
AT&T Reply Comment:

See AT&T comments to 1above.

3. The identity ofany entities that have requested interconnection or unbundled
elements from Ameritech Michigan or its affiliates. Include and identify those entities who
indicated the desire to negotiate or are in mediation or arbitration with Ameritech
Michigan or its affiliates for interconnection or unbundled elements at the time of this
filing.

For the purpose ofthis item include: (a) the types ofinterconnection requested
and/or purchased; (b) the specific unbundled elements requested and/or purchased; (c) the
date each request was made; (d) the requests for which Ameritech and the entity entered
into a binding agreement; (e) a copy of the agreement; and (t) proofofMichigan Public
Service Commission approval under Section 252, ifany. .

AT&T Replv Comment:

·On February 27, 1996, AT&T formally requested the commencement ofSeetion

252 interconnection negotiations with Ameritech. AT&T's request encompassed all

interconnection issues enumerated in Sections 251 and 252 of the Act and applied to each

of Ameritech's local exchange companies, including Ameritech Michigan. (See AT&T's

Petition and support documentation filed in Case No. V-11151 and U-l1152). By its

.request, AT&T sought all services, functionalities, network connections, network

elements, operational support, and access to "pathway" facilities (poles, conduit, ducts,

and rights ofway) that it requires to compete as a local exchange provider, including:

• Local Service Resale - the furnishing ofservices by Ameritech at wholesale for
resale by AT&T.

• Unbundled Network Elements - the furnishing ofunbundled network elements
and combinations ofelements by Ameritech to AT&T.

• Facilities Interconnection Arrangements - the connection of AT&T's network
facilities to Ameritech's network facilities and the reciprocal compensation for
the transport and tennination of telecommunications.
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• CQllQcation - the right to Qbtain dedicated space in Ameritech locations.

• Rights QfWay. CQnduits. Ducts, and PQle Attachments - access by AT&T to
these critical pathway facilities of Ameritech.

AT&T requested that Ameritech provide these and Qther elements as required by

the Act under contract terms that were just, reasonable and DOD-diScriminatQry. AT&T

and Ameritech could not reach agreement Qn these issues and they were subjected to

arbitratiQn,with a final arbitration Order issued Qn November 26, 1996. AT&T expects

that a final AT&T/Ameritech Interconnection Agreement will be submitted shQrtly fQr

CQmmission approval.

AT&T is also aware that Ameritech and Brooks Fiber reached an Interconnection

Agreement Qn September 12, 1996. That Agreement, however, does not address, in a

meaningful way, a number Qf critical interconnection tenns and conditions. For instance,

the agreement addresses only unbundled loops - not unbundled elements or wholesale

service rates. Moreover, the agreement does not address Ameritech's obligation to

provide parity in service performance.

Similarly, Ameritech negotiated an interconnectiQn agreement with USN fQr resale

services only. That agreement is likewise suspect. The agreement generally includes only

wholesale service discounts which are contingent upon vQlume commitments. It does not

address, in any way, interconnection or the prQvisioning Qfunbundled network elements.

AT&T will defer to Ameritech and the Qther relevant entities tQ identify additional

information regarding the particulars Qfrequests and negotiations and to characterize the

competition that is claimed to have flowed from them. Once these entities have provided
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the Commission with the necessary information, AT&T reserves the right to address the

host ofissues that will arise in coMection with their responses, including: the extent to .

which any such entity is currently providing services; the areas in which service is being

provided; the customers being served by such entities; the types ofservices being offered;

the price and quality ofthe services being offered; the facilities being used to offer the

services; and the percentage ofMichigan traffic that these entities cany.

As to any negotiated interconnection agreements identified by Ameritech,

_Ameritech's prior conduct before the W~nsin Public Service Commissio~ demonstrates

that careful inquiry is appropriate concerning the nature ofany relationship between

Ameritech and a competitive local exchange company which Ameritech identifies as

providing competition within the meaning of the "actual competition" test in Section 27].

