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Lansi ng, M chi gan
Monday, October 9, 2000
1: 00 P.M
(The hearing was resunmed pursuant to the
adj our nnment . )

MR. KERN. Wy don't we go on the record,

This conference call is of the M chigan
GSS col | aborative or, excuse ne, performance neasures
col | aborative. W are going to go over the joint notion
t hat has been prepared to nodify or anmend the July 17,
2000 order

| believe this was e-mailed to the
parties late | ast week, is that correct? Let nme restate
that. D d anybody not get this draft petition and
attachnments? Ckay.

Hearing none, ny assunption is that the
parties have had an opportunity to reviewit. And at this
time | would open it up to see any comrents, corrections,
changes people would like to nake to the docunent.

M5. SANDERS: This is Janeen Sanders with
Wor | dCom

Can | verify that everyone has received
Worl dcom s red-1ine coments?

John Kern, did you receive then?

MR KERN: Janeen, this is John Kern.
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No, | did not. When did those go out?

M5. SANDERS: This is Janeen with
Wor | dCom

| sent themout on Friday, | believe.
They did reply to all of Aneritech's docunents.

MR KERN. |I'msorry, Janeen -- this is
John Kern -- | didn't get them

M5. SANDESR This is Janeen with
Wor | dCom

Should | read our comments or how shall
we handl e this?

MR. KERN: Actually, it was sent to the
entire distribution list. So |I'massuni ng parties have
had an opportunity to review them

MR. ANDERSON: John, this is Craig
Ander son.

From Aneritech's perspective, we have a
concern about the proposed nodification that Wrl dCom has
suggested here. It is inserting the issue that we have
tal ked about in this collaborative on parity with the
floor.

| think the purpose of this joint notion
attenpts to pin down the Phase Il changes that we had, as
| understand it, agreed upon and finalized. And that we
were presenting the finalized versions to the Conm ssion

for their approval of the agreed-upon changes.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

4188

This inserts an issue that, admttedly,
whil e we have tal ked about it in the collaborative, we
have not cone to any resol uti on about whether and how it
was to be surfaced to the Comm ssion, not as an
agreed-upon resolution, but rather I'massumng if it
can't be resolved in the collaborative, it's going to have
to go up as a dispute resolution. And | don't think this
is the place for it.

My under st andi ng was, and | have to
confess | got it secondhand because | was not on the call,
was that we were going to let this issue percolate to sone
extent because of the ongoing activities that the
Commi ssion is doing with regard to service quality in
general. But that there was never any intent that it be
surfaced as part of this notion.

M5. MOORE: Craig, this is Karen More
from AT&T.

Perhaps to your point, it mght be a good
time for us to discuss when and how the parties would file
their issues that are still not negotiated to concl usion
successfully. I'mthinking of Worldcoms parity issues
and the renedy pl an.

Because | understand, to your point, that

this filing is supposed to be what we agree on, is that

right?

MR. ANDERSON: That was ny under st andi ng.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

4189

And | agree, Karen, as far as | know, the open issues out
there not resolved are the two categories you nentioned:
The parity with the floor issue and then the remedy plans.

M5. MOORE: There are probably other
ones.

MR. ANDERSON. There nay be ot her ones,
sure. But I'mnot sure at this point that they have been
identified or categorized or put on the lists for us, so
we make sure we have done the full effort of the
col | aborative on it to get themresol ved.

But the renmedy plan part, | think, we
have set a process in place and a schedule for getting
that filed and the respective parties' positions before
the Comm ssion. | did not understand that to be the case
with this aspect.

M5. MOORE: Ckay. This is Karen Moore.
Let nme make sure | understand what you just said, Craig.

There is a schedul e set for the renedy
pl an i ssue?

MR. ANDERSON: Yes.

M5. MOORE: But not for the other issues?

MR. ANDERSON. Right. And nmaybe sonebody
can help out on -- | thought the discussion was the | ast
tinme that we needed to see what was going to happen in
sonme of the service quality proceedi ngs before the

Conmi ssion on this issue.
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| wasn't on the call but, Ann, that was
attributed to you. So --

M5. SCHNEI DEWND: Well, | certainly did
suggest that there were other quality hearings where those
i ssues mght be raised. | don't think |I ruled out that we

woul d consider it here. But we do have at |east two
proceedi ngs goi ng before the Conm ssion right now in
regard to Aneritech's quality of service.

MR. TRABARIS: This is Doug Trabaris from

AT&T.

Ann, | guess our thinking was at AT&T is
that parity with a floor is an integral part of a
determ nati on about whether the renedy, what renedy plan
shoul d be adopted since this is part of the joint CLEC
remedy pl an.

So our thinking was if we tee up the
joint CLEC renedy plan, we would need to tee up this issue
as well at the sane tine.

M5. SCHNEI DEW ND: Doug, this is Ann.

But what you are really proposing here is
to change benchmarks. And | did not understand that the
remedy plan woul d be di scussi ng benchmarks, but rather
what happens if you don't need that benchmark, whether it
be parity or a specific benchmark that we had established.

| mean, | didn't understand that that was

going to be an issue that would be raised in the renedy
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pl an.

MR. TRABARIS: This is Doug Trabaris from
AT&T.

We are not really proposing to change the
benchmar ks because the benchmarks are what they are in the

per formance neasurenents or for changing the parity
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What we are doing is, we are seeking a
fl oor wherein situations where there's parity, Aneritech's
service still, if it's in parity with bad -- well, you
know the issue -- so | guess it's not really technically a
changi ng of the benchmark or parity in the neasures that
we have. | think it would be when the renedy is
(unintelligible) in under the joint CLEC renedy plan

MR. ANDERSON: Well, Doug -- this is
Craig -- | especially disagree with you. | think that it
is changing the parity. It is essentially saying, even
where parity is a rule, we're going to insert a floor in
its place. And | don't think it really relates, as you
are suggesting, to the renedy plan because it is a
determ nation, as is the case with any ot her neasurenent
when you have mssed it. It is the benchmark or the
parity standard.

MR. KERN: This is Kern. Let nme junp in
here a m nute.

|"mgoing to go back to the joint notion
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for a mnute. | think we understand that there's going to
be a dispute about parity with the floor concept. And
let's hold that for a mnute. Let's get back to the joint
notion, though, as it has been drafted, with the parity
with the floor issue set aside.

Do parties have any coments, questions
or changes to the joint notion other than the parity with
the floor?

M5. MOORE: Yes.

MR. KERN. (Okay. Let's go through those
comments first and then let's follow up with what we do
wWith issues that are in dispute which would include the
parity of floor concept. And it's also ny understanding
that there's still sone neasures out there that are stil
bei ng negotiated or nay be in dispute. And we need to
find a way to tee those up to the Comm ssion as well.

But for those things that we are in
agreenent on, let's get the docunent finalized. And then
we' |l come back to the issues where we don't have
agr eenent .

Does that sound reasonabl e?

M5. SCHNEIDEWND: Well, John, this is

| think fromstaff's perspective |'m not
sure whether this is ready to tee up at this point anyhow.

Sone of the neasures that were delineated on the matri x,
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t he pendi ng i ssues, were apparently discussed in Wsconsin
on Cctober 4th. And | don't know what the resol ution of
those was or if they are resolved. But it seens |like
there are still issues being worked.

And ny understandi ng, frankly, of what we
were going to tee up to the Conm ssion, or what was goi ng
to be resol ved by Septenber 15th, was new neasures that
woul d be proposed to bring Ameritech into conpliance or to
be able to neasure Aneritech's conpliance with |ine
sharing i ssues and UNE renmand.

And | see a |lot of the nmeasures have been

anmended to incorporate |line sharing matters. | didn't see

anyt hing specifically on UNE remand. And | don't know if

that's still outstanding or what.

But | think that staff really feels that
we should not be in a position of bringing a new petition
to the Commi ssion every nonth to ask themto resolve or to
adopt new neasures or new variations of neasures that we
just adopted last nonth. | think we see that nore as a
si x-nmonth revi ew ki nd of thing.

And so, if we are truly finished here
wi th everything that we can reach consensus on, then fine.
Let's proceed with asking the Conmmi ssion to adopt the
measures where there's agreenent and resol ve issues where
there is never going to be agreenent.

