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kenps, M chigan

Thur sday, April 20, 2000

9:10 A M
(The proceedi ngs were conmenced wi t hout the

presence of the court reporters.)

MR FIORETTI: ... Karen, and the order was
due today, then, you need to be contacting us through the
provi sioning side, through the ordering side, and saying,

"Hey, nmy order is due today, what's the status," and

direct themto find out what's the status of the order
So if it's an installer we need to get back, we'd get them
back, and so forth. If it's past the due date and you

have gotten a conpletion notice fromus, thenit's a

mai nt enance i ssue and you should call maintenance. It
shoul d be that sinple.
M5. KINARD: But | nean calling for

everyone, like if we have a mass narkets launch |ike we

have in New York where we had over 300,000 custoners, |
don't think calling your center to find out each day that
they're due is going to be a (unintelligible) resource.

MR. FIORETTI: Karen, only if you have

trouble. | don't expect your custonmer to call, Iike our

custoners don't call, you know, if they're not expecting a
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technician till the P.M and it's now noon, that "Were's

my installer?" And if they do, then you should be

contacting us. But the customers don't call unless
there's trouble typically. So you're not going to call on
every one of those.

MS. KINARD: | don't know. | want to think

about this one. Wth our |launch notice situation in New
York, | think it would have hel ped us if we had had the
notices at the end tinmes or the provisioning intervals,
that we woul d have gotten attention to it quicker

MS. SCHNEIDEWND: And this is Ann

Schnei dewi nd again. | think that there were two issues
that our Conmission ruled on that we're tal king about here
now. One is that, at |least for some of these measures

the Conmission did require that you institute a

nmet hodol ogy of specifying the exact tinme of conpletion
rather than the mdnight date. And then the second issue
was that the interval had to include the conpletion

noti ce.

So even if we can separate out the interval
for the notice to your custoner, there's still this other
i ssue hanging: Do you have to actually specify the tine

of conpl etion, because the Commission in its orders here

said your notification shouldn't take very long, it should

only take an hour. But they were saying that you're
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measuring that notification time fromwhen your people

were conpleting the installation, or in this case

conpl eting the naintenance. So both of those issues,
think, need to be resolved here.
M5. MOORE: This is Karen Moore with AT&T

My concern on this issue as we're tal ki ng about how | ong

it actually takes, froma practical standpoint the results
that |'ve been seeing show that Ameritech is not coning
anywhere near neeting the 24-hour notice. |It's not even
close. So |I'mconcerned nore about what happens to our

end users if they have problens after they' ve been

provisioned. |t takes |longer than 24 hours for us.
MR. FIORETTI: But Karen, what you're
saying is what we're neasuring today, on the one hand

you're saying what we're measuring today isn't acceptabl e;

and No. 2, you're saying that you're using that neasure to
assess that we're not neeting our objective, in which case
that's specifically what the neasurenent is to determ ne

whet her we're neeting the objective or not.

M5. MOORE: So that's what |'m saying,
you're not even neeting the objective, the part that we
di sagree with. So as Karen Kinard' s concern is, gosh,

it's taken us so long to get notice, what do we do with

our custoners when they have trouble? W' re not even

getting it in 24 hours. So, you know, the ultinate
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concern i s what happens to our end user, right?

MR FIORETTI: And you're suggesting that

you're not getting conpletion notices in 24 hours?
M5. MOORE: According to the data that you
provi ded us, no, we're not.

MR. ANDERSON: Let ne suggest, is that nore

of a conpliance issue?

M5. MOORE: Well, ny point is, we can't
even rely on what you're proposing to do, plus what the
Conmi ssi on has al ready ordered.

M5. SCHNEI DEW ND: Excuse ne just a mnute.

The court reporters are now recording this conversation
so please identify yourself when you speak
M5. MOORE: Thank you. This was Karen

Moor e speaki ng, from AT&T.

MR FIORETTI: | guess frommy perspective
the issue isn't what is our performance, the issue at hand
isn't what is our performance. The issue at hand is what

shoul d t he perfornmance neasurenent be and conpli ance,

then, with that performance. And neasurenment becones
anot her issue that we have to work on ongoi ng.
I'"mnot sure what, you know -- in

det erm ni ng whet her or not to include the interval or not.

| think our nost recent neasurenents say, gee, we're

wi thin one day of conpletion. The benchmark is 97



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

1119
percent, we're at 89 percent across the board, based on

t he Texas February neasures. And so we're approaching

t hat .
You're right, we're not neeting it. |
think that's a given. But there is a difference there.

But 89 versus 97 percent, being the objective, how does

that mean that that's not an appropriate neasure or
benchnark? WMaybe the benchmark is too high. | don't
know.

M5. MOORE: No. | know we're not at renedy

pl ans yet, but the reason we always |ike to have the

notice part of the interval is that it's usually in renedy
pl ans where there is waiting or prioritization. The
m ssed interval gets the higher renedy, and the status

notices get pretty small renedies.

So you coul d be saying you're 95-percent on
time for provisioning and just missing these conpletion
notices, and it's like a fraction of what you would pay if

you were being late on the conpletion interval

MR. ANDERSON: | suggest that is certainly
an issue, and we comit to responding to that issue, but
in the context of the perfornmance assurance plan

MR FIORETTI: Right. Still and all, ny

basic premise is when you're conparing it to using a

parity conparison to conpare to the retail nunber, that
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nunber does not include that. So in fact there is no way

that we would ever neet that interval w thout providing

you significantly better service.
As our retail unit, just to be able to neet
that interval because we don't notify, that's not a

portion. |It's adding an apple and an orange and conparing

it to an apple. Commpn sense says unless we resort to
sonme extraordi nary neasure and establish sonehow | onger
intervals as a rule for our retail environnent, there is
no way we woul d neet that neasure

M5. MOORE: Now you have to speed up

getting the conpletion notices out. You know, a short
i medi ate notice on the conpletion wouldn't add that much
time to your interval. That's the whole point, to be an

incentive, to get these notice intervals shorter

Ilt's alittle bit different situation, |
think. As the incunbent, nost of the tine you're going to
assune that the customer is yours when you call already,

and we have a situation where the custoner calls after the

guy has left and we have to say, "Well, we don't have you,
| et us check and see if they -- | guess if he was out

there, you are ours," and then call the office and take

that additional tinme. And that doesn't instill a |ot of

confi dence in the custoners.

MR. ANDERSON: Let ne suggest that is an
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i ssue where we're suggesting we want to speed up the

interval that the Conmmi ssion already set for that portion

of it. The Comm ssion said 24 hours, right?
MR. FIORETTI: No. The Comnm ssion, |
think, said within one hour of conpletion of the order.

Again we | ook at conpletion of the order as conpletion

back to the service order system That's what the
conpl etion of the order is.

M5. MOORE: ~-- pick up the tine between
actual conpletion and closing it.

MR FIORETTI: Exactly. The same as what |

think you neasure at Bell Atlantic.
MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: But our Conm ssion did
require that you actually record the tine of conpletion

and that the notice should be no nore than an hour from

the tine of the conpletion, not mdnight on that day.
MR FIORETTI: That was because before we
have i npl enented the changes in our systens to be able to

pick up a precise tine that that order was updated we were

saying we had to have the -- the order was updated back
into our service order system we were saying, "Well, al
we can use is the day; all we have is the day, O K ?"

Now we' re picking up or will soon be

pi cking up not only the tinme of the conpletion of the

field work and the tinme of the update and the order
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system and now we have the tine. But it's the update of

the order system by which we use the one hour because

these are batch -- these are batch conpletions. W go
back to all the issues with respect to nunber of orders
that are out there that nmay be part of nmore -- or part of

one PON that the CLECs sent us, and sending conpl etions at

a PON level if you have two orders. And if you have one
conpl etion, you send one conpletion for one PON. So for
us the conpletion notice is sent, and the first time our
retail reps have access to know that the order is

conpleted is the time it gets updated in the system the

time the actual service order gets updated fromthe field
systenms that do work on force: administration, trouble
tracking, service order installation, dispatch and such

MS. SCHNEIDEWND: | don't think that's

what the Conmi ssion order properly says you shoul d do, but
| don't think that that neans that that isn't an
alternative that ought to be discussed given what you just

sai d about a nunber of orders involved in or a nunber of

| ines involved in one order
MR. FIORETTI: Right. A purchase order
nunber can have -- that the CLECs send us -- can have nore

than one service order that we generate that can be

actually conmpleted in a systemnore than once. So we have

to have a common point where we identify at a purchase
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order nunber |evel, which is not how our retail system

works. Qur retail systemworks on single orders.

We have related orders there that the CLECs
will have issued to us, and if we have a conpletion of one
but don't have the other, we can't send a conpletion

notice out.

It goes back on a PON basis. The CLECs do
have concerns on other types of issues of making sure that
they can match up with a PON their response, whether it's
a FOC, a recheck, or, | assune, a conpletion notice. And

that's the way the standard interface is intended to work

today, is one-for-one response.
MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: And so is there a CLEC
reaction to the alternative of neasuring it on an order

basis rather than on a |ine basis, at |east neasuring from

that time?
M5. MOORE: You're saying this would just
apply to nultiple orders where there's nmultiple lines?

MR. FIORETTI: No. W have to inplenent

the way you do this in a conmon fashion so we can do it
fromboth multiple orders on a PON and even when you have
a single order. W have to link it up with the PON, O K.,

that has been established in order to give you a response.

So we really have to do that for all the orders.

It just can't be where there's multiple
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orders. Then you're getting, No. 1, you'd be getting

different -- it would be a re-architecting of the entire

systemto do that in the way our EDI system-- | believe
the way nost of the EDI systens work today.
MR GOULD: Rick Gould from Horizon. |

want to propose a scenario and see how this woul d work.

Again, Rick Gould for Horizon

They cone out for purposes of installation
of the CLEC line, install it, |eaves, goes on to his next
job. There's problens with the line and the custoner

calls us and says, "He was out here, but it's not

wor ki ng. "

Where -- what does the CLEC do in that
situation? 1'massuning basically what you said earlier
is that we should call into --

MR. FIORETTI: The service center, if you
have not gotten a conpletion notice.
MR GOULD: O K  Now what is going to

happen fromthe service center standpoint? They're going

to contact the technician?
MR. FIORETTI: They're going to contact the
networ k organi zation: Wat's the status of the order, you

know, what's happening out there? |s the technician done?

Is there still a problen? You need to send a tech or we

need to send, you know -- at that point you don't care if
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it's the sanme technician, another technician, or another

installation technician or a repair technician. But we

need to deternm ne what do we have to do to rectify the
situation. Maybe we need to initiate a test call, do a
test on the line, if it's aresell line that we can test.

There nay be several different scenarios in

terns of how you address that, but | think that's left to
the -- the burden is on the contact that you nake. |f you
haven't got a conpletion notice, you contact our service

center. O in the case of an unbundl ed | oop, for exanple,

you mi ght contact our |ocal operation center, LOC, which

was our NECC, to say, "l've not got, | don't have a
conpl etion yet, the order doesn't work," and it's our
responsibility then to take that back and work the issue

wi th our network organi zation in whatever fashion it takes

to get that rectified, just as we would do for ourselves.
But the contact point would be based on
what you know. | don't have a conpletion, my order is not

conplete, | call into the ordering real mversus calling

in to mai ntenance, because mai ntenance woul dn't know f or
our customers either.
MR. GOULD: | guess basically the question

the reality of it is, QK , if it's your installation for

your custoner, and you have a customer with it and you say

to the installer or another tech, "It's not working, get
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out there and take care of it," they get out there and

they take care of it.

Fromthe CLEC s perspective, we nake the
phone calls to whoever is the appropriate person, they do
what ever they need to do to get to the installer. The

installer says, "Wll, | installed that and it was fine at

the tinme that | tested it," case closed.

We don't get the i medi ate response that
you would as far as in your scenario. Now that's the
reality.

| guess basically now if Aneritech would

conmit to saying "If we get a call we'll have sonebody out
there in 15 ninutes," or the sane sort of tine frane that
you would for you, then | think it would be sonething that

we nay look at this issue a little bit differently. But

that's the reality. That's what | guess we have as a
probl em
MR. FIORETTI: | would suggest though

Rick, this: No. 1, the conmmtnent even to our retai

customers isn't that we'll get sonebody out there
i mediately. The comrtnent is that we will begin working
on that particular trouble condition, whether it's an

installation problemor a naintenance problem That mi ght

require a test call, it might require a test, it m ght

requi re sendi ng soneone into the central office. It is
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not going to require necessarily the dispatch of a

technician to that prenise.

So if that's the expectation, that's wong,
it shouldn't be. Al we should be obligated to do and
bel i eve, you know, all we would conmit to do is providing

the sane kind of service for that particul ar scenario that

we woul d provide for our custoner.

And | think, you know, there nmay be
situations, and in fact, I'mcertain there are situations
where the fact that we now have a third party that m ght

be the originator of dial tone, there may be sone ot her

mtigating circunstances that require us to do sone other
t hi ngs possibly that we wouldn't do in the retail world,
whi ch m ght nean calling you, for exanple, and testing

with you in certain scenarios, but at a m ninumwe shoul d

do the sane thing that we do for our custoner on the
retail side, and | think that's really our obligation
MR. COX: Rod Cox, MLeodUSA. |'d just

like to make a coment here that it appears that the

problemis that Ameritech cannot track and nmeasure this
system by their system They have no way of putting in a
trouble ticket for a newinstall trouble.

MR, FIORETTI: Well, Rod --

MR. COX: And | would suggest that you have

or could potentially develop a systemthat would nonitor
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and track just newinstall troubles.

MR FlI ORETTI : Rod, let's take the case of

a new installation, brand new installation, because this
is the easiest one to understand the i ssue with, because
it really works both ways.

I have a new order, brand new line going in

for sonebody in a new subdivision. W go out there and
activate the line, and for sonme reason when the technician
| eaves the order doesn't work

VWhat you're asking me to be able to do is

that at that monment in tinme be able to take a trouble

agai nst a custoner line record that doesn't exist, because
as yet the systems have not updated to take a trouble, to
be able to take a trouble against that order. | do have a

pendi ng installation order or a recently conpl eted today

installation order, so | can get the installer back, or |
should be able to get the installer back or do sone
testing based on that as the ticket.

MR. COX: But you'd have no way of

nmeasuring that today.
MR, FIORETTI: But that's not what we're
really tal ki ng about here.

MR COX: Well, | think it is.

MR FlI ORETTI : I mean | think what we're

tal king about is --
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MR. COX: We're tal king about the interval

the tine delay between when we call you back and say, "CQur

cust omer does not have service. Your installer was
supposed to be there today, he apparently was there today,
but they still do not have service." W can't enter a

trouble ticket because it's not yet conpleted, and

suggest that there's a way we can nonitor that if you
woul d cone up with sone systemthat would put out a
listing of newinstall troubles that were called in by the
CLEC goes in a different bucket in your system sonepl ace.

M5. MOORE: This is Karen Mbore at AT&T.

SBC in Texas is inplenenting a process to do exactly that
called, | believe, a provisioning trouble report.
MR COX: And so is US. Wst.

M5. CEGELSKI: I-trouble, I think they were

tal ki ng about .
MR, FIORETTI: And we have |-trouble cases,
and so, you know, | think what you're tal king about is

specific definitions of those troubles, and maybe what

they're trying to do is institute some nodifications to
systens which will change the capability of recording
installation troubles. W do that today but it's al

based on the fact that the order has conpleted, O K ?

MS. MOORE: Not in Texas it isn't, Sal

MR COX: And it's not in US. Wst either
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MR. FIORETTI: And so, you know, mmybe the

i ssue that | need to take back is finding out nmore about

that. | wasn't aware that they're doing that.
M5. MOORE: |In Texas it's a change to
Measure 115. |'msure Randy Dysart can fill you in.

MR FI ORETTI : But 115 is an LNP neasure,

isn't it?

M5. MOORE: Well, it's not anynore.

MR FIORETTI: Well, 115 is based on
coordi nated cutovers. It doesn't apply, for exanple, to

resal e orders.

MS. CEGELSKI: Well, Sal, let's talk about
the resale, because that's what | was thinking. |If this
is the last job for the day for this customer or for the

technician and there's an issue afterwards, a CLEC can't

even reach the service office because it's closed. But
what happens on the retail side? Wuld they be able to
call their repair nunber and say, "Hey, your tech was out

here" and start doing sone activity that night to get them

restored?
MR FIORETTI: And if that's, you know --
what they would do, they would call our -- probably cal

our repair office.

MS. CEGELSKI: Right.

MR FIORETTI: Wo woul d show no records,
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and, you know, I'mnot sure | can tell you in every

scenari o how that woul d progress, but | would suggest that

just as well if you could not reach this business office
and contacted our maintenance and, you know --
MS. CEGELSKI: Maintenance won't take

anything fromus. |[|f we have an issue and the business

office is closed and we call repair, it's not a conpleted
order.

MR FIORETTI: | think, then, that's a
process that we might need to go back and talk to them

about, you know, where we could establish sone

nodi fication there to be able to address the issue. |t
still probably wouldn't be a trouble ticket because they
really do not have a way to answer it but they nay be able

to go out on an informational ticket or something on an

ad-hoc basis. | can't establish their policy right here
and now, but I will tell youl will take that kind of a
process question back to talk with them about.

M5. CEGELSKI: And | think that's part of

t he concern that CoreComm has anyway, is that, you know,
Aneritech wal ks away from our custoner and believes that
the work is conpleted, and our custoner doesn't have the

service. So they attenpt to call us to get it resolved

because now we're their service providers in their eyes.

We are conming across stunbling blocks to
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get themturned up. One, we don't even know that it was

conpleted. 1t was schedul ed to happen, but everything

schedul ed to happen doesn't always happen. And then we
can't take any steps to get their issues resolved, and
that's our big concern

MR KERN:. Sal -- this is John Kern. |If

you take this back and get an answer, | guess ny question
is, is that going to help us nove toward consensus on this
issue or are we still not addressing the issue
specifically?

M5. KINARD: But there's two parts to the

issue and that's sort of a later part. |It's that custoner
who got the line installed and it's not working calls us
and we don't know it's ours. Sal says we can call the

hel p desk.

First of all, before even the hel p desk
even if you do have a system where you can do an |-trouble
and get that counted in the troubles on newinstal

neasurenents and nmean tine to restore, which is one issue,

you're also waiting for the help desk to verify that that
custoner was switched to us.
And | know fromour troubles wth Bel

Atl antic one of our consent decree neasures, when we

called in with "Hey, we've got 10,000 orders without

conpletion," they would take forever to even get back to
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us to let us know what had happened to those orders, and

the FCC did a three-day interval for themresponding to

us.
So | mean even three days we think is too
| ong beyond the nornal installation interval to know the

custoner is ours.

So you have that time of howlong it takes
the help desk plus if they find it is our custonmer and are
going to get sonebody working on it, how | ong does that
take and does that get into the other neasurenents on

installation troubles or nean time to restore.

MR FIORETTI: So let me understand
specifically what you're saying: that both SWBT and U.S.
West, | think, Rod, you said, right, are able to take a

trouble on the same day the order is due w thout the order

bei ng conpl et ed.
M5. KINARD: And actually in the KPMG test
with Bell Atlantic in New York, they had the sane

situation you had, and they nade themfix it and take

these I -troubles at the hel p desk.
MR, ANDERSON: Well, let ne ask the sane
guestion that John, | think, was trying to get to, is Sal

I think, can go back and take a | ook at that issue and

address it. But stepping back to the issue of conbining

the conpletion in the notice-of-conpletion intervals, can
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we conme back to address that issue? |If Sal can cone back

and address your concerns on this what 1'Il call sub-issue

we' ve been tal ki ng about, what are the parties' positions
on whet her we could agree to separation of these two?
MR COX: This is Rod Cox, MLeodUSA. [|'m

O K wth separation of the conpletion notification as

| ong as we have the right benchnark

MR. ANDERSON: Can | ask nmaybe we go around
the CLECs and ask folks for their thoughts? Can we --
MCI ?

MS. KINARD: Well, this is Karen Kinard

fromMI. Qur nmain concern is how quickly do we know we
own this custoner and can be at the forefront of pushing
to resolve their problem and how quickly we can get sone

action, and if the troubles that we do have to spend a | ot

of tinme on are even captured in any mneasurenent.
So if Sal can come back and show there is a
way we can i mediately deal with our custoner problens,

then we can deal with the inportance of conpletion notices

and renmedi es when we get to that, | may be able to |ive,
and as stated in the statenent before, if the conpletion
notice interval measuring fromactual work conpletion is

pretty quick.

MR. FIORETTI: Now, you said several things

t here, Karen.
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M5. KINARD: There's two things. | want to

see what you're going to do to deal with our problenms and

I want a quick conpletion interval fromactual work
conpletion. Then it can stay separate.
MR. FIORETTI: So -- and again I'mgoing to

go back to -- and | don't like to keep bringing this up --

but I think it's incunbent upon ne, when we start talking
about the benchmark that we would set for any particul ar
item is to look at things like Bell Atlantic in an order
that's been approved that said, | believe, within the

real m of reasonabl eness they get a day fromthe tinme the

work is conpleted. And so, you know, what you're saying
inthat lowbid is that you'd sure like to hold us to a
nmuch hi gher standard than the FCC held Bell Atlantic.

M5. KINARD: Well, you know, in

Pennsyl vania |'ve got 30 minutes fromconpletion and WAFA.
That's Bell Atlantic, too. Do you want to do that?
MR. FIORETTI: Bell Atlantic New York,

which is the only one that's been approved. And again,

the FCC didn't say necessarily that was the best, they
didn't say necessarily that was the shortest, but they
said that fell within a range of reasonabl eness, and, you

know, therefore | would suggest ny neasure also falls

within that same range of reasonabl eness because it's the

sane.
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M5. KINARD: Well, they also said that they

m ght not approve the same benchmarks in anot her

proceedi ng but they knew there had been a rigorous
col l aborative in New York, and unfortunately they had done
t he benchnmarks before | got involved, but I don't know how

hard people fought for things. But, you know, definitely

we got better in Pennsylvania than in New York and they
knew exact|ly what New York was doi ng.

MR. KERN: | want to hear from AT&T. Doug
or Karen, what do you think about -- if Sal goes back and

checks on this issue, does that satisfy it or are we stil

back to --
M5. MOORE: Before | agree I'd like to hear
what he cones back with. But I'mdefinitely willing to

consider it.

MR. KERN:. Subject to check, obviously.
I"mjust trying to find out if Aneritech does this work
and they come back with an answer that's satisfactory,

that we can take this issue off the table, or is it really

a sub-issue and we still have to cone back to the main
one. That's all I'"'mtrying to figure out.

M5. MOORE: |'Il repeat what | said again:
Subj ect to what Sal cones back with, I'mwlling to

consi der it.

