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BEFORE THE WASHI NGTON UTI LI TI ES AND
TRANSPORTATI ON COVM SSI ON

In the Matter of the Continued )

Costing and Pricing of ) Docket No. UT-003013
Unbundl ed Network El enents and ) Volune XLIII
Transport and Term nation. ) Pages 5158 to 5181

)

A hearing in the above nmatter was held on
Septenber 9, 2002, from1l:30 p.m to 4:00 p.m, at 1300
Sout h Evergreen Park Drive Sout hwest, Room 206, O ynpi a,
Washi ngton, before Adm nistrative Law Judge LAWRENCE
BERG, and DR. DAVID GABEL via bridge line.

The parties were present as foll ows:

THE WASHI NGTON UTI LI TI ES AND TRANSPORTATI ON
COW SSI ON, by MARY TENNYSON, Assistant Attorney
General, 1400 South Evergreen Park Drive Southwest, Post
O fice Box 40128, O ynpia, Washington, 98504-0128,
Tel ephone (360) 664-1187, Fax (360) 586-5522, E- Mail
nt ennyson@wut c. wa. gov.

VERI ZON NORTHWEST, |INC., by JENN FER L.
MCCLELLAN and MEREDI TH M LES, Attorneys at Law, Hunton
and Wlliams, 951 East Byrd Street, Richnond, Virginia
23219, Tel ephone (804) 788-8200, Fax (804) 788-8218,
E-Mai | jncclellan@unton.com and mi | es@unt on. com

QVNEST CORPORATI ON, by LI SA ANDERL, Attorney
at Law, and via bridge |line by ADAM SHERR, Attorney at
Law, 1600 Seventh Avenue, Suite 3206, Seattle,

Washi ngton 98191, Tel ephone (206) 345-1574, Fax (206)
343-4040, E-mail | anderl @west.com

AT&T COVMUNI CATI ONS OF THE PACI FI C NORTHWEST,
INC., and XO WASHI NGTON, I NC., by GREGORY J. KOPTA,
Attorney at Law, Davis, Wight, Tremmine, LLP, 1501
Fourth Avenue, Suite 2600, Seattle, Washington 98101,
Tel ephone (206) 628-7692, Fax (206) 628-7699, E-nmail
gr egkopt a@w . com

Joan E. Kinn, CCR, RPR
Court Reporter
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TRACER, via bridge line by LISA F. RACKNER,
Attorney at Law, Ater Wnne LLP, 222 Sout hwest Col unbi a,
Suite 1800, Portland, Oregon 97201, Tel ephone (503)
226- 8693, Fax (503) 226-0079, E-Mail |fr@terwnne.com

WORLDCOM, I NC., via bridge Iine by M CHEL
SI NGER NELSON, Attorney at Law, 707 - 17th Street, Suite
4200, Denver, Col orado 80202, Tel ephone (303) 390-6106,
Fax (303) 390-6333, E-mmil
m chel . si nger nel son@com com
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PROCEEDI NGS

JUDGE BERG This is a proceeding before the
Washington Utilities and Transportati on Comm ssion.
Today's date is Septenber 9th, 2002. The matter in
whi ch we are appearing is stylized as in the Matter of
the Continued Costing and Pricing of Unbundl ed Network
El ements and Transport and Term nation. This is Docket
Nunmber UT-003013, Part B. My nane is Larry Berg. | am
the Adm ni strative Law Judge appointed to preside at
today's heari ng.

Let me just indicate to the parties that the
conference was noticed on a service date of August 20,
2002, and was styled as an order conference consistent
with the Commission's rule WAC 480-09-460(5). As | wll
address in comrents, the actual nature of the conference
is as much what has previously been stylized as a
techni cal conference or a conpliance conference as much
as the traditional order conference as addressed in the
Conmi ssion's rule.

