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Re: Ex Parte Presentation in CC Docket No. 97-1

Dear Mr. Caton;

Today, at the request of Staff, I submitted the attached documents in the above
referenced proceeding: (1) Interconnection Agreement Under Sections 251 and 252 of
the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Dated as of January 28, 1997, between Ameritech
Michigan and AT&T Communications of Michigan, Inc., filed with the Michigan Public
Service Commission by Ameritech on January 29, 1997; (2) Letter from R. Gerard

Salemme to Regina Keeney, dated February 3, 1997, concerning the status of the
AT&T/Ameritech interconnection.

Two copies of this letter and the attachments are being submitted to the Secretary

of the Federal Communications Commission in accordance with Section 1.1206(a)(1) of
the Commission’s Rules.

Sincerely,
C\M &&5 @ >
Attachments
cc:  Regina Keeney No. of Copies rec'd O&
Melissa Waksman List ABCDE

Brent Olson
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R. Gerard Salemme . ‘ Suite 1000
Vice President - Government Affairs 1120 20th Street, N.W.
: Washington, DC 20036
202 457-3118
February 31997 FAX 202 457-3205

Regina M. Keeney, Chief

Common Carrier Bureau

Federal Communication Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: CC Docket No. 97-1

Dear Ms. Keeney:

I am writing to provide you with an update concerning the status of the AT&T/Ameritech
interconnection agreement in Michigan. As explained more fully in a letter from our local counsel,
Arthur J. LeVasseur to Edward Becker, dated January 24,1997, certain modifications to the pricing
schedules to the interconnection agreement filed by Ameritech with the Michigan Public Service
Commission (MPSC) on January 16, 1997 (January 16 Agreement), were not in compliance with the
November 26, 1996 Order of the MPSC in the arbitration case. In addition, other differences remain
between the parties with respect to certain provisions of the January 16 Agreement.

In accord with the January 24 letter, on January 27, Philip Abrahams of AT&T provided
Ameritech’s counsel with a revised version of the AT&T/Ameritech interconnection agreement
(January 27 Agreement), signed by AT&T. In this letter, Mr. Abrahams noted the changes in the
draft as compared to the January 16 Agreement, and requested that Ameritech execute the January 27
Agreement. Under cover letter dated January 29, 1997, Edward Wynn of Ameritech returned two

executed copies of the January 27 Agreement to Philip Abrahams, and advised him that he would file
the executed agreement with the MPSC.'

On January 29, 1997, Ameritech filed the executed agreement with the MPSC (Executed
Agreement). In its cover letter to Dorothy Wideman, Executive Secretary, MPSC, Ameritech states,
“[T}his Interconnection Agreement supercedes all previously filed agreements.” This letter is
attached to the Executed Agreement which was filed today at Staff’s request. I have provided a copy
for your convenience. As stated in our January 27 letter, although AT&T continues to believe that
the interconnection agreement raises other legal concerns (which AT&T is pursuing), AT&T concurs
with Ameritech that the Executed Agreement filed on January 29 with the MPSC is the only current
interconnection agreement between AT&T and Ameritech Michigan.

Please contact me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

- S
{ / e
Attachments ~

' All of the above referenced letters were submitted into the record of this proceeding, at Staff’s
request, on January 30, 1997. Copies are attached for your convenience.
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Government Aftairs Director 1120 20th Street, NW
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January 30, 1997 RECE’VED
JAN 3 ¢ 1997

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIQ

NS COMMISSION

Mr. William F. Caton OFFICE OF SECRETARY

Acting Secretary

Federal Communication Commission
1919 M Street, NW-Room 222
Washington, DC 20554

Re: Ex Parte Presentation in CC Docket No. 97-1

Dear Mr. Caton:

Today, at the request of Staff, I submitted the attached documents in the above
referenced proceeding: (1) Letter from Arthur J. LeVasseur to Edward Becker in regard
to AT&T and Ameritech Arbitration (MPSC Case Nos. U-11151 and U-11152), dated
January 24, 1997; (2) Letter from Philip Abrahams of AT&T to Ed Wynn of Ameritech

dated January 27, 1997; and (3) Letter from Ed Wynn to Philip Abrahams, dated
January 29, 1997.

b

Two copies of this letter and the attachments are being submitted to the Secretary

of the Federal Communications Commission in accordance with Section 1.1206(a)(1) of
the Commission’s Rules.

