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A prehearing conference in the above matter was
hel d on Septenber 24, 2002, at 8:30 a.m, at 1300 South
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Washi ngton, before Adm nistrative Law Judge MARIJORI E
SCHAER.

The parties were present as follows:

QNEST CORPORATI ON, by ADAM SHERR, Attorney
at Law, 1600 Seventh Avenue, Suite 3206, Seattle,
Washi ngton 98191, Tel ephone (206) 398-2507, Fax
(206) 343-4040, E-mil, asherr@west.com and by
LI SA ANDERL, Attorney at Law, via Bridge Line,

Tel ephone (206) 345-1574, E-mail, |anderl @west.com
and by JOHN DEVANEY, Attorney at Law, Perkins Coie,
607 14th Street, Northwest, Washington, D.C.

2000- 2011; Tel ephone, (202) 434-1624; Fax,

(202) 434-1690; E-mail, devaj @er ki nscoi e.com
Deborah L. Cook
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LEVEL 3 COMMUNI CATI ONS, LLC, by ROGELI O E.
PENA, Attorney at Law, Pena & Associates, 1919 14th
Street, Suite 330, Boul der, Col orado 80302,
Tel ephone, (303) 415-0409, Fax, (303) 415-0433,
E-mai |, repena@oul derattys.com and by GREG ROGERS,
Attorney at law, via Bridge Line, 1025 El dorado
Boul evard, Broonfield, Colorado 80021; Tel ephone,
(720) 888-2512; Fax, (720) 888-5134; E-nmil,

greg.rogers@ evel 3. com
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PROCEEDI NGS

JUDGE SCHAER: Let's be on the record.
We're here this morning for a pre-arbitration
conference in docket UT -- excuse nme, | am |l ooking
at a different docket -- UT-023042, and this is a
proceedi ng wherein Level 3 Communi cations, LLC, has
filed a petition in arbitrati on under the Tel ecom
Act of 1996, and would like to arbitrate that issue
with Qnest Corporation

We're here today on Septenber 24th in the
Commi ssion's hearing roomin Oynpia, Wshington
It's 8:40 in the norning, and appearing in the
hearing roomare M. Pena for Level 3, and M. Sherr
for Qnest.

We al so have joining us on the bridge |ine
at this time M. Devaney with the Perkins Coie firm
i n Washi ngton, D.C.

Al so representing Quwest, Lisa Anderl who is
i n-house counsel for Qwmest. And Greg Rogers who is
with Level 3.

Is there anyone el se who has joined us on
the bridge |ine?

(No response.)

JUDGE SCHAER: I would like to start this
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nmor ni ng by taking appearances, starting with
petitioner.

MR. PENA: Good norning. This is Rogelio
Pena, Pena & Associates, for Level 3 Communications.

MR, ROGERS: Greg Rogers, entering an
appearance as well, with Level 3.

JUDGE SCHAER: Are you enployed by Level 3,
or outside counsel?

MR. ROGERS: I amin-house counsel. | am
an attorney at Level 3.

JUDGE SCHAER: Usually at a first
conference like this one we have you put in a big
appearance in the sense that you give me your
address, you provide me and other parties with your
fax nunber, and with your e-mail address so if we
need to correspond quickly, we have those tools
avai |l abl e.

So would you, M. Pena, give us the rest of
that information.

MR. PENA: Yes, Your Honor. | amwith
Pena & Associates, LLC. M address is 1919 14th
Street, Suite 330, Boul der, Col orado 80302. M
t el ephone nunber is (303) 415-0409. M fax nunber
is (303) 415-0433, and nmy e-nmil address is

r-e-p-e-n-a, at boulder attorneys -- that's
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1 b-o0-u-I-d-e-r-a-t-t-y-s -- dot com

2 JUDGE SCHAER: Thank you. And M. Rogers,
3 woul d you like to give us the rest of your contact

4 i nformati on, please.

5 MR. ROGERS: I am Level 3 Communi cations.
6 Qur address is 1025 El dorado, E-1-d-o-r-a-d-o,

7 Boul evard in Broonfield, B-r-o-o-mf-i-e-I-d,

8 Col orado, Zip code, 80021. M phone nunber,

9 (720) 888-2512. M fax nunber is (720) 888-5134.