MR KERN: O K
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M5. SCHNEI DEW ND: And as a staff person, |

woul d also like to say that on all of these neasures where

notification is at issue, that you do have a separate
nmeasure that woul d propose to nmeasure that interval, and
then we can tal k about what the benchnmark ought to be for

it. But | knowit's there for installations. |[|'m not

sure it's there for maintenance at all.

MR. FIORETTI: |It's not there today for
mai nt enance.

M5. SCHNEI DEW ND: And so perhaps that

woul d be part of what we would ask you to do, is come back

with a proposal so that there is a neasure for the
conpletion -- or, excuse ne -- for the notification
interval on any of these itens where conpl etion versus

notification is at issue.

MR. FIORETTI: You know, certainly | would
agree that where we have the requirenment today to conbine
the two, we would absolutely agree to nmeasure both. Even

if we're not currently doing that, we need to get that

done. So I'mconsidering that to be a given at this point
that we would do that.
M5. SCHNEI DEW ND: And then we can tal k

about the benchmark for that interval

MR. ANDERSON:. And the two sub-issues |

see, then, are what is the right benchmark for that
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conpl etion notice interval and how can we handl e the CLEC

concerns about how they can do trouble reports on that

order in that interimperiod.
Is that fair, Sal?
MR. FIORETTI: Those are the two that |

t ook.

M5. SCHNEI DEW ND: And per haps one ot her
and that is when do you start the neasure of the
notification. In other words, when actually is the
conpl eti on, when you have nultiple lines or back to what's

i nvolved in the PON

MR FIORETTI: Well, again it would be our
position that, you know, conpletion of the service order
is just that, when the order is conpleted in the service

order system and that's the first time, you know, froma

parity kind of perspective that our retail rep, in
answering the sane phone call that would go to the CLEC
customer, would be able to know by | ooking at the system

whet her or not the order is conpleted.

M5. SCHNEI DEW ND: But | think that's part
of, Craig, your first issue, or perhaps it was your second
-- | forget which one you said first -- in addressing the

CLEC concerns about notification to you when their

custoners' installation hasn't occurred on time.

MR ANDERSON:. O K. But | want to be
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clear. | think what Sal has said on that issue is | don't

think there is any way in the real mof possibility that we

can do it any sooner than that. On when we use the
beginning tinme for the conpletion notice interval has to
be when it gets into the service order system

MR. FIORETTI: Certainly the way our entire

EDI and the whol e specification of how EDI works today,
that's the way the systemis architected, because again in

our view that's when the retail rep knows the order is

conpl eted, not when the technician knows. | nean the
techni ci an knows at the same time that -- potentially if
the technician is on the prenmise -- that the end-user

customer knows, and we don't then provide response back to
our retail rep except to update the service order system

to show the systemthe order is conplete, and that's the

access that they have to say, oh, is it in a conpleted
status or no, is it still in a pending status.
M5. CEGELSKI: | think that's exactly our

point. Qur customer is out there and is at their hone

with Areritech, they've installed the line. The custonmner
knows they are now our custoner because this activity has
happened. W don't at that point.

MR. ANDERSON: And that is exactly the

thing that | think Sal has committed to address; how do we

deal with those orders, trouble reports on those orders,
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in that interimperiod.

MS. CEGELSKI: And that's CoreConmi s

bi ggest concern
MR. FIORETTI: You know t he same thing that
we know in the sane realm is all | would suggest there

is that your rep who issued that order or any rep --

M5. CEGELSKI: But let me go through a
scenari o when that custonmer calls us. | don't have a
conpl etion notice. They're going to give us a call and
we're going to |l ook at our systens and say, "You know,

['l'l have to check on this because it's still show ng as

pendi ng. "
MR FIORETTI: So will our rep. So will
our rep.

MS. CEGELSKI: O K

MR. FIORETTI: He's going to say the exact
sane thing.
MR. ANDERSON: And Sal is willing to go

back and see if we could find a way to address where you

call to address that problem and how we do that.
MR, FIORETTI: That beconmes nore of a
process question, where do you call, how do we handl e

that, versus when do we know. W don't know anyt hi ng

di fferent then.

M5. CEGELSKI: But there are still steps --
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and again with the process | believe that would help --

there are still steps that that rep can do to help this

customer, and we're kind of tied.
MR, FIORETTI: Again, not wthout naking
other calls, just like you'd have to do. Now, naybe you'd

call a different person because of the nature of -- we're

talking carrier to carrier now, so you'd have to call us
and we do then the |l egwork. That's where the process

ki cks in, where we have to now do the |egwork for you to
resol ve that issue. You can't do it yourself by nature of

probably the service that you're providing.

You know, |'Il give you a circunstance
where you might be able to. |If you're ordering an
unbundl ed loop in LNP and so you're providing the dial

tone, quite possibly you would be able to, if you've

installed testing capabilities into your collocation, you
m ght be able to actually test that line as |ong as you
turned your dial tone on.

So there m ght be sone things that you can

do that, you know, we can't do
M5. CEGELSKI: Sal, the other thing |
wanted to ask about is at the CLEC forumthat past Monday

they were tal king about some changes with LNP-only Iines

that woul d be auto conpl eted between 4:00 and 6: 00 o' cl ock

-- or, excuse ne -- 5:00 and 6:00 o'clock every day even
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t hough we may not at that point have activated anything.

So how woul d that play with the measurenment statistics

because -- and this is a question we raised to the SME
that was there -- if we do a cut at night, typically which
is what you would do with the business, your systens woul d

show conpl eti on when we didn't do anything or naybe had to

stop because of a problemthat was going on at 8:00
o' cl ock when we were scheduling the call.

MR FIORETTI: Since | wasn't there, | nean

MS. CEGELSKI: Well, | know, but this

again, the systenis going to show a conpletion prior to
the activity being done. Those were concerns that we were
phrasing at the CLEC forum

MR FIORETTI: And LNP woul d have tended to

trigger where you can activate that during a fair interva
after. You know, at sonme point we've got to cone to

consensus. You know, we've got an order and we've

conpleted it, and we suggest, | think, based on what
you've told me -- and again | wasn't part of that
conversation -- | think what we're suggesting is -- well,

what |'mreading into your exanple --

M5. CEGELSKI: Let ne give you an exanpl e.

We have an 8:00 o' clock cut and their vendor can't make

it. They call us at 7:30. Your system s already show ng
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this order has been conpleted here. So how is that going

to -- because it's auto conpleted between 5:00 and 6: 00

that day, so howis that going to play into the systen?
MR. KERN: How did the SME in Texas respond
to that issue?

M5. CEGELSKI: Well, this was in Chicago

MR. KERN. O Chicago. How did the SVE in
Chi cago respond to that? Did they have an answer?

M5. CEGELSKI: Well, he was saying that
there's really two orders that the systemis going to

have, one to tear out the translations on the nine-digit

trigger, but our order that we sent inis going to show
conpl eted and we coul d hopefully stop that translations to
be torn out. And | said how do you restore the order

then, and he didn't know at that point. And questions

that we rai sed were how, Sal, would you take your
nmeasurenents on this particular type of an order, because
the conpletion is going to be already done in the books

because it will be batched.

MR. KERN: Now, is he going to take that
i ssue back and research it?
M5. CEGELSKI: That's supposed to happen

but | wanted to bring that up.

MR FIORETTI: Who was the tech that was

tal ki ng about that, just so | maybe have to link up?
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M5. CEGELSKI: [I'Il have to get that nane.

MR. KERN: | guess ny questionis, if this

i ndividual is going to research it and get an answer back
Sal is going to have to --
M5. CEGELSKI: He should be talking to Sal

about this. So | don't knowif he did or not, and that's

why | brought it up here.

MR. FIORETTI: You know, this particular
i ssue plays into one of the other itenms down the |ist
here that | think was added at sone point in terns of the

911 updates. | mean these things all play very wel

t oget her.
911 updates are being discussed at,
t hi nk, the NENA conferences in terns of how that al

happens with an LNP order. Some carriers have asked us to

hold their orders for X period of tine after they've
conpl eted so that they can throw t hem back if they have
to, which in my opinion we shouldn't be doing. But the

update is triggered by the conpletion of that order to

unl ock the database. The longer we hold that order has to
do with when you can update the 911 dat abase, and sone
CLECs think that should happen when we send that FOC

because they i mediately send their nmigrate order

M5. CEGELSKI: Well, from ny understandi ng

of the NENA regul ations, is that Aneritech is supposed to
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unl ock that nunmber the day of the conversion and the CLEC

i s supposed to subnit their order to capture that unlock

the day after, and there's a five-day w ndow to capture
t hat .
MR FIORETTI: Right. But the day of the

conversion, does that nean when the order conpl etes?

Now, if we conplete the order when you tel
us to conplete the order, then you want to go back, now
we've got a problem O K Al these issues are
i ntertw ned.

M5. CEGELSKI: That's a perfect exanple

with ny scenario. It doesn't happen. Have you already
rel eased that 911 to unl ock?
MR. FIORETTI: That's an autonatic process.

As soon as we conplete that order, that flows downstream

and gets in the batch to get it done so that when you're
ready to send your order within that five-day interval
you can updat e.

MS. CEGELSKI: The scenario where the

vendor could not conme at the 8:00 o'clock cut and we have
to reschedule this, you've already rel eased that nunber
and now we have to reschedul e the neeting, |I'm concerned

with this whole situation.

MR. FIORETTI: This is just -- you can't

tal k about these things in a single focus of one
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particul ar scenario and how you're going to neasure it.

You have to consider a whole range of things. | don't

know what we're thinking there in ternms of that particular
prem se that has been posted.
M5. CEGELSKI: | was just concerned that

the conpletion notice, it's conpleted, out of conpleted

prior to activity.

MR, FIORETTI: If we want to tal k about
Karen's issue that she had in that view, you conplete
notices earlier. Al right. How good is that?

| don't think by itself that early

conpl etion notice is good for you in that scenario. W
want something later. |If you throw it back, we already
sent the conpletion notice. W update the order. So

there's a lot of things here that play together that you

have to have a consistent policy, you have to put sone
stake in the sand and say, "I'mgoing to conplete the
order at this point" all the tinme.

So if you want nme to hold orders for five

days, | should be telling you absolutely not because al
these other things are triggered off of that.
M5. CEGELSKI: Well, personally I think you

shoul d say absolutely not. It should be done when it's

conpl et ed.

MR. FIORETTI: Again | need to go back to
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work on the issue again. W have had all kinds of

requests fromall of the different CLECs: Do this for ne,

do that for ne, and all of these things are inpacted. So
we have got to wake up and make sure that we've got a
conmon system policy.

MS. KINARD: Karen Kinard, MCl Wrl dCom

If you could assune when your custoner
calls when we're both in this linmbo situation of a pending
order and they say, you know, "W ordered service and the
guy was here," maybe they didn't know the guy was here,

they came home fromwork and it wasn't working, | think

you woul d probably assune it's yours and start right away
trying to figure out howto get someone out there and fix
it; where with us, we don't know yet, so there's that

extra tinme that your rep would be trying to find out if

the order was conpl eted before going to nai ntenance and
getting it, getting sonebody to go out there and fix that.
If there was some way that the fixing of the problem cones

first, and then decidi ng whose side of the netric it goes

on comes afterwards? Maybe that's something you can | ook
i nto.
MR, FIORETTI: Karen, | would suggest that

the person who takes that call is not at all thinking

about which side of the nmetric it should go on

Regar dl ess of whether it's our retail rep or our whol esal e
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rep, they should be focused on the custoner and sayi ng,

"I"mtaking your concern and |'mgoing to work the issue."

The thing that | said before does apply.
The nature of the whol esale orders, in that you provide
sone of the service on certain kinds of orders than we do,

may require us to take different steps in sone cases than

we woul d just for ourselves. And we have got to know
that. OK

| mean, you don't want us to run off
blindly and do sonething either and have it end up being

yours and we didn't call you. W've got to take the

appropriate steps based on the situation
And | woul d suggest that in the sane kind
of situation that links up to ne is a resal e custoner,

it's still on our network, we own the whole thing, we

shoul d be basically going through the same kind of steps
as you are, as we are for retail.
M5. CEGELSKI: | agree, but that's not our

experience. | don't know. | would like to hear what

you're going to bring out.
MR. FIORETTI: Again, what you guys are
tell me is what you feel is your experience, and to

what ever degree -- |I'mnot discounting it, |'m not saying

| believe it. | worked on the service side for |ong

enough to know that.
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But on the other hand, |'m suggesting that

that is a process issue that is independent of the neasure

as long as you know what the process is. Wat |'mworking
onis let's nake sure we have the process docunented so we
know what it is. And if our folks should be taking calls

that they're not taking, for exanple, then we go back in

and talk to them about that process.

M5. CEGELSKI: | will be glad to hear what
you are going to bring to the table.

MR. ANDERSON: Rick, would you concur that

if Sal can address those issues, which | think included

your concern, that -- would Horizon be willing to
consider, as | think Karen Mbore put it, this separation
of those two piece parts?

MR. GOULD: Yes. | guess on behal f of

Hori zon we would be willing to consider. The main point
is, No. 1, obviously being able to take care of our
customers, serving our custoners and providing themwth

satisfactory service.

| guess | have a question in kind of
followup, and I'mnot sure, | guess, as far as your
term nology on it. But in the unlikely event that

Ameritech woul d take a custonmer back froma CLEC, whet her

it's resale or take back of a loop or whatever, |'m not

sure whether or not that's considered an install for you
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like it is for us, or whatever. How does that work for

you guys on a take-back scenario? |If there's a problem

with that line at the tinme of the take back, what do you
guys do? Do you have --
MR FIORETTI: As | understand that

process, and | will have to admit to you I certainly

haven't answered that particul ar question on that side of
t hi ngs, but knowi ng that their orders cone through us to
do that work, | expect that the sanme rules apply.

Because, for exanple, they can't see any records that have

to do with your custonmer while it's still your customer.

The update to the service order systemis the begi nning of
t he process that changes that custoner in our records from
| ooking Iike your custoner to |ooking |ike our custoner.

Qur retail units can't see anythi ng about

your custoners on CSRs or whatever. So therefore, |I'm
surmsing to sone degree -- I'mnot sure -- but |'mpretty
sure that the process is the same for themin those

scenarios. Because they just don't have access to the

records. It's still showing as your customer. They don't
know.
MR GOULD: OK

MR COX: Sal, this is Rod from McLeodUSA.

If we | ose a custoner because of a new

install trouble and that customer could not get turned on
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and they got nmad and called back to Ameritech, would your

service representative be able to put that custoner in the

systemright then?
MR. FIORETTI: | think in the scenario that
you're giving ne -- again |'mguessing -- that since you

didn't get a conpletion yet, we didn't update our records,

we're still showing himas our custoner, so it's unlikely
we'd be able to put an order in to nake them our custoner.
MR COX: So in that case would your --
MR FIORETTI: [|'mnot sure we'd do

anyt hi ng because the retail rep would | ook at the customer

record and say, "Well, |I'mshowi ng you as our customner."
The order hasn't been updated to say |I'm now MLeod's
custonmer. So they couldn't take them back because they're

still ours. | don't know what they'd say to him

MR COX: So in this case the custoner
could say, "Just forget McLeod, | want to stay with

Ameritech.” \Wat woul d happen?

MR. FIORETTI: Again |I'mguessing. | could
suggest our custoner rep says, "Well, ny records show that
you are with Aneritech. | can't take an order if you're

al ready here."

M5. CEGELSKI: Would they show the pendi ng

order, though?

MR FIORETTI: | don't think they'd see the
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pendi ng order.

MR. ANDERSON. The retail side shouldn't

see the pending order.
MR, FIORETTI: | don't know.
MR. COX: So they would probably issue a

trouble ticket?

MR FIORETTI: | don't know what they'd do.
| can't guess what their answer would be. Because what
you're asking themto do is to say "I want to take back a
custoner that | already have."

MR. COX: By your records because of the

lag tinme in the conpletion notice?
MR. FIORETTI: Sure. They're not show ng
the custoner going away until it updates all the way

t hrough the systemeither.

MR ANDERSON: But in the nmeantine, that
order that you had subnmitted would still be in the
process.

MR FIORETTlI: Wuld still be in the

process of being conpleted. |If they |ooked the next day
they'd say "Oh." They wouldn't able to see the custoner's
record. It would have been updated to McLeod and, you

know, again |I'mnot sure what the actual process would be

on their side and what their thinking would be, if they

woul d hold it for a day, what they would intend to do
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t here.

M5. CEGELSKI: Could you check on that?

I'd like to know what they woul d do.
MR. COX: And | woul d suggest that they
probably would just say "We'll get your problemfixed." |

think the custoner is probably mad enough, they don't

care, they just want a dial tone.

MR. FIORETTI: | think the answer you're
asking ne to get for you is not probably sonmething that's
witten in an Mand P to say when this specific thing

happens, here's what you tell the custoner. | think it's

going to be based on whatever that rep thinks they need to
do for that custoner and their recognition of what's
real | y happeni ng here or not at that nonent.

MR. COX: The issue is: Are they trying to

save that customer for MLeodUSA or win it back for
Ameritech?
MR FIORETTI: | would suggest this, Rod,

and again this is totally outside maybe your question, but

| woul d suggest that any time a custoner calls you or us
and says we want your service, regardl ess of the reason
we're going to do what we can to win that custoner.

That's the nature of the business.

So again | think you have to factor that

into any question that you might ask of that sort, because
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now you're kind of putting nme on the spot, would they try

to take that custonmer back

Well, first of all, they're going to think
they al ready have that customer. And then whether or not
t hey recogni zed or not what was potentially happening here

i s anot her issue.

And if they did, would they then wait a day
or two days and see that the orders got updated and issue
an order to try to take that custonmer back? Again, that's
all --

MR. KERN: Wiy don't you take that back

Sal, and try to find out. | nean what appears on the
service center screen. You might be right, there may not
be a nethod and procedures.

But | mean you've already said nore than

once you're guessing an awful lot in your answers, you're
not exactly sure. |'mnot saying that your supposition is
wrong, but can you go back and make a few inquiries and

find out?

MR. FIORETTI: Sure. But | guess the path
we're going down is: Let's shoot out all the scenarios we
can think of of things that coul d happen and see if

Ameritech has a stated Mand P to deal with that

particul ar scenario, or to what degree do we leave it to

our retail reps or our whol esale reps to have sone
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deci si on- naki ng, understandi ng the process and, you know,

go with that to resolve whatever issue any custoner has.

So | would only say this: | can't
guarantee that |1'mgoing to cone back with sone stated
policy, "O K., on this situation here is what our rep is

doing." | can certainly get sonme opinions, certainly, as

to what's on the screen. | can tell you what that is. |
can al so probably tell you what we think the rep woul d be
doi ng.

If there is a policy on certain of those

i ssues, | can bring that back. But | don't expect for al

t hese kinds of scenarios there woul d be.
MR. KERN: | think what you're hearing from
nore than one carrier of a potential concern, if there

isn'"t a policy or procedure to address this -- |'m not

suggesting this forumis the right forumto address it --
but | think you're hearing fromnore than one carrier that
this could be a potential problem They would like to try

to work with you to address it.

MR COX: | think what we're really trying
to get to is the heart of the issue here, getting that
conpletion into your system quicker. For your people to

know and for us to knowis so critical to this whole

busi ness and how we run this business today. The

conpl etion notification process is way out of whack, in ny
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opi ni on.

MR FIORETTI: O K. But again, now when we

get to changi ng how we do that, changing the way we do
something that is an industry standard, | think there's a
fine line there where it goes over fromthe performance

nmeasure issue to how the OSS works and those things as

well. And sone of those things, when | think we cross
that line I'mgoing to suggest that we talk on the other
front as to how those things work, because at that point
-- | can only neasure what is, OK | can take questions

back to understand what different statuses are and those

things, but I'mnot going to try, froma performance
nmeasur e perspective, nodifications to our OSSs which ought
to be discussed in another realm

M5. BROMN: Sal, this is Francie Brown with

AT&T. Wouldn't there already be sone experience about
nmet hods and procedures in these types of situations, just
based on our resale custoners or on the other CLECs

cust oners?

MR. FIORETTI: There might be. And there
nm ght be sone, again, mght have been sonme training to
retail reps, for exanple, or, I'msorry, retail reps that

say "Here's the way the process works," O K., which m ght

be a way to train themon the process but not on the

speci fic what happens when this happens. So that, O K.,
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now | know sone nore about the process and | mght be able

to make sone nore infornmed deci sions versus here's what

happens when this custoner calls and does this.
I think some of those very specific
scenarios in terns of what's happening, as |I recall | ast

time | |ooked, and it's been a while since | |ooked at any

Mand P for those retail service centers, we're not going
down scenario by scenario.

In the case of training, there m ght be
sonme what-if scenarios in there, but nore likely it's:

"Here's what the process is like," so fromthere you can

make sone inforned decisions as to how to proceed, but not
necessarily identifying each of those.

MR. KERN. Ready to nove on? Take a quick

br eak?

Sal wants a break. Five ninutes.

(A brief recess was taken.)

MR. KERN:. Second issue, average FOC notice
interval. Where are we on that issue?

MR FIORETTI: I'Il give a synopsis of
where | think we are.

The M chi gan conm ssion had ordered a

neasure of FOC, one neasure of FOC was notice interval.

The CLECs perceived that this should be a parity neasure.
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| believe that the M chigan conmi ssion ordered it to be a

parity neasure

No, | think they gave it benchmark. So the
CLECs believe that this should be a parity neasure.
Aneritech thinks it should be a benchmark. Aneritech

t hi nks the benchmark that was established in Mchigan is

really not a realistic benchmark in this vein, and so
Aneritech did agree to include a disaggregation for
trunks. 1'd like to come back to that one as soon as
we' re done tal ki ng about this.

Ameritech has agreed to neasure unsolicited

FOCs and jeopardies as agreed to in Chio rather than FCCs.
Ameritech, there was a question fromthe
CLECs to report conpletion notices that didn't receive

FOCs as the FOCs. In going back and investigating this,

one of the things -- first of all, in Chio what | believe
we conmitted to do was to neasure separately as | think a
di agnostic the nunber of conpletion notices that occurred

wi thout a FOC being sent. But as | investigated further

inthis issue, | learned that part of the code that's
witten to send a conpletion notice, part of the code that
was witten at some point ago to send a conpletion notice

checked our database to see if a FOC went out, and then if

not, sent a FOC and then sent the conpletion

I am havi ng our devel opers go back through
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the code to make sure that that's still there. Fromny

perspective that would again -- that would tell me that,

O K., having this diagnostic neasure, that just checks to
see if that code is doing its job. And | don't have any
conpl etion notices that | sent out that didn't have FCCs

associated with them That woul d probably be sufficient

to say, "All right, I'mgetting zeros, | should have
zeros, and we've addressed that issue."