¥

Sincerely,
Attachments )

ce: Melissa Waksman
Brent Olson
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Jannary 24, 1997

Mr. Edward Becker

Dickinson, Wright, Moon, Van Dusen & Freeman
215 S. Washington Square

Lansing, MI 48933-1812

Re: AT&T and Ameritech Arbimation; MPSC Case Nos. U-11151 and U-11152

Deér Mr. Becker:

As you are aware from previoas correspondence and discussion berween the parties, it is
AT&T's view that cermain modifications in the pricing schedules to the interconnection agreement
filed by Ameritech with the Michigan Public Service Commission ("MPSC" or "Commission")
on January 16, 1997 are not in compliance with the November 26, 199601'd:r_ofth= ,
Commission in the arbitration case. In particular, Ametitech has substituted the interim "port”
service rates established by the Commission in its Order of December 12, 1996 in Case No. U-
11156 for the prices for "unbundled local switching” in the infercoonection agreement. Your
Jarmary 16th filing also reflects our contimiing differences over "shared transport” and its
pricing, and AT&T of course conrimies to believe that other aspects of the intercommection | -
agreement are inconsistent with the federal Telecommmmications Act of 1996 (rhc "federal Act")
and the FCC's regulations. However, I wish to focus bere on the "Michigan port” issue and why
we belicve Ameritech's pricing provisions in this regard are not in conformiry with the MPSC's
arbitration order or, indeed, the federal Act.

As you are aware, the "port” in Michigan is a service thar can be purchased by a
telecommunicarions provider under the terms of the 1991 Michigan Telecommunicarions Act
("MTA"). Although Ameritech took the position that unbundling was not authorized by the
1991 MTA, the Michigan legislamire settled thar question by passing Public Act No.216,
effective November 30, 1995 ("1995 Act”). The 1995 Act expressly required the unbundling of
basic local exchange service into two components — an unbundled Joop and a port — each to be
separarely priced and availabie to wlecommmmications providers. -



Mr. Edward Becker
Page 2
Jamary 24, 1997

The terms "basic local cich‘ange service,” "loop” and "port” are defined in the MTA as
follows:

"(b) 'Basic local exchange service' or 'local exchange service' means the
provisions of an access line and usage within a local calling area for the
transmission of high-quality 2-way inferactive switched voice or data
commumication. '

(s) "Loop’' means the transmission facility between the network interface
on a subscriber's premises and the main distibution frame in the servicing central
office.

(x) 'Port’ except for the loop, means the enrirety of local exchange,
inchuding dial tone, a telephone mumber, switching software, local calling, and
access to directory assistance, a white pages listing, operator services, and -
interexchange and intra-I ATA toll carriers.”

MCLA 484.2102

The definition of the loop componext of basic local exchange service under the MTA. is, for all’
practical purposes, identical to the defimition of the local loop element contained in the FCC's:
First Report and Order; the FCC, in Y380, stated thar "the local loop element should be defined
as a transmission facility between a distriburion frame, or its equivalenr, and the network
interface device at the customer premises.” However, the same cannot be said with respectto
the "port” component of basic local exchange service, as defined by Michigan law, and the FCC-
defined Iocal switching elememr.  The FCC in the First Report and Order defined upbundled -
local switching at ¥412. Without repeating that lengthy definition here, the definition comprises
the "feamres, functions, and capabilities” of the switch, including vertical featires. In coptrast,
the "port” component of basic local exchange service under Michigan law includes the enrirety of
local exchange service, except for the loop. Therefore, it not only encompasses unbundled local
switching, bur many elements not included in local switching and required to be unbundied under
the federal Act, such as transport, tandem switching and signaling.

The Commission’s November 26, 1996 Order entered in the arbitration case between
Ameritech and AT&T provides that if the Commission’s ultimate decision in Case Nos. U-11155
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and U-11156 support any different pricing conchisions "for services addressed in this
proceeding,” such changes should be mcorporamd into the interconnection agreement.
Therefore, in order to determine which prices should be incorporated into the Agreement it is
necessary to compare the services which were the subject of the arbitration proceeding with the
services that were the subject of the proceedings in Case Nos. U-11155 and U-11156. Unless
the services are the same, it would not be appropriate o substitute prices stabhshed in Case
Nos. U-11155 or U-11156 for those established in the arbitration hearmg

Case Nos. U-11155 and U-11156 are progeny of the City Signal inferconnection case,
which dates back to 1994. That proceeding led to the Geperic Interconmection proceeding, Case
No. U-10860, which took into account the 1995 amendments to the MTA and resulted in an
Order extered June 5, 1996, i which the MPSC rejected Ameritech's TSLRIC cost studies.
Ameritech was ordered 1o file new studies for, inter alig, unbundled loops, ports, interim
pumber portability and Iocal traffic termination. Pursuant to the deadlines established in the
Commission's June S, 1996 order in that proceeding, Ameritech filed Advice No. 2438A o
establish a rate for unbundled ports. Ameritech filed for approval of new TSLRIC studies for
unbundled loops and local call termination and for interim mumber portability on August 5, 1996.

