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More detailed descriptions of Ameritech Michigan's provisioning of access
to polea, ducta, conduits, and rilhts-of-way may be found in the attached
ai1idavits of Mesll'8. Dunny (Paragraphs 71-72) and Mayer (Paragraphs
161-217).

The arbitrated qreement between AT&T and Ameritech Michigan (AT&T
A,reement) provides for access to poles, ducts, conduits, and rights-of-way
in Article XVI.

The interconnection agreements with Brooks Fiber, TeG, and MFS also
provide for access to poles, ducts, conduit, and rights-of-way.

In addition, Ameritech Michigan otrers acceu to poles via tariJY today;
specifically, MPSC Tariif 20R, Part 12, Section 6. Ameritech Michipn
has recently filed a revision to its tariff for pole attachments. (Tariff 20R,
Part 2, Section 6, filed September 27, 1996)

The AT&T Ap-eement addre8888, &mODI other tbin6s, conditions under
which structures will be made available, the procedure, prerequisites, and
char,es associated with modifyin, structures, and installation and
maintenance responsibilities and lltandards. (See Article XVI)

The AT&T Ap-eement describes how Ameritech Michigan provides access
to the maps, records, and other information regarding its structures. This
permits requesting carriers to incorporate Ameritech Michigan's
structures into their network planning and engineering in the same
fashion as Ameritech Michipn.

In addition, as previously indicated, Ameritech Michigan is creating a
separate unit to administer its poles, conduits, and ri,hts-of-way. No
party, includin, Ameritech Michigan itself, will be allowed access to
Ameritech Michigan's structures except through requests made to the
Structure Lealine Coordinator. Access to available capacity will be
allowed on a -first in time, first in right- priority queue basis. The
Structure Leasing Coordinator will ensure that requests are administered
without discrimination.

Ameritech Michigan will provide requesting parties with the field surveys
and construction work necessary to make its structures ready for
attachments as it does for itself.

b. In terms of operation in Michiean, does Ameritech Michigan or its
aftiliates believe they have a different legal status concerning acceu to
rights of way than competitive providers? If so, please provide the
justification for any such difference.
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All providers of telecommunications services have the same statutory
right to occupy public right8-of-way .. set forth in Sections 251-254 of the
Michigan Telecommunications.Act, .. amended, MCL 484.2101, et seq.,
aDd MCL 484.4. See also Sections 251(bX4) and 224 ofthe federal Act.

Ameritech Michigan a1Io has a state-granted franchise by virtue of its
incorporation in 1904 under Public Act 129 of 1883 and that of its
predecessor corporation, Michigan Telephone Company, dating back to
1877. The Michigan courts have consistently recopized that where an
entity such .. Ameritech Michigan acquired itl franchise by a grant from
the state prior to the adoption of the 1908 Michigan Constitution, its
franchise rights are contractual in nature and are not affected by
subsequent legislation or constitutional chanps. (See, e.g., TrgVCrK Cia
v Con,"""", Power Co., 340 Mieb 85 (19M» Although a telephone
company with a state-lI'anted franchise need not obtain a local
municipality's franchise to provide intrastate telecommunications services
nor to carry out col1ltruction neceuary to provide those servicea, it, like
all other carrien, does need to obtain a permit from the mUDicipality or
other local goveramental entity where construction will occur in public
rights ofway and to pay reasonable permit charles in connection with the
cost incurred by the IOveramenta! agency to issue permits and regulate
the use of the public rights of way.

From an operational penpective, as described in this response, Ameritech
Michigan provides competing carrien with nondiscriminatory access to its
poles, conduit, and right of way comparable to that Ameritech Michigan
aft"ords to itself. See, e.g., Section 16 of the AT&T arbitrated agreement.

c. What are the pricing methodology and prices for access to poles, ducts,
conduits, and rights ofway? Be specific.

Ameritech Michigan has applied the FCC's pricing methodologies based
on Section 224(d) and the FCC's rules and formulas found in Docket No.
86-212 dated July 28, 1987 (poles) and Docket No. 96-181, dated
September 3, 1996 (conduit). Pricing under the FCC methodology is
included in Ameritech Michigan's filed taritt. This pricing methodology is
also consistent with the requirements ofSection 361 of MTA.

The embedded fully allocated cost methodology described in the FCC order
was used to develop the costs for pole attachments and conduit occupancy.
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These costs include capital costs for cost of money, depreciation, and
related toes, as well as maintenance and administrative operating
8q)8DBeS.

The pole attachment cost is based on the total embedded fully allocated
coste for a bare pole, multiplied by a ratio of the portion of the Ul8ble
space required for each attachment. One foot of the usable space per
attachment is used as the basis for determining this ratio.

The conduit occupancy COlt is bued on the total colt per duct foot of
available cond~t. This cost is then divided by an average of 2 inner ducts
per duct to arrive at a colt per inner duct foot.

Rate. for poles and conduit in the arbitrated AT&T agreement will be .­
based on the foregoing methodololY 81 is required by the Cmnmillion's
November 26, 1996 order in Cue Nos. U-11151 and U-11152, paps 17-18.

