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INTRODUCTION

Qwest’s initial comments regarding the scope of Phase II, which were filed on February
18, 2009, stated Qwest’s opposition to inclusion of its access rates in Phase II. The Commission
previously split the Access Charges Docket into phases, one phase for Qwest and one for the
other carriers. The phase regarding Qwest’s rates was resolved, and there are no compelling
reasons for the Commission to re-open its determination or to reverse course on its established
process. Qwest pointed out in its Comments that its access rates were already the lowest in the
state, and have been reduced four times since 2001, while no other carriers’ rates have been
analyzed by the Commission. The Commission should complete its plan, and turn its attention to
the other carriers, including CLECs. Further reductions of Qwest’s access rates would only
increase the gulf that separates the higher, heretofore unexamined rates of the other LECs and
Qwest’s rates, making an already difficult task for those other LECs harder still.

No support exists for AT&T’s proposal to include Qwest. AT&T is the only participant
in this industry-wide proceeding that commented in favor of including Qwest’s rates in Phase II.
None of the other carriers filed comments, nor did the Staff. RUCO, which is the only other
commenting party, agrees with Qwest that AT&T’s request to include Qwest has already been
decided by the Commission.

RUCO also finds that AT&T has not presented any evidence that Qwest’s rates are
inappropriate. Indeed, AT&T’s initial comments are based on inaccurate facts and unsupported
or illogical theories, and a rehash of its flawed procedural analysis that claims to find that the
Commission never really intended for the docket to proceed in serial phases. More serious,
perhaps, is AT&T’s failure to grasp that insistence on including Qwest’s rates can only prolong
the docket, and cause all those other carriers whose rates are higher than Qwest’s an even greater
challenge to bring their access charges down and make up the lost revenue by other means.

AT&T has not shown the justification for its claims of urgency.
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Having sat on its hands for years on end and having not participated in Phase I, or done
anything to advance Phase II, AT&T’s request that the Commission should now urgently strive
for AT&T’s view of universal perfection, is unwise. Qwest submits that the more orderly
method of proceeding, and the course of action that holds the most chance of success, is to
complete Phase II as originally planned by the Commission. All other carriers’ rates must now
be examined and a means found to lower those rates in a revenue neutral solution. Movement of
those other carriers towafd the Qwest rate is a reasonable, potentially achievable objective of this
Phase II

Qwest does not claim that its access charge rates are forever exempt from further review
and possible reduction because it completed Phase I. The approach that suggests itself is to
complete Phase II for all the other carriers, with Qwest’s intrastate access rates as the objective.
While that process is more modest than AT&T argues for, it will provide a better likelihood that
meaningful access reform will occur for the first time for all other carriers. It will also provide a
better chance for the exercise of due care toward the important necessary corollary objectives of
(a) revenue neutrality for the access rate reductions forced on those other carriers, and (b)
leveling the competitive advantage of implicit subsidies currently enjoyed by CLECs whose
access charges are higher than Qwest’s. If the Commission can accomplish those objectives,
which are not easy, then it can turn its attention to a possible subsequent Phase 111 for all carriers,
including Qwest. In that Phase III, all carriers would, for the first time, start from the same
levels. Further reductions, if then justified, will be more manageable because the high rates

currently assessed by rural LECs will have been lowered from their previous peaks.

A. No Other Party Argues For Out-of-Phase Inclusion of Qwest’s Rates in
Phase I1
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As the Commission is aware, the order requiring parties to comment on whether Qwest
should be included in Phase II came about as a direct result of earlier comments filed by just one
party—AT&T. In the course of its procedural comments requested by the Commission on how
to advance Phase II, AT&T made unauthorized and unsolicited recommendations that Qwest
should be included. Qwest properly moved to strike those comments. At the ensuing procedural
conference, the parties agreed and the Hearing Division decided that rather than deciding the
question raised by AT&T in the context of a motion to strike filed by Qwest, it made sense to
take comments from all parties on the question of whether Qwest should be included in Phase II.
The resulting filings are powerful evidence that the industry as a whole does not consider the
inclusion of Qwest in Phase II to be wise or necessary. Only AT&T commented in favor of
inclusion of Qwest

The only party commenting, other than AT&T and Qwest, is RUCO. RUCO rejects
AT&T’s flawed interpretation of the procedural history of this docket. RUCO states that the
Commission has already decided the question raised by AT&T, and that AT&T has not provided

any evidence that Qwest’s rates are inappropriate.

