provider shall compensate the provider of the payphone service on a
per-call basic at a rate of 25 cents for each call.

(4) A provider of payphone service with less than 10,000 payphones may
determine total service long run incremental cost through preparation of a
cost study or may determine that their total service lono run incremental cost
is the same as that of a provider with more than 10,000 payphones.

(5) A provider of payphone service shall not receive compensation under
this section unless the provider has registered under section 320,

Sec. 320. (1) A person shall not provide payphone service in this
state without first reoistering with the commission, The registration shall
include all of the following lnformation:

(a) The name of the provider.

Ib) The address and telephone number of the provider'S principal office.

(c) If the provider is not located in this state, the address and
telephone number of the reoistered office and the name and telephone number of
the registered agent authorized to receive service of process in this state.

(d) The specific location of each payphone in'this state owned or
operat9d by the provider. Information required under this subdivision shall
be made Available to the lOCAl unit of government solely for the enforcement
of the reporting, repairin;, and replAcement standards under subsection (8).
The information required to be prOVided under this subsection shall b.
considered commercial information under section 210, and the inZormation
3ubmitted shall be exempt from the freedom of information act, Act No. 442 of
the Publics Acts of 1976, bein9 sections 15.~31 to 15.246 of the Michi9an
Corr"iled Laws.

i2) Registration shall be accompanied by a registration fee of $100.00.

(3) The registration is effactive immediately upon filing with the
com,nission And the payment of the registration fee and shall remain in effect
for 1 year from its effective date.

(4) A registrAtion may be renewed for 1 year by filing with the
commissior a reneWAl ~egistration on a form provided by the commission and the
payment of a renewal fee of S100.00.

(5) The commission shal~ establish a toll-free number that can be dialed
to report to the commission a payphone that is inoperative. The toll-free
number shall be conspicuously displayed by the provider on or near each
payphone.

(6) If the commission receives a report pursuant to sub.ection (5), it
shall immediately notify the provider of the inoperative'payphone.

(7) After consulting with providers of pAyphone service, local units of
government, and other interested pa~ties, the commission shall promulgate
rules or issue orders under section 213 to establish and enforce Quality
standards in the providing of payphone service. •
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(8) Except as provided in subsection (9). a local unit of government
shall not regulate payphone service.

(9) A local unit of government may enforce the reporting. repairing, and
replacement of inoperative payphones within its jurisdiction by adopting an
ordinance that conforms to the standards established by the commi•• ion under
subsection (7). A local unit of government shall not impose standards greater
than those established by the commission.

I. REGULATED RATES

Sec. 321. Except as otherwise provided under section 304a. a provider
of a regulated telecommunication service shall not charge a rate for the
service that is less than the total service long run incremental cost of
providing the service.

ARTICLE 3A

INTERCONNECTION OF TELECOMMUNICATION PROVIDERS WITH THE BASIC
LOCAL EXCHANGE SERVICE

Sec. 351. Until January I, 2000 and except for .ection 361, this
article does not apply to providers who, together with any affiiiated
providers, provide basic local a~change service or basic local exchange and
toll service to less than 250,000 end-users in this state on January 1, 1996.

Sec: . .152. (1) Until January 1, 1997. the rates of A provider of basic
local ~Xc:h~llg. service for interconnection under this' article shall be at the
:)rovider's total service long run incremental cost of providing the ••rvice.
,~t.r January 1. 199"1. the rate for interconnect ion shall be just and
:~~sonable as determined by the commission.

(2) The rates for unbundled loops, number portability, ~nd the
termination of local traffic shall be at the rates established under
commission case U-IC647 and shall remain in effect ~ntil new total service
1001;;1 run incremental ;:ost studip.s for. such :qervices haveblolen approved by the
commisc;ion.

~ec. 35~. Tha commission shall issue a report and make recommendations
to the legislature and governor on or before January I, 1998, involVing the
issues, scope. terms, and conditions of interconnection of telecommunication
providers wi th the bas ic loca I exchl..nl;;1e service.

A. JOINT MARKETING

Sec. 354. (l) Except as otherwise provided in subsection (2), until
inter-LATA prohibitions are removed for providers of basic local exchange
service, a provider of basic local exchange service shall not do any of the
following:

(a) Jointly market or offer as a package a basic local exchange .ervice
together with an inter-LATA toll s&rvice or condition a rate for basic local
exchange service on the customer also ordering an inter-LATA toll service.
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(b) Discriminate against providers of toll service by not making
available customer names and addresses that are available to an affiliate ot
the basic local exchange provider.

(2) Subsection (1) (A) does not apply to a Michigan facility based
provider or to the extent that a provider is providing 1+ intra-LATA toll
dialing parity under section 312b.

B. SERVICE UNBUNDLING

Sec. 355. (1) On or before January 1. 1996, a provider of basic local
exchang3 service shall unbundle and separately price each basic local exchange
serviC3 offered by the provider into loop and port components and allow other
providers to purchase such services on a nondiscriminatory basiB.

(2) Unbundle services and points of interconnection shall include at a
minimum the loop and the switch port.

Sec. 356. A provider of local exchange service shall allow and provide
for virtual co-location with other providers at or near the central office of
the provider of local exchange service of transmission equipment that the
provider has exclusive physical control over and is ·nece••ary for efficient
interconnection of the unbundled service.. Provider may enter into an
agreement that allows for interconnection on other terms ~nd conditions than
provided under thi3 subsection.

C. ~ESALE OF LOCAL EXCHANGE SERVrCE

S<l..: .. J57. (11 .\ ;>rovider of local tlxchange setvice shall make
'.Vi". '.lAble ...:Jr rfllii41e on ,londiscriminatory terms and conditions all basic :ocAI
:;, ..£,'ge services that on January 1, 1996 it is offering to its retail
~:'.;.: ,J~rs. Resale shall be provided vn A wholesale basis.

(2) Exc@pt for restrictions on resale. ~ provider of local exchange
,;.vice may include in its wholesale tariffs any use or class 0: cl:l'ltomer

l"f.'strictions it j,'lcludes HI its retail tariffs.

(3) A prov'uer of local ~xchanQe service is not required to otfer for
r~s~le either of the followinQ:

(a) A package of services where basic local exchange servic. is jointly
marketed or combined with other services, or for any promotional or ,\i.count~d

offering of basic local exchanQe service.

(b) Services for WhiCh the provider does not have existing facilities in
place to service the intended end user, or any service offered for the first
time subsequent to March J, 1996.

(4) No later than January 1, 1996. each provider of local exchange
service shall tile tariffs with the commission which set forth the whol••ale
rates. terms, and conditions for basic local exchange service•. The whole.ale
rate. shall be set at levels no greater than the provider'S current retail
rates less the provider's avoided costs.

(5) After January 1 2000, wholesale rates shall not be le•• than the
provider's total service :ono run incremental cost of the services.
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D. NUMBER PORTABILITY

Sec. 358. (1) As used in this secUon. "number portability· means the
capability for a local exchange customer at a particular location to change
providers of basic local exchange service without any change in the local
exchange customer's telephone number. while pre.erving the full range of
functionality that the customer could obtain by changing telephone numbers.

(2) No later than January 1. 1999. a provider of basic local exchange
serV~C0 shall provide number portability.

(3) If the commission determines that it is economically and
techn~lo9ically feasible to provide number portability before the date
required under subsection (2). the commission shall order providers of basic
locnl oxchange service to provide the service before that date.

(1) Until number portability is available. a provider of basic local
caxchan:;a service shall make available to other providers direct inward dialing
and :amot~ call forwarding.

E. TERMINATION RATES

Sec. 359. (1) No l.ter than January 1. 1996. A provider of
l:~.:'''lange service shall establish a rate charoe for other provider.a
loc~l 1Xchange sel~ic~ for che t~rmination of local traffic cn its
~~o~idgd under soction 352.

basi.: loc.,.l
of basic
nett%rk as

\"" 't'his ~ ;cti::lO dcf?S ;;ot prohibit ,:>r.:..vidersof basie loc:al '1JtchanQe
. h-V~~. ~ .",m etlct!rinw into .!In agreement for the exchange ot local traffic: on
;,ther t",rms snd conditions. Any compensatio'l .srrangements agreed to bet".,"!t,"
Jrc?iders under ~his !ubsec~ion ~hall be availab:e to oth~r providers with eha

'J terms and conditions on a nondiscriminatory basis.

F. :JIRT:'C'i:ORY MSISTANCE

Sec. 360. ( 1) No later than January 1. 1996. a ",rovider of basie loc"l
~xchanow .ervice shall •• tab'ish a rate to oth~r providers of basic: ioea'
':rchar:l"8 service for .,rovid inc cii rectory ass istanc:::e.

(1) This section do.snot prohibit providers of basie local axchanrye
3<J:V:.<":lJ from entering into an agreement to provide for the exchange of
P::oviding directory assistance on other term and conditions.