10 And ny e-mail address is Geg, Gr-e-g, dot, Rogers,
11 R-o0-g-e-r-s, at Level 3, the nunber 3, dot com

12 JUDGE SCHAER: Thank you. Then we will

13 t ake appearances fromthe respondent starting with
14 you, M. Sherr

15 MR. SHERR: Adam Sherr, S-h-e-r-r, in-house
16 attorney at Qmest. Address is 1600 7th Avenue, Room
17 3206, Seattle, Washington 98191. Tel ephone nunber
18 (206) 398-2507. Fax nunber, (206) 343-4040, and

19 e-mail is a-s-h-e-r-r, at Qwest dot com

20 JUDGE SCHAER: Thank you. And then

21 M . Devaney.

22 MR. DEVANEY: Yes, Your Honor. It's John
23 Devaney, D-e-v-a-n-e-y. | amwth the law firm of
24 Perkins Coie, and second name C-o-i-e. And the

25 address is 607 14th Street, Northwest, Washington
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1 D.C., Zip code, 20005-2011; Tel ephone,

2 (202) 434-1624; Fax, (202) 434-1690; and the e-nmil
3 address is d-e-v-a-j, at Perkins Coie, dot com

4 JUDGE SCHAER: Thank you. And you,

5 Ms. Anderl ?

6 MS. ANDERL: Lisa Anderl, in-house attorney
7 representing Qvest. My address information is the

8 same as M. Sherr's. M tel ephone nunber is

9 (206) 345-1574. And ny e-mmil is L-a-n-d-e-r-1, at
10 Qnest dot com

11 JUDGE SCHAER: Thank you. Has anyone el se
12 joined us on the bridge line?

13 (No response.)

14 JUDGE SCHAER: Thank you. Then

15 at this point what | had talked with the parties

16 about before we went on the record was -- the agenda
17 I had in mnd was to talk about, first, whether

18 there are factual issues that need to be resolved in
19 this matter. And then with know edge of what we did
20 or did not need to do at that point, discussion on
21 the schedul e for the remai nder of the proceeding,

22 whi ch schedul e woul d include at sonme point answers
23 to Qeest's notion to di sm ss.

24 And we will need to tal k about whether

25 there's going to be reply to those. It's ny
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understandi ng that the statutory tinme line for nme to
have a report issued is Decenber 28 -- not Decenber,
Novenber 28. And | amthinking that's fairly close.
Actually, | need to | ook at this again, because you
are showing 11/27. So we need to nmeke certain we
all agree on what that date is.

So | would lIike you, M. Pena, to first
address what factual issues you see that need to be
determ ned as part of the Conmi ssion's determ nation
inthis matter, and | will note you have filed your
petition and supporting information.

And it appears to me, M. Sherr, that in
response Qmest has not filed any affidavits or other
statements of fact. Am 1 correct in that
under st andi ng?

MR, SHERR: That was John Devaney on the
line, Your Honor. John Devaney is |ead counsel

JUDGE SCHAER: So M. Devaney, are you
speaki ng for Qwest today?

MR, DEVANEY: Yes, primarily | am Your
Honor .

JUDGE SCHAER: So | guess what | want to
know i s apparently you have made the factua
statements in your materials. Qwmest has not sought

to file any factual information to contest those.
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1 So what facts remain that need to be discovered in

2 this proceedi ng?

3 MR. PENA: My | proceed?

4 JUDGE SCHAER: Yes, sir

5 MR. PENA: Your Honor, as | had begun

6 before we got on the record, Level 3 would like to

7 explore factual issues in this proceeding.

8 Level 3 has, in fact, filed discovery in a
9 simlar proceeding that's ongoing right now in the
10 state of M nnesota before that Public Uility

11 Commission. And | think the type of issues Level 3
12 is seeking to explore in that proceeding are

13 precisely the type of issues that Level 3 would Iike
14 to explore in this proceeding.

15 Just to give you a for exanple, sone of the
16 information and factual information that Level 3 has
17 solicited -- and, again, | believe the request for
18 information that | amreferring to have, in fact,

19 been sent out by Level 3. M. Rogers can correct ne
20 if I am wong.
21 But Level 3 would like to explore the
22 mar kets in which Qwvest provides service to | SPs.
23 Level 3 would like to propound discovery regarding
24 whether -- or regarding this service that Level 3

25 provides its ISP custonmers. Level 3 would like to
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expl ore the nethodol ogy that Qwmest proposes to use
to measure actual minutes of use at an entrance
facility.

And | could go on, if you like. | have a
list of at least 10 itens that Level 3 would like to
explore, or we can -- | nean, this is just to give
you an idea of the information, the type of
informati on that Level 3 would like to explore in
this proceeding. And obviously do it through
di scovery, and then filing testinony.

MR, ROGERS: |If | might, this is Geg
Rogers. | think it's also inportant to note that |
think it will be trenendously hel pful to have a
factual basis in which to consider the |ega
guestions before the Conmission in that this is a
fairly technical interconnection type argunent, and
it requires factual understanding of how the
i nterconnection is set up, and how the traffic flows
woul d occur.

That's how we essentially would explore
that type of factual issue, just to provide that
type of background at a hearing as well

JUDGE SCHAER: M. Rogers, | am somewhat
confused, because your client has filed with the

Commi ssion a motion to dismss, or in the
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alternative, to receive summry determn nation

MR. ROGERS: | amw th Level 3.

JUDGE SCHAER: | amsorry. | do apol ogize
So those things have, however, been filed by Qnest.

I guess | amstill a little bit uncertain of why
your facts wouldn't be in your petition that
supports your case in chief.

MR. ROGERS: | think the question may be in
our petition in sonme formor another. Just for
exanpl e, a fundanental question is that Quwest seeks
to parse out internet traffic and treat it
differently than nmobile traffic in issue that is
before the Commi ssion

And we have fundanmental questions about how
they could possibly identify that type of traffic.

If they are going to be parsing it out, how do they
propose to identify it? W don't have an
under st andi ng of that so that's one fundanmenta
factual issue that | can point to off the top

JUDGE SCHAER: Now, are you appearing today
as the primary counsel for Level 3?

MR. ROGERS: It's either of us. | don't
know that | amputting nyself forth as a primary
counsel, but | aminvolved in all of our

arbitrations. So | amfamliar with all of the
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various state proceedings. So it may make sense,
guess, to say that | would be the primry counsel

JUDGE SCHAER: | amjust trying to
under st and, because we usually | et one counsel speak
for one party, and don't take arguments for both.

If you would like to change that, we could
talk about it briefly, but | need a clear
under st andi ng of what we're doing.

MR. ROGERS: | apologize. | just assuned |
woul d have an opportunity to add to what M. Pena
had sai d.

JUDGE SCHAER: |Is that how you would Iike
to proceed, that both of you can speak on behal f of
Level 37

MR, ROGERS: |If that's acceptable, | would
like to be able to have that opportunity.

JUDGE SCHAER: M. Sherr, is M.
Devaney the only speaker for Qwest today, or are
there points where you m ght be addressing itens
as well, or Ms. Anderl?

MR, SHERR: M. Devaney would be primarily
speaking for Qwest, but | would like the opportunity
for nyself or Ms. Anderl to chime in, if you don't
mnd. But ny anticipation is M. Devaney.

JUDGE SCHAER: Do you have any objection to
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1 two representatives of Level 3 addressing these

2 i ssues?

3 MR. SHERR: | don't.

4 JUDGE SCHAER: Then for purposes of this
5 hearing, we will allow nultiple counsel to address
6 the sane issues, as you have been doing at this

7 point. And | will try very hard to keep track of

8 the nanmes of the parties.

9 So we've heard that Level 3 needs some

10 factual information to develop its case. What kind
11 of discovery have you already delivered in

12 Washi ngt on?

13 MR. PENA: W have not ordered any

14 di scovery in Washi ngton, Your Honor

15 JUDGE SCHAER: What are the reasons for
16 t hat ?

17 MR. PENA: Greg, | will defer to you.

18 MR. ROGERS: We've been sinply |ooking to
19 see what the procedural schedule would be before we
20 i ssued information requests. But we are, as M.
21 Pena has said, prepared to do that. W have done
22 that already in M nnesota, and anticipate doing it
23 in the other states where we have arbitration
24 proceedi ngs under way.

25 JUDGE SCHAER: Did you receive the
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Commi ssion's order on arbitrati on procedure that was
served on August 16 of this year?

MR. ROGERS: Yes, | believe | did.

JUDGE SCHAER: | believe that lays out, in
paragraph 4, the information that the nine-nonth
time line for resolution is Novenmber 27, 2002. |Is
it your understanding that under the law that's the
correct date?

MR. ROGERS: This is Geg Rogers. |
believe that is correct. W would say Level 3 would
be willing to work with the Comnr ssion to extend
that date. W are not necessarily of the m ndset
that we would require the Comm ssion to reach a
deci sion by that day, even though that is the
statutory deadline.

JUDGE SCHAER: |s there any part to that
statute that gives the Conmi ssion authority to waive
those dates, to your know edge?

MR, ROGERS: | can't point you to a
specific clause to that effect, except to say it is
sonmet hing that we have done el sewhere in the past,
the stipulation between the parties. And being a
petitioner, we have had the practice of having the
prerogative, | guess, of either holding to that

date, or agreeing to an extension of that date.
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1 JUDGE SCHAER: Has that happened in the

2 state of Washi ngton?

3 MR, ROGERS: Not to nmy know edge.

4 JUDGE SCHAER: Well, | have heard from

5 Level 3 about the reasons they think they would need
6 to have discovery, and explore factual issues in

7 this proceeding. And | would like to hear a

8 response now from Quest.

9 MR. DEVANEY: Thank you, Your Honor. This
10 i s John Devaney speaking for Quwest.

11 What | would like to do is begin by

12 defining the issue that is raised in this

13 arbitration, because | think once we define the

14 i ssue, it beconmes apparent that there really aren't
15 material facts that bear on the issue.

16 And the issue is this, essentially: The
17 FCC has a rule that is called the Relative Use Rule
18 relating to who pays for the interconnection trunks
19 that connect carriers together. And that rule is
20 sonmet hing that Level 3 and Qwmest agree applies in
21 this circunstance
22 And the only di sagreenent between the
23 parties is whether internet traffic should be
24 i ncluded in determ ning each party's relative use of

25 the interconnection trunks. That is the issue
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1 presented in the arbitration.

2 And the Commi ssion has addressed this issue
3 inits 32nd Supplenmental Order of the Cost Docket,

4 and ruled that internet traffic should not be

5 included in relative use cal cul ati ons, because the
6 FCC has found that traffic to be interstate in

7 nature. And | understand that just yesterday the

8 Conmi ssion affirmed that ruling in the 38th

9 Suppl enent al Order.

10 The factual issues that M. Pena and

11 M. Rogers suggested were at issue earlier, and that
12 woul d be the subject of discovery requests really
13 don't bear on this issue at all. The issue is very
14 strai ghtforward, should internet traffic be included
15 in relative use, or should it not? And that's a

16 matter of | ooking, nunber one, at the Washi ngton

17 Commi ssion's ruling, specific ruling on this issue,
18 and nunber two, the FCC rules. They are binding on
19 this issue.

20 And questions about what type of |SP

21 service Qmest provides, what markets Qmest is in,

22 t hey have nothing to do with the fundamental issue
23 that is presented here. And not surprisingly, the
24 facts that Level 3 says it will explore in

25 di scovery, to ny know edge, aren't raised in their
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petition anywhere, which, in nmy mnd, anyway,
affirns that they are not relevant to the issue.

So this is one of those classic | ega
i ssues that is keyed up to be deci ded based on
application of clearly established law in
Washi ngton, and by the | aw established by the FCC

So, yeah, | haven't heard anything or seen
anyt hing that suggests there are any material issues
that bear on this issue, that is, issues of fact.

So we feel strongly that this is a case
that is ripe for decision based on a dispositive
notion, such as the one we filed. And we would urge
the Court to establish a procedural schedul e that
requires full briefing of the dispositive notion,
and a ruling on dispositive notion relatively
qui ckly, obviously at the Court's conveni ence.

Wth respect to whether Qaest woul d be
willing to waive the statutory deadline, | think any
wai ver, to the extent a waiver would be perm ssibl e,
woul d have to be by mutual consent of the parties.
And Qmest, in this case, is not willing to waive the
statutory deadline.

And one of the reasons why is we think the
law is so fundanentally clear on this, particularly

in Washi ngton, there's nothing to be served by
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wai ving the statutory deadline.

I think that addresses all the issues that

Level 3 raised. If Your Honor would like nme to
respond to anything else, | would obviously be happy
to.

JUDGE SCHAER: Thank you. | think what |

woul d suggest we do is that we go off the record for
a bit to discuss schedules. And | would like us to
try to find a schedule that nmeets the statutory tine
lines at this point.