B. AT&T’s View That Phase I and II Are Already Combined Procedurally Is
Unsupportable

In its comments AT&T attempts to persuade the Commission that while it bifurcated the
Access Charges Docket into two Phases, one for Qwest and one for the rest of the LECs, that the
Commission would simultaneously hold hearings on both phases and that the two phases were
not intended to be conducted one after the other. AT&T Comments, p. 8-9. There is no support

for that strained interpretation. As RUCO states:

AT&T’s filing resurrects an issue that was already decided by Judge
Nodes in Docket RT-00000H-97-0137 and T0O0000D-00-0672. At that
time, the Commission, over the concerns of Qwest and RUCO, bifurcated
the issue of access charges and placed the discrete issue of Qwest’s access
charges in Phase I. Now, that Phase I has concluded, including Qwest in
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Phase II is tantamount to re-litigating the matter already decided by the
Commission.

RUCO Comments, p. 3.

C. Qwest’s Access Rates Have Been Resolved By the Commission

RUCO agrees with Qwest that the matter of Qwest’s access rates has been resolved.
RUCO notes that the Commission determined that Qwest’s access rates should be addressed in
Phase I, in conjunction with the review of the Qwest price cap plan in docket no. T-01051B-03-

0454, and that Phase I was subsequently concluded by order of the Commission:

Qwest’s Price cap plan was reviewed under the above-referenced docket and its
access charges were considered. The matter was resolved by a settlement
agreement (“Settlement Plan”) approved by the Commission on March 23, 2006.
See Decision 68604, Docket No. T-0105-03-0454, approving the Settlement Plan.
The Decision set Qwest’s intrastate access charges.

RUCO Comments, p. 2., lines 14-18 (emphasis added).

D. AT&T Has Not Demonstrated that Examination of Qwest’s Rates Must Be
Included In Phase 11

Qwest showed in its initial comments that AT&T voluntarily abandoned its participation
in Phase I regarding Qwest’s rates. AT&T did not even file comments. Then, AT&T failed to
urge action on this Phase II. Now, in a sudden about-face AT&T claims that the Commission
must urgently address Qwest’s access 1'étes again, in Phase II. Qwest submits that any such
drastic revision of Commission orders and pre-determined processes must be supported by a
showing of a significant change of circumstances. AT&T has failed to make any such showing,
As stated by RUCO, “AT&T has not provided any evidence that Qwest’s rates are

inappropriate.” RUCO Comments, p.3, lines 10-11.
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1. AT&T Fails In Its Attempts to Dress Up Its Argument for
Lowering Access Charges As Necessary For Broadband Deployment

First, it should be apparent that although AT&T’s comments touch on many different
levels of competition in communications services, AT&T’s interest is its selfish purpose to
reduce the costs of its intrastate long distance service incurs. AT&T’s comments conflate
several other policy arguments, perhaps because its selfish interest—that of paying lower access
charges—are not compelling.

AT&T attempts to support its arguments in favor of including Qwest in Phase II by
claiming that access charge reductions are necessary to spur broadband deployment. In support
of that non-linear hypothesis, AT&T cites a position paper from a Washington D.C. organization
named the Phoenix Center For Advanced Legal & Economic Public Policy Studies. AT&T cites
that paper for the proposition that “[H}igh non-uniform intercarrier compensation rates can deter
broadband deployment when broadband represents a threat to existing revenue streams drawn
from high termination rates.” AT&T Comments, p 3-4. However, AT&T fails to explain the

context of the study, which is rural broadband deployment by independents:

Federal Communications Commission Chairman Kevin J. Martin . . . has recently
circulated a comprehensive reform proposal that has sparked a debate as to whether the
current [intercarrier compensation] system hinders or promotes the deployment of
advanced broadband services in rural America. “Do High Call Termination rates Deter
Broadband Deployment?,* T. Randolph Beard and George S. Ford, Phoenix Center
Policy Bulletin, October 2008, p. 1 (emphasis added).

