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afftrmative decision Dot to include its listings in the white paps
directories ofAmeritech Michigan or itl aAi];ates.
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9. Number administration

a. Who is the number administrator Cor Michigan?

The Ameritech Network Services EngineeriDI organization is currently
responsible Cor the Code (Number) Administration function for the
Ameritech region, which iDclud. Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Ohio, and
Wl8COnsin.

Ameritech Michipn compJiea with the checklist requirement for number
administration. Ameritech Michigan provid_ nondisc:rimiDatory access to
telephone numbers for other carrien. Until DeW number administration
guidelines, pl8DI, or rul. are eltabliahed, Ameritech Michipn will
continue to usip central ofBce codes (typically, the tint three digiti of a
telephone number, referred to as an NXX) under uistiDI industry
guidelines (i.e., the Central OfBce Code Assignment Guidelin. and the
NPA Code Relief PlanDin, Guidelines). All NXX number asBilDmentl wiD
continue to be performed by Ameritech Michigan, subject to the oversight
and complaint jurisdiction ofappropriate regulatory agencies.

The Commission hal previously addressed the issue of number
administration in Michigan. In the U·10647 order, at page 75, the
Commission stated:

•Ameritech Micbipn B'V8I 88 the Local Number Administrator
for all five area cod.. in Micbi,aD. City Sipal requested that
central office code prefbes, i.e., NXXa, be auiped to it for
subsequent auilDment to ita customers. The Statr, GTE, and
MCI supported this request, ltatiDc that the NXX a-pmenta
should be made accordinl to the same rates, terms, and
conditions as are applied to other LEC requests Cor NXXs.

Ameritech Michigan uplained that it 88lipS NXX codes in
accordance with the industrYs central office code assignment
pidelin., which were designed to provide competitively neutral
assignment oC NXXa and to mana,. those numbers as a finite
resource. Ameritech Michi,an represented that it will
administer the assipment of NXX codes PUl'8U8Dt to City
Siplal's request in accordance with those industry guide1iDes.

Again, because the parti_ were in qreement on this issue, the
ALJ Cound that no action by the Commission is necessary. The
Commission agrees with the ALJ,-
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In its current role as number administrator in Michigan, Ameritech
Michigan has, to date, 88Biped 96 NXXs to competing local uehanp
carriers (CLECs) which would support approximately 960,000 customer
lines.

MellI'S. Dunny (Parqrapba 112-115) and Mayer (Paragraphs 218-234)
address number administration in more detail in their respective
aftidavitB.

b. IfAmeritech Michipn or any of its aftiliates is the number administrator
for Michigan, is there a date certain by which it will no longer perform
that function?

No date certain by which Ameritech will no lonpr perform the Code
(Number) Admjnistration function baa been determined. Ameritech has
proposed to the Federal Communications Commission lOme time ago that
the Code Admjnjstration function be handled by a neutral third party, and
the FCC has orderid such a transfer. Ameritech Michigan will transfer
this function once a neutral third party admjnjstrator is established and
in operation.
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10. e. Database and signaHng for call routing and completion:

(1) What components of its IignaHng network does Ameritech Michipn
or any ofits aftjHates not offer for sale to competinl provider/entities?

Ameritech Michigan is offering unbundled access to its signa]jn,
liDb and Sipual Transfer Points (STPs). Carriers may obtain
unbundled access for their own switching facilities to Ameritech
Michigan's signaHn, network through its STPs in the I8IIl8 manner
that Ameritech Michipn's switches gain such acc:ess. (See 47 CFR
151.819(e)(1)(ii» Ameritech Michi,an is also offering carriers
unbundled access to its call-related databases, iDcluctinl the Toll Free
(800) Camag Database, the Line Inlormation Database (LIDS), and
the lcmc term local number portability database (when that datab-...se
is deployed). (See pnerally 47 CFR 151.819(8)(2» Carriera may
obtain this access by physically connecting their own switches
through an Ameritech Michigan STP to the Am.eritech Michigan
unbundled database. See, e.g., Ameritech's Tariff FCC No.2,
Sections 6.9.1, 6.9.4, mirrored in Ameritech Michigan's intrastate
access tariff, MPSC No. 20R, Part 21, Section 1.

