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	Issue/ Action #
	Page #
	Escalation Status
	CLEC Sponsor & Contact
	Region/

SBC Sponsor
	Issue Name
	Received/ Opened Date
	Target Due Date

	REFERENCE:   Issues Disputed by CLECs (No apparent resolution)/INACTIVE 

(Index begins with issues noted as transferred to this category as of July 9, 2003 log):

	GCUF 02-011Z

Combined with

GCUF 03-037A
	
	
	VarTec Telecom

Kevin McIntosh
	NaOra Horton
	Proposed Change to Manual Order/Pre-Order Submission Process

Transferred GCUF03-037A to be combined with this issue on 7/9/03
	9/16/02

9/20/02
	Moved to Disputed/ Inactive 6/08/04

	GCUF03-003Z
	
	
	MCI

Leslee Engleman
	SBC –CUF Contact – NaOra Horton
	Lines In Service Report
	02/14/03

MONITOR UNTIL END OF 3rd Qrtr 2003
	Moved to Disputed/ Inactive 2/03/04

	GCUF 03-024Z
	
	
	Covad

John Berard

Jberard@covad.com

720-208-2109
	
	UNE DS1 Interval in the PB and SNET Region
	4/29/03

4/30/03
	Disputed/Not Closed

9/9/03

	GCUF 03-027Z
	
	
	Talk America

Kimberly Stokes
	
	Enhanced Repeat Dialing
	5/27/03

5/28/03
	Moved to Disputed/ Inactive 8/3/04

	GCUF 03-033Z
	
	
	McLeod USA

Kelly Heims
	Vivian Gomez-McKeon
	CLEC ability to test CLEC-side of CFA without need for 3rd party Vendor/Clarification of DMARC in Central Office

(Formerly AIT 02-007M)
	6/10/02

Re-submitted 7/5/02
	Disputed/Not Closed

8/6/03

	GCUF 03-040Z
	
	
	Covad

John Berard Jberard@covad.com 

720-208-2109
	
	Line Sharing and Line Splitting Conditioning CR
	7/02/03


	Disputed/Not Closed

9/9/03

	GCUF 03-047Z
	
	
	CoreComm

Barbara Scheiderer

barbara.scheiderer@corecomm.com

614-825-9985
	
	Repair Charges in CAAWS
	8/27/03 8/27/03
	Disputed/Not Closed

12/02/03

	GCUF 03-064Z
	
	
	The Pager & Phone Company 

Dale Schmick

dale@thepagerco.com
816-388-1000
	
	Directory Assistance Block (411 & 1-411)
	12/02/03
	Closed to Disputed/ Inactive Log 3/02/04

	GCUF 03-065Z
	
	
	MCI
Steve Vivien

Stephen.Vivien@mci.com

925-824-2031
	
	CLECALLS03-204 (Business Processes) Change to Pre-Order Loop Qualification Actual (by Address) Transaction Search Time

Parameter____
	12/30/03
	Closed to Disputed/ Inactive Log 3/02/04

	GCUF 04-005Z
	
	
	Covad

John Berard

Jberard@covad.com

720-208-2109
	
	Copper Retirement Notification Process
	02/03/04
	Disputed/

Inactive

7/13/04

	GCUF 04-009Z
	
	
	Covad

John Berard

Jberard@covad.com
720-208-2109
	Laurie Dalton
	Process for specifying Service Level Trouble Ticket Duration for specific Circuits/Loops
	03/31/04 
	Disputed/ Inactive 9/14/04

	GCUF 04-010Z
	
	
	CMC Telecom, Inc.

Sheri Waits

swaits@cmctelecom.net

248-896-5320
	
	SBC Retail Long Distance Contracts
	03/31/04 
	Disputed/ Inactive 7/13/04

	GCUF 04-011Z
	
	
	McLeodUSA

James LeBlanc

james.leblanc@ mcleodusa.com
918-419-3496
	Francis Escobar
	LSR – Double Order Process
	03/31/04
	Disputed/ Inactive 9/14/04


	Issue/

Action #
	Escalation Status
	CLEC Sponsor & Contact Information
	SBC Sponsor
	Issue Name
	Received/ Opened Date
	Target

Due

Date
	SBC Account Manager
	SBC Service Manager

	GCUF 02-011Z

Combined GCUF03-037A
	
	VarTec Telecom

Kevin McIntosh

214-424-4503

kjmcinto@vartec.net
	NaOra Horton
	Proposed Change to Manual Order/Pre-Order Submission Process
	9/16/02

9/20/02
	Disputed/

Inactive

6/8/04
	Jacqueline Brunet
	Jeff Cheshire

	CLEC Verbatim Description of Issue/Action:  At this time, all manual requests regarding Order/Pre-order functionality submitted to SBC must be faxed in.

	CLEC Comments/Action Taken/Status/Resolution:  Provide alternative method whereby emailing of Manual Order/Pre-order functionality will also be acceptable.

	CLEC Description of Extent of Impact on Business & CLEC Community:  This would provide greater flexibility for both CLEC and SBC regarding Manual Order/Pre-order submission process.  Easier tracking, as well as less time consuming aspects surrounding the whole ‘paper process’ generated by fax only would be reduced.

	06/08/04 CLEC User Forum:  SBC has taken this to the VP level and the response is “No” as this is too costly.  CLECs do not want to close this issue.  It was agreed to move this issue to the “Z” category of Disputed/Inactive.

	08/06/03 CLEC User Forum:  CLECs asked if the LSC will accept a non bar-coded faxed LSR via e-mail.  The response is “No”.  CLECs asked that this issue be reconsidered; ensuing discussion met with agreement that issue be deferred until 2004.

ACTION ITEM:  Move this issue to DEFER until February 2004.

	07/09/03 CLEC User Forum:  Discussion produced decision that this issue was mirrored in new issue #GCUF03-037A.  Issue 03-037A to be closed and transferred to this issue.  Kathy Purkiss reported that a CCR also has been created to address this issue.  She will provide an update at the August AR CUF.  To VarTec’s comment, again, asking why this order/pre-order process cannot be changed to an email process, SBC repeated earlier stateme85

nts that it is cost and resource prohibitive at this time.  SBC can investigate this issue again 6 to 12 months from this point, if the CLECs so desire.  Further discussion produced the following:

ACTION ITEM:  SBC to check with LSC – CLECs are asking if the LSC will accept a non bar-coded faxed LSR via e-mail.

This issue to remain open until Action Item has been answered; then the issue will be moved to deferred status.

	06/04/03 CLEC User Forum: SBC reported that this proposed change is cost prohibitive at this time.  Logix wants an explanation why SBC cannot redistribute existing resources to do this.

ACTION ITEM:  SBC will provide an explanation at the July AR CUF for the high cost.  

	05/28/03 Update:  SBC will request this issue be closed.  It can be reopened at a later date, if needed.

	03/19/03 CLEC User Forum:  E-Mail submittal of Order is still being investigated.  

ACTION ITEM:  SBC to provide status on the electronic submittal request at the AR CUF April meeting.

	03/11/03 Update:  The following Accessible Letters were issued March 6th announcing the proposed changes- CLEC03-065, CLECAM03-070, CLECCT03-011, CLECC03-043 and CLECN03-023.  SBC will provide an update on the electronic submittal issue at the March AR CUF meeting.

	02/19/03 CLEC User Forum:  Alisha Remek reported that the Accessible Letter announcing the proposed changes will be issued by February 28th with an implementation date 15 days later.  The CLECs disagreed – stating they need 30 days process time after the Accessible Letter is issued.

ACTION ITEM:  Issue Accessible Letter; provide 30 day review time; allow for CLEC comment period.

Ensuing discussion centered on possibility of e-mail submittals for LSRs.  Kathy King reported this is being worked on; then SBC will work on all other submittals.  ChoiceOne stated that it would like to see an update on electronic submittal issue each month…Where are we?…What is status?…include in the log.

ACTION ITEM:  SBC agreed to provide monthly updates.

	Update 02/10/03:  Alisha Remek advises that the new revised manual pre-order forms and process to fax to the same fax numbers as manual LSR’s is still on target for implementation on March 17th.  SBC will advise when Accessible Letter will be issued.  

	01/15/02 CLEC User Forum: SBC reported that by the end of February information will be issued on this process; by March 17th the new manual Pre-Order process will be implemented.

ACTION ITEM:  Issue Accessible Letter on new Pre-Order process.

No decision has been made on the CLEC request to allow e-mail submission of the LSR.  Alisha Remek (SBC) reported that this possibility is still being pursued; the CLECs will be kept informed.

	Update 01/10/03:  SBC will provide update at January 15th meeting.

	12/04/02 CLEC USER FORUM:  This issue of allowing e-mail submission of the LSR has been taken to Glen Sirles.  Allowing this format would require modifications to the LSC systems and cannot be done at this time.  However, the request will continue to be discussed within SBC internal staff.

ACTION ITEM:  SBC to further investigate this request.

	11/6/02 – CLEC User Forum:  SBC stated that it would check into the possibility of providing some type of confirmation that SBC received all the pages included in the CLECs’ faxed batch.