The pricing of ript-of-way will be done on a cue-by-eue basis due to the
di.parity in cOlts of individual units of rilht-of-way and the potential
disparity in types of usel of right-of-way. However, the pricinl
methodology would"be similar to that applied to conduit or ducts.

Section 251(b)(4) of the federal Act provides that acceu to poles, ductl,
conduits, and rights-of-way is to be provided by carriers in accordance
with -rates, terms and conditions that are consistent with Section 224.·
Ameritech Michigan offers such access under rates, terms, and conditions
which comply with not only Section 224 and associated FCC regulations
and orders, but also the Michigan requirements. These rates will be
offered to telecommunications services providers on a nondiscriminatory
basis.
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4. Nondi8crimi.natory access to network elements Ooops).

a. What elements are otrered by Ameritech Michigan or any of its af6Iiates
operatiDc in Michigan?

Ameritech Micbipn otren a variety of local loop types from the central
oftice to the customer premiles, unbundled from locallWitcbin , or other
services pursuant to tariff or contract, on a nondiscrimjnatory basis
tbroqhout the state ofMicbipn. AJj described in Article IX, Section 9.2.1
and Schedule 9.2.1 of the AT&T A,reement, Ameritech Michigan offers
the following specific loop types requested by AT&T:

2-W1I'e Analog Voice Grade Loop
4-Wire Analog Voice Grade Loop
2-Wire ISDN 160 Kbpe Digital Loop
2-Wire ADSL-Compatible Loop
2-Wire HDSL-Compatible Loop
4-Wire HDSL-Compatible Loop
4-Wire 64 Kbps Digital Loop
4-Wire 1.544 Mbps Digital Loop

In addition, unbundled access to the NID is addressed in Section 9.2.2 and
Schedule 9.2.2 of the AT&T A,reement.

Ameritech Michigan currently offers unbundled basic analog 2-wire loops
in Tariff MPSC No. 20R, Part 21, Section 2. Unbundled loops were first
offered in March 1995 pursuant to tariffs as required by the order in Case
No. U-I0647.

Additional loop types, such as ADalog 4-W1I'e, Coin, PBX Ground Start
Coin, Electronic Key Line, 160 Kbpe (ISDN BRI), ADSL Compatible 2­
and 4-W'ue, and HDSL Compatible 4-Wire, have been made available
throuP negotiated or arbitrated apeements with requesting carrien. In
the qreement between Brooks Fiber and Ameritech Michigan, unbundled
loops are addrelled in Sections 9.G-9.7. In the qreement between MFS
and Ameritech Michigan, unbundled loops are addreued in Section 9.0­
9.7. In the TCG A,reement, unbundled loops are addreued in Article IX,
Section 9.1.

The Commiuion recently approved, on an interim basis, revised offerings
of unbundled loops in its December 12, 1996 order in Case No. U-11156.
The specific loop types addressed in that proceeding are:
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2-Wire ADalog Basic
2-W11"8 ADalOi PBX Ground Start
Electronic Key LiDe
4-Wire Intaface
2-Wire Diptall60 Kbls

Ameritech Michigan's unbundled loop otYeriDp meet the requirements of
both Michipn law and the federal Act. Ameritech Michigan offers a
variety of local loop types from its central office to the customer's
premises, unbundled from local switching, transport, or other services.
(See generally 47 CFR 151.319(a» Unbundled loops are pre-ordered,
ordered, provisioned, maintained, and billed through standard facilities,
interfaces, specifications, procedures, and practices.

In addition, Ameritech Michipn provides access to an unbundled NID.
Consistent with the FCC's rules, Ameritech Michigan permits requesting
carriers to connect their loops, via their own NIDs, to Ameritech
Michigan's NIDs and the customer's inside wire. (47 CFR 151.319(bX2);
First Report and Order, Paragraphs 392-394)

Mr. DUDDy'S attached aftidavit provides a more detailed description of
acce88 to unbundled loops (Paragraphs 73-76), and Messrs. Mayer's
(Paralr&pha 48-100) and Mickens' (Paralr&phs 26, 57-58) affidavits
address operational issues.

b. What elements have been requested by entities seeking interconnection
and access?

RESPONSE

All of the unbundled loops addressed in the AT&T Agreement and other
nerotiated or arbitrated all'eements, as described in the response to
preceding Subpart 4(a), have been requested by entities seeking
interconnection and acceu.

c. What elements have actually been sold to entities seeking interconnection
aadaccess?

To date, over 10,000 unbundled basic analo, 2-wire loops to serve both
business and residence customers have been sold to requesting
telecommunication carriers. See details provided in response to
Attachment A, Questions 3, 5, and 6. In addition, several other types of
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loops (e.g., ground start, 4-wire loops) have been provided to requesting
carriers to serve specific customer applications.

d. What entities have requested elements?

See response to Question 2(d) for entities that have requested unbundled
loops in Michigan.

e. What entities have actually purchased the elements?

