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STATE OF M CHI GAN

BEFORE THE M CH GAN PUBLI C SERVI CE COVM SSI ON

In the matter, on the Conmm ssion's
own notion, to consider AMVERI TECH

M CHI GAN' S conpliance with the
conpetitive checklist in Section 271 Case No. U 12320

of the federal Tel ecomrunications
Act of 1996.

Proceedi ngs had in the above-entitled

matter at the M chigan Public Service Conm ssion, 6545

Mercantil e Way, Lansing, M chigan

SESSI ON OF FRI DAY, MAY 19, 2000

VOLUME 13

BEFORE: THOMAS LONERGAN, Director
MPSC Conmuni cations Staff

JOHN KERN, Facilitator, via tel ephone

PARTI Cl PANTS

MPSC

ANN SCHNEI DEW ND, MPSC Communi cati ons Staff
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AMERI TECH M CHI GAN

JOHN M DEMPSEY, Legal

KELLY FENNELL, Director

ROBI N GLEASON, V.P., Regulatory, via tel ephone
DONALD CALAM A, Manager, Regul atory

SAL FI ORETTI, Anmeritech SBC, via tel ephone

JI M METROPOULI S, Legal, via tel ephone

AT&T COMMUNI CATI ONS

FRANCES BROW\, via tel ephone
KAREN MOORE, vi a tel ephone

CORECOVWM

TOM O BRI EN, via tel ephone

HORI ZON TELECOMVUNI CATI ONS, | NC.

RI CK GOULD, Regul atory, via tel ephone

MCI WORLDCOM

JAMES R. DENNI STON, Legal, via tel ephone
KAREN KI NARD, via tel ephone
JANEEN SANDERS, via tel ephone

RHYTHMS NETCONNECTI ONS
CLEC ASSOCI ATI ON OF M CHI GAN
Mc LECDUSA

LELAND ROSI ER, Legal, via tel ephone
ROD COX, McLeodUSA, via tel ephone

TODD McNALLY, McLeodUSA, via tel ephone
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SPRI NT COVMUNI CATI ONS COMPANY

JIMKITE, via tel ephone

ATTORNEY GENERAL

ORJI AKOR | SI OGU, Assistant Attorney General, via tel ephone
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Lansi ng, M chi gan

Fri day, May 19, 2000

9:15 A M

(The proceedi ngs were resuned pursuant to

t he adj ournnment.)

MR. KERN: Let's get started. This is John
Kern.

We are going to be transcribing the
conference call today, and as sone of you nmamy have already

heard, you have to identify -- at |east give your nane,

not necessarily your affiliation, but give your nane

before you nake a statenent. Because there are so many

people on the call, if you do not indicate your nanme, the
record will indicate the person speaking is unannounced or
unknown.

So having said that, for the next couple
hours we want to kind of tal k about the performance

nmeasures col | aborative or sonme of the issues that are

still remaining.
No. 1, we want to have an update on what |
think are the two big open issues, FOC and the notice

interval or the commtnent interval.

Second, we need to tal k about how this

col |l aborative is going to be nmaking a filing to the
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Commi ssi on asking the Conmi ssion to nodify its origina

performance neasures that came out in 11830.

And finally, we need to tal k about what the
future or what the status of this particular performance
measures col |l aborative will be on a going-forward basis,

and if we need to have a neeting, to at | east get a date

in the cal endar so that people can start planning towards
that date.

Does anybody el se have anything el se they'd
like to talk about this nmorning?

MS. KINARD: This is Karen Kinard with M

Wor | dCom
Jimhad tal ked to AT&T, who was in Indiana,
and CoreComm We didn't nmention that we were going to say

anything here to Aneritech yet, but, Sal, | want to bring

up our proposal about the regional collaborative and maybe
at sone point on the agenda discuss that, if you don't
m nd.

MR. FIORETTI: Karen -- and maybe that

really goes to John's last point as to the future of this
col | aborati ve.
MS. KINARD: O K  Geat.

MR. KERN: | don't know what the best way

is to approach these two open issues. | guess | would

sinmply ask nmaybe Sal or Karen Moore or Karen Kinard to



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

1855
kind of bring us up to speed at |least on -- | nean the

sub-team was devel oped to | ook at the FOC i ssue. Maybe

that's the one we shoul d discuss first.
MR. FIORETTI: John, this is Sa
Fioretti.

| sent out this norning a summary. And

the sunmary -- | nean the sub-team hasn't seen. So they
can certainly feel free to correct me if I'min error
somewhere. But | sent out a summary in e-mail and |'d be
happy to just walk through it even if fol ks don't have it

in front of themto just hit the highlights of what we did

and what, at |east what | believe, we agreed upon and what
m ght be the next steps.
MR. ROSIER: Sal, this is Leland Rosier.

Is this the spreadsheet formthat says

U- 11830 Col | aborati ve Resol ution and Status?
MR, FIORETTI: No. That's one of the
ot her docunents, Leland. That's the matrix that we had

al ready started working on. It was a second e-mail that |

sent this norning.

MR, McNALLY: Sal, this is Todd McNally

wi th MLeod.

| received an e-mail from you that
was titled "New Copy of Illinois Business Rule Docunents
Schedul e. "
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Did you use the sane dis trail for that

e-mail as well?

MR. FI ORETTI: No.
MR, McNALLY: | received the New Copy of
Busi ness Rul es, but not the summary that you're talKking

about .

MR. FIORETTI: This is Sal Fioretti.

This was entitled, | believe, FOC Sub-Team
Status, or Status of FOC Sub- Team

MR. KERN: This is John Kern.

Sal, it sounds |like sone people may not

have it. And it mght be best if you kind of walk us
through it quickly.
Hello. Did sonmeone just join the call?

MR, METROPOULCS: This is JimMetropoul os.

MR, KERN: Jimfrom Aneritech, right?
MR, METROPOULCS:  Yes.

MR, KERN: All right.

MR. FIORETTI: This is Sal Fioretti.

Al right, John, I'll walk through this.

And again, if any of the team nenbers that participated
differ fromthe status that | give, please feel free to

stop nme and we'll work through it fromthere.

We held two conference calls, one on May

4th and an abbrevi ated one on May 12th. And basically
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what |'m going to sunmarize are those calls.

In the first call we discussed severa

things, but the primary issue was the fact that Ameritech
did identify a method to neasure the entire process. It's
different fromour previous position. |In the interimtine

period we had identified a way to include the ED handof f

and the translation tinmes that were not previously being
counted in the neasurenents. Really, | think, just as the
CLECs had requested. This work is going to be based on
control nunbers of the ED VAN

Subsequent to that discussion or

coincident with that discussion, we initiated with our
corporate IT fol ks an order-of-nmagnitude and a hi gh-1evel -
requi renents process to establish exactly how this would

be done, develop the high level requirements for the work

associated with it and an estinate of the tinme that m ght
be required.
We tal ked about the particular pieces of

this and how it would be done. We would be collecting the

start tinme for when the EDI nessage is first available to
Anmeritech. We would be collecting the end tinme as to when
we did the handoff to our ED VAN

We proposed, | think, that the Texas

neasures that we listed -- and 1'Il give you a short 1|ist

of them-- would continue to be intact with nodifications
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to the business-rul e | anguage, so that we could

specifically identify in their |anguage the new start tine

and end tinmes so there would be no confusion as to where
we were applying these tines.
We did talk about the fact that there was

a small nunmber of custonmers who interfaced directly other

than using the EDI VAN and that we should al so
appropriately identify the intervals, although they m ght
be a little bit different in that scenario, and apply
those for correct start and end tines. And we did not see

the need for an additional technical subject matter

expert-type call at this tine, although I think we tal ked
about potentially holding that call later if it was
required.

There were eight nmeasurenents that we

identified of the Texas neasures, Nos. 5, 6, 94, 10, 10.1,
10.2, 11 and 11.1, that we identified that woul d be
affected by this new data collection nethod.

Just for that piece with regard to the

measurenents, Karen, Karen -- | wondered who el se was on
those calls -- is that pretty accurate?
MS. MOORE: Yes.

MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: ldentify yourself,

pl ease.

MS. MOORE: Oh, |I'msorry. This is Karen
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Moore from AT&T. Yes, Sal's description was accurate.

MS. KINARD: This is Karen Kinard with MCl

Wor | dCom
Your description was accurate, and if we
can nention, | think we're still waiting for when you can

use this new process.

MR. FIORETTI: Right. This is Sal Fiorett
agai n.

The order of mmgnitude cane back. The
expectation is that it's going to take sonetine between

one and three nonths to do this work. W are working to

expedite the scheduling and the work to try to bring that
down. But, you know, we're in the process of scheduling.
So it's nmy sense it's going to take certainly |less than

three nonths. | don't have any specific dates at this

poi nt .
The other issues that we tal ked about in
these calls were we tal ked about the parity function and

we tal ked about we woul d conduct a study under the

gui dance of KPMG that woul d establish whether or not that
particular function, which | call pushing the button but
it's really the tinme that it takes for us to actually

submt the order into our Legacy ordering system we would

do that under the guidance of KPMG  Anmeritech proposed

that if the study reveals a parity process, that we
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woul dn't necessarily have to neasure it every nonth, since

the response tinme is included in each of the neasures.

But we did, | believe, agree to do that third-party test.
We talked a little bit about -- we went
back and talked a little bit about the inpacts of this

bat ch processing environment. Aneritech noted that the

CLECs are really looking for us to process very

dynam cally and very efficiently, and, you know, we wanted
to make sure that we pointed out that CLECs have the
ability to influence our ability to process dynamically

and efficiently if they hold orders and drop | arge vol unes

of orders in that batch node, and, you know, we really
came to necessarily no agreenents there. W just had the
di scussion that there was sone potential if folks were

droppi ng | arge batches of orders on us.

We tal ked about the business-rul e | anguage
nodi fications quite briefly because we had conference
bri dge problens. | sent out sonme proposed | anguage

changes. | also included those in the docunent that |

sent out this norning just for good neasure. | never
recei ved any conments about that. | know | was having
e-mail difficulties, so I'"'mnot particularly sure that

everyone got those, so | included themthis norning again

I think we need to close on that as one of the next steps,

so that's still kind of a to-do item
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We tal ked al so briefly about the

benchmarks. You know, Aneritech suggested that the

current benchmarks for Texas nmeasures be utilized but
potentially be reevaluated. |If there was agreenent to
change the neasures, the disaggregations, for exanple, to

utilize the flowthrough neasure, that might in and of

itself cause us to change the benchmark.

