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Lansi ng, M chi gan
Wednesday, August 9, 2000
10:15 A M
(The proceedi ngs were resuned pursuant to
t he adj ournnment.)
MR. LONERGAN. We're going on the record.
MR ERINGS: 1'Il begin. This is John
Eringis from KPMG Consul ting.
We'd |ike to address the conmments on MIP
Version 1.4 by first beginning to go through the AT&T

witten comments which were distributed by e-mail to the

distribution list last night. | wll not expand on their
comments but |1'Il assunme that sone of you have had a
chance to review them and I'll stop on the points, and if

Timand Dave can explore a little nore what their points
are, if there's anything else to add other than what's in
t he docunent, you know, please do so.

The first point that was nmade in their
comments were a coupl e of observations about the
statistical nethodology. Timor Dave, do you want to take
us through your point?

MR, CONNOLLY: Hi, John. This is Tim
Connol I'y speaki ng.

Qur concern is that we need to cone to
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grips with the statistical nethodology that wll be
enbodied within the test. W note with sone concern
Appendi x C, where it describes very generally that there
will be a statistical nethodol ogy enpl oyed, but we need to
have a nore clear understanding of that. So |I guess our
request is that the process by which we cone to agree on
that statistical nethodol ogy be brought together as
qui ckly as possible, and I think one of the earliest sets
of comments that KPMG had provi ded suggested a techni cal
conference or a workshop or sonething along those lines to
have the parties work together to cone up with that
nmet hodol ogy and approach that hel ps us understand things
| i ke the alternative hypothesis that will be used, what
the sanple sizes will be for various tests, what we use
for an al pha and a beta level for the Type | and Type |
errors respectively, pernutation testing and the like. It
just seens that all those things have got to get deci ded,
and it's likely that the various parties will have sone
vi ew of how those ought to go, so we think that the
wor kshop proposal is a good one. The timng of that, we'd
like to urge that that be expedited.

MR CHORZEMPA: And | think we'd like to --
this is Dave Chorzenpa from AT&T. What we'd like to see
is the workshop idea nenorialized in the nmaster test plan

along with at |east sone indication of when it's going to
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start.

MS. SCHNEIDEWND: This is Ann Schnei dew nd
fromthe staff.

| would note just on a broad |level at |east
that the Comm ssion in 11830 in their order over a year
ago did adopt a statistical nmethodology that if we anend,
| think we need to nmake proposals on that at sone point to
t he Conm ssion because they have actually adopted a
vari ation of what Aneritech had proposed way back then
over a year ago. So as | say, | think if we want to have
nodi fi cations adopted, it's going to have to go through
the 11830 docket.

MR. CHORZEMPA: \What was the -- this is
Dave Chorzenpa from AT&T. |'munaware of the context of
t hat docket and where that was accepted or for what
purpose, this statistical methodol ogy that was adopted by
t he Conm ssi on.

MS. SCHNEIDEWND: This is Ann Schnei dew nd
again.

The Conmi ssion originally adopted
performance standards in May of 1999 and in 11830.
Aneritech had made proposals at that tine. M and AT&T
and several parties had responded both to the proposed
performance standards and to the statistical nethodol ogy.

And then you will recall early this year Aneritech had
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proposed that certain amendnents be nmade to those
performance standards that were adopted in May of '99 by
the Comm ssion, and that's what we eventual ly incorporated
in July in our filing to the Conm ssion, asking that the
Comm ssi on adopt the agreenment of this collaborative
changi ng the performance standards.

But al t hough we had nentioned a coupl e of
times in the course of those discussions the fact that
statistical nethodol ogi es had al so been adopted by the
Commi ssion in May of '99, and that any changes we m ght
propose to that needed to be incorporated in the docunent
that went to the Conm ssion, nobody really proposed any
changes.

And so | don't think that's our |ast
avenue. |If we're going to propose sonething else in this
11830 docket in Septenber regardi ng new perfornmance
standards for UNE remand and |ine-sharing, that would be a
good opportunity, if we want to change any statistical
met hodol ogy the Comm ssion has al ready adopted, for us to
jointly propose sone changes. But | just want people to
be clear that there is already sonething on the record,
al though not in this collaborative -- it was a year ago --
but the Comm ssion has adopted sonething by which they
intended to review or have perfornmance standards revi ewed

internms of statistical nethodol ogies.
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MR ERINGS: Ann, this is John Eringis.
Let nme take a run at what AT&T had said and let nme put a
coupl e of concepts on the table and see whether this woul d
be satisfactory to them

VWhat |1'mtaking away here is that what AT&T

is requesting is some acknowl edgnent that there will be
sone sort of informational nmeeting -- at a m ninum
informational -- that discusses the details of the

statistical approaches that would be used in the test, and
the statistical approaches that would be used in the test,
we woul d need to be cogni zant of the Conm ssion's order

Wi th respect to performance netrics, but there are
probably other issues that need to be consi dered that

woul dn't be in conflict with that order.

It sounds to ne |ike what we're | ooking for
here is not necessarily to hold up the MIP, but just sone
clarity on, you know, are we just saying that we want to
all commt that we're going to schedule an informational
nmeeting and we're going to discuss these kinds of issues.
This is going to be a very simlar neeting to the neeting
t hat has happened for the ROC that's done in U S. West,
and | believe a neeting such as this has happened in
Fl ori da where various experts fromthe conpani es and ot her
representatives can attend a neeting so that they have a

confort |level and sonme additional insight into exactly how
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we're going to deal with those aspects of the test where
statistical design is essential.

Is that what you're driving at, AT&T, or is
t here sonet hing el se?

MR, CONNOLLY: Tim Connolly for AT&T.

Yes, John, that's very nuch in line with
what we're suggesting. W would have this infornmationa
neeting, were it to be the case that KPMG adopts the 11830
nmet hodol ogy and perhaps refines it or specifies what it
will use in terns of sanple sizes for aspects of the test
where those would be either consistent with 11830
requi renents or whatever is the alternative, and be able
to have the opportunity to discuss those alternatives.

So | generally agree that we do need to get
toget her and go through these to make sure that we' ve got
an under st andi ng about the ways in which the statistical
approach will be woven into the test.

MR ERINGS: Right.

MR. APPENZELLER: John, this is Terry
Appenzeller. W're O K wth having that workshop in the
future and maybe in conjunction with penalty plan
di scussi ons because they're kind of rel ated.

MR, CHORZEMPA: This is Dave Chorzenpa from
AT&T. | think it's different from perfornmance neasures,

what we're tal king about here, because we're tal king about
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statistical nethods used in the test such as sanple sizes.
| mean Tims listed the things up in paragraph 1 of the
statistical nethodology section, and | think it's -- |
don't know that the performance neasures statistica

net hodol ogy i s broad enough to enconpass what we're

tal ki ng about here, but I'mno expert on what the 11830
docket said and I'mcertainly comng fromthere froma
position of ignorance. | don't know how broad that is.

M5. SCHNEI DEW ND: And Dave, this is Ann
Schnei dewi nd again. The Conm ssion did address the issue
of sanple size, but again not in relationship to a pseudo-
CLEC kind of a test but certainly in relationship to smal
sanpl e sizes that an individual CLEC m ght have.

It really was, | think, a pretty broad
stroke that the Conm ssion took, and | think as John
Eringi s suggests, there nmay be nothing that KPMG is going
to suggest that would be in conflict wwth the Comm ssion's
order, but | think we need to take a |look at that again in
ternms of the affidavits that were presented by Aneritech's
Wi tness in that case and nake sure that we're not doing
anyt hing that the Comm ssion actually adopted that would
be in conflict with it. And even if sonme proposal is nmade
to change it at this point, that's fine. W just have to
have the Conmi ssion acknow edge it, that's all.

MR, CONNOCLLY: Tim Connolly. Adding to
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that sort of concerns that we have, it seens to us that we
need to understand the sanple size question, as an
exanple, so that sufficient test data is engineered to be
processed through the pseudo- CLEC, and al so there's going
to be a need to understand sanple sizes for preparing the
test bed that Aneritech and KPMG are going to build.

So it's inmportant that we understand how
the sanple size issue gets resolved in the various aspects
of the test for (a) planning purposes, (b) engineering
pur poses, and (c) for test bed purposes.

MR ERINGS: This is John Eringis again.

It sounds to ne like the two things that could potentially
be a sticking point in this discussion -- or | haven't
heard anybody raise them-- are first, | didn't hear that
the proposal on the table is for there to be a formal or
sone sort of binding collaborative where the Conm ssion
now has to consi der about whether it's going to set up a
forumwhere it's going to be bound or need to have sone
sort of arbitration if there are issues that can't be
resolved in sonme formal setting. It doesn't sound that
that's what we're tal king about here; that we're talking
about nore of an informational gathering nuch |ike has
happened in other jurisdictions.