At this time, Ameritech Michigan does not offer certain of the
working physical components ofits signaling network or 887 links for
sale. This includes the Ameritech STPs, SCPs, and SSPs. Ameritech
Michigan provides access to these elements in a variety of
interconnection products. Access to the STPs via ports and our 887
interconnection arrangements are available today, both via tariffand
in the AT&T arbitrated agreement. Ameritech Michigan also offers
unbundled, nondiscriminatory access to Ameritech Michigan's AIN
Service Management System (SMS) and AIN Service Creation
Environment (SCE). See AT&T interconnection agreement, Schedule
9.2.5.

In ita U-I0647 order, the Commission noted that Ameritech Michipn
was willing to provide access to the data bases (LIDS and 800)
requested by City Sipal on the same terms and conditioDl as offered
to other LECs, and therefore, there was no need for the Commission
to take action on this issue (p. 74). In its U-I0860 order, the
Commission further elaborated (p. 42) on the requirements in
Michigan regarding access to data bases:

"Furthermore, providers are required by [Section 868 of
the MTA] to allow access by other providers, on a
nondiscriminatory basil and in a timely and accurate
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manner, to data bases, including, but not limited to, the
line information data bue, the 800 data base, and other
information necessary to complete a call witbhi the
_ehanp, either on term8 and conditions as the providen
may agree OJ" as othenriae ordered by the Commjslion.
The requirement that the LEC provide access to data
bales on a nondilcriminatory basil means that whatever
ammpments a LEC agrees to with one provider must be
available to other provid8l'l as well,-

Ameritech Michigan complies with all of the requirements identified
by the Commission with regard to access to data basel.

The subject of access to call related databases and signaling links is
discussed in more detail in the aftidavit of Mr. DuDny (Paragraphs
116-128).

(2) What provider/entities have requested access to databases and/or
signaling from Ameritech Michigan or any ofits at1iHates?

In addition to the current customer list (see response to subpart (3»,
the following is a list of companies that have requested
interconnection in Michigan under 251/252 of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996:

AT&T
BrooksFiber'
KMC Telecom, Inc.
LCllnternational
MCI
MFS
POPP Telecom (have made a request for resale only)
Phone :Michigan
Sprint
Sprint Spectrum
TCG (Teleport)
WinStar W'ueless

Only some of these companies have speci1ically included signaling
and database access in their request, but Ameritech Michigan
believes that further discussions and development oC implementation
plans will eventually include signaling requirements for facilities
based carriers.
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(3) What provider/entities have purchased access to databases and/or
signaling from Ameritech Michigan or any orits affiliates?

Ameritech Michipn today provide••p.Jing and database access to
many various providers, iDc1udin, interexchange carriers,
independent telcos, cellular providers, sip.Un, providers, and other
RBOCs. Many of these providers interconnect to Ameritech ctirect1y,
while others gain 8CC811 through hub providers. The followinJ list
represents the current parties interconnected to Ameritech Michigan
for access to databases or signaling:

ALLTEL
ACI
AT&T
Advantis
Brandenburg
Cable & W"trelell
DUO Telco
GTE
LeI
Mel
Washington County
W"JlTelIWorldCom
American Telelianics
Cellular One
Century Telco
Cincinnati Bell
Consolidated
CTS
Deerfield Farmer
Detroit Cellular
Heart1ine
ITN
Lennon Telco
Metromedia
One Call Communications
Pacific Gateway

ReI
sse
Sprint
TOO
Teledial
Telstar Communications
Baraga
L.O.M.lnc.
B18Dcbard Telco
Cherry Communications
LDDS
Westphalia
Wolverine
WINNTelco
US Signal
Shiawauee Telco
SJDinIport Telco
Te1star Communications
Waldron Telco
Al:eTelco
Allendale Telco
Barry County Telco
Carr Telco
Climax Telecommunications Corp.
Drenthe Telco
Kaleva Telco
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11. Number portability

a. Does Ameritech Michigan or any of its afIiliates provide number
portability in Michigan?

Yes, Ameriteeh Michigan provides number portability in Michigan.
(MPSC Tariff No. 20R, Part 21, Section 2) Ameritech Michigan provides
interim number portability in compliance with the requirements of the
MTA (Section 358), this CommjlSion, the federal Act, and the FCC. order
on number portability. (FCC Docket No. 95-116, i88ued July 2, 1996)
Specifically, Ameritech Michipn i. ofrering Remote Call Forwarding
(ReF) and Direct Inward Dialjn, (DID). This Commission, both prior to
the FCC's order (in the U·I0647 order, p. 66) and subsequently (in the
U-I0860 order, p. 20), baa recopized that ReF and DID are appropriate
means of providing interim portability. The 1995 amendments to the
MTA similarly require interim number portability to be provided via DID
and ReF. (Section 858(4» These are also the two methods that the FCC
identified as appropriate, currently available number portability options.
(CC Docket No. 95-116, July 2, 1996, at Paragraphs 19, 108, 110)

Ameritech Michigan's number portability offering is described in more
detail by Mr. I>wmy at Paragraphs 129-186 of his aflidavit. Mr. Mayer
discusses the operational aspects of number portability at Paragraphs
152-160 ofhis aflidavit.

b. Ifnumber portability is provided in Michigan, is it interim or true number
portability?

