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TASK TEAM: 
BPWG team members

ACTIVITY DIARY:
	Serial
	Date
	Activity

	1
	March 17, 2004
	As a result of the consensus achieved Mach 17, 2004 on TIF 37 for the Unbundled Loops Installation, Testing and Maintenance Guidelines Version 3.0, activities associated with TIF 45 can now begin.  

	2
	April 22, 2004
	All agreed to change the Task Title to Unbundled Loops Installation, Testing and Maintenance guidelines.

The WG agreed to include the development of the trial and implementation plan for Decision 2004-4 activities related to work ILEC should or could perform on behalf of the CLECs.

Tracey to identify the outstanding items for inclusion in the next Version of the guidelines.  Using Tracey’s information and other references, Rick will create the baseline document as a working draft to generate discussions on the next version of the guidelines. 

	3
	June 4, 2004
	Activity Diary Serial 2 reviewed and approved.  

Bell and Call-Net held a kick-off meeting June 2, 2004 to discuss the trial for Decision 2004-4 activities related to work ILECs should or could perform on behalf of CLECs.   It was agreed that a trial and implementation plan was required and Bell volunteered to prepare a draft for review at the next meeting scheduled for June 10.  TELUS is invited to participate at the next meeting.  Bell agreed to provide TELUS with the documentation used for the new loop save visit initiative.  Several other actions were identified at the kick-off meeting including establishing a exchange in NPA 905 for the trial and identifying to the extent possible all of the scenarios that could be encountered by the trial participants to provide directions proactively to staff.

Version 3.1 Draft 6 of the ITMG used solely for activities related to Decision 2004-4 will be updated as required based on the findings or experience of the trial participants.  Once the trial is concluded and the guidelines updated as required, these will be submitted to the CRTC to gain closure to TIF 46.

Version 4 Draft 1 of the ITMG dated May 10, 2004, used Version 3.1 Draft 6 as the baseline and left over items from Version 3.0 of the ITMG are noted.  These will be reviewed at the next meeting scheduled for June 17-18.             

	4
	June 17, 2004
	Activity Diary Serial 3 reviewed and approved with no changes.

Decision 2004-4 trial implementation plan created by Rick Leroux was reviewed with Call-Net and TELUS June 10.  Revisions to the plan incorporated and will be reviewed at the next meeting scheduled June 18.  Brampton was chosen as the trial location with proposed trial dates of July 5, 2004 – August 13 to be confirmed at June 18, 2004 meeting.   Once finalized the plan will be distributed to the BPWG participants.

TELUS to use trial plan as template for discussions with Call-Net for the trial in their territory, meeting to be scheduled in near future.

The following sections of the ITMG Version 4 were reviewed:

Section 4.1.7.3 – pending CRTC determination as a result of show cause in Decision 2003-62

Section 4.1.8.1.1 – 

Addressed the question regarding the definition of fieldwork on migrations.  Discussions around whether fieldwork on a migration refers to an installer visit or a CO technician at a remote and whether an end user premise visit is required.  Participants determined that there is no true fieldwork at the end customer’s premise and that field work on a migration actually refers to work at a remote.  Further it was not clear if activities associated with fieldwork on a migration differ depending on whether the customer is classified as business or residential.  Tracey expressed concern that a fieldwork migration may still require an end customer premise visit to ensure complete end-to-end continuity is tested.  It was decided that more information is required to better understand the issue.  

All ILECs to check if different practices exist for business and residential customers when fieldwork is required for migrated loops.  

ILECs to confirm:

1) On a Field Work Migration associated with business lines, is the loop tested from the end user demarcation point or from the cross connect at the remote and completion notification provided from same

2) If tested and completion notification is provided from the remote, is it from the drop side of the cross connect

3) If there is a different process for residential versus business lines and if so what is it? 

Section 4.1.8.1.2 – Bell Canada expressed concern that there is no acknowledgement received from CLECs when a completion notification call to 555-0974 occurs.  This is a concern, as it does not allow for validation of the QoS metrics on migration completion notifications. Participants discussed possible solutions.  

All to consider possible solutions for providing confirmation of receipt of completion notification from the ILECs when using 555-0974 for providing completion notification.

Section 4.1.8.2 – Call-Net to review and clarify why two testing points, one for residential and one for business customers are required.

Section 4.1.8.3.3 – CLECs to confirm availability of live answer to accept status and or completion call from ILEC during evening appointments.

Section 4.1.8.4 – Scenarios to be augmented and all to review for possible impact to C-LOG.  Section 11.6 with details of trial scenarios to be included in this section once trial is over and processes and documentation finalized.

Section 6.1 – accepted inclusion of term CUST-NI.

Section 7.1 – Discussed whether both a circuit number and telephone number should be included on the tag when sectionalizing a trouble.  General consensus to include both.  

ILECs to confirm if telephone number can be included on tag. E.g. possible security concerns.

Section 7.3 – Regarding process to address defective colt pairs, Rick requested clarification of what the CLEC processes are for reassigning defective colt pairs and/or if any associated aging periods exist.  

All to determine if they can collect statistics over a two month period to determine the frequency of the occurrence of an out of service trouble report that required a colt assignment change to restore service.  

CLECs to confirm aging practice for returning COLT assignment to service.

Section 8.3 – Rick questioned whether date and time cleared is required in this section.  The date and time the trouble was cleared equals the date and time the notification was provided to the CLEC.  Completion notification is a required element for meeting QoS reporting criteria.  CLECs to determine if capturing the date and time of the notification call is sufficient to represent the date and time the trouble was cleared.  

Table 4.1.8.4 – scenarios were reviewed.  Participants proposed revising scenario 2 (migration with fieldwork required) into two scenarios, a) where CO tech performs the work, b) where field tech performs the work.  

Rick to add to section 4.1.8 procedures to follow when a COLT change is requested on a LSR.           

	5
	July 15, 2004

August 19, 2004


	Activity Diary Serial 4 reviewed and approved with no changes.

The following sections of the ITMG Version 4 were reviewed July 15 and August 19, 2004:

Section 4.1.8.1.1 – 

Addressed the question regarding the definition of fieldwork on migrations.  Discussions around whether fieldwork on a migration refers to an installer visit or a CO technician at a remote and whether an end user premise visit is required.  Participants determined that there is no true fieldwork at the end customer’s premise and that field work on a migration actually refers to work at a remote.  Further it was not clear if activities associated with fieldwork on a migration differ depending on whether the customer is classified as business or residential.  Tracey expressed concern that a fieldwork migration may still require an end customer premise visit to ensure complete end-to-end continuity is tested.  It was decided that more information is required t better understand the issue.  

