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PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

Since 1999, Cady Telemanagement, Inc., and its successor Eschelon Telecom, Inc. (Eschelon), 

have operated in Minnesota pursuant to an interconnection agreement (ICA) with US WEST 

Communications, Inc., and its successor Qwest Corporation (Qwest).1 The parties have been 

discussing revisions to their agreement since then. 

On May 26,2006, after the parties failed to reach agreement on various terms of a new 

interconnection agreement, Eschelon petitioned the Commission to arbitrate the dispute pursuant 

to Sections 251 and 252 of the federal Telecommunications Act of 1996 (the Act).2 

1 In the Matter of a Request for Approval of the Interconnection Agreement and 

Amendment One to the Agreement Between US WEST Communications, Inc., and Cady 

Telemanagement, Inc., Docket No. P-5340,421/M-99-1223. 

Code. 

Pub.LNo. 104-104,110 Stat. 56, codified in various sections of Title 47, United States 



On June 23,2006, the Commission issued its ORDER REFERRING MATTER TO THE OFFICE 

OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS FOR ARBITRATION, ASSIGNING ARBITRATORS, 

AND GIVING NOTICE OF FIRST PREHEARING CONFERENCE. 

On July 12,2006, the Minnesota Department of Commerce (the Department) intervened in the 

case.3 In addition, participants Time Warner Telecom, Inc. (Time Warner), and Integra Telecom 

of Minnesota, Inc. (Integra), filed comments in this case pursuant to Minnesota Rules part 

7812.1700, subpart 10. 

On October 16-20,2006, Administrative Law Judges Kathleen D. Sheehy and 

Steve M. Mihalchick (the arbitrators) conducted arbitration hearings in St. Paul, Minnesota. 

On January 9,2007, the arbitrators issued their Arbitrators' Report recommending a basis for 

resolving the arbitrated issues. 

On January 26,2007, the Department, Eschelon and Qwest filed exceptions to the Arbitrators' 

Report. 

The Commission met on March 6 to consider this matter.4 The record of this case closed on that 

date. 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

I. BACKGROUND 

A. Procedure 

The federal Telecommunications Act of 1996 was designed to open telecommunications markets 

to competition, including the local exchange market.5 To this end, the 1996 Act requires each 

incumbent local exchange carrier (incumbent LEC or ILEC) to enter into an interconnection 

agreement with any requesting competitive local exchange carrier (CLEC) establishing the terms 

under which they would connect their networks to permit each carrier's customers to call the 

other's. An ILEC must do the following: 

• Permit CLECs to purchase its services at wholesale prices and resell them to retail 

customers ("end use customers"). 

3 The Department's intervention is granted as a matter of right. Minn. Stat. § 216A.07, 

subd. 3; Minn. Rules part 7812.1700, subp. 10. 

4 The Commission originally scheduled to hear this matter on March 1,2007, but 

rescheduled the meeting due to inclement weather. 

5 See conference report accompanying S. 652. 
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• Permit CLECs to interconnect with its network on just, reasonable and nondiscriminatory 

terms. 

• Offer unbundled network elements (UNEs) - that is, offer to rent certain elements of its 

network to CLECs without requiring the CLEC to also rent unwanted elements - on just, 

reasonable, and nondiscriminatory terms,6 including cost-based rates.7 

In addition, § 271 of the Act requires Bell operating companies (BOCs) such as Qwest to provide 

access to certain elements8 even if they do not qualify as UNEs.9 BOCs must provide access to 

these § 271 elements on just, reasonable and nondiscriminatory terms10 - but unlike UNEs, the 

Act does not require BOCs to provide § 271 elements at cost-based rates. 

In determining whether an element qualifies as a UNE, the Federal Communications Commission 

(FCC) considers, among other things, whether "the failure to provide access to such network 

elements would impair the ability of the telecommunications carrier seeking access to provide the 

services that it seeks to offer."" Because this determination is fact-specific and the 

telecommunications market is constantly evolving, an element's status as a UNE may change over 

time.12 

A CLEC desiring to provide local exchange service can seek agreements with an ILEC related to 

interconnection with the ILEC's network, the purchase of finished services for resale, and the 

647U.S.C. §251(c). 

7 47 U.S.C. § 252(d)(l)(A)(i); 47 C.F.R. § 51.501 et seq. 

8 47 U.S.C. § 271(c)(2)(B). 

9 See Review of the Section 251 Unbundling Obligations of Incumbent Local Exchange 

Carriers; Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 

1996; Deployment of Wireline Services Offering Advanced Telecommunications Capability, CC 

Docket Nos. 01-338,96-98,98-147, Report and Order and Order on Remand and Further Notice 

of Proposed Rulemaking, 18 FCC Red 16978,1664 (2003), corrected by Errata, 18 FCC Red 

19020 (2003) (collectively, Triennial Review Order), vacated and remanded in part, affirmed in 

part, United States Telecom Ass 'n v. FCC, 359 F.3d 554 (D.C. Cir. 2004) (USTA II) cert, denied, 

125 S.Ct. 313,316,345(2004). 

10 47 U.S.C. §§201,202. 

11 47 U.S.C. §251 (d)(2) 

12 The FCC announced its most recent systematic analysis of UNEs in its Unbundled 
Access to Network Elements, Review of the Section 251 Unbundling Obligations of Incumbent 

Local Exchange Carriers, WC Docket No. 04-313, CC Docket No. 01-338, Order on Remand, 

20 FCC Red 2533 (released February 4, 2005) {Triennial Review Remand Order, or TRRO). 



purchase of the ILEC's UNEs and other elements.13 If the ILEC and the CLEC cannot reach 

agreement, either party may ask the State commission to arbitrate unresolved issues and to order 

terms consistent with the 1996 Act.14 In particular, parties may ask a state Commission to 

determine the total element long-run incremental cost (TELRIC) of UNEs, interconnection, and 

methods of obtaining access to UNEs.15 

B. Decision Standard 

In resolving the issues in this arbitration and imposing conditions, the Commission must 

(1) ensure that the resolution meets the requirements of § 251 of the 1996 Act, including any 

legally enforceable regulations prescribed by the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) 

pursuant to § 251; (2) establish any rates for interconnection, services or network elements 

according to § 252(d) of the 1996 Act; and (3) provide a schedule for implementation by the 

parties.16 

The Commission may also establish and enforce other requirements of state law when addressing 

issues related to intercompany agreements under § 252." The Minnesota Legislature directs the 

Commission to encourage, among other things, economically efficient deployment of 

infrastructure for higher speed telecommunication services, fair and reasonable competition for 

local exchange telephone service, improved service quality, and customer choice.18 In addition, 

the Commission must adopt policies "using any existing federal standards as minimum standards 

and incorporating any additional standards or requirements necessary to ensure the provision of 

high-quality telephone services throughout the state."19 These policies must facilitate the kind of 

interconnection that "the commission considers necessary to promote fair and reasonable 

competition"20 and, in particular, must "prescribe appropriate regulatory standards for new local 
telephone service providers that facilitate and support the development of competitive 

services...."21 

1347U.S.C.§§251(c),252(a). 

14 47 U.S.C. § 252(b). 

15 47 C.F.R. §§51.501,51.505. 

16 47 U.S.C. § 252(c). 

17 47 U.S.C. §§ 251(d)(3), 252(e)(3), 253(b), 261 and 601(c)(l); In the Matter of 
Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, 

First Report and Order, CC Docket No. 96-98,11 FCC Red 13042 (1996) (Local Competition 

First Report and Order) at fflj 233,244. 

18 Minn. Stat. § 237.011. 

19 Minn. Stat. § 237.16, subd. 8(a). 

20 Id at subd. 8(a)(2). 

21 Id. at subd. 8(a)(6). 



To these ends, the Legislature authorizes the Commission to remedy unreasonable or insufficient 

services or omissions22 by making any just and reasonable order necessary, up to and including 

revoking a carrier's authority to provide service.23 

In short, the Commission must impose terms and conditions in this proceeding that are just, 

reasonable, nondiscriminatory and fair to both the new entrants and the incumbent, consistent with 

the requirements of federal and state law. 

II. FUTURE PROCEEDINGS 

The 1996 Act requires parties to submit "any interconnection agreement adopted by negotiation or 

arbitration... for approval to the State commission."24 The State commission must then approve 

or reject the agreement within 90 days as to a negotiated agreement and 30 days as to an arbitrated 

contract.25 But the 1996 Act does not establish any deadline by which parties must submit a final 
interconnection agreement; the Act merely requires that arbitration decisions contain a schedule 

for implementation.26 

In this case, the arbitrators recommend that the Commission refrain from establishing a specific 

date for parties to file their proposed interconnection agreements, and instead hold this docket 

open pending the outcome of a pending docket addressing the scope of Qwest's obligation to 

provide UNEs (the "Wire Center Docket").21 The Department and Eshelon support this 

recommendation. But Qwest expresses concern that awaiting the resolution of other dockets will 

needlessly postpone the implementation of new interconnection terms. 

The Commission appreciates the Wire Center Docket's relevance to the parties in this proceeding, 

and the parties' desire not to duplicate the work of implementing new interconnection terms. To 

this end, the Commission desires to provide all parties with enough time to analyze and 

incorporate changes arising from the Wire Center Docket into the interconnection agreement that 

is the focus of the current docket. At the same time, the Commission does not wish to needlessly 

delay the implementation of the most up-to-date interconnection terms. 

22 Minn. Stat. § 237.081. 

23 Minn. Stat. § 237.16, subd. 5. 

24 47 U.S.C. § 252(e)(l). 

25 47 U.S.C. § 252(e)(4). 

26 47 U.S.C. § 252(c). 

27 Arbitrators' Report at ̂  3, citing In the Matter of CLECs' Request for Commission 
Approval oflLEC Wire Center Impairment Analysis, Docket No. P-5692/M-06-211; In the 

Matter of a Commission Investigation Identifying Wire Centers in Which Qwest Must Offer 

High-Capacity Loop or Transport UNEs at Cost-Based Rates, Docket No. P-999/CI-06-685. 



Given these competing concerns, the Commission will direct parties in this arbitration to submit 

their final ICAs, containing all arbitrated and negotiated terms, within 120 days of this Order. 

This should provide sufficient time for pending dockets to reach resolution before the parties 

would file their final agreement. But if the Wire Center Docket is not resolved in the next 100 

days, the parties may petition to extend the deadline. The Commission will authorize its 

Executive Secretary to act on such petitions. 

The parties shall put their entire ICAs together and craft any additional language that the 

Commission has not specifically ordered in this arbitration. The approval proceeding will enable 

the Commission to (1) review provisions arrived at through negotiations; (2) make any necessary 

adjustments to the arbitrated terms; and (3) ensure that the final ICA language comports with the 

Commission's decisions in this arbitration. The Commission will review the entire agreement for 

compliance with the relevant law and consistency with the public interest as required by the 1996 

Act.28 

SPECIFIC FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

I. CONTESTED ISSUES 

Eschelon and Qwest submitted 143 pages of contested issues for the arbitrators consideration,29 

addressing the following topics: 

1. Interval Changes and Placement 

2. Effective Date of Rate Changes 

3. Effective Date of a Legally Binding Change 

4. Suspension of Order Processing 

5. Definition of Repeated Delinquency - Magnitude In Dispute 

6. Definition of Repeated Delinquency - Frequency of Delinquency 

7. Disputing Deposit Requirement 

8. Alternative Approach to Deposits 

9. Increase in Deposits Based Upon Review of Credit Standing 

10. Copy of Non-Disclosure Agreement 

11. Transit Record: Charge and Bill Validation 

12. Available Inventory/Posting of Price Quotes 

13. Avai lable Inventory/Space Augments 

14. Direct Current (DC) Power/Usage Pricing 

15. Initial Power Management 

16. Quote Preparation Fee 

17. Non-Discriminatory Access to UNEs 

18. Network Maintenance and Modernization/Adverse Effect 

28 See 47 U.S.C. § 252(e). 

29 Revised Minnesota Disputed Issues List (October 31,2006). 
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19. Relationship Between Section 9.1.9 and Copper Retirement 

20. Location at Which Changes Occur 

21. Conversion of a UNE to a Non-UNE 

22. Cross Connect/Unbundled Customer Controlled Rearrangement Element 

23. Loop-Transport Combinations 

24. Service Eligibility Criteria Audits 

25. Arrangements for Commingled Elements 

26. Loop-Multiplex Circuit Combinations 

27. Acknowledgment of Mistakes 

28. Communications with CLEC Customers 

29. Expedited Orders 

30. Pending Service Order Notification 

31. Jeopardies, Classification, Correction 

32. Fatal Rejection Notices 

33. Loss, Completion and Trouble Reports 

34. Controlled Production Testing 

35. Rates and IntraLATA30 (Local) Toll Traffic 

36. Unapproved Rates 

37. Private Line Special Access 

The arbitrators addressed each of these topics in their report. Parties subsequently filed 

exceptions regarding collections issues (topics 4 through 9 above), transit records (topic 11), loop-

transit combinations (topic 23), loop-multiplex circuit combinations (topic 26), acknowledgment 

of mistakes (topic 27), requests to expedite orders (topic 29), jeopardy notices (topic 31) and 

controlled production testing (topic 34). 

II. ARBITRATORS' REPORT 

Having reviewed the full record of this proceeding and provided an opportunity for all parties to 

be heard, the Commission generally finds the recommendations of the Arbitrators' Report to be a 

thorough and reasonable analysis of the issues. The Commission generally concurs in the 

arbitrators' analyses, findings and recommendations, and will generally accept, adopt and 

incorporate them into this Order. 

In particular, the Commission will adopt the arbitrators' recommendations regarding topics 5, 6, 7, 

8, 9, 11, 26,29 (with respect to the selection of ICA language) and 34. In addition, the 

Commission finds merit in the arbitrators' recommendations to open some new investigations 

involving Qwest and all interested CLECs: 

• Regarding the terms under which Qwest converts from providing a network element that is 

deemed a UNE to providing the same element when it is no longer deemed a UNE 

(topic 21), the Commission will initiate an investigation In the Matter of Qwest 

30 "LATA" refers to a "local access and transport area." 47 U.S.C. §§ 151(25), 271. 
"IntraLATA traffic" refers to calls between parties within the same LATA, often referred to as 

"local calls." 



Corporation's Conversion ofUNEs to Non-UNEs t Docket No. P-421/CI-07-730. This 

investigation will establish appropriate terms for Qwest to convert UNEs to non-UNEs, 

including a determination of whether the charge for providing this service must be limited 

to Qwest's total element long run incremental cost. 

• Regarding Qwest's procedures for providing CLECs with commingled enhanced extended 

loops (topic 25), the Commission adopts the arbitrators' recommendation and hereby 

initiates an investigation In the Matter of Qwest Corporation's Arrangements for 

Commingled Elements, Docket No. P-421/CI-07-731, for the purpose of determining 

appropriate procedures. 

With respect to a few topics, however, the Commission is persuaded that a superior alternative 

exists to the one recommended by the arbitrators. These topics are addressed below: 

III. ISSUES 

Topic 4: May Qwest discontinue processing orders from Eschelon if Eschelon 

fails to make prompt payments? (ICA Section 5.4.2) 

A. The Issue 

To introduce competition into the local telecommunications market, the 1996 Act compels ILECs 

to cooperate with their competitors in the use of telecommunications plant. This produces a 

dynamic whereby a CLEC is an ILECs customer in the wholesale market but is the ILECs 

competitor in the retail market. 

As a result of this relationship, each party has both the opportunity and the incentive to act in 

anticompetitive ways toward the other. Because the ILEC controls much of the plant, the ILEC 

has the opportunity to harm a CLECs business through various technical means that degrade the 

quality of the service that the CLEC can provide to its customers. The CLEC, in turn, can harm 

the ILECs business by withholding payment for the ILECs services. Much of the language in 

ICAs is designed to limit the discretion an ILEC has over the quality of service delivered to a 

CLECs customer, and to limit the CLECs discretion regarding the amount and timing of 

payments to the ILEC. 

This issue addresses both concerns. To the extent that Eschelon relies on Qwest's plant to serve a 

customer, Eschelon places orders for service with Qwest's wholesale operations. Eschelon might, 

for example, ask Qwest to install a new line to a customer's premises, or repair an existing line. If 

Qwest were to stop processing orders for Eschelon, Eschelon's customers might not be able to 

receive new lines or to get existing lines repaired. This fact might prompt the customer to stop 

doing business with Eschelon. Eschelon expresses concern that Qwest might exercise any 

discretion to stop processing orders inappropriately, causing irreparable harm in the form of lost 

customers and damaged reputation for service quality. On the other hand, Qwest claims that 

Eschelon has a history of late payments, that large unpaid balances deprive Qwest of the time 

value of money and increase the risk Qwest faces of a possible default, and that threatening to stop 

processing orders is an effective mechanism for securing those payments. 

8 



Qwest proposes language that would permit Qwest to discontinue processing Eschelon's orders 

for certain services if Eschelon fails to make full payment (except for sums in dispute) within 30 

days of the payment due date. Qwest proposes to give Eschelon and the Commission at least ten 

business days' notice of its intention to discontinue processing orders, but Qwest does not propose 

to await Commission action on that notice. Qwest's interconnection agreements with some other 

CLECs contain similar provisions. 

Eschelon's proposed language would require Qwest to secure Commission approval before 

discontinuing order processing or, alternatively, would require Qwest to resume order processing 

during the pendency of any Eschelon complaint on the issue. Integra and Time Warner support 

Eschelon's language. 

B. The Arbitrators' Recommendation 

Finding that Qwest had articulated legitimate grounds for concern about late payments, the 

arbitrators recommend adopting Qwest's proposed language. In an effort to better reconcile 

Qwest's proposal with Eschelon's concerns, the arbitrators suggest possible means to further limit 

Qwest's discretion to suspend order processing. If the Commission were concerned that a 10-day 

notice would not provide sufficient time to respond, the Commission could extend the notice 

period. Or if the Commission were concerned that an unpaid bill for service provided to 

Eschelon's operations in another state might prompt Qwest to withhold service processing in 

Minnesota, the Commission could declare that Qwest's authority to suspend order processing in 

Minnesota would be limited to circumstances in which Eschelon failed to pay for services 

rendered in Minnesota. 

Eschelon continues to support its proposed language. In lieu of that, Eschelon supports the 

additional safeguards proposed by the arbitrators. In addition, Eschelon proposes another 

constraint on Qwest's discretion to suspend order processing: If at the end of the 10-day notice 

period Qwest does not exercise its right to suspend order processing, Eschelon asks that Qwest be 

required to give a five-day notice before subsequently exercising its right to suspend. 

Finally, Eschelon notes that Qwest's language would permit Qwest to withhold processing a 

variety of orders, including orders to stop providing certain services to a customer and to limit a 

customer's access to toll services. This is an anomalous result. First, if Qwest is motivated by 

concern over a CLECs accruing debt, Qwest should not object to processing orders that will tend 

to reduce a CLECs future debt. Second, customers are legally entitled to decline telephone 

services which they did not request, and to block certain toll services. The Department shares this 

concern, and proposes the following language to address it: 

5.4.2 .... Qwest may only discontinue order processing (as defined 

below) to CLEC under the following conditions: 

1) if payment for services rendered in Minnesota are more than 30 days past 

due; and 

2) if such payment does not include amounts disputed under section 21.8; 

and 

3) if Qwest has given CLEC and the Commission ten (10) business days 

prior written notice. 



The term "order processing" does not include orders or requests by CLEC to drop 

or remove a feature or service for a given end user or end user account, and also 

does not include orders or requests by CLEC to add any blocking capabilities to an 

end user account. Qwest may not discontinue processing the removal of features or 

services, or the addition of blocking capabilities, under any circumstances. 

Nothing in this section precludes CLEC from using any dispute resolution 

procedures to contest Qwest's discontinuation of order processing, if CLEC 

believes Qwest has not met all three conditions listed above, or for any other 

reason. 