BESEmlSE

Ameritech Michigan currently provides interim Service Provider Number
Portability (SPNP), both remote (RCF) and direct enID).

c. Ifnumber portability is provided in Michigan, is it carrier, geographic, or
service number portability or any combination or the three?

Ameritech Michigan is currently providing SPNP, or carrier Number
Portability. To the extent that an end user customer wishes to retain a
number within a wire center boundary, SPNP also provides geographic
portability.
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d. If interim number portability is beiq provided, how are the COlts being
recovered and what is the pricing methodology?

Currently, Ameritech Michigan is offering SPNP eerrice at rates
established in compliance with the Commillion's U-10647 order. (MPSC
Tari1f No. 20R, Part 21, Section 2) New rates (based on TSLRIC) were
recently approved by the Commission on an interim basis in the
Commilsion'l. December 12, 1996 order in Case No. U-11155. In
Ameritech Michipn's interconnection agreements with Brooks Fiber and
MFS, the parties have agreed to bill competing providen lor interim
number portability cbarps, but to defer collection oteuch amounts subject
to establishment by the Comm;uion or the FCC or a methodololY tor the
competitively neutral recovery ot COIIta. Thia arranpment complies with
the applicable FCC requirements. Ameritech Michigan proposed a similar
arranpment in Case No. U-lll55.

e. Itinterim number Portability is beinc provided, is it statewide?

Interim number portability is a statewide service oft'erinI.

t. If interim number portability is beinI provided, supply the schedule tor
implementation ot true number portability by ,eographic location and
type.

Ameritech Michi,an will implement serrice provider true number
portability in compliance with the MPSC'I order in Case No. U-10860 and
the FCC's Order in Docket 95-116. In its June 5, 1996 order in Case No.
U-lOS60, the Commission concluded Cfhat Am.eritech Michiran and GTE
should be required to implement lon, term number portability in
Michipn at the eame time that implementation berins in Dlinois ....
<MPSC Order, p. 29)

The FCC's 95-116 deployment schedule tor SPNP in Michi,an is as
follows:
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TimeFnme
1/98 - 3198
7/98 - 9198
10/98 - 12198
Bema Fide Request

Ameritech also co-chairs, with wmStar, a Michigan -rrue- Number
Portability Workshop. The workshop il currently workiDI with the
telecommunication industry in Micbipn to augment the FCC schedule to
address Michigan-specific requirements and industry needs.

An implementation schedule for geographic or service portability has not
been fully developed



Ameritech Michigan's
Responses to Attachment B

MPSC Case No. U-11104
December 16, 1996

Page 48

13. Reciprocal compensation

a. Describe the mutual compensation arrangements that are in effect in
Michigan for interconnected and/or competing providers. For purposes of
this question, present two categories of providen - other incumbent
carrien and competing carriers.

Ameritech Micbipn offen reciprocal compensation arraDIements that
permit both carriers involved in the achange of local tra8ic to reasonably
recover the additional costs associated with terminating each other's
traftic.

Beciprosal Compen.aRoQ Arranpmlntl - Complnn, Carrier•.
Reciprocal compensation is available in Michigan offered via Tariff
M.P.S.C. No. 20R, Part 21, Section 2. The tariff, as required by the
U-10647 order, provided that, on an interim basis, each party would
charge the other at the rate of $0.015 per MOU for terminatinllocal
switched trat1ic. However, payment will be due only if tra8ic terminatiDg
on one partys network uceeds the tra1Bc terminating on the other partys
network by 5'11. The 1995 MTA amendments (Section 359) required the
establishment of local termination charges and were coD8istent with the
Commission's prior order. In the Commission's U-10860 order, those
interim arrangementl were continued. Rate revisions were approved on
an interim basis in the Commission's December 12, 1996 order in Case No.
U-11156.