G. ATrACHHENT RATES

Sec. 361. (1) As used in this section:

(a) "Attachment" means any wire. cable. facility, or other apparatus
installed upon any pole or 1n any duct or conduit. owned or controlled, in
whole or in part. by a provider.

(b) ·Usable space· means the total distance between the top of a utility
pole and the lowest possible attachment point that provides the minimum
allowable grade clearance and includes the space which separates
telecommunication and power lines.

(2) A provider shall establish the rates. terms. and conditions for
attachments by another provid€r or cable service.
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(J) Tho ratns. tarms. and conditions shall be just and reasonable. A
rate shall be ju~t and reasonable if lt assures the provider recovery of not
less than the additional costs of providing the attachments, nor more than an
amount determined by multiplyinQ the percentage of the total usable space, or
the percentage of the total duct or conduit capaclty. which is occupied by the
attachment, by thJ ::;um of the oparatlng expenses and actual capital costs of
the provider atl:ribut.~ble to the ant He pole, duct. or right-of-way.

(-1) An utta-chin!,; provider or cable service shall obtain any necessary
uthori::.ttion befo.:"l occupying public ways or pnvate rights-of-way with its

1\ t ':2,ctlm~:rJt .

(j) A public utility that directly provides a regulated
t"::-,C'":':nl!nication service or cable service shall establish the rates. terms,
anrl cO.lditions for attachments as provided under this section.

(6) This section shall not be construed to limit the commission's
,w':i'Jo;.:icy to regulate the rates, terms, and conditions of attachments upon
~ol~~ 0: in ducts or conduits owned or controlled by utilities engaged in thl
:;;a'.' ':.\:t:.sion of electricity for light, heat. or power,

:1, IMt-U'i'A'rroN

::~"':. 3:;'1. (1) 1'h.
m,'):j ;Jct ·:0 sub,Utci: ion (1)

','1:: J .,;,(.\ provit:(lr ;J: loe"l ~X("~langa .. acyiees 1.­
~ll of tb~ follcwing apply:

: 'J '.) ,;,th"'L' "ru"idet· ucili.~s ..... ervice, inell;ding any unbundled
'J~:.:.v ..nt -:>r bas ie netwo:k ;ompor.,mt, t ~'um .::he ~l:lJvidet' '.if ~I-Jcal

,xchanc~ ~iee that is not dvailable 'Iith~~ 'he :~levant mark.tnr
.Jl~cgr.!phic wrt:!!l. from any other ,?r"vider of loc.:l1 :~xc.:hance serviell!.

(c) The provid",r 0 f loca: exehanoe service 'Jses :1".4 t Salli. nnr:comp'tt it i V.3

ce or its functional equiv.lent.

: '2) The ra~

) :oliowinC7
, :elecom.nunlBtion sel'Viee shall 8X·~ef!d ':1•• aum .::If bot'

(a) Tha ':!l~i'::>i,d ,:ates. including ac:::ess, carrier common line. residuel
interconnecl..ioll, ld. mU,".r charges. for the noneompeti:ive s.rvice or its
functic:nlll aquiv~J .,' ;'.. \t is actually used by ::he provider of local exchange
:,ervice, 1.8 l;hose ....:f:l.,,,,o'Jld be chi\rgp.d a custcmer fot' ~e use of I',hat
.; }rvic') .

(b) 'lbe tot ..! ilJ I..:.'-:e long run incrJ:tmenta l ,=osi:s of the oths".:' compon,::mt,d
r,Ji th~ provider o! loca~ ~xchAnge ~ervice.

I. CUSTOMER DATA BASE

Sec. 363. Provider of basic local exchange service shall allow access
by other' providers. on a nondiscriminatory basis and in a timely and accurate
manLler. to data bsses, including, but not limited to. the line information
data base (LIDB). th~ aoo data base, and other information necessary to
complete a call within the exchange, either on terms and conditions as the
providers may agree or as otherwi~e ordered by the ~ommission.
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AR'rICLE 4

UIIREGULATED SERVICES

3 ;C. 01.. (1) '~::xce;;>t as otherwise provided by law or preempted by
f . ,,:.1 1,\-" \:hJ ",);,,,;lis9ioo shall not have Authority over enhanced .ervices,
':)" "r.'·', (:OJ'. 1",..,,-', me',il"" ,:nd ans,,/ering servicoJ, video, cable service, pay-

. \;.' Jd t12(1'.n':, priv«te networks, financial .ervices networks, radio
:'" ,. i. s •.!c" ion, ~'A'rS, pe!'sonal commuriication networks. municipally owned

: "t.,'.\ .: ,::,;tt ;'O!1]Y:I::'em, 800 pref ix services, burglar and f ire alarm
';};" ,!,:3rCY iil.:mucement services, except for state institutions of higher

.1",:, "" '::1 resellin9 of centrex or its equivalent. payphone services. and
,', . ,. 'ilQ of an un 1icensed te lecommun icat ion serv.ice. The foregoing

';.,·~;;;al1 not ba considered part of basic local exchange service.

