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11 P urs ua nt to  the  P roce dura l Orde r da te d S e pte mbe r 19, 2007 in  th is  ma tte r, Qwe s t

12 Corpora tion ("Qwe s t") submits  the  following comme nts  re la ting to S ta ffs  Re port in the  ma tte r of

13 Qwest's  Performance  Assurance  Plan ("PAP") submitted on January 17, 2008.

14

15

16

17 On June  22, 2007, Qwes t, Esche lon Te lecom, Inc., DIECA Communica tions d/b/a Cova d

18 Communica tions  Compa ny a nd  McLe od Te le communica tions  S e rvice s , Inc file d  with  the

19 Arizona  Corpora tion Commis s ion ("Commis s ion") a  Notice  of S tipula tion Re ga rding Ce rta in

20 P e rforma nce  Indica tor De finitions  ("P IDs ") a nd Qwe s t P e rforma nce  As s ura nce  P la n ("QP AP ")

21 Provis ions  and Joint Motion to Approve  Same  on Beha lf of the  S tipula ting Pa rtie s . Subsequently,

22 the  Commis s ion conve ne d a  proce dura l confe re nce  to ide ntify the  a ppropria te  proce dure s  to

23 re vie w the  propose d modifica tions  in which the  pa rtie s , including Commiss ion Utilitie s  Divis ion

24 S ta ff ("S ta ff'), pa rticipa te d. At the  proce dura l confe re nce , it wa s agreed (and subsequently

25 orde re d by the  Adminis tra tive  La w Judge ), tha t be ca use  a  S ix Month Re vie w ha d not be e n he ld

for some  time  comme nts  on the  S tipula tion would be  sought in conjunction with a ny othe r ite ms

I. Introduction

26
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QpAp."1

genera lly concerning the  PIDs and QPAP.

P a rtie s  in the  docke t we re  firs t a ske d to notify the  Commiss ion if the y wa nte d to re ma in

on the  se rvice  lis t. Initia l comments  were  due  November 19, 2007 (60 days  a fte r the  confe rence ).

Re ply comme nts  we re  due  on De ce mbe r 17, 2007, Qwe s t file d re ply comme nts . The n on or

5 be fore  J a nua ry 17, S ta ff wa s  to "s ynthe s ize  the  pa rtie s ' comme nts  a nd file  its  S ta ff Re port

6 including S ta ff's  proce dura l a nd s ubs ta ntive  re comme nda tions  conce rning the  S tipula tion a nd

7 Howe ve r, ra the r tha n tiling a  S ta ff Re port on the  s tipula tion, S ta ff suggests  furthe r

8 review of uncontested issues.

9 Of the  roughly 100 CLECs  ope ra ting  in  Arizona  ha ving e nte re d  a n  in te rconne ction

10 a gre e me nt with Qwe s t, five  indica te d the y we re  inte re s te d in the  S tipula tion or QP AP  is s ue s

ge ne ra lly by e le cting to  re ma in on the  s e rvice  lis t, none  propos e d a dditiona l is s ue s  in  this

12 proce e ding whe n give n the  opportunity to do s o. S ta ffs  s ta te me nt in the  re port tha t CLECs  do

13 not participa te  unless  ordered is  an unsupported assertion. Experience  in these  matte rs  shows tha t

14 CLECs participa te  when they a re  inte res ted and when the  issues  concern them, as  they did when

15 the y re a che d the  a gre e me nt on the  is sue s  conta ine d in the  S tipula tion. For ins ta nce , while  S ta ff

16 poin ts  out tha t the  Loop Qua l Audit is  unde rwa y, the re  is  no  me ntion  of the  CLEC tha t is

17 volunta rily pa rticipa ting in tha t e xe rcis e . The  Loop Qua l Audit is  not ye t ripe  for inclus ion. The

18 a udit ha s  jus t be gun a nd ce rta inly not re a che d a  pla ce  whe re  conclus ions  ca n be  dra wn or

19 re comme nda tions  ma de . S ta ff furthe r sugge s ts  tha t it would be  a ppropria te  to subje ct Qwe s t to

20 tracking and measurements  re la ted to two "new technologies" when the  products  a ssocia ted with

21 those  te chnologie s  ne ithe r fa ll within the  s cope  of S e ction 251 of the  Te le communica tions  Act

22 nor are  the  subj act of interconnection agreements under Section 252.