And we al so tal ked about there needs to be
some potential consistency between the FOC benchmarks and
the reject and also potentially having to apply the

benchmarks for conpletion notices differently now once

this rearchitecture of the neasurenent is done to
accommodat e the fact that on manual orders we send out ED
to fax, a fax server notification, versus the outbound ED

transaction. So they might need to be altered as well

I would propose that this sub-team probably
needs at | east one nore conference call to close on the
busi ness rules and to tal k about the benchmarks, and if

they would |ike Aneritech to present the proposal on

benchmarks, we can and would relative to, you know,
changes in the disaggregations to include flowthrough. |
know that's one of the itens that we tal ked about on our

matrix. | believe it's still an open item and that

probably still needs to be closed on.

Agai n, Karen and Karen, do you think that's
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relatively accurate of the additional discussions that we

had?

MS. KINARD: Yes. This is Karen Kinard
with MCI Worl dCom
The only thing to add is we also tal ked

about having KPMG | ook at the new process in two regards:

first, the length of that interval that wasn't captured
before and looking at if it turns out to be a pretty |ong
interval, what's going on there, the things Anmeritech can
do better, and KPMG can also bring up if there's a

problem 1like Sal nentioned, of how CLECs do things and

hol d orders that caused this delay, and we would like to
see that and nmaybe approve sone | anguage on what KPMG
woul d ook at in the third-party test.

And the other thing was not all orders will

be batched on both ends. There are sone interfaces that
will be transactional on both ends and then there are sone
that will be batched on the return end, and we want to

make sure those are covered with the new way of measuring

as wel | .
MR. FIORETTI: Yes -- this is Sal Fioretti.
Karen, | did cover that one, | think, with

respect to the fact that there are some CLECs who

interface directly rather than use the (unintelligible).

M5. KINARD: O K
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MR, FIORETTI: And we do need to address

those. But | did miss in my reviewthe looking at this

process, and | can add that to the docunment | sent out.
MS. KINARD: All right.
MS. MOORE: This is Karen Moore from AT&T.

I have two additional things.

One pertains to Sal's discussion of
changi ng benchmarks. One of the things the CLECs
requested was a matrix that gave full description of what
orders are intended to flow through.

The second is regarding the parity audit by

KPMG. The CLECs asked that we determ ne what woul d be an
acceptable result to say that our process is at parity
with Aneritech's process.

For exanple, if Aneritech's process for, as

Sal puts it, pushing the button, takes half a second and
the CLEC process takes 10 seconds, that's not parity, and
I think we need to have an expectation of what would be a

m ni mal compari son.

MR. FIORETTI: This is Sal Fioretti.
Karen, you're right. | did include that.
I just missed it in doing the review

M5. MOORE: O K

MR. FI ORETTI : In the note that | wote

this morning | didn't address the full description of
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orders to flow through. W could. There is work in

progress there. As you know, we did pass out in Chio an

initial draft of that docunent and there's continuing work
on it, but we can include that as well
MS. MOORE: This is Karen Mbore from AT&T.

Yes, Sal, thank you very much for that

matri x, and we're |l ooking forward to the updated, nore
detailed copy of it.

MR. KERN: This is John Kern.

Am | correct in assunming that if the

sub-team has at | east one nore call to close up these few

| oose ends and Sal nodifies his summary to include what
Karen Ki nard and Karen Moore have indi cated shoul d be
i ncluded, do |I understand that we woul d have consensus at

| east anpng the coll aborative that this issue is closed?

MS. MOORE: This is Karen Moore from AT&T,
John.
| think we have some nore things to

di scuss, especially around benchmarks. And | appreciate

Sal's offer to have a proposal as to what those benchnark
changes should be, but | think that's going to be a very
detail ed, conplex discussion. But if we cone to agreenent

on all those things, yes, it will be closed

MR. KERN: Then let ne ask the foll ow up

question. I'msorry, this is John Kern.
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Let me ask the followup question, and |'|

ask it to those who've been working on the FOC sub-team

How much nore time do you feel is required to close this
i ssue out?
MS. KINARD: This is Karen Kinard with M

Wor | dCom

Well, I think we can get to an interim
sol ution quicker than a final solution. | think the fina
signoff cones after we hear what KPMG finds, and the
interimsolution will have to wait until we get sone

information from Sal on the flowthrough i ssue and what we

can conme up with for the benchmarks during the interim
until we find out nore from KPMG.
MR, FIORETTI: This is Sal Fioretti.

| guess two questions that | have. One is

| amnot clear -- let me put it this way: | think |I've
gotten nixed signals fromthe CLECs as to whether they
wanted me to devel op a new proposal on benchmarks with

regard to integration of that flowthrough nmeasure. So if

that's what you want nme to do, |'d be happy to do that.
The second question is can we --
consi dering Karen Kinard's comment about the |onger-term

eval uati on of KPMG could we progress otherwi se with the

current benchmark (unintelligible) disaggregation if

that's not a proposal you want ne to nake?
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MS. KINARD: This is Karen Kinard with

MCI Wor | dCom

I think fromthe flowthrough conflict
the issue is basically normally in another jurisdiction we
have fl owt hrough broken out and have a very short

interval for flowthrough orders for FOC and rejections.

But we have a lot of issues on what
exactly flows through in Aneritech region. And we don't
want to lock into this short interval and hardly anything
be in it and feel happy.

So it's sort of tied to the whole

fl owthrough neasurenent issue which |I think we have
di scussed in other proceedi ngs but we haven't really gone
over the flowthrough situation here.

MR. FIORETTI: Again, this is Sal

Fioretti.
But, Karen, that would say that it m ght
not be necessarily sonething that is an interim W could

agree on the benchmarks as they are today in Texas. Also

for gross down the flowthrough process and eval uation, as
wel |l as the evaluation by KPMG as secondary steps.
M5. KINARD: This is Karen Kinard from

Wor | dCom agai n.

| think this is something we'll have to

tal k about on that subsequent call with the other CLECs on
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maybe defining, if we do do sonething |ike that in the

interim how long is this interimperiod.

MR. KERN: This is John Kern.
Sal and Karen Kinard and Karen Moore,
have you guys an idea when you would be having this

foll owup conference call to further discuss sone of these

items?

MR, FIORETTI: Nothing has really been
schedul ed as of yet. W really are just now proposing
t hat the sub-team conti nue.

MS. MOORE: This is Karen Moore from

AT&T.
We' re nmaking excel l ent and significant
progress as we're discussing this FOC issue. So | would

really appreciate the Commission's latitude in letting us

spend a little bit nmore time on it so that everybody wl|
be happy and we won't have to conplain or litigate the
i ssue.

MR, KERN: This is John Kern.

| think you're absolutely right, Karen.
I think when | first started the
col |l aborative this FOC i ssue seened to be damm near

i npossible. And | think you all have nade really good

progress and you have some good concepts in terns of

interimsituations pending analysis or review by KPMG on
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the final solutions. And | think it's great for the team

to continue to work.

["mjust trying to get a feel for how
much tinme you think is necessary to finish this piece of
it. But maybe we can get back to that issue when we talk

about the future of the collaborative and the tine |ines

that we have to deal with.
Is there anything el se on the FOC i ssue?
MR. COX: John, this is Rod Cox from
McLeodUSA. | joined a little late.

MR. KERN: Thank you, Rod.

MR, COX: | would echo what Karen just
said. | think there's been a | ot of good progress nade
and I'mall for continuing to work through the issue.

MR. KERN: Fair enough.

The other big open issue, | think, is the
average conpletion issue. M notes are really kind of
confusing on this.

Al I know is that, Sal, you were going

to go back to Aneritech and check on sonething.
MR. FIORETTI: Yes. This is Sa
Fioretti. Let ne at |east give you a status there.

Ameritech is in the process of

establishing -- we are already reporting on the

provi sioning conpletion intervals. The missing data that
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we have is on mai ntenance. And | won't necessarily go

into the process description here, but suffice it to say

that we can neasure and shoul d have shortly our ability to
nmeasure the electronic interfaces that we have with CLECs
as far as mai ntenance conpl etions.

Agai n, we have not, because this was

never a part of the Texas business rule -- we have not
really gotten -- nor was it separately a part of the
M chi gan requirenent as a separate entity -- devel oped any

sense of a business rule and benchmarks for that.

So again, what | would propose is that we

woul d cone to the table and propose a business rule to a
team for conpletion notifications.
El ectronically, we would suggest that that

woul d be a rather short tine, as would be expected.

For those mmi ntenance requests that are
handl ed manual Iy, that presents us with sone mgjor
difficulties with respect to collecting the data and

calculating the time and the tim ng of the actual notice.

It would be our proposal that a
mai nt enance troubl e that was done nmanual |y woul d have a
fairly significantly longer notification tinme, being like

t he next business day, than an el ectronic notification

But we woul d propose that we address

those. And again a sub-team or the same sub-team neeting
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where we woul d propose business rules around that and tal k

with the CLECs if we got agreenent that it could be

nmeasured separately.
We are devel opi ng the processes. W have
now i dentified a process by which we can fax back

mai nt enance conpletion notifications and would put that --

are going to put that entire process into place. But the
measur enent piece would foll ow the process piece as we
start doing the work.

The only issue would be we woul d need

to get each CLEC to provide us with a fax nunber to get

notice conpletion notifications back
So there's some work we have to do there.
But we haven't closed generically, | don't think, on the

i ssue of reporting it separately.

MS. KINARD: This is Karen Kinard with
MCl Wor | dCom
Just for clarification, Sal, when you

were tal king about the maintenance notification, that was

for the neantine to restore type of intervals and prepare
conmitments net where we want notice to the CLECs rather
than the average interval, right?

MR. FIORETTI: Right. And we would

propose that we would do it simlarly to the way we woul d

do provisioning where those traditional network neasures
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woul d remain intact, and a conparison just like they are

today. And we would take the additional slice of tine to

notify CLECs and neasure it separately and devel op a
busi ness rul e and sonme benchmarks with respect to that,
that function, as we don't do that on the retail side.

MS. KINARD: This is Karen Kinard with

MCI Wor | dCom agai n.

On the need for the other additiona
nmeeting or so, we're in agreenment. W can't sign off on
the two-step process until we hear nore on the ability to

log, to enter troubles before we get the conpletion

notice, and also the issue of what if we don't get
conpletion notices, is there a way that Aneritech has for
checking missing notifications if we don't nake the end

time for intervals, that notification

So I think we're going to have to discuss
both of those things nore. | know Sal was talking to his
counterparts in Texas because they are tal king about a new

informational trouble ticket. I think he tal ked about

before the conpletion of the order and waiting for sone
| anguage from them and what they're going to do.
MR. FIORETTI: This is Sal Fiorett

agai n.