Case No. U-11156 was established to address loops, ports and local call termination, and Case
No. U-11155 was established to address interim mumber portability.

On December 12, 1996 the Commission issued a final order in Case Nos. U-11155 and
U-11156, again finding Ameritech’s TSLRIC studies to be defective, but approving interim
pricing for certain loops, ports, local termination and interim mumber portability. Since, as
discussed above, the loop component of basic local exchange service under the MTA is nearly
identical to the definition of the Jocal loop element established by the FCC, AT&T agrees that
the inferim prices established in Case No. U-11156 for loop service are to be the prices used on
an interim basis in the imerconnection agreement until new prices for the loop element are set in
the new docket, Case No. U-11280, established for that purpose.

However, in view of the foregoing, AT&T does not understand Amertech's basis for
substmzing the rates for port service firom the Commission's December 12 Order in Case No. U-
11156 for the prices for local switching element in the Pricing Schedule to the Interconnection
Agreement. As indicated above, a Michigan port is simply not the same as unbundled local
switching under the, federal Act and the FCC's order and regulations. Furthermore, the cost

. studies used by Ameritech in Case No. U-11156 to support its prices for ports includes charges for
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transport, tandem switching and other elements which are to be unhundled and independently
priced under both the Interconnection Agreement and the federal Act. It appears that Ameritech
agrees that a port under Michigan law and unbundled local switching are not the same: Inits
submission to the Commission on Jamuary 21 in Case No. U-11280, Ameritech includes terms,

conditions and rates both for ports (as defined under Michigan law) and for unbundled local
switching. ' '

Notwithstanding the foregoing, as AT&T has previously indicated to Ameritech, AT&T
would not object to the inclusion in the Pricing Schedule of the pricing for port services established
in Case U- No. 11156, so long as a port and its related prices are clearly designated as being _
distnct from unbundled local switching. If Ameritech is not amenable to that solution, we would
ask for an explanation of Ameritech's basis for substinrting Michigan port prices for unbundled
local switching in your Jamiary 16, 1997 submission.

Very truly yours,

Arthor J. LeVasseur
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Phillp 5. Abrahams

13th Fioor
Sanlor Attorney 227 Waest Morvoe Stredt
Chicago, ldnois 60606
Jaguary 27, 1997 312 230-2645
HAND DELIVER
Mr. Ed Wynn

Yice President and General Counsel
Amerntech Information Industry Services
250 North Orleans, Floor 3

Chicago, IL 60654

re: AT&T/Amentech Interconnection Agreement
State of Michigan

Decar Ed;

As you arc awarc, AT&T and Ameritech have been unable to agree upon the
appropriatc prices to be included in the Pricing Schedule to the Interconnection
Agrcement. Specifically, as outlined in our letter to the Michigan Public Service
Commission on January 17, 1997, and our letter to your counsel in Michigan on
January 17, 1997, we do not agree with your attempt to substitute the pricing for a
"port" under Michigan law as established in Casc No. U-11156 for unbundled local
switching. We belicve that such action is inconsistent with the arbitration decision.
Also, the parties arc unablc to reach agreement as to the appropriate proxy charges for
Shared Transport to be incorporated from Ameritech's access tariffs.

In order for AT&T to proceed with its plans to enter the local market in Michigan,
AT&T peeds 0 have an executed Interconnection Agreement with Amcritech.
Therefore, to prevent further defays in our business plans,. we are executing a
modificd version of the Intcrconnection Agreement delivered to me by Ron Lambernt
on January 15, 1997, which has been represented to be the samc as the version
submitted by Ameritech to the Commission on January 16, 1997. The only changes w©
your January 16th filing were made to the Pricing Schedule w reflect the appropriate
prices for unbundled Local Switching and ports. These changes are consistent with
Ameritech's Submission to thc Commission on January 21 in Case U-11280.
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Although AT&T has agreed to cxccute the Interconnect Agreement, by such action
AT&T is not waiving its right to challenge Amcritech's interpretation of "Shared
Transport," the arbiration decision of the Commission, or any other aspect of the
Agrecment that AT&T believes is contrary to the Telecormnmunications Act of 1996. As
provided in Section 29.3 of the Agreement, should the arbitration award be modified as a

result of an appeal, or subsequent order of the Commission, the Agreement will be
modified accordingly.

