File ID: BPRE044b.doc
_____________________________________________________________

IMPLEMENTATION OF LOCAL COMPETITION

CRTC INDUSTRY STEERING COMMITTEE

REPORT to the CRTC

by

INDUSTRY WORKING GROUP

Business Process 
Consensus Report  

________________________________________________________________

TITLE:
Service Intervals

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

DATE:


June 14, 2006
________________________________________________________________

IMPLEMENTATION OF LOCAL COMPETITION

Consensus Report to the CRTC
Task ID(s):

BPTF0044

Task Name(s):
Canadian Local Ordering Guidelines (C-LOG) Version 5.2

Task Description(s): 
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Conclusions:

The BPWG continues to maintain the Canadian Local Ordering Guidelines (C-LOG) through periodic C-LOG bulletins as specific issues are resolved and additional material is developed.  The current baseline version of the C-LOG, Version 5.2, was originally implemented by the industry effective November 1, 2003 (refer to CISC report BPRE021c).

C-LOG bulletins address either the implementation of CISC consensus reports that have been submitted for CRTC approval, or minor operational or procedural matters that, in the BPWG’s determination, do not require formal approval.

The attached guideline update is the outcome of extensive industry discussions aimed at documenting standard service intervals associated with the processing of LSRs.   The BPWG believes that the attached guideline should be submitted for CISC and CRTC approval as it represents a more significant procedural matter deserving broader visibility.

Although the CRTC has issued a number of decisions
 concerning service intervals for the completion of LSR provisioning, the timeline for confirmations of requests (Local Service Confirmations – LSCs) has largely been determined through CISC consensus.  The BPWG’s challenge has been to document this consensus in an unambiguous manner, and in a format that can be practically applied by LEC employees and systems.  Indeed, this new document is an update to a version issued in May 2005 which, in retrospect, fell short of the BPWG’s objectives for clarity and practicality.  However, BPWG participants believe that the revised edition brings us much closer to the goal. 

While the focus of the service interval work has been to document existing rules, the attached bulletin refines LSC timelines in the following areas:
· For an LSR requesting a 3-day or 4-day service interval, the LSC must be issued by Noon of Day 2 of the service interval.  This has been shortened from the current LSC timeframe of 2 business days in order to provide the New LEC with sufficient time to react to any issues prior to the due date.
· For an LSR requesting a 5-day service interval or longer, the LSC must be issued by Noon of Day 3 of the service interval.  This has been lengthened from the current LSC timeframe of 2 business days to offset the reduction in LSC timelines for 3- and 4-day requests, while continuing to provide the New LEC with sufficient time to react to any issues prior to the due date.

· For an LSR received by Noon and requesting a 2-day service interval, the LSC must be returned by 9pm.  This has been shortened from the current midnight deadline.

· For an LSR received after Noon and requesting a 2-day service interval, the LSR must be received by 4pm in order for the LSC to be returned by Noon of the next business day.  This is a new formal cutoff time.

The revised LSC timelines impact calculations for ILEC Quality of Service (QoS) Indicator 1.18 (Local Service Request (LSR) Turnaround Time Met) as defined in Telecom Decision CRTC 2005-20.   The implementation date is therefore dependent both on the time each LEC requires to change LSR processing, and the time each ILEC needs to revise QoS calculation processes.  Longer leadtimes are generally required to change mechanized systems vs. manual processes.
Recommendations:

The BPWG believes that there would be merit in implementing the revised intervals at the earliest opportunity, but it recognizes that the effort and time to do so may vary significantly across the industry.  The BPWG therefore recommends that LECs implement the revised service intervals at their earliest opportunity, but no later than January 1, 2007.
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.

Further Activities: 

To facilitate the introduction of these guidelines, the BPWG is issuing the attached C-LOG update forthwith by way of a C-LOG Bulletin, and is posting the Bulletin to the C-LOG section of the CISC BPWG website.

The BPWG will address any issues that the CISC Steering Committee and the CRTC may identify in their review of this consensus.

Other BPWG tasks are scheduled that may require changes to the C-LOG. It is expected that the BPWG will issue further C-LOG Bulletins as each of these items is completed.
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	1
	Oct. 16, 2003
	TIF opened to capture the changes and additions to C-LOG V5.2.

Final comments re V5.2 are to be submitted to Sam Glazer by Oct. 24th.  Sam will issue the new version with an effective date of Nov. 1st.


	Processing of the LSR

· If the Ordering LEC specifies in LSR Remarks that the requested loops are to be installed in the MTR:

· If the MDU has a single MTR, then the requested loops will be installed in the MTR (i.e. the LSR may not be rejected for missing customer suite info.).

· If the MDU has multiple MTRs:

· If a specific MTR is not requested:

· If customer suite is missing, the LSR may be rejected.

· If customer suite is provided, the requested loops will be installed in the MTR normally associated with the customer suite.

· If a specific MTR is requested, the requested loops will be installed in the specified MTR (i.e. the LSR may not be rejected for missing customer suite info.).

· If the Ordering LEC does not specify in LSR Remarks that the loop be installed in the MTR, installation will default to the customer suite specified.  If customer suite is missing, the LSR may be rejected.



	3
	Nov. 20, 2003
	Sam reviewed TIF 44.

Consensus Report BPRE021c was reviewed and approved with minor changes.  Sam reported that C-LOG V5.2 is on the CISC website.

Sam reviewed contribution BPCO051e proposing wording for the C-LOG Overview re ordering of leased loops in MDUs:

· Definitions of the terms “customer demarcation point” and “service provider demarcation point” are to be inserted from Decision 99-10.

· Okacha earlier provided a CRTC staff opinion confirming TELUS’ position that the location of the customer demarcation point in TELUS territory is the riser closet.  After some discussion, Bruce requested Okacha to provide a reference to support the staff opinion that the TELUS interpretation is correct.  Otherwise, Bruce requested to have the matter raised as a policy issue with the Commission. A footnote will be inserted to indicate that the matter is under review and “riser closet” will be added as an explicit example of a customer demarcation point.  Participants agreed that it is generally understood that “service provider demarcation point” is the MTR.

· The decision tree is not required in the Overview and will be deleted.

· The sentence: “A Provisioning LEC should reject an otherwise valid LSR when all service address information has not been provided to enable design and installation of the loop” will be deleted.

· In response to a question from Tracey, Don Henkel indicated that it would be the responsibility of the end customer in TELUS territory, through either the CLEC or a building owner, to have a loop extended to the customer suite from a riser closet.



	4
	Dec. 11, 2003
	Sam reviewed a joint Call-Net / Bell contribution (BPCO051e), regarding LSRs for loops in MDUs.  Apart from the outstanding issue of the demarcation point in TELUS territory, participants approved the proposed C-LOG text.

Participants reviewed Okacha’s e-mail of Nov. 28th indicating that it appears that no documents, decisions or tariffs state the location of the demarcation in TELUS territory for Alberta or BC.  Sam provided a reference to a Stentor document that was last updated in March 1999 and used by the BA&IW WG for their demarcation point discussion.  Participants agreed to refer the policy issue of a demarcation point in MDUs in TELUS territory to the Commission. In the meantime, however, the last of the ILEC tariffs has been approved by the CRTC and it is necessary to issue the C-LOG bulletin as soon as possible.

Sam reviewed the C-LOG activity list.  It will be updated to reflect the issuance of C-LOG V5.2 (V5.1 completed items will be deleted, but the numbering of open items will be retained rather than resequenced).  Items 36 and 37 were updated.

Call-Net would like the ILEC to correct a due date and to use CNTYPE = “D” when a due date is invalid, rather than to have the ILEC reject the LSR.  This item will be added to the proposed change list for further discussion.



	5
	Jan. 19, 2004
	Sam reviewed consensus report BPRE044a regarding LSRs for loops in MDUs.  After further discussion of the demarcation point in TELUS territory, participants agreed that there was no longer a policy issue to be referred to the CRTC for resolution and that this issue should be removed from the consensus report.

In response to questions raised by Ed Martens, the situation in MTS territory will be clarified.  The respective ILEC loop tariffs (i.e. for TELUS and MTS, if necessary) will be reviewed and appropriate details will be included in the C-LOG guideline to explicitly indicate where a Customer Demarcation Point is not at a customer suite) and how LSRs should be handled under the circumstances.

Sam reviewed the C-LOG activity list reflecting the removal of V5.1 completed items and the addition of item #43 (re use of CNTYPE =”D” rather than rejecting LSRs).

With respect to item #43, Bell indicated that they would likely encounter problems with Call-Net’s proposal for the ILEC to correct an invalid due date on an LSR.  Bell’s LSR system has some built-in edits that would automatically reject LSRs under some of the relevant situations.  Furthermore, Bell reps. are not generally able to confirm a date that is different than the customer’s requested due date due to impacts on QoS measurements.



