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In the matter, on the Comm ssion's
own notion, to consider AVERI 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 Conmi ssion, 6545

Mercantil e Way, Lansing, M chigan.

SESSI ON OF FRI DAY, SEPTEMBER 15, 2000

VOLUME 31

BEFORE: JOHN KERN, Facilitator, via tel ephone
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Lansi ng, M chi gan

Fri day, Septenber 15, 2000

2:05 P. M

(The proceedi ngs were resumed pursuant to

t he adj ournnment.)
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MR. KERN: O K Wiy don't we go ahead and
get started. Are you ready there, Ann?

MS. SCHNEI DEW ND:  Yes, thank you, John.

MR. KERN: O K This will be a conference

call of the M chigan performance neasures coll aborative.

For the next couple hours we have about five issues to
di scuss. This is being transcribed, so before you nake a
comment, please identify yourself each tine.

And Ann, do we want to run down the |ist of

participants for the record or is that already identified?

MS. SCHNEI DEWND: W're all set. Thank

you, John.

MR KERN: O K

This is Kern again. Let's go to itemNo
1

CLECs provided a response to Aneritech's
change managenment proposal. And | guess the question for

Aneritech is, do you have any reaction to it?

MR. FIORETTI: John, this is Sal Fiorett
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from Anmeri t ech

| got the CLECs' response and ny sense is

that there are -- probably a couple of the points made
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there, you know, | wouldn't mnd addi ng some | anguage in
ny description of the change management program However,

t he change nmmnagenent plan that we have -- sonme of the

things that the CLECs listed as things that they want to
change, like, in their proposal they say when changes are
made to OSS systens, the SBC Anmeritech PMstaff will
review the changes to verify one of the following. And

then they list three things and expect to get notice when

t hose three things happen
And really, all -- two of those three

things where they tal k about "data points for existing

measures wi |l not change and the accuracy (unintelligible)
stays intact, is business as usual. Wy would |I notice
t hat ?

Data points need to be changed to

accurately depict the existing business rule. WlI, the

business rule is not changing. The neasurenment is not

going to change. Sonething in the background changed and

| expect that's business as usual as well. |['ve got to
make sure that that happens. So | |ook at that as
busi ness as usual as well, and no need for notification

Dat a poi nts have been elimnated. Well
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as far as |'mconcerned, that can wait for the six-nonth
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review. W can nmake sure that we don't have any vol une on

anything. And in fact the product is gone -- for exanple
INP -- and therefore |I probably don't need to notice them
either. W could take care of that on the six-nonth

revi ew.

I do plan to add sone | anguage about the
si x-nmonth revi ew and how we expect to handl e new products
or services that are introduced. There were sone points
in there that |I'm going to make sone changes to the plan

that to some degree go along with what the CLECs talk

about in the rest of their plan, but not exactly. And
wi |l provide that before the end of next week back to the
CLEGCs.

We were neeting in Illinois on the 20th

and maybe we could talk about that a little bit then as

wel | and hope to close on that item But for the npst

part, I'mnot certain that there's nore notice that needs
to be given. But | will be doing another draft of this
pl an.

MR. KERN: This is Kern.
Any CLECs have a response or a comment to

what Sal indicated?

O K. Well, how soon do you think you

woul d have a revised version?
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MR, FIORETTI: |I'm hoping that by the

second day of the Illinois collaborative, which is the

20t h, | would have that done.
I think you just asked nme a few hours ago
to provide that on the 21st anyway. So |I'll have it by

Wednesday.

MR. KERN: O K This is Kern again.
That' s good.

M5. EARLS: This is Claudia Earls with
Z-Tel .

W aren't participating in that Illinois

ring of the five-ring circus. Are you going to send out
the changes to the Mchigan list?
MR. FIORETTI: I'Il send it out to that

list as well, Cl audia.

M5. EARLS: Thank you.
MR, KERN: This is Kern again.
Let me just throw out sonmething here rea

qui ck.

