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BEFORE THE WASHI NGTON

UTI LI TIES AND TRANSPORTATI ON COWM SSI ON

)

In the Matter of the Second ) UT-043007
Si x- Mont h Revi ew of ) Vol une |
QNEST CORPORATI ON' S ) Pages 1-30
Per f ormance Assurance Pl an. )

)

A pre-hearing conference in the
above-entitled matter was held at 1:33 p.m on
Wednesday, February 11, 2004, at 1300 South Evergreen
Park Drive, Southwest, O ynpia, Washington, before

Admi ni strative Law Judge ANN E. RENDAHL.

The parties present were as foll ows:

QNEST CORPCRATI ON, by Douglas N. Owens,
Attorney at Law, 1325 Fourth Avenue, Suite 940,
Seattl e, Washington 98101.

COW SSI ON STAFF, by Gregory J.
Traut man, Assistant Attorney General, 1400 S.
Evergreen Park Drive, S.W, P.O Box 40128, O ynpia,
Washi ngton, 98504-1028.

ESCHELON TELECOM |INC., by Ray Smith,
Attorney at Law, 730 Second Avenue South, Suite 1200,
M nneapolis, M nnesota 55402-2456 (via tel econference
bri dge.)

Barbara L. Nel son, CCR

Court Reporter
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1 COVAD COVMMUNI CATI ONS COWPANY, by Karen
Shoresman Frame, Attorney at Law, 7901 Lowry
2 Boul evard, Denver, Col orado 80320 (via tel econference
bri dge.)
3 WORLDCOM [INC., d/b/a M, INC, by
M chel Singer Nelson, Attorney at Law, 707 17th

4 Street, Suite 4200, Denver, Washington, 80202 (via
tel econference bridge.)
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1 JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's be on the record.

2 Good afternoon. |'m Ann Rendahl, the Administrative
3 Law Judge. Well, let's be off the record for a

4 nmonent .

5 (Di scussion off the record.)

6 JUDGE RENDAHL: | was just saying, we'll be
7 back on the record, that this is Ann Rendahl. [|I'm

8 the Adm nistrative Law Judge presiding over this

9 proceeding. And we're here before the Washi ngton

10 Uilities and Transportation Comm ssion this

11 Wednesday, February 11th, 2004, for a pre-hearing

12 conference in Docket Nunmber UT-043007, in the matter
13 of the second six-nmonth review of Qwest's Performance
14 Assurance Pl an.

15 By way of background, the Comm ssion

16 concluded its first six-nmonth review of Quest's

17 Per f ormance Assurance Plan, or QPAP, in January 2004,
18 i n Docket UT-033020, entering Order Nunmber 05, an

19 order on issues pending in the first six-nmonth review
20 period. The Conmi ssion entered an order on

21 clarification, Order Nunber 07 in that docket, on

22 February 6th, 2004.

23 The second six-nonth review period began in
24 January 2004, and on January 27th, the Conmi ssion

25 i ssued a notice of pre-hearing conference in this
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docket to comrence the Comm ssion's second six-nonth
review of Qmest's Performance Assurance Plan. Wile
the notice stated that the conference will be held in
the Commi ssion's main hearing room we noved the
conference to Room 108 at the Conmi ssion's offices
due to sone unexpected roofing work above the nmmin
heari ng room

Now, the purposes of our pre-hearing this
nmorning -- this afternoon, excuse me, is to take the
appearances of any parties, consider any petitions to
i ntervene, discuss the current status of the
Long- Term PI D Admi nistration coll aborative process,
identify any issues for this proceeding, establish
any schedule for discovery or evidentiary hearings,
and identify any other nmatters we need to discuss
t oday.

So before we go any farther, we'll take
appearances. Because this is the first prehearing or
the first hearing in this matter, we usually take the
full appearances of all parties. However, based on
your recomendation, | have the master service list
in front of me, and I will just consult with the
parties that are present as to whether their
i nformation remains the sane as in the last, and

provide that information to the court reporter so we
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don't have to spend as nuch tinme going through
details.

So let's start with Qvwest. And M. Owens,
you' re representi ng Quest?

MR. OAENS: | am Your Honor, and there are
no changes fromthe service list information for the
| ast case.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. So you will receive
paper and fax service in this mtter?

MR. OVENS: Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: |Is Ms. Anderl and M. Sherr
still on the list?

MR. OAENS: Yes, Your Honor

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. M. Reynolds is here.
And Ms. Brohl, you're on the bridge; correct?

MS. BROHL: Yes, | am Judge. | do have a
change of address and phone nunber, but | can provide
those to M. Owens to provide you subsequent to this,
if you prefer.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Why don't we just do it now,
and | can update it. So your address is now --

MS. BROHL: 1801 California Street.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Yes.

MS. BROHL: 49th Floor, Denver, Col orado,

80202. And ny tel ephone nunber is 303-672-2716, and
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1 I don't know if you need a fax nunber, but it's

2 303-295-7069.

3 JUDGE RENDAHL: So your tel ephone nunber is

4 303-672-27167

5 M5. BROHL: Yes, it is.

6 JUDGE RENDAHL: And your e-nmmil renmins the
7 same?

8 MS. BROHL: Yes, it did.

9 JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay.

10 MS. BROHL: Thank you.

11 JUDGE RENDAHL: Great. Okay. For, let's

12 see, Staff.

13 MR. TRAUTMAN:  Greg Trautman, for Conm ssion
14 Staff, and there are no changes.

15 JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, thank you. For Covad,
16 Ms. Frame?

17 MS. FRAME: Yes, Your Honor. No changes for
18 Covad, either.

19 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. We still have M.

20 Watkins on our list. Should we delete himfromthe

21 list?
22 MS. FRAME: Yes, please. Thank you.
23 JUDGE RENDAHL: COkay. That was my only

24 question. And also, M. Harlow and M. Rice, are

25 they still receiving e-mail service, or do you want
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me to take themoff the list?

MS. FRAME: Wiy don't you take them off the
list. Thank you.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Should | keep M. Zulevic
on?

MS. FRAME: You can keep M. Zul evic on,
yes, that's correct.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. So you'll be
receiving the paper and fax service --

MS. FRAME: That's correct.

JUDGE RENDAHL: -- as well as e-mail, and
M. Zulevic will just have e-nmil|l service?

M5. FRAME: That's correct.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. For Eschelon, M.
Smit h?

MR. SM TH. No changes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. And right now I have
you receiving the paper and fax service, as well as
e-mail, and Ms. Clauson receiving e-mail service
only.

MR. SMTH. That's correct.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. For Worl dCom M,
Ms. Singer Nel son.

MS. SINGER NELSON: M chel Singer Nel son

appearing on behalf of MCI. Your Honor, | don't
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1 thi nk we have any changes. |If |I'mreceiving the fax,
2 e-mai |, and paper service, and then Chad is on --

3 Chad Warner is on the e-nmail service, then that

4 shoul d be sufficient.

5 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Then | think that's
6 what we have. So | will attach a revised party

7 representative list to the prehearing conference

8 order and provide a copy of ny now very nessy

9 mar ked-up service list fromthe | ast docket to the
10 court reporter, and we should be okay.

11 Okay. So the next thing we need to talk

12 about is really where we're going to go in this

13 proceeding. W had reserved a nunber of issues to
14 the Long-Term PID Admi nistration, as well as this

15 next proceeding in the last six-nonth review process.
16 And | guess | just need to hear fromall of
17 you as to, A where we are on the LTPA, when we're
18 ready to take issues fromthat process into the

19 second six-nmonth review, if there are issues that are
20 not being dealt with in the LTPA that we need to
21 address here, kind of where we are, and al so any
22 ot her things | haven't tal ked about.
23 I know you all are filing adm nistrative PID
24 changes on the 17th of this nonth --

25 MR. ONENS: Yes.
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JUDGE RENDAHL: -- that have al ready been
agreed to. |'mtalking about other matters. |'m
assum ng those administrative changes woul d be dealt
with separately?

MR, OWNENS: Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Not in this review. M.
Oonens?

MR, ONENS: We agree with that.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay.

MR. ONENS: | probably amnot as intimately
i nvolved in the LTPA process as Ms. Brohl and M.
Buhler. Since they're on the |line, perhaps they
could informyou. | do know that the process is
ongoi ng. W have weekly matrix updates, there are
weekly neetings, and there are a nunber of issues
whi ch are under consideration. | think the tota
nunber of issues, not including sub-issues, is 37
ri ght now

And it's nmy understanding that all of the
i ssues that the Conmission directed to be addressed
in the LTPA as part of the decision in Oder Number
05 are going to be, if not already being addressed in
that forum so -- but to the extent you wanted to
know, did you want to know on an issue-by-issue basis

or --
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JUDGE RENDAHL: No, | think I just need to
know, maybe first from Qaest and then from ot her
parties, as to what you think we ought to be dealing
with here in the six-nonth review, what's going to be
ripe for us to deal with in this six-nonth review.