So in a sense we are agreeing to do that.
But really, | |ook at that as being progranmatic with

respect to the code that sends FOC back

MS. MOORE: Sal, Karen Moore with AT&T
Are you saying, then, that your proposal is to not have,
to not have a diagnostic neasure because, based on your

under standi ng of the code, it's not possible to send a

conpl etion notice wthout a FOC?
MR, FIORETTI: No, not at all. What |I'm
saying is that's why it would be a diagnostic kind of

nmeasure, and we woul d expect to be getting zeros. O K

And should we not find that we're getting zeros, we would
take that back in and investigate those.
I know that since the folks that | talked

to, the developers that | talked to, are running a report

to check, they're developing a query to check on this,

which I'"'mgoing to turn into this diagnostic neasure. You
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know, | have asked themto nmake sure that | can run that

monthly. So they didn't have any data to give ne to say

we have zero or we have 22 or we have three.
My sense is, using it as a diagnhostic
nmeasure, if | have, for exanple, 10,000 orders and | send

-- and | can cone up within this query zero, | know that

nmy code is working, is basically all it is telling ne. |If
| come up with 16 I"'mthinking, "Ch, there's a leak in
that code somewhere, | better go back and fix it," but
it's not aterrible problem But |I've got to go back and

fix it. It gives me a flag, you know.

If | see 2000, then |I'm saying, "OCh, ngjor
problem go back and address it." And as a diagnostic,
our expectation is -- it would be that this is not a

problem but it is a flag to say where you mi ght be

experiencing a problem and we can use it ongoing in that
manner .
Either we could use it as an ongoi ng

di agnostic measure or | could just inplenent it back into

the I'T monitoring of their code. But, you know, | would
agree at least for an interimtinme to say that should be a
di agnostic measure and we just publish it that way.

MS. CEGELSKI: Sal, | want to understand

what you were sayi ng about the system checking to nake

sure FOC goes out and the tinme the conpletion is done.
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If there was no FCC, it will send a FOC and

a conpletion in the sane batch process, or how --

MR, FIORETTI: You know, in terms of -- |I'm
sure they would go out effectively at very close to the
same tine, O K., but really, what Karen -- | think Karen

Ki nard had asked for this based on Bell Atlantic,

ef fectively what that does is kind of give us enbedded in
the neasure that we have the neasure of FOCs goi ng out and
bei ng counted as conpletion notices. So therefore, if the
code is still alive and working as it's supposed to, and

that's really what |I'mchecking out, it effectively gives

Karen what she wanted, but |'mnot reporting that
separately. |'mjust nonitoring whether it's working,
O K. Because to your point, they're going out.

MS. CEGELSKI: So we would have the tine

captured on that?
MR. FIORETTI: Right. So you would get a
FOC but it would be just as if | was using just a

conpl etion notice, because the tines are going to be very

nmuch the sane, if not identical
M5. CEGELSKI: Now, are you going to use
the tine that we discussed in Chio, not the tinme that

MORTEL is stanped but the time that batch is sent?

MR. FIORETTI: That's the other part of the

whol e FOC i ssue. There's three other itens with FOC t hat
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we need to address, that we, Aneritech, need to address.

The first part of FOC -- forgive nme, but |

was going to draw a little picture and hand it out and fax
it out to share with everyone, but not only the travel
fromlast night but the travel this norning kept nme from

doing that. | can probably draw it on a board here but

that's not going to do anything for the fol ks on the

phone.
So what do you guys think, draw it on the
board and then copy it and we'll send it out? Is that
O K ?
So those of you who were part of this
di scussion before will imediately be able to draw the

picture yourself. M picture is not going to be that good

anyway, SO you're not m ssing anything.

M5. CEGELSKI: \Which picture are we

dr awi ng?

MR. FIORETTI: I'mgoing to draw a rea
hi gh-1 evel picture of -- make sure that |'mdoing it
right --

M5. CEGELSKI: Are we just going to draw
the picture that the SVME cane in and tal ked about the

systens and the flow and where it's stanped?

MR FIORETTI: Right.

MS. CEGELSKI: So it will be the Rick
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Di shman pi cture?

MR FIORETTI: Right. The FOC, the way ED

works, O K., is that there is a VAN, a val ue-added
network, provider. There is a time when -- and |'m goi ng
to say GEIS to Aneritech, there is a time when we receive

an order, when we receive it via EDI, via VAN, GE

I nformati on Systens, GEIS.

We receive an envelope, if you will, that
contains nultiple PONs by trading partner or CLEC. There
will be, however many cone in. O K

This would be trading partner 1, trading

partner 2. W receive this. This is a little higher-
| evel picture.
Aneritech picks up mail. There is a

process by which we go and -- this works both ways, by the

way, on the inbound and the outbound transacti ons.
There is a time when we pick up mail and
where we put mail back in the mailbox for GEIS to send it

out to, back to the CLEC. O K So there is a tinme when

we pick up the mail.
This time isn't in our normal, in our
current FOC neasurenent. There is another time.

What we do with this nmail, we take al

these envelopes -- and I'mtrying to nake it descriptive

enough so the fol ks on the phone can understand what |'m
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saying. W take all these, let's say we've got three

envel opes, O K., fromthree different CLECs, three

different trading partners. The first one has got six
PONs in it. The second one has got four. The third one
has got two. Al right.

We take those, and then we take those

envel opes, we pick up the mail, and then we do an FTP

t hrough our translator. W take that, we take all of
those 12 PONs fromall of the different trading partners,
and we create one file with it, with 12 PONs in it. W

send it through a translator to get it in the format that

we need to get it to, to insert it in our database. W
take it from EDI -speak to, you know, service-order- MORTEL-
editability kind of speak

So then we take it through the transl ator

and it comes out on this end in a format that allows it to
be i nput into our database where it gets a tine stanp.
O K. The current neasure is -- and this is what was

uncovered in our discussions in Chio -- is that we use

this as receipt time. And then there's a process beyond
that. |1'mnot going to go any further on this part of it.
There's a process beyond there where all the edits then

start taking place and the order is input into the service

order system or, you know, fields an edit or severa

edits could be rejected or hit sonething that is designed



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

1165
to drop out for manual assistance, whatever. All those

t hi ngs happen beyond here.

This is just taking the order from our VAN
and putting it into Ameritech's hands to process.
Now, forever | was understanding that this

time is the tine | got it. A couple weeks ago in Chio we

went through this at a very detailed | evel and
understood there is two parts of this process that are not
bei ng nmeasured today. O K

That's the tine when it's first available

to us to the time when we pick it up, OK This is an EDI

function, and today we pick it up on a 30-minute -- by the
way, again |I'mtalking about the pickup side. This works
on the outbound side as well. So I don't know that we

need to do this whol e discussion over just for what goes

out, but it happens on both i nbound and out bound.
Every 30 minutes on the half hour we go
out .

MS. CEGELSKI: Is it on the half hour?

MR FIORETTI: That's what | under st and.
That's what |'ve been told.
M5. CEGELSKI: So that's coning back to the

30 minutes, com ng back to the CLECs on the half hour?

MR FlI ORETTI : It's 30 mnutes on the half

hour that we go out and pick up the nail, OK And that's
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t he design of the system

Now | ' m wor ki ng, because sonme of these

times | don't have. |'mgoing back to ny vendor here, GE
Informati on Systens, to get the tines. |'mworking to
devel op a proposal based on what's happening currently as

to what a neasurenent here would be as average tine to

pick up. 1'mjust going to say "pickup."
PHONE VO CE: | couldn't hear you
MR. FIORETTI: To pick up the mail.
MS. CEGELSKI: So it would be fromGCEIS to

the transl ator.

MR FIORETTI: FromCGElIS to the tine | pick

it up. So it's just neasuring that 30-ninute pool tine.

| expect -- | don't know this for sure -- but I'mgoing to
let it be the data. | would expect |I'mgoing to get
probably sone feedback that says we'll do a study that

says, "Well, this is going to be probably 14 to 16 ninutes

on average," because it seenms to ne when you've got a 30-

mnute interval that you receive things in a nornmal kind

of basis, you're going to end up probably right about 15
m nutes on average. Should be your average tinme, about,
to pick it up. I'mgoing to get sone data to support

what ever it should be, all right.

The first part of the FOC measurenent that

we' re not neasuring today, that we woul d suggest that we
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need to neasure, and agai n going back to find where al

these tinmes are, because this tine is not a tinme that |

have, this is CGEIS putting it in ny nailbox. The average
time to pick it up, I'mexpecting it's going to be around
15 m nutes.

So we need to create a neasure to say:

"Average time to pick up the mail," O K Because that's
not in the neasure today.

There is a second neasure here that says:
"Al'l right; how fast am| doing this whole translation

bi t?"

Now, that question, as | have talked to the
IT folks, is a little nore, a little bit nore involved to
answer. That you just can't say -- you can say if you're

just tal king about one of these. By the way, this is the

nmeasure on the envel ope level, OK , this first one. |It's
based on these envel opes, average tine.
But you could have nmultiple PONs in each

one of these envelopes. So it's purely based on the

envelope neasur e.

This one then takes it. It's creating its
file and it's taking it on a PON level. Now | can have
12, like I've shown here, or | can have 10, 000, dependi ng

on how nmany envel opes the CLEC sent at that particul ar

timte. OK And obviously it's going to take a lot nore
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time for the 10,000th order to get processed from when |

put it here than when | put the 12th one here. | nean it

woul d seem obvious to nme that it's going to take a | ot
| onger tinme.
So what nmy T folks have told me is that

we're really testing here -- what we really should be

testing here is: Are we processing orders through this
translator at the rate that we say we shoul d be processing
then? |In other words, if we say --

M5. KINARD: |I'msorry, what was the | ast

thing you said? W didn't hear you.

MR. FIORETTI: W had a clap of thunder
here. What | said was, what they have told ne is the
appropriate neasure to have here is: Are we living up to

the rate at which we have established that we are going to

process orders through this translator? And then the
nmeasurenent that we always did fromhere, then that nakes
sense taken by itself. This one makes sense taken by

itself. But this one becones a rate, a processing rate.

And that says: |If | said | could process a thousand,
2000, 3000 orders per hour, whatever it is -- | don't know
what that is yet -- they're coming back -- in fact, that's

bei ng devel oped in association with the whole third-party

test pieces, what are the processing rates, and it's a

part of the way you woul d assess capacity and so forth.
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If we advertise that -- let's just take a

t housand because it's easy. Let's assume that we can

process a thousand orders per hour, O K ? | would neasure
this rate. Am| processing a thousand orders per hour as
advertised, or aml only processing 500?

If 1"monly processing 500, then | am not

neeting this objective.

O K

So this nmeasurenent here woul d be based on
am | processing the amount of orders that | said | could

process, and that would acconmpdate the fact that if | get

10,000 orders in here -- again a thousand works because
it's easy to divide -- if | got 10,000 orders here dunped
intothis file and | say | can only do a thousand an hour

that would nean that this |ast one, this 10, 000th one down

here, really takes 10 hours to get through here, but | am
processing at the appropriate rate.
So I'm not being penalized for the fact

that whether it's coincidence or, you know, |I'm holding

orders or whatever, that | got 10,000 orders all at the
sanme tine, O K, in ternms of this average-response-tine
ki nd of neasure.

I'"'mgoing to do this one because it nakes

sense to say am| picking it up like I'm supposed to pick

t hem up, regardl ess of how nany are there? | pick up the
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envel opes and | create this file. OK., that's a

reasonabl e nmeasure to do average tinme to pick up or

average tinme to send out.
But this one, the average time isn't a
reflective neasure of the way the system this system is

architected, or any other systemfor that matter, because

this is based on sone expectation of processing rate.

O K., how fast can you process then?
Again, | don't know what the nunmber is. |'musing a
t housand because it's easy to divide, but that would tel

you that, here, if | have only got 12, sure I'mgoing to

go through this in, | don't know what a thousand divi ded
by an hour is, but I'mgoing to say, just for ease, |I'm
going to say |I'lIl go through themin probably [ess than 10

m nutes or two mnutes or whatever it is, whatever the

time frame is. That's when the |ast one would be here.
If | had 10,000 that came in at that point,
well, this one is not going to get through there for 10

hours. And that should be an expectation here, not a

penalty, because it did.
So that's the one end of this neasurenent
and what we woul d process to nmeasure on these two segnents

that we established in Chio that we are not neasuring

t oday.

MS. CEGELSKI: Well, in Ohio we had al so
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tal ked about there is a portion that is parity out from

when it goes into ASIS.

MR FIORETTI: I'mgoing to get to that.
M5. CEGELSKI: W had asked for having this
portion as a benchnark, having that send function as a

benchnark but having parity where parity is, for the FCC

I think we need the tinme frame. This wasn't captured
before, and the CLECs, we didn't realize that because the
rule for the business, for the FOC, states fromthe tine
you receive it, which is when you pull it fromGElS, you

have it, you owmn it, to the time that you send it again,

which is again when that whole return is done, and you
ship it out through the GEI'S agai n.
We are sitting here trying to establish

tinme franes because it's so critical for us to know when

these orders are com ng through so we know what to do with
t hese things and can make the commtnents to our
customers. And now there's additional tinme that, you

know, we want to take out of this? | am concer ned.

MR FIORETTI: Well, all I'm suggesting
here is that as we tal ked about establishing other
nmeasures to account for this tinme, that we would. And we

have t he benchnmark di scussion. Again we could then talk

about this piece, talk about this piece, talk about that

pi ece separately, but I'mtal king about the neasurenents
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t hensel ves.

M5. CEGELSKI: And all of those conponents,

inm mnds eye, give us our FOCtine, so it's not just
this little bit here, what you're averaging for 14 or 16
mnutes, and it's not just the translation processing tine

here, it's of the FOC. | have an order |I'msending to

you. What are you telling ne then, that it's ready? O
would it be a combination of both?

MR FIORETTI: Al I'msaying there is that
if it nmade sense, if it truly made sense to neasure this

one that way, | would say, you know, then we could talk

about addi ng these things up.
The best advice that | have that says how
to do this says that this is the way you neasure this

particul ar piece, which doesn't --

MR. COX: Hey, Sal?
MR FIORETTI: Yeah
MR COX: This is Rod Cox, MLeodUSA. |'ve

got a question.

MR, FIORETTI: OK
MR, COX: In the translator bucket, once it
| eaves the pickup or the mail box and goes into that

translator, is it partitioned out by CLEC or does it go

into one big file?

MR FIORETTI: It goes into one big file.
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MR COX: Well, how would you know

i ndi vi dual CLEC neasures for that processing tinme or that

processing rate? It sounds like we're getting all put
into one rate bucket.
MR. FIORETTI: W know, as | understand it,

we know the time it takes the first order to get through

that translator and the tinme it takes, you know, each PON
to actually be translated. But it goes in there as one
file. You know, it gets subnmitted to the translator, the
whol e transl ati on process is taking the PON information

individually and translating it to something that can be

used on the other end.
MR. COX: But how does it sequence what it
takes out of the mailbox? I1f, for exanple, three CLEGCs

enter a hundred orders at the sane tine into the nmil box,

how does it select --
MR FIORETTI: Wich one first?
MR COX: Yeah.

M5. CEGELSKI: That's a good question

MR. FIORETTI: That's a good question and
can't answer that, Rod. I'mgoing to -- | shouldn't even
guess. But | think, you know, it's going to have to do

with exactly how these things got received by GEIS on this

end and they're just --

MS. CEGELSKI: Is it first in, first out?
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MR COX: First in, first out.

MR FlI ORETTI : First in, first out.

MR. ANDERSON: LI FO or FIFO
MR, FIORETTI: Yeah
MR COX: It may not be an issue if the

processing rate is extrenely fast for 10,000 orders, but,

you know, it becomes an issue if it is |like you suggested
a while ago, that that |ast one gets 10 hours and the
first one gets two minutes, that's an issue.

M5. CEGELSKI: Well, and considering the 10

hours, if they're pulling every 30 minutes, there's going

to be nore dunped into that bucket. So we're always goi ng
to be behind if it's taking that type of a tine frane.
M5. FENNELL: Those were just

hypot heti cal s.

MR. FIORETTI: Again, those are just
hypot heticals. | nean, |I'mjust trying to deal with
nunbers that | could --

M5. FENNELL: Divide by.

MR FIORETTI: -- | could divide by.
MR COX: | was just going to say it nay
not be an issue unless it really truly is that I[ength of

del ay you're tal king about.

MR FIORETTI: Well, and again, what |I'm

suggesting here is the nmeasure itself in terns of what
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woul d be neasured and essentially how it would be neasured

and how these two things are truly different type of

nmeasures that you'd have in terns of what basically the
cal cul ation of the measure, what it would be. And again,
I went back to the SMEs to say what's the right thing to

do here.

MR. KERN:. |'m | ooking back at nmy notes
fromour last session, and help ne. M understanding is
this exercise is an attenpt to deterni ne what was to be
nmeasured at parity and what cannot be nmeasured at parity.

Is that correct?

MR FIORETTI: Right. And we would agree
that these two pieces --
MS. CEGELSKI: And we want that neasured.

MR FIORETTlI: -- would be neasured. This

is what we were going to suggest.
MR KERN:. So the mail box function and the
processi ng function --

MR FIORETTI: These are benchnark

neasur es.
MR. KERN: Aneritech woul d suggest are
benchmar k neasur es.

MR FIORETTI: R ght.

MR. KERN: Do the CLECs agree those are

benchmar k neasures?
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MS. CEGELSKI: Yes, we agree.

MR FIORETTI: | think they agree.

MS. CEGELSKI: Well, 1'd like to see the
whol e process tine framed for one order because you have
it in the envelope. 1Is the envel ope information

transferred over to a PON | evel ?

MR, FIORETTI: But | don't have it in the
envelope with a tinme stanmp here. Again, this is ny vendor
recei ved fromyour vendor. They got this envel ope.

M5. CEGELSKI: Well, I'mgoing to back it

up, though. Wen you get it over here in your flat file,

do you know whi ch envelope it conmes into?
MR FIORETTI: | don't believe | do.
That's part of the --

M5. CEGELSKI: |Is that being investigated?

MR. FIORETTI: It's being investigated.
MS. CEGELSKI: O K
MR FIORETTI: The best information | have

today is it does not. And then I've asked themto verify

t hat because again, this is sonething that the vendor puts
on, is going to have to tell nme what tine they nade it
available to me. Because, you know, it's like you're in

your house, all right, and what tinme did the actual mail

truck come and put the thing in your box? You don't know

but you went over there at quarter after 2:00 and picked



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

1177
themup, O K, and they got there soneti ne before

M5. CEGELSKI: But we know you're pulling

every 30 mnutes, and what we're asking for and fromthe
busi ness rules that define it is when you receive the
order. So we know you're pulling it every 30 ninutes.

MR, FIORETTI: Right. But | know I'm

pulling envelope 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 -- 1 don't know how they're
identified -- sone nunber.

M5. CEGELSKI: But from what we di scussed
before, | believe that everything that was at GEIS at the

time that you would do this pull was taken

MR. FIORETTI: Everything was taken. The
guestion is, can | identify back here which envel ope it
was in and what the tinme is associated with it.

M5. CEGELSKI: Right.

MR. FIORETTI: And | don't believe today
that | can, because |I'mgetting this number at an envel ope
| evel wi thout knowi ng anything about what was in it. |

know | got here from-- and | can know -- they tell ne |

can know who it came frombut | don't know what -- because
they're not | ooking inside of it, all right? Al | know
is | got envelope 1, 2, 3 fromtrading partner 1 at that

poi nt .

So | can neasure for CoreComm or AT&T how

qui ckly did | pick up your envel opes because | can
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identify, you and | can identify that | got an envel ope at

this time. | don't know what was in it at that point,

O K ?
So we're still investigating that but I'm
gi ving you what | know today, and based on again the

reasonably short turnaround that we've had between al

these things, I'mgiving you what | know today and what
' msuggesting as a nmeasure. And yes, John, we do agree,
| think, that these should be nmeasured as benchnark
neasures, O K ?

| can nove on to the other part of that but

| wanted to nmake sure we got this because | drewit so big
on that that it's very pretty.
MR GOULD: Rick Gould, Horizon.

A qui ck question: As far as you're to

provide the FOC within so nany days of receipt, we have to
have the order in by -- and I'mnot sure if it's three or
12 or whatever the tinme frame is now -- how does that play

into this picture? Is it at the tine of the GEIS? If we

get it to you at 2:30 into the GEIS, are we within that
day, or is it over here at this receipt tine that it's
recorded, which could be 15, 20, 40 hours later?

MR. FIORETTI: The way that the business

rule is set up today -- and | say that because | haven't

consi dered what we need to potentially do there -- the way
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the business rule is set up today and really the tine that

I'd have it truly available to ne in a format | can use it

is thetime | got it here. So that's the way it's set up
t oday.
MR GOULD: OK Soif | sendit to you

today, Thursday, at 11:10 or 10:50, you nay not have it

till Monday as far as you --

MR FIORETTI: It mght be 11:10 until |
get it here.

M5. CEGELSKI: Well, depending on your

batching time frane.

MR GOULD: And this.
MR FIORETTI: | mean it could be | got it
in here on the ninth mnute, so there's one mnute here

and it's one of very few --

M5. CEGELSKI: On the flip side, it could
still be on the first mnute, too.
MR FIORETTI: -- and |I've got close to a

m nute here and it could be, you know, 10:52.

MR GOULD: Right. But it could also just
mean your 10 hours --
MR. FIORETTI: It could just be 10,000, No.

10, 000.

MR GOULD: Right. OK

MR. FIORETTI: So again, that's why this --
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we believe that this is the appropriate neasure here, and

it doesn't translate well into the overall (a) because of

what you know about what's in all of those, and (b) how
this is architected and what to do with it.
But agreeing on a sense of what these

shoul d be individually, we think then we can agree on what

this ought to be and should be able to set sone
expectations on your part, reasonabl e expectations, as to
when to expect things back, again under --

M5. CEGELSKI: Personally, Sal, | think the

expectation woul d be the sanme thing that we've suggested.

Now we' re uncovering a whole group of time that we did not
know was invol ved because, you know, the neasurement that
we were reading in our tinme franes, we had thought it had

this whole thing fromwhen you picked it up all the way

t hr ough.
MR. FIORETTI: | had that same inpression
M5. CEGELSKI: So | don't think that
there's going to be any discussion -- and | can't speak
for the other CLECs -- but | don't want to give on any

other tinme fromwhat we've al ready recommended because now
we' ve uncovered sonething that wasn't measured, because

the tines that we have | don't think are acceptable to

start with. That's why we nade the reconmendations for

t he change.
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MR FIORETTI: Well, and all I'm suggesting

here is again that we have a neasure here and we establish

atime frane, and we have a nmeasure here based on
published or found or third-party tested capacity or
t hr oughput or whatever it is, and that's how we neasure,

OK ? That's really all I'm suggesting here, because

don't know what the nunbers need to be at this particular
date and time. |'m suggesting the neasurenents.