Ann, are we going to nmake a filing in
M chi gan on the 30th dealing with remedi es?
MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: That's ri ght.

MR, KERN: These things we're talking

about now, |ike change of nanagenent, if parties are
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would Iike to tee that up to the Comm ssion, obviously.

Woul d you agree with ne that the data for

that is not the 30th?
MS. SCHNEI DEW ND:  No. | don't think
that -- this is Anne Schneidewind -- | don't think that

there was anything in the Comm ssion's order that

addressed that. It was the renedy plan that the
Commi ssion, | think, expects to see by Septenber 30th.

MR. KERN: O K This is Kern again. So we
do have sone tine for carriers to continue to work on this

pr oposal

MS. SCHNEIDEW ND: | would say as |ong as
it does not affect KPMG s testing, because they're going
f orwar d.

MR, FIORETTI: This is Sal Fioretti. |

woul d only suggest that we do, you know, have a docunent
by which we are expecting to run our change- nanagenent
process, and just like anything else, if it changes during

the course, we would probably nove ahead. |If it changes,

if we haven't tested it yet, we would test it under the
changed environment.

MR. KERN: This is Kern. |If Aneritech gets
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a new draft out the 20th, how | ong do CLECs need to review

t he next version?

Hell 0? How about Septenber 27th?
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MS. PONELL: | think that works. This is
Nextlink. Theresa.

MS. SANDERS: This is WorldCom | believe
that's fine.

MS. EARLS: O K with Z-Tel.

MR OBRIEN:. O K wth CoreComm

MR. KERN: | think -- this is Kern again --
after the 27th we'll see how far apart the parties are,

and | guess at that tinme we would decide if this issue
needs to be teed up to the Comm ssion

O K., let's go to the next agenda item

whi ch was Anmeritech responding to CLEC deal breakers for
performance neasures, and | guess now the question is for
the CLECs. Do you have any response to Aneritech's

reaction to your deal breakers?

MR. DENNI STON: John Kern, this is Jim
Denniston. | would |ike Marsha Ench to address that when
she joins the call

MR. KERN: O K This is Kern again.

CoreComm Nextlink, Z-Tel, do you all have



21

22

23

24

25

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

any comrents?
MR O BRIEN:. John, this is O Brien. I''m

sorry, this has just been a bad week and we're just not

prepar ed.

MR. KERN: This is Kern again.
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That's fine. The real reason for doing the

list of deal breakers was to identify where the really big

di fferences of opinion are.
What we need to do is file a renedy plan
Hey, |'m | ooking at the Comr ssion's order that was dated

July 17th, and | quote: "The mption reflects a comntnent

to present the Commission with the results of the
col | aborative workshop on proposed renedi es for
performance failures no |ater than Septenber 30th."

So let ne just go to the |ast agenda item

then, which is preparing for this filing. Do parties --

is the expectation that we woul d have sinultaneous filings
of all renmedy plans, or is there another process that
parties would like to use?

MR. DENNI STON: John, this is Jim

Denni ston. Maybe we'd have a nore open discussion if
we're not on the record. Can we go off the record for a

coupl e nonents on this one issue?
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MR. KERN: Does anybody oppose -- this is

Kern -- does anybody oppose going off the record to
di scuss this briefly?
(No response.)

MR. KERN: O K  Ann, why don't we go off

the record.

M5. SCHNEI DEW ND: O K

4166
MR. KERN: We're off.

(There was a discussion off the record.)

MR. KERN: O K  This is the schedule
t hat has been agreed to regarding resolution of the renedy
pl an.

Staff will file with the Comm ssion on

Sept enber 30th inform ng the Comr ssion that the foll ow ng
schedule will be used for resolving the issues associ ated
with the renmedy plan.

Si mul t aneous filings on Cctober 16th by

any party wishing to present a renmedy plan. And at this

time it's our understanding there are three plans,
Aneritech, the joint CLEC filing, or excuse ne, the joint
CLEC plan and a Sprint plan.