\ Ex.cept : .. ; otherwi::ce provided by this act. the commiss ion shall not
,.".'·:':hority eva..- a telecommunication service not specifically provided

, '.i ·.~ct.

1)2. (1) .'A. "rovider of an unT.~~JulAt",d !!Ulrvic''.l ':~t"Y fi13 ·.,.~:"'.h '.1"

:.• :i:'<: 'i:lici1 dhall contain the infol:illation tr., ~ Prt)VIC~H'

',J ...p!'cc,?riate rejardinJ ':h.~ off3r~1 S»rviCd.

.....nidJioil .3h I1. '. nlt'lL')
·iiIW.e 1",n r:on t!'l i; "cj'!~ : 'I')

i',. ;.: .:::"ld 111:(:': i;his ',).J,_: ' ..:r,:1
:'.f': ,w\i'able '," th3 ;;::'bli.c.

. .,. .. \

efu7>:'!,
'<>lee

U!!Hl,()Ul.~t'l ~ll"lcoll\munication;er./ir:9s ·l'Ithul t ~ol:

• '~y, 0' : ... ;:..a1c ::.." spfl~d >:~ th@ Cl"'n!~"ct irl{1
~~rqe~cy ~e:vi~~_

PROHIBITf"D ACTIVITY

!. \ ;:lrovidl:= ,;,f a t.e lecommulli cat icon servico IIhall not do

q ike a s"ltempnt or reDresentatio!'l, io..:;l.:c· 'ng the ':>miasion of
;·If:orlT'.,..::ion, regarding the rates. terms. I,)r conditions of prov1t1.l.'t,
li~ation service th~t is false. misleadin~, or deceptive .

. ) ChaL '9 an end-user Eor a subscribed service that the .nd-u~er ,,1,1
::,,:: 1 "initial ,ffiemative order. Failure to refuse an offered or
P:-·'r"),,; subscribed service is not an affirmative order for the service.

I~) I~ an end-uger has ca~celed a service. charge the end-user for
s9rvi~, provided a~ter the effective date the service was canceled.

Id) If a residential end-user has orally ordered a service, fail to
confir~ the order in writino within 15 days after the service is ordered.

Ie) State to an end-user that their basic local exchange service or
other regulated service will be discontinued unless the end-user pays a charge
that is due for an unregulated service.

S9C. 503. (1) The co~mission shall promulgate rules under section 213
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that establish privacy guidelines in the providing of telecommunication
service•.

(2) The rule. promulgAted under this .ection shall include, but need not
be limited to, protections agAlnst the releasing of certain customer
information and customer prlvacy intrusions.

(3) A person who obtains an unpublished telephone number u8ing A
telephone CAller identification service shall not do any of the following
without the written consent of the customer of the unpublished telephone
number:

(al Disclose the unpublished telephone number to another person for
commercial Qain.

(b) Use the unpublished telephone number to solicit business.

lc) Intentionally dlsclose the unpublished telephone number through a
computer data base, on-line bulletin board, or other similar mechanism.

Sec. 504. Each regulated telecommunications provider shall file with
the commission a small and minority owned telecommunication business, as
defined by the department of management and budget, participation plan within
60 days of the effective date of this act. Competing telecommunication
providers shall file such a plan with the commission with their application
for license. Such plan shall contain such entity'S plan for purchasing goods
and services from small and minority telecommunications businesses and
information on programs, if any, to provide technical assistance to such
businesses.

ARTICLE 6

PENALTIES, REPEALS, AND EFFECTIVE DATES

Sec. 601. 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) Except as provided in subdivision (b). 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 than $J,OOO.OO nor more than $40,000.00 per day.

(bl If the provider has less than 250,000 access lines, the provider to
pay. fine for the first offense of not less than $200.00 or more than $500.00
per day that the provider is in violation of this ACt. and for each subsequent
offense a fine of not less than $500.00 or more than $1,000.00 per day.

(e) A refund to ratepayers of the provider of any collected exce•• ive

ld) If the person isa licensee under this act, that the person'.
license is revoked.