And | guess the second point that could be

a sticking point, which | also haven't heard, is that
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we're tal king about holding up the MIP until we absolutely
positively have |ike a date and a room and who's going to
go and what the rules of engagenent of this neeting are,
and it doesn't sound |like that's what we're saying. It
sounds |ike what we're saying is, you know, we're al
going to work in good faith to schedule this as
expedi tiously as possible so that we can all get together,
all the participants in the collaborative that have been
wor king on the MIP, and schedule sone tinme with sufficient
advance notice, but as soon as possible, to go and di scuss
t hese rel evant issues, and we can explore things |ike,
well, how did the order affect this stuff, are there
statistical nethods that we have to worry about being in
conflict with, do we have to perhaps consider proposals to
amend the order, et cetera.

So fromny perspective it doesn't sound
| i ke we have any sticking points there as long as, if |
can summari ze, the sunmary of the agreenent is we're al
going to work in good faith to schedule this informationa
nmeeting and have it to discuss these issues.

MR. CHORZEMPA: John, Dave Chorzenpa from
AT&T. How would the statistical -- standard statistical
nmet hods be chosen, then? |Is that chosen unilaterally by
KPMG, t hen?

MR ERINGAS: Will, we would use what we've



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

3566

| ear ned has worked before. W would work with the
Commi ssion to do that. And in this particular case we
woul d agree that it's valuable. And I think that, you
know, this is -- I'"'mnot sure that this is a new idea even
for Mchigan. W had di scussed that we were going to have
-- | think Timls cormments earlier were that we were
anticipating a technical or informational workshop where
we were going to talk about this stuff and get sone
gui dance fromall the parties to get a confort |evel

So you know, Dave, |'mnot going to tel
you that we have already figured all this stuff out and
that we're ready to bl aze ahead because, you know, at this
point | don't think that we've consulted with all the
right parties to do that.

MR, CONNCLLY: | think we're in fairly
vi ol ent agreenent, John. Tim Connolly speaking. You
know, we do want this session to be held, we want the
opinions of the parties to be expressed, and then the
deci si on about incorporating those agreenents, if you
will, or those statistical principles into the test plan,
and then to go about getting it done. | think it does
have a certain amount of predicate nature to it because
there's an awful | ot that happens once those decisions are
made, and that work can be very tinme-consumng, it can be

fairly resource draining. | don't think we know until we
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get the principles ironed out and they are first of all
expl ai ned, and then if we have to have sone debate over
them we can, and then take the decision of that process.

MR. APPENZELLER: John, Terry Appenzeller.
Wul d you do any rewites of this section of the MIP to
i ncor porate what you've heard this norning that reference
the previous order that Ann is tal king about, 11830, and
the fact that we're going to need these workshops, or how
woul d you handl e that for the MIP?

MR ERINGS: Well, | guess we're open to
anmending this, but | guess I'mstill a little concerned as
to howl'mgoing to anend it and why we need to anend it
in the master test plan.

| think we're in violent agreenent that
there needs to take place an activity, and no one seens to
be opposing that we're going to have an activity that
involves a lot of participants where we all get together
and we di scuss the statistical issues that need to be
considered during -- you know, this is an initial step
into actually inplenenting tests. So, you know, from our
perspective it's not really a master test plan issue per
se.

Now, if people want to have a | ot nore
specificity in there, the kinds of things that | woul d ask

about anendi ng the | anguage would be -- you know, |'m
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still not clear; | thought I was and now |'m not anynore
-- I"'mstill not clear on whether we're tal ki ng about
havi ng a real workshop where we're going to | ook for
consensus on all the -- you know, if we want to use a
statistical approach and there are parties that want to do
sonething el se that they think a sanple size -- the sanple
size that we use is going to be sonething else -- you
know, the way we set al pha and beta for Type | and Type |
error levels -- we don't cone to agreenent on that, | want
to know whether this is going to go beyond the

i nformational nmechanismwhere we try to work all that
stuff out and ultimately that that decision, where there
is aconflict, is left with the Comm ssion staff and KPMG
to work out, or is the request on the table that there is
going to be a nore formal process where, if thereis a

di sagreenent, we have to find sone sort of nechanismto
break a logjam |I'mstill unclear on that, Terry, so |
don't know how to anend the | anguage yet. | don't think
it needs to be anended unless we're tal king about having a
nore formal process.

MR. APPENZELLER: Well, John, this is Terry
again. | didn't hear the word "formal,"” | heard
"informal" as the recommendation, and Tim are you O K
with that at AT&T?

MR CONNCLLY: Well, we think that the --
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Ti m Connol |y speaking -- that the Appendix C at the very
| east needs to say that the standard nethods that will be
used have to be consistent with 11830.

MR. APPENZELLER  Ri ght.

MR. CONNOLLY: So | think that's a fact.

Now, when we have this workshop and we see
how KPMG is interpreting the principles of that order and
devel oping its approach for things |like sanple sizes, Type
|/ Type Il error values, and so forth, we nay need to
consult with the staff, we nmay need to do sonething to
express our view of what that order neans in terns of
these facts, and perhaps there's a need to have the staff
help forge a decision. It is premature for nme to say |'|
agree with KPMG s interpretation, because | certainly
don't know what it is.

MR, APPENZELLER: Tim this is Terry again
| would think that we would deal with that, if the
occasion arises that there is no agreenent, that obviously
there woul d be sone appeal process that could go to the
staff.

MR. CHORZEMPA: This is Dave Chorzenpa from
AT&T. | don't see why we couldn't put reference to the
fact that there will be a workshop in which KPMG w | |
describe the statistical nethodology they intend to use

and leave it at that. | nean we'll pursue -- | think
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pur sue what ever advocacy we
it.

| s that what you need, John?
That works for ne.

This is Tom Loner gan.

So you're going to do a brief anendnent to

the master test plan that just references that there wll

be a workshop regardi ng stati

" m hearing?

MR, CONNCLLY:
reference --

MR LONERGAN:

MR, CONNCLLY:

MR, LONERGAN:

MR.

MR ERI NG S:

stical nethods. | s that what

Well, and he needs to

And t he Comm ssi on docket.

Yes. There you go.

O K.

APPENZELLER  Ri ght.

O K | think we can nopve on

to the next one. The next issue was P-CLECs' i nterconnect

agreenent with Anreritech. Ti
take us through this point?

MR, CHORZEMPA:

m or Dave, do you want to

This is Dave Chorzenpa from

AT&T. This relates to the fact that certain offerings

made by Aneritech will only be avail abl e through

i nt erconnect agreenents, and

how does t he pseudo- CLEC

avail itself of those offerings. |It's a sinple question.

MR ERI NG S:

OK Well, I think since
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we're doing a sinulation here, we clearly wouldn't be
going through the entire interconnect agreenent process.
So we would use a different process to deal with that,

and, you know, really I'mlooking for, since the point was
made, |'m | ooking for sone guidance fromyou as to what
you woul d expect us to do or if this is a sticking point
or an area of concern for you.

MR, CONNCLLY: Well -- Tim Connolly, John.
It seems to us that because these services are avail able
only through these agreenents, that you have to at | east
identify what agreenent you're going to be using as a
basis for acquiring those services. W're not suggesting
that you have to go and negotiate the deal, but there is
(a) an anmendnent or (a) an agreenent that you're going to
be using as a basis on which to get these. So we need to
know what that one is.

Further, | think that it's got to be
sonehow made part of the record of this test so that its
use can be evaluated later on

MR. CHORZEMPA: Yeah, | think -- this is
Dave Chorzenpa from AT&T -- if | gave you an exanple.
Aneritech has been, | don't want to use the word "cagey"
but their offering of a UNE-P product is --

MR. APPENZELLER  Careful there, Dave.

W' re not cagey.
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MR. CHORZEMPA: It is changing ever so
slightly depending on the day, the hour, the mnute, the
nonth. And if we're going to test their offering and the
ordering systens, the preordering systenms for UNE-P, the
product that we're getting, we want to see what the
pseudo- CLEC is ordering, the ternms and conditions of that
pr oduct .

MR. APPENZELLER: | got it.

MR, CHORZEMPA: However the pseudo-CLEC is
going to get it, we want to see how they're getting it,
under what terns and conditions.

MR, APPENZELLER: O K. This is Terry
Appenzel | er.

In New York or Florida where you've done
these tests before with HP, how did they get the
information fromthe incunbent products |ineups before?