Thirty days after that parties would file
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comments on the respective plans. And | believe the date
i s Novenber 15th.
Thirty days after that the parties would

file reply comments and the date woul d be Decenber 15th.

And then the Conmmi ssion woul d deci de the issues.
Is that accurate?
MR. DENNI STON: John Kern, this is Jim

Denni st on.

Yes. Wth the one clarification that

there m ght be a plan that's been offered by Z-Tel that

4167
m ght also be thrown into the mx there.

MR, KERN: Fair enough. OK. This is

Kern agai n.
Let's nmove on to the next agenda item
which is Anreritech's response to Wrldcom's matrix

regardi ng quality-of-service rules and performance

measur es.

Ameritech did respond to the matrix that
Wor I dCom put together. Does WrldCom or any ot her CLEC
have a response to Anmeritech's coments?

MR. DENNI STON: John, this is Jim

Denni ston again. W are still waiting for Marsha Ench on

t hat .
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MS. SANDERS: This is Janeen with

WorldCom Jim 1'll try and give her another call.

MR, KERN: O K This is Kern again.
While we're waiting for Marsha to join,
et me nove down to the fourth item which is an update of

t he performnce neasures matriXx.

Sal, can you give us an update on how
those new neasures are going in terns of Illinois and
Ohi o.

MR, FIORETTI: W had an Illinois cal

today and | believe there were four or five itens that are

only left as itens that the CLECs would want to take

4168
f orwar d.

There are sone issues relative to the

W sconsin A-to-AA list that we need to resolve, and
woul d expect that we'll have final positions on those by
next Thursday.

We're neeting in Illinois -- and well, we

tal ked this norning on the Illinois piece. W are neeting
on Tuesday and Wednesday in Illinois and Thursday in

W sconsin. The follow ng Tuesday and Wednesday are
currently on the schedule in Chio.

I woul d expect that by the end of next
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week at best case and by the end of the foll owi ng week at
wor st case we woul d have identified any issues that are
out standi ng and have yet to be negotiated to a concl usion

MR. KERN: This is Kern.

So we could have all issues closed by
Sept enber 28t h?
MR, FIORETTI: That's a possibility.

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

Schnei dewi nd.
We owe the Comm ssion sonething on that
too, and not by a specific date. But we had proposed to

them that by Septenber 15th we woul d have resol ved issues

regardi ng performance standards for the new products that

weren't included in our original baseline list. And there

4169
certainly is an urgency to change anything on the baseline

list because KPMG is noving forward with it. So | think

this is going to require another filing if we do resolve
this all by Septenber 28th, sort of like the one we filed
in July.

MR. KERN: This is Kern.

Ann, | think you are absolutely right.
I"'mjust thinking how best we do that.

Do you want to go off the record again
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and tal k scheduling?

MR. DENNI STON: Sur e.

MR. KERN: Anybody opposed? Let's go off
t he record.
(There was a discussion off the record.)

MR KERN:. O K., let's go back on the

record.
Ameritech will be preparing a draft
petition to present to the Comm ssion on new performance

neasures that we need Conmi ssion action on. The draft

petition and all attachnents will be circulated by the
cl ose of business Cctober 4th.
We will have another conference call on

Cct ober 9th, beginning 1:00 o' clock Eastern, 12:00 o' clock

4170

Central, lasting for two hours, to go over the petition,
and at that time we'll decide when we could file the
petition.

MR, 1SIOGU: Did you say October 4th?

MR. KERN: I'msorry. 12:00 to 2:00
Central, 1:00 to 3:00 Eastern.
MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: But that's October 9th,

right, John? This is Ann Schnei dew nd.
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MR. KERN: This is Kern. Yeah, October

9t h.

MR, 1SIOGU: Thank you.

MR. KERN: This is Kern again.

Jim is Marsha on the call?

MR. DENNI STON: | don't believe so.