The usefulness of the study is limited to effects of high access charges by high cost rural LECs.

As the study characterizes its own conclusion:

“Since areas where call termination rates are high tend to be less densely populated and
rural, our findings suggest that broadband deployment to rural areas would be fostered if
policy promoted lower and perhaps more uniform compensation rates.” Id., p. 3
(emphasis added).

The essential reasoning of the study is that small, rural LECs who are more dependent on high

access charges have no incentive to transform their local network infrastructure to broadband




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

capability, because it will enable callers to migrate to VoIP and other services that do not incur
access charges. The study admits that its conclusion is hotly debated. Id., p. 2. However, even
if true, the conclusion only supports that the most urgent issue is in the rural areas where LECs
generally have the highest access charge rates. The conclusion is of doubtful value altogether in
the case of a carrier such as Qwest, which has demonstrated an objective and history of building
out its broadband capabilities. All that AT&T has shown is that Phase II is most urgent for rural

providers that tend to have the highest access rates.

2. The Only Thing That Has Happened Since Phase I--The Mere
Passage Of Time--Does Not Provide A Reason For The Commission To
Change Its Approach.

Much of AT&T’s argument for the Commission to revise its orders setting Qwest’s
access rates relies on the passage of time since the entire Access Charges Docket was first
bifurcated. AT&T states it “had no idea that examination of other carriers’ switched access
charges would still have not taken place by today in 2009.” AT&T Comments, p. 8. However,
the mere passage of time is not grounds to re-litigate a matter already decided by the
Commission. None of the fundamentals of the matter have changed from the time Qwest’s rates
were set in Decision No. 68604.

AT&T points to the difference between Qwest’s intrastate and interstate switched access
rates, for example. But that disparity has been virtually the same since Decision No. 68604 was
entered. AT&T does not explain why it is urgent now, when it wasn’t when Phase I was

resolved.

AT&T makes vague allusions to the growth of newer technologies and developments to
which consumers are turning, to the detriment of AT&T’s core long distance wireline business.
AT&T claims that “none of these providers, however, is subject to the same high access charge

subsidy regime” that AT&T faces. AT&T Comments, p. 2. However, AT&T’s arguments are of
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doubtful value, insofar as AT&T attempts to equate “e-mail” and “social web sites” as
comparable functionality to wireline toll service. Clearly, AT&T’s disadvantage in that regard 1s
borne out of the public’s acceptance of new, non-voice means of communicating, and is not
caused by access charges. Further, AT&T mentions “cable telephony,” which has indeed grown
phenomenally in Arizona. However, AT&T doesn’t explain how the growth of cable telephone
service from providers such as Cox has changed the fundamental issue of access charges. So far

as Qwest is aware, Cox charges AT&T and all IXCs switched access.

3. AT&T Fails To Recognize That Switched Access Reductions
Will Cause Local Rates to Rise, Which In Turn Will Result In Further
Migration of Traffic Off Circuit Switched Wireline Services

AT&T seems to believe that access charges are the primary cause of the migration of
users to wireless and VoIP. However, Qwest submits that a far more influential factor in the
minds of consumers is the cost of local voice communications. Qwest believes that customers
choose VoIP over local wireline telephone service, for example, on the basis of the monthly rate.
Because a potential outcome of the reduction of access charges likely will be higher local rates,
greater access line losses may result. It will be ironic if AT&T’s mission to pay reduced access
charges results in greater bypass of wireline circuit switched services and further decline of its
business.

What AT&T doesn’t address when it complains of high access charges, is that consumers
don’t generally benefit as a direct result of reduction of those rates. Long distance rates are set
on a nationwide basis and national IXCs such as AT&T don’t typically flow the access charge
reductions in a given state through to their customers. The premise of AT&T’s argument that
customers will use their services more if access charges are lower, because AT&T’s rates will be

lower, has not been shown to be true.