MR ERINGS: Well, you know, Terry, |
think it differs on the jurisdiction, and | think what I
can say is consistent across the board, is that we're
doing a test of the process and as cl ose as we can
simulate it, we will. So if the only way to get an
offering, if it's something that you can only get through
doi ng an interconnect agreenent, then we would | ook for a
sanpl e i nterconnect agreenent and get started and

expeditiously execute that agreenent per the docunented
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process or the customary process. And obviously this is
not going to be exactly everyone's experience, it would be
very different because it's for simulation purposes, but,
you know, we'd have to have the docunment in place. And it
sounds to ne |like what we're saying is if it's only
sonet hi ng avai |l abl e t hrough an i nterconnect agreenent,

|l et's go ahead and make sure that we have a docunent in

pl ace before we test that product, and if that agreenent
needs to be nmade avail able as part of the public test
record, make that available to the parties so that they
understand the basis on which we ordered those products
and servi ces.

| s that what people are asking us?

MR. CHORZEMPA: Yes. And if we can include
exactly what you just said right there sonewhere in the
test plan, that would be great. This is Dave Chorzenpa
again from AT&T

MR ERINGS: Well, if it closes out the
issue, that's fine wwth us. | believe that's what we
intended to do, and I would agree that it probably doesn't
spell that out in that detail in the test plan and we can
make that nore clear

MR, APPENZELLER: | think you're going to
have to make references wherever -- this is Appenzeller

again -- wherever you're getting a product from whether
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it's atariff or a 271 anmendnent, Dave, if we have such a
thing, or interconnection agreenent, as to where that
docunent resides.

MR CHORZEMPA: And | think -- this is Dave
Chorzenpa -- you're going to see this in other states as
wel | beyond, and | think we need to be aware of it: Bell
Anmeritech saying that certain platformofferings are only
to be nmade if the CLEC signs off on this 271 quid pro quo
i ke T2A

MR. APPENZELLER: Yeah, | have no probl em
with that.

MR CHORZEMPA: And | don't know how the
pseudo- CLECs sign sonething |ike that, but at |east we
shoul d know that they're getting that platformthat's
avai | abl e under those terns.

MR. APPENZELLER:  Yes.

MR ERINGS: And again, just to cone back
to your first question in the interest of informng, |I'm
reflecting back on the individual exanples, and, you know,
we have not been directed in every single case where
sonething isn't tariffed to go and get a docunent in place
and go and publish that. | nmean the one exanple | can
think of is the pseudo-UNE-P offering in Pennsylvani a
before UNE-P was avail able but we were directed to test

it. I"mnot aware that we went through sone sort of
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streanm i ned i nterconnection agreenent process to get that
in play.

So |l think it's been all over the map in
terms of how we've done that before, but in this
particul ar case, you know, we understand the direction and
we can nmake it clear in the docunent if we can nake that
i nformation avail abl e.

MR. APPENZELLER: John, it's Terry
Appenzel | er.

| don't think they're asking for you to do
an i nterconnect agreenent per se. |It's just get ahold of
t he agreenent that has the product that you need to test.

MR ERINGS: Right.

MR APPENZELLER: O the anendnent or the
tariff, depending on what it is.

MR ERINGS: Right.

MR. APPENZELLER: And that's it.

MR ERINGS: OK Is that fair? Everyone
agree?

W can nove on

MR. LONERGAN. This is Tom Lonergan. Let
me just indicate John Kern has joined us, so if you hear
that bell ow ng voice, that will be John.

MR, APPENZELLER: Ch, things will nove

qui ckly now.
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MR ERINGS: Let's nove on to the third
general point on AT&T's witten coments, which is the MIP
change nmanagenent process. Let ne just nake a conment
here real quick and then I'Il turn it over again to Dave
and Tim

W have not yet worked out traditionally
what -- because we view the master test plan docunent,
fromour perspective, as sonmething that ultimtely the
Comm ssion or Conm ssion staff, as the manager of the
tests or as our manager, uses as a way to direct us into
what we're going to do, as well as, you know, for our own
i nternal guidance. You know, sone things are docunented
and sone are not, and we do not have an MIP change
managenent process docunented in our nmaster test plan, but
that doesn't nean that there isn't a formal docunent in
the master test plan change nmanagenent process. These
tend to be all different, you know, the jurisdictions that
we work. So | want to throw that out there and say that
ny under standi ng of what we were going to do was that this
was sonet hing that we were going to work out with
Comm ssion staff as to how we were going to go through the
mechani cs of if we needed to change this docunent, and
that | anticipated -- but this is just on ny part -- |
anticipated that that kind of information would be nade

available to all the parties. But | can't tell you that
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we' ve worked out those details or exactly how | ong that
i nformati on was going to be publicized.

So with that, Timor Dave, do you have any
comments on this topic?

MR, CONNOLLY: Tim Connolly. W believe
that you will have a change nanagenent process and we
believe that it needs to be one that we all can understand
so that when changes are proposed or when changes are
made, we are able to keep up with those, reflecting those
changes in our docunents that will help guide us through
the test plan.

W are not insisting that it be witten
today, but we believe that as it is put together, we are
made aware of the change managenent process and how it
wor ks, who's got what roles, and what sort of
docunentation trails we'll have, and as our note says, we
think that KPM5 s very well equipped to do that and we'l|l
work it out with the staff.

MR. APPENZELLER: John, this is Terry
Appenzel ler. W have no problemwi th what Timis saying.
| think we're in the | ast stages of negotiating the 13-
state agreenent. (obviously there's sonme stuff being done
as we speak.

MR. CONNCLLY: That's the wong change

managenent pl an.
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MR. CHORZEMPA: We're tal king about -- this
i s Dave Chorzenpa. This is the change managenent of the
MIP. | made the sanme m st ake.

MR. APPENZELLER: Ch, all right.

MR. ERING S: Yeah, this is how KPMG
Consul ting and the staff actually managed to --

MR. APPENZELLER: Di sregard.

MR ERINGS: | guess | would just ask if
staff has no opposition to this concept that we're going
to work out the details of this and it's going to be
docunented and the parties will be inforned as to what
process we're going to use to keep the docunent under
configuration control. It sounds |ike there's broad
agreenent on this.

MR. LONERGAN. This is Tom Lonergan

| would agree with that. Watever we work
out will be nmade publicly available to the nenbers of the
col I aborati ve.

MR. CONNOLLY: Excellent.

MR ERINGS: |If that's satisfactory, |et
me nove on to keep this noving.

There are specific comments in the
docunent. Let nme nove as quickly through these since |
think sone of these we can deal with very quickly, and

interrupt nme if I'"mgoing too fast.
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One is there was a note on page 3: "The
following interfaces will be tested,” and then there was a

question that the parenthetical expressions nean "and" and

do not mean "or," "please confirm" and that's true. Wen
we say GUI/app to app, we nean GUJI and app to app.

Point 2: "The test will be conducted using
the nost current rel ease of Ameritech business rules
docunentation,” and the point is made that nost current
rel ease of Aneritech's interfaces are what would be
tested, including by extension the specifications, ED
gui des, user guides, et cetera, in addition to the nost
current rel ease of Ameritech's business rules. Please
confirm

MS. SCHNEI DEW ND:  John, could you pl ease
slow down just a little bit, please?

MR ERINGS: I1'msorry?

MS. SCHNEI DEW ND:  Coul d you sl ow down j ust
alittle bit for purposes of the court reporter?

MR ERINGS. Oh, I'mvery sorry. Do you
want nme to back up?

MR. LONERGAN. No; go ahead.

MR ERINGS: On Point 2 of AT&T's letter
we confirnmed the understanding stated in the docunent.

Poi nt 3, AT&T assunes that Aneritech's

LSOG 4 preorder interface release in addition to the
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eval uation of LSOG 4 ordering release will be eval uated,
and we would confirmthat and we will clarify the |anguage
in the MIP for that.

MR, CHORZEMPA: Hey, John, this is Dave
Chor zenpa. Wen you say you confirmthe | anguage in the
docunent -- | think | heard that phrase before -- you nean
you' re confirm ng that our understandi ng of the docunent
is correct.

MR ERINGS: That's correct.

Point 4: Testing includes certain service
delivery nethods such as EELs, subl oop unbundling, and
DSL, and the question here is AT&T would |Iike to have the
dependenci es expl ai ned where the test may or may not
i nclude certain service delivery nmethods, what will be
relied on to make determ nati on of products/services being
excluded fromtesting, and what notice will be provided.

Let's talk about this one a little nore.
"1l rmake a brief opening statenment and ask Ti m and Dave
to conment.

The sentence to which AT&T's coment refers
is a general statenent. W believe that we' ve been
charged with very specific direction about what products
and services are included in the test, and we also note in
the test plan that as a general principle it's not always

practical to test every single thing that's available. So
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general reasons that certain things may or nmay not be
tested include the fact that there are sone things that a
tester could not test itself and perhaps there are no

i ndustry volunteers to cooperate with the tester to
observe, you know -- that would allow us to observe how
ordering sonmething works. There may be situations where
it's just not practical to test in atinme frame of the
test, et cetera.

Having said that, we have sone very
specific direction in the test plan and fromthe
col l aborative as to what will and will not be tested.

