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STATE OF MICHIGAN 

In the matter of the complaint of 
COVENANT HOUSE MICHIGAN 
and GREAT LAKES TELECOM, INC. 
against AMERICAN TELEPHONE AND 
TELEGRAPH CONIPANY (aMa AT&T 
Corp., AT&T, Inc.), TELEPORT 
COMMUNICATIONS GROUP, INC. 
(aMa Teleport Communications, 
TCG Detroit, and TCG Detroit Holdings, I, Inc.) 

Case No. U-12759 

MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION STAFF'S 
EXCEPTIONS TO THE PROPOSAL FOR DECISION 

In accordance with the May 3 1,2001 agreement between the parties and the 

Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) concerning the date for filing of exceptions to the May 24, 

2001 Proposal for Decision (PFD) in this case, the Michigan Public Service Commission Staff 

(Staff) files this exception to the May 24,2001 PFD. 

The May 24,2001 PFD provides in part: 

The record shows that when Covenant House relocated its headquarters, it 
ordered remote call forwarding as part of the telecommunications service 
package. The Administrative Law Judge agrees with Respondents that 
cramming involves the intentional inclusion or addition of optional services 
in the end-users telecommunications service package that the end-user did 
not request o r  authorize. Consequently, the Administrative Law Judge finds 
that no violation of Section 507(1) has been demonstrated. What has been 
shown is that an error in billing an account for an optional service took place. 

(PFD, p 13.) (Emphasis added.) 

Staff excepts to this conclusion by the ALJ. 



ARGUMENT 

A. Complainant is not required to prove that a violation of Section 507(1) is 
"intentional." 

Section 507(1) of the Michigan Telecommunications Act, MCL 484.2101 et seq 
provides: 

(1) A telecommunications provider shall not include or add optional services in an 
end-user's telecommunications service package without the express oral or 
written authorization of the end-user. 

Contrary to the ALJ's finding, there is no intent requirement in this statutory provision. 

Rather, Section 507(1) is a strict liability provision for which no mens rea need be established by 

the Complainant. 

The decision in People v Lardie, 452 Mich 23 1,239-24 1 (1996) by the Michigan 

Supreme Court, while involving a criminal statute there, is nonetheless instructive: 

In order to determine whether a statute imposes strict liability or requires 
proof of a mens rea, that is, a guilty mind, this Court first examines the statute 
itself and seeks to determine the Legislature's intent. People v Quinn, 440 Mich 
178, 185; 487 NW2d 194 (1992). In interpreting a statute in which the 
Legislature has not expressly included language indicating that fault is a 
necessary element of a crime, this Court must focus on whether the Legislature 
nevertheless intended to require some fault as a predicate to finding guilt. Id. In 
this statute, the Legislature did not expressly state that a defendant must have a 
criminal intent to commit this crime. 

Criminal intent is ordinarily an element of a crime even where the crime is 
created by statute. People v Rice, 161 Mich 657,664; 126 NW 981 (1910). 
Statute that create strict liability for all of their elements are not favored. Quinn, 
supra at 187. Nevertheless, a state may decide under its police power that certain 
acts or omissions are to be punished irrespective of the actor's intent. Id. at 186- 
187; People v Hatinger, 174 Mich 333,335; 140 NW 648 (1913). Many of the 
crimes that impose strict liability have been termed "public welfare regulation." 
Quinn, supra at 187; see also Morissette v Unitedstates, 342 US 246,255; 72 S 
Ct 240; 96 L Ed 288 (1952) (public-welfare offenses). Chief Justice THOMAS 
COOLEY succinctly described the general rule that a criminal statute requires a 
mens rea: 

I agree that as a rule there can be no crime without a criminal 
intent; but this is not by any means a universal rule. One may be guilty of 
the high crime of manslaughter when his only fault is gross negligence; 
and there are many other cases where mere neglect may be highly 



criminal. Many statutes which are in the nature of police regulations . . . 
impose criminal penalties irrespective of any intent to violate them; the 
purpose being to require a degree of diligence for the protection of the 
public which shall render violation impossible. [People v Roby, 52 Mich 
577,579; 18 NW 365 (1884).] 

Specific intent is defined as a particular criminal intent beyond the act 
done, whereas general intent is merely the intent to perform the physical act itself. 
People v Beaudin, 417 Mich 570,573-574; 339 NW2d 461 (1983); People v 
Langworth, 416 Mich 630,639,644; 331 NW2d 171 (1982).12 For a strict- 
liability crime, the people need only prove that the act was performed regardless 
of what the actor knew or did not know. Quinn, supra at 188. On this basis, the 
distinction between a strict-liability crime and a general-intent crime is that, 
for a general-intent crime, the people must prove that the defendant 
purposefully or voluntarily performed the wrongful act, whereas, for a strict- 
liability crime, the people merely need to prove that the defendant performed 
the wrongful act, irrespective of whether he intended to perform it. . . . 

(Emphasis added; footnote omitted.) 

Section 507(1) of the MTA requires only that the Complainant prove that respondent performed 

the wrongful act, and it is inconsequential whether respondent "intended" to perform that act. 