To date, Brooks Fiber and MFS have actually purchased unbundled loops
from Ameritech Michigan.

f. What entities are actually providing service utilizing in part elements
purchased from Ameritech Michigan or its affiliates?

To date, Brooks Fiber and MFS are providing service using Ameritech
Michigan's unbundled loops. See also Ameritech Michigan's response to
Questions 5 and 6, Attachment A

g. What is the pricing methodology utilized for the elements?

RESPONSE

Ameritech Michigan's ezisting and proposed unbundled loop services have
been priced in accordance with state and federal regulatory requirements.
See the response to Question 2., describing the pricing methodology for
unbundled network elements, which is applicable to unbundled loops.

h. What is the time period from ordering an element to its provision by
Ameritech Michigan or any ofits affiliates?

RESPONSE

Once a valid service order is received by Ameritech, Ameritech will
provide a firm order commitment date by which the loop(s) covered by the
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service order will be iDstalled. The provisioning intervals for UDbuDdled
loops are a composite of the intervals for local ac:han,es and access
services. The intervals are based on aisting intervals adjusted to reflect
operational c:W1"erences related to the need to complete physical work in
the central ot1ice and the need to coordinate the activities ofboth service
providers to reduce the down time for the eDd user customer. The current
averap intervals, assuming a field dispatch is not required, are:

Non-DSI Unbundled Lmm - Standard Customer Interya11

:Y.QhmlI
1-24
25-48
49-96
97 or more

Jnterul
5 business days
6 busineu days
7 business days
NelOtiated

DSl11nbuncUed Loop - Standard Cuatomer JptmaJ,a

Volume

1-4
5 or more

1nterya1

5 business days
Negotiated

Amen. Loopl- Stand.lat 1nterya11

NOD-DSl Loopa - Standard
Intervals

DS1 Loope- Standard
Customer Interval.

Volume
ltoU
25 to 48
49 to 96
97 or more

Interval
5 buaiDeI. day.
6 buliDeu day.
7buiDeu daya
Necotiated

5 baliDel. day.
Nerotiated

Mr. Mayer addresses provisioning intervals for unbundled loops in more
detail in Paragraphs 88-95 ofhis afJidavit.
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5. Nondiscriminatory access to network elements (switdJjng).

a. What elements are offered by Ameritech Michigan or any oC its emUatea
operating in Michigan?

A. described in the AT&T A,reement, Article IX, Section 9.2.8 and
Schedule 9.2.8, Ameritech Michigan provides unbundled acce88 to local
and tandem switching.

Ameritech Michigan also currently offers access to unbundled local
switching through line aide ports in its Tariff MPSC No. 20R, Part 21,
Section 2, under authority of 1991 PA 179, 81 amended by 1995 216. This .
port offeriDg is consistent with the requirements of the MTA.

Ameritech Michigan also bas agreed to provide unbundled ports to Brooks
Fiber, MFS, and TCG in Seetion 9.2 of their respective interconnection
agreements.

Ameritech Michipil's ofreriDI ofunbundled swiWbin, provides unbundled
aCC881 to all local switching capacity unbundled from tranIport, local loop
transmission, and other services. (See pnera1ly 47 CFR 151.819(c» The
requesting carrier obtains alllWitcbing features in a linIle element on a
per-line basis. This element includes basic lwitcbin, functions (e.g.,
connecting lines to lines, lines to trunks, trunks to lines, and trunks to
trunks) and other switch capabilities (e.g., sipaling, access to 911,
operator services, directory auistance services, and all vertical features
that the switch is capable of providinl and that is available to the port
type involved). Ameritech Michigan also provides custom routing when
the customer wiabes a routing arranpment which is difJ'erent than that
used in Ameritech Michigan's network. An example oC custom routing
would be where the customer wants directory assistance and operator
services traftic carried on difl'erent trunb to permit branding with the
name of the requestinl carrier or use of the operator services or directory
assistance provider oC the carrier's choice.

Ameritech Michigan also oft'ers tandem switching unbundled Crom
transport, local loop tnnmriSlion, and other services. Tandem switching
creates temporary tranmriuion pathl between truDb interconnected ·at
the tandem switch Cor the purpose of routing calls. The tandem switching
port provides to the requesting carrier all available basic tandem
switching functions and capabilities that are centralized in the tandem
switch. Routing, screening, and blocking are provided where technically
feasible and under the guidelines of standard switching translations and
screening in use in that switch. Transiting refers to the delivery of traffic
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between a requeltiDc carrier and a third party local exchan,e carrier by
Ameritecb Michipn through the use of Ameritech Michigan's switches
and tnmb. A. provided for in the AT&T arbitrated agreement,
Ameritech Michigan will provide traD8iting serrice for AT&T.

Mr. Dunny dilCUSlM UDInmdled IWitcbiug in more detail in his attached
amdavit (Paragraphs 80-89), and Mr. Mayer's (Paragraphs 101·109)
amdavit discuuea operations relating to UDInmdled switching.

b. What elements have been requested by entities seeking interconnection
andacce88?