Enclosed are five executed copi€s of the Interconnection Agreement which have been
executed on behalf of AT&T by our Vice President, Bridget B. Manzi. Please have the
Agrcement executed on behalf of Ameritech and return two fully executed copies to me.

You should also file one executed copy with the Commission. The Effective Date should
be inserted as the date of execution by Ameritech.

Please immediately advisc me if the Interconnection Agreement, as cxecuted by AT&T,
is not acceptablc 10 Ameritech.

Sincerely,

Wl fidd—

Phillip S. Abrahams

cc: Larry Salustro
Kent Pflederer



350 North Octeans
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Vice President &

General Cournsel

January 29, 1997

Philip S. Abrabams
AT&T

227 West Monroe Street
13th Floor
Chicago, lllinois 60606

Dear Phil:

Enclosed are two executed copies of the Michigan Interconnection Agreement, which we
will file with the Michigan Public Service Commuission today, as you requested in your
letter transmithing the agreement.

If you bave any questions about this matter, please call me.

Sincerely,

Y 2l Wpr g

Enclosures (2)

HEW:cmf



DICKINSON, WRIGHT, MOON, VAN DUSEN & FREEMAN
COUNSELLORS AT LAW
SUITE 200
215 SOUTH WASHINGTON SQUARE
LANSING, MICHIGAN 48933-1812

TELEPHONE (SI7) 3714730 DETROIT. MICHIGAN
BLOOMFIELD HILLS, MICHIGAN

FACSIMILE (317) 4874700 GRAND RAPIOS. MICHIGAN

Epwamp R, Becker WASMINGTON. O C
(317 487-4727 CHICAGO. ILLINOIS
January 29’ 1997 WARSAW. POLAND
Hand Delivery
PMICHIGAM i) im erm e
4!CrHiGAN 23U05 SERyioE
T P '.)
Ms. Dorothy F. Wideman JAN £ 51297
Executive Secretary
Michigan Public Service Commission COMMISS;
. o
6545 Mercantile Way WISSION

Lansing, MI 48909

Re:  Petition for Arbitration of Interconnection Terms, Conditions
and Prices from AT&T Communications of Michigan, Inc.
Case No. U-11151 and U-11152

Dear Ms. Wideman:

Enclosed for filing in the above-captioned case are an original and 15 copies of the
fully executed Interconnection Agreement between AT&T Communications of Michigan, Inc. and
Ameritech Michigan. The Agreement has been executed by Mr. Neil Cox on behalf of Ameritech

Michigan and by Ms. Bridget Manzi on behalf of AT&T. This Interconnection Agreement
supercedes all previously filed agreements.

As indicated in the attached letter dated January 27, 1997, AT&T has relabeled the
price for unbundled local switching ports to a "Michigan port." Because Ameritech Michigan
understands there to be no legal difference between the two, based on the Commission's prior orders,
Ameritech Michigan has no objections to this change.

In accordance with the express terms of the Commission's November 26, 1996 Order,
Ameritech Michigan understands that the enclosed Interconnection Agreement has been approved
by the Commission pursuant to that Order as of November 26, 1996. Ameritech Michigan further
understands that the enclosed executed Interconnection Agreement will be made available for public

inspection and to other telecommunications carriers pursuant to Sections 252(h) and (i) of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996.
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Ms. Dorothy F. Wideman
January 29, 1997
Page 2

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Very truly yours,
\¥ Q2
Edward R. Becker

ERB:jrb
Enclosure

cc:  Arthur Levasseur, Esq. (w/ encl) (Agreement to follow under separate cover)
Larry Salustro, Esq. (w/ encl) (Agreement to follow under separate cover)

AAOOAT666F 3406045 LSO1 12311141
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Philip B. Abreherre 12th Fioar
1 Berior Altomoy : 227 Wost Monros Seoat
Chcaga, Finols 60608
January 27, 1997 312 230-2848
HAND DELIVER
4