As addressed in AT&Ts September 18, 1996 letter in this docket, Ameritech has shown

that it is willing to characterize negotiated agreements as "models" for competition

without disclosing: (1) that is has a financial interest in the alleged competitor; (2) that the

agreements contain impermissible tying arrangements designed to ensure Ameritech's

monopoly position; or (3) that the agreement is limited as to the number oflines that the

competitor will potentially serve. The facts described in AT&Ts Jetter are informative as

to the type of review and oversight ofAmeritech agreements that is necessary in light of

the requirement that Ameritech prove that it has satisfied the requirements found in

Section 271.

6. With respect to the facilities and/or networks of Ameritech Michigan's
competitors, identify: (a) the extent to which each competitor is using its own facilities to
provide service as compared to the use ofunbundled elements or resold services obtained
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from Arneritech Michigan or its affiliates; (b) whether each competitor is currently
constructing facilities in Michigan or has announced the intention to do so within a
specified time period; (c) a comparison of the provision intervals and maintenance time for
service Ameritech Michigan or its affiliates provides to competitors and to itself

AT&T Reply Comment:

As reflected in the attached chart entitled "Absence ofLocal Competition in

Arneritech Territory - Michigan," there is currently no real facilities-based local

competition in Michigan. Of the 5,458,112 total Tier-I LEC switched access lines in the

State ofMichigan, Ameritech serves 4.785.915 (or 87.68%)3, employing 442 switches.

By contrast, there are currently only four CLEC end office switches in Michigan: a

Brooks Fiber switch in Grand Rapids and an MCI Metro switch, a TCG switch and an

MFS switch in Detroit. See map showing the location of CLEC switches in Michigan,

attached. And although CLEC presence in the Ameritech Michigan territory has steadily

increased over the last year (see "Growth ofCLEC Presence in Ameritech-MJ Territory -

December 1995 to September 1996," attached), total CLEC presence is dwarfed by

Ameritech's continuing dominance of the local market. Out ofa total ofclose to 5 million

Ameritech Michigan access lines, CLECs have purchased only a mere 11.774 unbundled

loops and are serving only approximately 20,000 business and residential access lines.

CLECs are therefore serving only 0.4% of Ameritech's total access lines in Michigan.

Even in the LATAs with the greatest competitive activity - Grand Rapids and

Detroit - competitive providers have a presence that is barely visible. Brooks Fibers, the

only CLEC operating in the Grand Rapids LATA, serves only 1.1% ofthe available access

3 In its lnformational·Filing in this docket, Ameritech has clauned that the number of access lines
has actually increased to 4,972,SOS. These numbers are therefore subject to verification.
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lines. That number is even smaller in the Detroit LATA, where CLECs provide service

over a total of only 0.22% ofthe total available access lines. See pie charts ofCLEC

Presence in the Grand Rapids and Detroit LATAs, attached.

AT&T does not currently have sufficient information to reply to Ameritech's

assertions regarding the construction ofnew telecommunications facilities in Michigan.

Moreover. due to the uncertainty ofour interconnection arrangements with Ameritech,

AT&T has not yet finalized its plans for the construction ofnew facilities in any Michigan

LATA. As noted above, the Commission's Dnal interconnection order was just issued last

week. The parties are currently in the process of reviewing the Order for the purpose of

submitting a final Interconnection Agreement for approval.

AT&T also lacks sufficient information at this time to comment on Ameritech's

claims regarding the provisioning intervals and maintenance time for services Ameritech

Michigan is providing its competitors. Nonetheless, as evident from the arbitration

proceedings, it is Ameritech's stated position that it cannot and will not guarantee parity in

the provisioning of unbundled network elements. Arneritech witness Warren Mickens

guaranteed parity would not be provided to AT&T in the provisioning ofunbundled

network elements, including where the provisioning request is for a "platform"

combination in which none of the alleged provisioning problems are relevant. (Case No.

11151/11152, Arb. Tr. 170-175). AT&T will submit additional relevant information as it

becomes available.

