
Service Order Accuracy

A. Manual Service Order Accuracy

To ensure that CLEC customers and end users receive the

best possible local service, Qwest has in the past addressed – and today

continues to address – concerns raised in connection with its manual

processing of LSRs.  The majority of LSRs submitted by CLECs are

designed to flow-through to Qwest’s Service Order Processor with

minimal human intervention.  However, under certain circumstances,

LSRs drop out of the order flow and require manual handling. 1  When

this occurs, trained Qwest Service Delivery Coordinators (“SDCs”)

process those LSRs so that the requested services are provisioned to

CLEC customers and end users on an accurate and timely basis.

Among the measures Qwest has adopted to ensure manual

service order accuracy is the proposal (and interim adoption) of PID PO-

20. 2  PO-20 evaluates the degree to which Qwest accurately processes

LSRs that are electronically submitted but fall out for manual processing

by measuring the percentage of Qwest service orders that are populated

                                      
1 LSRs typically drop out for manual processing if, among other
things, they are not flow-through-eligible or they contain an error.
2 See “Summary of Notes on Qwest Regional Performance Results
Report, September 2001 – August 2002,” September 24, 2002, at
Attachment 2, available at
www.qwest.com/wholesale/downloads/2002/020925/RGSep01-
Aug02NotesSummary.pdf.  See also Qwest II Declaration of Michael G.
Williams, Commercial Performance, at ¶ 337, Exhibit MGW-Perf-2.  For
ease of reference, a current copy of PO-20 is attached hereto as Exhibit
1-1.
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correctly, in specified data fields, within information obtained from CLEC

LSRs. 3  A complete description, as well as a copy, of PO-20 was included

in the record in the Qwest I and Qwest II proceedings. 4

As the chart below demonstrates, during the three months in

which PO-20 has been in existence, Qwest accurately processed over

90% of Resale and UNE-P POTS LSRs and over 95% of Unbundled Loop

LSRs that have fallen out for manual processing.

Qwest’s performance under PO-20 is measured on a region-

wide basis.  Qwest provided extensive information in connection with its

manual order processing, and, more specifically, on PO-20, in the Qwest

I and Qwest II proceedings. 5

                                      
3 See id.
4 See id.; see also Qwest 08/20/02m Ex Parte (Response to FCC
Confirming Submission of PID PO-20 to States for Inclusion in PAP).
5 See Qwest 09/10/02a Ex Parte (Response to Wireline Competition
Bureau on Revisions to LSR Volumes under PO-20 for ROC I); Qwest
09/10/02b Ex Parte (Response to Wireline Competition Bureau on
Revisions to LSR Volumes under PO-20 for ROC II); Qwest 09/03/02d Ex
Parte (Response to Wireline Competition Bureau on LSR Volumes Under
PO-20 for April-June For Resale, UNE-P, and UBL for ROC I); Qwest
09/03/02e Ex Parte (Response to Wireline Competition Bureau on LSR
Volumes Under PO-20 for April-June For Resale, UNE-P, and UBL for
ROC II); Qwest 08/27/02c Ex Parte (Response to Wireline Competition
Bureau on Draft Description of Order Accuracy Performance Measure);
Qwest 08/23/02c Ex Parte (Response to DOJ on PO-20); Qwest

Commercial Performance Results Under PO-20

MONTH RESALE/UNE-P UNBUNDLED LOOPS
June 90.25% 96.46%
July 90.58% 95.20%

August 92.78% 95.16%
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In response to CLEC input on PO-20 (and pursuant to the

standard practice being adopted for new PIDs and PID modifications),

Qwest has requested that PO-20 be addressed in the Long-term PID

Administration (“LTPA”) process.  The first LTPA meeting has tentatively

been scheduled for October 3, 2002.  While PO-20 is under discussion,

Qwest will continue to report its manual service order accuracy

performance under PO-20’s current definition.

On August 19, 2002, Qwest requested that each of the nine

Application states include PO-20 in its state Performance Assurance Plan

(“PAP”).  Each of these states is in various stages of developing a record

with respect to Qwest’s request, and Qwest expects that these states will

take into account the LTPA’s review of PO-20 in their processes. 6

                                                                                                                 
08/20/02m Ex Parte (Response to FCC Confirming Submission of PID
PO-20 to States for Inclusion in PAP); Qwest 08/19/02b Ex Parte
(Response to Wireline Competition Bureau on PO-20 Performance
Measure Fields, DSL Resale Discount and Performance Results for EEL);
Qwest 08/09/02b Ex Parte (Response to FCC on Manual Service Order
Accuracy).
6 See Exhibit 1-2 (PO-20 Filing Status Chart).  As of the date of this
filing, only Colorado and Washington have acted on Qwest’s submission.
The Colorado PUC declined to incorporate PO-20 into the Colorado PAP
at this time, and instead deferred consideration of its adoption until such
time as the LTPA has processed PO-20.  In the Matter of Qwest’s
Corporation’s Performance Assurance Plan, Docket No. 02M-259T, Order
Denying Motion, adopted September 18, 2002, at 4.  The Washington
UTC, however, agreed to incorporate PO-20 into the Washington PAP,
though the PID will be subject to further review in the LTPA process.  In
the Matter of the Investigation into U S WEST Communications, Inc.’s
Compliance with Section 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, et. al,
Docket No. UT-003022, 43rd Supplemental Order; Approving Qwest’s
Request for Acceptance of Performance Measure PO-20, With Conditions,
September 26, 2002, at 4.
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LSRs submitted by carriers and resulting service orders

contain a variety of fields.  PO-20 was designed to compare those fields to

determine whether the fields on the LSRs and service orders match.

Admittedly, PO-20 is not designed to compare all of the fields that exist.

For example, PO-20 does not compare the Services & Equipment (“S&E”)

section of the service order to the LSR.  This is because PO-20 was

designed to evaluate perceived idiosyncrasies in Qwest’s manual

processes resulting from KPMG’s analysis in the ROC OSS Test.  Because

KPMG’s analysis did not identify mismatches in the S&E sections of

CLEC LSRs and service orders, Qwest did not focus on including those

fields in PO-20.  Regardless, to the extent CLECs prefer that fields be

added to PO-20, they will have an opportunity to raise their concerns –

and have them vetted fully – in the LTPA process.

In its Qwest I and Qwest II filings, Qwest discussed the

multiple measures it has put in place to ensure that manually-processed

service orders are processed accurately.  Qwest has continued to

implement system enhancements to further this objective.  For example,

system edits were implemented on August 17, 2002, as part of the IMA

10.1 release.  These edits included a comparison of the Purchase Order

Number (“PON”) populated on the service order(s) listed on the FOC to
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the PON on the LSRs that the Qwest service order representative

processes to ensure mismatches do not occur. 7

Qwest already filed in Qwest I and Qwest II a description of

what its PO-20 performance would have been had these system edits

been in place between April through July, 2002. 8  As explained in that

filing, Qwest’s performance would have improved anywhere between

0.24% and 5.78% (depending on the product) in each month during that

period. 9  Had the August 17 enhancement been in place for all of

August, Qwest’s performance under PO-20 that month also would have

improved.  Specifically, Qwest’s performance for Resale and UNE-P POTS

would have increased from 92.78% to 93.33%, and its performance for

Unbundled Loops would have increased from 95.16% to 96.08%.  The

August 17 edit also was intended to ensure consistency between the due

date on the service order and on the FOC; this aspect of the edit was

implemented on August 17, and, because of issues that arose during

implementation, will be enhanced so that it applies to additional

products and services no later than October 12, 2002.

In an ex parte filing in the Qwest I and Qwest II proceedings,

Eschelon claimed that LSRs manually handled by Qwest are subject to

                                      
7 The August 17 edit applies only to initial LSRs because the PON
must remain the same on any supplemental LSR.
8 See Qwest 08/23/02c Ex Parte (Response to DOJ on PO-20).
9 See id.
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error rates as high as 40%. 10  Eschelon based this figure on its purported

comparison of Pending Service Order Notifications (“PSONs”) to LSRs.

On August 17, 2002, Qwest began providing CLECs with PSONs – which

follow FOCs – to give CLECs the option, if they so desire, to compare the

service order the Qwest SDC has manually submitted on behalf of the

CLEC to the LSR initially submitted by that CLEC.  Qwest began

providing CLECs with this capability in response to a Change Request

submitted by Eschelon. 11  Eschelon claims to have conducted an

analysis of PSONs to LSRs from August 26 through September 3, 2002,

to arrive at its 40% figure. 12

Eschelon’s 40% figure is wildly overstated and lacks any

basis in fact.  After learning of Eschelon’s claims, Qwest asked to review

the relevant data collected by Eschelon and received a mere seven

occurrences dating from August 26 through September 6, 2002.  After

conducting its own analysis of the LSRs provided, Qwest discovered that

only six of the LSRs contained errors. 13

                                      
10 See Eschelon Ex Parte in Qwest I and Qwest II, filed September 4,
2002, at 10-11.
11 See Exhibit 1-3 (Eschelon Change Request #25497)
12 See id.
13 Qwest’s data show that the company returned 1211 FOCs to
Eschelon between August 26 and September 3, 2002.  As noted above,
only six of the occurrences Eschelon provided to Qwest contained errors.
It is unclear to Qwest whether Eschelon considers this to be the full
universe of LSRs that were manually processed incorrectly.  If it is, the
six occurrences Eschelon provided amount to a mere 0.495% (6/1211) of
the LSRs it submitted during this period.
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To validate its analysis, Qwest separately manually reviewed

2,118 ISC Call Center tickets that were received from Eschelon between

August 19 and September 13, 2002.  Qwest did this to investigate

Eschelon’s claim that, when it found a mismatch between the PSON and

LSR, it contacted a Qwest Service Center.  Qwest’s analysis showed that,

of the 2,118 tickets received from Eschelon, only 41 contained comments

that could reasonably be interpreted as identifying a potential mismatch

between the PSON and the LSR.  During this same period, Eschelon

received FOCs on 3,843 LSRs, as measured by PO-5A and PO-5B.  Thus,

even during this longer stretch of time, PSON to LSR mismatches

occurred only on 1.06% of LSRs.  It defies logic for Eschelon to suggest

that 40% of its orders during the August 26 through September 3, 2002,

time period contained such mismatches.