Mr. Ed Wynn
Vice President and General Counsal
Ameritech Information Industry Seriices
250 North Orleans, Floor 3

Chicago, IL 60654

.. " =
1 AT&T/Ameritech Intercormettion Agreement

State of Michigan , :

o 1 /.
‘. ;- H

Dear Ed: '. ; ; : ’
As you are aware, AT&T and Amexi havebeatmbl:magrxuponﬁé .
sppropriate prices to be included in Pnchq;Sdhuhﬂau)ﬂn:hnaconnccuon {

Agreement. Specifically, as outined}in our letter to the Michigan Public Service

Commission an January 17, 1997, e our letter to your counsel in Michigamon -+ ¢ 3§

January 17, 1997, we do not agree with your attempt to subatitie the pricing fora | ‘ {
* "port” under Michigan law as gstablifhed in Case No. U-11156 for unbundled local ~ ¢

switching. We belicve that such actifn is inconsistent with the arbitration decision.

Also, the parties ars unable to reach (1

as to the appropriate proxy charges for
Shared Transport to be incorporated

rom Ameritech's access tariffs,

In ocder for AT&T & proceed with its plans to exter the local market in M;chignn.
AT&T needs t0 hdve an executdd Intercoonection Agresment with' krm !
s in our business plans, we arc. executing a
Agreement delivered to me by Ron Lambert
oxﬂmls.lm.wmm represanied 1o be the same asfthe version  f §
ission on January 16, 1997. The o es to ;
the Pricing Scheduls 10 reflect the dppropriate
and ports. These changes are cohslstent with

Ameritech's Submission to the Comrhission on Jamary 21 in Case U-md,ol
! .
it .
RegQg?, ! :

312 %98 1544 ¢1-28-97 12:272d Pag2 ®i%
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Although AT&T has agreed 10 ex the Interconnect Agreement, by such action
AT&T ia pot waiving ity right to e Ameritech's interpretation of “Shared
Transport," the arbitration decision ¢f the Commission, or amy other aspect of the
Agreement that AT&T believes is contfary to the Telecommunications Act of 1996, As
provided in Section 29.3 of the ent, should the arbitration award be modificd as a
result of an appeal, or subsequent o of the Commisgion, the Agreement will be
meodified accordingly.
Enclosed arc five executed coples of fhe Intsrconncction Agreement which have besn
exccuted on behalf of AT&T by cur President, Bridget B, Manzi. Pleasc bhave the
exscutzd on behalf of itech and reaxm (wo fully executed capies to me.
You should alsc file one executed copyfwith the Commission. The Effective Date should
be inserted as the date of execution by f;mmmch.
Please immedintely advisc me if the Irgzrconnection Agreerent, as executed by AT&T, .
s nix scceptabld to Amfritech. 4 | Y. el
Sincercly, ’ f 0 3
/
[ ——
ip S. Abrabams
co :
cc:  Lamy Sahuswo Do %
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INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT UNDER SECTIONS 251 AND 252 OF THE
TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1996

Dated as of January 8, 1997
by and between

AMERITECH INFORMATION INDUSTRY SERVICES,
a division of Ameritech Services, Inc.
on behalf of and as agent for Ameritech Michigan
and

AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF MICHIGAN, INC.

6177657.9
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INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT UNDER SECTIONS 251 AND 252
OF THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1996

This Interconnection Agreement under Sections 251 and 252 of the Telecommunications
Act of 1996 (“Agreement”), is effective as of the day of January, 1997 (the “Effective
Date”), by and between Ameritech Information Industry Services, a division of Ameritech
Services, Inc., a Delaware corporation with offices at 350 North Orleans, Third Floor, Chicago,
Illinois 60654, on behalf of and as agent for Ameritech Michigan (Ameritech Michigan referred
to herein as “Ameritech”) and AT&T Communications of Michigan, Inc., an Michigan

corporation with offices at 227 West Monroe Street, 13th Floor, Chicago, Illinois 60606
(“AT&T™).

RECITALS

A. Ameritech is an Incumbent Local Exchange Carrier as defined by the Act,
authorized to provide certain Telecommunications Services within Michigan.

B. Ameritech is engaged in the business of providing, among other things, local
Telephone Exchange Service within Michigan.

C. AT&T has been granted authority to provide certain local Telephone Exchange
Services within Michigan and is a Local Exchange Carrier as defined by the Act.

D. The Parties desire to Interconnect their telecommunications networks and facilities
to comply with the Act, and exchange traffic so that their respective residential and business

Customers may communicate with each other over, between and through such networks and
facilities.

E. The Parties are entering into this Agreement to set forth the respective obligations
of the Parties and the terms and conditions under which the Parties will Interconnect their

networks and facilities and provide to each other Telecommunications Services as required by
the Act as set forth herein.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual premises and the covenants
contained herein and other good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which
are hereby acknowledged, AT&T and Ameritech hereby agree as follows:
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ARTICLE 1
DEFINITIONS AND CONSTRUCTION

1.1  Structure.

This Agreement includes certain Exhibits and Schedules which immediately follow this

Agreement, all of which are hereby incorporated in this Agreement by this reference and
constitute a part of this Agreement.

1.2  Defined Terms. Capitalized terms used in this Agreement shall have the .
respective meanings specified in Schedule 1.2 or as defined elsewhere in this Agreement.

1.3 Interpretation.

(a) The definitions in Schedule 1.2 shall apply equally to both the singular
and plural forms of the terms defined. Whenever the context may
require, any pronoun shall include the corresponding masculine, feminine
and neuter forms. The words “include,” “includes” and “including”
shall be deemed to be followed by the phrase “without limitation”. The
words “shall” and “will” are used interchangeably throughout this
Agreement and the use of either connotes a mandatory requirement. The
use of one or the other shall not mean a different degree or right or
obligation for either Party.

(b)  References herein to Articles, Sections, Exhibits and Schedules shall be
deemed to be references to Articles and Sections of, and Exhibits and
Schedules to, this Agreement unless the context shall otherwise require.

(c) The headings of the Articles, Sections, Exhibits and Schedules are inserted
for convenience of reference only and are not intended to be a part of or
to affect the meaning or interpretation of this Agreement.

(d  Unless the context shall otherwise require, any reference to any
agreement, other instrument (including Ameritech, AT&T or other third
party offerings, guides or practices), statute, regulation, rule or tariff is
to such agreement, instrument, statute, regulation, rule or tariff as
amended and supplemented from time to time (and, in the case of a
statute, regulation, rule or tariff, to any successor provision).

(e) In the event of a conflict between the provisions of this Agmement and the
Act, the provisions of the Act shall govern.

1.4  Joint Work Product. This Agreement is the joint work product of the Parties
and has been negotiated by the Parties and their respective counsel and shall be fairly interpreted
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in accordance with its terms and, in the event of any ambiguities, no inferences shall be drawn
against either Party.

1.5  Regional Matters.

(a) AT&T Corp. has a regional administrative structure in which its central
region (“Region”) comprises the states of Illinois, Ohio, Indiana,
Michigan and Wisconsin, states in which Ameritech Michigan and its
Affiliates conduct business operations and in which Ameritech Michigan.
and certain of its Affiliates are Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers.
Ameritech Michigan and AT&T Communications of Michigan, Inc.
currently perform, or cause their Affiliates to perform, administrative and
specialized business operations on a centralized basis in the Region.

®) The Parties shall cooperate in the administration and performance of this
Agreement and any other agreements between the Parties and their
Affiliates approved under Section 252 of the Act relating to the Parties’
provision of Telecommunications Services in the Region (the "Regional
Interconnection Agreements") so that the following are accomplished:

(1)  Whenever this Agreement requires a procedure for deployment of
the relevant facilities, services and functions, including formation
of an Implementation Team and the development of an
Implementation Plan, the Parties shall, to the maximum extent
practicable in light of local state differences, use a single
Implementation Team to develop a single Implementation Plan
which will satisfy the requirements of all Regional Interconnection
Agreements. Except as necessary to accommodate individual state
differences or requirements, meetings of the Implementation Team
shall be held in Chicago, Illinois; and

(2)  The Parties agree that they will use their best efforts to maintain

single points of contact and operational interfaces for all Regional
Interconnection Agreements.

ARTICLE I
GENERAL SERVICE RELATED PROVISIONS

2.1 Interconnection Activation Date.

Subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement, Interconnection of the Parties’

facilities and equipment pursuant to Articles III and IV for the transmission and routing of
Telephone Exchange Service traffic and Exchange Access traffic, and Interconnection of the

Parties’ facilities and equipment to provide AT&T access to Ameritech’s unbundled Network
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