	7
	March 17, 2004
	Sam reviewed the latest TIF updates.

George Hearn reported that demarcation info is not always available for recording on a TELUS LSC (e.g. where riser management firms are involved).  Bruce Watson questioned whether TELUS could identify the riser management firm, where one was involved, or whether TELUS has control over the in-building wire. Tracey Kenning responded that this information may not be useful to Allstream – the fundamental requirement is to know where the loop will be terminated given the possibilities identified in TELUS’ tariffs.  However, there is still some confusion with respect to the customer demarcation point in TELUS’ tariffs.

C-LOG Bulletin #052-001 will be revised once the tariff and LSC situations are clarified.

There was a brief recap of previous discussion on C-LOG Change Register item #43 (use of CNTYPE = “D” in place of rejecting an LSR with an invalid due date).  Peter Lang had earlier advised that Call-Net would be implementing validation on its LSR due dates later this year, and Call-Net would be agreeable to an ILEC assigning the next valid due date in situations where Call-Net’s due date is invalid.  Bell does not agree to changing requested due dates due to the additional manual workload this imposes on the ILEC, the impact to mechanized tracking of QoS indicators, and potential penalties associated with ILEC date miscalculations.  Sam also shared Bell CSG feedback that, when Bell had previously agreed to adjust due dates, the incident volume had increased – i.e. the consequence of an LSR rejection drove down the volume.  Bell would be open to further discussion of this item once CLEC validation is in place at source.

The topic of C-LOG documentation on service intervals will be addressed at the April BPWG meeting.



	8
	April 22, 2004
	Pascale Lacroix (Microcell) presented a contribution re the cancellation of LNP requests.  Participants noted that LSR cancellation procedures should address both unbundled loops and LNP.  No consensus emerged in the brief discussion of Microcell’s proposal.  Participants were therefore asked to submit contributions and relevant statistics for the next meeting.

George Hearn summarized TELUS practices regarding loop demarcation points in MDUs in Alberta and B.C..  Allstream and Call-Net pointed out inconsistencies between TELUS’ tariffs and current practice.  This will be noted in the Consensus Report for CRTC review.

It was suggested that the other ILECs provide their demarcation practices in a similar manner to TELUS.  Sam noted that the other ILECs are, with minor exception, using the MTR as the Service Provider Demarcation Point and the customer suite as the Customer Demarcation Point.    This will be reconfirmed.

Sam noted that updates to the LSR Overview section re REMARKS were inadvertently left out in C-LOG Bulletin #051-015.  These were previously approved by the BPWG and will be included with the Bulletin #052-001.  In conjunction with these updates, references to the Overview in notes for REMARKS (LSR#70) in the LSR Prep. Section will be changed to reflect the section title rather than the section number.

There were no recent changes to the C-LOG Change Register.  Two items will be added for the next version:  The issue raised by Microcell and an item that arose from TIF#46 with respect to confirmation of APPTIME.

Discussion of a C-LOG section on Service Intervals was deferred to the June meeting.  A discussion of item #036 re LNA codes will also be on the June meeting agenda.



	9
	June 4, 2004
	Sam Glazer reviewed the proposed Consensus Report, BPRE044a, re Loop Demarcation Points in MDUs.  George Hearn (TELUS) suggested that the BPWG delete the portion of the report that provides the details of conditions in TELUS territory – this text duplicates the material already included in the attached guideline.  George objected to the description of CLEC concerns re TELUS tariffs and to the proposed recommendation that the CRTC review these tariffs.  With respect to the recommendation, George indicated that there are established procedures for a tariff review and the report should not be the method to initiate this.  Call-Net agreed to the deletion of the report text concerning TELUS tariffs and recommendation for review.  Allstream needed to confirm its position on this matter.  An attempt will be made to revise the description of CLEC concerns to the satisfaction of all participants.

Sam reviewed Bell’s contribution BPCO058b re the cancellation of LSRs.  The following summarizes the key points of the discussion:

· Simon Olivier shared Microcell’s statistics on the frequency of LSC revisions due to more recent customer authorization (4 incidents since Oct. 2003 of which 2 were allegedly not authorized).

· Bruce Watson shared Call-Net’s statistics (1% of LSRs in the period Jan. through May 2004).

· Microcell concurred with Bell’s description of the issue (“Background” in BPCO058b) and agreed that LECs are largely complying with the rules.  However, Microcell cited Call-Net’s Part VII report of ILEC winback violations and also noted that TNs are occasionally doubly assigned following porting.

· Bell responded that reports of non-compliance apply to CLECs as well as ILECs – these should be addressed bilaterally and, failing that, via the regulatory process. Bell added that inadvertent errors such as the re-assignment of ported TNs are infrequent and should be handled directly between the parties.

· Microcell informed participants of their bilateral arrangement with TELUS whereby TELUS now directs customers back to Microcell to cancel LNP requests.

· Microcell suggested that CNTYPE = “R” could be used if a 3rd LEC sends in a conflicting LSR.

Participants were again asked to submit contributions and relevant statistics for the next meeting.

Sam reminded participants of their obligation to submit periodic forecasts.

Rick Leroux noted the need to add a description of procedures in the Overview concerning changes to high-voltage loops (refer to TIF# BPTF0038 – Apr. 16, 2004 notes).

Sam reported that Bell is working on implementing service appointment scheduling for loops per Decision 2004-4.  This requires a code of “EV” for evening appointments in the APPTIME fields (LSR#16 and LSC#15) for CLEC residential customers.  Sam speculated that, with the wide variety of values currently acceptable in these fields, LECs likely do not validate the data field.  Participants will confirm whether the addition of a new code is an issue.



	10
	June 18, 2004
	Sam Glazer reviewed TIF – updates were approved with minor revisions.

With respect to the proposed Consensus Report, BPRE044a, on Loop Demarcation Points in MDUs:

· Tracey Kenning (Allstream) advised that Allstream concurs with removing the redundant guideline material from the report, but wants to retain a reference in the report to a conflict between TELUS tariffs and operational practices.

· George Hearn (TELUS) indicated that TELUS is following the demarcation practices outlined in the proposed C-LOG update.

· Allstream & Call-Net believe that SaskTel’s additional charge for extending a loop to a customer suite is inconsistent with Decision 2003-45, but these CLECs do not believe that it is worthwhile to challenge this tariff at this time, or in this report, particularly when there are no CLECs competing in SaskTel territory at the current time.

· The report and associated C-LOG bulletin were approved for issuance.  

Sam reviewed the issue of a new “EV” value in the APPTIME field:

· Further to last meeting’s discussion, Allstream and Call-Net reported that the implementation of this new value would not have a major impact.  It would generally be a minor change to a table.

· CLECs wanted to ensure, however, that the implementation of service appointments (including the introduction of an evening option) was reasonably consistent across ILEC territories.

· It was noted that “PM” was understood in the industry to mean the afternoon time period, not including the evening.  Therefore, “PM” could not be used for evening appointment scheduling.

· Noelle McKinley (TELUS) reported that evening appointment times were not a current standard offering in TELUS territory.  TELUS has no concern with the introduction of “EV”.

· Info on other ILEC plans and process will be obtained to complete discussion on this item.

Sam addressed C-LOG Register item #44 re confirmation of the APPTIME field.  It was noted that there is currently an inconsistency between the Overview section (paragraph 2.6.4) re confirmation of the APPTIME field and the usage notes in the LSC section re LSC#15.  These need to be reconciled.

Participants noted that FW (LSC#13) might need to accommodate multiple values (e.g. no fieldwork, work at remote, work at customer premise).  Also – this indicator might be better positioned at the service detail level.  This item will be added to the C-LOG Register.

Tracey also noted the potential need for an indicator to identify when multiple lines (e.g. hunt group) on the LSR are to be worked at the same time in a co-ordinated fashion, but necessarily as a CHC, so that they do not get separated by the Provisioning LEC based on whether fieldwork is required during installation.  This item will be added to the C-LOG Register. 

Participants completed discussion of contributions BPCO058a and BPCO058b re the cancellation of LSRs:

· Microcell’s statistics indicate that LSC revisions due to more recent customer authorization are very infrequent.

· Sam provided a high-level description of a recent such incident.

· Call-Net’s statistics are more significant, but Call-Net will address the issue bilaterally with Bell.

· Participants concurred with Randy Schuyler’s (FCI Broadband) view that the issue is largely associated with the residential market.  Randy suggested that customers should be held accountable for cancelling service.  Sam noted that most LECs are unwilling to antagonize customers with such service charges and would, in any event, have a challenge collecting these.

· Participants concluded that no BPWG action is required on this item at this time.