All ILECs to check if different practices exist for business and residential customers when fieldwork is required for migrated loops.  

ILECs to confirm:

1) On a Field Work Migration associated with business lines, is the loop tested from the end user demarcation point or from the cross connect at the remote and completion notification provided from same.  Bell and TELUS test and provide the completion notification from the remote 

2) If tested and completion notification is provided from the remote, is it from the drop side of the cross connect.  Yes

3) If there is a different process for residential versus business lines and if so what is it.  Process is not different

Section 4.1.8.1.2 – Bell Canada expressed concern that there is no acknowledgement received from CLECs when a completion notification call to 555-0974 occurs.  This is a concern as it does not allow for validation of the QoS metrics on migration completion notifications. Participants discussed possible solutions.  

All to consider possible solutions for providing confirmation of receipt of completion notification from the ILECs when using 555-0974 for providing completion notification.

OPEN for future discussion.  MTS Allstream indicated that they are not able to provide confirmation of receipt at this time, Call-Net is pursuing further and FCI can provide a trap file with Telephone Numbers and will verify if the date and time is also available.  Randy to provide an example of the file for the next meeting.

August 19, 2004 Randy provided a sample of a trap file with pertinent details of a 555 completion notification.

Section 4.1.8.2 – Call-Net to review and clarify why two testing points, one for residential and one for business customers are required.

Call-Net to provide rational

Section 4.1.8.3.3 – CLECs to confirm availability of live answer to accept status and or completion call from ILEC during evening appointments.

MTS Allstream and FCI will not have someone available for live answer but don’t intend to use evening appointments.

Call-Net will staff and intend on using evening and Saturday appointments.

Section 4.1.8.4 – Scenarios to be augmented and all to review for possible impact to C-LOG.  Section 11.6 with details of trial scenarios to be included in this section once trial is over and processes and documentation finalized.

Bell suggested that on Migrations with field work an end customer visit is not required and suggest this scenario be removed from the table.  Call-Net, FCI and TELUS agree, MTS Allstream to confirm.

Section 7.1 – Discussed whether both a circuit number and telephone number should be included on the tag when sectionalizing a trouble.  General consensus to include both.  

ILECs to confirm if telephone number can be included on tag. E.g. possible security concerns.

Bell and TELUS confirmed that the TN is not always available to the technician and therefore cannot be provided on the tag.  

Tracey to confirm if privacy is a concern to MTS Allstream.

August 19, 2004 Tracey confirmed that this is not a concern for MTS Allstream.

Section 7.3 – Regarding process to address defective colt pairs, Rick requested clarification of what the CLEC processes are for reassigning defective colt pairs and/or if any associated aging periods exist.  

All to determine if they can collect statistics over a two month period to determine the frequency of the occurrence of an out of service trouble report that required a colt assignment change to restore service.

MTS Allstream does not have the capability to collect such stats.

FCI is compiling statistics.

Call-Net have no such stats, if a COLT pair is changed and the trouble still persist the COLT that is taken out of service is reassigned

Bell and TELUS to determine if stats can be collected.

August 19, 2004 TELUS confirmed that data is not available.

Call-Net and Bell to confirm availability of stats.   

September 20 Bell still trying to collect stats.

Answer: MTS Allstream does not have the ability to collect stats. Call-Net would have difficulty in collecting these.

CLECs to confirm aging practice for returning COLT assignment to service.

FCI and MTS Allstream indicate that there is no aging process for COLT assignments put out of service action is taken when critical mass reaches unacceptable levels.

Section 8.3 – Rick questioned whether date and time cleared is required in this section.  The date and time the trouble was cleared equals the date and time the notification was provided to the CLEC.  Completion notification is a required element for meeting QoS reporting criteria.  CLECs to determine if capturing the date and time of the notification call is sufficient to represent the date and time the trouble was cleared.

Tracey indicated that completion notifications are not always received in a timely fashion and therefore wishes to continue to receive the date and time of actual repair on overdue completion notifications.

Call-Net does not require date and time of actual repair

FCI does not require date and time of actual repair.

August 19, 2004 Rick Leroux proposed that the CLECs provide an acknowledgement number to the ILECs confirming receipt of a completion notification on a trouble report.  

CLECs and ILECs to confirm ability to provide and accept such an acknowledgement number.  

Answer: 

Randy Schuyler indicated that it was possible to provide but that it would take some system development and would prefer a solution that does not require system development.  

Table 4.1.8.4 – scenarios were reviewed.  Participants proposed revising scenario 2 (migration with fieldwork required) into two scenarios, a) where CO tech performs the work, b) where field tech performs the work.  

Rick to add to section 4.1.8 procedures to follow when a COLT change is requested on a LSR.   Completed

Section 4.1.4 Randy to propose text for intervals associated with priority requests for failed migrations.

           

	6
	September 20, 2004
	Section 4.1.8.1.1 

Tracey confirmed with their test center and they indicated that Bell does test from the customers’ demarcation point on all field work business migrations.

Rick responded that there is no requirement on a migration for our tech to visit the customer premise and will not agree to have a Bell tech on a business or residence field work migration provide the completion notification from the end customer demarcation. Most CLECs don’t want ILEC to visit migrating customers, it tends to confuse customers.

Participants expressed concern that there is nothing in the guidelines to indicate where the completion notification should be performed.

Tracey to take back and determine how often on a migration is the migration unsuccessful because an end to end continuity test was not performed.

Section 4.1.8.1.
September 14, 2004 Tracey provided a sample of a lift and lay report pulled from some of their systems but noted that this was time consuming to produce due to manual manipulation to gather information from multiple systems.

Randy suggested that Access to OSS may present some opportunities for the exchange of completion notifications and should be considered when the OSSWG reconvenes.   

Section 7.1 

Call-Net prefers to have the TN included on the tag if it is available to the technician. 
Section 7.3 

Randy on August 19 provided a report on COLT orders issued due to defective links/ports.

Randy on September 9 indicated that they recently dispatched an FCI tech to 2 colocates with some link assignments flagged as "defective". Over half of them were verified to be wiring issues on FCIs’ side and they were repaired.

Section 4.1.4 

Randy on September 20 proposed the following:

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 effort basis, take all necessary steps to ensure that the unbundled loop, connecting link or originating equipment trouble is cleared on that same day. In fact, with respect to provisioning failures during the migration of an unbundled loop, the general consensus is that an end customer’s service should not be interrupted for a period exceeding 15 minutes. Accordingly, LECs shall endeavour to restore service to migrating customers on an expedited basis.

