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1200 W. Washington
Phoenix, AZ 85007-2996 JUN 2 6 2002

Re: June 17, 2002, Request for Comments
Docket Nos. T-00000A-97-0_38 & RT-00000F-02-0271

Dear Commissioner Spitzer,

On June 17, 2002, you requested comments on whether the Qwest
interconnection agreements precluding parties from participating in the section
271 proceeding "taint" the integrity of the proceeding. In addition, you requested
comments on whether, at a minimum, the section 271 proceeding should be
stayed "pending an evidentiary hearing on the effects, if any, of the seven
interconnection agreements on this Commission's record." AT&T believes that
the effects of the provisions in the agreements go far beyond the effects on the
record of the section 271 proceeding. Instead of staying the section 271
proceeding, however, the Arizona Corporation Commission should aggressively
seek out further evidence regarding whether Qwest's application is in the public
interest and any additional information that may not have been admitted into the
record as a result of the unfiled agreements.

As described in a letter to you dated June 24, 2002, from Mr. Jeffery
Oxley, Vice President, Eschelon, Qwest interpreted the agreement not tO
participate in the section 271 proceedings as prohibiting Eschelon from
participating in the Change Management Process re-design meetings and the
proceedings regarding Qwest's Statement of Generally Available Terms and
Conditions ("SGAT"). As further evidenced by a letter dated February 8, 2002, ,
from Mr. Richard A. Smith, President, Eschelon Telecom, Inc., to Mr. Joseph P.
Nacchio, Chairman and Chief Executive Officer, Qwest, a copy of which is
attached, the effects of the agreements with Eschelon had far more chilling effects
then previously disclosed. As the February letter indicates, a Qwest employee
threatened to use all her energies to making Eschelon's employees' lives
miserable if Eschelon did not leave a CMP re-design working session. If true, the
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lack of CLEC participation generally in the section 271 proceeding is not
surprising.

Mr. Smith also describes Qwest's attempts to condition payment to
Eschelon in exchange for Eschelon turning over all audit reports, work papers and
documents regarding the Eschelon audit of the switched access billing records,
apparently, to prevent public disclosure; The February letter indicates that Qwest
also retained an auditor to determine if Qwest's reporting of switched access
minutes was accurate. Considering AT&T raised serious questions regarding the
accuracy of the third-party test on the provision of daily usage files, including
switched access files, the attempt to gain control of possibly detrimental audit
information is very disturbing. Qwest also proposed conditioning payments to
Eschelon on Eschelon agreeing to file favorable testimony, pleadings and
comments whenever requested by Qwest.

Mr. Smith's letter provides a very disturbing picture of the purpose and
use of the provision not to participate in the section 271 proceeding. Qwest used
it as an affirmative tool to obtain compliance by Eschelon. Failure to agree could
result in unfavorable repercussions.

These two letters highlight the tremendous monopoly power Qwest retains
and the influence Qwest maintains over a competitive local exchange carriers'
businesses. Eschelon's letters indicate why carriers use the complaint process as
a last resort -- the risks are very high that they will suffer as a result. Qwest can
make a company's existence miserable with very little effort, and Qwest does not
need a provision in an agreement to do so. An initial reaction would be to suggest
that antitrust issues are raised by such actions. However, incumbent local
exchange can'iers have successfully argued thatGoldwater v. Ameritech Corp.,
222 F. ad 390 (7th Cir. 2000), shields them from antitrust suits for violations of
the Act. This makes Commission oversight more critical. TheGoldwasser
holding mentions that section 252 was critical to ensuring meaningful oversight of
negotiated agreements by the state commissions. Goldwater at 402. However,
without the ability to participate in Commission proceedings or to file a complaint
with the Commission, a carrier has no avenue of redress and is at the mercy of
Qwest.

AT&T believes the integrity of the section 271 process has been tainted.
However, it believes that the section 271 process should not be stayed but
expanded to take evidence from competitive local exchange coniers that agreed
either in writing or orally not to participate in the section 271 proceedings and to
take evidence from those carriers that entered into unfiled agreements with Qwest.
Additionally, the Commission should reopen the record on the adequacy of the
Change Management Process, Qwest's provision of switched access billing
records and whether Qwest has violated the nondiscrimination provisions of the
section 251 of the Act. Discovery on these issues should be permitted. The
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Commission must take additional evidence on whether Qwest's entry in the long
distance market is in the public interest. Qwest may argue that the problems have
been fixed, however, this is irrelevant to a public interest inquiry because it is
Qwest's motives, activities and methods of dealing with competitive local
exchange carriers that are the focus of any public interest inquiry. Whether
problems have been fixed also is irrelevant to any inquiry into Qwest
discrimination in meeting its obligations under section 25 l .