4, AT&T Does Not Prove That Qwest’s Interstate Access Rates
Are Unreasonable
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As shown above, Qwest’s intrastate access rates have been set by the Commission, and
AT&T’s request is tantamount to a request to re-litigate a resolved issue. As such, AT&T’s
request should be denied. However, even if AT&T’s request for review of Qwest’s rates was
procedurally appropriate, AT&T has not substantiated its claims that Qwest’s intrastate switched
access rates are unreasonable.

AT&T’s premise for the notion that Qwest’s rates are excessive seems to be that Qwest’s
interstate rates are lower than its intrastate rates.' That, however, was a known fact when the
Commission set the rates in Phase I. Regardless, when it comes to determining the
reasonableness of access charges of a single company such as Qwest, the analysis must look at
the rates of other providers to be fair.

AT&T’s criticism of Qwest’s rates is not fair or reasonable, because it does not compare
those rates to the rest of the LECs in Arizona. Access charges are a historical product of
regulator-approved subsidies. As subsidies, those rates are not cost of service based.
Accordingly, an allegation that the lowest rates in the state (Qwest’s) are unreasonable, is
nothing more than a perspective on the need for further access charge reductions across the
board. AT&T may say that access charges in general are too high as a matter of policy, and that
access charges must be brought down, as a matter of policy; but to single out one company’s
rates as unreasonable and excessive simply by comparing its intrastate rate to its interstate rate
does not prove anything. AT&T does not compare the disparity between Qwest’s interstate and
intrastate rates to the disparities of the other carriers. That analysis would show that by

comparison, Qwest has moved much closer than most other carriers. It would also show that

! See, AT&T Comments, p 4. There, AT&T compares something it calls “average unit rates” for
Qwest’s interstate and intrastate rates. “Average unit rates” are the product of manipulation of
data by AT&T. AT&T does not state the “average unit rates for any other LEC in its comments.
Qwest wishes to note that it does not agree that the “average unit rates” are validly calculated or
provide meaningful information. The interstate switched unit access rate AT&T cites for Qwest
does not match any rate stated in Qwest’s tariffs, and Qwest believes it is substantially
understated. Qwest submits that a commonly accepted national average rate for interstate access
may be more reliable and useful. That commonly accepted national average rate is $.0055.
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Qwest’s interstate rates are lower than the rates of the rural ILECs, and its intrastate rates and
interstate rates are lower than other carriers in an absolute comparison. .

Nor does the fact that there is a difference between interstate and intrastate rates show a
failure on the part of either Qwest or Arizona public policy. The Commission may have
articulated in the past a long range purpose to achieve parity with interstate rates, but it never set
a deadline or locked itself into that objective. By its actions in setting the Phase I rates as it did,
the Commission signaled that its course of action is to decrement access rates on a phased basis.

There is not a fixed ultimate objective. That remains to be decided by the Commission.

E. Inclusion of Qwest’s Rates in Phase II Will Only Serve to Complicate, Delay
or Thwart Final Resolution

Qwest reiterates that 1ts intrastate switched access rates are lower, sometimes
substantially lower, than the other carriers. Qwest’s rates have been described in Phase II Access
Charges Docket as the “target’ for reductions other carriers should make. Reaching that lower
rate will be difficult, as most parties have recognized. If Qwest’s rates are the target that the
other companies should strive to meet, further reductions in Qwest’s rates will only make the
challenge for those companies, and the task of this Commission to achieve those reductions, even
harder.

RUCO agrees with Qwest when RUCO says that “the inclusion of Qwest in Phase II may
make it more difficult for the parties to narrow the issues in the scheduled workshops.” RUCO
Comments, p. 3. AT&T’s own comments support that concern. AT&T states that a recovery
method that might be appropriate for the amount of revenue associated with just rural carriers,
for example, might not be appropriate for the amount of revenue associated with all local
exchange carriers, including Qwest. AT&T Comments, pp. 6-7.

Qwest believes that the inclusion of Qwest’s rates in Phase II will diffuse the focus of the
proceeding, complicate the matter unduly, and increase the costs of participation for all carriers,

as Qwest stated in its Comments. Qwest Comments, p. 6. AT&T’s Comments did not address

10
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those objections. In its mission to accomplish the perfect universal result, AT&T is asking this
Commission to undertake the most difficult approach imaginable—that of simultaneous
universal carrier rate determination with nothing short of parity with interstate access as the only

acceptable goal. A lesser objective could garner more certainty of positive result in this case.