	11
	August 19, 2004
	Sam Glazer reviewed a draft version of C-LOG Bulletin 052-002 re LSR procedures for customers with DSL Internet Services (DSL IS).  Participants agreed to issue a bulletin as soon as possible notifying the industry that procedures are under development, but to issue the procedures, themselves, following their review at the Sept. 2004 meeting.  A number of changes were reviewed for the current draft bulletin and procedures.  It was agreed that, to the extent possible, the procedures should be standardized across the country.  Where procedural variances are unavoidable (e.g. due to unique DSL equipment deployment by a given ILEC), significant variances will be documented in the C-LOG alongside the standard industry processes, unless the exceptions are going to be eliminated within a few months. 

 

	12
	Sept. 21, 2004
	Participants reviewed a draft of C-LOG Bulletin 052-003 re DSL procedures.  It was agreed that a note be inserted advising that the procedures do not currently apply to MTS Allstream as an ILEC in Manitoba.  Sam will re-issue by Oct. 1st with the additional note, further refinements to “move” and “disconnect” scenarios, and TELUS’ input for review and issuance by Oct. 20th meeting.

Sam reviewed ILEC requirements re ECCKT information when a customer orders DSL.  Per the DSL procedures, all CLECs leasing ILECs loops need to establish an e-mail ID for occasional queries.  Bell is also looking to get a one-time ECCKT-TN data file from CLECs in its territory to further minimize these queries.

A follow-up on the use of “EV” for DDD APPTIME confirmed that there are no system impacts or procedural inconsistencies introduced by Bell’s proposal to use this for appointment scheduling.  The additional data value will be incorporated into a future C-LOG Bulletin.  

Participants reconfirmed plans at this time not to proceed with system-impacting C-LOG changes in 2005.

  

	13
	Oct. 20, 2004
	Participants reviewed the most recent draft of C-LOG Bulletin #052-003 re ADSL over unbundled loops.  TELUS has to provide its procedures for migrations, but the guideline may be issued without them for now.

The wording of the statement re not applying the procedures to MTS Allstream as an ILEC in Manitoba will be reconfirmed.

 

	14
	Nov. 17, 2004
	Participants reviewed and approved TIF updates.

Sam Glazer reviewed the status of C-LOG Bulletin #052-003: TELUS-unique procedures will be added, when available, into a future release of the new C-LOG section.  Following last meeting’s discussion, Sam followed up with MTS Allstream and confirmed the Bulletin wording re the applicability of the procedures in Manitoba.  However, a change is required to the final wording in TIF#43 re this matter.  Participants approved the Bulletin for immediate issuance.

The BPWG has not been able to complete discussion on a number of C-LOG items for many months largely due to CISC & company workload.  Participants agreed to “blitz” through some of the backlogged items in the Jan. 2005 face-to-face meeting.  A note to participants (re contributions, participation at a full 2-day meeting) and mini-agenda will facilitate this activity.

In response to a query from Leonard Eichel (Microcell) re the status of Microcell’s March 2004 contribution re LSR Cancellations, Sam reviewed the relevant sections of the TIF which concluded on June 18, 2004 that no BPWG action was required at that time.  Both Microcell and Bell indicated that they wished to re-open discussion of the issue at the Dec. 2004 meeting – a joint contribution will be considered.  Bell noted that it had new concerns re required leadtime notice for cancellations and reported violations of LSR confidentiality.



	15
	Dec. 15, 2004
	Participants reviewed and approved TIF updates.

Sam Glazer presented Bell contribution BPCO058c re Cancellation of LSRs.  Some participants do not want to use CNTYPE “R” (reject) when a Provisioning LEC cancels an Ordering LEC’s LSR due to another request with more recent authorization.  Participants generally prefer a new CNTYPE, however this would have system impacts.  Participant feedback is also required on 1 vs. 2 cancellation deadlines for LSRs requesting only LNP vs. loops.

Tracey Kenning questioned what was meant in the C-LOG (Overview para. 2.11) by “complete COLT assignment” in the description of LNA codes “Y” and “Z”.  ILECs will identify required fields. 

Proposed TIFs identified by Microcell were added to the C-LOG Action Register as items #049 and #050.



	16
	January 14, 2005
	Participants reviewed and approved TIF updates.

Participants reviewed a set of proposed C-LOG changes to three sections of the C-LOG (Overview, LSR and LSC) in conjunction with Call-Net’s contribution BPCO049b.  The following set of questions arose for follow-up by the respective participants [Where appropriate, the C-LOG Register # is noted for reference.  The paragraph numbering corresponds to the meeting minutes]:

a. [#036] When the ILEC sends a port-only (LNA “P”) or service disconnection (LNA “D”) request to the CLEC for a customer who is served via an ILEC unbundled loop, can the ILEC automatically disconnect the loop?  

The CLEC would identify the ECCKT and COLT on the LSC.  If the CLEC does not want to return the loop, it would be indicated in the REMARKS on the LSC.

For CLEC-to-CLEC activity, CLECs would still need to issue a separate LSR to the ILEC to disconnect the loop. 

b. What is meant by the “complete COLT assignment” – what COLT assignment fields, by loop type, are used in each ILEC territory?

A table will be included in the C-LOG.

c. [#046] What are the respective ILEC time bands for AM, PM and EV, and weekend offerings?  

A table will be included in the C-LOG which will be footnoted to indicate that the information is subject to change.

There may be a requirement to include an explicit guideline in the C-LOG to address the timing of LNP activity when there is no facility work required.

d. Are there system impacts if a SUP (LSR#16) value of “2” were to include changes to DDD APPTIME (LSR#10)?

e. [#032] Are there system impacts if a correction to the TOS field (LSR#24) is not considered an exception for LSC purposes (i.e. use CNTYPE = “C” vs “E”)?

f. [#043] When the DDD of an expedite request cannot be met, do ILECs currently use CNTYPE = “D” and bump the date ?  If not, could they?

Do any LECs have statistics on DDD rejects?

[#039] Call-Net proposed that, unless two parties mutually agree to another method, the LSC should be the default vehicle for communicating that an order has been put on hold due to lack of facilities.  The final relief date should be communicated via the LSC.  

g. [#043] Do LECs have any other examples that could be added to those in BPCO049b re Note 3 for CNTYPE (LSC#12)?  


h. [#044] Are there system impacts if the LSC did not mirror APPTIME from the LSR when a customer premise visit is not required?

i. [#033] When the ILEC rejects an LSR due to an incorrect COLT assignment, and the CLEC subsequently verifies that the COLT assignment is correct, can the ILEC issue a new version (PLVER) of the LSC confirming the LSR or does the CLEC have to issue a new version (VER) of the LSR?

j. Do LECs support an order cancellation deadline of 23:59 on DD-2?

[#040] Participants recommended that a new CNTYPE be established to address the “return” of an LSR when an order with more recent authorization is received.  Until a new CNTYPE is implemented, CNTYPE = “R” should be used. 

What is the implementation leadtime for a new CNTYPE?

k. [#049] Are there any issues or system impacts with the proposal that a telephone number remain portable for 7 days after disconnection?

l. [#050] Are there any issues with the current reseller process maps for determining the underlying service provider to whom to send an LSR?  This would typically involve asking the customer, inquiring via NPAC, and/or consulting the CNA website.



	17
	February 10, 2005
	Participants reviewed and approved TIF updates.

Participants reviewed responses to the Jan. 14 action items (see above):

a. [#036] When the ILEC sends a port-only (LNA “P”) or service disconnection (LNA “D”) request to the CLEC for a customer who is served via an ILEC unbundled loop, can the ILEC automatically disconnect the loop?  

Aliant, Bell, MTS Allstream and SaskTel concur.

Participants agreed that CNTYPE = “E” should be used when the CLEC needs to retain the loop.

b. What is meant by the “complete COLT assignment” – what COLT assignment fields, by loop type, are used in each ILEC territory?

Aliant, Bell, MTS Allstream and SaskTel responses provided.

c. [#046] What are the respective ILEC time bands for AM, PM and EV, and weekend offerings?  

Aliant, Bell, and MTS Allstream responses provided.
d. Are there system impacts if a SUP (LSR#16) value of “2” were to include changes to DDD APPTIME (LSR#10)?

No system impacts identified.
e. [#032] Are there system impacts if a correction to the TOS field (LSR#24) is not considered an exception for LSC purposes (i.e. use CNTYPE = “C” vs “E”)?

No system impacts identified.  However, Bell and SaskTel do not agree with this change.

Participants would like statistics on the frequency of incorrect values and the impact of a wrong value.
f. [#043] When the DDD of an expedite request cannot be met, do ILECs currently use CNTYPE = “D” and bump the date ?  If not, could they?

Aliant and MTS Allstream can implement this.  Bell and SaskTel do not agree with this change.  Bell proposed an alternative approach for CLEC consideration:  CLEC would put standard interval in DDD field, check off EXP, and include REMARKS to better the interval.  [Eastlink noted that it currently uses this approach with Aliant.]