The letters from Eschelon raise serious questions regarding Qwest's
business practices. The disclosures by Eschelon may be only the tip of the
iceberg. If Eschelon's allegations are true, Qwest has not opened its local
exchange market to competition as required by the Act. The Commission has
jurisdiction to investigate and resolve the issues raised by the unfiled agreements
and the allegations raised by Eschelon.

The section 271 proceeding is a proper forum to conduct such
investigation. If an investigation in conducted in the section 252 (e) proceeding,
the Commission must recognize the relationship between any evidence gathered
in the section 252 (e) proceeding and the section 271 proceeding. Any
investigation in the section 252 (e) proceeding, however, should not limit the
ability subsequently to raise relevant issues in the section 271 proceeding.
Consolidation of the two proceedings may be appropriate going forward.

Sincerely,

Richard S. Wolvers

RSW:ls
Enclosure

1

4

Cc: Chairman William A. Mundell
Commissioner Jim In/in
Service List Docket No. T0000A-97-0238
Service List Docket No. RT-00000F-02-0271
Docket Control
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Mr. Joseph P. Nacho (by email and express delivery)

Chainnnan and Chie."Execu':ive Officer
Qwest
1801 California St.
Denver, Colorado 8 D202

D

Re: Level 3 Escalation

Dr-at Mr. Nacchio:

Pursuant to Level 3. of the Escalation Proccdurts and Solutions Agreement between
Echelon and Qwes; dated Novcxobcr 15, 2000, I ask you no meet withlme and resolve
the fol lowing issues within 10 business days: PMomm &chelon ("UNE-E")
pxidng and compliance by Qwest with teams of our agreements, including the agreexnem

. 'of July 3, 2001 sigrnd by Ms. Audrey-McKe.rmcy (artaclzad). More generally, we hope
Ana! your 'mvolvancrat will improve the business rclationsizip and change its course. '

We have not had the opgponunity ofmecting yet. In public statements, such as thus: you
have made to the Ilegioaazai Oversight Commiuee ("ROC"), you have committed to
improving the wholesale business relanionsbip and to wins wholesale businesses as - _
customers. Echelon is 1 good customer' Thai pays its bil ls. Last year, we spent. .
appwociznately S30 :million with Qwest. Qwest has said that this makes us your second
largest CLEC-whol-:sale customer. We anticipate that our volume of business with

. Qwest will only grown. Qwest has several times quoted mc in press releases and various
' publications to the c&'eet that Qwest has a pro-competitive attitude and, unlike its

' predecessor US West, Qwest is serious about developing its wholesale business with
`CLECs. Rattler tea: take our sei'vice.and pricing issues before Comtnissions, the ROC,
legislatures, and the press, Echelon has attempted to resolve matters on a business basis.

We up you tn resolve this escalation by:

9r

Ad° p1i==s promised adjusted UNE-E pricing: Askew to the anachad
z=~° p°  sea amendment xoour =:=i==ins UNB-E Amendmcm, Auachmcny 3.2
(with .Juices that include "puunhmm"forlUNB-E versus UNE-P). -

0 Honoring existing agreements, including July 3:4 lena' agreement: Pay to
Esche on $2,450,852 for July 3 - Dec. 3 I, 2001 due under that agreement
(by wire transfer for some and agreeing to current adjustments/set oils for
!¢Ma.it\dcJ').

I
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stopping illegal conduct and deal fairly with Eschelon. .

730SewedAveuuaSoulia 1 £Ilil:!20D • mnn¢ap<>1a,n1nss4oz • Voice (612)376-4400 1 Facsimile (612)376-4411
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As executives, we lice to keep things shop and to the poem. Because the csczllatcd issues

are complex and haw been discussed over many months, however, I need to set aux some

background for you before we mm. 1 will devote the rcsz of this loner, thcxcforc, to

p w v i d i n z you information that you need to know before we talk.