The ALJ's apparent addition to Section 507(1) of an intent element has consequences 

which would, in all likelihood, make it difficult, if not impossible, to establish a violation of 

Section 507(1) by a large, corporate, telecommunications provider. 

In Young v Young, 21 1 Mich App 446,455-456 (1995), the Michigan Court of Appeals 

was presented with a statute, 18 USC 25 1 1 (l)(a), which had been amended to change the 

required intent element from "willfully" to "intentionally." The Court addressed the import of 

the intent element to that offense: 

The legislative history behind the amendment indicates that the term 
"intentionally" as used under 6 25 1 1 was not meant to require the existence of a 
motive: 

As used in the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, the term 
"intentional" is narrower than the dictionary definition of "intentional." 
"Intentional" means more than that one voluntarily engaged in conduct or 
caused a result. Such conduct or the causing of the result must have been 
the person's conscious objective. An "intentional" state of mind means 
that one's state of mind is intentional as to one's conduct or the result of 



one's conduct if such conduct or result is one's conscious objective. . . . 
As indicated in the Judiciary Committee's report to accompany the 
Criminal Code Reform Act of 198 1 (S 1630): "The highest degree of 
culpability is present if a person engaged in conduct (or causes a 
result) intentionally, that is, 'if it is his conscious objective or desire to 
engage in the conduct (or cause the result).' A common means to 
describe conduct as intentional, or to say that one causes the result 
intentionally, is to state that it is done or accomplished 'on purpose."' 

(Emphasis added.) 

The Michigan Legislature certainly did not include, as an element to a Section 507(1) 

offense, a requirement that the complainant prove that the act was done "intentionally." The 

ALJ erred by adding this "highest degree of culpability" to a violation where the Legislature had 

not included this mens rea as a required element. 

B. Complainants have established by a preponderance of the evidence that 
Respondents violated the anti-cramming provisions of the MTA. 

Complainants, in Paragraph 19(a) of their formal complaint, allege that Respondents 

violated provisions of the Michigan Telecommunications Act, MCL 484.2 101 et seq; MSA 

22.1469(101) et seq in a number of ways, including: 

a. A telecommunications provider shall not include or add optional services 
in an end-user's telecommunications service package without the express oral or 
written authorization of the end-user. Section 507(1). 

Complainants introduced Exhibits C-48 (Attachment A) and C-49 (Attachment B) in 

support of their allegations in this regard. On cross-examination, AT&T witness Douglas Minnis 

testified: 

Q Would you refer to Exhibit C-48, please, and 1 ask you to turn to page - in 
the lower right-hand comer it says AT&T 0528. 

Q And that's a change order form that you prepared; is that correct? 

A That's correct. 



And in the Comments section in the middle of the form you state - this is 
your note, isn't it? 

Yes, it is. 

"Customers should only be billed for 9 lines of remote call forwarding." 
Correct? 

Correct. 

And you had made that determination? 

Not on my own. 

No, the customer had requested only nine lines to have call fonvarding, 
correct? 

Actually I won't say that is correct. Ted brought it to my attention that 
they only wanted to be billed for nine remote call forward lines, and that's 
what initiated this order form. 

And then you specify which lines the customer wants to have call 
forwarding on, correct? 

That's correct. 

And you instruct the provisioning people, I presume, "All other numbers 
should be removed." And that means call forwarding should be deleted on 
all of those lines, correct? 

That's correct. 

Now, this form is dated - and I had trouble finding it last time. Can you 
tell me when you issued this form? 

I don't believe the date was on here last time, and it still isn't. 

You're right. We couldn't find a date exactly. But it was clearly 
sometime after July, August and September invoices because you refer in 
the next line "Attention Martin Group." What's Martin Group or GRP? 

That's our billing group. 

O.K. "Customer requires credit for balance falsely billed in total of 
$1 682.64," and you had determined that they should not have been filled 
for those months July, August and September, I take it, because the 
request to stop the call forwarding had been made sometime before July? 

Yes. They should not have been billed for remote call forwarding for 
those months. 

And do you know on how many lines they were being billed for remote 
call forwarding? 

I believe I calculated 76 lines. 

And each of those lines was at the rate of $14.50 a month, or is it $14.25? 



A Yes. 

T, Vol. 5, pp 383-385. 

Contrary to the express wishes of Complainants, Respondents added, and included 

charges for, remote call forwaxding on 75 lines over at least a three month period. While 

Respondents acknowledge that this charge was not for service Complainants had ordered, 

Respondents nonetheless provided no definitive representation as to when this unauthorized 

charging would be remedied. On cross-examination by Staff counsel, Mr. Minnis testified that 

neither Covenant House nor Mr. Apostoleris had yet been advised by AT&T that they could 

expect this credit on their future bill (T, Vol. 5, p 378). While the ALJ characterized the proofs 

here as "an error in billing" (PFD, p 13), all "slamming" and "cramming" complaints could 

possibly - in some vague, generic sense - be characterized by some as mere "errors in billing" 

Staff would submit, however, that these particular forms of "errors" have been classified by the 

Legislature as, prohibited activity by providers, and may not be so easily dismissed as simple 

"errors in billing." Respondents violated Section 507(1) of the MTA. 

C. Respondents have failed to sustain the burden of proof necessary to avoid the 
assessment of a fine pursuant to Section 506(3). 