C. Applicable Law 

Notwithstanding the 1996 Act, states retain jurisdiction over an ILEC's operations.31 The 

Commission is authorized to prescribe the terms and conditions of service delivery for the purpose 

of bringing about fair and reasonable competition for local exchange telephone services.32 The 

Commission should exercise its authority to, among other objectives, encourage fair and 

reasonable competition for local exchange telephone service in a competitively neutral manner, 

maintain or improve service quality, promote customer choice, and ensure consumer protections.33 

While statute bars Qwest from disconnecting service to a CLEC without prior Commission 

approval,34 no party identifies a statute addressing Qwest's duty to continue processing orders 

specifically. However, statute requires local service providers 1) to refrain from charging any 

customer for services the customer did not request, and 2) to permit the customer to forbid the use 

of ("block") the customer's line for certain toll and information services.35 

31 47 U.S.C. § 251(d)(3); § 261(b), (c); 1996 Act § 601(c)(l). The Conference 

Committee Report for the 1996 Act expounds on the purpose of the uncodified language at 

§ 601(c)(l) as follows: "The conference agreement adopts the House provision stating that the 

bill does not have any effect on any other... State or local law unless the bill expressly so 

provides. This provision prevents affected parties from asserting that the bill impliedly preempts 

other laws." H. Conf. Rep. No. 104-458, 104th Cong., 2d Sess. 201 (1996), reprinted in 1996 

U.S.C.C.A.N.215. 

32 Minn. Stat. § 237.16, subd. l(a). 

"Minn. Stat. § 237.011. 

34 See Minn. Stat. § 237.74, subd. 9 (2006). 

35 Minn. Stat. §§ 327.663, 327.665; Minn. Rules part 7811.0600, subp. 1(E) and 
7812.0600, subp. 1(E). 
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D. Commission Decision 

The Commission finds merit in the arbitrators' analysis, and will generally accept their 

recommendation to adopt Qwest's language. The Commission has approved language similar to 

Qwest's proposal in other Qwest interconnection agreements, and no party has alleged that Qwest 

has exploited these terms for anticompetitive purposes. Consequently the Commission finds 

insufficient reason to adopt additional safeguards to guard against Qwest abusing these terms. 

Nevertheless, the Commission finds merit in Eschelon's and the Department's concerns about 

how Qwest's language might impinge upon retail customers' rights to remove services and block 

charges on their accounts. In defense of those rights, therefore, the Commission will modify 

Qwest's language to incorporate the Department's proposed language. With this addition, the 

Commission is persuaded that the new interconnection language will appropriately constrain each 

party for the benefit of the other, and for the benefit of Eschelon's customers. 

Topic 23: What terms should govern Qwest's duty to combine loops and 

transports at Eschelon's request? (ICA Section 9.23.4) 

A. The Issue 

Providing UNEs to CLECs typically requires Qwest personnel to make adjustments to cables and 

computers within Qwest's central offices, often including the computer that the CLEC has 

installed (co-located) there. When a CLEC purchases the use of multiple elements, often Qwest 

personnel must combine them on behalf of the CLEC.36 The parties disagree about the precise 

terms under which certain combinations will occur. 

In particular, the parties disagreed about language concerning "enhanced extended loops." A loop 

refers to the circuit connecting a customer's premises to the ILEC's computers in its central office. 

CLECs competing with Qwest typically do not have computers in each of Qwest's central offices. 

In order to use Qwest's plant to serve a customer connected to a remote central office, therefore, a 

CLEC needs to use not only the loop but also a circuit connecting the customer's central office to 

the central office containing the CLECs computer (or cable connecting to the CLECs computer). 

This combination of a loop and a circuit dedicated to transporting a signal between central offices 

(dedicated interoffice transport) has come to be known as an enhanced extended loop (EEL). 

EELs come in many varieties, including EELs incorporating standard voice circuits, EELs 

incorporating high-capacity circuits, and EELs incorporating elements that do not qualify as 

UNEs. 

Eschelon proposed agreement language seeking to address all of these types of EELs collectively 

as "Loop-Transport Combinations." The Department and Qwest object to Eschelon's language in 

part because it obscures the difference between EELs that consist entirely of UNEs and 

"commingled EELs" - that is, EELs involving both UNE and non-UNE elements. Eschelon's 

36 See, for example, 47 U.S.C. § 251(c)(3); 47 C.F.R. § 51.315. 
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language stated that it would not apply to combinations that contained no UNEs, it did not specify 

how to treat combinations that contained both UNE and non-UNE elements. 

On the other hand, Eschelon objects that Qwest's proposed language provides too much 

specificity. That is, Qwest's language stated that the non-UNE portion of any loop-transport 

combination would be governed by tariff. Eschelon argues that the non-UNE portion of the 

combination might be governed by terms other than those in Qwest's tariffs; for example, they 

could be governed by a commercial agreement. 

B. The Arbitrators' Recommendation 

Given the ambiguity created by Eschelon's proposed language, the arbitrators recommend 

adopting Qwest's proposed language. In its exceptions, Eschelon renewed its objections to that 

language. 

At the Commission hearing, however, Eschelon and Qwest acknowledged that they had already 

agreed to language at proposed Section 24.1.2.1 that appeared to address all of their concerns. It 

reads as follows: 

The UNE component(s) of any Commingled arrangement is governed by the 

applicable terms of this Agreement. The other component(s) of any Commingled 

arrangement is governed by the terms of the alternative service arrangement, 

pursuant to which the component is offered (e.g., Qwest's applicable Tariffs, price 

list, catalogs, or commercial agreements). 

They jointly ask the Commission to adopt this language in lieu of their initial positions and the 

arbitrators' recommendation. The Department supports this resolution as well. 

C. Applicable Law 

While the Commission has broad discretion to rule on arbitrated terms, the Commission is 

compelled to approve negotiated terms unless they discriminate against telecommunications 

carriers who are not party to the agreement, or unless they are inconsistent with the public interest, 

convenience and necessity.37 

D. Commission Decision 

While there may be merit in the arbitrators' recommendation, the fact that Eschelon and Qwest 

have reached agreement about this issue reduces the scope of the Commission's analysis. No 

37 47 U.S.C. § 252(e)(2); see In the Matter of the Petition of AT&T Communications of 

the Midwest, Inc. for Arbitration of an Interconnection Agreement with Qwest Corporation 

Pursuant to 47 U.S.C. § 252(b), Docket No. P-442,421/IC-03-759, ORDER RESOLVING 

ARBITRATION ISSUES AND REQUIRING FILED INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT 

(November 18,2003) at 7. 
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party has alleged that the proposed language would discriminate against any other party, or that it 

conflicts with the public interest, convenience and necessity. Finding no such defects, the 

Commission will approve the language agreed to by the parties, and decline the arbitrators' 

recommendation on this topic. 

Topic 27: Under what circumstances should Qwest acknowledge to Eschelon's 

customer that a service quality problem resulted from Qwest's error? 

(ICA Section 12.1.4.1) 

A. The Issue 

When Qwest's errors in processing a service request harmed an Eschelon customer, the 

Commission directed Qwest in the MN 616 Casen to acknowledge its responsibility in order to 

avoid anticompetitive effects to Eschelon. Now Eschelon and Qwest each propose language to 

articulate Qwest's duty to acknowledge mistakes, but the parties disagree about the extent of this 

duty. 

hi particular, Eschelon proposes that Qwest has a duty to acknowledge when it has made a 

mistake "relating to products and services provided under this Agreement." In contrast, Qwest 

proposes to acknowledge mistakes only if they arose from processing a local or access service 

request. Qwest's language would not require Qwest to acknowledge mistakes that harmed a 

customer's service after the initial request had been completed - for example, mistakes arising 

during a subsequent repair. 

B. The Arbitrators' Recommendation 

Finding various aspects of Qwest's proposed language to be inconsistent with the compliance 

filings Qwest made in the MN 616 Case, the arbitrators generally recommend adoption of 

Eschelon's language. However, the arbitrators share Qwest's view that Eschelon's language 

would expand the range of mistakes Qwest would be required to acknowledge beyond the scope 

of the MN 616 Case Orders. The arbitrators do not regard this expansion as contrary to the public 

interest, but merely wish to bring this fact to the Commission's attention in case the Commission 

would prefer to limit the scope of this provision to "mistake[s] in processing wholesale orders." 

Qwest asks the Commission to adopt this more limited language in the interest of simplicity. 

Qwest questions the need for this ICA language at all. Given that Eschelon has never actually 

called upon Qwest to acknowledge any errors since the MN 616 Case, Qwest finds no basis for 

expanding its obligations to acknowledge errors. 

38 In the Matter of a Request by Eschelon Telecom for an Investigation Regarding 

Customer Conversion by Qwest and Regulatory Procedures, Docket No. P421/C-03-616, 

ORDER FINDING SERVICE INADEQUATE AND REQUIRING COMPLIANCE FILING 

(July 30,2003); ORDER FINDING COMPLIANCE FILING INADEQUATE AND 

REQUIRING FURTHER FILINGS (November 12,2003); ORDER ACCEPTING 

COMPLIANCE FILING IN PART AND REQUIRING FURTHER FILINGS (April 1,2004). 
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The Department and Eschelon dispute the suggestion that Qwest's duties to acknowledge errors 

were ever so limited as Qwest's language suggests. According to these parties, the Commission's 

purpose in issuing increasingly detailed Orders in the MN 616 Case was broadly remedial. 

Moreover, regardless of the scope of the Orders that arose within the specific context of the MN 

616 Case, the Department and Eschelon can find no policy reason why the Commission would 

want to guard against anticompetitive consequences of certain mistakes but not others. 

Nevertheless, neither the Department nor Eschelon would object to the arbitrators' "mistake[s] in 

processing wholesale orders" language provided Qwest would interpret this language as broadly 

as they do. To that end, Eschelon proposes adopting the arbitrators' language but adding some 

elaboration as to what this language entails, as follows: 

12.1.4.1 CLEC may make a written request to its Qwest Service Manager for root 

cause analysis and/or acknowledgment of mistake(s) in processing wholesale orders, 

includingpre-ordering. ordering, provisioning, maintenance and repair, and billing. The 

written request should include the following information, when applicable and available: 

Purchase Order Number (PON), Service Order Number, billing telephone number, a 

description of the End User Customer impact and the ticket number associated with the 

repair of the impacting condition. It is expected that CLEC has followed usual procedures 

to correct a service impacting condition before beginning the process of requesting Qwest 

acknowledgment of error. 

(Emphasis added.) 