The AT&T and TCG interconnection agreements address reciprocal
compensation. See, e.g., AT&T arbitration agreement, Section 4.7.
Ameritech has a1Io negotiated agreementl with two telecommunications
carriers (Brooks Fiber and MFS) in Michigan which addresses reciprocal
compensation and will negotiate individual intercounection and reciprocal
compensation arrancements as requested and as required by Section 252,
subject to tbiI Commission's orders in MPSC Case No. U-10860. These
qreements reasonably compensate each party for the additional costs of
terminating the other partys calls.

Beciproca1 Compen,atjoQ Arran.,emCnY - InWmbent LlC,. Direct
dedicated end oftice-to-end office tr8D8port facilities or dedicated local
tandem ammgements are used for transport and termination of local calls
between Ameritech Michigan and other incumbent LEC., and no other
types of calls (e.g., toll or .witched access service, with the exception, in
some eases, of Feature Group A) are transported over those dedicated local
calling facilities. The compensation arrangements in place between
Ameritech Michigan and other incumbent LEC. were, until recently,
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limited to arranging for each LEe to bear responsibility for on.half of the
dedicated transport facilities which carry the calls between the central
otlices of the two LEes. For aample, usuming facilities 10 miles in
length connecting the end otlices of LEC A and LEC B, of which Smiles
(from ita central otlice to the excbenge border) were provided by LEe A
and 7 miles (from its central office to the ezcbange border) are provided by
LEe B, then LEC A would compensate LEC B for 2 miles of transport,
thus effectively maldng each LEC financially responsible for 5 miles of
tranlport. Under those arraneements, no explicit compensation is
provided for the use of terminating local switching facilities or for the use
of tandem facilities. The Commiuion's June 5, 1998 and September 12,
1998 orden in Cue No. U-10860 require that explicit U8q.sensitive
compensation for the use of switched network facilities for the termination
of local calls from one incumbent LEC's network on another incumbent
LEC's network (i.e., on extended area service, or EAS, routes) be
established by January 1, 1997. A joint plan for implementation of EAS
reciprocal compensation, u required by the Commission's orden, was
med with the Commission by Ameritech Michigan and GTE North, Inc.,
on November 1, 1996, and copies were served upon all parties to that
proceeding.

Mr. Dunny dilCU8ses reciprocal compensation in more detail in his
affidavit at Paragraphll46-148.

b. Where interconnection is in place, what is the relationship between traftic
terminated on other networks in comparison with traflic terminated on
the network of Ameritech Michigan or any of its affiliates operating in
Michigan? This can be upressed in terms ofpercentages or specific calls,
minutes of use, or other measure. For the purposes of this question,
present the information in the same categories as in 13 A.

BESPONSE

Traffic; Relatiopship - COMpetiDI Carrierl. There is currently an
imbalance in the amount of trafJic that competing carriers terminate on
Ameritech Michigan's network by approximately 400,.. In other words,
Ameritech Michigan terminatea four times as much traflic on competitive
carriers' networks than competitive carriers terminate on Ameritech
Michigan's network. See Table 6.a.1 provided by Ameritech Michigan in
response to Question 6, Attachment A.

Traftjc; Bl]atigpabip - IpcmmbeDt LEC.. Ameritecb Michigan currently
has no information regarding the relative traffic flows for local calls
between incumbent LEC exchanges. As required by the Commission's
order in Case No. U-I0880, Ameritech Michigan is in the process of
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workinc with other incumbent LEes to develop methods for traclring those
trafJic flows. See the joint plan referenced in the pret*ting sectiOD.
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14. Resale

a. Are Ameritech Michigan's and any of its affiliates' services available in a
manner consistent with state and federal law?

Ameritech Michigan provides for resale to telecommunications carriers at
wholesale rates all of its telecommunications services which are provided
at retail to customers who are not telecommunications carriers.
Ameritech MidUgan's offering or telecommunications services for resale is
consistent with both the MTA and the federal Act. In ita U-I0860 order,
the Commission referred to the resale requirements in Section 357 of the
MTA and noted that the resale obliptions under Micbipn law were not
inconsistent with the requirements of the federal Act. (U-I0860 Order, pp.
35-36)

Resale ofAmeritech Michigan's telecommunications services is addressed
in Article X of the AT&T Agreement. In addition, Ameritech Michigan
offers its telecommunications services for resale pursuant to tariff. (Tariff
MPSC No. 20R, Part 22, and 20U, Part 22) On September 27, 1998,
Ameritech Michigan filed enhancements to its tariffed resale offerings and
submitted informational tariffs addressing telecommunications services
which are unregulated in Michigan.

