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1.
Initial CLEC Request to Modify Prioritization Process

Source:  Excerpts from closed CMP Action Item Log 
CLEC Verbatim Description of Request:  Covad and Birch believe that the architecture of the current process by which ILEC and CLEC sponsored Change Requests are determined for inclusion in a subsequent release does not present enough information for CLECs to effectively assign a level of importance and need to these requests. Covad and Birch feel that as a result, SBC is handicapped in trying to accurately assess “needs” when determining which requests can be committed to a release package or when a situation arises that requires a previously committed request be re-scheduled for implementation. 

Therefore, Covad and Birch jointly request that SBC change it’s process for ranking CRs, directly connect the ranking to a release period and numerically identify the full Level of Effort (LOE) for each CR. Birch and Covad present the following details taken from or modified after other ILECs Prioritization Procedures in an effort to help everyone understand the full intent of this request.

7/14/04 CMP Meeting – There was clarification that going forward, CMP process issues/requests would be tracked as an action item, rather than as a CCR, as in this case.  SBC stated that after internal review of the request/proposal, it is not able to change its CR prioritization process.  The proposal is significantly different than the current process and it is not possible for SBC to do all of the work up front.  SBC believes that the current process is working well.  Covad and Birch expressed their concerns and disappointment.  There was discussion regarding the inability of CLECs to know:  1) how the CRs are being worked/considered after they are ranked; 2) what the level of effort for each CR is; and 3) how specific CRs are either included or taken out of releases.  CLECs believe that if there was some type of quantification provided, it would give CLECs confidence in the process.  There was discussion as to how a CR that would be of benefit to all CLECs would not be considered a high priority.  SBC responded that it does a cost/benefit analysis and looks at a number of factors, some of which include volumes, costs, benefit to SBC and CLECs, resources available for a particular system/function, and performance measures.  In addition to the CLEC rankings, SBC’s internal groups, such as regulatory, LSC, performance measurement, business, also have input into the ranking.  SBC stated that it understands the CLECs concerns.  SBC’s obligation is to ensure CLECs have access to ordering products/services, in a non-discriminatory manner.  There was discussion regarding how CLECs are charged for access to OSS.  There was discussion regarding the status of UNE-P and whether any CCRs related to it would be worked.  The CMP/CUF Team stated that it did not know whether a final decision on the UNE-P issue has been made.  SBC is continuing to work on it.  It is difficult to project what will happen to the related CCRs without knowing the new FCC rules.  UNE-P will be maintained at a minimum through the end of the year.  Covad stated that this discussion/information is helpful and was not aware of what was involved.  Birch stated that the CCR log was unwieldy and would like to make it more workable.  SBC suggested that those CRs rated lower than 2 be put on a separate log.  Some of those CRs will never be worked.  Birch requested to leave this action item pending for further discussion at next month’s meeting.

8/4/04 CMP Meeting – Birch and Covad stated that after further discussions between themselves they came to the conclusion that SBC would not be able to accommodate this request.  Birch stated that it would continue to provide suggestions for improving the CR prioritization process.  SBC responded that it welcomes suggestions from CLECs and will continue to work on improving the process.  It was agreed to close this action item.

2.
Notes from CMP Meeting Minutes Regarding Effectiveness of CMP

Source:  Excerpts from CMP meeting minutes capturing comments made during the standing agenda item, Effectiveness of Change Management Process, from September 2004 through March 2005.  

September 2004

Effectiveness of Change Management Process
Birch stated that over the past few months, volumes have been requested more often than in the past. Birch inquired that if this was SBC’s approach now and should CLECs provide volumes up front when submitting a CCR. Birch stated that it appears that the “level of pain” associated with a process does not come into play. MCI concurred with Birch. SBC responded that the SMEs asked for volumes as that helped them prioritize CRs to get the “biggest bang for the buck”. SBC agreed there can be intangibles that can not be expressed in volumes.

Another concern voiced was if Birch submitted a CCR, and discussion took place for three months, and then volumes are asked for, time was lost where this issue may have been worked. Birch asked CLECs for their thoughts on providing volumes when appropriate.

Choice One cited two examples: 1) LDMI – new event in loop qual, where address volume is readily available to SBC; 2) Expedite LNP – SBC asked for volumes and they are low but the “level of pain” is high and the end user is out of service.

Talk America inquired whether the cost benefit analysis was still in place at SBC. SBC replied affirmatively, that the LRB was in place and the prioritization process took into account other things. SBC reviewed the prioritization process, where an initial ranking was inserted, then updated after the CLECs provided their ranking and an average compiled. SBC would rank CCRs at 4 or 5 if the priority is known. SBC regularly attends the weekly LRB meetings to represent the CLECs. Birch suggested that if a CCR is submitted and SBC knows that volumes will be requested, to let the CCR originator know as soon as possible.

October 2004

Effectiveness of Change Management Process

MCI voiced concern that there are a lot of issues on hold noting that it and other CLECs are becoming very frustrated.  The CLECs realize that matters are often stalled in the Regulatory arena and a prediction of resolution for these issues is nearly impossible.  However, when a CCR request has a commitment date the CLECs are asking that that date not be changed/ cancelled/delayed/etc. and that SBC support it unless extenuating circumstances require that it be pushed out.  As an example, Howard Siegel (Logix) stated that in March 2001 a CCR was submitted (01-018) when he was working for IP Communications.  There is still no release date scheduled as the request has been constantly delayed.

Birch reminded SBC that date commitments (even estimated dates) raise expectations.  Choice One noted that CLEC requests are being pushed out years, noting that this is unacceptable.  It also stated that it appears that anything impacted by UNE-P is being delayed, finding this disheartening.