We al so have a sub-teamthat sone of you

m ght be participating in relative to the work going on in
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W sconsin that is discussing that same issue and is

working directly with the Texas fol ks to understand their

process and on integrating it into ours.
So really what |'ve done is |eave that
particul ar process to that teamwho is focusing on

coordi nating conversions in particular, and take the

output of that and apply it into the performnce neasures.
MS5. MOORE: Karen Mbore from AT&T.
Sal, just for my own understandi ng, what
you're saying is the issue of informational trouble

tickets that the folks in Texas are doing is being

addressed by the W sconsin sub-team and the output of
that sub-teamwi |l be incorporated into the performance
nmeasures from Texas. So basically Aneritech is agreeing

to do that measure, assuming they can come to agreement

on the process?
MR. FIORETTI: This is Sal Fioretti
agai n.

I think what I'm saying is that that

sub-team that teamin Wsconsin, is working through the
process. And that is one conponent of the process. And
what ever agreenents are nmade there we would fold back

into the perfornmance neasurenents.

As we had discussed in Illinois, we were

going to review the coordi nated cut-over measurenments in
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Il1linois, and because this teamwas in the process of

revi ewi ng, evaluating and possi bly updating the process,

woul d ask that we hold that review until that team was
done so that we could nake sure that our neasures map
directly to whatever new parts of the process cane in.

And | woul d expect that this piece, this

entering trouble on the data, the due date, is part of
that process change that they are instituting.

MS. KINARD: This is Karen Kinard with
MCl Wor | dCom

| personally have not been involved in

the Wsconsin neetings. They have often conflicted with
other nmetric coll aboratives. But we do have soneone
t here.

Probably Karen Moore is in the sane

situation. So we would |like to nmake sure we hear the
final report fromthere, not only on these issues about
conpletion and the ability to |l og troubles, but also

on hot cuts. And that will have to be wapping up

those issues on netrics. So Mchigan will be contingent
on hearing what cones out of that operationa
di scussi on.

And while we're on that, fromwhat | hear

W sconsin is also tal king about different FOC intervals to

all ow the checking of facilities on a |arger nunber of
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| oop orders. And | think we have to hear that too before

we cl ose out the FOC issue as well

MR. KERN: O K  This issue is stil
open, but progress is being nade.
MR, FIORETTI: This is Sal Fioretti.

I would certainly characterize it as

that. We need just to finish some of those other
di scussions and work through it.

We' Il circul ate some business rules and
conpletion notification in advance of those things so we

can work on kind of a parallel track

MR, KERN: This is John Kern again.
O K. And | guess the reason why | have
been aski ng people to see how nuch nore tine they need, at

sonme point we need to make a filing to the Comm ssion

formally asking themto adopt the agreed-upon performance
nmeasures and business rules that this collaborative has
agreed are appropriate in lieu of the performance neasures

t hat have been adopted in 11830.

So | just want people to be thinking
about at sonme point in the near future we have to neke
that type of filing.

And, Ann, | don't know what your sense

is, but I think it would be great if we could, when we

make that filing, indicate that there's really no open
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i ssues per se. There may be interimsolutions that would

be finalized after KPMG did an anal ysis or maybe W sconsin

has conpl eted their anal ysis.
But the bottomline is we woul d be able
to present to the Conmission as a collaborative the |ist

of performance neasures and business rules that we woul d

use, at least for testing purposes.

And so, again, just keep that in the back
of your mind. W have to nmke this type of filing to the
Commi ssi on.

Something else that I'd |ike to have a

little bit of discussion about is -- and nmaybe, Sal, this
is a question for you or maybe it's a question for
everybody -- but what is the status of the perfornmance

measures related to line-sharing and rel ated services

that result in the UNE remand proceedi ng? Are those being
done? Are they being worked on? |If they are, where, and
what's the status of those?

MR. FIORETTI: John, this is Sa

Fioretti.
I think from our perspective, although
there are discussions in different venues about those

nmeasures, you know, what we were intending to do was to

get our baseline measures docunented. There are

di scussions in Texas goi ng on on sonme of those issues.
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And so as those products evolve and as those, as they

beconme cl oser to being, we can evaluate the systems and

processes that support them and cone up with the
appropriate measures.
| do believe that they have tal ked about

line-sharing netrics in Texas. W have not eval uated them

here as yet. But we would try to as nmuch as -- and we had
this discussion in Indiana just this week -- what we would
try to do is inasnmuch as our systenms woul d support them
adopt what canme out of Texas on those particul ar issues.

Since they are evol ving products for everyone, we would

expect to be able to possibly adopt sone of those conmi ng
out of Texas since we are evaluating themon a 13-state
basis in nost cases.

MR, KERN: This is John Kern.

Sal, let ne ask this question. Wat is
your expectation in terns of testing of |ine-sharing
services if performance neasures are still in a state of

flux, I guess? O would you sinply propose that the line

sharing, that that portion of the OSS testing
regarding line sharing cannot be held until the
performance neasures have been conpl eted?

MR. FIORETTI: This is Sal Fioretti.

I woul d suggest that those issues |

expect to be resolved in the relatively near future. And
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so therefore we would go into testing and understand that

there are sone products that we might have to in the

i nteri mdevel op performance neasures and that woul d have
to happen late in the process.
But the fact is a lot of those products

and services are evolving as we are tal king about them

We are never going to catch up with everything that's
ri ght now being discussed. So we have to draw a |ine
sonewher e

MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: Sal, this is Ann

Schnei dewi nd.

The thing that concerns me is that by the
time you're ready to go forward, certainly | believe there
will be a requirenent that not only you will be offering

these UNE remand and line-sharing products, but | read the

FCC orders to say that would include the establishment of
performance neasures for those products.
And so, if they are not to go forward for

adoption with the rest of this package that we're sending

up to anend the existing neasures that the Commi ssion has
adopted, | think there better be a very ready resolution
to it which may be different than the process that we may

di scuss later for adoption of new nmeasures for new

products.

| see this as al nbst an existing product.
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Your UNE renmand tariff has already been filed now and your

line-sharing tariff will be filed, | assume, in the next

week or so
| think that at a mninmum when this other
package goes forward to the Conmi ssion, that we're going

to have to be able to prescribe a specific tine frame for

performance measures on these offerings, which my be
different than, as | say, performance neasures for new
services which we don't anticipate at this tine.

MR. FIORETTI: This is Sal Fioretti.

Ann, | don't disagree with you at all

| think what we just need to close on is what are the |ist
of the products that we would be tal king about as needi ng
to have perfornmance neasures, and then close on the

baseline for these, the existing set of products, and

qui ckly nmove forward to be able to have something prior to
the end of OSS testing where we could test the other
products.

There is no question in nmy mnd, however,

those things have not been delineated today.
MS. KINARD: This is Karen Kinard from
MCl Wor | dCom

You nentioned the work being done in

Texas. And we're starting to bring in the DSL di scussion

from Texas in one of the states. At |east Chio has
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brought in -- the Data CLEC Coalition, a representative

has brought in exactly the same wordi ng from Texas,

because we don't even have all the DSL netrics, |let alone
the line sharing and the further unbundl ed el enent netrics
here at Aneritech.

We plan to discuss them There has been

an order in California, another part of the SBC region, an
interimorder on |ine sharing neasurenents. It's nostly a
di saggregation order that we'll look at, a trial that's
goi ng on out there, and then discuss sone additiona

nmeasurenents based on that trial that we want to

di scuss. \When we bring up the regional netric
col | aborative later in this call, we want to discuss in
that forumat the sanme tinme California and Texas are

di scussi ng those kinds of neasurenents.

I have also just received on e-nail from
California, the CLEC proposal for neasuring the new types
of UNEs in comnbinations |ike EELS.

MS. MOORE: Karen Moore from AT&T.

AT&T is very interested in further
di saggregating those new UNE conbi nati ons.
MR. FIORETTI: This is Sal Fioretti.

Again, |'mnot saying that we wouldn't.

All 1"msaying is that we need to put that off in sone

sense to further down, later into the project, because sone
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of those products we don't -- even if we're now very

recently ready to offer them that's very recent and

have not gotten -- | don't have much sense as to exactly
how the systens, the processes work, to be able to
establish performance neasures today or in the relatively

near future.

But | would agree with Karen, in the
regi onal collaborative we should and sure will be driven
to make that a very high priority in what's addressed
next .

MS. MOORE: This is Karen Moore from AT&T.

Sal, as | recall, in the discussions we've
been havi ng over the |ast year around new products
Ameritech has made a conmitnent to offer performance

measure results within, I want to say four to eight weeks

of offering the actual product. So ny expectation is once
you file a tariff for any new product, including EELs or
new UNE conbi nations, that within a nonth or so you'll be

sending us data. So we need to work through what those

performance neasures are going to be in order for you to
acconplish that.
M5. KINARD: And this is Karen Kinard with

MCl Wor | dCom

| don't know if you're aware, Sal, but your

FCC nmerger condition requires that a line-sharing nmetric
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be filed. I'mnot sure when the reporting on it is

supposed to occur, but that has been proposed by SBC

al ready and CLECs are commenting to the FCC on it. So
that one may be coning sooner than it will cone up in our
col | aborati ve.

MR, FIORETTI: This is Sal Fioretti, and

agree. Again, we just don't have any closure on those

i ssues, and so | would suggest we don't hold up these
baselines for that but still address themin as quick a
nmet hod as we coul d once we have established that we coul d.

MS. MOORE: Sal, would you be willing to

reiterate your conmtnent of reporting on performance
measure data for new products within four to eight weeks

of offering it?

MR. FIORETTI: Karen, our intent -- and
this is Sal Fioretti -- our intent in that commtnment, if
you |l ook at it, is that generally speaking we will do that

and we expect to try to live up to that. W obviously

wi Il need the concurrence of CLECs and we'll|l need

definition of product and process in order to do that, and
so my expectation is that some things we will not be able
tolive up to that but that is certainly our intent.

MR. KERN: Sal, this is John Kern. M only

comment is we are going to be neeting -- the CSS

col | aborative is going to be neeting June 6th and 7th, and
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the objective of that neeting was to have a draft, a fina

draft MIP that would incorporate all the results of the

performance measures coll aborative as well as the tariff
col | aborative, which would include |line sharing, EELs, and
a few of these other issues.

Al 1'"m suggesting to you and to your team

is if we hope to have a final MIP by June 7th, we really
need to work, | think, on getting closure on sone of these
performance measures -- performance neasures issues
related to sone of these new products and services if the

expectation is they will be part of the test, which

think it is.
And |'m not suggesting we del ay anything.
It's just atime line that we've kind of put ourselves

under, as June 7th is the date where a ot of this stuff

woul d get wrapped up, at least initially, understanding
that there will always be new neasures and there wil |l
al ways be new services, and we need to tal k about how we

bring those to the Commission at a later date. But in

terms of the baseline for testing, | think it was the
expectation of a |lot of parties that at |east the line-
sharing and UNE renmand portions would be pretty wel

finalized by June 7th.

MR. FIORETTI: This is Sal Fioretti. |

mean you have our commitrment that we'll be working on
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those with those same goals in mnd.

MR. KERN: Thank you, and that -- this is

John Kern again -- and ny assunption also is, Sal, as soon
as you have proposals or have what you think is the best
way to resolve the issue, that you woul d be sendi ng out

e-mails to all menbers of this collaborative so they can

kind of get a feel for what you're proposing.

MR. FIORETTI: Fine. Yes, John, | would.

MR. KERN: And one other question |I have.
MR. COX: John?
MR, KERN: |'msorry?

MR, COX: John, this is Rod Cox, MLeodUSA.
MR KERN: Yes.
MR, COX: Help ne understand the June 7th

master test plan. You're saying that will be conpleted by

June 7th? |s that the expectation?
MR, KERN: It was the expectation that the
master test plan that is conpleted by June 7th woul d be,

you know, the final master test plan that would

i ncorporate the results of the perfornmance neasures
col |l aborative and the tariff collaborative. By the way,
t hat assunes that we have all the issues closed and

resolved. Obviously if there's major open issues, then

maybe the June 7th date may be in danger, but that's the

expectation, Rod, is to have a final MIP by June 7th.
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MR, COX: O K It seens a little

aggressive, but | wasn't aware of that drop-dead date.

MS. KINARD: This is Karen Kinard with M

Wor | dCom

Not only | ooking at our issues here but
just watching the e-mails on the UNE-P tariff, I'd be very
surprised if that was settled by that date. | think there

are sone neasurenents where we definitely have to have a
commitnent in the MIP that they will be in place and
reported on in a period of tinme to evaluate Anmeritech's

performance. You know, while we might be able to wait

some on sub-loop unbundling, we definitely need the EELs
and other types -- you know, the line-sharing that we
menti oned part of that plan and really see data on it.

MS. MOORE: This is Karen Moore from AT&T.

I would like to reiterate what Karen Kinard
said and add that Aneritech is not planning to conplete
its data collection on sone neasures until June, and there

are significant nmeasures that AT&T has concerns about, the

results of which have just started to be reported.
So we need to be very sure that we have
enough tine to collect data before the conpletion of the

MIP and the test itself.

MR. KERN: And this is John Kern.

To Karen Kinard's comment, we do have a
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conference call and another neeting of the tariff

col | aborative, and | do know that there are open issues

with the tariff collaborative and they will be working on
t hose issues in those foruns, and we will be able to
better judge the progress after we neet on June 5th, which

is the tariff coll aborative.

And sonet hing that Karen Moore just
mentioned, which is the integrity of the data or an
anal ysis of the data. One of the things that we need to
talk about -- and help nme if |I mischaracterize -- but one

of the requirenments in 11830 is an annual audit of

Aneritech's performance neasures. |s that correct, Ann?
MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: That's correct. Ann
Schnei dewi nd.

MR. KERN: And at sonme point, you know, we

as a collaborative need to figure out, you know, what the
scope of that audit is going to be and howit's going to
be conducted, | guess.

M5. FENNELL: This is Kelly Fennell. And

Ann, pardon me if I'mwong, but | thought in the |ast OSS
col l aborative it was agreed that the audit scope contained
within the OSS test plan was going to ensure that we

i ncorporated the 11830 requirenents for the annual audit.

MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: This is Ann

Schnei dewi nd.
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Yes, absolutely; that this first KPMG test

woul d include the first audit. But | think John is

speaking to the scope of ongoing audits, which, before we
established these col |l aboratives, the Conmm ssion required
that a group of interested parties define the scope of.

So | think John is tal king nore about

audits fromthis point on.
M5. MOORE: This is Karen More from AT&T.
John, your point, of course, was excellent.
However, what | was really getting at is the fact that

Ameritech has not completed reporting on the measures it's

conmmitted to to date. We still haven't gotten data on al
the neasures yet. Sone of the npbst inportant neasures
have just begun being reported. So we don't have data to

anal yze all the measures yet.

MR. KERN:  Uh- huh.
MR. COX: This is Rod Cox, MLeodUSA.
And in regards to the audit and the process

in the master test plan of the audit, | nean that is stil

an open issue as far as |I'mconcerned. There's a |ot of
di scussion that's still pending on the audit process and
how that's going to work with KPMG.

MS. SCHNEIDEWND: This is Ann Schnei dewi nd

again. | guess ny point was only that clearly we wll

have to resolve that in some way so that the first annua
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audit is addressed now in sone way in this i medi ate next

few nonths, in testing or however we decide to approach

it. I'"mjust trying to distinguish that fromthe ongoi ng
audit, which may indeed not involve or may or nmmy not
i nvol ve testing on an ongoi ng basi s.

MR, COX: | guess it's safe to assune that

t he whol e notion of audit and those issues associated with
it are still sonething that's open for discussion

MR, LONERGAN: John, this is Tom Lonergan.
|'ve been sitting here a while.

| submitted some proposed | anguage to KPMG

to put in the second draft of their test plan that |
bel i eve was based upon the di scussions that we had at the
| ast OSS col | aborative and hopefully will in some fashion

address the timng and the scope of the initial audit. |

don't think that second draft is out yet -- | haven't seen
it -- but | would ask the parties to take a | ook at that.
| believe it reflects the agreenent we reached at the | ast

nmeeti ng.

I think we all have to keep in nmnd on
this, though, that the test plan will be sonething of a
living docunent and that we cannot indefinitely postpone

finishing the nmaster test plan because there are stil

i ssues outstanding. 1In the other states, you know, those

things, there has to be a nethod to deal with them but at
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some point we have to give KPMG the O K to proceed with a

master test plan that is subject to sone change,

addi ti onal neasures, additional tests, whatever, and
that's what | think we're shooting for for June 7th, is to
reach that point where we can give KPMG the green |ight

with some sort of mmster test plan

Now, there may be provisions that
additional nmetrics will be added, that additional even
testing itens will be added, that we'll be | ooking for the
audit sooner rather than later, but it was ny

under st andi ng at | east or thought that we were trying to

bring a I ot of these things to sonme formof closure the
first week in June.
Everyone is speechl ess.

MR, COX: This is Rod Cox, MLeodUSA.

You know, as far as it being a living
docunent, | would totally agree with that, and there wll
be -- obviously there will have to be sone process or

mechanismin place to allow to insert changes into the

master test plan as we go forward.
MR, LONERGAN: Absol utely.
MR. KERN: Let ne then just ask one nore

question, and this is for Sal, | guess, or your team In

this performance neasures coll aborative, you know, we've

been focusing primarily on | ooking at Texas 122
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performance neasures and business rules, nodifying them

and mapping themto the M chigan performnce neasures that

canme out of 11830.
There's other aspects in 11830 which we
haven't tal ked about. Am/| correct to assunme that you are

in agreement that all other aspects of the origina

Commi ssion's order should remnin as they have been
or dered?

MR. FIORETTI: John, this is Sal Fioretti.
| guess I1'd like you to clarify that. Are you thinking

about things like the audit requirenment?

MR, KERN: No. | was thinking nore |ike --
and Ann, again help ne if | mscharacterize -- but there
were certain geographic areas where neasurenent was to

occur in geographic areas or geographic |ocations.

MR, FIORETTI: John, Sal Fioretti again.
Yes, we are assunming that that stays intact
and that we will continue as we already are. As we

mgrate to the Texas neasures, we wll continue

di saggregati ng geographically.
MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: This is Ann
Schnei dewi nd. And al so issues |like the statistica

nmet hodol ogy to the extent it was discussed in our

Conmi ssion's orders, | guess | would only say if there's

anything different fromthat than is being utilized in
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Texas, perhaps it needs to be addressed in this filing we

ultimately nmake to the Comm ssion al so.

I just think we need to go through that
order and make sure that if there's anything el se besides
t he neasures thensel ves that we want the Commi ssion to

address, that we address it, because that order is

standi ng out there at this point.
MR, FIORETTI: This is Sal Fioretti again.
Ann, | would agree with you. W need to go
t hrough that order and make sure we've got agreenent on

those specific itens that may or may not be different.

And the only issue Anmeritech would have on any of those
others that | can think of is trying to apply them
consistently. But, you know, sinmilar to many of the

i ssues we've already tal ked about, | think we're already

doi ng those things and woul d be agreeable to continue
doing them but | think we need to check them of f and neke
sure that we've addressed themall.

MS. SCHNEIDEW ND: This is Ann Schnei dewi nd

agai n.
Yes, | think that there may be agreenent on
those kinds of matters. But again, if the Conmm ssion

hasn't adopted it, we need to address it now.

MR, KERN: This is John Kern again.

One of the last things | think we need to
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know we' ve never di scussed renedies in

renedi es, | think, have been

ana. Is that correct?

MS. MOORE: This is Karen Mbore. I n Chio.

MR. KERN: I n Chio.

This is John Kern

MR. COX: This is Rod Cox. Openly

ndi ana.

MR KERN: So it's

safe to assune that

remedi es are being discussed in other venues, and at sone

point | think the Mchigan folks would |ike to have a

brief summary,

if you will, on what the status of the

various renedy proposals are, and

it's ny understanding

that this would likely be an issue that woul d need

Comm ssion resolution on

Wor | dCom

MS. KI NARD: Yes.

MS. FENNELL: This

This is Karen from MC

is Kelly Fennell. What

we' ve called a performance assurance plan is directly

listed as sonething we need to propose and to have a

col | aborative on in the Comm ssion's 12320 order

271 order?

MS. MOORE: This is Karen Mbore. Is that a

M5. FENNELL: Yes.

M5. SCHNEI DEW ND:

This is Ann Schnei dewi nd
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agai n.

It occurs to ne when | hear sone of the

di scussions regardi ng what still has to be resolved by the
sub- groups on performance neasures that things |ike
out standi ng benchmark issues nmay relate to resol ution of

the -- what do we call these?

M5. FENNELL: This is Kelly. Perfornmance
assurance pl an.

MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: And so perhaps when we
tal k about when and what docunent goes forward to the

Commi ssion now in 11830 that woul d give enough direction

to KPMG so that testing can begin, perhaps the renedies
i ssue and maybe even sone of the benchmark issues can be
-- we can specify in that filing that those woul d be

resolved at a later date. But KPMG would at | east have

enough to get going and begin testing.
M5. MOORE: This is Karen More from AT&T.
I'"d just like to reiterate AT&T' s position

that a remedy plan has to be part of a perfornmance neasure

pl an separate and distinct froma 271 filing. There's no
poi nt in having performance neasures w thout penalties.
MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: Karen, could you state

your |ast statenment again? There's no point in having ..

MS. MOORE: This is Karen Mbore from AT&T.

There is no point in having a penalty plan
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wi t hout renedi es associated with them AT&T believes that

renmedi es have to be associated with penalty plans

i ndependent of the 271 decision. It's a business issue.
We're trying to get into business, and | realize
Aneritech's position is otherwi se, but what they do for

271 is up to them

MS. KINARD: And this is Karen Kinard with
MCI Wor | dCom

We agree with AT&T that the renmedy plan,
t he performance assurance plan, needs to be in place not

necessarily contingent on 271 approval. Oher states have

i mpl enented renedy plans, self-executing renedy plans, in
fact before 271 approval, including Pennsylvania, Texas
and Massachusetts, to nane some. So just because it's

taken up in the 271 docket doesn't nean you have to wait

for 271 approval. You could probably start the test
before you have the renmedy plan in place, but we would
like to get the enforcenent nmechani smfor the neasurenent

started as soon as possible.

MR. FIORETTI: This is Sal Fioretti. |
don't think that we're saying that we woul d expect to
begin to i nmplenment a renedy plan after 271. | think what

we're saying is it's part of that other docket in ternms of

how we'd address it.

Is that right, Kelly?
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MS. FENNELL: |'msorry, Sal. | was

readi ng while you were talKking.

MR. FIORETTI: | don't think we're saying
that we would wait for 271 approval in order to inplenent
the renedy plan or the performance assurance pl an; that

it's actually part of the other docket; that we're

addressing it there versus necessarily here.

MS. FENNELL: That would be right.

MR, 1SIOGU:. What do you nean by the other
docket ?

M5. FENNELL: This is Kelly.

Oji, he's referring to the checkli st
docket 12320. And we're not saying we're waiting unti
after we have 271 approval to approach a renedy plan. The

Comm ssion has ordered and the Conm ssion called it a

performance enforcenent plan, and |I'm | ooking at paragraph
12 of the February 9th order of U 12320, and it said to
use the coll aborative process to devel op specific

performance assurance neasures, including a self-

effectuating systemto prevent backsliding, and that we
shall include the key el enents discussed in the Decenber
22nd, '99 order for the Bell Atlantic 271 approval.

MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: This is Ann

Schnei dewi nd.

But separately in the original My order,



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

1895
May 1999 order, where the Conmi ssion adopted initially

t hese performance standards, although they did not adopt

renedies initially, I think that they clearly said that
t hese issues could come before themin arbitration and
that the issue of danmges under M chigan | aw could cone

into play.

So | don't think that they necessarily
separated the issue of renedies from performance standards
at all.

MR. FIORETTI: This is Sal Fioretti.

So | think what we're saying is we need to

establish a schedul e, although not contingent on starting
the third-party testing, to discuss the performance
assurance pl an.

MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: This is Ann

Schnei dewi nd.
I would certainly agree with that.
MR, KERN: This is John Kern.

Yeah, | think we have three broad

categories of activities. First of all, | think we need
to finish what we're calling this baseline performance
nmeasures, which would include, you know, closure of the

FOC i ssue and closure of the conmpletion interval issue, or

at | east to the best we can.

The second main work effort, then, would be
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to take that infornmation and nmake a fornmal filing to the

Commi ssi on, asking themto adopt our recomrendations, and

it would be that baseline that would be given to KPMG and
woul d be incorporated into the initial master test plan
And then the third key area would be future

activities, which would be, you know, devel opnent and

i mpl enent ati on of performance neasures for new services.
It may include renedies, it nmay include these audits that
we' ve been tal king about, the ongoing audits that were
outlined in 11830.

And | guess to Point No. 1 and No. 2, |

know |'ve asked this question a couple tinmes and |'m going
to ask it again: Wat is a reasonable tine line, Sal, for
the sub-teamto try and get some closure on the two

out standi ng i ssues so that we could prepare a filing for

the Commi ssion on the baseline perfornmance nmeasures?
MS. KINARD: Before Sal talks -- this is
Karen Kinard for MCI WorldCom-- 1'd like to say there is

like two other big issues, flowhrough and hot cuts, that

we need to have cl osure on besides all the other new
services that need to go into the test. And | don't nean
that's all the UNE renmand services, but the ones |ike EELs

and UNE-P. UNE-P is probably covered by di saggregation

but some of the other ones need special neasures |ike DSL

and line-sharing that should be in place for the test.
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Maybe it can start and they cone on |ater, but you stil

need enough data for themto really analyze.

MR, FIORETTI: This is Sal Fioretti.
Karen, there are sone DSL neasures al ready as well
And again, John, | would suggest that --

MR, KERN: Let ne restate nmy -- this is

John Kern again, Sal. Let ne restate ny question

| nmean let's assune that you and your team
get back together for another conference call. Wuld it
be appropriate for this collaborative to have a face-to-

face neeting after that call and see where the status of

these open issues are and work fromthere?
MR. FIORETTI: | think so.
MR. KERN: Does anybody else -- this is

John Kern -- does anybody el se have a coment on that? |Is

that a reasonabl e approach?

Hearing none, |I'mgoing to assunme that it

MR, COX: This is Rod Cox, MLeodUSA.

John, | can't stress the inportance of
performance neasurenents and all the work that's gone into
this process so far, and | know there's a date out there

to finalize the master test plan, but | just want to meke

a point that in ny opinion, we will not have performance

measurenents in their conpleteness and they will have to
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be inserted into the naster test plan.

MR, LONERGAN: Rod, this is Tom Lonergan.

| agree with that. That's not a problem in ny view. You
know, even if we're only 80 or 90 percent there, nmy goa
is to be able to give whatever we have agreed to to KPMG

and let thembegin at |east their prelimnary work.

You know, it would be great if we're at a
hundred percent, and | don't want to discourage the
parties fromtrying to reach that goal, but | don't think
it is an absolute necessity before we approve at |east the

first version of a master test plan.

MR, COX: This is Rod Cox again. It's ny
understanding that Sal is putting together a matrix that
wi |l have those nmeasures defined that we do have agreenent

on and those that we don't, and those that are stil

pendi ng process review and that kind of matrix. |[Is that
correct, Sal?
MR. FIORETTI: This is Sal Fioretti.

For Mchigan there is already a matrix that

we' ve shared, Rod, that went out this nmorning that talks
about the areas of agreenent for this particular
col |l aborative. You may be tal king about with respect to

the other states and just devel oping a common matrix of

all the changes that have been requested.

MR, COX: This is Rod Cox again.
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I have not seen the one that went out this

norni ng, but | think |I was speaking nore of the overal

matri x that you were going to work on.
MR, McNALLY: Sal, this is Todd McNally
wi th McLeodUSA.

Coul d you actually maybe have sonebody

cross check that distri so everybody that is on the distri
that you sent the other e-mail out could get that summary?
MR. FIORETTI: This is Sal Fioretti.
Yeah, we'll nake sure, Todd, that you're on

there as wel|.

MR, McNALLY: Great. Thanks.
MS. BROWN: This is Francie Brown, and
this is a question, | think, nore to Tom Lonergan.

Tom there's going to be a workshop

schedul ed in Chicago on the, what, 13th and 14th to review
Anmeritech's processes?
MR. LONERGAN: | believe, yeah, at |east

tentatively schedul ed.

M5. BROMN: And how do we envision these
open issues working into that workshop process? Wuld
KPMG -- and this is a workshop for KPMG -- woul d they ask

Ameritech about the processes that woul d support these

open issues so that they at |east would have the

background, at which point in tine they would have
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i nformati on so that when these benchmarks were added into

the MIP, they woul d al ready have background? O how do

you envision that working?

MR. LONERGAN: Well, 1'll be honest with
you, | don't know what the workshop's actually going to
ook like. It's ny belief that it would be information

presented to KPMG that is generally available to any CLEC.
It's to give them what they need to know to create the
pseudo- CLEC and begin testing.

Qobviously, if things are still up in the

air for any CLEC, they should be up in the air for KPMG

whi ch doesn't preclude a future workshop or sone ot her
nmet hod of sharing informati on once we have cl osure on sone
of those issues.

I can't answer it any nore specifically

than that. Obviously KPMG can ask any and all questions.
Whet her they'l|l get answers or not, your guess is as good

as nine.

M5. BROMN: O K

MR, KERN: This is John Kern again.
Is it reasonable to try and have a neeting
of this collaborative, I'mgoing to suggest two weeks from

today? That would be Friday, June 2nd. That woul d give

t hose conpani es working on the sub-team an opportunity to

continue to work those issues.
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MS. KINARD: This is Karen Kinard from

MCI Wor | dCom

Well, first of all, I'"'mgoing to be in a
Bel | South coll aborative on the 2nd of June. So that
woul dn't work for ne.

But the main point | want to bring up, in

I ndi ana we just sort of-- the CLECs that were there, that
i ncluded MCI, AT&T, MlLeod, Sprint, Warner and Anmeritech
tal ked about having a regional collaborative. Because
what we're finding nowis every week we have a

col l aborative to go to. W spend one whol e day catching

up the next state on what we did in the three other states
because we're all trying to work on the sane thing.
W lose tine in doing that. W also, in

traveling between all these states, we |ose tinme on

working off line. Particularly, Aneritech has to go back
and check and get its answers. And if Sal is running from
state to state he can't do that for us. And then we have

to take their alternative proposals back and get

resolution. And we just don't have the tine with this
running fromstate to state.
So we tal ked about a way we could

preserve the states' rights and their different

proceedi ngs on dealing with all of this and get this done

as quick as possible and save the wear and tear on the
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resources in this region, since unlike a |ot of the other

regions | have been involved with, all your states are hot

at the sane tinme with collaboratives. And it's just hard
to really nmake progress.
So we tal ked about neeting in one place

or maybe rotating it to different states occasionally with

all the states' staff that are interested in listening in
while we talk, and then reporting our resolution on not
only the netric issues but ancillary issues and renedies
back to each state and giving each state the open issues

that need to be resol ved.

Now, there's a push to get the
third-party testing underway. So maybe in these
proceedi ngs we woul d highlight the issues that we

definitely need to have done, conprom ses resolved by the

states before that starts.
But with that said, | think there are
ot her issues regarding getting the products and tariffs

and ways to order these new services in place for the test

that | think will be done with the netrics part by a mle
before those things come up for the test actually to
start.