Many telecommunicatioDi carriera, baaed on their planned network
architecture and market entry ItratelY, have not specifically requested
any type of local switc:bing elements from Ameritecb Michigan. On the
other hand, some telecommunicatioDi carrien (including AT&T) have
requested acce.. to unbundled local IWitcbjng, as defined in the FCC's
order in Docket 96-98 on August 8, 1996. For those carrien that have
generally requested 8CC8BS to unbuncDed network elements, including local
switching, see Ameritech Michigan's response to Question 2(b).

c. What elements have actually been sold to entities seeking interconnection
and acce88?

To date, DO local switchi", unbundled elements have been sold.

d. What entities have requested elements?

See response to Question 5.b.

e. What entities have actually purchased the elements?

, '1·' Il.:

To date, DO telecommunicatiODi carrien have actually purchased any
unbundled local switching elements.
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f. What entities are actually providinc serrice utilizing in part elements
purchued from Ameritech Michigan or its affiliates?

To date, no telecommunications carriers have actually purchued any
unbundled localswitcbing elements.

g. What is the pricing methodology utiH,-ed for the elements?

Ameritech Michipn'. aiIting and proposed unbuncBed switcJnng services
have been priced in accordance with state and federal reeuIatory
requirements. See the response to Question 2., describiDI the pricing
methodology tor unbundled network elements which is applicable to
unbundled switching.

h. What is the time period from ordering an element to its provision by
Ameritech Michigan or any ofits affiliates?

, ~.. ~ -
OrderiDI and pre-orderiDI functions for unbundled local switching are
handled via the Electronic Data Interucbange (EDI) format currently
used to order resold services. Once an unbundled local switching service
agreement has been established by a requeatinl carrier and a valid service
order baa been received, Ameritech will transfer the cuatom.et's local
service to unbundled localswitcbing within a time period no greater than
the interval currently being used to transfer Ameritech's customers
between interuchanre carriers, assuming only software changes are
required.

Mr. Mickens' aftidavit ctilCU8les in more detail parity, performance,
beDcbmarb, and reporting (Parqraphs 11-25). Mr. Mayer dilCU8ses
intervals relating to switching at Paragraphs 103 and 109.



Ameriteeh Michigan's
Responses to Attachment B

MPSC Case No. U·I1104
December 16, 1996

Pap 24

6. Nondiscriminatory access to network elements (traDaport).

a. What elements are offered by Ameritech Michigan or any of its .ftiliates
operating in Michigan?

As described in Article IX, Section 9.2.4 and Schedule 9.2.4 of the AT&T
Agreement, Ameritech Michipn offen unbundled dedicated interoftice
traDaport facilities, unbundled dedicated entrance facilities, and shared
transport transmission facilities, all of which are unbundled from local
switching and loops. Ameritech Michigan al80 currently otters the
following forms of special access traDaport in its access tari1fs for use on
an unbundled basis:

• Telegraph (0·75 baud or 1 to 160 baud) Hl"rice
• Direct ADalog (800-8,000 Hz)
• Ameritech Base Rate (2.•, •.8, 9.6, 19.2, 56.0, 64.0 Kbps) lel'rice
• Ameritech DBI (1.544 Mbpe) eerrice
• Ameritech DS3 (".738 Mbps) eerrice
• Ameritech QC.3 (155.52 Mbpe) service
• Ameritech ()C.12 (622.08 Mbps) service
• Ameritech QC.48 (2488.82 Mbps) service

Ameritech Michigan's interconnection agreements with Brooks Fiber,
MFS, and TCG address the provision of unbundled local transport in
Section 9.3.

Ameritech Michigan otter. two type. of unbundled interoMce
transmission: (1) unbundled, dedicated, interot1lce traDaport and entrance
facilities, both of which are available for the exclusive ue of a
telecommunications carrier; and (2) shared intero1Jice transmission
facilities for the shared use by more than one telecommunications carrier.
(See generally 47 CFR §51.319(d» Unbundled local transport is available
where facilities exist between all points specified in the FCC's rules and
may be requested for other tec1mically feasible points under the BFR
proceS8. These interoffice facilities may be used to connec:t to Ameritech
Michigan's switch or to the competitors' collocated equipment.

Mr. Dunny discusses access to unbundled transport in more detail in his
attached affidavit (Paragraphs 77·79). Mr. Mayer dilCUSses provisioning
in his affidavit (Paragraphs 110-121).

b. What elements have been requested by entities seeking interconnection
and access?
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All of the types ofunbundled traDsport addressed in the AT&T Agreement
and other neIOtiate4 or arbitrated qreementl, .. described in the
response to the preeeetini Subpart 6(a), have been reque8tecl by entities
-kiDI interconnection and acce... In addition to thole unbundled
elements offered in Ameritech Mic:bipn'1 current qreements or tarif!'s, as
well as those in the pendiDg tari8i, certain carriera have requested that
Ameritech Michiran provide items that are not unbundled network
elements and are not required to be provided under the Act and the FCC
interconnection order. The.. requests include -dark fiber" and network
caJHng eervices spanning multiple nitdring and transport operations that
are not directly intercmmected, which the requeatiDg carriers have either
called -common t.ransporr' or have misidentified as -shared transport:
which is a form of unbundled transport (i.e., transport unbundled from
switching) offered by Ameritech Mic:bipn.

c. What elements have actually been sold to entities seeking interconnection
and access?