Ie) Cease And desist orders.
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Sec. 602. The commis.ion shall a ••ure that none of the amount. paid
purauant to section 601 or any other related defen.e co.ta are pa.aed through
to the provider's customers in any manner.

Sec. 603. The folloWing acts and parts of acts are r.~.aled:

Y..r Publ ic Act Sect ion Compiled Law
gf Act Number Number. Sectign. 11979)

1883 72 484.51
1913 '206 1 to 3f 484.101 to 484.103f

4 to lla 484.104 to 484.111a
12 to 14 484.112 to 484.114
19 to 24 484.119 to 484.124
26 ~84.126

1913 383 469.491 to 469.493

Sec. 604. ( 1 ) This act is repealed effective January 1, 2001.

(21 Section 312b of Act No. 179 of the Public Acts of 1991, being
.ection 484.'231'2b of the Michigan Compiled Law., i. repealed effective July 1,
1997.

(3) Sections 206, 207., 212, 307., SOl, and 605 of Act No. 119 of the
Public Acts of 1991. being sections 484.2206, 484.2207a, 484.2212, 484.2307a,
484.2501. and 484.2605 of the Michigan Compiled Laws, are re~ealed.

(4) Section 3g of Act No. 206 of the Public Acts of 1913, being section
484.1030 of the Michioan Compiled Laws. is repealed.
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STATE OF MICHIGAN CMAIL.,..
VU/LI}

BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

* * * * *

In the matter of the application of MO )
TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION against)
AMEIllrECH MlClDGAN and GTE NORm )
INCORPORATED relative to their not making )
intralATA equal access available in the State )
of Michigan. )

--------------)~

Case No. U·I0138
Remand

At the March 10, 1995 meeting of the Michigan Public Service Commission in Lansing,

Michigan.

PRESENT: Hon. John G. Strand, Chairman
Hon. Ronald E. Russell, Commissioner
Hon. John L O'Donnell, Commissioner

OPINION AND ORDER

I.

HISTORY Of PROCEEDINGS

On February 24, 1994, the Commission issued an order in which it determined that

intraLATA dialing parityl is necessary for effective competition and, therefore, it is in the

public interest. The Commission ordered that intraLATA dialing parity be implemented in

Michigan when Ameritech Michigan! and GTE North Incorporated (GTE) are authorized and

lIntralATA dialing parity is the capability to dial a single digit to initiate an intraLATA
long distance call. IntraLATA dialing parity is also known as intraLATA equal access and
intralATA presubscription. As a result, those terms are used interchangeably in this order.

~ichigan Bell Telephone Company is now referred to as Ameritech Michigan.



able to provide interLATA to)) service, but no later than January 1, 1996. Toward that end,

the Commission found that a task force should be established to work out the procedure for

the interexchange carriers (IXCs) to be in a position to fully and fairly compete in the

intraLATA toll market.

The Commission directed the Commission Staff (Staff) to coordinate the formation of the

task force to address all factors necessary to establish full intrastate toll competition including,

but not limited to, the following issues: (1) If the two-PIC option3is pursued, a deployment

schedule must be. developed, and all offices in which that technology can be implemented as

of January 1, 1996 must be delineated along with a deployment schedule for all other centr81

offices that cannot immediately convert to intralATA dialing parity; (2) costs for the two-PIC

option must be identified and cost recovery methodologies delineated; and (3) the effect the

options available to Ameritech Michigan and GTE for intraLATA dialing parity will have on

other local exchange carriers (LECs) must be evaluated.

On July 19, 1994, the Commission issued another order denying the petitions for rehearing

filed by Ameritech Michigan and GTE. In that order, the Commission directed the task force

to address the issues raised by the Michigan Exchange Carriers Association (MECA)

regarding company-by-company implementation of intralATA dialing parity in secondary

exchange carrier (SEC) exchanges and proposed safeguards.

On September 23, 1994, the Report of the Dialing Parity Task Force (the report) was

submitted to the Commission. Ameritech Michigan, GTE, MECA, MCI Communications

Corporation (MCI), AT&T Communications of Michigan, Inc., (AT&T), and the Staff filed

3PIC is an acronym for primary interexchange carrier.
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comments on the report on October 24, 1994. Attorney General Frank J. Kelley (Attorney

General) and Mr. Jack Decker also submitted letters regarding the report.

u.

DISCUSSION

The Talk Force Process

By letter dated March 16, 1994, the Staff requested interested parties to submit proposed

issues to be addressed by the task force. Ameritech Michigan, GTE, MECA, AT&T, MCI,

and LCI International Telecom Corp. (LeI) submitted proposals, while the Attorney General

submitted a response. After reviewing the proposals, the Staff prepared a list of issues to be

addressed, which was mailed to the parties on May 3, 1994. Ameritecl1 Michigan, GTE,

MECA, AT&T, MCI, LCI, Sprint, the Attorney General, the American Association of Retired

Persons, and the Staff participated in the task force. On May 18, 1994, an initial task force

meeting was held to discuss the issues and to coordinate the formation of committees to

address the issues. Seven committees were formed to provide information and

recommendations on the issues, which was then divided into the seven chapters that make up

the report.

Each of the seven chapters of the report identifies the issues addressed by the applicable

committee, the process used to complete the committee's report, and the committee's

recommendations. The chapters also indicate the areas in which parties did not agree on the

issues.

The task force requests that the Commission adopt the committees' unanimous

recommendations. In those areas in which a consensus was not reached, the report indicates

that further Commission action is necessary.

Page 3
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In its comments, Ameritech Michigan argues that, lacking specific direction from the

Commiasion, the task force followed an arbitrary and skewed process. The company contends

that, despite the fact that the Commission's order expressly stated that the task force was to

address all factors necessary to establish full intrastate toll competition, the Staff arbitrarily

excluded from consideration 13 issues that are critical to the successful implementation of

intraLATA dialing parity. MECA adds that the task force focused on factual and technical

implementation matters, but it did not address policy or legal issues. According to MECA,

two important issues were explicitly excluded: (1) the impact of the potential withdrawal of

service by the primary exchange carriers (PECs), i.e., Ameritech Michigan and GTE, from

SEC exchanges and (2) MECA's recommended safeguards and standards for withdrawal of

service from an area.

Additionally, A!neritech Michigan and MECA argue that the task force process and,

ultimately, the report were further skewed by the composition of committee membership.

They submit that because an unlimited number of IXCs were alloWed to separately

participate, the IXCs represented the majority membership of almost every committee.

According to Ameritech Michigan, this ensured that the majority positions contained in each

committee report were IXC positions because they were determined by a simple majority vote.

For example, MECA points out that, while it represents 36 individual SECs in Michigan,

MECA had only a single vote, whereas the IXCs had several votes because they had more

individual participants.

Ameritech Michigan further argues that the report does not provide an evidentiary record

because the information presented was not developed subject to any due process safeguards.

At best, Ameritech Michipn submits, the report could be descn"bed as an advisory opinion
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on intralATA dialing parity issues from which the Commission may be able to identify areas

that require further investigation. Ameritech Michigan maintains that serious legal issues

remain regarding the legal status of the task force, the lawful procedures for implementation

of the recommendations, and the Commission's jurisdiction in general over intraLATA dialing

parity issues. To resolve those issues and implement the findings in the report, Ameritech

Michigan states, it is likely that the Commission must comply with the contested· case

provisions of the Administrative Procedures Act (APA).

Finally, Ameritech Michigan argues that although the Commission's January 1, 1996

implementation date has been viewed as a deadline, the task force report demonstrates that

virtually all of the implementation issues that existed on February 24, 1994 are still unresolved.

Ameritech Michigan states that it would be appropriate to extend the implementation

deadline to January 1, 1997 to allow time to correct the report's deficiencies and satisfy the

legal requirements. Ameritech Michigan therefore requests that the Commission order

supplemental proceedings consistent with the APA and due process to gather the information

necessary to develop a record.

The Commission finds that all of Ameritech Michigan's, MECA's, and GTE's arguments

should be rejected. Fint, a review of the issues excluded from consideration by the Staff

reveals that they either represent an effort to relitigate whether intraIATA dialing parity

should be implemented, or they are beyond the scope of this proceeding. For example, one

of Ameritech Michigan's proposed issues is whether there are any legal obstacles to

intraLATA presubscription. The Commission thoroughly analyzed that issue in its prior

orden when it rejected the argument that the Commission does not have authority to order

intraLATA dialing parity. Another proposed issue is the impact of intraLATA dialing parity
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on pay telephone service, availability and cost of coin telephones, extended area service, flat

rate calling, local calling areas, and resale of service. However, those considerations are

outside the scope of the Commission's directions to the task force. In its February 24, 1994

order, the Commission intended that the task force's responsibility should be technical and

administrative in nature. As the Staff correctly points out, it was not to determine the impact,

prudence, or legality of the Commission's decision to implement intraLATA dialing parity.

The Commission has already made those determinations. Therefore, the Commission believes

that the Staff's narrowing of the issues was appropriate.