Section 506(3) of the MTA, amended by 2000 PA 295 (which took effect July 17,2000),' 

provides: 

(3) Notwithstanding subsection (2), a fine shall not be imposed for a violation of 
section 505 or 507 if the provider has otherwise fully complied with sections 505 
and 507 and shows that the violation was an unintentional and bona fide error 
notwithstanding the maintenance of procedures reasonably adopted to avoid the 
error. Examples of a bona fide error include clerical, calculation, computer 
malfunction, programming, or printing errors. An error in legal judgment with 
respect to a person's obligations under section 505 is not a bona fide error. The 

As reference to Section 507 was added to Section 506(3) by the 2000 amendment to the MTA, 
this relief would not apply to a violation of Section 507 which occurred prior to the effective date 
of that amendment. 

6 



burden of proving that a violation was an unintentional and bona fide error is on 
the provider. 

While the provider may thus escape a fine for a proven violation of Section 507(1), the 

burden is on the provider to establish both that the provider has otherwise fully complied with 

Section 507 and that the violation was "unintentional" and a bonafide error which occurred 

notwithstanding the maintenance of procedures reasonably adopted to avoid the error. Staff 

submits that Respondents failed to present any evidence upon which the ALJ could reasonably 

conclude that Respondents "otherwise fully complied" with Section 507 or that Respondents had 

maintained procedures reasonably adopted to avoid such errors. Staff would additionally submit 

that Respondents presented only the most cryptic of testimony in support of the contention that 

the violation of Section 507(1) established here was "unintentional." On cross-examination by 

counsel for Covenant HouseIGreat Lakes Telecom, Inc, Mr. Minnis acknowledged: 

A Most recently, just a few days ago, we did manage to speak with someone 
who could explain why they were still being billed for the remote call 
forwarding charges, which basically in layman's terms was a system 
glitch. The order had been placed to remove that probably in June of last 
year. I'm not really sure of the exact date, but I think it was June of last 
year we processed that request. A system error from some reason did not 
process that request completely. 

That has been taken care of and I believe they will be seeing a credit in the 
sum of approximately $9000 either in their April invoice or in the May 
invoice. 

T, Vol. 5, p 378. 

Staff would submit that this fleeting reference to a "glitch" by Respondents is insufficient to 

meet the burden of proof required by Section 506(3), and a fine is appropriately assessed here. 



RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, Staff respectfully requests that the Commission find that the ALJ erred in 

concluding that a violation of Section 507(1) of the MTA must be "intentional"; that 

Respondents violated the anti-cramming provisions of Section 507(1); that Respondents failed to 

meet their burden of proof to avoid a penalty pursuant to Section 506(3) of the MTA; and that, 

consequently, a fine is appropriately assessed. With regard to that penalty, Staff again submits 

that the Commission may determine that the cramming violation established on this record began 

in July of 2000 and continued through the date of the hearing, and that the Commission may 

regard each monthly bill with these cramming charges to be a distinct violation, or may regard 

each individual charge on each monthly bill to be a separate violation. Additionally, Staff 

submits that the appropriate penalty for violations in July of 2000 fall under Section 601 (b), with 

the penalty for violations from August 2000 to the present provided by Section 506(2)(a). 

Respectfully submitted, 

MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Q c h a e ~  A. ~icke- 
Assistant Attorney General 
Public Service   his ion 
6545 Mercantile Way, Ste. 15 
Lansing, MI 489 1 1 
Telephone: (5 17) 24 1-6680 

DATED: June 7,2001 
2001000226A 
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. . .  I 1 

Primexpress and Primepath (Business Lines*) Change Order Form (page lof 2) 
use this form for adding DID #'s or for changes to PIC, hunt gtoup, line class code. BNS, frame formatting, trunk grp reconfip 

Customer Name: COVENANT HOUSE I PON: DTRW000251 
I 

Account Group: CVNT 1 Account 0 4  I 
1 

Desired Due Date: ASAP ( Charge for change - USOC: DEBRRCF I 
I 

Form completed by, name and phone: DOUG MINNIS. 2482628864 

Original ASR(s): DTRP000025 1 1 
Circuit ID(s): 13-AS=-005579 1 
Customer Initiator: TED APOSTELERIS Customer Initiator Phone: 734 213 7100 1 
PIC Change 1 

I 

PIC from: PIC to: 1 
Trunk Group #: NIA 

- - 

p c d  Line numbers: I 

BRJ: 3J3 825 7000 

For Trunk Change Only - Date and time =quested for change: I 

1 

"Down Time" approved by customer: U Yes 0 No 

Comments/Special Instructions: Customer should only be billed for 9 lines of Remote call forwarding. 
Please note these lines are: 313 825 7000,7025,7023,7050,7021,7066,7060,8000, & 8003. 
All other numbers should be removed. 

A'ITN Martin grp: Customer requires credit for balance falsely billed in total o 
Back billing for July, August & September invoicing. 

HUNT Group (ASR Required) 

Date and time requested for change: LJ yes  u NO 1 
I 

CommentsiSpecial Instructions: 1 
Trunk Group #: . 