	10/2/02 - CLEC User Forum:  Per SBC it is not feasible to change this process to e-mail reporting at this time; the CLECs will need to continue to send the proposed changes via Faxes.  The CLECs request, then, that they be sent some type of confirmation when the proposed changes are received by SBC (e.g. a CLEC might fax a 60-page LSR but the LSC only receives 30 pages of this.  Currently the CLEC must refax the whole 60 pages).  SBC closed out the ensuing discussion about suggested upgrades to the current fax system by stating that it is its goal to convert all the CLECs to OSS using LEX or EDI.

	Update – 9/26/02:  Update to be provided at the 10/2 CUF meeting.

	


	Issue/

Action #
	Escalation Status


	CLEC Sponsor & Contact Information


	SBC Sponsor


	Issue Name
	Received/ Opened Date
	Target

Due

Date
	SBC Account Manager
	SBC Service Manager

	GCUF 03-003Z
	
	MCI

Cathie Castorena

Catherine.Castorena@mci.com
312-260-3146
	SBC –CUF Contact – NaOra Horton
	Lines In Service Report
	02/14/03


	Closed to Dispute/ Not Closed Log 02/03/04
	Marilyn Williams
	

	CLEC Verbatim Description of Issue/Action:

WorldCom has been receiving from SBC (Ameritech region only) a Lines in Service report on a monthly basis.  This report indicates all active UNE-P and Resale lines in service that belong to WCom on a given date. Details on the specific report are contained in the accessible letter sent by SBC on June 17, 2002, CLECAM02-256 - AIT Lines in Service Report.  WorldCom is requesting that this same report be made available for all SBC regions (specifically Pacific Bell, Southwestern Bell and SNET regions).

This report is needed to ensure that CLEC customer data and SBC’s data are in sync.  The reconciliation that was performed in the Ameritech region using this report showed a significant discrepancy between the ordering information provided by SBC and the actual customers that had been migrated to WCOM’s service.  Currently there is no other way to perform this reconciliation between the two companies

	CLEC Comments/Action Taken/Status/Resolution:

WorldCom has been working through our Account team, Marilynn Williams, to request this report for all SBC regions. Our Account Team was unable to assist us with our request and have referred us to the CLEC User Forum.

	CLEC Description of Extent of Impact on Business & CLEC Community:

This report will allow CLECs a way of reconciling their customer data base with SBC’s which will reduce wholesale billing issues and Daily Usage Feed record errors.  In addition, the CLEC’s ability to bill their end-user accurately will be greatly increased by having this reconciliation tool available in all regions.

	CLEC Submitted Supporting Documentation with Issue:

Information stated in accessible letter CLECAM02-256 - AIT Lines in Service Report.

	02/03/04 CLEC User Forum:  NaOra Horton reported that this issue is being declined and apologized for the change in plans.  There is no legitimate business needs for this report; the issue was escalated to John Smith and has been declined.  An email message was sent to Cathy Castorena of MCI informing her of this decision .,.MCI requested this issue be terminated to the Dispute/Not Closed log.

ACTION ITEM:  Close issue to Dispute/Not Closed category.

	10/07/03 CLEC User Forum:  NaOra Horton reported that new target date for this issue is March 2004.

	10/03/03 UPDATE:  SBC reports that implementation of a resolution will be delayed until late 1st quarter 2004.

	09/09/03 CLEC User Forum:   MCI asked the status on this issue stating a resolution was targeted for the end of the 3rd quarter, or September 2003.  NaOra Horton responded that a meeting was scheduled for September 17th on this issue.  

ACTION ITEM:  MCI and Talk America request an update from the September 17th meeting be provided immediately after.
ACTION ITEM:  Provide update in log for balance of CLECs.

	05/07/03 CLEC User Forum:  There will be no updates to this issue until the end of the 3rd quarter 2003.  SBC and CLECs agreed this issue could be removed from the agenda until an update is forthcoming.

	04/02/03 CLEC User Forum:  NaOra Horton reiterated what she had reported in March – the target date for the Lines-In-Service Report is the end of the 3rd quarter, 2003.

	03/19/03 CLEC User Forum:  NaOra Horton reported that the target date for the Lines-In-Service Report is the end of the 3rd quarter, 2003, for all regions.  This process will mirror the AIT report.  SBC suggested this issue be moved to monitor status until the expected implementation date; the CLECs concurred.

	03/11/03 UPDATE:  The “Lines-In-Service” team has met – a timeframe will be provided at the March 19th meeting.

	02/19/03 CLEC User Forum: NaOra Horton stated that she has a response to this issue already…WorldCom’s request will be honored; no timeframe for this yet.

     ACTION ITEM:  SBC to provide timeline at March Meeting.

	02/14/03:  Issue opened per concurrence at ESC conference call.

	


	Issue/

Action #
	Escalation Status


	CLEC Sponsor & Contact Information


	SBC Sponsor


	Issue Name
	Received/ Opened Date
	Target

Due

Date
	SBC Account Manager
	SBC Service Manager


	GCUF 03-024Z
	
	Covad

John Berard

Jberard@covad.com
720-208-2109
	
	UNE DS1 Interval in the PB and SNET Region
	4/29/03

4/30/03
	Disputed/ Not Closed

9/9/03
	Bobbye Sweat
	Steve Mosny

	CLEC Verbatim Description of Issue/Action:

UNE DS1 interval is not consistent across SBC region.  Covad requests that PB and SNET meet the standard set by SWBT and AIT of 3 days.

SWBT:  3 Day Interval

https://clec.sbc.com/clec/hb/filelist/docs/030123-081341/SBC%20Southwest%20UNE%20Standard%20Due%20Dates.xls
AIT: 3 Day Interval

https://clec.sbc.com/clec/hb/filelist/docs/030123-081319/SBC%20Midwest%20UNE%20Standard%20Due%20Dates.xls
PB: 7 Day Interval

https://clec.sbc.com/clec/hb/filelist/docs/030123-083748/SBC%20West%20California%20UNE%20Standard%20Due%20Dates.xls
SNET:  Negotiated

https://clec.sbc.com/clec_documents/unrestr/hb/Snet/365/SBC%20SNET%20UNE%20Standard%20Due%20Dates.xls

	CLEC Comments/Action Taken/Status/Resolution:

Inconsistency was raised to our account team, which recommended that the issue be resolved at the SBC AR CUF meeting.

	CLEC Description of Extent of Impact on Business & CLEC Community:

Longer intervals in the PB and SNET region are causing unnecessary delays in serving our customers.

	CLEC Supporting Documentation Submitted with Issue:

See above links to interval matrix for each region. 

	09/09/03 CLEC User Forum:  Kathy King reported that John Smith had responded to the CLECs’ escalation request stating that SBC will not change intervals in SNET.  SBC asked to close this issue; Covad responded that it would accept closing out to “Dispute/Not Closed” category.

	08/06/03 CLEC User Forum:  Kathy King reported that this issue has been escalated to her new boss, John Smith.  She anticipates a response soon.

     ACTION ITEM:  SBC to provide escalation status at September AR CUF meeting.

	07/09/03 CLEC User Forum:  Kathy King repeated that this issue has been escalated to the VP level in SBC and has been rejected, stating that intervals are established based on Product, Network, Installation and Repair; they are standard to the regions based on capabilities.  Covad responded that provisioning for a UNE DS1 interval of 7-days in PB and 3 days in AIT/SWBT was not satisfactory.  It intends to escalate.

	06/04/03 CLEC User Forum:  NaOra Horton reported that this had been escalated to the VP level and the request has been declined.    John Berard (Covad) asked for the reason of the declination; NaOra responded that she will check on this.

ACTION ITEM:  SBC to provide reason issue was declined. 

ACTION ITEM:  SBC requests this issue be closed.

	05/28/03 UPDATE:  SBC will provide update at June 4th AR CUF meeting.

	05/07/03 CLEC User Forum:  SBC will provide an issue update at the AR CUF June meeting.

	04/30/03:  Issue opened per AR CUF ESC review.

	


	Issue/

Action #
	Escalation Status
	CLEC Sponsor & Contact Information
	SBC Sponsor
	Issue Name
	Received/ Opened Date
	Target

Due

Date
	SBC Account Manager
	SBC Service Manager

	GCUF 03-027Z
	
	Talk America

Kimberly Stokes

kstokes@talk.com
727-772-2964
	
	Enhanced Repeat Dialing
	5/27/03

5/28/03
	Disputed/ Inactive 8/3/04
	Lu Gunn
	Andrea Raue

	CLEC Verbatim Description of Issue/Action:  Customers with Enhanced Repeat Dialing are requesting to have “Pay Per Use” message removed.  SBC maintains that the message is switched based.  Talk America maintains that if a Talk Customer has Enhanced Repeat Dialing they do not need to hear the Pay per Use message and Talk Customer’s have asked repeatedly to have it removed.  SBC states they cannot.

	CLEC Comments/Action Taken/Status/Resolution:  Brought issue to SBC Team without resolution.  SBC Team suggested bringing to Clec User Forum

	CLEC Supporting Documentation Submitted with Issue:


[image: image1.wmf]"AR CUF 

GCUF03-027A_Submitted Doc ONLY (TalkAm 5-27-03).doc"



	08/03/04 CLEC User Forum:  It was agreed to move this issue to the “Z” category of Disputed/Inactive.

	07/30/04 Update:  This change would require changing all CO equipment, which is not feasible.  SBC request that this issue be closed.

	08/06/03 CLEC User Forum:  NaOra Horton reported that many meetings/calls/discussions have been held on this subject.  SBC reported that its end-users get the same “Pay Per Use” message, thus it is in parity with the CLECs.  It is not feasible to make a change at this time.    Talk America stated that is would still like to see a change to this feature noting it would like to revisit this issue in 6 months to a year.

