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Conclusions:

The BPWG has completed the update of the Installation, Testing and Maintenance Guidelines (ITMG), Version 2.0 and has incorporated all changes into a new release of the  ITMG, Version 3.0.

Recommendations:

The BPWG recommends that the Steering Committee (SC) adopt this consensus report, and that the Commission accept the consensus as approved by the Steering Committee without further need for review.  The BPWG proposes that these guidelines become effective 60 days from CISC approval or no later than April 5, 2004.
Further Activities: 
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1
March 22, 2000
Team members discussed the contribution (NOCO046a) and agreed that a TIF be created to focus on the cases where a loop is either installed or migrated and is found to be defective, or in error to what was ordered by the Ordering LEC. The team also discussed generally, that conformance to existing industry guidelines ( ie – dial tone by 8:00am) may also be contributing factors in the final completion of a loop install. It was also discussed that it is beneficial to both the Ordering LEC and the Provisioning LEC that the loop is completed in working order when installed. 

Gord Potter will draft this TIF and Rick L will forward it to the team for acceptance or revisions prior to presenting it to the SC for approval. 

All to be prepared or forward contributions for the next meeting to continue progress on this TIF.



2
April 19, 2000
WG Meeting-

Lots of active discussion providing clarity and to define the TIF issue. 

It was generally agreed that what was perhaps needed was simply to draft proposed wording revisions to the IT& M Guidelines which more clearly outlined the appropriate handling of install orders, specifically, failed installed/migrated loops.

Gord P is to draft up the revisions for review by the team at the next meeting.



3
May 17, 2000
The team reviewed the TIF diary to date. Both Bell and TELUS identified that they did not agree with the diary of April 19th , as captured- specifically the entry “…agreement by the NOWG participants that the industry had already agreed, in principle, to the position that failed installs were not to be treated as repairs or subject to repair intervals.”

After much discussion, the parties could not agree with any change to this diary entry as the other participants were of the opinion that it was accurate with respect to the discussions of that meeting.

The group decided to delay any further discussion on it until the next meeting. Gord suggested that any parties having concern over the wording should come prepared with alternate wording to replace it, as no party had any at this time.

The group reviewed the draft wording in NOCO006L- DRAFT, which Gord had crafted. Both Bell and TELUS had issue with added wording detailing that a completed order was one in which the loop was “delivered in working order and to the specifications requested” by the CLEC. 

After many debates, it was clearly acknowledged by both Bell and TELUS that currently today, an order is considered “completed” after the technician is finished and “clears” the order internally, without any verification testing to the CLEC. When the CLEC does their own verification, the loop may not be in working order. 

The remaining parties generally stated that this was not an acceptable standard to them. Especially since the ILECs subject the CLECs to a repair process and intervals when the loop is proved to be defective by the CLEC.

After reaching this conclusion, it was agreed that due to time constraints, the group agreed to assign 4 hours at the next meeting in June to continue vetting the draft. 

All parties should be prepared to complete the review of this draft at that meeting.

Gord introduced a new contribution (NOCO047a.doc) regarding the installation requirements of A5 Loops. The team agreed to work through the issues as part of this TIF since any consensus reached would be captured in the Installation, Testing and Maintenance Guidelines.

The group discussed the two proposals contained in the contribution separately (SSP protection and Co-operative Completion Testing).

Discussion arose surrounding the “services” used on the A5 facility and Bell suggested that the A5 was not “meant” to be used for anything other than high-speed voice services. Further, Bell identified that the CLECs today that were using the facility were not conforming to the specs rated for that loop-type – specifically, high voltages. 

Chaouki (CRTC) identified that the Loop types were not approved or developed for specific “services”, but for particular specifications. It was suggested that the “service” provided was not of consequence to this discussion. Further, it was clarified that Bell had the wrong spec quoted and Chaouki provided the correct spec document number.

SSP- 

· The team discussed this suggestion. Gord identified that because of the type of services provisioned on the A5 loop special “care” was required similar to the ILECs higher grade data services. Bell identified that as discussed, “services” were not consequential to the discussion and all agreed. 

· However, the ILECs did identify that they currently did not use SSP type protection for the same similar services that they provision but agreed that they would discuss the issue from the perspective that SSP may be a “value-added” service, which they would assess internally. 

Co-operative Completion Testing

· After reviewing the contribution presented, the group discussed the benefit to both parties (the Ordering LEC and the Provisioning LEC). Although currently the Provisioning LEC is an ILEC, it was agreed that any consensus on this issue would be applicable to all parties.

· The CLECs agreed that the only “test” that would be required would be a simple “ short” placed across the loop facility at the time that the completion call was made to the CLEC. 

· TELUS had identified that in some cases, the ILEC may choose to pre-dedicate their customer demarcations, and as such, a new loop installation may not require a dispatch. In these cases, the team agreed that the C.O. technician would provide the “short” since there would be no field dispatch. 

· Gord agreed to document a draft consensus on this item (NOCO047b.doc) for review by all. It was agreed that all would review the draft and be prepared at the next meeting in June, to either support the consensus (with or without revisions), or to provide a written contribution outlining their position to the contrary.

4
June 23,2000
The team made minor changes to the May 17 and April 19 diaries (the final wording is reflected as of this date). A portion of the TIF diary of April 19 was deleted as TELUS withdrew comments and due to a disagreement with the wording captured, the paragraph was removed.

Bell identified that an internal study was underway to address the suggestions around SSP. TELUS identified that they will not be making SSP available because generally,  similar services do not have SSP associated to them today.

Co-operative Completion Testing;

The team discussed the contribution 047b. 

Bell had a few concerns with hold time of the call but have offered to provide a controlled field trial with one or two CLECs to determine the benefits of this proposal. 

It was agreed that AXXENT and Bell would conduct a field trial.

AT&T Canada identified that they do not have an issue with A5 loop installs, in general.

TELUS also identified that they do not appear to have any issues with A5 loop installs.

The group agreed that the issue of Co-operative Completion Testing was not an industry issue at this time. Further, a lot of CLECs do not have the remote test capabilities to facilitate the type of testing required. 

Revisions to the IT&M Guidelines:

The team reviewed the draft dated May 05, 2000.

Agreements to wording revisions and additional notes are captured in Draft #3 dated today. 

Additionally, the team members agreed to review internally, the opportunity to more clearly define “best efforts” as indicated in section 4.1.3. The team green-lighted different approaches to resolving clarity as to how a failed installation should be treated.  Key considerations to be addressed are:

a) The removal of the need for a CLEC to have to call the ILEC and issue a trouble ticket (outlining all the information provided on the LSR already)

b) A more distinct expectation to the service recovery process/interval involved on a failed loop installation.

The TIF diary has been accepted to date, including today’s diary, by the team.



5
July 31, 2000
The team discussed the possibility of making the document more generic (removing the terms ILEC and CLEC) but after trying a few variations, it was agreed that the reference to ILEC and CLEC are to be maintained at this time.

The changes to the document (section 3.1 d) and 4.1.6 were agreed to in principle (draft 4).

The group discussed possible changes to Jeopardy Notification section 4.1.3. – Specifically, re-wording or re-defining “best efforts”.

It was difficult for the group to agree on wording to this issue. The group has agreed to the following wording “ Where, on the due date, a trouble is encountered on the migration of an unbundled loop, or on the installation of a new unbundled loop, the LECs will, on a best efforts basis, take all necessary steps to ensure the unbundled loop and/or connecting link trouble, is cleared on that same day.”

Bell identified as per a) in the June 23 diary, Bell is not prepared to streamline this- the CLEC may have to call the CSG and if the CLEC then needs to call the Repair dept, they would need to provide the details twice.

The group has accepted the TIF diary wording to this date.



6
September 18, 2000
The team reviewed Draft 5 of the document. Minor wording changes were identified, as well as formatting and spelling. The team agreed to call the new release Version 2. 

GP agreed to send out the draft final to the team for acceptance and consensus at the next meeting. 

The group has accepted the TIF diary wording to this date.



7
October 17, 2000
Prior to final approval of the latest Version of the IT&M Guidelines, AT&T Canada has brought an issue regarding the test and repair of connecting links, and has suggested that more work needs to be completed on this topic in the document. 

It was agreed that in the event that a connecting link is reported to be defective, the ILEC will attempt to repair the connecting link pair. If it is found to be defective within the cable itself (i.e. not at the termination blocks), then the cable pair can not be fixed and will be left unusable, generally speaking.

General discussion and thoughts were exchanged regarding the processes and considerations to be reviewed surrounding troubleshooting and repair of defective connecting links.

The team agreed to work on this issue and develop some wording to reflect trouble shooting and repair of connecting links – DS0 links only.

There are two issues to address- how do we improve the process for COLT pair changes (repair) and also how do we address repairing defective connecting links pairs.

Tracey’s contribution will be given a document number. 

Bell agreed to prepare a first draft contribution to outline the processes or guidelines for the next meeting.

It was also noted by TELUS that we need to review the document for accuracy on the Demarcation of loops in respect to the current Issues in front of the CRTC.

The team has accepted the TIF diary and wording to and including this date.

8
December 1, 2000
Bell Canada reviewed their contribution on Connecting Link repair (BPCO050a). AXXENT reviewed their contribution (BPCO050b).

AT&T Canada raised the question of the length of time the end user is out of service while this process gets executed and Bell also confirmed that they would expect an LSR to be sent to the CSG.

All parties discussed their positions and perspectives. It was agreed that parties would review the ideas shared and be prepared to continue to work on the process at the next meeting. Bell agreed to review their proposal based on the discussions.

AXXENT requested that Telus be prepared to offer their proposal forward at the next meeting.



9
January 29, 2001
No parties were prepared to present further contributions to the issue of COLT assignment changes. 

Bell Canada identified that they were almost finished a revised proposal and would issue it out prior to the next meeting for all parties to review and work to finalize at that meeting.



10
March 9, 2001
The group discussed Bell’s latest Contribution on COLT change process ( NOCO050c) 

AXXENT, on behalf of Sprint suggested that we needed to include wording to the effect that in the case where the Colo was a virtual, that the ILEC C.O. tech would test the link to prove the link to be good, thereby sectionalizing the trouble. The team agreed that a short descriptive would be included in the documentation.

AT&T Canada brought up a concern regarding the 3 minute timetable for assignment change. 

The team discussed the considerations of both the ILEC and CLEC techs with respect to the possible wait time. It was suggested that in the case of unmanned C.O.s , then a specified timeframe be set such that the C.O. tech does not leave before the CLEC attains a new assignment.

Bell and AXXENT to draft up the support documentation to the Process Map for the next meeting.

High Voltage on unbundled Loops:

Rick (Bell) identified that Bell needs to continue discussions on how to identify and record when high voltages are present on a loop. This is for safety reasons.

Surge (TELUS) identified that the Network WG (TIF008) is determining the applicable devices which may be allowed for XDSL services on unbundled loops and Spectrum Management.

 It was suggested that the BPWG may need to work on the issue as well, to determine if/what changes may be needed to ensure that this info is passed on in the ordering process.

As well, the issue of how to tag or identify the particular loop will need to be discussed here at the NOWG. 

Bell will monitor the outcome of the Network WG.

It was agreed that Gord would bring the issue to the BPWG and that Rick would provide a contribution at the next meeting outlining the standards and Canada Labour Code excerpts from which we can begin the discussions.

It was agreed that this issue would require a new TIF.



11
April 9, 2001
Gord and Rob updated the team on the progress of the documentation and have agreed that a draft of the final documentation would be forwarded before the next meeting for approval by the team at that time.

The group discussed the options available for Type 2 colocation – specifically, whether the ILEC technician would be able to test both ends of the Link. 

Mike Cawood (CRTC) agreed to check to see where the issue should be discussed and respond to the Chair within a few days.

TELUS identified that they were in general agreement with the Bell draft of the process, notwithstanding the decision around the timing issues – ie the 3 or 5 minute assignment interval.

All agreed to the TIF diary to date.



12
May 9, 2001
Ownership of TIF 21 passed to Tracey Kenning

13
June 6, 2001
Agreed by NOWG that the Unbundled Loop Installation Testing & Maintenance guidelines would be updated with the Bell contribution on connecting links.   The unbundled loop document will also be reviewed and suggested changes made by the group.



14
July 16, 2001
Draft document of revision’s reviewed at the July 16 face-to-face meeting in Ottawa. Rewording and changes to be made to the draft. Tracey will revise and forward for next meeting. 

Rick (Bell) and Sujit (Telus) to review the change of process on migrations with internal staff and provide feed back by July 31st. 

Gord Potter reviewed the connecting link process that had been added to the guidelines and suggested wording changes to clarify the process and conditions for charging. Gord to update the contribution and send to participants for comments by July 24, 2001



15
August 14, 2001
Rick (Bell) replied to the process change on migrations saying that there is no consistency in the Bell operating territories and would like the opportunity to review several months of data prior to making changes to their existing process. Bell would also like to pursue the idea of indicating on the LSR whether dial tone was being provisioned or not. Still waiting for a reply from Telus.

Bell and Telus provided contributions to Gord’s contribution NOCO050E.  They are NOCO050F and NOCO050G. They did not agree with the changes that had been made and the process/conditions for charging. 

Tracey to have revised draft distributed to the group by Aug 20.



16
August 28, 2001
Telus replied to the process change on migrations. Telus said they are currently testing for dial tone before swinging the jumpers on migrations. 

The group reviewed Draft 7 of the unbundled loop doc at the Aug 21 conference call. Suggestions and changes were made. Draft 8 of the document will be distributed for review at Sept 6&7 meeting.

Bell and Telus will review internally the change to Service order activity to have the loop verified in working condition by both parties and on Field order visits to provided the exact physical location of the demarcation point. Eg. Floor and suite number.

Surjit to reply by Sept 6, 2001 Rick to reply Sept 17,2001.  



17
September 6, 2001
Draft 8 reviewed by the group. Surjit provided some answers to his action items. Item 4.1.5 Telus does not agree with the wording (verified by both parties). Telus will not do co-operative testing of new loops. Item 4.1.9.5 completion notification Telus agrees with providing Circuit ID and verifying that the loop(s) have been delivered in working order. Surjit requires more time to discuss internally if Telus will provide exact physical location of demarcation point. E.g. Floor and room. Surjit will have an answer on Sept 20.

Surjit also pointed out that an item had been missed on item 3.2 we were going to add a new point specifically to identify facility shortages. This will be added in draft 9. All other wording in the document with the exception of the dispute on the connecting links was agreed to by Telus.

Rick will provide his input on Sept 17.

Once answers provided Tracey will send out Draft 9 with changes.



18
November 1, 2001
Further discussion is needed on items 4.1.5, 4.1.9.2 and 4.1.9.5

Peter Lang, Sujit Sahota, Rick Leroux and Tracey Kenning will meet in a sub group to discuss further on Oct 26.

Meeting held and changes discussed, both Rick and Sujit to discuss changes internally. Tracey to draft recommended changes to draft 9 and forward to sub team for review. Next meeting of Sub team to be held on Nov 1.

19
November 8, 2001
The Sub group met and discussed the changes. Some of the items are not going to be resolved for some time. It was decided by the group that V3 should be issued as is and with the Commissions ruling on the connecting links updates. Some items are still under discussion and the group will continue to work on those items.

In the meantime V3 has been sent for approval to the sub-group

20
November 19, 2001
Changes in the current working document reviewed.   WG to review version 3 dated November 8, 2001 and provide comments to Tracey by December 1, 2001.