Do any LECs have statistics on DDD rejects?

No statistics readily available.

g. [#043] Do LECs have any other examples that could be added to those in BPCO049b re Note 3 for CNTYPE (LSC#12)?  


No other examples identified.

h. [#044] Are there system impacts if the LSC did not mirror APPTIME from the LSR when a customer premise visit is not required?

No system impacts identified.

i. [#033] When the ILEC rejects an LSR due to an incorrect COLT assignment, and the CLEC subsequently verifies that the COLT assignment is correct, can the ILEC issue a new version (PLVER) of the LSC confirming the LSR or does the CLEC have to issue a new version (VER) of the LSR?

Aliant and MTS Allstream can support this.  Bell requires a new version of the LSR – Bell to review further.

j. Do LECs support an order cancellation deadline of 23:59 on DD-2?

VTL / QMI reviewed contribution BPCO065a identifying concerns with forcing a customer to transfer service to another LEC.  It was proposed that a separate cancellation policy be established for LNP-only situations for residential and single-line business customers.

k. [#049] Are there any issues or system impacts with the proposal that a telephone number remain portable for 7 days after disconnection?

A variety of responses were provided indicating that this might be technically possible, but expressing concerns with non-payment situations and the need to implement such a change.  

FIDO to provide statistics on frequency of problem, and an example of the scripting it uses with customers to minimize these situations.

l. [#050] Are there any issues with the current reseller process maps for determining the underlying service provider to whom to send an LSR?  This would typically involve asking the customer, inquiring via NPAC, and/or consulting the CNA website.

No issues were identified with the specific process, but concerns were expressed with enforcement of items on Resellers such as providing Equipment Records in a timely manner.  Discussion on this was tabled to a future meeting in the context of Reseller Obligations.
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	March 10, 2005
	Participants reviewed and approved TIF updates.

TELUS circulated responses to Jan. 14 questions.  No new issues were raised beyond those identified on Feb. 10th.  Participants therefore reviewed the Feb. 10 action items (see above):

e. [#032] Are there system impacts if a correction to the TOS field (LSR#24) is not considered an exception for LSC purposes (i.e. use CNTYPE = “C” vs “E”)?

Bell reported that it does not track these errors, but a quick poll among its business office staff indicated that each Client Rep. comes across a handful of them in a given business day. 

Due to the current low volume of loop activity in Aliant, these errors are rare in Aliant territory.

Bell highlighted the following impacts of an incorrect TOS value:

· Where demarcation points vary for different types of buildings / customers, wrong instructions may be issued to field technicians.
· Where different groups of technicians work on residential vs. business orders, the wrong workforce may be dispatched.
· Where only certain types of customers are eligible for certain services (e.g. scheduled or Saturday appointments), issues may arise with the orders.
· The wrong service charge may result, or some service charges may be incorrectly applied (e.g. when overtime rules depend on type of customer). 
There was no resolution of this issue.

f. [#043] When the DDD of an expedite request cannot be met, do ILECs currently use CNTYPE = “D” and bump the date ?  If not, could they?

CLECs are still reviewing Bell’s Feb. 10th proposal.  Some CLEC systems may not support it. 

i. [#033] When the ILEC rejects an LSR due to an incorrect COLT assignment, and the CLEC subsequently verifies that the COLT assignment is correct, can the ILEC issue a new version (PLVER) of the LSC confirming the LSR or does the CLEC have to issue a new version (VER) of the LSR?

TELUS to clarify its response, particularly with respect to its internal order process.  Bell reported that recent system changes may support this, but further investigation is required.

j. Do LECs support an order cancellation deadline of 23:59 on DD-2?

Most participants support a separate cancellation policy for LNP-only situations for residential and single-line business customers.  However, some further investigation is required on system impacts.  Some expressed reservations about cancellations after the due date.  Feedback is to be provided in advance of the next meeting in the form of contributions.

k. [#049] Are there any issues or system impacts with the proposal that a telephone number remain portable for 7 days after disconnection?

[Carried over to next meeting]

l.  [#050] Are there any issues with the current reseller process maps for determining the underlying service provider to whom to send an LSR?  This would typically involve asking the customer, inquiring via NPAC, and/or consulting the CNA website.

[Carried over to next meeting]
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	April 15, 2005
	Cancellation Deadline

Fido Solutions reviewed contribution BPCO065b re C-LOG Rules for Cancellation of LSRs.  There was a general consensus that a cancellation deadline should not, and need not, apply to stand-alone LNP requests.  Participants confirmed that a cancellation deadline is required for LSRs involving leased loops – this deadline will be set at 11:59pm on DD-2. 
Delays involving Standalone LNP Orders

There was a general discussion on the completion of standalone LNP orders and how to address situations when a New LEC does not activate number porting on the confirmed due date.  This situation may arise, for example, when the New LEC’s technician is unable to complete work at the customer’s premise due to no access to the site (i.e. customer missed appointment) or technician workload (i.e. technician missed appointment).  It was noted that (per the Customer Transfer Process) service supplied to the customer by the Current LEC must not be disconnected until the telephone number porting has been activated.  There is no industry guideline to deal with this situation. In order to minimize the amount of LSR re-issuance and tracking of outstanding LNP activations, some LECs are currently expecting outstanding LNP orders to be resolved within 2 business days.  Vidéotron indicated that 2 days is insufficient time to reschedule and complete most missed appointments.  QMI / VTL proposed a rule to the effect that – If the New LEC has not activated a pending telephone number porting on its confirmed due date, the New LEC must complete one of the following actions within 7 calendar days:

· Activate the number porting,

· Cancel the LSR, or 

· Issue a new version of the LSR with a revised due date.

Standalone LNP Orders for Non-Business Days

It was noted that, due to the increase in customer premise visits associated with standalone LNP orders, some LECs are completing many of the orders in the evenings, and on weekends or holidays.   Some LEC systems do not accept LSRs due-dated for some or all non-business days.  Workarounds are in place where this is currently required, but these workarounds are not ideal solutions, at least over the long term.  Further discussion is required around business requirements for non-business day LNP activity.

Porting of Disconnected Numbers

Fido Solutions reviewed contribution BPCO058d re Porting of Disconnected Numbers.  Participants did not support the contribution’s proposal to allow porting of a telephone number up to 1 week following its disconnection.  Some participants expressed concerns about the manual work required to recreate a customer’s local service in order to port out a disconnected number, and suggested that the issue be addressed through customer education.
TIF Review

Participants reviewed and approved TIF updates.

“Blitz” Items

Participants reviewed the Mar. 10 action items (see above):

e. [#032] Are there system impacts if a correction to the TOS field (LSR#24) is not considered an exception for LSC purposes (i.e. use CNTYPE = “C” vs “E”)?

Call-Net and Bell have been addressing the high volume of TOS changes on a bilateral basis.  Notwithstanding the progress on reducing these incidents, Call-Net still feels that CNTYPE = “C” should be used and that the compliance issue should be separately addressed.  Call-Net will review the situation.

f. [#043] When the DDD of an expedite request cannot be met, do ILECs currently use CNTYPE = “D” and bump the date ?  If not, could they?

CLECs are still reviewing Bell’s Feb. 10th proposal.

i. [#033] When the ILEC rejects an LSR due to an incorrect COLT assignment, and the CLEC subsequently verifies that the COLT assignment is correct, can the ILEC issue a new version (PLVER) of the LSC confirming the LSR or does the CLEC have to issue a new version (VER) of the LSR?

TELUS requires a new LSR. Aliant re-issues the LSC.  Bell still investigating.

j. Do LECs support an order cancellation deadline of 23:59 on DD-2?

Item closed – see notes above.

k. [#049] Are there any issues or system impacts with the proposal that a telephone number remain portable for 7 days after disconnection?

Proposal tabled for review – see notes above.  Fido to review specific examples and re-address with BPWG if necessary.

l.  [#050] Are there any issues with the current reseller process maps for determining the underlying service provider to whom to send an LSR?  This would typically involve asking the customer, inquiring via NPAC, and/or consulting the CNA website.

Aspects of this being addressed under Access to OSS initiative.  In interim, suggestion made that LECs add remark to LSC to indicate that a reseller is providing service to the customer when an LSR is rejected for this reason (i.e. invalid customer name).

Non-Native Addresses
Tracey Kenning questioned why some VOIP-based telephone numbers (i.e. secondary numbers) are not being made available for porting.  After some brief discussion, participants decided to defer this and related discussion until after the issuance of the CRTC’s VOIP decision in mid-May.  A new TIF will be initiated at that time.