B. Service Order Accuracy

To demonstrate its commitment to refining its overall service

order accuracy – and in response to CLEC concerns regarding the

accuracy of Qwest installations – Qwest has begun to report additional

service order accuracy results that reflect order accuracy based on the

number of customer calls received each month by the Call Centers

reporting discrepancies between the LSR submitted and the service

provided by Qwest. 14  This measure, which in the past was sometimes

                                      
14 See “Summary of Notes on Qwest Regional Performance Results
Report, September 2001 – August 2002,” September 24, 2002, available
at  www.qwest.com/wholesale/downloads/2002/020925/RGSep01-
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referred to as “OP-5++” but is now called “Service Order Accuracy – via

Call Center Data,” is reported on a state-specific aggregate basis for all

products listed in the OP-5 PID.  The measure is intended to report those

discrepancies that are not captured by the PID OP-5, which pertains to

installation quality. 15  Results are calculated using the same base of

orders as OP-5. 16

Qwest began reporting its performance under the “Service

Order Accuracy – via Call Center Data” measure only recently (in July

2002), but its performance in each of the nine Application states has

been very strong.  For example, in Colorado, Idaho, Iowa, Montana,

Nebraska, North Dakota, Utah and Washington, more than 99% of the

orders issued were error free in both July and August, 2002. 17  In

Wyoming, 96.80% of orders in July and 98.56% of orders in August were

error free; 18 but, because the volume of service orders in Wyoming is

                                                                                                                 
Aug02NotesSummary.pdf, at Attachment 3.  For ease of reference, a
current copy of Qwest’s “Service Order Accuracy – via Call Center Data”
measure is attached hereto as Exhibit 1-4.  See also Qwest  08/27/02c
Ex Parte (Response to Wireline Competition Bureau on Draft Description
of Order Accuracy Performance Measure).
15 See id. at 1.
16 See id. at 43.
17 See Colorado Commercial Performance Results at 77; Idaho
Commercial Performance Results at 74; Iowa Commercial Performance
Results at 76; Montana Commercial Performance Results at 69;
Nebraska Commercial Performance Results at 75; North Dakota
Commercial Performance Results at 69; Utah Commercial Performance
Results at 76; Washington Commercial Performance Results at 77.
18 See Wyoming Commercial Performance Results at 68.
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significantly lower than in, for example, Colorado, conclusions regarding

Qwest’s capabilities are more appropriately drawn from its performance

in the other Application states.

Qwest’s “Service Order Accuracy – via Call Center Data”

measure is in the early stages of development, but Qwest expects it to

evolve into an official PID in the near future.  To that end, Qwest plans to

submit this measure to the LTPA process, which is scheduled to

commence in early October, after which it will be subject to comment

and further refinement by CLECs, state regulatory agencies, and other

participating parties.



Status of “Conversion as Specified”
and “Migration by TN” Change Requests

In mid-June, 2002, Z-Tel submitted a Change Request (“CR”)

asking Qwest to modify its “Conversion as Specified” process for

migrating end users. 1  WorldCom also submitted a CR at that time

requesting that Qwest modify its OSS to permit conversions using only a

telephone number (“Migration by TN”) for UNE-P. 2  Pursuant to agreed-

upon Qwest Change Management procedures, these two CRs, together

with all of the other CRs submitted during a specified timeframe, were

prioritized for IMA release version 12.0, scheduled for deployment in

April 2003. 3

The change to the “Conversion as Specified” process was

collectively prioritized by the parties as number two, and “Conversion by

TN” was prioritized as number 19. 4  The process to which these CRs are

                                      
1 Z-Tel’s request for a modification of the “Conversion as Specified”
process was designated as CR SCR060702-01.
2 WorldCom’s request for “Migration by TN” was designated as CR
SCR061302-01.
3 WorldCom’s CRs were submitted the week IMA 10.0 was
implemented, and after the prioritization of CRs for IMA 11.0, scheduled
for deployment in November 2002, had occurred.  Thus, pursuant to the
Change Management Process, the next possible major IMA release in
which WorldCom’s CR’s could be implemented was IMA 12.0.
4 See Exhibit 2-1 (Qwest Wholesale Change Management Process
Meeting Minutes, September 19, 2002) at 1.
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subject following prioritization was described in an ex parte filing in the

Qwest I and Qwest II proceedings on September 5, 2002. 5

On August 23, 2002, over two months after its submission of

the original CRs, WorldCom submitted an Exception Request, asking

Qwest to implement the change to the “Conversion as Specified” process

and the “Migration by TN” feature before the end of 2002. 6  Current

options for expediting CRs are the Late Adder Process, the Special

Change Request Process, and the Exception Process.  WorldCom chose to

invoke the Exception process.  Exception Requests such as the one

submitted by WorldCom permit a party to request that a particular CR

bypass the documented Change Management Process (“CMP”), and

instead be implemented outside of that process.  To preserve the integrity

of the CMP and ensure that no CLEC is disadvantaged by a departure

from the standard process, the agreed-upon CMP guidelines require that

Exception Requests of this nature be approved unanimously by CLECs to

be implemented. 7

On September 19, 2002, at the Monthly Systems CMP

Meeting, CLECs convened to, among other things, vote on whether to

                                      
5 See Qwest 09/05/02a Ex Parte (Response to WCB on Prioritization
of TN Migration and Migration as Specified According to CMP).
6 See Exhibit 2-2 (WorldCom Exception Request SCR082302-01EX,
August 23, 2002).
7 See, e.g., Qwest II Declaration of Dana L. Filip, Change
Management, at ¶¶ 96-97.



3

authorize WorldCom’s Exception Request. 8  Following a brief question

and answer session in which Qwest described the procedures it would

deviate from – and the resources it would have to devote – to implement

the change to the “Conversion as Specified” process and add the

“Migration by TN” feature in advance of IMA 12.0, the CLECs voted on

the Exception Request.  It is worth noting that during the question and

answer period, Qwest explained that other options to expedite the

implementation of migration by “Conversion as Specified” and “Migration

by TN” existed.  For instance, Qwest noted that work could be done to

covert the IMA 11.1 point release in January or February 2003 into a

new special major release. 9  WorldCom rejected this option. 10

Ultimately, six CLECs voted in favor of WorldCom’s

Exception Request, five CLECs opposed it, and three CLECs abstained

from voting.  Qwest voted to oppose the Exception Request.  Notably,

AT&T and Eschelon, both of whom provide local service through UNE-P,

opposed WorldCom’s Exception Request.  Because these CRs were not

approved unanimously, they were not adopted.  CLECs were notified of

this outcome on September 24, 2002. 11   Qwest will continue to target

                                      
8 The other aspects of the meeting are not reflected in the attached
meeting minutes.
9 See Exhibit 2-1, (Qwest Wholesale Change Management Process
Meeting Minutes, September 19, 2002) at 1.
10 See id. at 2.
11 See Exhibit 2-3 (Qwest Notification Regarding SCR082302-01EX,
September 24, 2002).
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these two CRs for inclusion in IMA 12.0, which, as noted above, is

scheduled for release in April 2003.



Reporting Service Affecting Troubles

In an ex parte filing in the Qwest I and Qwest II proceedings,

Eschelon claimed that, because Qwest directs CLECs to report troubles

on new products or services within 72 business hours of installation,

reports of such troubles are inappropriately excluded from Qwest’s OP-5

(New Service Installation Quality) performance measure. 1

Qwest directs CLECs to contact the Interconnect Service

Center (“ISC”) if a problem arises with a new product or service within 72

business hours of installation.  Research must often be conducted to

determine the correct disposition of the CLEC inquiry, because certain

calls in connection with new products and services should not

necessarily result in trouble tickets.  Calling the ISC is the most efficient

way for a CLEC to ensure that Qwest will address – and, if needed,

correct – a problem identified with a new product or service.

Calls to the ISC within 72 business hours of service

installation generally fall into four categories: (1) customer education; (2)

trouble reported prior to the technician completing installation work; (3)

trouble reported after the technician has completed the installation work

resulting from an LSR/Service Order mismatch; or (4) trouble reported

after the technician has completed the installation work resulting from

improper provisioning or an installation failure.  Only troubles that fall

into the fourth category are appropriately included in OP-5.
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Specifically, sometimes the perceived trouble is not an actual

trouble and the CLEC customer simply needs to be educated about the

product, service or feature (Category 1).  A trouble ticket would not be

issued if this occurred.  Calls in this category would not be included in

OP-5.  If the trouble reported is found to have occurred prior to the

technician completing the installation work (Category 2), Qwest notifies

the CLEC of that and provides the CLEC with advice on the service order,

such as noting that the service order is pending.  A trouble ticket would

not issue because the installation work had not yet been completed.