The basis for Randy’s proposed text was a directive in Letter Decision December 8, 1998 that states:

1. The interval associated with end user service interruption (i.e., the period of time during which an end customer does not possess the ability to place outgoing calls) for loop types A and B in Local Number Portability (LNP) Priority 1 exchanges, is not to exceed 15 minutes, and the target will be met 90% of the time.  This interval is dependent on the CLEC having provided dial tone to the connecting link.

Randy suggested that this was another good example of where Access to OSS may be used to accommodate the exchange of completion information.

Randy also suggested that a matrix similar to the CLOG be created to identify future work that could be undertaken as part of Access to OSS.

Call-Net to work on proposed wording for section 4.1.4 and distribute to WG by September 30. 



	7
	October 20, 2004
	Activity Diary Serial 6 reviewed and accepted with minor changes.

Rick to correct guidelines revision history to reflect correct naming convention.  

The group reviewed version dated September 20, 2004 4 of the guidelines in its entirety.  Rick to update and issue Draft 5 to reflect outcome of discussions.  

Section 4.1.4 Unbundled Loop Provisioning Failures and 

Section 8.1 Trouble Reporting General 

Call-Net contribution BPCO061a reviewed and discussed.

ACTION: All to review contribution for consensus or offer alternatives. 
October 29: Re Put Backs for Failed Migrations.  Aliants’ goal is to have it working rather than undo the work that has been performed.  Aliant, like Bell Canada prioritizes failed migrations and makes every effort to handle as quickly as possible.  However, if the technician has already left the location and moved on to another job, it would not be possible to return.  It is also very dependent on whether the technician has troubles assigned to them.  At this time, Aliant is not in a position to even step up to Bell Canada’s proposal.    

Section 4.1.8.1.1 – Field Work Migration

On field work migrations MTS Allstream wants the ILECs to visit the end customer residential or business.  Call-Net, Videotron Telecom and FCI Broadband indicated that there was no need 

ACTION: Other CLECs to confirm preference –

Section 4.1.8.2 – New Loops

The following rationale was provided by Call-Net clarifying why testing points for residential and business customers are required.

Call-Net suggest that there be two testing points, one for residential and the other for business customers.  For residential service, test to the last “wire out” rather than the customer demarcation.  Call-Net are having problems with loops not being delivered as the technician cannot test from the demarcation due to no sub-access. 

Appendix 11.4 Time to Repair for Unbundled Loops

A new 7 hour time to repair service offering for A or B loops when used to provide T1 service will be reflected in the table.  

Bruce Watson advised that they were in discussions with an IVR provider who will be able to provide a confirmation number on completion notifications received using 555-0974.  If this works it could also be used to provide confirmation numbers on completion notification calls for save visit new loops and repair.


	8
	November 17, 2004
	Activity Diary #7 reviewed and accepted without changes.

BPWG reviewed the outstanding action items. 

Discussion around the trial and implementation plan for Decision 2004-4 activities related to work ILECs could perform on behalf of the CLECs. Peter to set up a meeting and provide a synopsis of the process for Bell and Telus. Further discussion required in producing a C-LOG bulletin of the process. 

Appendix 11.4 – Randy would like to know how the ILECs could determine that an A or B loop is being used for T1 service, in order to obtain the 7hr MTTR.

George stated that if a 7 hr MTTR was requested then the ILEC would charge for the repair to do the COLT change. Bell to provide their process. 

Tracey indicated that there is no reference to charges in the ITMG intervals and suggested a note be added to the section.



	9
	December 15, 2004
	Activity Diary # 8 and the Action reviewed and accepted.

BPWG reviewed the outstanding action items and agreed to supply updates at the January 13 – 14, 2005 face to face.

Bell, Call-Net and Telus provided an update on Decision 2004-4 trial. Bell will be expanding the trial area to include Montreal in the third week of January 2005. Bell and Call-Net will also trial an IVR response to the 555 migration notification.

The Telus trial in Calgary has been successful, Telus will now expand the trial area to the Vancouver area by the end of 2004.

No other contributions or suggestions on wording for ITMG section 4.1.4 have been received. Participants are to review Call-Nets contribution BPCO061a for consensus at the January 13-14 2005 face-to-face meeting.

Decision 2004-19 Appendix 11.4 How does the ILEC know that an A or B loop is being used for T1 service. Telus stated that when a trouble ticket is opened the LEC must notify Telus that the loop is being used for T1 service and request the 7 hr MTTR.  George will provide a contribution for the January 13-14 2005 face-to-face meeting on the Telus process for review.

BPWG agreed to include Microcells proposed TIF to establish an LNP group within Incumbent Carriers to handled technical issues to the ITMG TIF45.

	10
	January 14, 2005
	Activity Diary # 9 and Activity register reviewed and accepted.

Answers to Action register items

Action item # 5 answers:

Item # 4 – Bell & Telus test from the cross connect at the remote and provide notification from the same location. 

Item # 5 – Bell and Telus test from the drop side of the cross connect. 
Item # 6 – Bell, Telus & MTS Allstream no difference in process between Business and residential.

Action item # 11  - Bell West replied, stating they wanted testing from the demarcation point for both residential and business customers.

BPWG reviewed Call-Net Contribution BPCO0061a again and FCI 

Broadband stressed the importance on a migration that the End users down time be no longer that 15 minutes. 

BPWG reviewed V4 Draft 5 of the ITMG, allotted time ran out, further discussion to take place on the guidelines at a BPWG meeting for ITMG on Feb 11, 2005



	11
	February 11, 2005
	Bell, Telus and Call-Net reviewed Decision 2004-4 trial plan.

Bell will be extending the trial into Montreal February 21, 2005. Telus still needs to implement the save visit in B.C.

With regards to charges for Decision 2004-4 Bell and Telus will both follow the same process. The repair costs of a labour charge plus a DMC charge will apply. Bell will break the current minimum charge down into 15 minute increments. Therefore the 15 minute labour rate for Bell will be $21.75.

BPWG reviewed the ITMG and changes noted.

Call-Net voiced a concern that with the roll out of DSL there will be an increase in the number of COLT changes by suppliers. Therefore Call Net would like notification as to when a change has been complete. Also when the ILEC adds DSL service to the leased unbundled loop, they would like to be notified.

George reviewed Contribution BPCO061b on behalf of Bell, Telus and Aliant. The group discussed the need for a further study on root cause of failed migrations when in TIF 36 a consensus report was written that the majority of failed provisioning issues are due to non-compliance with the current process. TIF 36 was reviewed in December 2004 and it had been agreed that there were no new items to be discussed. TIF 36 will be reviewed again in June 2005.

