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Quest Corporation, fornerly known as US West Communi cati ons,
Inc. is a common carrier operating in Nebraska pursuant to Nebraska
Revi sed Statutes Chapter 75, Article 6 and Chapter 86, Article 8.
Accordingly, the operations of Quest, including the quality of
service it provides, are regulated by the Nebraska Public Service
Conmi ssi on (Commi ssion). Through the tel ecomruni cation rul es
promul gated by the Commission in 1990, at Neb. Admin. R & Reg. tit.
291, ch. 5, section 002.02 to 002.13, the Comm ssion inposes fixed
quality of service objectives applicable to | ocal exchange
carriers.

In 1994, the Commission received a | arge nunber of conplaints
fromcustonmers in the US West service area regarding held orders
and del ayed repairs. On July 21, 1994, the Commi ssion sent an
informal letter to US West, requesting an expl anati on of why the
Conmi ssi on received an increasing nunber of service conplaints from
custoners in US West exchanges. Pursuant to this request, US Wst
provi ded the Conm ssion with a detailed response outlining its
obj ectives and internal conmpany changes which were ai ned at
improving its service and repair deficiencies. On August 16,

1994, the Conmmi ssion opened C-1097, to investigate and nonitor the
quality of service provided by US West Conmuni cations Inc. n/k/a
Qnest Corporation, (Qmvest) to its Nebraska customers. W ordered
Qrnest to file nonthly reports to enable us to nonitor its quality
of service. Since 1994, Qunest has been filing nonthly reports with
the Conmission. The nmonthly reports include data regarding Qaest's
speed- of -answer for both business and residential customers, repair
speed- of -answer for business and residential custoners, DA and tol
speed- of -answer, service order intervals, provisioning commtments
nmet or dispatched, out-of-service problens cleared in |less than 24
hours and held orders. The Comi ssion and Qaest representatives
have met regularly to discuss inprovenents and shortfalls of Quest
neeting service objectives.

OPI NI ONS AND FI NDI NGS



Docket No. C 1097 was opened in an environnment where no choice
for alternative | ocal exchange tel ecomruni cations providers
exi sted. Since the federal Tel ecomunications Act of 1996 (the
Act), this environment has been changing. Wthout a doubt, a
nunber of our retail service quality standards are still needed in
t he post-Act environment to ensure that all consumers are
pr ot ect ed. However, the Conm ssion's rules and regul ations
setting the quality of service standards have not been revi ewed
since 1990. Because of changes in the marketplace and technol ogi ca
advancenents since then, we believe there may be sone service
quality standards that should be added, and that sone of our
current rules should be nodified or del eted.

Neb. Rev. Stat. § 86-803(7) (Reissue 1999) provides that the
Conmi ssion retains quality of service regulation over services
provi ded by tel econmunications carriers. The Act provides that,
"nothing... shall affect the ability of a State to inpose, on a
conpetitively neutral basis...requirenments necessary to...ensure
the continued quality of tel ecomunications services, and safeguard
the rights of consumers. ")

In past proceedi ngs, we have found it appropriate to inplenent
gui delines to protect consumers pending the opening of the |oca
t el econmuni cati ons narket to conpetition. For exanple, in a 1996
progression order, we identified several issues and devel oped a
di stinct set of guidelines for carriers to follow. The first of
whi ch provided that "[c]onsumers shoul d receive better service at
conpetitive prices and have an increased choi ce of

t el econmuni cations providers..."(2 Likew se, other
states have
i mpl enented procl anations (also referred to as a consuner bill of

rights) ained at protecting consuners agai nst service quality
deterioration. ®

According to a 1998 survey published by the Nationa
Regul atory Research Institute (NRRI), approxinmately 26 states have
proposed service quality revisions since July 1995. (4
During the
five years since the Act was adopted, a growing number of states
have found it necessary to implement rules to strengthen service
quality benchmarks and reporting requirements of telecommunications
cariers®

Al t hough we have quality of service standards already in
pl ace, we wi sh to adopt a nore uni form nechanismto nonitor the
| evel of service quality that customers receive from al
certificated | ocal exchange carriers. We further believe that the
post-Act environment calls for statewi de nonitoring of retai
service quality. W find it is in the public interest to ensure
that our quality of service rules are 1) applicable and relevant to
all incunmbent |ocal exchange carriers (ILECs) and competitive |oca
exchange carriers (CLECs) and 2) that they establish m ninmm
servi ce benchmarks consistent with the needs of Nebraska consuners.
Therefore, we find that our current retail service quality
standards shoul d be revi ewed and where appropriate supplenented,



revi sed or deleted pursuant to a future rule and regul ati on docket.