- - - -- 

LINE CLASS CODE OR DAS SCR CHANGE 

Existing TCG BTN: 

I BRV: I' 
I 

Related Line Numbers: 
I 

Description of Change: 

.4DD DID NUMBERS 1 
I 

Line Numbers to Add: 

Trunk Group #: BRV: I 



Covenant House Main Offlce 

Address: 2958 Martln Luther King 
Detroit, Michigan 48208 

Start Date of billing 2121100 
I Old Number I New Number 1 Name 

The follow in^ numbem will be sutornstlcsllv fomarded to the new numbera without blockage 
Start Dote of billing 3130100 

Start Date ot billlng 46/00 
Name I Old Number I New Number 1 

a Wt 
a Qbth 

t Pcth 

- 

f astside community Service C 
=ax Number 

Job Development Center 1 - 31 3-825-7066 1 3 1 3-463-2400 

Name 
Corporate Phone Number 
Fax Number 
Executive Fax Number 

'a~ Number I 3 1 3-825-7060 1 31 3-463-2401 11 PATH 

Old Number 
3 13-825-7000 
31 3-825-7025 
31 3-825-7023 

Description 
Main Office 

31 3-825-7050 
31 3-825-7021 

New Number 
313-463-2000 1 
3 1 3-463-2001 
3 13-463-2101 

r want to be charge only from the rtart date of r k i c e  above and everylhing else be credited 

- .- 

31 3-463-2200 
313463-2201 

Start Date ot bllllng 4/13/00 

24 PATHS 
1 PATH 

24 PATHS 
1 PATH 

New Number 
31 3-463-2300 
313463-2301 

Name 
southwest Community Service 
=ax Number 

Old Number 
31 3-825-8000 
31 3-825-8003 ' 
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8/10/1994 22: 27 734-213-6 5 
000 20:20 FR -7 HOUSE MI 313 825 7023 TO 917349955556 P .04,'08 

mmm Enhanced Switched Services 
DEtAU. OF C O N t l N U I N G J Z T Y -  .-.-_ _-_. - . -. - 

COVENANT HOUqE CO&=NY: --. - .- --_. - - 
ACCOUNT NUMBER: CVNT -CWT04 ---. _ _ 
INVOICE DATE: oS!Ol/OO --.-.-. . . . . 
INVOICE NUMBER: 2352890 -.._ .._. ._ 

& Cel l  k ~ d ~ h j  
j,& f~ reMcun aq C L C C ~ .  

suItm~ n n v f c t s  - O I 7 m t T  METRO ARfA 

p,? u 
+0 SERVICL PLIIOD o a / o i / o o  - o a j 3 i  jar 

L O C I I l O l  SERVlCC CVUREMT Rf WRRIIIC 
TELEPWWE N U l b L n  TYPE V S C I  W I N T I T Y  W N T  

a 1 5 1  SLdI*OLZ 
0 2 ~ - 1 ~ 0 *  R M O I E  U L L  FOURDIIB U R t 6  S E n L  IS 1 14.75 
821-7001  RDlOTt  C I L L  FORYIllOlRC C U C  SEVIL I S 1 I. .7S 
0 2 5 -  7003  REMOTE t A L L  F O W R D I I C  GH4 S E V I L I S  1 I d a ? $  
825-7004 R t M T E  GILL FO-RDIIC CREC SEVLLIS 1 14.75 
OtS-?OD1 RUQTC CALL FORMRDILC &REG SFVELIS 1 14.11 
925-PO06 R m T I  CUL FORYIRDIWO S R t 0  SEVELlS 1 14.75 
AS-7007 BWTE CALL POW~IIC CREI SEVELIS 1 1 4 . r ~  
825-7008  R W T E  U L L  F O W R D I I O  GREG SEVCLIS 1 1 4 - 7 s  
625-1009  R W T L  U i L  F O U R 0 1 Y C  6@ES SEVELIS 1 1 4  -7s 
WS-7010 R W T E  C I L L  F O R M R D I I C  SUE6 SCVCLIS 1 1 4  .?S 
8 2 s - r o l l  - R C W T t  -1 f O W n o 1 ~  6RZ5 SEVELI s i 14 -75 
U S - 7 0 1 3  R D m C  CALL POlh14RD1I6 ERIC SEYLLIS 1 14.75 
8 2 s - t o 1 7  RCkQTL UU F O W 4 L D l W  G W C  SEVELtS I 14.19 
l t 5 - 7 0 1 9  RUOTE CIU F O F M W l  W6 GREG S E V I L I S  1 14.76 
821-7021  + ROIOTE C.LL PORWRDIIG GRCC SLVCLlS 1 14.75 
WS-?O*t l U O T  C C*LL FO-RDlW , CREC SEVELIS 1 14.?5 
SZS-7023-* BWTE ULL FORYIDIIE 6RZC S E V t L l  S 1 14.7s 
82s-7024  lC*oTE CALL F O r a v R D l K  6 U C  SEVELlS 1 14.7s 
8Z5-70Zs( REUDTE ClrU F O R Y L l D l l C  ORLO SEVELIS 1 14.76 
825-1026  REWTL U L L  FORWIRDIIO GRCO SCVCLIS I 14.75  
825-7027  RtllOTE ULL F O M R O I I G  GREG 3 t V L L l S  1 14.7s 
( IZJ-?OZ~ RUOTC C*LL ?OWRDIIC~ 6RCS S f V I L I S  1 14,75  
82s-7020 IC~OTC OLL FORURDZYC C ~ L C  SEVCLIS I 14.15 
82s-1031 R ~ T C  C * I ~  FORWROIIC we SL~LLIS I 14.1s 
81s-IOSZ r t ro~~ CALL FOIIYL~IW CRLC SEVLLI s 1 ~ 4 . 7 1  
826-7033 R M C  U L L  POKMRDIN6 ORES SCVCLI S 1 14.75 
U S - 7 0 3 5  REMOTE CALL FORU4RDIIC ERE6 S E V U I S  1 14.75 
829-703B R ~ W T C  CALL FDIW4nPl rC  CDLC S E V t L l S  1 10.75 