MS. SANDERS: This is Janeen Sanders with
WrldCom | wasn't able to reach Marsha. Perhaps we can

prepare a response in witing and provide it to the distr

by cl ose of business Mnday?
MR. FIORETTI: This is Sal Fioretti. |
guess the question is, what are we going to do with the

responses? It's just another itemto bring to the

Commi ssi on?
MS. SANDERS: Have you already sent an
e-mail with your response to the service quality matrix

that we put together?

MS. FRENTZ: That was sent out on the 31st

of August.

4171
MR. KERN: This is Kern.

Sal does raise a good point. Assuning that

there's not a |ot of agreenment on this, how do we get it

to the Conmission for resolution? And do we really want a
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third filing? O do we include this in a joint petition

with this one issue being in dispute?

MR. DENNI STON: | think the latter, John,
m ght make sense.

MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: This is Ann
Schnei dewi nd. | agree.

MR. DENNI STON: And perhaps in that

petition we could set forth our respective positions, or
at nost under separate cover have our respective positions
on that to be filed on the same day whenever the joint

petition is filed.

MR, KERN: This is Kern. Then why don't we

do this: |If WrldComcould provide a witten response to
Ameritech's response, | guess -- that way everybody
under stands what the issues are -- | would ask if --

MS. SCHNEIDEW ND: |'msorry, John, to

interrupt you, but | thought this is an issue that we want
t he Conmi ssion to resolve, right?

MR. KERN: Yes.

MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: Then |'m not sure, are

we going to allow parties to conment on it? | mean does

4172
it belong in a joint petition where we're asking the

Commi ssion to adopt our reconmendati ons on the new
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perfor mance nmeasures?
MR. KERN: Well, this is Kern.
This is what | was thinking, and

apol ogi ze and confess | really haven't thought this al

the way through: that we'd make this joint filing in

whi ch we're asking the Comr ssion to adopt new performance
nmeasures that were the subject of further collaboration,
and we woul d al so ask the Conmission to resolve this one

issue that's in dispute, which is the Worl dCom matri x that

Anmeritech di sagrees with.
And we woul d ask those parties in support
of the matrix to prepare a section of the joint petition

and Ameritech to prepare a section of the joint petition

So in essence we're asking the Comr ssion to approve
everything that we're asking themto approve, and we'd

al so be asking the Conm ssion to resolve the one issue in

di sput e.

MS. SCHNEIDEW ND: And this is Ann. Could
you go over for me -- I'msorry, I'mmnissing all these
different points here -- what this one issue is that's in
di sput e?

MR. KERN: This is Kern.

Wor I dCom had presented a natrix at the | ast

4173
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col | aborative showi ng or arguing that Aneritech's

performance in ternms of provisioning some of these

services needs to be at such a |l evel that the CLEC is
found not to be in conpliance with the state quality-of-
service standard

Did I say that right, JinP

MS. SANDERS: That's correct, John. This
is Janeen with Worl dCom

W were basically using the matrix to point
out the discrepancy between the M chigan state regul ations

and the existing Aneritech performnce neasures.

MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: This is Ann. How can we
-- if the Commi ssion, let's say, adopts Worl dCom s
position on this, all we have presented to themis the

conpl ete set of performance neasures, along with the

busi ness rul es and everything el se, that do not include
these provisions at all. [It's not |ike we're devel oping
two conpl ete sets of business rules here.

MR. DENNI STON:  Ann, this is Ji m Denniston.

What woul d you suggest? Would you suggest that naybe on
that day we support -- we file comrents in support and
then 10 lays later file response comments under a

speci fical |l y-agreed-upon schedul e?

MS. SCHNEI DEW ND:  Well, | guess what |'m

trying to deal with is the fact that we're jointly
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proposi ng that the Conm ssion adopt sonething that we're

not jointly proposing that they adopt.

Do you see what |'m saying? In other
words, if the Conmm ssion were to adopt Worl dCom s
proposal, then the neasures and the business rul es that

will be delineated in this filing are not what Worl dCom

wants the Conm ssion to adopt, right?
MR. DENNI STON:  Yeah.
MR. KERN: This is Kern.
Jim why don't you and Janeen and Marsha

caucus off line to see how you want to handle this issue.

MR. DENNI STON:  Well, | mean, we are
going to need a Conmission order to resolve it one way or
the other. The question is, how do we get the Comm ssion

order? And | would think one possibility would be to

submt comments in this case, maybe file an initial round
of conments the sane day we file the joint notion, and
maybe by agreenment 10 days |l ater, or sonmething |ike that,

file response coments and then | et the Commi ssion resolve

It might be that by the tine the
Conmi ssion issues its order with respect to the joint

filing it might also in the sane order reach resolution
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Jim

this is Ann.
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VWhat |'m saying is that the two notions

or the two parts of this notion conflict with each other

You' re saying, Commission, adopt this standard which

let's say, has sone kind of a benchmark in it. But then

the other Part 2 of this filing says,

but the benchmark

shoul d be different because you should have 50 days with a

m ni rum of 40 days because of the quality-of-service

st andar d.

So | mean how can they act on the one

notion without first resolving this other issue?

MR, DENNI STON:. O nmaybe the joint notion

woul d be to choose one or the other

to be filed.

M5. SCHNEI DEW ND:

But

based on the coments

don't think

we're presenting themwith a conplete alternative here.

We're not putting forth business rules that would all ow

them to adopt one set or the other

So it alnpst seens to

me that we have to take this up prior to the subm ssion of

t he neasures thensel ves.

MR. DENNI STON: O K

MS.  SCHNEI DEW ND

Am |

m ssi ng
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somet hi ng?

MR, DENNI STON: No. | think you're

right. So maybe we have the cart before the horse.

MR. KERN: This is Kern again.
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Jim how do you suggest we resolve it?

Do you want to tee this issue up first?

MR. DENNI STON:  Well, fromwhat Ann is
saying, fromnecessity we have to tee it up first.
MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: And again, is there

anybody that sees it differently?

Sal Fioretti, doesn't one conflict with
the other?

MR, FIORETTI: Well, they do in that you
woul d have to nodi fy the business rules should you --

shoul d there be specific neasures that need to have sone

m ni nrum per fornmance standards. Because everything that
was on WorldComis matrix was a parity conparison. So
basically in the standard today it says parity conparison

wi th whatever their associated retail product or service

MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: So if the Conmi ssion
adopted the notion that nmaintained this parity conparison

but then they said but now go back and nodify this to
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reflect the adoption of MCI's proposal, then we're going
to have yet another order before we have neasures that we
can really turn over to KPMG

MR. KERN: \Where is that background

com ng fronf

MR, | SI OGU: It's not ne.

4177

MR. KERN: This is Kern.

It sounds |ike maybe we should shift

focus here. And the joint petition would be teeing this
i ssue up for dispute resolution and we would be hol di ng
of f asking the Comm ssion to adopt new neasures, is that

correct?

MR. DENNI STON: That's what appears to be
the nost |ogical way of dealing with it.

MR. KERN: O K  Gven the fact that we
know the parties' positions, how long do you think it's

going to take to produce this joint petition asking the

Conmi ssion to resolve the issues? And this is Kern
again. | guess |I'm asking WrldCom and Aneritech how
long will it take you to draft your respective positions?

MR. FIORETTI: John, this is Sa

Fioretti.
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Well, first | think we would expect to
get sone response from WorldCom | think that's what we

tal ked about, right?

MS. SANDERS: This is Janeen with
Wor | dCom
Yes. We can provide a response by close

of business on Monday.

MS. FRENTZ: This is Susan Frentz. |

don't knowif I"mon the record or not, and not that it

4178

matters.

But this proposal from MCl that at this

point in the gane says that they would like to nmodify
things that are at parity --
MR. TRABARIS: Hi, everyone. This is

Doug Trabaris and Karen Moore. W are beyond |ate.