So | would conclude by saying that all of
the specificity in the test plan probably takes precedence
over this sentence that's referred to here, which is neant
to be sort of nore high | evel and conceptual.

Timor Dave, do you have any coments on
t hat ?

MR, CONNOLLY: No. W understand some of
the technical inpedinents to include certain products and
services and activities in the test, and what | guess
we're asking is that when it is determned that we don't
have an industry participant that wants unbundl ed
subl oops, how are we going to know that that's been
decided to be included fromthe test and what sort of

record is going to be nade of that. W're not insisting
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t hat everything be tested.

MR ERINGS: | think the two nechani sns
that we would use are to the extent that we've got
sonething that's specifically in the test plan that it
turns out that we cannot test, that it is just inpossible
to test for the reasons that we've discussed before, and
|'"'msure that there are others, but, you know, after a
good-faith effort is nade to get sonething tested we just
can't do it, it may require a change in the master test
pl an, and so there would be visibility by interested
parties that way.

The other way woul d be that we have the
regul ar status neetings that we're anticipating begi nning,
and it would be during those very regul ar status neetings
where we're discussing test progress that the parties
woul d be infornmed, and | think this would be in keeping
with the way it's gone in other jurisdictions.

Il will note also that you don't al ways
know. This is sonmething that you just constantly nonitor.
You may intend to test sonething and then it turns out
that you can't, and that's sonething that you actively
manage, and sonetines it turns out you can later on
because you find a volunteer, et cetera. So | think it's
nost inportant to have that included as part of the

ongoi ng di al ogue that we have in the regul ar status
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meet i ngs.

MR, CONNCLLY: And we sure agree with that,
John.

MR ERINGS: |Is there anything el se on
t hat point?

MR, CONNOLLY: Not on our account. Tim
Connol Iy speaki ng.

MR ERINGS: OK Let nme nove to Point 5,
then. Timor Dave, | would like you to explain Point 5 to
start the discussion on this one.

MR, CONNCLLY: Sure -- TimConnolly -- be
happy to.

| forget which exact session it was, but we
had tal ked briefly about the perfornmance nmeasurenents
systemas a part of this whole test it seens to us has
been under some churn with the coll aboratives and then up
until the 18th, 19th of July -- | forget exactly what date
it was -- when the perfornmance neasurenents were
baselined. There's been a concern that we wll have work
going on in those where Aneritech is going to be making
changes to incorporate the performance neasurenents and
make them subject to testing, and we al so believe that
KPM5 when they do their audit, wll be finding things
t hat perhaps need to be fixed or corrected or updated or

sonething |like that in the performance neasurenents
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system And we said that we thought that the process by
whi ch those changes are going to be made woul d be

sonet hing that needs to be worked out so that parties have
an opportunity to understand that a netric is being
refigured, that business rules are being changed, that
addi ti onal exclusions are being incorporated, or whatever
is the scope of those changes. Well, and let me add

anot her one. That there nay be new performance
measurenents that need to be instituted.

So we thought that there was |likely to be a
systemthat provides notice to the parties about those
changes and all ows people to track the inplenentation of
them And | recall that Tom Lonergan suggested that staff
was very interested in any of those types of changes and
woul d work with Ameritech and KPMG perhaps to work out
sone sort of notification process that comruni cates about
t hese changes.

So what we're trying to do is understand
what is that process that will be used to effect changes
in the performance neasurenments as we go forward.

MR ERINGS: Tim this is John Eringis.
You' re speaking specifically of that aspect of change
managenent that is externally viewable.

MR, CONNCLLY: Yes.

MR ERING S OK
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MR. CONNCLLY: For the performance
measur es.

MR ERINGS: Yes, right.

MR DISHVAN: Tim this is R ck D shman.
was speaking to Sal yesterday. He is working on a change
managenent process whi ch includes custonmer notification.
Wul d that suffice for this?

MR, CONNCLLY: That he's working on it?

MR DISHVAN. It will be done shortly, in

t he next 30 days.

MR, CONNCLLY: | would say subject to ny
receiving it. | don't know what it says.
MR. DI SHVAN. Right, right. | understand.

MR, CONNOLLY: But Tom Lonergan i ndi cated
that he wanted to have sone sort of systemput in place,
and maybe is that what Sal's responding to? O am|
putting words in Tom Lonergan's nouth that he doesn't want
me to say?

MR DISHVAN. [|'Il let Tom speak to that.

MR KERN: Well, Tim this is John Kern.
Let me junp in if | could.

What we agreed to at the | ast performance
measures col |l aborative, as | recall, is that we formally
asked the Conmi ssion to accept a set of performance

measures and business rules, which they did. If through
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further coll aboration either the State of M chigan or
anot her state nodifications to those perfornance neasures
are agreed to, we would formally ask the Conm ssion to
nodi fy the order that it issued July 19th, | think, and I
can't tell you with any specificity how that gets
incorporated into the test because | couldn't tell you in
terms of timng if there's any new perfornance neasures.

MR, CONNCLLY: Well, there's another aspect
of change that we think is germane here, and that is where
through KPMG s audit they may find that a perfornmance
nmetric is being incorrectly cal cul ated and give notice to
Aneritech and Aneritech undertakes the change to correct
that cal culation, that we need to be notified of that
change before it's made.

MR. KERN. |Is that now what they cal
observati ons and exceptions?

MR, CONNCLLY: Wen we get to No. 6 on our
list, we also have that question, because we don't know
that that is an observation or an exception. W think it
shoul d be.

MR ERINGS: Yeah, I think it is. Let's
not answer Point 6 yet. Utimtely the answer to that is
going to be brief.

No. 5, | want to just point out that it's a

given that the performance neasurenent system needs to be
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under configuration control and that there is a test that
eval uates whether that configuration control process is
adequate and conpl ete and perforned in accordance with the
rules that are set forth fromwithin Aneritech to nmake
sure that they have a rigorous process.

The external notification aspect of change
managenment with respect to their performance netrics,
really froma test evaluation standpoint it nmay or may not
be part of sonething that's evaluated in the test. To the
extent that there's sonmething that's formal that Aneritech
is asked to conply with, we would provide results as we
see themas to whether froman external notification
standpoint, et cetera, that there was conpliance. But in
t he absence of that, we wouldn't evaluate that aspect of
it.

And the real question here is, KPM5is not
really a party to that, and | think to keep this thing as
pure as possible the fact that we're eval uating
configuration control would nmake us extrenely reluctant to
be involved in any design process even if it's for the
external piece of it.

| think the real question on the table is
whet her we want as an MIP i ssue here to get sone
specificity about what and when, if any, are going to be

the aspects of external notification with respect to
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performance netrics.

MR. APPENZELLER: John, Terry Appenzeller.
| think we have two itens here. One is if KPMS uncovers
in the data validation process for the baseline
nmeasurenents, which you'd be doing early in the test, that
there's problens that Aneritech has in terns of the way
we're gathering data and needs to change, that there be
sonme external verification as to what that is that we're
doi ng.

MR ERINGS: Yes, and that's Point 6 of
AT&T's comments, and the answer to that is we treat that
just like anything el se, observations and exceptions. For
those that want to research that after the call, they can
| ook to our Pennsylvania and Massachusetts tests, which
are fresh and active, where we have observations and
exceptions about how netrics are cal cul ated and renedi al
steps taken, et cetera, where we felt that there were
probl ens.

MR. APPENZELLER: Yeah, | would assune
that's what you were going to do on that kind of a
si tuation.

MR ERINGS: That's correct.

MR. APPENZELLER: On the second, which is
the Phase 2 in M chigan perfornmance neasures col | aborative

that has just started August 2nd, ny assunption is that at
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sone time that will conclude, and it would be prior to the
conclusion of the test, and that we would have then a
suppl enental docunent that goes to the Comm ssion that
i ncorporates the Phase 2 neasures that would then result
in a Conm ssion order to supplenent the July 19th baseline
nmeasures, and that would then require further eval uation
on the part of KPMG once that's done.

MR. CONNCLLY: There's a point that | made
perhaps that | didn't nake it clear. Wen the audit is
bei ng done, John, and you refer to the system bei ng under
configuration control, would it be true that Ameritech
woul d not be changing any of its calculations or data
collection or reporting nmechani sns without sone sort of
change notification being made that annotates that
configuration?

MR ERINGS: Well, | don't know that, Tim
| would say that froma test standpoint at a mnimumif it
is a given, if your standard of evaluation is that there
ought to be an adequate and conpl ete configuration control
change managenent, whatever termyou want to use, process
for maki ng changes to how perfornmance neasures are
cal cul ated and how data is nmanaged, then at a mninumthe
conpany woul d have to have sonmething that's internally
visible to themto nanage that process.