ACTION ITEM:  Defer this issue to August 2004

	07/09/03 CLEC User Forum:   Kathy King (SBC) reported that all customers have the same recording when dialing “*66” (repeat dialing).  To change this would require changing CO equipment and this is not feasible.  Talk America responded that their customers are not continually dialing ‘*66’; they have this feature on a monthly basis…but they are getting the ‘by use’ version recording.  Apparently there was a misunderstanding of the issue.

ACTION ITEM:  SBC will reinvestigate this issue with the clarification supplied by Talk America and provide an update at the August AR CUF meeting.

	06/04/03 CLEC User Forum:  This issue is being investigated by SBC in the LSC and LOC.  An update will be provided at the July AR CUF meeting.

	05/28/03:  Issue opened per AR CUF ESC review.

	


	Issue/

Action #
	Escalation Status


	CLEC Sponsor & Contact Information


	SBC Sponsor


	Issue Name
	Received/ Opened Date
	Target

Due

Date
	SBC Account Manager
	SBC Service Manager


	GCUF 03-033Z
	
	McLeod USA

Kelly Heims 
	Vivian Gomez-McKeon 
	CFA without need for 3rd party Vendor/Clarification of DMARC in Central Office

(Formerly AIT 02-007M)
	6/10/02

Re-submitted 7/5/02
	CLOSED 08/06/03 to Disputed/ Not Closed
	Paul Mesirow


	Linda DiMarco

	CLEC Verbatim Description of Issue/Action:
Original Description, 6/10/02:
AME currently requires a third-party vendor for access to the back side of the CFA block on the AME Main Distribution Frame (MDF) to do trouble testing, especially testing for continuity.  McLeodUSA requests to be able to have their techs perform such testing under an escort ticket.  In discussions with AME Network Services on 6/5, AME stated this issue is viewed as different from CUF Issue 02-006A, Central Office Vendor Meet Accountability. 

Updated Description, 7/05/02:

AME currently requires a third-party vendor for access to the back side of the CFA block on the AME Main Distribution Frame (MDF) to do trouble testing, especially testing for continuity.  McLeodUSA requested to be able to have their techs perform such testing under an escort ticket.  During the June 19th CLEC User Forum, it was noted that there is variation by SBC Region as to the Central Office point of demarcation.  For example: In the Ameritech Region, the demarcation is the back of the CFA block located on AME’s main distribution frame (MDF).  In the PacBell Region, the cable end that terminates on the Collector’s equipment is the demarcation point.  It is requested that the point of demarcation be clarified.  Depending on this answer to the above question of demarcation point, it is also requested that the current requirement for a third-party vendor for access to the back side of the CFA block on the MDF for trouble testing be changed.  It should either be 1) Eliminated because the demarcation point has been redefined and the CLEC will have access or 2) Modified – even if the demarcation point in AME is not changed, the original issue as submitted 6/10 stands that McLeodUSA requests the ability to have their technicians perform trouble testing on the back side of the CFA block under an escort ticket.

	CLEC Comments/Action Taken/Status/Resolution:  McLeodUSA discussed this issue on 6/5 with AME Network Services who recommended that this issue be presented at the CLEC User Forum.  In the 6/19/02 CLEC User Forum McLeodUSA was guided to resubmit a revised issue under the same issue number.

	CLEC Description of Extent of Impact on Business & CLEC Community:  CLEC charges related to the requirement to have 3rd party vendor for such activity.  Also, McLeodUSA does not believe that having a third party vendor do the work aids the LEC with respect to security concerns as compared to having CLEC techs do the work.  There is also the issue of the time it takes to isolate trouble on a customer’s line under the current constraints of testing at the demarcation.  In Illinois and Ohio the Public Service Commissions mandate that all Out of Service troubles will be repaired within 24 hours.

	08/06/03 CLEC User Forum:   NaOra Horton reported that the LSOR was updated with the June release and a “work-around” has been developed.  She asked that the issue be closed.  ChoiceOne responded that the issue could be closed with the notation that the CLECs agree to disagree on this work-around;  they still feel they are entitled to access at the demarc.

ACTION ITEM:  Issue closed to the CLOSED/DISPUTED log.

	07/09/03 CLEC User Forum:   SBC asked that the issue be closed.  It was suggested that SBC check with TDS MetroCom, McLeod and RCN first.  Closure to be considered at August meeting.

	07/02/03 UPDATE:  SBC programmers are working on these changes.  Implementation date not known at this time.

	06/04/03 CLEC User Forum:  Issued transferred to AR CUF.

	5/7/03 - CLEC User Forum:  TDS, RCN, and McLeodUSA stated that they have not experienced any problems recently.  It was agreed to keep this issue in monitor status until the June LSOR update.

	4/2/03 - CLEC User Forum:  SBC stated that its internal groups do not want to take responsibility to have to maintain the tariff information in different locations and to update the information as it changes.  SBC stated that the chart with due date assignment will be updated (notation of LSOR DD matrix in the APPT field) with the next release of LSOR in June.  It was agreed to keep this in monitor status until June to ensure the LSOR is updated with the information.

	Update - 3/28/03:  CLEC Online has been updated with the information concerning the 48-hour credit practice for trouble tickets that the LOC put into place in November.  This relates to issue CUF 02-011M - Trouble Isolation Charges/Technician Miscoding of Trouble Tickets/Related Trouble Tickets - Repair Charges.  The information can be found in the Handbook under Maintenance & Repair, Local Operations Center (LOC), and then in section 3.5 - Billing, NTF Process.

	3/19/03 - CLEC User Forum:  SBC confirmed that for a non working CFA, CLECs are required to us a Tier 1 approved vendor (reference Accessible Letter CLECAM01-106).  SBC recommends that CLECs bring the vendor that installed the cabling.  Allegiance asked if the information outlined in Accessible Letter CLECAM01-106 is documented somewhere else.  RCN stated that it is documented in CLEC Online under Collocation.  Allegiance expressed concern that new and revised processes that are communicated via Accessible Letter be documented in the appropriate section of CLEC Online.  SBC responded that its established procedure related to new or changes to existing processes is that the person who authors the Accessible Letter has responsibility to ensure that the necessary documentation changes are made to CLEC Online.  If CLECs find instances where the documentation is not updated, they should send that input to the CUF mailbox so it can be addressed.  SBC stated that it would ensure that the “No Trouble Found” process (related to issue # CUF 02-011M) is posted to the web site and provide the web site location.

ACTION ITEM:  SBC follow-up on the request to add the Tariff information regarding charges for the different types of vendor meets to the documentation.

	Update - 3/14/03:  The following are the specific USOC codes for charges:

· VRP – charge for dispatching technician

· MVV – charge associated with the time technician needs for repair

Additional updates to be provided at the March CUF meeting.

	2/19/03 - CLEC User Forum:  The following are additional questions/comments submitted by ChoiceOne related to the responses provided below in the 2/4/03 update:

1. Regarding the “No Trouble Found” process - ChoiceOne stated that it did not believe the process was posted to the CLEC Online web site or distributed via Accessible Letter.  SBC responded that the process has not yet been posted to CLEC Online.  Once SBC is comfortable with the process, it will be distributed via Accessible Letter.

ACTION ITEM:  SBC will distribute the process via Accessible Letter and post to CLEC Online web site.

2. SBC clarified that a non-working line would be handled via a vendor meet and not an “assist ticket” process.

3. ChoiceOne requested that a Tariff location be identified with regard to charges for the different types of vendor meets.  SBC stated that it would request the Tariff information be included in the document.

ACTION ITEM:  SBC will check into the possibility of adding the Tariff information to the documentation.

4. Regarding the 4-hour window - SBC clarified that the default 4-hour window is 10 – 2 (reference Accessible Letter CLECAM02-440).  CLECs can issue a supp for a different 4-hour window based on the LSOR guidelines.

RCN asked what the specific USOC codes are for the charges.  SBC stated that it thought the USOC code is VRP, but would confirm with the appropriate internal group.

ACTION ITEM:  SBC will confirm the specific USOC code(s) for the charges.

RCN asked for clarification whether CLECs are required to use an SBC certified approved vendor for a vendor meet rather than using a CLEC technician for a non working CFA situation (if they are at the cage).

ACTION ITEM:  SBC will confirm if CLECs are required to use an SBC certified approved vendor.

It was agreed to put this issue in monitor status.

	Update - 2/4/03:  The following are responses to the questions submitted by RCN:

1. On the initial NTF situation, how are the charges applied?  What USOC code for charges is utilized if on the initial ticket a NTF situation arises, but on the subsequent ticket, the issue is resolved in the CO.  (The team would like this documented).

Response: Please refer to the "No Trouble Found" process presented in CUF02-011M 11/7/02 update.

2. How does a CLEC initiate a meet with an SBC technician to verify dial tone at the CFA (not in a NDT situation)? a.k.a. assist ticket.  (the team would like this process and all associated charges documented/clarified).

Response:  For a non-working line, the CLEC will need to request a vendor meet using an SBC approved vendor.

3. What are the specifics steps to request a:  A.  Central Office Vendor Meet with an approved vendor & a CLEC technician;  B.  Central Office Vendor Meet with just a CLEC technician.  The timeframes available & the charges associated with these types of vendor meets.