C. Applicable Law 

The Legislature directs the Commission to exercise its authority in a manner to promote certain 

goals, including encouraging fair and reasonable competition for local exchange telephone 

service, and guarding against unfair competition and other practices harmful to promoting fair and 

reasonable competition.39 

Before ever hearing the MN 616 Case, the Commission had discussed the possible anticompetitive 

consequences of lapses in the quality of Qwest's wholesale services: 

[To compete, a CLEC] must persuade customers to change their service provider. 

One aspect of that persuasion is building a public reputation that inspires 

confidence among potential customers. At this early stage of competition, 

however, a CLECs reputation is quite fragile. [M]ost customers have had little 

experience with CLECs in general, let alone any specific CLEC in particular. A 

39 Minn. Stat. §§ 237.011; 237.16, subd. 8(7). 
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missed installation or a blocked line may create the critical first impression 

that a customer has of a new provider. According to the [CLECs], that often 

becomes the last impression as well.40 

The MN 616 Case merely provided the Commission with another opportunity to emphasis the 

point. 

Providing adequate wholesale service includes taking responsibility when the 

wholesale producer's actions harm [retail] customers who could reasonably 

conclude that a competing carrier was at fault. Without this kind of accountability 

and transparency, retail competition cannot thrive. Telecommunications service is 

an essential service, and few customers will transfer their service to a competitive 

carrier whose service quality appears to be inferior.41 

D. Commission Decision 

The Commission's concern for the anticompetitive consequences of service quality lapses has 

never been as narrow as Qwest's language would suggest. The Commission finds it reasonable 

for Qwest to acknowledge mistakes at any point in processing wholesale orders, including 

mistakes arising during pre-ordering, ordering, provisioning, maintenance and repair, and billing. 

In the interest of clarity, the Commission will adopt the arbitrators' language as modified by 

Eschelon. 

Topic 29: How much should Eschelon have to pay to expedite an order on behalf 

of its customer? (ICA Sections 7.3.5.2,9.1.12.1) 

A. The Issue 

The interconnection agreement sets forth cost-based prices for UNEs. Qwest has established a 

schedule for providing certain UNEs for both its own retail operations and for CLECs.42 Qwest 

used to expedite its installations upon request but, Qwest alleges, CLECs abused this practice. 

Even now, under certain circumstances Qwest will expedite the provision of traditional voice-

grade local phone service ("plain old telephone service" or POTS) for both its own retail 

40 In the Matter of Qwest's Wholesale Service Quality Standards, Docket No. P-421/AM-

00-849, ORDER ADOPTING WHOLESALE SERVICE QUALITY STANDARDS 

(July 3,2003) at 19, reversed in part on other grounds, 702 N.W. 2d 246 (Minn 2005). 

41 MN 616 Case, ORDER FINDING SERVICE INADEQUATE AND REQUIRING 

COMPLIANCE FILING at 8. 

42 See Qwest's Service Interval Guide (SIG), Exhibit C or Individual Case Basis (ICB) 
Due Dates as applicable. 
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operations and for CLECs at no additional cost. But Qwest now demands $200 per day to 

expedite the provision of "design" services, whether for its own customers or for CLECs. Is this 

an appropriate price? 

B. The Arbitrators' Recommendation 

The arbitrators conclude that Qwest is prohibited from discriminating in the provision of 

expedited services, and thus the price Qwest charges to expedite a service should reflect Qwest's 

costs. However, the record is inadequate to establish what the cost is. Consequently the 

arbitrators recommend initiating a new docket to establish the total element long-run incremental 

cost of expediting orders. In the meantime, the arbitrators recommend limiting the price of 

expediting an order to $100. 

Eschelon supports this proposal, as well as the $100 interim rate. Eschelon notes that this rate 

would be paid in addition to the cost of the underlying UNE, and actually exceeds the cost of the 

typical UNE. The cost of a DS1 local loop, for example, is only $88.57. Eschelon reasons that, 

whatever the cost of expediting an installation, it probably won't be twice the cost of a standard 

installation. 

Qwest opposes the arbitrators' recommendation. Qwest cites decisions by other state 

commissions for the proposition that ILECs have no obligation to provide expedited service, other 

industries charge a premium to provide expedited services, a $200 premium to expedite an order 

simply reflects the value of service, and the Commission lacks the authority to require Qwest to 

offer expedited services on a non-discriminatory basis at cost-based rates. According to Qwest, a 

request to expedite the installation of a UNE is a "superior service" which an ILEC need not offer, 

and need not offer at cost. 

Without conceding its obligation to do so, Qwest argues that it refrains from discriminating in the 

provision of expedited services to CLECs. Qwest notes that it offers to expedite orders for CLECs 

on the same terms that it expedites orders for its own retail customers. 

Finally, Qwest argues that if it were required to provide expedites at a minor charge, then CLECs 

would have an incentive to submit more - or all - of their orders with requests to expedite. Qwest 

anticipates that this would burden its resources, cause Qwest to incur penalties for missing 

standard provisioning intervals, and cause Qwest to violate its obligation to provide 

nondiscriminatory access to UNEs. 

C. Applicable Law 

Federal and state law prohibit Qwest from engaging in unreasonable discrimination.43 The 1996 

Act's § 251(c)(3) requires an ILEC to offer CLECs "nondiscriminatory access to network 

43 47 U.S.C. §§ 160(a)(l); 202(a); 222(c)(3); 224; 251; 252; 254; 271(b); 272©; 276(a); 

47 C.F.R. §§ 51.307, 51.311, 51.313; Minn. Stat. §§ 237.07, subd. 2; 237.081, subd. 4; 237.09, 

subd. 1; 237.121 (a)(5); 237.14; 237.60, subd. 3. 
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elements on an unbundled basis ... on rates, terms, and conditions that are just, reasonable, and 

nondiscriminatory...." The FCC construes this language to mean that -

Where applicable, the terms and conditions pursuant to which an incumbent LEC 

offers to provide access to unbundled network elements, including but not limited 

to, the time within which the incumbent LEC provisions such access to unbundled 

network elements, shall, at a minimum, be no less favorable to the requesting 

carrier than the terms and conditions under which the incumbent LEC provides 

such elements to itself.44 

(Emphasis added.) Similarly, Minnesota law states: 

To the extent prohibited by the Federal Communications Commission or public 

utilities commission, a telephone company shall not give preference or discriminate 

in providing services, products, or facilities to an affiliate or to its own or an 

affiliate's retail department that sells to consumers.45 

(Emphasis added). 

But a LEC's obligation to provide UNEs for the benefit of CLECs is not open-ended. The 8th 

Circuit Court of Appeals has stated that "subsection 251(c)(3) implicitly requires unbundled 

access only to an incumbent LEC's existing network - not to a yet unbuilt superior one."46 On 

remand from that decision, the FCC stated that "we do not require incumbent LECs to construct 

new transport facilities to meet specific competitive LEC point-to-point demand requirements for 

facilities that the incumbent LEC has not deployed for its own use."47 

D. Commission Decision 

Qwest raises both legal and practical challenges to implementing the arbitrators' 

recommendations. 

Whatever the merits of the claim that ILECs have no obligation to provide expedited service, or 

that other industries charge a premium to provide expedited services, or that $200 simply reflects 

the value of expediting an order, these claims are not at issue here. With respect to the claim that 

the Commission lacks authority to require Qwest to offer expedited services on a non-

discriminatory basis at cost-based rates, the Commission is not convinced. 

44 47 C.F.R. §51.311. 

45 Minn. Stat. § 237.09, subd. 2(a). 

46 Iowa Utils. Bd. v. FCC, 120 F.3d 753, 813 (8th Cir. 1997) (emphasis in original). 

47 In the Matter of Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the 

Telecommunications Act of 1996, Third Report and Order and Fourth Further Notice of Proposed 

Rulemaking, CC Docket No. 96-98,15 FCC Red 3696 (November 5,1999) at 1324. 
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Whether Qwest has an obligation to offer expedited access to UNEs or merely chooses to offer it, 

it is undisputed that Qwest does offer expedited access to its own retail operations. And if Qwest 

offers expedited access to UNEs for its own retail operations, Qwest has a duty to provide such 

access on a nondiscriminatory basis to CLECs as well. 

Qwest argues that it refrains from discriminating in the provision of expedited access to CLECs. 

In support of this argument, Qwest invites the Commission to compare the price Qwest charges 

CLECs at wholesale to the $200 retail price it charges its own customers at retail. But the law 

bars Qwest from discriminating in the wholesale market specifically - that is, from imposing 

different terms and conditions for expedited service on different telecommunications carriers,48 

including itself.49 Qwest must provide UNEs to CLECs on the same terms and conditions that it 

provides them to its own retail operations,50 regardless of what it charges its retail customers. And 

the cost Qwest bears to provide expedited access to UNEs for its retail customers is simply the 

cost of expediting the service. This is also the cost that CLECs should bear to expedite access for 

their customers. 

In arguing that expediting a UNE is a "superior service" which Qwest is not obligated to provide -

and certainly is not obligated to provide at cost - Qwest misapplies a term of art. As noted above, the 

8th Circuit and the FCC concluded that the 1996 Act does not provide a basis for the FCC to require 
ILECs to offer "superior" service - that is, to build facilities for CLECs if the ILEC would not build 

comparable facilities for itself. In contrast to those circumstances, Qwest not only provides 

expedited service for itself, Qwest offers the service to others on its tariff. The concerns articulated 

by the 8th Circuit and the FCC regarding "superior service" have no relevance to this issue. 

Based on the arguments of the arbitrators and Eschelon, the Commission finds no legal prohibition 

on directing Qwest to provide expedited services at cost-based rates. To the contrary, the 

Commission finds that it is compelled to do so. 

However, while the Commission is not persuaded by Qwest's legal objections, the Commission 

acknowledges the practical challenges Qwest identifies. Qwest speculates about the burdens it 

would bear if the Commission were to establish "a minor charge" that resulted in a glut of requests 

to expedite. Admittedly, establishing costs can be challenging; the cost Qwest bears to expedite 

an order may vary depending on the number of expedite requests Qwest receives, and the number 

of requests Qwest receives may vary with the cost to expedite an order. Fortunately, the 

arbitrators' and Eschelon's recommendations are designed to address these very concerns: a cost 

docket will provide Qwest with the forum it needs to demonstrate the burdens that expedited 

orders impose on Qwest's operations. With an adequate record, the Commission will be able to 

establish a charge that permits Qwest to recover its costs, whether they be major or minor. 