If there was an additional requirenent
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i nposed by the Conmmi ssion or volunteered by the conpany
where there was an external notification process, we would
view that as sonething that would al so be tested unl ess we
were directed not to pay attention to it for whatever
reason. So, you know, | think I wll feel confortable
going on the record and saying that in terns of what we
expect to see in an adequate and conpl ete performance
nmeasur es change managenent process, we're not saying that
if there wasn't an external notification process that we
woul d say that there was a failure there, sinply because
we view that that's sonething that is a Comm ssion issue
that its jurisdiction -- you know, the Conm ssion is the
one that actually approves the changes, and so we woul d
| ook to the Comm ssion to guide us with respect to what
they're requiring the conpany to do or asking the conpany
to do in terns of notification to other parties when
t hi ngs need to change, either because there is a bug fix,
for exanple, or that it appears that there's a need to
change a neasure or to add a neasure.

So | hope ny comments are helping to
clarify it.

MR. CONNCLLY: They are very clarifying,
John.

So is there a Conmi ssi on-supported

obligation to have Aneritech externally notify parties
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when there's a change proposed or to be made to the
per f ormance neasurenents systen®

MS. SCHNEIDEWND: This is Ann
Schnei dew nd.

If you're asking, Tim is there a
Comm ssi on- adopt ed procedure, if there's a change to the
performance neasure, the Conm ssion has to adopt it. W
have to either jointly propose sonething or ask the
Comm ssion to adjudicate it. But the Conm ssion wll have
to ultimately --

MR. CONNOLLY: How about for a correction
in a cal culation?

M5. SCHNEI DEW ND:  You nean because of
change in the business rule and how it's actually
measur ed?

MR, CONNCLLY: No. Let's say that in
Anmeritech's own review of their performance neasurenent
systemthey find that an exclusion of firm order
confirmati ons of a certain kind are overly excluding and
they need to go in and nake a change to correct that
excl usion process. Wuld that be a notice that you would
expect to see prior to them maki ng that change to correct
t hat excl usi on?

M5. SCHNEI DEWND: My belief is what the

Comm ssi on adopted was the performance neasures i ncl udi ng
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t he busi ness rules, which specify exclusions and
exceptions for each nmeasure. And so if Anmeritech proposes
now to have a different set of exclusions, it seens to ne
that that's something that the Comm ssion is going to have
to approve.

MR, CONNCLLY: OK.  Wll, let's say, for
exanple -- and I'"'msorry to be so detailed here -- but if
t he exclusion said that FOCs for orders received after
3:00 o' clock would be reported one way, and when Aneritech
| ooks at its logic it figures out that it's excluding FOCs
for orders after 2:00 o' clock and they wanted to go in and
make a change to the 2:00 o' clock exclusion to make it a
3: 00 o' cl ock exclusion, which would be -- and the 3:00
o' clock is what the business rule says, it's just that the
programm ng | ogic was incorrectly inplenented -- would
they need to notify that they're nmaking that change
because it's a correction to the way the business rule is
programmed in their systen?

V5. SCHNEI DEW ND: My belief would be that
if Areritech is not inplenenting the performance neasure
or the business rule the way the Conm ssion has adopted
it, that this would be the kind of thing that would result
in an exception report of some nature by either the third-
party tester at this point or of an auditor as we keep

goi ng on and doing an annual audit of the performance
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measures. | don't think the Conm ssion woul d readopt
sonet hing but they would be advised if it's determ ned

that the rule is not being abided by.

MR ERINGS: This is John Eringis. 1'm
sorry, | lost the connection there, | just rejoined. And
Ann, I'msorry, | mssed your answer to Tim s question.

M5. SCHNEIDEWND: | said that to the

extent that the Comm ssion has al ready adopted a
performance neasure with the rel ated business rule, any
changes to that rule the Conm ssion has to adopt. But if
it's determined either in a third-party test or in an
annual audit that Aneritech is not abiding by the rule,
then that woul d be handl ed by sone kind of an exception
report, | would think, by either yourselves in this third-
party testing procedure or by the auditor on an ongoi ng
basis. But there's nothing that we woul d be proposing to
the Comm ssion to adopt because they've al ready adopted
sonet hing but Anmeritech's not conplying with it.

MR ERINGS: So Tim let nme try to recap
what | think the nmechanisns are in place for a CLEC to
know what's going on in ternms of changes being nmade for
any reason to Anmeritech's perfornmance neasurenents.

First, while the test is going on, if there
were any problens detected in the calculation of a netric,

for exanple, such as the exanples that you' ve described, a
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CLEC woul d have visibility into that because there would
be an exception report when such a problemwas identified,
and in the managenent of that exception, if we're going to
do as has traditionally been done in a nunber of
jurisdictions, there would be periodic status updates and
conversations which CLECs woul d have access to where they
woul d | earn about if Ameritech agrees that that's a
probl em what Ameritech is doing at a high level to go fix
the calculation. You would likely know when it was
al ready fixed, for what periods the data m ght be
affected, et cetera. | nean if I'mjust taking away the
ones that |I've been actively involved in in the past,
that's the kind of information that you woul d have as a
CLEC, you know, during the test if such a probl em was
di scovered, and then you would have all the formal
Comm ssi on processes and anything el se that Aneritech was
doi ng in discussing performnce neasures to have
visibility into whet her sonebody is actually changing the
rul es and the English | anguage definitions.

So the question is, are you | ooking for
sonet hi ng nore?

MR. CONNOLLY: | think the answer is no.

MR ERINGS: OK

MR, CONNCLLY: We will have the change

managenment process that Sal is going to work with the



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

3595

performance neasurenents teans on, and then that, of
course, would be part of the test that's evaluated for how
t hat works.

W understand the observati on/ exception
process for things that you'll find in your audit and
exam nation of the calculation of netrics, and we
understand the additional review that the Comm ssion is
going to make of the proposed/ nodified/ added perfornmance
metrics in that process. So | think that's the right
triangle.

MR ERINGS: OK If so, let me nove on,
then, to the Point No. 6 on AT&T's witten conments.

| think we've addressed there's a question
that essentially says if there was a problemwith a rule
enbodi ed in the perfornmance neasure, would that be
sonet hing that would be docunented as a test failure --
for exanple, as an observation or exception -- and we
confirmthat in our practice there are tests and we
antici pate doing that here.

Point No. 7 states that AT&T believes that
exceptions that relate to major problens detected in the
performance netrics audit may also require a retest.

Pl ease confirm
"1l volunteer to be a little cagey on this

one and say that essentially there is and has been in
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other tests retesting where it's practical to do so and
where the Comm ssion has directed us to go and retest, and
it's generally our default position that if we find that
there's -- let's say that we find -- let's use your
exclusion exanple, Tim that if we find that the excl usion
isn't being applied properly, our natural inclination
would be to say if we all agree that there's a problem
when can corrective action be taken, when can we go | ook
at new reports where the exclusion is correctly applied,
and if it's practical, how nany nonths of data could we go
back and recal cul ate reports to see what the inpact of
that -- you know, the rule not being applied properly --
may or may not be. And not in all cases is it practical
to go and get the data. You can't go back forever and
ever, obviously.

So | think the answer is yes, in nobst cases
there is retesting to be done. There are tines where,
after consideration of all the issues and how practical it
is, you may choose to not retest sonething in terns of
goi ng back into historical data.

And then | guess it's always possible that
at the very end of the test if there was a problem
di scovered that wasn't fixed until the very end, that
maybe you' ve got a measure where it appears to be working

and we'd be directed by the Comm ssion not to retest
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because those would be the only thing outstanding and, you
know, we're not going to wait another nonth to go get

data. But, you know, | think ["'mcomng up with a fairly
extrene exanple there.

Does that answer the question that you had
t here?

MR. CHORZEMPA: | guess | don't -- this is
Dave Chorzenpa from AT&T.

If thisis a mlitary-style test whether
you pass, | don't see how there can be an exception to
that rule, and | think perfornmance neasures need to be
added to that | anguage that Ti m quoted on paragraph 7.

MR ERINGS: Dave, | only take issue with
your statenent to the extent that mlitary-style testing
has in our experience never been -- there's a point at
whi ch a comm ssion may nmake a decision that there's a
finite set of problens that they understand and they're
choosing not be tested for a variety of reasons because
there are other ways outside of a test to deal with those
issues. So |I'monly making the observation that in other
jurisdictions that has taken place, and that there was one
exception outstanding and it was about a perfornance
measurenent and there were some mnor corrections that
didn't appear to have an inpact on the data -- |'mjust

comng up with an exanple where I think that you could
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have sonet hi ng where you wouldn't do a full retest and
wait for a whole nonth's data to be collected before you
close up the entire test.

But that's not really the phil osophy of a
mlitary-style test, so I'mjust trying to make a
di stinction between a sort of, you know, dogmatic 100-
percent application of the mlitary-style test phil osophy
and the way that it's been inplenented in every
jurisdiction so far.