My understanding, fromthe status report that was
filed, is that the discussions are -- and the weekly
di scussions are ending sometinme in March

MR, OVWENS: Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: So what would be a good tine
for us to, you know, based upon that endpoint, if
that does -- you know, discussions do end in March
to start up our six-nonth review based on what's
happening fromthe LTPA and what topics are likely to
be, if any, are likely to be ready to go. So that's
ki nd of --

MR. OAENS: Okay.

JUDGE RENDAHL: \Where should we be going,
what's the scope of our work here, and the tinmng,
that sort of --

MR, OWNENS: | guess maybe we could, in a
m nute, ask Ms. Brohl or M. Buhler as to when in
March they expect the discussions to end, and then
when thereafter we would be in a position to present

formul ated i ssues to the Conmm ssion. | woul d assune
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1 that they would fall into two categories. One as to
2 i ssues that have been cl osed by agreenent and woul d
3 need nothing nore than, nore or |ess, an

4 adm nistrative filing and the Comm ssion to consider
5 them and then there would be other issues as to

6 whi ch agreenment wasn't reached and there woul d be

7 some need for the Conmission to take themup in this
8 case. And there are sone issues fromthe weekly

9 matri x that are open today, but of course there's no
10 way to know whether all of those will still be open

11 when di scussi ons are ended.

12 But Barbara or Dean, did you have a better
13 idea than | do as to when in March the discussions
14 wi || be concl uded?

15 MR, BUHLER: W have actually planned for a
16 face-to-face neeting in March. | don't have ny

17 calendar in front of me, but | believe it's the 11th

18 and the 12th, or around that tine franme, where we

19 will -- all the parties who would like to neet
20 face-to-face here in Denver will do so. W have
21 | ooked at that face-to-face neeting as an opportunity

22 for addressing those issues that remain, need
23 resolution, are still disputed.
24 We had started off late |last year submtting

25 i ssues and tackling what we thought would be the
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easier ones to resolve first. W have closed a
nunber of those. W continue to discuss sone issues
mul tiple tinmes, because they are the ones that are
nore chal |l enging. W have not yet addressed all of
the issues, but they will be slated on the agenda
bet ween now and when the face-to-face neeting wll
occur.

So | would believe that after the
face-to-face neeting we will have a nuch better idea
of those issues that remnin disputed, if any, and
that sonmetine shortly thereafter, they probably would
be managed through the inpasse process. So | would
think that, at the end of March, perhaps the first
part of April, we would have resolutions either by
agreenent or by the inpasse process.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Any Staff or MCl or
Eschel on wish to weigh in on that tinme frane?

MR, TRAUTMAN: This is Greg Trautman, for
Conmi ssion Staff. That was the time frame that Staff
was al so envi sioning, which would provide perhaps two
to three weeks after the nmeetings in Denver to
det ermi ne which i ssues have been resol ved and which
ones are still at an inpasse.

MS. SINGER NELSON: This is M chel Singer

Nel son, from MCI. Chad, | would just ask you to
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1 chime in, too, as to what your understandi ng would be
2 of the time frane.

3 MR, WARNER: What Qwest stated seened to

4 follow along with the time franes that we have

5 di scussed in the Long-Term PID Adm nistration --

6 JUDGE RENDAHL: Can you speak up?

7 MR, WARNER: Yes, |I'msorry. Can you hear
8 me better?

9 JUDGE RENDAHL: Yes.

10 MR. WARNER: | would agree with the

11 assessnment that Qmest just gave regarding to the

12 timng related to the neeting and then subsequently.
13 We'l| either have agreenent or inpasse shortly

14 thereafter, | would think, so I don't have anything

15 el se to add.

16 JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you. Ms. Frane or M.
17 Smth?

18 MS. FRAME: That's -- Your Honor, this is

19 Karen Frane. That's ny understanding, as well. \When

20 you get to it, Covad does have two issues, or kind of
21 one issue with a related issue, that we would like to
22 raise in this six-nmonth period, but |I know we're not
23 there yet.