If the trouble reported is found to have occurred after the

technician has completed the installation work, but further investigation

shows that the service order was incorrectly written by Qwest (Category

3), then this activity would be captured in Qwest’s new “Service Order

Accuracy – via Call Center Data” measure (identified previously by some

as “OP-5++”), described above.  Again, no trouble ticket would be issued

on that service order because the problem was associated with the

LSR/Service Order mismatch, not the installation work itself.

Only if the trouble reported is found to have occurred after

the technician has completed the installation work and further

investigation uncovers that, though the service was ordered accurately it

was not provisioned properly or failed after installation (Category 4),

would a trouble ticket be issued.  In either scenario, the ISC either would

                                                                                                                 
1 See Qwest I and Qwest II, Eschelon Ex Parte, filed September 4,
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provide a warm transfer connecting the CLEC to the repair handling

center (“RHC” or “AMSC”) or direct the CLEC to contact the appropriate

repair handling center.  The repair handling center, in turn, would

initiate the trouble report or trouble ticket.

Because only those calls to the ISC of a Category 4 nature

are appropriately counted in OP-5 (assuming the disposition of the

trouble report is not exempt, as defined by the PID, to begin with),

Eschelon’s claim that Qwest’s 72 hour process improperly excludes

certain troubles from its OP-5 reporting is false.

                                                                                                                 
2002, at 1-9.



Status of Timely Jeopardy Notice Performance (PO-9)

PID PO-9 measures the percentage of late orders for which

Qwest provides timely jeopardy notices. 1  Timely jeopardy notices are

measured for four product categories: Non-Designed Services (PO-9A);

Unbundled Loops (with or without LNP) (PO-9B); LIS Trunks (PO-9C);

and UNE-P POTS (PO-9D). 2  The performance standard for PO-9 is parity

with Retail.

In 2002, Qwest’s overall commercial performance under PO-

9 in the Application states was very strong.  Of the 288 PO-9

submeasures in the nine Application states, Qwest met the parity

standard for 261 in January through August, or over 90% of the time. 3

On the few occasions in which Qwest did not meet the parity standard,

Qwest has explained the reason for these misses. 4  Notably, Qwest did

not miss a single PO-9 submeasure in the most recent month for which

data is available, August 2002.

                                      
1 See 14-State PID 5.0 at 21 (PO-9).
2 See id.
3 See Colorado Commercial Performance Results at 67-70 (PO-9);
Idaho Commercial Performance Results at 64-67 (PO-9); Iowa
Commercial Performance Results at 66-69 (PO-9); Montana Commercial
Performance Results at 59-62 (PO-9); Nebraska Commercial Performance
Results at 65-68 (PO-9); North Dakota Commercial Performance Results
at 60-62 (PO-9); Utah Commercial Performance Results at 66-69 (PO-9);
Washington Commercial Performance Results at 67-70 (PO-9); Wyoming
Commercial Performance Results at 58-61 (PO-9).
4 See Qwest I OSS Decl. at ¶¶ 260-300; Qwest I OSS Reply Decl. at
¶¶ 127-136; Qwest II OSS Decl. at ¶¶ 248-281; Qwest II OSS Reply Decl.
at ¶¶ 22-24.
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Virtually the only product for which Qwest did not meet the

parity standard between January and August, 2002, was Unbundled

Loops (PO-9B).  As Qwest noted in its earlier filings, the company’s

performance for this product is explained in part by the limitation

inherent in the PO-9 measure. 5  Specifically, due to Qwest’s Build/Hold

Process, the volume of jeopardy notices for unbundled loops eligible for

inclusion under PO-9 for Wholesale is more limited than the other

products measured under PO-9.6  As a result, PO-9 is probable candidate

for revision through the Long-term PID Administration (“LTPA”) process.

The first LTPA meeting has been tentatively scheduled for October 3,

2002.  Once the parties meet and agree on preliminary procedural

guidelines, Qwest will follow the appropriate process for proposing and

negotiating modifications to PO-9.

                                      
5 See Qwest I OSS Reply Decl. at ¶ 17; Qwest II OSS Decl. at ¶ 260.
6 The numerator of PO-9 is limited to jeopardy notices issued before
the due date.  Most of the time if a jeopardy notice is issued before the
due date it involves a lack of facilities.  Second, to be counted, the order
must have been assigned a due date and been completed/closed in the
reporting period.  Based on the definitional requirements, most jeopardy
notices included in PO-9 are issued because there are no available
facilities.  For unbundled loops, though, Qwest’s Build/Hold Process
decreases the opportunity to include jeopardy notices in PO-9.  The
process, which was negotiated extensively with CLECs, follows detailed
facility assignment process upon receipt of a UNE order.  During this
process, if facilities are not found, the order is held for 30 business days
to await facility availability.  Although Qwest issues jeopardy notices in
these situations to inform CLECs of the status of their orders, these
jeopardy notices are not included in the calculation of PO-9 unless
facilities are found and the order is completed.  As a result, the volume of
jeopardy notices for unbundled loops included in PO-9 for wholesale is
reduced.  See Qwest II Performance Measures Decl. at ¶ 132.
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Qwest’s earlier filings are replete with explanations as to why

Qwest sometimes does not meet the parity standard for Unbundled

Loops – and why these misses do not suggest that CLECs are not

provided with a meaningful opportunity to compete in the marketplace

for local service. 7    Qwest’s earlier filings also explain that, on June 17,

2002, Qwest installed an enhanced IMA notification process which

utilizes system-to-system capability to provide CLECs with automated

jeopardy notices for Non-Designed Services, Unbundled Loops, and UNE-

P POTS. 8  This enhanced IMA notification process was intended to – and

clearly did – improve Qwest’s ability to provide CLECs with timely

jeopardy notifications, together with overall improvements in Qwest’s

operational processes.  Qwest missed only three PO-9 submeasures (out

of a total of 36) in July – a marked improvement over prior months – and

did not miss any PO-9 submeasures in August. 9

The June 17 enhancement to the IMA notification process –

in addition to the company’s overall operational progress – clearly

improved Qwest’s performance results under PO-9.  However, the small

sample sizes generated under the PID continue to pose a risk that a

                                      
7 See Qwest I OSS Decl. at ¶¶ 268-270, 278-280, 287, 298; Qwest I
OSS Reply Decl. at ¶¶ 17-24; Qwest II OSS Decl. at ¶¶ 252-253, 260-
263; Qwest II OSS Reply Decl. at ¶¶ 22-24.
8 See Qwest I OSS Decl. at ¶ 270; Qwest I OSS Reply Decl. at ¶¶ 19,
131; Qwest II OSS Decl. at ¶ 262; Qwest II OSS Reply Decl. at ¶¶ 24,
187.
9 See supra, note 3.
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single order – or small group of orders – can skew Qwest’s performance

results under PO-9.  Qwest therefore continues to believe that a re-

evaluation of PO-9 through the Long-term PID Administration process

may be needed to ensure that Qwest’s performance in issuing timely

jeopardy notices is measured fairly and appropriately in the future.

Nevertheless, Qwest’s strong performance in July and its perfect results

in August provide a clear indication that the company is capable of

issuing – and indeed has issued – timely jeopardy notices for all products

on a consistent basis.



Bill Auditability, BOS Status, Dispute Resolution
Timeliness, and Accuracy/Completeness

The FCC has held that a BOC must provide CLECs with

nondiscriminatory access to billing functions to satisfy Section 271.  More

specifically, a BOC must, among other things, provide CLECs with complete,

accurate, and timely Wholesale bills. 1  It is well-settled that BOCs do not have

to provide a particular form of access to OSS.  Industry bodies have not

established specific standards for access to billing functions for local

competition.  Even if such standards had been established, they would not be

requirements for Section 271 purposes.  Indeed, the FCC has explicitly held

that “compliance with industry standards is not a requirement of providing

nondiscriminatory access to OSS functions,” 2 and that adherence to OSS

industry standards “is not a prerequisite.” 3  Thus, a BOC can satisfy the

requirement of providing CLECs with nondiscriminatory access to Wholesale

bills in more than one way.

In the past, a BOC’s ability to meet the FCC’s requirements in

connection with Wholesale billing – including bill auditability – has been

assessed using the UNE-P bill.  This is because UNE-P is among the most

complex services ordered by CLECs.  It is axiomatic that a BOC’s ability to bill

UNE-P on a complete, accurate and timely basis is representative of its billing

                                      
1 See Delaware/New Hampshire 271 Order at App. F, ¶ 39; New Jersey
271 Order at ¶ 121; Pennsylvania 271 Order at ¶ 13.
2 See Louisiana 271 Order at ¶ 137.
3 See New York 271 Order at ¶ 88.
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capabilities as a whole.  Therefore, Qwest focuses here primarily on UNE-P

bills.