21
December 11, 2001
Guidelines reflecting CRTC Order 2001-838 need to be established.  Rick and Surjit agreed to draft the appropriate guidelines incorporating the requirements detailed in Order 2001-838. 

22
January 3, 2002
Contribution BPCO032a reflecting CRTC Order 2001-838 reviewed.  Contribution to be revised by Rick to reflect discussion. 

23
January 11, 2002
Reviewed contribution BPCO032a reflecting the changes made as a result of WG discussions January 3, 2002.  Further changes were suggested and revised document to be distributed to the WG.

Rick to revise and issue associated process map for discussion at our face to face meeting in February. 

24
January 18, 2002
In response to direction provided in CRTC Order 2001-838 the WG chair submitted consensus report NORE021a to the Commission for approval.

25
February 11, 2002
Reviewed and minor suggestions made to the Process Map associated with the revised Connecting Link Repair Process guidelines.  Rick to issue the revised map to the WG.

Rick to provide the WG with a copy of the work in progress ITM guidelines highlighting the changes from the official version approved by the Commission January 18, 2000. 

Surjit and Rick to work on section 4.1.9 and submit revisions for review at our next scheduled meeting March 18.

Rick to update and prime NOTIF 21 until Tracey's return. 

26
March 18, 2002
I,T&M Guidelines reviewed by the WG and a few minor changes made to the wording. BPWG participants to review the guidelines for grammatical changes only and provide feed back to Tracey by March 29, 2002.  It was agreed by all parties that if no feed back is given, that V2 is complete and would be issued. Outstanding items will be carried forward to the working document for inclusion in a later version.

27
April 11, 2002
No feed back from BPWG participants. I, T&M Guidelines V2 (ITMGV2.doc) forwarded to the Steering Committee for approval. V2 of the Guidelines will become effective 60 days after Steering committee approval.

28
April 17, 2002
Tracey to work on V3 of the guidelines which will now be the work in process document. All items that were removed to gain consensus of V2 will be added to the working document. 

29
April 29, 2002
V3 Draft guideline document presented to BPWG for review.

30
May 14, 2002
Peter informed BPWG that Version 2 of the Unbundled Loops, Installation, Testing and Maintenance Guidelines has been approved by the CISC as of Friday May 10th with a 60-day implementation period.  All participants agreed the effective date would be July 15th.



31
June 14, 2002
Working group reviewed changes to V3. Tracey to update guidelines and redistribute to the group.  Members to provide comments/changes back to Tracey by June 28.

32
July 16, 2002
Bell was the only ones to provide comments on changes made to V3 at last meeting. Group reviewed changes and Bells comments. V3 review reached section 4.1.8.1.3 before meeting closed. Time to be allocated at July 25 meeting to continue review.

33
Aug 7, 2002
Action Items 34 (signalling field on C-LOG to be used to indicate no dial tone) & 35 (time limit on no dial tone) reviewed.  Working group require more time to review item 34. Feed back to Tracey by Sept 1st on this item.

Telus unable to provide a time limit that is currently in use to resolve no dial tone issues as cases vary. Telus does think that the 10-minute proposal by AT&T Canada is acceptable. Telus to confirm in writing.

No time to complete review of V3 I,T,M guidelines. These will be completed at the face to face Sept 11 & 12.



34
Sept 11, 2002
Review of  current draft of V3 of the guidelines completed.  Discussions continuing. It has been identified that the signalling field on the LSR cannot be used for notification of no dial tone situations at present, as this would require a system change. Telus has agreed to the 10 min. time interval in section 4.1.8.1.3. Bell and Partners are still reviewing process for no dial tone.

Updated guidelines to be reviewed by next meeting Oct 7&8.


35
Oct 4, 2002
E-mail received from Surjit Sahota – Telus. Agreeing that if loops are not tagged when sectionalized on a field visit the LEC technician will tag the loop at the demarc with the circuit ID and date.

36
Oct 8, 2002
E-mail received from Rick Leroux on behalf of Aliant, Bell, MTS and SaskTel  on a proposed process for section 4.1.8.1.3 when dial tone is expected but is not present on a loop migration request.

37
Jan 8, 2003
Reviewed the current draft of V3 – work in progress I, T, M Guidelines updated from meeting in October with feed back.

38
Jan 17, 2003
BPWG started to review the changes to the ITM guidelines that were made at the October 7&8, 2002 meeting.  The first section 3.1 item T was reviewed and Bell Canada and Telus disagreed with the intervals that had been agreed to at the Oct 7 & 8, 2002 meeting. At the Oct 7 & 8, 2002 meeting it had been agreed that the Ordering LEC had 2 hrs to notify the Provisioning LEC of a loop rejection for a migration and 48hrs for a new loop rejection. Bell Canada and Telus disagreed with the 48hrs for a new loop rejection. They will only agree to 24 hrs. Much discussion followed on how the hours should be counted, business hours verses 24 hour clock. BPWG agreed that new loops should be addressed as day/day(s).  Allocated time for review ended. A meeting dedicated to the review of the ITM guidelines was set for Feb 7, 2003.

39
Feb 7, 2003
BPWG reviewed the ITM guidelines. Bell agreed that the interval on item 3.1 (T) would be 2 days. Telus to review internally if this interval is acceptable.  BPWG agreed that under section 4.1.1 title General, that the wording around a loop considered provisioned if confirmed by both the ILEC and CLEC would be removed and added to the next revision of the guidelines. Also, Bell asked that the CLECs review if an acknowledgement number could be provided on a migration notification. Again, this will be added to the next revision of the guidelines for discussion.  The ITM guidelines will be updated with the changes and forwarded to the BPWG chair Feb 10, 2003

40
March 5, 2003
 Tracey lead the review of the outstanding action items: 

· AT&T confirmed that it could answer New Loop completion notification within a five (5) ring cycles or go to voice mail (item 38) and Call-Net advised that it cannot.  Call-Net will advise what it can do by March 7th.

· TELUS will provide response to items 41, 43 and 44 for Friday, March 7

· TELUS responded that they couldn’t guarantee they would provide exactly the loop same characteristics but that loop sub type would be the same if changes were required to the Network (item 45).  Bell had previously indicated that they are unable to as well.

· Bell and TELUS both responded that they couldn’t provide a loop make up report prior to any network changes (item 47).

· TELUS confirmed that it support the proposed Bell and partner process where dial tone is not present when indicated on the LSR that it should be (item 50).

·  Peter to forward request to Chair of NTWG asking that they review the unbundled loop specifications.

· AT&T Canada, Bell West, TELUS, Futureway and Call-Net advised that it was not feasible currently to utilize an IVR to return an acknowledgement number to the Provisioning LEC.  All indicated that significant time and investment would be required to implement such a solution.

Futureway asked Commission Staff for clarification on how far the requirements for industry guidelines should go.  Okacha responded that he felt the guidelines and service intervals should apply to all PLECs (Provisioning LECs), and with further questioning stated that quality of service or rate adjustments should not apply.



41
March 7, 2003
E-mail received from Call-Net with regards to action item 38. Call-Net's queue swings over to Voice Mail after two (2) minutes, not after the 5 ring cycle suggested in the draft version 3.0 of the ITMG.  Call-Net believes that 5 rings is too short and are not prepared to consider such a reduction.



42
March 12, 2003
Telus had not provided updates on their action items. Tracey to follow up with Noelle. 

Rick identified that Bell Canada has processed requests for COLT pair changes related to out of service conditions and to date has not

received requests for cooperative tests.  Rick also indicated that in

some cases the COLT pairs put out of service were reassigned indicating in his view that the COLT was not defective to start with.