But | sort of feel like there are still
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di scussi ons going on and especially because the notion is
drafted in such a way where inplenentation dates have not

even been proposed. And | think either we have to propose

that or the Comm ssion will adopt inplenentation nmeasures.

Because | don't think it's fair to ask the Conmission to

adopt a neasure that may not even be utilized for two
years.

| mean, we are already telling KPM5 to go
forward with those July nmeasures and they are going to
begin getting data on themw thin the week, | guess.

| just don't have a good sense right now
whet her or not there is still ongoing discussions
regardi ng sonme of these measures and whet her we shoul d be
sendi ng sonething up if there is an intention to have
further things to send up w thin another nonth.

MR. FIORETTI: And this is Sal Fioretti
from Aneritech

| do have a sense of inplenentation date
and | think it's nmy fault for not conmunicating that in
the joint petition. But |I do have a date in mnd that we
coul d propose as inplenentation date.

At this late date we are still making
changes to your points. So that pushes ny inplenentation
date out fairly far. But | believe |I can have all of
t hese i npl emented by 2/ 1.

M5. SCHNEIDEWND: Well, Sal, this is
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But are there still again ongoing
di scussi ons where agreenent appears to be near on sone

changes to neasures that we adopted in July?

MR FIORETTI: It's kind of hard to tell,
Ann, as to whether agreenent is near. | think on sone
nmeasures we potentially will have agreenment in the near
future. On others we probably -- in terns of what |

docunented here in several different foruns when we tal ked
together, the SMEs -- we wanted to list as many of the
open issues as we could. And that was really ny intent
here where nost of these, | think it's fair to say, we
woul d expect to resolve at a six-nonth revi ew

Is that correct or incorrect fromthe
ot her CLECs' perspective? | think that is agreenent.

M5. SCHNEI DEW ND: Well, Sal, for
exanple, I think | counted up about -- this is Ann
again -- | counted up, | think, maybe about 11 of your
i ssues that you had highlighted as bei ng ones you want to
take up for a six-nmonth review. But there were, |like, 14
that were going to be discussed in Wsconsin on Cctober
4th. And there's about half a dozen where there is no
time frane to resolve the issues at all.

So I"'mjust not clear whether we are
finished or --

M5. MOORE: This is Karen More from
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ATE&T.

Sal, I'mlooking at the M chigan issues
[ist you sent out on the 4th, | believe. It seens to ne
that while there are a few things | question, we have
resolved the majority of our outstanding issues.

MR. FIORETTI: Right. The only
intention -- this is Sal Fioretti again -- was to identify
all those things that we wanted to | eave sone trail as to
what we were tal king about.

The things, Ann, that | docunented with
the 10/ 4 date really were the things that came up for the
first tinme on 10/4 or resurfaced on 10/4 after | thought
we had had plenty of discussion on.

So | nean, again, maybe ny fault for not

describing that accurately. But those are relatively new

And | just felt like I had to include them here.

MS. SCHNEI DEW ND:  But, Sal -- this is
Ann -- | nean, are we going to next nonth cone back to the
Comm ssion with those 14 neasures and ask possibly for
themto anmend yet again what we adopted in July and what
we are proposing that they adopt now?

MR, FIORETTI: That would not be ny
intention, Ann. My intention would be to nove those that
we agreed could, to six nonths review. And ny assessnent
woul d be that if CLECs could not agree to that, they would

di spute those issues.
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MR. ANDERSON: Ann, this is Craig

Ander son.
| thought | recalled we had a di scussion
on that subject in early -- one of the post -- |ast set of
approval s on how we would go about this. And that we said
we woul d get the next set of nmeasurenents in and then from

there on it would go to the six-nonth review.
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M5. SCHNEI DEWND: Yes. And this is Ann.
And that was ny understanding. That we
were going to put in place neasures, again, having to do
with line sharing and UNE renand.

But, again, there are -- | think
counted half of the measures are being revised here. And
sone of them are being revised because of additional
categories having to do with line sharing. But
neverthel ess, there are a | ot of other changes too.

But | also see when | read Sal's |ist of
pendi ng i ssues that there are still a lot of issues
pendi ng on these neasures where we just had changes
adopted in July.

And | guess what |I'mtrying to make sure
of is that whatever we submt to the Comm ssion now, that
parties are confortable that other than perhaps with a new
service offering, where Aneritech has commtted to
i npl enent a performance neasure within a certain tine

frame for a new service, that these existing neasures
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peopl e are confortable with having the Comm ssi on adopt
changes and | eaving themset then for six nonths. And |I'm
not sure | get this.

M5. MOORE: This is Karen Moore from
AT&T.

VWhat is your proposal on the neasures,
provi si ons and neasures that we don't agree on?

MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: This is Ann.

| nmean, if there really is no resolution,
then it's time to have the Conm ssion resolve the issue.
| think that's what | woul d propose.

But again, if thisis -- I"mjust not
clear on -- we just proposed that they adopt certain
measures in July. And now if there's controversy about
t hose neasures, | guess that's not what | anticipated
happening at this point.

MR. DENNI STON:  Just to follow up on a
comment that was made.

| thought that in the July nmeasures that
were adopted, it was by a petition where --the reason
Worl dCom agreed to the petition at that tine is that we
had raised the parity floor concept and were pretty nuch
talked into deferring this to the next round which woul d
be the upcoming filing, in order to just allow what had
been agreed to so far be put on the record and be approved

by the Comm ssi on.
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So it was ny understanding that parity
with floor would be discussed in the next round. And I
don't know whet her or not the parties thought that we
woul d have agreenent on the concept. But | think that the
efforts to resolve it will be made at about this tine.

MR ANDERSON:  Well, Ann, excuse ne.
This is Craig Anderson

| didn't think we were tal king about
parity with floor here. That we put that aside for now.

M5. SCHNEI DEW ND: This is Ann.

The issues | was raising were not rel ated
to that, Jim

MR. DENNI STON: Ckay. Sorry. Ckay.

MR. KERN: This is Kern.

The whol e reason for filing this petition

at this tinme, at least it's ny understanding, was that the

parties were working on sonme of these open perfornmance

measures in Illinois and Chio and the parties thought they
woul d have agreenent on all the issues by this tine.
Karen and Sal, am | correct in assum ng
that not all issues have been closed yet? O have al
i ssues that can be closed, are closed, and we now have a
list of performance neasures that need Comm ssion action?
MR FIORETTI: Well, let nme start, John.
This is Sal Fioretti.

| believe that all issues that can be
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closed are closed. And that the majority of these issues
t hat we have docunented here are subjects for six-nonth
revi ew.

Sonme of the issues that are listed here
really are brand new and there could be no expectation
that we could resolve themimedi ately. Sonme, naybe the
parties would want themto go to sone sort of dispute
resol ution.

MR. KERN. This is Kern,

Karen from AT&T, do you agree with that?

M5. MOORE: Cenerally speaking, yes.

As far as AT&T's concern, and the issues
that concern us the nost, there are no open issues |eft
where it's likely we'll cone to agreenent. So | think
it's probably an appropriate tine for us to ask the
Conmi ssion to resol ve those issues.

W're nmaking a filing in Chio this week
that does exactly that. So we're in the m dst of
prepari ng our positions on those open issues.

MR. KERN: This is Kern again.

So would it make sense for us to draft
the joint notion and specifically articul ate those issues
that we have agreenent on and want the Conm ssion to adopt
and have a separate section on those issues where we have
a di sagreenent on and we expect the Conm ssion to consider

t henf
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M5, MOORE: Yes.

MR. KERN: Ann, did that sound
reasonabl e?

M5. SCHNEI DEW ND: That sounds fine with
me as long as the ones that there is agreenent that the
Comm ssi on adopt include an inplenentation date, or else
we |leave it out and | et the Conm ssion nane it.

Ri ght now Section 4 of the draft pleading
just says Aneritech will advise CLECs a nonth prior to
when they will inplenent these neasures. And | think we
need to have a date certain.

But if every other issue has been defined
by both parties as sonething that needs to be resolved,
then we bring it forward.

MR. KERN. This is Kern again. Let ne
ask the next question then.

KPM5 has al ready begun their audit of the
performance neasures. |s that correct, Ann?

M5. SCHNEI DEWND: That's ny
under st andi ng.