Forecasts

Dennis Beland questioned the basis for a 90-day ramp-up period by a LEC to handle significant increases in LSR volumes.  Okacha Merabet responded that the CRTC had never endorsed a 90-day rule.  Dennis submitted that these situations need to be addressed through bilateral negotiations and, if disputes arise, through the CRTC.  The guidelines may have to be updated with appropriate language.   

Service Intervals

A new C-LOG Bulletin will be issued once the Consensus Report has been approved by the CISC Steering Committee.
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	May 11, 2005
	TIF Review

Participants reviewed and approved TIF updates with minor revisions.

C-LOG Bulletins

C--LOG Bulletin #052-005 (re the new Service Intervals section) was approved for issuance.  Due to uncertainty as to whether C-LOG Bulletin #052-004 had been issued, this material will be re-issued with #052-005.

Standalone LNP Orders for Non-Business Days

Dennis Beland noted that, per BPWG discussion on Apr. 14th, VTL is looking to resolve issues with the current process for issuing LSRs requesting standalone LNP on non-business days.  More information is required of participants re the current barriers they face and the general timeline required to resolve them.  Meanwhile, workarounds will continue to be addressed bilaterally until a permanent solution is in place.

“Blitz” Items

The Apr. 14 action items (see above) were carried over to the June meeting.  Peter Lang recommended that the BPWG also begin addressing the next C-LOG version which will require system changes in 2006. 

Forecasts

An item will be added to the C-LOG action register to update the Forecast section with language similar to what was recorded in the Apr. 14th-15th minutes.
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	June 22, 2005
	TIF Review

Participants reviewed and approved TIF updates with minor revisions.

C-LOG Bulletin #052-005 (Service Intervals)

Sam Glazer reviewed feedback re errors in the bulletin that was issued, and problems with the LSC intervals.  It was proposed that a simpler LSC timeline be developed which might involve establishing a consistent Noon cutoff time for all LSRs coupled with turnaround of LSCs for 3-day and 4-day requests using the 2-day procedures.

Delays involving Standalone LNP Orders

There was further discussion of VTL’s Apr. 15, 2005 proposal on how to address LNP delays.  No conclusion was reached.  Dennis Beland reminded participants that missed appointments will happen even with the best of processes and intentions, and that the industry needs to come to an understanding soon on how these are to be handled.

DSL Procedures

Sam Glazer highlighted some problems with C-LOG Section 13 now that: 

· Customers have additional options (e.g. DSL over “dry loops” – aka “Naked DSL”, VoIP)

· Cablecos are entering the market using parallel networks, and

· There is significant growth in number porting.

The problem is mainly associated with standalone LNP requests.  In the past, a significant proportion of LNP requests had been associated with customer moves.  Service provider changes are now the predominant scenario.  In this new context, it is a challenge to know what to do with a customer’s existing DSL service when they port out their TN.  Sam will develop some further material for discussion.  Participants were requested to review C-LOG Section 13.

“Blitz” Items

Fido has changed its scripting in an effort to minimize the problems of customers disconnecting their wireline TNs prior to migrating to Fido.  Item “k” will be closed.

ECCKT for Wholesale DSL

Randy Schuyler described a problem with providing DSL (through a wholesale arrangement) to a customer served over a CLEC’s loop leased from an ILEC.  There are times when the wholesale DSL provider doesn’t know which circuit on which to install the DSL service.  Randy proposed that DSL wholesalers should send circuit # queries directly to CLECs when necessary to resolve the situation, similar to retail DSL procedures.
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	July 15, 2005
	TIF Review

Participants reviewed and approved TIF updates with minor revisions.

LSR and LSC Service Intervals

Sam Glazer reviewed proposed changes to C-LOG Section 11.  The intent of these updates is to simplify the LSC interval rules.  The proposal presented included shorter LSC intervals on 3-day and 4-day LSRs, but longer LSC intervals on due dates of 5 days or more when the Provisioning LEC receives the LSR after noon.

While there was no intention to alter existing LSR service intervals, some CLECs expressed concern over perceived changes to the LSR service interval rules.  There was disagreement over whether the Noon LSR cutoff time instituted in Decision 2002-14 applies to all LSRs.

Debbie Schepens indicated that, with imminent changes to QoS measurements being implemented by the ILECs to meet the directives of Decision 2005-20, ILECs would need some time to implement any further revisions that might arise from the current discussion on service intervals.

Delay of Stand-alone LNP Orders

There was general consensus that a 7-calendar-day period would be acceptable for follow-up action on a stand-alone porting LSR which had not been completed on due date.  There was also agreement that the consequence of no Ordering LEC action within the 7-day period would be Provisioning LEC cancellation of the LSR.  Further feedback is required, however, on whether the 7-day period should end at the start or end of the 7th day following due date – e.g. For an LSR due on Monday, July 11th, should Ordering LEC action be required by the start or end of Monday, July 18th.
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	August 11, 2005
	TIF Review

Participants reviewed and approved TIF updates.

LSR and LSC Service Intervals

BPWG is awaiting a CRTC Staff opinion re the Noon cutoff time in Decision 2002-14 before proceeding with any further changes or discussion.

Delay of Stand-alone LNP Orders

There was consensus that the 7-calendar-day period would end at 4pm of the 7th day following due date – e.g. For an LSR due on Monday, July 11th, Ordering LEC action would be required by 4pm on Monday, July 18th.

LSR Issues re Internet Access, Parallel Networks, and VoIP

Sam Glazer presented contribution BPCO067a.  Eastlink and Aliant shared their experience re customers with voice and DSL service:  In most situations, customer transfers both services.  ILEC automatically disconnects DSL when a TN is ported.  Customer typically does not proceed with transfer to CLEC if DSL is to remain with ILEC.  In isolated cases, ILEC and CLEC have made unique arrangements for split services.  More discussion to follow at next meeting.
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	September 7, 2005
	TIF Review

Participants reviewed and approved TIF updates.

C-LOG V5.2 Updates

Participants conducted an extensive review of update proposals for the current version of the C-LOG to address miscellaneous corrections and the following items from the C-LOG Register: #031, #032, #033, #036, #039, #037, #044, #045, #046, #051 and #052.

At the Oct. 2005 BPWG meeting, the updates on which consensus can be reached will be packaged into a Bulletin for issuance.  Discussion will continue on the remaining items for a subsequent update.
LSR Cancellations

There was significant discussion about work associated with cancelled LSRs and the inability to charge for orders for standalone LNP.  Participants considered whether to set a reasonable limit to cancellation activity, but agreed to address this bilaterally for the time being.
LSR and LSC Service Intervals

Okacha Merabet reviewed a CRTC Staff opinion confirming a Noon cutoff time for all LSRs (per Decision 2002-14), along with a proposal for standardizing LSC intervals.

C-LOG V6

Sam Glazer reviewed proposals for a new C-LOG release that would incorporate all pending system-impacting changes.
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	October 14, 2005
	TIF Review

Participants reviewed and approved TIF updates with minor corrections.

C-LOG V5.2 Updates

Participants reviewed the status of update proposals for the current version of the C-LOG.  Due to time constraints, review of a Bulletin on consensus items was carried over to the Nov. 2005 BPWG meeting.

Standalone LNP Orders for Non-Business Days

Most participants confirmed that they could handle LSRs requesting standalone LNP on non-business days.  VTL requested a written response from Bell Canada.  RTI is to confirm their response.
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	November 14, 2005
	TIF Review

TIF updates will be reviewed at the next meeting.

C-LOG V5.2 Updates

Participants reviewed the status of update proposals for the current version of the C-LOG.  All earlier updates were confirmed except as noted below – these will be re-circulated for final confirmation prior to issuance of C-LOG Bulletin #052-006. 

Overview (Section 1):

· Paragraph. 2.12: RTI raised concerns re the arbitrary cancellation of LSRs by the Provisioning LEC, particularly when the request might be related to leased loop activity.  The paragraph was revised to further clarify the concept of “stand-alone number porting”.

· Paragraph. 2.13: The descriptions of LNA codes “D” and “P” were revised to indicate that ILECs should instead use LNA codes “X” and “Y” until C-LOG V6 changes enable a CLEC to return a leased loop via the LSC.

· Paragraph. 2.16.8: The footnotes for TELUS in B.C. were corrected to differentiate between loops leased by RTI and other CLECs.  Further refinements were also made to the paragraph on blocked COLT assignments.

Forecasts (Section 12):

· Paragraph. 1.3: The original sentence was split into two sentences.

· It was again noted that the changes to this section of the C-LOG mean that forecasts are to be provided among all LECs (ILEC-CLEC, CLEC-ILEC, CLEC-CLEC).  In practice, and by mutual consent, the regular exchange of forecasts between some LECs may not be necessary where the volume of order activity is low or consistent.

