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TO ALL PARTIES: 

Enclosed please find the recommendation of Arbitrator Scott S. Wakefield. The recommendation 
has been filed in the form of an Opinion and Order on: 

COX ARIZONA TELECOM, INC. and U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC. 
(INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT) 

Pursuant to A.A.C. R14-3-1 lO(B), you may file exceptions to the recommendation of the Hearing 
Officer by filing an original and ten (1 0) copies of the exceptions with the Commission's Docket Control 
at the address listed below by 1O:OQ a.m. on or before: 

MAY 1,1997 

The enclosed is NOT an order of the Commission, but a recommendation of the Hearing Officer 
to the Commissioners. Consideration of this matter has Jentativelv been scheduled for the Commission's 
Working Session and Open Meeting to be held on: 

MAY 2,1997 

For more information, you may contact Docket Control at (602)542-3477 or the Hearing Division 
at (602)542-4250. 
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Mr. Timothy Berg, FENNEMORE CRAIG, P.C., on behalf of 
U S WEST Communications, Jnc. 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

On January 10, 1997, Cox Arizona Telecom, Inc. (“COX”) filed with the Arizona Corporation 

Commission (“Commission”) a Petition for Arbitration (“Petition”) pursuant to 47 U.S.C. 3 252(b) of 

the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (“Act”) to establish an interconnection agreement (“Agreement”) 

with U S WEST Communications, Inc. (“U S WEST”). By Procedural Order dated January 22, 1997, 

an arbitration was scheduled for April 1,1997, at the Commission’s offices in Phoenix. On February 5, 

1997, U S WEST filed its Response to the Petition. The arbitration was held as scheduled and the parties 

submitted closing arguments in writing on April 1 1, 1997. The issues resolved in this Decision are those 

which the parties indicated remained as of April 1 1, 1997. 

DISCUS$ION 

On February 8, 1996, President Clinton signed the Act into law which established new 

responsibilities for the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”) as well as for the various state 
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commissions.’ On July 2, 1996, the FCC issued Telephone Number Portability, CC Docket No. 95-1 16, 

First Report and Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, FCC 96-268 (“TNP Order”), which 

established rules so that a customer who changes his local exchange carrier (“LEC”) in the same local 

service area may keep the same telephone number. On July 22, 1996, the Commission in Decision No. 

59762 adopted A.A.C. R14-2-1501 through A.A.C. R14-2-1507 (“Arbitration and Mediation Rules”), 

which authorized the Hearing Division to establish procedures and conduct arbitrations. Also on July 

22, 1996, the Commission in Decision No. 59761 adopted A.A.C. R14-2-1301 through 1311 

(“Interconnection Rules”), to govern the interconnection of local exchange services between incumbent 

LECs (“ILECs”) and competing LECs (“CLECs”), On August 8,1996, the FCC released Implementntion 

of the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket No. 96-98, First 

Report and Order, FCC 96-325 (“Order”) and Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of 

the Telecommunications Act of1996, CC Docket No. 96-98, Second Report and Order and Memorandum 

Opinion and Order, FCC 96-333, in which the FCC adopted initial rules (“Rules”) designed to 

accomplish the goals of the Act.2 

Pursuant to the Act, telecommunications carriers desiring to interconnect with the facilities and 

equipment of an ILEC may negotiate the terms of such interconnection directly with the ILEC. If the 

parties are unsuccessfid in negotiating an Agreement, any party to the negotiation may request the 

Commission to arbitrate any open issues regarding interconnection. The Act requires the Commission 

to resolve any such issues within 180 days of a telecommunications carrier’s initial request to the ILEC 

for interconnection. 

Pursuant to 6 252 of the Act, state commissions are required to determine just and reasonable 

rates for interconnection and network elements based on the cost of providing the interconnection or 

network element which are nondiscriminatory and may include a reasonable profit. For resale services, 

rates are to be the wholesale rates based on retail rates excluding costs of marketing, billing, collection 

As part of the Act, the FCC was ordered to issue regulations no later than August 8, 1996 I 

interpreting many of the broad and general terns of the Act. 

2 Unless otherwise noted, any reference to “Para.” in this Decision is to Paragraphs in the 
Order. 
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and other costs avoided by the LEC. The Commission’s Interconnection Rules require the use of total 

service long run incremental costs (“TSLRTC”) to determine costs, 

Our January 22, 1997 Procedural Order directed the parties to provide a joint pre-arbitration 

statement which set forth their positions and the manner in which their disagreement should be resolved 

by the arbitrators, a proposed Agreement, a list of witnesses and a summary of their testimony, as well 

as exhibits. The FCC’s Rules issued on August 8, 1996, required the use of total element long run 

incremental costs (“TELFUC”). TELRIC includes the forward-looking costs that can be attributed 

directly to the provision of services using that element, and includes a reasonable share of the forward- 

looking joint and common costs. 

On August 30,1996, a Procedural Order was issued which consolidated the appropriate portions 

of the dockets of interconnection arbitrations between U S WEST and several other CLECs to consider 

the cost studies submitted by U S WEST in each of those dockets. The cost studies were analyzed at a 

consolidated arbitration commencing on November 1 8, 1996, with a Decision expected in early 1997. 

By Stipulation filed on March 12, 1997, Cox and U S WEST agreed to be bound to the cost and pricing 

results to be determined by the Commission in the consolidated cost docket. The parties did not seek to 

arbitrate any issues regarding interim pricing. 

Pursuant to 5 252(b)(4)(C), the Commission hereby resolves the issues presented for arbitration. 

Inter-Network C onnect ion in Colloc ation, Sites - Issue D 
. .  

Cox’s Dosltlon 

Cox proposed that it be permitted to provide its own interconnections between the networks of 

Cox and other CLECs located at the same U S WEST collocation facility. Cox believes that, in order 

to promote competition, U S WEST must permit the cross connection to be done in the most cost- 

efficient manner. 

1 J S WEST’S position . .  

U S WEST did not dispute that it must permit collocated CLECs to interconnect with each other 

but proposed that U S WEST should provide the connection via its own facilities. U S WEST argued that 

safety, liability and labor contract concerns require U S WEST to provide the interconnections. 

3 DECISION NO. 
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c o w  l u t h  sion’s reso ’ 

W l e  the FCC Order requires ILECs to permit interconnection between CLECs collocated at the 

same ILEC facility, it concludes that ILECs need not permit CLECs’ personnel to place connecting 

transmission facilities outside of the CLECs’ collocation cages. Order at para. 595. Similarly, we 

recognize that safety and liability concerns justify U S WEST requiring that its personnel perform the 

interconnection between non-adjacent collocating CLECse3 However, where CLECs’ collocation cages 

are adjacent, U S WEST may not prohibit the CLECs from interconnecting their own networks with 

facilities they provide, as long as those facilities do not cross spaces in use by U S WEST. 

Costs for Cab le Installation in Collocation Capes - Issue E 

Cox’s posltlon . .  

Cox proposed that its personnel should be permitted to install its fiber optic cable from outside 

U S WEST collocation facilities to Cox’s collocation cages within the facilities. Cox argued that 

permitting Cox personnel to install the cable is cost-efficient, pro-competitive and would free Cox from 

any U S WEST-imposed scheduling limitations. 

U S W E  ST’s Dosition 

U S WEST argued that Cox’s personnel should not be permitted to install the cable into U S 

WEST’s central offices for Cox’s collocations. Instead, U S WEST proposed that its own personnel 

should perform those tasks, due to safety, liability and labor contract concerns. U S WEST did indicate 

that it would permit Cox to provide the necessary cable to perform the installation into U S WEST’s 

central offices, and that no additional splice of the Cox-provided cable would be necessary. 

Commission s resolution 

. .  

9 

Consistent with the FCC’s Order at paragraph 595, we will not require U S WEST to permit Cox 

to install its own cable into its collocation cages at U S WEST central offices. We will require U S 

WEST to permit Cox to supply the necessary cable for U S WEST personnel to install without any 

additional splicing by U S WEST, We will also require U S WEST to work cooperatively with Cox to 

minimize scheduling limitations. 

3 U S WEST may permit the collocating CLECs to provide the cables or other facilities 
necessary for U S WEST to perform the collocation. 
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Network Interface Device - Issues F. G and H 

Cox’s _nOSltlOIl I .  

Cox intends to provide telecommunications service through its existing network, which currently 

could serve over 500,000 primarily residential customers in the metropolitan Phoenix area. Cox therefore 

proposed that it be permitted to connect its own loops to its customers’ internal wiring through its own 

Network Interface Unit (“NIU”), rather than through U S WEST’s Network Interface Device (“NID”). 

Cox indicated that the expanded telecommunications services which it intends to offer require the use 

of its NIU, which includes electronic components not present in U S WEST’s NID, 

Cox also proposed that U S WEST remove its NID from a Cox customer’s premises if the 

customer so requests, and that such removal be at no cost to the customer or to Cox. Cox argued that no 

tariff permits U S WEST to charge a customer for removal of the NID. Cox has agreed that, should its 

customer switch to another carrier, Cox will either remove its own NIU fiom the former customer’s 

premises at no additional cost, or make its NIU available for use by the new carrier. 

Cox proposed that, when it purchases an unbundled loop fiom U S WEST, it be permitted to 

connect that loop directly to Cox’s NIU, rather than requiring that Cox purchase a NID along with an 

unbundled loop. Further, Cox proposed that, if U S WEST is permitted to leave its NID on a Customer’s 

premises, Cox should be permitted to connect its own loops to that NID in order to provide service to the 

customer. 

1 J S WEST’S Dasition 

U S WEST opposed removal of its NIDs, due to potential safety and building code issues. 

Among other things, the NID protects the customer’s wiring and the U S WEST network against voltage 

surges such as lightening strikes, When Cox obtains an unbundled loop from U S WEST, the NID should 

not be removed because, as owner of the loop, U S WEST is responsible for providing the over-voltage 

protection. As an alternative, U S WEST would permit Cox to attach its NIU to U S WEST’s NID. 

Removal of the NID when Cox provides its own loop would leave U S WEST’s bare wire or stub 

exposed and without the over-voltage protection provided within the NID housing. 

If the NID were removed when Cox provided its own loop, U S WEST proposed that it be 

permitted to charge the customer for removal of the NID and the associated costs to insure that any 

DECISION NO. 5 
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exposed drop wires were protected. U S WEST argued that the costs to remove a NID are not included 

in the cunent tariff connection charge, because its NIDs have historically been left in place for use by 

future customers. 

U S WEST does not oppose Cox’s proposal to connect Cox’s loops to U S WEST’S NID when 

spare terminals exist, if Cox satisfies installation recommendations and requirements established by the 

NID supplier and the National Electric Code, including the purchase and installation of over-voltage 

protection units in the NID housing, the termination of Cox’s facilities to these protection units, and the 

purchase and installation of the actual network interface devices (RJ-11) associated with Cox’s facilities. 

Additionally, Cox must maintain responsibility for the drop installation, and assume liability for the 

facilities terminated at the NID housing, 

Commission’s resolution . .  

When Cox provides service through its own loop and NIU, we will require that U S WEST 

remove its NID within a reasonable time if the customer requests removal, U S WEST may not charge 

Cox or its customers to remove the NID. 

When Cox serves a customer through an unbundled U S WEST loop, however, U S WEST may 

require that its NID remain in place. U S WEST, as the provider of the loop, is responsible for the safety 

of that loop, and can insist that its NID remain in place to provide protection to its own network. U S 

WEST must, however, permit Cox to attach its NIU to the NID. 

When a U S WEST NID remains in place at a customer’s premises and Cox provides service 

through its own loop, U S WEST may qualify the use of that NID by Cox, as outlined above. 

Collocation and Service Prov isionilap Intervals - Issue J 

Cox’s position 

Cox proposed that U S WEST respond to collocation requests within 10 days, provide a price 

quote within three weeks, and construct collocation spaces for Cox within 45 days, 

U S WEST’S Dosition . .  

U S WEST proposed that it be required to respond to collocation requests within 15 days, provide 

a quote within 25 days, and construct facilities within 90 days. U S WEST indicated that other CLECs 

have agreed to these intervals, and that uniform intervals are necessary for fairness and administrative 

6 DECISION NO. 
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simplicity. In addition, U S WEST has minimal experience engineering its network in a multiple LEC 

environment, and is not yet able to establish a standards interval to serve as a baseline. 
. .  m i s s i o n ’ s  resolut’ loa 

We agree with U S WEST that uniform intervals for all CLECs are necessary for fairness and 

administrative simplicity. U S WEST, however, will be obligated to provide non-discriminatory service 

to Cox. In the pending Quality of Service proceeding we will adopt measurements by which Cox can 

determine whether the service it receives is at parity with that offered by U S WEST to itself or to other 

CLECs. 

Reassimment o f Abandoned N umbers - Issue L 

Cox’s posltlo n . .  