Response: See CLEC Handbook/Maintenance & Repair/Vendor Meet.

4. What are the available 2 hour timeframes for ISLC CHC/FDT (team would like the information documented in the accessible letter.

Response:  There are no two-hour time frames for ISLC CHC/FDT.  There are 4-hour time frames.  The default is 10-2 per CLECAMS02-440.  The available 4-hour windows are documented in the LSOR.  Please see the appointment field on the LSR.  This information was provided in CLECALLS02-075.

	1/15/03 - CLEC User Forum:  The following questions from RCN received on 1/13 were forwarded to SBC’s SMEs for response.  The response will be distributed to the original CLEC group involved in this issue and will be documented as an update to the issues log.

1. On the initial NTF situation, how are the charges applied?  What USOC code for charges is utilized if on the initial ticket a NTF situation arises, but on the subsequent ticket, the issue is resolved in the CO.  (The team would like this documented).

2. How does a CLEC initiate a meet with an SBC technician to verify dial tone at the CFA (not in a NDT situation)? a.k.a. assist ticket.  (the team would like this process and all associated charges documented/clarified).

3. What are the specifics steps to request a:  A.  Central Office Vendor Meet with an approved vendor & a CLEC technician;  B.  Central Office Vendor Meet with just a CLEC technician.  The timeframes available & the charges associated with these types of vendor meets.

4. What are the available 2 hour timeframes for ISLC CHC/FDT (team would like the information documented in the accessible letter.

ACTION ITEM:  SBC will find out where the DEMARC is with a new arrangement involving POTs Bay.

	Update - 1/6/03:  Update to be provided at the January CUF meeting.

	12/11/02 - CLEC User Forum:  RCN reported that the process is working to its satisfaction so far.  CLECs expressed concern regarding the lack of detailed documentation.  RCN stated that it is continuing to work with its collocation manager regarding the POTs Bay configuration.  TDS asked how to go about escalating an issue when it has been worked in the CUF but no consensus is reached on the final resolution/decision.  SBC stated that it could escalate this issue but it would be important to have specific information regarding the problems CLECs are encountering.  SBC asked if other CLECs have tried the process and encountered problems.  Covad said it would get direct feedback from its internal group.

ACTION ITEM:  SBC will provide documentation on the two flavors of vendor meets.

ACTION ITEM:  SBC will provide supporting documentation on the identification of the DMARC for POTs Bay.

ACTION ITEM:  CLECs will try this process and report any problems they identify to the CUF mailbox.

	11/13/02 – CLEC User Forum:  CLECs raised concern that there is still confusion with this process.  It was agreed that CLECs would try this process and report any problems they identify to the CUF mailbox so SBC can research those specific problems.

ACTION ITEM:  SBC will distribute the 9/5 access to the MDF meeting notes.

ACTION ITEM:  CLECs will try this process and report any problems they identify to the CUF mailbox.

	Update – 11/4/02:  Clarifying Accessible Letter CLECAM02-455 distributed 10/24/02.  The ruling resulted from the Wisconsin commission.  The Docket Number is 05MA – 128.  For physical collocation on a working line, the existing vendor meet ticket process should be used.

	10/16/02 – CLEC User Forum:

SBC and RCN summarized the meeting and action items resulting from the follow-up meeting held on 10/8.  There was discussion as to how this process can be tracked to ensure it is working.  It was agreed that this would be at a tech level and if CLECs experience problems, they should contact their Service Manager.  Also, CLECs can send their concerns with details to the CUF mailbox.

ACTION ITEM:  SBC will distribute an Accessible Letter that clarifies 1) testing for dial tone will be done on “initial” trouble ticket; and 2) if both the CLEC and SBC techs are on site, they will cooperate and resolve problem.

ACTION ITEM:  SBC will provide documentation on the “assist ticket” process and procedure.

ACTION ITEM:  SBC will provide the Docket number and the state from which the commission ruling resulted.

	Update – 10/7/02:  A follow-up meeting has been schedule for 2:00 PM CDT on 10/8.

	9/18/02 - CLEC User Forum:  SBC presented the attached draft Accessible Letter.  There was discussion regarding CLECs’ desire to have SBC test with CLECs on the initial trouble ticket when both techs are at the location and not have to wait until the first ticket is opened, closed and then another ticket opened.  There were questions regarding if the cable is between the CLEC’s cage and the MDF, if SBC would maintain it and if so, what the cost would be.  CLECs want to be able to isolate the trouble and resolve it within 24 hours without dispatching techs.  It was agreed to schedule a follow-up meeting on 9/30 at 10:00 AM CDT to allow CLECs an opportunity to review the draft with their internal groups.  CLECs plan to schedule a call among themselves before the meeting to develop a list of questions/issues for SBC to address at the follow-up meeting.

ACTION ITEM:  SBC will confirm the follow-up meeting and provide logistics via email to meeting participants.
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	Update – 9/5/02:  Follow-up meeting was held on 9/5.  Accessible Letter detailing the individual circuit level trouble resolution process will be distributed prior to the 9/18 CUF meeting.

	8/21/02 - CLEC User Forum:  Matthew Adams, SBC, stated that the MDF is the most vulnerable point in the network.  Access is limited to select specially trained individuals.  Matthew reiterated that SBC will not grant CLECs access to the MDF.

ACTION ITEMS:
· Provide documentation of assist ticket process

· Determine if POT Bay can be located outside CAGE

· Determine if Tier 2 vendors have access to POT Bay

· Define who is responsible for installation and maintenance of POT Bay

· If POT Bay is used, what is the DMARC

· Determine if SBC can do work of isolating/repairing trouble and at what cost

· Determine how long it takes to become a certified vendor

· Schedule follow up meeting two weeks out

	Update - 7/31/02:  Allegiance, TDS, RCN, McLeod, Choice One, and Covad attended a conference call with SBC on 7/31/02.  Attached below are the meeting notes.
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	7/17/02 - CLEC User Forum:  SBC is looking for simple documentation/diagram to define/explain demarc to CLECs.  SBC stated that only SBC approved vendors are allowed behind MDF block. CLECs may continue to request Assist Test Trouble tickets and SBC will assist with testing (see Co-location section 7.1 and 7.3, CLEC Online).  SBC asked why CLECs need to test between CFA and Cage for every case of trouble when they can MLT test (remotely).  McLeod said it does not have remote test equipment in every CO.  CLECs said that they were allowed access to the frame last year, and SBC responded that this was a violation of policy by central office personnel.  SBC said that there is Telephone Bay in PB/NB and SWBT where CLEC owns backside of Telephone Bay.  Tariff supports using Telephone Bay.  RCN asked why CLECs not advised to go to Telephone Bay.  CLECs requested that a conference call with a subgroup of CLECs and SBC be set up to discuss how to resolve this issue.  Allegiance, TDS, RCN, McLeod, Choice One, and Covad indicated that they wanted to participate.
ACTION ITEM:  SBC will set up a conference call to discuss CLEC access to the SBC Frame on 7/31/02 at 1:00 PM CDT.  Details will be sent via email to interested CLECs to their representatives in attendance at the 7/17/02 CUF meeting.

	6/19/02 - CLEC User Forum:  Barbara Heki, General Mgr., Network Operations, SBC, explained SBC policy is to limit access to their MDF even to their own technicians.  SBC said that thousands of customers are connected at MDF, and stressed the potential for accidental service interruption at the MDF as the reason for this policy.  Testing that should take place at cabling and connection should be part of cooperative testing process.  After 30 days from turn-up, CLECs can hire any SBC certified vendor to do cooperative testing.  Allegiance requested that Tech to Tech Trial in PB be expanded to AIT region.  SBC responded that AIT has a similar process, which is the Assist Test Trouble Tickets.
ACTION ITEM:  SBC will document Assist Test Trouble ticket process in the LOC.

SBC suggested that if during time of trouble CLECs find that a single CFA assignment is bad, why not move to new CFA.  CLECs asked how quickly CFA could be changed, and SBC replied move to new CFA assignment could be done almost immediately.  Some CLECs said they changed CFA 3-4 times before end user restored.  CLECs asked who owns cable from Cage to AIT MDF.
ACTION ITEM:  SBC will  investigate why demarc points are so different in regions within SBC.   Also, who has responsibility for cabling to demarc in SNET region.

SBC reiterated that SBC will continue to require an approved vendor to perform work on the MDF.   Also, CLECs still have opportunity to get Assist Testing ticket to isolate CFA issues.

	Update - 6/12/02:  This issue was previously submitted on December 8, 2000.  It was logged as CUF00-027.  The issue was closed on March 4, 2001.

	


	Issue/

Action #
	Escalation Status


	CLEC Sponsor & Contact Information


	SBC Sponsor


	Issue Name
	Received/ Opened Date
	Target

Due

Date
	SBC Account Manager
	SBC Service Manager

	GCUF 03-040Z
	
	Covad

John Berard Jberard@covad.com 

720-208-2109
	
	Line Sharing and Line Splitting Conditioning CR
	07/02/03


	Disputed/ Not Closed

9/9/03
	Bobbye Sweat
	Steve Mosny

	CLEC Verbatim Description of Issue/Action:

Covad frequently submits orders on loops that are pre-qualified as free of load coils and bridged tap, only to find out during provisioning, or after order completion that the pair is loaded.  In most cases the order ultimately has to be cancelled.  SBC  should have a process in place to remove load coils and bridged tap on an expedited basis, free of charge, on loops pre-qualified as clean.  In the case of a processing order the order should not be jeopped back to Covad, but should be automatically conditioned and delivered in the condition reported by the pre-qualification data base.  In the case of a completed order a maintenance process should be established to allow a specific trouble ticket to be submitted and handled on an expedited basis to condition the line on a non-chargeable basis. 