Standalone LNP Orders for Non-Business Days

Sam Glazer reviewed BPCO068a which indicates that Bell needs to complete some system changes to handle LSRs requesting standalone LNP on non-business days, and that the BPWG needs to complete corresponding updates to the ALBR field.  Tracey Kenning questioned why the CHC field could not be used to accept additional charges vs. using the ALBR field.

Peter Lang reported that RTI would also have system work to complete.  Dennis Beland requested that all changes be completed and used live on a holiday well in advance of July 1st (e.g. Easter or Victoria Day).

RTI and MTS Allstream noted that, with the above changes, both number porting and new loop installations would be available from Bell on Saturdays, but not migrations of existing loops since, as Bell reported, Frame technicians do not carry out installation work on weekends. Debbie Schepens confirmed that MTS Allstream (as ILEC in Manitoba) has the same situation with respect to migrations on Saturdays.

LSR Issues re DSL

Sam Glazer reviewed BPCO067b which highlights a numbers of issues related to the processing of LSRs involving customers with DSL service.  It was agreed that a letter ought to be issued to ISPs to advise them of the BPWG’s work and to invite them to participate.   Changes to Section 13 will be reviewed at the Jan. 2006 BPWG meeting. 

Service Intervals

Participants reviewed proposals for LSC intervals.  It was also suggested that the BPWG establish a minimum aging period for COLT assignments in conjunction with a requirement for the ILEC to physically disconnect a loop.  Changes to Section 11 will be reviewed at the Jan. 2006 BPWG meeting.

CLOG Version 6

Peter Lang suggested that V6 be implemented co-incident with Wireless Number Portability (WNP).  Participants were again requested to provide broader input on V6 requirements in addition to those already documented.  It was noted that a conversion / transition plan will also be required.  Randy Schuyler suggested that V6 be implemented using XML tags for electronic data exchange to facilitate future changes.  In response to questions from Sam Glazer re unnecessary entries in the REMARKS field, it was noted that some of these are associated with comments used when one LEC issues LSRs on behalf of another LEC.   A new field should be established in V6 to support this requirement.  Further review of V6 will take place at the Jan. 2006 BPWG meeting.



	27
	December 8, 2005
	TIF Review

TIF updates were reviewed and approved.

C-LOG V5.2 Updates

Participants reviewed and approved final changes to C-LOG Bulletin #052-006. The Bulletin was approved for issuance:

· Overview para. 2.12: The footnote was revised clarifying the concept of “stand-alone number porting”.  V6 to consider a change (e.g. new LNA code) to address standalone LNP between CLECs in conjunction with the Ordering LEC’s use of a new loop from the ILEC.

· Section 12 (Forecasts): To be considered for next Bulletin: “By mutual consent, the regular exchange of forecasts between some LECs may not be necessary where the volume of order activity is low or consistent.”

Standalone LNP Orders for Non-Business Days

Participants discussed proposed changes to the description of the ALBR field.  A written proposal will be reviewed at the Jan. 2006 meeting. 

Cancellation of Loop-Related LSRs

Sam Glazer noted that he would be bringing forward guideline proposals for cancellation of outstanding LSRs for scenarios beyond standalone LNP (e.g. Inability to gain access to customer premise, no dial tone at COLT).
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	January 19, 2006
	TIF Review

TIF updates were reviewed and approved.

C-LOG Bulletin #052-006

Sam Glazer reported that this Bulletin was issued following the Dec. 2005 meeting.

C-LOG Bulletin #052-007

Participants reviewed and approved further changes to a C-LOG Bulletin re Forecasts.  This Bulletin will be renumbered as #052-007, circulated for final comment and issued on Feb. 3, 2006, if there are no substantial comments.

C-LOG Bulletin #052-008

Participants reviewed a C-LOG Bulletin re Service Intervals.  This was renumbered as #052-008.   Tracey Kenning reported that MTS Allstream re-uses COLT assignments after 14 days.  It was noted that this bulletin will impact QoS measurements – a longer leadtime may be required.  MTS Allstream also proposed changes to the LSC intervals for 3-day and 4-day requests.

Installation Appointment Times

Sam reviewed a draft of the ILEC information re the definition of AM, PM, and EV for installation appointment purposes.  It was agreed that, once TELUS has provided its info, these details should be published in a C-LOG bulletin.

Standalone LNP Orders for Non-Business Days

Participants concurred with Dennis Beland’s request that the BPWG conclude its work on this topic by delinking the ALBR field from standalone LNP, and by declaring that there are no barriers for a LEC to submit an LSR for standalone LNP for a weekend or holiday due date.  Changes to the C-LOG will be addressed in a future Bulletin.

Cancellation of LSRs by Provisioning LEC
Sam reviewed Bell’s contribution, BPCO069a, proposing additional situations in which the Provisioning LEC be permitted to cancel an outstanding LSR.  It was suggested that ILECs communicate jeopardy code information (e.g. via status notification), and that the BPWG look at an appropriate way of rescheduling LSRs that could not be completed.
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	February 14, 2006
	TIF Review

TIF updates were reviewed and approved.

C-LOG Bulletin #052-007

Sam Glazer reported that this Bulletin re Forecasts was issued on Feb. 3, 2006.

C-LOG Bulletin #052-008

Participants reviewed a revised draft of this Bulletin re Service Intervals.  The new draft includes changes to the description of the ALBR field, and due date selection for standalone LNP requests. Tracey Kenning reviewed Decision 2003-48 (paras. 36 and 38) re service intervals for disconnection.  CRTC staff confirmed that no distinction was made in the Decision between termination of billing and physical disconnection of loops, but simply reflected the industry consensus on a 2-day loop disconnection interval. The industry consensus, however, was with respect to termination of billing.  Participants confirmed MTS Allstream’s Jan. 2006 proposal for LSC intervals.  All participants except Bell confirmed acceptance of a 14-day period for loop disconnection and re-use of COLT assignments – Bell to reconsider the matter.  Impacts re QoS measurements are to be reviewed with respect to an effective implementation date.  TELUS is to review its impacts re due dates on standalone LNP.

Installation Appointment Times

Sam reported that he had now received input from all ILECs re the definition of AM, PM, and EV for installation appointment purposes.  A C-LOG bulletin will be drafted.

Cancellation of LSRs by Provisioning LEC
Participants responded to Bell’s proposal in contribution, BPCO069a.  Peter Lang (RTI) indicated that, if the CLEC could speak directly with the ILEC technician rather than a co-ordinating group (CSG or Control Centre), most no-dialtone situations could be resolved, and RTI would agree with a 7-day rule for the few remaining orders.  On no-access situations, RTI prefers that a 30-day period be provided which RTI submitted is the ILEC retail practice.  
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	March 1, 2006
	TIF Review

TIF updates were reviewed and approved with minor changes.

C-LOG Bulletin #052-008

Sam Glazer reviewed a draft of C-LOG Bulletin 052-008 re Service Intervals.  All changes were approved except for the interval for physical disconnection of a loop. Sam reported that Bell could agree to a 14-day interval outside of the May-Sept. peak period during which Bell requires a 30-day interval due to significantly higher order volumes and workload.  CLECs generally responded that this was a period of high load for them as well requiring the 14-day re-use of COLT assignments.  It was suggested to Bell that only the connecting link needed to be disconnected to satisfy CLEC requirements, and/or that pending loop disconnect orders be considered when an LSR tries to re-use a connecting link.

To facilitate the introduction of the other service interval changes, participants agreed to proceed with Bulletin 052-008 without an interval for physical disconnection of a loop.  This issue will remain under discussion and a subsequent C-LOG update will be issued.

It was confirmed that Bulletin 052-008 would impact QoS calculations and sufficient implementation leadtime is required.  It was therefore suggested that the Bulletin be issued for immediate use by companies, but that QoS reporting using the new intervals be implemented by the IIIQ 2006 reporting period.

Debbie Schepens questioned how the proposed LSC intervals would apply for LSRs received after-hours or on non-business days. Debbie and Sam to address this.

C-LOG Bulletin 052-009

Sam reviewed a draft of C-LOG Bulletin 052-009 re ILEC Appointment Times.  Following some brief discussion, participants agreed to issue the bulletin with a change in context to residential customers. 
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	March 9, 2006
	C-LOG Bulletin #052-008

Sam Glazer reviewed recent updates to the draft.  There was significant discussion on how to apply the proposed LSC interval rules, including the need for a cutoff time.  Participants agreed that the proposed approach is too complex.  Further ideas and review are required.
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	April 6, 2006
	TIF Review

TIF updates were reviewed and approved with minor changes.

LSR Cutoff Time

Peter Lang questioned why the LSR cutoff time for new loops was Noon and not 4pm.  It was noted that, in addressing the “Day 0” question in D2002-4, the CRTC set a Noon cutoff time for LSRs without distinguishing between new and migrated loops.  Okacha Merabet reconfirmed the CRTC staff opinion (provided in the context of industry proposals for service intervals in the C-LOG) that a standard Noon cutoff time should be used for all LSR and LSC intervals in an effort to simplify the process.