8. The description and status ofall complaints made to Ameritech Michigan or its
affiliates, the Michigan Public Service Commission, the Federal Communications
Commission, State ofMichigan Courts, federal courts, or other governmental authority by
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other carriers, competitors, or entities that have requested intercoMection, access or the
ability to resell Ameritech Michigan's or its affiliates' services.

AT&T Reply Comment:

IntraLATA Presubscription: This Commission is well aware of the series of

complaints and other actions taken by AT&T and MCI against Ameritech with regard to

Ameritech's repeated failure and refusal to implement dialing parity. (See Case No. U-

10138). A discussion ofthese proceedings is conspicuously absent from Ameritech's

submission on this point. Nonetheless, because of the Commission's familiarity with these

proceedings, a detailed discussion will not be offered herein; a list of significant events'

should instead suffice:

2/24/94

8/17/94

3/10/95

4/7/95

9/95

11/30/95

1/1196

1/2/96

5/2/96

6/26/96

The Commission orders IntraLATA presubscription

Ameritech appeals the Order to the Michigan Court of Appeals

The Commission orders implementation ofa task force's
recommendations on presubscription

Ameritech appeals the Order to the Michigan Court ofAppeals

Ameritech introduces legislation to effectively eliminate its
presubscription obligations until Ameritech receives interLATA
authority

The MTA is modified, providing for an approximately four month
delay for implementation ofpresubscription

Ameritech converts 10% ofits exchanges for presubscription; no
additional exchanges are converted

The Michigan Court ofAppeals rejects Ameritech's August 1994
appeal

AT&T and MCI file a motion to compel presubscription beyond the
10% convened in January

The Commission orders 100% presubscription
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7/9/96

7/26/96

10/18/96

11120196

11122196

12/4/96

Ameritech Petitions the Commission to stay presubscription and to
reopen and rehear the presubscription proceedings; the Petitions are
denied in October 1996

Ameritech files a non-eompliant tariffand incurs Commission
discounts

The Federal Court refuses to stay presubscription

The Ingham County Circuit Court orders Ameritech to comply with
the Commission's presubscription orders

Ameritech asks the Michigan Court ofAppeals to stay the
Commission's Orders and the Ingham County Circuit Court Order

The Michigan Court of Appeals grants Ameritech's
request for a stay

In short, despite the fact that Ameritech itselfhas acknowledged that consumers

want and will benefit from intraLATA dialing parity, Ameritech has continued to resist the

ordered implementation because it has not yet been allowed to enter the interLATA

market. This makes it clear that Ameritech is not concerned about consumer benefit, but

is instead focused solely on benefits to its own revenue potential.

PIC Freeze litigation: In December 1995, on the eve of presubscription

implementation, Ameritech Michigan sent its customers a bill insert which offered

customers the ability to "freeze" their Jong distance services, allegedly to prevent

unauthorized changes or "slamming." In reality, ifa customer chose to freeze his or her

account, the selection would also freeze the customer's intraLATA toll and local carrier.

In February 1996, Sprint filed a complaint alleging that the bill insert constituted anti­

competitive conduct. <l (See Case No. V-II 038). Ameritech responded by noting that by

AT&T and Mel intervened in Sprint's complaint and were eventually named parties.
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"requesting protection from slamming, the subscriber is simply exercising control over his

choice oftelecommunications carriers." Ironically, customers had no choice ofintraLATA

carrier when the bill insert was clistnDuted and in many instances would not for some time.

After a hearing on the matter, the Commission found that the bill insert was anti­

competitive. deceptive and misleading. Prior to sending the bill insert. Ameritech

Michigan had provided notice ofthe impending implementation ofintraLATA dialing

parity and used the terminology "intraLATA toU calling." Yet in the bill insert, Arneritech

used the tenn "long distance" to mean both inter and intraLATAservices. Moreover. the

Commission found that Ameritech falsely implied in the bill insert that customers would be

stuck with the carrier that slammed his or her account. In this way. Ameritech sought to

create a sense of urgency to enroll in PIC protection just as intraLATA dialing parity was

to be offered to some customers.