This conference is being conducted in the
Conmmi ssion's main hearing roomat the Comm ssion's
headquarters in O ynpia, Washington. At this tine, we
will proceed to take appearances from counsel who are
either present in the hearing roomor who are appearing

via the conference bridge, and we will start with
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counsel in the hearing room beginning with Verizon and
then nmoving to ny left.

MS. MCCLELLAN:. Okay, this is Jennifer
McCl el l an representing Verizon, and with me is Meredith
Mles. Do you want us to give the full --

JUDGE BERG. To the extent that it's been a
while since Ms. M| es appeared before the Conmi ssion, |
think I will have her repeat her contact information,
state your affiliation, client, who you represent,
addr ess, phone nunber, fax nunber, and E-mail. All
ot her counsel who have nore recently appeared before the
Conmmi ssi on need not repeat all of that information.
Just indicate the party who you represent.

MS. MLES: Okay, Meredith Mles with Hunton
and WIllianms representing Verizon. The address is 951
East Byrd Street, Richnond, Virginia 23219. MW
t el ephone nunber is (804) 788-7365, fax is (804)
788-8218, E-mail is nmles@unton.com

JUDGE BERG  Thank you very mnuch.

MS. ANDERL: Lisa Anderl representing Qmest.

MS. TENNYSON: Mary Tennyson, Seni or
Assi stant Attorney General representing Conm ssion
Staff.

MR, KOPTA: Gregory Kopta of the law firm

Davis Wight Trenmine, LLP on behalf of AT&T and XO.
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1 JUDGE BERG. Ms. Anderl, do you al so have
2 co-counsel appearing on the conference bridge?

3 MS. ANDERL: Yes, | thought you would go

4 t hrough the bridge, but M. Adam Sherr is on the bridge.

5 JUDGE BERG All right.

6 M. Sherr, are you on the bridge?

7 MR. SHERR: | am i ndeed.

8 JUDGE BERG  Thank you, sir.

9 For Tracer.

10 MS. RACKNER: Yes, Lisa Rackner with Ater

11 Wnne.

12 JUDGE BERG Ms. Rackner, | will need you to

13 speak up just a little bit |ouder

14 M5. RACKNER: Yes, Lisa Rackner with Ater

15 Wnne. Do you need contact information?

16 JUDGE BERG  Yes, please

17 MS. RACKNER: The phone nunber is (503)

18 226-8693, fax nunber is (503) 226-0079, address is 222
19 Sout hwest Col unbi a, Portland Oregon 97201

20 JUDGE BERG. And E-mil address, Ms. Rackner

21 if you haven't already provided it.

22 MS. RACKNER: Yes, |fr@terwnne.com
23 JUDGE BERG. Thank you, Ms. Rackner.
24 For Worl dCom

25 MS. SINGER NELSON: M chel Singer Nel son on
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behal f of Worl dCom

JUDGE BERG  Thank you, Ms. Singer Nel son.

Are there any other counsel either present in
the roomor on the bridge Iine who wish to enter an
appearance at this tinme?

Al right, let the record reflect that there
was no response.

As a formal matter, | will let parties know
that in future proceedings in UT-003013 | will have the
benefit of a co-judge, and that will be Ms. Theodora
Mace. Judge Mace is also present here today. | will be
presiding myself at this conpliance conference, but in
future proceedings you will be able to | ook to her the
sane as you look to ne in terns of nanagi ng the
proceedi ngs and presiding for parties.

There are a few comments that | would like to
make at the outset of this proceeding. The purpose of
the conference is to ask questions regarding Verizon's
technical ability to conply with the Conmi ssion's Part B
order entered June 21, 2002. The Part B order required
Veri zon to nmake nunerous changes to the conpany's
i ntegrative cost nodel, also known as |ICM

Verizon's obligation to nake conpliance
filings in Part B has been suspended at the conpany's

request until further order of the Conmission. Verizon
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has also filed a petition for reconsideration of
decisions in the Part B order, including a requirenent
that the conpany nmake certain revisions to the ICM The
Commi ssi on has issued a notice extending the date for
resol ving petitions for reconsideration to no |ater than
Sept enber 23, 2002. That notice was served today.