Tracey will update the ITMG and add the 7 hr MTTR into appendix 11.4 and note the Bell & Telus tariffs. 

	12
	February 18, 2005
	Aliant provided their answers to action item 5

1.  Field work migration for business lines- Regardless of whether it is business or residential, Aliant will test the lines in the CO and check the cable pairs for dial-tone.  Once the tech's have determined the cable pairs are good from the CO to the demarc, they will call the 555 number.
2.  Testing is done from the drop side of the cross connect.  

3. There is no difference in process between residential and business customers. 

	13
	March 10, 2005
	BPWG reviewed the activity diary and serial # 11 & 12 were accepted with minor changes.

The Action register was reviewed and updated. Corrections were made to the action register serial numbering.

The ITMG was reviewed 

	14
	April 14, 2005
	BPWG reviewed the TIF activity diary, serial # 13 was accepted. 

The Action register was reviewed

Item # 4. If there are no further items to be addressed under the failed provisioning items in June 2005. This item will be closed.

Item # 15 – FIDO presented contribution BPCO066a – Establishment of an LNP group within LECs to handled technical issues associated with standalone ports.  Other LECs are to review internal systems to answer the following:

1. Can a trouble ticket be opened on a TN only for a porting issue?

2. What happens if a trouble ticket is opened and requires NPAC work. Does the TRC have access to resolve these issues?

Review of the ITMG

Section 7.3 New wording in this section agreed to by all parties. 

Section 7.5 Further discussion required with regards to re-opening or placing a trouble ticket in a suspended state until verified by the CLEC.

Section 8.3 Name of end-customer providing authorization for inside wire/jack trouble repair and associated charges (time to repair) if applicable– Telus advised that they provide the subs name and time taken to repair trouble on trouble ticket clearance. Bell to advise at the May 11, 2005 meeting of the information they and Aliant will provide. 

Bell, Call-Net and Telus provided an update on Decision 2004-4 Trial.

Bell is having some operational and billing challenges in Montreal. However, these will be resolved and it is estimated that the trial will be completed for Quebec by mid May 2005 and that all of Ontario be completed by end of May 2005. This date is contingent on the Entourage work stoppage. 

Telus Alberta has operationalized the procedures.

Paul & George are reviewing the trial documentation with internal staff. This should be available for inclusion in the ITMG by June 3, 2005.

It was agreed that the trial documentation would be incorporated in the draft V4 of the ITMG with the aim to publish V4 of the ITMG in Q2 2005.  



	15
	May 11, 2005 
	TIF Diary serial # 14 was reviewed and accepted with minor changes. 

The Action register was reviewed. 

Item #15 – Answers to Fido Questions:

1. Can a trouble ticket be opened on a TN only for a porting issue?

Bell, Aliant, Globility – Answer due May 27, 2005

Call-Net, Telus, MTS Allstream, FCI Broadband & Eastlink  - Yes

2. What happens if a trouble ticket is opened and requires NPAC work?   Does the TRC have access to resolve these issues?

The following TRC groups - Call-Net, Telus, FCI Broadband & Eastlink can handle basic troubles. Complex troubles have to be referred to their LNP groups. MTS Allstream has to refer all troubles to their LNP group to be resolved.

Bell & Aliant answers due May 27, 2005.

Item # 17 – Section 4.1.8.1.1 Paul provided suggested revised wording. Everyone needs time to review, FCI Broadband, Sprint & MTS Allstream are concerned with additional costs for staffing the department until midnight for possibly 1 migration.  Eastlink have staffing until 8pm Local time. – Paul to take back suggested times between 8am - 8pm and to identify what the earliest notification would be. FCI Broadband are also concerned with not being able to test calls with their End Users after 5pm as they are mainly businesses and close at 5pm.

Item # 18 – Section 7.5 Telus can clear a ticket until notified by the other party to close. If there is no response from the other party within 5 business days the ticket will be closed. Aliant can do this theoretically, Chris to check. Bell to reply by May 27, 2005 with their answer.

Item # 19 – Section 8.3  - Name of end-customer providing authorization for inside wire/jack trouble repair and associated charges (time to repair) if applicable. Both Bell & Telus will provide the subs name and the time it took for the repair.

Item # 20 – Bell provided alternate wording to section 4.1.4. Participants have not had chance to review, this will be done for the next meeting in June, 2005.

Call-Net raised the issue of charges being applied by Bell to plug the unbundled loop into the customer’s demarcation point. Bell sees this as additional work and is charging $21.75 as per their tariff. There is a difference of interpretation of Decision 2004-4 paragraphs 62 & 64. Okacha was asked to review and provide Commission staff opinion. Claude Brault joined the call to clarify the above paragraphs in Decision 2004-4. Claude stated that it was the Commissions intent that the unbundled loop being plugged into the end users demarcation point (inside wire) was part of the work to be complete with the delivery of the unbundled loop and that no additional charges were to be applied. However, if extra work is required e.g. The inside wire is hardwired and a demarcation point needs to be installed, then Bell are justified in charging. Paul to take this back to Bell to review internally.



	16
	May 30, 2005
	Bell provided a response to Action register serial items # 15 & 18. Answers noted in action register.

	17
	June 13, 2005
	Bell & Telus provided draft documentation of the process and procedures to be followed for worked performed by the ILEC on behalf of the CLEC for provisioning and repair as per Decision 2004-4. This was added to the ITMG as appendix 11.6 for review at the next BPWG face-to-face meeting.

	18
	June 22, 2005
	TIF was reviewed

Action item # 4. Allstream asked for an extension. BPWG agreed to extend until Sept 7-9 2005 meeting. If no further data provided, item will be closed.

Action item # 15 Aliant Answers

1. Can a trouble ticket be opened on a TN only for a porting issue? Yes

      2. What happens if a trouble ticket is opened and requires NPAC work? Does the TRC have access to resolve these issues? Yes Aliant test centre can resolve these items.

Action item # 18 Aliant and Telus provided their answers. See Action register.

The group reviewed the ITMG – the following comments were made.

Section 4.1.4 – Bell and Telus do not agree with the proposed wording or putting the customer back on their network until the trouble is resolved. They would rather continue working the issue until resolved. This is not acceptable to the CLECs. Randy to provide revised wording for everyone to review at the July 15 2005 meeting.