	CLEC Comments/Action Taken/Status/Resolution:

This issue has been brought to our Acct Team… Recommended to send this to CMP.

	CLEC Description of Extent of Impact on Business & CLEC Community:

Effects all Jep’ed or cancelled orders due to load coils or bridge tap. 

	CLEC Supporting Documentation Submitted with Issue:

None submitted.

	09/09/03 CLEC User Forum:  SBC has conducted several meetings on this matter culminating in the decision that it will not honor this request.  It has the authority to recoup cost for anything over 12,000 feet.  ChoiceOne responded that the PM is not being reported consistently, however, Verizon and Qwest have a process that works and asked if SBC might not adopt such a process.  Covad then stated that it is looking for FCC ruling that the ILEC can recoup cost for conditioning.  SBC asked if this issue might be closed…since the original issue has been addressed.  Covad agreed that it would accept closing out to “Dispute/Not Closed” category.

ACTION ITEM:  CLOSE THIS TO “DISPUTED/NOT CLOSED” .

	08/28/03 UPDATE:  SBC has confirmed that the ILEC can recoup its cost for conditioning; it requests this issue be closed.

	08/06/03 CLEC User Forum:  NaOra Horton reported that a meeting has been scheduled for Tuesday, August 12th, to discuss this issue; there is no response yet.  Kathy Purkiss reported that a CCR has also been created on this issue suggesting that a determination should be made as to where this issue belongs.

ACTION ITEM:  Determination of issue status will be made after August 12th meeting.  CLECs to be advised via the log.

	07/09/03 CLEC User Forum:  John Berard explained this issue to attendees to which Logix commented that there is validity to what Covad is asking.  SBC will assign this issue for response.

	07/02/03:  Issue opened per review at AR CUF meeting.

	


	Issue/

Action #
	Escalation Status


	CLEC Sponsor & Contact Information


	SBC Sponsor


	Issue Name
	Received/ Opened Date
	Target

Due

Date
	SBC Account Manager
	SBC Service Manager

	GCUF 03-047Z
	
	CoreComm

Barbara Scheiderer

614-825-9985

barbara.scheiderer@corecomm.com
	
	Repair Charges in CAAWS
	08/27/03 08/27/03
	Disputed/ Not Closed

12/05/03
	Marta Sheridan
	Scott McCrary

	CLEC Verbatim Description of Issue/Action:

CoreComm would like for SBC to add billing information for billable repair tickets to CAAWS.

	CLEC Comments/Action Taken/Status/Resolution:

Discussed during ESC today (8/27/03).

	CLEC Description of Extent of Impact on Business & CLEC Community:

This would allow CLECs who pass repair charges onto end users to do so in a much more timely manner.

	CLEC Supporting Documentation Submitted with Issue:

None

	12/05/03 UPDATE:   Email received from CoreComm (Barb Sheiderer):   It is fine to close this issue, but I would like it coded to close but dispute.  CoreComm would still like to see the charges in CAAWS at the time the tickets are closed.

ACTION ITEM:  Move to Disputed/Not Closed Log.

	12/02/03 CLEC User Forum:  Kathy Purkiss reported that no response had been received from CoreComm and asked that the issue be closed.  There was no attending CLEC objections to closing the issue.  

ACTION ITEM:  Kathy Purkiss to contact CoreComm asking for confirmation of issue closure.

	11/04/03 CLEC User Forum:  Kathy Purkiss reported that SBC has investigated this issue further, at CLEC request.  This request is not technically feasible.  SBC asked to close issue.  CoreComm asked that the issue remain open another month so that it may compare its bills with the CAAWS data.

	10/07/03 CLEC User Forum:  Kathy Purkiss reported that this cannot be provided in CAAWS.  Any further work on this issue needs to be pursued in the Billing arena.

	09/09/03 CLEC User Forum:  NaOra Horton has discussed this issue with Johnny Olvera (SBC) who states that when information is entered into CAAWS the dollar amounts are not available because billing occurs after this timeframe.  TalkAmerica responded that SBC has the status codes at this time; these are tied to rates in the billing application.  CLECs stated that they are looking for billing information for billable repair tickets.

ACTION ITEM:  Investigate further with Johnny Olvera – can USOCs be offered in the CAAWS report?

	08/27/03:  Issue opened per review at AR ESC meeting.

	


	Issue/

Action #
	Escalation Status
	CLEC Sponsor & Contact Information
	SBC Sponsor


	Issue Name
	Received/ Opened Date
	Target

Due

Date
	SBC Account Manager
	SBC Service Manager

	GCUF 03-064Z
	
	The Pager & Phone Company 

Dale Schmick

dale@thepagerco.com
816-388-1000
	
	Directory Assistance Block (411 & 1-411)
	12/02/03
	CLOSED TO DISPUTED/INACTIVE LOG 3/02/04
	Barbara Pepe
	No idea

	CLEC Verbatim Description of Issue/Action:   Clec has a significant group of customers that are requesting the ability to block calls to 411 and 1-411 without blocking their access to long distance.   The customers have told us that they are often unable to control other members of the house who abuse 411 and 1-411.   If they order DH2 to prevent this then they will lose access to their pic’d ld carrier forcing them to use calling cards at a higher rate or attempt to use  dial arounds.   The request predominantly comes from elderly customers hence we are very interested in giving them any product that make their life easier.   We also request this product to be available for ordering through OSS systems. 

	CLEC Comments/Action Taken/Status/Resolution:  None listed…

	CLEC Description of Extent of Impact on Business & CLEC Community:    There should be no adverse impact as it is merely a port blocking feature that could be used for a variety of customer situations.

	CLEC Supporting Documentation Submitted with Issue:   None provided.

	03/02/04 CLEC User Forum:  The Pager & Phone Company had asked that this issue be escalated; it was to the Product Team who replied that switches currently cannot support 411 block on an individual basis.   The Phone & Pager Company can pursue this issue on an ICB or BFR (Bona Fide Request) basis – SBC would then investigate the cost impact.    Dale Schmick of the Phone & Pager Company asked what the cost would be for a BFR; SBC responded that it would depend on how much work would be involved in analyzing the request, implementing it and the physical work and material needed for implementation (cost would be born by the CLEC).

Since this is not a matter The Phone & Pager Company wishes to pursue at this time it stated it would agree to closing the issue to the Disputed/Inactive category.

	02/23/04 UPDATE:  The reason for declining this issue was technical feasibility.  The SBC switches cannot currently support this request.  The functionality would have to be requested from the Switch vendors.  They would have to develop it and then have it deployed in all SBC switches.

	02/03/04 CLEC User Forum:  NaOra Horton reported that SBC is declining this issue request.  The Phone and Pager Company protested asking how the issue can be escalated.

ACTION ITEM:  This issue will be escalated through Kathy King.

	01/06/04 CLEC User Forum:  NaOra Horton (SBC) reported that the Directory Product Manager is researching this request, checking the following:

· Is it feasible?

· SBC already knows that in California it cannot block access to Directory Assistance.  Access rules in other states are being investigated by regulatory staff.

· Does this make good business sense for SBC use of budget and resources?

ChoiceOne asked the estimated response time for the SBC investigation.

ACTION ITEM:  SBC to provide a clearer picture on this issue by the February meeting.

	12/02/03:  Issue opened per Round Table discussion at AR CUF meeting.

	


	Issue/

Action #
	Escalation Status


	CLEC Sponsor & Contact Information


	SBC Sponsor


	Issue Name
	Received/ Opened Date
	Target

Due

Date
	SBC Account Manager
	SBC Service Manager

	GCUF 03-065Z
	
	MCI
Steve Vivien

Stephen.Vivien@mci.com

925-824-2031
	
	CLECALLS03-204 (Business Processes) Change to Pre-Order LoopQualification Actual (by Address) Transaction Search Time

Parameter____
	12/30/03
	Closed to Disputed/ Inactive Log 03/02/04
	Don Dallao
	

	CLEC Verbatim Description of Issue/Action:   SBC issued Accessible Letter CLECALLS03-204 (Business Processes) Change to Pre-Order Loop Qualification Actual (by Address) Transaction Search Time Parameter on 
November 10, 2003. If implemented, the letter would reduce the current pre-order loop search criteria of 50 loops in 110 seconds to only 30 loops searched in 50 seconds.  In some SBC regions, the benchmark for this pre-order query is set at 60 seconds. (e.g., SWBT's benchmark for greater than 5 loops is 60 seconds.) 
Changing the benchmark to 50 seconds would render this benchmark meaningless.

Because this proposed change impacts not only the business functionality but also the performance measures, MCI requests SBC not implement this change and in the meantime that SBC withdraw this letter.

Changes to the business process where interdependence exists with a state Or federal mandated performance measure (or other regulatory order) must be discussed by the parties and adequate consideration given to how the performance measure may be affected.

In addition, assuming there is agreement to change a business process that Is subject to a performance measure, the CUF must coordinate the potential Timeframe for changing the business process with the process for updating the performance measure across SBC 13 state so that they remain in sync.