Perhaps the most telling fact revealed in this proceeding is the fact tha~ the bill

insert was created and distributed by the Ameritech division responsible for marketing

Ameritech intraLATA toll services -- not the Ameritech division responsible for consumer

protection or concerns.'

Degradation of Access Services: On October 30, 1996, AT&T filed a complaint

against Ameritech with the Commission regarding the unabated degradation in the quality

ofaccess service Arneritech Michigan is providing AT&T in this State. (See Case No. U­

11240). As alleged in AT&T's complaint, the quality of Ameritech's access service has

steadily deteriorated over the last two years. AT&T's access customers currently

The Commission bas already determined that the Order in this case should be made part of this
docket.
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experience lengthy delays in the provisioning of new service and suffer from service

outages ofan unreasonable duration. These problems result in lost revenues to AT&T

and ever increasing customer dissatisfaction. MCl, a party to this case, has prefiJed

testimony detailing similar experiences.

Ameritech has stated that it believes that this complaint is irrelevant to the

Commission's inquiries in this docket. AT&T disagrees. IfAmeritech's existing systems

and resources cannot properly meet service quality expectations with long-established

services such as special access, what confidence can new competitors have in Ameritech's

ability to support their purchase and provision ofunbundled network elements under their

t>wn competitive brand name? Ifthe quality of Ameritech service suffers in the wholesale

or UNE services arenas, it is the competitors and their brand name integrity that will be

injured.

Operational Implementation Delays with Brooks/City Signal: The saga endured by

Brooks Fiber to gain interconnection arrangements with Ameritech is another indication of

how "rapidly" local service competition is emerging in Michigan. Brooks (then City

.Signal) first gained Commission mandates for Ameritech interconnection in February

1995. In September 1995, Brooks finally secured a signed interconnection agreement

with Ameritech. Following significant provisioning problems, Brooks found it necessary

to take Ameritech to court within a couple ofmonths of that agreement. Only after

prolonged legal activity was Brooks then able to gain its current signed interconnection

agreement with Ameritech which was approved by this Commission last week. Thus, to

the extent illY competition has emerged, Ameritech has controlled its scope, timing and

14



extent, and Ameritech has the ability to continue to do so in the future. See Chart of

Operational Implementation Delay Scenario, attached.

Dated: December 4, 1996 Respectfully submitted

Joan Marsh
AT&.TCorp.
4660 S. Hagadorn Rd., Suite 640
East Lansing, MI 48823
Telephone: (517) 332-9610
Fax: (517) 230·8210

By: Cl.N: J,-L")JQ:.N>' A+'V
George Hogg, Jr. (P1S0S5) (4=')
Art LaVasseur (P30701)
Fischer, Franklin &. Ford
320 N. Main Street, Suite 300
Ann Arbor, Ml 48104·1192
Telephone: (313) 662·3159
Fax: (313) 769-2702

Attorneys for AT&T Communications of Micbigan, Inc.
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Breakdown of Ameritech's Access Lines
by Customer Class in Michigan (000)

MICHIGAN

;

I
1_.._. .. . .._ .., '__ ." . . . . _

1,367

29%

3,202

66%

5%

216

.----- I
I • R.sld ,ntlel
I.Single-line Bu.lne..
I

t~M UItI.U"._~~~~~_

i
_~ •• e ~

MPSC
Case No. U-11104



Competition for Residential Customers
In Ameritech-MI Service Territory
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Ameritech-MI :: 3,202,000
Brooks Fiber:: 5,000
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Status of CLEC Applications in the Ameritech Region·
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Absence Of Local Competition In Ameritech Territory - Michigan. -"--" ------- ---- --,

l .......

.---1 ._I,:::::============.:.:==--------

..2
434

8

EfMI OIIce s.Ie....:
1
1
1
1

•
ToW Alneftllch &wIk...··:
EndOllk:e:
Tendettr.

-subjed to .,eflftc8tion

··Some End 0I"1Ce$~an be IMed for both local ..... ...". lwikhfllg

Ihefefore. the tUM eI End 0IIce -.ttl T............ ..,., .-....... ,otaI.