Section 4.1.7.3 – Claude to follow up with the Commission to see if this is still going to be answered as the dispute was between MTS & Allstream as they have since amalgamated into one company.

Section 4.1.8.1.1 – Bell does not agree with the hours that a migration can take place during the business day.  This is a non-consensus item between Bell and the other LECs that will be addressed in the BPWG report to the Commission to approve V4 of the ITMG. 

Section 7.5 – Tracey to reword this section to have the ticket placed in a hold/suspended status until CLEC verifies within 24hr that the trouble is clear or that it still exists. Paul to check internally how they deal with their own trouble tickets where they are unable to obtain access to the customer premises. Bell must stop the clock some how.

Appendix 11.6 – All parties to review the processes established in the trial between Bell, Call-Net and Telus. Any comments are to be raised at the July 15, 2005 meeting. 
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	July 15, 2005
	BPWG reviewed the ITMG.

Section 4.1.4 – There was discussion around using the word “defined” in reference to a customer not being able to receive or make calls, when the July 24, 1998 consensus report it stated that service interruption is when an end customer does not possess the ability to place outgoing calls. 

It was suggested that the word “defined” be replaced with “includes”. Paul to review internally at Bell and provide another foot note to explain the differences between the interpretations.

Section 4.1.8.1.1 – This is a non-consensus item to be addressed in the BPWG report.

Section 7.5 – Discussion around how long a trouble ticket can remain open or be reassigned once cleared back to the CLEC from the ILEC. Most parties agreed to 1 day but need to establish when the clock starts and stops. Team to review and provide feed back at next meeting.

Randy asked that wording be included with regards to migrations with hunt groups, whereby the ITMG states that hunt groups be migrated in sequence at the same time rather than each line being treated individually. Tracey to add wording to the ITMG to be reviewed at the next meeting.

Tracey to draft the non-consensus report for the September 2005 face-to-face meeting.

	20
	August 11, 2005
	Tracey reviewed the TIF and Version 4 (Draft 12) of the ITM guidelines.   

Section 4.1.4: The wording provided by Bell on Aug 9, 2005 was reviewed. There was discussion around the wording and minor changes were made. Randy identified that there is still no wording about having the trouble resolved on the same day. There was further discussion around the need to expand this section of the ITMG in to include different failure issues during provisioning. This will be reviewed with the next version of the ITMG.

Section 4.1.8.1:  There was discussion around how the ILECs currently handle orders with a hunt sequence.  Peter asked that if there was not consensus on this item could we go with the current wording for V4 of the ITMG and clarify in V5 of the ITMG. Everyone agreed.

Section 7.5: New proposed wording was reviewed with regards to when a ticket is placed on and removed from the hold/suspend status.  Everyone to review internally. Bell is still investigating and will supply an answer Sept 2, 2005.

Appendix 11.6: Participants have not had time to review internally. All parties to review acceptance of process and provide an answer by Sept 7, 2005.
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	September 8, 2005
	The TIF was reviewed and Serial # 20 accepted.  The Action items were reviewed.

Action Item # 4 – Failed Provisioning. It was agreed that no further action was to be taken on the failed provisioning issues that arise due to non-compliance to the current process and procedures. MTS Allstream noted that they would continue to work bi-laterally with the ILECs to reduce the still existing failed provisioning issues due to non-compliance to the ITMG guidelines. Peter to resend TIF36 report that was sent to the Commission.

Action item # 27 – Paul advised that Bell will be able to comply with placing trouble tickets on hold/suspended with access to the ILEC OSS on March 16, 2006

Action item # 28 – Review of ITMG Appendix 11.6 – Table of Residential Service Scenarios. Participants are okay with current wording, however there may be slight changes when participants do the testing in their region.

Action item # 32 - Section 4.1.4 Randy’s suggested wording reviewed, Participants to review section 4.1.4 internally. 

Action item # 33 - Bells process varies with regard to how they handle the migration of hunting groups. Normally Bell will migrate a few of the lines at a time from the hunt group completing the 555 call on these lines, then migrate the pilot number and the remaining lines. 

Action item # 34 - Bell advised that they would be able to comply with the wording in the ITMG when access to the ILEC OSS occurs on March 16, 2005. A footnote is to be added to V4 of the ITMG stating this.

The ITMG V4 was reviewed minor wording changes were made.  Simon-Pierre noted that the current guidelines only deal with New and Migrated Loops with LNP they do not address standalone ports. It was agreed that the current ITMG V4 revisions would stay as shown and that in the next version of the ITMG V5 new sections would be add to address standalone porting issues.

The non-consensus report was discussed and the BPWG agreed that if the wording was changed in the ITMG to say that loop migrations could take place outside of normal business hours if agreed to bi-laterally between the parties then the report could be changed to a consensus report.

Tracey will update the ITMG as the final version. Only changes made at the Sept 8, 2005 meeting will be highlighted. These changes are to be reviewed internally to see if consensus can be reached. 
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	Sept 19, 2005
	Aliant replies to the Action items from the Sept 7-9 meeting.

Section 4.1.8.1.1. – Aliant agrees with wording.
Section 4.1.4 - Aliant will accept 15 mins but would prefer 30 mins.

Section 7.5 - Aliant agrees with wording. Tickets can be suspended but they cannot be re-opened once closed. 
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	Sept 22, 2005
	Bells reply to Section 4.1.4 - The quoted consensus statement is in the context of the ILEC completing a loop migration in which the ILEC controls how long it takes to disconnect the loop from its switch and re-connect it to a CLEC connecting link.  While the ILEC does have an obligation to carry out specific LNP activities (e.g. submit a subscription version to the NPAC, place a 10-digit trigger on the customer’s line), the CLEC, not the ILEC, controls how long it takes to activate the number porting which determines when incoming calls will be correctly routed to the customer.  That is why the ILECs agreed to the inclusion of “incoming calls” only in the context of failed migrations where ILEC action may be required to resolve the problem.  In this context, 15 minutes is not a realistic time period in that the trouble ticket must be created and handed off to the LNP Admin. group for their follow-up.   We believe that a 60-minute time period is more realistic, and that it addresses the BPWG objective of putting these types of troubles into a category, which all LECs should be able to resolve more quickly.  

Added Oct 14, 2005 Omitted when cut & paste previously from Bells comments. - Please note that this discussion applies as much to CLECs as it does to ILECs, and therefore we should change the proposed wording to replace “CLEC” with “ordering LEC” and “ILEC” with “provisioning LEC”.
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	Oct 14, 2005
	Tracey reviewed the TIF.  Paul indicated that a section of Bells response was missing from serial # 23. This has now been added above.