24 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Thank you.

25 MR. SM TH. Eschel on agrees.
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JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay, thanks. So it |ooks
like, in ternms of scheduling, the Conm ssion wouldn't
be hearing fromany of the parties until, at the very
| east, the end of April and probably the early -- |
mean, the end of March, possibly early April. So
let's hold that thought at this point, but | would
i mgi ne we'd be doing nothing in this case until that
tinme.

And it al so appears that there's no way of
truly knowi ng what the issues are going to be unti
the LTPA col | aborative discussions play out and we
know what will be at inpasse and what will be agreed
to. |Is that correct?

MR. OWNENS: Yes, Your Honor. That's how we
understand it.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. So in terms of trying
to identify issues this afternoon, it's rather
difficult to hone in on exact issues, it sounds like.

MR, OWNENS: From Qnest's perspective, we
don't have any that we know of that aren't in the
LTPA process.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. So let's turn to the
next issue, which, Ms. Franme, you just discussed, and
we'll begin with you and then turn to others. Are

there issues that are not being addressed in the LTPA
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process that we need to incorporate in the six-nonth
revi ew?

MS. FRAME: Yes. It's ny understanding,
after talking with Megan Doberneck, who's been
handl i ng our end of the LTPA process, that there is
no PIDto trace Qunest's performance in the QPAP, so
that's, you know, that -- she said that needs to be
addressed in this six-nmonth review.

JUDGE RENDAHL: No PID to trace Qwest's
overall performance in the QPAP?

MS. FRAME: That's correct. The CPAP has
something simlar in it. The nmeasurenent is okay,
but the calculation has a problemin it, and so we'd
like to use the CPAP as a starting point so we're not
just recreating the wheel here, but fix the issue
that is the CPAP

JUDGE RENDAHL: And is there a reason why
this wasn't brought up in the LTPA?

MS. FRAME: Your Honor, | don't really know
I'msorry.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

M5. FRAME: 1'Ill have to ask Ms. Doberneck
about that.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Because | think that

will be inmportant in terns of how this Comm ssion
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addresses the issue.

MS. FRAME: Okay. | will certainly get back
wi th the Conmi ssion about that.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. Are there other
i ssues -- now, you nentioned that there were two
i ssues?

MS. FRAME: Well, it's really a related
i ssue having to do with this particular PID that we'd
like included. The way the Col orado PAP currently
stands is, as | said, there's a neasurenent there,
but the calculation is incorrect in that it actually
attributes the pricing on a category basis, as
opposed to a per-CLEC basis. So instead of let's say
having a tier one pricing of $75, and $75 going to
each CLEC, it's $75 that's apportioned between al
the CLECs. So that's a related issue.

JUDGE RENDAHL: | see, okay. Are there any
ot her parties who have issues they'd |like to address
in the six-nonth review process that are not being
raised in the Long-Term PID Adm ni stration
col | aborative?

MR. SMTH  Yes, Ray Smith, with Eschel on.
We woul d be requesting in the review sone sort of
publication of Qnmest's aggregate QPAP paynents in the

state of Washington on a nmonthly basis. Eschelon is
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confortable waiting until the late March, April tine
frame to discuss that issue, however.

JUDGE RENDAHL: So meking public Qmest's
aggregat e paynents under the QPAP in Washington is
your issue?

MR. SMTH:  Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Are there any other
i ssues that people -- that parties wish to raise at
this time? W're not -- at this point, we don't need
to debate them | just want to get a sense of what
parties wish to raise. There will be plenty of tine
to argue over themlater. Any other issues that
parties wish to put on the plate here?

MR, OVNENS:  Your Honor

MR, WARNER: |I'msorry, this is Chad, with
MCI. | can barely hear. |It's kind of cutting in and
out. So | don't knowif it's me or if there's a
problemw th the bridge.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Can you hear ne now?

MR. WARNER: | can. Much better. | think
you were asking if anyone else had any -- this is
Chad, with MCl. | don't have anything to add at this
poi nt.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. | think M. Owmens has

sonmet hing to say.
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1 MR, OWENS:. Yes, Your Honor, thank you.

2 This is not an argunent; it's a point of

3 clarification. | was wondering if M. Frame could
4 identify what PID to which she referred in Col orado
5 that had this problemof pricing on a category basis,
6 rat her than per CLEC?