	CLEC Comments/Action Taken/Status/Resolution:  

1.)  On 11/14, MCI brought up its concerns with this proposed change by SBC at the SBC Loop Qual Forum hosted by John Mileham on 11/14. MCI checked with its SMEs and from a business 
point of view, MCI cannot agree to the lose of functionality.

2.)  MCI continued to check with its PM SMEs and MCI believes this proposed change by SBC would impact state commission ordered performance measures in at least the SBC SWBT 5 state.

3.)  On 11/20, MCI raised this issue on the ESC Part 2 conference call. MCI was asked to put its concern in writing.

4.) On 11/20, MCI sent Kathy King an e-mail that MCI took issue with SBC's proposed change, and asked SBC to withdraw the accessible letter.

5.) On 11/26, Kathy King wrote back to MCI stating that SBC has no plans to withdraw the accessible letter and that this issue has been addressed in the current SBC Midwest six-month performance measures review.

6.) On the 12/2 CUF, MCI stated again that it took issue with SBC's proposed change and explained that although MCI may have supported a change of this type in the Midwest region, and although SBC may feel that this change does not impact the SBC West performance measures, it still is a problem for MCI across SBC 13 state.

7.) On 12/8, MCI prepared this CUF Issue Submission Form.

	CLEC Description of Extent of Impact on Business & CLEC Community:    

Upsets state commission ordered performance measures. Some lose of business process functionality.

	CLEC Supporting Documentation Submitted with Issue:   None provided.

	03/02/04 CLEC User Forum:   SBC had asked that this issue be closed, suggesting to the Disputed/Inactive Log.  MCI had asked that it remain open one additional month.  Janell Britten of MIC indicated there were no further objections to closing this issue this month as suggested.

	02/03/04 CLEC User Forum:  MCI again stated its dissatisfaction with the way this issue was processed; SBC responded that the change went into effect in November and process will not be changed.  SBC suggested issue be moved to Dispute/Inactive Log; MCI asked that issue remain open one additional month.

	01/06/04 CLEC User Forum:   A brief review of the Accessible letter was given by Angie Cullen and NaOra Horton (both SBC)…

· As discussed in the SBC CLEC Technical Forums of August 8 and September 5, 2003, SBC adjusted the maximum search time parameter for the address option of the actual loop qualification (loop qual actual by address) pre-order query.  The then current setting of 110 seconds were reduced to 50 seconds effective 11/21/03.

· Loop qual actual queries represent a small percentage (approximately 1.2%) of total pre-order transactions.  Of the total actual data loop qualification transactions, less than 5% of these transactions were expected to be impacted by the search parameter change (i.e. address based queries that search for greater than 50 seconds).  Therefore, the impacted loop qual actual transactions represented less than one-tenth of one percent of pre-order transactions.

Angie further provided information on what happens in the 50 second search and stated that the change was made in the search time parameters to make SBC’s process more efficient and to optimize performance.

MCI asked if the change has already been made to which SBC responded it had.  Additional discussion proved that a resolution/closure of this matter could not be reached on this day.  MCI asked that the CLECs be given time to digest this discussion and decide how they want to proceed.  It stated that it would hold internal discussions and asked that the issue be discussed again in February.  ChoiceOne asked to be included in MCI’s discussions.

	12/30/03:  Issue opened per CLEC acceptance at ESC meeting.  

	


	Issue/

Action #
	Escalation Status
	CLEC Sponsor & Contact Information
	SBC Sponsor
	Issue Name
	Received/ Opened Date
	Target

Due

Date
	SBC Account Manager
	SBC Service Manager

	GCUF 04-005Z
	
	Covad

John Berard

Jberard@covad.com

720-208-2109
	NaOra Horton
	Copper Retirement Notification Process
	02/03/04
	Disputed/

Inactive

7/13/04
	
	

	CLEC Verbatim Description of Issue/Action:  Covad is requesting that SBC provide a detailed notification process that is similar to BellSouth’s.  SBC’s current Notification Process is via postings to SBC’s corporate WEB Site as Network Disclosures.  Covad agrees with SBC’s current policy which is to augment with fiber and leave the copper… unless there is a serious maintenance problem with the current copper cable.  However, even though it is a rare occasion that copper would be retired in SBC’s network, when it is Covad would like SBC to adopt a process similar to the BellSouth Process.  Please see the attached example of a BellSouth notification.
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	CLEC Comments/Action Taken/Status/Resolution:  Just submitting this CUF issue.

	CLEC Description of Extent of Impact on Business & CLEC Community:  Implementation of this process will allow Covad to set expectations with our end users and partners.  This will allow timely migration to an alternative product.

	CLEC Supporting Documentation Submitted with Issue:  BellSouth example above.

	07/13/04 CLEC User Forum:  It was agreed to move this issue to the “Z” category of Disputed/Inactive.

	07/09/04 Update:  SBC will continue to comply with its network disclosure requirements, including those set forth in 251©(5) of the Act and the applicable lawful and effective FCC rules, 47 C.F.R. Sections 51.319(a)(3)(ii) and (iii) and 51.325-335.

Each disclosure contains contact name, number and e-mail, if additional information is needed.   
The Copper retirement policy was removed from CLEC online because it was no longer valid.  That policy was a merger condition which expired in September 2003.

SBC request that this issue be closed.

	06/08/04 CLEC User Forum:  John Berard (Covad) had questions on whether the disclosure needs to be filed with the commission.  Does the disclosure have detail to know which customers are affected?  Walt Willard (AT&T) asked for an example of the notice or what information is contained in the notice.  Walt has an example of BellSouth’s notice, which lists service addresses.  What is the copper policy – the link says it is being revised.


ACTION ITEM:  SBC will explore the possibility of providing an example of notice or the information contained in the notice. 


ACTION ITEM:  SBC will check on the status of the copper policy.

	04/06/04 CLEC User Forum:   NaOra Horton asked that the 3/29 update be corrected to read as follows:

SBC will post the Copper Retirement Notification to the Network disclosure website six months prior to retiring.  In the unlikely event the retirement will occur in less than six months, an Accessible Letter will be issued.

This issue will be reviewed for closure at the May AR CUF meeting.

	03/29/04 Update:  SBC will post this information to the network disclosure website six months prior to retiring fiber.  If in the unlikely even a shorter notice is given, an Accessible Letter will be issued.

	03/02/04 CLEC User Forum:  NaOra Horton noted that this is a new issue from Covad and reported that she had pursued with this SBC staff.  SBC believes the information that they currently issue is sufficient to respond to Covad’s request; the requested information is on the website and there does not appear to be a need to duplicate the BellSouth process.  NaOra has asked SBC staff to issue an Accessible Letter to the CLEC community noting either a) “This is the information currently on the website on the Copper Notification Process” or b) a timely notification when this is going to happen with direction to check the website for more details.

ACTION ITEM.  NaOra to get response on AL request and provide response at the April CUF meeting.

	02/03/04 CLEC User Forum:  Opened per approval  during discussion at AR CUF February 3, 2004 .

	


	Issue/

Action #
	Escalation Status
	CLEC Sponsor & Contact Information
	SBC Sponsor
	Issue Name
	Received/ Opened Date
	Target

Due

Date
	SBC Account Manager
	SBC Service Manager

	GCUF 04-009Z
	
	Covad

John Berard

Jberard@covad.com
720-208-2109
	Laurie (Dalton) Speaker
	Process for specifying Service Level Trouble Ticket Duration for specific Circuits/Loops


	03/31/04 
	Disputed/ Inactive 9/14/04

Re-Opened 12/7/04

MOVED BACK TO “Z” LOG    1/04/05
	
	

	CLEC Verbatim Description of Issue/Action:  Covad is requesting a process be developed to enable CLEC’s to offer a reduced repair interval for specific customers.  Covad would like the ability to request reduced repair intervals by circuit/TN rather than just product.

	CLEC Comments/Action Taken/Status/Resolution:  Request was brought to the March CUF round table.  Covad was directed to submit this change request.

	CLEC Description of Extent of Impact on Business & CLEC Community:  This would enable Covad to meet our customers needs.

	01/04/05 CLEC User Forum:  NaOra Horton (SBC) reminded CLECs that COVAD had asked that this issue be re-opened at the December meeting requesting SBC’s reconsideration.  NaOra reported that SBC’s response has not changed (see 9/14/04).  Ensuing discussion centered on:

· Looking at product type, rather than by circuit.

· COVAD stating that it would be willing to pay for different products…in fact, CLECs have stated they would be willing to pay for this higher level of service, if provided.

· Suggestion of maintenance expedite product.

Eventually it was decided that COVAD would submit a new issue for a new product.  This will then be considered by SBC.

  Logix and COVAD suggested that this issue be moved back to the ‘Disputed’ log; there were no objections.  

	12/07/04 CLEC User Forum:  John Berard (COVAD) asked that this issue be reopened stating that it relates to the TSP issue 04-038.  He acknowledges that his customers are not TSP customers, however, he feels the issues are related enough to warrant a reconsideration.  Other CLECs concurred.  

	09/14/04 CLEC User Forum:  After evaluating this request, SBC declined to pursue this issue further.  SBC might look at a market based offer but, at this time, it could not mitigate performance concerns.  Covad asked if any reduction in mean time would be possible but SBC felt that it appeared to make xDSL a more important product than others.  Discussion took place on essential services, and certain states have ruled on timelines to restore service.  SBC recommended CLECs follow the escalation process for urgent situations.  It was agreed to move this issue to the “Z” category of Disputed/Inactive.  