Second, the Commission is persuaded that the process used in the formation of the task

force fairly represented all positions. Contrary to MECA's suggestion, there is no indication

that the task force prevented MECA from having multiple representatives from its member

companies participate in the task force. Rather, MECA chose to present a unified position

on behalf of its member companies. As a result, it is only logical that more IXCs than LECs

participated in the task force. However, that does not lead to the conclusion that the process

was inherently unfair. In fact, the report indicates that Ameritech Michigan and MECA

chaired some of the committees and, along with the other parties, participated in every other

committee. Furthermore, all of the parties had the opportunity to file comments on the

report, which the Commission will consider in rendering its decisions regarding the

implementation of intraLATA dialing parity.

Third, Ameritech Michigan's argument that the report does not provide a sufficient legal

basis upon which the Commission can make its final decisions lacks merit. In raising this issue

for the first time in these proceedings, Ameritech Michigan ignores the fact that it has

consistently favored the use of a task force on the issue of intraLATA dialing parity. In fact,
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in its December 9, 1992 brief submitted in the first phase of this proceeding, Ameritech

Michigan stated:

"Both under the MTA and under prior law, the Commission recognized that far­
reaching policy evaluations are best conducted outside of the strict confines of a
contested cue proceeding. Both under the MTA and prior law, the Commission has
used an informal '1eplative inquiry' process to gather the necessary factual
information upon which to base its policy decisions. See, e.g., Cases Nos. U-10049,
U-10064, U-9316, and U-8716." (p.41.)

In making that statement, Ameritech Michigan apparently believed that the Commission could

bue its decisions regarding intralATA dialing parity, which involves far-reaching policy

evaluations, on information gathered by a task force. Furthermore, Section 203 of Act 179

does not require the Commission to hold a hearing in every case. That section provides that

the Commission may also conduct an investigation, which it has done through the task force

process. Moreover, Ameritech Michigan's position ignores the extensive evidentiary records

that were, in fact, created during both the first phase and the remand phase of this case. To

now argue that the Commission should order supplemental proceedings to gather even more

information merely reflects Ameritech Michigan's desire to delay implementation of.

intralATA dialing parity.

Fourth, the Commission rejects Ameritech Michigan's contention that implementation of

intraLATA dialing parity should be delayed until January 1, 1997. Contrary to Ameritech

Michigan's assertion, the task force resolved numerous issues regarding the implementation

ofintralATA dialing parity. Given Ameritech Michigan's and GTE's strong opposition to the

implementation of intralATA dialing parity by January 1, 1996, the Commission did not

expect that the industry could resolve all of the issues. Furthermore, in its July 19, 1994 order,

the Commission recognized Ameritech Michigan's propensity to change the date by which it

maintains that intralATA dialing parity can or should be implemented. In the first phase of
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this case, Ameritech Michigan stated that two-PIC technology could not reasonably be

deployed until 1999. In the second phase of this case, Ameritech Michigan argued that

implementation should begin on January 1, 1998. Although Ameritech Michigan has added

another reason for delaying implementation, i.e.; to satisfy claimed legal requirements, it now

submits that January 1, 1997 is an appropriate implementation date. However, Ameritech

Michigan's position only reinforces the Commission's belief that the company will advance any

argument to delay the implementation of intraIATA dialing parity.

The Commission will now discuss the issues identified by the task force.

Iptpl ATA Dialina Parity Options

The cost and availability of intraIATA dialing parity committee addressed whether the

software necessary to implement the different ~IC options is available. Most of the

information developed by this committee came from central office equipment switch

manufacturers and vendors.

The committee agreed that only two of the intralATA dialing parity options are currently

viable, i.e., two-PIC and modified two-PIC. The two-PIC option allows subscribers to

presubscnbe to separate toll providers for intraIATA and interLATA toll service. The

modified two-PIC option allows subscnbers to select either their interLATA PIC or their

current PEe, i.e., Ameritech Michigan or GTE, as their designated intraIA:rA PIC.

The first issue in dispute is whether the Commission should mandate one statewide dialing

parity PIC option or leave the decision to the LECs.

Ameritech Michigan and GTE argue that the decision regarding the form of

presubscription is a day-to-day management decision properly left to the discretion of the

LECs. They maintain that, because either the modified two-PIC or two-PIC option is
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consistent with the Commission's order in this case, the LECs should be free to choose the

option that best suits their needs.

If the Commission mandates one statewide option, Ameritech Michigan favors the

modified two-PIC option. Ameritech Michigan states that the modified two-PIC option offers

the customer the ability to retain either the status quo or to select a single IXC to handle all

toll calling. The company further states that this option is less expensive, faster to implement,

more efficient, easier to administer, and easier for customers to understand, and it should

result in lower toll rates.

