NOWG Meeting Notes of July 18, 2002

Final

Next Meeting - Friday, July 26, 2002 at 1 PM ET

Participants

Bruce Bennett 


Joanne Edelman 

Jim Castagna 


Paul LaGattuta 

Cathie Capita 


Karen Mulberry 

Beth O’Donnell

Karen Riepenkroger

NANC Review

1 - NOWG action item - define what we do today for review by the NANC.

2 – FCC DFO stated FCC has not yet decided the extent to which NOWG can continue to operate with the same responsibilities as they do today with the NANPA once the NANPA is under a federal procurement contract.

3 – Need to describe what the Oversight Group of the future would look like, its responsibilities and role as an oversight body on the NANPA operating under a federal procurement contract.

A conference call to develop Item 3 above has been established for 1 PM ET, July 26, 2002. Bridge details offered by Cathie Capita to follow.

Discussion

The group agreed to maintain the same e-mail distribution list.

During the interim phase, the group agreed to work towards developing a model for the new administrative oversight which would oversee the PA and the NANPA under a federal procurement.

Leadership 

The group agreed to identify an interim team leader who will continue with co-chair duties until which time the NANC formally recognizes and adopts duties and responsibilities for the new oversight working group.

Karen Mulberry and Jim Castagna was asked by the group to act as interim co-chairs and they accepted.

Metrics Discussion by NOWG

Jim Castagna provided summary feedback regarding the review a Verizon Metrics contribution discussed with Ron Connors, Sandy Tokarec, Jim Dean and John Manning. Jim described NANPA’s feedback with respect to each of the metrics (previously discussed with the NOWG)  and the group discussed various aspects of the metrics in preparation for the NANPA’s metrics presentation. The group spent the most time discussing data integrity issues. 

NANPA’s Presentation on Metrics

Ron Connors

Beth Sprague

Nancy Fears

Sandy Tokarek

Wayne Milby for Jim Deak

John Denemark

Major Highlights

· NANPA now measures code conflicts and code rejects. NANPA will review all code rejects with NOWG.

· E-mail/Fax Response within one business day - Email and fax response metrics where discussed. New metric regarding emails for NPA Relief and NRUF only at this time, not with CO Code Administration, CIC and Connors emails. NANPA explained that the problem is the burden of measuring performance manually – item for further discussion.

· Notables

· Asked Ron to compare VZ Metric Contribution with NANPA PMs and PIPs.

· Acknowledged NANPA investigating NANPA commitments, which include some CAS issues as well.

· Suggested unique PIP for response times for emails, voice and fax for each of NANPA’s activities – NANPA said open to that.

· Suggested PIP 4, bullet three be reworded from standard packages to “improved” standard packages. Wayne said they are working on new standard packages.

· Suggested NRUF Job aid PM and a PM for timeliness of NANPA proactively re-notifying PUCs regarding new NRUF utilization data PM – Said will do.

· NRUF Staff on-site and available for three weeks prior to NRUF due date PM agreed to.

· PIP for SPs having time to update utilization in advance of missing utilization report is sent to PUCs was agreed to by NANPA.

· CAS Survey

· Ratings are high. Overall results indicate SPs are satisfied and that specific suggestions do not say things have to change before they begin to use CAS.

· Suggestions for CAS improvement will be analyzed with recommendations due in 3Q02 as displayed in PIP #1.

· Analysis and potential items to be discussed at next months meeting.

Two Formal Complaints

· Qwest – (Mike Whaley) NANPA admitted in print it reclaimed codes that should have undergone a change. Mike Whaley and NANPA discussed changes that can be made to avoid a similar future occurrence. Out of service condition was taken care of immediately.

· Integra (Paul Ustead) – Returned Codes with Ported TNs – Complained about process regarding prioritizing returned codes versus assigning new codes. Issue involves NPAC request triggering the suspension of procedure for meeting the requested effective date – it sometimes gets moved out because NPAC report delay. The group discussed the INC procedures under development.

Nothing Follows