~» zoom. GwR-r@4'ff=8 Esehelan to-agree not pa
Based on their minus siuce.then,~ Qwest's Senior Vice Presidents ms. M¢Kzxmnev and

subjected iuelfzo and alrwenddng any gbilixy mprozes: minus
pcunpasednrundezusmbyQweszthnwouldharrm ourbusinessinmeszs. Qwenhas
goaesofarastotry :omakercsohnion oflegizimnebusiuessissues comingemszpcnour
d¢su11edon oran1uuierof an auditoar'sdoc1uucm:snswellastorequireiastosulamit
tqsriznony, mindless of its validity, in legal_ Proceeding# if "suitable" to Qwest. Despite
Es¢h=1° nwui=» gQ» w=¢ anllyanain writing thatitbelievesthis lm':d o!'eonduc1isilIegal
and tln:thica|,sucilw:tics cnminuc. We hopc thn this isncws znyou and thaxyouwill
daangethe :muse of ieadinn quickly and pm them on alcgitimame mock.

Bdbre- Qwest would resolve previous legitimate business dismules the! were pending i r e

Ia 271 pwoceedingg

Ms. Dana Filip appear to believe than, by capitulating to Qweers demand, Escher lm

In the face of such tactics, Escahclon has spent months attempting to resolve these two
issues: the pricing of our Platform product and Qwest's failure to prov ide us with
complete access records. Esebelon entered into agreements with a five-year tern: to
purchase a Platform product Born Qwest on November 15, 2000. We would not have
agreed to i 5ve-yer term without assurances One the Prising of our product would
remain competitive, and we received sue if assurances 51am Qwest during and after those
-negotiations. Although the prices 'm the UNB-E Amendment reflect averaged rates, the
Parolee anticipated that changes would be needed to eoszrre that Eschelon remains
competitive if rates declined, as both parties expected they would, principally due to
geographic deaveiag ng," as Esc!-idon's lines are in densely populated urban areas.
Repeatedly throughout the prev ious negotiations, Ms. McKe1r1ney responded to
Eschelpn's concerns about possible reductions in UNE-P rates by° stating that Qwest
would keep Escbelou compctitiveby adjusting UNE-E rates to reflect such factors. For
this reason, the First Amendment to the Coniidcntialffxade Secret Amendment, darted
Novmnba 15, 2000, :i[8!¢S in Paragraph 5 that the Ponies will address appropriate price
adjusunents in qua:-te° ly meetings. Despite this, Qwest has failed to adjust the UNE-E
rates to reflect changes that have occurred since signing the UNE-E Amendment.

0
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We explored fan dterrative of attempting ro negotiate a conversion to UNE» P instead of
adjusting UNE» E priu¢s, be dm ef fort fai led when Qwest would or could not Eva;
confirm the pricing much less address our other concerns about alleged benciixs to us.
Therefore, we need I: pursue our existing UNE~E cone-acr rights, including Qwest's
commitment Io adjust the pricing. If Qwest has taken any steps to effectuate the UNE-P
conversion, Qwest needs to ensure that those steps are reversed. Please ensure that any
plans to convert our base to UNE-P are halted. If we want lo move any lines Io UNE-P,
we will simply do so under our curred interconnection agreements. Qwest needs to
mice good on its init.a1 and repealed corumiunent to provide us with adjusted UNE-E
mies.
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Om* pricing ask to You is simple: Eschelon and Mr. Arturo Ibarra oflQ\vest have
developed a methodology for determining how our UNE-E rates shoWn be adjusted
dofwnwtnd Attached is pricing Thu reflects our pr° p° ==l using that znetlzodology. The
proposal is in the form f an amended attsdmtterrt to the previous UNE-E interconnection
agneennem amendment. As with the current prices, the adjusted prices would be subject
to dl of the other tezzns of the amendment (such as the current revenue commitment,
etc.). You and I need only settle the issue of' Qwest's requested, additional °'prerNil1M"
for advantages that Qwest claims UNEE offers over UNE-P. Qwest pqewiously propered
$2.00 for the "pr~ernium." We believe that Qwest included in tea: amount some assumed
benet fem receiv ing DSL with UNE-E, but DSL is now ds available with UNE-P. In
addition, Qwest's proposed "premium" charge reflects an assumption for features that is
were than the $0.75 that Qwest proposed as its estimated cost for features in the Utah
cost docket. Therefore, we believe the "pwunlium," if applicable at all, is closer to $1.10.
I propose we split the 'difference and add a prcrniuxn" of$l.55 per line. per month. The
anaeltcd rates reflect this proposal.

Ounce we resolve the gr-luring issue, you and I need to reestablish the 0west-Eschelon
relationship on solid grot rd. Although much of the past and present negotiations have
focused on pricing, Escbclon has conUnmdy indicated that quality of service is of
paramount importance to our business. We asked Qwest to deal with quality ofserviee
through specific conrttitntcms in the first so ofagreemems iN 2000, but Qwest would
agree only to a general Imp! citation Plan that was supposed to establish a process for
improving quality of service. Ahitough Qwest's service quality has improved in some
areas, significant prolrleins ranain. Many of these issues are reflected in a monthly
Region Card tea: Eiseltclon presents to Qwest. Prom January through Novembetr, on
average, more than 64% of the measures have been-rated as unsatisfactory. We had to
remove the billing accuracy measure £'om our Report Card. because 100% of our UNE-E
bills are inaccurate aid will be inaccurate until Qwest completes the process necessary to
provide UNE-E, rather than MMe, bills (which it combined to do by IQ of last year).
Additionally, Qwest has not performed satisfactorily with respect to generating and
reporting switched access minutcSbf use ("MOU"). Qwest has been shoring Eschelon
switclaed access minutes, and QwesVArtltttr Andersen. your auditor, has recognized Thu.
All ofthcsc pcrfoonatce problems affect not only our bottom line but also our reputation,
and therefore they threaten our ability to compete in the marketplace.

-Vu

To mitigate our concern that Qwest was denying us essential facilities on reasonable and
nondiserizninatory terns, Ms. McKinney executed an agreemaat on July 3, 2001. Tlvam
agreement provided Eschelon with S I 50,000 per month as compensation for poor
performance and compensated us for underreponcd ecce$$ minutes, We agreed that the
performance payment would not stop until M93 ponies agreed that performance had
improved su8ciently The Parties also agreed that the access payments issue would be
resolved by a joint audit. The joint audit was to continue until the auditor came to
agreement, within plus or minus :Ive percent, of the wad number of access minutes.
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Qwest unilaterally rerminaxed Lbe work of is auditors bdbrc the audit concluded. Qwest
has nor paid its oblige :sons under the July 3" Ag:-eezncm for months. Qwest has made

clear its desire to laminate the July 3"'agrean I. Eschdon has bccnwilliugto accede

to Qwest's request, but only if we resolved our Pfidna. access and service issues, The
July3'°ag1'e4:meurisinfull eiecgandl expcctyourosccthai Qwesthonorshs v

.commiunenrs in that tenet.

41

Our access ask to _vet is simply to bring your payments current tender the fully effective
and enforceable July 3" letter agreement. Qwest needs to pay to Eschelon $1 ,077,461, in
addition to the SL37/,39t that Escltclon has had to sex fin payments to Qwest, to be
cutrcnt tlztough the a d of'200l. Since July s", the Ody amount Mat Qwest has paid
tram that agreement is $450,000. That amount represents we' tone months (July-
September) of the $1' 0,000 in service credits due each month to Eschelon. The total
amount due under the July 3"' letter (after subtracting the $450,000.peid to date) is
82,450,852 (Sl313,391 which Eschelon has withheld in billing adjustments) through
December31, 2001. This total amount 'dudes a voluntary downwind adjusuncm for
the time period November 1, 2001 tbtrough Deoanber 31, 2001 that Eschelon offered to
Qwest because Eschelon had hoped Qwest would negotiate in good faith and resolve this
issue. Although that Cid not happen and therefore Eschelon could request the higher
amount, Esohdon honors its word and has included this downward adjustment in
calculation of the mo .tot due.

As to westablishuing our busizncss nelationslxip on a numtually respectful basis,much needs
to be done. Qwest's b ad conduct has not been innadvcrtcnt or uzzintcmional.Qwes: has
used threats and inappropriately ¢xploited its monopoly power to convey that service will
Ody get worse and Esxslxelon will suffer init does not capitulate to Qwest's unneasouaable
demands. I offer three compelling examples of Qw=st's had conduct'

Threats anti glquse of monopnlv power- Ms. Filip, who as Qwest's Executive
Vice President for Wholesale holds our lines in her hands, told members of my
senior uzanagehent team.that she would make our lives misenablc if our
ennployees did Jotimmediately leave a Change Management Re-Design working
session. We had every right tobc at that session, and we were raising legitimate
issues that matter to our =v=ryday business. Given :he real harm that someone in
Ms. Filip's position could do l o a business such as ours, we had no choice be to
capitulate. Spec ifically, on a eonferenoe ed) in° th the participation oflvlr. Greg -
Casey on October 30, 2001, Ms. Filip threatened that, if our representatives did
not leave the in-aetixtg StmeasaOy,Ms. Filip 'would devote 411 other energies to
ensuring that Ms. McKinney sucocedd in her objectives. This told us viVO
things: (1) that Ms. Kenney's objectives are adversarial to those of Echelon,
even thoughMs. McKinney represents that she is attempting to further her
custoxner's interests through a "business-to-business" relationship; and (2) that
Ms. Filip would use her position to intentionally harm our business. When we
late' repeated this incident and Ms. Filip's threat to make our lives miserable qt a
conference call with Mr. G9L¢!0nMe.1:tin. Ms. Filip, Ms. McKinney, and

en d - §o -bono, notoniy did no one deny the incident, but also Mr. Martin
expressed no so-prise and made no indication that this type of conduct might not

*
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Andersen, and Eschelon retained Pricewam-house Coopers ("PWC") ro dczqmine

o
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' be acccptabk xo him. Mr. Marin simply add Tim, wlzik Echelon aqtpeated to be
"passionate" nbou! this issue, he was passionate aboutothc issues.

Request to Destroy and Appropriate AuditDocuments, Qwest retained Arthur

whether Qwe:t*s reporting of acéess minutes was accurate. Clearly, Qwest has
bees; shorting Eschclon switched access minutes. Qwest claimed that the flaws
would be din:inmated if Escbelon moved to a mechanized UNE-B access process.
Two weeks after Eseheloo moved xo that process, however, Qwest said in was not
worlcing (and Eschelon had to rems to the old process). Before we moved to the
new process, Ms. Ivlckenney told me, over many months, that our position on this
issue was wrong, because other carriers were using the new process without

.complaint. She specifically identified McLeod as a carrier using the new process.
lfthat were In e, the process would have worked when we moved xo it. It did not.
In other words, Ms. McKelnncy's representations were false. Even worse, Qwest
raid .Echelon .her if would canditianpnqvnunrs otherwise iegftintslely due go
Eschelon upon Echelon 's desznqying we' evidence o_/'QwestLyczccessproblem,
including the auditor Ly records. Specifically, on a conference call with the
participation o:'M.r. Greg Casey on October 30, 2001, Ms. McKe1mey told me to
destroy the access audit records or give them all to her. The same day, she also '

v faxed to Esche on proposed written agreements, signed by Ms. McKinney, that
required Escbetoo to "deliver to Qwest all reports, work P8WW5. or other
doctmzeots related to the audit process described in" the July 3, 2001 letter
agxccnccnt wilt 'm IQ days. These documents belong to Eschelon by virtue omits
access audit this was paid for solely by Esclxelon. Ms. McKc1uncy made it very
clear the! she wanted no written evidence of the access results documenting
missing switched access minutes. Although ac realized that we were at great risk
due to Qwest's ability to harm our business, we simply could not participate in
such conduct and expose our own business to low liability.

Attempts to. Imp:-opq° lv Influence Testimony. In the same discussions of
resolving switc'ted acres issues, Qwest also brought inc the discussion the
outside and unrelated issues of Esehelon's "pa't'onnanee" with respect to
regulatory proceedings (on any issue, not merely access). In Qwest's proposed
Sgrcements faXltd to me on October 30, sum, Qwest conditioned payments
otherwise legitimately due to Echelon upon Eschelon agreeing that it would
"when requested by Qwest tile supporting testimony/pleadingslcomments and
testify whenever requested by Qwest in a manner suitable to Qwest
(substantively). ' The document, signed by Ms. McKen.ney, provided no limitation
on Qwest's requests, such as that thctestimony requested be true and accurate.
The agreement simply eomained m offer of a ntonetauy inducement to obtain
testimony upon request. The same document required than the agreement remain
con.identiaI. Therefore, if EsMelon agreed to the proposal, it would be placed in
the position of laving to offer testimony without disclosing a feet that would bear
on the veracity Ur that testimony - it bad been induced. Again, Eschelon could
not agree to plaricipate in such activity and rejected the offer. Also, on November
12, 2001, Rick Smith discussed his concerns about theproposal with Ms. Filip
and told her that he believed the proposal was illegal and cmbarrass'utg. When, on
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Januawll, 2002, Esclmelon latcrneud the aBlensiv'e llnlgllageiwumn the proposed
algecxnlem zo:vlr.Mlutiu,inlcspons¢toae.laim byMs.FliIip:harrQwesz'snonduc1
inthisnlartiorshiphasbeen° 'conszruaive,"Mr.Mlrtin utpmessed nosmpuise and
m a d e  n o  i n d i c a t i o n  t h a t  t h y = w =  o f  c o n d u a  m i g h z a w z  b e a c c e p n b l e  t o  a s .

I n  m y  l i m  m eet i ng -w i t h  M r .  M ar t i n ,  I  t a l ked  w i t h  h i m ,  i n  pa r t i cu l a r ,  abou t  m y  concerns

regarding Ms.  McKerncy ' s  behav ior .  1  Bskcd :her  she be removed f rom our  acootmx.  so
' t ha t  we cou ld  dea l  w i t h  someone e l se .  Mr.  Mar t i n declined that reqlicst and, as these
examples Show, has not _given us any indication the! he disapproves of her approach.
Unless you condone :Job conduct., these examples must convey to you the scrioutmess of '
these issues,  the unaocepuble posi t ion 'm which they p lace Eschelon,  and the lcgd r i sks
Thai  they pose to  Qwcn.

Despi te Qwest ' s  conched,  Eschelon has cont inued to persevere in i t s  at tempts to work
wi th Qwest .  Qwest  i s  the °111y avai lab le suppl ier  in  v i r tua l l y  a l l  cases.  We have
coopera t ed  w i t h  reque i t sby  Qwest  w  suppor t  Qwest  w i t h  f avorab l e  comment s ,  when  we
bel ieved we could leg i t imate ly  do so.  This  bas inc luded,  for  example,  s ta tements to  the
press and a let ter to state regulatory eonmt issiouts support ing aspects of '  Qwest 's PAP.
Even in these c i rcumstances,  Qwest  has tanned a potent ia l l y  posi t i ve development  into a
eoncem.  For  example .  Qwest  dra f ted and pub l i shed a  s ta tement ,  wh ich Qwest  amibuted
tome,  before  l  ever  saw i t .  La ter ,  I  had l i t t l e  cho i ce  be t o  acqu iesce,  even though I
would have panased the statement  d i f ferent ly,  i f  consul ted.  I  asked Qwest  to adwnys
consul t  me in  the fhmre.  Just  recent l y ,  however,  I  not i ced that  Qwest  has re-publ i shed
the prev ious quote in  Ctwest ' s  L ightspeed publ i cat ion,  w i thout consu l t i ng  m e .  Le t  m e
make i t  very c lear now that  I  ten-act  my prev ious statements in  support  o f  Qwest  and d l
author i t y  t hat  Qwest lus  to .  use them.  Anew course needs to  be char ted for  t h i s
wholesale business zelnt ionslmip,  but  unt i l  ac have done that ,  I  cannot ,  in al l  honesty,  say
anyth ing good about  Qwest .

The previous phases of  th is escalat ion have t aken  f a r  t oo  l ong .  W e wou l d  l i ke  t o »
oompleze th is phase wi th in the dlot tcki  10-day t ime period.  We hope mo resolve the
outstanding issues to avoid h inging the issues to arb i t rat ion before the state commissions
under our interoormect ion agreements and before in i t iat ing other legal  act ions,  such as an
an t i t rus t  su i t .  To do taw., we need to move qu i ck l y .  P lease l e i  me know when you are
avai lable to meet  wi th :Ne to discuss these escalat ion issues.

Sincerely,

r' u VMw-
Mr. Richard A. Smitlg
President, Chief Opcming 0fEoer & Director

cc: Drake S. Tcmpr:s1 (by email & express delivery)
Gordon Marin Fly emdl)
Audrey McKconcy (by email)
Dana Filip (by email)
Richard Corbcrta (by email)
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AMENDED'ATTACHMENT a.: 000055
PRICES FOR 0ppggmqg

S T A T E PLATFORM
RECUGQRING

A D D I T I O N A L  C H A R G E  F O R
E A C H  5 0  M I N U T E  I N C R E M E N T
> 525 ORIGINATING L O C A L
M O U / M O N T H  P E R  L I N E

AZ
CO
ID
MN

20.82
18.18
33.50
21.83
28.65
36.39
27.50
1.8.78
22.52
18.68

0.280
0,295
0.295
0.205
0.260
0.300
0.140
0.170
0.270
0.195

ND
NE
NM
OR
UT
WA
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.aD :buns ofthosefeannes (except aspanofam ennhlncedservice).

r

I

11

4

4:


