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A CMP Oversight Committee Meeting was held on June 18, 2003.  The purpose of the CMP Oversight Committee meeting was to:

· review the analysis of the 14 examples that are identified on PC032803-1

· determine what involvement the Oversight Committee should have in these items

· determine how these types of issues (Operational Issues) should be handled in the future

The purpose of the CMP Oversight Committee is to make non binding recommendations  relating to areas of concern presented to it.  

Lynne Powers – representing Tel West, opened stating that she was disappointed that Qwest denied the CR without providing details on the analysis of the 14 items.  

The group discussed that maybe language in the CMP isn’t conclusive enough to direct these types of issues. 

The CLECs advised Qwest to consider that if Qwest has to clarify the process internally, it probably needs to occur externally as well.  Bonnie-Eschelon and David-ATT said it seems as if there was a personnel change and new set of typists are holding the CLECs to the letter of the process.  Bonnie advised she understands the CLECs may not be following the process exactly, but all of a sudden when LSRs get rejected it affects the CLECs.  Sue Burson – Qwest advised we are really focused on following our process, ensuring consistency and accuracy, and meeting PO20. 

The group agreed next steps were:

· Document the action items and begin working on those (item #8 is most impacting issue)

· Determine if there are modifications that are needed in the Change Management Process

The Oversight Committee agreed to meet again after the July and August CMP Product/Process meetings. 

· The focus of the Oversight Committee will be to determine if there are modifications needed in the Change Management Process.  

Qwest has identified general and specific action items.  The general or broader action items are a result of all items, and the specific action items are related to individual examples.   (see specific action items under each example)

General Action Items:

1. Evaluate how to notify CLEC community on larger process improvement efforts; if Qwest clarifies the process internally does it need to clarify it externally?  

2. Review documentation as it relates to different versions of EDI/GUI/PCATs and how that impacts the centers and the CLECs especially when new guidelines are introduced.

3. Determine if there are modifications that are needed to the CMP




Example 8 – McLeod
 (Susie Bliss) (Blocking)

Susie Bliss opened the discussion.  Susie stated that Qwest looked at our methods to see if we made any changes and we didn’t see any changes made.  We had our IT partners look at Systems for any changes made there.  Stephanie Powers – McLeod said they provided examples of this occurring multiple times.  Lynn Notorianni noted it appears the questions came up in mid July with McLeod’s EDI conversion.  The Event Notification states the work around.  McLeod understands the work around.  Confusion occurred when Qwest read the example 8 and we thought McLeod didn’t understand the workaround, so we issued the Event Notification.  McLeod got concerned when the Event Notification came out as they had already hard coded this into their EDI.  ATT expressed similar problems.  They have gotten inconsistent direction on how to handle the workaround.  The Event Notification says something different than what changes ATT has made.  Donna Osborn Miller – ATT stated for the record that they take issue with the 14.0 fix date and require this to be resolved sooner than 14.0.  Donna also stated the Event Notification was very confusing and conflicting.  The concern is that the workaround may not be equal to the 14.0 fix and this would require CLECs to change their systems multiple times.  

Action item #8

SWAT Team will verify system functionality (blocking)



Test functionality in both SATE and Production



Review and update documentation



Hold Conference Call with CLECs




Example 3 – Eschelon 
(Sue Burson)
(Hunt group/hunt sequence)

Sue Burson reviewed item 3.  Bonnie Johnson asked what happened to cause Qwest to reject the orders.  Sue stated that rules changed with 11.0; and developer worksheets and EDI disclosure documentation were updated, but LSOG (GUI) was not updated until 12.0.    Bonnie asked why did the centers reject these manually if the GUI documentation didn’t change?  They must not be following the documentation.  Sue advised the centers were trained on the rules change.  The question arose as to the source of the training: EDI or GUI documentation which got back to the broader general action item #2.

Example 7 – McLeod
(Sue Burson)  (CFLAG)

Sue Burson reviewed the issue. Qwest is using CFLAG to tell the CLECs what changes Qwest has made to a LSR due to a verbal supp or processing requirements within Qwest.  Bonnie Johnson said we can’t agree on how to handle CFLAG in the long term PID meetings, from a PO20 perspective.  Becky Quintana-COPUC agreed.  Stephanie said she doesn’t agree with the statement that Qwest doesn’t ‘assume intent’. Stephanie said she has been instructed by Qwest to review CFLAGs they received for identifying training issues.  The CLECs would rather get the rejects and not have to interpret CFLAG.  Discussion ensued indicating the need for enhanced documentation regarding the CFLAG process.   

Carla ATT advised she is submitting a CR to address some CFLAG issues.  