So we had tal ked about starting this with

our week of nmeetings in, or when we have two days in

I[1linois -- | think it's the 6th and 7th -- and naybe
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expanding on that -- CLECs getting together next week on a

conference call, getting the word out to all the states to

mark up the whol e neasurenents and start tal ki ng about
themin Illinois and then just noving on fromthere.
This is the first state other than

| ndi ana where we have broached this issue. W need to

talk to the other states. But as soon as we can just get
sonme relief fromhopping fromhere to there and sitting in
one place, we think we can nmake incredible progress.

So if any of the other CLECs that were

there want to add anything or clarify what | have said,

feel free to do so
MR. COX: This is Rod Cox, MLeodUSA.
And Karen, | think you did a good job of

summari zi ng what we di scussed in Indiana.

MS. KINARD: Thank you.
MS. MOORE: This is Karen Moore from
AT&T.

AT&T vi gorously supports the idea of a

multi-state collaborative. And | think Karen described it
really well. | would just add to the resource issue.
There are for nmany CLECs the sane fol ks

trying to do performance neasures and OSS col | aboratives

and change nmanagenent col | aboratives and DSL

col | aboratives, not just in the Areritech region but in
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Dallas with SBC as well. So trying to do things state by

state by state is pretty nmuch killing us.

MR, FIORETTI: This is Sal Fioretti.
I guess | would suggest -- | also
obvi ously support the regional view.

I think we can still clean up the issues

that we have here, get them going, and then integrate any
agreenents that we have nmade here as appropriate back to
those at the regional collaborative.

But it seens to ne we are so close to a

baseline that we can address the M chigan issues somewhat

i ndependently and then nove to some of these other issues

into that regional forum and take advantage and go forward

with that.

Pl ease don't nmake any assunption that I'm
not for that regional approach. | amvery nuch for
that. | just think we are very, very close here to having

t he baseline that we i ntended when we started out. And we

probably could close a couple of those issues, in

particular the FOC and conpl etion and the review of the
M chi gan order, and nove forward here.
MR. KERN: This is John Kern.

Tom or Ann, | don't know what your

t houghts are.

I nmean on the one hand having a regiona
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process to resolve sone of these future performance

nmeasures seens to nake a | ot of sense

MR. LONERGAN: We were just kind of chit-
chatting off I|ine.
I guess | cone back to ny origina

st at ement . I would like to see closure on the itens which

we have agreed on and be able to incorporate those into
our test plan and close that out. O not close it -- |
guess that's a wong word -- but proceed with the test
pl an.

As far as performance metrics or any

ot her issues that are regional in nature, we tried to get
a regional approach to this in the beginning but found
that it's like herding cats to get these five state

commi ssions to work together on stuff.

But we certainly would support -- if we
can resolve the performance neasures for the additiona
services and so forth on a five-state basis, wonderful

We woul d support that.

But | know how nuch work is going to go
into trying to nake that work. You've got five states
with five different processes and different priorities.

But it's certainly worth a try. And we would cooperate.

MS. SCHNEI DEWND: And this is Ann

Schnei dewi nd.
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I would just add that Mchigan is in sort

of a peculiar position right now because we actually have

a set of performance nmeasures here that have been adopted
and that | think everybody agrees we don't want KPMG to go
test.

And so to the extent that there is, at

| east as Tom suggested earlier, agreement that 80 percent
of those should change in sone fashion, | think we need to
go back to our Comm ssion now and get themto adopt that.
And then if there's some regional approach to resolving

the remai ning 20 percent, or new neasures for new services

or issues like that, clearly |I think we tal ked about
earlier how the Wsconsin process on these so-called A-to-
Y i ssues, to the extent that there's resolution of many of

those, then just bring back the remai ning unresol ved

i ssues for our Conmmi ssion to rule on.
I think that would be sonething that
woul d be very efficient to rule on and staff would be

happy with.

MR. FIORETTI: This is Sal Fioretti.
Al'l that considered, | think naybe we
could establish a sub-team call coincident or follow ng or

in addition to a call that we have identified in Illinois

for the 30th, and naybe extend that to tal k about these

ot her i ssues.
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I would get proposals out to you before

then on both FOC and conpletion so you could reviewit.

And we could at |east begin sub-team nmeetings, pick up
anot her sub-team nmeeting followi ng our call on the 30th
that we have al ready scheduled for Illinois.

MS. KINARD: This is Karen Kinard with

MCI Wor | dCom
WIll we have the information fromthe

| oop col |l aborative for the conpletion one in tinme for that

meeting? |'mnot involved in Wsconsin so | don't know.
MR, FIORETTI: I'mnot sure. This is Sa
Fioretti again. |1'mnot sure, but | would take whatever

| earnings we had fromthere and incorporate them And
do expect that to be resolved relatively quickly.

| thought they nmet again Wednesday. |'m

not sure what the outcone of that was.
MR. KERN: This is John Kern. It's stil
open.

MR, FIORETTI: Is it? There's a pretty

short fuse on it, though, right.
MR, KERN: This is John Kern again.
Yes. Wsconsin's effort is totry to

wrap up all those issues. But they have to be -- the work

effort stops on May 31st. And those issues that have

resolution go to the comm ssion as such. Those issues
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that are still unresolved go to the comission with a

reconmendation that they go to hearing on July 18th.

But May 31st is the drop-dead date, at
| east at this point, for all those issues.
MR. FIORETTI: This is Sal Fioretti

agai n.

So, Karen, | would expect that by then we
woul d have at | east a good portion of that if not all of
that done. And we would certainly try to incorporate it.
But it would be a next step anyway and nove us toward

this baseline and getting the M chigan-specific issues

addr essed.
And then we could work to close the rest
of those things up shortly thereafter and nove to a

regi onal approach beyond that.

MR, KERN: This is John Kern again.
The other thing that | think this
col |l aborative has to do on its own, at |east probably one

of the last work products they have to do on their own

again, is to prepare that filing for the Comm ssion that
Ann has referred to a couple of tinmes to formally ask the
Conmi ssion to substitute the neasure they have al ready

adopted in 11830 for the neasures that we are proposing

her e.

And we really need to be thinking about
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how that filing is going to be nade and how soon it can be

made. And again, | guess |'mlooking for an open date for

a conference call or nmeeting to start working on that
filing, recognizing that we need to incorporate whatever,
any closure of any open issues that we have.

MS. KINARD: This is Karen Kinard from

MCI Wor | dCom

Sal, if you started witing up where we
had agreenent now with the matrices attached and al so
i nclude any ot her agreenents from working the front and

the back of the netrics in the other states, and then we

coul d add resol ution of these outstanding i ssues, we have
to have a docunent to work from before we have anot her
nmeeting or call.

And if maybe you could set a tinme for

when you could get that out and then nmaybe have the cal
or the neeting a week after that.
MR. FIORETTI: This is Sal Fioretti.

I"'mattenpting to try to have that put

together prior to the, and it mght be mnutes prior to
the neeting of the 24th in Wsconsin. So that | think
that's the list you are | ooking for, the regional list.

I ncorporating that with our list here in

M chi gan, because it's a little different, | think I can

try to get what you're |ooking for out by the 24th, which
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i s next Wednesday.

MS. KINARD: This is Karen Kinard from

Wor | dCom agai n.
| thought we weren't doi ng neasurenents
in Wsconsin. That they had so many OSS i ssues, we were

sort of at the end of the week and might not even be

call ed on.

MR. KERN: Karen, this is John Kern.

W are going to have -- we are devoting a
hal f a day on Wednesday to summari ze for Wsconsin

carriers and the Wsconsin staff kind of the status of the

agr eed-upon performance neasures that all the carriers in
this region have tried to inplenent. And we're al so going
to have a brief discussion on renedies.

But we have heard the conm ssion's order

that we have to have sonme di scussion on performance
nmeasures, that that has to be included in the ALJ's draft
report that goes to the commr ssion on May 31st.

And | think what Sal is referring to in

termof his matrix and his witeup would be a summary for
the Wsconsin carriers that are not involved in this
process and the Wsconsin staff, so that they have a fee

for the type of conversation and di scussion, the issues

that are closed and the issues that are open, so that they

have an understandi ng of what's goi ng on.
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MS. KINARD: This is Karen Kinard from

MCI Wor | dCom

I was just asking for the bridge and the
time of that call. And also | wanted to say that that's
fine for a starting point for the matrices.

| don't know, do we need to -- we

probably need to put it in words rather than just filing
matrices in this docket, right?

So you're still going to need tine to
work on the filing to get it out to us for us to review

MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: This is Ann

Schnei dew nd.
Is the joint progress or status report
that we have been receiving updates of in sone way an

attenpt to put words on the matrix?

Aneritech
MR, FIORETTI: This is Sal Fioretti.
I would think that it is. Certainly it

contains the summary of where we are

MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: This is Ann
Schnei dewi nd.
Eventual ly couldn't that just be turned

into "and there is agreenment anobngst the parties on this

particul ar neasure" and very quickly just say, "therefore,

we jointly ask the Conmi ssion to adopt these, and we adopt
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the foll owing other schedul e or propose the foll ow ng

ot her schedul e for resolution of unresolved issues."”

MR. DEMPSEY: This is Jack Denpsey.
I think that is exactly what would be the
appropriate approach to take based on what you have said.

MS. KINARD: This is Karen Kinard again.

I hadn't | ooked at the new version sent
out, but | remenbered marking up ones fromthe first tine.
So yeah, we coul d keep working that one.

MS. FENNELL: This is Kelly Fennell

And so you know how we sent this one

back out, as we have gotten markups from MCl and then
CoreComm added to MCI -- and just to talk, real quick
process, | adopted all of those changes in and then did

t he markup of Ameritech over that. So hopefully it wll

be cl ear.
And where MCI had added sonething or
CoreComm had added something for a particular -- | put

their name in front of their comments so we would know

where it genesised from
MR. DENNI STON: This is Ji m Denniston.
Why has the caption been changed from 11830 to 12320 on

the draft joint status report?

MR, DEMPSEY: Jim this is Jack Denpsey.

That was my suggestion so that no one
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woul d have the feeling that we were prepared to nake a

filing in the performance neasure docket prematurely,

that these discussions in this docket and all of this has
made a | ot of progress. It sounds like there's a |ot of
cl osure.

So without really having closure on the

actual process for making this filing with the Conm ssion
it was ny suggestion that we send this back out captioned
in this docket just so we can continue to focus positively
and cooperatively on these issues.