To SBC’s question of any other comments under this topic Logix asked what SBC is scheduling for the next four months; and for 2005.  Kathy Purkiss responded that SBC is currently preparing for the December release; and planning for the July 2005 release.  Ensuing discussion  resulted in the following:

ACTION ITEM:  SBC agreed that in the future CRs will be noted as pending until a committed implementation date is established.

November 2004

Effectiveness of Change Management Process
SBC asked if there were any new comments on this matter; there was no response beyond earlier comments made during discussion of CCR03-102.  CLECs were very displeased that this CCR has been denied after over a year in existence noting that all through that year they had been assured SBC was working this issue.  CLECs stated that it takes too long to get a CCR implemented, and that they were not certain how to track a CCR within SBC.  CLECs also questioned the meaning of statuses used in the CCR log.  COVAD stated that it believed that the prioritization process proposed by COVAD and Birch would greatly improve the total mystery of how some CRs are included in a release and others or not.  Extensive discussion did not bring a resolution to CLEC discontent.  

CLECs stated that  upper level management visibility was missing. They stated that previously Mr. Glen Sirles visited the CUF and CMP meetings once in a while and the CLECs thought this indicated more cooperation on SBC’s part.  SBC will discuss the concerns expressed by the CLECs.

ACTION ITEM:  CLEC concerns and comments about change request implementation will be forwarded to Connie Hernandez and Gary Carter.

December 2004

Effectiveness of Change Management Process
After the introduction of Darlene Gaskill as Kathy Purkiss’ replacement upon her retirement, MCI voiced concern that Darlene, since she will also be serving in an LSC Technical Support role, and Connie Hernandez (new head of the CLEC Forum/Change Management groups) would not be giving CLECs their full attention.  MCI and Choice One both stated their concern that SBC is spreading their resources too thin and are developing a lack of focus.

Birch asked why Connie Hernandez has not attended the CUF and CMP meetings stating dissatisfaction with her support since taking over this position.  NaOra Horton and Kathy Purkiss (both SBC) responded that Connie is well aware of all issues coming out of these meetings and, like every other corporation out there these days, SBC is tightening its budget in doing ‘more with less’.  The CLECs asked for better upper level management support.  

MCI also asked whether changes to the Change Management Process document would still be discussed in January, given the resource constraints of the SBC Change Management team.  NaOra responded that she would be in charge of working changes with the drafting team and still plans to proceed.

In closing, NaOra stated that the CLEC concerns have been noted; SBC will discuss this and provide follow-up at the January AR CMP meeting.

January 2005
Effectiveness of Change Management Process
AT&T stated that with the change to releases to three times per year CLECs had expected a better product by SBC, however, as evidenced by the DR discussion this morning it appears CLECs are not getting that better product.  Darlene Gaskill (SBC) responded that mechanization brings more potential for problems, however, SBC is working diligently to provide cleaner releases and expects to continue this process.

Note-Choice One asked that the following paragraph be added to the minutes (reflecting its understanding of discussion during the meeting):  CLECs suggested the possibility of revisiting the decision to go to trimester releases if release accuracy did not improve.  Choice One stated the major trade-off for trimester releases was supposed to be more accurate releases.  NaOra Horton (SBC) responded the trade-off was for versioning by the PON as well and did not include the option of revisiting.  Choice One responded it was true the trade-off was for both versioning by the PON, and improved accuracy of releases.  However, Choice One (states that it) had personally made it clear to Brian Letson, and received Brian’s acknowledgement at the time of approval, that CLECs would expect to revisit the decision if SBC did not deliver the promised improvement. 

February 2005

Effectiveness of Change Management Process
To SBC question on any comments under this matter, Talk America asked to revisit the TSP issue discussed Tuesday at the AR CUF meeting stating that SBC requirement of pursuing a BFR as the answer to this process request is wrong.  It puts the onus on the CLECs; CLECs believe it is SBC’s responsibility.  

AT&T stated that TSP is a system defect; again noting that it should be SBC’s responsibility to remedy this.

The following points were then discussed, SBC noting that this was a repeat of the discussion from the Tuesday AR CUF meeting:

· Walt Willard (AT&T) stated that he had listened to the TSP/BFR discussion on Tuesday and thought it did not make sense.  Walt noted that in the LSOR under Loop Service, Field 14, TSP should be able to be entered.  If CLECs populate this field and do not get the desired results then this is a defect not being serviced properly by SBC.  Walt stated that a BFR should be for new Network elements that do not exist today.  It appears TSP is not a new element.

· Darlene Gaskill, Connie Hernandez and NaOra Horton (all SBC) reiterated the following:

· Steve Johnson stated he would review this issue with his team; revisit CLECs demands and escalate it if needed.

· Does TSP equal a Network element…he will investigate this again.

· Darlene Gaskill repeated that she had tested TSP for Steve Johnson.  The order flowed through, however, the TSP value was not mapped from the LSR to the Service Order. 

· Linda Peterman of Choice One stated that there is functionality behind the field.  She also stated that if function is mandated then SBC is supposed to provide it asking why this is an issue at all?

NaOra Horton closed out the discussion by stating that Steve Johnson (SBC) has agreed to escalate this CUF issue; there is nothing more to be done at the moment.  She emphasized that she will be following up on this issue with Steve and other SBC staff next week.  An update will be provided to CLECs in March.

March 2005

Effectiveness of Change Management Process

Birch and Globalcom questioned the changes to the scope of the Change Management Process in reference to SBC products asking if new SBC products will be under the bounds of CMP.  E.G. LWC (Local Wholesale Complete) vs Commercial Agreements (CAARS).  SBC suggested these questions be investigated with the CLEC’s account teams.

Birch closed by asking if SBC was diverting resources needed for CLEC processes and was assured that SBC is still diligently working on CLEC processes on a continual basis.