Cox proposed that U S WEST-assigned numbers which are ported for Cox customers and then 

abandoned when the customer terminates his service should be reassigned to new Cox customers after 

an appropriate referral and aging period. Cox argued that U S WEST’S recapturing of the number will 

decrease the efficiency of NXX utilization, will require CLECs to wastefully open NXXs in each rate 

center, and is anti-competitive. Cox’s witness testified that the reassignment of abandoned numbers by 

Cox is necessary until permanent number portability is implemented in order for Cox to bill out of the 

appropriate rate center. 

U S WES T’s Dosition . .  

U S WEST proposed that abandoned ported numbers be returned to the owner of the switch in 

which the number resides. U S WEST argued that Cox’s concern regarding the wasteful opening of 

NXXs in each rate center is unfounded, because all of Cox’s business with be in a single rate center at 

least until the time that permanent number portability is put into place4. U S WEST also argued that 

Cox’s proposal leads to an inefficient utilization of telephone numbers. If Cox retained ported numbers 

for new customers, U S WEST would lose the ability to track the usage of numbers and determine 

whether they are in use or not, making it impossible to gather the data required to order a new prefix for 

4 When Permanent Number Portability is put into place in the Phoenix metropolitan area 
by the middle of 1998, telephone numbers will not “reside” in any particular switch, and the issue of 
returning ported numbers will become moot. 

7 DECISION NO. 
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its switch, and leading carriers to request additional prefixes “just in case,” to avoid the possibility of 

running out of numbers. Further, U S WEST contended that Cox’s proposal is an inefficient use of the 

network, because it continues the use of two switches to perform the routing of calls which could be 

performed by a single switch if Cox assigned new customers numbers from its own switch. Finally, U S 

WEST indicated that Cox’s proposal interferes with the Local Exchange Routing Guide’s capability to 

provide routing information for individual telephone numbers. 

solution 

We will deny Cox’s proposal to retain ported U S WEST telephone numbers. Because Cox only 

intends to offer service in a single rate center until such time as permanent number portability becomes 

effective, there should be no need for Cox to obtain an excessive number of NXX codes in order to 

properly bill its customers’ calls. 

The parties will be instructed to prepare for the Commission’s review an interconnection 

agreement incorporating the issues resolved by arbitration, 
* * * * * * * * * * * 

Having considered the entire record herein and being fully advised in the premises, the 

Commission finds, concludes, and orders that: 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. Cox has applied to the Cornmission for authority to provide competitive 

telecommunications services to the public in Arizona. 

2. U S WEST is certificated to provide local exchange and intraLATA telecommunications 

services to the public in Arizona pursuant to Article XV of the Arizona Constitution. 

3. 

4. 

5 .  

On January 10, 1997, Cox filed with the Commission a Petition pursuant to the Act. 

On February 5 ,  1997, U S WEST filed its Response to the Petition. 

By Procedural Order dated January 22, 1997, an arbitration was scheduled for April 1, 

1997, at the Commission’s offices in Phoenix. 

6 .  On April 1 1,1997, each party submitted closing arguments, which summarized the issues 

still unresolved and presented each party’s proposed resolution of the issues. 

7. The Commission has analyzed the issues presented by the parties and has resolved the 

8 DECISION NO. 
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issues as stated in the Discussion above. 

8. The Commission hereby adopts the Discussion and incorporates the parties’ positions and 

the Commission’s resolution of the issues herein, 

9. Pursuant to A.A.C. R14-2-1506.A’ the parties will be ordered to prepare and sign an 

interconnection agreement consistent with the terms of the Commission’s resolutions, for review by the 

Commission pursuant to the Act, within thirty days from the date of this Decision. 

CONC LUSIONS OF L AW 

1 ,  Cox is a public service corporation within the meaning of Article XV of the Arizona 

Constitution. 

2. 

3. 

Cox is a telecommunications carrier within the meaning of 47 U.S.C, 8 252. 

U S WEST is a public service corporation within the meaning of Article XV of the 

Arizona Constitution, 

4, 

5.  

U S WEST is an ILEC within the meaning of 47 U.S.C. $252. 

The Commission has jurisdiction over Cox and U S WEST and of the subject matter of 

the Petition. 

6 .  The Commission’s resolution of the issues pending herein is just and reasonable, meets 

the requirements of the Act and regulations prescribed by the FCC pursuant to the Act, is consistent with 

the best interests of the parties, and is in the public interest. 

ORDER 
IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the Commission hereby adopts and incorporates as its Order 

the resolution of the issues contained in the above Discussion. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Cox Arizona Telecorn, Inc. and U S WEST Communications, 

Inc. shall prepare and sign an interconnection agreement consistent with the terms of the Commission’s 

resolutions. 

. . .  

. . .  

, . .  

. . .  
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the signed interconnection agreement shall be submitted to the 

Commission for its review within thirty days of the date of this Decision. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that this Decision shall become effective immediately. 

BY ORDER OF THE ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION. 

CHAIRMAN COMMISSIONER COMMISSIONER 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I, GEOFFREY E. GONSHER, Executive Secretary 
of the Arizona Corporation Commission, have hereunto set my hand and caused 
the official seal of the Commission to be affixed at the Capitol, in the City of 
Phoenix, this day of , 1997, 

GEOFFREY E, GONSHER 
EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 

DISSENT 
S S W dap 

10 DECISION NO. 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

1 1  

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

SERVICE LIST FOR: 

DOCKET NOS.: 

ERIC J. BRANFMAN 
SWINDLER & BERLIN 
3000 K STREET, N.W., SUITE 300 

ATTORNEYS FOR GST TUCSON LIGHTWAVE, MC. 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20007-51 16 

LEX SMITH 
BROWN & BAIN P.A. 
2901 N. CENTRAL AVE. 
PO BOX 400 
PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85001-0400 
ATTORNEYS FOR ACSl 

TIMOTHY BERG 
FENNEMORE CRAIG 
TWO NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE, SUITE 2200 
PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85004 

NORTON CUTLER, JR. 
U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS, MC. 
1801 CALIFORNIA STREET, SUITE 5 100 
DENVER, COLORADO 80202 

JOAN S. BURKE 
2929 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE, 2 I ST FLOOR 
P.O. BOX 36379 
PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85067-6379 

COX ARIZONA TELECOM, INC. and U S WEST 
COMMUNICATIONS, INC. 

U-3242-97-0 1 7 and E- 1 05 1 -97-0 1 7 

DEBORAH S. WALDBAUM, ESQ. 
WESTERN REGION OFFICE 
201 NORTH CIVIC DRIVE, SUITE 210 
WALNUT CREEK, CALIFORNIA 94596 

THOMAS H. CAMPBELL 
LEWIS & ROCA 
40 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE 
PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85003 
ATTORNEYS FOR MCIMETRO ACCESS TRANSMISSION 
SERVICES, MC. 

THOMAS F. DIXON, JR. 
MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION 
707 SEVENTEENTH STREET 
DENVER, COLORADO 80202 

THOMAS L. MUMAW 
SNELL & WILMER, L.L.P 
1 ARIZONA CENTER 
400 EAST VAN BUREN 
PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85004-0001 
ATTORNEYS FOR BROOKS FIBER COMMUNICATIONS OF 
TUCSON. MC. 

W N A L D  A. LOW 
SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY, L.P. 

ATTORNEYS FOR AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF THE MT. 8140 WARD PARKWAY 5E 
STATES, MC. KANSAS CITY, MISSOURI 641 14 

DANIEL WAGGONER 
MARY E. STEELE 
2600 CENTURY SQUARE 
1501 FOURTH AVENUE 
SEA'ITLE. WASHINGTON 98101-1688 

RUSSELL M. BLAU 
DOUGLAS G. BONNER 
SWIDLER & BERLIN CHARTERED 
300 K STREET, N.W., SUITE 300 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20007-51 16 
AITORNEYS FOR MFS COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY, MC. 

BRUCE MEYERSON 
STEPTOE & JOHNSON LLP 
40 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE, 24TH FLOOR 
PHOENIX, ARIZONA 850044453 
ATTORNEY FOR TCG PHOENIX 

GREG PATTERSON 
RESIDENTIAL UTILITY CONSUMER OFFICE 
2828 N CENTRAL AVE, SUITE 1200 
PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85004 

CAFWNGTON PHILLIP 
COX COMMUNICATIONS, INC. 
1400 LAKE HEARN DRlVE 
ATLANTA, GEORGlA 303 19 

With copies to: 

MR JOHN KELLY 
EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT TO THE GOVERNOR 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 
1700 WEST WASHINGTON STREET 
PHOENIX AZ 85007 

11 DECISION NO. 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

WCHARD SILVER MAN 
GENERAL MANAGER 
SALT RIVER PROJECT - PAB300 
P 0 BOX 52025 
PHOENIX AZ 85072-2025 

MR CHARLES R MILLER 
AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF 
THE MOUNTAIN STATES 
2800 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE SUITE 828 
PHOENIX AZ 85004 

MR RAYMOND HEYMAN 
ROSHKA HEYMAN & DEWULF 
400 NORTH 5TH STREET SUITE 1000 
PHOENIX AZ 85004 

MR BRUCE MEYERSON 
MEYER HENDRICKS VICTOR OSBORN 
& W E D O N  PA 

2929 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE 
PHOENIX AZ 85067 

MS SUSAN MCADAMS 
ELECTRIC LlGHTWAVE 
P 0 BOX 4678 
VANCOWER WA 98662 

MR MICHAEL A MORRIS 
REGIONAL DIRECTOR 
REGULATORY & EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 
TCG TELEPORT COMMUNICATIONS GROUP 
ONE BUSH STREET * SUITE SI0  
$AN FRANCISCO CA 941044406 

ALAN SPARKS 
TECHNICAL OPERATIONS 
COX COMMUNICATIONS 
I7602 NORTH BLACK CANYON HWY 
PHOENIX AZ 85023 

MR MlCHAEL GRANT 
WINSTON & S T R A W  
2300 GREAT AMERICAN TOWER 
3200 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE 
PHOENIX AZ 85012 

MS JUDITH A D HOLCOMB 
U S WEST NEWVECTOR 
U S HWY 60 EAST OF MAGDALENA 
P 0 BOX 144 
MAGDALENA NM 87825 

MS JOAN C HINSON 
TCA ARlZONA CHAPTER PRESIDENT 
TELECOMMUNlCATlONS ASSOCIATION 
JOHN C LINCOLN HOSPITAL 
250 EAST DUNLAP 
PHOENIX AZ 85020 

MR ROLLIE NEHRING 
ARIZONA TELEPHONE COMPANY 
5253 NORTH DROMEDARY ROAD 
PHOENIX AZ 85018 

MS ELLEN CORKHILL 
COORDINATOR 
AARP 
5606 NORTH 17TH STREET 
PHOENIX AZ 85016 

MR JOHN D FRANCIS - GENERAL MANAGER 
VALLEY TELEPHONE COOPERATIVE INC 
P 0 BOX 699 
752 EAST MALEY 
WILLCOX AZ 85643-1304 

MR KENNETH F MELLEY JR 
U S LONG DISTANCE INC 
93 I 1 SAN PEDRO - SUITE 300 
SAN ANTONIO TX 78216 

MS JEAN L KIDDO0 ESQ 
SWIDLER & BERLIN CHARTERED 
3000 K STREET NW - SUITE 300 
WASHWGTON DC 20007-3841 

MR BOB WHlPPLE 
STEN W A L L  
IS 15 AVENUE J 
P 0 BOX 10127 
LUBBOCK TX 79408 

MR MILE SCHULTIES 
TAFF MANAGER - REGULATORY 
ALLTEL SERVICE CORP 
1 ALLIED DRIVE 
LI’JTLEROCK AR 72202 

MR RICK MCALLISTER 
MANAGER REGULATORY 
ALLTEL WESTERN REGION 
P 0 BOX 3373 
LITTLE ROCK AR 72203-3373 
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MR STEVE WHEELER - ATTORNEY 
SNELL & WILMER 
ONE ARIZONA CENTER 
400 EAST VAN BUREN STREET 
PHOENIX AZ 85004-0001 

MS BETH ANN BURNS - ATTORNEY 
CITIZENS UTILITIES COMPANY 
2901 N CENTRAL AVENUE - SUITE 1660 
PHOENIX AZ 85012-2736 

ROD JORDAN 
CITIZENS UTILITIES COMPANY 
P 0 BOX 496020 
REDDMG CA 96049-6020 

MR THOMAS F DIXON 
MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS C O W  
707 17TH STREET 
DENVER CO 80202 

MR TOM CAMPBELL * ATTORNEY 
MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS COW 
LEWIS AND ROCA 
40 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE 
PHOENIX AZ 85004-4429 

JOE O'NEIL 
U S WEST NEWVECTOR GROUP 
MS 824 
P 0 BOX 96087 
BELLEVUE WA 98009-9697 

MR FRANK HATZENBUEHLER 
U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS INC 
1801 CALIFORNIA STREET #5200 
DENVER CO 80202 