M5. MOORE: Wien | call in Ohio where Rick
D shman was showi ng the portion that is directly

conparable to retail, has Sal drawn that there?

MS. CEGELSKI: Yes, he has. He's done
pretty good.
MR FIORETTI: No.

MS. CEGELSKI: Onh, the side to retail?

MR, FIORETTI: No.
M5. CEGELSKI: No, we haven't gotten to
that point, but he's got all the way up to when it's

stanmped into MORTEL.

MR COX: ©Ch. OK.  MORTEL.
M5. CEGELSKI: So we've got to MORTEL.
MR FIORETTI: And I'mtrying to just

address these, Karen, as the beginning and end part,

depending on if you're going i nbound or outbound, and then

we'll talk about the niddle part.
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M5. CEGELSKI: W are only up to that point

at this tine.

MR. FIORETTI: Because we had suggested,
you know, a time and a time for these, and on
i nvestigation we found out, yes, a tinme is appropriate for

this and here's how we develop it and present it as a

proposal, and this one, however, should really be
presented in a different fashion, and that's really al
' msuggesting here, and that yes, we agree that it be
benchmar k/ benchnar k.

M5. MOORE: So we're tal king about doing a

benchmark from GEI S t o MORTEL?
M5. CEGELSKI: No. He's talking about
separating it --

MR. FIORETTI: Into two parts.

M5. CEGELSKI: -- into two separate
nmeasur es.
M5. MOORE: QO K. So instead of the one

nmeasure from GChio, we're tal king two neasures.

MS. CEGELSKI: Yes.
MR FIORETTI: R ght.
M5. MOORE: And we're going to neasure

those two neasures tw ce, inconming and outgoing; is that

right?

MS. CEGELSKI: W should be. W haven't
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gotten to the outgoing yet because it goes backwards with

the sane processes.

MR. FIORETTI: Yes, it goes back the sane
processes. | think that would be sonething that we have
to determine if it makes sense. You know --

MS. CEGELSKI: But, Sal, we need to have

that, because if the measurenent for FOC says fromthe

time that you receive to the time that you notify us --

MR FIORETTI: | wasn't going to disagree,
Mary

MS. CEGELSKI: O K

MR FIORETTI: | nmean |I'mjust saying that,
you know -- O K., well, 1'd |l eave that particul ar one open

but | think | agree with you that it would have to be

i nbound and out bound, O K., separated

M5. MOORE: So froma practical standpoint,
Sal, would you nake that two neasures with di saggregation
for inbound and out bound?

MR FIORETTI: R ght.

M5. MOORE: O would you meke it four
measur es?
MR FIORETTI: No, it would be inbound and

out bound di saggr egat ed.

M5. CEGELSKI: But you're tal king about

maki ng this inbound two separate neasures.
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MR. FIORETTI: Right. It would be two

neasur es.

MS. CEGELSKI: So the outbound would have
to go through the same process.
MR, FIORETTI: This would be No. 1 and it

woul d be in and out, and this would be No. 2 and it woul d

be i nbound and out bound.

But this is the part that's not being
nmeasured today, OK ? | just wanted to be clear about
that. This is the part that's not included at all in what

we' re neasuring today.

M5. MOORE: Mary, to this point does it
| ook reasonable to you?
Ms. CEGELSKI: Frankly, no. 1'mhaving a

problem | don't understand why you woul d not, when you

first get it into your translator, know which envel ope
those things cane from or having the capability to be
able to stamp it to which envel ope that that conmes from

because | see that it |ooks |ike what we had and what our

nmeasurenent for FOC was in the business rules would
contain this whole thing, and now we're chopping it up
into five different conponents.

And | also --

MR FIORETTI: Well, so far all 1've

suggested is two new conponents.
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M5. CEGELSKI: And | know, but the starting

point for the parity would be after it gets to MORTEL. So

there would be a portion of the current neasure that would
fall within this benchmark period, from ny understanding,
because it would go through your receiver, it would go

t hrough the processor, it would get stanped into MORTEL,

MORTEL woul d then go back up to the processor over to
ASIS. Wen it gets into ASIS and then goes into your
Legacy systens, that has the parity process.

Ri ght now your neasurement starts when it

gets to MORTEL. So it still is not -- I'mstill unclear.

MR FIORETTI: Well, the current
nmeasurenent is like this, it's this whole process in and
out. It's fromhere to here

M5. CEGELSKI: Right.

MR FIORETTI: OK So this is the only
part today that is not being neasured.
M5. CEGELSKI: Yes, but the parity process

is over part of that tine frane.

MR. FIORETTI: | know, and | want to go
intothat. I'mtrying to just talk about themone at a
ti me because ot herwi se the board's not big enough

So yeah, there's three conponents in tota

here, and yeah, there's this piece in here somewhere

downst r eam
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MS. CEGELSKI: And | think that -- and I'm

not an expert with the systens or with IT -- but to ne it

seens |logical that if you have an envel ope, you have
conponents that you're opening up fromthat envel ope,
sonmewhere they would stanmp it so that they know this cane

fromthat envelope. That seens logical to ne.

MR. FIORETTI: And all |I'msaying is today,
you know, based on the best | could get right now, is |I'm
told I do not have that information. | told themto go
back because it woul d make sense. However, what they've

also said to nme is that measuring this purely on the basis

of an expectation of an average tine is not an appropriate
measure for this function in the way the systens work.
I mean if | need to do --

MS. CEGELSKI: But | think it's a realistic

request fromthe CLEC to find out what our average tine is
that it takes for you to process an order to give nme an
FOC. It should not -- and maybe I'Il need you to explain

why you feel that it needs to be broken down in these

conmponent s.
M5. FENNELL: Well, | think part of it,
what happens, from mnmy understanding of |listening to Sal

here, is in that translator the response tine is

conpl etely dependent upon how nany orders we're getting

fromall the CLECs --
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MR FIORETTI: Fromall the CLEGCs.

M5. FENNELL: -- not our systens

performance necessarily, but how many orders we're
getting. |If we're getting average nunber of orders -- and
our systens should be designed to handle, you know, the

average nunber of orders and be scal ed for sone peaks, but

suddenly the volunes junp right up, or in different tines
of the nonth or special pronotions the orders are junping
up above the normal allowed for peaks that we've planned
for, we shouldn't get penalized because we got | oaded down

with orders, and this would capture that. It would

capture both processing you in a tinely manner and having
the appropriate capacity to process your orders, but also
capture those instances and still neasure on those

i nstances where we get the unexpected peaks.

MR. FIORETTI: Right, and not penalizing us
for the peaks. O, you know, nmaybe your system for
exanpl e, maybe yours runs in a batch nmode and you take

orders throughout the day and in the evening send them al

over. Well, if you send themall over and you send 10, 000
and sonebody el se sends 10,000, | nean then agai n what
we're saying is you're penalizing us for the way you're

doi ng your business, which is totally up to you, we don't

MS. CEGELSKI: Well, | think that nost of
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the CLECs were very surprised that you were pulling on a

30-mnute tinme frame and di scussion in Chio was "Let us

know what that time is so I'mgoing to send ny orders to
you at 25 after so you pick it up in a very short tine
frame."

MR. FIORETTI: Then you're assum ng there

that there's a whole process on this end that is however
you get to there, how your VAN would talk to ours and al
the rest, so again there's --

M5. CEGELSKI: But we can control that by

wat ching the statistics fromthe time our systemsent it

out to the tinme that we would hopefully get an FOC so it
doesn't sit at GEIS for a long tine period, because we
want to be able to give our custonmers the response of when

this activity is going to happen sonewhere close to where

your retail custoners who are still on the phone, and
before that end user hangs up, that end user knows when
that Aneritech technician is coming out. That's what

we're trying to get.

And | understand that because of the
rel ati onship on the whol esale side of this and the ED
process, there's time involved to make that -- that won't

give us that particular parity, but we want to keep this

at a mininmumso we have the quickest possible response for

our custoners.
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MR FIORETTI: | understand, and | don't

di sagree. The intent is to architect the systens and to

gi ve you the quickest possible response. It's also to --
you know, maybe we need to reevaluate this in terns of the
times. | don't know that today, standing here, but I

would tell you that these are the two neasurenments that we

woul d suggest are nost appropriate for these functions,

for the very reason that they are different and they're
nore of a function of -- and certainly this one is -- of
the infrastructure of how you get orders versus when do

actually have themin ny hand to work with them O K ?

So | think that nmakes this one still a
valid piece part of the neasure.
MS. CEGELSKI: Well, no, because then that

particular neasure, if you're leaving it as it is today,

is not going to -- it contains a conponent that's parity
and a conponent that's not, and what we would Iike from
CoreCommis fromthe tinme that it's stanped into the ASIS

or ASON systemall the way up fromthe time that you

receive it as one neasurenent. O at |east we want to
know what that tinme takes and we want to know what the
parity time takes.

And then on the flip side is once that

MORTEL system again is notified from ASON back out all the

way through to when you send that envel ope back from GEI S,
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on how long that takes. | think slicing it this way stil

gives me a -- I'munconfortable with it because | fee

that there's portions that are going to be m ssed.
MR. COX: This is Rod Cox, MLeodUSA.
I think the only way you're going to get

true parity here is if the Anmeritech retail side would go

t hrough the GEIS.

M5. CEGELSKI: Well, no, there is parity
with portions of the process. After it hits MORTEL,
MORTEL updat es ASON, ASON goes into their Legacy systens.

That ASON into the Legacy systens is a parity process that

hits all their retail side. So that |I believe we should
be measuring on parity.
The other, the transnission side, their

processing side, isn't parity. | agree with that, it

shoul d be a benchnmark. But | need to capture the whole
time as not just sections of it or conponents of it,
because from what | see here there's going to be

additional tinme not captured fromwhen you get mny order

until | receive my FOC. And | just want to be assured --
and | don't have a confort level at this noment -- that
all that time has been captured.

MR FIORETTI: Well, I think -- and again,

based on the conversations that | have -- |'m now

confident that, based on the way we would do this, we
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woul d capture all of the conponents of tine and be

nmeasuring them and be measuring them at the appropriate

ki nd of neasurenent.
You know, | do have that confort level. |
don't know what some of the answers are with respect to

how long it takes. If it would be prudent to do so, you

know, | can take this back, which was, you know, not ny
intention in ternms of howto explain this, and bring the
SMEs here to talk nore -- here or el sewhere -- to talk
nore about this proposed neasurenent and how to do it.

This is where we would stand in ternms of

our proposal as a neasurenent of these functions today,
and again, obviously it's mnus what should be the tine
and what should be the rate.

M5. CEGELSKI: Then are you suggesting

this --
MR FIORETTI: And I'll go on now beyond
there as soon as | can kind of wi pe this one clean and go

to the next one. But, you know, | don't want to w pe it

clean or stop talking about it until --
MR. GOULD: |'ve got one other question.
M5. MOORE: Karen Moore from AT&T. | just

want to be sure that | have a clearer picture in nmy head

of what you're saying.

You' ve got the envel ope pickup tinme as 1:00
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P.M

MR FIORETTI: Right.

M5. MOORE: And you've got the envel ope
unfolding tinme or opening tine as another piece.
MR FIORETTI: R ght.

M5. MOORE: And we know that the envel ope

time roughly is on the half hour.

MS. CECELSKI: Right.

M5. MOORE: But we don't know what the
envel ope opening part time frane is, first of all because

it's dependent upon how many orders are in the envel ope,

and on top of that, Sal hasn't had a chance yet to get
sort of the average tine frane.
Does that capture pretty nuch what you

said, Sal?

MR FIORETTI: Well, | haven't gotten the
results of any study that says what's the average tine to
pi ck up the envel opes from GEIS at this point.

M5. MOORE: OK So we're still waiting

for tine frames for your proposed benchmarks, as it were,
for those two pieces?
MR. FIORETTI: Right. Because the

processing rate, | think, is going to be an output in sone

fashion of the third-party test as to what truly are we

processing at, is that processing rate appropriate. |
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nmean |'mnot sure what the answers or what even the

guestions are necessarily, but | know I'll end up with

here's the published processing rate tested by KPMG
here's what we're going to verify that your processing
rate is.

M5. MOORE: OK So I'mjust trying to

seek to understand here. You're suggesting that during
the third-party test, before we ever set a benchnark you'd
have KPMG | ook at those two processes to see what the
benchmark shoul d be?

MR FIORETTI: Well, I'msaying that |

m ght go into this neasurenent with what we say -- you
know, they're devel oping the specific nunmber | need right
now, but that will be validated and/or |I'm not sure what

the process and testing will be, but that process rate

will be validated or nodified by virtue of what KPMG
actual |y does, you know, through their validation of our
processing to make sure that we've got the right thing

here. And then, you know, an understandi ng what that is,

if that's two orders an hour, | think that's probably
goi ng to be considered not acceptable and we have to make
some changes to make it better. |If it's X nunber of

orders an hour which, you know, ranks up with what al

everybody el se kind of does in this kind of world, then

think that's acceptable, and the idea is, hey, we're in an
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acceptable range in terns of processing capability and so

we' re processing things at an appropriate rate. W' ve got

enough capacity and it's scal abl e such that we can nodify

that as is necessary to make sure that we can continue

t hat .

So that becones independent, saying, al
right, | got the rate and I'll nonitor that rate, and
whet her it's how do you keep that up, again, |I'mnot sure

how that's going to happen. But | would suggest that |
woul d initially propose what this is and nmeasure to what |

think it should be or is, and then through the third-party

test that nunmber will be validated, nodified, whatever, by
virtue of that test process.
But | do think | can plug sonething in here

in a very short period of tine. It won't be what's a

val i dated nunmber but it's going to be sonething that |
woul d say here's ny published processing rate, here's what
I"'mtelling you it could be.

M5. CEGELSKI: Can you also check to see if

Ameritech has the ability to include the envel ope that
that particular FOC PON canme into when it hit the flat
file?

MR. FIORETTI: Yeah, that's a question |I've

al ready asked themto go back and verify. \Wat they've

told me today is no, but --
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M5. CEGELSKI: But did they tell you that

they don't do it today or did they tell you they can't do

it? Those are two different things.
MR. FIORETTI: They told nme they can't do
it today.

M5. CEGELSKI: They can't do it

MR. FIORETTI: Right. And again, because
this is information that my vendor is providing ne, as
understand it, what happens is, you know, let's say
anot her VAN gives themthe envel ope. They get envel opes

-- you know, this is a GEI'S, this is an ED provider that

does EDI for any nunber of different custonmers for any
nunber of different applications. They do some processing
on their own that says, O K., this is an envelope, this is

Aneritech's envelope; 1'd better go put it in Areritech's

box and puts it there. Again, so | don't know --
M5. CEGELSKI: The sinplistic viewthat |'m
| ooking at is, you know, when I go to ny nail box and

open up an envelope, | know what's in there.

MR. FIORETTI: So you know when the mail man
got there.
M5. CEGELSKI: No, |I'mnot saying that.

What |'msaying is that when | open an envel ope, | know

what the conponents of that envelope are. So if |I've got

t hree pieces of paper or if |I've got four, | know when |
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MR FI ORETTI
guesti on pending. So can |
this?

MR GOULD:

MR FI ORETTI

MR GOULD:

What happens in a nmanual situation?

the MORTEL or is that stil

MR FI ORETTI

Thank you.

1196

And |'ve already got that

nove on to the other end of

Qui ck question.

th, | forgot.

This is the EDI.

Does that cone in at

In a manual situation it

cones in here on a fax, and | understand the process is to

say when we take it off -- we've got a clerical function

here that sits by the fax machi nes.

They pull these off

the fax machine, take the fax tine and then put it into

MORTEL at that tine.

So it's not the sane.

much differently.
manual process to do this,

that's in here is the tine.

M5. CEGELSKI :

received tinme?

MR. FI ORETTI :

MS. CEGELSKI :

MR. FI ORETTI :

the sane. And that's why |

It's handl ed very

It's a manual process, and it's a

but I'mconfident that the tine

And they use the fax

Ri ght .

O K

So it is different but it's

say this is an appropriate
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measure when you start |ooking at the different flavors,

Mary, you know, in and of itself, but you' ve got to

capture sonme of those other tines, then you' ve got to
capture are you doing it like you said you were going to

do it in an appropriate fashion. So regardless of vol une

M5. CEGELSKI: Well, I'mjust going back
just to the business rules for FOC, you know, fromthe
time you receive to the time that you send back your FOC
So when it sits in GEIS, | don't care, that's a probl em

with GEIS. It could be our VAN or whatever else up front.

But when you pull that, however every 30 mnutes that you
pull it, we should know that you did this at 10:30 A M,
you pulled this envel ope, this envel ope had this nmany PONs

init. | should know fromthe tinme that you do that pull,

and that's not a GEIS thing, | don't think, it's an
Aneritech pulling this envelope. You know when you pul
it.

So fromthe time you pull it through the

time it takes this whole process here through the time and
that portion of what we currently have as an FOC neasure
is what | consider the benchmark, and that's the tinme it

takes for you to receive it. Even when we're talking in a

manual node you're capturing the time that that fax was

received. That's the appropriate tine. That's when you
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got ny order. And then whatever tine it takes clerically

to get into the systemis the processing tine sinmlar to

-- in a very high-level view-- to what it takes from when
our GEIS envelope is pulled by you till it gets entered
into MORTEL.

MR. FIORETTI: Again, |1'd fall back into

what -- on what we think the nore appropriate nmeasure is.

MS. CEGELSKI: Yeah, | would |ove to be
able to -- if you could bring a SME in, |'ll bring ny SM,
t oo.

MR. FIORETTI: Have we got this on paper

enough so that we can --

M5. CEGELSKI: Yes.

MR FIORETTI: | think | can re-create it,
anyway.
M5. CEGELSKI: In your sleep probably, Sal
MR FIORETTI: So we can send it to the
f ol ks.

But | want to tal k about that back end.

M5. CEGELSKI: 1'd like to talk about the
m ddl e portion, too.
MR FIORETTI: Well, just I'mtalking about

here this return trip.

M5. CEGELSKI: O K. That sounds good

MR. ANDERSON: We're erasing the board.
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MR FIORETTI: OK So now we're going to

start in the MOR dat abase, and --

MS. MOORE: Sal, this is Karen Moore.
Coul d you say that sentence again, please?
MR. FIORETTI: Now we're going to start

wi th the MORTEL database and | ook at the round trip, if

you will, fromthe MOR database out to create the order,
at that point determning reject or -- because the other
thing is, this all happens for several different neasures,
O K ? And so when you're tal king about this round trip,

what you're saying is you need to understand what PON this

isif it eventually got rejected and neasuring it
individually. So it's a little nore conplex than just
saying, you know, what's in the envel ope.

So now we've got the MOR database, and

know Ri ck went through |ike about three different series
of edits when he did his analysis, but 1'mgoing to try to
keep it sinple and say there's this bucket of edits and --

M5. MOORE: You're going to keep it sinple

and what ?
MR, FIORETTI: There's edits that once it
gets into the MORTEL dat abase, there's edits that occur

M5. MOORE: O K

MR FIORETTI: Some of the edits are just

formand sone of the edits are formand structure and can
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| reject the order and are there basic valid things about

the order and the components of the order. There are

others that are a little nore in-depth in terns of the
quality of the information and going out to check
preorder-type systens and validate tel ephone nunbers and

so forth and so on. There are several different kinds of

edits. I'mgoing to put themall in one bucket, OK.,
here, because in nmy view, again | got the EDI process
here, O K , and at the back end of this | got the -- at
the very left-hand side of this picture | got the CLEC

representative who took the order, and in my view, the

parity comparison -- the basic parity conparison is
t here.
The idea is that the CLEC rep ought to be

able to do the functions that the retail rep can do to

generate the information that's required to popul ate an
order back at this end, and they go through talking to the
customer, they have their own edits that go back and forth

based on the CLEC systemthat sits in between here.

There's all kinds of things that happen at that |evel, and
this is the true one-for-one parity conparison
There is a function at the back end of

these edits. Let's assune that sonme of these generically

fall out to be rejected, OK ? They fail edits and they

are rejected, automatically rejected. These then start



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

1201
the return path through this ED function and the sane

thi ngs take place on the translator level, and so forth.

So this trip, this round trip transaction
is measured on a reject to, back to that same point, a
time stanp in a MOR database. That's why | stopped it

here.

M5. CEGELSKI: O K. Because it stopped
right there. It doesn't include rebatching and re-
envel oping or dropping it into the mail box.

MR, FIORETTI: OK. So that the two

nmeasures with two di saggregations on this end is the

i nbound and out bound processing on this side, OK ? This
isn't the parity conparison, this is areject. This is a
validation of the work that's been done on this end, O K. ?

MR. KERN. Sal, you nentioned the round-

trip reject. Does the round trip start and stop at the
MORTEL line or is it all the way through?
MR FIORETTI: No, it's right here at the

MORTEL dat abase tine stanp.

M5. MOORE: Patty, is that you?
MS. COUGHLI N:  Yes.
MR. FIORETTI: So this is the tinme stanp

for the MORTEL dat abase, that round trip.

There is also the function where we go off

to ASON to generate an order, and that's really what Mary
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i s saying, and when that happens that says |'ve passed al

my edits -- O K, here -- passed all nmy edits, | got this

sliver of tine where I'mgoing to input that data -- in
fact, inputting that data isn't even, in and of itself, a
parity comnparison because when a retail rep who has direct

access to these things inputs the data, they'll input al

the data, hit the button, and they' Il get a red, | think
or sonething that says this piece is wong, they' Il fix
t hat .

M5. CEGELSKI: They have on-line edits

directly into ASON

MR. FIORETTI: They'll do it again and
they'Il fix it and they'll fix it and they'Il fix it, and
then at sone point where they're ready, they've got

everything fixed -- in this case which it comes out of the

edits -- they'll hit the button one last tine, and that
m ght be, depending on the rep and the order, the first
time, it nmight be the 10th time, you know, depending on

how good they are in doing that, that they would hit the

button, OK , they'd push this button and say it's ready.
ASON takes it, sends it downstream as a service order, and
sends them back a transaction that says -- Jeff, what does

it actually say?

MR. BERTON: It goes into 1:00 P.M

MR FIORETTI: Well, yeah, but this says
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transacti on successful or sonething like that.

MR. BERTON: Yes.

M5. CEGELSKI: So then the service rep does
know t hat that order has been successfully sent?
MR FIORETTI: Right. And this is like,

you know, |'m saying inmediate, but 1'Il just for

practical say it's a one- to two-second thing, O K ?