GTE adds that the IXCs should be indifferent to the LECs' choice of PIC options because

they will still have the opportunity to offer service in every exchange and customers will have

a choice of carriers. GTE also points out that the IXCs and the Staff overlook the fact that,

in the February 24, 1994 order, the Commission ruled that the PECs may implement the one-

PIC option.·

The Staff agrees that the modified two-PIC option would be less expensive for Ameritech

Michigan and GTE to im.plement, although it would not provide the options available with the

two-PIC option. The Staff also points out that because GTE cannot provide the modified

two-PIC option through translation changes, it would not be possible to implement statewide

dialing parity any faster by favoring one two-PIC option over another. Nevertheless, the Staff,

supported by the IXCs and Mr. Decker, favors statewide deployment of the two-PIC option'

because it will result in more customer options than the modified two-PIC option. MCl points

~ one-PIC option limits the customer's choice of an intralATA toll carrier to that
customer's presubscnbed interLATA toll carrier if implemented before Ameritech Michigan
and GTE are released from the interLATA restrictions.
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out that no other state commission or task force has recommended the modified two-PIC

option over the two-PIC option.

On January 4, 1995, Ameritech Michigan filed a motion for leave to file a supplemental

response, a supplemental response, and an affidavit of Daniel J. Kocher. In its supplemental

response, Ameritech Michigan states that it has continued to monitor developments regarding

the cost, availability, and capability of both two-PIC and modified two-PIC software for the

Northern Telecom, AT&T, and Siemens switches used in its network. Ameritech Michigan

repr~sents that recent developments demonstrate that there are significant technical problems

with the two-PIC option. For example, Ameritech Michigan states that on November 29,

1994, AT&T attempted to provide a software update containing the two-PIC feature.

However, the company submits, that version of the software contained errors and was

subsequently cancelled. In addition, Ameritech Michigan says that it has also determined that

AT&T's intraI.ATA PIC feature will not work with the most recent software generic update

presently installed in Ameritech Michigan's AT&T switches. As to the Northern Telecom

software, Ameritech Michigan maintains that, for certain intraI.ATA traffic, Northern Telecom

switches cannot provide intraI.ATA PIC capability. According to Amerit~ch Michigan, as of

December 1, 1994, Northern Telecom has not proposed changes to the software or

recommended alternative procedures to address this situation.

Ameritech Michigan contends that the foregoing problems, among others, contradict the

determination in the report that full two-PIC software is presently available and ready for

implementation. As a result, Ameritech Michigan asserts that, prior to making any

determinations regarding the report, the Commission should initiate a further task force

investigation into the two-PIC software problems.
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On January 27, 1995, MCI filed a response in opposition to Ameritech Michigan's motion

for leave to file a supplemental response. MCI asserts that Ameritech Michigan had access

to some of the information contained in its motion prior to filing its October 24, 1994

comments. Furthermore, MCI claims that Ameritech Michigan's filing is misleading and

mispresents the facts. Consequently, MCI submits that the filing is an improper, thinly

disguised attempt to block or delay intraLATA dialing parity.

More specifically, MCI responds that Ameritech Michigan fails to mention that the

problems with the Northern Telecom software were resolved after December 1, 1994. As to

the alleged AT&T problems, MCI states that they also have ·been resolved. Attached to

MCl's response is a copy of a memorandum from Howard Bell, AT&T's manager of state

governmental affairs, to AT&T's counsel. Mr. Bell indicates that, while an error did occur

during the loading of the initial release of the feature package, it has ~en corrected and the

currently available version should perform aU features and functions as intended. Mr. Bell

further indicates that he contacted AT&T Network Systems regarding the status of the two-

PIC compatibility problem cited in Ameritech Michigan's supplemental comments. However,

Mr. Bell states that he was advised that AT&T Network Systems was not aware of any such

problem, and it could not identify any operational shortcomings.

On February 17, 1995, MCI and AT&T also filed a joint supplemental response relative

to the report. Their response references Ameritech Michigan's most recent position before

the Illinois Commerce Commission as embodied in its exceptions and brief on exceptions filed

with that commission on February 7, 1995 in Dockets Nos. 94-0048, 94-0096, 94-0017,94-0146,

and 94-031. MCI and AT&T point out that, during the evidentiary hearings in those dockets,

Ameritech had aggressively argued that intraLATA dialing parity must be linked to relief from
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