MR LEX SMITH ATTORNEY 
BROWN & BAR4 PA 
2901 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE 
PHOENIX AZ 85012 

MR JIM ROOF 
U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS 
3033 N 3RD STREET ROOM 101 7 
PHOENIX AZ 85012 

MR JOE HANLEY MANAGER 
ARIZONA TELEPHONE COMPANY 
2236 WEST SHANGRI-LA ROAD 
PHOENIX AZ 85029 
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JANINE BURKE 
SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY LP 
8140 WARD PARKWAY SE 
KANSAS CITY MO 641 14 

MR SCOTT RAFFERTY 
C/O AREIE GROUP 
4730 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE 
WASHINGTON DC 20016 

MR JAh4AL ALLEN AlTORNEY 
OCONNOR CAVANAUGH ANDERSON 

WESTOVER & BESHEARS 
ONE EAST CAMELBACK - SUITE 1100 
PHOENIX AZ 85012 

MR TONY DlTlRRO 
MCI COMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION 
201 SPEAR STREET 9TH FLOOR 
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105 

MR JOHN COLEMAN 
ELECTRIC LIGHTWAVE 
2600 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE #300 
PHOENIX AZ 85004 

MR ERIC ARTMAN 
MFS COMMUNICATIONS CO INC 
185 BERRY ST., BLDG I 
SUITE 5100 
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94 107 

MR JOHN 0 LAUE 
COMMUNICATIONS ENGJNEERING SUPERVISOR 
CITY OF TEMPE 
MANAGEMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT 
132 EAST 6TH STREET SUITE B109 
TEMPE AZ 85280 

MR AL CRAWFORD 
CHAIRMAN GOVERNORS TELECOMMUNICATIONS 
STUDY COMMITTEE 
8736 NORTH 68TH STREET 
PARADISE VALLEY AZ 85253 

MR JOE HOMMEL 
ELECTRIC LIGHTWAVE 
8100 N E PARKWAY DRIVE SUlTE 200 
VANCOUVER WA 98662 

MR FRED M SHEPHERD NCE 
TELEPHONE DIVISION MANAGER 
TOHONO O'ODHAM UTILITY AUTHORITY 
P 0 BOX 816 
SELLS AZ 85634 
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MR DAREL ESCHBACH 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICES 
ARIZONA STATE UNIVERSITY 
BOX 87020 I 
TEMPE AZ 85287-0201 

hfR JERRY JAMES 
VICE PRESIDENT GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS 
LDDS METROMEDIA 
I705 S CAPITAL OF TEXAS HWY # 100 
AUSTIN TEXAS 78746-6551 

MR JIM BROSHAR 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT 
ROCKY MOUNTAIN TELECOM ASSOCIATION 
10105 EASTVIA LINDA SUITE 103-340 
SCOTTSDALE AZ 85258 

MR TIM DELANEY 
B R O W  & BAM PA 
290 I NORTH CENTRAL 
P 0 BOX 400 
PHOENIX AZ 85001-0400 

MR PAUL SCHNEIDER 
ARIZONA BUSINESS GAZETTE 
P 0 BOX 1950 
PHOENIX AZ 85001 

MR JEFFREY WEIR 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
SOUTHERN GILA COUNTY 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 
P 0 BOX 1351 
GLOBE AZ 85502 

MS SUE WILLIAMS 
DIRECTOR REGULATORY AFFAIRS 
TELTRUST COMMUNICATIONS SERVICES M C  
221 NORTH CHARLES LINDBERGH DRIVE 
SALT LAKE CITY UT 841 16 

MR MIKE LAUGHLIN 
DIRECTOR OF OPERATIONS 
NORSTAN COMMUNICATIONS 
6900 WEDGEWOOD ROAD 
MAPLE GROVE MN 553 I 1  

MR IVAN JOHNSON 
VICE PRESIDENT OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS 
TIMES MIRROR CABLE TELEVISION 
17602 NORTH BLACK CANYON HIGHWAY 
PHOENIX AZ 85023 