MR. KERN. And ny sense is that they need
a stable environment to do that audit.

Is it the parties' understanding that
there will be no nore changes? After we nmake this filing,

there woul d be no nore changes to the performance neasures

fromKPMSG s testing perspective?
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M5. MOORE: No. Because if we file open

i ssues, you nmean? M expectationis -- this is Karen
Moore from AT&T -- ny expectation is that if we file open
i ssues regardi ng performance neasures with the Conmm ssion,
that the Comm ssion will decide on what the appropriate
measures should be and that would be included in the test.
MR. KERN. Karen, this is John Kern
again. And maybe | wasn't very clear
Wien we filed this second notion which
has new neasures everybody agreed upon and issues that we
need the Conm ssion to resolve, after that happens, woul d
parties agree that the environnment woul d be stable for
KPM5 to conplete their audit of the performnce neasures?
M5. MOORE: | believe so.

MS. SCHNEI DEW ND:  And, John, this is

| would al so understand that at this
poi nt what KPMG is |looking at is data again that they wll
receive in a couple weeks that is based on the perfornmance
measures that the Conm ssion adopted in July.

And so if we nake a filing with the
Comm ssi on now and the Conmm ssion, let's say, doesn't act
until Decenber and these things aren't going to be
i npl enented until the 1st of the year, KPMGin the
meantime is going to be testing according to the July

standards. And then | believe there would be sone testing
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of their change nmanagenent process or Anmeritech's change
managenent process to incorporate the new standards.

MR. KERN. This is Kern.

Yes, | think you're right, Ann. It
al nost sounds |i ke when KPMG does testing of the July
per formance neasures, and if we change themin this round,
there woul d be sone retesting or recollection of data and
do the audit against the new neasures or the new
di saggregati ons that we would be proposing in this round.

MR. ANDERSON. This is Craig Anderson

Maybe this isn't the right place to
di scuss it, but it seens we may be confusing the
performance neasures audit part of the KPMG work with the
actual testing.

MR. KERN:. Craig, this is Kern.

| don't think so. M understandi ng of
the audit for the performance neasures is that KPMG goes
in and | ooks at how Aneritech collects the data, |ooks at
how Aneritech stores the data and pretty nuch reviews the
dat a agai nst the various business rules and benchmarks and
what have not. Isn't that what audit is all about?

MR. FIORETTI: John, this is Sal
Fioretti.

That's nmy understanding. But it's not ny

under st andi ng that KPMG coul d not acconmpdate sonme changes

in the process over that period of time, especially in
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that they nmay or may not have gotten to testing particular
measures or may feel that there's only sone increnental
additional testing required to | ook at the change, for
exanpl e.

MR. KERN. Sal, this is Kern again

| understand. |'mnot exactly sure where
KPM5is in the testing process. Wat | have heard from
KPMG repeatedly is that they need a stable environnent to
conduct all their tests, whether it be the performance
measures or OSS or what have you

And all 1'm suggesting is at sone point
in time we have to give KPMG that stable environnment that
they are | ooking for.

MR SCHNEI DEW ND: And, John, this is

And it's ny belief that that's what we

were doing in July. And we authorized themto begin their

test according to those neasures. And, again, |'m not

sure when these new ones would go into effect. But let's
say it's not until January.

| f they have conpl eted sonme of the
testing on the July neasures, | don't think that goes out
t he wi ndow j ust because now we have adopted new neasures.

MR. FIORETTI: This is Sal Fioretti.

| think they just do the increnental

testing to accomodat e t he changes.
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MS. SCHNEIDEWND: This is Ann.

O if they have not tested certain of the
nmeasures at all and they have changed, then perhaps they
only use the new business rul es or whatever.

But | nmean to the extent that we are
changi ng busi ness rules here and everything, | nean, they
are in Mchigan, as opposed to the rest of the Anmeritech
states -- KPM5is going forward it is ny understanding.

M5. MOORE: This is Karen Moore from
AT&T.

| thought the intent of this test that we
had agreed on was that they could begin. But that they
couldn't end until we had resolution to all of this. Aml
inerror?

| think Sal's assessnent is right, that
they will go in and if we make changes or conme up with new

nmeasures that need to be included that we have not yet
resol ved, that they will go ahead and test them when they
are done. If that's January, then it's January. And if
it's March, then it's March

MR. ANDERSON: This is Craig Anderson
Kar en.

| think, again, that there's the
performance neasures audit in which they have to audit the

performance nmeasurenents as they exist as of a certain

tine.
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There are certain things that have to be
tested in the OSS test that may inplicate performance
nmeasur enents and the perfornmance neasurenents may change.
But | don't think the performance neasurenments audit part
of the process is redone as such.

MR. TRABARIS: This is Doug Trabaris from

AT&T.

| guess, Craig, |I'mhaving a disconnect
here. |Is what you're saying, to the extent that they are
audi ting measures that are being changed, then they are
auditing sonmething that's incorrect for testing purposes?

So the question is, do we want an audit
that's going to have a great nunber of inaccuracies based
upon neasurenents that are not the measures to be subject
to the test? Does that nake sense?

MR. ANDERSON: Wel, Doug, | don't know if
you recall, but going back to the original performance
measurenents order in this case, in U 11831, the
Comm ssi on requested that there be an audit done of the
performance neasurenents. And subsequently it was agreed
that that audit woul d take place, be conducted by KPM5 and
be done as part of the OSS, but really as a separate part.

There is the OSS testing. And | guess
what |'msaying is there is the audit that |ooks at how we
are doing the performance nmeasurenents and neasuring them

and testing them And then there is the OSS test. And |
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think those are really two different things. And | think
all your points are going to the OSS testing.

MR. KERN: This is Kern. Let's do this.

"1l give KPMG a call and find out how
this would, or if this would seriously or materially
affect their performance neasures audit.

| nmean, it could be that these changes
that we're proposing in this round is sonething they have
not gotten to or if they have gotten to it, would have to
make sone mnor changes to their audit, pending the
out come of a Comm ssion order.

MR. TRABARIS: This is Doug Trabaris from
AT&T.

John, | think that's a good i dea.
guess ny only additional thought is, it sounds |ike we may
have a new area of disagreenent.

It was our understanding at AT&T that the
test couldn't conplete until the neasurenents thensel ves
were in place. And it sounds |like Anmeritech i s backing
off of that position that | thought was an agreenent we
made earlier in this proceeding.

s it Ameritech's position that
conpl etion of the performance neasurenents, the
appropriate audit and their inplenentation, is no |onger
an extra criteria for this test?

MR. ANDERSON: Doug, that's not what |
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said at all. And | know you are striving to find and
create di sputes wherever you can, but that's a total

m scharacteri zati on of what | said.

MR. TRABARIS: Well -- this is Doug
Trabaris again -- | have to take issue with your assertion
that we're trying to create a dispute wherever we can. It

ooks like it's Aneritech that's trying to create a
di spute about the performance neasurenents audit where
none existed earlier.

In fact, Craig, | recommend you talk to
Sal Fioretti. He was saying fromour perspective what we
agreed with. And you're disagreeing with him

MR. KERN: This is Kern. Let's do this.

Let me talk to KPM5 find out what the
status is.

| think this petition needs to be
redrafted and have two sections. The first section would
be those performance neasures that we have agreed to,
whi ch woul d i nclude line sharing, UNE remands and the
things specifically identified in the Comm ssion's July
17t h order.

The second section would include any
per f ormance nmeasures or other open issues that we need
Conmi ssi on action on.

And ny understanding is that you're

preparing a simlar filing in Chio for this week. And ny
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hope is that we can do sone plagiarismand use the Ohio
work here in Mchigan. And then possibly that second part
of the filing would include disputed issues.

Wul d parties agree that we shoul d have
the parity with floor concept teed up at that point?

MR. TRABARI S: Yes. This is Doug
Trabaris from AT&T.

It is our position that what WrldComis
proposing is an appropriate thing to do in this filing.

MR KERN: Ann, does staff have an
opi ni on about that?

M5. SCHNEIDEWND: | think there's fine.
If it's an unresolved issue, then we can address it in
that filing.

MR. KERN. And Craig, | know we haven't
tal ked about this to any great extent in the
col | aborative, but let ne just give you ny opinion that
every tinme this has cone up, it's kind of |ike renedy
plans. W're going to disagree at the outset that this
concept i s even appropriate.