23 Though dire cte d to s ynthe s ize  comme nts , S ta ff doe s  not a cknowle dge  tha t the  S tipula ting

24 parties  agree  and tha t the  three  other pa rties  tha t remained on the  se rvice  lis t offe red no objection

25
26 1 Procedura l Order, Docket No. T-01051B-03-0859, page  2, lines  13-15.
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11. P ro c e d u ra l Is s u e s

As  a  s e lf-e xe cuting  re me dy p la n , the  QP AP  e ncoura ge s  Qwe s t, p rima rily th rough

mone ta ry me cha nis ms , to provide  nondis crimina tory whole s a le  s e rvice  compa ra ble  to its  own

re ta il se rvices . QPAP Section 16.0 s ta tes  tha t "Sta ff sha ll seek the  mutua l consent of the  parties  to

a ny propos e d cha nge s ." The  propos e d cha nge s  ide ntifie d in the  S tipula tion a nd the  P ID a nd

QP AP  docume nta tion we re  volunta rily ne gotia te d a nd re ta in the  e s se ntia l na ture  of the  QP AP .

None of the  changes presented in the  2007 Stipula tion have  been objected to or commented upon.

Given tha t the  S tipula tion is  pa rt of the  record and no party, including S ta ff, has  chosen to provide

proposa ls  tha t contravene  any of its  provis ions  or voiced any opposition to the  changes it conta ins ,

it is  re a s ona ble  to conclude  tha t mutua l cons e nt for the  is s ue s  cove re d by the  S tipula tion is

pre se nt. With mutua l conse nt to those  propose d cha nge s  in pla ce , Qwe s t submits  tha t furthe r

or comme nts . S ta ff offe rs  no s ubs ta ntive  re a s on for furthe r re vie w of the  ite ms  a gre e d upon in the

S tipula tion,  but ins te a d s ugge s ts  m ore  re vie w is  in  orde r now. In  a ddition to  be ing a  pa rt of the

discus s ions  re sulting in a gre e d-upon cha nge s  to the  P ID Ma na ge me nt P roce s s  (tha t we re  pos te d in

Ma rc h  2 0 0 6 ),  S ta ff wa s  m a d e  a wa re  o n  s e v e ra l o c c a s io n s  o f th e  o n g o in g  P ID Ma n a g e m e n t

P roce ss  discuss ions  a nd the  na ture  of the  is sue s  be ing a ddre sse d

S ince  the  filing  of the  S tipu la tion  in  J une  2007 ,  in te re s te d  pa rtie s  in  Arizona  ha ve  ha d

7 a mple  opportunity to ra is e  is s ue s  a nd e xpre s s  conce rns  a nd ha ve  not done  s o. Qwe s t continue s  to

8 s ta te  th a t  it  is  s t ill a p p ro p ria te  fo r th e  C o m m is s io n  to  g ra n t  th e  J o in t  Mo tio n ,  a p p ro v e  th e

9 propos e d  m odific a tions  to  the  Q P AP ,  a llow the  P ID to  go  in to  e ffe c t a nd  c ons ide r the  re v ie w

1 0 comple te .

l  l

12

l a

1 4

l 5

1 6

17

1 8

19

2 0

2 1

2 2

2 3

2 4

2 5

2 6

2 In a ddition to a  notice  provide d to s ta te  s ta ff m e m be rs  in the  14 s ta te s , s e e  e .g. J une  30, 2006
Le tte r from Da ve  Ze igle r to Erne s t J ohns on.
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111. Qwes t Ana lys is  of S ta ff Re p o rt

1 review is  not necessa ry rega rding the  changes  in the  S tipula tion and the  Commiss ion may act to

2 approve those changes pursuant to Section 16 of the  QPAP.

3

4

5

6 A.

7

8

9 The  S ta ff Re port conte nds  the  cha rt on pa ge  4  of OP -3, OP -4 a nd OP -5 pa yme nts

10 "...shows  wide  swings  in monthly P ID pe rformance  by Qwes t" tha t wa rrants  examina tion in a  S ix

11 Month Re vie w a nd "...sugge s t some  modifica tion to one  of the se  P IDs  ma y be  de s ira ble ." The

12 da ta  S ta ff presents  a re  not pe rformance  da ta  but ra the r monthly payment amounts  aggrega ted a t

13 the  highes t leve l. P resenta tion of tha t da ta  a s  the  S ta ff has  done , gives  the  appearance  of e rra tic

14 pe rforma nce  which in re a lity doe s  not e xis t. Combining pa yme nt da ta  to a tte mpt to re fle ct

l5 pe rformance  provides  a  dis torted and incomple te  picture . S ta ff cha rted payments  a t the  PID leve l

16 and drew conclus ions  tha t a re  not actua lly supported by the  da ta . They cha racte rize  the  monthly

17 va riance  in the  payment to be  a  wide  swing in pe rformance  but when the  da ta  is  depicted whe re

18 the  s tandards  a re  actua lly assessed - a t the  submeasure  and product leve l - there  is  evidence  tha t

19 perfonnance  does  not swing wide ly--but ra the r the re  a re  isola ted ins tances  where  pe rfonnance  is

20 outs ide  the  normal range . Perfonnance  based inte lligence  may not be  derived from payment da ta ,

21 ra the r, it require s  pe rformance  da ta . S ta ff offe rs  no evidence  or subs tantia tion for any proposed

22 cha nge . While  a  S ix Month Re vie w is  one  a ppropria te  forum to a ddre s s  modifica tions  to P IDs

23 conta ined in the  QPAP, S ta ff ha s  fa iled to de fine  an is sue  tha t require s  additiona l a ttention or to

24 identify any performance  measurements  tha t should be  modified.

25 In support of its  pos ition, Qwe s t offe rs  the  following two e xa mple s  involving Unbundle d

26 DS1 Loops  in both a  benchmark and a  pa rity measurement context. For Unbundled DS1 Loops ,

Th e  S ta ff' s  S u g g e s tio n  th a t Fu rth e r  Mo d ific a tio n  o f a n  Un s p e c ifie d

Might be  Des irab le  Mis in te rpre ts  Da ta , Fa ils  to  Identify a  P roblem and  Should  be  Denied

P ID

K

s
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1 aggrega te  pe rformance  information is  cha rted for each ca lendar yea r from 2004-2007. Presented

2 be low is  the  Zone  1 dis a ggre ga tion with a  be nchma rk of 5.5 bus ine s s  da ys  a nd a s  shown, the

3 pe rforma nce  ce nte rs  be twe e n 5 a nd 6 da ys . The re  a re  no wide  s wings  in  pe rfonna nce  a s

4 suggested by the Staff.

OP 4D UBL DS1 Results

I
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16

17 is  its  pe rforma nce  unde r OP-3

Anothe r vie w of Qwe s t's  pe rforma nce  re la tive  to the  ins ta lla tion of Unbundle d DS I Loop

- Ins ta lla tion Commitme nts  me t. OP -3 is  a ls o dis a ggre ga te d by

18 Zone  but is  a  pa rity me a sure  compa ring on-time  DS I loop ins ta lla tions  with on-time  Re ta il DS 1

19 ins ta lla tions . The  cha rts  be low depict the  ca lenda r yea r pe rformance  a s  de te rmined by the  pa rity

20 score  each month. A pa rity score  be low ze ro indica te s  a  me t re sult tha t would trigge r no payment

21 in the  QPAP. As shown the  parity scores  in Zone  1 have  consis tently been be low zero.

22

23

24

25

26
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OP 3D UBL DS1 Parity Scores
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B. The Staff's Recommendation for Further Review of the PID Management

Process Compared to the Failed LTPA Is Without Basis, and Should Be Denied

ne ve rthe le s s  s e e ks  to la unch a n e ntire ly ne w round of re vie w, to de te rmine  whe the r the  P ID

Management Process  is  sa tis factory compared to the  optiona l, non-binding predecessor process

tha t ended four yea rs  ago. The  S ta ff appa rently discounts  the  fact tha t the  current process  has

a chie ve d its  purpose s , a s  prove n by the  ve ry e xis te nce  of the  S tipula tion jointly file d by Qwe s t

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10 Thus , whe n a na lyze d a ppropria te ly, the  da ta  a ctua lly re ve a ls  Qwe s t pe rforma nce  is

l l cons is tently sa tis factory and furthe r review of pe rformance  measurements  is  not warranted a t this

12 time .

13

14

15

16

17 The  2007 S tipula tion file d by Qwe s t a nd the  J oint CLECs  re s ults  from the successful

18 a pplica tion of the  P ID Ma na ge me nt P roce s s, s ubs ta ntia lly a s  tha t proce s s  e xis te d whe n the

19 Commiss ion s igne d off on the  la s t S ix Month Re vie w in 2005.3 In the  fa ce  of tha t succe ss , S ta ff

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

3 Decision No. 68240, docketed October 25, 2005.
4 Tha t process  was  known as  the  Long Te rm PID Adminis tra tion, or "LTPA."

3
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a nd the  Joint CLECs . P e rha ps  the  re a son is  tha t the  S ta ff a ppe a rs  to ha ve  confuse d diffe re nt

2 processes. S ta ff mis ta ke nly s ta te s  tha t a n  Es che lon compla in t (the  "Es che lon Expe dite s

3 Compla int")5 made  aga ins t Qwest in 2006 a rose  out of the  PID Management P rocess . In point of

4 fa ct, the  Es che lon Compla int involve d re que s ts  for e xpe dite s  for s e rvice , which a ros e  out of a

5 comple te ly diffe re nt proce ss , the  Cha nge  Ma na ge me nt P roce ss  ("CMP "). CMP  is  s e pa ra te  a nd

6 dis tinct from the  P ID Ma na ge me nt P roce s s , a nd doe s  not modify e ithe r the  P IDs  or the  QP AP .

7 The  S ta ff doe s  not cite  a ny ins ta nce s  of a bus e , or compla int re ga rding the  P ID Ma na ge me nt

8 Process . S ta ff does  not bring forward any examples  of PID Management Process  fa ilures , or lack

9 of transparency, or lack of openness , or lack of time liness , or lack of overa ll e ffectiveness . The

10 S ta ffs  re que s t for more re vie w of P ID Ma na ge me nt P roce s s  ha s  not be e n supporte d, a nd the

request should not be  adopted.

12 The  S ta ffs  Re port mis ta ke nly e qua te s  the  P ID Ma na ge me nt P roce s s  with CMP , a nd

13 e rroneous ly s ta te s  tha t the  recent Esche lon Expedite s  Compla int aga ins t Qwes t "involve [e s ] the

14 ve ry P ID ma na ge me nt proce s s  tha t Qwe s t ha s  a dvoca te d a s  the  a lte rna tive  to the  LTP A." As

15 note d a bove , the  Es che lon Expe dite s  Compla int a ga ins t Qwe s t involve d the  CMP .6 The  CMP

16 doe s  no t invo lve  P IDs , nor is  the  CMP  a n  a lte rna tive  to  the  fa ile d  LTP A.7 The  CMP

17 documenta tion express ly provides  tha t PID management is  not the  purpose  of CMP.8 The  S ta ff' s

18

19 5 S e e , In the  Ma tte r of the  Applica tion of the  Compla int of Es che lon Te le com of Arizona , Inc.,
Aga ins t Qwe s t Corpora tion, Ariz. Corp. Comm'n. Docke t Nos . T-03406A-06-0257, T-01051B-
06-0257.
6 Staff' s  Post Hearing Brie f in the  Esche lon Expedites  Compla int describes  the  controversy in tha t
proceeding as follows :

This  ca s e  involve s  a  compla int by Es che lon ... a lle ging tha t Qwe s t wa s
denying it the  ability to expedite  Loca l Se rvice  Reques ts  unde r its  Inte rconnection
Agre e me nt .. unle s s  it s igne d a n Ame ndme nt it to its  ICA ... Qwe s t re lie s  upon
the  Cha nge  Ma na ge me nt P roce s s  ("CMP ") to jus tify its  a ctions ." S ta ff's  P os t-
He a ring Brie f, Docke t No. T-03406A-06-0257, pa ge  l.

24 7 CMP was  approved by the  Commiss ion a s  pa rt of Qwest's  Section 271 applica tion. Infonna tion
concerning CMP ma y be found on Qwe s t's wholesale services webs ite , a t
http1//www.qwest.com/wholesa le /cmp/.