And if that nmeans that we are not arguing
this -- arguing dispositive nmotions until a later
time, and perhaps having to do sone duplicate work
I think with the conpressed tine frane we have that
may be our only option

So it's 9:00, and we're going off the
record to di scuss scheduling.

(Di scussion off the record.)

JUDGE SCHAER: Let's be back on the record
after our norning recess.

During the tine we were off the record
t here were extended di scussions about scheduling the
remai nder of the proceedi ng, and di scussi ons have
conti nued between the parties. And it's ny

under st andi ng that they have reached sone agreenent
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that they can now share with the Conmm ssion

And | understand you, M. Pena, are going
to be the spokesnman; is that correct?

MR. PENA: Yes, Your Honor.

JUDGE SCHAER: Go ahead, pl ease

MR. PENA: Thank you. Wiile we were off
the record, the parties did discuss a possible
procedural schedul e that accommpdates everybody's
cal endar. And for the remainder of this proceeding,
the parties would like to follow the foll ow ng
schedul e:

Parties would like to have Level 3's
response to Qunest's notion to dismss and/or sumary
determination to be filed no later than October 9.
On that sanme day, the parties would file
si mul taneous direct testinony. Sinultaneous
rebuttal testinmony would be due Cctober 16. And
Qnest's reply to Level 3's response to its notion
woul d al so be filed on Cctober 16.

A prehearing conference, a tel ephonic
conference, just to discuss |logistics of the actua
hearing, could be held on Cctober 28th. And the
heari ng, should the Court decide to have one, would
be on October 29th. And sinultaneous post-hearing

briefs would be filed Novenmber 8th. And, of course,
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the ALJ's decision would be issued -- what is it --
| believe Novenmber 27th.

JUDGE SCHAER: On or before Novenber 27
woul d be ny deadline for witing the report about
thi s proceedi ng.

Do all parties agree to this schedule as
bei ng wor kabl e?

MR. SHERR  Your Honor, this is Adam Sherr
Qnest does, subject to Your Honor believing there
woul d be enough time between the end of the briefing
schedul e, Cctober 16, with regard to Qwest's notion,
and the hearing date for you to render a decision on
t hat .

JUDGE SCHAER: | think there would be.
amgoing to let you know that it may not be deci ded
before the hearing. | may let the petitioner
present their case, and then let you also revive the
notion at that point if you don't believe there have
been any facts put on the record we need to concern
ourselves with.

I am not deciding either way right now |
amjust letting you know that with all of the flux
that is involved in this, that | want to reserve ny
options as well to get this done as well as | can hy

t he deadl i ne of the 27th.
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MR. PENA: Your Honor, the parties also
di scussed the need of a protective order, and the
parties do believe that a protective order should be
i ssued.

JUDGE SCHAER: That will be done. And I
have heard you di scussing records into data, and
am wondering if you need the discovery rule and our
procedural rules to be triggered to allow to you
have those tools, or if you are going to be able to,
on an informal basis, to trade information?

MR. PENA: Unfortunately, we did not
di scuss that off the record as to how to deal with
t hat .

JUDGE SCHAER: If you would like to go off
the record again so you can discuss that with
co-counsel, go ahead, please.

MR.  PENA: Ckay. Thank you.

JUDGE SCHAER: The rule is WAC 480. 09. 480,
and the tinme lines for returning informati on may be
| onger than you can afford in the schedul e.

So sonetines people |look at the rule, and
want the tools there, but they want to have shorter
tinmes. So | will let the parties discuss that for
about five mnutes, | think should be enough. So

let's be off the record, and we will begin again at
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10 m nutes to 10: 00.
(Di scussion off the record.)

JUDGE SCHAER: We will be back on the
record after a short recess to discuss discovery
matters.

And | am not sure who ny reporting attorney
is this time. Are you reporting, again, M. Pena?

MR. PENA: | am nore than happy to, Your
Honor .

The parties discussed di scovery while we
were off the record. And while the rules provide
for a 10-cal endar-day response tine, the parties
have agreed to a 7-cal endar-day response tinme on any
di scovery propounded in the proceeding.

One of the things that the parties would
like to discuss with Your Honor is discovery
di sputes. Should there be objection to discovery,
given the tinme line in the proceeding, Level 3 was
wondering if those disputes couldn't be brought to
the Bench's attention via conference call so we can
expedite resolution, either the objections are
sustai ned, or the party is ordered to provide
responses.