MR. ANDERSON: | agree, John and | think
yes, if that's the right place to get this done, let's get
it done.

MR. KERN. Ckay.

MS. SANDERS: This is Janeen with

Wor | dCom
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| just wanted to say we support the
revision of this docunent as just descri bed.

MR. KERN: Claudia from-- this is
Kern -- Claudia fromZ-Tel and Terry fromLDM, do you
have a problemw th that proposal?

M5. EARLS: This is Caudia fromZ-Tel.

No, | don't.

MR. KERN. This is Kern again.

Crai g Anderson and Jack Denpsey, could |
ask you folks to take another crack at this and split out
into two sections, one where we have resol ution and the
second piece would be those itens that are in dispute.

| woul d encourage you to work with
Wor |1 dCom and AT&T representatives who are also doing this
exercise in Chio, so that we can properly characterize
those issues that are in dispute.

And then thirdly, we would include the
parity to floor concept in that disputed section. And |
t hi nk Worl dCom has already articulated what | think the
CLEC positionis. So | think all we would need is an
Aneritech position.

MR. ANDERSON. John, nmay | suggest
sonmething. Since this is intended to be a joint notion,
at least on that part of it, that in the notion itself
that is a joint notion, that it justify the issue in

relatively neutral terns.
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W' || take a shot at that and comments.
And then attach as maybe an appendi x each of the parties'
positions so that -- it's a little different than a joint
not i on.

MR. KERN. That's a fair point.

MR. TRABARIS: This is Doug Trabaris from
AT&T.

Are we going to be -- we're going to be
filing comments subsequent to this joint filing flushing
out our positions? And the appendi x would be just a
par agr aph of each party's position or what?

Craig, actually I"'mnot disagreeing with
what you're saying. Can you flush out what your thinking
iS.

MR. ANDERSON: Well, actually, Doug, no.
| anticipated we woul d each state our position and surface
it. But we hadn't really tal ked about it.

MR. TRABARIS: This is Doug Trabaris.

On many of these perfornmance nmeasurenent
i ssues, those few that are still in disagreenent, | would
agree with that approach.

Parity with a floor though is sonething
that usually occupi es nore space than di sagreenent over
whet her an action should occur with 99 percent reliability
i nstead of 98 percent.

Do you know what | nean?
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MR. ANDERSON: Well, here's the concern.

And | guess this is why in the first place we were kind of
concerned -- this was included in the joint notion -- is

because | guess the concept of the joint notion is that it

is conplete as sent to the Conmi ssion and asks them for

resol ution.

Wher eas what you're suggesting now is
there would be this joint notion and then we woul d have
replies to notions and additional comrents on notions or
replies to that.

| guess | think that al nost denonstrates
the point. | think this is nore appropriate perhaps for a

di spute resolution process |ike the one we have set up for

the renedy plan, if we're going to have additional rounds.

MR. TRABARIS: Craig, this is Doug

Trabari s.

| understand where you' re com ng from
s it possible then -- | don't recall the time frame for
this docunent. | want this to be expedited al so because |

think the parity with the floor issue is sonething the
Comm ssi on shoul d deci de whether or not it's a good idea
upfront, | think, |like you do. Should it be then?
Because | would think then our position
papers could be rather lengthy. | wouldn't oppose
attaching it to the joint nmotion. |I'mjust trying to

t hi nk when we should be getting that to the Conmm ssion.
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Ann, do you have any ideas on that?
Since it looks like the parties a re agreeing to tee this
up, do you have any thoughts on that?

M5. SCHNEI DEWND: You nean in ternms of
time franes?

MR TRABARI'S: Yes. Because if we tee it
up, obviously it's not sonething that |I could today get
out an exhaustive docunent on this proposal.

What are you | ooking for or do you have
any thoughts? O any of the other parties. This is ny
way of saying | need help on what should be the tinme frane
for this. Anyone have thoughts on this?

MR KERN: This is Kern.

| mean -- shoot!

MR. ANDERSON: John, this is Craig.

Let me throw this out and see if this
works. Maybe this parity with a floor is kind of the way
it's been teed up. | think we have each stated our
respective positions on that and I don't know why we
couldn't just include that in the joint notion, as was
suggested, in a separate section with an attachnent and
send it up to the Conmm ssion for resol ution.

| don't know that there's a |lot npre that

needs to be said. W can all have our shot of stating our

argunents and put it in. It doesn't have to be |engthy.

And t he process envisioned by the
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Comm ssion in the dispute resolution process outlined in
the order in U-12320 in this case said send it to the
Commi ssion via a joint notion, i.e., not repeated rounds
of comments.

MR. KERN:. Craig, this is Kern.

| agree with that. The question | have
inny mndis how|long do people need to put their
respective pieces together for the disputed part of the
j oint notion.

MR. ANDERSON: W can have it in a week.

MR. KERN. Doug Trabaris, can you do your
piece in a week? O could AT&T and Worl dCom or anybody
el se who is interested jointly put together a piece in a
week?

MR. TRABARIS: | think we could surely
put together a piece.

Is McLeod on this call? | guess -- this
is Doug Trabaris again. | forgot to identify nyself a
second ago.

This is a McLeod proposal and we have
sonme | anguage from Worl dCom here. | guess | don't recal
how active McLeod was in this collaborative. | recal
t hem showi ng up

But since this is a MLeod proposal, of
course |I'mnot going to dunp work on sonmeone not on the

call. W would act together with MLeod, CoreComm the
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ot her CLECs such as Z-Tel, | think, supports this concept
and do sonet hi ng?

W mght be able to do it in a week and a
half. |1've got a personal tine conflict wwth a bunch of
briefs over the next week and a half. But if the parties

do it jointly, maybe we could do it in about ten days. |Is

t hat accept abl e?

MR. ANDERSON: Doug, this is Craig.

| recogni ze your concerns in the timng.
But realistically, this cane up in the collaborative. W
each were requested to state our position. And this
statenent was already represented fromthe | ast
col | aborative to be the CLEC position. And we were
required to put our position out there.

| can't see why, you know, a week, yes.
But 10 days |onger restating positions again and again,
just don't see why we have to take additional tine.

M5. SCHNEI DEWND: Well, Craig, this is
Ann Schnei dew nd.

And | think staff is going to want to put
sonmething in on this issue too. So we need sone tine
because it's all the sanme people working on all of these
sanme petitions. And we've got renmedies up in a couple of
weeks. We've got UNE platforns up in a couple weeks.

MR. KERN. This is Kern again.

Let's do this. Anybody who wants to put
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a section into the joint petition on the parity with floor
or anything else that's in dispute, let's get those
circulated no | ater than October 18th.

MR. ANDERSON: Well, John -- Craig
Anderson again -- just to clarify. Wen you say
"circulated,” | nmean, we're not sending each position out
for the other parties. That would be when we have themin
and they are ready to go to the Conm ssion, right?

MR KERN. Well, I'msorry. Let ne be
cl ear about this. | wanted parties to have their
positions conpleted by the 18th. And ny hope woul d be
t hey woul d be cut and pasted into the joint petition.

MR. ANDERSON: Ri ght.

MR. KERN: Now that all assunes that no
one has any problens with the agreed-upon | anguage t hat
you have already sent out. So all we would be -- is that
a correct assunption, that the agreed-upon | anguage we
have no problemw th?

MR. ANDERSON:  You nean ot her than what
was red-lined in Janeen's?

MR. KERN: Right.

M5. MOORE: This is Karen More.

| have a couple -- nothing terribly
substantive -- but a couple things | wanted to tal k about.

MR. KERN. Then we should do that today.

M5. MOORE: W definitely can do that at
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that time. It's nothing earth shattering at all.

MR, KERN. Okay. |If the parties get
their positions done by the 18th, we can cut and paste
theminto a joint petition.

M5. SCHNEI DEWND: John, this is Ann
Schnei dew nd.

And | reiterate, this is one petition
that's going to say, Conm ssion, adopt these neasures,
resol ve these disputes on these neasures. And anongst the
ssues we're asking themto resolve would be this parity
at a floor issue, right? | nmean, we're not talking about
maki ng three nore proposals. And then this is it for six
nont hs?

MR. ANDERSON:  Ann, this is Craig.