F. Phase II Should Proceed As Planned; A Third Phase May Be Considered
Subsequently to Include All Carriers on An Evenhanded Basis

Qwest is not arguing that its access charges are exempt from further analysis and possible
future reduction. Qwest’s position is that since the Commission determined that it should
proceed in two phases that those two phases should be completed as planned. Since the
magnitude of the challenge for the independents and the CLECs is significant, the separate Phase
II that is already established for these companies is still appropriate. It does not promise to be an
easy task to reduce the access charges of those entities to a level that is at parity with Qwest, and
it does not make sense to make the task even harder by injecting Qwest into Phase II. Therefore,
the approach that suggests itself is for the Commission to complete its Phase II as planned, and,
if the commission deems it necessary, follow with a Phase III. The Phase III Qwest envisions

will include all LECs, all treated the same.

G. Phase 11 Should Include the Rates of CLECs As Originally Was Intended

In its Comments, Qwest advocated that data requests should be devised to assist in the
exploration of whether CLECs should be included in Phase II. Qwest notes that nothing in the
record has excluded CLECs from Phase II. Indeed, the Commission’s orders have stated that
Phase I would address Qwest and “Phase II will consider access charges for all other telephone
carriers that provide access service.” Procedural Order, November 17, 2003, p 4, lines 4-5.
Qwest is concerned that the provision of the Procedural Order dated February 3, 2009, to the

effect that the workshop process that is ordered should address whether CLECs should be

11
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included Carriers in Phase II, has not been adequately aired. Opening the door for a discussion
about whether CLECs shall be dismissed from Phase II would constitute a stark reversal of
course. There has not been adequate process, commentary, or evidence to support such a
reversal.

The logic for including CLECs in Phase II is even more compelling now than it was
when the docket was bifurcated. In the intervening period CLECs have become formidable
competitors. Indeed, with Cox’s massive presence in the metropolitan markets which so
dominate Arizona’s telecommunications, the omission of CLECs would constitute a major
regulatory gulf that would be unthinkable.

Long ago the FCC capped CLEC interstate access rates.” A CLEC’s interstate per minute
access rate cannot be higher than the interstate switched access rate of the ILEC with which the
CLEC competes. A number of states have considered and adopted similar proposals for

reducing or capping CLECs’ intrastate rates.” Qwest urges that the Arizona Commission take

? Reform of Access Charges Imposed by Competitive Local Exchange Carriers, Seventh Report
& Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 16 FCC Red 9923 (2001) (“CLEC Rate
Cap Order™).

* A number of states have adopted regulations that generally mirror the FCC’s price cap
approach for CLEC access rates. Even prior to adoption of the FCC rule, the Maryland Public
Service Commission established a rule that generally caps CLECs’ switched access rates at the
level of the ILEC’s (Verizon’s) switched access rates. See Code of Maryland Regulations
§20.45.09.03(b). In Pennsylvania, the same result was accomplished through legislation in 2004.
66 Pa.C.S. [Consolidated Statutes] §3017(c)(‘“No telecommunications carrier providing
competitive local exchange telecommunications service may charge access rates higher than
those charged by the incumbent local exchange telecommunications company in the same
service territory unless such carrier can demonstrate that the higher access rates are cost
justified.”). Public Service Commissions in New York and Louisiana have also adopted
identical requirements. See, e.g., Case 94-C-0095, Opinion No. 98-10 (June 2, 1998), 1998 N.Y.
PUC Lexis 325, at 26-27 (CLECs must maintain their intrastate switched access charges at levels
that “[d]o not exceed those of the largest carrier in the LATA” “without a showing that higher
rates are cost based and in the public interest”). See also Louisiana PSC General Order No. U-
17949-TT, Appendix B (“Regulations for Competition in the Local Telecommunications
Market™), Section 301 (k)(4)(May 3, 1996)(providing that a CLEC shall charge non-
discriminatory switched access rates that do not exceed the intrastate switched access rates of the
competing ILEC in each of the CLEC’s certificated areas). Similarly, CLECs in Connecticut
have been required to adjust their intrastate access rates, if necessary, so that they do not exceed
the per-minute access rates of the largest ILEC in the state. CLEC Rate Cap Order, Decision,
DPUC Investigation of Intrastate Carrier Access Charges, Docket No. 02-05-17 (2004), 2004
Conn. PUC Lexis 15, at *45. In late 2007, three additional states — Virginia, Ohio and California