125-7039 RtIOTE CALL F O l M l D I Y a  6REI SEVELIS 1 14.75 

625-1038 RCHOTL CLLL FORYROJ*C 6IIL SEVELIS 1 14.15 

835-1039 REROTE ULL CORURDIMC CPEG S E V Z l l S  1 14.76 

82s-7040 REHOT£ m L L  F O W R D I Y B  GRC6 SCVEL I S 1 14.7s 

US-70.1 8 W T E  U L L  FO'OIYLIDIWC CREC SEVELIS 1 ' L4.76 

825-7049 RDK)TT CALL FORLURDXIO ClC6 S t V C L I S  1 14.75 

rze .toso-& ncmorf OLL COLYIDIYC cat& SEVCLIS 1 14.75 

SULTOTAL ~IITIWIRC I C T I V l T Y  FOR LOClrTlOW 4151  S E u l r n ~ E  . 3 5  S 516.26 
422s CCl lTML Av€  

8 2 9 - & 0 0 ~  R E W i l  U L L  fORWRDIPC GDLS SCVFL I S 1 1*.?5 
815-8001 REIOTE a L L  F D P W O l M  6 R C 6  S C V I L I S  I l I . 7 9  
a Z S - W Z  RCltOTE U L C  FORYIIDJUG .@LO SCVELIS I 14.75 
US-PWa OCROTC C I L L  FORU41b111C GREG S e V R l S  1 14.75 
82s-8006  mr(oTL CALL P O W I D 1  W S l E 6  f L V L L l S  1 14.75 

8 2 s - w a  REI(DIE uu FomaoI~a  eats S ~ V ~ L I  s t 14.75 

816-WP REWTC C*LL ~ O W R D ~ M ~  G R ~ Q  srnrls 1 i r . 7 ~  

82s-6010 R W T €  CALL fOR(4RDIwC C l y C  S EVE1 1 S 1 1 4 -75 
P I - 8 0 1  1 RE*OtC U I L  FOKWRDllO 9R24 f L V t l  l S 1 14.15 
us-WIZ ntmrt CAU POR~~UILC S L V C L ~ S  I 14 .IS 
81s-WIJ I ~ T C  ULL ~OIIYLNDIYC CDCC SCVEL IS 1 14.1r 
B tS-8014  WrrOlC CALL f O W ( ( 0 1 R 0  ORLQ S l V i L I  S 1 l 4 . W  
815-0015 REllOfE CAU FOIIU~DIDC G l y t  S E V t L I  5 I 1 4 . t 4  

825-0-3 
-7 3 U 0,- 7t3011 PAGE 0 OF 10 AC-A 



S t M l C t  
TYPE 

REMOTE U L L  I'DWRDI))~ 
MNOTE U L L  F O R V U D l l O  
P W T E  U L L  FORWLRDlMi 
RUOTK U L L  r n ~ 0 I L C  
R m o T E  U L L  F O R Y R O l W  
Rt ) ro lC  CALL FOlYLRDlMC 
R t M T L  t r L L  T o w m l r C  
REMOTE CALL F O W R D I I B  
REMOTE CALL FORYLRSllG 

R W T C  CALL FOIYLROINC 
LROTE CALL F O W R P 1 1 6  
R C M T t  CALL FO*uuOIlK 
RUOTE LnU FORYIRDIIO 
RLaoTc ULL FOURDII(C 
R m T t  ULL F O ~ P P I W  
m O T E  U L L  f O ~ R 0 f l Q  
R W T  E CALL FORMR0116 ' . 
RCK)TL CALL r o w o 1 a a  
N O T E  U L L  FORLIIIROIl6 ' 

RUOTL CPLL rowoIm 
ncami ULL ~OWROIIG 
RENOTE ULL FOW~~RDII~G 
atnote CALL P O W R O I L C  
RC*ol€ d L L  FORURDI IO 
R f m t E  U L L  F O R U R D l N  
REMQTE U L L  F O M R O I I  
RCWTC CALL t O W R 0 1 W  
RCIIOTE U L L  P O W R O I W  
l t k O T C  U L L  FORYLRDIW6 
n E l O f E  C r L L  FORuRDING . 
RLMOtt  W L L  POWIOIW 
REMOTE CALL CODUILDIIW 
RtnOTC U L L  ? O W a M I I C  
RElOTE CALL FORYLROIIC 
a t n o T E  ULL FOWRDIS 
RfMOTE U L L  F O R U W I I C  

