Metro Authority
Route Map Subcommittee
February 4, 2003

Attendance:

Matt Bonar SBC (248) 456-0830 matthew.h.bonar@sbc.com
Abigail Elias City of Ann Arbor (734) 994-2670 aelias@ci.ann-arbor.mi.us

Gary Field Loomis, Ewert (517) 482-2400 glfield@loomislaw.com

David Flees Public Service Commission (517) 241-6202 dmflees@michigan.gov

Paul Fuglie Verizon (517) 484-3689 paul.fuglie@verizon.com

Terry Grant TDS Telecom (517) 625-5100 terry.grant@tdstelecom.com
Mike  Greenlee = GEOTECH,Inc. (616) 949-3340 mike.greenlee@geotech-inc.com
Nick Groszowski Verizon (231) 777-5171 nick.groszowski@verizon.com
Rodney Horton Public Service Commission (517) 241-6068 rhhorto@michigan.gov

Merle Johnson City of Ann Arbor (734) 994-2924 mjohnson@ci.ann-arbor.mi.us
Karl Koster City of Grand Rapids (616) 456-3060 kkoster@ci.grand-rapids.mi.us
Bill Mathewson MI Municipal League (734) 662-3246 wem@mml.org

Celeste McDermott City of Detroit Cable (313) 224-2281 mcdermottc@cable.ci.detroit.mi.us
David Mielke Verizon (972) 718-3435 david.mielke@verizon.com

Pete  Perala City of Ann Arbor (734) 994-9938 pperala@ci.ann-arbor.mi.us
Dale  Rietberg  Varnum, Riddering (616) 336-6587 drrietberg@varnumlaw.com
Scott  Stevenson Telecom Assoc. of Ml (517) 482-4166 stevenson.scott@telecommich.org
Joe Tocco SBC (313) 223-8188 joseph.tocco@sbc.com

Mike  Watza PROTEC (313) 965-7983 Watzm1@Kitch.com

Kevin  White Public Service Commission (517) 241-6338 kwwhite@michigan.gov

Susana Woolcock Public Service Commission (517) 241-6240 swoolc@michigan.gov

Not Present:

David Bertram Michigan Township Assoc. david@mta-townships.org
Francie Brown AT&T (517) 374-6521 francesbrown@att.com
Rick  Coy Clark Hill (517) 381-2129 rcoy@clarkhill.com
Paula Harris City of Detroit Cable (313) 224-2100 gentiusp@cable.ci.detroit.mi.us
Chris  Horak MI Cable Telecom Assoc. (517) 482-2622 horak@michcable.org
Neil Lehto MTA (586) 997-6454 nlehto@ornats.com

1. The meeting began by asking Verizon and SBC for their interpretation of the

requirement to provide route maps. Verizon indicated that as a result of an
ongoing mapping project, they would provide route maps showing the path of
their facilities on the correct side of the road. Where there are facilities on both
sides of the road, the route will be depicted down the center. The only exception
is in the case of a municipal boundary. If the road is a municipal boundary and
there are facilities on both sides of the road, both will be shown. Additionally,
Verizon is able to distinguish between public, private, state, or federal right-of-
way. They stated that they do not have the ability to distinguish between aerial
and underground facilities or identify the location (height, depth, distance from
center or edge) of the facility within the right-of-way. Verizon uses MicroStation/J
software to track its facilities and will provide the Authority and municipalities
route maps on CD.
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SBC indicated that while it also uses MicroStation, its database was not created
with the same level of detail as Verizon. SBC will provide route maps showing
the path of its facilities. Their maps will not identify location, side of the road,
aerial, or underground. SBC plans on providing paper copies of its maps due to
software licensing concerns. The maps will show only public right-of-way and
SBC is assuming that they are in all public right-of-way in areas where they
provide service. SBC did agree to further research the software licensing
concerns after Kevin indicated that the Staff has a long term goal of receiving the
route maps in an electronic format.

Scott, representing the Telecommunications Association of Michigan, indicated
that a majority of providers but not all have electronic versions of their maps. He
stated that the format for the maps should be a “preference” rather than a
“‘mandated” requirement. Otherwise, the requirement to provide route maps
could have the unintended effect of causing providers to incur costs to comply
with the Act. A suggestion was made that providers could seek a waiver if they
did not possess the ability to produce electronic versions of their maps. Scott
indicated that allowing the provider to determine the format was preferable.

Representatives from the city of Ann Arbor expressed concern that providers do
not provide updated maps following installation of new facilities. There is a need
to have providers supply municipalities with maps indicating what was installed
and the specific location. Many times, pre-construction, providers will state their
intent to build on one side of the road only to later build on the opposite side.
Post construction maps should reflect what actually was built. SBC objected
indicating that there is no provision in Public Act 48 to provide “as built” maps. It
was pointed out that in Section 6 (7) the Act does require “route maps showing
the “location” of telecommunication facilities”.

Representatives from the City of Detroit and the City of Grand Rapids agreed
with the need for “as built” route maps. Additionally, the municipalities indicated
a need for more detailed information than either Verizon or SBC appeared
willing/able to provide. The municipalities indicated a preference for electronic
versions of the route maps with the City of Detroit requesting hard copy as well.
The group was advised that there is shareware available on the internet that will
allow municipalities to read the electronic maps without incurring additional cost.

The meeting was summarized as follows:

a. The municipalities want to see as much information as possible on the
route maps. This would include distance from center or edge, aerial or
underground, and a description of what was placed in the right-of-way.

b. The providers believe that the ordinance only requires them to provide a
basic map showing the path the providers’ facilities follow in the
right-of-way.

c. The municipalities believe that the ordinance requires the providers to
provide “as built” information following construction of new facilities.

d. The Commission will attempt to define or clarify the terms route map,
electronic format, and location as they pertain to the ordinance.