The ITMG was re

Section 4.1.4 - Bell and SaskTel did not agree to the 15 min proposed repair time and suggested 60 mins. Aliant would rather have 30 mins but would agree to the 15 mins. Okacha pointed out that we should look at the customer experience. We already have 15 mins for the interval associated with end user service interruption (i.e., the period of time during which an end customer does not possess the ability to place outgoing calls). Why should this be extended to 30 mins for incoming calls? Bell explained that the 15 mins time is when a tech is working on the service. The failure of incoming calls is classed as a failed provisioning, a ticket has to be opened, assigned to repair for the mistake/error made with the initial implementation to be corrected. Bell needs more than 15 mins to complete this process.  BPWG members were asked to consider the 30 min timeframe and reply to Tracey by COB Oct 19. 

Bell asked if this timeframe was for normal business hours only. The CLECs replied that the expectation would be to have the 30 mins whenever the ILEC’s are doing migrations, so if the LECs have agreed to migrations taking place after regular business hours this timeframe would still apply. 

Section 4.1.8.1 – Randy suggested that the paragraph be rearranged and the reference to A loops removed. Randy to send update to Tracey to be included in next draft.

Section 7.5 – Most LECs agreed to the trouble ticket remaining open for 72 hrs after it has been cleared by the ILEC. This will allow the CLEC time to verify with the end user that the trouble has cleared during weekends and Statutory holidays.

Appendix 11.6 – Randy asked for clarification on the process. Randy and Paul will discuss off-line and advise if there are any changes. 

The updated ITMG will be sent out by COB Oct 21, 2005. Final comments are to be received by Tracey and Peter before COB Oct 26, 2005.
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	Oct 27, 2005
	Section 7.5 – Aliant will align to the 72 hrs.
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	Nov 1, 2005
	Peter distributed the updated TIF, the final version of ITMG V4 and the draft Consensus report.
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	Nov 13, 2005
	TELUS cannot agree with the current proposed wording regarding migrating of hunt groups in Section 4.1.8.1 of the ITMG V4.0 draft.
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	Nov 17, 2005
	BPWG reviewed the TIF, ITMG V4 and the draft consensus report – Wording changes were made to ITMG V4 section 7.5 and consensus on the wording reached. Bell advised that they will implement the field work for CLECs as per Decision 2004-4 and included in V4 of the ITMG on December 5, 2005.

Peter will forward a final version of the TIF and ITMG V4 for review to the BPWG participants. If there are not comments received within 5 days of distribution the Consensus report will be forwarded to the Steering Committed for approval. The BPWG recommends that the Steering Committee approve the proposed guidelines and that they become effective 60 days from CISC approval or no later than January 23, 2006.


ACTION REGISTER:
	Serial
	Action
	Prime
	Status

	1
	Tracey to identify items carried over from Version 3 of the guidelines for incorporation in the next version by April 30, 2004.    
	Tracey Kenning
	Open – April 22, 2004

CLOSED May 4, 2004

	2
	Rick to take the carryovers from Tracey and other identified items e.g. TIF 36 diary to create the baseline document of Version 4.0 of the guidelines by May 10, 2004. 
	Rick Leroux
	Open – April 22, 2004

CLOSED May 10, 2004

	3
	Develop trial and implementation plan for Decision 2004-4 activities related to work ILECs should or could perform on behalf of CLECs.
	Bell Canada, Call-Net and TELUS
	Open April 22, 2004

CLOSED June 18, 2004

	4
	Follow-up December 2004 if failed provisioning warrants review. Review again in June 2005. If no further action required at that time. Item will be closed.   
	BPWG 
	Open June 17- 2004 

Will Review again June 2005. Review at Sept 7-8 2005 meeting CLOSED

	5
	Section 4.1.8.1.1

All ILECs to check if different practices exist for business and residential customers when fieldwork is required for migrated loops.  

ILECs to confirm:

4) on a Field Work Migration associated with business lines, is the loop tested from the end user demarcation point or from the cross connect at the remote and completion notification provided from same

5) If tested and completion notification is provided from the remote, is it from the drop side of the cross connect

6) If there is a different process for residential versus business lines and if so what is it? 


	ILEC
	Open June 17, 2004

Due Jan 13, 2005

Bell & Telus provided answers.

Aliant due Jan 21, 2005

CLOSED

	6
	Section 4.1.8.1.2 All to consider possible solutions for providing confirmation of receipt, of completion notification from the ILECs when using 555-0974 for providing completion notification. Answer: BPWG agreed that solutions for confirming receipt of completion notification be suspended pending Commission determination with regards to access to OSS information.


	BPWG
	Open June 17, 2004

FCI provided a sample of a trap file.  MTS Allstream provided 555 files, time consuming to produce due to manual manipulation. Call-Net is looking at an IVR solution.

Bell – Due Jan 13, 2005. Bell supports Call Net initiative.

Telus – Due Jan 13, 2005 – Does not want to implement until Commission rules on OSS activity.

Aliant will comply once there are sufficient volumes in their territory.

CLOSED

	7
	Section 7.3 Capability of collecting stats on the reuse of COLT assignments

Bell did see COLT assignment changes, but per earlier discussion they were unable to determine if the change was requested by the CLEC or ILEC. No further action required.
	BPWG
	Open Aug 19, 2004

Telus, MTS Allstream does not have data available. Call-Net would find if difficult to provide stats. FCI Broadband provided data. Bell outstanding. Due Jan 13, 2005. Bell can provide stats if required.

CLOSED

	8
	CLECs and ILECs to confirm ability to provide acknowledgement number on trouble tickets. 

FCI Broadband Update Feb 11, 2005 – Acknowledgement numbers are supplied on trouble tickets.
	BPWG
	Open Aug 19, 2004

FCI Possible by would require system development work. Randy to provide update at Feb 11, 2005 meeting. MTS Allstream does provide acknowledgement number.

Jan 13, 2005

Aliant, Bell and Telus do accept these acknowledgement numbers when bi-laterally agreed to with the other LECs.  

CLOSED

	9
	Section 4.1.8.1.1 Tracey to take back and determine how often on a migration is the migration unsuccessful because an end-to-end continuity test was not performed.
	MTS Allstream
	Open Sept 20, 2004

CLOSED 23% of all fieldwork migrations used to fail due to wrong pairs cross-connected, loose connections..etc.

	10
	Call-Net contribution BPCO061a reviewed and discussed. Participants to review again for consensus or offer alternatives by Nov 17, 2004For those parties that do not agree with Call Nets contribution they are to provide their own contribution by Feb 3 of other solutions.