SUBTOTAt, C O I T I N I  *C * C l l V l ~ l  '*OR L O t L t l O N  5 6 9 0  CECIL 
l ~ o o  JCFFRICS (fw) 

r6l-2000 D l 0  W B f R  8LOCKS ADO'L 10 
a u - 2 0 0 0  DID *~PI;R BLOCKS ~ I U T  zo 
6 U - 2 0 0 0  DID/PDD 

WUTOTbL C O s t I l r U l l C  ACTIVITY FOR LOCATION 3300 J t F C P l t s  ( r R n )  

CRtC S t V t L I S  
6AE6 SEVLL I S 
QRCO S i V E l l S  
CREC S t V E t  I S  
OR8C S I V C L I S  
GRtC S t b E L l S  
CREC S t V E L l S  
OREC SCV€LIS 
CR€L SCVELlS 

@LC S EVELI S 
6RE9 S t V C L I 1  
6KCC S f V C L I S  
CREC SEVELIS 
CRC@ SEVCLtS 
CREC SEVELI S 
C K C  SEWCL l S 
GRCO S t V f L I S  
GREG SEWELIS 
OR16 S C V f L l S  
o r t a  s e v c i ~ s  
GRLC SLVELIS  
GREG StVCLIS  
&REG S I V E L l S  
W E 6  S t V t L l  S 
GREG SEVELlS 
6 R t C  S t V t L I S  
6REC SEVELIS 
CLLC S E V t L I S  
GREG SEVELIS 
6 R t G  S C V t L I S  
S R I S  SEVELIS 
6RLO SEVELtS 
ORtC SEVELl S 
ORE6 SEVCLIS 
6RCG S t Y C L l S  
C R l U  SCVCLlS 

6REG SEVELIS 98 
e a e e  s c v c c l s  1 
0 1 1 0  SEVCLIS 1 

160 565.m - 
s 1.roc.o 
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a m w  Enhanced Switched Services 
DETAK OF COP(TINUlNG ACTIVITY ".-.-_ - - -. - 

COVENANT HO&E mFpllNVr --. -.- ---..- - 
ACCOUNT NUMBER: CVNT -CVNTW 
INVOICE DATE OelOlpO --- 

--. -.-. . . - . . 
INVOICE NUMBER: 2552690 -......-. - 

#- Cel l  k m d % ( ~ j  
j iZI r e k  oq ace) 

SUIT-D s 1 1 V I C I S  - 017ROIT  M i 7 9 0  Am 

p , . - q w  

q q  SERVICE PERIOD o e / o 1 1 0 0  - 0 0 / 3 l / o c  

l O C 1 T l O I  SERVlCL N U R E  ln R I W R R l  u t  
TELEP)(DIE *U*Btl l  TVPC USt(I W h r t l T V  

4 1 5 1  S t l l r O L S  
a z ~ - 7 o o o +  R W T ~  CALL FOIY~IIOIN~ oms S E ~ L I S  I 
BZS-1001 R M 1 C  CALL F O W h O l R O  C L I C  SEVEL I S  1 
azs-ro01) R ~ T C  ULL FOWROI~C GNO SEVCLIS 1 
825-7004 RWTL CALL FOP~~ILDIIC GREC SEVLL lS  1 
O Z ~ - ? O O S  r c u o ~ e  CALL ~o r tmo i rc  WG SEVCLIS 1 
825-1006  R m T 1  WL FORlYROl W crca s f v ~ i l s  1 
I)s-)w~ rC*orE U L ~  F O ~ ~ I W C  CII SEVCLI s 1 
a z s - w ~ ~  RWTE CALL FORLYIO~RO GREG SCVCLIS 1 
8ZS-)boS 101OTt CI IL  F W @ D l Y C  LUI SEVII I S  1 
~ Z S - ? O L O  n p ( o l ~  CALL romyn~~nr  GREG SCV~L IS  1 
(25-?011 R C m T e  Wl fOUUapl lc  CRIG S L r E L I S  1 
US-7013 ~mt CALL r o ~ m f r l  C R t S  SEVCLIS 1 
82s- ID17  ROlO lK  Utl F O W l D l r C  G Y L  S E U E l l S  1 

