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Notification Number: PROD.INTE.08.11.09.F.06720.LIS_V23
Comment:
Integra and its affiliates (“Integra”) globally object to the LIS V23 changes. The changes, the affect of the changes, and the reasons for the changes are unclear and require more explanation and information. Qwest is attempting to assert its legal position in the product description of its PCATs and pricing and rate sections. Qwest should not be imposing its legal position via CMP, which is attended primarily by operational CLEC personnel and which is not intended to affect legal rights. Legal rights should be handled via ICAs negotiated with CLEC personnel designated to handle such issues. In addition to Integra’s global objection, Integra's submits the following questions, comments and objections these specific changes: 1. What is the impact of Qwest changing “Reciprocal Compensation” to “Intercarrier Compensation”? Why is Qwest making this change? How does this change apply, if at all, to CLECs when their ICAs with Qwest refer to Reciprocal Compensation? 2. LIS Mid Span Meet OPI Subsection - Qwest is limiting and changing the product by changing the description. For example, Qwest removed the following sentence: “Determination of a midway point will be negotiated on the basis of each party sharing equally in the cost.” Is Qwest’s intent to shift the costs to the CLEC, so that Qwest no longer shares equally in the cost? If not, why is this change needed? If Qwest is claiming a change in law, please provide citations for Qwest’s changes and resubmit the changes as regulatory changes based on the decisions that Qwest says allow Qwest to make such a change. To date, Qwest has cited no authority to limit the product in this manner. Although Qwest claims it is providing “additional clarity,” the revised version is much less clear. Qwest’s changes are in conflict with, for example, the Minnesota SGAT (as well as Eschelon’s and Integra's ICAs in Minnesota). Consistent with Qwest’s trend of making SGAT terms unavailable without prior Commission approval, Qwest with this change is removing SGAT language and replacing it with the PCAT description of the product to match Qwest’s Negotiations Template verbatim. The Negotiations Template is not Commission approved and is no substitute for the SGAT. It reflects only Qwest's negotiations position and is not enforceable or proper basis for changes in CMP. 3. Trunking Subsection – Integra objects to the statement “Unless specifically stated otherwise in the interconnection agreement you must have a separate trunk group for each type of traffic”. Integra is requesting that Qwest retract this statement. Whether Qwest retracts it or not, it does not govern Qwest's relationship with Integra, and Qwest should put no process in place to enforce this concept as to Integra. 4. Trunking Subsection - Qwest made changes stating that “…a letter from you is required indicating you will not be ordering one-way trunking in the future,” but Qwest provides no basis in the law or contracts for this requirement. Integra is unable to find these provisions in its contracts. Qwest cannot impose a requirement like this if the ICAs so not require it. Integra is requesting that Qwest retract this statement. Whether Qwest retracts it or not, it does not govern Qwest's relationship with Integra, and Qwest should put no process in place to enforce this concept as to Integra. 5. Trunk Group Subsection - Qwest changed the language from “you may” to “you will.” Qwest has provided no basis or cited no law that allows Qwest to add this requirement. This also is in conflict with Eschelon’s ICA in MN, OR, UT, and WA, and Integra's ICA in MN, which states: “7.2.2.1.3 When either Party utilizes the other Party’s tandem Switch for the exchange of local traffic, where there is a DS1’s worth of traffic (512 CCS) between the originating Party’s End Office Switch delivered to the other Party’s tandem Switch for delivery to one of the other Party’s End Office Switches, the tandem provider is entitled to provide alternate Interconnection proposals for the other Party’s consideration. Such proposals may include the request to establish a direct end office trunk group to the Party’s End Office Switch.” 6. Miscellaneous Charges section is not accurate. Some ICAs contain rates for the additional cooperative acceptance testing, automatic scheduled testing – the rates are not always dictated by the tariff. 7. Application Subsection the Local Exchange Routing Guide (LERG) - Integra objects to the language Qwest added. The requirements regarding this subject are covered and governed in the ICAs. Integra is requesting that Qwest retract this statement. Whether Qwest retracts it or not, it does not govern Qwest's relationship with Integra, and Qwest should put no process in place to enforce this concept as to Integra. 8. Application Subsection LIS to AT Switch(es) Subsection. The change to add “SPOP” is vague and thus preclude an effective comment opportunity. 
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