To date, all purchases of unbundled transport have been made pursuant
to Ameritech Michigan's special ace..s tariJI', and therefore, purcbaM8 of
such elements for use in providinr competing local exchange service
cannot be separated from the purchase of the same elements by the same
carriers for other purposes, such as the provision of interstate or
intrastate acceu service under the FCC's apanded interconnection rules.

d. What entities have requested elements?

Unbundled local transport has been requested by all carriers negotiating
interconnection arrangements with Ameritech except for those that
identify themselves as resale-only carriers. See details regarding
requesting carriers in response to Question 2(d) and Attachment A,
Question 3.

e. What entities have actually purchued the elements?
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To date, all purchases of unbundled transport have been made purauant
to Ameritech Michipn's special access tarUr, and therefore, purchases of
such elements for use in providiDI competing local exchange service
cannot be eeparated from the purcbue of the same elements by the same
carrien for other purposes, such as the provision of intentate or
intrastate 8CC8U service under the FCC's apanded interconnection rules.

f. What entities are actually providiDI service utilizing in part elements
purchased froID Ameritech Michigan or its afIiliates?

To date, all purchues of unbundled traD8port have been made pursuant
to Ameritech Michigan's special acceI8 tariff, and therefore, purchases of
such elements for use in providinr competing local a:chanee service
cannot be separated from the purchase of the same elements by the same
carriers for other purposes, such as the provision of intentate or
intrastate access service under the FCC's apancied interconnection rules.
See also Ameritech Michigan's response to Att:achment A, Questions 5 and
6.

g. What is the pric:iDr methodology utiJir«l for the elements?

Ameritech Michigan's aiBtiDI and proposed unbundled transport services
have been priced in accordance with state and federal replatory
requirements. See the response to Question 2.g describing the pricing
methodololY for unbundled network elements which is applicable to
unbundled traD8port.

h. What i8 the time period from orderinr an element to its provision by
Ameritech Michigan or any ofits affiliates?

Outlined below are Ameritech Michigan'. service interval benchmarks
and the proces.es which will be used to maintain and measure such
information. Competitor. will receive information in each of these
categories for Ameritech Michigan's performance with respect to its own
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customers, with respect to the CUItomers of all competitors and with
l"88JJ8Ct to the customers of the individual competitor.

DSI Unbundled Transport

• On-Network Building
• Facilities and Force Available
• Facilities or Force Not Available

DSS Unbundled Transport
QC.3 Unbundled Transport
00-12 Unbundled Transport
OC-48 Unbundled Transport

5 days
7 days
Neptiated

NeJOtiated
NeJOtiated
Neeotiated
Negotiated

Mr. Mickens' aftidavit discusses in more detail parity, performance
benchmarks, and reporting (Paragraphs 11-25). Mr. Mayer discusses
intervals for unbundled local transport at Paragraph 121.
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7. Access to 911 and E9ll services and directory auistance services to allow
other providers' customers to obtain telephone numbers, operator call
completion services, white pageslistiDp, and databases and signaling.

a. 911 and E9ll services:

(1) Does Ameritech Michigan or any of its affiliates otTer 911 services to
new customenlproviders?

Ameritech Michigan provides requestinl carriers with 8CC888 to 911
and E9l1 services that will enable requesting carriers to provide
access to emergency lemce for their end ulerl on a
nondiscriminatory basil 81 compared to the aceesl to emergency
service provided by Ameritech Michigan to its local eschange
customen residing in the same municipalities.

The federal Act requirel that an incumbent LEC provide competing
providera with -accesl to 911 and E9l1 semces.· See Section
271(cX2XBXviiXI); see allO the FCC's First Report and Order,
Parqraph 470. This obligation can only apply to the atent that
such ..nicel are otTered by Ameritech Michigan to the actual
customers of 911 and E9ll services; i.e., the state and local law
enforcement agencies or public safety orgaDizations in the state. By
providinl acce81 to 911 and E9ll aervices, competing LECs have the
ability to enter data concerning their subscribers in the 911 database
and to allow 911 calli from the subscribers of a CLEC to be
transmitted to the appropriate public safety answering point (PSAP)
of the state or local law enforcement agency via the incumbent LEO's
911 capabilities.

Ameritech Michi,an currently provides 911 services to multiple
public safety a,enciel within the Ameritech region. There are
currently 58 service districts (57 E9l1 and 1 basic 911), with 202
public 88fety answering points (PSAPs) (177 E911 fully featured, 24
E911 voice only, 1 basic 911). Ameritech's 911 service is provided to
public safety agencies on a county, mUDicipality, or centralized
dispatch center in order to atend emergency services to the citizens
within their geographical communities.