I t s - 2 0 1 0  REMOTE OU FOl lYLPOl lC GREG S t V f L l S  1 
82s-102A R O l o T i  CALL P O N R D l l G  GRCC SCVCLIS 1 
a2s-102t  LUOTE CILL FOMRDIIC SIYC SEVCLIS 1 
BZS-?O23-* I W T E  C I L L  F O l l Y R D I I S  C R C 6  S E VEL I S 1 
8 Z S - t o t 4  IC*DTC CALL F ~ k D l K  U L C  SEVELIS 1 
LIZS-)OZS( RWDTE U L L  FORYLROIIC P I E 4  S E V U l S  1 
025-PO28 R U o T f  CALL M I W R D I I C  GRCO S C V t L l S  1 
025-7027 RUOTE OLL FO~PURDI~G GREG SLVCLI s 1 
82$-)020 R W T E  CALL I O R W R Q I I S  O M S  SCVLLIS I 
~ Z ~ - ? O Z V  ~ C W O T L  C.CL FDWBDIUL ucc SEVELIS 1 
825-1031  RCUOTC C*U FORWRDl IO EUC SLVC&IS 1 
025-1012 R-TL U L L  FOIWMIW W E 6  SEVELl S 1 
826-7033  REMOTE U L L  I O W 1 t D I N 6  SRLC SeVLLI  S 1 
U S - 7 0 1 5  . RflrOrt CALL F O W R D 1 1 6  SRCC SCVLL I S  1 
825-7026  L t r n f t  U L L  ~ O W R D ~ W C  CREC SEVCLIS 1 
825-7039  I t * D T f  CALL FORbRDlM6 6 R m  SCVELI S 1 
825-1038  RErrOTt U L L  FOltYrROlWC SI IL S t V E l l S  1 
u s - 1 0 3 9  ry ro~t  o ~ i  ~O#~PPIIL GREG S E V ~ I S  I 
815-7010  REMOTE CALL FQIYLWLOI16 GRf 6 SLVCL I S 1 
U S - 1 O a l  RLY~TC CALL FO~U~RDILC a E C  S E V t L l S  1 
US-7089 RUQn U L L  FORWRD1NP 6 8 1 6  SfVCLIS 1 
a z e  .lorn-& ncwtt OLL COLYIOIMC CIEG SEULLIS 1 

SUITOTAL CDNTI WI*C ACT l V l  T I  FOR L O U T  JON 4151 S f U J m L E  3 6  S 
4 l t S  C t f i T R U  A V f  

~ 2 ~ - & 0 0 *  BE1K)iE U L L  ?OB~URDIPC CLCC SCVCLI S I 
825-8001 R E W T E  311 F O I W R D I M  L A C 6  SCVIL1S 1 
US--1 WROTE CILC f O R U ( 1 0 1 ~ 0  S l t 0  SCVELIS 1 
US-LDDA RLhOTC CALI fOmUN11116 CREC SEVELIS 1 
(US-UK)I  W W T C  D L 1  P O I Y L R D I ~ ~ ~  GREG SEVLLI  t 1 
8 2 s - 8 0 0 1  U*DTt  ClrLL MMROIIU O M 6  S C V t L I  S t 
826-WOB RERUTt trU f O W w I I C  6 l f Q  S l V C t I J  1 
825-8010  R m T C  CUL ?OrPURDlwC C l y C  SCVELI S 1 
(US-mil RE.OlC CALL FORUIRQI~O O u t 6  Sf VCLI S 1 
U S - D O ~ ~  nrrrorc rolune~nc cat6 SIVCLIS 1 
O#S-&l3 ~ ~ O T C  CALL ~ W ~ ~ I M C  O C C  s C * E ~ I S  

- 
1 

OtC-0014 RtkPTC CALL f O I Y I R Q t 1 0  O I L 0  S C V t L l S  1 
us-901s RWTE uu F O l h U I D l 8 C  s r ~ t  SEVCLIS 1 

825 - 8-3 * 
~ a n ? ~ u q e e 4 ? ~ ?   PAGE^ OF 10 
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Enhanced Switched Services BA~T oeTAIL OF COHTmUINs As.r.rn!Ey-.. _ -..- 
COMPAW; -.--- CWENANT HOUSE 
ACCOUNT NUMB&: CVNT -CMTDJ , 
INVOGE DATE: 06/01/00 --. 
INVOICE NUMBER: ._..-- 2552W 

LOCATlO l  S C M l C E  CURMIIT 

T c L L M ~ C  TYPE USCl Q U N T I  TV 

4829 C I l T l U L  A V i  
~ ~ $ - . 0 1 6  ~ C ~ O T C  ULL FOWROIIIG 6116 SLVCLIS 1 
8ZS-b01? UMOTE CALL F Q l h w l l b 1 0 0  6RE6 SLYELIS 1 
8 2 s - W 1 8  D W T E  U L L  FORYliDOlYi ORC4 S4VCCtS 1 
826-8019 R W t t  U L L  r O W I O 1 W C  CPfG S t V E L t S  1 
1 1 5 - ~ 2 0  RDIOTE U L L  F O W I O l l L  Q I I C  SIVEClS  1 

825-8021 -7C uL1 F O H M l r C  GICC S C b t L I s  ' 1 
1ZS-U)Zt  RLrrOTC U L L  P O W l b l # C  GREG SEVELtS 1 
os-wtl RWTC CALL FORUMI 16 e n c ~  SEVELI s I 
a s - w z c  RWTE CALL FORYWI~G C R ~ C  SEWELIS I 

sul10 tAC e O W l l u l m  A c T I V I ~ ?  COW r O C * t l O l  4329 C E M I U L  A M  22 
. 5690 C f C l L  