C-LOG Section 11 (Service Intervals)

There was further significant discussion on how to refine the proposed LSC interval rules.  RTI and MTS Allstream will jointly develop a proposal.

C-LOG Bulletin re ILEC AppointmentTimes

It was agreed that this Bulletin should be renumbered as #052-008 and be issued once TELUS has confirmed its implementation leadtime.
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	April 21, 2006
	Sam Glazer identified that further discussion among some of the LECs highlighted some concerns with applying the new ALBR rules (i.e. weekend & holiday due dates) to all LSRs.  Bell noted that it had no concerns with porting of residential lines, but that some business services could not be properly ported if handled solely by the new LEC without co-ordination.  Sam will draft changes to the proposed footnote in C-LOG Section 11 for review by participants.
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	May 3, 2006
	Sam Glazer reviewed an updated proposal on C-LOG wording re the ALBR Field and weekend / holiday due dates for standalone LNP requests.  Further refinements are required to avoid confusion re co-ordinated hot cuts among other issues.

Sam also reported that updates to the C-LOG portion of the BPWG website have been sent to the CRTC.
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	May 25, 2006
	Participants reviewed a revised proposal on LSC timelines including shorter turnaround for 3- and 4-day intervals, and longer deadlines for 5-day or longer intervals.

Feedback was requested on the proposed 4pm cutoff time for LSRs with 2-day intervals, as well as on changing the midnight LSC cutoff time to 8pm or 9pm.  LECs are also reviewing the required implementation leadtime, particularly with respect to QoS calculations.
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	June 8, 2006
	TIF Review

TIF updates were reviewed and approved with minor changes.

CISC Website

Peter Lang reported on recent discussions with CRTC staff re CISC website administration aimed at updating the BPWG’s C-LOG material.

C-LOG Section 11 (Service Intervals)

Participants reviewed a revised draft of the C-LOG Bulletin and a proposed consensus report.  The documents were finalized with the following revisions:

· The midnight cutoff for 2-day requests was moved up to 9pm.

· The mid-day cutoff for all LSRs was changed to “12:00” from “11:59”.

· The above 2 changes were noted in the consensus report.

Pending final concurrence from a few companies who had some lingering concern that implementation by Jan. 1, 2007 might be a problem, participants agreed to this schedule in light of earlier CRTC staff feedback.

On the issue of weekend/holiday due dates for standalone LNP requests, where a business customer’s line(s) cannot be successfully ported without co-ordination, it was agreed that the Provisioning LEC should preferably confirm the request with exceptions (CNTYPE = “E”) (and call the Ordering LEC) requesting CHC arrangements.

It was noted that the ILECs should provide at least 2 weeks’ notice of the implementation of the new service intervals.

Return of ILEC Loops
In response to a question from Sam Glazer, participants indicated that they were not currently using the current C-LOG procedure whereby the ILEC can request back a loop from a CLEC using a “records” LSR (LNA = “R”).  Sam reported that Bell was looking at trying out this process to address “blocking” situations – that is, where a Bell customer is assuming occupancy of a premise being vacated by a CLEC customer.  In this situation, the CLEC customer may not yet have out-ordered service, or the CLEC may not yet have issued a loop disconnect request to the ILEC.  Bell will advise the CLECs in question shortly before trialing the process in order to avoid confusion and rejected orders.



ACTION REGISTER:
	Serial
	Action
	Prime
	Status

	1
	Review LNA codes and descriptions:

· To determine if/how an LSR and/or the LSC can be used to advise a Facility Provider to take back a loop and stop billing (Register item #36).

· To further clarify when to use each code.
	All
	Completed Dec. 8, 2005 – V5.2 changes approved.

System changes to be implemented in V6 for LNA codes “D” and “P”.

[refer to BPTF0056]

	2
	Review how to indicate demarcation info on an LSR, including any default arrangements and any need to distinguish between LSR approaches for residential and business customers (ref: BPTF0021 – Sept. 18, 2003 discussion).  Update the final portion of Overview section 2.7 (re location of demarcation) with the outcome of this discussion.
	All
	Completed - contributions submitted.

	3
	Confirm the process of informing CLECs for CNTYPE “N” (no facilities) and “U” (unsuitable facilities) – when are these situations identified and resolved ? (C-LOG Register item #39)
	Call-Net
	Completed Dec. 8, 2005 – V5.2 changes approved.



	4
	Review the proposed changes to the description for CNTYPE “E” (Register item #32).
	All
	Completed Dec. 8, 2005 – V5.2 changes approved.



	5
	Confirm whether missing suite number information can be provided on LSCs for migrated loops in MDUs.
	ILECs
	Completed – Oct. 14, 2005 – ILECs to provide suite numbers.

	6
	Submit new wording for the C-LOG with respect to expediting new COLT assignments rather than canceling orders.


	Call-Net
	Completed - CNCI proposal reviewed at Jan. 2005 meeting.

	7
	Provide examples to Bell of order cancellations due to more recent authorizations. (C-LOG Register item #40)

Review Provisioning LEC issuance of CNTYPE = “X” when no LSR cancellation has been requested.
	Call-Net
	Completed Dec. 8, 2005 – V5.2 changes approved. 

System changes to be implemented in V6 for new CNTYPE value.

[refer to BPTF0056]

	8
	Review Call-Net proposal in the context of multiple MTRs.
	Bell, TELUS
	Completed

	9
	Review TELUS’ position with Commission staff vis-à-vis Decision 2003-45.
	O. Merabet
	Completed – TELUS position confirmed.

	10
	Provide a reference to support the CRTC staff opinion that TELUS’ interpretation of the customer demarcation as the riser closet is correct.
	O. Merabet
	Completed – no reference available.

	11
	Draft a C-LOG bulletin and a consensus report which will also request an answer from the Commission to the policy issue of customer demarcation points in Alberta.
	S. Glazer
	Completed – No policy issue decision to be requested from CRTC.

	12
	Draft a new C-LOG section on Service Intervals
	C. Sprague
	Completed

	13
	Circulate TELUS tariffs where loop demarcation is identified. 
	O. Merabet
	Completed

	14
	Confirm customer demarcation point and associated tariffs for MTS.
	S. Glazer
	Completed

	15
	Where customer demarcation point can vary, confirm whether ILEC can confirm location on each LSC.
	G. Hearn (re TELUS)

S. Glazer (re MTS)
	Completed – No MTS response required.

	16
	Review Call-Net proposal re invalid due dates (Register item #43).
	All
	Completed Dec. 8, 2005 – V5.2 changes approved.

System changes to be considered in V6.

[refer to BPTF0056]

	17
	Clarify the demarcation points in TELUS territory vis-à-vis the explanation circulated on Feb. 24th, and update the matrix that was drafted by Tracey.


	G. Hearn
	Completed

	18
	Submit contributions re cancellation of LSRs (ref.: Microcell contribution BPCO058a).  
	All
	Completed – Bell contribution submitted.

	19
	Reconfirm demarcation information for MDUs in other ILEC territories.
	S. Glazer
	Completed

	20
	Revise Consensus Report to address June 4, 2004 concerns.
	S. Glazer

B. Watson
	Completed

	21
	Confirm position re June 4, 2004 Consensus Report changes. 
	T. Kenning
	Completed

	22
	Confirm whether “EV” can be used in APPTIME fields (LSR#16 and LSC #15)
	All
	Completed

	23
	Confirm plans and process (including use of “EV”) for Aliant, MTS, and SaskTel re service appointment scheduling per Decision 2004-4. 
	S. Glazer

T. Kenning
	Completed – use of “EV” is confirmed.

	24
	Add item to C-LOG Register re FW (LSC#13) and potential need for multiple values at SD level.
	S. Glazer
	Completed

	25
	Add item to C-LOG Register re potential need for new indicator to flag co-ordinated work of all loops/TNs on an LSR.
	S. Glazer
	Completed

	26
	Add item to C-LOG Register re new fields required to co-ordinate DSL IS with voice migration (e.g. TN, DSL indicator)
	S. Glazer
	Completed

	27
	Finalize C-LOG Bulletin 052-002
	S. Glazer

B. Watson
	Completed

	28
	Draft new Bulletin and C-LOG section re DSL IS procedures
	S. Glazer
	Completed Nov. 17, 2004

	29
	Provide TELUS’ DSL procedures re migrations
	N. McKinley
	Open

	30
	Draft letter to BPWG participants and mini-agenda to blitz through backlogged items at Jan. 2005 meeting.
	S. Glazer
	Completed

	31
	Revise TIF#43 wording re applicability of DSL procedures in Manitoba
	B. Watson
	Completed

	32
	Provide new contribution(s) re LSR Cancellation issues
	L. Eichel 

S. Glazer
	Completed

	33
	Provide feedback on BPCO058c re LSR Cancellation issues. 
	All participants
	Completed

	34
	Identify how quickly a new CNTYPE could be introduced to handle LSR cancellation by the Provisioning LEC.
	All participants
	Completed Sept. 7, 2005 – Proposal reviewed for V6.