7 MS. FRAME: |'msorry, Doug, | really don't
8 know. | haven't really -- | would have to get back
9 wi th you about that.

10 MR, OWENS: Thank you.

11 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. |'d suggest that

12 maybe Ms. Frane and M. Oaens, you m ght get M.

13 Dober neck, as well, on the line with you and see if

14 you can hash out what this issue is.

15 MS. FRAME: | can actually ask Ms.

16 Doberneck. | don't want to -- she's working on sone
17 ot her issues right now, and I'Il get back to Doug.

18 JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay.

19 MR, OWENS: Thank you.

20 JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. So it doesn't sound
21 like there are any other issues. Does Staff have any
22 i ssue at this point?

23 MR, SPINKS: No specific issues.

24 MR, TRAUTMAN: W have no specific issues.

25 JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay.
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MR, SPINKS: Your Honor, this is Tom Spinks,
fromthe Conmmission Staff. | just wanted to point
out a couple of areas that may conme into play during
the six-nmonth review. One is additional PIDs that
need to be devel oped in the context of the TRO.

While they're scheduled for the -- they're in the
matrix, there's no tineline set out for themyet. |
don't believe we've even started work on them A
particul ar concern may be the batch hot-cut needing
to be put into place in conjunction with TRO work,
dependi ng on what happens there.

The other is -- the other issue that may
come into play, not a specific issue, but rather the
general notion that sonme PIDs are now di agnostic and
may need to be changed to a standard, as well as
paynment | evels nay need to be revi ened.

At this point, Staff has not conducted any
specific ook at those things, but wanted to bring
themto your attention as possibly being on the table
in review

JUDGE RENDAHL: M. Owens.

MR. OWNENS: Point of clarification, Your
Honor. |Is Staff speaking of, at least in that second
category, of PIDs in addition to those that are being

considered in the LTPA for change from di aghostic to
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st andar d?

MR, SPINKS: | don't know at this point.

MR, OWENS: Thank you.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. Well, it |ooks like
we best tal k about schedule and other matters.

First, do the parties wish to invoke the discovery
rule? In the Commission's new procedural rules,
those rules are WAC 480-07-400 through 425. 1Is that
sonmething the parties wish to invoke? Don't need to
at this time. W can always do so later, if it
appears necessary.

MR, OWNENS: Qwest doesn't see any need to,
Your Honor.

JUDGE RENDAHL: | nean, the parties are
wor ki ng through this in the LTPA, for the npbst part,
and any issues that arise are likely to be fully
fl eshed out there, as | understand. And how about a
protective order at this point?

MR, OWNENS: Qwest sees no need for that, of
course subject to sone individual situation, needing
to move, for one, but at |east based on the first
six-nonth review, it didn't seem necessary.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Any objection to not
i ssuing a protective order in this proceeding?

MS. SI NGER NELSON: Your Honor, again, this
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is Mchel Singer Nelson, fromMI. | think the rule
suggested, with regard to discovery, it's probably
good for the protective order, as well, if sonething
cones up where we think that it's necessary, then one
of the parties can raise it. And | think that's what
| heard M. Owens suggested, as well

JUDGE RENDAHL: Yes, that's what he said.
If it's not comng through clearly, that's what we're
suggesting at this point, that there'd be no invoking
the discovery rule or issuing a protective order at
this point, but if we need to, a party -- any party
can file a notion requesting that.

Okay. So | guess the next thing we need to
tal k about is a schedule. W' ve already done sone of
that discussion. And it seenmed that the paper

process worked just fine on this end for the

Commi ssion. | think the Commi ssioners woul d support
t he paper process in this proceeding, as well. Do
you all -- what was your experience with the |ast

process? Did it work well or do you see the need for
an evidentiary hearing in this proceedi ng?

MR. OWNENS: From Qmest's perspective, the
paper process worked well. W see no need to nove to
an evidentiary process.

MR, TRAUTMAN: Staff concurs that the paper
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process was satisfactory.

MS. SINGER NELSON:  Your Honor, this is
M chel Singer Nelson. | thought that the paper
process worked out well for the |ast set of issues,
but dependi ng upon what conmes out of the LTPA
process, we nmy want to have some testinony. It just
depends on what conmes out of it.

So at this point, | wouldn't want to waive
our ability to have an evidentiary hearing, but at
this point, I don't knowif it would be necessary,
either, so wherever you want to go with that.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Ms. Frame and M.

Smi t h?
MS. FRAME: Covad is fine with the proposal
JUDGE RENDAHL: Wth a paper process?
M5. FRAME: Yes.
MR. SMTH. Eschelon is fine with a paper
process.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. | guess what |I'm
considering is the tinme frame, as | nmentioned off the
record, is exactly overlapping the tinme this
Commi ssi on woul d have to get an order out in the
Triennial Review Order, should we still be under that
requirenent. We'd have to try to finalize the -- the

Commi ssion would try to finalize its reviewin this
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process by June 30th, so we can begin the next review
process. And that's when the order really needs to
be done in the Trienni al

If we do indeed go on a paper process, it
seened to work just fine to have two rounds of
filings, each party -- because everybody w |l have
been involved in the LTPA process. W could have one
initial round, and |I'massunming this is on the
i npasse issues. |If they're agreed-to issues, then it
seens we can, you know, address those just by filing
themwi th the Conmi ssion through the usual process
for SGAT changes. So |I'mthinking of the inpasse
i ssues.

So all parties could file an initial round
and then file a sinultaneous responsive round, and
then the Commi ssion can take it under advisement for
a final order, nuch as we did the last tine. It
m ght require you all to waive an initial order on ny
part. So | guess |I'd ask at this point, would you
all waive the initial order requirenent in this
proceeding if we get to that point?

MS. SI NGER NELSON:  Your Honor, this is
M chel Singer Nelson, fromMI. W would waive it
We woul d waive the initial order requirenment.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay.
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MR, TRAUTMAN: Staff would waive it.

MS5. FRAME: Covad would waive it, as well
Your Honor.

MR. SM TH. Eschel on woul d wai ve

MR, OWENS: Qwest would join in the group
wai ver .

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Maybe the best thing
for you all is to let me know, as things proceed,
when the inpasse process is likely to conclude.
mean, at this point we have a sense that it is the
end of March, possibly early April, but you all would
need sone tinme to put together your presentations to
this Commi ssion. W can set a tinme now that we then
modify -- let's see. There's a cal endar over there.
| forgot to bring mne.

So if we assunme that the inpasse process
ends by April 9th, can you get your initial filings
to the Comm ssion the week of the 26th or, you know,

sonmetime that week? It doesn't matter to ne what

day.
MR, OWENS: Qwest could do that, Your Honor
JUDGE RENDAHL: Wbuld you prefer the Mnday
or the Friday or sonmewhere in between? | don't
really -- it doesn't really matter to ne. | think
that --
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1 MR, OWENS: | think Friday.

2 MR, TRAUTMAN: Friday woul d be the best.

3 JUDGE RENDAHL: Friday, the 30th, okay. So
4 let's assume that the first sinmultaneous filing date
5 woul d be on April 30th, and then -- is two weeks

6 sufficient for response? So the 14th of May.

7 MR, ONENS: | think that's enough for Qnest.
8 MR. SPI NKS: Depends on the issues.

9 JUDGE RENDAHL: Depends on the issues?

10 MR. OVNENS: But | think, Your Honor, didn't

11 you say that we would have the opportunity to ask for
12 some change in the schedule if it turned out that we
13 had some issues that required nore time?

14 JUDGE RENDAHL: Yes. So we could set it for
15 the 14th, and I'm al ways open for requests for

16 extensions, if it's necessary. And that would

17 hopeful ly give the Conmi ssion enough tine in the

18 m dst of everything else to get an order out by the
19 end of June or early July. Does that work for

20 everyone?

21 MR. TRAUTMAN:  Yes.
22 JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. Well, the only thing
23 I mwondering about is whether it would be hel pful to

24 have anot her prehearing conference to maybe get an

25 i ssues list, an agreed-to issues list, or if the
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parties wished to just do so on their own and we'd
have a filing date for an agreed-to issues list so
everybody knows what issues they'll be briefing.
That includes not only the LTPA issues, but the

i ssues raised this norning by Covad and Eschel on --
this afternoon by Covad and Eschel on and Staff,
shoul d there be any other issues.

So | guess the question is do you want to
just work anongst yourselves and, say, file sonething
by April 9th that is sort of your agreed-to issues
list that you'll be working from or do you want ne
to schedul e a pre-hearing conference to get everybody
on the sanme page?