	08/03/04 CLEC User Forum:  Product is continuing to look at this request.  MCI asked SBC to bring back any process proposal before implementing as not all CLECs may agree with this issue.  Covad stressed this process would be for all CLECs, not just specific CLECs.  SBC clarified that this is at the policy making stage.

	07/13/04 CLEC User Forum:  SBC is continuing to explore the issue.

	06/08/04 CLEC User Forum:  Laurie (Dalton) Speaker (SBC) initially says “no” to this request due to parity issue between all CLECs.  Also, this issue may not be easily accomplished as it is difficult to identify these customers.  She points COVAD to TSP value information on CLEC Online.  John Berard (COVAD) responds that other ILECs will expedite for an additional charge.  Customers are running different products on loops and have higher expectations.  This does result in having different turnaround times with different products on the same loop.  SBC asked if CLECs would be willing to pay more for this service.  Several responded they would.


ACTION ITEM:  Laurie will further research internally with the product team.

	04/06/04 CLEC User Forum:  Laurie (Dalton) Speaker (SBC) stated that she is investigating this issue and asked COVAD for additional issue clarification.  COVAD provided an example that currently when running an unbundled loop service level duration is for trouble is 24 hours to restore.  When COVAD adds a voice line over the current circuit/loop it will be looking for less time than 24 hours; would like a commitment like “same day” response.  Laurie responded that the response time is governed by TSP values – Industry standards on such services.   She is not sure how these standards apply to UNE-Loops but will investigate this further.

ACTION ITEM:  SBC will investigate this request.

	03/31/04:  Opened per approval at March 31, 2004 AR CUF Executive Steering Committee Meeting.

	


	Issue/

Action #
	Escalation Status


	CLEC Sponsor & Contact Information


	SBC Sponsor


	Issue Name
	Received/ Opened Date
	Target

Due

Date
	SBC Account Manager
	SBC Service Manager

	GCUF 04-010Z
	
	CMC Telecom, Inc.

Sheri Waits

swaits@cmctelecom.net

248-896-5320
	NaOra Horton
	SBC Retail Long Distance Contracts
	03/31/04 
	Disputed/ Inactive 7/13/04
	Cathy Wyban
	Jennifer Said

	CLEC Verbatim Description of Issue/Action:  CMC would like to migrate the local portion of accounts that have SBC LD contracts.  We have been told that SBC does not provide standalone LD and that if we are migrating the local we have to assign a different LD carrier.  By doing this the customer would be in violation of their LD contract and would incur termination fees.  We feel that this is an anti competitive practice and that by locking customers into an LD contract they are not being given the choice of local carriers.

	CLEC Comments/Action Taken/Status/Resolution:  We have taken this issue to our account manager, Cathy Wyban, who has told us that CLEC’s may not assume SBC LD contracts and that termination fees would be assessed according to the LD contract that was signed.

	CLEC Description of Extent of Impact on Business & CLEC Community:  This practice is limiting the amount of local accounts that are eligible for migration to CLEC’s (without incurring terminations fees). 85

	07/13/04 CLEC User Forum:  The CLEC stated that SBCLD Care Manager is providing information on length of contract and TNs covered by the contract.  The CLECs also stated that this is not what they were seeking.  It was agreed to move this issue to the “Z” category of Disputed/Inactive.

	06/08/04 CLEC User Forum:  The SBCLD Care Manager, Janis Macklin, will answer questions regarding individual contracts.  SBC will request to close this issue in July. 

	05/25/04 Update:  SBC Long Distance (SBCLD) contract issues should be addressed with the CLEC Care Manager at SBCLD, Janis Macklin on 925-468-5626.  SBC request that this issue be closed.

	04/06/04 CLEC User Forum:  NaOra Horton reported that she is investigating this issue for a definitive answer and expects to have a response in May.

	03/31/04:  Opened per approval at March 31, 2004 AR CUF Executive Steering Committee Meeting.

	


	Issue/

Action #
	Escalation Status


	CLEC Sponsor & Contact Information


	SBC Sponsor


	Issue Name
	Received/ Opened Date
	Target

Due

Date
	SBC Account Manager
	SBC Service Manager

	GCUF 04-011Z
	
	McLeodUSA

James LeBlanc

james.leblanc@ mcleodusa.com
918-419-3496
	Francis Escobar
	LSR – Double Order Process
	03/31/04
	Disputed/ Inactive 9/14/04
	Renita Pettus-King
	Jennifer Said

	CLEC Verbatim Description of Issue/Action:  MCLD is required to send 2 LSR’s at 2 different timeframes to convert Plexar or Centrex service to MCLD service.

	CLEC Comments/Action Taken/Status/Resolution:  Raised issue with Renita Pettus-King. She informed us that we must bring this issue to this forum.

	CLEC Description of Extent of Impact on Business & CLEC Community:  This increases the downtime for customers, it is difficult to set correct expectations with large customers that are in different markets due to this process. 

	09/14/04 CLEC User Forum:  SBC did not have anything further to add on this issue.  It was agreed to move this issue to the “Z” category of Disputed/Inactive.

	08/03/04 CLEC User Forum:  SBC researched further and found documentation that was posted online which said that one cannot convert unlike services on one LSR, that it required two LSRs.  A sample path leading to the documentation was provided for the Midwest region.  Discussion ensued on the process of using two, sometimes three LSRs, in order to complete the conversion.  SBC stated again that it is because of backend system requirements.  SBC will ask to close this issue next month.

	07/13/04 CLEC User Forum:  CLECs did not find SBC’s response agreeable. Discussion took place on the ability to submit one order in the Midwest region vs. the other regions.  The other regions require two or three orders, thus impacting the cost.


ACTION ITEM:  SBC will investigate the process further. 

	07/09/04 Update:  Due to the limitations of our systems, we cannot honor this request.  SBC request closure of this issue.

	06/08/04 CLEC User Forum:  SBC does not feel this process can be accommodated because the back end systems would need to be restructured and code rewritten.  Discussion follows that McLeodUSA is able to send in a single order moving from Centrex to UNE-L in the Midwest region.  CLECs must pay multiple order charges as well.  Francis Escobar will continue to investigate.

	04/06/04 CLEC User Forum:  Francis Escobar (SBC) asked that this issue be tabled for one month.  She has just taken over this position from Melissa Martinez and has not had an opportunity to investigate this issue thoroughly.  Francis will have an update by the May AR CUF meeting.

	03/31/04:  Opened per approval at March 31, 2004 AR CUF Executive Steering Committee Meeting.
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		Date:   
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		Number: 

		



		Effective Date:

		September 18, 2002

		Category:  

		Interconnection



		Subject:   

		Trouble Resolution on New DS0 Voice Grade Level Circuits 



		Related Letters:    

		NA

		Attachment:

		NA



		States Impacted: 

		IL, IN, MI, OH, WI



		Response Deadline:

		NA

		Contact:

		Local Operations Center



		Conference Call/Meeting:

		NA



		Date/Time:

		NA

		Bridge:

		NA



		RSVP to:

		NA

		By:

		NA





This letter is being sent to clarify SBC Ameritech’s  process for resolving individual circuit level trouble on DS0 Voice Grade Level circuits where SBC Ameritech provides an unbundled 8db loop that is cross-connected from SBC Ameritech’s frame termination point at the Main Distribution Frame (MDF) to a Collocator’s cable termination point of its physical collocation arrangement, unless the applicable interconnection agreement or tariff provides otherwise.  This process applies to installations without an intermediate Point of Termination (POT) Bay.  


The process set forth in this letter is available only after the Collocator has both a) ensured that its SBC Approved Vendor (Tier 1) has completed the continuity testing on the newly installed interconnection cabling between SBC Ameritech’s MDF and the Collocator’s cable termination point, and b) tested Collocator’s portion of the network.  Assuming that both of these actions have taken place and the Collocator still sees trouble on an individual DS0 Voice Grade level circuit, the Collocator may then follow the below process steps to resolve its circuit level trouble. Accessible Letter CLECAM01-106 that references this continuity testing process still applies to that required first step. 


Note: In the below process, SBC Ameritech is recognizing two general tracks of work.  When this letter uses the term “Provisioning phase,” it is referring to the period prior to the CLEC’s circuit order being completed in SBC Ameritech’s systems. When this letter uses the term “Maintenance phase,” it is referring to the period after the CLEC’s circuit order has been completed in SBC Ameritech’s systems. 

(Provisioning phase) – The Collocator may contact the Local Operations Center (LOC) on a pending service order in SBC Ameritech’s systems to report trouble on the turn-up of an individual DS0 circuit.  If the order is not complete, the Collocator has the following options:


For coordinated hot cuts, the CLEC may:


· Contact the LOC within 2 hours of coordinated hot cut completion to request the order be held open for further trouble resolution.  Upon this request, SBC Ameritech will assist the CLEC in resolving the trouble by verifying circuit wiring and performing a dial-tone check at the MDF and CFA. If dial tone is present, the Central Office technician will check the Automatic Number Announcement Circuit (ANAC) to ensure that it is on the correct CFA (Carrier Facility Assignment).  If no dial tone is present, the CLEC may choose to change CFA.  If dial tone is present and ANAC is incorrect, the CLEC may choose to change CFA.