The stay granted to Verizon for neking
conpliance filings is not tied to resolution of issues
rai sed in those petitions. The Conmi ssion acknow edges
that resolution of the issues on reconsideration may
make noot issues regarding Verizon's technical ability
to comply with the Part B order, but it nust be nade
clear that the Conmmi ssion may enter an order clarifying
Verizon's obligation to conply with the Part B order
either before or after entry of an order on
reconsi deration.

The Conmi ssi on understands that Verizon cones
to this conference with a planned presentation. W want
to provide an opportunity for Verizon to clarify its
technical ability to make conpliance filings pursuant to
the Part B order, but we also observe that some of the
predistributed materials reflect testinony and evi dence
t hat have al ready been nmade part of the record. |
bel i eve that the Commi ssion's Part B order reflects an

under st andi ng of the evidence in the record, and | hope
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that we won't spend an inordi nate anount of time
reviewi ng Verizon's evidence. The Commission's
objective is to clarify Verizon's approach to
conpliance, to propose alternative approaches, and to
di scuss how those alternatives nmay expedite conpliance
and inpact the reliability of outcomes produced by |ICM

The substance of this conference does not
constitute part of the record, and the Conm ssion does
not regard any statenments that are nmade here today as
evi dence. Accordingly, statenments are not to be nade
under oath, and a transcript of statenments will not be
produced. After addressing any questions from parties
regardi ng these procedures, we will go off the record
for Verizon's presentation and responses to clarifying
guestions fromthe Bench and other parties. At the
concl usi on of the conference, we will go back on the
record, and counsel will be given an opportunity to nake
a statenent regarding the Conm ssion's prospective
clarification of the Part B order pertaining to
Verizon's obligation to make conpliance filings.

Are there any questions before we go off the
record?

Ms. Anderl, | noticed your brows knitting.

MS. ANDERL: Well, Your Honor, since this is

Verizon's proceeding, as it were, for at |least this part
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today, | was going to defer to Ms. McClellan and see if
she had any comment, but there were a couple of things
that -- issues that your comrents raise that | guess |

woul d want to coment on

JUDGE BERG. This is about the procedures
that we're going to foll ow?

MS. ANDERL: Yes, Your Honor. | guess | have
an open question in ny mnd how the Conmi ssion could
rely on anything that is presented today in a subsequent
order if it's not on the record. And if the Conm ssion
is not to rely on it, then why, what val ue the
proceedi ng today would add. And so | have questions
about the decision which | was unaware of until right
now to not do this on the record or under oath. And
it's only kind of a hypothetical concern for ne,
wonderi ng whether that would be a procedure followed in
the future, but | think it is something that, whether a
party is directly inpacted by it or not for this
proceedi ng today, is an issue that m ght be worth
expl oring.

JUDGE BERG All right. Let nme go ahead and
| et other counsel coment if they would |like to at this
time, or I will go ahead and address Ms. Anderl's points
to the best of ny ability and then take further comrent.

MS. TENNYSON: This is Mary Tennyson, and
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did have the same reaction as Ms. Anderl, that if the
presentation and any questions or responses that may be
elicited by questions of counsel or Dr. Gabel in this
matter are not nade part of the record and are not
transcri bed, then I would have concern about the

Conmi ssion relying on themin nmaking its determ nation
on reconsideration. | guess ny preference would be that
they be made part of the record.

JUDCGE BERG | think the contenpl ated action
for the Commission is not to materially change its
fundamental decisions in the Part B order in any way but
to provide additional guidance to Verizon as to how it
can neet its obligation to conply with the Comr ssion's
deci si ons.