26 x Qwest Wholesale  Change Management Document, Section 2.6.
25
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reques t tha t the  Commiss ion "review the  Change  Management P rocess  to de te rmine  if its  use  is

sa tis factory," obvious ly is  premised on an e rroneous  unde rs tanding, because  the  CMP does  not

a pply to P ID ma na ge me nt.9 Like ly, S ta ff me a ns  to s a y tha t it re comme nds  re vie w of the  P ID

Management Process , and if tha t is  S ta ff" s  intention, the  S ta ff' s  cita tion of the  Esche lon Expedite

Compla int as  a  basis  for the  request for review of the  PID Management Process  is  wrong, because

the  Esche lon Expedite  Compla int a rose  out of CMP, not out of the  PID Management Process .

Whe n  the  Commis s ion  de c ide d  in  2005  to  pe nn i Qwe s t to  p roce e d  with  the  P ID7

g Ma na ge me nt P roce s s , it wa s  ove r the  obje ctions  of the  S ta ff, who fa vore d the  optiona l, non-

9 binding LTP A, de spite  the  fa ct tha t, a s  the  Commiss ion found, "S ta ff pa rticipa tion in the  LTP A

10 wa s  limite d," a nd de s pite  the  fa ct tha t, "the  pa rtie s  we re  a ble  to ne gotia te  P ID modifica tion in

l l conne ction with the  firs t S ix Month Re vie w without the  LTP A proce s s . Neve rthe le ss , the
,>10

12 Commiss ion note d the  S ta ff s  conce rns  a bout the  the n-ne w P ID Ma na ge me nt P roce s s . Those

13 concerns , which were  only specula tion because  the  PID Management Process  had not been tried,

14 focused on the  "amount of control over the  process" in the  hands  of Qwest, the  "transparency and

l5 openness" of the  process , and the  lack of time liness  for the  process ." Furthe r, S ta ff worried about

whe the r the  proce s s  would a llow for a  me a ns  "to involve  commis s ion s ta ffs ."H

17 ha nd, the  Commis s ion re cognize d tha t the re  we re  s e rious  is s ue s  with the  pre de ce s s or LTP A

18 proce ss , a nd tha t "on pa pe r," a nd "in the ory" Qwe s t's  P ID Ma na ge me nt P roce s s  a llowe d for a ll

19 in te re s te d  CLE Cs  to  o b ta in  in fo rma tio n  o n  p e n d in g  P ID mo d ifica tio n  re q u e s ts  with  a n

16 On the  othe r

9 The  initia l confus ion by S ta ff be tween the  role s  of CMP and PID Management His t appea red in
the  Esche lon Expedite s  Compla int, in which the  S ta ff made  the  following recommenda tion:

20

21

22

23

24
cons ide re d a s  pa rt of the  ne xt cos t docke t.9
03406A-06-0257, T-010518-06-0257, p. 2, 4, March 9, 2007.

S ta ff re comme nds  tha t a  pe rforma nce  me a s ure me nt for e xpe dite s  of
Unbundle d Loops  be  de ve lope d through CMP a nd tha t the  ra te s  for e xpe dite s  be

S ta ff Comme nts , Docke t Nos . T-

10 Findings of Fact 1136, Decision No. 68240.
it id., w35, 37.

I

1

25

26
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3

4

opportunity for a ny CLEC to pa rticipa te ; Fa ce d with the s e  conflicting vie ws , the  Commis s ion

wise ly de cide d tha t the  be s t course  of a ction wa s  to try to s e e  if the  P ID Ma na ge me nt P roce s s

would work: "We  can be tte r eva lua te  the  e ffectiveness  of Qwes t's  process  a fte r the  pa rtie s  have

had some experience  with it."13

In De cis ion No. 68240, the  Commiss ion a lso a ske d the  indus try a nd S ta ff to discuss  the5

6 conce rns  ra is e d a bout the  ne w P ID Ma na ge me nt P roce s s . As  a  re s u lt o f thos e  e ns u ing

7 dis cus s ions , the  P roce s s  wa s  cha nge d to include  ma na ge me nt of P AP s  a s  we ll, a nd to a dd

from thos e  d is cus s ions  wa s provide  notice

10 commiss ions ' s ta ffs  during the  re ce ss  a fte r initia l discuss ions  com fe te .9

9 Anothe r cha nge  re s ulting

8 timeframes  for when Qwes t should re spond to submiss ions  of reques ts  to modify P IDs  or PAPs .

ma de  to to  s ta te

Now, ove r two ye a rs  ha ve  e la ps e d unde r the  P ID Ma na ge me nt P roce s s . Unde r tha t

12 process , Qwest and its  CLEC counte rpa rts  have  been able  to agree  on modifica tions , which have

13 been jointly proposed in this  proceeding. By any s tanda rd, the  bringing forth of tha t work product

14 evidences  tha t the  industry can work within this  process .