MS. FRENTZ: Anyhow, as | was saying --
this is Susan Frentz -- this proposal that MCl has
proposed sonewhat late in the gane, as far as changing
rules that relate to parity, actually it also inpacts

Phase 1 whi ch has been approved by the Commi ssion. |It's

not just Phase 2, performance neasurenents.
MR, FIORETTI: It actually is only Phase

1, as | recall



15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

10

11

12

MS. FRENTZ: So continuing with that,

don't know that Phase 2 measurenent needs to be del ayed,
or the cart before the horse or whatever.
MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: Ji m Denniston, this is

Ann Schnei dewi nd.

Is it your feeling that this has to be
addressed before we can go ahead? As Susan suggests, we
have al ready adopted these baseline neasures. G ven the

nunber of proceedi ngs that the Commi ssion has going on

right nowin regard to quality of service, is this

sonmet hing that you feel has to be addressed before we can

4179
adopt the nmeasures for the new services that we hadn't

addressed in July?

MR. DENNI STON: | don't have a definitive
answer. But if it is the case, then Susan has a good
poi nt .

MS. FRENTZ: This could be teed up at any

poi nt .

M5. SCHNEI DEW ND: And in fact, Jim one
of the proceedings that the Conmi ssion has just initiated
is to address an entire redo of Anmeritech's quality-of-

service neasures. And perhaps this is an issue that needs

to be addressed in that kind of a forum
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MS. FRENTZ: This is Susan Frentz.
Or at least until those are resol ved or

conpl et ed.

MR. DENNI STON: Yeah. This is sonething
that | have to discuss with Marsha
MS. SCHNEIDEWND: Well, Jim this is

Ann.

Can we go back to the proposal that we
had for filing the joint notion?
MR. DENNI STON:  Sure.

MS. SCHNEI DEWND: And then if there's a

position that you take that this has to be addressed

before we can go forward on anything el se, then you could

4180
advi se us quickly. But otherwise we could stick with this

Cctober 4th and October 9th date.

MR. DENNI STON: Yeah. Wiy don't we stick
with those dates unless you hear from us otherw se.
MS. SCHNEI DEW ND:  Thank you.

MR, KERN: O K This is Kern.

That pretty nuch covers everything on the
agenda.
And Doug and Karen from AT&T, we

appreci ate your contribution.
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M5. MOORE: | apologize. | can't

apol ogi ze enough.
MR, TRABARI S: Sal should be happy we
didn't say anything.

MR. KERN: Anything el se?

MR, MOORE: John, this is Tim More from
Birch.
The question that | have, and | don't know

if it's pertinent to this discussion or not, but a |ot of

our concerns with the performance neasures is related to
the 271 amendnent and will UNE conbinations actually be
tariffed or will they be secured through the anendnent to

t he interconnecti on agreement?

And ny understanding is that if it's not

tariffed, that the performnce neasures that we're

4181
di scussing and tal ki ng about here woul d not be applicable

to those UNE conbinations. And that was a concern for us.

| just wanted to pop that on the table
here. Are we correct in understanding that? And if
what ever perfornmance neasures we agree to during the

col l aborative and if the ruling cones out where i ndeed UNE

conbi nati ons should be tariffed, would these perfornmance
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nmeasures then be carried forward to apply to those
combi nations as well?

MS. SCHNEI DEW ND: This is Ann

Schnei dewi nd.

I think in the past where performance
standards and an interconnecti on agreenent have differed
from what the Conmi ssion has adopted, Aneritech has stil

been bound by the performance standards that have been

adopted by the Conmmi ssion. And additionally, if they
wanted to do what's in an interconnection agreenent, they
can do so

| nmean these were negoti ated agreenents

that I'mtal king about. But the Conmi ssion has adopted
these standards in the past as standards that Ameritech
nmust conply with, period.

MR, MOORE: O. K. That's hel pful, thank

you.
MR. KERN: Anything el se?
4182
O K. Thank you everybody. Doug and
Karen, give nme a call and 1"l fill you in.

MR, TRABARI S: Thank you, John.
(At 3:05 P.M, the hearing was adjourned

to 1:00 P.M, Mnday, Cctober 9, 2000.)
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