U 5 - ? 0 4 4  REMOTE cr i i  ~o twrno~rc  UEC SEVLLIS I 
R S - ) O I S  L m T E  CALL F O I W R P f f f i  hRtQ S C V L L I I  1 
ws-tor6 R-TL CILL FO-111~ wc SLVELIS 1 
~ 2 5 - 1 0 4 7  REROTE OU C O # U I D l H  W E  S f V f L I  S 1 
a 2 s - 7 o s 1  R C ~ T K  ULL fORMLLDl(IC SrLa stv fL ls  I 
1 2 5 - 1 0 5 9  R O O T L  ULL f O c u f R D l U  CREC SEVEL I S  1 
126-7054  RfWOTE U L L  F O M I O t 1 0  C#C S E V I L I S  1 
US-)OIL RROTE ULL FOWROI*C ~ t a a  s t v t ~ ~ s  I 
8 2 5 - 7 0 6 6  RCWTL C I L l  ? O e t Y U D I M  CICC SEVLLIS 1 
B~S-)OLI R U O T E  CALL F O C M I O I I O  ORte S E V f L I S  1 
U S - 2 0 s )  REMOTE C P l L  F O I I Y M D I M  ORCP S l V C l  I S  1 
825- 7 0 m  R C W C  CALL mIWROlKC GIEC S t V C L I S  1 
112s-7061 REMTI CALL ,FOOYROIIY~ cntc s t v e i l s  I 
81s-7062  *(MOT( CPLL C O M I O I K  &REG S t V f L l S  1 

W 5 - 7 0 6 3  I\E*oT€ U L L  WJIYLltDtRa W E 6  SEVELIS L 
9 6 - ? O M  LElOTI  t r L L  F O W R D I W  GREG SEVELl S 1 
WS-)DbS REIIQTE ULL FORILRDIW6 CRZC S t b I L l S  1 
625-7066* I r L M T t  U L l  f O W 1 M l l r C  61tG SEVELIS 1 
az6-?067 REROTE ULL C O W ~ ~ O I ~  wtc S~VELIS  1 
62s-7068  RCWTE D L L  F O W W I M 6  GREG S t V E L I  S 1 
815-7069  REkDTt  U L L  FOFHLRDSKi 6 R t G  SCVCLIS I 
1 2 5 - 2 0 7 0  RtM)TR CALL P O W e O I N O  C I t C  SCVELIS 1 
1 1 6 - 7 0 7 1  REMOTE t.LL FORUARDIW ME6 SEVELlS I 
U S - 7 0 1 2  RLlrOTE CALL f O W 4 L r D l S  WtC S t V f l l S  1 
a l l - 7 0 7 3  RElOTE CALL FODYlRDtMG 4REa SCVCLIS 1 
U S - 7 0 1 4  PtIK)TE CALL f O W R D 1 W  E I t G  SLVCLI S 1 
a ? 6 - ? o t 6  RLWTL CALL IOWROIW a r a  SCVKLIS 1 

svnorr~ ~IITINI*~ . c T l v l t r  ' r o b  \OV.TIOM 5690 CECIL 1 7  
JW JL~FRICS (r-1 

*a3 -2000 D l 0  LUIBER B L D C U  ADD'L 10 GREG SEVCLlS 9L 
4 u - t o 0 0  DID - to ~ L O C U  r i m  zo on10 SCVCLIS I 
46J-2000 DfOfODD O f i t 0  S L V C t I  S L 

W)TOTAL CO#TIWI.C A C T I V l f V  601 L o C A T I O ~  uoo ~CFFBIES (rrm) 108 

$U810TAL CORTIRIIIIS ~ C T l v l t v  r o b  SWITCMD SEWICES . DETRIT 

- * b* c''t 
F w J d t  7 
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-IUM O 7 2001 
STATE OF MICHIGAN 

G~~urrvil331QNJ 
BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In the matter of the com laint of 
COVENANT HOUSE LICHIGAN 
and GREAT LAKES TELECOM, INC. 
against AMERICAN TELEPHONE AND 
TELEGRAPH COMPANY (aMa AT&T 
Cor ., AT&T, Inc. , TELEP~RT CORIMUNICATI A NS GROUP. INC. 
aMa Telepoi-t ~ommunications, 

kCG Detroit, and TCG Detroit Holdings, I, Inc.) , 

Case No. U-12759 

PROOF OF SERVICE 

STATE OF MICHIGAN ) 

COUNTY OF INGHAM 1 
Linda Andreas, being first duly sworn, deposes and says that on June 7,2001, she served 

a true copy of the Michi an Public Service Commission Staffs Exceptions to the Proposal 
for Decis~on u on the fo lowing parties by depositin the same in a United States postal I' 7 
depository enc osed in an envelope bearing postage a l l y  prepaid, plainly addressed as follows: 

Daniel J. Demlow John J. Reidy I11 
Frederick M. Baker, Jr. AT&T Communications of Michi an 
Honi man Miller Schwartz & Cohn, LLP 215 S. Washin ton Square, Ste. 2 0 
222 8. W ashin ton S uare, Ste. 400 Lansing, MI 4 f 933 

9 
Lansing, MI 4f933- 1100 

AT&T Corp. George Hog Jr. 
222 West Adams, Suite 1500 Arthur J. Le asseur 
Chicago, IL 60606 

b 
Fischer, Franklin & Ford 
3500 Guardian Building 
Detroit, MI 48226 

Hon. James Rigas 
Administrative Law Judge 
Department of Consumer & Industry Services 
Ottawa State Office Building 
6 1 1 W. Ottawa Street 
P.O. Box 30695 
Lansing, NII 48909-69 15 

Subscribed and sworn to before me 