Feb 10, 2005 BPCO61b - Comments on Call-Net Contribution BPCO061a received from Aliant, Bell and Telus.


	BPWG
	Open Oct 20, 2004 New Due date Dec15, 2004. Revised due date Feb 3, 2005 No other contributions received. Call-Net wording accepted. Feb 10, 2005 BPCO061b received from Aliant, Bell and Telus.  CLOSED

	11
	Section 4.1.8.1.1 MTS Allstream wants the ILECs to visit the end customer residence or business. All CLECs to confirm preference.

Bell West agreed with MTS Allstream and would like the ILEC to visit the end customer on a field work migration.
	CLECs
	Open Oct 20, 2004 Call-Net, FCI & Videotron indicated no need for site visit. Bell West still to provide answer. CLOSED

	12
	Decision 2004-4 Trial processes. Peter to set up a meeting and provide documentation on processes so far
	Peter
	Open Nov 15, 2004

CLOSED – Meeting held Dec 3, 2005

	13
	Appendix 11.4 Bell to provide process for 7 hr MTTR on unbundled loops used for T1 service
	Paul
	Open Nov 15, 2004 Due Feb 11, 2005

Completed Feb 10, 2005

CLOSED

	14
	Bell & Telus to review their 2004-4 Trial documentation to ensure it up to date. This information will be added to the ITMG V3.1 draft 6.  Updated documentation received, Tracey to add to V3.1 of ITMG 
	George & Paul
	Open Dec 15, 2004

CLOSED

	15
	Review the need to establish a LNP Group within Incumbent Carriers to handled technical porting issues.

Action: Fido to check to see if they have any further action items on this issue.

FIDO contribution BPCO066a submitted

New Action items:

1. Can a trouble ticket be opened on a TN only for a porting issue?

      2. What happens if a trouble ticket is opened and requires NPAC work. Does the TRC have access to resolve these issues?
Bell Response:

1. Yes. Trouble ticket can be opened on a TN only for a porting issue?

      2. Trouble is referred to LNP group.


	BPWG

All
	Open Dec 15, 2004

Comments due by March 2. 

March 10, 2005 No other parties have submitted comments at this time.

Due May 11, 2005

Answers in serial # 15. Bell & Aliant to reply by May 27, 2005

May 30,2005

Aliant Answer in Serial # 18

CLOSED

	16
	Section 4.1.8.2 LECs to review if two testing points for new loops, one for business and one for residential service is acceptable.

 Telus are okay with the proposal as the demarcation point is not usually in the suite.

Paul – Bell & Sasktel would like to change the wording from last wireout, on residential to last acceptable physical connection. 

CLOSED – There has been lots of success with the trial, where there is only one demarcation point. Therefore Call-Net would like to Close this item as no longer an issue.
	LECs
	Open Feb 11, 2005

Due Feb 18, 2005

CLOSED

	17
	Section 4.1.8.1.1 – All LECs to review new wording with regards to timeframes for migrations. [Loop migrations will take place between 8:00am – 5:00pm Monday to Friday in the provisioning territory unless specifically requesting a CHC or other appointment time. (Evenings or weekends)]

April 14, 2005 Telus agrees with wording. Bell has concerns with regards to meeting the QoS. Bell to propose new wording at May 11, 2005 meeting. 

Paul provided new wording. – Participants need time to review but are concerned that staffing would be required until Midnight on the due date for a migration. Suggestion was made to extend hours for migrations between 8am – 8pm Paul to review internally.

	LECs

Paul

All
	Open March 10, 2005 Due April 14, 2005

Telus agrees to wording.

Bell Due May 11.2005 

Feedback required at June 22-23, 2005 meeting.

Feedback required from all parties at the Sept 7-9 2005 meeting.

Non-Consensus item to be addressed in the BPWG report to the Commission.

CLOSED

	18
	Section 7.5 – ILECs to review if a trouble report that has been closed, but is still testing faulty can be reopened and the clock time continued, rather than opening a new trouble ticket and the clock starting over again.

Further discussion required. Tickets cannot be re-opened but ILECs to see if the ticket can be placed on hold until verified clear.

Bell Response:

No.  Currently trouble ticket cannot be put into hold/suspend mode until verified clear.   

Telus Response:

Yes. Trouble can be place in cleared status currently for up to 5 days before the ticket is closed. Telus are looking to reduce the cleared status to 24 hrs prior to closing the ticket.

Aliant Response:

Yes. Aliant can suspend the ticket until it is cleared by the customer.  


	ILECs
	Open March 10, 2005 Due April 14 2005

Due May 11, 2005

Bell & Aliant due May 27, 2005

May 30, 2005

CLOSED

	19
	Section 8.3 Paul to advise on how Bell and Aliant are notifying the CLEC of customer authorization for inside wire/jack trouble repair and associated charges (time to repair 


	Paul
	Open March 10, 2005 Due April 14, 2005 Due May 11, 2005

CLOSED

	20
	Section 4.1.4 – Bell and Telus disagree with current proposed wording. They are to review and come back to the May 11, 2005 meeting with alternate wording.

Paul provided alternate wording. Telus have not provided alternate wording.

Closed. Telus agree with Bell wording.

 
	Paul & George


	Open April 14, 2005 Due May 11, 2005

CLOSED

	21
	Section 4.1.4 - BPWG to review proposed Bell wording and provide feed back at June 22-23, 2005 meeting.
	All
	Open May 11, 2005 Due June 22-23, 2005

CLOSED

	22
	Aliant and MTS Allstream to provide tariff reference for 7 hr MTTR on A & B loops being used for T1 service.

Chris provided Aliant Tariff. MTS Allstream does not currently have a tariff. Regulatory will be filing one shortly.
	Chris / Tracey
	Open May 11, 2005

Due June 22-23,2005

CLOSED

	23
	Interpretation of Decision 2004-4 Paragraphs 62 & 64. Paul to review with Bell internally the Commissions intent with regards to charges.

Bell – Will continue to charge for these activities.
	Paul
	Open May 11,2005 Due June 22-23, 2005.