MR, OVENS: Qwest woul d be happy to work
with the parties and put together a list that
i ncl udes everybody's issues.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Well, why don't we
i nclude an agreed-to issues list, require the filing
of that issues list, and maybe I'I|l put that burden
on Qnest to coordinate with the other parties and
file that list by April 9th. That is a Friday, isn't
it? April 9th, yes, it's a Friday.

MR TRAUTMAN:  Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Well, | think that

will work, and | assune you all will let me know if
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you need nore tinme or --

MR. OVNENS: Yes, Your Honor. And it occurs
to me, because | haven't been that intimately
involved in the LTPA process, that we are nmaking sone
assunpti ons about how quickly the issues will be
crystallized after the face-to-face in the m ddl e of
March. And |'mjust hoping that if it turns out that
April 9th isn't enough tine, that we can get a little
flexibility on that.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Like |I said, | have no
problemw th nodi fying the schedule if we need to.

MR, OWENS: Thank you.

JUDGE RENDAHL: | think that there's enough
give in the schedule that we can nove things up or
forward if we need to and still give the Conm ssion
tine to enter an order on or soon after June 30th.

MR. OVAENS: Thank you.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. So is there anything
el se parties wish to address this afternoon in this
docket ?

MR, SMTH. This is Eschelon. Just a point
of clarification. | do think --

JUDGE RENDAHL: M. Smith, you' re sonmewhat
breaki ng up. Are you speaking into a handset or a

speaker phone?
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MR SMTH:. | just picked up the handset.
Is that better?

JUDGE RENDAHL: That's much better. Thank
you.

MR. SM TH. The issues that Long-Term PID
agrees to may spawn PAP issues that were not
di scussed in LTPA. Perhaps a brief exanple, the 020
PID, once it is agreed upon, may |lead to discussions
on how to include in the PAP. Currently, LTPA is not
di scussing those sorts of issues. So it won't just
be on the issues list, the inpasse issues; there may
be other PAP-only issues that are spawned because of
t hose agreed-upon issues.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Well, | guess -- let nme ask
a question here. Right now, discussions in the LTPA
are concluding in the March/ April tine frame. MW
assunption was that the LTPA would be a continuing
process. And so |'massuming that there will be
anot her round of issues, and that this could -- this
type of issue could be brought back into the LTPA for
anot her round. |Is that a correct assunption?

MR SMTH. Ray Snmith, with Eschelon. |
think if the issue is whether the WAshi ngton PAP
shoul d have a $75 payment as a Tier 1-B neasure or

225 renmedy as a Tier 1-A neasure is |likely one that
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LTPA woul d never discuss.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Thanks for that
clarification. But are there likely to be other
i ssues that will be addressed in additional LTPA
sessions? So say this -- | mean, is nmy assunption
correct that LTPA is ongoing and this set of issues
is not it for the LTPA?

MR. SPINKS: This is Tom Spinks, for the
Staff. Yes, that -- M. Kern was selected by the ROC
staff to be the facilitator for this LTPA. We would
anticipate it continuing. His contract will be up at
the end of this LTPA, but we may retain himfor
subsequent di scussions or we may find another
facilitator. But to answer your question, we do see
this as a continuing process.

JUDGE RENDAHL: So to the extent that there
are issues that, as you say, M. Snmith, the LTPA may
spawn issues such as the sort of QPAP inplenentation
i ssues you raised, but |I'massunming there may al so be
ot her issues that kind of get brought back into the
LTPA.

So | guess ny suggestion is, as you're
di scussing the agreed set of issues to be addressed
in this second six-nonth review, and it appears that

there's sone disagreenent, | think you all ought to
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I et me know and we shoul d have a conference to
clarify which issues are going to be addressed in
this six-nmonth review and which i ssues we woul d bunp
to the next one. |Is that a fair resolution of that?

MR SMTH. Ray Smith. | believe so

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay.

MR OVWENS: Qwest agrees, Your Honor

JUDGE RENDAHL: COkay. |Is there anything
el se we should discuss this afternoon? Hearing
not hing, this pre-hearing conference is adjourned.
"Il be entering a pre-hearing conference order in
t he next week that summarizes our discussions, and
there will be a notice concerning objecting to the
pre-hearing conference order at the end of the order
Hearing nothing else, we'll be off the record.

(Proceedi ngs adjourned at 2:13 p.m)