12
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careful note of those decisions of other states. The workshop’s proper role should be to

determine the details, not the principle, of reducing and capping CLECs rates.
CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated above, the Commission should proceed with Phase II of the Access
Charges Docket for all carriers who provide access services, other than Qwest. Qwest’s access

rates were resolved in Phase 1.

also acted to limit CLEC access rates. The Virginia Commission adopted a rule capping CLEC
access rates at the higher of the CLEC’s interstate rates or the intrastate rates of the ILEC in the
CLEC’s service territory. 20 Virginia Admin. Code §5-417-40(E)(1)(see Amendment of Rules
Governing the Certification and Regulation of Competitive Local Exchange Carriers, Final
Order, Case No. PUC-2007-00033 (Sept. 27. 2007)). In Ohio, CLECs must cap their intrastate
switched access rates on a rate element basis at the current rates of this ILEC providing service
in the CLEC’s service area. In the Matter of the Establishment of Carrier-to-Carrier Rules,
Opinion and Order, Case No. 06-1344-TP-ORD (August 22, 2007), at 55-57 (adopting Rule
4901:1-7-14(D)).

In Missouri, the Public Service Commission determined that “the public interest would be best
served” by capping CLEC access rates at the level of the access rates of the ILEC with which the
CLEC competes; it implements this policy by imposing it as a condition in orders that grant
CLEC:s certificates of authority. Access Rates to be Charged by Competitive Local Exchange
Telecommunications Companies in the State of Missouri, Report and Order, Case No. TO-99-
596 (June 1, 2001), 2000 Mo. PSC Lexis 996, at ¥28-31. New Hampshire likewise limits
CLEC:s to charging no more than the rates contained in the ILEC’s access tariff, and enforces
this requirement when approving CLEC applications for authority to enter the market. New
Hampshire Public Utilities Code §431.07. Commissions in other states, including Indiana, lowa,
Maine, Michigan, and Washington, have pursued alternative means of imposing constraints on
CLECSs’ intrastate access rates, such as requiring them to mirror the carriers’ interstate rates.
Importantly, several states that impose limits on CLEC access rates also require the carriers
periodically to update their access tariffs to reflect recent developments, such as changes in the
applicable benchmark. See, e.g., Texas P.U.C. Subst. Rule §26.223 (a CLEC may not charge a
higher aggregate amount for intrastate switched access than the ILEC in the area served or the
statewide average composite rates published by the Texas P.U.C. and updated every two years);
65-407 Maine P.U.C. Chapter 280, §8(B)(a CLEC’s intrastate access rates may not exceed 1ts
own interstate access rates, and the carrier must adjust its rates, if necessary, every other year to
remain in compliance). In Maryland, the commission directs CLEC:s to file tariff revisions and
change their access rates after changes are made in the applicable benchmark rate (i.e., when the
prevailing ILEC reduces its rates).

13
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RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 5th day of March, 2009.

QWEST CORPORATION

Norman G. Curtright
4041 N. Central Ave., Suite
Phoenix, Arizona 85012
Telephone: (602) 630-2187
Fax: (602) 235-3107
Attorney for Qwest Corporation

14




e R = V. L N V'S B \S

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
2
23
24
25
26

Original and 15 copies of the foregoing
were filed this 5th day of March, 2009 with:

Docket Control

Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007

COPY of the foregoing mailed/emailed

this Sth day of March, 2009 to:

Jane L. Rodda

Administrative Law Judge
Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington Street

Phoenix, AZ 85007

jrodda@cc.state.az.us

Janice M. Alward, Esq.