Absol utely. W're doing one final
pl eading to the Conm ssi on.

MR. DENNI STON:  John, Ji m Denni st on.

Don't we have to -- are you asking that
we al so address the changes to the business rules that are
necessitated if we go to parity plus a floor? | nean,
what type of work is required of us by October 18th?

Is it just that the Comm ssion should
order parity with a floor and mandate it back to the
col | aboratives to work out the changes in the business
rul es? Because if the Comm ssion does grant parity with a

floor, we have to neet together to see how t he busi ness
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rul es shoul d change.

MR. ANDERSON: Jim this is Craig
Ander son

| agree that once the Conmm ssion
addresses the principle and gives us direction on that,
there will be additional work necessary. But as you point
out, | think they would be nmatters of business rules, not
necessarily changes to the neasurenents thensel ves. That
woul d have to necessitate another filing.

MR. TRABARIS: This is Doug Trabaris from
AT&T.

| guess the question is also the inpact
of the parity with a floor proposal on the renedy plan
subm ssions. Because the joint CLEC renedy plan -- we
don't have a parity with a floor section, since obviously
the parity with a floor concept, if adopted by the
Comm ssion, would be a trigger for awardi ng penalties.

Now, it's unlikely, | think, given what
we're hearing today, that we're going to get a decision on
this issue. It seens to nme we're going to be including
that issue in our renmedy plan.

Shoul d we perhaps just include it in
there? And if the Conm ssion goes with Aneritech's
position, we could delete it. And if they go with our
position, then they will decide our proposal for parity

with floor versus a counter-proposal ?
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What do the parties think about that?

M5. SCHNEI DEW ND: Well, Doug -- this is
Ann Schnei dewi nd -- you nean because you woul d be
proposing different types of renedies, if they did not
conply with parity, then you would -- if they did not
conply with the floor --

MR. TRABARIS: This is Doug Trabaris.

It would be a different triggering event.
I n other words, renedies would be applicable
(unintelligible), but with parity at a floor at a
different tinme than whether it's just parity. Because
there could be parity. But let's say Aneritech M chigan
does not neet the particular floor nmeasurenments. Then
while there is parity, the paynment of renedi es would be
triggered by the existence of this floor.

MR. ANDERSON: Doug, this is Craig
Ander son

I n essence, what parity with a fl oor
woul d do woul d insert a fixed benchmark in place of the
parity neasurenents.

Sal, is that correct?

MR FIORETTI: It would do that as a
m nimum as | understand the proposal.

MR. ANDERSON: Right. So | don't think
that's really remedy plan affecting. 1It's just when the

remedy -- that doesn't decide the renedy plan in any way.
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MR. TRABARIS: This is Doug Trabaris

agai n.

| guess the point I"'mmaking is it really
woul dn't insert a benchmark. Because if Aneritech's
performance is at or above certain mninmum standards, then
the parity standard applies.

| would agree with Sal's characterization
of this nore than yours, Craig. But in any event, it
seens to nme that --

MR. McNALLY: Sal, this is Todd McNally
with McLeod. | apologize. | just now joined.

M5. MOORE: Karen Moore with AT&T.

The parity with a floor concept inpacts
the remedy plan to the extent that it inpacts paynents to
the state. So it's part and parcel of a renmedy plan.

If we address the parity with a floor
i ssue outside of the renmedy plan, we would al nost have to
explain how the renmedy plan works to a certain extent to
explain how parity with a floor would worKk.

Do you understand what |'m sayi ng? Does
t hat make sense?

MR. ANDERSON: This is Craig.

No. But |let ne suggest -- | guess if
we're going to tee this up as part of this joint notion
the parity with a floor issue, and then we have a separate

schedule for a renedy plan, we know this parity with a
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floor issue is not going to be decided, | guess we should
each put our proposals in for our renmedy plan and it

ei ther includes or doesn't include the parity with a
floor.

MR. TRABARIS: This is Doug Trabaris
agai n.

VWhat if we were to take out the parity
with a floor issue in this joint subm ssion and just nmake
it part of the remedy plan arbitration?

MR. McNALLY: This is Todd McNally with
McLeod.

It's really just a part of the parity
penalty plan as it is anyway.

MR. KERN: This is Kern.

Doug, that approach would sinplify this
filing quite a bit.

MR. ANDERSON: Sal, are you okay with
t hat approach?

MR FIORETTI: This is Sal Fioretti.

Yes. Except | think you could adopt or
not adopt the parity with the floor independently of
either renedy plan. So | nean, yeah, as another issue in
the renedy plan dispute, I would say yes if it could be
potentially separate and distinct in terns of the issues
to be decided on.

VR ANDERSON: From Amreritech's
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perspective | think we would prefer to do that as the
remedy plan. WMke the parity wth the floor issue there
in terns of getting these issues that are the updates to
t he performance neasurenents that are not in dispute, |
think, is a cleaner way to get themup to the Comm ssion,
get themresolved in a tine frane that wll lend itself to
KPMS further stabilizing the environnent.

MR. TRABARIS: This is Doug Trabaris from

AT&T.

| agree with Craig.

MR. KERN. This is Kern.

So we are still going to have a section
of disputed issues in the joint notion. And those would
be limted to the performance neasures that parties are
still not in agreenent on, is that correct? And that
woul d be based on the Chi o docunent that you are
prepari ng?

MR. FIORETTI: That docunent has to do,

t hough, with -- really, those that are disputed have to
conme fromthe CLECs. Because fromny perspective | can
tell you which ones are disputed and which ones | believe
we have agreed to hold to the six-nonth review. But any
CLEC can di spute whatever they want and | nay not know of
it.

MR. KERN. Karen, you indicated that

there were sone performance neasures that are clearly in
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di spute in Chio and that you would like to raise those
here in Mchigan, is that correct?

M5. MOORE: |'msorry, John. | couldn't
hear you. This is Karen Moore. Wuld you pl ease repeat
what you just said.

MR. KERN: Do you have -- this is Kern
again -- the performance neasures that you are in dispute
with in Ohio that you would |ike to raise to the M chigan
Commi ssion in this filing?

M5. MOORE: Yes. And | believe the DLECs
al so have issues that they would like to raise as well.

MR. KERN. Ckay. Well, | guess |I'm
suggesting we need to tee those up in this joint notion.

And | guess -- how long would it take
parties to get their respective positions together on what
t hose performance neasures are and how t hey shoul d be
resol ved by the Conm ssion?

MS. FRENTZ: And, John Kern, Karen just
mentioned DLECs -- this is Susan Frentz -- | don't recal
any DLECs participating here in Mchigan. Karen just
menti oned DLECs al so have issues. They may for Ohio, but
we don't have any here.

M5. MOORE: Well, to the extent that |I'm
t hi nki ng about Chio, there is a significant nunber of
per formance nmeasure issues from DSL perspective that are

being raised there. And | would assune that DSL providers
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in Mchigan would want to raise themin M chigan. But
can't speak for them

MR. KERN. This is Kern again.

Let's do this. The joint petition would
have a section on disputed issues. And each carrier
that's got a performance neasure that they believe is in
di spute should have a wite-up and have it prepared by the
18th of October. |If a data CLEC has an issue, they can
wite it up and bring it to us.

M5. MOORE: | think that's reasonabl e.

MR KERN: And if we don't hear from
them then ny assunption is they don't have any issues in
the State of M chi gan.

MR. FIORETTTI: John, this is Sal
Fioretti.

Can | ask that they, prior to submtting
it, they at |east touch base with nme so that we can be
fully apprised if it's something that we feel |ike we can
resol ve ahead of that.

You know, part of the difficulties that

we're having in Chio is that the DLECs did not attend nost

of the nmeetings. And those things that | noted with 10/ 4,

al t hough we possibly had sone discussion on early on, |

felt that nost of those were not issues, or | thought we
had addressed them And so therefore that's where we are

in Chio.
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MR. KERN. This is Kern again.

Again, parties are free to tal k anongst
t hensel ves. But cone Cctober 18th, if they have a
performance neasure they want to tee up to the Conm ssion,
it would be this joint notion that they would use to
acconplish that goal

So if parties are able to take sone of
these issues off the table before the 18th, that's
fantastic. If not, this would be the process of teeing
up. Ckay.

| think we're in agreenent that the
parity to floor, that is put off into the remedy plan
portion of the procedures schedule. We will file a joint
notion -- a date to be determned, | mght add -- which
woul d i ncl ude agreed-upon neasures and those neasures that
are still in dispute. And parties have until the 18th to
put together their respective sections on those pieces
that are in dispute.