· Request a CFA expedite on the order, per current documented procedures.


· Issue a supplement order for a later completion date through the Local Service Center (LSC)


· Request to have the order completed.


For all day cuts, the CLEC may:


· Prior to cut over, request the LOC to stop the order.  The CLEC may then issue a 


supplement order for a later completion date through the LSC. 


· If the order requires an outside technician dispatch, the LOC will verify the status of the order with SBC Ameritech’s outside Network Services organization.  If the service order was completed and there is still trouble, then the CLEC will need to open a maintenance ticket. (clarify with Robin) .


· If the order is cut over, the order will be completed by the LOC.  The CLEC will then need to 


open a maintenance ticket.


For cuts that have Frame Due Time (FDT), the CLEC may:


· Upon this request, SBC Ameritech will identify dial tone leaving the CFA.   If dial tone is present on any of the circuits, the order will be cutover and completed. The LOC will then status the CLEC as to which circuits have no dial tone.  If no dial tone is present on all of the circuits, then the LOC will not cutover any of the circuits.  The LOC will then status the CLEC of this no dial tone situation on all circuitss.  The CLEC may then issue a supplement order for a later completion date through the LSC. 


· If the order is cut over, the order will be completed by the LOC.  The CLEC will then need to 


open a maintenance ticket for each non-working circuit.


(Maintenance phase) – The Collocator may contact the LOC on a completed service order in SBC Ameritech’s systems to report trouble on the new turn-up of an individual DS0 circuit.  If the order is complete, the LOC will open a maintenance ticket on the circuit.  The CLEC then has the following options:



1.  Open a maintenance ticket for trouble resolution.  Upon this request, SBC Ameritech will 


assist the CLEC in resolving the trouble by verifying circuit wiring, and performing a 


dial-tone check at the MDF.


· If the initial trouble ticket resulted in No Trouble Found (NTF)/Test OK (TOK), then the CLEC may open a subsequent maintenance ticket and request a vendor meet.   For a vendor meet, the LOC will dispatch an SBC Ameritech technician to the specified SBC point of the circuit requested by the CLEC.  If the CLEC requests a vendor meet at the end-user’s customer premise, then SBC Ameritech will dispatch an outside technician to the customer premise.  If the CLEC requests a vendor meet at the physical collocation arrangement, then the CLEC may dispatch a CLEC technician and/or an SBC Approved Vendor (Tier 2) to its physical collocation footprint.  SBC Ameritech will dispatch a CO technician to the MDF.  For this vendor meet, the CLEC’s technician and/or SBC Approved Vendor (Tier 2) will work from the physical collocation footprint and the CO technician will work from the MDF. 


2. Request a change order through the LSC to re-provision the CFA on a circuit by circuit 


basis.  


3. If the CLEC suspects trouble at the 100 pair cable level, then the CLEC must hire an SBC 


Approved Vendor (Tier 1) to re-terminate the existing interconnection cabling or install a 


new one.
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SBC Ameritech


CLEC MEETING (CONFERENCE CALL) ON MDF ACCESS


MEETING NOTES


July 31, 2002



Attendees:


Jeff Raymond, McLeod USA


Marianne McAllister, Allegiance Telecom


Jack Piticavong, RCN


Fran Altbaum, SBC Communications


NaOra Horton, SBC Communications


Kathy King, SBC Communications


Jon Boshier, Covad


Vivian Gomez-McKeon, SBC Communications


Ed Corse, RCN


Kelly Heims, McLeod USA


Linda Peterman, Choice One


Scott Alexander, SBC Communications


_______________________________________________________________


NaOra Horton, SBC, explained that the purpose of the meeting was to provide status to CLECs on their request for access to the SBC MDF.  CLECs has requested at the 7/17/02 AIT CUF Meeting that a separate meeting be held prior to the next CUF meeting.


· Vivian Gomez-McKeon, SBC, said that SBC is continuing to stand by its policy regarding access to the MDF, and that it is clear from SBC Regulatory that access will not be granted to CLECs.  Only Authorized Vendors will be allowed to work on the MDF.  SBC will work with CLECs via the Assist Tickets to isolate trouble if there are issues.


· Vivian read from Accessible Letter CLECAM00-182 stating current practices. 

· As requested, Vivian provided background on the arbitration case with McLeod at the Illinois Commission.  She said the case was related to power cabling.  CLECs wanted to control costs incurred to place cable and timelines, and wanted to eliminate SBC as the middleman.  She reiterated that CLECs have access through an Authorized Vendor, and SBC will not open the MDF to anyone.  CLECs felt that that was not the interpretation of the Commission, and Vivian responded that the FCC has consistently ruled in favor of SBC.  McLeod and RCN requested documentation.


Action item:  Vivian will search for documentation related to interconnection cable from Collocation to MDF showing that CLECs wanted to pay for cabling cost themselves in order to eliminate SBC from the middle.


· Jack Piticavong, RCN, asked if POTs Bay is being offered at this time, and Vivian said there is POTs Bay offering.  Jack asked why CLECs weren't advised of POTs Bay availability when they were building their cages.  Vivian stated that there are expenses that are added to install POTs Bay.  Kelly Heims, McLeod, said if this is not presented when they established Collocation, CLECs have extra expense of getting POTs Bay installed.


Action item:  Vivian will investigate and provide cost to erect new or convert to POTs Bay in AIT today.


· Jack asked if SBC is going to verify this arrangement in other regions.  Vivian responded that POTs is being used in SWBT and PB regions.  NaOra asked if that changes where the access is.  Vivian replied that POTs Bay is outside the cage, and both vendors have access to their appropriate side of the POTs bay.


Action Item:  Vivian to verify if POTs Bay requires authorized Tier 2 vendor to access.


· Vivian asked CLECs if they were allowed access to the CFA by other ILECs.  Jeff Raymond, McLeod USA, said that Qwest allows their techinicans to become certified, and that he will be allowed access to Collocation and to any equipment.  Vivian requested verification that CLECs are being allowed access to the CFA by Qwest.


Action Item: Jeff will provide documentation to Vivian (next week) that Qwest will allow CLECs access to their CFA.


· John Boshier, Covad, asked if SBC is saying CLECs will have access, but only through Authorized Vendor.  Jack asked if CLEC technicians could accompany Authorized Vendor, and CLECs said "no."  Vivian stated that SBC was not allowing specialized certification, where the CLEC vendor works just for the CLEC.  The intent of the Authorized Vendor is that they will work for other CLECs, not just for themselves. Covad said they need testing access to CFA.  Vivian questioned why they need access to the CFA to isolate trouble at a circuit level, and no CLEC rep provided an answer.


· Marianne McAllister, Allegiance, asked for documentation on the arbitration agreement.  Scott Alexander, SBC, provided the docket information.  Arbitration Docket No. 01-0623 in Illinois (Issue No. 54 and No. 80 dealt with power cabling.) is posted on the Illinois Commerce Commission Web site.


· CLECs requested information on arbitration dealing solely with interconnection. 


Action Item:  Vivian will provide documentation (on arbitration dealing solely with interconnection), if available.


· Vivian provided contact information to apply for Tier 1 and 2 level authorized vendor certification.  The contact is Lacy Gilliam, telephone 210-886-3718.  For Tier 2, vendors working within CLEC footprint (footprint is the cage).  Tier 1 approval is SBC approved for Central Office. There is no level of "specialized" authorized vendor.


· Jack asked why CLECs were allowed access a year ago, and Vivian said this was a violation by network employee, and has been stopped across AIT region.  Network employees should not have allowed the CLEC employee within the MDF area of the Central Office; the CLEC employee has access to the cage only.


· It was agreed that meeting notes would be sent to meeting attendees, and added to documentation on the issue itself.
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ISSUE SUBMISSION FORM


Date: _____5/15/2003______


Title of Issue: Enhanced Repeat Dialing.  


Assigned Number:  __GCUF03-027A__________(To be assigned by SBC)


Supporting Documentation Submitted with Issue:


#100 – Enhanced Repeat Dialing

1/28/03

Kim Stokes/Janine Truhn

Andrea Raue

1/28/03


2/3/03


2/17/03


2/25/03


3/4/03


3/11/03


3/25/03


3/8/03


4/15/03


4/22/03


5/5/03


5/13/03


5/20/03




SBC spoke with Staff Support & Product Management this feature is not available in AIN Platform.  We are investigating further with the LSC.


This is an available product with CPO.  We are still investigating with the NSS.  Receiving a recording automatically receiving the recording. 


Talk is ready to proceed with trapping the call.  Will work with NSC to proceed.  Kim will follow up with NSC.  


The NSC and all other parties involved with the incident that happened Friday 2/28/03 were coached on the dissatisfaction of Talk America.  Kim is currently working with the NSC to proceed.


Still under investigation…


The customer is not interested in pursuing any further.  Andrea & Donna verified that the enduser will get the recordings whether they subscribe or pay for the service.  Talk America would need to address with CUF if they would like this process changed.


Kim was to send examples, to Change Management,  Kim will forward to Lu.


Kim will submit to CUF


Janine will ask Kim to submit before the next CUF.  


Move to monitor, issue still not submitted to the CUF.


Continued to monitor…


CLOSE……




















Submit completed form to the CUF email box at:  sbccuf@camail.sbc.com.