MS. MOORE: Sal, this is Karen More from
AT&T.

Patty Coughlin just joined us. Can you

give me 10 seconds to tell her where we're at?

Patty, Sal is presenting the infornmation
he's gathered on the FOC process.
MS. COUGHLIN: O K

MS. MOORE: Wiere he's at so far is in the

front and in the back there are two pieces. The first
piece is how often does Ameritech pick up the envel opes
from GEI S and does that process work the way they expect

it to, which is every half hour.

The second piece is taking those envel opes
and opening them up and doing the processing that's
involved in that. Aneritech's position is that's not part

of the parity conparison because the process tine is

dependent on how nmany orders are in the envel ope, and now

Sal is tal king about the niddle piece where they're
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actual ly processing the opened-up orders.

MS. COUGHLIN. O K., thanks.

M5. MOORE: Thank you
MR FIORETTI: O K So we've done the
edits, we've gotten rid of the rejects that we've got

t hrough what ever process there. Now we're tal king about

the function that we would agree at some point in this
whol e process the objective is to create a service order
So at some point in that process there is some function
that we would agree is the sane function being done on the

resale side as in the whol esale side. W don't disagree

with that in terns of a parity conparison.
The function, however, is this sliver of
ti me back here when we know we've got all the right

informati on and we hit the button and the order gets

accepted and we get a response back sayi ng "order
accepted.” And | think that's where we all agreed the
function that says, all right, this function right here,

yeah, if you were to say this is really the parity

conparison -- all right? -- this little one- or two-
second function in here this person is doing, this person
isnot. Soit's the piece of that that's not in this one.

The rest of this is carrier to carrier, how

this whole thing works in terns of how | need to recheck

all the orders, check the databases, check the tel ephone
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nunbers, check the CSRs, all this stuff that is al so done

back here in both of these functions, but the real

conpari son where the custoner is on the phone is back
here. W should be able to do all those functions to
check all those things and reserve all that stuff.

Then we've got this piece in between. This

is because we're doing this as a whol esal e envi ronnent and
third-party kind of thing and we don't have direct access
to this because, if you took this and said, "Do you have
direct access to this?" you' d be pushing a button right

there, right?

Mary, |'mthinking about you because | know
you understand this process.
M5. CEGELSKI: Well, it also goes into the

ASON system goes off into your Legacy systenms for WAFA,

for your tel ephone assignnments.
MR FIORETTI: But that's all done from
here in terns of edits, in these edits to make sure that

what |'ve got is accurate and valid. At such tine that I

know | got accurate and valid information, | push the
button, it goes to ASON. Those are functions that exist
within ASIS. Those preorder functions are the sane

preorder functions that you're accessing from back here,

and those happen --

M5. CEGELSKI: | have conflicting
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i nfornati on, because fromwhat we were told by Rick, it

goes from ASON to your Legacy systens.

Karen and Patty, do you renenber that
conversati on?
MR FIORETTI: Yes, it does. That's how

they get in to do a tel ephone nunber check

M5. CEGELSKI: So it's not part of the --

MR FIORETTI: It's all happening in the
filling out of the formthat | have to do to fill out the
order, OK ? And/or when | get that formof the order,

that's all being do | have this field No. 1, is this a

valid field, is it the right nunmber, does it fit. Those
are all part of the edits. Yeah, you're right.
But then at some point where | enter the

order, at sone point | know |l got all the right

information and | say, all right, going to generate the
order.
Now, all of this checking likely happened

back here, too, hopefully happened back here, too.

M5. CEGELSKI: Well, it did. W go through
our preorder systemand we'll check even on tech
availability or whatever we can do, but because of the

inherent tinme frame -- and this is one of the concerns

that we have -- inherent tine frame for this, we don't get

anything confirmed until it hits ASON
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So you nay have a |l ot of orders that cone

t hrough that gate before then and now there's no tech

avai |l abl e.

So when | originally amon the phone with

nmy customer saying, "Going for

preorder, |ooks |like we

could do this Wdnesday," | send that order now, we tine

our order to be hitting your batch just five mnutes

before you pull it, this tinme that's inherent through our

process tine, which we don't know how long that's going to

take, but when it finally hits ASON, there's no techs

avai | abl e anynore. Now | have to go back and talk to ny

custoner and say, "You know, we nmade a ni stake."

MR. FI ORETTI :

Do you do due date

avai lability and due date reservati on back here?

MS. CEGELSKI :

MR FIORETTI:

and forgive ne for the nunber

Yes.

If 1

receive the order --

because | don't know the

nunber -- within X time of that due date reservation, O K

-- and when | say | receive, when | receive it back here

-- and it's not a small nunber

t he nunber is?

MS. CEGELSKI :

MR, Fl ORETTI :
you that tine.

MS. CEGELSKI:

, it's -- do you know what

Sal ,

O K

Let

it's four hours.

' m going to guarantee

me go back and say how
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long is it going to take for that process tine? W

haven't even -- you're saying four hours fromthe tine we

pull it until the tinme it gets stanped into MORTEL.
MR. FIORETTI: That's all I'msaying. This
time we just tal ked about that | said would be maybe 15

m nutes and the X --

MS. CEGELSKI: Well, it is the Xthat's
bot hering ne, Sal, frankly.

MR FIORETTI: As long as this is within
four hours, I'll override and give you that information

OK? 1'll give you that data.

And | think that nay be sonething we need
to look at in ternms of the tine frane. But all 1'm saying
is that again |'mtal king process here. So we've got

controls in place that says, hey, we think we've got a

sufficient X here. 1t says four hours. W should be able
to get that darn thing
Fromthe tine we get it here -- actually

fromthe tine you reserved it to the time that we get it

here, but of course the |longer you sit on it in that tine
frane, it eats up sone of that tine.
M5. CEGELSKI: | understand that. But our

goal is not to -- it's to get the m ninum anount of up

front on our end.

MR. FIORETTI: Cbviously we need an X there
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just to say yeah, you can't send us an order just because

we reserved the due date on Tuesday, you can't send us an

order on Wdnesday and expect to give it the same due
date. So | nean this is kind of a requirement of doing
busi ness.

MS. CEGELSKI: | think that's a reasonabl e

expectation, yes.

MR FIORETTI: So now if we want to
validate that X in terns of this process, | think we need
to know nore about it in terns of the picture | just took

of f the board.

But it's a reasonabl e expectation to say
"Hey, we're going to give you the due date as |ong as you
get it to us within X" Wat we're saying --

MS. CEGELSKI: | want to read -- and

pl ease, Patty and Karen, keep me honest here because these
are ny notes fromwhen Rick was there. | have the
envel ope from GEI S goes into the translator, where it is

parsed into a flat file. The flat file is sent to the

receive system The EDI format edit is done there. The
receive systemtransnits the 997 transaction. Wth a
positive 997, the order is sent to MORTEL. It is date and

time stanped.

Once it is in MORTEL, the service rep can

see the order. MORTEL sends the file to the processor
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In the processor the basic edits are done. There are

about 90 basic edits. These are at a high level and do

not edit the specific line items. Qur order can be
rejected at this point. Oders can also drop to nanual
here.

When the basic edits are successfully

conpl eted, a service order is generated in ASIS. The next
set of edits performed at the cross field are the cross
field edits. Here a CSRis pulled and the order is
conpared to the CSR. Due dates and general facility is

checked at this point. Oders can drop to manual at this

poi nt al so.
MR FIORETTI: | think what they're saying
there is, they filled out an ASIS screen and pushed the

but t on.

MS. CEGELSKI: No, this is our orders.
This isn't a retail.
MR FIORETTI: |'mjust saying at that

point, and this was ny -- | just wanted to stop you

because at that point they have been able to take all that
i nfornati on and say that basically we got good infornation
her e.

Now |l et's start popul ating these fields.

Then let's go through and do the other checks that say --

M5. CEGELSKI: That's done in ASIS, though
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MR. FIORETTI: That's the way. | nean

that's the way you do those preorder functions of

checki ng.
M5. CEGELSKI: But my understanding, in
order to get that done a service order is created in ASIS,

because they've already got the high | evel okey-dokey that

what we're sending is good

MR. FIORETTI: They didn't create a service
order yet. They popul ated the screen. And now --

M5. CEGELSKI: Karen and Patty, do you

renenber that discussion when that service order was

created?
M5. COUGHLIN: | agree with what you said,
Mary. | thought the service order was created when our

order gets to MORTEL.

MS. SCHNEI DEW ND:  Excuse nme a mnute,
Patty. Wen you speak on the record, can you identify
yoursel f, please

M5. COUGHLIN: Patty Coughlin, AT&T

MR FIORETTI: Again as | went over this
again with Rick, as | understand it, what we're doing
there is filling out the screen or screen i mage, and then

going off and doing the edits oursel ves.

MS. CEGELSKI : It went further on and said

once it's in and the service order is created, it can drop
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to manual at that point, too. ASIS |ooks into the Legacy

system for information. These Legacy systens include

SAMs, WAFA - -
MR. FIORETTI: ASIS doesn't do that. W
kick that off from MORTEL through ASIS. That's the

access, OK ? W kick that off. W still have control of

that whole thing. W kick that off. That's the way you
get -- | nean those things are accessed through an ASI S
function.

M5. CEGELSKI: Then it goes on and says

that once the edits are successfully conpleted, ASIS

notifies MORTEL of a positive 855, and that end stanps the
FCC.
MR FIORETTI: Right. That's this piece.

O K Once | have validated all of that stuff, | push the

button and ASIS notified ne that the order accepted.
Because before that all I'"'mdoing is just typing it on the

screen and |'m going off and doi ng manual checks, O K., of

t hat dat a.

So | don't know that what we're describing
is that different. | think there's probably a I evel of
detail that certainly Rick said in our discussion -- and

how he said it or whatever he said, you know, is being

interpreted differently by us. And | did reviewit again

with himjust yesterday to nmake sure that, again, | was on
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board with what's happeni ng here.

I mean he agrees. | think we agreed

previously that here is when we're pushing the button,
we're getting the response. And if that were over here,
O K., then we'd have a direct appl es-to-apples conparison

over here, O K ? Because all of the edits that you'd be

doing you're replicating to sone degree, and all we're
doing is checking themto nake sure.

M5. CEGELSKI: Well, no, because the
service rep does her edits up through the system here.

Qur service rep, when they have our custoner on our phone,

does edits through a different process.
So when we're tal king about the edits that
the Retail Division goes through versus the edits that our

order goes through, it's the retail reps edits happen

here, at a different tine than the edits froma CLEC rep
who is on the phone with our custoner at that point.
So the conparison, you need to nove the

retail rep up to the edit section here.

MR FIORETTI: Well, | think there's nore
to that conversation. | would suggest it's back here,
think. | think they're doing the sanme edits.

TELEPHONE VO CE: You're breaking up

MR FIORETTI: | think they're doing the

sane edits, they're doing themin potentially different
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ways, potentially different order, but accessing the sane.

M5. CEGELSKI: But, Sal, if we're doing the

sanme edits, then why do we have to re-edit?
MR, FI ORETTI : Because | --
MS. CEGELSKI: So there is a difference in

the edits there

MR, FIORETTI: Because | have to make sure
we' re doing them and nake sure | can put theminto the
system because if | get a field that's not right, | can't
take it.

MS. CEGELSKI : | understand that.

MR. ANDERSON: Mary, excuse me. For the
reporter's sake try to speak one at a tine.
MR. FIORETTI: So our perspective is, yes,

there is this slice in time where there is a parity

function being performed. What we suggest is two things:
No. 1, that this whole parity function is
included in this round trip neasuremnent.

Ms. CEGELSKI: Can you repeat that?

MR. FIORETTI: The neasurenent of that
function, OK , let's just humor me for a mnute
MS. CEGELSKI: O K

MR FIORETTI: This one to two seconds

that's out there -- might be subseconds, | don't know

exactly what it is -- this tinme is included in this.
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If this is a five-hour round trip that I'm

trying to make here, part of that fives hours is one to

two seconds. The round tripis fromthe tine stanp in at
t he dat abase, and the tine stanp when it's going out bound,
O K ?

If that is the conparison |I'm nmaking, that

t wo- second slice or one-second slice or whatever we
determne it is, is actually included in that round-trip
nmeasurenent fromtime stanp in MORTEL inbound to tine
stanmp outbound. It's in there. It's a very snall part of

that, but it's in that neasure in total.

M5. CEGELSKI: Well, | agree that it's in
there. | don't know how rmuch of a slice it is.
MR FIORETTI: |I'mgetting to that. | just

wanted to make sure |'m progressing down in steps that,

you know, | don't know about AT&T for exanple. The two
seconds is in there. | mean | think it's relatively
obvi ous, but | just want to make sure that we're all on

the sane page with what |'m expl aining.

Patty or Karen, or Karen from MCl, do you
guys agree? Maybe | wasn't |oud enough
Karen or Karen or Patty from MCl and AT&T,

| mean -- are you guys agreeing that that parity function

that one- or two-second function, is in the five-hour or

X-hour round trip fromtine stanp into MORTEL to tine



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

1216
stanmp out of MORTEL?

M5. COUGHLIN: I'msorry, Sal. This is

Patty. It's very difficult to hear you guys. You're
br eaki ng up.
But if | understood your question, you

know, | guess we're still, based on the conversation that

we had in Chio, all of this, the data points that you're
nmeasuring, the FOC neasurenents are still coning out.

Wth each neeting we have | think we're learning a little
bit more. So | don't know if you already addressed this,

Sal, but the proposal that we nade in Chio was to have

three separate nmeasures
MR FIORETTI: And really, I'mgetting to
that, but I'mtrying to lay the groundwork for what our

position is here, that we woul d suggest that, yes, there

is a neasure that we should nake fromthe mail box pickup
neasur e.
Then there's anot her nmeasure that has to do

with processing rates, that is, processing through the

transl ator rate.
Then there is a third neasure that we would
suggest is time stanp to MORTEL through the process and

back out, tinme stanp in MORTEL on the outbound. And al

we're saying right nowis there is a sliver of time in

there that is a parity function that, yes, it includes.
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And what |'m going to suggest is that here

we have got a one- or two-second tinme in this whole round

trip here that we have established.
M5. CEGELSKI: We're assuming or you're
assunming it's a one or two.

MR, FIORETTI: OK. That's why | said

humor me for a minute. It's a one- or two-second tine
that's within that neasure. And all | asked you was: Do
you agree that it's in there?

| think it's in the time frane.

What |' m suggesting is that this measuring

of this piece is something that is, you know, we went back
to our -- | mean this happens at an ASI S-ASON level. OK
In our production systemwhen we first went

back to request "Can you put in sonme code to neasure

this," they said yes, "It'll take nme till Decenber." W
think that's not good enough and we're going to go back
and do it.

What we coul d suggest, maybe we could do a

study at whatever fashion -- we'll bring in a third party
if that's appropriate, or whatever -- we'll establish a
study and say, "Let's neasure."

I think we can do this on the whol esal e

side relatively easy because we've got the interface where

we can put a timer in to say "Wen did we push the button
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and when did we take it out?" They've got to go back into

the Legacy system and put some code in there to do that,

and they tell us that that code isn't in there today.
O K
But we'll find a way to neasure this. Al

right, we'll find a way to prove that this (a) is a very

short period of tinme, and (b) does discrininate against
the CLECin that it is a parity process. But froma
nmeasur enent perspective, we woul d suggest that we don't
need anot her neasurenent. We'Ill do a study that says,

hey, we'll do this with KPM5 we'll do it however, we'l

prove to you, you know, we believe this is, yes, it is a
parity function. Yes, when we send this screen and when
the service rep hits the button, we suggest that the tine

shoul d be very close. And they're going to be in the

range of zero to two seconds, depending on obviously
system constraints. There are sone tines when it might be
| onger, sonetinmes when it night be shorter, but regardl ess

of that, the CLEC request, when we push the button and the

whol esal e request isn't going to be different at this
point, done at the sane tine in the day, on the same day,
and that it's already included in this measurenent. So,

you know, this neasurenent ought to be, this round-trip

nmeasur enent ought to be the neasure by which we live to.

We do recogni ze that you have a need to know whet her or
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not this is a discrimnatory process on the parity side,

and we expect that we'll be able to do a study to prove

t hat .
But to inplenment sonething ongoi ng that
collects every tine a retail rep hits the button and every

time that we hit the button and neasures that every nmonth

for a one- or a zero- to two-second kind of thing, that's
al ready included in a nuch | arger neasurenent and, you

know. So let's assunme for a mnute that retail was one
second and whol esal e was one hour from when we pushed the

button. W're going to be losing this. That's included

in this measurenent. |'mtelling you it's not, it's
essentially the same. It's the sanme process, an
application in one case, hitting the button and processing

the data. A hunan is hitting the button directly into the

systemin one case and processing the data. So, yes, it's
a parity function here. Yes, it's all the sane exact
function and the results will be simlar if not identica

here.

But in terms of a measurenent, it's already
captured in this neasure. And it's such a small part of
this measurenment that when it cones to saying should we go

out and neasure it every nonth and do that to neasure this

sub of this big neasurenment, we think a study on a

verification, it's the same and it's already included.
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And, you know, as we adjust this, that says we need to

mai ntain this.

MS. CEGELSKI: The CLECs have tal ked about
having this neasure, as you're seeing it, which is the
current neasure today, and not having five hours but

having in sone cases even a 15- or 20-m nute turnaround.

Now we' re saying we understand that there is process tines
i nherent with the relationship, you know, the relationship
that we have with you. But we're looking at it fromthe
time it goes into your systemto the point where there is

parity, and then outside that point where it's parity back

to getting us that notification
So |'m seeing three separate neasures. And
t he stopping point where you were tal king before about

this process tine should really go all the way through up

to where ASON is noticed. And then, so we have a true
accounting for howlong it takes you, including the
processing tinme, including the edits tinme, including

everything, and we know your up-front process takes X

amount of tine, the parity, even if it's a sliver of tine.
I think that the CLECs would be willing, so
if we are at two-second interval then we can go fromthe

true receive to the true end. But we don't even know this

part and we were uncovered -- a week or so ago about

anot her whole group of tine that's not even nmentioned and
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what we believed to have been.

MR FIORETTI: And that's why | started at

that end. Here's what | would propose to do on that end,
here's what | would propose to do on this end, | maintain
t he one nmeasure but go back and do a study on this side

and, you know, however | could do it, whether it's sitting

there and timng, you know, quickly, and doing a study
like that in the presence of a third party, whether it's
putting in sone function on the ASIS side and expediting
that to sonething much qui cker than what they initially

told us on our first request to do this. It could be

that. It could be putting sonething on the whol esal e side
to do that same function, to do a study to say that we can
verify to you that this very inportant but insignificant

part in terns of the total tinme that's here doesn't

necessarily demand a separate nmeasure in and of itself.
It's included in this round trip, if you will, through
MORTEL.

Then the question again of how you

di saggregate this and what the nunbers ought to be. You
could say, if you agree on that framework, that this is
kind of a separate discussion that we can have and focus

on what should be the nost appropriate tines for the

di fferent disaggregations.

MS. CEGELSKI : For neasurenent that we
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have, for FOC that we have, we believed that it was

i nclusive of your envel ope, opening that envel ope and the

processing tine and the tine to run that envel ope. And
we were requesting, | believe, 15 nminutes for POTS.
So | don't want to see where now we have

this particular neasurenent -- and this only is 15 ninutes

-- and now we'll have to add opening-the-envel ope tine as
anot her increnment of tinme and the processing tine as a
separate increnent, too. The whole thing should be a 15-
m nute interval

MR FIORETTI: See, that's why | was trying

to break it out. Because as you lunp it all together, |
think you miss the -- you junp right to setting the
i nterval versus neasuring the process that's in place.

I think the process has to be given

consideration as to which process it is and the given
| evel s of disaggregation, and |looking at it that way.
think this is giving a realistic view of our turnaround

tine.

The rest is I'mgoing to say systematically
controlled in sone fashion, and we could, you know, based
on what turns out to be an appropriate tinme in terms of

third-party test -- and forgive ne for making this anal ogy

-- but you can tune your radio to a clearer picture and so

you can tune those things. And let's understand this
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process that | have in ny service center and in the back

end of this systemto generate the orders, and let's tune

t hese, understanding the process, and then tune them at
the different disaggregations that need to be in it.
MR. KERN. Is this a good place to break

for lunch?

MR. GOULD: Can | ask one quick question?

MR KERN. Sure.

MR GOULD: Rick Gould. Wth this
processing status fromthe, what you called it at the very

begi nni ng, through the translator, with that, with all the

orders in the CLECs being bundl ed together to go through
that, why is there a breakdown then between what -- |I'm
not sure exactly the nunbers, but it's sonething like if

it's one to five orders, your line would be provisioned in

this amount of tinme; five to 10 orders would be this
ampunt of time. |If it's over 10 or over 20 orders, it's
negotiated in such an anpbunt of time. Wy is that an

i ssue here, then, | guess?

MR FIORETTI: Well, | think sone of that

is with respect to back here in terns of how nmany.

MR GOULD: | think it's nunber of orders.
MR FIORETTI: It's nunber of |ines, nunber
of lines or loops on the sane order. It has to do with

creating an order and what it takes to create an order and
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what are the different checks that have to be nmade for

nore conplex orders. |It's really this end of the picture

versus this end of the picture.
MR. ANDERSON: And, Rick, | would suggest
it's even beyond that end of the picture, is when it gets

in WAFA and the techs are actually out there.

MR. FIORETTI: \When you start tal king the
actual interval offer versus the tine it takes to generate
an order. It's several different conponents.

MR GOULD: O K

MR KERN: Should we take a break till 1:00

o' cl ock?
(At 12: 00 Noon, the proceedi ngs were
recessed until 1:00 P.M of the sane day, Thursday, Apri

20, 2000.)
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Lansi ng, M chigan

Thur sday, April 20, 2000

1:.15 P.M
(The proceedi ngs were resuned pursuant to

the recess.)

MR KERN. OK., let's get back together

A |l ot of people have been tal ki ng about
what happened this norning over lunch, and I'mgoing to
t hrow out a suggestion and get people's feedback and

conment qui ckly.

This nmorning's conversation regarding the
FOC i ssue, people seened to think that there was sonme good
information, it was a good discussion. People also fee

that nmore information and nore discussi on would be a good

thing, and to encourage that type of discussion we would
reconmend that those who are interested on that issue take
it off line, work it the best way that you can, and either

cone to consensus or develop the position in such a way

that we could take it to the Commi ssion
I think it's the consensus of a |lot of
peopl e, at |east here in Lansing, that as the issue is

franmed right now, we don't want to take it to the

Conmi ssion. It would be inpossible for themto make a

meani ngf ul deci si on based on how the issue is franed right



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

1226
now.