Qwest offers electronic bills to CLECs in three formats (in addition

to paper bills): ASCII, EDI, and BOS. 4  Qwest provides these electronic formats

to CLECs though a variety of media and transmission methods. 5  As illustrated

in the chart below, the overwhelming majority of CLECs in the nine Application

states have chosen to receive ASCII electronic bills, along with paper copies. 6

(The majority of the remaining 25% utilize only paper bills.)

STATE UNE-P CLECs
Receiving ASCII

CO 9/12
ID 1/3
IA 4/4
NE 4/5
ND 4/5
MT 4/8
UT 3/4
WA 14/17
WY 2/2

TOTAL 45/60 (75%)

                                                                                                                          

4 See Qwest I OSS Decl. at ¶ 498; Qwest I OSS Reply Decl. at ¶ 178; Qwest
II OSS Decl. at ¶ 481; Qwest II OSS Reply Decl. at ¶ 274.
5 See Qwest I OSS Decl. at ¶ 498; Qwest I OSS Reply Decl. at ¶¶ 180, 182,
188; Qwest II OSS Decl. at ¶ 481; Qwest II OSS Reply Decl. at ¶¶ 277, 279,
285.
6 See Qwest I OSS Decl. at ¶ 501; Qwest I Reply OSS Decl. at ¶¶ 181 &
n.223, 183, 186; Qwest II OSS Decl. at ¶ 484; Qwest II OSS Reply Decl. at ¶¶
278 & n.397, 280, 284.
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A. ASCII and EDI Bill Auditability

The record is already replete with evidence that both Qwest’s ASCII

and EDI bills are fully auditable, thereby satisfying the FCC standard. 7

Nevertheless, additional information regarding the auditability of Qwest’s ASCII

and EDI bills is provided here.

Qwest divides its billing OSS into three billing regions: Western,

which contains Washington; Central, which contains Colorado, Idaho,

Montana, Utah, and Wyoming; and Eastern, which contains Iowa, Nebraska,

and North Dakota. 8  Bills are produced by state within each of the three billing

regions.

All bills, regardless of which billing region produces them, contain

equivalent audit-affecting billing information and a comparable level of detail. 9

In the ROC I and ROC II proceedings, AT&T claimed that bills produced in

Qwest’s Central region do not contain the same categories for summary of

charges as bills produced in Qwest’s Western region, and that this effectively

prevents it from performing basic validation steps. 10  According to AT&T, the

lack of categorized summary charges in the Central region requires AT&T to

                                      
7 See Qwest I OSS Reply Decl. at ¶¶ 190-202, 206-214; Qwest II OSS
Reply Decl. at ¶¶ 287-299, 303-311.
8 Only the Application states are identified in the above description.  It is
worth noting that bills in Oregon are processed out of the Western region; bills
in Arizona and New Mexico are processed out of the Central region; and bills in
Minnesota and South Dakota are processed out of the Eastern region.
9 Qwest has in place a mechanism by which it ensures that its ASCII and
EDI bills contain the same information as the paper bill.  This process will be
fully automated by November 15, 2002.
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estimate those charges in the specific accounts and sub-accounts in its general

ledgers and make periodic revisions to those charges on a going-forward basis.

11  AT&T noted that while such a procedure is consistent with GAAP, it is

inconsistent with AT&T’s own procedures that actual charges be the basis of

accounting entries. 12

None of AT&T’s contentions preclude a finding that Qwest’s

regional billing systems meet the FCC’s requirements.  To begin with, AT&T

admits that the so-called “problem” with bills produced in the Central region

does not preclude it from entering charges in its accounts consistent with

GAAP.  Second, AT&T’s claim applies only to paper bills, which AT&T already

has admitted it does not use to audit bills. 13  Qwest provides CLECs with

electronically formatted bills precisely because it makes it easier for them to

audit their bills.  AT&T not only receives such electronic bills, but, in response

to an express request by AT&T, Qwest recently initiated a new billing format,

BOS.  Third, AT&T’s claims relate to the summary portion of the bill, not the

detailed usage portion that is used for auditing.  The differences in Central

region paper bills that AT&T identified, therefore, are immaterial to AT&T and

other CLECs.

AT&T also claimed that Qwest’s CRIS-generated bills do not

contain information that other BOCs include on their bills, such as a

                                                                                                                          
10 See AT&T Ex Parte, Qwest I and Qwest II, filed August 29, 2002, at 1-2.
11 See id.
12 See id.
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breakdown of usage by jurisdiction, which is necessary to determine tax

liability, or a breakdown of nonrecurring and other charges, which allow for

reconciliation of specific charges such as UNE-P service order charges. 14  But

AT&T failed to mention that its interconnection agreements with Qwest require

Qwest to lump local and intraLATA usage under the local jurisdiction. 15  In

fact, AT&T’s current contract negotiation proposal contains this same

requirement.

Regardless, Qwest does in fact provide AT&T with the means to

separate local from intraLATA usage by doing so in its paper and electronic-

formatted bills.  As for AT&T’s claim that Qwest’s bills do not provide a

breakdown of nonrecurring and other charges, the examples AT&T provides

(“Charges for Unbundled Service (X15)” and “Adjustment for Unbundled

Services (X18)”) are exclusive to BOS and do not appear on ASCII or EDI bills.

Qwest is aware of this issue in connection with BOS and has included it on its

BOS “Differences List,” which identifies disparities on a rolling basis so that

CLECs are aware of them.  As discussed more fully below, Qwest is continuing

to work on its BOS offering and will continue to implement improvements.

                                                                                                                          
13 See AT&T Comments, Qwest II, at 47.
14 See AT&T Ex Parte, Qwest I and Qwest II, filed August 29, 2002, at 2.
15 See Exhibit 5-1 (Excerpts of Interconnection Agreements between AT&T
and Qwest in Colorado, Iowa, and Washington).  AT&T’s Interconnection
Agreements in the remaining nine Application states, with the exception of
Wyoming, contain the same language. In Wyoming, AT&T opted into Covad’s
Interconnection Agreement with Qwest.
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ASCII and EDI bills, regardless of which billing region produces

them, can be audited using readily available commercial software.  The record

describes in detail how readily available commercial products and vendors can

be used to audit Qwest’s bills. 16  Notably, the services and support available

for auditing ASCII and EDI bills are not exclusive to small or low volume

CLECs.

The highest-volume CLEC operating within Qwest’s 14-state region

receives ASCII-formatted bills.  Qwest bills this CLEC for over 350,000 lines per

month in the nine Application states.  And as discussed above, the vast

majority of CLECs doing business with Qwest choose to receive ASCII bills.

The brief discussion below supplements Qwest’s previous explanations of how

ASCII- and EDI-formatted bills are auditable.

1. Microsoft Access

Microsoft Access is a sophisticated database management program

that allows CLECs to load and analyze the bills they receive in ASCII format

from Qwest.  Microsoft Access 2002 has no line limitation.  It does have a file

size limitation of “2 gigabytes minus the space needed for system objects.” 17

But Microsoft’s website also indicates, “if you use a Counter as the primary

                                      
16 Qwest I OSS Reply Decl. at ¶¶ 209-214; Qwest II OSS Reply Decl. at ¶¶
307-311.

17 See ACC2002: Access Database and Project Specifications and Limits,
http://support.microsoft.com/default.aspx?scid=kb;en-us;Q302524.
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key, a table can contain up to four billion records.” 18  To the extent CLECs find

Microsoft Excel confining – which, as explained more fully below, they should

not – they always can avail themselves of Microsoft Access.

2. Microsoft Excel

Microsoft Excel is a widely available database management

program that, like Microsoft Access, enables CLECs to load and analyze the

bills they receive in ASCII format from Qwest.  Although it has been reported

that Excel is subject to line limitations – i.e., it may not function properly if

more than 65,536 rows and 256 columns 19 of data are entered – this row

limitation should in no way preclude CLECs from using the software.  If a

CLEC happens to require more than 65,536 Microsoft Excel rows and 256

columns to analyze a given file, the billing data for that file can be sub-divided

into more than one Excel spreadsheet.  Because Qwest bills CLECs by product

– and separately for each state – it is unlikely that such subdivision will be

required.  Each product, in turn, can be split into multiple accounts per state

to prevent over-sized bills.  Notably, not a single CLEC that uses Excel to audit

its bills has indicated to Qwest that it has been affected by this line limitation.

To the extent the number of accounts held by CLECs using Excel

increase over time, those CLECs can request that the bills for the affected

                                      
18 See id.

19 See XL2002: Maximum Number of Rows and Columns,
http://support.microsoft.com/default.aspx?scid=kb;en-us;Q321148.
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product group(s) be sub-divided or avail themselves of Microsoft Access.

Furthermore, in an attempt to reduce the effect that this potential line

limitation has on a CLEC’s ability to use Microsoft Excel, Qwest recommends a

cap on the total number of sub-accounts that are established under any one

Wholesale summary account.  Most CLECs appear to follow Qwest’s

recommendation, and they are encouraged to establish no more than 2,000

sub-accounts within any one summary account.  Limiting the number of sub-

accounts helps ensure the row limitations in Microsoft Excel are not reached.

3. Billing Disputes Received

As noted above, a number of CLECs with high order volumes and a

large number of end-users receive ASCII or EDI bills for UNE-P.  These CLECs

are auditing their bills and availing themselves of Qwest’s bill dispute

resolution process as needed.  Information regarding disputed amounts by

CLECs has already been included in the record. 20

4. Bill Auditing Vendors

CLECs have the option of outsourcing their bill auditing needs to

the many vendors that provide such services. 21  These companies include

broad:margin, CHR Solutions, HTL Telemanagement Ltd., and TEOCO. 22

Indeed, Qwest already demonstrated that it has received disputes from

broad:margin on behalf of Global Crossing. 23

                                      
20 See Qwest I OSS Reply Decl. at ¶206; Qwest II OSS Reply Decl. at ¶ 303.
21 See Qwest I OSS Reply Decl. at ¶ 212; Qwest II OSS Reply Decl. at ¶ 309.
22 See id.
23 See id.
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AT&T attempted to discredit the availability of vendors to perform

bill-auditing functions, but AT&T does not provide one shred of evidence of –

and can only speculate about – any particular vendor’s inability to provide

such services to CLECs.  First, AT&T complained that it only became aware of

these vendors when Qwest identified them in its filing. 24  AT&T then claimed to

have conducted its own “investigation” of these vendors and complains that,

regardless of the vendor, the CLEC would be required to convert its CRIS-

generated bill to a vendor’s systems so that it could be audited.  That AT&T

was not aware of these vendors and then embarked on a crusade to discredit

them suggests that AT&T is more interested in undermining Qwest than

competing in the local market.  Regardless, the fact that a CRIS-generated bill

would have to be converted to a vendor’s system to be audited is proof that

Qwest’s bills can be appropriately manipulated for purposes of auditing.

AT&T claimed that broad:margin’s bill auditing services are used

“mostly” for access charges, rather than Wholesale charges. 25  AT&T also

claimed that although broad:margin expressed a willingness to develop

verification, audit or bill analysis processes to meet AT&T’s needs, it does not

offer to carriers such as AT&T a “packaged” solution. 26  AT&T further claimed

that “it is likely” that AT&T would be required “to pay a substantial price” for

                                      
24 See AT&T Ex Parte, Qwest I and Qwest II, filed August 29, 2002, at 3.

25 See id. at 4.
26 See id.
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such a solution. 27  But AT&T does not – and, indeed, cannot – state that

broad:margin cannot audit Wholesale local bills.  That broad:margin did not

offer AT&T a pre-packaged, turn-key solution is a testament to its flexibility

and a recognition that CLECs will want – and that companies like

broad:margin can accommodate – different services and formats.  Moreover,

AT&T’s vague assertions regarding price demonstrate how limited its familiarity

with vendors such as broad:margin really is.

AT&T claimed that broad:margin does not publicly advertise bill

validation as one of its services, presumably implying that broad:margin does

not actually perform bill validation. 28  AT&T also claimed that broad:margin’s

statement, filed in the ROC I and ROC II proceedings, that it audits Global

Crossing’s Wholesale bills contradicts broad:margin’s representations to

AT&T. 29  But AT&T provides absolutely no support for these assertions.  There

is neither a letter nor e-mail from broad:margin, nor a transcript of a telephone

conversation, nor an affidavit of any conversation between AT&T and

broad:margin to this effect.  On September 16, 2002, broad:margin made a

presentation to CLECs about the Wholesale bill auditing services it provides.

Furthermore, contrary to AT&T’s “investigation,” broad:margin does publicly

advertise its bill auditing capabilities on its website (only one click past the

home page):  “Our diverse suite of tools includes BillTamerTM, a powerful cost

                                      
27 See id.
28 See id.
29 See id.
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management system that automatically processes, validates, and manages

telecommunications bills. . . .” 30  Broad:margin further details what services

are available through its BillTamerTM product. 31

AT&T claimed that billing vendor TEOCO’s services also are limited

and that TEOCO would not be able “to determine the accuracy of the bills and

the consistency of charge elements with [AT&T’s] interconnection agreements,

with products and services that have been ordered from the RBOC, and with

the prior month’s billings.” 32  TEOCO indicates on its website that it can

provide precisely the services AT&T describes.  Its BillTrak ProTM offering allows

companies to verify charges against internal data, comparing the details of

billing between what the CLEC expects from its internal data and what

appeared on the CLEC bill. 33  AT&T’s “pot shots” at TEOCO have no basis in

fact and should be disregarded.

AT&T claimed that billing vendor CHR cannot audit AT&T’s bills

because of Qwest’s alleged “failure” to break-down usage by jurisdiction and

nonrecurring charges with other charges. 34  But as discussed above, Qwest

includes in its electronic bills a breakdown of charges for auditing purposes.

Also, Qwest’s fully auditable ASCII bill contains the level of detail necessary for

AT&T to audit nonrecurring and other charges.

                                      
30 See The Tools, www.broadmargin.com/tool.html.
31 See BillTamerTM, www.broadmargin.com/billtamer.html.
32 See AT&T Ex Parte, Qwest I and Qwest II, filed August 29, 2002.
33 See BillTrak ProTM, www.teoco.com/tts/btp.htm.
34 See AT&T Ex Parte, Qwest I and Qwest II, filed August 29, 2002.
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AT&T’s specious “investigation” does nothing to detract from the

fundamental truth that CLECs can and do successfully use the companies

identified by Qwest for their bill validation needs.  AT&T’s claims are generally

unsupported, often factually inaccurate, and thus should not be heeded.

5. EDI Auditability

One CLEC currently receives its Wholesale UNE-P bills from Qwest

in EDI format. 35  Qwest’s EDI bills are generated in full compliance with

industry EDI billing standards and provide an auditable level of detail.

Monthly and non-recurring charges are provided with USOC itemization as

with ASCII bills, and usage charges are provided at the same levels of

itemization as with ASCII bills.

Because EDI is an industry standard, numerous EDI software

solutions – ranging from complete packages to outsourcing – are commercially

available to audit such bills.  The fact that EDI processing is already used for

many transactions with vendors suggests that it works well in the commercial

arena.  Several major IXCs have been receiving EDI bills from Qwest for Retail

local service purchases for years.  In fact, WorldCom is currently exploring the

possibility of receiving bills in EDI format. 36

                                      
35 Included in the record are the number of CLECs using EDI to receive
UNE-P bills at the time Qwest filed its Qwest I and Qwest II Applications.  See
Qwest I OSS Reply Decl. at ¶ 183; Qwest II OSS Reply Decl. at ¶ 282.
36 See OBF – Issue #1655 – Creating and Maintaining Additional Industry
Standard Formats for Bill Rendering of Access Service and Other Connectivity,
at Part B at 26, available at www.atis.org/pub/clc/obf/bc/1655.doc
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B. Update on the Status of BOS Implementation

On April 19, 2002, Qwest notified CLECs that it would make

available Wholesale UNE-P bills in BOS format with a target production date as

of July 1, 2002.  Currently, one CLEC – AT&T – has requested and received its

UNE-P bills in a BOS format; three UNE-P bills were rendered in July, August,

and September 2002.  Two other CLECs have expressed interest in learning

more about the BOS format for their UNE bills, and Qwest is currently working

with these CLECs to determine what may be required for them to transition to

the BOS format in the future.

Qwest works with CLECs interested in receiving Wholesale bills.

CLECs can explore receiving Wholesale bills in a BOS format by requesting that

Qwest send them a test tape.  The Qwest Process Specialist handling media

processes then coordinates with the CLEC’s IT department to make sure the

test file is transmitted successfully.  Qwest then requests feedback from the

CLEC and collaboratively works with the CLEC to resolve any questions or

issues.

To create the BOS format bill, Qwest converts the CRIS billing data

into a BOS format and transmits it to the CLEC.  The CLEC then reviews the

Differences List provided by Qwest to guide its development efforts. 37  Qwest

offers BOS-formatted bills for UNE-P via NDM, Web access, diskette, or BDT. 38

                                      
37 See, e.g., Qwest II OSS Reply Exhibit CLD-50 (BOS Version 37
Differences List).
38 See Qwest I OSS Decl. at 498; Qwest I OSS Reply Decl. at ¶188; Qwest II
OSS Decl. at ¶ 481; Qwest II OSS Reply Decl. at 285.
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In addition to its current offering of the BOS format bill, Qwest is

in the process of working a CMP CR requesting that Unbundled Loops be billed

in BOS format.  Qwest plans to add Unbundled Loop Analog and Digital

products to the BOS framework in subsequent phases: Phase One is planned

for October 26, 2002, for analog two-wire loops; Phase Two is planned for

December 31, 2002, for digital loops. 39

On September 4, 2002, Qwest, in an ex parte submission,

described for the FCC the issues it found – and in many cases resolved – in its

July and August BOS bills. 40  Qwest is continuing to refine its BOS outputs to

minimize and resolve problems as they arise in the future.

Since September 4, 2002, Qwest added one relevant item to its

Differences List.  For UNE accounts that are processed through the Central

and Eastern billing regions, the CSR data may not be processed on the same

day as the bill data.  As a result, the amount reflected in the Monthly Recurring

Charge Total on the bill may not match the Monthly Recurring Charge Local

Total on the CSR.  This difference, however, is exclusive to BOS and does not

occur with ASCII or EDI.

                                      
39 Due to the phased implementation, for those CLECs who have analog
and digital loops on the same summary bill, the CLEC may choose to wait until
December 31, 2002, to receive a BOS-format bill for both, or may choose to
divide the loop types onto two separate summary bills.
40 See Qwest 09/04/02b Ex Parte (BOS Update).
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C. Dispute Resolution Timeliness (Proposed PID BI-5)

Qwest has in place a process by which it acknowledges and

resolves billing disputes.  When Qwest receives a dispute, it verifies the content

of the dispute and sends an acknowledgment of receipt to the CLEC within two

business days. 41  If Qwest receives a dispute with incomplete information,

Qwest notifies the CLEC and works with it to get additional information to

allow the SDC to understand the nature of the dispute so that Qwest may

begin its investigation of the claim.  Qwest’s goal is to resolve all disputes

within 28 calendar days of acknowledgment.  Qwest has developed a proposed

PID (BI-5) to evaluate its dispute acknowledgement and resolution

performance. 42

Qwest has adopted a 95% benchmark for BI-5 for both

acknowledging and resolving disputes. 43  Indeed, Qwest makes every effort to

complete an investigation of a billing dispute as quickly and efficiently as

possible.  Occasionally, if a dispute involves multiple departments or other

complicated factors, Qwest will negotiate an extended time frame in which to

resolve the dispute while communicating the status of the dispute to the CLEC

on a regular basis.  An updated status may be provided to the CLEC by phone

or via email.

                                      
41 See id.
42 See Qwest I OSS Decl. at ¶¶ 496-497; Qwest I OSS Reply Decl. at ¶ 221;
Qwest II OSS Decl. at ¶¶ 479-480; Qwest II OSS Reply Decl. at ¶ 319.
43 See id.
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Although Qwest currently is tracking and reporting its performance

under BI-5, Qwest acknowledges that it will be submitting proposed PID BI-5 to

the LTPA for further discussion and input by CLECs.  The first meeting of the

LTPA is tentatively scheduled for October 3, 2002.  While the details of BI-5 are

under discussion, Qwest will continue to report its results. 44

The current description of BI-5A is attached. 45  For August 2002,

Qwest met the benchmark for BI-5A (Acknowledgement) and BI-5B (Resolution)

in each of the nine Application states.

D. Billing Accuracy and Completeness (BI-3A and BI-4A)

Qwest’s commercial performance results consistently have been

strong.  In most cases, as the record indicates, Qwest has met or exceeded the

parity or benchmark standard. 46  Where Qwest did not meet the standard,

Qwest explained what caused the miss and what Qwest was doing to prevent

the same problem from recurring. 47

Ongoing comprehensive rate validation efforts and cost docket

implementation have sometimes caused Qwest to miss the parity standard in

                                      
44 See Qwest II Reply Exhibit CLD-58 (Qwest Ex Parte, Qwest I, filed on
August 2, 2002, on Draft PID BI-5).  Qwest discussed its preliminary results for
June and July 2002 in this Ex Parte as well.
45 See Exhibit 5-2 (PID BI-5A); See also “Summary of Notes on the Qwest
Regional Performance Results Report,” available at www.qwest.com/wholesale/
downloads/2002/020925/RGSep01-Aug02NotesSummary.pdf.

46 See Qwest I OSS Decl. at ¶¶ 527-576; Qwest I OSS Reply Decl. at ¶¶ 25-
38, 205; Qwest II OSS Decl. at ¶¶ 510-559; Qwest II OSS Reply Decl. at ¶¶ 25-
31, 302.
47 See id.
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connection with PIDs BI-3A (Billing Accuracy) and BI-4A (Bill Completeness).

In August 2002, Qwest missed the parity standard for BI-3A in Colorado,

Idaho, Iowa, Montana, Nebraska, Utah, and Washington. 48  But, with the

exception of Iowa and Nebraska, Qwest achieved a Wholesale result of over

98% in these states, 49 a level of performance that the FCC recently accepted

when granting Bell South’s recent five-state application. 50

For BI-4A, Qwest missed the parity standard in August 2002 in

Colorado, Idaho, Iowa, Montana, Nebraska, North Dakota, Utah, and Wyoming.

51  But, again, Qwest’s performance in these states on a percentage basis was

strong.  Qwest achieved a Wholesale result of over 96% in North Dakota, over

97% in Colorado, Iowa, Nebraska, Utah, and Wyoming, over 98% in Montana,

and over 99% in Idaho. 52

                                      
48 See Commercial Performance Results at 81 (CO); 78 (ID); 80 (IA); 73 (MT);
79 (NE); 80 (UT); 81 (WA).
49 See id. at 81 (CO); 78 (ID); 73 (MT); 80 (UT); 81 (WA).  In Iowa, Qwest
achieved a Wholesale Result of 93.91%, and in Nebraska, Qwest achieved a
result of 86.63%.  See id. at 80 (IA) and 79 (NE).
50 See Alabama, Kentucky, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina 271
Order at ¶ 174.
51 See Commercial Performance Results at 82 (CO); 79 (ID); 81 (IA); 74 (MT);
80 (NE); 74 (ND); 81 (UT); 73 (WY).
52 See id.



Status of DSL Disconnects on UNE-P Orders

As described in the Reply Declaration of Lori A. Simpson filed in

WC Docket No. 02-189, Qwest modified its internal procedures to eliminate

DSL disconnects in error based on order entries when an end-user migrates

from Qwest service to CLEC UNE-P service and wishes to retain DSL service.

Qwest II Simpson Reply Decl. ¶ 8.  This modification was transparent to CLECs

and consisted of adding a field identifier (“FID”) of “ADSL” on service orders.  As

Ms. Simpson stated, Qwest implemented this change on July 11, 2002.

The addition of the new FID has alleviated CLEC concerns about

DSL disconnects during conversion of UNE-P customers.  Between July 26 and

September 23, Qwest processed 201 UNE-P orders which included DSL service

with no outages. 1  The fact that there was not a single DSL disconnect on

UNE-P conversions during that time amply demonstrates that CLEC concerns

have been successfully addressed and that this issue has been resolved.

                                      
1 The only outage Qwest recorded during that time occurred on an
unbundled loop, not on UNE-P.



Status of Line Sharing Service Order Completions

As described in the Reply Declaration of Karen A. Stewart in

WC Docket No. 02-189, Qwest implemented quality control measures designed

to address CLEC concerns that Qwest was sending service order completion

notices (“SOCs”) on line sharing installations to CLECs before the work was

actually completed by Qwest technicians.  Qwest II Stewart Reply Decl. ¶¶ 35-

42.  Although Qwest did not agree that this was a significant issue, it wanted

nonetheless to ensure that the potential for premature SOCs was addressed

and monitored.  Id. These measures went into effect by July 11, 2002.

First, Qwest central office technicians were instructed to complete

line sharing orders by 4:00 p.m. each day and to manually complete each

order, thus allowing for an affirmative confirmation that the physical work had

been completed.  Next, the new policy called for identification of all line sharing

orders that are not complete by 4:00 p.m. local time.  Inquiries into the

provisioning status of these orders result in either completion of the order or

positive jeopardy notification to the CLEC that the order may not complete on

the desired completion date.  Through this process, care is taken to ensure the

billing “N” order also is placed in jeopardy status.

Qwest began tracking the results of this added step in the line

sharing installation process and is convinced that the occurrence of SOCs on

line sharing orders that have not been completed by the technician in the

central office is de minimis.  For example, in August, the first full month of

tracking the results of the manual completion process, in the nine application
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states, only 11 orders out of 1619, or 0.7% of CLEC change orders, auto-

completed and therefore had any potential to have been completed

prematurely. 1

Qwest believes that this level of success with a newly implemented

manual completion process indicates that premature service order completions

are not a significant issue for line sharing, and that this issue therefore can be

considered resolved.

                                      
1 A change order (or “C order”) is the actual service order that generates
the central office line sharing work on an existing local exchange line.



Status of Treatment of Line Sharing Outages

In its Reply Comments in WC Docket No. 02-148, Qwest stated

that it would implement a change in how line sharing outages are categorized.

Qwest I Stewart Reply Decl. ¶¶ 45-46.  With the implementation of this change,

line sharing outages are now classified as “out of service” rather than “service

affecting,” so that line sharing outages and voice service outages are now

treated comparably.  Qwest stated that this change would go into effect on

August 16, 2002.  Id.

Qwest has implemented the change as promised.  In fact, Qwest

was able to put this new approach to line sharing repairs into effect by July 29,

2002, more than two weeks ahead of schedule.

As expected, the change in categorizing line sharing outages may

have had a positive effect on Qwest’s commercial performance for maintenance

and repair.  For example, MR-4 and MR-6 improved regionwide in the month of

August.  See Qwest Regionwide Commercial Performance Results, September

2002, at 238-42 (MR-4, MR-6).

As discussed in the Qwest I Stewart Reply Declaration, Qwest

believes that CLEC requests for delayed repair appointments and joint meets

for repair testing beyond the first 24 hours are contributing to the Qwest

commercial results for MR-3, MR-4 and MR-6.  Qwest I Stewart Reply Decl.

¶¶ 47-50 and Exhibit KAS-4.  Ms. Stewart stated that Qwest had begun the

work to determine how to identify and track these CLEC-requested delays (i.e.,

lack of access situations for repair) and to exclude the requested delay time
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from the appropriate PIDs.  Id. ¶ 48.  Qwest has virtually completed this

process, and will be notifying CLECs within two weeks of the date of this refiled

Consolidated Application regarding how these requested delays will be

identified and appropriately excluded from MR-3, MR-4, and MR-6.  Qwest

believes the net result of this change will be that the Qwest commercial PIDs

will more accurately reflect the quality of repair service Qwest is offering and

providing to CLECs.

In summary, Qwest is confident that these steps will address any

potential concerns about Qwest’s repair performance for line sharing.



Status of Router Testing for Line Sharing

During Qwest’s 271 application process, Covad requested that

Qwest perform “router testing” during line shared loop provisioning.  In

workshop negotiations with Covad, Qwest agreed to perform LSVT tests.  As

even Covad acknowledges, 1 LSVT tests ensure that electrical continuity (i.e.,

connectivity and polarity) exists.  Qwest did purchase and make LSVT test gear

available in every central office with line sharing equipment by December 2001

as committed to Covad.  Thus, Qwest already has a quality-assurance system

in place to ensure physical continuity of the line between the main distribution

frame (“MDF”) and the DSLAM. 2

However, in an effort to continue to work collaboratively with its

CLEC customers, and to meet their expressed needs, Qwest agrees to develop a

router testing option as part of its line shared loop provisioning process.  The

initial terms and conditions for this testing option are as follows:

� The CLEC must provide DSL type (CAP, DMT, G.Lite)
information on the line shared loop LSR.  This is necessary
to allow the router test device to talk to the CLEC owned
DSLAM.  New USOCs and FIDs will be required to facilitate
passage of this information.

� Router testing for line shared loops will be performed using
the same Qwest DSL test set used for Qwest retail DSL
service.

� Router testing will be performed only to determine the
physical connectivity between the MDF and the CLEC
provided DSLAM, and not to test data services.

                                      
1 See Stewart ROC II Reply Decl. at ¶ 52.

2 See Stewart ROC II Reply Decl. at ¶¶ 44-58.
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� Router testing will be performed only in those central offices
where the Qwest DSL test set has already been deployed.
There are approximately 55 central offices where line sharing
equipment is installed and Qwest has not deployed the DSL
test sets.

� Where the Qwest DSL test set is not available in the central
office, Qwest will perform the LSVT test.

� When the CLEC chooses not to provide the type of DSL,
Qwest can only perform an LSVT test during provisioning.

� The optional router testing is not available when the CLEC
uses MVL-type DSL, since MVL is not supported by Qwest’s
DSL test set.

Qwest will make every effort to complete implementation of this

testing option by the end of the fourth quarter, 2002.  Qwest is unable at this

time to provide a more definitive date due to the interplay of business process

changes, timing of a Telcordia software enhancement to allow for additional

jeopardy codes, and successful completion of the Qwest Change Management

Process.

In sum, Qwest believes it has processes in place to test the

physical continuity of the high frequency portion of the loop and provides

CLECs with quality line shared installations. 3  However, to the extent that

CLECs are convinced that router testing will provide additional testing

assurance, Qwest will make this option available in the near future.

                                      
3 Qwest’s consistently good commercial performance for line sharing
installations in the states included in this Application, described in Qwest’s
original Applications and updated through the filing of performance data
through August 2002, supports this conclusion.  See Stewart ROC I Line
Sharing Decl. at ¶¶ 44-53; Stewart ROC II Line Sharing Decl. at ¶¶ 45-52.



Response to Price Squeeze Questions (Montana)
and Status of UNE Rates (Washington)

As explained in Qwest’s previous submissions (e.g., Qwest I Brief

at 186-89), the “price squeeze” claims raised by the non-facilities-based CLECs

are flawed simply as a matter of law for the following reasons (among others):

(1) Congress required regulators to set UNE rates on the basis of cost, not profit

margins; (2) Congress therefore neither designed nor expected a cost-based

platform to help CLECs recruit customers that an ILEC serves at below-cost

rates through various subsidy mechanisms; (3) for such customers, Congress

entitled CLECs to resale of an ILEC’s retail services, for which CLECs pay a

wholesale rate stepped down from the incumbent’s retail rate; and (4) “it would

not be in the public interest to deny a section 271 application simply because

the local telephone rates are low.” 1  As Qwest further demonstrated in its

Application and Reply Comments in WC Docket No. 02-189, 2 CLECs seeking

to serve residential customers in Montana can earn positive margins between

$4.73 and $6.19 in every density zone through section 251(c)(4) resale.  The

Commission has made clear that resale must be considered in any price

                                      
1 Vermont 271 Order, 17 FCC Rcd at 7664 ¶ 68; accord New Hampshire/
Delaware 271 Order, ¶ 161.  In fact, because Section 271(d)(4) bars the FCC
from “extend[ing] the terms used in the competitive checklist,” the Commission
could not (even if it wished to) lawfully construe the “public interest” standard
to impose new “top-down,” margin-related pricing requirements for UNEs
instead of, or in addition to, the “bottom-up” cost standard prescribed by
Section 252(d)(1) and incorporated by reference in the checklist.

2 See Qwest II Brief at 188-92; Thompson Montana Pricing Decl. ¶¶ 24-31
& Exh. JLT-MT-6; Qwest II Reply Comments at 116-22; Thompson Pricing
Reply Decl. ¶¶ 68-100; Reply Exh. JLT-12.
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squeeze inquiry, and that resale “provides a profit margin” even where “the

costs of individual elements exceed the retail rate.”  See, e.g., Vermont 271

Order, 17 FCC Rcd at 7664 ¶ 69.  Moreover, even with regard to UNE-based

competition, positive margins ranging from $2.41 to $2.85 are available to

CLECs in every zone in Montana for provision of residential service to those

customers that produce merely average toll, access, and feature revenues. 3

Qwest now provides additional evidence confirming that, using the

UNE-P, CLECs in Montana can earn large positive margins serving substantial

numbers of residential customers, meaning they are not “doomed to failure” in

the residential market. 4  First, there are substantial numbers of residential

customers in Montana who have demonstrated their willingness to purchase

high-margin-generating packages of multiple vertical features, and whom

CLECs can profitably target.  Customers representing fully 22% of Qwest’s

residential access lines in Montana pay an additional $16.22 per month on top

of all other service charges to subscribe to “Custom Choice,” a package of

twenty vertical features.  Exhibit 10-1 demonstrates that end users who

                                      
3 By comparison, the Commission found a $2.76 margin sufficient to
permit competitive entry in the South Carolina residential market.  See
Alabama/ Kentucky/Mississippi/North Carolina/South Carolina 271 Order,
¶ 284.

4 Sprint Communications Co. L.P. v. FCC, 274 F.3d 549, 554 (D.C. Cir.
2001); see Georgia/Louisiana 271 Order, 17 FCC Rcd at 9179-80 ¶ 286;
Vermont 271 Order, 17 FCC Rcd at 7664 ¶ 70.  This additional evidence, which
supplements the Thompson Montana Pricing Declaration, is presented in the
same format as Exh. JLT-MT-6 thereto.  In particular, Exhibit 10-2 is identical
to Exh. JLT-MT-6, except that it also factors in revenue from federal universal
service funds and the amortized costs of non-recurring charges.
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purchase the equivalent of Qwest’s “Custom Choice” package, and who

generate average access and toll revenues, would offer CLECs substantial

margins -- ranging from about $14.50 to almost $15.00 -- in every density zone

in Montana.

Second, the Commission has made clear that any price squeeze

analysis must account for the CLECs’ “ability . . . to leverage their presence in

the long-distance or business markets . . . into an economically viable

residential telephone service business.”  Vermont 271 Order, 17 FCC Rcd at

7664 ¶ 71.  Exhibit 10-3 details the margins available to CLECs that provide

local exchange service to Montana business customers.  Like the analysis

presented in Exh. JLT-MT-6 to the Thompson Montana Pricing Declaration

(which focused on residential customers), this attachment presents four

“cases.”  “Case A” represents a business customer who purchases only basic

service with no additional revenues; “Case B” represents a business customer

with low additional revenues (basic service plus 50% of average additional

revenues); “Case C” represents a business customer who provides an average

amount of additional revenue (basic service plus average additional revenues);

and “Case D” represents a business customer who offers the local exchange

carrier a high degree of additional revenue (basic service plus 150% of average

additional revenues).  As this analysis demonstrates, the average (Case C)

business user offers a CLEC a margin ranging from $25.35 to $25.79 in every

density zone.  A high-end (Case D) business user offers margins between

$30.99 and $31.43.  And even a “Case A” business end user, who supplies no



4

revenue beyond those associated with basic service, provides margins of more

than $14.00 in every zone.

Qwest also notes that, on August 30, 2002, it filed tariff revisions

with the WUTC to reflect new UNE rates and a proposal to deaverage the HUNE

rate (Docket No. UT-021121).  Thereafter, in order to address WUTC and Staff

concerns that a deaveraged HUNE rate would be inconsistent with a prior

WUTC order, on Sept 25, 2002, Qwest offered to withdraw the deaveraged rates

and refile a flat rate of $2.00 (reduced from $4.00), to be effective September

29, 2002.  Revised tariff sheets were filed on September 25, 2002.  The WUTC

allowed the rates to become effective on the stated effective date.



Application of the Switching Carve-Out

Effective September 25, 2002, Qwest revised the manner in which

it applies the four-or-more-line switching carve-out.  For purposes of

calculating applicability of the carve-out, Qwest now counts lines on an end-

user location basis rather than on a wire center basis.  With this change,

Qwest’s practices are consistent with the Wireline Competition Bureau’s

decision in the Virginia Arbitration Order. 1

On September 25, Qwest provided notice of this change to CLECs

via the Change Management Process.  A copy of the notice to CLECs is

attached as Exhibit 11-1 hereto.  Qwest also posted on its web site on

September 25 a contract amendment reflecting the change.  The contract

amendment is attached as Exhibit 11-2.

Finally, Qwest has revised its Wholesale Product Catalog (“PCAT”)

for unbundled switching and UNE-P to reflect the change.  The revised PCAT

language can be found in the attached notice to CLECs in Exhibit 11-1.

                                      
1 Petition of WorldCom, Inc. Pursuant to Section 252(e)(5) of the
Communications Act for Preemption of the Jurisdiction of the Virginia State
Corporation Commission Regarding Interconnection Disputes with Verizon
Virginia Inc., and for Expedited Arbitration, CC Docket No. 00-218, ¶¶ 360-63
(July 17, 2002).  Qwest’s revised policy was already in effect in Washington,
where the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission determined in
its final order on unbundled switching that lines should be counted on a per-
location basis for purposes of the carve-out.  See Simpson/Stewart ROC II
Switching Decl. at ¶ 21.



Status of Qwest’s Policies Regarding UNE Combinations

Qwest will combine for CLECs unbundled network elements that

are ordinarily combined in Qwest’s network, provided that facilities are

available.  SGAT §  9.23.1.4.   Qwest also commits in its SGAT to combine for

CLECs UNEs that are not ordinarily combined in Qwest’s network, provided

that facilities are available and such combination is technically feasible, will

not impair the ability of other carriers to obtain access to UNEs or to

interconnect with Qwest’s network, and will not impair Qwest’s use of its

network.  SGAT §  9.23.1.5.

Qwest offers the UNE-Platform and the Enhanced Extended Loop

as standard UNE combinations.  As described in Qwest’s SGAT and in the

Qwest I and Qwest II applications, 1 Qwest’s UNE combination offerings are not

limited to UNE-P and EELs:  CLECs may order any UNE combination, subject

to the conditions described in the preceding paragraph.  Because Qwest did not

revise its policies when the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit issued

its decision on the Commission’s UNE combination rules, it was not necessary

for Qwest to adjust its policies when the Supreme Court reinstated those

rules. 2  Qwest’s UNE combination policies therefore are consistent with

applicable law.

                                      
1 SGAT § 9.23.2; Qwest I and Qwest II Simpson/Stewart UNE Declarations
¶¶ 5, 27-31.

2 See Verizon Telephone Cos. v. FCC, 122 S.Ct. 1646 (2002); Iowa Utils. Bd.
v. FCC, 219 F.3d 744 (8th Cir. 2000); see also Petition of WorldCom, Inc.
Pursuant to Section 252(e)(5) of the Communications Act for Preemption of the
Jurisdiction of the Virginia State Corporation Commission Regarding



                                                                                                                          
Interconnection Disputes with Verizon Virginia Inc., and for Expedited
Arbitration, CC Docket No. 00-218, ¶¶ 316-29 (July 17, 2002).



Status of State Commission Proceedings Addressing Qwest-CLEC
Contracts Filed in Colorado, Idaho, Iowa, Montana, Nebraska,

North Dakota, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming

On August 21 and 22, 2002, Qwest filed with the regulatory

authorities in eight of the nine application states copies of previously unfiled

contracts with CLECs that contain currently-effective provisions related to

Section 251(b) or (c) matters. 1  These filings were made pursuant to Section

252(e), and the applicable ninety-day statutory period for regulatory approval

review will expire November 19 or 20, respectively.  Absent earlier Commission

action, these agreements will be deemed approved pursuant to the terms of

Section 252(e).  Qwest also has posted the contracts on its web site and invited

other interested CLECs to request such currently-effective provisions pursuant

to applicable “opt-in” policies under Section 252(i).

The following is a status report on these filings as of September 27,

2002.

Colorado

Qwest filed sixteen contracts on August 21 and 22, 2002.  On
September 18 the Commission ordered the consideration of the
contracts to proceed in two phases.  In Phase One, parties may file
comments by October 4 regarding the definition of an
interconnection agreement or amendment that must be filed under
Section 252(e).  Reply comments are due October 9.  By October
18, the Commission will rule on the appropriate definition and
determine which of the sixteen filed contracts fall under the
definition.  Contracts that do not fall within the definition will not
be reviewed as Section 251 interconnection agreements.

In Phase Two, the parties are to file comments by October 30 on
whether the contracts identified by the Commission as

                                      
1 The corresponding filing previously had been made with the Iowa Utilities
Board on July 29, 2002.
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interconnection agreements in Phase One should be approved.
The ninety-day statutory period for regulatory approval review
expires on November 19 and 20, 2002, respectively.

Idaho

Qwest filed six contracts on August 21, 2002.  The Commission
has ordered initial comments to be filed by October 18, and reply
comments by November 1.  A hearing may occur depending upon
the comments.  The ninety-day statutory period for regulatory
approval review expires on November 19, 2002.

Iowa

On July 29, 2002, Qwest filed fourteen contracts for approval as a
compliance filing pursuant to a previous order of the Board.  On
August 6, the Board issued a procedural order providing for a
fourteen-day comment period.  No comments were filed, and on
August 27 the Board issued its order approving all fourteen
contracts.  This matter is concluded.

Montana

Qwest filed seven contracts on August 22, 2002.  On September 11
the Commission issued a Notice of Application for Approval of
Wireline Interconnection Agreements and Opportunity to Intervene
and Comment.  The Notice allowed parties to intervene and request
a hearing by no later than September 23.  No party requested a
hearing by that date.  No CLEC filed a motion to intervene; only the
Montana Consumer Counsel did so.  Any comments would be due
October 3 and would be limited to the grounds for Commission
action as identified in Section 252(e)(2)(A) of the Act.  The ninety-
day statutory period for regulatory approval review expires on
November 20, 2002.

Nebraska

Qwest filed ten contracts on August 21, 2002.  The Commission
notice period expired on September 23 and no comments were
filed.  On September 24 the Commission issued orders approving
all ten contracts.  This matter is concluded.

North Dakota

Qwest filed three contracts on August 21, 2002.  On August 28 the
Commission issued a Notice of Opportunity to File Comments by
October 1.  As of September 26 no comments had been filed.  The
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ninety-day statutory period for regulatory approval review expires
on November 19, 2002.

Utah

Qwest filed eleven contracts on August 21, 2002.  The Commission
has referred the contracts to the Division of Public Utilities, which
will issue a recommendation to the Commission.  If the DPU
recommends approval, past practice indicates that the Commission
will issue a letter allowing the subject terms of the contracts to be
effective 90 days after filing.  The ninety-day statutory period for
regulatory approval review expires on November 19, 2002.

Washington

Qwest filed sixteen contracts on August 22, 2002.  On September
25 the Commission approved eight of the contracts.  It is expected
that the remaining eight contracts will be considered during the
next Commission open meeting scheduled for October 9.  The
ninety-day statutory period for regulatory approval review expires
on November 19, 2002.

Wyoming

Qwest filed four contracts on August 21, 2002.  Typical
Commission procedure is to provide a 30-day intervention period,
and if no party intervenes, the Commission would issue an order
approving the contracts at the open meeting following the close of
the intervention period.  The ninety-day statutory period for
regulatory approval review expires on November 19, 2002.



Conversions Through Change Orders

CLECs have expressed concern that Qwest’s systems, which

generate two separate orders – a Disconnect request and a New Connect

request – to convert an end user from Centrex 21 to UNE-P POTS or

Resale POTS, create the potential for error.  Although these requests are

designed to be processed as a mated pair, if either the Disconnect or New

Connect request is not processed correctly, the end user may not be

converted properly.

Qwest initiated improvements to its processes in its IMA

10.01 release, effective August 2002, so that conversions from Centrex

21 to UNE-P POTS or Resale POTS using Disconnect/New Connect

automatically flow-through without manual handling.  Qwest then began

the code activity necessary so that the conversion process could be

effectuated through a single Change Order (“C-Order”).

Qwest plans to improve the process for conversions from

Centrex 21 to UNE-P POTS or Resale POTS in the IMA 11.0 release,

scheduled to go into effect on November 17, 2002.  Beginning with that

release, these conversions will be handled through the creation of a

single C-Order rather than separate Disconnect and New Connect

requests.  Qwest expects that this change will minimize the number of

end users that are not properly converted from Centrex 21 to UNE-P

POTS or Resale POTS.



Breakout of UNE-P Star Performance Data

On September 10, 2002, Qwest provided, in response to a

request from the Wireline Competition Bureau, data relating to the

capture of UNE-P performance results. 1  The submission consisted of a

confidential analysis comparing Qwest PID OP-5 UNE-P (POTS + CTX)

results for (i) all CLECs in the aggregate, (ii) McLeod and Eschelon, and

(iii) all CLECs excluding McLeod and Eschelon.  The attached

confidential analysis provides the same information for OP-3, OP-4, OP-5

and MR-8.

                                      
1 Letter from Hance Haney, Counsel for Qwest, to Marlene Dortch,
Secretary, Federal Communications Commission (Sept. 10, 2002).
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