Ameritech Michigan makes -w"eline- programs - i.e., state or federally
mandated prop-ams desiped to promote universal service by providing
qua1i1ied low income residential end users with certain credits toward line
connection fees (and, in some cases, toward monthly usage charres) 
available for resale. Mr. Mickens addresses the operational aspects of
resale ofliCeline services at Paragraphs 74-76 ofbia affidavit.

With respect to -sunsetted- and -grandCathered- services, in accordance
with the FCC's relUlations, Ameritech Michigan makes those services
available for resale by carriers to end user customers receiving those
services at the time they select another carrier as their service provider
until the services are no loqer offered. (See 47 CFR 151.615; Pint Report
and Order, Paragraph 968)

With respect to promotional offerings, Ameritech Michigan's resale
offerings reflect the requirements of the FCC's First Report and Order
that short term promotions of up to 90 days need not be made available for
resale. See also Section 10.5.2 of the AT&T interconnection agreement.
However, the FCC's First Report and Order leaves additional issues
relating to such restrictions on resale to the states. (Paragraph 952)
Section 357 of the MTA provides that promotional and discounted
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ofl"erin&'s are not required to be made available for resale. Therefore,
Ameritech Micbipn believes that the Commillion should recopize that
promotions and discounts need not be made available for resale in
Michigan, 88 mandated in the MTA and consistent with the Act and the
First Report and Order.

Ameritech Michigan's resale offerinl further provides that canien will
receive notice of any new Ameritech Michigan retail telecommunications
services via tariff filinp or 88 provided in agreements between carriers.
These new and revised retail telecommunications services also would be
available for resale by carriers on a wholesale basis.

Ameritech Michigan offers wholesale prices for its retail
telecommunications services 88 set forth in its taritJi and in the pricing
schedule attached to the AT&T Agreement. Tariff prices were calculated
on a eerrice-by-eerrice baaia, using the methodololY specified by the FCC
order. Prices in the AT&T Agreement were established pursuant to the
proposed decision of the arbitration panel and the Commission order in
the AT&T arbitration. (First Report and Order, Paracraphs 911-915) In
addition, Ameritech Michigan's pricinl provides a correspondiDl
-mirrored- wholesale rate for each applicable retail rate for
telecommunications services, in accordance with the FCC's order.

The subject of resale is di8cwlsed by Mr. Dunny at Paragraphs 149-158 of
his affidavit and by Mr. Mayer at Paragraphs 132-135 ofhis aflidavit. Mr.
Mickens discusses numerous issues relating to resale in his affidavit,
including Paragraphs 16, 24, 50, and 44-50.

b. Are there currently any formal disputes related to the pricing of services
for resale? If 10, identify.

RESPONSE

With the uception of arbitration proceedings pending before the
CommillioD, no.

AT&T, MCI, and Sprint filed requests with this Commillion to arbitrate
interconnection agreements with Ameritech Michigan; the pricing of
services for resale was one ofthe issues in those proceedinp.

c. Are there currently any formal disputes related to the services or the
definition of services available for resale by Ameritech Michigan or any of
its af1iliates?
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With the e%ception of arbitration proceedings pend.iDI before the
Commission, no. The services and definition of services available for
resale was an issue in the arbitration cases referred to in the answer to
Question 14.b.

d. Have any provider/entities requested to purchase servicee from Ameritech
Michigan or any ofits affiliates at the specific tariffed rates (this does not
include negotiated arrangements)? Identify.

Today, various services ottered by Ameritech Michigan may be purchased
at retail rates for purposes of resale in situations where Ameritech
Michigan may have no speci1ic knowledge of the customer's intended use
of the service for resale or where no separate trackinc mechanism 80
identifies the service. (For example, a dedicated c:ircuit may be purchased
for resale by an IXC, or ton services may be resold.) However, Ameritech
Michigan asllUDles from the contezt that the question here refen to the
resale ofCentrex service or the wholesale provision of telecommunications
services. Aa described in more detail in the answer to Question 4 of
Attachment A, at least m providers are currently AselliDa' Centru
service in Michigan which they are purchasing at retail rates pursuant to
tariff and contract.

e. Are any provider/entities purchasing services for resale at the currently
tariffed rates (this does not include negotiated arrangements)? Identify.

BEspQNSE

See answer to Question 14.d.

f. Are any negotiations pending for the purchase of services for resale?