And so | guess that's a suggestion I'd like

to offer to the group, which is, you know, the conpanies
that are nobst interested in working this FOC issue take it
off line, work it as best you can

I woul d al so suggest that we pick at | east

a tentative date out into the future by which discussions
woul d have been conpleted or the issue has been resol ved,
just because | don't want to see it go on forever.
Understand that that end date can be a tentative date, but

| open that up for conment or discussion

MR. ANDERSON: John, I'lIl just comment on
behal f of Ameritech. W whol eheartedly support that
approach. | think there is clearly additional benefit

that can be gained. | absolutely agree with you that in

fairness, this was not an issue or as it's franmed right
now woul d be difficult, based on the ongoing fact-
gat hering and di scussions, for the Commission to try to

deci de and would put the Comrission in a difficult

posi tion.
I will be absolutely candid with the group
One of our biggest concerns in this is proceeding, though,

in a nanner that allows us to get to a point where we can

keep proceeding in sonme of the other activities that are

goi ng on, and nost particularly in the OSS testing arena,
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and to work toward a baseline to do that.

And we will commit to follow up on all the

i nformati on, continue di scussi ons, make oursel ves
available, find tine to do that within a reasonabl e anpunt
of time and try to distill the renmining issues.

And | absolutely agree, | think we're

maki ng progress, albeit slowy and perhaps painfully. But
that we get it to a point within a reasonabl e anount of
time that if we recognize in good faith that we can't get
an agreenent, we at least try to distill it in a way

hopefully that the Conmi ssion can decide, and to that end

I think we've had sone conversation internally about sone
alternatives we would ask the group to perhaps consider
that may give us sonething that we can proceed in the

ot her aspects of this proceeding, and particularly GCSS, to

try to nove forward while we continue to work this issue.
Because an issue like this, frankly, | think | realized as
| listened to the discussion this norning, has to be

addressed with the subject matter experts, and we have to

find resolution and at |east by those subject matter
experts distilled so it's in a formthat we can have sone
ki nd of resol ution.

So | appreciate your offer and we're in

whol ehearted support.

M5. NG This is Louise from CoreComm
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Unfortunately, | didn't hear the full

di scussion this nmorning, but in the position of going to a

task force to solve this scenario, is Areritech providing
SMEs to work with the CLEC community to understanding the
i ssues? Because | think me being naybe a little bit nore

technically inclined and having a know edge of what we've

proposed may feel that a discussion with the SMES on
Aneritech's side may hel p get an understandi ng of what
we're trying to acconplish.

MR. FIORETTI: | think we would agree to

engage our SMEs in that discussion.

NG Sal, who would that be?
FIORETTI: Rick and that group.

KERN: Rick Di shman.

> 3 3 O

NG It needs to go beyond Rick, |

think, at this point because Rick has provided us with
that scenario in Chio and laid out a flow of the data
messagi ng. W need the EDI SMEs that know the database

update capability and how it works so that we can express

to them what we think they can acconplish to getting us
cl oser to an agreenent here.
MR FIORETTI: | guess | would suggest that

when we convene, if we determne that we need those type

of SMEs, we woul d absol utely engage them

M5. NG Well, I think fromwhat |I'm
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hearing -- and maybe | don't have the whole story -- but

where we're at right now, |I think we need to engage them

because | think there's a natter of opinion on what can be
done by Aneritech and what can't be done. And like
said, unfortunately | have the technical background that

can tell you what | think is feasible and you can tell ne

why you think it's not feasible and we can negotiate from
there.

MR FIORETTI: Well, and | guess that
assunes that, you know, we would junmp in right there.

You know, | woul d suggest also that after

hearing the discussion this norning, we mght want to
bring to that group --
(There was a static interruption.)

MR COX: \What was that?

MR. KERN. We have no idea.
MR. CHORZEMPA: That's ny AT&T phone. This
is Dave Chorzenpa. Actually it's a Lucent phone.

MR. KERN: You don't own them anynore.

MR. CHORZEMPA: |'m warning you, it does
this periodically.
MR. FIORETTI: | guess bottomline, Louise,

is yes, we'd agree to bring whatever SMEsS were necessary

to that table.

M5. NG Well, | guess in the matter of
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noving this along quickly, I'mjust suggesting that we do

that at the first go-around here if we're going to break

out into a task force, that the EDI MORTEL SMES are
avai |l abl e, those people that work for Catherine Long, John
Ellis'" group, they would need to be parties to this

di scussi on.

MR FIORETTI: Well, and again | would
suggest that nmamybe after hearing the discussion today, we
could conme back with a proposal that woul d be acceptable
that we m ght say, yeah, we nmay or nay not need to do

that, and 1'd prefer to naybe start there if we think we

can start there, but if we can't, draw in the necessary
SMEs, and that would have to occur in some discussion
maybe earlier and prior to a neeting.

M5. NG Sal, can you do ne a favor -- and

| really hate to do this to the team if you don't want
to, that's fine, but | could probably get the information
off line -- could you just recap real quickly the two new

measurenents that you were proposing this norning?

M5. MOORE: You know what, Louise -- this
is Karen fromAT&T -- | conpletely agree. |'d just |ike
to be sure that | have it nailed down in my mind. | think

t hat woul d be useful

MR. FIORETTI: So the request is just to go

t hrough the three new neasurenents --
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M5. NG The proposal that was put on the

table this norning so we can all understand it clearly.

MR. FIORETTI: There wasn't a proposal that
| put down on the table.
M5. NG There was none?

MR FIORETTI: No.

M5. NG Here is the -- sorry, ny ears are
alittle fried.

MR. FIORETTI: The inbound and the out bound
transactions fromED that we propose that we woul d

nmeasure the average time to pick up the envelopes, that is

the first conponent, fromthe tine first available to
Ameritech to the tinme we pick it up
Do | need to go further with that

definition?

M5. NG Well, I'Il ask for clarity. |
woul d say you're tal king about the minute it hits the GEI S
cloud to the minute you pick it up?

MR FIORETTI: No, the mnute GEI S

processes it, identifies it's ours, and puts it in our
mai | box, to the tine when we arrive there to pick it up
M5. NG OK Let's start over. The

nmeasurenent that you're saying is average tine to pick up

the envelope -- is that the definition of the measurenent?

MR FIORETTI: Right. And it's based on
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when it's put in our nailbox to when we pick it up

M5. NG Wen GEIS receives it and when you

pick it up. So that inplies to nme --
MR. FIORETTI: No, |I'msorry, not when GEI S
receives it. Wien they put it in our nmail box.

M5. NG OK When CEIS puts it in your

mai | box.

MR FIORETTI: Sure, because that's the
first it's actually available to ne.

MS. NG OK | understand. So when it

goes to the Ameritech nmailbox to the time you actually

pick it up?
MR FIORETTI: Right.
M5. NG OK Nowl need clarity there.

To the tinme you pick it up or the tine you

put it in MORTEL?
MR FIORETTI: Initially to the tine we
pick it up.

M5. NG To the tine, OK So that neans

-- and 1"'mgoing to go another step further with you, the

time you pick it up, is it the time that the translator

hasn't translated yet?

MR. FIORETTI: Has not been translated yet.

MS. NG OK

MR. FIORETTI: The second piece that we

proposed this norning was the tinme to translate. Not the
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time to translate, but picking up where we left off, doing

a rate, a processing rate, are we processing those orders

through the translator at the rate that's been identified
as our nmax capacity or our capacity of the translator?
OK Soif that's identified in third-party testing as

reasonable to be a thousand an hour, that we're processing

at a thousand an hour and not at 500.

M5. NG OK So let ne get clarity on
this, Sal. You're asking for a neasurement to cal cul ate
the processing rate of the translation of the orders? |Is

that correct?

MR. FIORETTI: Correct.
M5. NG And so that neans that fromthe
point, now you're taking it fromthe point it hits the

translator to the point it goes to the MORTEL dat abase?

MR. FIORETTI: Yes. That's right.
M5. NG OK Nowl'mat process or
recei ve process or process received on your flow chart?

MR. FIORETTI: Right. The third nmeasure

was the neasure from process received in MORTEL, you know,
somewhere from when MORTEL tinme stanps it.
M5. NG So the third nmeasure is the

process received to where?

MR. FIORETTI: Al the way around the

process and back again to the tinme stanmped in MORTEL, and
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t hen back out the other way, the sane way it came in.

M5. NG OK So the third neasure woul d

take it fromthe MORTEL database, logging it in, through
the process request edits, through ASIS to provision, and
a FCC back?

MR. FIORETTI: Right, back to the tine

st anp.

M5. NG Back through process request, back
t hrough process received, translator to the envel ope?

MR, FIORETTI: No. W would neasure on the

front end both the i nbound and out bound si des the same

way.
M5. NG OK
M5. CEGELSKI: Sal, your suggestion for

three is the current FOC neasured that we have now.

MR FIORETTI: R ght.
M5. NG OK Nowthe piece that we're
asking for parity on is your third nmeasurenent?

MR FIORETTI: No.

M5. NG OK Explain to ne why not.
MR. FIORETTI: What | suggested there is
that since that is a snall sliver of tine in an interva

that we're already neasuring, we would agree to test that

both on a retail and whol esal e side and report back

t hrough, through a study, through an independent third
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party to say, "Yes, that's a parity neasure," you know,

that function is in parity. And yes, it's at X seconds or

sub-seconds or whatever it is on both sides, and it's
reasonably the same. And it is a part of this overal
time that's fromreceipt tine, receipt tinme stanmp in

MORTEL, in the MORTEL dat abase, to the outbound tine

st anp.

And therefore naybe it's a second or two
seconds; it's already included in that five hours or
whatever it is there, and so therefore we'll study it and

we'll show you that it's a parity function, but we won't

nmeasure it every nonth.
M5. NG OK So | see the difference in
what we proposed actually.

The third nmeasure, it includes fromthe

MORTEL dat abase all the way through. W were |ooking for
from process request guide, right? The piece where we
press go and it edits and prints a FOC out?

M5. CEGELSKI: Right.

M5. NG So that's the difference
M5. CEGELSKI: Right.
M5. NG Sal, you're suggesting that

Aneritech would provide a study to show what those tines

are?

MR. FIORETTI: Right, through KPM5 to say
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here's what it is.

M5. NG Well, the only question | have at

this point would be if you can do this third neasure, why
couldn't you do the neasure that we requested, because
it's a piece of this nmeasure. That would be the only

guesti on.

| don't see -- | see a start and end point
for your system progranmers to be able to devel op that
neasure that we requested, that's why |I'm having a hard
ti me understanding why it can't be done.

Because | heard through the grape vine in

the di scussion this norning, there was sone verbiage that
canme out that said it can't be done technically, or you
were told it couldn't be done.

MR FIORETTI: Well, the point that we were

maki ng this nmorning was, based on infornmation that | got
fromthose SMEs that you identified yesterday or earlier
today, like | don't renenber the guy's name, PON is one of

themon the ED side --

M5. NG Yes.
MR, FIORETTI: Based on information that
Rick and | got yesterday fromthose fol ks, they did not

beli eve that they had the data at the PON | evel to

segregate these things down to the PON | evel. They cane

in by envel ope.
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Now, what we nay be able to propose, and

what |1'd like to take back to this sub-teamor this task

force that we put together, is maybe we can cone up with
somet hi ng that addresses your need for that end-to-end
measure, and we'd be | ooking for sone agreement on that.

| don't know -- I"mstill working through it.

I had sonme discussion with some of those
folks at lunchtine. | think we can potentially put
somet hing together there. 1'd like to work out the
details and send themoff to you

Maybe we can agree that we can neasure,

take in an average on one part, maybe, and adding it to
the rest of the round trip and coming up with a
measur enent that satisfies your need. And nmaybe in that

we don't have to engage the systemlevel SMEs to talk

t hrough the granular details of this. And if we decide we

can't, we'll go to the folks and do that.
MR. ANDERSON. | would also add to that,
maybe we can get agreement on that. |f everybody were

satisfied as a nmeasure that that's sonething you' re al
confortable with, but even if not, seek agreenent perhaps
on that as an interimbenchmark at a mni nrum addressing

your needs on an interimbasis, continue the discussions

-- meanwhile this process and SME talks to go off line --

but nmeanwhile allow us and the other collaboratives to try
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to proceed.

MR. KERN: Let me ask this question: Let's

get sonme nanmes of people who want to work on this.
M5. MOORE: John, before you do that, this
is Karen Moore with AT&T. | have a point | would like to

make for clarification

Sal, the nmeasures or the orders we're
tal ki ng about here are orders that should be flow ng
t hrough, right?

MR FIORETTI: Well, | think this -- the

theory of this measurenent -- it's easiest to believe or

easiest to discuss this in terns of flow hrough orders
because there's no drop-to manual, there's nothing el se.
But in fact the process is the process

regardl ess of whether the order flows through or not. So

it's got to be accommpdated on all of those different
di saggregations, differently maybe on the nmanual ly
recei ved side.

M5. MOORE: Well, I'mnot tal ki ng about

manual |y received. |'mtalking about electronic orders.
MR FIORETTI: Right. So | think it
applies to all of them

M5. MOORE: O K. Well, Sal, before AT&T

can even consider a change to the nmeasure, or Anmeritech

proposal and a benchmark, | need to get a lot nore
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confortable with the fl owt hrough neasure and the data

integrity that goes along with that.

The last time we talked, | believe in Chio,
| mentioned to you that your flowthrough rate, self-
reported, is 2 percent. And your response back was -- |'m

really concerned about that because | think we're

collecting it incorrectly. So until | feel like I know
what the percentage of our orders are flow ng through and
that you can collect the data properly, | don't think I
can make a deci sion.

Do you understand what |'m sayi ng?

MR FIORETTI: Well, | understand what
you're saying, but | guess this -- | would just have this
question: If I'"'mgoing to agree to neasure both the

fl owt hrough orders and the drop-to nanual orders in the

sanme fashion is acceptable to you, isn't the whole
flowthrough issue in terns of what that is an entirely
different issue?

M5. MOORE: Oh, | understand what you're

saying. But ultimately the purpose here is not to cone up
wi th groovy perfornmance neasures, it's to serve our
customers. And right now the benchmark for your FOC is

five hours, and you're at like 19 hours. So | think part

of the problemis that none of our -- only a snmall portion

of our orders are actually going through. So while it's a
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still ties in to what happens with the

KERN: Wbuld this be an issue for a

MOORE: | don't think so.

KERN. O K

FI ORETTI: Renenber what we're tal king

about is a perfornance issue, not a measurenent issue.

VB.

KINARD: This is Karen Kinard from M

From what |'m hearing today, the 19 hours

is just nmeasuring fromwhen you get the order into MORTEL?

Y]

VS.

CEGELSKI: So that it's not even --

KINARD: So that the unpacking and the

pi ckup of the batched orders could add nany nore hours. |

know | was saying -- when we were trying for an

acknow edgnment interval they were saying sonetines it

takes 12 hours to unpack. So that's 12 hours plus the

hal f hour probably on top of the 19 hours.

MR.

t hat nunber ?

2

performance dat a.

MR.

FI ORETTI: Karen, where did you get

KI NARD: What nunber ?
FI ORETTI : No, Karen Moore

MOORE: From your self-reported

FIORETTI: In M chigan?
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M5. MOORE: | want to say that mght be an

Chi o nunber, but it's an all-CLEC nunber.

AT&T' s personal number, which of course I'm
sure | shouldn't say, is about 2 percent.
MR FIORETTI: Well, that's the flowt hrough

numnber .

MS. MOORE: Correct.

MR, FIORETTI: So that's not the FOC
nunber .

MS. MOORE: That's correct.

MR FIORETTI: | was asking about the 19-

hour FCC nunber.
M5. MOORE: That's again an all-CLEC
nunber, probably from Chio. Unfortunately, ny conputer is

in the hospital or I'd pull it up and tell you the exact

nunbers. But |'msure, Sal, you have access to that.

MR FIORETTI: Well, yes, | do. |I'm
| ooki ng at --

M5. MOORE: | renenber this conming up in
Ghio

MR, KERN: | think we have identified the
i ssue, Sal. Maybe you can do research off line to maybe

find out if the nunmbers reflect what they say they

refl ect.

M5. MOORE: Well, Sal has already comitted
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to get sone understandi ng around that 2-percent

fl owt hrough issue. | haven't heard back yet, but I'm

expecting to.
M5. KINARD: And, Karen, that's designed to
flow through, right? That's not even total, right?

M5. MOORE: So that's still the question

MR. KERN. | want to get back to this sub-
teamjust for a mnute to find out who's interested in
partici pating.

M5. MOORE: AT&T definitely woul d.

MS. CEGELSKI: Cor eComm woul d.

MS. KINARD: MCI woul d.
MR. ANDERSON:. Aneritech woul d.
May | suggest, in all due deference to

nysel f and sone of ny colleagues in the room that this

sounds like we're getting into an area where | would think

you don't need us lawers. | nean could we have the SMEs
work this? | nmean it is a sub-teamthat conmes back to
this team | think. | nmean it might help scheduling, it

nm ght help free up resources.
MR. KERN: | think Mary and Loui se from
Cor eComm Karen Moore from AT&T, with naybe help from

Patty, Karen Kinard from MCl, and Sal and whoever you need

fromyour team Cox from McLeod -- that's the group that |

hear that's interested in working on this.
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MR. ANDERSON: | nmmke an exception for ny

di stingui shed col | eague, M. CGould, because he's in

operations.
MR. KERN: Rick
MR. GOULD: No, | don't. But | do want, |

guess basically that prior to the group necessarily in

their neeting agreeing with (a), (b), (c), (d) or

what ever, that it be relayed back to sone of us CLECs who
are not actually in that group for purposes of discussion
and then final confirmation on it.

I'd hate to have necessarily the four or

five entities that are out there sitting down and saying
yes, we'll do (a), (b), (c), without the rest of us
necessarily being involved as far as final confirnmation.

MR. ANDERSON: Could |I ask maybe to

expedite this process that one of the CLEC nenbers --
because Sal | presune will tell nme what's going on
whet her | want to hear about it or not -- that naybe Mary

or Loui se or sonebody could keep you inforned in the

process so we don't have to have a whol e rehash of the
whol e thing.
MR GOULD: That's fine. [I'd just

basically Iike to get a rundown on everything before

sign off on it.

MR. KERN. M other reconmendation, when
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you all decide to have a conference call, if you could |et

staff know, you know, the call-in information so they have

the opportunity to participate or not, that would be
hel pf ul .
At about 2:30 | kind of want to break the

conversati on wherever we're at to tal k about what our next

steps are in this collaborative. | think it's pretty
clear we haven't covered all the issues today and we're
not going to cover all the issues today.

So having said that, you know, we'll spend

the remai ning 40-sone ninutes or so to go over a few nore

issues. But at 2:30 1'd like to stop and see where we
want to go fromhere -- future dates for nmeetings, if
t hose woul d be beneficial or not.

So, Sal, do you want to proceed on to your

next issue?
MR FIORETTI: Yes. OK W were on No. 2
and we're noving to No. 3.

M5. NG Louise fromCoreComm | hate to

do this, Sal. Do you have the proposal witten up and
avai | abl e?
MR FIORETTI: Louise, what we're tal king

fromis the MCl redline conmments of the docunent entitled

"Joint Status Report."

M5. NG |'mtalking just about the FOC
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conversation we just had. |Is that in there?

MR FIORETTI: |Is that witten up? No.

M5. NG OK It would be helpful if it's
witten up so we had a baseline, and maybe we coul d get
the flow charts that we put together based on the Chio

conversation out in the community so that we're not

talking -- | really apologize to the comunity for
speaki ng about things people aren't understanding. |'m
sorry about that.

MR KERN. O K That's OK., Louise. This

norni ng Sal had conmitted to putting all this down in

writing.

M5. NG Thank you

MR FIORETTI: We're working fromthe M
redline version. Issue No. 3 is average interval for help

orders. The issue here is that Aneritech, through the
Texas neasures, has several different neasures of average
del ay days, past the due date for conpleted orders, and

has a neasure for the count of cancel ed orders, to address

those that are cancel ed.
What the M chigan neasures call for is a
snapshot in tine of pending orders at the end of a nmonth

that are past the due date at various |evels of

di saggregati on.

Aneritech's position is that the Texas
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nmeasures in fact give you a nore accurate picture of al

of the orders that were del ayed, because an order that

m ght have been delayed in the niddle of the nonth for
five or six days after the due date is not going to be in
your snapshot at the end of the nonth. And therefore,

Aneritech would say that in fact the picture is nore

accurate if you would use the Texas neasures.

There was concern about cancel ed orders.
There is a nmeasure for cancel ed orders, and therefore we
propose to nove to the Texas neasure there.

The reason that | would propose to go to a

nore accurate neasure versus one that probably benefits us
nore is that nmy systenms today are not configured to be
able to report on pending work. And so | would have to

i mpl enent, on certain systens, nany |arge changes to

generate that.
| could report partially on sonme systens
that | could get pending work out of at the end of the

nonth. But | have great difficulty on other

di saggregati ons here.
Again | think the bottomline is that the
nmeasure identified in Texas for delay days past the due

date, after the order conpletes, is all the nore

enconpassi ng.

M5. MOORE: Sal, this is Karen More, AT&T.
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Is it possible -- I think what we're looking for is to be

sure that every single order, whether conpleted or

pending, is accounted for in the neasure. So tell ne
where ny pending orders that haven't conpleted, that are
past due, are counted?

MR. FIORETTI: They would be counted in the

nonth that they are conpl eted

MS. MOORE: What about the ones that never
conpl ete?

MR. FIORETTI: They would be counted in the

cancel ed order neasure.

M5. KINARD: If they're just hanging there
pendi ng, they don't get into cancel ed either.
MR. FIORETTI: Again | think, fromboth an

Aneritech perspective and a CLEC perspective, it's

i ncumbent upon us to make sure that for whatever reasons
we have orders dangling out there that aren't conpleted or
aren't canceled, we need to act on those. | would not

expect orders to sit out there forever and not be

conpl eted or not be cancel ed.
Again |I'mtal king about conpleted in our
system in our provisioning systens, or canceled in our

provi sioning systens. So the issue is, yes, but | didn't

get conpletion notice or one of those notices. [|I'm

tal ki ng about all orders.
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M5. CEGELSKI: Sal, so if | understand you

correctly, what you're saying then is that we will either

have a conpletion or a cancellation on everything?
MR FIORETTI: |I'mnot sure. | believe,
yes, those are the only two options once |'ve got a live

order. It's either going to conplete or it's going to

cancel .

MR, COX: Sal, this is Rod Cox from
McLeodUSA. Do we have di saggregation defined?

MR, FIORETTI: As far as the cancels, Rod?

MR. COX: No, of pending.

MR FIORETTI: | think that's identified in
the Texas neasures. For exanple, there's one for PONs,
one for specials, one for UNEs in the di saggregations

under those.

MR COX: Resale would fall out where?
MR FIORETTI: Those woul d be the POTS and
the specials in resale.

M5. MOORE: There is still no neasure of

pendi ng orders. You don't know what's pendi ng because it
doesn't get counted anywhere until it conpletes.
Then what Sal is saying, you'll find out in

t he average delay days but it has to conplete first.

That's where our concern was.

MR FIORETTI: You know, the business
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process is the same that we're neasuring. And in fact

we' re picking up many nore orders.

If you have an order that's due on the 2nd,
gets conpleted on the 25th, it is not going to show up in
the pending orders at the end of the nonth, even though it

had 23 delay days. It will show up in the delay day

neasure.

And if it conpletes the next nonth, it'll
show up the next nmonth with 29 or 31 or however nany del ay
days it had.

M5. MOORE: Sal, that's exactly why AT&T' s

position to date has been all three of those neasures give
you a much nore conplete picture of where all of your
orders are.

MR FIORETTI: Again | think it's

unnecessary to neasure the pending orders, and especially
inlight of what it will take for ne to neasure the
pendi ng orders when they will be neasured in the other

neasure.

MR. ANDERSON: Let ne suggest -- this is
Craig Anderson -- that the Commission in its order
recogni zed that in devel oping the neasure there was a

bal anci ng process of the requirenents that woul d be needed

to put a neasure in place where sonething wasn't there to

exist. And | think Sal has outlined some of the problens
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with inmplenenting this kind of neasure, bal anced agai nst

is there really a problem here?

And we have heard the difficulties being in
pl ace. Sal has indicated his is not -- we require major
system nodification to do this, but |I've not heard any

i ndi cation except just the possibility that there are any

significant nunber, anybody's notice that there are orders
that hang out there in linbo for any length of tine.

M5. MOORE: Craig, | hate to disagree with
you. This is Karen Moore from AT&T.

| can tell you for sure that AT&T has -- |

probably shouldn't disclose how nmany, but there are a
significant nunber. So it's not a theoretical concern
it's a very practical concern

MS. KINARD: So even if we conceded that

cancel ed orders would pick this up, | think your cancel ed
measurenent -- | can't say | renenber all your
nmeasurenents exactly, just 2 percent canceled after the

due date -- we don't get a delay day for cancel ed orders,

do we?
MR. FIORETTI: You're right, Karen
Actually it's a count of canceled orders after the due

dat e.

What | might propose is also to indicate

del ay days there.
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M5. KINARD: But is it in the renedy plan?

MR FlI ORETTI : Par don ne?

M5. KINARD: Is it in the renedy plan?
MR FIORETTI: Well, I'mjust making that
proposal today, so it's not one of the neasures today.

But | woul d suggest that | do have the data to give you

t he del ay days on the cancel ed orders as well.
However, the only thing I amrecording on
cancel ed orders is the canceled due to Ameritech reasons.
M5. MOORE: Well, you haven't inplenented

t hat measure yet, have you, Sal?

MR. FIORETTI: No, | haven't. Again we're
still working through that one. Again, cancel ed orders,
al t hough al so very, very difficult to do, isn't

necessarily as difficult to do as pendi ng orders.

But we have inplenented a system and
process changes to begin to count cancel ed orders and
score canceled orders so that it has to be scored so that

we know when it's canceled, that it's cancel ed because of

somet hing that we have -- for exanple, a facility problem
was the | ast recent code on that, on that order. And so
that has to carry through and show up on the cancel. So

we' ve had to nake system changes to do that kind of work.

Those aren't near what it would take to do

the pending orders. And in doing that, | can also capture
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t he del ay days.

M5. MOORE: Can you el aborate on the del ay

day calculation as far as Aneritech; what are you
consi dering the delay?
MR. FIORETTI: A delay day is any -- the

nunber of days after the due date that it was actually

completed, if the order was m ssed due to an Aneritech
reason.

M5. MOORE: But it doesn't consider -- so
it's after the delivery date has been established? It

sounds like a nissed due date nore than a del ay date.

MR. FIORETTI: That's exactly what it is.
This is -- you had an expectation of a particular due
date. On that particular due date we did not conplete the

order because of sonething that we did, and so therefore

the order is still pending until we could conplete it, at
which tine it gets conpleted and we give you the del ay
days, the nunber of days between the due date and the

ultimte conplete date, which is the sane busi ness process

that you're --
M5. NG | guess fromthe CLEC side what
you're not capturing is the pending orders tell us how

many orders are out there before the due date being --

it's not driven by delivery. W may not know up until the

delivery date that you m ssed the date, and it's the
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pendi ng scenario that we're trying to understand, why

these orders are hanging out there if the standard

interval is X
MR FIORETTI: Two things, Louise. You
shoul d know how many pendi ng orders you have as well as

do. The second thing is --

M5. NG But the statuses don't always
gi be.

MR FIORETTI: But the second thing is, the
M chi gan conmi ssion order was pending orders after the due

date. So we're getting to the sane business process in

t hese two nmeasures. O K.

The only thing that the M chi gan order

required was orders that are still pending after the due
date -- so I'msaying I'll give the delay days after the
order conpletes, but I'll span nonths and |'Il count

things that were delayed in the nmiddle of the nonth but
cleared prior to the end of the nonth, whereas that

snhapshot picture on the |last day of the nonth or the first

day of the following nmonth -- | think it's on the |last day
of the nonth -- would not include sonething that was due
on the 2nd and conpleted on the 22nd. Because it's not

conplete, it's not pending anynore.

I mean if | could do that one, boy, | would

be junping at it because although | don't think that gives
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an accurate picture of the real world, it doesn't account

for all of your orders that were delayed. | just can't.

I'"'mhaving a hard time getting that one done.
I don't think you're getting as accurate of
a neasure in doing it that way as doi ng del ay days.

MS. CECELSKI: Sal, would it be difficult

to do sonme kind of a study to see what orders you nay have
in your systemthat are not conpleted and that are past
the due date, they're still pending, that are there right

now wi t hout conpl etion?

You know, maybe -- | know Karen has said
she's experienced a ot at AT&T. | believe CoreComm has
experi enced sonme, too. | think Louise would be able to

address the vol une nuch better than | can at this nonent.

M5. NG | think I'mready to understand

where we would capture the information | need, and | don't
-- the delay days aren't going to come up until after it's
complete. So I think I need to know before that, then

M5. CEGELSKI: So just an idea of what

we' ve got here, our concern, Sal, is nonth-to-nonth-to-
nonth there mght be tines that an order is just hanging
somewhere and there is no conpletion and there's no

cancel |l ation, but where is it? Were is it captured?

MR FIORETTI: | guess ny first question

woul d be, because ny background is in the service end,
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what | woul d expect of any CLEC is the noment that | think

| have three, 10, 30, however many, whatever your

threshold is of those orders, 1'd be talking to ny service
manager and saying, "I need to know where these orders
are. Find out where they are and let's get them

resol ved," and therefore they get conpleted right away.

M5. NG Sal, we do that, but that's not --
the | ast statenent you nade doesn't al ways happen. | nean
yes, we do call the center, and we don't always get
conpliance to conplete the order. It nay have to do with

force of nbde and where the engineers are and who's not

avai |l abl e.
MR FIORETTI: | hate to say this --
M5. NG No, we're not going to do a task

force on this.

MR FIORETTI: | nean by what you just said
you're | eading ne down the path that this may be sonet hi ng
that | sent to you in unsolicited FOC and that you dropped

on the floor and therefore know nothing about that order

in terms of flowthrough date or --
M5. CEGELSKI: No. | wouldn't go that far
because there's tines we don't get -- CoreConmis checking

every unsolicited 865

MR FIORETTI: | think they woul d be

sendi ng you that or jeopardy on all of these.
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Maybe what we could do is we can pick out

-- if I did sonething, 1'd have to do it very nmanually.

So maybe | can get a volunteer among the CLECs to focus in
on their orders and do a study and work through that to
under stand what the process difficulties are in that

sense.

Again, this is a parity neasure and here's
again part of ny problem \Whenever we tal k about parity
nmeasures, what that neans to nme is not only do | have to
nmeasure it for each of you and possibly do a study or do

somet hing special like that. Wat | have to do is | have

to go out and neasure for all of my retail unit. And so
if I don't have a very nechani zed way to do that, | can't
make t hat conpari son.

I do have a very nechani zed way to do del ay

days on certain services. After the due date, count the
days, | can do that, and | can nmke that conparison and
think it addresses all the issues.

If you wanted to do a study -- maybe, Mary,

I can make the offer to you to say -- or to AT&T or both
-- | would engage your service managers and we woul d wal k
t hrough the process and understand what's outstandi ng and

why and naybe cone back to the team and tal k t hrough what

process enhancenents or whatever we could do to nove

t hrough that whol e process issue to get us over reporting
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on pendi ngs versus conpletions, and if there are truly

process issues that |eave things hanging out for sone

period of tine, that we address those and nove on with
t hose, and that maybe we have a nodel for any other CLECs
that mght want to go through that to say here's how we

resol ved those issues.

MR, COX: Sal, this is Rod Cox, MLeodUSA

Do you have an aging report on the retai
side that ages your pending orders over 10, 20, 30 days
like you just described a while ago? When you were in the

service center didn't you have a tool to manage your agi ng

service orders?
MR. FIORETTI: Rod, when | was in the
service center we didn't have nany tools.

MR COX: O K But do you have today or --

MR FIORETTI: You know, froma service
center perspective and a tool to do that, | think there
are ways to do that today in the service center. The

difficulty again that I'mhaving is reporting that on a

regional, state, retail, whol esale, by CLEC | evel that
those tools don't provide that nmy reporting tools, ny
back-end reporting tools that | use for data collection

and results do, and they all key off of conpleted service

orders or now cancel ed service orders but orders that have

an end to them
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So yeah, | think those tools, Rod, are in

pl ace. Again, naking those production avail able and

ability to split those by CLEC -- and again, back in ny
service center arena |'d want to treat everyone the sane.
So I'mnot marking things by CLEC so that | can give one

preferential treatnent or retail preferential. There are

orders out there.

So there are things | can't do with al
those that | could do on ny back end where 1've
architected the systens to do this kind of reporting. But

| can do sone studies, |'msure.

MS. CEGELSKI: [I'mstill not sure of the
answer to the gentleman's question. Do you have an aging
report?

MR FIORETTI: There are tools that we can

| ook at aged orders that are pending. They are not the
sanme kind of tools that would be required to do this kind
of reporting at the levels that we're looking to do them

at .

MR COX: It won't do it by CLEC?
MR. FIORETTI: They're not intended to do
that. They're not intended to provide CLEC specific views

in those central |evels because we don't want them given

different |evels of service. W treat them as a bul k.

These are orders. They're a retail order, they're a CLEC
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order, they're not an AT&T order or a CoreCommor a MlLeod

order. And so --

M5. CEGELSKI: Couldn't you use that aging
report and then filter through that on who the CLEC was or
if it's retail or --

MR. FIORETTI: They don't provide that kind

of information in those.

M5. CEGELSKI: Is it just like a PON nunber
or the service order nunber?

MR, FI ORETTI: Service order numnber.

M5. CEGELSKI: And then that's just a

listing of service order nunmbers that are aged?
MR FIORETTI: Right. And we're -- you
know, | mean, believe me, we're actively working through

the issues of how do we get this. But in ny view, and

it's Anmeritech's position, the Texas nmeasurenents gives
you better reporting, gives reporting in a fashion that we
can execute it much quicker, much better, and for me to do

what has to be done to report pendings doesn't have the

same buyback in the end on a result. O course, you want
me to also report all of them which, you know, | think is
al so doubl e reporting.

MS. CEGELSKI: Sal, what woul d be the

possibility of taking an aging report? How often do those

reports cone out, do you have any idea?
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MR FIORETTI: | don't know off the top of
nmy head.

M5. CEGELSKI: Say they cane out weekly,
just for this exanple. |If you take naybe the next two

weeks' aging reports, and because they're service order

nunbers, then in the systens you know service order nunber

can be related back to the CLEC, or if it's the retai
di vision or whatever, and to see if there really is an
i ssue or how big of an issue it is.
MR. FIORETTI: Again, a very nanual process

to go through that, and that's why 1'd say, you know, it

may be easier for ne to work with you and do a study based
on your orders or Rod's orders or Karen's orders to do
that work versus to go through and | ook up every service

order, understand if it's retail or wholesale in a

particular area -- these are very geographic -- you know,
I mean you use those kinds of tools on a center-by-center
basis and not a service center-by-service center basis,

but a dispatch center-by-dispatch center, state-hby-state-

by-state basis. So therefore, you know, I'd have to go
and say in the Lansing, Mchigan area here's a |list of al
the pending orders at the end of the nonth, |ook up every

single one of those, map it to a CLEC or a retail, and

that for me is a very manual process to do that kind of

wor K.
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M5. KINARD: Sal, this is sort of rem nding

me of working with KPM5 in Pennsylvania. W had one, the

measur enent the way the CLECs wanted in Pennsyl vani a but
it wasn't inplenented yet. Bell Atlantic said they would
impl enent it in January, so we were debating whether for

the interimtest we'd use -- for at |least a couple of

nont hs use the cancel ed plus the conpl eted and cancel ed
together, and then they would go to that in January for
the test. And | think Bell Atlantic got it even

i mpl enented earlier than January.

So maybe, | don't know, either from KPMS or

you talking to Bell Atlantic we can figure out an easier
way to measure those, because | don't think Bell Atlantic
in Pennsylvania is doing it manually.

MR FIORETTI: Well, and you know, Karen

the bottomline, our position is hold ne to either/or, but
not both, and if it's the "or," if it's the pending, it's
going to take ne sonme time to get there. And | think it's

going to give you a nuch | ess accurate neasure. \Wat

you're asking me to do is incur the cost, do the pendings,
the | ess accurate neasure, and do the testing, the Texas
ones, if | understand you correctly.

MR COX: Sal, this is Rod again.

There's really two reasons for the two

di fferent approaches here. One is froman overal
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performance standpoint and the other is to be nore

proactive in getting our customers served nore quickly.

If we wait for a conpletion date, there's not a whole |ot
we can do after that fact.
MR. FIORETTI: So how proactive is getting

a report of pending orders at the end of the nonth 20 days

later for in the previous nonth?

See, | think there are better ways to
address this in a proactive manner, and it's an
operational process on the front end versus a neasuremnent

process on the back end.

MR. ANDERSON: Let ne throw out, in the
sort of spirit of horse trading we seemto have going nore
last tine we were together than this one, if we could

propose to you a specific commtnent on the del ay days

neasurenent that Sal has tal ked about when we woul d have
that inplenented and commit to do these carrier-specific
studies at the sane tine or while we're going through this

process on the nanual basis, would that be sonething that

the group might be willing to accept as a conpronise?
MR, COX: What would be the results? If we
do the study, what happens if the results conme back that

there are in fact a | arge anbunt of pending orders 10, 20,

30 days out past the due date?

MR FIORETTI: Well, | guess the intent of
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the study would be to understand the why and the what can

be done to linit those, rather than to say there is X

nunber and it's bad. | nean from ny personal experience
of working with carriers, there were many ti nes when
suggested to the carrier that "You' ve got a problem here

with this bunch of orders,” in sone cases a hundred, 150

orders. "I will do you a favor. | wll make them due X
OK ? Youwll send ne a sup when you're ready to do
them" and | never got a sup

Now, those are orders that woul d be hanging

out there. In the interest of custoner service, in the

interest of not getting, for exanple, an LNP order that
was due today to cut today inadvertently because the
carrier said please wait, | said, "I will make it due X;

you will send ne a sup," and | never get a sup

Those are the kinds of things that |I'm
t hi nking of that says sone of this is not ny problem And
by trying to work with the CLECs to resolve some of those

problens, in fact we've nade the picture | ook worse

because we've got pending orders past their due date with
no reason, of course, because we didn't put a reason, we
just nmade them due X

But if they're due today and | let themsit

out there and the carrier said wait and nobody ever got

back to nme, soneone is going to cone along and say, "Hey,
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there's a past-due order." 1've got to act on that. [|'m

going to conplete that order.

They conplete the order, the custonmer goes
out of service, and the CLEC says, "Oh, what are you

doi ng? You conpleted ny order and I didn't send you

anything." So | say |'ve got to do sonething with it, |
made an accommodation, |I'mgoing to nake it due X, which
in our systems will keep people fromexecuting it -- al
right -- and then | never get an order back

So that's going to show up as a pending

order past the due date, no reason, hanging out there

potentially forever if |I don't get a sup fromthe CLEC
because |I'm expecting a sup fromyou.
In ny personal experience those are things

that | did with nore than a couple of the carriers that

are on the line today.
M5. MOORE: Sal, this is Karen More at
AT&T.

Qur policy at AT&T is the sup orders that

we nmake, if it's our request, to postpone an order, but if

it's Ameritech's request to postpone an order, we wll not

do a sup because that screws up the data and will show
that -- because once you do a sup, the due date starts al
over again. |If you' ve requested an extension on a due

date, we think you'd put us in jeopardy. W have orders
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that are still hanging out there.

MR FlI ORETTI : But Karen, the situation |'m

tal king about is a situation where on the due date at the
cut time you asked me to hold the order and not cut it and
said, "I'll send you a sup," and | never got a sup.

M5. MOORE: Oh, all right. Wwell, Sal, |et

me ask you this clarifying question: As you stated
before, you're not yet reporting on cancel ed orders. When
do you plan on sending us reports on cancel ed orders?

MR, FIORETTI: | don't have the schedule in

front of me but | knowit's either 5/1 data collection or

6/ 1 data collection, but | think it's 5/1 data coll ection

M5. MOORE: So we woul d see results June

22nd?
MR FIORETTI: If it's 5/1, yes. And
believe it is. | just don't have it in front of ne.
M5. MOORE: Well, I'mgoing to throw
somet hing out on the table. I'mnot sure how !l really

feel about it but |I think it's sonething we should

consi der.
Based on what Sal has said, would it be
reasonable to accept Sal's proposal for their measure and

at the six-nonth review, once we've collected sone nore

data, once the CLECs have kind of reconciled their data

with Aneritech, and revisit where we're at?
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MR FIORETTI: | think that's fine. Again,

I woul d suggest that we'd be working with the del ay days

until then.
M5. CEGELSKI: | think that's acceptable.
MR FIORETTI: That's fine.

M5. MOORE: Karen Kinard, what do you

think? You have the nost experience with this in
actuality.

M5. KINARD: I'msorry, | was distracted.
Coul d you repeat what you were asking, Karen?

M5. MOORE: | put on the table for us to

consi der accepting Sal's proposal on an interimbasis
until the six-nmonth review so that would give us an
opportunity to actually get the results, since we haven't

gotten any yet because the cancel ed order neasure has not

yet been inpl enented, accept Sal's offer to do the del ay
days, and then as we go back as CLECs working with our
account team you know, where our orders are really

sitting, that we cone back in the six-nonth review and

rehash through this and see whether the way Aneritech has
nmeasured it is acceptable or whether we need to go back to
the hel d orders again.

M5. KINARD: | think that's acceptable to

MCI. W don't have any of the data CLECs in the room the

DSL providers in the room do we, today?
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MR KERN: No, we don't.

M5. KINARD: O K. Because they're usually

the ones that fight the nbst on this because of orders
held for conditioning or line and station transfers. |
don't know if they've been involved in Mchigan or not but

t hey' ve been involved in other states.

MCl could probably go along with this
i nteri mproposal but we might want to check with themif
they're not on this call.

MS. MOORE: What does staff think?

MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: I think a six-nmonth

interimnmeasure woul d be fine.
M. MOORE: Well, | want it to be clear,
t hough, that AT&T doesn't waive its right to go back to

the held order if we need to at the six-nmonth revi ew

M5. KINARD: And that we each get our
st udi es.
MR. ANDERSON: We woul d agree all parties

reserve their rights.

MS. MOORE: OK
MR, FIORETTI: And all | would ask in terms
of the studies, that as you contact your service manager

to do that, contact ne -- you know, cc nme on the e-nmail

and I will make clear to the service manager the extent of

the work that | expect themto do.
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M5. MOORE: They'll |ove you.

MR. ANDERSON: |If Sal's working hard, these

service nmanagers are going to work just as hard.
MR. COX: This is Rod Cox, MLeodUSA.
I'"'mO K wth that suggestion. | guess |I'm

ki nd of hoping that we would have cone up with sone kind

of a held-for-facilities measure if that doesn't exist
t oday.

MR FIORETTI: Well, there is.
Specifically --

M5. MOORE: There are delay days due to

facilities?
MR. FIORETTI: Yeah. There is specifically
that kind of disaggregation. It's a separate neasure, |

bel i eve, Rod.

MR, COX: Then I'mfine with that.
MR FIORETTI: OK And again, | think the
Texas neasures give you a wi der scope of why and how, but

we'll work fromthere.

M5. MOORE: Yeah. And until we can see the
data, Sal, you can understand our hesitation, right?
MR FIORETTI: Yeah.

M5. MOORE: And Craig, was that good enough

horse trading for you?

MR. ANDERSON: Wonderful, Karen.
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MR. KERN. Mywving to No. 4 very quickly,

I'"mgoing to ask a relatively sinple question, and that

is, is this not pretty darn close to the first issue we
tal ked about ?
M5. MOORE: \Which issue was that, John?

MR KERN. I'msorry. No. 4 is nean tine

to repair, percentage of custoner troubles not resolved
within an estimted tine.

MR. FIORETTI: This is the issue of
conpl etion notification.

MR. KERN: Versus -- yeah, conpletion

notification versus custoner notification
MR FlI ORETTI : | believe this is the sane
i ssue.

MS. SCHNEIDEWND: And this is also one

where staff had asked that you make sure that this is
being -- or there is an interimneasure to pick up that
second tinme frane.

MR. FIORETTI: Correct.

MR. KERN: And | guess ny sinple question
is, do we need to talk about this further? Mary?
M5. CEGELSKI: | don't believe so

MR KERN: Karen or Karen?

MS. MOORE: AT&T is O K

MR. KERN:. Thank you
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MS. KINARD: This is Karen from MC

Wor | dCom

I'd still like to see KPMG consulted on
this, since they' ve had experience with |ooking at netrics
that go both ways.

MR KERN: O K

MR. COX: Can you sumarize that, John?
VWhat are we agreeing to?

MR. KERN: A separate conpletion
notification froman installation notification and -- [I'm

| ooking at my notes. Separate conpletion from

notification.
M5. KINARD: Wait a minute. Wat's that
what you were asking agreenent on? | was still on held

orders. |I'msorry.