Legal Division

Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007
jalward@azcc.gov

Michael W. Patten

Roshka Heyman & DeWulf, PLC
400 E. Van Buren Street, Suite 800
Phoenix, AZ 85004

Attorney for McLeodUSA
mpatten@rhd-law.com

Mark A. DiNunzio

Cox Arizona Telcom, LLC
MS: DV3-16, Bldg. C

1550 West Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, AZ 85027
Mark.dinunzio@cox.com

Ernest G. Johnson, Director
Utilities Division

Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007
ernestjohnson@cc.state.az.us

Maureen A. Scott, Esq.

Legal Division

Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007
mscott(@cc.state.az.us

Thomas Campbell
Michael Hallam

Lewis and Roca LLP

40 North Central Avenue
Phoenix, AZ 85004
Attorneys for Verizon
tcampbell@lrlaw.com
mhallam@lrlaw.com

Dan Pozefsky, Chief Counsel

Residential Utility Consumer Office (RUCO)
1110 West Washington Street, Suite 220

Phoenix, AZ 85007
dpozefsky@azruco.gov
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Craig A. Marks

Craig A. Marks, PLC
10645 N. Tatum Boulevard
Suite 200-676 ,
Phoenix, AZ 85028
Attorneys for ALECA
Craig.Marks@azbar.org

Gregory Castle

AT&T

525 Market Street, Room 2022
San Francisco, CA 94105
Gcel831@att.com

Tom Bade

Arizona Dialtone

6115 S. Kyrene Rd. #103
Tempe, Arizona 85283
tombade(@arizonadialtone.com

OrbitCom, Inc.

Brad VanLeur, President
1701 N. Louise Avenue
Sioux Falls, SD 57107
bvanleur@svtv.com

Karen E. Nally
Moyes Sellers & Sims, Ltd.

1850 N. Central Avenue, Suite 1100

Phoenix, AZ 85004
kenally@lawms.com

Nathan Glazier

Regional Manager

Alltel Communications, Inc.
4805 E. Thistle Landing Drive
Phoenix, AZ 85044
Nathan.glazier(@alltel.com

Michael M. Grant
Gallagher & Kennedy
2575 East Camelback Road
Phoenix, AZ 85016
Attorneys for AT&T
mmeg@gknet.com

Charles H. Carrathers, 111 .
General Counsel South Central Region
Verizon, Inc.

HQEO3HS52

600 Hidden Ridge

Irving, TX 75015-2092
Chuck.carrathers@verizon.com

Joan S. Burke

Osborn Maledon, PA

2929 North Central Avenue, Suite 2100
Phoenix, AZ 85012

Attorneys for Time Warner Telecom
jburke@omlaw.com

Lyndall Nipps

Vice President, Regulatory
Time Warner Telecom

845 Camino Sur

Palm Springs, CA 92262
Lyndall.nipps@twtelecom.com

Dennis D. Ahlers

Associate General Counsel
Eschelon Telecom, Inc.

730 Second Avenue, Suite 900
Minneapolis, MN 55402
ddahlers@eschelon.com

Dennis D. Ahlers

Associate General Counsel
Integra Telecom, Inc.

730 Second Avenue, Suite 900
Minneapolis, MN 55402
ddahlers@eschelon.com
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William A. Haas

Deputy General Counsel

McLeodUSA Telecommunications Services,
Inc.

6400 C Street SW

Cedar Rapids, IA 52406
bill.haas@mcleodusa.com

Arizona Payphone Association
C/O Gary Joseph

Sharenet Communications
4633 West Polk Street
Phoenix, AZ 85043
garyij(@nationalbrands.com

COPY of the foregoing mailed
this Sth day of March, 2009 to:

Isabelle Salgado

AT&T Nevada

645 E. Plumb Lane, B132
Reno, NV 89520

Bradley S. Carroll, Esq
Snell & Wilmer LLP

One Arizona Center

400 East Van Buren Street
Phoenix, AZ 85004-2202
bearroll@swlaw.com

Rex Knowles

Executive Director — Regulatory
XO Communications

111 East Broadway, Suite 1000
Salt Lake City, UT 84111
Rex.knowles@xo.com

Greg L. Rogers

Level 3 Communications, LLC
1025 Eldorado Boulevard
Broomfield, CO 80021
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