[refer to BPTF0056]

	35
	Identify which C-LOG fields are required to identify COLT assignments for each loop type.
	ILECs
	Completed

	36
	Provide responses to Jan. 14, 2005 questions
	All participants
	Completed

	37
	Provide responses to C-LOG “blitz” questions raised at Feb. 10, 2005 meeting and during follow-on discussion at subsequent meetings.
	All participants

All: (l) [#050]
	Completed Dec. 8, 2005 – V5.2 changes approved. 

System changes to be considered in V6.

#050 to be discussed.

[refer to BPTF0056]

	38
	Confirm agreement with the proposal in diary item #19 (re: Delays involving Standalone LNP Orders) that the New LEC must complete one of three specified actions within 7 calendar days.
	All
	Completed Dec. 8, 2005 – V5.2 changes approved.



	39
	Update C-LOG with cancellation deadline for LSRs involving leased loops.
	S. Glazer
	Completed Dec. 8, 2005 – V5.2 changes approved.



	40
	Draft new Bulletin to issue new C-LOG section re Service Intervals.
	S. Glazer

P. Lang

D. Schepens
	Completed June 8, 2006 – Updates to Section 11 approved.

Joint proposal provided.



	41
	Add item to C-LOG Register re additional guideline language for handling significant changes to forecasts (refer to Apr. 14-15, 2005 minutes for wording).
	S. Glazer
	Completed Dec. 8, 2005 – V5.2 changes approved.



	42
	Identify any barriers to processing LSRs for standalone LNP due-dated for: Saturdays, Sundays, Holidays.
	All LECs
	Oct. 14, 2005 – A number of ILECs and CLECs reported that they could handle weekend / holiday processing.

Completed Jan. 19, 2006 – It was agreed that the ALBR field be delinked from LSRs for standalone LNP, and that no barriers exist for due dates on weekends or holidays.  C-LOG to be updated.

	43
	Update DSL procedures to address ECCKT queries by DSL wholesalers.
	S. Glazer
	Open
(related to #51)

	44
	Provide clarification on Decision 2002-14 re the applicability of the Noon cutoff time for LSRs.
	O. Merabet
	Completed Sept. 7, 2005 – Confirmed that Noon cutoff time applies to all LSRs.

	45
	Review BPCO049b (Item #37) to confirm whether any further C-LOG updates are required.
	P. Lang
	Completed Oct. 14, 2005 – No further updates required.

	46
	Review proposals in Overview for LNA codes D and P.

· Can CLECs populate ECCKT and COLT fields to request loop disconnection?

· Can ILECs process loop disconnection request via LSC?


	CLECs

ILECs
	Completed Dec. 8, 2005 – V5.2 changes approved. 

System changes to be considered in V6.

[refer to BPTF0056]

	47
	ILECs to confirm/populate matrix in proposal for Overview 2.16.8.
	ILECs
	Completed Dec. 8, 2005 – V5.2 changes approved.



	48
	Review and provide feedback on C-LOG V6 proposals.
	All
	[refer to BPTF0056]

	49
	Confirm final updates for C-LOG Bulletin #052-006.
	All
	Completed Dec. 8, 2005

	50
	Confirm time periods as applicable for AM, PM, and EV.
	ILECs
	Completed Feb. 14, 2006.

	51
	Draft changes to Section 13 (DSL).
	S. Glazer
	Jan. 19, 2006 – deferred due to workload – will be rescheduled.

Open

	52
	Draft changes to ALBR field re standalone LNP LSRs for non-business days and reconcile use of ALBR with CHC.
	S. Glazer
	Completed Feb. 14, 2006 – Consensus reached on changes to description.

	53
	Draft letter to ISPs re BPWG review of DSL procedures.
	S. Glazer
	Open
(related to #51)

	54
	Draft changes to Section 11 (Service Intervals) 
	S. Glazer

TELUS

ILECs
	Completed June 8, 2006 – Changes approved.

To identify impacts re standalone LNP due dates.

To identify impacts re QoS measurements.

(related to #40)

	54
	Draft changes to Section 11 (Service Intervals) 
	S. Glazer

TELUS

ILECs
	Apr. 6, 2006 – Changes drafted and under review.

To identify impacts re standalone LNP due dates.

To identify impacts re QoS measurements.

Open (related to #40)

	55
	Confirm use of XML tags in V6 implementation
	All
	[refer to BPTF0056]

	56
	Provide final comment on C-LOG Bulletin #052-007.
	All
	Completed – No further comments received.  Bulletin issued Feb. 3, 2006.

	57
	Confirm whether loop disconnection and re-use of COLT assignments can be set at 14 days.
	ILECs
	Apr. 6, 2006 – Bell response required.

Guideline to be added to subsequent version of Section 11.

Open

	58
	Confirm acceptance of MTS Allstream proposal for LSC intervals on 3-day and 4-day requests.
	All
	Completed Feb. 14, 2006.

	59
	Provide comments on Bell’s contribution, BPCO069a, re Cancellation of LSRs by Provisioning LEC.
	All
	Feb. 14, 2006 – RTI comments provided.

Open

	60
	Provide feedback on LSC interval proposal:

· 4pm cutoff time for LSR with 2-day intervals

· Changing the midnight LSC cutoff time to 8pm or 9pm.

· Required implementation leadtime, particularly with respect to QoS calculations.
	All LECs
	Completed June 8, 2006:

· 4pm cutoff time

· 9pm cutoff time

· No later than Jan 1/07


TIF CONTRIBUTION LOG:
	ID#
	Date
	Originator
	Title

	BPCO049a
	Jun. 10, 2003
	B. Watson – CNCI
	Miscellaneous C-LOG Changes

	BPCO051a
	Oct. 31, 2003
	B. Watson – CNCI
	Specifying Demarcation Point in an MDU

	BPCO051b
	Oct. 31, 2003
	S. Glazer – Bell
	C-LOG Rules for Ordering Loops in MDUs

	BPCO051c
	Oct. 31, 2003
	C. McClocklin – Bell West
	Demarcation Point Information on an LSR

	BPCO051d
	Nov. 4, 2003
	J. Henderson – TELUS
	C-LOG Rules for Ordering Loops in MDUs

	BPCO051e
	Nov. 11, 2003

Revised – Nov. 24, 2003
	B. Watson – CNCI

S. Glazer – Bell
	Specifying Demarcation Point in an MDU

	BPCO058a
	March 2004
	P. Lacroix – Microcell
	Cancellation of a Porting Request before the Due Date

	BPCO051f
	Apr. 16, 2004
	G. Hearn – TELUS
	Clarification of Demarcation Point

	BPCO058b
	May 14, 2004
	S. Glazer – Bell
	C-LOG Rules for Cancellation of LSRs

	BPCO058c
	Dec. 8, 2004
	S. Glazer – Bell
	C-LOG Rules for Cancellation of LSRs

	BPCO049b
	Jan. 7, 2005
	B. Watson - CNCI
	Proposed C-LOG Changes

	BPCO065a
	Feb. 3, 2005
	D. Beland – QMI

A. Pelletier – VTL
	C-LOG Rules for Cancellation of LSRs

	BPCO065b
	Mar. 10, 2005
	P. Lacroix – Fido

B. Stevens – Rogers
	C-LOG Rules for Cancellation of LSRs

	BPCO058d
	Mar. 10, 2005
	P. Lacroix – Fido S. Olivier – Fido
	Porting of Disconnected Numbers

	BPCO067a
	Aug. 9, 2005
	S. Glazer – Bell
	LSR Issues re Internet Access, Parallel Networks, and VoIP

	BPCO067b
	Nov. 11, 2005
	S. Glazer – Bell
	LSR Issues re DSL

	BPCO068a
	Nov. 11, 2005
	S. Glazer – Bell
	Weekend and Holiday Due Dates for LSRs

	BPCO069a
	Jan. 5, 2006
	S. Glazer – Bell
	Cancellation of LSRs by Provisioning LEC


� 	Telecom Decision CRTC 2002-14, Incumbent local exchange carrier service intervals for unbundled local loop orders, 8 March 2002


	Telecom Decision CRTC 2002-66, Service intervals for the provision of unbundled loops, 1 November 2002


	Telecom Decision CRTC 2003-48, Incumbent local exchange carrier service intervals for various competitor services, 18 July 2003
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