Action Item #7

Look at how we can enhance CFLAG documentation 


Example 9 – McLeod (Susie Bliss) (IMPCON tel#)

Susie reviewed item #9.  Susie explained that we added the fields for the LSR in 9.0 and the requirement for the local or toll free number in the IMPCON & TN fields were implemented with IMA 11.0.  Proper notification was sent out.  Stephanie explained that Qwest started rejecting for IMPCON when they went to EDI.  They referred this to their Service Manager and it was quite some time before they got an answer.  McLeod is still not sending IMP CON telephone numbers for multiple reasons, including that their contact does not have a toll free number.  Discussion continued and it was determined that the confusion is primarily due to multiple versions of EDI are used by the CLECs and Qwest’s PCATs are not version specific which got back to the broader, general action item #2

Example 14 – McLeod (Sue Burson) (Hunting)

Stephanie described the issue regarding placeholders and hunting.  Discussion continued and it was determined that this issue is the same as #9.  The confusion is primarily due to multiple version of EDI are used by the CLECs and Qwest’s PCATs are not version specific which got back to the broader, general action item #2

Example 10 – McLeod  (Susie Bliss) (Partial Moves)

Susie explained this is an existing process that we currently do not have documented.  That is why the CLECs are getting conflicting information.  Susie explained there is an action item in CMP (A1032003-2) which specifically asks for the documentation and we are working towards a notification to be completed by the first week of July.  The CLECs agreed if the process is not documented they would get conflicting instructions.  Stephanie said she was advised by Escalations that something changed in the process.  Bonnie advised they were told that internally an MCC was issued to the centers.  Susie explained an MCC was sent out about a year ago (8/16/02) but the detail was not sufficient.  The discussion then focused on the broader, general action item #1.


Example 11 – McLeod  (Susie Bliss)  (MDSI fids)

Susie reviewed the issue and we had no method changes so we thought this example was based on the Utah Conversion project we worked on with McLeod.  Stephanie said her example didn’t have anything to do with the Utah Conversion.  Stephanie explained they were told to send MDSI fids on the MWW usoc only (GUI) and they set up their EDI this way too.  They got rejects and went to make the EDI changes and then were told not to worry about it as FTS will add it.  

Mallory clarified the process and explained her understanding.  MSS is required for each fid based on ownership of voice mail system and based on version of EDI.  Stephanie agreed they could look at the EDI logs to see when this started happening.  

Action Item #11

Review process and update documentation if needed



Example 12 – McLeod (Susie Bliss)  (PFG fid)

Susie reviewed the issue.  Stephanie explained they were told something different after they implemented 9.0 EDI in the fall of 2002.  They started getting rejects on Monday after the 9.0 implementation.  They removed the PFG fid.  This issue is no longer occurring.  

Example 4 – Eschelon (Sue Burson)  (TOS)

Sue reviewed the response from Qwest.  Bonnie clarified the examples provided were just examples, and did not represent inclusive numbers / times of occurrences.  Bonnie said their orders have been rejected multiple times for this.  Bonnie asked if an event such as an evaluation of flow through fallout caused this change to happen.  (see general action item #1). 

Stephanie McLeod asked why UNE P uses a residential TOS.  This should also include Centrex in this category.   

Action Item #4

Determine what the business reason is for why UNE P recognizes a TOS of just Residential.  

Example 5 – McLeod  (Susie Bliss) (Listing changes on conversions)

McLeod and Eschelon asked what the event was that caused this change to happen.  Susie explained there were no method changes and we felt it was an isolated case.  Bonnie indicated there were many other examples.  They agreed this item didn’t warrant further discussion but possibly fell into the broader action item #1

Example 1 – Tel West (Sue Burson)  (TBE / RTVXQ)

Bonnie recapped this item for Tel West and agreed Lynn should provide additional information if needed.  Sue explained Qwest had determined the LSR had been rejected in error.  This was based on the example Qwest is aware of; Qwest is not aware of a volume of rejects of this type.  Stephanie said McCleod had experienced manual rejects from the centers, one or two at a time.    

Example 2 – Tel West  (Susie Bliss)  (ORDMS)

Bonnie recapped this item for Tel West and agreed Lynn should provide additional information if needed.  McLeod said they have had repair issues on this usoc.  

Example 6 – Eschelon (Susie Bliss)  (Call forwarding inter/intra)

Susie reviewed this item.  Bonnie explained that Qwest was correcting certain items and now Qwest is rejecting them.  Susie explained they should not be correcting or changing items and if they had examples of when this occurs, we would take a look at them to understand what is happening.  Stephanie said they have hard coded their system to determine what usoc needs to be on the order.  Then when they issue another order they get errors as the CSR doesn’t match.  It seems Qwest is correcting and changing their orders anyway.  More specifics are needed when they occur to determine root cause and if it falls into the broader, general action item #1. 

