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BEFORE THE ARIZONA CORPORATION COiviiviimium RECEIVED CornrnlsSlOn 

3NERS CKETED 
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WILLIAM A. MUNDELL 
MARC SPITZER 
MIKE GLEASON 
KRISTIN K. MAYES 

[N THE MATTER OF THE PETITION OF 
AUTOTEL FOR ARBITRATION OF AN 
[NTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT WITH 
QWEST PURSUANT TO SECTION 252(B) OF 
THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT. 

AUTOTEL, 
Complainant, 

vs 
QWEST CORPORATION, 

Respondent. 

APR 1 8 2005 

DOCKET NO. T-01051B-04-0152 

DOCKET NO. T-0 105 1 B-04-0884 

PROCEDURAL ORDER 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

On February 27, 2004, Autotel filed a Petition for Arbitration, requesting that the Arizona 

Corporation Commission (“Commission”) arbitrate disputes with Qwest Corporation in connection 

with an interconnection agreement. On November 2, 2004, the Commission issued Decision No. 

57408 which decided the disputed issues raised in the arbitration. As part of Decision No. 67408, the 

Commission ordered the parties to utilize Qwest’s proposed agreement as the template. 

On December 10, 2004, Autotel filed a Formal Complaint against Qwest. Autotel alleged that 

the interconnection agreement that Qwest had prepared based on Decision No. 67408 did not comply 

with the Order because Qwest had inserted a new section which Autotel claimed was not approved in 

the Commission’s Order. 

On December 15, 2004, Qwest filed a Request for Procedural Conference and a request to 

consolidate the Complaint with the Arbitration docket. Qwest claimed that the section that forms the 

basis of Autotel’s complaint contains language that was included elsewhere in Autotel’s form of 
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DOCKET NO. T-01051B-04-0152 ET AL. 

agreement. 

Pursuant to Procedural Order dat ;1 February 11,2005, the matters were consolidated because 

the complaint involved an interpretation of Decision No. 67408. A Procedural Conference was set 

for February 23,2005. 

Following the February 23, 2005 Procedural Conference, the parties were able to resolve the 

dispute that had caused Autotel to file the formal complaint. On March 22, 2005, Autotel filed a 

“Withdrawal of Formal Complaint.’’ 

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that because the parties have been able to consensually 

T-0205 1B-04-0884, should be resolve their dispute, Autotel’s formal complaint, Docket No. 

dismissed and the matter administratively closed. 

DATED this h V % a y  of April, 2005. 

I” ” ADMWISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE 
/ARBITRATOR 

i 

Copies of the foregoing mailed 
this /F day of April, 2005 to: 

Richard Oberdorfer Norman Curtright 
Autotel QWEST CORPORATION 
1 14 North East Perm Avenue 
Bend, OR 97701 

4041 N. Central Avenue 
Phoenix, AZ 85012 

Timothy Berg 
Theresa Dwyer 
FENNEMORE CRAIG, PC 
3003 N. Central Ave., Suite 2600 
Phoenix, Arizona 850 12 
Attorneys for Qwest 

Ted E. Smith 
Gregory B. Monson 
Stoel Rives LLP 
201 S. Main, Ste, 1100 
Salt Lake City, Utah 841 11 
Attorneys for Qwest 

Christopher Kempley, Chief Counse 
Legal Division 
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Ernest Johnson, Director 
Utilities Division 
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
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