Ameritech Michi,an may not necessarily be the provider of 911 or
E9l1 ..rvice to public safety agencies in its service territories.
Where another provider otTering service in the same territory is the
public safety agency's designated provider of 911 or E9l1 service,
that provider, of necessity, would have to make available access to
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911 or E911 service to other providers, including Ameritech
Michigan.

In Micbipn, there is currently cmIy one remaining public safety
&leney purchuinl Ameritech'l balic 911 semce. All other
customers of the service have elected to purchase E911 &ervice. Due
to technical oblolelCence and lack of CUItomer demand, Ameritech
Michi,an has grandfathered its basic 911 lerrice offering, and its
availability is limited to the one uisting customer. Ameritech
Michigan provides CLECs with access to the 911 services it provides
to ltate and local law enforcement a,encies, including both the
enbanced 911 and the Bingle erandfathered CUItomer of basic 911
aerrice. The fact that Ameritech Michigan no longer offen basic 911
lervice .. a ,eneral oft'ering to local government a,enciel il not
iDconIiltent with the requirements of the federal Act and the FCC's
order.

This Commission has previously addressed the issue of competing
providers' access to 911 services. At Page 75 of the U-I0647 order,
the Commission stated:

-City Sipal requested that Ameritech :Michigan provide
TRS [telephone relay services] and 9-1-1 &ervices under
the lame terms and conditions as Ameritech Michigan
provides those services to other LECs. The Staff
supported this request, and Ameritech Michigan agreed to
it.

The ALl found that City SilDs)'S proposal complies with
Act 179. Because the partiel were in agreement, he
recommended that the Commillion not take any action on
this iuue. The CommiBSion agrees with the AI..J.-

A recent complaint filed with the Commission by the City of
Southfield (Case No. U-11229) relatel in part to accell to 911
servicel; specifically, it concerns additions to and maintenance of the
911 database in a multiple local exchange provider environment.
Ameritech has prepared a document that details the methods,
procedurea, roles, and responsibilities of 911 service suppliers and
other aeban,e carriers. The document has been circulated to the
parties to the case CMPSC Staff, City of Southfield, TCG, and
Ameritech), all currently licensed CLECs in the state, and to GTE
North for comment. The document was then revised by Ameritech
Michigan, incorporating the comments received. It is expected that
this document will serve not only as a basis for an agreed-upon
resol~tion of the complaint case, but also as a further enhancement



Ameritech Michigan's
Responses to Attachment B

MPSC Case No. U-III04
December 16, 1996

Page 30

facilitating improved maintenance of for 911 databases in a multi­
provider environment.

Mr. Dunny discusses access to 911 in more detail at parqraphs 90­
94 ofm affidavit. Mr. Mickens discusses 911 at Paragraph 73.

(2) Does Ameritech Michigan or any ofits affiliates offer E911 services to
new customers/providers?

Yes. See preceding section. Ameritech Michigan currently has
arrangements with four competing local _cbaD,e carriers (CLECs)
for access to 911 or E911 services within its 911 service districts. The
spec:i1ic 911 service districts in which these CLECs are operatiDg are
listed in the response to Question 7a(4).

(3) What competing providers/entities have requested to purchase 911
and/or E911 services from Ameritech Michigan or any orits a8i1iates?

All new competing providers currently offering service (i.e., Brooks
Fiber, TCG, MFS, and MCI Metro) have requested to be liven access
in their respective service areas to the 911 networks currently heine
utilized to provide service in a given municipality, county, or other
geographical area in which Ameritech Michigan has been selected as
the 911 or E911 service provider. wmStar Wireless also has entered
into a 911 service agreement.

In addition, twenty-nine incumbent local exchange carriers have
taken part in offering 911 or E911 emergency services within the
multiple mUDicipalities in which Ameritech Michigan has been
selected as the 911 or E911 service provider for those given
geographical communities.

(4) What competing providers/entities are purchasing 911 and/or E911
services from Ameritech Michigan or any of its affiliates?

RESPONSE

TCG, MFS, MCI Metro, and Brooks Fiber are currently provided
access to the 911 or E911 networks which Ameritech Michi,an
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utili.. to provide 911 or E911 service through the specified control
ot1iCII serving the following municipalities/counties:

ANN ARBOR CONTROL OFFICE - MCI, TOG, MFS
Wayne
WuhteDaw
Monroe
IADawee
Jacbon
Livingston

ROCHESTER CONTROL OFFICE - MCI, TeG, MFS
Macomb
Oakland
Genesee
Shiawassee
St. Clair
Wayne
Washteoaw
LiviDpton
Sqioaw
Tuscola

GRAND RAPIDS CONTROL OFFICE - BROOKS FmER
Berrien
Cass
Calhoun
Kalamazoo
VanBuren
Allepn
Barry
Ottawa
Kent
Ionia
Muskegon
Oceana
Newaygo
Mecosta
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7. b. Directory assistance services:

(1) What competing provider/entities have requested to purchase
directory 88sistance services from Ameritech Michigan or any of its
affiliates?