48 See, for example, 47 C.F.R. §§ 51.311 (a), 51.313(a) (requiring equal treatment among 

"telecommunications carriers"). Both Eschelon and Qwest are telecommunications carriers. 

47 C.F.R. §§51.5. 

49 See, for example, 47 C.F.R. §§51.31 l(b), 51.313(b) (requiring each ILEC to provide 

CLECs with access to UNEs at least equal to the access it provides to "itself). 

50 Minn. Stat. § 237.09, subd. 2(a). 
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That said, the Commission will decline the arbitrators' recommendation to initiate a new docket to 

establish the appropriate rate. Rather, in the interest of administrative efficiency the Commission 

will refer this matter to a proceeding already underway, Docket No. P-421/AM-06-713 In the 

Matter of Qwest's Application for Commission Review ofTELRIC Rates Pursuant to 47 U.S.C. 

§ 251. In the meantime, the Commission will adopt the interim rate recommended by the 

arbitrators and Eschelon. 

Topic 31: How should the parties allocate fault for a missed order for purposes of 

characterizing an order as "Customer Not Ready"? (ICA Section 

12.2.7.2.4.4) 

A. The Issue 

While Qwest confirms the dates upon which it plans to fulfill wholesale orders from each CLEC, 

occasionally an installation order cannot be completed on time. If Qwest accepts responsibility 

for having missed the deadline, Qwest may incur financial penalties for failure to meet 

performance indicator definitions (PIDs); PIDs are terms that are common to many ICAs.51 On 

the other hand, if Qwest concludes that the responsibility for the failure lies with the CLEC or its 

customer ("Customer Not Ready"), Qwest avoids the risk of financial penalties. In addition, the 

order is re-scheduled with at least a three-day delay.52 

This issue pertains to assigning fault when 1) Qwest issues a "jeopardy notice," informing 

Eschelon that it might not be able to perform the work as scheduled, 2) Qwest then provides 

Eschelon with less than a day's notice that Qwest will be able to perform the work as originally 

scheduled, and 3) the order cannot be completed because Eschelon or its customer are unprepared 

to work with Qwest. 

Qwest acknowledges that it has a duty to give notice (called a firm order confirmation, or FOC) 

when scheduling an order due date, and when re-confirming an order that had previously been 

placed in jeopardy. Qwest acknowledges that the purpose of issuing a FOC on previously 

"jeopardized" orders is to enable a CLEC to make the appropriate arrangements to cooperate with 

Qwest in filling the order. And Qwest acknowledges that it has a duty to accurately differentiate 

between delays caused by Qwest and delays caused by a CLEC or its customers. 

Eshelon objects to its customers enduring three-day delays due to circumstances beyond 

Eschelon's and the customer's control. Eschelon proposes language designed to characterize 

missed orders as Qwest's fault if Qwest fails to give a day's notice of its intention to complete a 

previously jeopardized order on time: 

12.2.7.2.4.4 A jeopardy caused by Qwest will be classified as a Qwest jeopardy, 

and a jeopardy caused by CLEC will be classified as Customer Not Ready (CNR). 

51 See Exhibit B; Exhibit K, Appendices A and B. 

52 Proposed ICA §9.2.4.4.1. 
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12.2.7.2.4.4.1 There are several types of jeopardies. Two of these types are: (1) 

CLEC or CLEC End User Customer is not ready or service order is not accepted by 

the CLEC (when Qwest has tested the service to meet all testing requirements.); 

and (2) End User Customer access was not provided. For these two types of 

jeopardies, Qwest will not characterize a jeopardy as CNR or send a CNR jeopardy 

to CLEC if a Qwest jeopardy exists, Qwest attempts to deliver the service, and 

Qwest has not sent an FOC notice to CLEC after the Qwest jeopardy occurs but at 

least a day before Qwest attempts to deliver the service. CLEC will nonetheless use 

its best efforts to accept the service. If needed, the Parties will attempt to set a new 

appointment time on the same day and, if unable to do so, Qwest will issue a Qwest 

Jeopardy notice and a FOC with a new Due Date. 

12.2.7.2.4.4.2 If CLEC establishes to Qwest that a jeopardy was not caused by 

CLEC, Qwest will correct the erroneous CNR classification and treat the jeopardy 

as a Qwest jeopardy. 

Qwest offers many objections to Eschelon's language. According to Qwest, the problem 

triggering Eschelon's concerns is too rare to warrant the procedures Eschelon proposes. Also, 

Qwest argues that Eschelon's language could have the effect of delaying service to Eschelon's 

customers. 

Instead of adopting Eschelon's language, Qwest recommends that the Commission leave this 

matter be governed by the procedures Qwest provides at its wholesale site on the World Wide 

Web. To the extent that changes are warranted in Qwest's procedures for fulfilling wholesale 

orders, Qwest recommends that the Commission direct Eschelon to use the change management 

process in the parties' agreement; this process would provide a mechanism for balancing 

Eschelon's interests with the interests of other CLECs as well. 

B. The Arbitrators' Recommendation 

The arbitrators recommend declining Eschelon's proposed language, leaving this matter to be 

governed by the terms of Qwest's website. Noting that Qwest has already committed to providing 

Eschelon with FOC notices before attempting to complete previously jeopardized orders, the 

arbitrators conclude that no additional language is necessary to provide Eschelon with adequate 

notice, and that the main goal of Eschelon's language must be to influence how the PID language 

is interpreted. The arbitrators reason that this is a matter that should be addressed outside the 

context of a single CLECs interconnection agreement. Qwest supports this position. 

Eschelon argues that the arbitrators misapprehended the point of Eschelon's concerns, and 

therefore its proposed language. 

According to Eschelon, Qwest acknowledges that it would be unreasonable to blame Eschelon if 

an installation date is missed because Qwest neglected to give timely notice of the new date. But 

Eschelon argues that this acknowledgment is meaningless unless the parties agree what "timely" 

notice entails. Eschelon states that its language is designed to resolve this question, and establish 

the consequences for the failure to give timely notice. With the exception of establishing the one-

day-notice policy, Eschelon alleges that its language merely reflects practices that Qwest 

professes to use today. 
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Moreover, whatever the merits of Qwest's current practices and website language, Eschelon states 

that these practices and terms are subject to change without Commission approval unless they are 

embedded in a Commission-approved interconnection agreement. 

Finally, Eschelon denies the arbitrators' assertion that the main goal of Eschelon's assertion was 

to somehow modify the PIDs. To clarify this point, Eshelon offers the following amendment to its 

proposed language: 

Nothing in this Section 12.2.7.2.4.4 modifies the Performance Indicator Definitions 

(PIDs) set forth in Exhibit B and Appendices A and B to Exhibit K of this 

Agreement. 

C. Applicable Law 

The 1996 Act's § 251(c)(3) requires each ILEC to offer CLECs "nondiscriminatory access to 

network elements on an unbundled basis ... on rates, terms, and conditions that are just, 

reasonable, and nondiscriminatory...." 

D. Commission Decision 

The Commission finds merit in Eschelon's concerns, and consequently in the language Eschelon 

proposes to address those concerns. Simply put, Eschelon should not be held responsible when it 

relies on Qwest's statement that Qwest will not be able to meet a deadline. 

The Commission realizes that circumstances change and not every deadline will be met; the 

Commission also realizes that circumstances change and some previously unmeetable deadlines 

can in fact be met. The Commission cannot know when these circumstances will reflect some 

fault on the part of Qwest and when they simply reflect the challenges of managing a complex 

telecommunications system; for this reason the PIDs do not prescribe penalties for every instance 

of missing a deadline, but merely for cumulative instances. But where Eschelon had no role in 

causing Qwest to issue an initial jeopardy notice, and had no role in delaying Qwest's issuance of 

a subsequent FOC until less than a day before the deadline, the Commission cannot find the merit 

in holding Eschelon responsible when the deadline is missed. 

Nothing in Eschelon's language requires Qwest to delay filling an order. To the contrary, 

Eschelon's language calls upon each party to use their best efforts to meet deadlines with or 

without a timely FOC. Eschelon's language merely specifies the consequences for failing to offer 

a timely FOC - specifically, Eschelon would not be held responsible for any failure to meet the 

installation deadline, and the new deadline need not be delayed a minimum of three days. 

Nor does the Commission read Eschelon's language to alter the PIDs. Given the apparent 

confusion on that point, however, the Commission will approve Eschelon's language together 

with Eschelon's statement clarifying that this new language does not modify the PIDs. 

The Commission will so order. 
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ORDER 

1. The Commission decides the arbitrated issues as discussed in the body of this Order. 

Except as otherwise specified, the Commission adopts the findings, conclusions and 

recommendations of the Arbitrators' Report. In particular, the Commission adopts the 

following recommendations: 

A. Topic 21: Regarding the terms under which Qwest converts from providing a 

network element that is deemed a UNE to providing the same element when it is no 

longer deemed a UNE, the Commission adopts the arbitrators' recommendation 

and hereby initiates an investigation In the Matter of Qwest Corporation's 

Conversion ofUNEs to Non-UNEs, Docket No. P-999/CI-07-730.. This 

investigation shall establish appropriate terms for Qwest to convert UNEs to non-

UNEs, including a determination of whether the charge for providing this service 

must be limited to Qwest's total element long run incremental cost. 

B. Topic 25: Regarding Qwest's procedures for providing CLECs with commingled 

EELs, the Commission adopts the arbitrators' recommendation and hereby initiates 

an investigation In the Matter of Qwest Corporation's Arrangements for 

Commingled Elements, Docket No. P-999/CI-07-731, for the purpose of 

determining appropriate procedures. 

The Commission's decisions differ for the arbitrators' recommendations, however, with 

respect to the following topics. 

2. Topic 4: Regarding Qwest's discretion to discontinue processing Eschelon's orders if 

Eschelon fails to make timely payments, the parties shall adopt Qwest's proposed language 

as amended to incorporate the following: 

5.4.2 .... Qwest may only discontinue order processing (as defined below) to 

CLEC under the following conditions: 

1) if payment for services rendered in Minnesota are more than 30 days 

past due; and 

2) if such payment does not include amounts disputed under section 21.8; 

and 

3) if Qwest has given CLEC and the Commission ten (10) business days 

prior written notice. 