We wanted, in tal king about procedures to
followin this conference, we first took note that this
is not a pure order conference where normally the
Commi ssi on woul d be present for parties to cone to the
Conmi ssi on and ask questions clarifying the Commission's
order to better enable the parties to make a conpliance
filing. In that instance, the WAC does provide for the
Conmi ssion's di scretion whether or not to make a record
of the proceeding. It's slightly different to the
extent that it's the Cormission initiating the

conference, and it's the Commi ssion aski ng sone
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questions for purposes of clarifying one party's ability
to comply with the Commission's order. And certainly
this has been initiated because of Verizon's disclosure
of the chall enges the conpany faces in making those
revisions to its cost studies in what | think in any

ot her context woul d be considered a reasonable tine.

Qur concerns, and when | say plural it's
meant plural, there was sone di scussion about how to
structure the proceedi ng, our concerns were that, nunber
one, it would be inproper to take additional evidence of
record wi thout reopening the record, and that was not a
formal step that's been taken or for which parties have
been noticed. Al so, to do so then puts the proceeding
in more of a litigation context where, in fact, there
woul d be cross-exami nation as opposed to clarification
of statenments and representations nmade by in this
i nstance Verizon and its personnel

We were concerned that if we retained a
record of the proceeding, even though parties are on
notice that this is not to be considered as part of the
record, that is if we were to produce a transcript even
t hough it was not considered to be part of the record,
that that |ikew se would color the proceeding in such a
way that it would be difficult to distinguish between

the record transcript and the non-record transcript.
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MS. TENNYSON: And | think that makes sone --
it does make sense, and | can understand that reasoning,
and it also resolves one aspect of my concern. | nean
if we put the matter on the record and have it
transcri bed, then do we have due process concerns by
other parties that they m ght want to submt rebuttal or
reply or whatever other testinony. So with your
clarification of the Commi ssion's intent in setting up
this conference, |I'm nmuch nore confortable with not
including it as part of the record.

JUDGE BERG | don't think that certainly we
don't want to include it as part of the record. Whether
we produce a transcript is another issue.

And, Ms. Anderl, to address your point as to
how could the Commission further clarify its order
Wit hout relying on representations that are nade or
statements that are nade during this conference, | would
say that certainly any clarification that the Comm ssion
makes woul d be nmade with and in |light of the statenents
and the clarifications that we hear today but that it
woul d not be relied upon in the same way that the
Commi ssi on woul d be relying upon a record. The purpose
is not to consider changi ng any of the Comm ssion's
substanti ve decisions but possibly to clarify what the

Conmmi ssion is directing Verizon to do in the way of
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conpl i ance.

How does that influence your thoughts on the
mat ter?

M5. ANDERL: | think your explanation
clarifies things for me, and since we're not directly
i mpacted by the proceeding here today, |'m satisfied.

JUDGE BERG Al right.

Ms. McCl el lan.

M5. MCCLELLAN: | would just Iike to nake one
comment, that to a certain extent the presentation that
Verizon is going to make today, even though it would be
in the context of receiving clarification fromthe
Commission, it is virtually identical to the rationale
that we filed in our petition for reconsideration as to
why we wanted the Conmmission to, in fact, change its
mnd. And that reason is, we can't do what you have
ordered us to do, so don't nmake us do it, is the same as
saying we can't do what you ordered us to do, so give us
gui dance.

So the reason | say that is because there is
some concern now listening to the comments of M. Anderl
and Ms. Tennyson that if in considering our petition for
reconsi deration the Conmmi ssion were to decide that
Verizon is right, it mght be unclear to parties to what

extent the Commi ssion reaches that concl usi on based on
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our petition for reconsideration and the evidence that's
already in the record and to what extent that decision
was nmade based on sonething that was said today. | nust
confess | didn't think that was going to be a problem
because as you have already noticed, everything that
Verizon's presentation, prepared presentation, excuse
me, everything in Verizon's prepared presentation is
sonething that's already in the record

Upon further reflection, listening to
Ms. Anderl's comments, the Conmi ssion could ask
M. Tucek a question that pronpts an answer that is not
on the record, and then we get into that gray area of to
what extent is the Comm ssion meking deci si ons based on
the record, and to what extent are they maki ng deci sions
based on this order conference. And so that does raise
some concern to ne, because it gives other parties, you
know, some due process concerns thensel ves that could
conme back to haunt us if there is ever an appeal filed.

JUDGE BERG: The Conmi ssion understands that
it my create sone confusion, and it nmay al so place sone
burdon on Verizon to step forward and to participate in
a conference prior to entry of an order on
reconsi deration. One of the Comm ssion's other concerns
is the disclosure that Verizon intends to rely on the

ICMin the Comm ssion's next cost docket, UT-023003.
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And so to sone extent, it's not just a matter of getting
closure in Part B, but it's resolution of these issues
as to Verizon's conpliance with the Part B order. Also
it's inmpacting the Conmission's ability to establish a
procedural schedule in that next proceeding.

The Conmi ssion decided that even though it
may create sone confusion and that it nay be sone burdon
on the conpany to step forward if the company were
subsequently relieved of the obligation to nmake
revisions, that just in light of the pending proceeding
and the need to establish a procedural schedul e, thought
it best to go forward, to gather the infornmation
regardi ng Verizon's approach to maki ng conpliance and
further understanding what is involved in that process
in order to assess the reasonabl eness of Verizon's
representation that it can't nmake these sorts of
revisions in what otherwi se m ght be considered a tinely
manner .

| certainly understand your concerns, and
this process is frought with, you know, sonme potentia
for difficulty down the road. W're just going to try
and avoid that as nmuch as possible. You know, | don't
mean to throw M. Tucek off his rhythmw th his
presentation, in |ooking at the materials that have been

distributed, in fact, | do see other information that
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has previously not been avail able to the Conm ssion
about Verizon's approach to conpliance as well as to the
way the cost nodel operates that | think is inportant
for the Comm ssion to understand in order to assess
Verizon's representation about how readily those changes
can be nade as well as to consider sone other
alternatives that would still achieve the inplenentation
of the Conmi ssion's decision but yet be | ess of a burdon
on the conpany. And the Commi ssion would not want to
make those clarifications without first giving the
conpany some opportunity to give us feedback as to

whet her or not those -- how those -- what the inpacts of
those clarifications mght be. So | hope that's

hel pful .

MS. MCCLELLAN: Yes, Your Honor, it is.

JUDGE BERG Al right.

Any ot her parties wish to comment or ask
ot her questions along these |ines?

Al right, hearing nothing, let's -- if
parti es do have sone concern about the procedures that
we're followi ng here today at any point and wi sh to nake
a statenent for the record, please feel free to speak up
and et me know O herwise then at this point in tinme
we will be off the record.

(Di scussion off the record.)
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JUDGE BERG Let nme check with counsel in the
roomto see if counsel present would |like to make any
cl osing comment or statenent, and let me check first
with you, Ms. McClellan

MS. MCCLELLAN: Yes, | would, Your Honor
Verizon's participation in this conference today, as we
understand the purpose of this conference to be totally
i ndependent of our petition for reconsideration, | would
just like to start by saying that any statement |'m
about to nmke does not waive Verizon's argunents in its
petition for reconsideration. It is our hope that the
Conmi ssion woul d enter an order that would make the
coments |'mabout to say noot, but in case it does not,
Veri zon has attenpted today to show t he Conm ssion why
it is inpossible to make all the changes ordered by the
Commi ssion, and there are fundanmentally two reasons.

The nunber one constraint is that the
Commi ssion ordered that after all changes were made to
ICM and to Verizon's costs that the resulting costs
still tie back to the $20.30 TELRIC that was ordered in
UT-960369. As filed, |CM devel oped a cost that was very
cl ose, within about 10 cents of that cost, and with one
change relating to the depreciation |aws, the |ICM
resulting cost would actually be only 2 cents | ower than

that rate. W can neet that constraint. However, each
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change the Conm ssion has ordered to I CMtakes us
farther and farther away fromthat $20.30, and today we
don't know whether it takes us above that number, bel ow
t hat number, or how far. But those two goals are
fundanental |y inconsistent, and it's inpossible to neet
bot h.

In addition, we have attenpted to explain why
several of the changes having to do with the | oop
| engths, the distribution and feeder mx, the drop
| engths, and the sharing inputs, if the Conm ssion
requires changes to ICMs coding to neet those
requi renents, it could be inpossible and very, very
difficult for Verizon to make those changes. W have
attenpted to show why that is and have offered sone
alternatives outside of changing the code to the nodel
where we coul d address the Conm ssion's underlying
concerns without having to change the nodel code. And
if the Comm ssion were to adopt one of those
alternatives, then a conpliance filing could be filed in
six to eight weeks. However, if the Conm ssion stil
wants Verizon to change the code for ICMto nake the
changes ordered by the Commission, it could take nine
nmont hs, and sonme of them could never be nade, and
Verizon would be in a position where it could never file

a conpliance filing.
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We have al so shown that some of the changes
are relatively easy to make and have shown our
under st andi ng of what woul d be required and woul d seek
some clarification fromthe Comm ssion as to whether we
are understandi ng them correctly.

And with that, | would like to thank the
Conmmi ssion for giving Verizon this opportunity to nmeke
its presentation and explain our reaction to the
Conmi ssion's order and to seek clarification on how we
can best satisfy the Conmission's ultimate goal in Part
B proceedi ng.

JUDGE BERG. W appreciate Verizon for
putting the presentation together, and when you first
rai sed the possibility of making a presentation |ike
this, it struck a real harnonious chord with sonething
that we recognized the nmerit in doing it, and we
recogni ze also that there's a | ot of backup preparation
and ot her people that were contributing in addition to
M. Tucek's personal presentation, and we thank the
conpany for that.

Any comments, Ms. Tennyson?

M5. TENNYSON: Yes. Fromthe Staff's
perspective, one of the things that we were nost
interested in in the presentation was the recommendati on

or the order of the Conmi ssion and the changes that are
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addressed by the Staff's proposed feeder and
distribution ratios. And ny reading of the order is
that, and M. Tucek's presentation, is that they can do
that, it's done. | think there's been a -- it seens as
if Verizon may have m sread the | anguage of the order
and used that to say it's too hard, we can't do it, it's
i mpossi bl e.

Li kewi se, nunmber 5 on page 7 of M. Tucek's
presentation, the nodifying the ICMto match the drop

I engths, if you |l ook at Paragraph 353 of the order, it

doesn't say that. It says adjust, Verizon has to adjust
its drop lengths to match the values. |t doesn't say
you have to nodify the nodel. The Comm ssion didn't

sponsor this nodel, Staff didn't sponsor this nodel,
Verizon did. | don't think there's any -- | guess what
I'"'mseeing is a presentation that the nodel is somehow
sacrosanct and we have to keep it at all costs. | think
the alternative, and M. Kopta will address this
somewhat, | think there are nodifications, changes that
the order can be conplied with without nine nonths to go
in the nodel. |If the nodel is the thing that's hol ding
things up, then let's not use it, so.

JUDGE BERG. Thank you, Ms. Tennyson.

M. Kopt a.

MR. KOPTA: Thank you, Your Honor. | think
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1 just to sort of follow up on Ms. Tennyson's comments, a
2 nodel is a tool, and what the Commission is trying to do
3 is estimate the costs for the unbundl ed network el ements
4 that were at issue in Phase B of this proceeding, and
5 Veri zon chose to try and do that by introducing a new
6 cost study. The Commi ssion in its order required that
7 Verizon nmake that npodel consistent with other
8 determ nations that the Commi ssion had made before,
9 because that nodel was being used as the basis for these
10 additional elenents, and the Comm ssion has al ready
11 establ i shed unbundl ed network el ement rates for |oops,
12 for exanmple, and the | CM was what Verizon proposed to
13 use to nodel high capacity loop rates. And so | agree
14 with Staff's concern that the Commission didn't sinply
15 accept the nodel, didn't endorse the nmodel, it allowed
16 Verizon to use that nodel but then conditioned
17 essentially that use sonme ability to conply with what
18 t he Conmi ssion had ordered previously.
19 If Verizon can not do that, then | don't
20 think that the Commi ssion should be in a position of
21 saying, well, we're going to relax our requirenents
22 because sonehow or other the nodel that you used in this
23 proceeding is not susceptible to being changed, can not
24 do what we require you to do. That should not be an

25 acceptable alternative. The alternative ought to be, if
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you can not nmke the changes, we can not accept the
nodel. And | don't think that the Comm ssion would be
at all out of bounds in posing that kind of requirenent.

I"mnot sure that that's really necessary.

It sounded to nme as though there were ways in which
Verizon could make adjustnents. Not being a nodeling
person nyself, | don't know how accurate those woul d be.
Certainly that would be sonething that woul d be subject
to comment by parties, as any conpliance filing is, but
there do seemto be fixes. | nean conmm ssions, this one
i ncluded, nmeke requirenments of parties all the tine in
their orders, and | know that it's happened with respect
to the HAlI nodel, it's happened with respect to Qmest's
nodel , and the parties make those changes as best they
can. They don't take nine nonths to do it though.

And so | think that we're in a situation
where there are fixes that seem|ike could be made, and
if there are not, then the Comm ssion | think should
establish interimrates based on the best avail able
evi dence. And because nmany of these sane el enents are
going to be at issue in the new cost docket, 023003,
then once again revisit the ICMif that's what Verizon
wants to introduce in that case as well as other cost
nodel s and establish new rates, different rates, or

reaffirmthe existing rates based on the evidence that's
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presented in that proceeding.

JUDGE BERG Ms. Rackner, are you on the
line?

MS. RACKNER:  Yes, | am

JUDGE BERG Any comments?

MS. RACKNER: Well, | guess | would just like
to concur with M. Kopta's comrents, but | don't think
have anything el se to add.

JUDCE BERG All right, thank you.

And Ms. Singer Nel son?

I think we have | ost Ms. Singer Nel son.

Al right, then | think with that, rather
than treating this as a notion with responses and
rebuttals, | would just like to thank everyone, al
counsel for participating and contributing to today's
conf erence.

Are there any other matters that parties want
to rai se before we adjourn?

MS. MCCLELLAN:. Your Honor, | just want -- |
will be sending a formal letter to this effect, | would
like to take this opportunity while we're on the record
to request that the parties remove ny nanme fromthe
service list for UT-003013 and replace it with Meredith
Ml es and Jeff Edwards as this will be ny | ast

appearance before this Comm ssion. | would like to
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t hank the Comm ssion and the parties for the kindness
that has been shown to nme over the past year as |
appeared before this Comm ssion.

JUDGE BERG If you, in that letter, if you
woul d desi gnate which counsel should be considered as

| ead counsel in the proceeding so that parties would not

have to make nultiple service, | would appreciate that.
And | will just indicate to parties in
general, | noticed that even on the E-mail list there

are a couple counsel, and the fax list, a couple of
counsel that are no |longer active in this proceeding, a
couple parties that are no longer active that should be
renoved, and | will take a |look at that and give the
parties sone gui dance on stream ining both their E-nmai
and their fax lists in order to make an effective
servi ce.

Al right, we're adjourned.

(Proceedi ngs adjourned at 4:00 p.m)



