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Qwest Response to Document In Review

Response Date:
November 18, 2005
Document:
Process: Expedites and Escalations V30 
Original Notification Date:
October 19, 2005

Notification Number:
PROS.10.19.05.F.03380.ExpeditesEscalationsV30

Category of Change:
Level 3

Qwest recently posted proposed updates to Expedites and Escalations V30   CLECs were invited to provide comments to these proposed changes during a Document Review period from October 20, 2005 through November 3, 2005.  The information listed below is Qwest’s Response to CLEC comments provided during the review/comment cycle.  

Resources:

Customer Notice Archive
http://www.qwest.com/wholesale/cnla/


Document Review Site
http://www.qwest.com/wholesale/cmp/review.html
If you have any questions on this subject or there are further details required, please contact Qwest’s Change Management Manager at cmpcomm@qwest.com.

Qwest Response to Product/Process Expedites and Escalations V30   Comments

As a course of doing documentation updates, it is not unusual for multiple changes to be in process at any given time.  These changes may or may not ultimately be implemented.  Therefore, CMP standard practice is to base the proposed changes on the current production Version, not a Version that is in process.  It appears that this practice led to the submittal of comments by the CLECs during the V30 comment cycle that actually addressed changes made in V27 of this document.  

The picture below provides a timeline of the changes that have been made to this document.  Version 27 of the document included the change to make 2w/4w analog loops eligible for expedite payments.  That change was not commented on (other than a clarifying question on the rate) during the comment cycle and became effective on 10/27/05.  Because Version 28 had already become effective, Version 31 was issued -- and merged the Version 27 changes with the Version 28 changes.  

Meanwhile Version 30, which added language requiring an amendment to address expedites, had been created.  Because Version 30 was created before Version 27 had taken effect, it did not include the Version 27 language per CMP practice.  The Version 30 changes will be incorporated into the version that is in production on 1/3/06. 

Several of the comments received on the Version 30 document actually address changes that were made in Version 27.  Qwest will not respond to the comments which address Version 27 changes but will respond to comments related to the Version 30 amendment language.
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	#
	Page/Section
	CLEC Comment
	Qwest Response

	1
	
	McCloud

10/26/05

Comment: 

Qwest announced it will begin charging expedite fee for 2w/4w loops on Oct. 27th. Qwest just posted a Expedites and Escalations V30 which still has the 2w/4w analog loop exception included. I looked at the previous version (V29) and the exception was also present in that version. Qwest has given until November 3rd to comment on the V30 so I don’t see how (1) Qwest can begin charging tomorrow (Oct. 27th) when the review isn’t complete and (2) Qwest can even claim that 2w/4w analog loops are no longer an exception in the Pre-Approved Expedite process when it doesn’t appear that Qwest has addressed this issue in prior reviews
	The change referenced in this comment was included in Version 27 which is already in effect.

 

	2
	
	McCloud

11/1/05

Comment:

Can you please clarify which condition is being removed where an expedite is granted?  Also, I see under the "Pre-Approved Expedites" section that the first product listed is "UBL all except 2W/4W analog".  

Does this mean that we are going to have this as an exception starting with V30 going forward?  I don't see this listed in the history log as something that is being added back into the document as an exception.  Please advise.  Thank you. 
	There is no condition being removed in the Version 30 change.  The change referenced in this comment was included in Version 27 which is already in effect.

V30 is changing the process to require expedite language in the customers Interconnection Agreement (ICA) when an expedite is requested for products that follow the designed services flow.  Products that follow the designed services flow will not be part of the Expedite Requiring Approval process except in the state of Washington.

 

	3
	
	Eschelon

11-3-05

Comment:

In Qwest’s response to Covad’s CR PC021904-1, Qwest said: “If a CLEC chooses not to amend their Interconnection Agreement, the current expedite criteria and process will be used.” The current “expedite requiring approval process” allows a CLEC to request an expedite, at no charge, when the customer’s needs met certain criteria.  Eschelon relied upon Qwest’s response and based its decision to comment, or not comment, on that response.  Qwest is now failing to keep the commitments it made to CLECs in CMP, and in its response to Covad, by now changing its position on expedites and unilaterally imposing charges via a process change in CMP. Qwest’s proposed change to remove the existing approval required expedite process for designed products will negatively impact Eschelon and its customers.  Qwest said its basis for this change is “parity” and that Qwest retail charges for all expedites for “designed” services.  However, this claim of “parity” is misleading as Qwest’s new pro!  cess now treats CLEC POTS customers differently than Qwest POTS customers.  Qwest defines parity based on whether a service is “designed.”  Qwest has chosen to apply the “design” process to DS0 UBLs, but not to its own POTS customers.  The result is that though from the customer perspective the service is the same, Qwest now proposes to treat them differently for the expedite process.  The change Qwest is proposing is discriminatory to CLECs and their customers. A CLEC DS0 UBL and a Qwest retail 1FB functionally are the same service. A DS0 loop is merely a POTS line that Qwest choose to provision using a design flow process. For example, a customer could request an expedite using the approval required process when ordering service from Qwest (e.g. a 1FB), and would not have to pay additional charges for the expedite. However, if the customer orders service from a CLEC via a DS0 loop and the customer requests an expedite from the CLEC, the CLEC and the customer would have to!

  pay an additional charge for the same basic service. 