MR. CHORZEMPA: This is Dave Chorzenpa. To
me the sentence logically should read that you're going to
retest unless otherw se directed by the Conm ssion.

MR ERINGS. And if that's a | anguage
change that you're asking for, I guess we don't have any
opposition to that.

Anyone el se have a conment about that?

MR, CHORZEMPA: And | guess to add

performance neasures in the list of things, process

systens or docunents, and you say including -- | don't
know, Tim if you can help nme -- including performance
metrics? | don't knowif that's as sinple as it can get,

but I think that if you add that and say that you w ||
retest unless otherwi se directed by the Comm ssion, we're
fine with that.

MR ERINGAS Wre OK wth that if
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everyone el se is.

MR APPENZELLER  That's fine. This is
Terry Appenzeller. W're OK

M5. WLSON: WoirldComis O K

MR. ERING S: Hearing no other objections,

l et me nove on to 8. AT&T would |ike to have KPMG
Consulting explain its point for circulation of test cases
or alternate plans for naking test cases available to
CLECs before, during or after the test.

Coul d you pl ease expand on what you're
| ooki ng for there?

MR, CONNOLLY: Well, the test scenarios are
descri bed and nentioned in the plan and the test cases are
not. WIIl we have access to those test cases? Assum ng
the answer to that is yes, at what point do we have access
to those test cases?

MR ERINGS: At the end of the test.

MR, CONNCLLY: And is that prior to the
i ssuance of the final report?

MR ERINGS: | don't think we've decided
that yet, Tim

MR, CONNOLLY: It's our belief or our
recommendation that the test cases provide information
that will be helpful in understanding the results as

determ ned by KPM5 and in order for us to have opinion
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t hat perhaps corroborates KPM5 s findings, access to those
test cases would be inportant, and we think that if we had
themprior to the publication of the final report, then we
coul d expeditiously agree with the final report or cite
what ever our specific disagreenents are. Having the test
case available to us for that analysis work after the
final report is published would put us into a -- it
certainly creates a timng i ssue because we woul dn't be
able to be quickly responsive in agreeing or disagreeing
wi t h concl usi ons reached.

MR ERINGS: Wll, this is one of those
bl i ndness or openness issues, and historically blindness
has won out in the other places where we've been working
so far.

| would make two observations. One is |I'm
not clear on whether, for exanple, AT&T is asking for
sonething that's specifically nore detailed than, say,
what was in the New York final report, and if you're
| ooking for nore detail than that, then we'd ask for a
specific detailed clarification.

And the second thing is that until we knew
that we were absolutely positively done with testing, we
woul d not want to share the test cases in order to
preserve the blindness of the test. And so there may be a

draft final report stage where we're still retesting
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certain exceptions or for certain exceptions that remain
outstanding. | nean that's been the customin other

pl aces where there's a draft final report so that people
have sone data and there may be sone other activities
going on and we woul dn't share in necessarily the test
cases at that stage. The test cases would be known at the
end.

So | guess | understand your point. | mean
| do understand the point that you're nmaking. On the
ot her hand, |I'mnot sure that we can conply to the letter
of the request.

MR. CHORZEMPA: John, this is Dave
Chor zenpa from AT&T.

["mjust trying to find a way to get around
this today. Perhaps we could all agree -- | nean our
position is clear on the record here that we want access
to these, before the final report, to all test cases, but
perhaps on the record here we could agree to further
di scuss this issue, and that if we can't cone to an
agreenent, we could raise it to the Conm ssion obviously
before the test is over, since we do have sone tine in
that regard

So | guess |I'mjust |ooking for an on-the-
record agreenent that we will discuss this in the future

and we're reserving our right to take this to the
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Conmi ssion and ask the Conm ssion to release this
information to us before the test is over or before the
final report cones out.

MR. APPENZELLER: Dave, this is Terry
Appenzeller. | think that's reasonable. In nmy |istening
to you guys |I'm meki ng the assunption you' re not going to
agree with what KPMG cones up with. | don't know that you
will disagree in their interimreports. You may, and then
you may need to get information to support what you're
saying, and it's too early to tell at this point. As |ong
as there's that option |later to exercise, you should be
O K.

| don't think we need to deal with it
today, in other words. | agree with you.

MR ERINGS: That's a good issue. W can
all agree to talk about it sone nore.

Is staff confortable with that?

MR LONERGAN: W're O K

MR ERINGS: OK Let ne nove on, then.

| wll note in AT&T's witten coments on
Point 9 they make reference to sone corrections in the
page 17 global exit criteria, and unl ess sonmeone el se has
a different opinion, we're prepared to incorporate the
| anguage changes that are in there, sonme corrected

citations. There was a typo about an appendi x we were
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referring to, et cetera.

W read this as housekeepi ng. Does anyone
have a different opinion on this?

MR, CONNCLLY: It was a tongue-in-cheek
offer on the second bullet point there, John. W're fine
with calling it whatever you had there, but | found that
caption and | thought I would share it with you.

MR ERINGS: O K Hearing no objection,
| et me nove on to 10.

Do you want to take us through this AT&T
Poi nt 107

MR CONNOLLY: Yes, sure, John. Tim
Connol |y agai n.

W' re concerned about the change managenent
pl an process that's going to be used to effect the A-to-AA
upgrades, and since we don't see that process being
resolved, it looks |like the "or otherw se determ ned by
MPSC staff” would be the nmeans by which notice is given
and all those steps that are involved within a change
managenent process would be the way we would go. So we
woul d I'i ke to have an understandi ng about what that staff
directive is going to be and what the notices wll be,
what the intervals will be, and so forth.

MR KERN: Tim this is John Kern.

Terry Appenzeller --
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MR. APPENZELLER: Yes, sir.

MR. KERN. -- what is the status of the SBC
13-stat e change managenent process?

MR APPENZELLER: It's in its final stages.
W di d have sonme discussion in conjunction with that item
in Indiana with AT&T and Worl dCom that we are worki ng on.
There is supposed to be a status report on that within a
week or two, and | think we reached sonme conprom se, as
you know, in Indiana, and |'m assum ng that out of that
woul d come the 13-state change managenent process that was
wel |l along until this one itemcane up on the voting
process, and my assunption is that that's going to get
wor ked out and that we would then use the 13-state change
managenent process that gets adopted. If not, then we
woul d fall back to the five-state Ameritech change
managenment process.

MR, CHORZEMPA: Terry, this is Dave
Chor zenpa from AT&T.

| guess our understanding of that voting
issue is -- you said it's going to get worked out. That's
not what our belief is.

The issue on voting, so everyone can be
clear onit, is that Areritech or SBC is insisting that
when they have a systemrollout -- and there is a concern

about it -- that in order to stop the rollout, there nust
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be a quorumof eligible CLECs there and a majority of that
guorum-- am |l saying this wong?

MR, CONNCLLY: It's a majority of the CLECs
have to be called together and a quorum vote taken from
that, and the ngjority of that prevails.

MR. CHORZEMPA: And the eligible CLEC |i st
woul d be kept by SBC, not disclosed to any of us, and I'd
give you an exanple. Aneritech has indicated that on ED
there's 40-sone carriers in Illinois, for exanple, that
woul d be on that |ist.

Oh, inthe SBCregion? OK |'ve got ny
experts next tonme. I'mtrying to sumrarize this.

But there's 40-sone in the SBC regi on and
that you' d have to have a majority of that nunber in order
to prevent any type of rollout that you m ght object to.

So there's a mmjor disagreenent about that,
and in Illinois, inthe Illinois OSS collaborative, which
is still ongoing, it is an issue that is being teed up for
arbitration, and that arbitration is going to take pl ace
over the next couple nonths.

|"ve got Patty Coughlin here with me and
she's been on the 13-state change nanagenent drafting team
i f anyone has any questions for her.

MR ERINGS: This is John Eringis again.

Can | nmake a quick point on this?
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| want to just ask the question. | think
this is areally good topic for discussion and | think
it's areal issue. |'mjust wondering whether this is an
MIP issue. |s this sonething we nanage -- you know, this
is one of the nyriad issues that we're going to manage
during the inplenentation of the test?

MR. APPENZELLER: Well, John, it's Terry
agai n, Appenzeller. Cbviously you' re going to have to use
sone change managenent process to run that by the test,
and either we're going to have the 13-state change
managenent process or we're going to have the five-state
managenment process.

MR, CONNCLLY: We woul d disagree, Terry,
that that's what the plan says. W read the footnote that
says it's the 13-state nanagenent process or otherw se
determ ned by the Commi ssion staff, and I haven't heard
the Conmm ssion staff say that "W like the five-state

prior Aneritech change managenent process,” and that's
what we use.

MR ERINGS: This is John Eringis again.
" mjust suggesting that we're not at a stage now where |
woul d think that the staff wants to make a conmtnent as
to what it's going to do on this one, and |I'm not even

sure that -- | nmean are we all looking for staff to tel

us -- to put a stake in the ground as to what they're
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going to do on that?

MR, APPENZELLER  Well, John -- this is
Terry again -- | don't think they have the facts at this
point to nake that decision. W haven't raised it to the
Comm ssion, and obviously there's an issue in Illinois,
there's an issue that was raised in Indiana, but | don't
believe it's been raised in M chigan.

MR 1SIOGU Well, this is Oji Isiogu.
Just curiously, I'd like to hear fromAneritech as to what
the voting issue is, if the way it is here characteri zed,
the issue is accurate.

MR, APPENZELLER: Well, it's part of the
di scussion -- this is Terry Appenzeller again -- that we
went through with AT&T and Worl dCom about this, and |
don't know that we need to spend a lot of time doing it
now, but it depends on how the drafting conmttee comes up
with | anguage for the 13-state agreenent. M
understanding is that the way we left it is that we cane
back with a couple of alternatives to get around the
obj ections that both AT&T and Worl dCom had to the voting
process, and | would not want to prejudge the drafting
commttee's work in that area at this point. 1'd like to
see themdo the work before we raise it.

One of the itens, for exanple, is that we

woul d publish sonme sort of a listing of the affected
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carriers. Everybody knows when there's a new rel ease who
is affected, and that was not in the proposal before.

| think what our concern is, we would not
want only one or two, if there's a hundred carriers, to be
able to stop a rel ease, and AT&T woul d want that, and
that's why we have an objection, and we're pretty adamant
about that.

MR. CONNOLLY: The popul ation of CLECs on
the drafting team goes well beyond AT&T and Wor| dCom
Terry.

MR. APPENZELLER: | realize that.

MR. CONNCLLY: And this problemis an issue
that has all of the CLECs who are part of that drafting
team i n unani nous agreenent that the position by SBCis
unaccept abl e.

MR. LONERGAN: This is Tom Lonergan. Can |
cut in here for a mnute?

Wuld it make sense to delete this
footnote? Since we don't know what change process we're
going to be dealing with, why reference it in a footnote?
Clearly if these services are going to be offered, there
wi |l have to be sonme change managenent process, but if the
problemis what this footnote refers to, why don't we just
take the footnote out?

MR, APPENZELLER: That woul d be fine by us,
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Tom This is Terry.

MR, CONNCLLY: | think the part that we
felt unconfortable about was the position that it put you
in, Tom where you had to come up with sone alternate
met hod of change managenent because there is no 13-state
thing. So we could take that |ast sentence out, | think
it would be fine. It just seened to nme that it inposes a
significant burden on the staff that perhaps was
I nappropri ate.

MR. LONERGAN: Well, | think | agree,
because | don't know, frankly, how staff would inpose
unilaterally some sort of change nmanagenent process
anyway. So if this is troublesone, why don't we just take
this out for now and see what evol ves over the next few
nmont hs.

MR ERING S: Yeah. The issue doesn't go
away. |If the language is problematic -- you know, this
strikes us as sonething we need to keep an eye on.

If it's all right to nove on, |let me nove
on to No. 11. AT&T wanted a comment from KPMG Consul ting
i ndi cating the nunber of nonths of performance data that
will be reviewed in the audit for the netrics. Realizing
that the nunber of nonths is likely to vary dependi ng on
the netric at issue, could we advise on our approach and

t he approach bei ng devel oped.
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Traditionally we | ook at several nonths of
data. It does depend on the nmetric. It also does depend
on whether it turns out that the netric was being
cal cul ated correctly or whether there were issues. This
is sonething that we would anticipate discussing to inform
all the interested parties as to exactly how nmany nont hs
of data, how we've constructed the test, et cetera.

So | think there will be a |ot of
information, and we have foruns in place in order to
di scuss that. That has been our tradition and we don't
have any reason to believe that it wouldn't be the case to
di scuss that as part of the normal process, the nornal
status process, when that's devel oped.

| think Point 12 is related so I'd like to
just nmake a comrent about it.

AT&T was | ooking for the date by which the
audit plan wll be published as a first key step. The
master test plan right now does not indicate when the
audit plan will be posted, and again | would nention that
this as well as all of the other test progress, if we do
what we' ve done before, things such as high-level test
schedul es, things such as exactly how we're going to go
about figuring how many nonths of data, statistica
nmet hods, all of those things are things that are discussed

during test execution, and we have prograns in place to
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di scuss that with the parties.

So I"'mtrying to provide sone reassurance
here with 11 and 12 that they are good questions and we
believe that that kind of information is going to be
shared in a way that we can have di scussions about them
and everyone can be confortable that they understand what
we' re doi ng.

MR. CONNOLLY: Thanks, John.

MR ERINGS: Timor Dave or anyone el se
from AT&T, do you have any ot her comrents or things you're
| ooking for for Points 11 and 12?

MR, CONNCLLY: No. That was very hel pful
Thanks.

MR ERINGS: OK The last point then,
and this is No. 13, it states that the test plan does not
mention the standard agai nst which the vol une of
performance will be tested in making a determ nation of
the preordering and the ordering systens' perfornmance.

And then there's a statenent in here that says -- well,
|l et me stop before | do that.

Tim can you explain what you're driving at
her e?

MR, CONNOLLY: Wien we |look in this section
of the test, John, it says that you'll look at the

performance of the systens ostensibly to determ ne how
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they continue to performunder increased volunes, and it
seens to us that what we're | ooking here is for a standard
of performance that is whatever is normal, and that as
volune is increased, what we're trying to determne is
what happens, does performance degrade or is perfornance
continued at that level. Cbviously, the expectation
intuitively is as volume is brought in, there cones a
poi nt where perhaps performance begins to degrade until it
cl obbers the system but that's part of what we're | ooking
for in that test.

So it just seens that the standard ought to
be whatever is the normal result of operations of response
tinmes, for turnaround tinmes, and we were wondering if that
was what was being |ooked at in terns of this test, citing
specifically the second paragraph of 2.1 on page 74.

MR ERINGS: | would say that when we have
conducted this test traditionally there is a slightly
di fferent approach than the one that you have descri bed,
and here is the approach:

Wien we' ve conducted the volune test, we
have not applied a performance standard to the system
performance with respect to how the system behaves under
| oad. Let ne clarify this alittle nore.

If we are submitting transactions in volune

and the systemis not able to handle the transactions at
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all -- lots of transactions are falling on the floor, et
cetera, at the hundred-percent volune |evel -- then that
woul d be considered a test failure and we woul d reconmend
to the Commi ssion, after presenting the data, that the
test woul d probably need to be rerun because we didn't
even get up to the hundred-percent threshold.

But once a test had been executed where
there may be system degradation in terns of tineliness,
say at a 150-percent load |evel after we do the
simul ati on, we have not applied a standard to say whet her
or not the system degraded too much or whether this was
O K. W have instead presented all of that data, and it
is for the parties to determ ne whether this is a problem
or this is good enough.

So | don't think that we have got direction
in our other tests as to what standards one woul d apply.
You know, | think we've used the common sense, frankly.
When we do the test, if it |ooks |like the system breaks
pretty early in the volune test, that's usually -- the
conpany is usually very interested when they hear that
kind of information and usually are very willing and
anxi ous to reconduct the volunme test because they know
that that data when presented will not be very favorable
to their case.

On the other hand, once you have a test
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where, you know, you run it and sure, there's sone system
degradati on at peak | oads, you know, we | ook for others to
tell us about whether they want to run that test again.

So we're not going to come out with a
report that says it should not have ever fallen below you
know, 15, 20-second response tine for a preorder at 150
percent. | nmean there's no sort of strata of standards
that way that are developed for the test. W nerely
present the data.

MR CONNCLLY: O K.

MR. CHORZEMPA: | nean | think we'd like to
keep this -- this is Dave Chorzenpa from AT&T. | think
we'd like to keep this issue a little bit in play. | nmean

it seens |ike such a subjective standard. When you're
tal king about a test that's supposed to be mlitary-style,
test until you pass, you're basically telling nme, and what
| just said to the group here, is that it sounds like a
por nography test -- | nmean you know it when you see it.
And when we're doing an MIP, | have a real problemwth
going forward on a volune test where | don't know what
pass neans. You're telling ne it's kind of conmmopn sense,
you- know-i t - when-you-see-it kind of stuff, and I have a
real problemwth that.

MR. ERING S: Dave, |let nme neke the

clarification that you know it when you see it. W are
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presenting the data in a way that AT&T and Aneritech and
t he Conm ssion and anyone else that's interested can nake
a determnation as to whether this is good enough.

MR. CHORZEMPA: But KPMG as well, correct?

MR ERINGS: No. | think if you | ook at
our prior work, what we did was what we stated. W are
staging a sinulation, and we're going to go run the test.
After the test is done we woul d share the information.