Now, when we actually get to meking the

filing, | think what Tom and Ann have suggested is that
that filing would have to be in 11830 to get the
Commi ssion to nodify, adopt, replace, whatever, those

exi sting nmeasurenents.

So that was all that was intended. It
was not intended to be any nmjor change, but sinply to
continue to nove the process forward here and reflect the

agreenents that were made here.

MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: This is Ann
Schnei dewi nd.
I would agree that this needs to be

docketed in 11830, because to ne -- | thought this was a

status report that reflected on the fact that Ameritech

has suspended consideration of a notion that was filed to
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have the Conmi ssion adopt the Texas neasures in place of

the ones it had adopted a year ago. And so | would

definitely see this as a status report of the issues in

11830.

MR 1SIOGU: This is Oji |siogu.

| understand the concern. But | think it
creates nore confusion to switch the docket. | think we

m ght just as well keep it consistent and keep the case
where it really belongs, with 11830.
MR, DEMPSEY: Well, let nme follow up --

this is Jack Denpsey -- with what you just said, Ann.

Is it your direction that then this joint
status report would be filed separate from sone request to
the Comrission? O is this going to be sort of

transmogrified into a notion to the Commi ssion?

You know how | awyers think. They are
very --
MR. LONERGAN: \What was that |ast word?

MR. DEMPSEY: That's from Cal vin and

Hobbes.
MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: This is Ann
Schnei dew nd.

| guess | never understood what this

joint status report was about. |I'mnot suggesting that at

all it be filed frankly in any docket. | thought it was
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maybe just for the information of the parties to keep

everybody up to date on where we were in this performance

nmeasure col |l aborative.
Certainly to the extent anything is
filed, | think it should be filed in 11830 because that's

where we are asking the Commi ssion to take action.

I"mnot suggesting that the joint status
report itself be filed anywhere.

MR, DEMPSEY: This is Jack Denpsey.

And that's really why. | nean, it's

interesting to tal k about why the captions are different.

But that's exactly why we didn't want to prematurely put
people on red alert that this was going to be filed
i medi ately.

We still have sonme obvious discussions to

carry forward. And nmaybe an appropriate thing would be to
convert this into this joint notion you nentioned with
some nmore specificity about the exact changes and then

finalize that here in the near term

MR, LONERGAN: That's probably a good
i dea.
MS. KINARD: This is Karen Kinard from

MCI Wor | dCom

And whatever we call it, this would be

great, not only here but for what we will eventually go to
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if we get the regional collaborative going, to just send

out sonmething like this with the updated matrices on

pendi ng i ssues and putting a cover document with anything
agreed to in that that we can first use here for this
state proceeding, and then keep it going as we continue

wor ki ng i ssues.

So | think we could just keep working
this docunment and decide on the headi ng for whatever

state, whatever.

And, Jim Denni ston, are you still on the
call?

MR. DENNI STON: Yes, |'m here

MS. KINARD: |'mgoing to have to drop
of f, but Janeen is on. But just fill me in. Thanks.

MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: Coul d Janeen state her

| ast nane, please.
MS. SANDERS: This is Janeen Sanders, M
Worl dCom | apol ogize for joining |ate.

MR. LONERGAN: This is Tom Loner gan.

Just to summarize, what it sounds like
woul d nake sense is that Ameritech would begi n working on
ajoint nmotion -- let's call it that for the tine being --

whi ch eventually would be filed in the 11830 docket to

replace, | guess, the current pending notion of Ameritech

to adopt the Texas neasures. And this would be subnmitted
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jointly on behalf of the collaborative to the Comm ssion

for adoption as soon as it's ready to go.

MR. DEMPSEY: Aneritech would agree with
that. We'll do that.
MR. KERN: This is John Kern.

How soon do we expect to see that

docunent ?
MR, DEMPSEY: This is Jack Denpsey.
Maybe we could take a five-mnute break
and figure that out and cone back, since | also need a

confort break.

MR. COX: This is Rod Cox, MLeodUSA.
Just real quick.
| think what | heard earlier, Sal was

suggesting that that docunent, or at |east the matrix, be

done by the 24th. And before that call and that
di scussion -- | don't know what Sal's schedule is like --
but I think it would help a lot if we had any kind of an

i ndi cati on ahead of that 24th neeting. To |ook at that

and review that prior to the neeting would be great, even
if it was half a day or a day, Sal
MR. FIORETTI: This is Sal Fioretti.

As soon as | think I've got it in

reasonabl e shape, I'Il send it out. |'mexpecting to try

to spend sone tine over the weekend doing it.
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MR. COX: Thanks.

MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: John, can we take five

m nut es?
MR. KERN: Take five m nutes.

(A recess was taken.)

MR. KERN: This is John Kern.

Jack, what have you all decided when we
took a little break?

MR. DEMPSEY: This is Jack Denpsey.

I think what we're tal king about is

preparing a draft joint nmotion, as the staff has described
it, and to get that out for people to coment on. The
draft obviously, depending on when it would go out, would

be sonmewhat fluid in nature because there are still issues

bei ng worked by the sub-teans which appear to be able to
be resolved. At least that's the way it sounds.
So we're just kicking around a date to

try to get a draft out. And just let me check one second,

her e.
(There was a pause in the proceedings.)
MS. MOORE: This is Karen Moore from

AT&T.

John -- or excuse ne -- what is the case

nunber that the draft joint notion would be filed in?
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MR. KERN: | believe it would be 11830.

MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: That's correct. This

i's Ann Schnei dew nd.
MS. MOORE: This is Karen Mbore.
Which is the Anreritech petition?

MR. KERN: No. Karen, this is John Kern.

No. That's the original docket that the origina
performance neasures in Mchigan were formally approved by
t he Conmi ssi on.

MS. MOORE: The May order?

MR, KERN:. Well, | think there were a

couple orders. But that is the docket nunber that they
cane from
MS. MOORE: So the initial performance

nmeasur es docket.

MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: And you're correct,
Karen. The original order was in May of 1999 and then
they anended a few of themin a subsequent order in

Sept enber of ' 99.

MR, DEMPSEY: This is Jack Denpsey.
M ndful of the com ng holiday weekend, |
t hi nk what we would shoot for is to get the draft

notion out on Thursday the 25th so people could even

comment back the next day if they wanted to before they

went on their extended vacati on.
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But |I'msensitive to not getting it out

the 26th and force people to look at it, if they felt they

had to, over that weekend.
And again, this would be a first draft to
try to show where the agreenent is and | ook at the

structure of the filing, and so folks |ike Ji mDenniston

can provide their good coments.
MR. KERN: This is John Kern.
| woul d ask Karen Mbore and Jim
Denni ston: About how rmuch time would you |ike to have to

comrent back to Aneritech on this draft notion? |s a week

enough tine?
MR. DENNI STON: ©Oh, yeah. | think so.
MR. KERN: Could we do it even --

MR. DENNI STON: This is Ji m Denniston.

My only hesitation in comritting to
sonmething |l ess than a week is that Karen Kinard woul d have
substantial input into this and | do not know her

schedul e.

MS. MOORE: This is Karen Mbore from
AT&T.
| don't care to conmmt to less than a

week wi thout ny attorney.

MR. KERN: This is John Kern.

OK, let's see if we can't get comments
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back to -- well, | would encourage everybody to send their

comments to everybody el se, but no later than June 1st.

And Jack, what was your expectation in
terms of actually filing this with the Conm ssion? Wen
woul d you expect to file it? Cbviously, based on the

comments you get back fromthe parties, but when would you

expect to file this with the Commi ssion?

MR. DENNI STON: John -- this is Jim
Denniston -- may | interrupt for a nonent.

I think we should have a counse

conference to discuss the coments then, because it night

be that there m ght be sone disputes that could be worked

out .

MR. KERN: Jim this is John Kern.

| fully agree. | was just trying to
figure out -- our tine line is getting really kind of

crowded here. And | was trying to figure out if they had
an expectation of when they would want to file. And we

woul d have to have at |east a conference call before that

to make sure everybody was in agreenent with what it said
and how it was said.
MS. SCHNEI DEW ND:  John, this is Ann

Schnei dewi nd.

| thought we were going to have one nore

di scussi on sonehow or sonewhere, aside fromthe regiona
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approach to future issues, on the sub-teanm s tel ephone

call in the next week or so on the few issues that they

are going to take up at that tine.
MR. KERN: This is John Kern.
You're absolutely right. And we had

tal ked about that. But | don't recall anyone saying that

there was a specific time frame that they wanted to do
t hat .

MR. FIORETTI: John, this is Sa
Fioretti.

| did propose the 30th. W could also

try to pick a different day.
MR. KERN: This is John Kern.
Well, what is the parties' pleasure?

We'l| have Aneritech's draft nmotion on the 25th. W'l

have comments back by June 1lst. Sal is proposing a
conference call of the sub-teans on Tuesday the 30th.
MR:  FIORETTI: This is Sal Fiorett

agai n.

And from ny schedule, John, | can do
sonmething on Friday the 26th as wel |
M5. MOORE: This is Karen More.

For a call?

MR. FIORETTI: Yeah, for a call. | was

just intending to go try to piggyback on top of the
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Il1linois call that we al ready have schedul ed on the 30th.

Schnei dewi nd.

proposi ng?

call schedul ed

MCI Wor | dCom

M5. SCHNEI

But this

DEWND: Sal, this is Ann

s a sub-teamcall you're

MR. FI ORETTI : Correct.

MR, COX:

This is Rod Cox, MLeodUSA.

I would prefer the 30th.

M5. MOORE:

Sal, how

This is Karen Moore, AT&T.

ong do we have that Illinois

for on the 30th?

MS. SANDERS: This is Janeen Sanders at

| thought

we agreed to 9:00 to 11:00,

Karen, which was the same tine frane we had set up for the

|last call to red-Iline.

Fioretti again.

end a little bi

was goi ng.

M5. MOORE:

9:00 to 11: 00 central tine.

MS. SANDERS: That's right.

MR, FIORETTI: Karen, this is Sal

Maybe we coul d just expand on it either

t.

MS. MOORE:

MR. KERN

VWll, that's kind of where

This is John Kern.
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Then it appears that the next open dates we

have for another -- | don't think it's possible to get

everybody together for a face-to-face neeting. |Is that a
correct assunption?
MR. COX: This is Rod Cox, MLeodUSA. |

don't see how that would be possible, John, with ny

schedul e.

MR. KERN: Then -- this is John Kern
again -- will we have a conference call on either June 1st
or June 2nd where Sal and the sub-team can report back on

their status of issues that have either been resol ved or

are still open, and maybe al so include the discussion on
the Ameritech notion? Do you think we can knock those
both out in a three-hour conference call say Friday

nor ni ng?