MR. KERN. Karen -- and | apol ogi ze. |
can't seemto find nmy notes fromour conversation on the
first neasure.

M5. KINARD: | thought we were going to

have a -- no.
MR KERN: No, it's the second neasure.
MR COX: | guess I'ma little unclear as

to what we're --

MR, KERN: Yeah, so am|.

M5. FRENTZ: Do you want to take five
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m nut es?

M5. CEGELSKI: John, wasn't it physica

wor k conpl etion and notification of physical work
conpl eted and then the actual conpletion notice in the
systemto the notification to the CLEC? | think those are

the two neasurenents.

MR FIORETTI: Yeah, the two neasurenents
are within an hour of system update on service order
system side, and within -- | don't renmenber if it's one
day or 24 hours of actual work conpletion, are the two

nmeasures, and to measure them separately.

M5. CEGELSKI: The two measures, ny
understanding is the actual work conpletion, the physical
wor k conpletion, until the tine that it's updated into the

systemas it being conpl eted.

And then the second neasure is when the
systemis conpleted to the actual notification to the
CLEC, right?

MR. FIORETTI: No. They both end with the

notification to the CLEC.
The first one is systemupdate to
notification within one hour. The other one is work

conpl etion, service activated to conpletion, notification

to the CLEC, one day. So it's work conmpleted --

M5. CEGELSKI: Physical work conpl eted.
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MR. FIORETTI: Physical work conpleted to

notification of the CLEC, one day. System updated to

conpletion to the notification of the CLEC within one
hour .
MR COX: So on the electronic transfer of

trouble tickets, that stanp just had the one neasurenent,

@QUI, and/or through ap to ap?

MR. FIORETTI: Right. On the nmintenance
side, which is where we have not finished in instituting
this measure, it is -- well, first of all, in Texas they

didn't have a neasure on nmi ntenance -- but the

mai nt enance side, it's the nmanual side of maintenance that
really causes the difficulty because on the el ectronic
side you get notification through either the GJ or the ap

to ap, Rod -- and you're fanmiliar, | think, with the GU

-- very proactively on conpletion of that order

MR COX: Right.

MR FIORETTI: O trouble ticket, | mean.
I'msorry

MR COX: | guess I'mtrying to figure out
of those that don't get in the GQJ or bill nmanual and it's

a physical call back, how are you collecting that?

MR. FIORETTI: That's the part |'m working

on, to conplete the maintenance nmeasure ri ght now.

MR COX: QK
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MR. FIORETTI: That's why you're not

getting that today, either of those nmaintenance ones.

MR. KERN. Rod, are you confortable with

t hat ?

MR. COX: Yeah, | think so.

M5. KINARD: This is Karen fromMI. [|'m
still kind of lost on what we're agreeing to. Are we

agreeing to a separate notice neasurenent for naintenance,
i ke we have a conpletion notice or --
MR. FIORETTI: That's what we're working on

developing and that's really the part of the M chigan

piece in terns of the piece parts that has not yet been
i mpl enent ed.
M5. SCHNEI DEW ND: But you're proposing to

i mpl enent that notification tine separately fromthe

conpletion tine.
MR FIORETTI: Correct. Just as we do on
t he provisioning side.

MR KERN. OK | want to try and knock

of f the next couple, two or three, pretty quickly if we
can.
On No. 5, Ameritech was supposed to -- no,

I"msorry -- CLECs were to review Aneritech's proposed

nmeasur es. Di d CLECs have a chance to revi ew what

Aneritech had proposed regarding collocation? Mry?
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MS. CEGELSKI: No, | haven't. ©Ch, the

proposal that we had fromthe last tine?

MR KERN: Yes.
MS. CEGELSKI: Yeah, | think that's al
right.

MS. KINARD: This is Karen Kinard with M

Wor | dCom

First on the overall intervals where you
took the M chigan standard for physical and virtual,
don't think we have a cagel ess one, right? Do we in

M chi gan?

But anyway, from what | understand, your
contract offer is 60 and 90 days, so we would rather have
that than the 63 and 99.

And for the augnent intervals, they |ooked

O K to our SMEs except for you didn't address whether the
DSLAM woul d go in the first one with the splitter, and
al so they said that Ameritech requires us to do our own --

get a contractor to do our own tiedown, so they didn't see

why there had to be different capacity limts -- three
DS3s or so nany copper lines, et cetera -- if we had the
term nal equi pnent there, because you don't do the work,

it's the contractor we hire, just so long as the

term nating equi pnent is there.

So that was their reaction
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MR COX: This is Rod Cox, MLeodUSA.

W were really interested in the cagel ess

portion being split out.
MR FIORETTI: | think we've agreed for
where we do cagel ess col location, we do in the Texas

nmeasure have a cagel ess di saggregation

M5. MOORE: You agreed to do that in
I ndi ana, right?
MR FIORETTI: Right.
MR. COX: And was that a 45-day interval ?

MR FlI ORETTI : Rod, | don't know what the

interval is off the top of ny head.
M5. CEGELSKI: And Sal, CoreComm agrees
under that stipulation, too, that the cagel ess woul d be

included if we have cagel ess at that point.

M5. MOORE: Can't hear you
M5. CEGELSKI: CoreConm says that if there
i s cagel ess, that we should al so measure cagel ess on that,

do the agreenent in the other comi ssions.

MR FIORETTI: W have a collocation tariff

here in Mchigan, | believe.
MR. ANDERSON. W do, and we al so have

approved interconnection agreenents that include cagel ess.

MR FIORETTI: And | think the way that the

Texas neasure is witten is it's based on the intervals
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established in the tariff.

MR ANDERSON:. Well, that one |'m not sure

about the interval in the tariff.
MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: I'mnot sure of the
intervals in the tariff either

M5. KINARD: | think our people have told

me the Texas interval was 55 days for cagel ess.

MR, FIORETTI: But | think that was based
on the Texas tariff.

MS. KINARD: Yeah. So | don't know what

you have in M chigan

MR FIORETTI: And | think that's why we

left the language to what was in the tariff, to get sone

sense of standardi zation of the neasure in terns of how we

woul d pay renedies.

If contractually we have sonet hi ng
different, | would suggest that that shouldn't change
t hese standard performance neasures but we sonehow work

with you to make sure that we're nmeeting the contractual

obligation that we have. But from a measurenent
perspective, we're |ooking at the standards.
MR. DENNI STON:  Sal, it's Ji m Denniston

There's an open question in our mnd as to whether the

present tariff conplies with the Commission's order in

11831. In the event that sone kind of a notion is brought
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in 11831 to require Ameritech to change its collocation

tariff, would those changes be reflected and do you put

themin perfornmance standards neasurenents?
MR FIORETTI: | would suggest that, hoping
to be sonmewhat consistent with sonething |I've said before,

where | can point to sonmething and say it's the tariff,

that I would nmeasure to the tariff. So if the tariff got
changed, | would neasure to whatever that nodification
was.

MR. ANDERSON: Jim this is Craig Anderson

| recognize you nmay have sone issues with the tariff, and

maybe this is one where we can check, | nmean on that
somewhat narrow i ssue right now \What is the interval for
cageless? |'mpretty sure cageless is in there.

There are sonme questions | have about the

tariff, too. And maybe in the process we can tal k about
tariffs and maybe take an issue off the table for 11831
in the spirit of collaboration

MR. DENNI STON:. O K. Very good

MR. KERN: AT&T, do you have any comments
about the collocation issues?
M5. MOORE: No. W agree with M2, and

al so agree with Sal where we can point to sonething

out side the neasure itself, where we can all agree, that

woul d be great. O course we want what is shortest.
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MR. FIORETTI: So do you want to nove on to

No. 6 | think was fromthe MC redline.
That was one of the newitens that, unfortunately, | am
not prepared to discuss today. | just did not have enough

time to go back and do this one. | would hope that we can

hold this one till the next tinme.
MS. MOORE: What's the itenf
MR. ANDERSON: Hot cuts.
MR, FIORETTI: This is the hot cuts franme

due tinme issue.

M5. MOORE: | understand you haven't had
time to look into this. [If | could respectfully suggest
that you talk to M. Dysart in Texas. | was in Texas on

Monday, and the whol e hot cut frame due tine nmeasures were

up for review, and there have been sone CLEC proposals,
your parent conpany has agreed to them
MR. FIORETTI: To be honest, Karen, | was

trying to wait until sone of that got done so | could cut

to the chase, but | didn't then get to Randy in tine.
MS. MOORE: You know what, Sal, that's O K
From AT&T' s perspective anyway, | think it's a real good

i dea that you get together with your Texas fol ks,

under st and what they're doing and bring it on over,

assunmng that all the other CLECs agree.
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MR FIORETTI: OK | will get to Randy

first opportunity next week.

M5. MOORE: Do you know, Sal, is the
opportunity for us to request frane due tinmes on the table
for Anmeritech?

MR. FIORETTI: Karen, | can't say for sure.

I don't know. | know that that issue is being worked, but
| don't know exactly what the current status is.

M5. MOORE: OK. Let me --

MR. CHORZEMPA: -- change in their

position, Karen, so far in the arbitration.

M5. MOORE: Say it again.
MR. CHORZEMPA: They haven't changed their
position on that in arbitration.

M5. MOORE: So, Sal, then | would

respectful ly suggest that you confirmwhat Dave just said.
The CLECs really, really want frame due tinme. And as part
of that, the hot cut nmeasures 114 and 115 and 114.1 which

we' ve never tal ked about here have been changed and agreed

to. So l'dlike to see you bring that to the table.
MR, FIORETTI: OK
M5. MOORE: Maybe you could do that by, if

| could al so suggest, at |east having sone nore feedback

for us at our Illinois neeting the 4th and 5th of May.

MR FIORETTI: | will certainly try to do
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t hat .

MR ANDERSON. And, Dave, is that an issue,

then, if we could possibly resolve that through this? Sal
has got to check, obviously, that maybe it could conme off
the issue in the arbitration.

MR CHORZEMPA: Yes, it could. | nean

right now we're asking themfor Anmeritech to provide frane
due hot cuts, and | have seen a nmockup of our docunent

whi ch was del eted, but Aneritech del eted a hundred percent
of our | anguage so that -- that was outside, and the

negoti ati ons are schedul ed for next week on that, or even

the week after.
MR. FIORETTI: Mght | suggest the one
i ssue that, you know, | just think that it's worth noting

that the policy position will really establish what the

nmeasur enent position nmght be on this. And that is, you
know, | can't have a neasurenent that nmeasures sonething
that we don't have.

So one is going to follow the other, and

"Il follow up on both of those. But just --
M5. MOORE: Sal, | have to respectfully
di sagree with you. Frame due time is only a portion of

nmeasure. There are other issues around the whol e nmeasures

that we need to address, too. And if you | ook at neasure

114.1, forgetting about the frane due tine piece,
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coordi nate just fromthe hot cut perspective, | would Iike

to see neasure 114.1, with of course a different

benchnmar k, brought into the Aneritech region.
MR. FIORETTI: | guess the only question |
woul d ask you, Karen, is that in our first go-round over

the issues, the CLEC position that was stated said "Keep

the M chigan nmeasure for coordinating conversions."

M5. MOORE: That's right, because you don't
have 114.1. So | guess | expected you to cone back with,
you know, your intent to resolve that.

MR FIORETTI: Well, you know, |'d be happy

to go back and talk to Randy. And if | can do 114.1 al ong
with the Texas measures and not be driving the policy with
t he performance neasure, |'d be happy to do that.

M5. MOORE: Sal, let ne say this: If you

could cone back and bring to the table 114.1, AT&T woul d
be willing to take off the table the M chigan neasure,
because they're very sinmlar.

MR FIORETTI: O K. | understand.

MR. ANDERSON: But to be clear, that's
going to be driven by the policy decision.
M5. MOORE: Well, Craig, I'mnot sure if

that's the case because it includes other things besides

frane due tinme. Franme due tine is just a disaggregation

| evel .
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MR. ANDERSON: |'m suggesting, to put it

anot her way, we'll have to check with San Antonio.

M5. MOORE: Thank you
MS. KINARD: This is Karen with Ml
Wor | dCom

For the frane due time, and maybe Karen

Moore can fill me in, you're just tal king about the
translation timng, if | may?

MR. FIORETTI: Frane due tinme has to do
with junmpers, not translations.

MR, CHORZEMPA: It's a coordi nated cut

versus franme due tine cut where you only actually have
coordi nati on between the conpani es when you're actually
doi ng the cut.

MR. FIORETTI: Yes. Frane due tine says,

as | understand the general definition, at time certain,
at 2:00 o'clock or 2:30 on Thursday afternoon you're going
to cut this order; don't call ne, just cut it.

MR. CHORZEMPA: | think the point is, once

the hot cut process becones nore reliable, conpanies would
like the ability to have frane due tine cut instead of a
coordinated cut. Oobviously, if the process isn't reliable

-- | don't think it's there yet in Areritechland -- frane

due time is the best way to do it. But if you have a

reliable process and you could use frame due tine, you
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obvi ously increase the volunes of cuts that take place.

M5. KINARD: And for coordinating cut right

now, you don't have a cutover w ndow, right?
MR, CHORZEMPA: You don't have a set tine
where you cut over; you actually have -- well, you do have

a tinme. You al so have actual manual interaction between

us and Aneritech as it relates to the cut.

M5. MOORE: Perhaps to nore precisely
answer your question, what we're nissing fromthe Texas
nmeasure the way Sal inplenented them when he put that

stake in the ground and stated this is what we're going to

do, there is no nmeasure outside of Mchigan that says:
Here's the anmount of tinme you have to do these coordinated
cuts, you've got to do it in this tine frane.

In Texas, 114.1 is exactly that, although

in the CLECs' opinion in Texas that benchmark is far too

long. It's like two hours or so.
M5. KINARD: | have seen that later for an
interval proposal in Texas. It is a long tine.

M5. MOORE: Right. And so now during the
Texas six-nmonth review there are sone CLECs proposing to
change the coordi nating conversi on neasures that FCC has

accepted, which, of course, was what | wanted to send out

to the CLECs until ny conputer died and went to the

hospital. So I'mwaiting for it to be revived, and when |
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do that I'Il be happy to send it out.

I know Sal is going to go back and talk to

M. Dysart.
MS. Kl NARD: For the noncoordi nat ed hot
cuts or cuts, is there a discussion of rather than frane

due time, Ameritech waiting for the attack broadcast?

MS. MOORE: | don't know.
MR FIORETTI: | don't know either, Karen
M5. KINARD: | think that's our preferred

nmet hod. That gives us nore control over naking sure

that's not a problemw th you taking out the translation

M5. MOORE: Karen, are you tal king about
the waiting for the activation method?
M5. KINARD: Yes.

M5. MOORE: Yes. O K

MR KERN: Let's see if we can do No. 7 or
8 real quick.
MR FIORETTI: OK W're getting pretty

cl ose to having a business rule.

M5. MOORE: What's No. 7, please?
MR, FIORETTI: 7 on the MCl docunent is:
Ameritech will devel op and inplenent a new nmeasure for

resale billing conpletion based on the rate of clearing

error notices. And | think subsequently Mary changed a

couple of words in there.
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M5. CEGELSKI: Yes, | did change a couple.

MR FIORETTI: | think that was sonething

that we did conmt to do. So that was just left off.
Actual ly, one of the areas of agreement -- not
di sagreenent -- right? W just have not delivered to you

there's a business rule.

So it's open fromthat perspective, but |
think it is an area of agreenent that we've agreed to do.

M5. KINARD: This doesn't foreclose when we
do have an EDI billing conpletion notice up and running,

getting a nmeasure on the conpletion notice -- or that

m ght have been what Mary added and | have the wrong copy
in front of ne.
MR. FIORETTI: No, that's not what Mary

added, but it doesn't foreclose it, nor does it guarantee

it, either one. It's sonmething that we'll tal k about when
we get sonething like that.
M5. MOORE: Sal, to go along with that

qguestion in a nore general sense, when do you think you

will have this new or |atest version of the business rule?
MR. FIORETTI: Karen, | had anticipated
you' d have them before now. In fact, | had them before

now but | wanted to take a |l ook at them so |I'mthe

roadbl ock. | just haven't reviewed themjust to say OK ,

"Il send themout to you. So | apol ogize to you for



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

1286
that. | hope to get themout to you next week.

M5. MOORE: Could | ask, then, in addition

to that, Sal, that you send out whatever changes you nade
to the inplenmentation schedule, too?
MR. FIORETTI: Yes, again the sane. 1I'm

sticking to ny story there.

M5. MOORE: O K Thank you.

MR. KERN. The last one | want to try to
touch on today was Ameritech will further define the
busi ness rule for defining when it changed to an order for

their interconnection trunk will be deemed a suppl enent al

order.
MR FIORETTI: Well, this goes back to a
| onger discussion than |I think you probably want to have,

John, but let ne frame the issue for you

This goes back to a conversation that |
had. | think this was an exchange that | had with Karen
Ki nard, tal king about FOC, FOC tinme for interconnection

trunks. Al right.

| said, based on the way that our fol ks had
read the M chigan order, that our FOC tine for
i nterconnection trunks was 24 hours, and that where we

don't reject orders from CLECs on interconnection trunks,

we call you and attenpt to resol ve di screpanci es and have

a process in place by which we stop the clock or whatever
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and then potentially ask you to sub the order for nore

information, if that's required, in order to FOC the order

back.
| was very wong on that process, and | was
very wong on the FOC tine for interconnection trunks. |

think we need to probably tal k about that again.

First of all, the process | was referring
to is a process that we use on the ordering -- what ['1]
call special access type trunks, special access type DSls
where we do nmanual processing. It's not going to have to

do anything specific with interconnection trunks. W

don't stop the clock at all on those. W report what tine
it takes.
And in fact the M chi gan conmi ssion order

does not -- the Mchigan order specifies only that we are

to i mpl ement a di saggregation for interconnection trunks,
but the actual definition that it gives for objective tine
frames | eaves one to wonder which of the tine frames the

Conmi ssi on woul d have expected for interconnection trunks.

And the 24 hours is way too short of a time to actually do

t hat .

I"mworking with my folks to understand
what the right tines are. | don't expect that you'll be
able to react to anything | say until | tell you what |

think it ought to be. And that's why | say this
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discussion is a little bit |onger

But suffice it to say, fromthe perspective

of the process to request the stuff and stop the clock and
all that, that's not one that we do, and | was w ong
there. So that's not the issue.

The issue is interconnection trunk cl ock

MR. KERN. Suffice it to say, it's an issue
that we need to follow up next tinme.
MR FIORETTI: Yes, we do.

MR. KERN: | guess that's the question

have for the group: Wen is the next time going to be?
M5. MOORE: John, before we go, can | ask
Sal one nore question?

MR. KERN: Sure.

M5. MOORE: Sal, ny understanding from
being in Texas earlier this week, that SBCis in sw ng
stage, it's going to be changing the way they produce

perfornmance data; they're working on a process to use

M crosoft access dat abases, which, as you know, AT&T woul d
dearly love. So if you could -- it's not for Illinois --
at May 4th and 5th, next tine we're in Chio, the 8th or

9th, or here in Mchigan sonetinme after that, if you could

gi ve us sone feedback as to whether or not you think you

can trust us your data the way your parent conpany is
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going to do it

MR. FIORETTI: Karen, | did get your

nmessage the other day about this and did have sone -- |
did not have conversation with Randy Dysart as | said, but
did have sone conversation with the IT folks that are

doing the work that's being done, that | think you're

referencing here. And that's why | need to touch base
wi th Randy.

And as |'msure you'll recall, both in the
Tel cordi a anal ysis of the Texas performance neasures, and

I think there's some coment by the DQJ and/or FCC, they

said that their processes were nmuch too manual -i nt ensi ve,
and they were based on spreadsheets and weren't
nmechani zed. | believe that fromthe information | found,

this is the back end of the process, the data warehousing

type end that they're tal king about. But to be sure,
need to talk to Randy.
It doesn't have anything to do with how

they post it and how they post it to the Internet.

M5. MOORE: Sal, | appreciate your
conmitrment to talking to Randy. | can tell you that it
will in fact include the issue of how the CLECs were

getting the data, because | know as part of our filing in

Texas, in anticipation of the six-nonth review, we asked

t hose specific questions. So |I'msure that Randy and his
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team are working on that issue.

MR FIORETTI: OK Wll, as | said, |

didn't talk to Randy. | talked to the IT folks. \Wen |
gave themthe explanation that | knew, they said, well,

this is what we're doing at their end. And so if it's

sonet hing that Randy is working on independently, | need
totalk to him So I'll do that.
M5. MOORE: OK | look forward to your

updates, Sal. Thank you.
MS. KINARD: Sal, this is Karen Kinard from

MCI Worl dCom  When you're checking into the trunk

interval -- and it sounds |ike you nmade ny heart |eap for
joy for nothing --
MR. FIORETTI: Karen, you know you were the

one that convinced nme that | nust be crazy.

M5. KINARD: -- that you -- in two states.
Coul d you make sure you get the line

nunbers they apply to, if there are cutoffs when things go

to project, like Bell Atlantic intervals up to 192 trunks
MR FIORETTI: Yes, | wll, Karen.
M5. KINARD: -- they're one thing, and then

over that amount they are another thing.

MR FIORETTI: Yes, | will, Karen. And

thank you. | nean it was that conversation that nmade ne



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

1291
think I had no idea what | was tal ki ng about.

MS. MOORE: It takes a brave nan to admt

that, Sal.

MR. KERN: So when do we want to try and
reconvene this group, this collaborative group? | think
we' re maki ng some progress. | saw a couple nore issues

get knocked off the to-do list onto the agree |ist.

Do we not -- do people not want to have
anot her neeting?

MR. ANDERSON: W absolutely do, but | want

Sal to breathe. He's got sone real assignments here, so

I'"'mgoing to Sal first for tine.
MR. KERN: Let's take a couple m nutes.
(There was a discussion off the record.)

MR. KERN. This is where we're at, people,

correct me if I'mwong.
W have taken one of the issues off line to
a sub-team that is this average FOC notice interval.

That sub-teamis going to have two conference calls, first

one on Thursday, May 4 at 9:00 o' clock Central, second one
on May 12, 9:00 o'clock Central
This collaborative will neet again on

Friday, May 19, by conference call, and the call will be

from9:00 to 12: 00 Eastern tinme, 8:00 to 11:00 Centra

tine.
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And does anybody el se have anyt hing they

w sh to add?

MR. ANDERSON: We'll set up the bridge for
the cal |l s.
MR KERN:. Aneritech will take care of the

conference bridges.

And, Jim thank you very much for your
wi |l lingness to do the bridges today.
(At 3:05 P.M, the proceedi ngs were

adjourned to May 5, 2000, at 10:00 A M)
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