Yes. See answer to Question 4 ofAttachment A for details on negotiations
concerning resale.

g. Are any provider/entities currently purchasinl services for resale
pursuant to a negotiated arrangement? Identify.
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As described in the answer to Question 4 of Attachment A, a negotiated
agreement has been reached with US Network, but no services have been
purchased to date for resale.

h. What is the amount or8DDU8l revenue pnerated by providing services for
resale? For purposes of this question, segregate by aftiliated providers
and non-aftiliated providers.

RESPONSE

Subject to the auumption described in the answer to Question 14(d), the
annual revenue that is projected to be generated through the end of 1996
from the resale of services to providers offering local .cbaDge service via
Centrex is $5,985,864, based on actual revenues through July 1996 of
$3,491,754. This revenue is received from the resale of services at retail
rates to those providen referred to in the answer to Question 4 of
Attachment A, all ofwhich are non-affiJjated providers. There is currently
no resale in this context to affiliated providers.

i. What is the percentage discount for services for resale:

(1) The specific tariffed resale rates;
(2) Negotiated rates by specific contract.

RESPONSE

The rates for the resale of services at wholesale rates in the AT&T
Agreement have been estabJjsbed by Commission order at a 22'11 discount
off of retail rates. The rates for resale of services at wholesale rates are
included in the tariff filed with the Commission on September 27, 1996.
The discount rates included in that tariff range from 5'11 to 22'11.

The resale rates for US Network are included in the interconnection
agreement between US Network and Ameritech Michigan which has been
filed with this Commjssion.

Resale of Centrex service at retail rates is provided at the tariffed rates for
Centrex loops and at the rates negotiated between Ameritech Michigan
and the reseller for the unregulated portion of the service.



STATE OF MICHIGAN

BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the matter, on the Commission's own
motion, to consider Ameritech Michigan's
compliance with the competitive checklist
in Section 271 of the Telecommunications
Act of 1996.

Case No. U-11104

UI'IDAVIIf 01' GUGO..!' J. DOD!'
Olt llSALr or AJ(JBIlJ.'ICI KICII<WI

8!'A!'B 01' KICBIClUI )
) ...

COUH'l'!' 01' WAnm )

I, Gregory J. Dunny, being first duly sworn upon oath, do

here~ depose and state as follows:

1. My name is Gregory J. Dunny. My business address is 350

North Orleans, Chicago, Illinois 60654. I am the Vice

President of Marketing and Sales for the Network Providers

segment of Ameritech Information Industry Services (-AIIS-),

a· division of Ameritech Services, Inc. In this position I

direct the marketing and sales efforts for the wholesale

product line (which includes interconnection, unbundling,

resale, etc.) to serve new local exchange carriers that

operate in the Ameritech region. I am also responsible for

the marketing and sales efforts to six customer segments:

Competitive Access Providers, Cable TV, Wireless, Independent

Pay Phone Providers, Telemanagement Companies, and

Competitive Local Exchange Carriers (CLECs).



2. I received a Bachelor of Science degree from Western Michigan

university in Engineering in 1972. I received a Masters of

Business Administration from Michigan State University in

1989.

3 . I joined Michigan Bell Telephone Company in January 1973. My

initial position was Engineer in the Network Engineering

Department, with responsibilities for wire center planning,

current planning, and outstate facilities. In March of 1977,

I was promoted to Manager - Network Engineering, with

responsibility for outstate facilities and capital budget.

In June 1980, I became Manager of Switching Systems,

responsible for switching operations staff and

Southfield/University District toll and crossbar. In March

of 1984, I became Manager - Network Engineering, with

responsibility for network planning. In October 1984, I was

promoted to Director Network Engineering, with

responsibility for equipment estimating. In November of

1986, I became Director Human Resources, with

responsibility for management employment and the initial

management development program coordination. In July of

1988, I became Director of Large Business Services, with

responsibility for circuit provision centers/special services

design. In April of 1989, I became Director of Marketing,

with responsibility for. carrier services billing quality. In

April of 1990, I became Senior Director in the Personnel

- 2 -



Department, with responsibility for human resources. In July

of 1990, I became Senior Director in the Process Engineering

Information Systems group. In April of 1991, I took

responsibility for program Implementation and Billing

Operations. In June of 1992, I became General Manager of

SWitching Systems for Michigan Bell Telephone Company. In

April of 1993, I was promoted to Vice President of Customer

Operations for AIIS. In August of 1995, I assumed ~ present

responsibilities as Vice President of Marketing and Sales for

AIIS.

4. Ameritech Information Industry Services is a business unit of

Ameritech which has responsibility for providing sales and

service to other telecommunications providers in each of the

5 states in which Ameritech provides local telephone service.

This includes CLECs who are licensed to provide basic local

exchange service, including Brooks Fiber, MCI Metro,

Teleport, MFS, AT&T, and affiliated carriers providing local

exchange service, including the Ameritech subsidiary that

will provide in-region interLATA services.

5. The purpose of my affidavit is to describe how Ameritech

Michigan has satisfied the 14 elements of the competitive

checklist (-Checklist-) set forth in Section 271(c) (2) (B) of

the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (-Act-) by providing or

making generally available every network element, product,

and service described in the Checklist in the manner
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required. In doing so, I will describe the elements,

products, and services that Ameritech Michigan is offering to

requesting carriers through Ameritech Michigan's approved

interconnection agreements with Brooks Fiber communications

of Michigan, Inc. (·Brooks Fiber·), TCG Detroit (·TCG- or

·Teleport-), and AT&T Communications of Michigan (-AT&T-).

The Brooks Fiber Agreement was negotiated b¥ the parties and

approved by the Michigan Public Service Commission

(·Commission-), while the AT&T and TCG Agreements were

arbitrated before being approved.

6. As part of my discussion, I will explain how Ameritech

Michigan's contracts and offerings satisfy its duties under

§§ 251 and 252 of the Act, the FCC's Rules implementing those

sections (-Rules-), the FCC's First Report and Order (FCC 96

325 (Aug. 8, 1996) (-Order-», and the FCC's Second Report

and Order (FCC 96-333 (Aug. 8, 1996) (-Second Report and

Order-», the FCC's First Report on Reconsideration (FCC 96

394 (September 27, 1996) C·First Reconsideration Order-), and

the FCC's Second Order on Reconsideration (FCC 96-476

(December 13, 1996) (-Second Reconsideration Order-).

7. As my affidavit will show, Ameritech Michigan is currently

providing or has offered to provide all Checklist items to

TCG, Brooks Fiber, and AT&T. Specifically, Ameritech

Michigan is actually furnishing most of these items to both

Brooks Fiber and TCG, and the balance are currently available
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to TCG, Brooks Fiber, and AT&T upon reques t under the

carriers' agreements on terms and conditions that satisfy the

Checklist.

8. By way of background, I will briefly discuss the

interconnection agreements on which Ameritech Michigan relies

to show Checklist compliance. First, Ameritech Michigan has

negotiated an interconnection agreement with Brooks Fiber

that has been approved by the Commission. Brooks Fiber

provides facilities-based and resold services to business and

residential customers.

9. Second, Ameritech Michigan has reached an interconnection

agreement with AT&T and TCG through a combination of

negotiation and arbitration. The panel in the TCG

arbitration issued its arbitration award on October 3, 1996,

and the Commission issued its order on November 1, 1996,

finding that the approved agreement satisfied 55 251 and 252

of the Act. The panel in the AT&T arbitration issued its

arbitration award in that proceeding on October 28, 1996, and

the Commission issued an order on November 26, 1996, finding

that the approved agreement satisfied 55 251 and 252 of the

Act. As required by the respective orders, the AT&T and TCG

agreements have been filed with the Commission. The AT&T

agreement offers, and includes the terms and conditions for,

each and every element,~ product, and service mandated by the

Checklist, 55 251 and 252 of the Act, and the FCC's Rules.
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10. The Brooks Fiber Agreement and the TeG Agreement contain Most

Favored Nation (-MFN-) clauses that, in accordance with §

252(i) of the Act, entitle the requesting carriers to obtain

any interconnection, network elements, or service -upon the

same rates, terms, and conditions as those provided- in other

Ameritech Michigan interconnection agreements approved by the

Commission. (Brooks Fiber Agreement, Section 28.15; TCG

Agreement, Section 29.13) Consequently, Brooks Fiber and TCG

may at any time request and obtain as applicable the same

rates, terms, and conditions included in the Commission

approved AT&T Agreement, or in any other approved agreements.

In this way, any Checklist item not covered by the agreements

with Brooks Fiber or TeG, but covered by the AT&T agreement,

is available to Brooks Fiber, TCG, and other requesting

carriers on the same rates, terms, and conditions.

Therefore, where I have provided for ease of reference a

citation to the AT&T agreement, by way of example, such terms

and conditions are equally available to other carriers with

MFN clauses.

11. To put my affidavit in context with the other affidavits

being filed by Ameritech Michigan: I describe what products

and services Ameritech Michigan is providing and making

generally available; Mr. Mayer describes Ameritech Michigan'S

operational readiness to satisfy the Checklist, ~, how its

products and services are being and will be provided from an
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operational standpoint; and Mr. Mickens describes how

Ameritech Michigan is ensuring and will continue to ensure

that the products and services it provides to Brooks Fiber,

TCG, AT&T and other requesting carriers are ·equal-in

quality· to those it provides to itself, its affiliates, and

other carriers and customers as required by FCC Rule C.F.R.

51.311.

I. CIICILI.T ITI. (i); ilf'1llBCOQlCT1011

12. A Bell Operating Company (-BOC·) such as Ameritech Michigan

may satis~ the interconnection requirements of the Checklist

by providing or generally offering • [i]nterconnection in

accordance with the requirements of sections 251(c) (2) and

252(d) (1).· 47 U.S.C. § 271(c) (2) (B) (i). As detailed below,

Ameritech Michigan's agreements with Brooks Fiber, TCG, and

AT&T fully comply with this mandate.

A. ..thod. of int.rgonpegtion

13. Consistent with § 251 (c)(2)(A) of the Act and the FCCls

Rules, Ameritech Michigan offers to provide interconnection

with its network for the transmission and routing of

telephone exchange traffic, exchange access traffic, or both.

47 C.F.R. § 51.305(a)(1); Order! 184. ~, e.g., AT&T

Agreement, § 3.1. Ameritech Michigan will provide

interconnection at any technically feasible point within its

network via physical or virtual collocation, a ·Fiber-Meet

arrangement, or by any other requested interconnection method
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which is consistent with the Act and to which the parties

agree prior to the applicable Interconnection Activation

Dat e • 47 U. S . C. § 251 (c) (2) (B) , (c) (6); 47 C. F . R. §

51.321 (a), (b). .sAa, e. g., AT&T Agreement, § 3.2. Both

collocation and Fiber-Meet arrangements are discussed in more

detail below.

14. The access Ameritech Michigan provides to points of

interconnection will be equal-in-quality (as defined by the

PCC Rules 51.311) to what Ameritech Michigan provides to

itself (except where requested otherwise), and will meet the

same technical criteria and standards used in Ameritech

Michigan's network for a comparable arrangement. 47 U.S.C. §

251(c) (2) (C); 47 C.F.R. § 51.305(a) (3), (4). This issue is

described by Messrs. Mickens and Mayer.

15. Ameritech Michigan currently furnishes Brooks Fiber, TCG, MCI

Metro, and MFS with collocation arrangements.

1 • Phy,ieal an4 Virtual Colloq_tiop

16. Except where technically infeasible or because of space

limitations, Ameritech Michigan provides physical collocation

on its premises of carrier-owned equipment necessary for

interconnection with AlDeri tech Michigan's network for the

transmission and routing of local exchange or exchange access

traffic or for access to Ameritech Michigan's unbundled

network elements as required by 47 U.S.C. § 251(c)(6} and 47
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C.F.R. § 51.321{e). s..e.A, e.g., AT&T Agreement, § 12.l.

Virtual collocation of carrier-designated equipment is

available where technically feasible. ~,e.g., AT&T

Agreement, § 12.1.

17. Ameritech Michigan's physical collocation offering allows a

requesting telecommunications carrier to place its equipment

in a dedicated space, which is separated from Ameritech

Michigan'S equipment area. The requesting carrier may choose

to further separate its designated area from those of other

carriers by adding an enclosure. The requesting carrier

arranges for the maintenance and repair of its equipment

through an approved contractor. 47 C.F.R. § 51.323{j). Such

carrier may have access to its equipment at all times,

subject to compliance with Ameritech Michigan's reasonable

requirements regarding safety and security. 47 C.F.R. §

51.323{i). ~, e.g., AT&T Agreement, § 12.17.

18. Requesting telecommunications carriers can reserve physical

collocation space subject to certain reasonable conditions.

~, e.g., AT&T Agreement, § 12.9.1. A requesting carrier

with active physical collocation arrangements, or ordering

active arrangements, can reserve an amount of space equal to

the space involved in the active physical collocation

arrangement in the office. ~,e.g., AT&T Agreement, Sch.

12.9.1(1). Reservations are prioritized on the basis of when

they are received, consistent with 47 C.F.R. § 51.323{f) (1).
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