MR. DENNI STON: This is Ji m Denni ston.
Karen Kinard indicated that | think on June
2nd she's at a Bell South collaborative all day, and since

she's not on the phone right now, | don't know what ot her

dates woul d work for her.

MR, KERN: I'msorry -- this is John Kern
-- Jim I'msorry. Did she say June 1st or June 2nd?
MR, COX: This is Rod Cox. | think she

said the 2nd.

MR, KERN: O K., I"'msorry. M apol ogies.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

1925
How about June 1st, then? Obviously subject to check hy

vari ous conpany SMES.

MR. FIORETTI: John, this is Sal Fioretti.
I could work sonething in on June 1st in the norning.
MR, KERN: This is John Kern.

Karen Moore?

M5. MOORE: Thursday, June 1st |I'm

avail abl e.

MR. KERN: Rod Cox?

MR. COX: | have a conflict but 1'lIl make
it work.

MR. KERN: Do we have CoreCommstill on the
phone?

I can check with Tomoff |ine.

Ann and Tom does that fit O K wth your

schedul es?
MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: That's fi ne.
MR, COX: This is Rod Cox again. | guess

would ask if it could be in the afternoon, would be better

for ne.
MR, KERN: This is John Kern. Does anybody
have a problemwith the call in the afternoon?

MR 1SIOGU: This is Oji Isiogu. That's

fine with ne.

MR. DENNI STON:  And John, this is Jim
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Denni ston. We'll have to check with Karen on that.

MS. MOORE: This is Karen Mbore, AT&T. I''m

avail abl e Thursday afternoon, but 1'd Iike to check with
nmy attorney first, because we're going to tal k about the
FOC sub-team and the joint notion, is that correct?

MR, KERN: That was my suggesti on.

MR. FIORETTI: Sal Fioretti. [I'Il make
Thur sday afternoon work

MR, KERN: Let's tentatively plan a cal
Thursday afternoon. | will propose 1:00 to 4:00 Centra

time, 2:00 to 5:00 Eastern tinme. 1'Il get an e-mail out,

and, Jim you need to check with your SME, and Karen, you
need to check with your attorney, but let's plan that
unl ess you hear otherw se, O K. ?

MS. MOORE: John, this is Karen Mbore,

AT&T. Would you please real quickly just review the dates

that we've agreed to for the record? |If you prefer, | can
do it.

MR. KERN: No. | think -- correct nme if
I"'mwong -- this is John Kern -- the dates we've agreed

to is that Aneritech would send out to all parties of the
performance nmeasures collaborative a draft notion that

woul d attenpt to sunmarize the results of this performance

measures col |l aborative in terns of neasures that we have

agreenent on and measures that are still open. That would
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be produced by Thursday, May 25th.

Parties would comment on that -- ah, shoot.

MS. MOORE: 6/1.
MR, KERN: Yeah, 6/1, but we're going to
have a conference call on 6/1 to talk about it.

MR. DENNI STON: John, this is Jim

Denniston. | think for those comrents we'll just try to
shoot for getting them al so done that norning.
MR. KERN: Yeah.

MS. MOORE: Do we say like 9:00 A M and

have a conference call, since you proposed a conference
call, at 1:00 o'cl ock?
MR, KERN: | guess -- this is John Kern --

are people going to have enough tinme to review various

parties' comrents that norning and be able to discuss them

t hat afternoon?
MR. DENNI STON: Again this is Jim
Denni ston. | guess we don't know until we see them

MR. COX: And this is Rod Cox, MLeodUSA.

I will be on another ROC U. S. West call at
that time. | doubt I'll have tine to review them but
don't stop that because of ne.

MS. MOORE: Well, is it possible to shoot

for -- this is Karen More, AT&T -- possible to shoot for

cl ose of business on --
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MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: On what did you say,

Karen?

M5. MOORE: [|I'mtrying to renmenber if there
are 30 days or 31 days in My.
MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: Thirty-one.

MS. MOORE: Thirty-one. On the 31st.

MR. DENNI STON: Thirty days hath Septenber.

MS. MOORE: April, June and Novenber,
right.

MR. DENNI STON: All the rest have 31

M5. MOORE: Except February, which has 28.

MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: Qur court reporter is
not putting this in the record.
MR. DENNI STON: It's in.

M5. MOORE: Thank you.

MR. KERN: This is John Kern.
Karen, are you suggesting that parties try
to get their comments on the draft notion to other parties

by the cl ose of business on the 31st?

MS. MOORE: That was ny suggestion, yes.
That way it would give everybody a chance to have, you
know, at |east have a day to |l ook at it and overnight.

MR. KERN: That woul d be a reasonabl e

expectation.

MR. DENNI STON: This is Ji m Denni ston.
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We will shoot for that. | don't know if we
coul d make that, but can Aneritech nmove -- you know, |
know t hat we've mentioned May 25 as the deadline. [If they

can get it out early on the 25th or on the 24th, that
woul d hel p.

MR, DEMPSEY: This is Jack Denpsey. W

will definitely shoot for that.

MR. COX: This is Rod Cox, McLeodUSA. [|I'm
O K wth that.

MR. KERN: O K This is John Kern.

Let me try this schedule one nore tine.

Aneritech will get a draft notion out no |later than
Thur sday, My 25t h.
Parties will respond to that draft notion

no | ater than the cl ose of business on May 31st.

The sub-team we have set up already wll
have a conference call on May 30th to continue to work the
i ssues that they are working on.

And the next neeting of this performance

nmeasures col |l aborative will be by conference call on
Thur sday, June 1st, 1:00 o'clock Central, 2:00 o'clock
Eastern, lasting until 4:00 o'clock Central, 5:00 o'clock

Eastern, and the topics for conversation for that cal

will be a report back fromthe sub-team on the status of

the issues that they are |looking at, and we will begin
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di scussions on the draft npotion that this coll aborative

woul d eventually file in Docket No. 11830.

Did I hit all the dates?
MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: John, this is Ann
Schnei dewi nd. Just two questions.

Ameritech was going to provide an updated

matri x by May 24th. At least the matrix, is that still --
MR. KERN: O K
MR. FIORETTI: This is Sal Fioretti. The
matri x we were tal king about was sumuary of all the

agreenents in all the other states, and again we already

have a matrix of all the agreenents here that we've
updated prior to this call. But which matrix are we
referring to for that?

MS. SCHNEIDEWND: This is Ann. I was

tal ki ng about the Mchigan matrix. Were you going to be
updating that to reflect this call or no?
MR, FIORETTI: Again, this is Sal Fioretti.

Yes, we will if it needs to be updated, and, you know,

based on coments from each of the participants. So
pl ease, if you have comments on the matrix we sent out
this nmorning, get them back to ne.

MS. SCHNEIDEWND: This is Ann. The ot her

guestion was -- and | know our court reporter is going to

cringe here -- are we going to keep a record of the phone
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call on June 1st?

MR, FIORETTI: On June 1st, that's the big

teamcal | ?

MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: That's correct.

2

FIORETTI: | would suggest yes.

MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: This is Ann. | woul d

agr ee.
MR, DEMPSEY: This is Jack Denpsey.
Just something that night help, although
' m not suggesting that anyone has to do this, but if the

folks would take a |l ook at the joint status report 5/18/00

draft that went out this norning, if there are any
comments on that, obviously to the extent those reflect an
error or sonething, we'd be nore than happy to reflect

that in this draft that would go out on the 25th.

So if there are comments on it, feel free
to get those to us so that we could reflect that input.
MR, FIORETTI: This is Sal Fioretti.

Karen Moore, maybe you and | can tal k about

-- 1'"lI'l send an e-mail to Illinois asking themto nove
their conference call back from 10:00 to 12: 00 and we'l
meet 8:00 to 10: 00 on the 30th?

MS. MOORE: That sounds great. So

basically the call will be from8:00 to 12:00.

MR. FIORETTI: Right.
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MS. MOORE: O K And Sal -- this is Karen

Moore from AT&T -- when you send that e-nmil out, would

you pl ease indicate AT&T supported that idea?
MR FIORETTI: O K
MS. MOORE: Ji m Denniston from MCl, do you

think MCI could also lend their support?

MR. FIORETTI: This is Sal Fioretti. Mybe
that's a better question for Janeen.

MS. SANDERS: |'m sorry, | apologize. |
was called away for a nonent. Can you repeat that

question?

MR FI ORETTI: Janeen, we've got an
Illinois review call schedul ed for the 30th.
MS. SANDERS: Yes.

MR. FIORETTI: \What we're proposing is that

we're going to take that call, nove the Illinois portion
back to begin at 10:00 o'clock, go from 10:00 to 12: 00,
and we'll tag on a call that we can address these M chi gan

i ssues from8:00 to 10:00 either on the sane bridge or

otherwise. But I'll propose that nodification to the
Il1linois staff to make sure that they're O K wth that
and we' Il indicate AT&T's support. We were wondering if

we woul d have MClI's support for that as well

MS. SANDERS: Actually, | think that would

be fine.
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MS. MOORE: Rod, what about MLeod?

MR. COX: MLeod's OK wth that. This is

Rod Cox.
MR. FI ORETTI : I'll indicate that. Thank
you.

MR. KERN: This is John Kern.

The last thing | need is a -- | need a
conpany to volunteer to set up the bridge for our call on
June 1st.

MS. MOORE: AT&T woul d be happy to do that.

MR. KERN: Thank you, Karen. |[If you'd just

send me the calling informati on as soon as you get it,
"Il get the menmp out to the collaborative.
MS. MOORE: This is Karen. No problem

Just to reiterate, Thursday, June 1st, 1:00 to 4:00

Central tinme.
MR, KERN: Ri ght.
MS. MOORE: Do you have a suggestion on how

many ports?

MR. KERN: | think we've been -- this is
John Kern. | think we've been using 25.
MS. MOORE: O K.

MR. KERN: O K O actually 24, because ny

understanding is with conference bridges when you go to 25

and higher, it gets conplicated.
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M5. MOORE: O K.

MR. KERN: Does anybody el se have anything

el se for this group?
Heari ng none, | thank everybody for their
partici pation and continued good work and we will talk

again it | ooks like in about --

(The phone bridge beeped.)

MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: John, you said we're
going to talk again in about what?

MR. KERN: No, we'll talk again in a couple

weeks.

MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: Thank you.
MR. COX: Thanks, John.
(At 11:25 A M, the proceedi ngs were

adj ourned to Thursday, June 1, 2000 at 2:00 P.M)
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