Due July 15, 2005

CLOSED

	24
	Section 4.1.4 – Randy to provide alternate wording to this section for review at the Sept 7-9 2005 meeting.
	Randy
	Open June 22, 2005 Due July 8, 2005

Wording provided July 11, 2005 

CLOSED

	25
	Section 4.1.7.3 Claude to see if the Commission will be issuing a decision.

Decision Due end of Q3 2005


	Claude
	Open June 22, 2005 Due July 8, 2005

CLOSED

	26
	Section 7.5 – Tracey to reword section
	Tracey
	Open June 22, 2005 Due July 8, 2005

CLOSED

	27
	Section 7.5 Paul to follow up internally on how Bell stops the clock for no sub access.

Paul still investigating internally

Sept 8, 2005 - Bell will be able to comply with access to OSS March 16 2006


	Paul
	Open June 22, 2005 Due July 8, 2005 Due Aug 5, 2005

Due Sept 2, 2005

CLOSED

	28
	Appendix 11.6 – All participants to review the trial processes. Any issues/concerns are to be raised at the July 15, 2005 meeting. If no issues these processes will be adopted by all LECs.

Aug 8, 2005 No issues raised.

Aug 11, 2005 Participants have not had time to review, due date extended to Sept 7, 2005 meeting. 

Aug 17, 2005 – Eastlink have no issues/concerns with appendix 11.6

Sept 8, 2005 - Participants are okay with current wording, however there may be slight changes when participants do the testing in their region.

	All
	Open June 22, 2005 Due July 15, 2005

Call- net to respond Aug 5,2005. New Due Date Sept 7, 2005

CLOSED

	29
	Section 4.1.4  - Bell have an issue with the word “defined” in the suggested paragraph. Paul to take back and provide revised wording or a footnote.

Aug 9, 2005 – Bell have provided alternate wording that has been included in the ITMG. 
	Paul
	Open July 15, 2005 Due August 5, 2005.

CLOSED

	30
	Tracey to draft non-consensus report for ITMG V4 


	Tracey
	Open July15, 2005 Due Sept 7, 2005

CLOSED

	31
	Section 4.1.4 Bell provided further updated wording on failed provisioning. All parties to review and provide any changes to Tracey by Aug 19, 2005

Sept 8, 2005 – No Changes made 
	All
	Open Aug 11, 2005 Due Aug 19, 2005

CLOSED

	32
	Section 4.1.4 Randy to provide wording with regards to resolutions for LNP/translation problems during failed provisioning.

Sept 7, 2005 Randy’s suggested wording reviewed, Participants to review section 4.1.4 internally and provide comments to Tracey by Sept 19, 2005.

Sept 19, 2005 - Aliant will accept 15 mins but would prefer 30 mins.

Sept 22, 2005 – Bell does not agree with 15 mins but suggested 60 mins.
	Randy

All
	Open Aug 11, 2005 Due Aug 19, 2005

Sept 19, 2005

Bell & Aliant have replied.

Oct 20,2005

Aliant, Bell, Bell West, Eastlink, MTS Allstream and SaskTel agree to the 30 mins. No response from other BPWG members. CLOSED

	33
	Section 4.1.8.1:  Sam to review how Bell currently handles hunt group migrations with respect to the sequence the loops are migrated In.

Sept 8, 2005 – Bells process varies. Normally Bell will migrate a few of the lines at a time from the hunt group completing the 555 call on these lines, then migrate the pilot number and the remaining lines. 


	Paul
	Open Aug 11, 2005 Due Sept 7, 2005 CLOSED



	34
	Section 7.5: New proposed wording was reviewed with regards to when a ticket is placed on and removed from the hold/suspend status.  Everyone to review internally. 

Sept 8, 2005 Bell advised that they would be able to comply with the wording in the ITMG when access to the ILEC OSS occurs on March 16, 2005. A footnote is to be added to V4 of the ITMG stating this.
	All
	Open Aug 11, 2005 Due Sept 7, 2005

CLOSED

	35
	Tracey to update the ITMG to show the final version. Participants to review internally to see if consensus can be reached. Any changes are to be forwarded to Tracey by Sept 19, 2005


	All
	Open Sept 8, 2005 Due Sept 19,2005

CLOSED

	36
	Section 4.1.8.1.1 – Wording changed to allow bi-lateral agreement for migrations taking place outside normal business hours. Everyone to review internally to see if this can be agreed to.

Sept 19, 2005 – Aliant agree with wording. 

Sept 20, 2005 – Bell does align to this wording.
	All
	Open Sept 8, 2005 Due Sept 19, 2005.

Oct 14, 2005 The ILEC will negotiate on a bi-lateral basis with the CLEC to do migrations after hours. This is now a consensus item. - CLOSED



	
	Section 4.1.8.1 – Randy suggested that the paragraph be rearranged and the reference to A loops removed. Randy to send update to Tracey to be included in next draft.


	Randy
	Open Oct 14, 2005 – Due Oct 19, 2005

Randy provided wording. CLOSED

	
	Section 7.5 – Most LECs agreed to the trouble ticket remaining open for 72 hrs after it has been cleared by the ILEC. Bell to confirm.


	Paul
	Open Oct 14, 2005 – Due Oct 19, 2005

Bell and SaskTel agree to 72hrs. - CLOSED

	
	Appendix 11.6 – Randy asked for clarification on the process. Randy and Paul will discuss off-line and advise if there are any changes. 


	Randy / Paul
	Open Oct 14, 2005 – Due Oct 19, 2005

Paul provided a few updates to the wording. 

These will be incorporated into draft 15 of ITMG V4 for review.

	
	Tracey to update the ITMG and Peter to draft the consensus report. Both documents will be sent to BPWG participants by COB Oct 21, 2005. Final comments are due back to Tracey and Peter by COB Oct 26, 2005.

If there are no changes, Peter will submit to the Steering Committee for approval at the Nov 18, 2005 meeting.
	Tracey / Peter
	CLOSED


TIF CONTRIBUTION LOG:

	ID#
	Date
	Originator
	Title

	BPCO061a
	Oct 15, 2004
	Bruce Watson
	New Wording for Failed Provisioning Repair (Sec. 4.1.4)

	BPCO061b
	Feb 10, 2005
	George Hearn
	Comments on Call-Net Contribution BPCO061a

	BPCO062a
	Jan 6, 2005
	Bruce Watson
	CLC Procedures

	BPCO062b
	Feb 4, 2005
	Bruce Watson
	CLC Procedures

	BPCO062c
	March 10, 2005
	George Hearn/Don Henkel
	Comments on Call-Net Contribution BPCO062b

	BPCO063a 
	Jan 13 – 14, 2004
	George Hearn
	Follow – Up issues associated with BPTF0045 & BPTF0049

	BPCO066a
	April 14, 2005
	Pascale Lacroix / Simon-Pierre Olivier
	Establishment of an LNP Group within the LECs to handle technical issues associated with standalone ports.


BPRE045a
Page 1 of 23