43
March 14, 2003
E-mail received from Telus with updates to their action items. Telus will support action item 41. They could not always guarantee that item 44 would be followed, as it’s a compliance issue with the technicians. Telus can not support item 43.

44
April 15, 2003
Tracey Kenning reviewed the TIF.

Peter Lang reported that he had drafted a letter to the NTWG and forwarded this to AT&T Canada and Futureway for review.

Tracey led a review of the ITM Guidelines:

· Re section 4.1.4, there is an issue of QoS tracking when a loop is not provisioned properly after completion notification.  Bell has the ability to adjust the QoS indicator tracking, but other ILECs cannot do this.   After some discussion, all agreed that QoS procedures should not be in the ITM Guidelines and that this will be removed.

· Re section 4.1.7.2 (Management of ILEC Loop Facilities), there was some debate on what a Facility Provider should be able to do to re-arrange loop facilities and maintain the same loop sub-type as ordered.  Some participants indicated that this issue is related to the loop specs. being too broad.  All agreed that the Facility Provider must be able to manage its network.

During review of the requirements for answering ILEC calls re Completion Notification and/or Status, it was suggested that e-mail might provide a viable alternative.

Rick Leroux reminded participants that the Guidelines must address the situation for out-of-service trouble reports where the connecting link is changed per Decision 2001-838.  The COLT is sometimes later re-used (meaning, it wasn’t defective).  A co-operative test is required in order to prove that the link is okay, but CLECs are not requesting such tests.  Further discussion is required.



45


May 15, 2003


Tracey led a review of the ITM Guidelines proposed changes.

4.1.7.2 - Re letter to NTWG. Upon review of the responses to the ILEC Technical Questions, a decision will be made as to whether a letter to the NTWG is still necessary.

4.1.8.1.1 – Re acknowledgement number for new loop delivery.  No response from Telus as to whether an acknowledgement number for new loops is acceptable.  

4.1.8.2 – Re Call Net’s long ring cycle.  Telus and Bell indicated Call-Net’s long ring cycle is an issue.  Call-Net indicated they are not prepared to reduce the number of ring cycles prior to voicemail.  Further discussion is required, therefore the issue will be addressed at the June 16-17th Meeting.

4.1.8.3.3 – Re Status Notification on New Loops - Item 4. Rick Leroux commented that it would be difficult to provide an estimated due date and time for completion on new loop installations, as the Tech responsible for the order may not have a good understanding of the status nor be at the customer site.  It was agreed that this may be available on a case by case basis.  Tracey to add the phrase ‘on a case by case basis’ to item 4.  

4.1.8.4  - Re definition of ‘Existing Facility’. Wording on ‘existing facility” that is to be provided by Randy Schuyler and Rick Leroux has been deferred until June 16-17th Meeting.

Section 10 – Re Additional Billing. Bruce Watson submitted Contribution BPC0038a on the Additional Billing section and proceeded with a review.  Bruce indicated the intent of this Contribution was to address additional billing situations.   

Chris Sprague commented that in Section 10.0 the statement ‘accurate records regarding the work performed for additional billing purposes must be retained’ assumes records are inaccurate.  After some discussion, it was determined this statement should be removed as records for billing purposes are a legal requirement and are mandatory.  

Discussion occurred around whether the billing references in the other sections of the ITM Guidelines will be deleted and incorporated into Section 10 instead.  Tracey felt any references to billing should occur throughout the document as well as in Section 10.    Rick Leroux, felt it should reside in one place.  It was suggested that until Section 10 is clarified and finalized, any references to billing throughout the ITM Guidelines document should remain.

Chris Sprague expressed concern over how these billing recommendations are addressed in each LEC’s respective Tariffs and indicated this section requires review by Regulatory.  Chris also expressed concern that this may set a precedent in that it may impact Quality of Service indicators, and affect/result in additional billing in other areas.

Randy questioned the statement in Section 10.1 that reads “Trouble must be proven to the PLEC equipment or CPE”.  He commented that typically this is considered an OLEC’s responsibility.  Bruce agreed and will correct the statement to read “Trouble must be proven to the OLEC equipment.”

Randy also questioned the intent of Section 10.2 Additional Acceptance Testing.  He asked if the intent was to find fault, if so, it would be difficult to determine charges that may apply.  

Contribution BPC0047a submitted by Randy Schuyler was reviewed and summarized.  The Contribution addresses changing the term ILEC to PLEC and the term CLEC to OLEC in the ITM Guidelines.  Randy suggested the terms in the ITM Guidelines be changed back to ILEC and CLEC.  Rick Leroux, Chris Sprague and Noelle McKinley did not agree and felt this should be reviewed as a policy decision by the Commission.  

After additional discussion, it was decided that the ITM Guidelines Version 3.0 would remain with the terms ILEC and CLEC until such time a as a formal decision on this was received from the Commission.  Call Net’s Contribution will remain with the PLEC/OLEC terms.



46
June 17, 2003
Tracey reviewed the TIF. 

Randy advised that FCI Broadband are testing new equipment that may provide insight into item#46 (letter to NTWG about loop specifications).  No additional work on this issue will be made until results from Randy’s test are available.  

Item 54 – Noelle said that Telus will accept acknowledgement numbers on new loop confirmations. Any CLEC that wishes to use this approach must discuss with Telus first.

Item 56 - Discussion about what detail should be included in the status report, in general ILECs present could not provide an estimated time for completion, but could provide an estimated time for commencement.

Item 57 - Existing Facility definition, Randy and Rick committed to providing this by 4 July 2003.

Item 59 - Cooperative Testing of Connecting Links.  Rick advised that he does not think the process for testing the connecting links is being followed as per the ITM guidelines. Bell has not received one request to test links that were changed. 

Item 60 - ITMG Section 10, Additional Billing:

Noelle and Chris stated that their Regulatory departments need more time to ensure that proposed changes do not conflict with current tariffs.  Bell Canada Regulatory suggested that the tariff should point to the Guidelines.  There was subsequent discussion about the wording of section 10.2 which currently suggests that a detailed account of the costs be issued up front.  Bruce replied that this was not the intention and that the wording is meant to suggest only that the ordering LEC be advised that a charge will occur.

Any party that has outstanding issues concerning TIF 37 should send them to Tracey prior to the August 14, 2003 meeting.



47
July 14, 2003
Tracey reviewed the open action items for updates.

Peter reviewed the draft letter about the policy issue concerning the use of the terms OLEC and PLEC.  Some minor changes were made.  Sam raised a concern that the letter did not provide all individual party perspectives on this issue and also questioned the need for the letter at this time.



48
August 14, 2003
Tracey reviewed the TIF updates and the open action items.

Item 36 – Randy advised that after testing with FCI Broadband equipment he now has enough information to draft a letter to the Network group asking to review the loop types. Randy will draft the letter by September 10, 2003.

Item 57 - Rick to run new wording by MTS, Aliant and SaskTel to see if they agree to changes for scenario’s 4 & 8. Rick will also check with Surjit to see why initially there are 8 scenarios, as this seems excessive.

Item 60 – No update

Item 61- Section 10.2 Participants still to review

Item 62 – Peter and Sam to draft a letter to the commission on the PLEC / OLEC vs. CLEC / ILEC issue in the ITM Guidelines.

Item 63 – Section 10. Participants to review if a disclaimer is required with regards to the Billing section of the ITM Guidelines.

Item 66 – No update

Item 67 – No Update

Item 69 – Okacha replied that the Commission does not want the tariffs to point to any guidelines. The tariff should be self-explanatory and a stand a lone document.

Item 70 – Bruce to make additional changed to the billing section as discussed at the meeting and forward to Tracey.

Peter proposed that there be two different types of testing for New loop/field visit migrations by the ILEC for residential and business customers. The proposal is that for residential customers the loop would be tested from the “last wire out” to prove continuity and that it would remain the demarc for business customers.  Call-Net is encountering problems where the orders are not completed because the technician does not have access to the customer’s premises. Tracey raised the issue of SOHO customers and how would they be handled, the group agreed that the testing would remain at the demarc as the customer would be at home.