JUDGE SCHAER: The Commission will nake

soneone avail able to hear discovery disputes on a
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very accel erated basis, if that is needed. So that
once | amcontacted, or if the Conmission is
contacted, we will look to set up some kind of
t el ephone hearing that is addressed to that issue,
and deal with it as snmoothly and quickly as
possi bl e.

MR. DEVANEY: Qmest -- Your Honor, OQwest,
of course, has no objection to that, and supports
it.

MR. PENA: Level 3 is fine with that, also.

JUDGE SCHAER: And | am saying not just ne,
but the Conmmi ssion, because if |I'mnot avail abl e,
you need to contact M. Wallis or M. Moss in ny
section, and they will be able to |line up sonebody
in a quick tinme line, because we recognize the
i mportance of keeping these matters noving.

MR. SHERR  Judge, this is Adam Sherr for
Qnest. Just to clarify, the Conm ssion expects the
party propoundi ng discovery to -- that the party
propoundi ng di scovery not satisfied with the
response to be seeking intervention by the
Conmi ssi on?

JUDGE SCHAER: That's who | woul d expect to
hear fromis the party who has not received what

they asked for. And if there are any materials -- |
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won't see nost or all discovery materials. So if
there are some materials | need to see in order to
understand the issue presented, then you will need
to fax those to ne. And if you need -- if the other
party wants to fax responses, or you know, what they
said when they said no, a copy of that, | am not
asking for a lot of new witing, but copies of what
exi sts that can be sent in so that we are all on the
same page when we hold our discussion

MR, SHERR: Thank you, Your Honor. | just
wanted to nake sure we were on the sane page.

MR. PENA: That's fine, Your Honor

JUDGE SCHAER: So | will trigger the
di scovery rule in WAC 480. 09. 480, and nmke those
nmeans of discovery available to the parties. And we
will note that the parties have agreed to shorten
the tine for responses to 7 cal endar days.

I want to encourage the parties to the
extent possible, to deal with each other infornmally,
to deal with each other quickly. |If there's part of
a response you can pull off a shelf and send, and
sonmet hing el se you need to find, give as quickly as
possi bl e the part you can prepare i mediately, and
talk to each other about why sonething el se m ght

take | onger.
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I have high respect for the counsel whom
I've worked with, and | ook forward to havi ng high
respect for the others when | neet you. But | think
that a lot of this is not going to require ny
i ntervention, because | think you can figure it out
between you in a way that a request that seens too
broad maybe after conversation can be understood or
narrowed. Things that don't exist in a certain
form you can have a conversation about what m ght
be avail able that neets the sanme need.

I would really like you to be able to run
this process yourself, but | am available if needed.
And with discovery, as well as with the protective
order, it's going to take a little bit of processing
time to get orders out of the Commission. | would
like you to begin to operate as if those were in
exi stence.

If that neans that you at this point only
share confidential information with attorneys who
keep it in a privileged situation, | understand that
you might have a need to do that. But to the extent
possible, I would, again, |like you to act as if
these two things were witten down in an order right
now, and they will be witten down quickly.

So we have di scussed the schedule. W have
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1 di scussed the protective order. W have discussed
2 di scovery. We have a schedul e.

3 Are there any other itens that any party
4 would Iike to bring up before we conclude this

5 nor ni ng?

6 MR. PENA: Level 3 doesn't have anything,
7 Your Honor.

8 MR. SHERR  John, does Qwest have anynore?
9 I will take that as a "no."

10 JUDGE SCHAER: All right. Thank you al
11 then for your conduct this nmorning, and for working
12 out a schedule that | think will be tight for

13 everyone, but should be able to work if we all push
14 on together.

15 MR. DEVANEY: Your Honor, this is John

16 Devaney. | had the nute button on, because there
17 was a fire engi ne goi ng on outside.

18 JUDCGE SCHAER: That's fine. | wll ask
19 again, is there anything further you think we need
20 to discuss this norning?

21 MR. DEVANEY: There is not. And | want to
22 thank you for allowing us to participate by phone.
23 JUDGE SCHAER: You are wel come. And that
24 i s sonething the Conm ssion does nmake avail abl e as

25 much as it can to help people who are at a distance.
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1 So without anything further, I will declare
2 us adjourned. Of the record.

3 ENDI NG TI ME: 10:00 A M
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