The term "order processing" does not include orders or requests by CLEC to drop 

or remove a feature or service for a given end user or end user account, and also 

does not include orders or requests by CLEC to add any blocking capabilities to an 

end user account. Qwest may not discontinue processing the removal of features or 

services, or the addition of blocking capabilities, under any circumstances. 

Nothing in this section precludes CLEC from using any dispute resolution 

procedures to contest Qwest's discontinuation of order processing, if CLEC 

believes Qwest has not met all three conditions listed above, or for any other 

reason. 
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3. Topic 23: Regarding the terms under which Qwest combines loops and transport at 

Eschelon's request, the parties shall adopt the following language: 

9.23.4 The UNE component (s) of any Commingled arrangement is 

governed by the applicable terms of this Agreement. The other component(s) of 

any Commingled arrangement is governed by the terms of the alternative service 

arrangement, pursuant to which the component is offered (e.g., Qwest's applicable 

Tariffs, price list, catalogs, or commercial agreements). 

4. Topic 27: Regarding Qwest's duty to acknowledge to Eschelon's customer that a service 

quality problem resulted from Qwest's error, the parties shall adopt the following 

language: 

12.1.4.1 CLEC may make a written request to its Qwest Service Manager for 

root cause analysis and/or acknowledgment ofmistake(s) in processing wholesale 

orders, including pre-ordering, ordering, provisioning, maintenance and repair, 

and billing. The written request should include the following information, when 

applicable and available: Purchase Order Number (PON), Service Order Number, 

billing telephone number, a description of the End User Customer impact and the 

ticket number associated with the repair of the impacting condition. It is expected 

that CLEC has followed usual procedures to correct a service impacting condition 

before beginning the process of requesting Qwest acknowledgment of error. 

5. Topic 29: The task of developing a record for determining Qwest's total element long-run 

incremental cost to expedite an order is referred to Docket No. P-421/AM-06-713 In the 

Matter of Qwest's Application for Commission Review ofTELRIC Rates Pursuant to 

47 U.S.C. § 251, now pending before the Office of Administrative Hearings. On an 

interim basis, Qwest may charge Eschelon up to $100 to expedite an order on behalf of an 

Eschelon customer. 

6. Topic 31: In identifying the party at fault when a retail customer's order is missed, the 

parties shall adopt the following language: 

12.2.7.2.4.4 A jeopardy caused by Qwest will be classified as a Qwest jeopardy, 

and a jeopardy caused by CLEC will be classified as Customer Not Ready (CNR). 

Nothing in this Section 12.2.7.2.4.4 modifies the Performance Indicator Definitions 

(PIDs) set forth in Exhibit B and Appendices A andB to Exhibit K of this 

Agreement. 

12.2.7.2.4.4.1 There are several types of jeopardies. Two of these types are: (1) 

CLEC or CLEC End User Customer is not ready or service order is not accepted 

by the CLEC (when Qwest has tested the service to meet all testing requirements.); 

and (2) End User Customer access was not provided. For these two types of 

jeopardies, Qwest will not characterize a jeopardy as CNR or send a CNR 

jeopardy to CLEC if a Qwest jeopardy exists, Qwest attempts to deliver the service, 

and Qwest has not sent an FOC notice to CLEC after the Qwest jeopardy occurs 
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but at least a day before Qwest attempts to deliver the service. CLEC will 

nonetheless use its best efforts to accept the service. If needed, the Parties will 

attempt to set a new appointment time on the same day and, if unable to do so, 

Qwest will issue a Qwest Jeopardy notice and a FOC with a new Due Date. 

12.2.7.2.4.4.2 If CLEC establishes to Qwest that a jeopardy was not caused by 

CLEC, Qwest will correct the erroneous CNR classification and treat the jeopardy 

as a Qwest jeopardy. 

The parties shall submit a final ICA containing all arbitrated and negotiated terms to the 

Commission for review pursuant to 47 U.S.C. § 252(e) within 120 days of this Order. If 

the Commission does not issue a final order in the Wire Center Docket33 in the next 100 

days, parties may petition to extend this deadline. The Commission delegates to its 

Executive Secretary the authority to grant such extensions. 

8. This Order shall become effective immediately 

ISSION 

W. Haar 

Executive Secretary 

(SEAL) 

This document can be made available in alternative formats (i.e., large print or audio tape) by 

calling (651) 297-4596 (voice) or 1-800-627-3529 (TTY relay service). 

53 In the Matter of CLECs' Request for Commission Approval oflLEC Wire Center 

Impairment Analysis, Docket No. P-5692/M-06-211; In the Matter of a Commission 

Investigation Identifying Wire Centers in Which Qwest Must Offer High-Capacity Loop or 

Transport UNEs at Cost-Based Rates, Docket No. P-999/CI-06-685. 
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STATE OF MINNESOTA) 

)SS 

COUNTY OF RAMSEY ) 

AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE 

I, Margie DeLaHunt. being first duly sworn, deposes and says: 

That on the 30th day of March. 2007 she served the attached 

ORDER RESOLVING ARBITRATION ISSUES. REQUIRING FILED 
INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT. OPENING INVESTIGATIONS AND REFERRING 

ISSUE TO CONTESTED CASE PROCEEDING. 

MNPUC Docket Number: P-421/AM-06-713: P-5340.421/IC-06-768: P-421/CI-07-370: 

and P-421/CI-07-371 

XX By depositing in the United States Mail at the City of St. 

Paul, a true and correct copy thereof, properly enveloped 

with postage prepaid 

XX By personal service 

XX By inter-office mail 

to all persons at the addresses indicated below or on the attached list: 

Commissioners 

Carol Casebolt 

Peter Brown 

Eric Witte 

Marcia Johnson 

Kate Kahlert 

AG 

Kevin O'Grady 

Mark Oberlander 

Ganesh Krishnan 

John Lindell 

Mary Swoboda 

Jessie Schmoker 

Linda Chavez - DOC 

Julia Anderson - OAG 

Curt Nelson - OAG 

Subscribed and sworn to before me, 

a notary public, this \5O day of 

. 2007 

i 

Notary 

MARYERBO 
NOTARY PUBLIC-MINNESOTA 
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES 
JANUARY 31,2010 
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360net\vorks (USA) inc. 

Charles Forst 

867 Coal Creek Circle, Ste 160 

Louisville CO 80027 

ACN Communication Services, Inc. 

Lisa Lezotle 

32991 Hamilton Court 

Farmington Hills Ml 48334 

ARNAN Services, Inc. 

Rcnce Ladd 

5125 Mill Rd 

Red Wing MN 55066 

AT&T Communications of the Midwest, Inc. 

Waunela Browne 

11425 W 146th St 

Olathe KS 66062 

AboveNct Communications, Inc. (Local Niche) 

Dennis E. Codlin 

360 Hamilton Ave FL 7 

Ann: Tax Dept 

White Plains NY 10601 

Access Communications, Inc. 

Randall J Herman 

5005 Cheshire LnN, Ste I 

Plymouth MN 55446-3719 

Ace Link Telecommunications, Inc. 

David Schroeder 

207 East Cedar Street 

PO Box 360 

Houston MN 55943 

Advanced Integrated Technologies Inc. 

Greg Lohrenz 

9855 W 78th St, Ste 300 

Eden Prairie MN 55344 

Alexandria Light and Power (P580I) 

Allen Croswer 

PO Box 609 

316Fil!moreST 

Alexandria MN 56308-0609 

American Fiber Network, Inc. 

9401 Indian Creek Pkwy Ste 140 

Overland Park KS 66210 

American Fiber Systems, Inc. 

Bruce Frankicwich 

100 Meridian Centre, Ste 250 

Rochester NY 14618-3979 

American Telco LLP dba American Telco 

JEFF PRENTISS 

9243 E RIVER RDNW 

COON RAPIDS MN 55433-5722 

Arizona Diahone. Inc. 

Carrie Ranges 

7170 W Oakland St 

Chandler AZ 85226 

Avcra Communication, L.L.C. 

James Breckenridge 

3900 W. Avera Drive, Ste 301 

Sioux Falls SD 57108 

BBY Networks, Inc. 

Kevin Seamans 

Best Buy Networks 

7601 Penn AveS 

Richfield MN 55423-3645 

BF.VCOMM, Inc. dba BEVCOMM 

Neil Eckles 

123 West 7th Street 

Blue Earth MN 56013 

BT Communications Sales LLC 

Linda Cicco 

11440 Commerce Park Drive 

RestonVA 20191 

BackPack Software, Inc. dba lnter.com 

David V Duccini 

2402 Universtiy Ave W, Ste 225 

StPauIMN 55114 

BellSouth Long Distance, Inc. 

SUSAN CALLAGHAN 

STE/FL 5C48 

2180 LAKE BLVDNE 

ATLANTA GA 30346 

Broadwing Communications, LLC 

DANIEL MELDAZIS 

200NLaSALLESTFLI0 

CHICAGO II. 60601 

Budget Phone, Inc. 

Art Magee 

1325 Barksdale Blvd Ste 200 

Bossier City LA 71111-4600 

BullsEye Telecom, Inc. 

Charles L Schneider, Jr. 

25900 Greenfield Rd, Ste 330 

Oak Park Ml 48237 

C-l Communications, Inc. 

Paul Hoge 

POBox 100 

Emily MN 56447-0100 

COMTECH21.LLC 

Sonja Johnson-Byers 

One Barnes Park S 

Wallingford CT 06492 

Campus Communications Group, Inc. 

Angela Ellis 

PO Box 85 

Champaign IL 61824 

Cbeyond Communications, LLC 

Julia O Strow 

Ste 300 

320 Interstate North Pkwy SE 

Atlanta GA 30339-2205 

Central Transport Group, LLC 

Robert Olson 

P.O. Box 45 

Parkers Prairie MN 56361 

CcnturyTel Acquisition LLC dba KMC Telecom 

Ron Johnson 

lOOCenturyTel Drive 

Monroe LA 71203 

CenturyTel Fiber Company II, LLC dba LightCore 

14567 N Outer Forty Rd.Ste 500 

Chesterfield MO 63017 

Century Tel Solutions, LLC 

Beverly Posey 

lOOCenturytel Drive 

Monroe LA 71211-4065 



Charter Fiberlink, LLC 

Carrie L Cox 

12405 Powerscourt Dr 

Si Louis MO 63131-3674 

Charter Telephone of Minnesota, LLC 

Carrie L. Cox 

12405 Powerscourt Dr 

St Louis MO 63131-3674 

Choicetcl, L.L.C. 

Pamela Ricck 

801 Nicollct Mall. Ste 350 

Minneapolis MN 55402 

City of Buffalo 

Merton Auger 

212 Central Avenue 

Buffalo MN 55313 

City of Detroit Lakes Public Utilities Dept. 

Curt Punt 

PO Box 647 

1025 Roosevelt Ave 

Detroit Lakes MN 56502-0647 

CityofLakefield 

Mark Erickson 

301 Main Street 

PO Box 900 

LakefieldMN 56150-0900 

CityofWindom 

Coralee Krueger 

444 9th St 

PO Box 38 

WindomMN 56101-0038 

Comcast Phone of Minnesota, Inc. 

Richard R Wolfe 

29777 Telegraph Rd. Ste 4400-B 

SouthficldMI 48034-5155 

CommPartners, LLC 

David Clark 

3291 N Buffalo Dr, Ste 8 

Las Vegas NV 89129 

Common Pointe Networks of Minnesota. LLC 

John Bamicle 

200SWackerDrSte3100 

Chicago IL 60606 

Computer Network Technology Corporation 

Larry Starns 

6000 Nathan Lane 

Minneapolis MN 55442 

Computer Pro, Inc. 

Linda Dobinson 

209 West 1st St 

DuluthMN 55802 

Comtel Telcom Assets LP 

Becky Gipson 

Ste 1300 

433 E Las Colinas Blvd 

Irving TX 75039 

Consolidated Telephone Company(AM) 

Marvin Nicola 

PO Box B 

1102 Madison St 

BraincrdMN 56401 

Contel Systems, inc 

Robert Olson 

1102 Madison St. 

PO Box 972 

Brainerd MN 56401-0972 

Cordia Communications Corp. 

MARIA ABBAGNARO 

STE 408 

445 HAMILTON AVE 

WHITE PLAINS NY 10601 

Covista, Inc. 

HARRIET BRUNKER 

4803 HIGHWAY 58 

CHATTANOOGA TN 37416 

Crystal Communications, Inc. 

William VanderSluis 

221 E Hickory St 

MankatoMN 56001 

Cypress Communications Operating Company, 

Nicole Browne 

15 Piedmont Center Ste 610 

Atlanta GA 30305 

DIECA Communications. Inc. 

Megan Dobemeck 

dba Covad Communications Co 

7901 LowryBlvd 

Denver CO 80230 

DSLnet Communications, LLC 

SCHULA HOBBS 

50 BARNES PARK N STE 104 

WALLINGFORD CT 06492 

Desktop Media, Inc. 

Corey Hauer 

1143 S Broadway 

Albert Lea MN 56007 

Digital Telecommunications, Inc. dba DTI 

Jenny Woodward 

111 Riverfront, Ste 305 

WinonaMN 55987 

Direct Communications, LLC 

Gene South 

c/o Lakedale Telephone 

9938 St. Hwy 55, Box 340 

AnnandalcMN 55302 

EN-TEL Communications, LLC 

Gene R. South, Sr. 

9938 State Hwy 55 NW 

PO Box 340 

AnandaleMN 553020340 

Electric Lightwave. LLC 

Wade Chan 

1201 NE Lloyd Blvd suite 500 

Portland OR 97232 

Enventis Telecom, Inc. 

William VanderSluis 

HickoryTcch 

221 E Hickory St 

MankatoMN 56001 

Ernest Communications, Inc. 

Paul Masters 

5275 Triangle Parkway, Ste 150 

NorcrossGA 30092 

Eschelon Telecom of Minnesota. Inc. 

Cathy Murray 

730 2nd Ave S, Ste 900 

Minneapolis MN 55402-2489 

Esodus Communications, Inc. dba INSTATONE 

Michael Servos 

1020 Spruce Drive 

Belleair Beach FL 33786 



FTTH Communications L.L.C. 

John Schultz 

3030 Center Point Dr., Ste 800 

RosevilleMN 55113 

Farmers Mutual Technologies. Inc. 

Robert J. Hoffman 

PO Box 368 

301 2nd St S 

Bellingham MN 56212-0368 

First Communications, LLC 

Mary Ccgclski 

15278 NeoPkwy 

Garfield Hts OH 44128-3153 

France Telecom Corporate Solutions L.L.C. 

Jean-Sebastien Falisse 

13775 McLearen 

Mailstop 1100 

Oak Hill VA 20171 

Frontier Communications of America, lnc.(5316) 

Aloa J. Stevens 

dba Citizens Communications Co 

3TriadCtrStc 160 

Salt Lake City UT 84180 

Global Connection Inc. of America 

1 loussam Abdallah 

3957 Pleasantdale Road 

Atlanta GA 30340 

Global Crossing Local Services, Inc. 

Diane Peters 

1080 Pittsford Victor Road 

PittsfordNY 14534 

Global Crossing Tclemanagement, Inc. 

Diane Peters 

1080 Pittsford Victor Road 

PittsfordNY 14534 

Granite Telecommunications, LLC 

ROBERT T HALE, JR. 

100 NEWPORT AVENUE EXT 

QUINCYMA 02171-1734 

Group Long Distance. Inc. 

Tina Tecce 

PO Box 534 

RingoesNJ 08551 

Hiawatha Broadband Communications, Inc 

Gary Evans 

58 Johnson St 

Winona MN 55987 

1 lomcTown Solutions, LLC 

Kevin Beyer 

PO Box 107 

508 Atlantic Ave. 

Morris MN 56267 

Houlton Enterprises, Inc. 

Mark Houlton 

2201 W Broadway #1 

Council Bluffs 1A 51501-3605 

Hutchinson Telecommunications, Inc. 

Monty Morrow 

235 Franklin Street SW 

PO Box 639 

Hutchinson MN 55350 

IDT America, Corp. 

Carl Billek, Esq. 

520 Broad Street 

7th Floor Legal Department 

Newark NJ 07102 

IPC Network Services, Inc. 

John McSherry 

I State St Plaza 

New York NY 10005 

IdeaOne Telecom Group LLC 

Bob Johnson 

3239 39th Street SW 

FargoND 58104 

Independent Emergency Services LLC 

Walter S. Clay 

PO Box 279 

235 Franklin Street South 

Hutchinson MN 55350-0272 

Integra Telecom of Minnesota, Inc. 

Carol Wirsbinski 

1200 Minnesota Center 

7760 France Ave 

Bloomington MN 55435 

Inter-Tel NelSolutions. Inc. 

Jon Brinton 

StcA-100 

4310 E Cotton Center Blvd 

phoenix AR 85040 

Intrado Communications Inc. 

1601 Dry Creek Drive 

LongmontCO 80503 

lonex Communications North. Inc. 

Greg C Lawhon 

c/o Birch Telecom of the South 

2300 Main St, 6th FL 

Kansas City MO 64108 

Jaguar Communications, Inc. 

Andrew Tanabe 

213 S Oak Ave, Ste 2000 

OwatonnaMN 55060 

KMC Data LLC 

James Mertz 

c/o KMC Data LLC 

5300 Oakbrook Pkwy B300 Ste33O 

NorcrossGA 30093 

KMTelecom (AM) 

Mary Ehmke 

18 2nd Avenue NW 

KassonMN 55944 

KTF Telcom. Inc. 

William F King 

PO Box 135 

MoraMN 55051 

LH Telecom, Inc. 

Jeffrey Springbom 

666 Walnut St Ste 1700 

DesMoinesIA 50909 

LSSi Corp. 

John McMaster 

Raritan Plaza III 

101 Fieldcrest Ave 

Edison NJ 08837 

Lakedalc Link, Inc. 

Gene R. South. Sr. 

9938 State Hwy 55 NW 

PO Box 340 

AnnandaleMN 55302-0340 

Level 3 Communications, LLC 

Mike Ardia 

1025 Eldorado Blvd. 

BroomfieldCO 80021 



LightNet, L.L.C. 

Fazil Bhimani 

2790 Quebec Court 

Little Canada MN 55117 

Lighlyear Network Solutions, LLC 

Linda Hunt 

1901 Eastpoint Parkway 

Louisville KY 40223 

Local Access Network, LLC dba Milaca Local 

Cheryl Scapanski 

2220 125th Street NW 

RiceMN 56367 

Looking Glass Networks, Inc. 

Jodi J Caro 

1111 W 22nd Street, Ste 600 

Oak Brook IL 60523 

MCC Telephony of Minnesota, Inc. 

100 Crystal Run Rd 

MiddlctownNY 10941 

MClmetro Access Transmission Services LLC 

Randi Klindworth 

707 17th Si, #4200 

Denver CO 80202 

Mainstreet Communications, LLC 

Dean Mohs 

831 Main Street S 

Sauk Centre MN 56378 

Master Call Communications, Inc. 

Stanley Golove 

50 Broadway, ste 1109 

New York NY 10004 

Master Communications Systems, Inc. 

John Huddock, Jr. 

6130 Blue Circle Dr.. ste 200 

MtkaMN 55343 

Matrix Telecom, Inc. 

DANA HOYLE 

7171 FOREST LN STE 700 

DALLAS TX 75230 

McLeodUSA Telecommunications Services, Inc. 

Robin R McVeigh 

One Martha's Way 

Hiawatha IA 52233 

Metropolitan Telecommunications ofMinnesota, 

David Aronow 

44 Wall St, 6th Fl 

New York NY 10005 

Midcontinent Communications 

Steve Grosser 

3600 Minnesota Drive Ste 700 

Minneapolis MN 55435 

Midwest Information Systems, Inc. 

George Revering 

PO Box 45 

Parkers Prairie MN 56361 

Midwest Wireless Communications, L.L.C. 