15 S ta ff's  re comme nda tion tha t the  indus try comme nt on the  [succe ss ful] P ID Ma na ge me nt

16 Process  to de te rmine  whe ther its  use  is  sa tis factory compared to the  [fa iled] LTPA is  unnecessa ry

17 in light of the  comme nt cycle  the  Commiss ion ha s  jus t comple te d in this  proce e ding. As  note d

18 a bove ,  the  Commis s ion  p rovide d  no tice  o f th is  p roce e d ing  to  e ve ry CLEC tha t ha s  a n

19 inte rconne ction a gre e me nt with Qwe s t in the  S ta te  of Arizona  (a round one  hundre d CLECs ),

20 providing the m the  opportunity to comme nt "on the  S tipula tion, a s  we ll a s  on a ny othe r is sue s

21 concerning the  QPAP and p1Ds."'4 Not a  s ingle  CLEC comme nte d on the  S tipula tion, on how it

11

22 was formula ted or on the  PID Management Process.

23

2 4

12 Ra., 1135.
25 13 Id., 1139.
26 14 Procedura l Order, September 19, 2007. (Emphasis  added).

The  Commis s ion  s ta te d  in  De cis ion  No. 68240 tha t the  pa rtie s  s hould  propos e  a n

9



4

l a lte rna tive  proce dure  for P ID ma na ge me nt during the  ne xt S iX Month Re vie w if the  pa rtie s '

2 e xpe rie nce  with  Qwe s t's  P ID Ma na ge me nt P roce s s  finds  it to  be  unfa ir,  ina cce s s ib le  o r

3 ine ffe ctua l. In pra ctice  it ha s  prove n to be  fa ir, a cce s s ible  a nd e ffe ctive , a nd the  S ta ff ha s  not

4 pre s e nte d a  s ingle  e xa mple  or comme nt by a n indus try pa rticipa nt to the  contra ry. The  S ta ffs

5 recommendation for further review of the  PID Management Process  should be  denied.

6

7

8

c. S ta ff ha d  Four Mon ths  to  Re vie w the  Is s ue s  in  the  S tipu la tion  a nd  Fa ile d  to

Comment Substantively, They Should Not be Granted More Time for Review

In  th is  p ro ce e d in g ,  th e  ALJ  c le a rly o rd e re d  S ta ff to  co mme n t p ro ce d u ra lly a n d

s ubs ta n tive ly on  the  S tipu la tion  a nd  the  QP AP  in  its  Re port bu t,  in  e s s e nce , S ta ff on ly

recommends  tha t more  review, in the  form of a  S ix Month Review, be  conducted despite  the  fact

tha t the  Partie s  discussed, during the  Procedura l Confe rence , the  submiss ion of additiona l issues

as  a  procedura l avenue  to address  the  S ix Month Review. Qwest objects  to anothe r review of the

S ta ff ha s  ha d ma ny months  to cons ide r it, but offe rs  no

9

10

11

12

13

14

15 is s ue s  e mbodie d in the  S tipula tion.

16 a lte rna tive s  or obje ctions . The  S tipula ting P a rtie s  ha ve  a ffirma tive ly s ta te d tha t during the

17 discussions they sought to ensure  tha t the  resolution (changes to the  PID and QPAP proposed for

18 a doption in the  S tipula tion) s e rve  the  public inte re s t. Arizona  s trongly fa vors  s e ttle me nts  a nd

19 volunta ry re solution of is sue s  s e rve s  the  public inte re s t.l5 Mutua l conse nt ha s  a lre a dy be e n

20 re a che d a nd no obje ctions  ha ve  be e n note d, pa rticipa ting pa rtie s  s tipula te d to ce rta in de fine d

21 issues. All of this  ha s  be e n a ccomplis he d unde r the  P ID Ma na ge me nt P roce s s , which wa s