In Michipn, directory auiltance eervice proposals have been made
in response to requests from MFS, MCI Metro, TCG, and Brooks
Fiber.

Ameritech Michigan's offering ofdirectory assistance service complies
with the checklist. Ameritech Micbipn offers both operator systems
and directory 888istance to rese1len and requesting carriers on a
bundled basis and 88 a network element. Available offerinp include
manual call 888istance, automated call assistance, line information
database (LIDB) validation, directory assistance, and information
call completion.

In instances where the carrier purchases Ameritech Micbipn's retail
telecommunications services for resale or its unbundled local
switching, the reseller or carrier may purchase both rebranding and
selective routing options for operator, directory assistance, and call
completion services, usin, line class codes or other technical
solutions, as long as compliance with the carrier's requests is
technically feasible. Consistent with the FCC's discussion of the
issue (First Report and Order, Paragraph 971), the carrier would pay
Ameritech Michigan's costs, as determined pursuant to Section
252(dXl) of the Act, of providing the requested branding or selective
routing functions, to the eztent that compliance with those requests
is technically feasible and can be accomplished in a
nondiscriminatory manner.

Ameritech :Michigan also offers unbundled access to its operator
services or directory assistance, or to related facilities or databases,
for use by the requesting carrier to provide those services to ita own
C'Ultomers. Such unbundled operator services or directory assistance
is offered with optional rebranding.

In the U·I0847 order at pages 73-74, the Commission addressed the
provision ofdirectory 88siatance services to competing providers:

-City Signal indicated that it has identified one of the
various competing directory assistance serrice providers
to provide services to it instead of contracting with
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Ameritech Michigan. Consequently, City Signal is not
asking the Commiuion to establish any terms and
conditions for the provision of this service by Ameritech
Michigan ••.

The ALJ found that Ameritech Michigan is willing to
provide access to the data base services under the ratel,
terms, and conditions let forth in its access tariJt. He
noted that there was DO ahowiDc that Ameritech Micbipn
intends to discriminate against City Signal in thil area.
The ALJ therefore recommended that the Commission not
take any action on this issue. The Commission agrees
with the ALJ.-

The November 1995 MTA amendments added Section 360, which
requires that a provider of'basic local uebange service shall establish
a rate to other basic local ueb-nge service providers for providing
directory assistance no later than January 1, 1996, and allows
providers to enter into an agreement on other terms and conditions.
Ameritech Michigan complies with this requirement. (See, e.g.,
Ameritech's Tariif FCC No.2, Section 9.7, mirrored in Ameritech
Michigan's intrastate acceas tariff, MPSC 20R, Part 21, Section 1.) In
its U-l0860 order, the Commission aftirmed the ALrI conclusion that
no further action was required with regard to directory assistance
services (pp. 39, 42).

Mr. DUDDY addresses directory assistance in more detail at
Paragraphs 95-109 of his aftidavit. Mr. Mayer addresses directory
assistance provisioning and operational issues at Paragraphs 122­
127, and Mr. Mickens addresses the issue at Paragraph 72.

(2) What competing provider/entities have purchased directory
assistance services from Ameritech Michigan or any of its affiliates?

BESPQljSE

Directory usistance services have been purchased by Brooks Fiber
(operator services, toll, and assistance), MFS (regional DA), and MOl
Metro (regional DA).

o
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7. c. Operator services:

(1) What competing provider/entitiel have requested to purchase
operator call completion services from Ameritech Michigan or any of
ita efUJiates?

Operator service proposals have been made in response to requests
from Brooks Fiber, TCG, MFS, AT&T, MCI Metro, and Sprint.
Ameritech Michigan's otreriDg of operator service complies with the
checklist. Ameritech Michigan offen both operator services and
directory assistance to resellers and requesting carriers on a bundled
basis and as a network element. Available offeri.nP include manual
call assistance, automated call assistance, line information database
(LIDB) validation, directory assistance, and information call
completion.

In instances where the carrier purchases Ameritech Michigan's retail
telecommunications services for resale or its unbundled local
switching, the reseller or carrier may purchase both rebranding and
selective routine options for operator, directory assistance, and call
completion services, using line class codes or other technical
solutions, &I long &I compliance with the carrier's requests is
technically feasible. Consistent with the FCC's diSCUlsion of the
issue (First Report and Order, parqraph 971), the carrier would pay
Ameritech Michipn's costs, as determined pursuant to Section
252(d)(1) of the Act, of providine the requested braDding or selective
routing functions, to the utent that compliance with those requests
is ~ch~~ally feasible and can be accomplished in a
nondiscnm1Detory maDDer.

Ameritech Michigan also offers unbundled access to its operator
services or directory assistance, or to related facilities or databases,
for use by the requesting carrier to provide those services to its own
customers. Such unbundled operator services or directory assistance
is offered with optional rebranding.

Mr. DuDDy addresses operator services in more detail at Parqraphs
95-109 of his affidavit. Mr. Mayer addresses operator services
provisioning and operational illUes at Paragraphs 122-127.

(2) What competing provider/entities have purchased operator call
completion services from Ameritech Michigan or any of its aftlliates?
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Operator services have been purchased by Brooks Fiber, TCG, and
MFS.
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8. d. White pages listings:

(1) What competing provider/entities have requested to include their
customers in the listings or Ameritech Michigan or any or its
afJiliates?

The following competiq providenlentities have either received an
ofter from an Ameritech entity to include their customer listi.nIs in
Ameritecb's white pages directories or have requested that an
Ameritech aftiliate include their customers in Ameritech's white
pages directories:

AT&T
BRE (Phone Michigan)
Brooks Fiber Communications
Climax Telephone
Communication Buyinr Group, Inc.
Consolidated Communications Telecom Services, Inc.
Focal Commun1cations Corporation
Frontier Telemanagement, Inc.
ICG Acceu Services, Inc.
Intermedia Communications, Inc.
LeI International
MCImetro Acceu Transmission Services, Inc.
MFS Intelenet, Inc.
MIDCOM Communications, Inc.
Millenium Group
NextJiDk ofObio, Inc.
ONESTOP Communications, Inc.
SBMS
Scherers Communications Group, Inc.
Sprint Communications Company, L.P.
TCGDetroit
TCG Dlinois
TCG Milwaukee, Inc.
TCI Telephony Services of Dlinois, Inc.
Time Warner Communications orObio, L.P.
Time Warner Communications of Indiana, L.P.
Time Warner Communications orMilwaukee, L.P.
United Communications Systems, Inc.
USN Communications, Inc.
US One Communications
USXchange
WinStar Telecommunications
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Ameritech Michigan's arrangements with competing carriers
reprdiq white pages listinp complies with the checklist. In the
AT&T arbitration decision (U-11151 and U-11152, November 26,
1996, pp. 14-16), the Commission found that the provisions of the
int.connection alreement relatiDI to directories, as approved by the
CommigjOll, complied with the requirements in the federal Act.

Cuatomen ofother carrien are provided with liItinp in white pages
directoriel published for Ameritech Michigan. The.. listings are
provided free of charge. All white pages liItinp will have the same
appearance and presentation, and requesting carriers' customer
JiItinp are interfiled with Ameritech Michigan's. List:in.p other than
the primary listing for that customer or listings in directories that
would not normally include that subscriber are made available at
reasonable charges.

In ita U-I0647 order, the Commission recognized that Ameritech
Michipn should be required to provide City SiJD&1 with directory
liItinp on the same terms and conditione as Ameritech Michigan
offen to other LEC.. However, the Commilsion noted that
Ameritech Micbipn W8I not required to hold itle1f out to provide a
pgbJiabed directory to competiDI LECs (p. 73). In its U-I0860 order
(at pp. 41-42), the Commission elaborated on requirements relating
to directory JiItinp:

-rhe Commission finds that the statute requires each
local excbange provider to provide each of its customers
with an annual printed directory ofall publilhed numbers
within the community of interest for that customer,
including ported numbers. It does not require that an
incumbent LEe provide free directories to the retail
CUItomeI'8 ofits wholesale cuatomen or to AECs to whom
it sen. loops and ports. There are a variety of ways in
which a provider might obtain the directory that it must
provide to its customers, with no particular way
prescribed by statute. A provider is thus free to contract
with another provider or with a vendor to meet the
statutory requirement, ifit does not intend to publish the
directory itself.·

Ameritech Michigan's arrangements with competing carriers
complies with the requirements identified by the Commission.
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Mr. Dunny addresses white page. listings in more detail at
Paraeraphs 110-111 of his aftidaVit. Mr. Mickens discus.es
operational aspects ofdirectory listinp at Paragraph 72.

(2) What competing provider/entities have their customers listed in the
white pages directories ofAmeritech Michigan or any ofits amUatel?

The following compett.q providenlentities have ap'88IDenti to have
their cuatomerB included in the white paps directories published by
Ameritech Michipn or its affiliates:

Brooks Fiber Communications ofMichigan
CUmp Telephone
Communications Buyiq Group, Inc.
Consolidated Communications Telecom Services, Inc.
Focal Communications Corporation
Frontier TeJemanapment, 1Dc.
leG Access Services, Inc.
LeI Intemational
MCImetro Access Transnrillion Services, Inc.
MFS Intelenet, Inc.
NEXTLINK ofOhio
TCGDetroit
TeG IlliDois
TeG Milwaukee, Inc.
Tel Telephony Services of DJinois, Inc.
Time Warner Communications ofOhio, L.P.
Time Warner Communications oflnctiana. L.P.
Time Warner Communications ofMilwaukee. L.P.
USN Communications, Inc.
United Communications Systems
wmStar Telecommunications

(8) Vlhat provider/entities have chol8ll Dot to utilize inclusion of their
customers in the white pageslistinp ofAmeritech Micbipn or any of
its affiUates?

Ameritech Michigan and its directory publishing afIiliates are
unaware of any certified local exchange company operating within
the geographic scope of the white pages directories that has made an