Again, | would continue to support that
when you say you know it when you see it, | think it's
true that if you find that you never got to a hundred-
percent |evel, however you said that |evel, that you never
got to the hundred-percent |evel and the system was
dropping and it totally degraded performance, | think any
reasonabl e person, even not know ng the neasures, would
say, gee, that didn't go.

MR, CHORZEMPA: O K Let nme ask you
procedurally how that happens, O K., and take me through a
vol une test of how the determ nation of whether or not to
retest is made in the context of this collaborative, the
MIP, et cetera.

MR ERINGS: Well, I would be | ooking for
the Comm ssion staff to tell us how they w shed to do
that. Traditionally it's really been dynam c that

what ever dynamic is in place to share the interimresults
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is the dynam c that we use for this.

MR. CHORZEMPA: O K. Wuld | be seeing
those interimresults?

MR ERINGS: That's up to the Conmm ssion
staff.

MR, CHORZEMPA: O K

MR ERINGS: So, you know, | don't think
we're there yet, and | think this is sonething that it's
clearly very, very interesting to the parties, and if
sonebody wanted to give us guidance during the test
i npl enent ati on where, you know, they want to suggest that
these are sone neasures that we think we should be using
and it is stuff that we can agree on, that's fine. |
think this is an area where you' d get a high | evel of
di sagreenent, but, you know, it's really up to the
Commi ssion as to how nmuch it wants to share and what form
it wants to share that kind of information

MR CHORZEMPA: O K. Wll, this is Dave
Chorzenmpa. | think we could close this out if | could
just say that |I'd urge the Conmi ssion staff to keep, when
we do this testing, to allow parties to see the results
and to hear their input before determ ning whether or not
a retest, so to speak, is appropriate, because | think
input fromus on this I think would be really hel pful.

MR. LONERGAN: This is Tom Lonergan. A
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coupl e points.

One, | don't know of any reason why we
woul d feel the need to keep these tests secret. So |like
we' ve done, everything else up till now has been in a sort
of collaborative basis, and | don't know why that woul d
change.

Also I"mnot sure we're all that far apart.
Dave, you tal k about nornmal vol unmes and John tal ks about
100 percent. |I'mnot sure they aren't pretty close to the
sanme thing. So | don't know that we're all that far apart
internms of howthis test would be conducted.

But in any event, we'll certainly take into
consideration the desire of the CLECs to know what's goi ng
on, and if there are subjective standards, utilize what
t hose are.

So | don't know that | disagree with
anything that's been said so far.

MR ERINGS: OK

MR, CHORZEMPA: Al right. | guess that
cl oses us up.

MR. KERN: John, this is John Kern, and I
apol ogi ze for being late. D d you receive any other
comments by any other party regarding the draft 1.4 you
sent out?

MR. ERI NG S: No, we haven't, and at this
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stage I'll just make -- really if we're near closing this
one out, | would really like to junp off of this. | have
anot her point | want to nake.

John, what is your desire? Do you want to
go through section by section of the report?

MR. KERN: No, John. | was assum ng that
if you hadn't received any additional comments, that the
changes that we discussed at the |last coll aborative and
that were incorporated into 1.4 are OK wth the parties.
At least that's my assunption

MR. DI SHMAN:  John, this is R ck D shman.
|"ve just got a fewitens, and they're all pretty mnor,
if I could just run through them | did not get them out
to the coll aborative.

MR. CHORZEMPA: Can you send themout to
us?

MR. DI SHVAN:  Yeah, | can send them out
today to you.

MR, CHORZEMPA: O K

MR ERINGS: Rick are these like of the
t ypogr aphi cal and editorial nature or are there things
that we need to tal k about?

MR. DI SHVAN. No, they're pretty m nor.
You know, references to TC Net, when TC Net is going away

-- let's pull that out of there. The m ssing of the word
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"stress" in a certain area for production testing.
They're pretty mnor issues. | can't see anything here
that's a significant issue.

MR ERINGS: Soisit OK if we'll then
agree that you're going to send that out via e-mail to the
distri, and we'll assune that they're as you describe, and
i f sonebody's got an objection we'll notify M. Kern and
t he Commi ssion staff and us if there's an issue?

MR. DI SHVAN: That will work for nme. |Is
that O K. for everybody el se?

MR. CONNOLLY: That's fine for us.

MR, APPENZELLER: This is Terry
Appenzeller. | |ooked themover. They're just |ike
editorial itemns.

MR. KERN: This is John Kern again.

MR, CONNOLLY: John Kern, this is Tim
Connolly. Do you have a proposal for when comments on the
Aneritech comments woul d be cl osed?

MR KERN. Well, what | was going to
suggest is that -- this is John Kern. What | was going to
suggest, if R ck D shman can get his edits out now --

MR. DI SHVAN:. Yeah, they'l|l be out within
t he next hour.

MR. KERN: -- and, you know, |I'd give

parties, | guess, till the end of the day. |If they are
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truly as mnor and few as Rick represented, if we give
parties until the end of the day to object to those edits,
and if we do not hear anything by the end of the day, then
they are deened to be acceptable. | would then ask KPM5
if they could include all the edits that we' ve di scussed
this nmorning into the test plan, and John Eringis, |'m not
sure what your schedule is, but if we could have it by

cl ose of business tonorrow, the expectation would be staff
woul d submt the MIP to the Conm ssion on behalf of the
entire col |l aborative.

| guess that's ny tentative proposal, and
peopl e can comment if you think I'm off base.

MR ERING S: That sounds fine to us.

MR. KERN: The only other question |I have
for you, John Eringis, and assum ng the master test plan
is final by close of business tonorrow, what are our next
steps? | nean what does this collaborative --

MR CHORZEMPA: John, this is Dave. Wen
are we going to get a draft of the changes we just went
through? W need to nake sure to confirmthat those have
been done properly.

MR. KERN. Hang on a second, Dave.

(M. Lonergan and M. Kern conferred off
the record.)

MR KERN:. O K , Dave. |If KPMsG gets their
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draft out by close of business tonorrow, you have until
cl ose of business Friday. Wuld that give you enough
tinme?

MR, CONNCLLY: That will give us enough
tinme to review the changes that we tal ked about. Assum ng
that that's all that will be nmade, then we can certainly
agree to nove this to the next step.

There is a certain anount of housekeepi ng
work that's required in ternms of the scenarios that are
goi ng to depend on what products and services are, as we
tal ked earlier, that needs to be reflected in an anendnent
process that we will be having to deal wth.

So |l think it's a test plan that we've
recogni zed needs to be anended as we get these scenarios
done.

MR. LONERGAN: An approved test plan. It
was agreed KPMsG and staff would work on a change
managenent pl an.

MR KERN. O K So you're proposing the
test plan would be anended at a | ater date.

MR, CHORZEMPA: | think we've agreed to
t hat .

MR. CONNOLLY: We've agreed to that.

2

KERN:. ['msorry for coming in late. |

apol ogi ze.
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MR, CHORZEMPA: Well, | think we've agreed
during a previous collaborative that certain portions of
this plan aren't going to be finalized until a later tine
and we'd nove forward nonethel ess.

MR. KERN: That's fine. OK

So conments by cl ose of business Friday,
and ny assunption is that the changes that wll be
reflected in John's draft by close of business tonorrow
will belimted only to those things that we di scussed
today, and any comments that conme back on Friday woul d be
directed only to those changes we di scussed today. And
assum ng we hear nothing by close of business Friday,
then, as | said before, staff would give this to the
Comm ssi on on behal f of the collaborative. |Is that
accept abl e?

ERINGS: It is to us.
CHORZEMPA: It is to us.

APPENZELLER. O K. by Anmeritech.

> » 3 3

WLSON:. O K by Wrl dCom

2

KERN:. O K. Anybody el se have anyt hi ng
for the call today?

OK, that's it, then.

MR CHORZEMPA: \What's next here? Wen do
we next neet?

MR KERN. Well, 1'lIl tell you what, Dave.
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| need to talk to staff, | need to talk to KPM5 and
will get a nenp out shortly about what the next steps are
going to be and indicate, you know, if we're going to have
anot her neeting or if we're going to have a conference
call to bring people up to speed.

MR CHORZEMPA: | didn't know if we shoul d
t hrow a goodbye party for ourselves here.

MR. LONERGAN. It's probably too soon for
t hat .

MR CHORZEMPA: |I'msure it is.

MR. KERN: G ve us a year and a half.

MR, CONNCLLY: But you might want to
celebrate sone if we get this thing done.

MR, CHORZEMPA: |'Ill put together a 10-year
reuni on.

MR. KERN. O K., thank you, everybody.

(At 11:55 A M, the proceedi ngs were

adjourned to 2: 00 P. M, Wednesday, August 23, 2000.)
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