• a ... f'.....,.~.MCIIMb "'*" IDeIIIIen
• WS 1WIIc:" ......
• 'CGlIWMI ......

ABOC"TedHy

Tob' 'lero-LEC Swltchtd Acc... lJMe For tille : t12

Ametftlch s.rv.. '7.''''' or The..8w1tc l .....

Tota' AlMfttHh Swttc.... Acc:en U,,": ••'''.tw
RMIcIeftce: 3,202,387
Buelneas

Slntfe·LIne: 2te••
Muftl.L1ne: 1,381.219

let" 9usIne••: 1,583.521
eLECt t5wttc ......
H....: t 1IaIttet=
8tooIl. Fiber n.......
MChne',o 8u.lnen
MFS Bu....
TCG 9~

Toll( CUC EM OMCII S......

/"~,...
, ..:.;." .

. ' .. ~~

. . ---.._._.. --
MPSC
Case No. U-11104



~

.Unb. Loops

.CLEC Total
• Ameritecht- - - I- ..- -

- -
- t- -
r- I- - l-I--

t- - --- l-

i-- "- I-

t- - .... I-

"- t-
4! 4 ~2f!

~ ~I- ~

GROWTH OF CLEC PRESENCE IN
AMERITECH-MI TERRITORY DECEMBER 1995 TO
SEPTEMBER 1996

5,000,000
4,500,001

4,000,00
3,500,00
3,000,000
2,500,000
2,000,000
1,500,000
1,000,00

500,00

Nv In Mr My JI Sp
95 96 96 96 96 96

COMPARISON OF AMERITECH-MI ACCESS LINES TO
CLEC ACCESS LINES

MPSC
Case No. U-11104

Total Ameritech-MI Access Lines =
Total CLEC Access lines =
Total Unbundled Loops =
TOTAL CLEC PRESENCE =
TOTAL UNBUNDLED =

4.972.505
20.000
11.774

O.4°,*,
0.23%



.. ,

CLEC Presence in Ameritech-MI
Service Territory

., "1' ",~l;J t~~: ~.:::;,,) .. c,

~
'Il'" "'l.,f... I 'J',,' ," ~hit",.. ,. 'f ,~... J (, ,,', --1·, .-.1:" :--1, .'r~~ ,l; ~ ~' "'1)!, ,'" ."~ i\!., "", '.:. .' r t;~ -\.~. ' ' .

~."':.t1."'~11! 14.. ~~'.: tt"'.' 'f'.' pO!.'(.. I".,'\'rr'~'i~ •.....,.t.... ~. I.'..• "..,;".,."'..... ··1······.\.• 'M .'" ~, .~., .. , '. \ ",. !' 'l' ,,' ~r.. ~I'".,' '.,1.. . : t" ,; L'''''~'' l \: ~" . ,,-, , .• ~'.t '. ; . ,. \ ,II.
~r' .\'t".~ d '.~ It":' ; .~ ·:··f·.rt~ "i'i~'t""', ' 1 '1,·111,r).».... •. ,'••,H,l., ;,t.:,"J, ,. ~ "~""~:-' SI'/"'" . j' ."" ..,"" •.•.

';.l. ';J '\1" '~.: '.'\:1 "r", ". '.... \.L;' . :-'1" '0. '''f,\h' .1 •• , ".'-'l'r
:~~ '~ ,~. ,:.\.~~,,"~'.Y. ,\' ~ ~j',l ,.:~,,~,(,l.! , ... ~'",I\t~,..'",:,.~,~,,~~:~l.'~·~l',_:. ,:l .. ;/tj~:.'~p~.;·~t~,·~·~t.,:.j ~ ·.. 'N; .ld'. ;{~.'fj:'.:(I...:/i~;1.... ~lJ~ .•~~'.~" l~,~i~~l::'~
':.:t~.''f.~.~'.', ~.·i ,.,;.,{ r'~.·; 4 t.~.'. \E::~.t~;:,':".~\J.;.'~.,.:.;~ ..~~'-\.."':'. : (S"'~'\f~.' .', '/';.,. .~ , ,:,I, ~ ',", '\' 'p 1 .,. ,', , ~
":l~~ . ,,"',, '~ ," "l,' .,!;.. ~\; ~~1r·-- }(~' '~'~'''''f\f .... J • 1'1,\"

, >\0 li,i /' 'po 'j"... " i~!'r ;'\ 'J(".' '.1 . '}' I .~ J.l 't.. ),.\. ~'1. ~,. '.,'\ !.".l~••70 I' .' " .11" 11,~.' -:. ,.', ,~., 7',1 ...•.. ' )~f '~; It). "" ,t, '.,'; t, ,,: 't."" ..•. ,:.~' 'i~·'.fl.~1·0.· , .... 'lit-. 1·.<0;" ~ '~'. .
• ," '~~\l..j: 1. ~I-.>f-,,,··.:.. ,'-; ',i:"'..,.1, ~I'~ J ••, ,"' ... ~' ,. "'_'~;'" ~~

...• "ill ,I' .~.,'.,I,b;.h:·i(.~:~,,\ <'. l~,1"~ , .. ,~t,.,~.I~, .<:". 0,', .'
t, .~; , , ..;" , ,": "~;" 't;" ,p,\.:'

TOTAL ACCESS LINES·

Ameritech-MI =4.972,505
Brooks Fiber = 15,000
Other eLEC's = 5.000

TOTAL CLEC PRESENCE
20.000/4.972,505 = .400A,

• SOUfce Amerilech November 12. 1996. InformatiOnal Filing In MPSC Docket No U-11104

MPSC
Case No. U·11104

!_Anerlech

I
_Brooks

• Other ClEC's_._-----



CLEC Presence in Grand Rapids LAfA
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TOTAL ACCESS LINES

Ameritech-MI =1,340,000
Brooks Fiber = 15,000

CLEe Presence = 1.1%
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CLEC Presence in Detroit LATA
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TOTAL ACCESS LINES

Amerilech-MI =2,265,000
CLEC = 5.000

CLEe Presence = .22%

MPSC
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Operational Implementation Delay Scenario
City Signal (Brooks) Saga in Michigan
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STATE OF MICHIGAN

BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBL!C SERVICE COMMISSION

In the matter, on the Commission's own )
motion, to consider Ameritech )
Michigan's compliance with the ) Case No. U-11104
competitive checklist in Section 271 )
of the Telecommunications Act of ~996. )

------------------)
pRoOr or SERVICE

STATE OF MICHIGAN )
)ss:

COUNTY OF INGHAM )

Denise A. Pearl, being duly sworn, deposes and says
that she served a copy of the Reply Comments of AT&T
Communications of Michigan, Inc., to Ameritech's Submission
of Information Related to General Telecommunications Market
Conditions in Michigan, in MPSC Case No. U-11104 upon all
counsel of record, as per the attached Service List, by
mailing copies of said document in sealed envelopes with
first-class postage prepaid to the addresses on said Service
List and deposited same in a United States government mail
receptacle in East Lansing, Michigan, on the 4th day of
December, 1996.

AND FURTHER this deponent says not.

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me this 4th day of December,
1996.

Fii;G~CCA.1.WOLFE
NO!3:Y ?\.:~iiC. E~:c"l C':'L:nty, MI

My Comm. expires F~b. i4, 2000



U-11104
SERVICE LIST

Mr. Larry Salustro
Ms. Cheryl Urbanski
AT&T
--4660 S. Hagadorn Road, Suite 640
East Lansing, HI 48823

Mr. George Hogg, Jr.
Fischer, Franklin & Ford
3500 Guardian Building
Detroit, MI 48226-3801

Mr. David Marvin
Mr. Michael Ashton
Fraser Trebilcock Davis & Foster, PC
1000 Michigan National Tower
Lansing, MI 48933

Mr. Roderick Coy
Mr. Stewart Binke
Clark Hill P.L.C.
200 N. Capitol Ave., Suite 600
Lansing, MI 48933

Mr. Douglas Trabaris
233 S. Wacker Dr., Suite 2100
Chicago, IL 60606

Mr. Norman Witte
115 W. Allegan Ave., 10th Floor
Lansing, MI 48933-1712

Mr. Albert Ernst
Dykema Gossett
800 Michigan National Tower
Lansing, MI 48933

Mr. Craig Anderson
Mr. Michael Holmes
444 Michigan Ave., Room 1750
Detroit, MI 48226

Mr. Orjiakor N. Isiogu
Assistant Attorney General
Special Litigation Division
630 Law BUilding
Lansing, MI 48909

Mr. Timothy P. Collins
Clark Hill P.L.C.
255 S. Woodward Ave. Suite 301
Birmingham, MI 48009

Mr. Mark J. Burzych
Foster, Swift, Collins & Smith, PC
313 S. Washington Square
Lansing, MI 48933

Ms. Linda Oliver
Hogan & Hartson
555 13th Street, N.W.­
Washington, ~C 20004

Mr. Richard D. Gamber, Jr.
Michigan Consumer Federation
115 West Allegan, Suite 500
Lansing, MI 48933

Mr. Richard Kowalewski
Sprint Communications Company LP
8140 Ward Parkway, 5-E
Kansas City, MO 64114

Ms. Katherine E. Brown
US Department of Justice
Antitrust Division
555 4th Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20001

Ms. Gayle Teicher
Federal Communications Commission
Policy Division,
Common Carrier Bureau
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 544
Washington, DC 20554

Mr. Harvey Messing
Ms. Sherri A. Wellman
Loomis, Ewert, Parsley, Davis &

Gotting, P.C.
232 S. Capitol Ave., Suite 1000
Lansing, MI 48933

Mr. Todd J. Stein
Sanders & Stein
235 Fulton, #206
Grand Haven, MI 49417



Mr. Andrew lsar
Telecommunications Resellers Associaton
P.O. Box 2461
Gug Harbor, WA 98335

Mr. Richard C. Gould
BRE Communications, Inc.
4565 Wilson Avenue
Grandville, MI 49418



----------_.-

59



/

~ite5!!

Ms. Dorothy Wideman
Executive Secretary
Michigan Public Service Commissi. n
P.O. Box 30221
Lansing, MI 48909

Be: MPSC CCUJe No. U-III04.

Dear Ms. Wideman:

.144 Mlcr11gan A,'enue
Room 1750
Detrol! MI 48226
Df1lce 313·223·8033
Fax 313·496·9326

Craig A, Anderson
Counsel

December 6, 1996

t

Enclosed for filing in the above-referenced case is an original and fif·
teen copies of the Ameritech Michigan's Notice of Intent to File Information.

Very truly yours,

o~i a. J....u;Uw..rr--

Enclosure

cc: All Parties of Record

CAA:jkt

DEC 1 1.1 1996



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-III04

AMBRITECB MICJ1JG+W8 ~OTICB
OF INTENT TO FUB INEORMATION

Pursuant to the Commission's August 28, 1996 order establishing

procedures in this docket, Ameritech Michiganl hereby submits its notice of intent

to file information concerning compliance with the competitive checklist. Ameritech

Michigan intends to file responses to the following questions included in

Attachment B to the Commission's August 28, 1996 order:

Information Related To Checklist Items

1. Interconnection
2., 4., 5., and 6. Non-discriminatory access to network elements
3. Access to poles, ducts, conduits, and rights-of-way
7., 8., and 10. Access to 911 and E-911 services and directory

assistance service to allow other providers' customers
to obtain telephone numbers, operator call completion
services, white pages listings, and data bases and
signaling

9. Number Administration
11. Number Portability
13. Reciprocal Compensation
14. Resale

1Michiran Bell Telephone Company, a Michiran corporation, is a wholly owned subsidiary of
Ameritech Corporation, which owns the fonner Bell operatinr companies in the states of Michigan,
Illinois, Wisconsin, Indiana, and Ohio. Michiran Bell offers telecommunications services and
operates under the names -Ameritech- and -Ameritech Michigan- (used interchangeably herein),
pursuant to assumed name fili~s with the state of Michigan.