Eschelon objects to Qwest’s proposed changes to the current approval required expedite process because it is discriminatory to CLECs and CLEC customers. In addition, because Eschelon relied upon Qwest’s comments to Covad’s CR, Eschelon also objects to Qwest’s addition of UBL DS0 products to the pre-approved list of products. Qwest chose to make the change to the approval required expedite process after it added DS0 loops to the product list for pre-approved products.  The result is that CLECs were unable to effectively comment on a change that now, coupled with Qwest’s further change, significantly impacts a CLEC’s business. 
	In regards to Eschelon’s comments regarding Qwest’s commitments with PC021904-1, discrimination allegations and timing of process notifications, Qwest submits the following response:

Qwest did meet its commitment to PC021904-1.  As with all processes that exist, they do change over time.  Qwest utilized the appropriate CMP notification processes to notify CLECs of the pending changes.  In fact, with this particular PCAT, process changes have been implemented since PC021904-1 was closed.  For example, Qwest changed the process when it bills expedite charges in the following situations: billing per ASR/LSR instead of per service order, bill expedite charges on delayed orders only when additional costs are incurred, and finally, changed the pre-approved expedite process to include port in/port within.
Qwest does not sell Unbundled Loops to its end user customers so it is not appropriate to make a comparison to retail in this situation.  Qwest is selling a pipe, not a switched POTS service.  The DS0 UBL product can be used for services other than a POTS type service and Qwest does not know what service the CLEC is providing its end user with the DS0 pipe. Therefore, Qwest’s position is that there is not the parity component that is being raised with this comment.

Finally, Qwest did choose to implement the changes on different process notices.  This was done to allow the CLEC community ample time to get the expedite amendments through the implementation process, which is longer than the CMP Level 3 notification requirements.  For each of the process changes that were made on this process since PC021904-1 completed, Qwest stated clearly in the notification the process change that was being made in each of the notifications.



	4
	
	McCloud

11-3-05

Comment: Qwest’s removal of the 2w/4w analog loop exception from the Expedites Requiring Approval process places CLECs at a competitive disadvantage because it forces expedite charges upon the end user consumer only when that end user consumer is purchasing from a facilities based CLEC. These expedite charges are not applicable if the end user consumer is purchasing from Qwest or a non-facilities based provider. 
	 The change referenced in this comment was included in Version 27 which is already in effect.



	5
	
	PriorityOne

11-3-05

Comment: 

PriorityOne Telecommunications, Inc. objects to Qwest’s proposed changes due to feeling that it is discriminatory to CLEC’s and CLEC customers. Adding UBL DSO to the list of products is not “parity” as the customer’s perception is that they are requesting a “line”. The end user does not know whether the line is POTs or UBL DSO. They just know that it’s a line. 

Also, PriorityOne objects to Qwest’s proposed change to remove the existing approval required expedite process for designed products and note that it will negatively impact PriorityOne and its customers. 
	The change referenced in this comment was included in Version 27 which is already in effect.

Qwest has noted PriorityOne’s objection to the process change associated with V30.  The process change associated with V30 is being made to create consistencies across Qwest’s entire customer base for products that follow the Designed Services flow.

	6
	
	Covad

11-3-05

Comment:

Regarding Qwest’s proposed change to remove the existing approval required expedite process for designed products, Covad requests clarification regarding availability of expedited services in the state of Washington, where, currently, Qwest does not offer an expedited services amendment.   Covad requests that Qwest reiterate that the Expedites Requiring Approval products will still be available in the State of Washington.
	Qwest has reiterated that the Expedites Requiring Approval process will still be available in the state of WA in the V30 redline document.  Qwest currently has the following two statements addressing the state of Washington:

The Expedites Requiring Approval section of this procedure does not apply to any of the products listed below (unless you are ordering services in the state of WA).

The Pre-Approved expedite process is available in all states except Washington for the products listed below when your ICA contains language for expedites with an associated per day expedite charge.  



	7
	
	Integra

11-3-05

Comment:

Integra objects to Qwest proposed change to remove the existing approval required expedite process for designed products.  When Integra signed the Qwest Expedite Amendment we were not advised that by signing the amendment it would change the current Expedites Requiring Approval process. We signed the amendment believing that this would ADD to our options of having an order completed outside the standard interval.  When Integra signed the amendment UBL DS0 loops were not included as a product on the list of products in the "Pre-Approved Expedites" list.  When the UBL DS0 was added to this list Integra did not comment as at that time we still believed the Expedites Requiring Approval process was in place for our use.
	Integra was not advised that by signing the amendment it would change the Expedites Requiring Approval Process for a couple of reasons:

1)  When an expedite amendment is signed, the CLEC is automatically included in the pre-approved process and the Expedite Requiring Approval process is not applicable any longer for the products identified in the Pre-Approved Expedite section of the PCAT.  This was clarified and documented with PC021904-1.  In the meeting minutes for the ad-hoc meeting held on July 9, 2004, Qwest clarified that when a CLEC amends their contract there are no reasons any longer and that if Qwest expedites a request, expedite charges apply.

2)  The PCAT that was revised with PC021904-01 states the following:  

Requesting an expedite follows one of two processes, depending on the product being requested and the language in your Interconnection Agreement (ICA). If the request being expedited is for a product on the list of products in the "Pre-Approved Expedites" (see below) and your ICA has language supporting expedited requests with a "per day" expedite rate, then the request does not need approval. If the request being expedited is for a product that is not on the defined list, or your ICA does not support a "per day" expedite rate, then the expedited request follows the process defined in the "Expedites Requiring Approval" section below.

For the change that is being implemented with V30, there is no change to the CLECs that already have an expedite amendment in place.
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V28�
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V28  
Eff 10/14�

V29�
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Retracted 10/18�
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Posted for Review 09/12/05, 
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Effective 10/27/05�

V30 (based on Production V28)
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Posted for Review 10/19/2005
Effective 01/03/06�
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I�

If no add�l changes filed, v31 remains
 in effect until v30's effective date.�


