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I. STATEMENT

1. This docket concerns the complaint by Adams County E-911 Emergency Telephone Service Authority (Adams E-911) against Qwest Corporation (Qwest) filed on January 26, 2006.  The Boulder Regional Emergency Telephone Service Authority (BRETSA), the City of Federal Heights (Federal Heights), the Douglas County Emergency Telephone Service Authority (Douglas County ETSA), Jefferson County Emergency Telephone Service Authority (Jefferson County ETSA), Arapahoe County E-911 Emergency Communications Service Authority (Arapahoe County ECSA), Larimer Emergency Telephone Authority (Larimer ETA), El Paso Teller E-911 Authority (El Paso Teller), Staff of the Public Utilities Commission of the State of Colorado (Staff), and the Colorado Office of Consumer Counsel (OCC) have all been granted intervention.
2. On May 4, 2007, Qwest, Adams E-911, BRETSA, Federal Heights, Douglas County ETSA, Jefferson County ETSA, Arapahoe County ECSA, Larimer ETA, El Paso Teller, Staff, and OCC filed the Joint Motion to Approve Stipulation and Settlement Agreement (Joint Motion).  The Stipulation and Settlement Agreement (Agreement) was included as Exhibit A to the Joint Motion.  In turn, the Agreement incorporates two exhibits:  Exhibit A, a revised tariff, and Exhibit B, Qwest’s Confidential Colorado E911 Cost Study, Revised April 23, 2007 (filed under seal). 
3. If approved, a process will be set in place that is intended to comprehensively resolve all outstanding issues presented in this docket.

4. Because all parties to the docket are signatories to the Agreement, it is requested that response time be waived.

5. Good cause having been shown for the unopposed request, response time will be waived.

6. After having initially reviewed the Agreement, the ALJ will schedule a hearing to consider the Joint Motion.  In anticipation of that hearing, the ALJ informs the parties of the following questions:  

Of what effect will Commission approval of the Agreement have as to the City of Aurora (Aurora)?  How will Aurora enforce rights obtained through the Agreement?  How will the Commission enforce Aurora’s obligations ordered pursuant to the Agreement?

Do the parties contemplate a sequence of completing the components summarized in the General Description of the Agreement?  When is the latest point in time that Qwest is obligated to issue bill credits under the Agreement?

In paragraph 4(a), what is the source of the aggregate gross annual Colorado MRC revenues.  Why is it reasonable to fix aggregate gross annual revenues, without regard to changes in costs, if the state-wide total number of records increases or decreases by more than 10%?

Regarding paragraph 4(b), what is the relationship between the new MRC charges and the wireless cost recovery rate?  How can the reasonableness of the new MRC charges be determined before the wireless cost recovery rate is determined?

Against whom do the parties seek a binding determination that the rates in the Revised Tariff are just, reasonable and non-discriminatory?  What notice has been provided anyone affected by the request that is not a party to this proceeding?

Explain how approval and performance of the Agreement will affect the remaining E-911 authorities in Colorado that are not a party to this docket. Explain how the monthly rates for these remaining E-911 authorities will be affected.
Will any non-party, other than Aurora, be entitled to bill credits as a result of the settlement?
Are the proposed bill credits consistent with the filed-rate doctrine?

Why is the bill credit for Aurora calculated from a different date than others receiving credits?

Has the Commission found rates to be just, reasonable and non-discriminatory outside of the context of a Commission order from a rate proceeding?

Is BRETSA a signatory to the Agreement?

In § 9.2.1.C.10 of the Revised Tariff, do the parties intend to refer to Rule 2138(b), 4 Code of Colorado Regulations 723- 723-2?
Regarding Section 9.2.1.E.9[1] of the Revised Tariff, why will the copy of the billing provided to the Governing Body differ from the billing provided to E9-1-1 customers?

Can the Commission allow Sections 9.2.1.E.9[2] and [3] of the Revised Tariff to become effective while suspending Original Sheet 29?  If so, what will the operative effect of these two provisions during the time that Original Sheet 29 is suspended?

In the event that Original Sheet 29 goes into effect, what is the source of the Commission’s jurisdiction to require Commission approval of wireless carriers’ monthly recurring costs?
What is the effect of the wireless monthly recurring cost upon Qwest’s cost study, Exhibit B?

Is it possible that the changes in the Revised Tariff will necessitate an increase the 9-1-1 end user surcharge for any county? 
7. The parties are welcome to respond to these questions in writing in advance of the hearing.  In such case, the need to hold the hearing will be reconsidered by the ALJ.

8. The Parties should note that, at any hearing, the ALJ might have additional questions or areas of inquiry.  
II. ORDER
A. It Is Ordered That:
1. Response time to the Joint Motion to Approve Stipulation and Settlement Agreement is waived.

2. A hearing will be held to consider the Joint Motion to Approve Stipulation and Settlement Agreement and will be held on the following date, at the following time, and in the following location:  

DATE:
May 31, 2007
TIME:
8:30 a.m.

PLACE:
Commission Hearing Room 

1560 Broadway, 2nd Floor 

Denver, Colorado
3. This Order is effective immediately.
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Doug Dean, 
Director
	THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF COLORADO


G. HARRIS ADAMS
________________________________

Administrative Law Judge
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