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

The renedy plan filing is due Cctober
16th, is that correct?

M5. SCHNEI DEW ND: Yes. That's right.
This is Ann.

M5. MOORE: Thank you.

M5. FRENTZ: This is Susan Frentz.
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And just real quick, speaking to the
remedy plan. Have we seen an updated CLEC draft |ately?

| think on our last call, |ast renedy
plan call, we were supposed to see sonething. | thought
it was the CLEC version and also a Z-Tel version

M5. MOORE: This is Karen Moore with
AT&T.

| cannot recall off the top of ny head
when the | ast version went out. But since we're getting
ready to file one in Chio, | will copy the M chigan
col | aborative list on that version of the renedy plan.

Wbul d that neet your need?

MS. FRENTZ: This is Susan Frentz.

Thanks, Karen.

M5. MOORE: You're wel cone.

MR. KERN: This is Kern.

Now, let's go back to the joint notion on
t hose i ssues that we have agreenent on

Karen from AT&T, you said you had a few
suggestions. Do you want to go through that?

M5. MOORE: Yes. Yes, | do.

MR. KERN. Before you start, does anyone
el se have suggestions for this portion of the joint
noti on?

M5. SCHNEIDEWND: This is Ann.

One other thing. And that is, | think
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provi ders need to distinguish between issues that may not
be resol ved, but they are able to defer those until a

si x-nonth review, versus ones that we want the Comm ssion
to resol ve now.

Because, again, | would |like to try to
avoid any nore filings than we're already bringing to
them So, okay, Conmi ssion, these are ones that nust be
resol ved now, and here's our varying points of view on
them And then we have sone other issues which were
delineated in Sal's docunent that he sent out on Friday or

Thur sday where everybody has agreed there may still be an
i ssue here, but we'll take it up in six nonths or we'll
reviewtine frames in six nmonths or whatever.

And one other point. Al of these
docunents are being filed in the 11830 docket which is our
performance standards docket, not in the 271 docket.

MR. KERN:. Ckay.

MR. ANDERSON. John, I'msorry. |'ve got
to junmp off to another neeting. But Messieurs Denpsey and

Met ropoul os can -- | know this will break Doug and Jims

heart, but | have to get off.

MR. TRABARIS: Craig, | |ove agreeing
with you on the phone. |It's a shanme you're | eaving.
MR. ANDERSON:. | know, Doug. Thank you

MR. KERN. Ckay, this is Kern.

Karen, what were your coments?
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M5, MOORE: Karen Moor e.

Wuld it be okay with you if | went
t hrough the petition and then through your matrix? | know
it sounds bigger than it is. It's really just a very few
things. Wuld that be all right with you?

MR. KERN. Karen, are you asking that of
me or Ameritech?

M5. MOORE: O Sal.

MR FIORETTI: Oh! This is Sal. Feel
free.

M5. MOORE: Ckay. M first comment is on
the petition on page 2.

MR KERN: Karen, this is Kern.

These are not all nunbered, are they?
The paragraphs are not nunbered.

M5. MOORE: Well, paragraphs are nunbered
in the version |I'mlooking at.

So | guess ny first question is on
paragraph no. 4 in the draft, which starts: "To date, the
participants in the collaborative..."

| s everybody with nme?

MR KERN: Yes.

M5. MOORE: This was actually Ann's
earlier comment on advance notice to the CLEGCs.

Sal, | heard you nention that they wll

all be inplenented by February 1st.
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MR. FIORETTI: Yes. February 1st, date

of collection.

M5. MOORE: Were you pl anning on addi ng
that to paragraph 4?

MR FIORETTI: | need to add that where
appropriate. And paragraph 4, at least in the current
draft, | ooks like the right place.

M5. MOORE: Could | nmake a suggestion?

believe that on the website there is an Aneritech-produced

agenda or a table for inplenenting changes to the

performance nmeasures. To the extent that they are up to
date, can you add that as an appendi x perhaps to the
filing?

MR. FIORETTI: Karen, this is Sal.

That doesn't include all of these changes
at this point, basically, in the sense that | know when
can do sone of themand |I don't know when | can do ot hers.

We have basically done our best to

estimate the 2/1 date. And we'll work toward that date as
a dropdead date for all. But expect that within that tine
frame some will npve forward and backwar d.

And what |I'm also hearing, and | have to
reevaluate this -- | thought I heard Ann say that she
woul d expect that we woul d keep the perfornance neasures
static until the time when we said we're going to

i npl enent them and possibly inplement themall. And | was
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hol di ng that question for the end here. Maybe | need to
consider an alternative inplenmentation.

M5. SCHNEIDEWND: Sal, This is Ann
Schnei dew nd.

Maybe |' m m sunder st andi ng what you're
saying now, but |I'mjust saying there needs to be an
i npl enent ati on date here.

If there are certain neasures that you
agree you can change and will put into effect on Novenber
1st, but others that you can't inplenent until February
1st, just delineate them But don't |eave it open.

MR, FIORETTI: Wat | would plan to do,
Ann, is to say we will inplenent themall by date certain.
But then we will continue on our website to post an
i npl enentation schedule which will reflect for KPMG --
shoul d they want to work through their testing -- when we
can i nplenment individual neasures within that tinme frane.

Because | woul d expect that nost of them
will be inplenented prior to 2/1 on sonme kind of a rolling
i npl enent ati on schedul e that we can manage.

MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: Okay. But as far
as -- thisis Ann -- as far as KPMG i s concerned though,
you're not obligated to use the new neasure until February
1st.

So | don't know -- if you know that

you're going to inplenent certain of them before that, |
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guess | woul d rather have that specified in the docunent
that you' re submtting to the Conm ssion, so that it's
clear to KPMG that that's what the Commi ssion is adopting.

MR. FIORETTI: | guess, Ann -- this is
Sal Fioretti again -- | guess | can for sonme of them
possi bly publish a schedule. But | certainly can't tel
you exactly when | can do themall. And that's why |
woul d propose to just use the "by date certain" kind of
approach when | can do themall.

But for KPM3 s benefit, continue to work
with them on what's avail abl e when and i npl enent them on a
rolling schedul e.

M5. SCHNEIDEWND: Well, this is Ann.

Maybe that's sonething that we have to
talk to KPMG about al so because it's ny belief that they
are working with Comm ssion orders and what's attached to
Conmmi ssi on orders.

And | nean, if you' re suggesting that
they use sonmething that's up on your website instead,
perhaps that's fine. But we maybe need to run that by
t hem

MR, FIORETTI: Okay.

M5. MOORE: Ckay. Do we feel like we
have resolution on that particul ar paragraph?

Sal, you're going to add whatever you

can?
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MR FIORETTI: VYes. And it seens to nme

that that's the paragraph, at least in this version, but
it will be in the docunent.

M5. MOORE: (kay.

In Section Il, entitled Revisions to July
17 Order Requested by Agreenent of the Parties, third
par agr aph down, "To add measurenent categories for TCNet,
AEMS. .. " etc.

Sal -- maybe Janeen Sanders can hel p ne
out fromwrldCom Isn't there a new GJU you're
i npl enenti ng?

M5. SANDERS: This is Janeen with
Wor | dCom

Are you referring to the perfornmance
measurenents reporting, Karen? Wiich GJ are you
referring to?

M5. MOORE: | tried to get nore
i nformati on about this before the call, and | apol ogi ze
that I don't have a clear description of what it is.

| think it starts with a B

MR OBRIEN. Thisis TomOBrien with
Cor eComm

Wul d that be the BOP GU, B-OP?

M5. MOORE: BOP, that's it.

MR FIORETTI: This is Sal Fioretti.

haven't listed that as yet because | don't have an
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i npl enent ati on date.

But, again, as Ann had said, we wll be
obvi ously inplenmenting the appropriate perfornmance
measures that go along with them | wll research that
and add that if | feel like |I can before the 18th.

M5. MOORE: Tom this is Karen Moore with
AT&T.

I's there an end date? In other words,
when BOP has to be inpl enent ed?

MR OBRIEN | want to say that's one of
the dates in the Uniformand Enhance FMO that the FCC j ust

signed off on. But |I don't have it in front of ne
unfortunately.

M5. MOORE: So what you're saying is you
don't know what the date is, but you believe there is one?

MR OBRIEN. It should have been treated

t here.
M5. MOORE: So, Sal, to the extent that
you can uncover what that date is, will you commt to
addi ng that interface?

MR FIORETTI: Yes, | will. If it's
before ny date certain for inplenenting all of these. |If
the inplenmentation date is sonmething thereafter, you know,
| would propose that | would ook at it thereafter.

If it's group one, which I think it wll

be, I'll try to include it here.
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M5. MOORE: Thank you.
M5. SCHNEI DEW ND: Karen, this is Ann
Schnei dew nd.

For our court reporter, again, was it

B- O P?
M5. MOORE: Yes, Bob-Gscar-Paul .
Tom do you know what it stands for?
MR OBRIEN. This is TomOBrien with
Cor eComm

No, | don't. It was previously called
sonething else. And then all of a sudden we started
calling it the BOP GU

M5. SCHNEI DEW ND: Thank you.

MR KERN: Sounds |ike a dance.

M5. MOORE: The next conmment | have is
on -- | don't know what paragraph this nunber is -- but
it's "To add a new neasurenent, Perfornmance Measure
55.2..." On ny version it's on page 5.

Now, this is appropriately reflected in
the issue matrix that this is an open issue?

MR FIORETTI: Right.

M5. MOORE: W disagree on the interval.

So ny suggestion is that SBC Aneritech
figure out a way to either take it out or note that a
specific piece of that neasure is in dispute.

MR FIORETTI: Ckay.
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M5. MOORE: Farther down on that page --

just to note for the court reporter -- it looks to ne the
way SBC Aneritech drafted this is in order of nuneric
performance neasures. It nmakes it very easy to follow

Sal, | think we need to add sonething on
measure 70 for trunk routes. Maybe we can all talk about
it sonme nore.

MR, FIORETTI: At |east when this got
drafted, | wasn't sure what to add. And I'mnot sure |
know t oday.

M5. MOORE: | don't know either.

MR FIORETTI: But I wll try and give it
a shot.

M5. MOORE: (Ckay. The next page under
performance neasure 91 of the CLECs changed their position
on a specific aspect of neasure 91, which is definition of
project and how many |ines for LNP

"' m not sure how you want to account for
that here. Sal, if you just want to put it in the issues

list and | eave it off of --

MR FIORETTI: 1'Il figure sonething out
for that.

M5. MOORE: That's all |1 have on the
petition. | do have sone things on the issues |ist.

First of all, Sal, | don't see noted

anywhere the change managenent plan for performance
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nmeasur es measure.

MR FIORETTI: | didn't know we had a
change managenent for performnce neasures neasure.

M5. MOORE: Well, | believe that the |ast
time we discussed it, we were going to have it as a
di saggregati on under the change nmanagenent pl an.

And | al so believe that CoreConm had sone
i ssues that the CLECs will probably agree with on the
change managenent plan for performance neasures.

And forgive ne, but | don't renenber what
the last Aneritech position was on the changes that
Cor eComm had suggest ed.

MR FIORETTI: Well, | think that -- this
is Sal Fioretti again -- | think the last time we tal ked
about it, CoreCommwasn't in attendance. And | think we

said we would wait to discuss that. But we really never

got to it.

MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: Excuse ne. Just a
m nut e.

Who was just speaking?

M5. CEGELSKI: This is Mary.

M5. SCHNEI DEW ND:  Thank you, Mary.

M5. CEGELSKI: Mary Cegel ski, from
Cor eComm

M5. MOORE: Wuld this be the appropriate

pl ace for us to have that discussion?
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MS. CEGELSKI: What | subnmitted, Sal, was

a joint CLEC proposal for the change nanagenent process of
per f ormance neasur es.

M5. MOORE: Perhaps |I can finish going
t hrough the issues and we can cone back to the change
managenent plan for performance neasures.

John, would that be all right with you?

MR. KERN: This is Kern.

Yes, that's fine.

M5. MOORE: | have noted 65.2. Sal, you
have correctly indicated that we have sone di sagreenent on
t hat neasure. And you also have, Sal, correctly noted
nmeasure 91, the project definition.

So it seems to nme with the exception of
t he change managenent plan of performance neasures, the
matrix is very conplete. And maybe just a little nore
t hi nk-up needs to be done between that and the petition.

MR. KERN. This is Kern.

Anybody el se have any questions or
comments for the matrix or the petition?

kay. Let's go circle back to the change
manage process for perfornmance neasures.

Sal, did you have a response to the CLEC
position on that?

MR FIORETTI: Well, yes. This is Sal

Fioretti.
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As | recall, Mary sent an E-mail to the
performance neasures team suggesting addi ti onal changes to
t he change managenent plan, which | responded to by -- by,
| thought, incorporating sone of her thoughts, but not
all, just those that |I felt like |I could agree to. And
that was the discussion that I think we have it on there.
And so fromthere on | haven't gotten, as far as | know,
any ot her comments back.

M5. CEGELSKI: Sal, this is Mary.

The coments that we had as a group has
added to the end of what was originally Karen's CLEC
pr oposal .

Were any of those comrents added?
Because when | | ooked at the distro, | guess John had sent
out as a CLEC proposal, there was nothing that we had
added to the original proposal that was distributed.

MR FIORETTI: Well, Mary, there was. At
| east what | sent out had sone references to further
define the six-nonth revi ew.

We di scussed on the call the reasons why
| didn't feel like I could inplenment sone of the three
bull et points that you identified in that. | felt at
| east two of them and possibly all three of them were
busi ness as usual .

So there is no reason for nme to notify.

Qur job is to nake sure that the performance neasures that
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we have posted are accurately reflecting not only the
processes but the systens. And therefore | didn't feel
like I needed to notice you if a back-end process or
system changed, but just to accommopdate that in ny

per f ormance neasures.

So | maintained that | was accurately
reporti ng what was happeni ng, based on the business rules
t hat we had agreed upon.

The other part of that was there was sone
reference to a CLEC response to ny notice. |'mnot sure
what the response would be, even if | did notice, to say
don't do it, doit.

You know, if the perfornmance neasure
woul d ot herwi se change, | think, again, that's business as
usual. That's the thing that I"mrequired to do, is to
make sure that | continue reporting the performance as it
shoul d be reported.

As far as a performance neasure for the
performance neasures, | didn't get that out of this
docunent. And sonewhere along the line if it was
forwarded to ne, | nust have missed it because | don't
recall ever seeing it.

M5. CEGELSKI: That was not part of what
| had sent out.

| just wondered if there were any changes

and if a CLEC had questions about the changes, that we
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have an opportunity to ask that. So that's where the

comment section went through. It was open.

MR FIORETTI: Well, again, | |ook at
those three areas as business as usual. And especially
where we know | onger provide a product, | think I would

wait until the six-nmonth review, bring it to you with sone
data or rather no data and say, |ook, we don't do this
anynore. Let's renove this neasure, just |ike any other.

So | did not -- really did not buy into
t hose particul ar changes that you asked ne to nake,
al though 1 did make some changes in ny docunent based on
the things that you brought up to further define the
six-nmonth review process. And you'll see that in ny
| at est docunent.

MR KERN: This is Kern.

Sal, have you circul ated your | atest
docunent ?

MR. FIORETTI: | believe | have.

M5. CEGELSKI: There nust be a problem
| have not gotten that.

Can you forward that to nme?

MR FIORETTI: 1'Il forward it to the
entire |ist.

M5. CEGELSKI: The last thing I got from
you was originally what Karen had sent out. It didn't

have any changes on it.
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MR. FIORETTI: Ckay. This was subsequent

to your --

M5. CEGELSKI: Okay.

MR. FIORETTI: As a matter of fact, it
was prior to our previous call, I think, on whatever date
t hat was.

M5. FRENTZ: It's not the one from August
24t h or before Septenber 15th?

MR FIORETTI: 1'Il digit up and send it
out again to the distribution list.

M5. CEGELSKI: Thank you, Sal.

MR. KERN: This is Kern.

Sal, if you could send that out today.

MR FIORETTI: Yes, | wll.

MR KERN. And let's give CLECs 48 hours
to cooment on it. And if we still have an issue -- if
this is still a disputed issue, the parties would have
about five nore days to wite up their respective
positions on it. And we would include it in the Cctober
18th filing as a disputed issue.

Does that sound reasonabl e?

MR. FIORETTI: Fine.

MR. KERN: So when we have this revised
joint notion that we would put together on the 18th, we'll
probably need a conference call to go over it one nore

time before we file it, is that correct?
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MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: John, this is Ann

Schnei dewi nd.

| thought that we were just going to be
submtting all of our positions on the 18th to I don't
know who. Craig maybe.

MR KERN: Right.

M5. SCHNEI DEW ND: And then he is going
to have to put themall together and send back out to us
to look at. |Is that what you're suggesting?

MR KERN: Yes.

MS. SCHNEI DEW ND:  So that woul dn't be on
t he 18th.

MR. KERN. People would get it in by the
18th. This is Kern. [I'msorry.

My assunption is if it's an easy cut and
paste job, he could turn it around within a day or so. M
understanding is that they are not going to do anything
with the subm ssions that parties will be sending. They
sinply state, this is AT&T' s position; this is WrldCom s
position; this is staff's position.

M5. SCHNEIDEWND: And this is Ann.

Since Craig is not on the call, | think
one-day turnaround woul d be fine.

MR. DEMPSEY: This is Jack Denpsey.

MR. KERN. And you're going to agree with

her, aren't you, M. Denpsey?
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|"mgoing to step into the breach and
offer to have people send themto ne.

And just to clarify, John and Ann, we
woul d be filing the joint notion on the 18th and it would
attach all of these position papers that cone to us via
E-mail, | presune, which says we need a cutoff of
sonetinme, certainly by noon of that day.

MR. KERN:. Jack, this is John Kern again.

|"mnot sure we were contenplating filing
anyt hing on the 18th.

What | was going to suggest is if the
parties can get their pieces to you by the 18th, then you
can circulate the entire joint notion. Because there
woul d be sections in that joint notion that are agreed to
i ssues that we have disagreenent on. And | think parties
woul d want one nore | ook at the agreed-upon section.

MS. SCHNEI DEW ND:  And, John -- this is

The other issue is I'"mnot sure Sal is
going to be able to conplete his resolution and status
matrix until he hears fromall the CLECs whether or not
there is a dispute that a CLEC wants the Conm ssion to
resolve nowor if it is something that will be reviewed in
Si X nont hs.

MR. FIORETTlI: So, Ann -- this is Sal

Fioretti -- would you suggest then I don't list anything
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except those that are di sputed?

M5. SCHNEI DEWND: No. |'m just
suggesting if you're going to attach this, which I think
i's sonmet hing you contenpl ated doing, to the notion, that
you may not be able to finalize that pending issues colum
until you get the October 18th subm ssions fromthe CLEGCs.
Because they nmay say, you know, | want this resolved by
the Comm ssion now O they may say, this is under
six-nmonth revi ew.

Maybe |I'm m ssi ng sonet hi ng.

MR. KERN: Ann, this is Kern again.

| thoughts CLECs were going to give Sal a
call before the 18th and tal k through the open issues.

And if they couldn't do it by the 18th, everybody woul d
identify those open issues.

M5. SCHNEIDEWND: And |I'monly
suggesting that it's only when they have all been
identified, it seems to me, that Sal will be able to
conpl ete the Schedul e 1.

MR. KERN: This is Kern again.

| thought they did that in Chio. And I
was trying to build off of what they have already done
t here.

MR. FIORETTI: Well, John, this is Sal
Fioretti again.

Things cane up at the very |last m nute,
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which I just, | would say, just stuck in the pending
i ssues with no understanding as to whether CLECs wll or
won't want those resol ved by the Comm ssion.

MR KERN: Well, this is getting alittle
ridiculous. Come on! W have to put together a list of
i ssues that are in dispute.

And parties -- let me just make this
suggestion -- parties, identify all your issues that are
in dispute by the 18th. And if you can work before then
to get an issue off the table, that's fine.

But we have to nove this al ong.

MR OBRIEN: This is TomOBrien with

Cor eConmm

The di sputed neasurenents in Chio wll be
put to the Comm ssion tonmorrow. So we'll be able to work
of f that docunent, | think, fairly easily fromtonorrow
on.

MR. KERN:. Tom this is Kern again.

And that's exactly what | was hoping we
could do up here in Mchigan, is build on that Chio
docunent .

MR OBRIEN. | think it's doable.

MR KERN. So if parties can get their
i ssues that are in dispute to Denpsey by the 18th.

And, Jack, if you could turn around the

joint notion, we could have one final conference call and



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

4246

then file it.

MR. DEMPSEY: So can you just give ne the
rest of that schedule, John, after the 18th.

MR. KERN: If you can circulate it by the
19th, we could have a conference calling on the 20th. And
maybe, assumng that the joint notion is nailed down, we
could probably file it on the 20th.

But, Jack, | just think we should give
parties one nore chance to | ook at the entire docunent.

MR. DEMPSEY: This is Denpsey.

| have no problemw th that.

M5. MOORE: This is Karen Moore with
AT&T.

John, if you're suggesting a conference
call on Cctober 20th, can we schedule a tine?

MR. KERN: Sure. Hang on. This is Kern
agai n.

|"mjust |looking at ny calendar. | just
realized that the FCC is having a regional neeting on the
20th in Chicago that day.

M5. MOORE: Well, why don't we nmake it
for the next Monday then, John?

MR. KERN: The 23rd?

M5. MOORE: Yes.

MR. KERN. Does anybody have a probl em

with the 23rd?
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M5. MOORE: This is Karen Moore.

Sal, which day are we going to be in

OChi 0? The 24th or the 25th?

MR FlI ORETTI :

24t h.

M5. MOORE: John,

As far as |

know, the

this is Karen Moor e.

If we're going to do it on the 23rd, |

would i ke to make it in the norning.

MR. KERN: This is Kern.

Does anybody have a problemw th a

conference call on the norning of the 23rd?

MR, DENNI STON:

wi th Janeen.

Janeen, are you able to cover

John,

have to check

if | cannot

Yes. This is Janeen with

This is Doug Trabaris with

As long as it's not an 8:00 a.m eastern

cover?
MS. SANDERS:
Wor | dCom
Yes, | can cover.
MR, TRABARI S:
AT&T.
call, any tinme works for ne.

MR. KERN:. Ckay.

This is Kern.

"1l propose the 8:00 eastern tine.

MR. TRABARI S:

gent | eman schol ar.

Thanks,

John.

You are a
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MR. KERN: Damm few of us left.

How about 10: 00 o' cl ock
o' clock central ?

MR. TRABARI S: Perf ect.

eastern, 9:00

M5. MOORE: Excellent.

MR. KERN. |Is one hour going to be enough
time?

MR. TRABARIS: Let's hope it's too much
time.

KERN: Plan for one
SCHNEI DEW ND:  Thi s
want a transcript or

FRENTZ: Yes.

> 5 % B 3

SCHNEI DEW ND:  Thi s
But ny understanding is

remedy plans, including the proposals on

parity with a floor, will be submtted.

t hat comment schedul e st ays.

hour .

i's Ann.

is Ann agai n.
on the 16th the
the i ssue of

And t hose i ssues,

| think we have comments due on Novenber

15th and replies on Decenber 15th.

MR. KERN. This is Kern.
That' s nmy under st andi ng.

touching that schedule at all. W're adding to it,

an i ssue, but not changing the schedul e.

MR. TRABARI S: Thanks everybody.

W' re not

addi ng

| s that
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MR. KERN: This is Kern.

That's all | have.
(At 2:30 P.M, the hearing was adjourned

to 10: 00 A M, Mnday, Cctober 23, 2000.)

C ERTI F I CATE

|, Donna-Christine Sell, do hereby
certify that | reported stenographically the foregoing
proceedings had in the within-entitled matter, being Case
No. U- 12320, before John Kern, Facilitator, at the
Mercantil e Building, Lansing, Mchigan, on Mnday, Cctober
9, 2000; and that the foregoing transcript constitutes a

true and correct transcript of nmy said stenographic notes.
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