Sean Simpson 

2000 Technology Drive 

PO Box 4069 

Mankato MN 56002-4069 

Moorhead Public Service (Phone) 

Dennis Eiscnbraun 

500 Center Avenue 

PO Box 779 

Moorhead MN 56561-0779 

Mustang Communications Corporation 

Steven H. Sjogren 

211 Main Streets 

1 lector MN 55342 

My Tel Co, Inc. 

Maria Abbagnaro 

445 Hamilton Ave Sle 408 

White Plains NY 10601 

NOS Communications Inc. 

Rowena Hardin 

4380 Boulder Highway 

Las Vegas NV 89121-3002 

NTERA, INC. 

Mike Valquez 

1020 NW 163rd Drive 

Miami FL 33169 

Network PTS, Inc. 

John King 

14472 Wicks Blvd 

San Leandro CA 94577 

Network US Inc. dba CA Affinity 

Tara Rodriquez 

Ste 128 

40 Shuman Blvd, Ste 270 

Naperville IL 60563 

Neutral Tandem-Minnesota, LLC 

Ron Gavillet 

One South Wacker Dr. Ste 200 

Chicago IL 60606 

New Access Communications LLC 

CHRISTINE GRONEWALD 

628 MENDELSSOHN AVE N 

MINNEAPOLIS MN 55402 

New Edge Network, Inc. dba New Edge Networks 

Kathleen Beigh Shotsky 

Ste 106 

3000 Columbia House Blvd 

Vancouver WA 98661 

New Ulm Telecom, inc.(AM) 

Nancy Blankenhagen 

PO Box 697 

27 N. Minnesota St. 

New Ulm MN 56073-0697 

NextG Networks of Illinois, Inc. 

Anthony E Rodriquez 

2216 OToole Ave 

San Jose CA 95131 

Nextera Communications, LLC 

Greg Arvig 

619 Maple St 

BrainerdMN 56401 

Nextlink Wireless, Inc. 

David LaFrance 

11111 Sunset Hills Rd 

RcstonVA 20190 

Norlight Telecommunications, Inc. 

Marie Hagerstrand 

13935 Bishops Drive 

BrookfieldWI 53005 



NorthStar Access, L.L.C. 

G. GEORGE WALLIN 

PO BOX 207 

BIG LAKE MN 55309 

Northeast Service Cooperative 

Paul Brinkman 

5525 Emerald Ave 

MtlronMN 55768 

Northern Communications, Inc. 

Jeffrey Gilbert 

1831 Anne StNW.Ste 100 

Bemidji MN 56601 

Northstar Telecom, Inc. 

Matthew O'Flaherty 

PO Box 487 

Arlington NE 68002-0487 

O.U. Connection, Inc. 

Curtis A Sampson 

PO Box 72 

13 East Fourth Avenue 

AdaMN 56510 

OnFiber Carrier Services, Inc. 

LYNNE PLATT 

6300 S SYRACUSE WAY STE 350 

CENTENNIAL CO 80111 

OncNet USA. Inc. 

Robert Brunmeier 

4445 W 77th St Ste 106 

EdinaMN 55435-5134 

Onvoy, Inc. 

Joy Gullikson 

300 S Highway 169, Ste 700 

Minneapolis MN 55426 

OrbitCom, Inc. 

Brad VanLcur 

1701 N Louise Ave 

Sioux Falls SD 57107 

Otter Tail Telcom, LLC 

David Bicketl 

PO Box 277 

100 Main St 

Underwood MN 56586 

POPP.com, Inc. 

William J. Popp 

Ste 111 

620 Mendelssohn Ave. N. 

Golden Valley MN 55427 

Pac-West Telccomm, Inc. 

Nancy Griffin 

1776 W March Lane, Ste 250 

Stockton CA 95207 

Pacific Centrex Services, Inc. 

M Devin Semler 

6855 Tujunga Ave 

North Hollywood CA 91605 

PaeTec Communications, Inc. 

Daniel J Vcnuti 

One PAETEC Plaza 

600 Willowbrook Office Park 

FairportNY 14450 

Paul Bunyan Rural Telephone Coop.(AM) 

PAUL FREUDE 

1831 ANNE STNW STE 100 

BEMIDJI MN 56601-5660 

Powcrcom Corporation dba Powcrcom 

Dan Larscn 

1807 N. Center St. 

Beaver Dam W] 53916-0638 

PrairieWavc Telecommunications. Inc. 

Dawn Haasc 

5100 S Broadband Lane 

PO Box 89213 

Sioux Falls SD 57109-9213 

Preferred Carrier Services, Inc. 

Alex Valencia 

14681 Midway Rd, Ste 105 

AddisonTX 75001 

Preferred Long Distance, Inc. 

Jerry Nussbaum 

16830 Ventura Blvd Ste 350 

KncinoCA 91436 

QuantumShifl Communications, Inc. 

Jenna Brown 

12657 Alcosta Blvd, Ste 418 

San Ramon CA 94583 

Qwest Communications Corporation dba QNC 

JoAnn Hanson 

200 S 5th St, Room 2200 

Minneapolis MN 55402 

Range Television Cable Co., Inc. 

Steven P Bcfera 

1818 3rd Ave E 

PO Box 189 

HibbingMN 55746 

Redwood County Telephone Company(AM) 

Steven Chambers 

POBox 130 

WabassoMN 56293-0130 

Redwood Falls Telephone Company 

Laren S. Bcran 

POBox 130 

WabassoMN 56293 

Reliant Communications, Inc. 

Lisa Rogers 

801 INTERNATIONAL PKWY FL 5 

LAKE MARY FL 32746 

Runestonc Telephone Assn.(AM) 

Paul Brutlag 

PO Box 336 

Hoffman MN 56339-0336 

Rural Cellular Corporation 

ELIZABETH KOHLER 

302 MOUNTAIN VIEW DR STE 200 

COLCHESTER VT 05446 

SBC Long Distance, LLC 

BEBE RODRIQUEZ 

1010 N SAINT MARYS RM 13-32 

SAN ANTONIO TX 78215-2109 

Select Wireless, Inc. 

Robert Alexander 

12975 16th Ave N Ste 100 

Plymouth MN 55441 

Sound Choice Communications, LLC 

Eric James Ostcrberg 

7839 12th avenue south 

Bloomington MN 55425 



Sprint Communications Company L. P. 

Diane Browning 

KSOPHN02I2-2A5I1 

6450 Sprint Pkwy 

Overland PkKS 66251 

St. Olaf College 

Craig Dunton 

1520 St. Olaf Ave 

NorthfieldMN 55057-1098 

SunGard Network Solutions Inc. 

Alice A Deck 

680 E Swedesford Rd 

Wayne PA 19087 

Syniverse Networks. Inc. 

David J Robinson 

One Tampa City Center. Ste 700 

Tampa FL 33602 

ICG Minnesota. Inc. 

Wauneta Browne 

11425 W 146th St 

OlathcKS 66062 

Talk America Inc. 

Ms Francie McComb 

6805 Route 202 

New Hope PA 18938 

Tekstar Communications, Inc. 

David Schornack 

dbaArvig Communication Systems 

150 2nd St. SW 

Perham MN 56573 

Telcentrex, LLC 

Steven Gareleck 

Ste 114 

5490 McGinnis Village PI 

AlpharettaGA 30005 

Telephone Associates, Inc. 

Kevin Hopkins 

329 Grand Avenue 

Superior WI 54880 

Time Warner Cable Information Services (MN), 

Julie Patterson 

290 Harbor Drive 

Stamford CT 06902 

Time Warner Telecom of Minnesota LLC 

Pamela Sherwood 

4625 W 86th St Ste 500 

Indianapolis IN 46268 

Trans National Communications International, Int 

Charles R Luca 

2 Charlesgate W 

Boston MA 02215 

Trinsic Communications. Inc. 

Ron Walters 

601 South Harbour Island Blvd. 

Suite 220 

Tampa FL 33602 

UCN, Inc. 

Kimm Partridge 

14870 S Pony Express Rd 

Bluffdale UT 8406S 

USLink, Inc. dba TDS METROCOM 

Peter Healy 

525 Junction Rd, Ste 6000 

Madison WI 53717 

VAL-ED Joint Venture, LLP 

Jennifer Rise 

702 Main Ave 

MoorheadMN 56560 

Velocity Telephone, Inc. 

James C. Lundberg 

Ste 100 

4050 Olson Memorial I Ivvy 

Golden Valley MN 55422 

Verizon Select Services, Inc. 

Anthony P Gillman 

PO Box 110,201 N Franklin St 

Mailcode: FLTC0007 

Tampa FL 33601-0110 

Vilairc Communication Company 

Stan Efferding 

PO BOX 98907 

LAKEWOOD WA 98498-0907 

Wll Comm 

Gene R. South, Sr. 

9938 State Hwy 55 

PO Box 340 

AnnandaleMN 55302-0340 

West Central Technologies, Inc. 

Tony Mayer 

PO BOX 304 

308 Frontage Rd 

SebekaMN 56477 

West Central Telephone Association(AM) 

Anthony V. Mayer 

308 Frontage Road 

PO Box 304 

SebekaMN 56477 

WilTel Local Network, IXC 

GREG ROGERS 

C/O LEVEL 3 COMMUNICATIONS 

1025 ELDORADO BLVD 

BROOMFIELDCO 80021 

Winstar Communications, LLC 

Kimberley Bradley 

PO Box 7153 

McLean VA 22106 

Wisconsin Independent Network, LLC 

Scott A Hoffmann 

800 Wisconsin St# 107 

Box 107 

Kau Claire WI 54703-3612 

Working Assets Funding Service, Inc. 

Walter McGee 

101 Market St., Ste 700 

San Francisco CA 94105 

XO Communications Services, Inc. 

Doug Kinkoph 

2 Eastern Oval, ste 300 

Columbus OH 43219 

YMax Communications Corp. 

Peter Russo 

PO Box 6785 

West Palm Beach FL 33405-6785 

Yestcl USA, Inc. 

Robert Wu 

24309 Narbonne Ave Ste 200 

LomitaCA 90717 

Zone Telecom, Inc. 

Lawton Bloom 

3 Executive Campus, Ste 520 

Cherry Hill NJ 08002 



dPi-Teleconnect, L.L.C. 

David M. PikolT 

2997 LBJ Freeway, Ste 225 

Dallas TX 75234 


