
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 ) Case No. U-12320
the federal Telecommunications Act of 1996. )
__________________________________________)

AMERITECH MICHIGAN'S CHECKLIST INFORMATIONAL FILING

Pursuant to the Commission's February 9, 2000 Order (February 9 Order), the

Commission's May 15, 2001 Opinion and Order (May 15 Order), and as set forth in Ameritech

Michigan's Notice of Intent to File Application under Section 271 of the Telecommunications

Act1 (Notice of Intent), Ameritech Michigan2 submits herewith information demonstrating  it’s

compliance with the competitive checklist set forth in Section 271 of the Telecommunications

Act of 1996, subject to satisfactory completion of third-party OSS testing and performance

results.

                                                
1 On May 9, 2001, Ameritech filed and served the Notice of Intent in accordance with

Paragraph 3 of the February 9 Order.
2 Michigan Bell Telephone Company d/b/a Ameritech Michigan, a Michigan corporation,

is a wholly owned subsidiary of Ameritech Corporation, which owns the former Bell
operating companies in the states of Michigan, Illinois, Wisconsin, Indiana, and Ohio.
Ameritech Corporation is a wholly owned subsidiary of SBC Communications, Inc.
Michigan Bell offers telecommunications services and operates under the names
"Ameritech" and "Ameritech Michigan" (used interchangeably herein) pursuant to
assumed name filings with the state of Michigan.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The information submitted herewith consists of a Brief in Support of Application by

Ameritech Michigan for Provision of In-Region, InterLATA Services in Michigan (Supporting

Brief), together with supporting Affidavits and attachments, in substantially the form that

Ameritech intends to subsequently file them at the FCC.  The Supporting Brief discusses in

detail the factual and legal bases underlying Ameritech's satisfaction of the Section 271

competitive checklist.

For the convenience of the Commission and interested parties, the names of the affiants

and the general subject matter of their affidavits is set forth below:

Name of Affiant Subject Matter of Affidavit

Scott J. Alexander Interconnection; Access to Network
Elements; Unbundled Local Loops;
Unbundled Local Transport; Unbundled
Local Switching; Access to Databases and
Associated Signaling Necessary for Call
Routing and Completion; Reciprocal
Compensation for the Exchange of Local
Traffic; Resale

Justin W. Brown Local Services Center and Local Operations
Center

Mark Cottrell Access to Electronic OSS
William C. Deere Interconnection; Access to Network

Elements; Unbundled Local Loops; Local
Transport; Local Switching; Access to 911,
E911, Directory Assistance, and Operator
Call Completion Services; Access to
Databases and Associated Signaling
Necessary for Call Routing and Completion;
Number Portability; Local Dialing Parity;
Other Network-Related Issues

Salvatore T. Fioretti Performance Measurements
Richard J. Florence Cost Studies
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Name of Affiant Subject Matter of Affidavit
Patrick L. Foster Special Services
Robin Gleason Michigan Public Service Commission

Proceedings
John Habeeb Advanced Services Affiliate Compliance
Pat Harrison Access to 911
Deborah O. Heritage Local Competition and Track "A"
Denise Kagan Billing
Robben Kniffen-Rusu White Pages Directory Listings
Jeffery A. Mondon Access to Telephone Numbers
Jeffrey A. Mondon Number Portability
Marcia J. Stanek Access to Poles, Ducts, Conduits and Rights

of Way
Mary Pat Regan Account Management
Jan Rogers Operator Services and Directory Assistance
Mike Silver Advanced Services

II. RELATED MATTERS

As provided in the May 15 Order, Ameritech Michigan is today serving copies of the

public version of this filing in the form of a readable CD-ROM3 on all parties who have

submitted a notice of interest in this proceeding.  Ameritech Michigan attached a proposed

Protective Agreement to the Notice of Intent to be executed by those parties who have a need to

review the confidential portions of this filing.  In response to concerns raised by some interested

parties, on May 14, 2001, Ameritech served a revised proposed protective agreement on the

parties of record.  In accordance with the May 15 Order, Ameritech Michigan will continue to

work with the parties in an attempt to reach a reasonable accommodation.

                                                
3 As stated in the Notice of Intent, and in accordance with the May 15 Order, Ameritech

Michigan will work to accommodate any party for whom service in a CD-ROM format
would impose a hardship.
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WHEREFORE, Ameritech Michigan respectfully requests the Commission

1) Issue a written evaluation with respect to Ameritech Michigan's compliance with

the Section 271 competitive checklist as soon as practicable following completion

of the comment cycle established by the May 15 Order; and

2) Order such additional relief as may be appropriate.

Respectfully submitted,

Craig A. Anderson (P28968)
Bruce R. Byrd (P48092)
AMERITECH MICHIGAN
444 Michigan Avenue, Room 1750
Detroit, Michigan 48226
(313) 223-8033

and

DICKINSON WRIGHT PLLC

By:                                                 
John M. Dempsey (P30987)
William J. Champion III (P31934)
Attorneys for Ameritech Michigan
215 South Washington Avenue, Suite 200
Lansing, Michigan  48933
517-371-1730

Dated:  May 15, 2001

LANSING  34060-104  280340-4