22 imple me nte d a fte r dis cus s ion with the  indus try a nd with the  S ta ff, jus t a s  this  Commis s ion

23 ordered. Furthe r, the re  ha s  be e n a mple  opportunity to offe r a dditiona l is sue s  in a  subs ta ntive

24

25

26

15 See Ag. Mille r v. Ke lly, 212 Ariz. 283 (Ariz. Ct. App. 2006), In re  Wa shington P ublic P owe r
Supply Sys tem Sec. Litiga tion, 720 F. Supp. 1379 (D. Ariz. 1989)

10



13

10

12

11

14

fa shion and pa rtie s  have  chosen not to do so. If is sues  a rise  la te r, S ta ff could reques t tha t a  S ix

2 Month Re vie w be  ope ne d a t tha t time  whe n the  is s ue  is  ripe . The  S ta ffs  re comme nda tion for

further review of the  S tipula tion and the  QPAP should be  denied.3

9

4

8

7

6

5

1

Thus , Qwe s t re que s ts  the  Commis s ion gra nt the  J oint Motion, a pprove  the  propos e d

modifica tions  to the  QP AP , a llow the  P ID to go into e ffe ct a nd cons ide r tha t this  re vie w cycle

comple te , a ll of the  purposes  of a  S ix Month Review having been sa tis fied.

Iv.

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED, this  30th day of Janua ry, 2008.

Qwest Recommendation and Request
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Norma n G. Curtright
Corpora te  Counse l (
20 East Thomas Road, 16th Floor
P hoe nix, AZ 85012
Te lephone : (602) 630-2187
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18 Attorne y for Qwe s t Corpora tion
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1 ORIGINAL a nd  13 c op ie s  ha nd-de live re d  fo r
Filing  th is  30th  day of J anua ry, 2008 to :

2

3

4

Docke t Control
ARIZONA CORP ORATION COMMIS S ION
1200 W. Washington Stree t
P hoe nix, AZ 85007

5

6

COPY of the foregoing emailed/mailed
this 30th day of January, 2008 to:

7

8

9

Maureen A. Scott, Esq.
Le ga l Divis ion
ARIZONA CORP ORATION COMMIS S ION
1200 W. Washington Stree t
P hoe nix, AZ 95007
Email: rnscott@cc.sta te .az.us

10

13

Ernest G. Johnson, Director
Utilitie s  Divis ion
ARIZONA CORP ORATION COMMIS S ION
1200 W. Washington Stree t
P hoe nix, AZ 85007
Email: e rnestjohnson@cc.sta te .az.us

14

15

16

17

Lyn Fa rmer, Chie f Adminis tra tive  Law Judge
Jane Rodder, Administra tive  Law Judge
He a ring Divis ion
ARIZONA CORP ORATION COMMIS S ION
1200 W. Washington
P hoe nix, AZ 85007
Email: 1fam1er@cc.state.az.us

18

19

20

21

Gre gory T. Dia mond
Senior Counsel
Coved Communica tions  Company
7901 Lowry Boulevard, Second Floor
De nve r, CO 80230

Joan S. Burke, Esq.
Osborn Ma ledon, P .A.
2020 N. Central Avenue, 215K Floor
P .0. Box 36379
P hoe nix, AZ 85067-6379

22

23

Dougla s  K. De nny
Dire ctor -- Cos ts  & P olicy
Inte gra  Te lkom
730 Second Avenue South, Suite  900
Minne a polis , MN 5540224

Karen Clausen, Esq.
Senior Director of Inte rconnection
And Associa te  Genera l Counse l
Inte gra  Te lcom
730 Second Avenue South, Suite  900
Minne a polis , MN 55402

25

26

12



1

2

3

Michae l Pa tten
ROS HKA DEWULF & P ATTEN, P LC
400 E. Van Buren, Suite  900
P hoe nix, AZ 85004-3906
Email: mpa tten@rhd-1aw.com

Ma rk A. DiNunzio
Cox Arizona  Te lkom LLC
1550 West Deer Valley Road
MS  DV3-16, Bldg C
P hoe nix, AZ 85027

4

5

6

7

8

9

Gary Joseph
Na tiona l Brands , Inc. db
Sharenet Communications
4633 West Polk Street
P hoe nix, AZ 85043
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