DOCKET NO. U-3242-97-017, 

JIM WORTHAM 
ADMINISTRATOR 
FIRE DEPARTMENT COMPUTER SERVICES 
CITY OF PHOENIX 
I50 S 12TH STREET 
PHOENIX AZ 85034 

CATHERINE A NICHOLS 
TEP - LEGAL DEPARTMENT 
220 WEST SIXTH STREET 
P 0 BOX 71 1 
TUCSON ARIZONA 85702 

TERRY TRAPP, PRESIDENT 
U S COMMUNKATIONS UNLIMITED, M C  
274 SNYDER MOUNTAIN ROAD 
EVERGREEN COLORADO 80439 

JOHN COLMAN 
ELECTRIC LIGHTWAVE 
2600 N CENTRAL AVE #300 
PHOENIX ARlZONA 85004 

JERRY JAMES 
LDDS METROMEDIA 
8303 MOPAC SUITE 146-C 
AUSTIN TEXAS 78759 

J SCOTT NICHOLS 
U S ONE COMMUNICATIONS 
1320 CHAIN BRIDGE RD SUITE 350 
MCLEAN VIRGINIA 22 10 1 

FRED SHEPHERD 
TOHONO O’ODHAM UTILITY AUTHORITY 
P 0 BOX 816 
SELLS ARIZONA 85364 

TERRY ROSS 
CENTER FOR ENERGY & ECONOMIC DEV 
7853 E ARAPAHOE COURT SUITE 2600 
ENGLEWOOD COLORAW 801 12 

PETER GLASER 
DOHERTY RUMBLE & BUTLER 
1401 NEW YORK AVE N W SUITE 1100 
WASHINGTON DC 20005 

TOM BADE 
GREG RlGGLE 
GCB COMMUNICATIONS 
1025 E BROADWAY SUIRE 201 
TEMPE ARIZONA 85282 
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M T I N  A ARONSON 
YILLIAM D CLEAVELAND 
CNGELA M CASTELLANO 
lEUS GILBERT & MORRILL 
I200 N CENTRAL SUITE 1000 
WOENIX ARlZONA 85012 

IENNIFER S POMERY 
J S WEST CELLULAR 
I350 161ST AVENUE SE 

aELLEVUE WASHINGTON 98009 
0 BOX 96087 

IODIE CAR0 
MFS COMMUNICATIONS CO INC 
?99 OAKMONT PLAZA DR APT 400 
WESTMONT ILLINOIS 60519-5516 

IERRY JAMES 
LDDS METROMEDIA 
8303 MOPAC SUITE 146-C 
AUSTIN TEXAS 78759 

JOHANNA HOLLAND 
PUBLIC AFFAIRS DIRECTOR 
PHOENIX CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
201 N CENTRAL AVE 27TH FLOOR 
PHOENIX AFUZONA 85073 

JACK TRAHAN 
WESTERN ELECTRONICS AND 
COMMUhVCATIONS 
2332 KINGhMN AVENUE 
KINGMAN ARIZONA 86401 

JANIS STAHLHUT 
VICE PRESIDENT REGULATORY AFFAIRS 
TIMEWARNER COMMUNICATIONS 
300 FIRST STANFORD PLACE 
STAMFORD CONNECTICUT 06902-6732 

CINDY Z SCHONHAUT 
MFS COMMUNICATIONS CO INC 
3000 K STREET N W SUITE 300 
WASHINGTON DC 20007 

JESSE W SEARS 
ASSISTANT CHIEF COUNSEL 
CITY ATTORNEYS OFFICE 
C l W  OF PHOENIX 
200 WEST WASHINGTON, 13TH FLOOR 
PHOENIX ARIZONA 85003-161 1 
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PETER Q NYCE JR 
REGULATORY LAW OFFICE 
U S ARMY LITIGATION C M T E R  
901 N STUART STREET SUITE 7 13 
ARLINGTON VA 22203-1 837 

CHARLES L BEST 
AITORNEY AT LAW 
522 S W FIITH AVENUE 
PORTLAND OR 97204 

WILLIAM POLLARD 
KLP & ASSOCIATES 
8526 TORWOODLEE COURT 
DUBLM OHIO 4301 7-9739 

GARY YAQUINTO 
GST TELECOM 
ONE ARIZONA CENTER 
400 E VAN BUREN SUITE 350 
PHOENIX ARIZONA 85004 

BILL MEEK 
AUlA 
21 00 N CENTRAL AVE SUITE 2 I O  
PHOENIX ARIZONA 85004 

JANET REGNER 
B E T "  PRUlTT 
ACAA 
202 E MCWWELL #255 
PHOENIX ARIZONA 85004 

LINDY FUNKHOUSER. CHIEF COUNSEL 
LEGAL DIVISION 
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
1200 WEST WASHMGTON STREET 
PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85007 

CARL DABELSTEIN 
DIRECTOR UTILITIES DIVISION 
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
1200 WEST WASHINGTON STREET 
PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85007 
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