Wth respect to G 1097 which was opened to nonitor retai
service quality of Qmest, we note that Qaest, in August, 2000,
began filing Nebraska-specific performance results with the
Conmi ssion nonthly for Section 271 purposes. The information
provided in these reports includes substantially all of the service
data currently required by the Conm ssion in G 1097. Inasmuch as
these Section 271 nonthly Quest performance reports are required to
be submitted to the Conmission, we find the nonthly reporting
requi renent in C 1097 is duplicative and redundant. Accordingly,
Qnest does not need to continue filing reports in the nmanner
established in C 1097. However, should we find the need to request
service reports fromQuest in the future, additional reporting may
be required upon order of the Conm ssion.

We concl ude, therefore, that because we are opening the above-capti oned
i nvestigatory
docket and because Qnest is currently
filing performance results which the Commission will nonitor on a
nonthly basis, C- 1097 serves no further purpose and should be
closed. Concurrently with the closing of C 1097, we open the
above- captioned investigatory docket to explore current service
quality issues and make general findings applicable to |oca
exchange carriers including, but not limted to, Qnest.

Initially, the Conm ssion seeks coment fromall interested
parties on the follow ng questions:

. What quality of service standards shoul d be

. amended, added or deleted fromthe Conmission's

" current Tel ecommuni cation Rul es and Regul ations?

. What standards, if any, need to be better defined
. in the Commission's rules and regul ati ons?

. What quality of service standards are necessary in
" Iight of today's technol ogically advanci ng and

. transitional teleconmunications narketpl ace?



Shoul d the Conmi ssion inpose a fixed reporting
requi renent on all incunbent |ocal exchange
carriers (ILECs) and conmpetitive |ocal exchange
carriers (CLECs)? |If not, which carriers should be
required to report to the Conm ssion and how often?
What information should be included in reports
filed by LECs?

Shoul d there be separate quality of service
standards for I LECs and CLECs? Should there be
separate quality of service standards for the

| arger LECs? |If different standards are adopted
for larger LECs, how should the standards differ?
How shoul d we di stingui sh between | arger versus
smal l er LECs? Further, if the Commi ssion nade this
distinction, would there be a problemw th
asymmetrical treatnent?

Shoul d the Conmi ssion require carriers to report
only when the carrier's service records indicate
that one or nmore of the Commission's quality of
servi ce standards have not been net for a certain
period of tinme? |If so, then what should trigger
this reporting requirenent?

In cases where a subscriber's service is out for a
designated period of time, should the Conm ssion
require LECs to issue different credit anounts
based on the type of service offered? What about

i mposing different credit requirenents for
residential versus business service?

What should the responsibilities of resellers of



. | ocal exchange service be? How should the

" standards with respect to resellers differ, if at

" all, fromthose established for facilities-based

. carriers?

. The Conmi ssion desires to review billing practices
" followed by all carriers; therefore, the Conm ssion
" solicits comments on all appropriate billing

. st andar ds.

" The Conmmi ssion intends to review standards with

" respect to directory assistance (DA), therefore we
" al so seek comments on appropriate DA standards.

Interested parties are invited to submt conmments on any or
all of the aforenentioned questions and issues. Conmenters are
invited to propose specific rule and regul ati on | anguage for
consideration. Initial coments should be filed no | ater than
April 6, 2001. Mbdre than one round of conments may be necessary.

Upon conpletion of this inquiry and after a hearing on these
i ssues, we may thereafter open a rule and regul ati on docket if
necessary to propose rul e changes based on tentative findings and
concl usions reached herein. W renind all carriers that our
current quality of service rules and regul ati ons remai n intact
until formally changed in a rule and regul ati on proceedi ng.
Moreover, this order closing the present docket does not reflect an
opi nion that Qunest is satisfying all service quality standards.



Rather, it nerely reflects the Comrission's intent to exam ne al
standards and ensure that they apply to all |ocal exchange
carriers.

ORDER

I T 1S THEREFORE ORDERED by t he Nebraska Public Service
Commi ssion that for the reasons descri bed herein, Docket No. C 1097
shall be, and it is hereby, closed.

IT 1S FURTHER ORDERED t hat the above-captioned investigation
docket be opened so that the Comm ssion can re-examine its retai
quality of service rules and regul ati ons.

IT 1S FURTHER ORDERED that interested parties may file
conments in the above-capti oned docket no later than April 6, 2001.
Parties filing comments shall submit five paper copies and one
el ectronic copy in WrdPerfect format 5.0 or later.

MADE AND ENTERED at Lincoln, Nebraska this 6th day of March
2001.

NEBRASKA PUBLI C SERVI CE COWM SSI ON
COVMM SSI ONERS CONCURRI NG

Chai r man

ATTEST:

Executive Director
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