Participants are to review and provide an update at the next meeting.

Tracey asked that the MTTR service Objectives be added to the guidelines. It was agreed that these would be added as an appendix. It was also agreed that a note would be added stating that these are objectives and that any bi-laterally negotiated MTTR intervals would still stand.



49
Sept 19, 2003
Tracey reviewed the ITM Guidelines and the TIF.

Item 46 -Letter BPMEITM10 - BPWG requests to NTWG to review Specifications of Unbundled Type A loops reviewed and approved with minor changes. There are two action items for the Network group.

· The NTWG is requested to verify the correct application of metallic loop design rules and to determine if long, unloaded A1 loops are an acceptable voice quality product of these rules.

· The NTWG is requested to review this requirement and comment on the feasibility of creating a new loop sub-type.

The letter will be forwarded to the NTWG.

Item 57 – Participants to review section 4.1.8.4 for the wording change and the reduction of scenarios.

Item 60 – Closed.  Section 10 to be removed and wording added in various parts of the document.

Item 61 – Closed. Section 10.2 to be removed.

Item 62 – Policy letter BPMEITM11. Referral of Policy issue to CISC Steering Committee for Consideration of PLEC / OLEC vs. CLEC / ILEC. Letter reviewed and approved with minor changes.

Item 63 – Closed. Section 10 to be removed.

Item 66 - MTS and SaskTel will accept an acknowledgement number from the CLEC on the confirmation of a new loop delivery. Further discussion is required with Aliant.

Item 67 - Section 4.1.8.3.3 item 4. Group to review new wording for next meeting.

Item 68 – Allstream still to confirm process with regards to putting faulty connecting links back into service.

Item 71 – Section 4.1.8.2 Much discussion around Call-Nets proposal. Bell and Aliant are not in agreement with the proposal of moving the demarcation point on residential customers. 

Item 72 – Tracey reviewed the MTTR objectives that were added as appendix 12.4 The loop B interval was corrected to reflect 24hrs.  

Section 4.1.8.2 CLEC ring cycle for new/field migration loop notification. Bell and Telus require a shorter interval than Call-Nets current 10 ring cycle. Call-Net will not change setting.  Item will be issued as a non-consensus item.

Randy asked if there were any guidelines as to the number of ring cycles or wait times when the CLEC’s call the ILEC repair centres. There are no current guidelines when calling the repair centres.

Section 10 was reviewed. After discussion it was decided that section 10 on billing would be removed from the ITM Guidelines and sections moved to other parts of the document. 

Section 10.2 moved to 4.2.2

Section 10.3 is already included in 7.3

Section 10.4 moved to 4.1.1



50
Oct 6, 2003
The group reviewed the TIF and the ITM Guidelines. 

Section 4.1.5 Bell is okay having two testing points on a fieldwork migration but not on a new loop. It was agreed that the suggestion to have two testing points would be carried over to work on V4 of the ITMG.

Section 4.1.8.2 Call-Net has agreed to the 5 ring cycle.

Section 4.1.8.3.3 Bell and Telus are to review the wording on item 4 before final consensus on ITMG.



51
Nov 4, 2003
The group reviewed the ITM Guidelines. 

There were three suggested changes made by Bell and Partners. The changes were made to sections 4.1.7.2, 4.2.2 and 8.2. The changes were discussed, Tracey is to update the ITM Guidelines and forward to Peter for distribution to the group. If there are comments on the changes they are to be made no later than Nov 14, 2003 to Peter. If there are no material changes the ITM Guidelines will be forwarded for consensus. 

52
Nov 20, 2003
Peter advised that since the last meeting on Nov 4, 2003 a number of emails were exchanged among the BPWG participants identifying concerns with the differences in content between the ITMG and Decision 2003-72 addressing QOS indicators.  Examples of some of the issues identified in the email exchanges were a requirement for a definition of constituent elements on the LSR or trouble ticket, and clarity on what constitutes a complete order.  Peter also advised that the participants had referred this concern to the Commission for direction.   Okacha responded that the Commission’s response was that Decision 2003-72 on Competition Related Quality of Service Indicators is final and therefore stands.  

General discussion continued on the issue, specifically, on how to proceed with Version 3.0 of the ITMG.   Judy expressed that from Telus’ perspective, the differences between the ITMG and Decision 2003-72 are important enough that Telus will not consent to the document and a non-consensus report may be required. 

Sam indicated that the inconsistencies between the ITMG and Decision 2003-72 are key concerns from Bell’s perspective also.  

Peter summarized the discussion by suggesting that since the direction from the Commission is the Decision 2003-72 stands; that the differences in content between the ITMG and Decision 2003-72 must be addressed before Version 3.0 of the ITMG can be finalized.

Peter asked all parties to prepare contributions to identify areas where the ITMG and Decision 2003-72 are inconsistent.  All parties are to reference specific numbered sections and include the proposed wording changes to the ITMG that will align the two documents.  Submissions to Peter by December 5th, 2003.



53
Dec 11, 2003
To date, there were no contributions received.  This did not mean everyone was in agreement that the latest decision and the ITMG were aligned.  Judy Henderson questioned whether the ITMG was to reflect policy or reflect procedure.

Okacha clarified that the ITMG should reflect the policy.  However further discussion from Telus and Bell focused on whether the procedures were contradictory to the decision.  If parties feel there are contradictions that would not allow us to proceed, they can prepare a contribution, which is not a revamp of the guidelines but a cut and paste of the areas of concern.  

All parties to review the guidelines. If they identify any contradictions between the guidelines and Decision 2003-72, they are to submit a contribution by January 7, 2004.  Telus will distribute their draft, as it is already prepared.

54
Jan 19, 2004
Tracey reviewed the TIF and updates were accepted.

Contribution BPCO055a from TELUS and BPCO055b from Bell were reviewed. TELUS’ contribution revised the Installation, Testing and Maintenance Guidelines (the “ITMG”) to explicitly reflect the policy found in Telecom Decision CRTC 2003-72, Finalization of interim competition-related Quality of Service indicators, whereas Bell’s contribution revised the ITMG so as not to contradict Decision 2003-72.

The BPWG discussed if the Unbundled loop ITMG were to be a policy document or operational guidelines. It was agreed that the document is an operational guideline, and as long as it does not contradict any Decisions will stay this way. Peter to clarify with Okacha.

Okacha clarified that from the Commission’s perspective, it is only necessary that the ITMG not contradict any Commission Decision and that the ITMG are agreeable to all participants.  Okacha reiterated that legal documents take precedent over the ITMG.

Tracey to revise the ITMG to incorporate the agreed upon changes from Bell’s contribution, with some revisions to be carried forward to the next version of the ITMG. Rick to prepare new TIF #45 which will include the carried forward revisions to the ITMG.  Peter to prepare and circulate the consensus report on the agreed to ITMG.

55
Feb. 9, 2004
Rick provided revised wording for the last paragraph Section 4.1.8.1.3.  Bell could not support report with current wording. 

56
Feb. 17, 2004
Randy proposed a further revision to the paragraph in 4.1.8.1.3.  All parties to review and comment by 25 February.

57
Feb. 25, 2004
Rick provided further revisions to paragraph.

58
March 17, 2004
All participants agreed to last Bell revision.  Peter noted that this did not apply to current repair process – Rick confirmed.

Consensus reached.  Peter will submit report today and Tracey will finalize ITMG tomorrow.

ACTION REGISTER:
Serial
Action
Prime
Status

1
Draft up suggested revisions to the Installation, testing and Maintenance Guidelines for Loops for review by the team.
Gord P
Open- April 19, 2000

COMPLETE- May 17, 2000



2
Develop draft consensus statements outlining Co-operative Completion Testing (NOCO047b.doc) 
Gord P
Open- May 17, 2000

COMPLETE- May 22

3
Review the draft consensus statements and provide input (concurrence, revisions, or disagreement) at the June 23 meeting.
All NOWG Members
Open – May 17, 2000

CLOSED-

4
Bell to draft an outline of the processes for a) changing a COLT assignment due to repair

b) process for repairing defective links
Rob 
Open – November 17, 2000.

COMPLETE – May 8, 2001

5
Draft suggested revisions and include the connecting link process into the unbundled loop installation, Testing & Maintenance guidelines for NOWG to review by June 30,2001
Tracey Kenning
Open – June 6, 2001

COMPLETE – July 16 2001

6
Telus to confirm alignment with the process in the Bell contribution by June 15, 2001
Surjit Sahota
Open - June 6, 2001

COMPLETED JULY 2001

7
Bell and Telus to review internally if migration process can be changed to check for DT prior to the migration. Reply due by July 31
Surjit Sahota / Rick Leroux
Open – July 16, 2001

Completed by Aug 17, 2001

8
Gord to provide a contribution on the connecting link process to clarify intent and process for charging for link changes due by July 24, 2001. Contribution on changes due by August 9, 2001
Gord Potter
Open – July 16, 2001

Completed Aug 8, 2001

9
Revised draft of Unbundled Loop guidelines due by Aug 20, 2001
Tracey Kenning
Open – July 16, 2001

Completed Aug 20, 2001

10

Draft 8 of unbundled loop guidelines due by Aug 31, 2001
Tracey Kenning
Open – Aug 21, 2001

Completed Aug 31, 2001

11
Bell and Telus will review internally the change to Service order activity to have the loop verified in working condition by both parties and on Field order visits to provided the exact physical location of the demarcation point. Eg. Floor and suite number.

Surjit to reply by Sept 6, 2001 Rick to reply Sept 17,2001.
Surjit Sahota / Rick Leroux
Open – Aug 21, 2001

Completed Sept 18, 2001

12
Surjit to answer if Telus will provide Exact Physical location of the demarc when giving loop completion calls on Sept 20
Surjit Sahota
Open – Sept 7, 2001

Completed Sept 20, 2001

13
Tracey to issue Draft 9 once replies received from Rick and Surjit due Sept 28
Tracey Kenning
Open – Sept 7, 2001

Completed Sept 28, 2001

14
Sujit and Rick to discuss recommended changes in draft 9 internally and report back to sub team Nov 1
Sujit Sahota & Rick Leroux
Open – Oct 26,2001

Completed Nov 1, 2001

15
The sub-group agreed that V3 should be issued with all the changes to date, and they will continue to work on the issues where consensus has not been reached.  V3 has been issued to the sub-group for review. Comments to be provided back Nov 19
Peter Lang, Sujit Sahota, Rick Leroux
Open – Nov 8, 2001

Completed

16
WG participants to provide comments on Version 3 dated November 8, 2001 by December 1, 2001 
WG Participants
Open – November 19, 2001 – Completed

Comments received from Rick and Surjit December 3, 2001.

17
Rick and Surjit to prepare a draft of the appropriate guidelines incorporating the requirements of CRTC Order 2001-838 and distribute to the WG by December 19, 2001.  
Surjit Sahota and Rick Leroux
Open – December 12, 2001.

Draft prepared by Rick and Surjit distributed to the WG December 19, 2001 as a contribution.

Completed Dec 19, 2001

18
Rick to revise contribution BPCO032a to reflect WG discussion January 3, 2002. 
Rick Leroux
Open – January 3, 2002.

Contribution revised to reflect WG discussion January 3, 2002 and distributed to the WG January 4, 2002.

Completed Jan 4, 2002

19
Rick to revise contribution BPCO032a to reflect WG discussion January 11, 2002.
Rick Leroux
Open – January 11, 2002. 

Contribution revised to reflect WG discussion January 11, 2002 and distributed to the WG January 11, 2002.

Completed Jan 11, 2002

20
Peter to issue report to the Commission on Connecting Link Repair Process reflecting direction given in CRTC Order 2001-838
Peter Lang
Open – December 11, 2001

Consensus report NORE021a issued by Peter to Commission January 18, 2002.

Completed Jan 18, 2002

21
Process Map associated with the revised Connecting Link Repair Process guidelines per CRTC Order 2001-838 to be revised.
Rick Leroux
Open – January 11, 2002

Draft of revised Process Map issued to WG February 8, 2002

Completed Feb 8, 2002 

22
The WG suggested some changes to the Process Map associated with the revised Connecting Link Repair Process guidelines. 
Rick Leroux
Open – February 11, 2002

Suggested revisions made and Process Map re-issued to the WG February 15, 2002

Completed Feb 15, 2002 

23
Latest Version of the ITM guidelines with all suggested changes to be issued to the WG 
Rick Leroux
Open – February 11, 2002

Working Copy of the ITM guidelines issued to the WG February 15, 2002

Completed Feb 15, 2002

24
Surjit and Rick to review and make revisions to section 4.1.9 for review by the WG at the next meeting scheduled for March 18, 2002
Surjit Sahota and Rick Leroux
Open – February 11, 2002

Complete March 18, 2002

25
Rick to update and prime NOTIF 21 until Tracey's return
Rick Leroux
Open – February 11, 2002

NOTIF21 updated and distributed to the WG Chair March 5, 2002 

Completed March 5, 2002

26
I,T&M Guidelines and TIF updated with changes from March 18 meeting.
Tracey Kenning
Open – March 18, 2002

I,T&M guidelines and TIF 21 updated and distributed to the WG chair March 25, 2002

Completed

27
TIF renamed from NOTF0021 to BPTF0037

March 26, 2002

Completed

28
Tracey to update V2 of the guidelines with all the non-consensus issues that were removed in V3. These new guidelines will be V3 work in progress.
Tracey Kenning
Open – March 29, 2002. V3 to be distributed to BPWG.

Completed

29
I,T&M Guidelines Version 2 submitted to CISC for approval.  Effective date proposed for 60 days after approval.
Peter Lang
May 10, 2002 - CISC approved V2

Completed

30
Working group to have comments/additions to V3 to Tracey by June 3, 2002
Working Group.
OPEN – May 14, 2002

Completed

31
Tracey to circulate new Version with all additional updates received from participants by June 7th,2002


Tracey Kenning
OPEN – May 14, 2002

Completed

32
Tracey to update V3 with changes during June 14, 2002 discussion and redistribute to members
Tracey Kenning
OPEN – June 14, 2002

Completed



33
Working group to review V3 and have changes / comments back to Tracey by June 28, 2002
Working Group
Open – June 14, 2002

Completed

34
Working group members to review whether the Signaling Indicator field in the C-LOG (Field 11 of Service Detail section) should be used to identify when dial tone is to be expected for new loops rather than create a new field. Group to provide feed back to Tracey by Sept 1 2002


Working Group
OPEN – June 14, 2002

Completed - Unable to use field as it would require a system change. Notification will have to be in the remarks section as a short term solution.

35
Serge Sahota (TELUS) to confirm timing associated with process in no dial tone situations and verify if the 10 minutes reflected in AT&T Canada's proposal to section 4.1.8.1.3 is appropriate. 
Surjit Sahota 
OPEN - July 16, 2002

Completed.  Telus unable to provide timing currently used, but accept AT&T Canada’s 10 minute proposal.

36
Sam Glazer to product C-LOG bulletin to identify if dial tone is to be present on the ordered loops. BPWG agreed that only loops with no dial tone would be identified, as this would be the exception. Bulletin to be modeled after High voltage notification. 
Sam Glazer
Open – Sept 11, 2002

Completed – CLOG Bulletin # 051-012

37
Rick to see if Bell Canada can institute on a migration with no dial tone the same process as a failed connecting link. Answer due Oct 7, 2002.


Rick Leroux
Open – Sept 11, 2002

Completed. Proposal added to guidelines

38
New Loop completion notification must be answered within a 5 ring cycle or go to voicemail. Tracey & Peter to verify it this can be done by AT&T Canada and Call Net. Due Oct 7, 2002
Tracey Kenning / Peter Lang
Open – Sept 11, 2002

AT&T Canada Okay.

Call-Net does not support the 5 ring cycle.

Completed Mar 7,2003

39
On Trouble repairs if loops are not tagged when sectionalizing on a field visit, LEC tech to tag at demarc with circuit ID and date. Surjit to see if Telus will follow these guidelines. Due Oct 7, 2002 
Surjit Sahota
Open – Sept 11, 2002

Completed. Telus will follow guidelines

40
BPWG to review changes highlighted in yellow to the I, T&M guidelines and provide feed back at next meeting on Oct 7,2002
BPWG
Open – Sept 11, 2002

Completed.

41
Telus to review internally that section 3.1 Item T is acceptable in Jan 8, 2003 draft by Feb 12, 2003
Noelle
Open – Feb 7, 2003

New Due date – Feb 21, 2003 – Telus will accept. – Completed Mar 14, 2003

42
Bell to check with Partners that the Bell process under section 3.2 item C in the Jan 8, 2003 draft will be followed. Due Feb 12,2003
Rick
Open – Feb 7, 2003

New Due date – Feb 21, 2003 – Bell Partners will not follow process – Completed Mar 5, 2003

43 
Telus to check internally if Bell process under section 3.2 item C in the Jan 8, 2003 draft will be followed. Due Feb 12, 2003
Noelle
Open – Feb 7, 2003

New Due date – Feb 21, 2003 – Telus does not support – Completed Mar 14, 2003

44
Telus to check internally if section 4.1.5 paragraph 6 in the Jan 8, 2003 draft will be followed by Feb 12, 2003.
Noelle
Open – Feb 7, 2003

New Due date – Feb 21, 2003 – Telus cannot guarantee, as this would be a compliance issue. Completed Mar 14, 2003

45
Telus to check internally if they can provide exactly the same loop sub-type make up if changes are required to the Network. See section 4.1.7.2 in the Jan 8, 2003 draft.  Due Feb 12, 2003
Noelle
Open – Feb 7, 2003

New Due date – Feb 21, 2003 – Answer NO. – Completed Mar 5, 2003

46
BPWG chair to draft a letter to the Network group requesting that they review the unbundled loop specifications. Today there is a large difference between the min/max range of both A, B and all sub-loops that can cause poor service to the end user when specs are changed due to Network grooming. Due Feb 14, 2003

Letter delayed, waiting for results of FCI Broadband tests with new equipments so that letter can be more detailed in it’s

 request.

Randy advised that with the new equipment he now has more information on the parameters of the loops. Randy will draft a letter to the Network Group for review.


Peter / Randy

Randy

Randy


Open – Feb 7, 2003

New Due Date April 25, 2003. To be completed once FCI Broadband has completed testing.

Testing completed Randy to draft letter. Due date Sept 10, 2003

Completed Sept 19, 2003

47
Bell and Telus to see if they can provide a loop make up report to the CLEC prior to there being network changes. Due Feb 12, 2003
Rick & Noelle
Open – Feb 7, 2003

New Due date – Feb 21, 2003. – Answer No for both Bell & Telus. –Completed Mar 5, 2003

48
BPWG participants to see if they can provide an acknowledgement number on all new loops either by a live person or via a unique identifier on an IVR system. Due Feb 12, 2003
All
Open – Feb 7, 2003

New Due date – Feb 21, 2003 – All parties can provide the serial # when answered live but significant time and investment would be required to utilize the IVR solution. – Completed Mar 5, 2003

49
Bell asked if a unique identifier could be provided on the 555 migration completion notifications. Participants will review internally and provide an answer by Feb 12, 2003
All
Open – Feb 7, 2003

New Due date – Feb 21, 2003 – AT&T Canada, Bell West, Call-Net, Futureway & Telus are unable to do this. –Completed Mar 5, 2003

50
Telus will review internally if the process proposed by Bell and partners in the event that dial tone is not present when indicated that it will be on the LSR can be followed. Due Feb 12, 2003
Noelle
Open – Feb 7, 2003

New Due date – Feb 21, 2003 – Telus can follow the proposal. – Completed Mar 5, 2003

51
ILECs to review internally if the PON number of an order appears on the field technicians work order. Due Feb 12, 2003
ILECs
Open – Feb 7, 2003

New Due date – Feb 21, 2003 – Both Bell and Telus could not guarantee this, sometimes it’s there other times it’s not. – Competed Mar 5, 2003

52
Tracey to update draft 3 of the guidelines once action items answered by BPWG participants and distributed for review.
Tracey
Open – March 5, 2003 – Completed April 7, 2003

53
CLECs to advise whether New Loop notification and/or status can be submitted via e-mail
CLECs
Open – April 15, 2003

Due May 15, 2003 – Completed May 15, 2003

ATTC – No

Call-Net – No

Futureway – No

Bell West – No

Telus – Yes

54
Section 4.1.8.1.1. Telus to advise if an acknowledgement number for new loops is acceptable. 
Noelle
Open – April 15, 2003 Due May 15, 2003

Completed July 14, 2003 Telus will accept acknowledgement numbers.

55
Section 4.1.8.2 Bell and Telus to advise if Call-Net’s long ring cycle is still an issue.
Rick / Noelle
Open – April 15, 2003 Due May 15, 2003 – Completed May 15, 2003

Bell – Yes

Telus – Yes

56
Section 4.1.8.3.3. All LECs to review if an estimated due date and time for completion, can be provided on the status call.

Completed  - LEC’s cannot provide an estimated time for completion but can provide an estimated time for commencement.
All LECs
Open – April 15, 2003

Due May 15, 2003 –

Bell – “Best effort / May”

Telus – Due June 16 2003

Aliant – Due June 16 2003

- Completed July 14, 2003

57
Section 4.1.8.4 Rick and Randy to provide wording for “existing facility”.

Rick to run new wording by MTS, Aliant and SaskTel to see if they agree to changes for scenario’s 4 & 8. – See Sept 18, 2003 note below 

Rick will also check with Surjit to see why initially there are 8 scenarios, as this seems excessive. – Completed. Initially when the table was produced, Local competition was new to the industry and all scenarios added for clarity.

Sept 18, 2003 – Participants to review Scenarios in section 4.1.8.4 to see if they can be reduced and the suggested wording changed. 
Rick / Randy

Rick

Rick

All
Open April 15, 2003 Due April 30, 2003

Due June 16, 2003

Due Sept 18, 2003

Due Oct 6, 2003

Completed Oct 6, 2003.

Agreement that only the first 3 scenarios are required.

58
Section 10. Bruce to provide wording for no trouble found situations
Bruce
Open April 15, 2003 Due April 30, 2003

-Completed April 29, 2003

59
All LECs to review current process for co-operative testing of connecting links to see if they are complying.

Completed – Co-operative testing is not being requested.
All
Open April 15, 2003 Due May 15, 2003

Due June 16, 2003

- Completed Aug 14, 2003

60
Section 10. ILECs to review with their regulatory groups to see if it complies with their tariffs.

Noelle and Chris stated that their regulatory departments need more time to ensure that proposed changes do not conflict with current tariffs
ILEC
Open May 15, 2003

Due June 16, 2003.

New due date Aug 14, 2003

Due Sept 18, 2003

Completed Sept 18, 2003. Section 10 removed from the guidelines

61
Section 10.2 BPWG participants to review and see if this section is required.


All
Open May 15, 2003

Due June 16, 2003

Due Sept 18, 2003

Completed Sept 19, 2003. Section 10 removed from the Guidelines

62
Peter and Randy to prepare a letter to the Commission requesting that the PLEC, OLEC vs CLEC, ILEC issue be addressed as a policy issue. The letter will be circulated to the BPWG prior to submission.

Peter review the draft letter, Sam did not think it expresed the views of all parties. Peter & Sam to work on draft 2

Peter & Sam to draft a letter for the August 18,  2003 meeting. 


Peter / Randy / Sam

Peter / Sam
Open May 15, 2003 Due June 16, 2003

Due Sept 10, 2003

Completed Sept 19, 2003

63
Section 10. BPWG to review if a disclaimer at the beginning of Section 10 in the ITM guidelines should be applied to say that these billing charges only apply to these guidelines.
All
Open May 15, 2003

Due June 16, 2003

Due Sept 18,2003

Completed Sept 18, 2003. Section 10 removed from the Guidelines

64
Section 10. Randy to see if Futureway tariffs can supply charges up front when trouble tickets are cleared.

Completed – FCI Broadband can not supply charges up front.


Randy
Open May 15, 2003

Due June 16, 2003

Completed July 14, 2003

65
Tracey to update the ITM Guidelines and send to Peter for distribution by June 6, 2003
Tracey
Open May 15, 2003

Due June 6, 2003

Completed June 3, 2003

66
Aliant, MTS and SaskTel to check if acknowledgement # for new loops is acceptable

Sept 18, 2003 – MTS & SaskTel will accept an acknowledgement number. Further conversation required with Aliant.
Rick
Open July 14, 2004

Due Aug 14, 2003

Due Oct 6, 2003

Completed Oct 6, 2003 

Acknowledgement number will be accepted by all.

67
Rick to follow-up with MTS and SaskTel to see what information they can provide on the due date status call. 

Wording chaged on Sept 18, 2003 now all participants to review change.


Rick
Open June 17, 2003 Due August 14, 2003

CLOSED Sept 18, 2003

68
Connecting Links Call-Net and Allstream  to check if links deemed as defective are being put back into service and if so, why.  Rick to send examples of problems to Peter and Tracey.

Examples provided July 7, 2003 by Rick
Rick / Tracey / Peter
Open July 14, 2003 Due August 14, 2003

Completed for Callnet  no issues Aug 14, 2003

Allstream Due date Oct 6, 2003. Completed

69
Okacha to ask CRTC tariff experts on whether it is preferable to have the tariff point to the ITMG or whether the tariff should include the wording proposed.

Answer: CRTC does not want the tariff to point to guidelines, as the Commission does not intend to review guidelines when tariffs are filed or revised. The Commission sees a tariff as self-explanatory without having to refer to another document.

Okacha
Open July 14, 2003

Completed July 14, 2003

70
Bruce to reword 10.2 to reflect that the PLEC should advise the OLEC of the fact that a charge will be made, but details of the charge are not provided until after the work is completed.

1st draft reviewed, Bruce to make additional changes and forward to Tracey


Bruce

Bruce
Open July 14, 2003

Draft 2 Due Sept 10, 2003.

Completed Sept 12, 2003

71
 BPWG participants are to review Peters proposal that there be two types of testing for New Loop/Field visit migrations by the ILEC for Res/Bus customers.

Bell and Aliant are not in agreement with Call-Nets proposal to have a different testing point for residential customers. Peter to take back issues around Diagnostic Maintenance charges for truck rolls when the loop is not tested from the demarcation point on residential customers. 

This will action item will be carried over to discussions on V4 of the ITMG
All

Peter
Open August 14, 2003

Completed

Due Oct 6, 2003 Completed

72
Tracey to add the MTTR Service Objectives as an appendices to the guidelines
Tracey
Open August 14, 2003

Completed Sept 19, 2003

73
Tracey to update guidelines from the Nov 4, 2003 meeting and forward to Peter
Tracey
Open Nov 4, 2003

Completed Nov 5, 2003

74
Peter asked all parties to prepare contributions to identify areas where the ITMG and Decision 2003-72 are inconsistent.  All parties are to reference specific numbered sections and include the proposed wording changes to the ITMG that will align the two documents.  Submissions to Peter by December 5th, 2003.
All
Open Nov 20, 2003

Due Dec 5, 2003

Nothing received from parties.

CLOSED

75
All parties to review the guidelines. If they identify any contradictions between the guidelines and Decision 2003-72, they are to submit a contribution by January 7, 2004
All
Open Dec 11, 2003

Due Jan 7, 2004

Contributions from Bell & Telus

Completed 

76
Tracey to revise the ITMG to incorporate the agreed upon changes from Bell’s contribution, with some revisions to be carried forward to the next version of the ITMG. Peter to prepare and circulate the consensus report on the agreed to ITMG.
Tracey / Peter
Open Jan 19, 2004 Due Jan 30, 2004

Completed






TIF CONTRIBUTION LOG:

ID#
Date
Originator
Title

NOCO046a
Feb 14, 00
Gord Potter

AXXENT
Failed Unbundled Loop Installations

NOCO047a
May 17, 00
Gord Potter

AXXENT
Unbundled Loop Sub-Type A5: Installation Requirements

NOCO047b
May 22, 00
Gord Potter

AXXENT
Draft Consensus: Co-operative Completion Testing For Unbundled Loop Sub-Type A5 Facilities.

NOCO049a
October 17, 2000
Tracey Kenning

AT&T Canada
IT&M Guidelines – Connecting Links

NOCO050a
November 17, 2000
Rob Bota

Bell Canada
Proposed Maintenance of Connecting Links/COLT Pair Changes.

NOCO050b
November 28, 2000
Gord Potter

AXXENT
Proposed Repair Process/Guidelines for Defective Connecting Links/COLT Pair Changes.

NOCO050c
March 1, 2001
Rob Bota

Bell
Proposed Maintenance of Connecting Links/COLT Pair Changes.

NOCO050d
May 8, 2001
Rob Bota

Bell
PROPOSED MAINTENANCE OF CONNECTING LINKS/COLT PAIR CHANGES

NOCO050e
July 24, 2001
Gord Potter

GP Consulting
Revisions to “the PROPOSED MAINTENANCE OF CONNECTING LINKS/COLT PAIR CHANGES” (NOCO050d)

NOCO050fl
Aug 9, 2001
Rick Leroux

Bell Canada
Revisions to “the PROPOSED MAINTENANCE OF CONNECTING LINKS/COLT PAIR CHANGES” (NOCO050E)

NOCO050g
Aug 9, 2001
Surjit Sahota

Telus
Revisions to “the PROPOSED MAINTENANCE OF CONNECTING LINKS/COLT PAIR CHANGES” (NOCO050E)

BPDP0502
Aug 8, 2001
Gord Potter

GP Consulting
Maintenance of connecting Links/COLT Change Process

BPDP0501
Aug 29, 2001
Competitors
Competitors Position Paper re: Dispute BPDI005

BPDP0502
Aug 30, 2001
Telus/Bell
The Companies Position Paper on Dispute BPDI005

BPCO032a
December 19, 2001
Bell/Telus 
Contribution on Connecting Link Repair Process reflecting CRTC Decision 2001-838.

BPCO047a
April 28, 2003
Randy Schuyler / Futureway
Revisions to unbundled loops ITMG

BPCO048a
April 29, 2003
Bruce Watson /Call-Net
Proposed wording for section 10 of the ITMG V3.0

BPCO055a
Dec 11, 2003
Judy Henderson / Telus
Unbundled Loops – Errors or Defective Installation Service Recovery

BPCO055b
Jan 5, 2004
Rick Leroux / Bell
ITMG Version 3 Draft – Bell Comments
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